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Abstract
We develop a theoretical framework about how the social network of a project
leader can introduce bias in project-related decision making in the form of over-
valuation. Overvaluation can increase both the likelihood of implementing pro-
jects that turn out to be successes or projects that fall below what is expected and
thus turn out to be failures. We provide a deeper understanding of the contingen-
cies under which the biasing effects of networks through overvaluation turn out to
be more or less beneficial for organizations. More specifically, we theorize that
overvaluation is more beneficial in organizations that have a low decision thresh-
old for projects, whereas it can be more detrimental in organizations that have a
high decision threshold.
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INTRODUCTION

Project leaders who occupy a central position in their
organizational social network are often considered to be
the ones who contribute most value to their organization
(Oldroyd & Morris, 2012). Project leaders are considered
central, when they are connected to many others in the
organizational network—directly and indirectly relative
to other organizational members in the organization
(Ferriani, Cattani, & Baden-Fuller, 2009). Although
prior studies have addressed the relationship between net-
works and individual or project performance (Burt, 2004;
Carnabuci & Di�oszegi, 2015; Cattani & Ferriani, 2008;
Ferriani, Cattani, & Baden-Fuller, 2009; Gilsing &
Nooteboom, 2005; Mehra, Kilduff, & Brass, 2001;
Moran, 2005; Rodan, 2010), the question of when and
why central project leaders are actually given scope to
realize success, or even to fail, remains largely unad-
dressed. Based on innovation management and social
network theory, one would expect network centrality to
be very important for the success of leaders and their pro-
jects because it provides, amongst others, access to infor-
mation (Granovetter, 1973), valuable opportunities
(Ferriani, Cattani, & Baden-Fuller, 2009), and help
(Oldroyd & Morris, 2012), and also leading to trust

(Luo, 2011) and informal influence (Brass &
Burkhardt, 1993).

In this paper, however, we propose a new theoretical
framework which speaks to how these features of a cen-
tral network position, which may seem positive at the
first sight, can also facilitate project failures with possibly
severe implications for organizational performance.
Addressing this issue is of strategic importance for orga-
nizations because a single failure is often enough to lead
a firm into bankruptcy (Van Oorschot et al., 2013). We
theorize that the successful implementation of projects
depends largely on the ability of key project members
(most importantly the project leader) to affect key deci-
sion makers and project evaluators via their network
position. Because central project leaders are better able
to exert a strong influence on the organizational decision-
making processes, they are more likely to contribute to
the implementation of great successes—but, surprisingly,
they may also push forward very poor projects.

Where projects are of comparable quality, the bias
that a central network position of a project leader intro-
duces may manifest itself during decision making regard-
ing these projects. Specifically, we conceptualize that
highly central project leaders benefit from overvaluation,
meaning that they receive more positive assessments of
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their projects regardless of their actual quality. As a con-
sequence, these projects are more likely to surpass the
decision makers’ threshold that determines to which pro-
jects decision makers commit themselves or which pro-
jects they will weed out. In the case of a high-quality
project, the involvement of a central project leader will
make it more likely that the project is carried through to
implementation and is likely to become a success. How-
ever, when the project quality is low and a central project
leader is involved, there may be a greater likelihood of
the project being implemented, too. Once launched on
the market, such a low-quality project might indeed turn
out to be a failure.

Our conceptual framework offers several important
contributions to the literature on social networks, innova-
tion management, and on temporary organizations. To
the best of our knowledge, no attempt has so far been
made to build a theory with respect to the biasing effect
of networks in temporary organizations, such as the con-
text of innovation projects (Sydow & Braun, 2018). We
argue that there is a great need for such a theory because
centrally positioned individuals play a prominent role in
developing and implementing projects that determine the
strategic position and development of organizations.
Based on innovation management and social network
theory, one could even expect that the biasing effect of
networks is beneficial for projects, as it reduces barriers
to development (Baer, 2012; Sethi, Iqbal, & Sethi, 2012)
and gives access to high-quality resources
(Packalen, 2007; Podolny & Baron, 1997). However, we
adopt a more nuanced view of biases, arguing that net-
works might lead to resources being allocated not only to
high-quality projects but also to projects of lower quality.
To advance research in this area, we draw on social net-
work theory and develop propositions about the biasing
effects and project outcomes of network centrality. In
doing so, we address what difference project leader cen-
trality makes to the acceptance or continuation of pro-
jects. In addition, we investigate several projects,
organizational, and industrial factors that influence the
uncertainty surrounding the true quality of projects to
explore the conditions under which project leader central-
ity may have a stronger or weaker biasing effect on orga-
nizational decision making.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Biases in innovation management

Organizations engage in risky endeavors to generate
higher profits, to increase their competitive advantage, or
to realize their visions. These endeavors are typically
organized in the form of projects (Shenhar & Dvir, 1996).
The project development process is often risky, as the
associated costs can be high and the probability of pro-
ject success is often low (Markham & Lee, 2013). Because

organizations’ aim is to select the development projects
that will provide the highest revenues and incur the low-
est costs, they often apply a formal project selection and
review process (Barczak, Griffin, & Kahn, 2009). The
purpose of the review process is twofold: (1) it drives the
project in the desired direction, and (2) it regulates which
projects should continue and which need to be termi-
nated. Typically, this is based on the risk assessment of a
cross-disciplinary review team in order to facilitate access
to diverse resources and to ease integration of the diverse
goals and interests of the different units in which the
managers normally work (Schmidt, Sarangee, &
Montoya, 2009). As such, the review points or stages
should serve to ensure that weaker, low-quality projects
are weeded out from the development process.

Some research suggests that organizations generally
use both qualitative methods (e.g., screening questions
and questions about the match to current and desired
capabilities) and quantitative methods (e.g., cash-flow or
return on investment calculations) to determine which
new products are selected for further development and
are given the green light for market launch (Markham &
Lee, 2013). However, other research has shown that pro-
ject acceptance and continuation cannot entirely be
explained by these factors (Green, Welsh, &
Dehler, 2003; Sleesman et al., 2012). Informal and poten-
tially biased decision making might be at play in these sit-
uations. Biases toward certain projects increase the
likelihood of implementing those projects regardless of
their actual quality by increasing their perceived value,
which may help these projects surpass the decision
threshold. The decision threshold determines whether a
project gets accepted or is rejected from further imple-
mentation (Green, Welsh, & Dehler, 2003). If a project is
perceived as high quality, it should meet the decision
threshold and be accepted. In contrast, if a project is per-
ceived as low quality, it should be positioned below the
decision threshold and hence will likely be rejected by
decision makers. Decision makers who are involved in
innovation projects are particularly exposed to biases
both in the project selection and implementation phases,
because innovation projects involve a high level of uncer-
tainty (Reitzig & Sorenson, 2013).

