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Abstract
The term Intrapreneur dates to the 1980s and refers to an entrepreneurial thinking
employee within an established organization who thinks across the boundaries of
organization units. Due to business competition and the pace of innovation, large firms rely
on intrapreneurs to lead process improvements, incremental innovations, new product
development, or vertical technology development. These individuals often lead activities
positioning the firm to innovate and differentiate from the business competition. Despite
the need for firms to turn to the front-line intrapreneurs to reinvigorate the business, it is
still unclear what separates the successful intrapreneurs from the unsuccessful. This study
contributes to intrapreneurship literature by examining how individual-level behaviors
impact product development success.
Our results provide convincing evidence that individual-level behaviors of
intrapreneurs significantly impact product development in established firms. We have
identified five behaviors that contribute to product development success and five behavior
categories that led to product development failures. This research also further develops an
understanding of the role of management support and personal networks impacting
intrapreneurial product development success.

Keywords: Intrapreneur, Intrapreneurial Leadership, Bureaucracy, Change Management,
Intrapreneurial Behaviors, Management Support, Personal Network
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Background of the Problem
Business change and innovation each are happening at rapid levels. Historically,
dating back to the 1920s, firms would remain in the Standard & Poor's 500 Index (S&P
500) on average for 65 years with only a 1.5% turnover per year; however, fast-forward to
1998, annual turnover in the index rose to 10% with a firm average life in the index of 10
years (Vigueria et al., 2021, p.2). Firms drop out of the S&P 500 for several reasons,
including mergers, acquisitions, going bankrupt, or losing relevancy as a corporation
(Deloitte, 2015; Perry, 2014).
Additionally, few large firms have created a longstanding “wide moat” where
innovation continually outpaces the competition, and long-term financial viability is
guaranteed. Traditionally, smaller firms and start-ups bring new ideas to reality. Bower and
Christensen (1995) said, "Every company that has tried to manage the mainstream and
disruptive businesses within a single organization failed (p.52)."
So, what should a firm do to remain relevant? Focusing on strategy and talent are
essential steps. A leading strategy scholar, Michael Porter, explains, "A company can
outperform its rivals only if it can establish a difference that it can preserve (Porter, 1996,
p.42). Corporations can and do promote a culture of innovation. For example, at Apple,
products, including the Mac, iPod, iTunes, iPhone, and iCloud, were all developed by
intrapreneurs within the firm (Deeb, 2016). Another well-cited example of intrapreneurship
is the Starbucks Frappuccino, a wildly successful cold coffee-flavored beverage sold at
Starbucks. A small group of employees developed the Frappuccino idea at a Los Angeles
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Starbucks store. The store manager took the initiative to create a product that has become
a signature product on the Starbucks menu across the globe.
Established firms must take similar approaches to small, agile firms working with
disruptive technologies to promote new revenue opportunities. Pinchot and Pinchot III
(1978) explain that firms turn to intrapreneurs, meaning their employees who display intracorporate entrepreneurial characteristics that result in significant value creation due to new
products or processes.
Given that the existing academic literature focuses on various corporate innovationrelated concepts, we will briefly describe the differences between Intrapreneurship,
Corporate Entrepreneurship (CE), and Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO). Intrapreneurship
refers to the behaviors and actions of intra-corporate entrepreneurs, also known as
“intrapreneurs.” (Pinchot & Pinchot III, 1978). First, intrapreneurship is a bottom-up
approach to growing the business from the front-line change agents. Of note,
intrapreneurship is an individual-level concept since it is self-determined behavior.
Corporate Entrepreneurship (CE) refers to a top-down organizational-level construct
encompassing internal innovation, business venturing, and strategic corporate renewal
(Zahra, 1993, p.320; Blanka, 2019, p.923), with outcomes ranging from knowledge
creation to business control point exploitation (Dess et al., (2003), p. 373. Entrepreneurial
Orientation is a firm-level strategic orientation that is often measured using autonomy,
innovativeness, risk-taking, proactiveness, and competitive aggressiveness (Lumpkin &
Dess, 1996, p.136; Covin & Lumpkin, 2011).
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Importance of Intrapreneurship
Intrapreneurs are the innovators within established firms, while entrepreneurs
organize, manage, and assume the risks of the entire business or enterprise (Antonic &
Hisrich, 2003, p.10). Compared to intrapreneurship, entrepreneurship is riskier for many
reasons, including financial uncertainty and responsibility level. Business case studies and
lessons from the past, Kodak Corporation, as an example, highlight the need for balancing
near-term profits with the need to invest appropriately in new capabilities for the future.
Intrapreneurs'

characteristics

include

strong

personal

knowledge

in

communications, writing, technical skills, and a keen awareness of their abilities (Neessen
et al., 2019, p.561). Pinchot and Pinchot III (1985) explained that not all intrapreneurs are
inventors, but instead, all intrapreneurs are idea implementers. Intrapreneurs make
innovation happen; from idea creation and concept development to product refinement and
product introduction, these individuals forge new paths to shape the future. Intrapreneurial
behavior includes creating value, creating ideas, and turning those ideas into a business
product reality inside an organization with profitability (Pinchot, 2017). Not all
intrapreneurs must be engineers. Sales professionals in established firms, for instance, can
be successful intrapreneurs when they obtain management and customer support and do
not give up when selling their value creation ideas to the top management of the company
(Pinchot, 2017).
Intrapreneurship is a bottom-up approach that begins with the individual but
ultimately affects the team and organizational performance (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2003,
p.9). While significant work has focused on entrepreneurial behavior at the firm level, our
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research contributes knowledge related to individual-level entrepreneurship (i.e.,
intrapreneurship).
Proposed Study
Despite the emergence of research on intrapreneurship since the seminal work of
Pinchot and Pinchot (1985), there are significant gaps in knowledge. Recent academic
work investigates how intrapreneurial behaviors, including venture behavior and strategic
renewal, impact business performance (Gawke et al., 2019, p.806). However, few studies
have researched the effects of middle management support and intrapreneur’s personal
networks on product development success. Our study provides fresh insights that clarify
the role of individual intrapreneurs in large, established firms. Additionally, since our
research findings inform the literature on critical success and failure drivers within
intrapreneurial product development, they can be used in many ways to create an
organization that outpaces the competition and drives innovation.
Research Questions
Our study investigated the role of intrapreneurial behaviors, management support,
and intrapreneur’s personal networks on success in generating new products or services in
large firms. Based on the gaps noted above, we identified three research questions:
1) What is the impact of intrapreneurial behavior on product development success
in established firms?
2) How does management support facilitate intrapreneur product development
success?
3) What is the role of personal networks [internal and external] on product
development success?
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Contributions
Researchers have acknowledged the importance of management support to promote
and support intrapreneurship (Moriano et al., 2014, p.104). Management support comes in
many forms and our finding highlight impactful aspects of management support that
contributes to an intrapreneur’s success. Our results suggest that complex product
development requires different support types, including 1) Senior Executive Support; 2)
Corporate investment; 3) Middle Management Support; and 4) Risk Tolerance to promote
innovation within large, established firms.
Our findings provide insights into the importance of intrapreneur networks.
Networks act as providers of support, access to opportunities, and other resources that can
facilitate successful product development. Floyd and Wooldridge (1999) found personal
networks can impact position of influence and are the main drivers of intrapreneurs' actions
within firms (p.124). Our study supports the view that networks founded in trust can
provide intrapreneurs with resources that help solve challenges to advance product
development and eventual sale to the customer.
Overall, our research findings inform how intrapreneur's behaviors, the level of
management support, and networks affect product development success.
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Chapter 2
The Literature Review
Our research on intrapreneurship is based on a literature review focusing on
Intrapreneurship, Management Support, and Personal Networks.
Intrapreneurial Behavior Literature
Intrapreneurship is positive behavior from front-line employees, leading to
successful innovations, with examples of Google Gmail, Amazon Drones, or Starbucks
Frappuccino (Knippen, 2017). Evidence suggests that organizations that promote
intrapreneurial behavior will be more competitive and perform better than firms that resist
(Moriano et al., 2014, p.104). Sustaining current profit levels and product lines for
technological companies is a primary focus area, so there needs to be a balance between
meeting near-term financial commitments while looking to grow new ideas. Implementing
a strategic management approach, namely, one that garners sufficient near-term financial
returns while also investing for the future, is an ongoing focus for senior executives.
While intrapreneurs often work within the safe setting of an established
organization and can leverage existing organizational resources, they possess many of the
same qualities as entrepreneurs. The term intrapreneurship dates to 1978, when Elizabeth
Pinchot and her husband Gilford Pinchot used the term in the seminal paper titled "IntraCorporate Entrepreneurship" (Pinchot & Pinchot III, 1978). Business development is at the
core of what it means to be an intrapreneur. The definition of intrapreneurship has evolved
over the years. It has vital purposes, and literature explains that an individual employee’s
inclination to act entrepreneurially promotes behaviors such as individual proactiveness,
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creation of innovation, proactive change management, new product development, idea
creation, new business ventures, and business expansion (Schachtebeck et al., 2018, p.264).
Being proactive within large established firms is at the core of being a successful
intrapreneur. Gibb and Scott (1986) noted that intrapreneurs act entrepreneurially. These
individuals must push ideas forward despite the bureaucratic resistance within many large
firms (Gibb, 1988). Being proactive is closely linked to having unrelenting personal
initiative. Vesper (1984) found that intrapreneurs often, through proactive measures,
undertake new projects and innovate without explicitly being asked to by executive
leadership. Regarding intrapreneurs, proactiveness appears to be synonymous with
teamwork. Cooperation across matrixed functions is essential in large firms to promote
product innovations. Seshadri and Tripathy (2006) highlighted the importance of being
proactive and a team player by stating, “Intrapreneurs turn ideas into significant results to
stimulate innovation and foster growth in organizations.”
With the growing consolidation of major firms over the past few decades, firms
have shifted from corporate venturing to developing internal vertical capability by
depending on proactive individuals and agile teams to innovate and act as entrepreneurs
within the existing firm. Firms utilize multiple strategies to grow and innovate. For
example, Sharma & Chrisman (1999) explained that while corporate venturing creates new
businesses and a firm strategy for corporate innovation, intrapreneurs typically make new
products or services within existing companies (p.1718). Abraham (1997) found that
intrapreneurs often work independently to develop ideas and collaborate well with teams
for product development, which results in new technology and product creation (p. 180).
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Seshadri and Tripathy (2006) described the importance of proactiveness. An
established steel company study found that intrapreneurs turn ideas into significant results
by stimulating innovation and fostering growth in established organizations (Seshadri &
Tripathy, 2006). Driving innovation is a core capability of most intrapreneurs.
Intrapreneurs are the employees who get things done – from creating new products,
processes, or services to growing profit for established firms (Pinchot, 1985). Intrapreneurs
are the employees within firms who play a critical role in generating new organizational
capabilities. In large established firms, the implementation and motivation for innovation
and a new business idea often start with a small group of employees (Carrier, 1996). From
a business practitioner perspective, intrapreneurial innovative ideas and projects should
focus on the firm's customer experience and overall value proposition. For example, in
1987, at Apple's Worldwide Developers Conference, Apple CEO Steve Jobs described:
"You have to start with the customer experience and work backward to the
technology. I have made this mistake probably more than anybody else in this
room. As we have tried to develop a strategy and a vision for Apple, it started
with 'What incredible benefits can we give to the customer? Where can we take
the customer?' I think that is the right path to take (Jobs, 1987)."
Jobs' statement is at the core of what intrapreneurs do. Successful corporate intrapreneurs
balance customer experience with technological reality to provide a product that generates
sustained profit for the organization.
While firms often measure success on balance sheet performance, many
intrapreneurs focus on building something never done before. One could say that taking an
idea perceived as science fiction and proving doubters wrong who turns it into scientific
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fact. Intrapreneurs generally rely on small independent teams to innovate and create new
products, processes, or services. Research suggests that keeping the innovators
independent and separate from the central business unit can be advantageous for the small
teams and the large benefiting firm (Bower & Christiansen, 1995).
Firms do have a vested interest in understanding more about intrapreneurs.
Research is vast in explaining the positive value that intrapreneurs bring to the firm’s
corporate balance sheet (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). The literature consistently states that
intrapreneurs are valuable, as we are unaware of literature that debates that fact. Instead,
the gap in the literature is about answering the question: How are they successful? Huang
et al. (2021) found that intrapreneurs and entrepreneurs are innovative individuals who aim
to add value to products and services. They discovered that intrapreneurial and
entrepreneurial activities provoke a higher degree of risk. However, instead of risking their
funds, intrapreneurs risk the firm’s resources (e.g., funds) aiming to develop new products
and services. At the same time, entrepreneurs take risks with their own financial, social,
and human capital.
Individual intrapreneurs face unique challenges fighting for human capital (e.g.,
engineering resources) and financial backing for Research & Development (R&D)
activities. At the same time, Parker (2009) noted that intrapreneurs are at a competitive
disadvantage compared to entrepreneurs since firms prefer to invest in current, ongoing
projects instead of doing something new, which requires a redistribution of resources. The
battle for corporate investment is fierce.
Recent research suggests that an intrapreneur’s attitudes, including motivation,
intentionality, and the ability to relate to the organization, are essential (Neessen et al.,
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2019). Additionally, intrapreneurial employees are likely to have individual characteristics,
including strong technical skills and abilities, a keen sense of learning from successes and
failures, an accurate perception of their strengths, and the instinct to seek help in knowledge
areas they lack (Neessen et al., 2019).
Intrapreneurs are likely to see positive business results by displaying strong
motivational characteristics that result in proactive and opportunity exploitation behaviors
(Neessen et al., 2019). These individual behaviors may lead to new products or innovations
within established firms. However, organizational factors such as bureaucracy, rewards,
management support, and substantial resources will likely impair the process of
intrapreneurial behavior leading to new product development. Research on entrepreneurial
orientation (EO) and entrepreneurship are quite vast. However, research on individual
intrapreneurs is scarce. Notably, the literature examining the link between individual
intrapreneurial behaviors and their contribution to product development is limited (Blanka,
2019). Management support is said to positively correlate with intrapreneurial
innovativeness, risk-taking, proactiveness, and networking (Blanka, 2019).
Adjacent literature in innovation management discusses the need for project
promoters. Innovation requires ‘champions’ or ‘promoters’ (Hauschild & Kirchmann,
2002, p.5). Complicated product developments require a blend of technology promoters
(i.e., technical experts), process promoters (i.e., Sales Lead), and power promoters (i.e.,
executive sponsors) (Hauschildt & Kirchmann, 2002, p.6). Research shows that firms are
more likely to have technical and financial successes when all three promoters work
together (Hauschildt & Kirchmann, 2002, p.12). We speculate that intrapreneurs will
overcome the internal organizational resistance with solid management support by having
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promoters or champions that push new product development forward. Our literature review
thus far has focused on informing one specific intrapreneurship area, namely,
intrapreneurial behaviors (Figure 2.1).
Figure 2.1 - Framework of Intrapreneurship (Neessen et al., 2019)

Our review suggests that literature contributions in the intrapreneurship field
regarding individual-level intrapreneurs are lacking. Specifically, knowledge of how
intrapreneurs navigate established firms' internal processes and their overall impact on
product development success has received insufficient attention. Blanka (2019) noted that
little intrapreneurial literature exists from the individual perspective (p.944). Scholars
have leveraged entrepreneurial orientation (EO) theory to attempt to evaluate individual
intrapreneurship (Stull, 2005) or team intrapreneurship (Kollmann et al., 2017). In a study
of individual entrepreneurial orientation of members of entrepreneurial teams, diversity
in proactiveness and risk-taking within a team impaired team performance by amplifying
relationship conflict (Kollmann et al., 2017). EO includes measures of innovation,
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proactiveness, and risk-taking, which have addressed levels of intrapreneurship (Covin &
Slevin, 1991). Next, we review the role of management support and the impact of
personal networks on intrapreneurship.
Intrapreneur Management Support and Personal Network Literature
Research indicates that there are multiple dimensions of management support.
These dimensions include having top-management support, work autonomy, and support
from each level of management which elevates intrapreneurial behavior (Kuratko et al.,
2014). Miller (1983) found that firms' ability to be entrepreneurial depends primarily on
the leader's personality (p.770). Management support is highly beneficial for intrapreneurs,
including fostering a culture that promotes creativity (Hisrich, 1990, p.210). More
specifically, existing literature suggests that middle-level managers can help connect the
executive management's strategies to lower-level management's focus on intrapreneurial
initiatives (Blanka, 2019).
There is limited intrapreneur-focused research regarding management support and
the impact on innovation, primarily when little support exists from higher-level executives.
Moriano et al. (2014) found that transformational leadership at the top and middle
influences employees to be more intrapreneurial and strengthens organizational
identification. While not explicitly addressed by Moriano et al. (2014), middlemanagement support may positively influence employees' intrapreneurial behavior despite
a lack of senior executive support.
Empowerment is the act of providing resources, authority, opportunity, and
motivation. The literature offers mounting evidence on the positive outcomes of
empowerment on employee performance; limited research has addressed the relationship
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between empowerment and intrapreneurship (Rappaport, 1981). Henao-Zapta and Peiró
(2018) found that empowerment leads to strong personal meaning, self-determination,
competence, and impact. These four dimensions lead to energetic performance, leading to
positive results for intrapreneurs (p. 191).
Current research suggests that middle management support might promote
individual-level intrapreneurial behavior (Moriano et al., 2014). Middle managers may
implement a management approach that blends corporate vision with actionable goals at
lower levels. Yet, research lacks how this would impact intrapreneurship. Management
support promotes inspiration, motivation, and encouragement to innovate (Moriano et al.,
2014). Overall, research on how management support influences intrapreneurial product
development success is underdeveloped.
Networking, at its core, involves interacting with other individuals. Urbano and
Turro (2013) found that corporate intrapreneurs play two primary roles: identifying
business opportunities and networking with other successful intrapreneurs. Intrapreneurs
often choose to network with key stakeholders, internal and external, to build advocacy for
their projects for new business ventures. For example, in large firms, a significant challenge
for intrapreneurs can be developing positive internal support for a new project or
effectively sharing information and skills through inter-organizational networks
(Fagerberg et al., (2005), p.79).
Seved and Aziz (2016) found that an intrapreneur's networking ability positively
impacts new product development. Individuals who score high in networking take an
intentional approach to product development and enjoy transforming prototypes or ideas
into new products, even with limited resources (p.769). Research also indicates that
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individual intrapreneurs value top management support that spans boundaries. When top
management spans organizational boundaries and networks across various organizational
levels, social exchanges and understanding occur, promoting creativity, increased new
product development, and business unit innovation (Glaser et al., 2015).
The creation of a feasible idea is the beginning of the intrapreneurial process.
Networking is said to increase a firm's ability to generate new ideas. Smith et al. (2016)
noted that a firm's customers and suppliers are often the sources of innovative ideas.
Networking to partner with key outside firms can enable intrapreneurs to reach new
markets and expand their firm's product offerings (Dyer & Nobeoka, 2000).
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Chapter 3
Methodology
Our study of intrapreneurs uses an interpretative approach to explore open-ended
questions that seek to understand why phenomenon comes about with surveys and semistructured interviews (Elliot & Timulak, 2005). We targeted employees who had a
minimum of five years of work experience. Through the expertise of intrapreneurs, this
qualitative research study aims to understand how these employees produce results in large,
established firms. Interviewees had at minimum a bachelor's degree and a track record of
self-reported intrapreneurial behaviors (i.e., self-starter, motivation, proactive) within
large, established firms. The semi-structured interview guided focused conversations on
addressing our three research questions. The discussions were semi-structured, and we
used an interview guide (Appendix C) to facilitate the exchange and to inform our three
research questions:
1) What is the impact of intrapreneurial behavior on product development success
in established firms?
2) How does management support facilitate intrapreneur product development
success?
3) What is the role of personal networks [internal and external] on product
development success?
We emailed potential candidates to participate and selected the most qualified
employees for our study (Appendix A). Next, these individuals were asked to complete a
prescreen survey and an intrapreneurial behavior survey created by Stull (2005), which
measured risk-taking, proactiveness, and innovativeness (Appendix B). These individuals
were then asked to provide a co-worker’s name, which allowed us to measure the risk-
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taking, proactiveness, and innovativeness from the perspective of a co-worker by giving
them the same intrapreneurial survey created by Stull (2005) (Appendix B1). We selected
twenty-five candidates to interview, where detailed results can be found in Chapter 4. All
twenty-five intrapreneurs were found through the researcher's personal network of product
development intrapreneurs or through referrals. The results of the prescreen intrapreneurial
survey, which was sent to the individual intrapreneurs and a co-worker (Appendix B &
Appendix B1), can be found Table 3. 1 and Table 3. 2.
Table 3. 1 – Prescreen Questions
Pre-screen Questions
1.

