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11.1 General Introduction

New product development (NPD) has become increasingly complex. Customer needs-
analyses, technology readiness, company capabilities, supply chain management, and port-
folio management have become crucial elements in sustaining NPD success (Markham 
and Lee, 2013). These changes push firms to rely more on cross-functional collaborations, 
comprising personnel from marketing, R&D, engineering, manufacturing, production, 
design and other functional areas as well. Traditionally, research on managerial decision 
making in product innovation takes a firm perspective as default, focusing on the aspects 
that influence firm performance from within the firm itself (Boyacı and Özer, 2010; Zhao 
and Stecke, 2010; Li and Zhang, 2013). Research on decision making in product innovation 
from a firm perspective involves aspects such as creativity in development, organizational 
culture and leadership, cross-collaboration and communication, process innovation, and 
development project evaluative decision making. While the current product innovation 
management literature offers many insights on managing a successful NPD decision mak-
ing process, the field remains open with many research opportunities for improving NPD 
performance (Hauser, Tellis and Griffin, 2006). Indeed, research shows that only 61% of 
new products launched on the market are successful (Markham and Lee, 2013). 

More recently, the consumer perspective on NPD (i.e., how consumers’ intentions and de-
cision-making influence NPD) has become increasingly important for understanding, and 
subsequently improving NPD performance (Hauser, Tellis and Griffin, 2006). The voice 
of the consumer has become ever more central to the market success of new products, and 
consumers have become more than just individuals that solely make off-the-shelf purchase 
decisions. The rise of social media has increased demand for firm-consumer communi-
cation, empowering consumers and increasing the need for openness and transparency 
about product development well before product launch. Firms have turned to co-creation 
between consumer and firm, to more closely align their new products with the wants and 
needs of the consumer (Fuchs, Prandelli, and Schreier, 2010; Fuchs and Schreier, 2011). 

As such, consumers are introduced to new product concepts much earlier in the devel-
opment process. Firms capitalize on this by coming up with novel ways to introduce 
consumers to their new products. While marketing of a new product historically came 
after the development process, today marketing activities take place as early as ideation and 
product conceptualization (Schatzel and Calantone, 2006). Preordering new products has 
also become common practice as consumers now often get the opportunity to order them 
well in advance of their market launch. Familiar examples of preordering are (e-)books 
available through platforms such as Amazon.com, video games available through platforms 
such as Steam, but also more expensive commodity goods such as Tesla’s Model 3 electric 
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car. Similarly, crowdfunding has enabled firms to seek financial support before the NPD 
process has even started, making it easier for both the small entrepreneur and large corpora-
tions to market and develop their product ideas on a global scale. Examples of the most 
successful crowdfunding projects are space simulation video game Star Citizen, the Pebble 
line of smartwatches, or the card game Exploding Kittens. These projects are backed by 
millions of people who are in eager anticipation of receive their product once it is launched, 
emphasizing the importance of an error-free NPD process. However, NPD processes are 
rarely error free, especially in early ideation and conceptualization stages such errors are 
likely to occur (Eliëns, Eling, Gelper, and Langerak, 2018; Eling and Herstatt, 2017).

NPD is a process that starts out with many unknowns and gradually iterates towards a so-
lidified new product that is launched onto the market. A successful innovation manager is 
one who can see through these uncertainties and ambiguities either leading to a successful 
new product launch or an unfortunate, yet necessary, decision to stop the failing develop-
ment. Equally, the success of a new product is dependent upon consumers’ decisions to 
purchase it. This dissertation looks at NPD from both the firm perspective (chapter 2) as 
well as the consumer perspective (chapter 3 and 4) by studying how the uncertainty that 
comes with NPD impacts both managerial as well as consumer decision making. From 
a firm perspective I take the lens of the gatekeeper – looking at how a new product idea 
is slowly fleshed out into an actual product. For preordering and crowdfunding however, 
consumers work their way backwards from making a purchase decision for a new product, 
imagining what it would be like when it is launched, questioning whether to opt out of 
the new product after development issues occur, and by looking at how long until the 
new product is launched. Furthermore, I show that commitment to a new product is 
a double-edged sword where it can be detrimental as well as beneficial to new product 
success. Commitment to a new product can be defined as having dedication to the new 
product which is a self-restricting engagement as the new product takes precedence over 
alternative new products (Commitment, 2018). From the firm perspective I look at this 
negative side of commitment (i.e., escalation of commitment), while from the consumer 
perspective I look at consumer commitment as a positive factor for new product success. 
By investigating both perspectives, my dissertation provides an integral view of decision 
making and the positive and negative sides of commitment during NPD, forming the 
main research question of this dissertation:

What does it mean, for both innovation managers and consumers, to be com-
mitted to a new product and how does this commitment influence their decision 
making?