Some scholars have already addressed the problem of
commitment to a failing course of action during the
implementation phase of projects (Boulding, Morgan, &
Staelin, 1997; Schmidt & Calantone, 2002). For instance,
Schmidt and Calantone (2002) found that responsibility
for initiating a project—which is often lies in the hands of
a project leader—is positively related to commitment to
failing projects. Biases, which, among others, may
emerge because people use irrelevant information, can
also be understood as sources of decision error
(Knudsen & Levinthal, 2007). In fields that are particu-
larly concerned with decision making (e.g., business, sta-
tistics, and jurisdiction), scholars and practitioners
distinguish between two types of decision errors: Type I
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and Type II. Because a bias in decision making might
result in the overvaluation of certain qualities of objects
or actors, it may reduce the likelihood that a good oppor-
tunity will be rejected (i.e., Type I error). At the same
time, a bias in decision making may also increase the like-
lihood of a bad alternative being accepted (i.e., Type II
error). In a simulation study, Csaszar (2013) showed that
hierarchical organizations are more likely to reject high-
quality projects, and organizations in which each member
has the right to approve projects are more exposed to the
danger of accepting low-quality projects.

However, field studies that addressed the issue of
how to overcome decision biases have not adopted the
same perspective. Their main concern has been on how
to reduce one type of decision error, without consider-
ing the likelihood of committing other decision errors.
For instance, scholars in the field of risk management
have traditionally been concerned with risk reduction
(McShane, Nair, & Rustambekov, 2011;
Reboredo, 2013; Stulz, 1996), which would correspond
to the reduction of Type II errors. That said, risk
reduction can only happen at the expense of increasing
the likelihood of Type I errors. On the other hand,
scholars studying project management have typically
focused on exploring ways to push projects forward in
the implementation process. In an attempt to reduce
the likelihood of rejecting a good opportunity
(i.e., Type I error), however, projects are accepted that
should have been rejected because of their low value
(i.e., Type II error). Because there is often a trade-off
between Type I and Type II errors, we argue that
scholars investigating this issue have taken a somewhat
limited view of decision biases.

To address this limitation, in this study, we are pro-
posing a more nuanced theory of the biasing effects and
are considering both types of error at the same time. We
theorize that bias can be seen as a double-edged sword
that affects both types of error simultaneously. Bias
results in certain qualities of objects and actors being
overvalued on the basis of using irrelevant information.
Social network theory leads us to expect that networks
will be an important source of bias, because networks
serve as a source of informal influence (Brass, 1984) and
status (Betancourt, Kov�acs, & Otner, 2018; Szatmari
et al., 2021), both of which should help project leaders to
affect decision makers in line with their interests. Hence,
in the next section, we expand our theorizing on the bias-
ing effect of networks.

Social networks in innovation management
theory

Although there is reason to expect that network centrality
will affect project quality both positively and negatively
(e.g., see Durmuşo�glu (2013) for a review on the effects
of network ties on new product development

performance), we seek to contribute to management liter-
ature asking a slightly different question: When a project
leader works on a project with a given level of quality,
how does his or her network centrality affect project-
related decision making? Indeed, according to previous
social network research, individuals who are in a good
network position to disseminate information have been
found to receive more positive evaluations and recogni-
tion, higher compensations, and faster promotions (Burt,
Kilduff, & Tasselli, 2013). Drawing from these insights,
we propose that centrality in the work-related network
will bias the decision-making process (Chandler
et al., 2013; Ertug & Castellucci, 2015; Grigoriou &
Rothaermel, 2014; Ibarra, 1993; Kim & Rhee, 2017;
Waguespack & Sorenson, 2011). To that end, project
leader centrality leads to overvaluation in the decision-
making process by increasing the perceived value of a
project regardless of the project’s true or underlying qual-
ity, which refers to its actual objective value (Kim &
King, 2014). A project’s quality is high if a project meets
or exceeds performance expectations once it is implemen-
ted (Sethi, Iqbal, & Sethi, 2012). Naturally, project qual-
ity strongly affects a project’s success; however, it is also
very difficult to assess and to accurately predict project
quality at the very beginning of an innovation process
(Cantarello et al., 2011).

In this paper, we develop a theory on the biasing
effect of network centrality and how it plays a role in
both project selection and project implementation deci-
sions. When we discuss centrality in this study, we
examine the number of direct and indirect social ties
(or the eigenvector centrality) of project leaders
(Ferriani, Cattani, & Baden-Fuller, 2009; Kim &
Rhee, 2017). In particular, we focus our theorizing on
work-related social ties (i.e., ties through which actors
communicate with each other to discuss work-related
matters and, therefore, are observable to others in the
vicinity of ego in the network) (Uzzi, Amaral, & Reed-
Tsochas, 2007). We focus on work-related ties because
previous research has shown that these ties are visible to
decision makers and affect their decision-making pro-
cesses (Waguespack & Sorenson, 2011). The centrality of
the person most visibly associated with the project
(i.e., the project leader) is of the greatest theoretical inter-
est to us because we are exploring how bias acts to mod-
ify internal perceptions of projects. We see project
leadership in a very broad way. To that end, we regard
the leader of the project as being the person who is per-
ceived to be the leader within the social hierarchy of the
project (Sande, Ellard, & Ross, 1986). That is, he or she
is the one who receives the most attention and has the
greatest visibility on account of being thought to be par-
ticularly competent (Oldroyd & Morris, 2012). The pro-
ject leader is the person most associated with the project
by other organizational members outside the project. We
now go on to explain our theoretical model and proposi-
tions (see Figure 1).
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PROPOSITIONS

The biasing effect of networks

We argue that social networks bias the decision-making
process such that projects of central project leaders are
overvalued because these project leaders are better able
to exploit the socio-political dynamics that take place in
organizations.