Yes

No

Do you have experience developing new business opportunities

100%

0%

within large established firms (e.g., Sales, Engineering, Strategy,

25/25

Research & Development)
2.

Do you have at least two projects in which you played a

100%

significant role that resulted in the successful development of

25/25

0%

new products, new services, or major process improvements?
3.

Do you have at least one project that stalled out or ran into issues

100%

that prevented product development success?

25/25

0%

All twenty-five intrapreneurs included in our study identified as having both work
experience (Table 3. 1) along with attributes of risk-taking, proactiveness, and
innovativeness (Table 3. 2). In the self-completed survey and the survey responses from
the co-workers’ perspective, these twenty-five intrapreneurs ranked above average in risktaking, proactiveness, and innovativeness. Of note, the intrapreneurs scored as medium
risk-takers. When evaluated by co-workers, the individual intrapreneurs were scored as
less prone to risk-taking than in the self-reported survey (Q 1 & Q3, 2.34 vs. 3.26, Q2, Q4,
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Q5, 3.85 vs. 3.62). Also, very little difference existed between the self-reports and the coworker assessments of levels of Proactiveness and Innovativeness, Q6-Q10, and Q11-Q15,
respectively. These findings further strengthened our belief that the interviewed individuals
have a strong record of intrapreneurial experiences and behaviors.
Table 3. 2– Intrapreneurial Behavior Survey
Intrapreneur Behavior Survey (Completed by Intrapreneur and Co-Worker)
1 Strongly Disagree; 2 Disagree; 3 Neutral; 4 Agree; 5 Strongly Agree
Risk-Taking
1. Do you / (Does Insert Name) approach projects or activities in a cautious manner?

SelfReported

Co-Worker

2. Do you / (Does Insert Name) often do things that have a chance of not working out?

2.6
3.56

3.34
3.12

3. Do you / (Does Insert Name) avoid taking calculated Risks?

2.08

3.18

4. Do you / (Does Insert Name) engage in product development activities that
often have a chance of not working out?

3.46

3.84

4.36

3.89

2.34
3.85
SelfReported

3.26
3.62
Co-Worker

5. Will you (Does Insert Name) take calculated risks despite the possibility of failure?
Average of Q1, Q3
Average of Q2, Q4, Q5
Proactiveness
6. Do you / (Does Insert Name) keep ahead of changes instead of responding to them?

4.32

4.2

7. Do you / (Does Insert Name) actively fix or improve things you don’t like?

4.12

4.2

4.04
4.36

4.08
4.2

8. Do you / (Does Insert Name) act in anticipation of future problems, needs, or changes?
9. Do you / (Does Insert Name) take the initiative to start projects?
10. Do you / (Does Insert Name) tend to implement changes before they are needed?
Average of Q6-Q10
Innovativeness
11. Do you / (Does Insert Name) generate useful new ideas?
12. Do you / (Does Insert Name) develop new processes, services, or products?
13. Do you / (Does Insert Name) approach business tasks in innovative ways?
14. Do you / (Does Insert Name) find new ways to do things?
15. Do you / (Does Insert Name) often do things in unique ways?
Average of Q11-Q15

3.28
4.02
SelfReported
4.20
4.48
4.24
3.8
3.68

3.6
4.06
Co-Worker

4.08

4.05

Our interviewees were a mix of non-executive professional staff positions (e.g.,
engineer, senior engineer, first-level, middle and senior management). Many of these
employees regularly interfaced with non-executive management. Eight of the intrapreneurs
held executive-level positions.

4.04
4.12
4.04
4.12
3.92
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A summary of the participants can be found in Table 3. 3. Our study shines a light
on intrapreneurship in the aerospace sector, as 84% (21 out 25) of the individuals in our
study had at least five years of aerospace experience. 12% (3 out of 25) worked in the tech
industry, while the remaining 4% (1 out of 25) worked in the food industry. A summary of
the study participants can be found in Table 3. 3. The work experience of the interviewed
intrapreneurs did vary considerably, with as few as five years to the most senior being 50
years. Also, (8 out of 25) 32% were individual contributors; (9 out of 25) 36% were
Managers; with the remaining (8 out of 25) 32% were executives. During the one-on-one
interview process, each intrapreneur described situations during their careers that
highlighted successes and challenges working within large firms. 100% of interviewees
worked in for-profit firms, with 96% working in firms that sell Business to Business (B2B)
or Business to Government (B2G). Only 4% worked in firms that focused on Business to
Customer (B2C).
The primary background of these individuals were engineers or product
development sales leaders. Additionally, 52% (13 out of 25) primary worked in
organizations that focused on Advanced Development projects; 24% (6 out of 25)
supported Production Programs; 4% (1 out of 25) worked on Sustainment Activities; 8%
(2 out of 25) worked Build-to-Print projects; 8% (2 out of 25) worked in technology
research, and 4% (1 out of 25) worked Process improvement. We have defined these job
areas as follows.
Advanced Development – Development of next-generation complex systems
quickly and efficiently. This requires pushing the boundaries of technologies and physics
to develop valuable new products for the end customer.
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Production Programs – Mature products with well-established manufacturing
processes, steady production lines, and sustainment and support.
Sustainment Programs – Conducting the necessary Maintenance actions or
software updates required to keep the systems operating efficiently.
Build-to-print – A type of manufacturing that is somewhat prescriptive and refers
to building parts to a specific blueprint of work instructions provided by the customer.
Technology Research – Lower technology readiness levels, from basic technology
studies through small prototypes.
Process Improvement – Identifying, analyzing, and improving existing business
processes within an optimization organization.
Table 3. 3 – Interviewee Data
Pseudonym
Bobby

Exp
35

Industry
Aerospace

Logan

15

Aerospace

Russell

10

Aerospace

Rudy

50

Aerospace

Roman

35

Aerospace

Job Level
Individual
Contributor
Individual
Contributor
Individual
Contributor
Individual
Contributor
Senior Manager

Business Unit Focus
Advanced
Development
Advanced
Development
Advanced
Development
Advanced
Development
Advanced
Development
Production Programs

Joe

25

Aerospace

Executive

Neil

20

Aerospace

Eric
Jason

35
16

Aerospace
Aerospace

Individual
Contributor
Executive
Senior Manager

Advanced
Development
Technology Research
Advanced
Development

Tony

35

Aerospace

Elizabeth

16

Tech

Individual
Contributor
Exec Vice President

Advanced
Development
Process Improvement

Louis

25

Aerospace

Senior Manager

Matt

19

Tech

Senior Manager

Sarah

20

Food

Exec

Advanced
Development
Advanced
Development &
Sustainment
Production Programs

Job Focus
Aerodynamics
Engineer
Chief Engineer
S/W Lead Engineer
Aeronautical
Engineer
Adv. Concepts
Program Manager
Exec Program
Director
Business
Development Rep
Senior Scientist
Business
Development
Manager
Propulsion Engineer
VP Sales &
Engineering
Chief Engineer Adv.
Concepts
Sales & Engineering

Merger & Acquisition

Intrapreneurs Success In Product Development

25

Jay

19

Aerospace

Exec

Build to Print

Director of
Operations
Sales Rep

Curtis

34

Aerospace

Randall

33

Tech

Individual
Contributor
Exec

Peter

38

Aerospace

Exec

Advanced
Development
Advanced
Development & Build
to Print
Production Programs

Rocky

20

Aerospace

Exec

Production Programs

Jim

5

Aerospace

Senior Manager

Advanced
Development

Jon

10

Aerospace

Exec

Production Programs

Gary

15

Aerospace

Senior Manager

Advanced
Development

Larry

15

Aerospace

Senior Manager

Advanced
Development

Doug

37

Aerospace

Technology Research

Eddie

12

Aerospace

Individual
Contributor
Individual
Contributor

VP Business
Development
Senior Director –
Business
Development
Business
Development
Manager
Director Business
Development
Business
Development
Manager
Business
Development
Advanced Concepts
Propulsion Engineer

Production Programs

Sales Rep

Engineering

We interviewed employees of large, established firms. We have not provided the actual
names of the individuals or the names of the companies to ensure the confidentiality of the
participants. However, we will note that all twenty-five intrapreneurs interviewed had work
experience for companies of greater than $5B annual revenue. All interviews were
completed online via Zoom. This allowed for the ability to record and transcribe our
discussion quickly. A summary of demographics can be found in Table 3. 4 –
Demographics and Experience
Table 3. 4 – Demographics and Experience
Gender
Male

92%

Education
BA/BS

19%

Female

8%

Masters

73%

Doctorate

8%

Race
Caucasian
African
American
Native
American

92%

Age
30 - 39

8%

4%

40 –49

27%

4%

50 - 59

46%

Experience Type
Adv.
Development
Production
Programs
Sustainment

60 - 69

15%

Build-to-print

52%
24%
4%
8%
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70 - 79

4%

Technology
Research
Process
Improvement

8%
4%

Average Years of Work Experience 23.7 yrs.

We chose the interpretive research approach, where we can have general ideas
about the intrapreneur's attributes and provide a detailed description of the environment
where they thrive. We leveraged the work of Myers and Klien (2001), who have explicitly
defined interpretive research. Whereas qualitative or quantitative research often predefines
dependent and independent variables, interpretive research does not predefine variables.
Instead, it focuses on gaining knowledge of reality through social constructs through
language, documents, or artifacts and attempts to understand the meaning the interviewees
assign to them (Myers & Klien, 2001).
Often used in social science research, the interpretive approach does not use
hypothesis-testing to understand results. Instead, interpretive research is narrative and
seeks to “sense make” through observations and discussions (Ravasi, 2019). Rather than
formulating a hypothesis and method for testing it, an interpretive researcher will develop
procedures to investigate the topic that may involve a notable amount of firsthand
observation or interviews with subjects.
In summary, the first step of this study was initiated by sending an email (Appendix
A) to twenty-five individuals who have primary involvement in leading intrapreneurial
projects. Next, the individuals completed the Intrapreneurial Behavior Survey (Appendix
B). The Intrapreneurial Behavior Survey measures an employee's propensity for risktaking, proactiveness, and innovativeness. All three of these behaviors have been shown to
impact the level of intrapreneurial orientation an individual demonstrates at work (Stull,
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2005). Since the primary objective of our study is to interview individuals who are, in fact,
intrapreneurs, we were able to identify self-reported intrapreneurs.
The second step of our study started by sending an email (Appendix A1) to coworkers of the twenty-five individuals in Step One above. The co-worker completed the
Intrapreneurial Behavior Survey (Appendix B) to evaluate the intrapreneurial attributes of
their particular co-worker. The purpose of having the managers assess the Intrapreneurial
Behavior was to help mitigate the employee's self-reporting bias. This increased our
confidence that we identified a qualified set of intrapreneurs for one-on-one interviews by
obtaining input from a relevant co-worker.
We used qualitative data analysis to ultimately identify the categories of codes that
inform our three research questions. First, we used Zoom, an online meeting application
platform, to conduct the one-on-one meeting with the interviewee. We used the automatic
transcription feature of Zoom, which allowed real-time transcriptions to be ready after the
interview. The quality of the automatic transcriptions was pretty accurate. However, we
had to fix each interview transcript to ensure they were correct due to several factors,
including voice clarity, speaking in slang, or acronyms. After confirming the transcripts
were accurate, we uploaded the transcriptions to NVIVO (Version 12), a software tool that
helps organize, analyze, and find insights from our interviews. We began our first round of
open coding, where we attached the most logical descriptor to each statement (Strauss &
Corbin, 1998, p.114). NVIVO allowed us to identify patterns across the interviews quickly.
We completed the second round of axial coding, where we grouped codes into categories.
Chapter 4 identifies the main categories and sub-categories that impact intrapreneurial
success.
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We were able to identify 25 highly qualified intrapreneurs for our study. Our results
are based solely on the information from the intrapreneurial behavior survey along with the
one-on-one interviews with the 25 identified intrapreneurs.
Ethical Considerations
As noted in Appendix C, we followed an ethics code of conduct: Paradigms and
Ethics. All research results, analyses, and interview interpretations were the responsibility
of the sole researcher to ensure accuracy and avoid misunderstanding. The research
followed the requirements outlined for the proposed research under the approval of the
University of Missouri - St. Louis Institutional Review Board (IRB).
Potential Research Need and Contribution
We will rationally explain how this research will make a unique contribution to the
business research community. Research on EO and entrepreneurship is quite vast.
However, research on individual intrapreneurs is scarce. Neessen et al. (2019) conducted a
comprehensive literature review of 106 articles seeking to understand a definition of
intrapreneurship and its aspects, including determinants, outcomes, and conditions. Their
work suggested that there is scarce academic literature examining the intrapreneur process
at the individual level that leads to positive business outcomes (e.g., new product, a new
version of the software, updated product) (Blanka, 2019; Neessen et al., 2019).
Our 16 years of practitioner experience in the aerospace industry with many
intrapreneurial roles helped us understand the interviewees' viewpoints. We hope that this
work will benefit firms seeking to improve corporate strategies and intrapreneurial business
processes. Our work will benefit practitioners by increasing understanding of
intrapreneurs, specifically, how individual-level intrapreneurial behaviors influence new
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product development. Established firms may benefit from the following results by
understanding more about intrapreneurs as firms are interested in creating a business
environment that promotes new ideas, which enable new processes, products, or services
to monetize.
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Chapter 4
Results
Chapter four is structured to provide key results which inform our three research
questions. The results are based on the qualitative data collected via surveys and one-onone interviews recorded using Zoom Online software and analyzed and coded in NVIVO,
a qualitative data analysis computer software package.
We have structured this chapter into two categories: 1) Behaviors Leading to
Intrapreneur Success; and 2) Behaviors Leading to Intrapreneurial Failures. We uncovered
this understanding of the drivers for successful product development during the one-onone interview when we asked: Walk me through an internal product development success
where you played a key role (Appendix B – Interview Guide). Next, we sought to
understand the drivers leading to unsuccessful product developments by asking: Describe
an internal product development failure that was the most disappointing and played an
essential part. The final part of Chapter four touches on the Impacts of Management
Support and Networks.
We asked the interviewee to complete an Intrapreneurial Behavior Survey specific
to each success and failure scenario to learn which behaviors lead to successes and failures.
The results are in Table 4. 1Table 4. 1. The survey results indicate that slight variation
exists between risk-taking, proactiveness, and innovativeness for successful and failed
projects. Next, we identified three foundational intrapreneur behaviors that impact product
development in large, established firms.
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Table 4. 1 –Intrapreneurial Behaviors related to Success and Failures
Intrapreneur Behavior Survey – During the example you provided (product development success /
Product Development failure), please answer the following questions
1 Strongly Disagree; 2 Disagree; 3 Neutral; 4 Agree; 5 Strongly Agree
Risk-Taking
1. Did you / (Did Insert Name) approach this project or activities in a cautious manner?
2. Did you / (Did Insert Name) often do things that had a chance of not working out?
3. Did you / (Did Insert Name) avoid taking calculated Risks?
4. Do you / (Did Insert Name) engage in product development activities that often have a
chance of not working out?
5. Will you (Did Insert Name) take calculated risks despite the possibility of failure?
Average of Q1, Q3
Average of Q2, Q4, Q5
Proactiveness
6. Do you / (Did Insert Name) keep ahead of changes instead of responding to them?
7. Do you / (Did Insert Name) actively fix or improve things you don’t like?
8. Do you / (Did Insert Name) act in anticipation of future problems, needs, or changes?
9. Do you / (Did Insert Name) take the initiative to start projects?
10. Do you / (Did Insert Name) tend to implement changes before they are needed?
Average of Q6-Q10
Innovativeness
11. Do you / (Did Insert Name) generate useful new ideas?
12. Do you / (Did Insert Name) develop new processes, services, or products?
13. Do you / (Did Insert Name) approach business tasks in innovative ways?
14. Do you / (Did Insert Name) find new ways to do things?
15. Do you / (Did Insert Name) often do things in unique ways?
Average of Q11-Q15

Success

Failure

2.76

2.84

3.52

3.6

2.32

2.28

3.6

3.32

4.12

3.8

2.54
3.75
Success
4.36
4.08
4.2
4.4
3.76
4.16
Success
4.44
4.48
3.92
4.08
3.88

2.56
3.57
Failure
4.08
3.8
3.76
3.84
3.76
3.85
Failure
3.96
4
3.88
4.04
3.6

4.16

3.96

Intrapreneurial Attributes for Product Development Success
We found that the success of product development in large firms requires more
than the behaviors of risk-taking, proactiveness, and innovativeness. Our results indicate
that three other intrapreneurial behaviors, namely, persistence, engineering optimism, and
willingness to lose one's job, are foundational behaviors that open up the opportunity for
project success Table 4. 2.Table 4. 2
Table 4. 2– Foundational Intrapreneurial Behaviors
Persistence
Engineering Optimism
Willingness to Lose your Job

% of Intrapreneurs Interviewed
100%
32%
16%

Total Times Mentioned
30
8
8
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Persistence
Having the quality of persistence is very important for intrapreneurs as bureaucratic
organizations often continuously question an intrapreneur’s product development technical
approach and overall strategy to get to market. Developing a persistent culture starts with
hiring the right talent. Russell, a software engineer manager working on urban air taxis,
said his team is successful because they are persistent. His team is aligned and working
toward a shared mission of creating a new mode of transportation that is efficient for urban
transit, completely safe, and has a green carbon footprint. He said, "Sometimes we work
very long hours, including weekends, as we are in the design phase, but the team’s
commitment is driving to bring this new capability to the marketplace."
In examples where a development team makes significant progress without much
investment, the successful teams develop a persistent attitude against the world mantra.
Logan, a chief engineer of advanced platforms, noted, "We basically started from nothing,
and now we are far along. We are fighting internal battles to build a case for why the
company should invest in our technology." Additionally, there are times when a company
may not be fully committed to jumping into a project, so persistence is vital to drive the
firm to do new things.
Roman, an advanced concepts program manager, noted that leadership tried to
convince him not to submit his team’s new product proposal on the day it was due. He
noted:
"At 7 am, I got pulled into a senior-level meeting, and they tried to convince me
not to submit the proposal. I was persistent and confident my team could do the
innovative work and convinced the directors and VPs to go ahead and submit the
proposal."
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Ultimately, his team won the contract, and they had an excellent performance in the multiyear product development effort.
Engineering Optimism
Along with being persistent, having "engineering optimism" is essential for
development projects. Engineers often look for a way to reduce design risk and mitigate
any potential issues. Each of our intrapreneurs explained that they never sacrifice quality.
However, intrapreneurs must have realistic optimism when developing cutting-edge
systems. Eric, an aeronautical engineering Ph.D., noted: "It is easy to scare off an upcoming
test or customer as all these things we are doing are pushing the edge of the envelope." Eric
highlighted that he finds success by being truthful about the risk and opportunities of a
project but recommends not going into a project with a pessimistic attitude. Eric concluded,
" Most product development success occurs when you scope a project, so no miracles are
needed, but hard work and optimism are needed to work through challenges."
Eric explained that high-speed aircraft designs require state-of-the-art technology
as an example of engineering optimism. He said, "There are many technical challenges,
but we optimistically go into our product development to solve the complex physics
challenges. Logan also mentioned that there is a need to balance risk with optimism. Logan
explained:
“As engineers, we tend to dig down and talk about all the problems because as
engineers, that is what we want to do, solve problems. However, in a
developmental program, the team needs to be more positive while also transparent
with the customers so the product development can become a reality."
Overall, persistence and optimism are critical attributes of successful intrapreneurs.
Willingness to lose one’s job
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Our results suggest that having the courage to drive change within the firm as an
intrapreneur, even going against the corporate grain and potentially losing one's job, is
equally important. Elizabeth, a VP of engineering for a Fortune 100 Tech firm, said, "So
if you have peers or leaders above you that disagree with an agile approach, you have a
decision to make. Are you going to challenge the status quo, and are you willing to put
your job on the line?" She explained that fundamentally for an intrapreneur, the success
of one's idea is mainly on how much the change agent can influence it. She concluded
that successful intrapreneurs must be passionate about their idea and willing to move on
if the internal resistance is too strong.
Roman provided an example within the product development cycle of his
willingness to stand up for what is right, even if it meant the risk of reprimand or loss of
employment. He explained that executive leadership directed him not to develop a nextgeneration air vehicle concept as the company was not investing in the technology. Instead
of just sitting back and doing nothing, he leveraged off-the-shelf technology, modified it a
little bit, and the customer became enamored with the concept. Roman explained, “My
director told me in no uncertain terms that I was risking my career by pursuing this project.”
He went on to say that there wasn’t a strong need nor a customer with funding. Ultimately,
the company began to support the product development effort with the emergence of strong
demand. Roman concluded by stating:
“There was a total sea change that happened, primarily because of tenaciousness,
but other people will call it stubbornness. Nevertheless, I knew it was the right
way to go, and I was willing to take some personal risk.”
Beyond the three foundational intrapreneurial behaviors noted above, we developed
categories of behaviors that appear to be linked explicitly to product development success
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and product development failures. Additionally, our results guided the creation of
categories specific to the role of management support and personal networks on product
development success. We will explain the five behavioral categories with subcategories
that impact product development success (Table 4.3).
Categories - Behaviors Leading to Intrapreneur’s Success
We have identified five main categories with subcategories (Table 4.3). These five
categories inform our first research question – Which Intrapreneurial Behaviors Lead to
Intrapreneurial Success? Table 4. 3 shows the percentage of intrapreneurs who mentioned
the importance of these categories and the total number of times the twenty-five
interviewees said it during the one-on-one interviews.
Table 4. 3– Summary of Intrapreneur Behavior Categories Leading to Product
Development Success
1.