5

Introduction

Ch
ap

te
r 

1The dissertation consists of three experimental studies (one from an innovation manager 
perspective, and two from a consumer perspective) which are briefly described below. See 
Table 1.1 for a brief overview of the three studies.

Table 1.1 Summary of  the three distinct studies.

  Study 1 Study 2 Study 3
Title Rational versus Intuitive 

Gatekeeping: Escalation of 
Commitment in the Front 
End of NPD.

Creating Consumer 
Commitment Before 
Product Launch: Prean-
nounce, Preorder, or 
Crowdfund?

Preordering and Crowd-
funding:
Stick-With or Opt-Out 
when Development Issues 
Occur?

Objective Identifying and reduc-
ing escalation behaviour 
among NPD gatekeepers.

Obtaining an understand-
ing of different types of 
new product introduction 
strategies on consumer 
commitment.

Analyzing consumer ‘stick-
with’ or ‘opt-out’ decision 
making when preordering 
or crowdfunding under 
new product launch delay 
due to development issues.

Perspective Firm Consumer Consumer
NPD process 
segment

Ideation/Conceptualization 
(Front End)

Early Development Early vs. Late Develop-
ment

Focal Theoreti-
cal Constructs

Rationality, Intuition, Es-
calation of Commitment, 
Self-Justification

Commitment, Prean-
nouncement, Preorder-
ing, Crowdfunding, 
Perceived Product Value, 
Social Identity/Cohesion, 
Endowment Effect

Consumer Choice, 
Commitment, Prean-
nouncement, Preordering, 
Crowdfunding, Social 
Identity/Cohesion, Tem-
poral Distance

Research 
Question

How does gatekeeper 
thinking style affect their 
tendency to escalate their 
commitment to an NPD 
project?

How do different new 
product introduction 
strategies affect consumer 
commitment to those 
new products?

How do preordering and 
crowdfunding and devel-
opment issues in NPD af-
fect consumers’ ‘stick-with’ 
vs ‘opt-out’ choice?

Literature 
Base

New Product Develop-
ment, Escalation of Com-
mitment, Thinking Styles.

New Product Develop-
ment, Consumer Com-
mitment, New Product 
Introductions

New Product Devel-
opment, Risk Taking 
Behavior, New Product 
Introductions

Level of 
Analysis

Individual Individual Individual

Methodology Experimental Design Experimental Design Experimental Design
Sample 184 experienced gatekeep-

ers
263 consumers 182 consumers
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Table 1.1 Summary of  the three distinct studies. (continued)
  Study 1 Study 2 Study 3
Analysis Quantitative (T-testing, 

Linear Regression, Logistic 
Regression)

Quantitative (T-testing, 
Linear Regression, Neces-
sary Condition Analysis)

Quantitative (T-testing, 
Linear Regression, Media-
tion/Moderation Analyses, 
Binomial Testing)

Target Reader-
ship

Academics/Innovation 
Management Practitioners

Academics/Marketing 
Management Practitio-
ners

Academics/Marketing 
Management Practitioners

Target Jour-
nal1

P/P*-Journal P/P*-Journal P/P*-Journal

Status Published in Journal of 
Product Innovation Man-
agement

Complete manuscript. Complete manuscript.

Contributions This study directly 
compares the effects of 
intuition and rationality on 
escalation of commitment 
of gatekeepers, showing 
that rational thinking dur-
ing gate decision making 
dampens escalation of 
commitment, providing 
new insights for avoiding 
erroneous decision making 
in front end gate decision 
making.

This study adds insights 
to the new product 
introduction and 
consumer commitment 
literature, identifying that 
pre-investments made 
during preordering and 
crowdfunding increases 
consumer commitment 
which is retained when a 
launch delay of the new 
product is communi-
cated.