First, central project leaders tend to be in a particu-
larly good position to disseminate positive information
about their ideas and initiatives (Burt, 1992), which might
reflect the intentionally or unintentionally distorted truth
(Pfeffer, 1994; Van de Ven et al., 1999). This might lead
to biased decision making because such information may
be regarded as credible depending on where it comes
from and the image that that person has within the orga-
nization (Schmidt & Calantone, 2002; Smith-Doerr,
Manev, & Rizova, 2004).

Second, Brass and Burkhardt (1993) showed that
those who occupy a central position in the social network
of their organization possess more power than others.
Consequently, they are better able to establish influence
over other organizational members because of their
capacity to build coalitions in order to achieve their per-
sonal goals (Pfeffer, 1994). Powerful individuals have the
potential to get others to do what they otherwise would
not do (Dahl, 1957). As such, central project leaders are
more effective at mobilizing their networks in order to

influence key decision makers (Baer, 2012; Sargis-Roussel,
Belmondo, & Deltour, 2017). As a consequence, more
information is being transferred—information that is
likely to be believed and transferred further because of the
central network position of the original source.

Third, the contributions of employees who have a
central position in the social network of their organiza-
tion are typically more valued than those of others
because centrality is a source of status (Ebbers &
Wijnberg, 2010; Kim & Rhee, 2017; Oldroyd &
Morris, 2012; Podolny, 2005; Szatmari et al., 2021;
Waguespack & Sorenson, 2011). As status can be seen as
an indicator of an individual’s ability to carry out high-
quality work (Podolny, 1993), high-status individuals are
regarded as more competent than others
(Chattopadhyay, Finn, & Ashkanasy, 2010; Szatmari,
2021). Their perceived competence is expected to play an
important role for decision makers, especially when those
decision makers must assess the potential of a project.
However, project leader status, regardless of its source, is
always an imperfect quality indicator (Podolny, 2005)—
the perceived level of quality often does not correspond
with the actual quality (Devinney, Dowling, & Perm-
Ajchariyawong, 2008; Lynn, Podolny, & Tao, 2009;
Simcoe & Waguespack, 2011; Sorenson, 2014). Thus, it
can be said that status may therefore be an important
source of bias in decision making in the form of overvalu-
ation. Previous research offers ample evidence to support
that claim (Sauder, Lynn, & Podolny, 2012). Indeed,

F I GURE 1 Theoretical model
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Kim and King (2014) found that high-status baseball
players benefitted from referees’ decision errors as a
result of evaluation bias. In addition, Azoulay, Stuart,
and Wang (2014) showed that status gains lead to
increased quality recognition in academia.

To summarize, central project leaders are able to
disseminate positive information, they can mobilize
their network to influence decision makers, and they
have a higher status which means that whatever they
do is valued more than what people with a lower status
do. Thus, central project leaders are better able to set
out to bias the decision-making process and to make
contributions that are likely to be considered as very
valuable. Decision makers rely on information and
signals that central project leaders diffuse in their
organization to ease their decision-making process.
However, the use of such information may bias them as
the information provided might not reflect the actual
truth and might not directly relate to the actual quality
of certain innovation projects. Therefore, we conclude
that centrality will lead to overvaluation in project-
related decision making.

Proposition 1. Project leader centrality leads
to overvaluation.

Potential moderators of the effect of centrality
on the overvaluation of projects

Although most decision makers are exposed to biases
and heuristics (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974), not all
might be affected by these biases to the same extent. Pre-
vious research has repeatedly shown that the extent to
which decision makers are affected by biases depends on
the uncertainty surrounding the true underlying quality
of projects in question (Azoulay, Stuart, & Wang, 2014;
Collet & Philippe, 2014; Kim & King, 2014;
Podolny, 1994, 2001). Although innovation projects are
inherently uncertain (Moenaert & Souder, 1990), there
might be various project, organizational, and industrial
characteristics that affect the extent to which decision
makers are uncertain about the true underlying quality of
projects and, hence, their reliance on project leader cen-
trality to ease their decision making. These potential fac-
tors are explored below.

First, we investigate the project level. There are two
types of project novelty typically considered in innova-
tion management: technological and market novelty,
both of which increase the uncertainty about a project’s
quality (e.g., Baer, 2012; Moenaert & Souder, 1990;
Sethi, Iqbal, & Sethi, 2012). When a project is technologi-
cally novel, decision makers are uncertain about the pro-
ject’s technological feasibility, whereas when market
novelty is high, they are uncertain whether there is an
actual demand for the new product or service. In these
cases, decision makers rely more on information and

signals that central project leaders diffuse. Therefore, the
biasing effect of centrality is stronger, because central
project leaders are more likely to be given the benefit of
doubt. On the other hand, when there is no novelty, deci-
sion makers can rely more on available information
about the technology or the market from previous experi-
ence or from market analyses, which reduces their need
to ease their decision-making process by relying on infor-
mation or signals that central project leaders diffuse.
Hence, it can be expected that project novelty positively
moderates the relationship between project leader cen-
trality and overvaluation.

Second, at the organization level, we theorize about
the effect of resource availability, organizational age, and
organizational size. We first consider resource availabil-
ity, which corresponds to the availability of both finan-
cial and human resources. When there is high resource
availability, the firm has more resources to invest in
learning and knowledge diffusion (Gupta &
Govindarajan, 2000). This should help organizational
decision makers to learn more about the projects and
reduce their uncertainty about the project’s true or under-
lying quality as well as their reliance on information or
signals that central project leaders diffuse. This means
that resource availability will attenuate the biasing effect
of centrality. Moreover, organizational age and size are
also considered here, because they may correspond to
organizational knowledge and learning, both of which
may be crucial for reducing uncertainty in the organiza-
tional decision-making process. The higher the level of
organizational learning and knowledge transfer in an
organization, the more information decision makers have
about the project itself as well as its potential. Because
decision makers have access to more useful information,
they should be less uncertain about the quality of pro-
jects, which should reduce the biasing effect of project
leader centrality. We first consider age as a potential
moderator. The meta-analysis of Zou, Ertug, and George
(2018) revealed that the relationship between organiza-
tional age and learning is negative—suggesting that age
leads to inflexibility, rigidity, and organizational inertia.
Based on these findings, we propose that organizational
age positively moderates the biasing effect of centrality.
On the other hand, organizational size should negatively
moderate the biasing effect network centrality, because
larger organizations have more resources to devote to
knowledge transfer (Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000), as
well as more diverse knowledge resources in general
(Cohen & Levinthal, 1990) than smaller organizations. In
turn, the availability of knowledge resources should
increase decision makers’ access to relevant information
about the quality of the project in question. Indeed, the
meta-analysis of van Wijk, Jansen, and Lyles (2008) has
found that the relationship between organizational size
and knowledge transfer is positive. Hence, we propose
that network centrality has a stronger biasing effect in
smaller organizations, meaning that organizational size
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should negatively moderate the relationship between pro-
ject leader centrality and overvaluation.