Overcoming Bureaucracy
Internal Sale
Intrapreneur Delegation
Identify a Champion
Name Recognition

Percentage of Intrapreneurs
50%
32%
20%
20%
16%

Total times mentioned
40
24
5
7
4

2.

Change Management
Small wins / Incremental Success
Technical Credibility
Organizational Trust
Small Innovative Teams

56%
23%
20%
32%
20%

33
8
5
8
12

50%

19

32%
12%
8%

12
5
2

56%
16%
48%
20%

22
5
12
5

80%
80%
28%
16%

36
25
7
4

3.

New Product Development
Processes
Streamlined Processes & Design Tools
Mapping out Customer Decisional Process
Root Cause Corrective Action (RCCA) Process
4. Building Block Approach
Off-The-Shelf Capability
Win S&T Contracts
Lily pad Strategy
5. Customer Influencing
Strong Customer Partnership
Shaping Requirements
Product Development Roadmaps
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I. Overcoming Bureaucracy
Fifty percent of the interviewees mentioned the importance of pushing to overcome
bureaucracy to promote product development success. Bureaucracy is a significant
roadblock to intrapreneurial product development. Our findings suggest that successful
intrapreneurs, most of whom worked in the aerospace sector, can overcome bureaucracy
by implementing various approaches to sustain positive momentum for their product
development initiatives. Aerospace projects generally have long product development
cycles. For example, a next-generation missile could be a decade-long endeavor from
initial concept, product qualifications, and full-rate production. It takes persistence to keep
the project moving forward toward achieving. We have identified sub-elements under the
umbrella of “Overcoming Bureaucracy” that highlight the maneuvers of outsmarting the
bureaucracy.
The act of gaining internal momentum and support within the firm, referred to as
conducting a successful "internal sale" campaign, strongly indicates an intrapreneur's
successful product development. When a new product development has limited or no
demand during the initial phases of the design effort, building advocacy is necessary to
retain funding and staffing resources. The product development cycle that aerospace
intrapreneurs described is usually a complication of sub-system technology development
for an extended time. Much of these systems can take hundreds of millions or billions of
dollars to develop. Hence, intrapreneurs' constant challenge is finding the funding to keep
the advanced design team employed working on their project.
For example, prototyping activities in a laboratory or test cell occur on components
such as propulsion, avionics, communications, sensors, composites, or thermal protection
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systems. Then prototyping and trade studies are conducted to determine the feasibility of a
new product. Trade studies and operational analysis help inform how the next-generation
platform will perform with the various types of sub-systems installed. Eventually, the
successful sub-system product developments might lead to integration on a platform such
as uncrewed aerial vehicles, airplanes, satellites, or missiles, to name a few.
Internal Sales
Results indicate that the role of the intrapreneurs when overcoming bureaucracy is
building internal advocacy (e.g., internal sale) before generating customer buzz and interest
(e.g., external sale). Thirty-two percent of the interviewees mentioned internal sales as
contributing to large corporations' progress. To remove any confusion in our results, we
want to clearly distinguish between "internal sales" and "inside sales." We found that
"internal sales" is significant for intrapreneurs but entirely different from inside sales. We
found that 32% of the intrapreneurs interviewed, internal sales are important to their
success. For reference, the inside sales process is the act of selling remotely from the
customer (e.g., non-face-to-face selling, telemarketing, email, or digital methods) (Harmon
& Funk, 2014).
We are introducing the concept of "internal sales," which we define as strategic
networking among decision-makers and influencers within the firm to build advocacy for
your project. We found that not all engineering companies require a persuasive "internal
sale" to build advocacy for the product investment. Randall, a vice president of engineering
in a tech firm, described:
"We discourage internal politics from getting a pet project funded. We use a very
structured New Product Development Process (NPD) to move a product through
the design cycle. The most important thing is that the business unit identifies what
will make the most top-line revenue at the most attractive bottom-line
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profitability, so it is a fool's errand to try and start projects because of internal
networks."
Contrary to Randall’s experience, eight intrapreneurs in highly bureaucratic
aerospace firms mentioned the importance of “internal sales” as it is used throughout the
product development process to build commitment from the leaders within the firm to
ensure the project remains fully resourced. Peter, a VP of Business Development in the
aerospace industry, says:
“We were successful in the internal sale and building internal-firm advocacy of
next-generation missile demonstration. This advanced missile prototype promised
to have significant range improvement but required new engine technology. There
were multiple times corporate executives wanted us to stop the development
because we ran into technical challenges but were able to build the confidence to
keep developing and going forward and continuing with system testing.”
Internal Sales - Intrapreneur Push
Intrapreneur push means overcoming resistance to get a project funded, which is
often required during initial exploratory designs when customer demand is known. When
the B2B or B2G customer pull does not exist, it is the main challenge for the intrapreneur
to find internal funding and advocacy. It is challenging to sell internally for a significant
investment without clear customer pull. When attempting to develop a new autonomous
system product for the government, Roman, a senior program manager in advanced
design, says:”
"The main challenge was our internal management. They did not see a path
forward for a big production program where we could sell many units." I had to
convince VPs to stay with at least a limited Research and Development (R&D)
budget, so there could be potential to ramp up in the future when more demand
exists.
The internal sale is not only limited to securing funding but also engineering talent.
Roman went on to describe:
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“The internal sales side is tough. I must justify why it matters because the
company would rather put the resources (i.e., the engineers) on higher priority
projects. There's always another program for my extraordinary team to work on,
so obviously, the senior leaders always wanted to put them on the latest and
greatest shiny new object.”
We found that the lack of customer demand, whether it is just a spiral upgrade or
an all-new system, can cause the B2B or B2G intrapreneur to build advocacy for the idea
so the product development work can mature. Interviewees mentioned the importance of
building a grassroots movement. Louis, an aerospace engineering manager who worked
for multiple aerospace firms, says:
“If there is no top-level advocacy, the intrapreneur's role is to push their idea
forward. If you know you are right and the capability is currently lacking, you
must reach out to other stakeholders, like scientific laboratories or research
universities, to build a grassroots contingency and top-level advocacy. The
grassroots movement is challenging regarding time and getting people on board,
especially in a government environment with bureaucracy. It is tough to move
bureaucracy, but when a bureaucracy decides to move, and you have convinced it
to go somewhere, that is when things are strong and tough to defeat."
While being persistent can help, leveraging the government customer's ecosystem
can help build grassroots support and get limited seeding-level funding required to get a
project underway before the significant investment dollars are needed. The government
and branches of the military typically set requirements for products. Nevertheless, before
having a firm requirement, and when demand for a new product is low, working with
science and technology (S&T) offices within the government ecosystem can often fund the
initial phases of the design. Logan, a senior aerospace engineer, described:
“Before the government would decide to do an acquisition program, a few of our
key leaders would go into S&T organizations that could sponsor a prototype
effort. We would develop proposals to leverage as much off-the-shelf technology
to develop a prototype that would eventually grow from a tiny seedling S&Tfunded study into a significant multi-million-dollar government-funded research
program.”
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During the intrapreneurial push phase, when demand is low and corporate
resistance is high, four interviewees mentioned the need to push the status quo and are
persistent, even willing to lose their job. Elizabeth, a vice president of engineering at a tech
firm, noted:
“If you have peers or leaders above you who disagree with an agile approach, you
have a decision to make. Are you going to challenge the status quo, and are you
willing to put your job on the line? That is fundamentally for me as an
intrapreneur, realizing that the success of my idea is largely on how much I can
influence it within the organization.”
Others agree that intrapreneurs must stand up for their core technical vision. Roman, a
senior program manager, who works on advanced technology applications, including
directed energy and high-speed aerodynamics, says:
“With weak demand initially for the capability, I took the professional risk to
continue to push the technology forward. When support was lacking, our team
demonstrated tenaciousness; other people will call it stubbornness. I knew it was
the right way to go, and I was willing to take some personal risks. I did not try to
put my team at risk, I took that upon myself, and it worked out well for our team
and the company.”
Our results highlight the importance of “internal sales” as product development typically
follows a twisted path as technology shifts and customers’ needs change. In

Figure 4. 1, the cyclical nature of the typical product development in the aerospace sector
requires intrapreneurial behaviors of internally advocating (e.g., Internally Selling,
Corporate Push) while externally developing the relationship with the customer (e.g.,
External Sales, Customer Pull). Throughout the push-pull nature of the product
development process, the successful intrapreneurs were able to complete intra-firm
product development actions while completing external customer-facing sales activities.
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External Sales – Customer Pull
"When a bureaucracy decides to move, and you have convinced it to go down a
technical approach, that is when things are strong and tough to defeat," noted Louis, an
aerospace senior engineering manager. I recommend to our team that we balance our time
on the internal sale (e.g., developing the technical approach and strategy) and the external
sale process (e.g., convincing the customer to buy it).” Peter, a VP of Business
Development at an aerospace firm, also explained the importance of a sales approach that
encompasses internal support and external stakeholder buy-in by saying:
“Product innovation requires a combination of internal sales and external sales.
Throughout the design process, the internal sale process within the firm promotes
a healthy tension between the functional leadership to shape the corporate strategy
of securing the business and making a profit. While not all transitions will be
initially profitable, we spend much time reevaluating the strategy.”
We found that the process of the external sale connects the dots within the B2B or B2G
transition to understand the thoughts of decision-makers. Jason, a senior business
development manager in the satellite industry, says:
“We determine influencers and decision-makers in the acquisition process during
the external sale. We try to find out if the decisions rest with the Secretary of
Defense, Secretary of the Army, or it is a Program Executive Officer with a
Branch of the military."
Intrapreneur Delegation
It is essential to build internal advocacy and overcome bureaucracy through the
internal sale process described above, especially if customer demand is uncertain.
Additionally, twenty percent of respondents noted that delegating responsibility to various
teammates across the job functions (e.g., engineering, finance strategy, supply chain) is a
way to get others committed to the change and overcome internal resistance. Sarah, a
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director of Mergers and Acquisitions in a large food corporation, described the importance
of getting buy-in from the various silos in the firm, saying stating:
"Many of the projects I have worked on came from the C suite, so they are
significant to the C Suite. I successfully drove change within the firm when I
delegated responsibility to the functional leaders and made them brief their part to
the C suite."
Sarah described how vital it is to break down the organizational silos, own the project,
and present their part.
“As a change agent, I get the best results through others. I am the kind of person
who gets results through others because that is what sustains and is enduring. It is
more effective than just micromanaging and trying to do it all alone. The process
is likely to die the minute you leave if you do it yourself, so I do it through a
team."
Delegating responsibilities is paramount when developing complex products such as
missiles or aircraft. Roman, who has over thirty years of experience in product
development in the Aerospace Defense Sector, explained:
"If anyone that tells you there the only reason that something succeeded… they
are not telling the truth. It is a fact that intrapreneurs must have a technical vision,
but nobody knows everything, so we have to delegate to get things done. There is
no way I would ever say a program success was all me. It is a team effort."
Identifying a Project Champion
We asked about the importance of identifying a champion for the project during the
interview process. Ninety-two percent said having a sales or technical champion was
critical to success (Table 4. 4).
Table 4. 4 – The Importance of a Technical or Sales Champion
1. Was it necessary to identify a
sales lead or technical
champion to overcome the
internal barriers?

Yes – 88%; No – 12%
-

Sales Champion Only - 16%
Technical Champion Only – 32%
Sales & Technical Champions – 44%
Other: Neither 8%