This study zooms in on 
consumer decision be-
havior in preordering and 
crowdfunding settings, 
using an adapted version 
of the Allais Certainty 
Problem, showing that 
consumers are less likely to 
opt out of the new prod-
uct struck by development 
issues when crowdfunding 
compared to preordering.

1.2 Study I – Rational versus Intuitive Gatekeeping: Escalation of  Commitment in 
the Front End of  NPD.

In chapter 2 (Study 1) I focus on innovation managers’ decision making during the NPD 
process. At the gates of the NPD process, the development projects get subjected to 
critical evaluation by designated gate committees (often called gatekeepers), from where 
the project can be stopped or continued. Continuing with failing new product projects 
wastes precious time and other resources, negatively influencing the NPD performance. 
Nevertheless, stopping fruitless projects has proven to be difficult (Sarangee et al., 2014; 
Schmidt and Calantone, 2002) despite clear indications that the project needs to be 
aborted (Schmidt and Calantone, 2002). The tendency to stick with a failing course of 

1   For a detailed overview of the journal classifications refer to: http://www.erim.eur.nl/about-erim/
erim-journals-list-ejl/
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1action and continue investing resources in developing a project, despite clear signals of 
unwarranted commitment, is known as ‘escalation of commitment’ (Brockner, 1992; 
Boulding, Morgan and Staelin, 1997).

In the study contained in this chapter I focus particularly on the front end of innovation. 
The front end warrants special attention as research has shown that the success of the new 
product is directly related to the performance of front-end activities (Kim and Wilemon, 
2002; van den Ende, Fredriksen, and Prencipe 2014, Gupta and Maltz, 2015). Uncertainty 
about a new project is highest at the front end due to its dynamic and ‘fuzzy’ nature (Kim 
and Wilemon, 2002; van den Ende et al., 2014). Gatekeepers cannot be sure whether the 
allocated resources should be viewed as expenses without eventual payoff or investments 
that lead to a successful product. This uncertainty is regarded as one of the main initiators 
of escalation of commitment (Brockner, 1992), making the front end a prime phase to 
study it in. However, research on escalation of commitment in the context of NPD is 
scarce (Hauser, Tellis and Griffin, 2006). Furthermore, research on decision styles that 
gatekeepers use when evaluating a NPD project has generally been under-explored (Eling, 
Langerak, and Griffin, 2015).

Because decision making is heavily influenced by one’s thinking style, I focus on the 
distinction between two main thinking styles, often called rationality and intuition (Kah-
neman, 2003). From existing literature, I identify that both rationality and intuition can 
have advantages and disadvantages when making gate decisions (Evans, 2008; Shapiro and 
Spence, 1997; Tversky, and Kahneman, 1974). By having expert gatekeepers (N=184) go 
through an experimental study as well as a correlational study, I find that, while escalation 
of commitment is prevalent among both thinking styles, rationality is significantly better 
at dampening escalation of commitment tendencies of innovation managers. Thus, to 
combat escalation of commitment in gate decision making, I argue for the use of practical, 
rational decision-making tools as well as a focus on learning rational gate decision making.

1.3 Study II – Creating Consumer Commitment Before Product Launch: 
Preannounce, Preorder or Crowdfund?

Typically, new products are preannounced before launch. More recently, preordering and 
crowdfunding have gained in popularity, extending typical preannouncement to inviting 
consumers to an early financial investment (Schatzel and Calantone, 2006). In chapter 
3 (Study 2) I investigate how preordering and crowdfunding are perceived differently by 
consumers compared to regular new product preannouncements. In this study I specifi-
cally investigate differences in consumer commitment to the new product between regular 
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product preannouncement, preordering and crowdfunding. Consumer commitment has 
not received any attention in preordering and crowdfunding (Macht and Weatherston, 
2015; Zhao and Stecke, 2010), however I argue that consumer commitment is vital for 
both preordering and crowdfunding strategies to be successful. When a consumer is highly 
committed to a new product they strive to uphold positive beliefs about it and remain resil-
ient to conflicting information that could negatively portray it (Johnson, 1973; Garbarino 
and Johnson, 1999; Robertson, 1976). Thus, I argue that the likelihood of new product 
success is dependent on strong consumer commitment to the new product. Especially 
when smaller firms or entrepreneurs enable preordering or crowdfunding this commitment 
to the new product is essential as they have less brand leverage on consumer commitment. 