Finally, we also consider industrial dynamics in our
theory. Specifically, we investigate environmental turbu-
lence, because it causes uncertainty in the decision-
making process (Bourgeois, McAllister, &
Mitchell, 1978). Environmental turbulence refers to rapid
and unpredictable changes in the environment (Buganza,
Dell’Era, & Verganti, 2009). Similar to project novelty,
we can distinguish between technological and market tur-
bulence (Buganza, Dell’Era, & Verganti, 2009). When
environmental turbulence is high, it is very difficult for
decision makers to anticipate what process or product
innovations will generate value in the future and to assess
the potential of innovation projects (Danneels &
Sethi, 2011). Therefore, turbulence should increase deci-
sion makers’ uncertainty and, hence, the biasing effect of
network centrality.

Proposition 2a., 2b., 2c. The relationship
between project leader centrality and over-
valuation is dependent on contextual charac-
teristics that affect decision makers’
uncertainty about the project’s quality at the
project (2a), organizational (2b), and indus-
trial levels (2c).

The performance effects of overvaluation

Previously, we developed a theoretical account for why
and when centrality leads to bias and overvaluation. We
now turn to theorizing about the positive and negative
implications of this claim. Our initial assumption is that
the higher the true or underlying quality of a project, the
more likely it is to be accepted, developed, and eventually
implemented. However, we also argue that other factors
can significantly alter the outcome of project decisions.
Social cues can bias the cognitive processing of informa-
tion, especially when information is ambiguous, as it is in
uncertain environments (Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994).
The cognitive process determines changes in attitude and
hence affects judgment. When there is bias, the judgment
may be significantly different from a judgment formu-
lated under non-biased conditions. A different judgment
is likely to have important consequences with respect to
the likelihood of project acceptance and continuation.

It has been argued that organizational members tend
to resist projects out of fear that they will disrupt the
political status quo (Baer, 2012; Sethi, Iqbal, &
Sethi, 2012), personal relationships (Lawrence, 1969),
embedded routines (Hannan & Freeman, 1984), or orga-
nizational values (Klein & Sorra, 1996). Thus, even a
high-quality project with little uncertainty can generate
resistance that may lead to it being rejected or termi-
nated. For instance, consider the case of the “dvorak”
simplified keyboard. According to Frost and Egri (1991),

research studies repeatedly demonstrated its clear advan-
tages over the “QWERTY” keyboard in terms of typing
speed. Nevertheless, this type of keyboard could not
replace its traditional counterpart in the US Navy
because its adoption would have been against the inter-
ests of certain groups in the organization (Frost &
Egri, 1991). However, where there is already a positive
bias toward an innovation, decision makers may be more
receptive to positive framing and may therefore construct
reality in a different way (Kaplan, 2008; Sethi, Iqbal, &
Sethi, 2012). In other words, decision makers may be
more susceptible to influence and may see the same thing
in a different light when bias is present.

During the evaluation of innovation-related contribu-
tions, overvaluation may manifest itself in a more posi-
tive attitude toward projects that have central project
leaders. Biased decision makers are less likely to put up
barriers to central organizational members. Instead, they
might give those individuals more freedom to realize their
projects and ideas. Overvaluation may help central pro-
ject leaders to keep alive their high-quality projects that
might otherwise be terminated because of organizational
resistance or perception errors.

Figure 2 illustrates our arguments. We assume that
project A is being considered for approval. The project
should be accepted if the expected benefits are higher
than the decision threshold, otherwise it should be
rejected.1 Without overvaluation, project A might be per-
ceived as low quality. However, under uncertain condi-
tions, individuals cannot accurately assess a project’s true
or underlying quality with 100% certainty. The interval
around the project (denoted by a curly bracket in
Figure 2) captures the different possible values of a pro-
ject’s true or underlying quality.2 Because of perception
error, decision makers may reject a project whose quality
might actually be reasonably high. However, irrelevant
information may change this perception. If project A’s
actual quality was above the decision threshold, over-
valuation would be beneficial, because it would prevent
such a project from being overlooked.

As another example, consider project B. Here, resis-
tance can still kill such a project, as in the case of the
dvorak keyboard described above. This is because those
who reject the project will do everything to make decision
makers undervalue that project. If the resisters are suc-
cessful and if there is no overvaluation related to the pro-
ject leader, the key decision makers may actually perceive
such a project to be a low-quality one and reject it. Thus,
in this case, overvaluation could also be beneficial,
because it would lead to the selection and continuation of

1The decision threshold is different for every organization. For instance, if we
assume rational decision makers, the threshold would correspond to the minimum
value of the expected value of projects that the organization can realize, given its
resource constraints. If we relax the assumption of resource constraint, this
threshold would be drawn where the expected value equals exactly zero.
2This interval is analogous to the confidence interval around an observed effect
size in statistics, which includes the true effect size in the observed population with
a high probability.
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a high-quality project that could potentially be termi-
nated without it. To that end, network centrality and the
overvaluation it causes might help to ensure that good
opportunities are not overlooked. In addition, there is
less of a chance that a high-quality project that likely
would turn out to be a success if implemented will be
abandoned.

Overvaluation may also lead organizations to go
ahead with projects that are not very promising and that
are, in fact, of low quality. Without any overvaluation,
such projects are likely to be terminated, as their per-
ceived quality is unlikely to reach the decision threshold.
This is not the case, however, when decision making con-
cerning the projects is biased, because perceptions of the
true or underlying quality of such projects may be
blurred by the decision makers’ positive attitudes toward
such projects. Consider again project A in Figure 2,
which might be regarded as a low-quality project without
the presence of overvaluation. In contrast to the previous
example, let us now assume that this project is indeed a
low-quality one. In this case, overvaluation coming from
project leader centrality may push the project above the
decision threshold. Thus, overvaluation would increase
the likelihood of implementing a project that may, in the
end, turn out to be a failure. Hence, we propose the
following.