Intrapreneurs Success In Product Development

44

Identifying a champion was the third leading reason that helped intrapreneurs
overcome bureaucracy, thereby advancing product development efforts. Twenty percent of
the interviewees mentioned having an internal champion for process improvement and
product development initiatives during the interview process. For example, we interviewed
Randall, who has more than 30 years of engineering leadership experience working for the
same multinational tech company. He explained the importance of establishing NPD
processes with lead roles:
“We developed a business structure with a product and project champion for each
effort. First, the product manager is the champion and in charge of product
development. The product champion is responsible for the overall product
development initiative. The product managers who lead product development and
the project manager have helped our business ensure each project is successfully
completed.”
Randall's view of assigning and, most importantly, empowering the product
manager as the single product development leader helped ensure that the various business
functions such as supply chain and engineering support the efforts. Beyond prioritizing
with the project managers, having a product champion helps overcome bureaucracy in
other firms. Elizabeth, a VP of engineering at a multinational tech firm, explained:
"Our company is massive. Just getting the word out on the innovation within the
firm is a challenge, so we need managerial champions to drive awareness and
drive people to try the process improvements or new technology."
While Isiah and Elizabeth’s comments were consistent, Matt, a software
engineering senior manager in a Fortune 500 tech firm, also noted that having executive
support at high levels, a firm should seek an internal champion empowering at the lowest
level possible. He said, “It is important for the individual intrapreneur to be the champion
of the project and innovate instead of relying on others.” Later, he said that relying on
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others is fine, but intrapreneurs have the freedom to do as much of it on their own and pull
in help when needed.”
Name Recognition
Sixteen percent of interviewees noted the importance of intrapreneurial experiences
and name recognition. Driving change and new product development within the firm are
challenging.
Having name recognition with customers and colleagues inside the firm is essential for
product development success and overcoming bureaucracy. However, it becomes more
efficient when the intrapreneur builds a reputation for being a positive change agent who
brings excellent results. Elizabeth, a VP of engineering with a tech firm, noted:
“For our employees, name recognition and visibility are sought out in our
company. So, it is important to have your name shared or an idea shared with
your name attached to it. Once you become well-known, your ideas are more
likely to survive in the bureaucracy.”
Name recognition is significant in product development. Even with an
extraordinarily talented team, inexperienced intrapreneurs can struggle to make progress.
Rudy, an aeronautical engineer with decades of experience, says:
"Without name recognition and a small network, a product developer will have
more difficulty than an intrapreneur with much experience with many relationships
throughout the industry. When an intrapreneur has the experience, trust, and name
recognition, they do not need the same proof level as if they are brand new. Since
I have done technology development with many different organizations, the
customers will consider it if I say it is a good idea. They do not always fully agree
with our ideas but are willing to look at them, whereas someone who has not had a
relationship must convince them and build name recognition.”
II. Cooperative Change Management
Fifty-six percent of the respondents say that cooperative change management was
a critical intrapreneurial behavior that impacts success in high-tech product development.
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Sarah, an executive with significant experience in mergers and acquisitions, has work
experience in large firms and startups. She said that as an intrapreneur, her focus is a radical
change. She told the startups often have a founder’s mentality - described as an insurgent’s
mission, an owner’s mindset, and an obsession with the front lines (Zook, 2016).
Regarding the importance of change management, Sarah explained:
“I want radical change for our firm. I was able to integrate change into our
culture. A founder’s mentality and bureaucracy are like oil and water. I integrated
a new business into our firm and got my business partners to grow it. It was all
about change management and, in general, intrapreneurship is about change
management.”
Leaders in the tech industry use change management techniques by holding management
accountable for product development. Elizabeth said:
“Our success in implementing process improvement centered around our
leadership and change management approach. I found that positive change is
almost entirely based on a leader. They challenge the status quo, create clear
expectations, and empower the employees to create opportunities to grow.”
Once empowered to innovate, Neil, a front-line innovator, says:
“I explore business opportunities and show a plan that “connects the dots” to
make the change happen and communicate my vision to corporate management
and potential customers, so they latch onto the idea.”
Small Wins & Incremental Success
Twenty-three percent of interviewees indicated the importance of creating small
wins to keep the product development momentum going within the firm. Sarah, an
engineering executive in the tech industry, says:
"I create small wins to show I do what I said I would do. Furthermore, we have
customer check-ins along the way, so they understand the progress status. The
performance of our change initiatives is measured; we showcase the positive
results to stakeholders within our internal firm.
Another dimension of creating small wins is to start with a seedling trade study
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effort and grow it into something much bigger. Rudy, an aeronautical engineer who worked
in aerospace, advanced design engineering for 50 years, says:
“I would often go to a customer and propose a small effort to get it going. Many
times, we were able to convince a customer to get us a little exploratory contract,
often less than $50,000 for a 6-month study to develop a concept." The team
would leverage this minor seedling contract which sometimes paves the way for a
much larger technology development contract.” often lead to a much larger
contract.”
Getting off to a good start is essential for product development. Logan, a chief
aerospace engineer of advanced airborne platforms, explained that he gained traction with
his customers and internal executive leadership through incremental success during the
initial product development. He described:
“We were fortunate to leverage an off-the-shelf configuration that required
minimal upgrades. We were somewhat lucky that we could package all modern
equipment within space allocation, so a little redesign was required.”
Larry, a senior manager in aerospace product development, further added:
“By stitching together several small wins, the executives believed we had a
winning design as our team progressively won bigger technology development
contracts. We reduced risk on key subsystems such as advanced sensors and
propulsion, which allowed us to compete for a large production contract.”
Technical Credibility
Twenty percent of intrapreneurs interviewed mentioned the importance of
establishing technical credibility with the customers, which assists their ability to insert
new products in the market. Louis, an aerospace engineering manager, noted:
“While I have a mechanical engineering degree and a solid background in
technical aspects of advanced sensors, there is no way I can know everything
about these complicated product developments. To have credibility with the
customer, I have a good team backing me up.”
The non-engineers in our study also discussed the role of establishing technical credibility.
For example, these intrapreneurs must develop a strong understanding of the product to
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have credibility when talking about customers. Eddie, a sales lead within an aerospace firm,
says:
“I have a deep bench of technical and business leaders on product development.
Before a key meeting with an executive or a customer, I consider the background
of the individual(s) I am talking with to confirm that I have enough technical
knowledge for the discussion. As the sales leader, I must take the initiative to
learn the engineering and business aspects and not just rely on others to carry the
messages forward.”
Organizational Trust
Technical credibility, as previously described, is a must in the quest to do something
new and cutting edge. Customers must have complete confidence in the product. However,
beyond technical credibility, 32% of the intrapreneurs in our study noted that having the
trust of their team promotes the ability to drive change. Elizabeth, a VP of engineering with
a tech firm, says:
“My team developed a new software application that challenged the way people
think about the sales process within our company. The application is a resource
for the company to do their sales process differently…. My team was challenging
a 35-year-old process where everyone around the globe needed first to understand
and learn the various software developed, along with delivering an efficient sales
pitch and demonstration to the client. My vision was that the sales leaders were no
longer required to be the hardware and software, product experts.”
Elizabeth's vision was that the sales leads within the firm did not need to be the
product experts of the various hardware and software solutions to sell. She sought to
challenge the status quo of the sales process for the organization and our entire industry in
how they show the customer technology. While the new application allowed sales leads to
leverage pre-developed demos and remote-in technical engineers, she had first to build the
trust of her team. She said:
“We were driving behavior changes in the sales process and challenging the status
quo, so we had to develop the trust of the sales leads. Because when we drive
significant change, we are challenging the employee's fundamental values and self-
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worth. So, we had to show that this allowed them to focus more on what they do
best, sell, and freed them from spending so much time mastering the various
products we develop.”
Her team was ultimately able to DEMO the capability, and groups adopted the capability,
thus freeing up the sales team to focus on sales and less on mastering the various software
packages.
Small Innovative Teams
Twenty percent of the interviewed intrapreneurs discussed how small innovative
teams with flat organizational structures are conducive to product development success.
Elizabeth described how her company had a group of brilliant engineers who developed
spinoffs. They built the catalyst for some of the most successful products in the company's
history and would spin them back out. She noted:
“This group of talented engineers spun out and spun back repeatedly because they
just worked well together. However, there came the point that their ideas were not
staying close enough to the market, and they had lost their diversity of thought, so
their innovations were not as innovative as they were previously. As a result, I have
discovered that it is good to swap out your band of pirates and get new folks along
the way; otherwise, you lose your edge."
Bobby, an aerodynamics engineer, also mentioned the need for small development
teams to be comprised mostly of subject matter experts (SMEs) because of the technical
challenges associated with the cutting-edge technology. He followed by stating:
“Our team had a lot of success by having a core of engineers who were not afraid
to think differently and look at the problem. I am a big fan of subject matter
experts collaborating to innovate…. I was on a recent advanced development
project, and we had so much oversight it was impossible to get anything done.”
Tony and Doug, who work as high-speed aerospace propulsion engineers,
explained the importance of having funding to support a small design team. For example,
they said having a multi-year research investment and a core team of junior engineers with
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limited turnover helps make technical progress and drive new products into the market.
Tony explained the importance of keeping design teams together by stating:
“The culture of his company is that as soon as an employee becomes competent
in their job, it is time to rotate to the next job assignment. We incentivize
employees with financial rewards as the constant job rotation hurts technology
advancement as the lead SMEs are constantly retraining new people.”
III. New Product Development Processes
Fifty percent of interviewees discussed how intrapreneurs must implement
repeatable processes to drive success within their projects. Our results do not suggest that
putting a process in place is the magic answer to innovation. However, we found that
flexible processes promote a culture of change and support intrapreneurs attempting to
develop new products and services. Five of the intrapreneurs interviewed described the
importance of having a flexible New Product Development (NPD) process from concept
generation, prototyping, and product launch. Randal, a VP of engineering at a tech firm,
says:
“I oversee the NPD for our $300M division. We have tailored an enterprise stage
gate template to remove things that were entirely irrelevant for the types of
businesses and markets my division serves.”
He explained that suppose product development is a minor adaptation of an existing
product that may require some new tooling and recertification activity. In that case, it is
unlikely the design team will need to go through a complete NPD process. However, if
something is entirely new to the business, they go through all the phases in the NPD
process.
Jon, a sales director in the aerospace sector, said the NPD process is helpful. He
said:
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“It [The gated process] allows each functional leader, including Program
Management, Engineering, Sales, Finance, and Supply Chain, to formally provide
input. If the market opportunity changes, we can have a gate meeting and use it as
an on-ramp or off-ramp.”
Rocky, a senior director of business development in the aerospace industry,
expanded on the idea of the new product development process by saying it is critically
important to have different leaders commanding the project depending on the acquisition
phase. He says:
“For government procurements where an intrapreneur is trying to win a contract,
they need a business development (BD) leader to set the strategy and command
the product development phase during the business capture. After the team wins,
the product development process primarily shifts responsibility to the technical
leader.”
Everyone explained the need to have NPD processes tailored for the project’s
complexity. While the processes need to be flexible, we found that having a collaborative
product development executive with a proactive sales executive impacted the success of
the product development and competitive sales transaction. Rocky noted that business
development and program managers need to navigate the product development effort by
saying:
“You must have a partnership between the business development (BD) lead and
the technical lead. The BD lead is in charge until the win. Once we have won, the
technical lead takes over, and the sales lead then supports to keep the product
relevant to the customer. Winning is challenging, so to increase the chances of
winning a competitive contract opportunity, healthy tension between BD and
senior program management helps because the capture manager wants to deliver a
win. They should want to drive the price to win as low as possible to ensure they
win.” He explained that program leaders and engineers often want to go in with
high enough prices to ensure a lower risk of cost overruns, so there needs to be
tension throughout the capture process for a firm to win.”
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Streamlined Processes & Tools
Thirty-two percent of interviewees described the importance of streamlined
business processes and engineering tools. When we say streamlining process, we do not
mean cutting corners. All the intrapreneurs interviewed agree that quality is foundational.
However, intrapreneurs who experience success focus their time on the value-added work
and not busy work. Roman once was asked to develop an Unmanned Air Vehicle, ground
control station, and recovery system in approximately 12 months. He needed to cut through
the ordinarily slow nature of procurement and contract limitations to achieve the schedule.
He says:
“We could not afford a month competing for proposals from subcontractors to
get the lowest possible price for components, so I needed the approval to move
out and purchase what I needed. Our team's success would not have been possible
without leadership's help and telling the essential support personnel that we had
priority and could bypass typical business processes.”
Regarding technical engineering analysis, the importance of having analytical tools
(e.g., aerodynamics, propulsion, sensor performance, electrical circuits, radio frequency
performance, infrared frequency performance) on day one of the projects helped get
programs off to the right start. Bobby, an aerodynamic engineer, explained:
“As an innovator, I focus on getting our tools in place. Advanced development
work requires that we often compete against other industry teams, so having the
tools and processes established early in the project is key to our success. If we
must develop a new tool on the fly, we are way being which may back up into the
wrong design space.”
Doug, a high-speed propulsion engineer in an advanced design group, also added
that getting the critical performance assumptions without the right design tools is
problematic. He stated: "We will likely start in the wrong design space. We are never going
to close a technically achievable configuration design." Moreover, from a sales perspective,
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Eddie, an aerospace sales lead, says, “Having streamlined tools to simulate new capability
in a virtual environment helps show the customer the value proposition and how they could
benefit from the new capability.”
Mapping out Customer Decisional Process
When dealing with B2B or B2G sales, 12% of intrapreneurs described the need to
map out the customer decision-making process. There may be one decision-maker but
several influencers who need convincing before completing a sale. Peter explains:
“You have to map whom you have to get on your side. Is it the secretary of
Defense? Is it the secretary of the navy? Is it the Chairman of the joint chiefs? I
map out that decision process as part of any sale.”
Eddie, a sales lead in aerospace, said it is essential to understand who makes the acquisition
decision and develop a roadmap for the product development campaign. He says:
“Everyone will not be a fan, but if I can get influencers to be neutral, so they are
not pessimistic about our technical offering, that is sometimes the best to expect. I
understand all the curmudgeons within a particular organization. We know that
we are not going to get them to push for our product, but if we can get them to
stand out of the way to at least be on the sidelines and not act to stop sales and
product development, then that is the best we can honestly expect to achieve.”
Root Cause Corrective Action (RCCA)
Eight percent of intrapreneurs mentioned Root Cause Corrective Action as a
preferred process in product development. RCCA seeks to understand and then eliminate
the cause of an issue or nonconformity by developing a solution to the underlying root
cause, as detailing the symptoms does not address the underlining issues causing problems
in product development (Oakes, 2019). Larry, a senior manager in aerospace product
development, explained that during the development of an advanced rocket:
“When tests fall short of expectations, my team used a disciplined RCCA process.
The diprocess looks at every possible cause and takes the appropriate time to
work through the potential fault paths to reconcile the issue before moving
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ahead.”
Open and honest communication is fundamental to RCCA. Peter, an engineer who is
Vice President of Sales at an aerospace firm, says:
“The great thing about RCCA was that every time his team would test and have a
challenge, our collective team and customer would quickly do an RCCA and spin
changes into our design. It was a challenge to identify the exact root cause.
However, the most challenging for my team was convincing the senior
executives, ensuring that my engineering team had identified the root cause, and
addressed the problem. He said, “Our senior executives tended to want to pull out
of the developmental program because they were scared; they thought we would
never get through the developmental effort.”
Nevertheless, with technical sound RCCA, Peter said his team was able to ease
executives' concerns and keep the program alive." He ended by saying:
“Multiple times, senior executives within the firm wanted to cancel and stop.
However, with RCCA, we built the confidence to keep going along with the
development because we overcommitted to keep the senior executives entirely in
the loop of the design cycle.”
IV. Leveraging a Building Block Approach to Product Development
Fifty-six percent of intrapreneurs who developed complex systems such as
autonomous systems or missiles attributed the success to a building block approach to
product development. This incremental approach to advancing technology allowed
intrapreneurs to progress through the product development cycle - from early trade studies
to a mature product baseline. One essential aspect of a building block approach is
leveraging as much mature technology or off-the-shelf technology as possible. Rudy says:
“I would work with government customers and often designed demonstration
programs that required only existing technology. Our customers become very
concerned with the amount of risk when a new product is dependent on numerous
unproven or non-developed technologies, so I would be very pragmatic in
choosing that system architecture to be the lowest risk as technically feasible.”
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In addition to leveraging mature technology, we found that intrapreneurs securing multiyear funding, specifically winning government Science and Technology (S&T) contracts,
took to a sound building block approach for intrapreneurial efforts to develop complex
systems military applications. Jason, a senior business development manager in the
satellite market, explained the importance of intrapreneurs doing their homework
regarding a building block approach to product investment strategy. He says:
"Initially, the focus should be on a strategy-driven approach where a firm's
internal research and development (R&D) investment funds a portfolio of small
seed corn type programs. As the technology matures, intrapreneurs then go after
the bigger S&T programs that the government funds."
The building block approach that intrapreneurs use to gain product development
success requires a compelling product architecture – a mix of off-the-shelf capability with
mature technology and a steady funding stream. However, we also found that the third
element of a building block approach is implementing a lily pad product development
strategy. Logan explained that his team often leverages various competitive technology
development programs to build capacity. He explains, “From advanced sensors,
materials, or propulsion - we “lily pad” toward eventually achieving the entire product
development effort with a production line and profit-generating business.”
Off-the-Shelf Capability
Intrapreneurs who develop complex systems for B2B or B2G customers have a
challenge, commonly referred to as bridging the technology to acquisition “Valley of
Death.” A challenge for intrapreneurs is that these systems, such as missiles and
Unmanned Air Vehicles (UAV), are costly, and eventually, they must transition from
prototypes to a product that generates positive cash flow. The “Valley of Death” that
intrapreneurs speak of is the metaphor often used to describe the gap between academic-
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based innovations and their commercial application in the marketplace (Gulbrandsen,
2009). Firms often evaluate the performance of intrapreneurs by measuring how
successful they are at transferring technology development to an actual product that
generates profit. Sixteen percent of intrapreneurs interviewed discussed the importance of
leveraging Off-the-Shelf Technology when transitioning the technology to procurement
“valley of death.”
Eric, a senior aerodynamics engineer, says:
“I worked on a project for six years. This project required five physics-based
miracles for it to work. Creating a project that required five miracles was a very
low probability of success, and we ultimately did not build the air vehicle.”
Logan, a chief engineer in the aerospace sector, says:
“I prefer to leverage as much off-the-shelf technology that requires no R&D.
Recently, I leveraged an initial prototype from a decade ago and slightly updated
the design. Rather than starting from scratch, I prefer to leverage prior, completed
work, which often provides a low-risk design that requires only minor updates.”
His team was able to limit the amount of innovation required and solely focus on the
critical technologies needed allowing intrapreneurs to concentrate their efforts on
securing funding and a technology strategy to field new systems.
Win Science & Technology (S&T) Contracts
Forty-eight percent of the intrapreneurs interviewed stated that using "other
people's money," namely winning technology development contracts, helped ensure
product development success. For example, one intrapreneur Randall, a VP of engineering,
said about two-thirds of this business was very prescriptive. He said a customer would
provide an unambiguous and defined engineering specification for an electronic circuit
board, and total funding was confident from the customer. This type of authoritarian
product development did not require an intrapreneur to drive through the bureaucratic
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resistance. The more complicated product developments needed S&T to get creative to
secure funding.
During the development of subsystems such as advanced propulsion systems, highpowered lasers, or flying platforms such as UAVs or missiles, 12 intrapreneurs mentioned
the importance of winning S&T contracts to secure funding. These contracts provide a way
to mature the technology and move closer toward a fully operational product that becomes
profit-generating. Larry led a multi-year technology development effort where he
assembled a team to win technology development contracts to mature system technologies
like avionics and propulsion. He says:
“We were expanding to new market space, so we needed to develop capabilities,
so we invested in corporate R&D along with winning several S&T contracts,
which helped reduce the barrier to entry for our firm. When we could not develop
a vertical capability by winning S&T contracts, we had to partner with other
companies who could provide the technology.”
Curtis, an engineer who is an aerospace & defense sales leader, said that by
remaining engaged in small S&T contracts, his team was able to advance the capability of
his laser product, just at a slower pace than he would have liked to go. He described:
“Frequently, government customers do not have the money to do anything big and
quickly. They do all these little bitty things that are not advancing state of the art,
nor delivering a new weapon system.”
However, he explained the advantage of staying engaged in these efforts so his company
could leverage the work completed on various S&T contracts to mature a system. He
explained that they have continuously operated large kilowatt laser, so now the product can
be modified for multiple upcoming contract opportunities.
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Lily pad Strategy
Developing new or updating products can be difficult for intrapreneurs due to
limited resources, precisely, little human capital, money, and time. However, a persistent
challenge for intrapreneurs is to manage to get to the desired outcomes despite resourcetype challenges. Some may push leadership to go “all-in” or “swinging for the fences” to
win the technology development contracts. Twenty percent of intrapreneurs in our study
preferred using a lily pad innovation strategy, which is a way to establish a vision, seek
breakthroughs, and plot a flexible path by taking small steps to position the firm to leverage
the capability during windows of opportunity (Sinfield & Solis, 2016).
We interviewed Jim, a senior manager in product development and sales in the
aerospace industry, responsible for leading product development in an advanced
propulsion technical area. He explained:
“People pushing change have to convince their business leaders to look at the
business case holistically, to determine how to lily pad from small opportunities
to larger business wins.”
His comment suggests that if corporate leaders only look singularly at the first small
contract, the business case will often not look good, and the non-visionary managers will
not invest. Jim noted that his primary job role is to communicate the linkage - the lily pad
strategy - between the multiple markets that become addressable after the initial product
becomes available.
Results indicate that employing a lily pad strategy was useful even entering a
market from a position of weakness. Logan, a chief engineer in advanced design, explained
how his team was behind the competition as other aerospace companies won customerfunded contracts to do major product demonstrations. However, his team created
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excitement with the customer through small lily pad steps, which included initial
conceptual designs to develop learning and product advancements through laboratory
prototypes. It turned what started as winning a small seedling contract valued at $1M into
an opportunity of more than $1B.
Peter, a Vice President of sales at an aerospace firm, described the importance of
lily pad sales strategy and its domino effect of leveraging a small series of small moves
into more significant wins. For example, he says:
"Our international customers often fund portions of non-recurring engineering costs
to design new products. Placing small lily pad investment actions in various
advanced configurations provides options to pivot and grow the business. For
example, modifying an existing product to meet a customer's needs will build
goodwill and open new opportunities to win significant procurements that would
have never existed without the initial small lily pad strategy."
Intrapreneurs explained how developing a technology toolkit helped lily pad to
various new opportunities. While the technology is not ready for prime time, Eddie found
that investments in advanced vehicle concepts, avionics, radars, and partnership with other
businesses opened the opportunity to insert new technologies into weapon systems and
aircraft. He says:
“We can sell modern aircraft and weapons, being of heritage versions dating back
to more than 40 years, by making these jumps when the technology and customer
demand align.”
V. Customer Influencing
Eighty percent of intrapreneurs expressed the importance of customer influencing,
including creating strong customer partnerships, shaping customer requirements, and
product development roadmaps. Customer influencing is our final main behavior category
of intrapreneurs that positively impacted product development success. In developing a
new product, intrapreneurs explained how they sought to understand the gap in capability
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from current products through conversations with potential customers. One aspect of
customer influence was developing a solid customer partnership. Louis explains: “On new
products in the conceptual phase, we do not have all the answers, so we have to seek out
customers to understand requirements.”
Larry also explained that customer partnerships could often lead to investment by
customers in the form of technology demonstrations if a firm can provide innovative
capabilities.
Establishing trust is a must when developing customer partnerships. The trust
allows intrapreneurs to shape the future requirements in their favor to increase the
probability of winning a future product development contract. An executive program
manager, Joe, explains:
“When the request for proposal is mature and officially released to potential
bidders, a frontrunner is well established and on their way to a victory. Writing a
good proposal is important, but what is most important is shaping the
requirements of the Request for Proposal (RFP). By using objective analysis, we
work hard to shape the RFP requirements and evaluation criteria toward what
benefits our probability of winning."
Rudy noted the importance of influencing customer purchase decisions by describing:
“I attempt to shape acquisition spending by providing technical briefings and papers
that outline proposed research steps that align with our firm's core capabilities and
the customer's technical interest.”
We found that proactive intrapreneurs who establish viable product development
roadmaps aligned with customer purchasing timelines led to successful impact product
development. Roman, a program manager responsible for developing advanced missile
systems, says:
“An innovator can have a technically sound approach to spiraling in capability to
an existing product line, but if a customer is unwilling to buy it, then it does not
matter. It is the leader's job to best get our developmental roadmaps positioned so
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we can deliver the right capability, at the right time, at the right cost.”
Strong Customer Partnerships
Ninety-five percent of the aerospace defense intrapreneurs interviewed (20 out of
21) said that customer partnership was essential to their product development success. In
our study, the intrapreneurs working on product development for B2B or B2G customers
had successful outcomes and won contracts, primarily due to strong customer partnerships.
Roman provided an example where he proposed upgrading an existing flying Unmanned
Air Vehicles (UAV) and briefed the concept to two key customers. He described:
“I briefed them on the idea, and they thought it had significant potential, so they
funded my team with a small feasibility contract. Roman was able to develop a
strong partnership, understand the gap in capability, and ultimately how our team
could help bring new capability forward.”
Early partnerships with his customer allowed Roman to mature his technical approach
using government funding. The small exploratory feasibility contract positioned Roman’s
team to an early start for a future major acquisition development program that could span
a decade or more.
Jason, a senior sales manager working in the satellite market, used a similar
approach of getting early investment early to understand the technical vision of the
purchasing customer. He says:
“There are ways in B2G product development marketspace work with various
stakeholders, research labs as an example, to develop an idea before it becomes a
big project in the defense budget. My team positions to win these early contracts
to shape the requirements for the follow-on big procurements.”
Shaping Requirements
Twenty-eight percent of interviewees mentioned that shaping proposal
requirements ahead of a final proposal request was a tactic used by intrapreneurs to help
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increase the probability of winning the product development contract. Gary, a senior
aerospace sales manager, says:
“My team developed a new product to provide a 3-D visual representation of the
outside flight environment even during significantly challenging environmental
conditions like dense clouds or high dust conditions. I would lead routine monthly
conversations with the customer about the technology, and it became the
springboard for more in-depth conversations on upcoming customer product
requirements. The conversations became shaping conversations as the customer
ultimately issued a contractual solicitation. It was shaped by everything that we
had talked to them about, so my team was quickly able to get a product
development contract.”
A senior program director for a defense contractor, Joe said that his team was vying
to contend for an advanced missile contract solicitation. Since they were not the incumbent
contractor for the legacy system, his team worked to try to get the customer to set more
stringent requirements that a legacy system would not work. Joe says:
“We were able to shape the technical maturation and risk reduction program
requirements away from the commonality of the legacy system, and that is why
we won a contract and the incumbent lost.”
Additionally, Eric, a senior aerodynamic engineer, gave an example of how his
initial launch customer was a commercial aerospace customer. However, due to a shift in
investment and priority, he pivoted to shape the product development to appeal to
government customers.
Product Development Roadmaps
Sixteen percent said shaping product development roadmaps is a necessary action
to achieve in B2B or B2G product development. The development of complex systems like
UAVs can take significant investment so shaping a year-by-year budget and roadmap is
effective for long-term funding stability. Roman says:
“My team developed a proof of concept flying prototype in about 12 months, but
the product development roadmap exercise was essential. Our product roadmap
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defined a total product with all the requirements of a fully operational system. It
allowed the customer to develop a prototype on a budget to then transition toward
a fully operational system. Our prototype narrowed the requirements band, which
speeds development. The roadmap shows a logical, sequential method of going
from prototype to full-scale production.”
Logan, a chief engineer of advanced platforms, explained that his team routinely
engages potential customers by developing concepts with a technical roadmap. Hence,
future product offerings become viable contenders for upcoming procurements. He said:
“Our team attempts to communicate the technical vision with a logical product
development roadmap with the intent to convince the customer that our offering
should
be
considered.”
Jason, a senior sales leader in aerospace, who has experience in defense systems
and commercial satellites, explained that having various technologies and architectures
ready in a product development roadmap allows an intrapreneur to be agile and pivot based
on the customer's need. He says having technically viable product development plans helps
the government customer advocate for the budget. Jason explained:
"I think Department of Defense Product Development is a little easier than
Commercial Product Development because you can look at the published
government budgets. It is a little more nebulous in the commercial world as you
must figure out what the customer's profile funding is and plan and deliver the
technology they are asking for."
Categories – Behaviors Leading to Intrapreneurial Failures
The structure of the in-person interviews (Appendix B) provided an opportunity to
learn what led to intrapreneur product development success and product development
failures. Completing the coding of the interview transcripts led us to identify five
significant behavior categories that contribute to product development failures. Below, we
have provided a summary that includes: 1) High Technical Uncertainty; 2) Immovable
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Bureaucracy; 3) Failure to Generate Demand; 4) Poor Leadership Decisions; and 5) Lack
of Transparency (Table 4. 5).
Table 4. 5 - Summary of Intrapreneur Behavior Categories Leading to Product
Development Failures
High Technical Uncertainty
High-Risk Design
Constant Design Changes
Lack of Subject Matter Experts