Furthermore, I reason that preannouncement, preordering and crowdfunding are each 
experienced differently by consumers and, this difference in turn, affects consumers’ com-
mitment towards the new product. Because regular preannouncement of a new product 
does not lead to any financial or attitudinal investment of consumers, while both preorder-
ing and crowdfunding do, I expect consumers to be more committed to the new product 
when preordering and crowdfunding. Because crowdfunding emphasizes social identity 
and social cohesion I expect that consumers who crowdfund are even more committed to 
the new product compared to preordering.

The study measures consumer commitment to the new product using unexpected devel-
opment issues that cause a launch delay as trigger for consumers to reevaluate their com-
mitment. Using Necessary Condition Analysis, an experiment with consumers (N=263) 
demonstrates that in order to become committed, it is first necessary to perceive high 
new product value. Conditional on the presence of perceived product value, the act of 
preordering increases consumer commitment compared to preannouncement, and this 
increase is even stronger for the act of crowdfunding. When development issues occur, 
consumer commitment drops, but this decline in commitment is similar when the prod-
uct was or was not available for pre-order or crowdfund. Preordering or crowdfunding are 
thus recommended, especially when launch delays are likely to occur, as is the case when 
pursuing highly innovative new products.

1.4 Study III – Preordering and Crowdfunding: Stick-With or Opt Out When 
Development Issues Occur.

In chapter 4 (Study 3) I further zoom in on preordering and crowdfunding by focusing 
on opting out versus sticking with a new product. Launch delays could cause consumers 
to withdraw their preorder, jeopardizing the effectiveness of the firm’s product introduc-
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1tion strategy to gain customers and financial support early on. In this study I draw on 
consumer prepurchasing and anticipation literature (Garvey, Meloy and Shiv, 2017; 
Macht and Weatherston, 2015; Zhao and Stecke, 2010) to investigate whether consumers 
are likely to opt out of their purchase during preordering or crowdfunding even when 
development issues arise. To determine the value of new products during preordering or 
crowdfunding, consumers must estimate whether the new product will live up to their 
expectations (Castaño, Sujan, Kacker, and Sujan, 2008; Hoeffler, 2003). New products are 
often difficult to value for consumers, because they preorder or crowdfund the new prod-
uct early on in its development. The preorder or crowdfund decision is thus made under 
uncertainty as the final product value proposition is still unknown. While contemporary 
theory suggests that consumers will likely opt out from their preorder or crowdfund-
ing decision if any uncertainty about the new product arises, I question whether this is 
true for both preordering and crowdfunding. I argue that consumers confronted with a 
launch delay of a new product due to development issues respond differently depending 
on whether they preordered or crowdfunded the new product. 

In this study an experimental design (N=182) is used to investigate how the act of preorder-
ing affects consumers when making purchase decisions, and I compare preordering with 
reward-based crowdfunding. I find that, while acting under the knowledge of imminent 
launch delays due to unanticipated development issues, consumers who crowdfunded the 
new product are less likely to opt out of the product, hence displaying more risk-taking 
behavior, compared to consumers who preordered the new product and more often opt 
for a refund. Interestingly, whether the development issues originate in the front-end of 
development versus a later stage does not affect consumer ‘stick with’ or ‘opt-out’ risk 
taking behavior differently. Furthermore, I show that commitment to the new product 
partially mediates the effect of the new product introduction strategy on ‘stick with’ or 
‘opt-out’ decision making. Taken together the results show that making products available 
for crowdfunding, as compared to preordering, could be a more valuable strategy for firms 
that are planning to develop innovative products. The rational is that it not only shifts the 
inherent risk of NPD to shared risk between firm and consumer, but consumers are also 
more likely to see the development of the new product through to the end.