Proposition 3. The relationship between over-
valuation and project outcome is dependent
on the true or underlying quality of the pro-
ject, such that when project quality is high,
overvaluation increases the likelihood of
implementing a project that turns out to be a
success, whereas when project quality is low,
overvaluation increases the likelihood of
implementing a project that turns out to be a
failure.

Potential moderators of the effect of
overvaluation on project outcomes

We theorize next that the effect of overvaluation on pro-
ject outcomes is contingent not only on the project’s true
or underlying quality but also on the organization’s deci-
sion threshold. For example, organizations that are more
entrepreneurial and, thus, have a higher risk propensity
(Lumpkin & Dess, 1996) or tolerance for failure (Tian &
Wang, 2014) can be considered as organizations that
have a generally lower decision threshold than others.
For illustrative purposes, consider Figure 3. For the sake
of simplicity, let us now assume that the perceived quality
of a project—without bias—is identical to its true or
underlying quality. Relaxing this assumption would not
change our conclusions but would make our argumenta-
tion unnecessarily complex and more difficult to compre-
hend. We depict the decision thresholds of three
organizations: an average organization and organizations
X and Y. X is an organization that has a higher decision
threshold than an average organization, whereas Y is an
organization that has a lower one.

As has been noted, positive overvaluation leads to a
more positive attitude toward certain projects. When an
organization has a high threshold, centrality can be
advantageous, because it can result in a higher chance of
implementing a high-quality project, such as project A in
Figure 3. This is why we expect that, in organization X,
project leader centrality will be more likely to lead to the
implementation of a project that turns out to be a success
when the quality of that project is high. In contrast, pro-
jects of lower quality (like projects B and C) are unlikely
to receive the necessary support for implementation in
such an organization, because such projects are unlikely
to reach the decision threshold, regardless of the presence
of any overvaluation. In contrast, overvaluation will be
more likely to result in the implementation of

F I GURE 2 The effects of bias on
project evaluation
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unsuccessful projects in organizations that have a lower
decision threshold. In these organizations, high-quality
projects, like project A, will be very likely to get the nec-
essary support for implementation, because these projects
are above the decision threshold, regardless of the pres-
ence of bias. In case of low-quality projects, however, like
project C, overvaluation can make a difference for pro-
ject implementation, such that it leads to a higher likeli-
hood of implementing an unsuccessful project. Thus, it is
expected that, besides project quality, the default position
of the decision threshold is also an important contingency
factor that influences the effect of overvaluation on pro-
ject outcomes.

There are numerous factors that affect an organiza-
tion’s decision threshold. Here, two examples are dis-
cussed for illustrative purposes: risk propensity and
tolerance for failures. In organizations that are more
willing to pursue risky endeavors and that tolerate fail-
ure when developing innovations, decision makers are
more supportive of taking action despite the uncertainty
of these endeavors (Anderson et al., 2015; Covin &
Wales, 2012; George, 2011). In addition, innovation
projects in these types of organizations face significantly
less political resistance (Sethi, Iqbal, & Sethi, 2012;
Wales, Covin, & Monsen, 2020). Hence, these organiza-
tions are more likely to let projects transition to imple-
mentation before weeding them out, which manifests in
their low decision threshold. Hence, we propose the
following.

Proposition 4. The relationship between over-
valuation and project outcome is dependent
on project quality and the organization’s deci-
sion threshold, such that when both project
quality and the position of the decision

threshold are high, overvaluation will increase
the likelihood of implementing a project that
turns out to be a success, whereas when both
factors are low, overvaluation will increase
the likelihood of implementing a project that
turns out to be a failure.

Our arguments are summarized in Figure 4.

DISCUSSION

This conceptual paper is aimed at building a theory on the
biasing effect of centrality. Based on previous research, we
theorized about why centrality might bias the decision-
making process and then unpacked the positive and nega-
tive consequences of bias. Because central individuals are
more visible and seen as highly competent, we argued that
their contributions are more likely to be overvalued by
others within the organization, which prevents the projects
of highly central project leaders from being terminated.
When decision makers are biased in favor of a project,
their assessment of that project becomes more positive. It
keeps high-quality projects alive—projects that could oth-
erwise be terminated because of organizational resistance.
However, the more positive assessment can also lead to
the continuation of a low-quality project that would have
been stopped without overvaluation. Hence, we proposed
that overvaluation increases the likelihood of implement-
ing successful projects that either fulfill expectations or
failures that fall below what is expected. Furthermore, dif-
ferent contingencies were explored in this conceptual
paper—contextual characteristics that influence the bias-
ing effect of project leader centrality on the decision-
making process and project outcomes.

F I GURE 3 The effect of bias in organizations
depending on the default position of their decision
threshold
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Our theory offers several important implications for
research. First, our paper represents an initial attempt to
build a more nuanced theory of the effect of centrality on
implementing projects. We argue that centrality plays a
prominent role in the organizational political arena
because it indicates well connectedness, status (Oldroyd &
Morris, 2012; Podolny, 2001), and power (Brass, 1984;
Ibarra, 1993). Therefore, individuals in a central position
in their organizations are very effective at influencing deci-
sion makers in order to realize their goals. To the best of
our knowledge, no previous research has investigated the
biasing effect of individual centrality in temporary organi-
zation processes (Bakker et al., 2016; Burke & Morley,
2016). Future research should further explore this issue
and, for instance, investigate whether or not centrality also
attracts uncertainty. Indeed, in an organizational context,
one may expect that decision makers assign highly uncer-
tain tasks to those who are thought to be highly competent
and able to deliver success in the face of high risk.