Percentage of Intrapreneurs
36%
20%
12%
16%

Total times mentioned
28
19
3
6

Immovable Bureaucracy
Unnecessary Internal Churn
Failure to Implement a Founder’s Mentality
Lack of Candid Debates

44%
28%
12%
12%

30
10
9
11

3. Failure to Generate Demand
Failed Science & Technology Transition
Too Quick to Market
Missed the Market

28%
16%
16%
8%

12
6
4
2

Poor Leadership Decisions
Wrong Assignments
Failed to Adjust Requirements
Failed Bid Strategy

32%
20%
12%
16%

17
5
3
9

5. Lack of Transparency
Team Does Not Trust Strategy
Overpromised Capabilities

36%
24%
16%

12
8
4

1.

2.

4.

I. High Technical Uncertainty
The interviewees were primarily technologists and sales leaders who strive to push
technology development, leading to new product offerings. These leaders made propulsion,
avionics, thermal protection systems, and sensors’ technological boundaries. Thirty-six
percent of the interviewees indicated that settling on designs with high technical
uncertainty was a significant factor that doomed product development success. We found
that "high-risk" plans, constant design changes, and a lack of subject matter experts are
synonymous with technical uncertainty.
High-Risk Design
Intrapreneurs partially struggled to achieve the desired project outcomes because
of high-risk designs with significant technical uncertainty. NASA defines risk as 1)
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scenarios leading to degraded performance such as destruction of critical assets for
scenarios leading to exceeding mass limits; 2) likelihood of those scenarios from
happening; and 3) consequences of performance degradation that would result if those
scenarios were to occur (Dunbar, 2019). Engineers in our study mentioned the need to
balance the risk and benefits of each potential design. Logan, a chief aerospace engineer,
says:
“My team won a small seedling study. We started with a high-risk design focused
on achieving a high-lift-to-drag ratio design to maximize aerodynamic efficiency
and range. However, the design was very complicated. It had design limitations
like fold-out wings and was volumetrically limited, which limited space for
avionics, and ultimately the high-risk design was not picked by the customer.”
Bobby, an advanced design aerodynamic engineer, described the importance of
thorough trade studies during the design cycle. For example, his team made a flawed design
assumption that prevented a technical pivot during the product development due to a lack
of time. They chose to design a single-stage propulsion system. However, a multi-stage
propulsion system proved to provide more benefits. However, it was too late to change,
and they ended up in the wrong design space.
Beyond design choices that Logan and Bobby discussed, starting a product
development late compared to the competition hinders the probability of winning a contract
competition. As a senior aerospace sales manager, Gary managed a project that his team
had not done any work on ahead of the contract award. He described:
"The schedule of delivering a new system was very aggressive, so we started
doing designs and configurations as quickly as possible. However, we could not
overcome the slow start, and our proposed configuration was higher risk than the
competition because we did not do any pre-contract contract design work.”
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Constant Design Changes
In large firms with multiple funding priorities, adhering to a schedule and cost
metrics is critically essential to product development success when the funding is limited.
Innovating requires design cycles to settle on the final configuration. However, 12% of
interviewees mentioned the struggle with allowing constant design changes to detract from
the success of the product development. Tony, an advanced propulsion designer with over
35 years of aerospace experience, says:
"I was the team lead on a new weapon system that required a very efficient
propulsion system. However, my team spent too much time designing the inlet.
The inlet was a strong point of our design due to the system's operability.
However, due to constant design changes, our tests were never truly
representative of the actual current design. Also, our customer risked up our
overall design because we did not allow our structural design team enough time to
complete a thorough weight assessment." The structural analysis suffered by
spending too much time optimizing the inlet performance and fussing around
getting it perfect. The team ran out of time and lost the design competition
because they did not secure a product baseline sooner.
We found that intrapreneurs in the wrong design space destine a product
development for significant uncertainty. Doug, a hypersonic vehicle designer, explained
the challenge of being in a design loop. He noted:
"By beginning with a concept that is too large, the design team suffers by not
having a big enough engine. So, as a designer, they must find a new engine with
more thrust, which means a bigger airframe, and then the drag up goes up, and
then weight goes up, which can quickly spiral out of design closure.”
Lack of Subject Matter Experts
Complex systems in development require an exceptionally talented engineering
team. 13 intrapreneurs in our study had advanced aerospace design roles. They worked on
high-tech technologies like sensor development, hypersonics, and directed energy. These
advanced technologies required a team of engineers, some with significant experience
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levels, to innovate in these challenging engineering fields. Bobby, an aerodynamic
engineer involved in various aircraft, missiles, and UAVs, says:
“My design team struggles with schedule performance because less experienced
engineers were catapulted prematurely into senior engineering roles because of a
lack of available SMEs. To overcome the staffing challenges, I developed an
internal team of engineers who operate as engineering consultants and address
challenging issues in technical areas, including missile design configuration,
propulsion, and aerodynamics.”
Product development success depends on having SMEs actively work on product
design. Intrapreneurs explained that their ability to lead teams to win competitive
competitions, including aircraft or satellite systems, depends on having a blend of new,
mid-career, and experienced engineers. Logan, a chief aeronautical engineer, working on
an advanced missile program, described:
“One of the main reasons his team was not successful in an advanced design
program was because we did not have SMEs. Our team had the wrong mix of
talent, and unfortunately, we ended up developing a science experience instead of
something that could transition to a real-world operational system.”
II. Immovable Bureaucracy
Forty-four percent of intrapreneurs said failing to overcome rigid bureaucracies are
significant challenges for intrapreneurs developing products. Specifically, we observed
that bureaucracies tend to cause intrapreneurs to struggle with 1) Unnecessary internal
churn, 2) Failing to implement a Founder’s Mentality, and 3) Having a lack of candid
debates. This unnecessary red tape and overbearing bureaucracies result in significant
non-value-added internal churn for intrapreneurs attempting to drive action and change.
Roman explained by saying:
“Excessive internal churn is rampant at his firm, and I continually must defend our
product development to senior executives to explain the merits. My time would be
better utilized doing product development or working with our potential customers,
but instead, I must brief corporate strategist and senior executives on our strategy
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repeatedly.”
Jim further explained that internal churn is a big waste of time. His team spends too
much time getting internal alignment between program management, engineering,
corporate financial analysts, and corporate strategists. He says: “Most internal meetings are
a distraction as we prep more for internal meetings than actually working on the product
development and sales aspects.”
Intrapreneurs also struggle in situations where the bureaucracy limits their ability to
implement a founder’s mentality. Rocky, a director of program management, explains:
“In a bureaucracy, you have bureaucrats. They do not know the product's technical
details, but they know how to flourish within a bureaucracy.”
Rocky stressed the importance of implementing a founder’s mentality to position the firm
to put the customer first and said:
“Our business flourished when we had excellent relationships and removed
bureaucracy; leaders made decisions as if they were operating their own business.”
Elizabeth explained that hierarchical, passive communication leads to a lack of
decisions and actions. She says:
"The bureaucracy will often reward going with the status quo and making low-risk
moves instead of standing up and driving change so often."
While frontline intrapreneurs have a vision and passion for change, without a culture that
embraces bold moves, these intrapreneurs must pivot to a new assignment that aligns with
the firm's goals.
Unnecessary Internal Churn
In large firms, 28% of intrapreneurs complained that matrixed organizations and
excessive meetings slow down progress, making it difficult for intrapreneurs to overcome
internal churn. Sarah explained that middle managers are often unhelpful for business tasks
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that come from the C-suite in giant bureaucracies. Sarah says:
“There are layers of bureaucracy where middle managers slow us down, and we are
not fast anymore. We are not empathetic to the customer. We cannot react to actions
quickly, and middle managers do not add flexibility; they take away from a firm’s
agility.”
Rocky, a business development executive at an aerospace firm, says that the
micromanagement meeting culture stifles his firm's innovation pace. He noted:
"Some leaders prefer to have completely polished meetings instead of candid
conversations. Micromanagers require prep meetings for everything. The polished
briefing limits creativity. It is a waste of time, energy, and resources when
intrapreneurs could be doing something that is pushing the product development
or sale forward. The highly bureaucratic firms spend too much time and money on
iterations of charts that do not even get used.”
Eddie, sales lead within an aerospace firm, explained that the number of
administrative tasks had pushed him outside his lane where he adds value. He said:
"I have difficulty overcoming micromanagement. Our firm is spending too much
time internally, having senior product development leads report the status of
administrative communication between contracting officers. We should be
spending our time on things that move the needle, not reporting status on every
little item.”
Jim, a senior aerospace sales manager, explained that bureaucracies generate the need for
non-value work. He described:
“I spend a significant amount of time internally within the firm briefing capability
gaps, customer need statements, and technical strategy. We go over the same
things repeatedly, which prevents me from working on things such as spiral-in
capability or strategic partnerships.”
Failure to Implement a Founder’s Mentality
Sarah, a director of Mergers and Acquisitions in a large food corporation, had
significant challenges in overcoming bureaucracy. She described how her intrapreneurial
activities primarily support assessing potential new products through mergers and
acquisitions, typical products from smaller food manufacturers. Some managers are not in
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touch with what is happening on the front lines of the business. She says:
"So, picturing a battlefield if you have a founder's mentality, leaders know what is
going on in the front lines in bureaucracies snow melts from the edges. The
Roman Empire started falling from the periphery."
Sarah stated that intrapreneurs would voice opinions vigorously in a founder's mentality,
seeing something and speaking up. In a bureaucracy, bureaucrats speak through a
hierarchy, and intrapreneurs then lose transparency and the ability to drive change. She
says,
"It is a struggle to get anything done in a bureaucracy. I eventually left because I
could make a difference more in a smaller firm. It is night and day difference
between the firms who resist bureaucracy and one who require heavy process and
formal chains of command."
She further explained that the large firms she has worked for are so focused on
going for the most volume and focusing on the cash cows that they start losing the edges
from rising stars. A challenge for intrapreneurs who are driving change within the firm is
getting executive leadership to make proactive business moves to stay relevant; otherwise,
their business will erode over time. Relationships and trust are key drivers that help support
change initiatives in large firms. Sarah says:
"Bureaucracy becomes so strong in many large firms that intrapreneurs must
ultimately secure executive sponsorship. Without senior-level advocacy, it is
nearly impossible to drive change as anything new is counterintuitive to the firm's
culture."
Lack of Candid Debates
Twelve percent of intrapreneurs claimed that failing to have open debates resulted
in product development failures. Sarah explained that in a bureaucracy, employees must
speak through a hierarchy, a chain of command that limits the candidness of employee
conversations. She explains:
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“Failure is likely inevitable if disagreement exists in the product development's
overall strategy and leaders cannot deal with opposing viewpoints. You must be
able to navigate adversity as an intrapreneur and drive communication across the
business leaders.”
Rocky, a senior director of program management and sales in the aerospace industry,
explained that he had an outstanding female executive whom we will call Paula. He said:
“Paula was an intrapreneur. She led the strategy and business development and
ensured her company won the competition. However, the male Vice President
running the overall program was an introvert and did not like being questioned or
disagreeing in public. Hence, their pairing was a recipe for disaster, and the
project development effort ultimately failed because of the lack of genuine open
debates.”
In addition to candid conversations, a balance of power between the program
manager and the business capture management promotes shared ownership of product
development in B2B or B2G settings. Paula was responsible for developing a winning
strategy, working with various government customers, and suggesting technical
recommendations and critical partnerships with other companies. However, the program
manager essentially sidelined her from the strategic leadership team because he, as program
manager, knew best. Rocky said:
“When Paula returned from customer meetings, she would report what she was
hearing. However, executive leadership questioned and ultimately rejected her
recommendations because the other leaders were basing the product development
on their experience with program development with other customers.”
Intrapreneurs also suggest the need to have candid conversations beyond
engineering and technology and the business elements like price to win and critical
strategic business decisions. Rocky says,
"We talk about diversity and inclusion all the time and that it is imperative, and it
is. Nevertheless, we approach diversity holistically except for the diversity of
thought. We rarely have strategic discussions where options are discussed and
promptly make decisions. Instead, senior executives don’t have the guts to stand
up and question the company's direction. These executive leaders are making a
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ton of money, but none had the guts to stand up and suggest that the CEO rethink
their decision."
III. Failure to Generate Demand
Technology and product development provide upside for the firm and new
capabilities for customers. Without a particular demand pull from the customer,
intrapreneurs often struggle to generate long-term R&D to fund the development. Twentyeight percent of intrapreneurs said failing to generate demand can be caused by numerous
reasons. One of the primary reasons for failing to generate demand was a lack of
collaboration between internal corporate divisions. Larry, a former military pilot and
current senior manager of business development says:
“Our product designs teams struggle to collaborate as engineers doing
fundamental research reside in a separate business unit from the advanced design
teams. The lack of a shared mission between business units resulted in designs
with no customer demand.”
Failed S&T prototyping to major program transitions can also result when an
intrapreneur cannot convince their firm to invest in technology or partner with government
laboratories or military agencies. Joe, a director of program management, says:
“Our division failed to win the down-select contract, going from technology
development contracts to winning the big production program because we failed
to invest in critical technology. The lack of vertical technology put his design
team at a competitive disadvantage compared to other companies, so we did not
win the full-rate production contract.”
We observed that intrapreneurs struggle to generate demand when they are too quick to
market or miss the market altogether. Louis, an aerospace engineering manager, reveals:
“Intrapreneurs who only work in the R&D world and fail to connect engineering
centers with acquisition customers could miss the market because the prototype
has no transition customers. “I work the technology development with an
engineering laboratory while also routinely checking in with acquisition
customers to provide them a status on how the new development could provide
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the capability.”
He clarified that securing a budget takes time for customers within bureaucratic
organizations, so he strives to have a customer with a budget when the technology, rather
than being too quick to market.
The third central aspect of failing to generate demand is completely missing the
market. We interviewed Larry, a sales manager at an aerospace firm. He states:
“We developed an autonomous aircraft with a promise of long flying endurance at
a fraction of the cost of the currently deployed systems. However, there were
numerous technical challenges with schedule setbacks during the development.
Coupled with technical challenges, there were small customer budgets for new
developmental programs, and our team missed the market.”
He explained that timing is essential for new product development, so balancing the right
capability with the schedule is essential; otherwise, the technology can move on, and the
intrapreneur will miss the market.
Failed S&T to Program Transition
For systems like air-launched weapons, ground-launched weapons, UAVs, and
autonomous systems, prototypes require significant time and risk reduction steps for
critical technology areas such as propulsion, command and control, and advanced sensor.
Sometimes intrapreneurs spend a considerable amount of time on a technology that does
not transition into an effective product development program. For example, Roman, a
senior program manager, explained:
“Our team spent many years maturing concepts using gas-coupled lift fan
technology. Ultimately, a shaft-driven lift fan was a preferred approach.
Innovators need to work parallel technical options so the design team can pivot
seamlessly to an alternative design to meet the customer’s requirements.”
While S&T prototypes advance the product, Joe, a senior program director for a defense
contractor, says:
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“Intrapreneurs must work with military leaders to develop requirements for new
programs. To transition from early S&T and prototype efforts typically funded by
government laboratories, intrapreneurs must work with the Department of Defense
(DoD) to develop requirements for a new product so prototyping efforts transition
from
the
labs
to
the
real
world.”
Roman explains:
“I discussed various concepts over three years to leaders at the Pentagon before an
actual customer sponsor, a Senior Executive Sponsor, would back the project.
However, while we were eventually able to demonstrate a capability with a
system prototype, without a requirement bridging a transition from a laboratory
project to a fielded system, the project will be shelved and likely go nowhere.”
Intrapreneurs can struggle if they continue to chase business opportunities that do
not have a future. Jon, a director of business development and sales at an aerospace firm,
said that the government sometimes is not interested in including industry firms in product
development and would instead do the work organically within the government. He
explains:
“I challenge business leaders in developing a business case. When it appears that
product development is distended to be in-sourced within the government, we
must identify as soon as possible so we do not waste valuable time and resources
chasing a product development opportunity that we will never win.”
Too Quick to Market
Being too quick to market or having too high financial expectations is a challenge
intrapreneurs face when developing complex systems with uncertain demand. Our results
were consistent with Bower and Christensen (1995). We found that in large firms,
intrapreneurs can get technology often through a prototype, but large firms are often
impatient and want immediate business returns. Bower and Christensen (1995) said:
“Companies will invest in technologies necessary to retain their current
customers…But when the customer is not ready for these disruptive technologies,
a company’s revenue and cost structure drive management to conclude that the
technology cannot be a meaningful contribution to corporate growth.”
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In our study, companies working with advanced technologies such as directed
energy weapon systems suffered from being too far ahead of the demand with companies
who became impatient. We spoke to Curtis, an engineer and currently a sales leader at a
power systems corporation, who explains:
“Our team engineered an extremely efficient power system, but there was no
immediate demand for the product. While potential customers are interested in
investing small investments in prototype systems, there was no demand-pull for a
productized system. We approached the product development from the frame
point of solving the question: What does the customer need? But instead, we
should have considered does any customer have money or a passion for making
this product a reality?”
As a result, the customer did not commit to pulling the technology forward and spending
significant funding to procure the systems, so his technology was shelved. Rudy, an
aeronautical engineer with 50 years of experience in aerospace and advanced design,
explains:
“I was the leader of a multi-year configuration development and design
refinement project. Those efforts ultimately led to a successful system
demonstration that was first to market. However, the was no military requirement
to have this capability, so the capability was shelved.
Our study suggests the importance of anchoring a product development roadmap with
multiple options to pivot if the market changes. Tony, an aeronautical engineering Ph.D.
with over 35 years in product development, stated:
“It is not an irrational conclusion for executives at tech companies to question
why they are investing in all these technologies but continue not to win any
production contracts? Intrapreneurs are challenged to piece together an approach
to have a relevant product matured while developing the demand for the new
system with the customer; otherwise, being too quick to market is difficult to
overcome.”
Missed the Market
Complex aerospace products such as airplanes and missiles are typically developed
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by intrapreneurs using a mix of government and corporate funding. As described above,
prototyping efforts may not align with purchasing decisions so that they can be too quick
to market. In the B2G aerospace market, a product progresses through R&D and
prototyping efforts, and the decision to purchase has occurred; it is infrequent that the
product misses the market and is a flop as the customers are committed to making the
product a success. We found that customers become very committed once they purchase
these large complex systems. Bobby, an advanced design aerodynamics engineer, says:
“I was a lead aerodynamic engineer on a new government airplane. We overcame
technical challenges early on during initial product production. Initially, in the
production of an airplane, our team worked closely with our customer to fix issues
that had appeared during flight testing.”
However, Randall, a Vice President of engineering at a tech firm, explains that
customer products have a consistent reason for not delivering projects by stating:
“First, intrapreneurs have failed multiple times in the product development cycle.
They can fail in the funnel (e.g., narrowing ideas down and failing in the
development cycle) or fail after launch. Missing the market happens in consumer
products, where the firm misses the market, and no one will buy it. If a product
fails post-launch, it is always because they just missed the market.”
A shift in the market or technology can cause product development issues. For
example, Randall described that if the product does not have the right features or does not
deliver sufficient value to support the price they need to charge has caused significant
challenges by noting:
“I cannot think of one instance at our company where a post-launch failure was
for something other than missing the market. The primary intrapreneurial
challenges in product development are not having the correct features or the right
price.”
Randall stated they launched a connected system in 2008, just after the iPhone launched in
2007. Because the system had no internet connectivity that would allow an iPhone to
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connect to it, it became apparent by 2011, three years after it launched, that the product
was going nowhere as they did not have internet connectivity.
IV. Poor Leadership Decisions
Thirty-two percent of intrapreneurs mentioned how decisions from others doomed
their product development aspirations. Assigning the wrong people to the project was
sometimes outside of the control of the intrapreneur. For example, Logan stated:
“I was a lead aeronautical engineer on a cutting-edge developmental design
project, and management assigned inexperienced engineers who put our team in a
difficult situation and unable to complete the work on time. We needed
experienced systems engineers. Our team struggled in optimizing a design that
met all requirements, and ultimately, we lost to another company.”
Also, the lack of management oversight and technical missteps resulted in losing
competitive new business proposals. Moreover, flawed bid strategies finally doomed
intrapreneurial efforts that would stall out and never reach their full potential. While
working on an advanced autonomous project, Logan explained:
“A lack of technical oversight and understanding of what the customer truly
valued resulted in our team developing a much more complicated system than
what was needed. We over-engineered the system, and the customer viewed our
design less favorably than the competition’s offering.”
Intrapreneurs also struggled to overcome strategic missteps regarding bid strategy
and pricing approach. Rocky says:
“It is difficult to get leadership to buy in to win. Threatening to no-bid if contract
terms are unfavorable is a last resort and still may not get a customer to react to
change. Hence, as an intrapreneur, you are better off finding solutions than
threatening ultimatums.”
Wrong Assignments
Intrapreneurs aiming to create new systems fail in product development when they
struggle to find the right people for the various technical roles. We discovered that failure
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is not due to an unmotivated workforce in these high-tech product development efforts of
complex systems such as missiles, airplanes, or autonomous vehicles. Twenty percent of
interviewees said failure instead is often caused by assembling the wrong team, which
could be a combination of conflicting personalities and a lack of subject matter experts.
Making the right teams is a pivotal role for the senior managers. Logan explains:
“I was a technical lead engineer on an advanced missile program and lacked the
experience to lead in that capacity. I probably was not qualified for it, but I went
along with it since I was younger in my career. Now, I go directly to the program
manager and identify gaps in capability on the team.”
Ultimately, they lost out on the product development to another contractor who was
more technically compliant. Logan has matured and learned from those early failures
saying:
“Successful leaders fill the important roles, such as chief engineer and lead
systems engineer roles with highly qualified SMEs. They mix-and-match teams
and put less experienced engineers in deputy roles to shadow more senior
technical leadership to overcome skill challenges.”
We observed that staffing the product development effort with the right talent includes
developing a solid sourcing strategy with critical suppliers. For example, Russell worked
for a firm that outsourced software development to India to save money. He says:
“I told the CEO that it was a bad idea and would not work, but he did it to save
money. The firm spent significant money on software and got nothing in return.
The product was way late and unusable. To make the problem worse, the CEO
decided to invest in advertising and essentially jumped the gun on our product
when we did not have a viable product to market. We should have steered all the
money in software to get the product functional before wasting resources on
premature marketing campaigns.”
Failing to Adjust Requirements
Failing to adjust requirements refers to product design teams settling on an
unachievable set of design considerations. It can also mean that when a customer is willing
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to move a technical requirement, it untimely puts the team at a competitive disadvantage.
While developing new products, intrapreneurs explained that it is critically important to
design to the correct requirements. These system-level requirements focus on what the
systems must do, such as how fast and how far the aircraft or missile goes. Once the
requirement is established, the next challenge for the engineering team is to design the
system to meet the customer requirements. Engineers explore trade space and assess
various configurations that meet the system-level requirements. Eric, an aeronautical
engineering Ph.D. with more than 30 years of space vehicle and high-speed aircraft design,
says:
“When our team was working on a spacecraft, it became clear that a single-staged
engine would not work or be feasible. Instead of backing off the requirement,
there were political reasons where we could not back off the requirement because
there was a fear, that we would get the program canceled. Our team could have
achieved a technological achievement if the requirement had been adjusted.
However, the customer was ultimately unwilling to back off the requirement, so
our team remained on this infeasible technical course. The program ultimately got
canceled with no system ever being flown. It is a shame when a customer is
unwilling to adjust the requirement, especially when staying with the current
approach is destined to fail.”
Failed Bid Strategy
Sixteen percent of intrapreneurs said they could not overcome a failed bid strategy,
thereby losing business. Joe, senior program director with twenty-five years of aerospace
experience, says:
“I do my best to shape the request for proposal that best benefits us. But, once the
RFP is set, it is the leader’s job to develop the best offer. However, I struggle with
getting the firm to do things differently and bid more aggressively to win.
Overcoming the internal resistance to hit the price-to-win is a major challenge to
overcome.”
Additionally, intrapreneurs struggle with getting the firm to think about a contract
as an entry point to something much bigger. Tony, an aeronautical engineer, says:
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“I was responsible for the engine’s design, so the bid strategy was outside my
control. The executive team failed to develop a compelling proposal. We should
have approached this proposal will the sole focus on winning. It would have been
worth losing money on this contract as winning it would have opened adjacent
opportunities.”
V. Lack of Transparency
When companies are less committed to a project, intrapreneurs may take an overly
optimistic approach when communicating their technical vision to ensure they can secure
a minimum amount of investment. Logan says:
“I must be wise about the amount of funding I advocate for, as I have to show a
product development roadmap that shows a strong business case. Without a strong
business case, I do not ask for excessive amounts of R&D funding.”
A lack of corporate investment limits product development and can drive behaviors that
create a culture where the team does not trust the technical strategy, and intrapreneurs
over-promising customers to secure a contract.”
Team Does Not Trust Strategy
Intrapreneurs are change agents within large firms. However, we found that
intrapreneurs who struggled with getting team buy-in produced unfavorable results.
Elizabeth, a VP of engineering in a tech firm, said what separates the successful
intrapreneurs from the less impactful is the ability to manage change. She explains:
“Empowered leaders can get extraordinary results when challenging the status
quo, holding teams accountable to the expectation, and connecting the work to an
impactful organization mission.”
Also, we found a lack of transparency between management and engineering teams hinders
innovation. Bobby, an aeronautical engineer, noted:
"If management and the engineering team are not on a trust basis where engineers
trust management and vice versa, I have experienced the work environment
becomes completely risk-averse, non-innovative, and chances of product
development success decrease immensely. The product development leaders [i.e.,
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intrapreneurs] must have technical credibility and transparency; otherwise,
innovation is stifled.”
Overpromised Capabilities
We observed in all twenty-five interviews that intrapreneurs sell their ideas both to
potential customers and key internal leaders within the firm, which we call internal sales.
However, we found that successful intrapreneurs are not promotors. Instead, they are
bridging the gap from idea to product creation. These intrapreneurs develop advocacy
through creating customer demand and having a robust internal sale where they internally
market their idea and plans to senior executives. In the early phases of product
development, sometimes overly optimistic intrapreneurs can overpromise results to keep
their project alive. Under delivering and failing to achieve their objectives and achieving
less than they said they would hinder the firm and the individual intrapreneur.
In one interview, Matt, a senior software manager for a tech firm, said, “We had a
client that wanted us to build a Point of Sale (POS) system. We had a basic retail platform,
but we convinced them that we could build a functional POS system within six months.”
He explained that his team spent 18 months building a platform and never really got it as
good as it needed to be because customer POS systems were outside their core capability.
The lesson learned for Matt specific to this product development effort was that
intrapreneurs cannot always build everything. However, he said, sometimes the best
approach is to leverage other companies' tools.
While Matt explained that overpromising could cause significant issues, not all
intrapreneurs agreed that overpromising was terrible. We interviewed Louis, who won a
competitive proposal to fabricate an advanced electro-optical for an aerospace sensor.
Louis's customer asked for an initial product within 30 months, which was extremely