We also contribute to innovation management litera-
ture by theorizing how the network position that individ-
uals hold may affect how their projects perform.
Drawing on innovation management literature, one may
argue that centrality is beneficial, because it leads to,
what French and Raven (1968) call “expert power.”
Thus, centrality can ensure that projects receive the nec-
essary support and an adequate supply of resources
(Ancona & Caldwell, 1992; Frost & Egri, 1991). As such,
centrality can also decrease the need for potentially dam-
aging political compromises (Sethi, Iqbal, & Sethi, 2012).
Although centrality can indeed be considered beneficial
for these reasons, we argue that central individuals may
also contribute to the continuation of low-quality pro-
jects. We suggest that centrality is in fact a double-edged
sword in the project-related decision-making process
(Szatmari et al., 2021). Future research should therefore
look at this duality in greater depth. For instance, studies

could investigate the effects of other sources of formal
and informal power (French & Raven, 1968). Although
our theory suggests that centrality leads to overvaluation
that may increase the likelihood of implementing a pro-
ject which turns out to be a failure, formal power might
be less effective in mobilizing other organizational mem-
bers. Therefore, formal power may be less likely to lead
to overvaluation but could still ensure that the necessary
support is made available for projects.

Furthermore, our conceptual paper deepens our
understanding of the effects of biases on the organiza-
tional decision-making process by investigating both the
positive and negative consequences of biases, as well as
the organizational contingencies of these consequences.
Investigating this issue is important because biases in deci-
sion making lead to decision errors (Christensen &
Knudsen, 2010; Csaszar, 2013; Knudsen &
Levinthal, 2007) and hence has implications for organiza-
tional performance. Some studies have already investi-
gated how to overcome difficulties caused by uncertainty
surrounding a project (Baer, 2012; Sethi, Iqbal, &
Sethi, 2012). Yet, they provided an incomplete picture of
the effect of biased decision making, given the trade-off
between Type I errors (i.e., rejecting a good opportunity)
and Type II errors (i.e., accepting a bad alternative).
Although positive biases in the decision-making process
might decrease the likelihood of Type I errors, they may,
at the same time, increase the likelihood of Type II errors.
Therefore, future research should take a multifaceted view
of the effects of biases, considering its effect on both types
of error. We contribute to this line of research by pointing
out that the trade-off between not rejecting good opportu-
nities and decreasing the likelihood that bad alternatives
will be accepted might depend on the default position of
the decision threshold in organizational decision making.
Future research should consider investigating additional
factors on which this trade-off may also be dependent.

F I GURE 4 Summary of our arguments
concerning the joint effects of project quality,
decision threshold, and overvaluation on the
likelihood of implementing a project that turns out
to be a failure or a success
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For example, it might be expected that heterogeneous
review teams will be able to act more effectively upon bias
because they could be better at assessing ideas and pro-
jects (Rodan & Galunic, 2004).

In addition, we offer important insights for social net-
work theory. Scholars of the social network literature
have argued extensively that high-performing individuals
gain relationships and, in doing so, increase their central-
ity. This opens important opportunities to them, as it
gives them privileged access to high-quality information,
influence, and support (Brass & Burkhardt, 1993;
Oldroyd & Morris, 2012). Therefore, other actors expect
central individuals to perform well in the future, and, as a
result, they give central actors more opportunities to
prove their competence (Webster & Entwisle, 1976). As
such, central individuals benefit from others’ evaluation
bias and improve their performance even more
(Merton, 1968). However, we argue that, because of the
evaluation bias, central individuals may also manage to
realize projects that perform poorly once implemented.
We suggest that future research should investigate empir-
ically the potential individual, project, and organizational
characteristics that may modify the effect of centrality
and overvaluation. We have provided propositions for
the most important factors, but other factors may also
play a significant role. For instance, narcissistic project
leaders may be more effective at utilizing their centrality,
as they tend to focus and speak about themselves more
frequently than others (Chatterjee & Hambrick, 2007).

CONCLUSION

Implementing projects successfully is of strategic impor-
tance for organizations. Innovative projects are a key pil-
lar for long-term success and increase organizational
competitiveness. In order to facilitate the implementation
process of such projects, a better understanding of the
socio-political dynamics and decision-making biases in
the innovation management process is of great theoretical
and practical importance. Our paper contributes to such
an understanding by analyzing and presenting the theoret-
ical foundations of the biasing effects of social networks.
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Durmuşo�glu, S.S. (2013) Merits of task advice during new product
development: network centrality antecedents and new product out-
comes of knowledge richness and knowledge quality. Journal of
Product Innovation Management, 30(3), 487–499. Available from:
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12002

Ebbers, J.J. & Wijnberg, N.M. (2010) Disentangling the effects of repu-
tation and network position on the evolution of alliance networks.
Strategic Organization, 8(3), 255–275. Available from: https://doi.
org/10.1177/1476127010381102

Ertug, G. & Castellucci, F. (2015) Who shall get more? How intangible
assets and aspiration levels affect the valuation of resource pro-
viders. Strategic Organization, 13(1), 6–31. Available from:
https://doi.org/10.1177/1476127014561019

Ferriani, S., Cattani, G. & Baden-Fuller, C. (2009) The relational antecedents
of project-entrepreneurship: network centrality, team composition
and project performance. Research Policy, 38(10), 1545–1558.

French, J.R.P. & Raven, B. (1968) The bases of social power. In:
Cartwright, D. & Zander, A. (Eds.) Studies of social power, 3rd
edition. Ann Harbor: Harper and Row, pp. 150–167.

Frost, P.J. & Egri, C.P. (1991) The political process of innovation. In:
Cummings, L.L. & Staw, B.M. (Eds.) Research in organizational
behavior, Vol. 13. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press, pp. 229–295.

George, B.A. (2011) Entrepreneurial orientation: a theoretical and
empirical examination of the consequences of differing construct
representations. Journal of Management Studies, 48(6), 1291–1313.
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2010.01004.x

Gilsing, V. & Nooteboom, B. (2005) Density and strength of ties in
innovation networks: an analysis of multimedia and biotechnol-
ogy. European Management Review, 2(3), 179–197. Available
from: https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.emr.1500041

Granovetter, M.S. (1973) The strength of weak ties. American Journal
of Sociology, 78(6), 1360–1380. Available from: https://doi.org/10.
1086/225469

Green, S.G., Welsh, M.A. & Dehler, G.E. (2003) Advocacy, perfor-
mance, and threshold influences on decisions to terminate new
product development. Academy of Management Journal, 46(4),
419–434. Available from: https://doi.org/10.2307/30040636

Grigoriou, K. & Rothaermel, F.T. (2014) Structural microfoundations
of innovation: the role of relational stars. Journal of Management,
40(2), 586–615. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1177/
0149206313513612

Gupta, A.K. & Govindarajan, V. (2000) Knowledge flows within multi-
national corporations. Strategic Management Journal, 21(4), 473–
496. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266
(200004)21:4<473::AID-SMJ84>3.0.CO;2-I

Hannan, M.T. & Freeman, J. (1984) Structural inertia and organiza-
tional change. American Sociological Review, 49(2), 149–164.

Ibarra, H. (1993) Network centrality, power, and innovation involve-
ment: determinants of technical and administrative roles. Academy
of Management Journal, 36(3), 471–501.

Kaplan, S. (2008) Framing contests: strategy making under uncertainty.
Organization Science, 19(5), 729–752. Available from: https://doi.
org/10.1287/orsc.1070.0340

Kim, J.W. & King, B.G. (2014) Seeing stars: Matthew effects and status
bias in major league baseball umpiring. Management Science,
60(11), 2619–2644. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.
2014.1967

Kim, T. & Rhee, M. (2017) Structural and behavioral antecedents of
change. Journal of Management, 43(3), 716–741. Available from:
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314541150

Klein, K.J. & Sorra, J.S. (1996) The challenge of innovation implemen-
tation. The Academy of Management Review, 21(4), 22–42. Avail-
able from: https://doi.org/10.2307/259164

Knudsen, T. & Levinthal, D. (2007) Two faces of search: alternative
generation and alternative evaluation. Organization Science, 18(1),
39–54. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1060.0216

Lawrence, P.R. (1969) How to deal with resistance to change. Harvard
Business Review, 47(1), 4–6.

Lumpkin, G.T. & Dess, G. (1996) Clarifying the entrepreneurial orien-
tation construct and linking it to performance. Academy of Man-
agement Review, 21(1), 135–172.

Luo, J.-D. (2011) Guanxi revisited: an exploratory study of familiar ties
in a Chinese workplace. Management and Organization Review,
7(2), 329–351. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1740-8784.
2011.00230.x

Lynn, F.B., Podolny, J.M. & Tao, L. (2009) A sociological (de)con-
struction of the relationship between status and quality. American
Journal of Sociology, 115(3), 755–804. Available from: https://doi.
org/10.1086/603537

Markham, S.K. & Lee, H. (2013) Product development and manage-
ment association’s 2012 comparative performance assessment
study. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 30(3), 408–429.
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12025

McShane, M.K., Nair, A. & Rustambekov, E. (2011) Does enterprise
risk management increase firm value? Journal of Accounting,
Auditing & Finance, 26(4), 641–658. Available from: https://doi.
org/10.1177/0148558X11409160

Mehra, A., Kilduff, M. & Brass, D.J. (2001) The social networks of
high and low self-monitors: implications for workplace perfor-
mance. Administrative Science Quarterly, 46(1), 121–146.

Merton, R.K. (1968) The Matthew effect in science: the reward and
communication systems of science are considered. Science,
159(3810), 56–63. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1126/science.
159.3810.56

Moenaert, R.K. & Souder, W.A. (1990) An information transfer model
for integrating marketing and R&D personnel in new product
development projects. Journal of Product Innovation Management,
7(2), 91–107.

Moran, P. (2005) Structural vs. relational embeddedness: social
capital and managerial performance. Strategic Management Jour-
nal, 26(12), 1129–1151. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1002/
smj.486

Oldroyd, J.B. & Morris, S.S. (2012) Catching falling stars: a human
resource response to social capital’s detrimental effect of
information overload on star employees. Academy of Management

THE BIASING EFFECT OF NETWORKS IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF INNOVATIONS 11

https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2010.52814603
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1090.1096
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393553
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393553
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12051
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12051
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00432.x
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0572
https://doi.org/10.1057/emr.2008.14
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12002
https://doi.org/10.1177/1476127010381102
https://doi.org/10.1177/1476127010381102
https://doi.org/10.1177/1476127014561019
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2010.01004.x
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.emr.1500041
https://doi.org/10.1086/225469
https://doi.org/10.1086/225469
https://doi.org/10.2307/30040636
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313513612
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313513612
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(200004)21:4%3C473::AID-SMJ84%3E3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(200004)21:4%3C473::AID-SMJ84%3E3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1070.0340
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1070.0340
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2014.1967
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2014.1967
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314541150
https://doi.org/10.2307/259164
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1060.0216
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1740-8784.2011.00230.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1740-8784.2011.00230.x
https://doi.org/10.1086/603537
https://doi.org/10.1086/603537
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12025
https://doi.org/10.1177/0148558X11409160
https://doi.org/10.1177/0148558X11409160
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.159.3810.56
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.159.3810.56
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.486
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.486


Review, 37(3), 396–418. Available from: https://doi.org/10.5465/
amr.2010.0403

Packalen, K.A. (2007) Complementing capital: the role of status, demo-
graphic features, and social capital in founding teams’ abilities to
obtain resources. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 31(6),
873–892.

Pfeffer, J. (1994) Managing with power: politics and influence in organi-
zations. Boston: Harvard Business School Press.

Podolny, J.M. (1993) A status-based model of market competition.
American Journal of Sociology, 98(4), 829–872.

Podolny, J.M. (1994) Market uncertainty and the social character of
economic exchange. Administrative Science Quarterly, 39,
458–483.

Podolny, J.M. (2001) Networks as the pipes and prisms of the market.
American Journal of Sociology, 107(1), 33–60. Available from:
https://doi.org/10.1086/323038

Podolny, J.M. (2005) Status signals: a sociological study of market com-
petition. Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press.

Podolny, J.M. & Baron, J. (1997) Resources and relationships: social
networks and mobility in the workplace. American Sociological
Review, 62(5), 673–693.

Reboredo, J.C. (2013) Is gold a safe haven or a hedge for the US dollar?
Implications for risk management. Journal of Banking and
Finance, 37(8), 2665–2676. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.jbankfin.2013.03.020

Reitzig, M. & Sorenson, O. (2013) Biases in the selection stage of
bottom-up strategy formulation. Strategic Management Journal,
34(7), 782–799. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1002/smj

Rodan, S. (2010) Structural holes and managerial performance: identi-
fying the underlying mechanisms. Social Networks, 32(3), 168–179.

Rodan, S. & Galunic, C. (2004) More than network structure: how
knowledge heterogeneity influences managerial performance and
innovativeness. Strategic Management Journal, 25(6), 541–562.
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.398

Sande, G.N., Ellard, J.H. & Ross, M. (1986) Effect of arbitrarily
assigned status labels on self-perceptions and social perceptions:
the mere position effect. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy, 50(4), 684–689.