Intrapreneurs Success In Product Development

82

challenging, but he created a proposal to complete the work. He said, "We ultimately did
not meet all the requirements the customer sought out to achieve."
Underperforming to a contract requirement can prevent risk-averse firms from
bidding on a contract. However, Louis said that customers often adjust product
requirements after contract award when the project challenges become apparent.
Intrapreneurs can still earn a customer's loyalty despite over-promising early in a project.
"Our customer realized we made significant progress on a technically challenging project
and our firm willing to take on the challenge where other firms were not able or willing to
take on the project.” Overall, our finding suggests a balance between overpromising to win
the work versus being so risk-averse to taking on a challenging project that destines your
firms for no new work.
The Role of Management Support on Intrapreneurial Product Development Success
When asked to explain a product development success or failure, where
management support, or lack thereof, impacted the result of the product development, we
observed that the four most mentioned aspects of management support for intrapreneurs in
our study were: 1) Senior Executive Support; 2) Corporate Investment; 3) Middle
Management Support; and Management’s Risk Tolerance. Table 4. 6 shows the percentage
of intrapreneurs who mentioned the importance of these attributes of management support
and the total number of times the interviewees said it during the one-on-one interviews.
Table 4. 6 - Intrapreneurial Behaviors Leading to Intrapreneurial Success Statistics
Management Support – Intrapreneur Product
Development
Senior Executive Support & Champion
Corporate Investment
Middle Management Support
1.

Risk Tolerance

Percentage of Intrapreneurs
100%

Total times mentioned
68

100%
52%
36%

31
15
11

36%

11
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1. Senior Executive Support / Champion
Sixteen intrapreneurs stated that having executive support and a management
champion for a product development initiative was critically important. These
intrapreneurs worked in large firms with over 50,000 employees. Sarah, a director of
Mergers and Acquisitions in a large food corporation, explains;
“Getting executive champion support is a must in large bureaucracies. In a
bureaucracy, the bureaucracy leads the pace. Hence, as an intrapreneur,
you have to pace yourself to the bureaucrats or align your change initiative
with executive sponsorship to push through the internal resistance.”
Due to the significant financial resources required to develop complex product
developments such as new ballistic missiles, aircraft, or satellites. Joe, an executive
program manager with experience leading billion-dollar projects at an aerospace company,
explained:
"In large bureaucratic firms, you will never achieve your product development
goals and finish without an executive champion. For example, we did not have an
executive champion to sponsor technology and concept development on a product
development opportunity. We never had a real shot of winning the competitive
procurement."
He explained that while he was an executive program director, he was not high enough in
the organization structure to influence the investment. He noted:
“You need to be a Vice President at least to affect the course of the project, or as
an intrapreneur, you need to have the top cover from a Vice President level."
We observed that executive leadership drives a firm’s approach to change. Rocky,
a senior director of sales in the aerospace industry, explained that intrapreneurial efforts
led by front-line leaders would not succeed without support from the business unit Vice
President and above. He says:

Intrapreneurs Success In Product Development

84

"I would present the business case multiple times, but I was not able to get the
attention of corporate management until I showed that a multi-billion dollars
product development procurement was about to start. We had not started any
significant technology development and risk reduction efforts, and finally,
corporate realized our competitive position. The late start doomed our design
team, and they never caught up to be in a winning position.”
Getting senior executives involved early in the design cycle helps drive vital
strategic decisions. For example, Peter, a Vice President of Sales at an aerospace firm, says:
“Management support allowed our product development team to come to terms
with a trusted propulsion partner. We solidified our teaming and workshare
arrangements early, which brought two great companies together to jointly codevelop the new product. We were able to begin product development and work
toward a common product development roadmap that most efficiently produced a
product for the military customer.”
Elizabeth, a Vice President of engineering at a tech company, explained the
importance of intrapreneurs establishing a group of advocates for their change initiatives.
She noted:
“When developing a new software tool to make the sales team more efficient, I
identified multiple levels of champions. For the tool to become widely adopted,
my team focused on getting the word out to as many people as possible through
the sponsorship of managerial champions, who are driving awareness, driving
people to try the process, and the technological advancements.”
We observed another example of losing a sponsor during a business turnaround cost Jay
his job. Jay, an intrapreneur known throughout the aerospace industry as a well-respect
operations leader and change agent, says:
“I was hired by an aerostructure company to drastically improve the operational
performance at a major manufacturing site, improve the culture and drive capital
expansion and process changes to improve poor business performance.
Historically, this business unit was a poorly run business with major on-time
performance issues. However, midway through the turnaround, I lost my
executive champions as the leaders left due to an acquisition.”
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2. Corporate Investment
We observed that a key element of management support is in the form of corporate
product investment. We do not mean traditional investments like stocks and bonds, but
instead, investment in technology and people is significant for intrapreneurs. Logan, a
chief engineer for advanced weapons, described how a lack of research and investment
prevented his team from keeping pace with other companies investing in large-scale
technology demonstrations. He said, “As an intrapreneur, you have to secure both internal
investments from the firm in the form of research and development budget, along with
external investment in the form of winning contracts to be successful in large scale product
development. In the aerospace defense sector.” Bobby, an aerodynamic engineer on
advanced autonomous programs, agreed with the need for management support in the form
of funding by describing:
“For early conceptual designs that require planning and trade studies, we need
management support and a steady budget from corporate. The budget allows
engineers to develop concepts, work with key suppliers, and have computing
resources and licenses to perform the work.”
A lack of executive management support will destine a product for failure. “We
lost an advanced vehicle product development contract to a competitor because our
company did not develop a business strategy with the required investment to mature a
concept into a flying reality,” said Rudy, an aeronautical engineer. He specialized in the
development of next-generation systems. He said the firm’s culture was that executives
generally only support research and development investment if there was a near-term path
to generating positive revenue. The lack of investment and management support for
concepts that had a high percentage of not working out stifled innovation and was a
significant challenge for Rudy to overcome throughout his career.
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As the head of business development for a major aerospace firm, Rocky said, “Four
years in a row, I would request $6M - $10M to do design work to prepare for an upcoming
competition, worth billions of potential sales, and every year it got up to the corporate
office and would unfunded.” He gave numerous examples of where his company ceased
investments in enabling technologies due to the lack of near-term payoff and now is at a
competitive disadvantage trying to get back into markets.
The corporate investment includes investing in people and hiring top talent. Roman
achieved product development success and developed a next-generation missile by
securing Vice President sponsorship that ensured that essential subject matter experts
would be assigned to his project. “He said, “By having the right four or five SMEs on my
team, we can achieve extraordinary results.”
Corporate investment has been referenced as very important to prepare for an
upcoming competition. Louis explained that visionary business leaders view product
development as an infinite game. He said, “I have worked for multiple aerospace
companies, and some will lose a contract, but instead of giving up and moving on, they
will double-down and invest in a technology to leap-frog the competition.”
3. Middle Management Support
Having committed managerial support from executive leaders is critical to
intrapreneurial success. However, middle management support is vital for front-line
innovators in firms trying to develop cutting-edge technology. Elizabeth explains:
“Innovation comes from the front-line engineers in tech firms, and the middle
management role is critical. Valuable middle managers get into the technical
details, learn about the various technical options, weed out a lot of the not-sogood ideas, and provide advocacy for the innovative ideas from the front-line
innovators.”
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The mid-level managers provide technical advocacy, support proposal
development, and funding to keep projects funded when the senior executives are not
entirely on board. An aeronautical engineering Ph.D. with over 35 years of hypersonics
experience, Eric says:
“Most corporate executives are not visionaries. As a result, intrapreneurs work to
establish the support of mid-level managers who see value in exploring cuttingedge technologies. The forwarding thinking leaders provide the resources to
advance the technology, so we can secure customer interest, which then creates an
environment where more senior executives are supportive of our technical plans.”
When developing technology and new products as a front-line intrapreneur, primarily when
it is not supporting top-down initiatives, the middle manager provides the day-to-day
support needed to see a project through development. Jason, a senior business development
manager in the satellite market, explained:
“From the perspective of the intrapreneur, the middle managers are the first
people you must sell on an idea, to show them the value proposition and what
their sponsors, so that the sponsorship is not going to be career inhibiting.
Corporate investment is not always rational. Some of the best ideas go unfunded
because the intrapreneurs cannot present their idea to get the management buyin.”
We observed that middle managers are less critical in firms focused on process
improvements and less on creating cutting-edge new technology products. Sarah, a
Mergers and Acquisition executive, describes:
“When trying to drive process changes in a bureaucracy, you have thousands of
middle managers that slow you down. I have experienced that middle managers
are more nuisance than actually value-added.
We did find that in innovative firms multiple engineers interviewed expressed the
value of the middle managers who empowered the team to explore the trade space to
determine the ideal design for the new concepts. There are good and bad middle
managers. We found that intrapreneurs partner with the middle managers who advocate
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for innovative ideas from the front-line engineers. Additionally, Rocky explained that
firms should focus on growing rowing the middle managers’ talent and require job
rotations as having a lousy middle manager can be detrimental to the firm. He said,
“The middle managers who are unwilling to support innovative top-down
developments and the bottoms-up innovations need to be moved out. The career
middle managers who have the attitude of “we have always done it this way” are
damaging to intrapreneurs attempting to drive change within the firm.”
Middle managers should advocate for the innovative ideas from the front-line
engineers and work the top-down executive product developments. Rocky explained that
senior managers and executives often move every three years, so the bureaucratic type
managers are resistant to change. For example, Curtis, an Aerospace and Defense sales
leader with over 30 years of experience in turbine technology, says:
“Middle managers who push technology forward and are aggressive are vital for
getting products to market. The middle managers whose main role is being a
paper pusher, to make sure everybody watches their video training, and fill out all
the meaningless employee appraisals are non-valued added for intrapreneurs.”
These managers who make sure all the paperwork is done but do not do anything
strategic to advance anybody or any technology provide little value to intrapreneurs, so
Curtis said it is essential to align with middle managers who are willing to think
strategically and go future technology.
In the larger firms, the middle-level leader is paramount to help connect what is
going on in terms of front-line innovations to the top-level corporate initiatives, said Matt,
a software engineering senior manager in a Fortune 500 tech firm says:
“Having middle management support is important the larger an organization. The
lower an innovator is within the bounds of that organization; it will be critical to
have a middle management champion that can help get the idea out.”
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Matt further explained that if an innovator does not have a middle-level champion, they are
often unhappy and defeated or will have to try to get the project sponsorship by themselves.
4. Risk Tolerance
The management level of risk tolerance within large firms was the fourth principal
management support component, significantly impacting intrapreneurial product
development success. When management invests primarily only in existing cash-cow
product lines, the environment for innovation is beyond challenging for the innovators
within the firm. Rocky, a senior director of sales at a major aerospace firm, explains:
“We had a meager product development budget which limited investing in any
critical control points in the product value chain. Our company spends their
money on these big manufacturing programs and extending them, which I
understand. However, we spend far too much money on those programs and not
enough money on next-generation projects. That is why we are at a tactical
disadvantage right now compared to other aerospace companies.”
He gave numerous examples where the company was not competing on new systems
despite having legacy programs in the same product area.
Competition can bring out the best of innovation. However, some business leaders
would prefer to work on guaranteed projects, nearly certain of winning the contract. A
senior program director, Joe, explained that corporate executives who had egos required
Joe’s design team to pursue a new development effort contract only if they were guaranteed
a high probability of winning. He explains:
“Our company had won some large projects in the past few years, and our
executive leadership refused to lose. So, when we got the request for proposal,
and we knew we were not guaranteed to win, the egos in the room said, no, we are
not pursuing this. The intrapreneurs working on the project were devastated, and
several left the company due to corporate turning their back to the competitive
business opportunity.”
Intrapreneurs struggle with micromanagers who are unwilling to empower as these
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type of managers views delegation as too risky. Eddie, a sales lead within an aerospace
firm, describes:
“I worked for a division in a situation where a portion of business leaders were
micromanagers and would only allow the lead program manager or chief engineer
to be the driving force of communications with the customers. When I came into
aerospace sales and product development, most sales reps only shook hands with
customer engagement representatives. They were not empowered to lead and
contribute to technical briefings. I felt more part of the product development when
I was expected to be fully knowledgeable and lead a significant portion of the
business and technical discussions with the customer.”
Intrapreneurs in our study struggled when their organization would not invest in
vertical capability in the form of unique leap-frogging technology. Roman, an aerospace
program manager working on advanced concepts, explains:
“Our company solely focuses on derivative technology applications, like cobbling
new aircraft designs from other legacy platforms. “Visionary leaders like Elon
Musk invest in technology capabilities, including evolutionary upgrades that have
taken decades to develop, including removing the internal combustion engine
from the car, which has been in development for decades. Tesla also invests in
revolutionary upgrades like pushing upgrades to a car via a software update rather
than going to the shop for a service recall. Tech firms unwilling to invest in
various levels of technology reduce the top engineering talent, who find
employment elsewhere. “Our company has a low-risk tolerance for investing in
vertical technology, which puts us, innovators, under challenging situations as we
have difficulty differentiating from the competition.”
The Role of Intrapreneurial Personal Networks on Product Development Success
During the in-person interviews, we sought to understand the role of personal
networks and the impact on intrapreneur product development success. Eighty-eight
percent of respondents said that personal networks positively impacted product
development (Table 4. 7).
Table 4. 7 – Personal Networks Survey Results
2. Question: Regarding Product
Development Success – Did
Personal networks within the

Yes
22 / 25
88%

N
3 / 25
12%
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organization enable product
development success?

The coding results from the interviews suggest that the role of networks for
intrapreneurs must be founded on trusting relationships and other attributes in Table 4. 8.
With trust as the foundational characteristic of relationships, intrapreneurs can leverage the
customer ecosystem, providing access to problems solvers, key inner departmental
stakeholders, and the technical community (Figure 4.2).
Table 4. 8 – Role of Personal Networks Leading to Intrapreneurial Success Statistics
The role of Personal Networks in Product Development Success
Trust
Problem Solvers
Inner Firm Partnerships

Percentage of Intrapreneurs
100%
100%
52%
36%

Total times mentioned
68
31
15
11

36%
16%

11
4

Supplier Competencies
Leveraging Customer Ecosystem

Figure 4.2 – Elements of Intrapreneur Personal Networks
Trust

1. Problem
Solvers

2. Inner Firm
Partnerships

4. Leveraging
Customer
Ecosystem

3. Supplier
Competencies

Trust
Our results support that intrapreneurs’ benefits from personal networks rely on
genuine trusting relationships. Stull and Aram (2010) noted the importance of intrapreneurs
establishing “downward trust-in,” “upward trust-of,” and upward trust-in (p.17).
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Establishing trusting relationships is foundational for intrapreneurs who seek to drive
innovation by leveraging skills and capabilities throughout business networks. One
intrapreneur in our study explains:
"If you are going to cut the edge on a capability that has never been built before,
you better have a good network. People networks provide talent, experience, and
technology, to name a few. Networks allow intrapreneurs to leverage other
people’s capabilities.”
Trust promotes full and open communication. Peter, a Vice President of business
development at an aerospace firm, explains:
“Developing trust between customers and teammates on the product development
effort is vital to pushing the technical boundaries. In the government contractor
market, when you compete with three other companies, success is when you build
those trusting relationships to be comfortable showing key proprietary designs to
teammates and the customer. The unwavering trust allows for transparent
conversations to solve technical challenges even though an active design
competition is underway.”
1. Problem Solvers
A network of problems solvers promotes an intrapreneur’s ability to tackle complex
issues. Much of the product development in our study included complex systems like
missiles, satellites, and advanced propulsion systems. These were technically challenging
engineering and physics problems. Roman said that
“I have a group of problem solvers who are enthused and willing to work in
stressful environments because they desire to work on next-generation systems.
My team includes a network of engineering experts and technical PHDs, a group
of problem solvers from across the nation who specialize in certain technologies.”
In our study, innovators solved challenging problems when they leveraged their
network. Bobby’s team was working on a design issue, and he leveraged academic
researchers and government experts in aeronautics to solve the problem. Randall, a Vice
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President of Engineering, has a network of specialized consultants to solve design issues.
He explains:
“Finding a network of good team members both internally and externally allows
my business to solve problems much more quickly than only leveraging skills
within the firm.”
2. Inner Firm Partnerships
In matrixed organizations where employees can report to more than one supervisor,
we observed the need to have strong internal networks to drive change. For example,
Elizabeth, a Vice President of engineering at a Fortune 100 Tech firm, said she was leading
significant process improvements that impacted various workflows within the
organization. She says:
“In a matrix organization where employees have multiple reporting structures, I
must leverage personal connections with leaders to get the buy-in on the change.
Without a network of relationships, doing anything new would not be successful.”
A network of multi-skilled functional leaders such as supply chain, engineering,
sales, and contracts creates an environment of subject matter experts who collaborate to
solve problems. Randall, a vice president of engineering in a tech firm, explained that new
product development becomes nearly impossible without a network of department leaders
pulling in the same direction. He said, “I have been at war with some of my fellow
department heads through the years in this. It's not fun. It makes it tough to get things
done.”
3. Supplier Competencies
A significant component of product development is collaboration between firms.
Intrapreneurs often referenced the role of cooperation between firms that complement
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one another, such as airframe or missile manufacturers leveraging software, senor, or
engine developers.
Doug, an aeronautical engineer, explained the importance of cooperative research
and development projects between firms, where teams jointly mature concepts and
hardware ahead of an upcoming competition. He said,
“Cooperative research ahead of a formal competition allows for multiple design0
teams to make progress. For example, we can design, analyze, and manufacture
hardware prototypes which accelerates our schedule and ability to win upcoming
contracts.”
Discussions with intrapreneurs developing products for B2B or B2G
markets indicated the role of leveraging supplier competencies extends beyond
technical collaboration. Doug, a senior business development manager in
aerospace, leads capture planning activities with key suppliers in his network to
increase the probability of sales success. Planning with key suppliers includes
political action organization, customer acquisition funding shaping, and securing
investment to mature the new product. Peter, a Vice President of Business
Development in aerospace, discussed the importance of supplier competencies by
saying that the political backing from trusted suppliers allows for a greater chance
of achieving product development success.
4. Leveraging Customer Ecosystem
In the B2G product development environment, we observed that customer
engagement across the various channels increases product development success. The
category – leveraging customer ecosystem – ties in closely with the lily pad strategy
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mentioned previously. We observed that each product development in B2G is unique and
requires “stitching together” the various interested customers with opportunities to advance
the technology. We have created Figure 4.3 – Leveraging Customer Ecosystems that
depicts an intrapreneurs customer ecosystem that includes multiple organizations (e.g.,
Acquisition, Operational users, Requirements, University Research, Government Labs,
and Government Partnerships). Developing relationships with each of these entities allows
the intrapreneurs to advance their product development position, for example leveraging
S&T funding to mature technology. One aerospace intrapreneur says:
“We went to the customer’s office and said, we don't need any more technology.
We can build it with what we already know so we could convince them to award
us a seedling contract, which grew into a major multi-million-dollar effort.”
Customer ecosystems include partnering to solve highly challenging aviation firsts such as
propulsion innovations. Louis explained:
“It takes leveraging the various customer organizations to develop a partnership.
Not one company has all the answers or funding to solve everything in the advanced
development aerospace market. It requires seeking out partners working toward a
common goal.”
Our results indicate that intrapreneurs actively expand their networks, specifically with
direct customers and potential influencers, to best position their product development
mission.
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Figure 4.3 – Leveraging Customer Ecosystems
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Chapter 5
Discussion and Recommendations
Innovation refers to an iterative process of product development that concludes with
a new commercially successful product launch (Chou et al., 2017). This research found
strong evidence of individual intrapreneur behaviors contributing to large firms' innovation
and product development. Intrapreneurship is essential in established firms that seek to
innovate and develop new products and services. Contributions in the field date back to the
1980s (Pinchot, 1985), but recent research is lacking regarding an understanding of how
individual-level behaviors of intrapreneurs impact product development (Neesen et al.,
2019).
We found that there is no magic formula for intrapreneurs regarding product
development success. Our results suggest that within product development in large
organizations there are a sets of behavior categories that can help promote or inhibit
product development success. Our findings contribute to understanding the role of
intrapreneurial behaviors in promoting product development success. While we leveraged
the intrapreneur framework of Neessen et al. (2019), our findings suggest that
intrapreneurial success rests on behaviors that go beyond innovativeness, proactiveness,
and risk-taking. Our results also inform the critical role of management support and
personal networks on intrapreneurial product development success.
We administered Stull’s (2005) Intrapreneurial behavior survey two separate times
to the group of twenty-five intrapreneurs. Once before the semi-structured interview, then
during the semi-structured interview to understand the behavior causes for both product
development successes and failures. To reduce the risk of self-reporting bias, a co-worker
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also completed the Intrapreneurial Behavior Survey to assess the study respondent’s risktaking, proactiveness, and innovativeness.
Through both surveys and interviews, we developed an understanding of the level
of risk-taking, proactiveness, and innovativeness for both product development success and
product development failure. We learned that intrapreneurs’ propensity for risk-taking,
proactiveness, and innovativeness varied little between successful and unsuccessful
product development projects. Thus, through the rich examples of intrapreneur successes
and failures highlighted in Chapter four, we conclude that other behaviors beyond the three
measured in the Stull’s (2005) survey can further explain why intrapreneurs are successful
or come up short during product development projects.
Summary of Findings
During the coding process, we uncovered five behaviors that led to success. Figure
5.1 depicts behaviors that contribute to intrapreneurial product development success (i.e.,
Building Block Approach; Customer Influencing; New Product Development (NPD)
Processes; Overcoming Bureaucracy; and Change Management).
These behavior categories of successes and failures can be explained through
McKinsey's 7S Organization Model (Waterman Jr. et al., 1980), an organizational design
tool to create effective organizational change by ensuring a relationship between structure,
strategy, systems, style, skills, staff, and shared goals. The 7S model can be used as a tool
to explain organizational effectiveness. We propose that while all seven attributes in the
McKinsey model are essential, intrapreneurs who are focused on product development
primarily attempt to enable change through strategy, and style. For example, we found that
successful intrapreneurs can positively overcome organizational barriers to shift the firm’s

Intrapreneurs Success In Product Development

99

direction. In our study, several intrapreneurs focused on changing the company's course
through strategic shifts. For example, Figure 5.1 depicts a positive relationship between
"Overcoming Bureaucracy" behaviors and the positive impacts on shifting firm strategy.
Logan explained:
"We overcame the resistance and got the bureaucracy behind us. My team was
attempting to enter a new missile market. We won a couple of small study
contracts, and by having a strong internal marketing plan, we were able to
convince some VPs that we had a strong technical offering. Eventually we began
to secure additional R&D funding to accelerate our development."
A notable observation in our results suggests that intrapreneurs focus on influencing
firm strategy. We found that regarding product development success, four out of the five
behaviors we identified are positively associated with influencing firm strategy. These four
categories include: 1. Building Block Approaches; 2.

Customer Influencing; 3.

Overcoming Bureaucracy, and 4. Change Management. Adjust the firm’s "Style" was the
second most important focus for intrapreneurs. Style is essentially the informal rules and
culture of the company. Change management efforts can directly challenge the style (i.e.,
the culture). Sarah said, "Getting a company to do anything new is all about change
management techniques."
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Figure 5.1 – Behaviors Impacting Intrapreneur Success

We also uncovered five behavior categories that contribute to intrapreneur product
development failures (e.g., Failing to Generate Demand; High Technical Uncertainty; Poor
Leadership Decisions; Immovable Bureaucracy; and Lack of Transparency). Figure 5.2
depicts the five behaviors that contribute to failed product development attempts since
intrapreneurs were unable to alter the strategy and culture of the firm. For example, having
"high technical uncertainty" in the design often caused the firm and customer to evaluate
the offering as low, and these products never got to the market.
Also, in trying to build the technology case, an intrapreneur failed to get the firm's
leadership fully committed to the project. Thus, the firm’s strategy was not adjusted to
align with the vision of the intrapreneur. We observed that intrapreneurs typically shy away
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from attempting to shift a firm's "shared values," which refer to the firm's core values, a.k.a.
superordinate goals (Reynolds et al., 1980). The lack of focus on shaping the firm's shared
values is likely since the CEO typically sets core values, and the intrapreneurs in our study
focused on project-level activities.
Figure 5.2 – Behavior Impacting Intrapreneur Failures

We were successful in answering all three research questions. After the coding
process, we were able to answer our first research question by creating a set of intrapreneur
"Success Categories" and "Failure Categories." Our intrapreneurial behavior "Success
Categories" include behaviors of 1) Overcoming Bureaucracy; 2) Active Change
Management; 3) Implementing New Product Development Processes; 4) Logical Building
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Block Approach to Product Development, and 5) Customer Interfacing. A summary of our
findings related to success can be found next.
The intrapreneurial behaviors associated with product development failure are
explained in the above 7S model, and are all based on the inability of overcoming internal
resistance. Early pioneers in organizational theory such as Max Weber (1905) articulated
the need for bureaucratic organizational rules and procedures in place of chaos. However,
we found that even in highly regulated B2G industries, our research highlights the need for
firms to hire intrapreneurs and create an innovation-oriented culture. Thornberry (2001)
explained that "Large firms must find a spark, an innovation, speed, and risk-taking that
they once had, but which have slowly eroded under the weight of size, bureaucracy,
complex processes, and hierarchy."
We found that the speed of the firm and the intrapreneur’s ability to influence
decision-making is often lacking in times of product development failure. These
intrapreneurs would fail with the "internal sale" and could not secure the necessary
resources. Our finding on the internal sale is consistent with Christensen and Bower’s
(1995) observation that: "When significant customers demand it, large, bureaucratic firms
can embark upon and successfully execute technologically difficult innovations."
However, when working on technologies with only an emerging level of demands,
Christensen and Bower noted that large firms will find it challenging to innovate. There is
no immediate impetus to solve the problem.
Another key finding was the importance of engineering and sales for intrapreneurs
in technical fields. When developing complex products, we observed that collaborative
communications with the eventual customer, specifically B2G customers, helped increase
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the probability of project success. These collaborative conversations led to strong customer
partnerships and shaped customer requirements and product development roadmaps
consistent with the purchasing customers' needs and timelines.
Our findings support prior work by Gapp and Fisher (2007), which found that
successful new product innovations were usually more difficult to achieve with a lower
customer contact component. Having collaborative communications with the benefits
mentioned above is consistent with Hender (2003), who explained the importance of an
innovator's ability (e.g., intrapreneur) to sell an idea. Additionally, Narver and Slater
(1990) introduced the concept of having a well-rounded approach to market orientation –
which includes developing an understanding of the customer's needs and value chain. Our
findings suggest that successful intrapreneurs must gather knowledge of the customer's
current and future value chains to create a unique value. Additionally, selling allows the
intrapreneur to develop because customer insight and customer buy-in and ownership can
positively inform design approaches.
Furthermore, we found that developing trust and strengthening networks focused
on solving problems is the primary focus for intrapreneurs. Having solid networks allows
intrapreneurs to commercialize unique products and sell them to other companies. These
findings are consistent with Parker (2009), who found that products or services with unique
attributes are more likely to be developed by a firm with the capabilities to tackle problems.
When a firm has a network of trusted partners, product development becomes viable with
a clear vision to get a product to market.
Implications for Practice
We have identified three implications for practice. First, companies may require
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new change management approaches to support a culture of innovation for valuable frontline and mid-level intrapreneurs. We found that proactive middle managers were highly
critical in high-tech firms attempting to generate all-new, cutting-edge products. Middle
managers' support and securing an executive champion are vital for front-line technology
intrapreneurs. Focusing on "growth from the middle" could be a potential focus area for
firms. Firms may find a way to promote a culture that seeks to insert change agents in the
middle management role. Why do this? Because executive leadership cannot get into the
level of detail, nor can the front-line innovators connect product development to a profitgenerating business. The new era of middle managers should seek to bridge the gap from
the front lines to the c-suite, which may be a human resource initiative to explore.
The second implication for practitioners is for companies to analyze the informal
rules and culture. We did identify that several individual-level behaviors contribute to
product development success. However, one could conclude that some of the behaviors in
our study (e.g., internal sales initiatives or inner firm partnerships) are useful only because
firms require specific games and meetings to occur for decisions to occur. Recent research
by Spicer (2020) suggests that many games within the firm cause a vicious circle that serves
no meaningful purpose p.15.
Our third implication is that firms could focus on creating a culture of change
management, which will help them to remain relevant in the current market. Consistent
with Menzel et al. (2007), we also found that engineers are the ones who develop
innovations. However, it is essential to create a culture with strong support across executive
leadership, business development, and external suppliers for product development success.
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Limitations
This study has merits that contribute to the literature on individual intrapreneurs
and the impacts on product development success. However, there are limitations to
highlight. First, gender and racial diversity within our sample are limited. While we sought
to have a balanced ratio of males and females, only eight percent of the survey was female,
and the remaining ninety-two percent were male. The reason for the imbalance was the
convenience of the sample. The researcher leveraged a personal network of intrapreneurs
that happened to be male dominated. Our study also included twenty-four individuals
identified as Caucasian, with only one African American. The narrowly focused population
raises questions about the applicability of the results across different populations.
Next, we may have oversimplified our results by generalizing the drivers of success
and failure. For example, our population consisted of 32% individual contributors, 36%
were managers, and 32% were executives. There may be a variation in successful behaviors
between individual contributors and management. However, we did not delineate
differences in this study.
An additional potential limitation of our study was that we did not see the variation
in the result of the intrapreneurial behavior survey (e.g., risk-taking, proactiveness, and
innovativeness). One may expect to see a significant variation when comparing these
attributes during successful product development and product development that come up
short. However, our results suggest that despite intrapreneurs having high levels of
proactiveness, we might see significantly different product development results.
A strength of our study was that twenty-one interviewees were intrapreneurs in the
aerospace industry. We believe that our results inform our three research questions in the
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context of the aerospace industry, i.e., the B2B or B2G setting. However, our study also
included intrapreneurs who worked in the tech and snack food industry and were not solely
focused on aerospace. To remove any ambiguity, we should have potentially excluded the
non-aerospace intrapreneurs.
We did not ask questions nor measure any firm-level attributes regarding
entrepreneurial orientation or culture. While our study does identify individual-level
behaviors that contribute to success and failures, these attributes may vary significantly
depending upon firm-level attributes. And finally, while our interviews uncovered essential
details, we chose only to present general findings to ensure confidentiality for all the
individuals interviewed.
Future Directions
Our study expanded primarily on the integrated model of intrapreneurship of
Neessen et al. (2019) by exploring the relationship between individual-level behaviors and
product development outcomes. We also investigated the moderating roles of management
support and personal networks. First, we would welcome additional research that expands
knowledge by exploring aspects of the Neessen et al. (2019) model. Additionally,
researchers could explore why some intrapreneurs are successful with intrapreneurial
projects in other industries, as our focus was primarily on the aerospace industry.
Our study also identified that middle managers are essential in large firms. We
found that the growth of companies is mainly dependent on the attitudes of the middle
managers. Some studies have examined how managers influence resources that promote
intrapreneurial activities (Urbano & Nikolov, 2013). We recommend additional research
to help better understand the role the middle managers. Specifically, researchers could
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study the variation of organizational attributes and individual-level behaviors of middlemanagers across varying types of innovative and non-innovative firms.
We understand that middle managers level of influence on innovation vary. The
results of our study suggest that middle managers are more critical in high-tech firms where
they can promote innovation across top-down initiatives and bottom-up ideas.
Contributions to managerial effectiveness are complex and potentially linked to factors
such as rationality or intuition (Elbanna & Child, 2007). We believe that further research
in understanding the importance of middle managers across tech and other industries would
be valuable.
Next, our study consisted of self-identified intrapreneurs. We did not evaluate if
these individuals were automatically stepping into these intrapreneurial roles or if they
were assigned by the company. We see a need for future research to further evaluate the
effectiveness of self-driven intrapreneurs compared to assigned intrapreneurs (Engzell,
2021).
Lastly, our study focused on understanding behavioral drivers of intrapreneurial
performance at the individual level. Our study included participants with an average of
23.7 years of work experience. We suggest additional studies on understanding the
differences between the intrapreneurs, including individual contributors, first-line
managers, middle managers, senior managers, and executive leaders across various
generational age groups.
Conclusions
Intrapreneurship can be understood as a multi-level construct, including individuallevel attitudes, individual behaviors, and firm-level outcomes (Neessen et al., 2019). Our
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study focused on examining individual-level intrapreneurial behaviors that impact product
development success. Our research respondents provided real-world examples of how they
succeeded or came up short. Eighty-four percent of respondents worked in the aerospace
sector, and led efforts to create products including advanced missiles, autonomous
vehicles, aircraft, advanced propulsion, directed energy solutions. The other respondents
developed hardware and software for a variety of applications.
Our findings emphasize that change management is at the heart of intrapreneurship.
Innovators can shift organizational culture and firm strategies (e.g., positive product
development outcomes) by overcoming bureaucracy and piecing together a building block
technology development approach.
In summary, our results indicate that successful product development intrapreneurs
have five key behaviors that include 1) Overcoming Bureaucracy; 2) Collaborative Change
Management; 3) Implementor of New Product Development Processes; 4) Leveraging a
Building Block Approach; and 5) Customer Influencing. While unsuccessful intrapreneurs
tend to have behaviors that including 1) Developing systems with High Technical
Uncertainty; 2) Unable to influence an Immovable Bureaucracy; 3) Failing to Generate
Demand; 4) Poor Leadership Decisions; and 5) Lack of Transparency.
We hope our findings will spur additional research in the field of intrapreneurship.
Understanding intrapreneurship can promote more agile companies and increase the pace
of innovation in established firms.
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Appendix A: Intrapreneur Study - Email Invitation to Participate
Date
Dear Mr. /Ms. Doe:
This email is an invitation to participate in my doctoral study, “How are Intrapreneurs
Successful in Product Development? A Study of Intrapreneurs in Established Firms.”
Intrapreneurs are similar to entrepreneurs, but intrapreneurs work within large firms
instead of working for themselves like most entrepreneurs. This study aims to interview
individual employees who have experience leading change and creating new business
opportunities within established firms. Ideal candidates will have a history of proactive
behavior that leads to innovative new products, new services, or improved processes.
The first part of this study is to take a short survey. It should only take at most 15 minutes
to complete. We will also ask for the name of a co-worker, which can provide an
assessment of your intrapreneurial qualities. During the second part of the study, the
semi-structured interview should take no more than 60 minutes. Should you choose to
participate, your information will be kept confidential, and your name will not be
recorded or identified in any documents. The University of Missouri St. Louis Campus
Institutional Review Board (IRB) has approved this dissertation plan.
To participate, please respond to indicate your willingness to participate. My email
address is cmjdk7@umsystem.edu.
Once I receive an email response accepting this invitation to participate, I will email you
the short survey to complete.
Please reach out via phone with any questions: (Phone Number)
Thanks
Chris Johnson
Doctoral Student
University of Missouri - St. Louis