Sargis-Roussel, C., Belmondo, C. & Deltour, F. (2017) Bringing people
back in: how group internal social capital influences routines’
emergence. European Management Review, 14(1), 101–112.
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1111/emre.12100

Sauder, M., Lynn, F. & Podolny, J.M. (2012) Status: insights from
organizational sociology. Annual Review of Sociology, 38(1),
267–283. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-
071811-145503

Schmidt, J.B. & Calantone, R. (2002) Escalation of commitment during
new product development. Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, 30(2), 103–118.

Schmidt, J.B., Sarangee, K.R. & Montoya, M.M. (2009) Exploring new
product development project review practices. Journal of Product
Innovation Management, 26(5), 520–535. Available from:
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2009.00678.x

Sethi, R., Iqbal, Z. & Sethi, A. (2012) Developing new-to-the-firm prod-
ucts: the role of micropolitical strategies. Journal of Marketing,
76(2), 99–115.

Shenhar, A.J. & Dvir, D. (1996) Toward a typological theory of project
management. Research Policy, 25(4), 607–632. Available from:
https://doi.org/10.1016/0048-7333(95)00877-2

Simcoe, T.S. & Waguespack, D.M. (2011) Status, quality, and atten-
tion: what’s in a (missing) name? Management Science, 57(2),
274–290. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1100.1270

Sleesman, D.J., Conlon, D.E., McNamara, G. & Miles, J.E. (2012)
Cleaning up the big muddy: a meta-analytic review of the determi-
nants of escalation of commitment. Academy of Management
Journal, 55(3), 541–562. Available from: https://doi.org/10.5465/
amj.2010.0696

Smith-Doerr, L., Manev, I.M. & Rizova, P. (2004) The meaning of
success: network position and the social construction of project
outcomes in an R&D lab. Journal of Engineering and Technology
Management, 21(1–2), 51–81. Available from: https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jengtecman.2003.12.004

Sorenson, O. (2014) Status and reputation: synonyms or separate con-
cepts? Strategic Organization, 12(1), 62–69. Available from:
https://doi.org/10.1177/1476127013513219

Stulz, R.M. (1996) Rethinking risk management. Journal of Applied
Corporate Finance, 9(3), 8–25.

Sydow, J. & Braun, T. (2018) Projects as temporary organizations: An
agenda for further theorizing the interorganizational dimension.
International Journal of Project Management, 36(1), 4–11.

Szatmari, B. (2021) Young stars and red giants: The moderating effect
of age diversity on the relationship between the proportion of high
performers and team performance. Journal of Applied Psychology.
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000971

Szatmari, B., Deichmann, D., van den Ende, J. & King, B.G. (2021)
Great successes and great failures: The impact of project leader
status on project performance and performance extremeness.
Journal of Management Studies, 58(5), 1267–1293. Available from:
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12638

Tian, X. & Wang, T.Y. (2014) Tolerance for failure and corporate inno-
vation. Review of Financial Studies, 27(1), 211–255.

Tversky, A. & Kahneman, D. (1974) Judgment under uncertainty: heu-
ristics and biases. Science, 185(4157), 1124–1131. Available from:
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.185.4157.1124

Uzzi, B., Amaral, L.A. & Reed-Tsochas, F. (2007) Small-world
networks and management science research: a review. European
Management Review, 4(2), 77–91. Available from: https://doi.org/
10.1057/palgrave.emr.1500078

Van de Ven, A.H., Polley, D., Garud, R. & Venkataraman, S. (1999)
The innovation journey. New York 10016: Oxford University Press.

Van Oorschot, K.E., Akkermans, H., Sengupta, K. & Van
Wassenhove, L.N. (2013) Anatomy of a decision trap in complex
new product development projects. Academy of Management
Journal, 56(1), 285–307. Available from: https://doi.org/10.5465/
amj.2010.0742

van Wijk, R., Jansen, J.J.P. & Lyles, M.A. (2008) Inter- and intra-
organizational knowledge transfer: a meta-analytic review and
assessment of its antecedents and consequences. Journal of
Management Studies, 45(4), 830–853. Available from: https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2008.00771.x

Waguespack, D.M. & Sorenson, O. (2011) The ratings game: asymme-
try in classification. Organization Science, 22(3), 541–553.
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0533

Wales, W.J., Covin, J.G. & Monsen, E. (2020) Entrepreneurial
orientation: the necessity of a multilevel conceptualization.
Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 14(4), 639–660, Available
from: https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.1344

Webster, M.J. & Entwisle, D.R. (1976) Expectation effects on
performance evaluations. Social Forces, 55(2), 493–502.

Zou, T., Ertug, G. & George, G. (2018) The capacity to innovate: a
meta-analysis of absorptive capacity. Innovations, 20(2), 87–121.
Available from: https://doi.org/10.1080/14479338.2018.1428105

How to cite this article: Szatmari, B. & Deichmann,
D. (2022) The biasing effect of networks in the
implementation of innovations. European
Management Review, 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1111/
emre.12537

12 SZATMARI AND DEICHMANN

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2010.0403
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2010.0403
https://doi.org/10.1086/323038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2013.03.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2013.03.020
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.398
https://doi.org/10.1111/emre.12100
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-071811-145503
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-071811-145503
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2009.00678.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/0048-7333(95)00877-2
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1100.1270
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0696
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0696
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jengtecman.2003.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jengtecman.2003.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/1476127013513219
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000971
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12638
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.185.4157.1124
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.emr.1500078
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.emr.1500078
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0742
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0742
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2008.00771.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2008.00771.x
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0533
https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.1344
https://doi.org/10.1080/14479338.2018.1428105
https://doi.org/10.1111/emre.12537
https://doi.org/10.1111/emre.12537

	The biasing effect of networks in the implementation of innovations
	INTRODUCTION
	THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
	Biases in innovation management
	Social networks in innovation management theory

	PROPOSITIONS
	The biasing effect of networks
	Potential moderators of the effect of centrality on the overvaluation of projects
	The performance effects of overvaluation
	Potential moderators of the effect of overvaluation on project outcomes

	DISCUSSION
	CONCLUSION
	REFERENCES