Intrapreneurs Success In Product Development

116

Appendix A1: Intrapreneur Study – Email Invitation to Co-Worker to Participate
Date
Dear Mr. /Ms. Doe:
This email is an invitation to participate in my doctoral study, “How are Intrapreneurs
Successful in Product Development? A Study of Intrapreneurs in Established Firms.”
Intrapreneurs are similar to entrepreneurs, but intrapreneurs work within large firms
instead of working for themselves like most entrepreneurs. I am conducting this research
to fulfill my Doctor of Business Administration degree at the University of Missouri – St.
Louis. This study aims to interview individual employees who have experience leading
change and creating new business opportunities within established firms. Ideal candidates
will have a history of proactive behavior that leads to innovative new products, new
services, or improved processes.
You have been identified as a manager or professional colleague to Mr/Ms. Doe. We seek
your input to determine how you evaluate the intrapreneurial attributes oMr./Ms. Doe.
We seek your input to take a short survey, which should only take approximately 15
minutes to complete. Should you choose to participate, your information will be kept
confidential, and your name will not be recorded or identified in any documents. The
University of Missouri St. Louis Campus Institutional Review Board (IRB) has approved
this dissertation plan.
To participate, please respond to indicate your willingness to participate. My email
address is cmjdk7@umsystem.edu.
Once I receive an email response accepting this invitation to participate, I will email you
the short survey to complete.
Please reach out via phone with any questions: (Phone Number)
Thanks
Chris Johnson
Doctoral Student
University of Missouri - St. Louis
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Appendix B: Intrapreneur Behavior Survey
Introductory Questions:
1. Do you have work experience developing new business opportunities within large
established firms (Sales, Engineering, R&D)? Y N
2. Do you have at least two projects that you played a significant role that resulted in
the successful development of new products, new services, or major process
improvements? Y N
3. Do you have at least one project that stalled out or ran into issues preventing
product development success? Y N
Please circle your answer to the 15 questions below:
1. Do you approach projects or activities in a cautious manner?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

2. Do you often do things that have a chance of not working out?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

3. Do you avoid taking calculated Risks?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

4. Do you engage in product development activities that often have a chance of not
working out?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

5. Will you take calculated risks despite the possibility of failure?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

6. Do you keep ahead of changes instead of responding to them?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

7. Do you actively fix or improve things you don’t like?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree
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8. Do you act in anticipation of future problems, needs, or changes?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

9. Do you take the initiative to start projects?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

10. Do you tend to implement changes before they are needed?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

11. Do you generate useful new ideas?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

12. Do you develop new processes, services, or products?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

13. Do you approach business tasks in innovative ways?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

14. Do you find new ways to do things?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

15. Do you often do things in unique ways?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral
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Appendix B1: Intrapreneur Behavior Survey to Co-Worker
Introductory Questions:
1. Does (insert name) have work experience developing new business opportunities
within large established firms (Sales, Engineering, R&D)? Y N
2. Does (insert name) have at least two projects that you played a significant role
which resulted in the successful development of new products, new services, or
major process improvements? Y N
3. Does (insert name) have at least one project that stalled out or ran into issues
preventing product development success? Y N
Please circle your answer to the 15 questions below:
1. Does (insert name) approach projects or activities in a cautious manner?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

2. Does (insert name) often do things that have a chance of not working out?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

3. Does (insert name) avoid taking calculated Risks?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

4. Does (insert name) engage in product development activities that often have a
chance of not working out?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

5. Does (insert name) take calculated risks despite the possibility of failure?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

6. Does (inset name) keep ahead of changes instead of responding to them?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

7. Does (insert name) actively fix or improve things you don’t like?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree
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8. Does (inset name) act in anticipation of future problems, needs, or changes?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

9. Does (insert name) take the initiative to start projects?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

10. Does (insert name) tend to implement changes before they are needed?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

11. Does (insert name) generate useful new ideas?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

12. Does (insert name) develop new processes, services, or products?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

13. Does (insert name) approach business tasks in innovative ways?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

14. Does (insert name) find new ways to do things?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

15. Does (insert name) often do things in unique ways?
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral
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Appendix C: Interview Guide & Questionnaire
Topic: How are Intrapreneurs Successful in Product Development? A Study of
Intrapreneurs in Established Firms
Topic: How are Intrapreneurs Successful in Product Development? A Study of
Intrapreneurs in Established Firms
Key: Using this Interview Guide
Italics = information given by the researcher to guide the participant and provide an
explanation
* * = Action to be taken by the researcher
Pre-Interview Questions–
Each interviewee has been given a list of two pre-interview items
• Come to the interview to be able to discuss a project that you would consider a
project development success
• Come to the interview to be able to discuss a project that you would consider a
project development failure.
Introduction
First of all, thank you for meeting with me today! I am entering my final year at the
University of Missouri – Doctor of Business Administration Program. Your participation
in this study helps inform my dissertation research. I am trying to contribute to the
academic literature by understanding “How are Intrapreneurs Successful in Product
Development? A Study of Intrapreneurs in Established Firms.”
Intrapreneurs generally behave like entrepreneurs within a large firm. These people can
promote innovative product development and marketing, turning an idea into a new
product offering. I am interested in understanding more about intrapreneurs, how
internal networking and management support impact product development.
Before we start, I want to remind you that our conversation is for research purposes only.
Your responses will not be shared with anyone in your company, nor will your name or
the company's name be shared in any publications resulting from this study. Dr. Bindu
Arya from the University of Missouri St. Louis directs my research. The stated researcher
and Dr. Arya will have access to individual responses with personal information
redacted. Because I'm interested in gaining an accurate and comprehensive
understanding of this topic, I want you to feel as comfortable as possible in sharing the
richness of your experiences through details and examples. Where relevant, direct quotes
(excluding identifying information such as names, locations, etc.) may be used to support
assertions made in the paper. If there is anything you'd like to share but are hesitant
about because of confidentiality, just let me know, and I'll stop the recording so we can
decide if it can be rephrased to be included in the data. If we can't get to a phrasing that
you feel comfortable with, it will not be retained or recorded.
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So you are aware, the audio recording will be sent to a professional transcription
company.
You can opt out of any interview questions asked and conclude the interview at any time.
Do you have any questions for me about this interview before we begin recording?
*Turn on recorder*
Opening Question
First, I would like to get to know you and your background.
1. Can you give me a brief overview of your overall professional experience?
Thank you – that gives me some helpful background. So, we're here to talk about
individual intrapreneurs. These are the people that lead projects and create new products
and services within established firms.
Intrapreneur Interview
2. Walk me through an internal product development success where you played a key
role.
o Related to the product development success, please answer the following
questions
o Strongly Disagree 1; Disagree 2; Neutral 3; Agree 4; Strongly Agree 5
o Did you approach projects or activities in a cautious manner?
o Did you often do things that have a chance of not working out?
o Did you avoid taking calculated Risks?
o Did you engage in product development activities that often have a chance of not
working out?
o Did you take calculated risks despite the possibility of failure?
o Did you keep ahead of changes instead of responding to them?
o Did you actively fix or improve things you don’t like?
o Did you act in anticipation of future problems, needs, or changes?
o Did you take the initiative to start projects?
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o Did you tend to implement changes before they are needed?
o Did you generate useful new ideas?
o Did you develop new processes, services, or products?
o Did you approach business tasks in innovative ways?
o Did you find new ways to do things?
o Did you often do things in unique ways?
3. Describe a product development success where personal networks enabled your
success.
o Related to the product development success impacted by your personal
networking, please answer the following two questions:
o Strongly Disagree 1; Disagree 2; Not Sure 3; Agree 4; Strongly Agree
5
1. Did personal networks within the organization enable product
development success?
2. Was it important to identify a sales lead or technical champion to
overcome the internal barriers?
4. Tell me about an internal product development success where management support
enabled success.
o Related to the product development success impacted by management
support, please answer the following six questions
o Strongly Disagree 1; Disagree 2; Not Sure 3; Agree 4; Strongly Agree 5

1. Did senior managers encourage innovators to bend the rules and
rigid procedures to keep promising ideas on track?
2. Was money often available to get the project off the ground?
3. Were individual risk-takers recognized for their willingness to
champion new projects, whether eventually successful or not?
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4. Was upper management aware and receptive to your ideas and
suggestions?
5. Were doers on projects allowed to make decisions without
elaborate justification and approval procedures?
6. Did promotion usually follow from developing new and innovative
ideas?
5. Describe an internal product development failure that was the most disappointing
and played a key part
o Related to the product development failure, please answer the following
questions:
o Strongly Disagree 1, Disagree 2, Neutral 3, Agree 4, Strongly Agree 5
o Did you approach projects or activities in a cautious manner?
o Did you often do things that have a chance of not working out?
o Did you avoid taking calculated Risks?
o Did you engage in product development activities that often have a chance of not
working out?
o Did you take calculated risks despite the possibility of failure?
o Did you keep ahead of changes instead of responding to them?
o Did you actively fix or improve things you don’t like?
o Did you act in anticipation of future problems, needs, or changes?
o Did you take the initiative to start projects?
o Did you tend to implement changes before they are needed?
o Did you generate useful new ideas?
o Did you develop new processes, services, or products?
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o Did you approach business tasks in innovative ways?
o Did you find new ways to do things?
o Did you often do things in unique ways?

Summary Questions – 5 minutes
To wrap up, is there anything you would like to add, clarify, or modify based on our
conversation?
o Reflecting on your career, how many significant projects that you were vested in
would be viewed as intrapreneurial successes?
o Reflecting on your career, how many significant projects you were vested in would be
viewed as an intrapreneurial failure?
Based on our discussion today, would you like to add, explain, or change anything to
your initial responses?
Closing Demographic Questions As you may be aware, at the end of surveys, researchers
typically ask a few demographic questions. These are standard practices that
researchers use to describe their sample.
1. What is your highest level of education? If a college education, what is the degree?
2. What city and state do you live in?
3. What is your age?
4. Do you identify with a gender?
Ending the interview
Thank you for speaking with me today. If I have any follow-up questions or items that
need clarification, would it be ok for me to reach back out to you? Again, thank you so
much for your time and willingness to participate in this study.
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Appendix D: Paradigms and Ethics
University of Missouri – St. Louis
Ethics Memo for DBA Scientific Dissertation Research
Researcher
Christopher M. Johnson
DBA Candidate – University of Missouri – St. Louis
cmjdk7@umsystem.edu

Faculty Sponsor
Dr. Bindu Arya
University of Missouri – St Louis
bindua@umsl.edu

Purpose of the Code of Ethics
This code aims to establish a set of principles and procedures to guide the researcher to
achieve the goals and objectives of the research project ethically. The code outlines the
obligations of the research team members through each phase of the project, from the
design of the research through the publication and communication of the findings. This
code recognizes that research conducted should be meaningful and ensure that benefits
outweigh any possible risks or harm.
Principles
Harm to Participants
No research undertaken will cause harm to participants, researchers, or other persons
directly or indirectly involved in the research. The types of questions asked will be
related to current and prior employment. Any cultural, religious, gender, or other
differences in a research population will always be handled sensitively and appropriately.
Relevant ethical standards of research practice will always be adhered to during this
study.
Specific populations are vulnerable in human subjects’ research, including people who
cannot competently understand the information regarding a study and cannot give valid
consent. Such populations may include individuals with psychiatric, cognitive, or
developmental disorders and substance abusers. The topic of this research does not
require engaging with vulnerable subjects so that it will be avoided. Each of the
researchers has committed to evaluating whether subjects may be vulnerable and whether
they are competent to consent or would need to be excused from the project.
Integrity & Confidentiality
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Interviews will be conducted professionally by the University of Missouri - St. Louis
doctoral student, Christopher M. Johnson, and under the supervision of Dr. (Insert
Name), Doctor of Business Administration (DBA) Faculty. Deception of research
participants will not occur, and the researcher will be transparent with the study goals and
methods for data collection. All research results, analyses, and interpretations will first be
reviewed by the researchers to ensure accuracy and avoid misunderstanding. Any
conflicts of interest will be declared to the University of Missouri - St. Louis Institutional
Review Board (IRB), research participants, and dissemination of findings. The researcher
will provide an accurate representation of all collected research data.
Informed Content
Research Project, Project #; Title been APPROVED by the IRB – Office of Research
Administration at the University of Missouri – St. Louis. Participation in research is
voluntary. Research participants will be free from coercion and not pressured to
participate and may leave the project at any time with no possibility of penalty. In
addition to the informed consent completion, participants will be verbally reminded of
their consent and rights at the beginning of the interview.
The informed consent will specify the following: The purpose of the investigation; the
procedures; the risks; any benefits, or absence of them, to the individual or others in the
future or society; a statement that individuals may decline to participate and also will be
free to withdraw at any time without giving a reason; the level of feedback to be offered;
the time required and an invitation to ask questions. The informed consent will also
provide the University of Missouri - St. Louis contact details so that participants may
report any possible concerns about the conduct of the study. Research participants will
have a minimum of 24 hours to review the informed consent and consult relevant parties
where necessary.
Privacy and Confidentiality
The collection of personal information will be limited to what is deemed necessary to
complete the related research. The researcher is committed to maintaining the security of
Personal Identifiable Information (PII) and any other sensitive information. We will use
pseudonyms, appropriate physical security of records, and security safeguards for
computer and network systems. The researcher is responsible for protecting against
unauthorized access and disclosure of PII. This responsibility includes ensuring that
access or disclosure is only made to or by authorized individuals and reasonable
measures are taken to prevent unauthorized access, disclosure, loss, or information theft.
All information obtained in the course of research will be considered privileged
information and should under no circumstances be publicly disclosed in a fashion that
would identify any individual or organization except when required by law or with the
express consent of the research participant.
Privacy and confidentiality will be assured by storing redacted interview data on a
secured Drive, with access limited to the Researcher, Christopher M. Johnson.
● Password protection will be placed on individual documents to ensure digital data
is secured.
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● Individuals will be identified with a random identifier rather than their actual
name. For example, the last two letters of their first name and the last two
numbers of their phone number.
● The researcher will redact any PII (i.e., names, addresses, corporations, etc.) from
the transcript as soon as it is received.
● Informed consent will be handled with care and stored in a secure physical
location on the University of Missouri - St. Louis campus.
Communication with Participants
Potential research participants will receive communicated information from the
researcher in advance. The research will be explained in easy-to-understand language.
Risk Mitigation
IRB-approved research will be conducted by the University of Missouri - St. Louis
doctoral student, Christopher M. Johnson, and under the direction of (DBA Faculty
Member. The researcher listed on Page 1 has completed the Collaborative Institutional
Training Initiative (CITI) certifications of:
● Social and Behavioral Research
● Social and Behavioral Responsible Conduct of Research
Dissemination of Research Findings
The researcher must disseminate their research findings. Research participants will be
offered access to a summary of the research findings. Any reports to the public will
protect the confidentiality of the participant, be clear and understandable, and accurately
reflect the outcome of the study.
Conflict of Interest
To avoid bias or stress, since the researcher is currently employed in the aerospace
industry, the researcher will not interview anyone within his direct chain of command.