1.5 Outline of  the Dissertation

Chapter 2, 3 and 4 cover the three empirical studies on commitment and decision making 
in product innovation. Chapter 2 takes the view of the innovation manager and tackles 
escalation of commitment as a phenomenon that troubles effective gate decision making. 
Chapter 3 goes into product innovation from a consumer perspective, focusing on how 
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different product introduction strategies affect consumers’ commitment towards a new 
product. Chapter 4 delves deeper into preordering and crowdfunding as prepurchasing 
strategies and how prepurchasing affects whether consumer opt out of their preorder or 
crowdfund decision or stick with it once information on occurring development issues 
and a resulting launch delay is relayed. In chapter 5 I discuss the overall implications of 
the research and present my considerations for future research. Table 1.2 describes the 
contribution of each author on each of the different chapters in this dissertation.

Table 1.2 Table of  contributions per author regarding the dissertation chapters.
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Abstract

The unwillingness of a gatekeeper to let go of a fruitless new product development 
(NPD) project wastes valuable resources and hampers NPD performance. The on-
set of such escalation of commitment is likely to occur already in the front end of 
NPD, where high ambiguity and complexity make it hard to distinguish fruitless 
from potentially successful projects. This study investigates if a gatekeeper’s thinking 
style—whether they think rationally or whether they follow their intuition—can 
prevent escalation of commitment in the front end. Theory on cognition provides 
arguments for and against either thinking style’s influence on escalation of commit-
ment, but empirical evidence on this matter is lacking. Our study demonstrates that 
gatekeepers who think rationally are less likely to escalate their commitment than 
those who follow their intuition. This result holds both in a correlational study of 
dispositional thinking styles, as well as in an individual‐level randomized experiment 
in which the thinking style of experienced practitioners before they take gate deci-
sions is induced. Our findings provide ample opportunities for improving existing 
front end gate review practices, such as allocating candidates for gatekeeper positions 
based on their thinking style, training gatekeepers to think rationally, and increasing 
the use of gate‐decision rules and templates.
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2.1 Introduction

Continuing fruitless new product development (NPD) projects negatively affects a firm’s 
NPD performance as it wastes valuable time and resources that could otherwise be al-
located to other, potentially more promising development projects. Therefore, it is of key 
concern that failing NPD projects are recognized and stopped as early in the NPD process 
as possible. Nevertheless, stopping unpromising NPD projects has been shown to be diffi-
cult (Sarangee, Woolley, Schmidt, and Long, 2014; Schmidt and Calantone, 2002). Even 
when there are clear indications early on that a project needs to be aborted, it is frequently 
carried on nonetheless (Schmidt and Calantone, 2002). This phenomenon is known as 
escalation of commitment. Escalation of commitment can arise at the decision gates of the 
NPD process. At each decision gate, the managers who review the NPD project—called 
the “gatekeepers” (Cooper, 1994, 2008)—need to make a definite decision whether to 
continue or to stop the investment in a project. As soon as the decision has been made 
to advance a new product idea and to commit resources to its advancement, gatekeepers 
are likely to escalate their commitment to the project at any later gate (Brockner, 1992; 
Schmidt and Calantone, 2002; Staw, 1981). Previous research has identified factors and 
mechanisms, such as organizational culture; gate decision process characteristics; project 
team training; and the use of specific project testing, analysis, and assessment methods 
(Behrens and Ernst, 2014; Sarangee et al., 2014; Sleesman, Conlon, McNamara, and 
Miles, 2012) to combat such erroneous decision making at NPD gates. Our study extends 
this research by focusing on the thinking style that individual gatekeepers use in making 
NPD gate decisions.

Findings from NPD and other research domains suggest that the thinking style of a 
gatekeeper, i.e., the way the information about an NPD project is processed, can affect 
the occurrence of escalation of commitment in the front end of NPD (Dijksterhuis and 
Nordgren, 2006; Eling, Langerak, and Griffin, 2015; Wong, Kwong, and Ng, 2008). No 
research to date has contrasted the usefulness of different thinking styles in preventing 
escalation of commitment. On the one hand, the NPD literature shows that firms typi-
cally use structured and formal NPD processes (e.g., Barczak, Griffin, and Kahn, 2009; 
Calantone, Di Benedetto, and Schmidt, 1999; Cooper, 1994; Naveh, 2007) to evoke a 
rational thinking style based on argumentation and reasoning. Rationality is likely to 
prevent erroneous decision making because it is not that easily influenced by emotions and 
can follow strict decision rules that relate to NPD performance indicators and objectives 
(Dane and Pratt, 2007; Evans, 2008). On the other hand, findings from the psychology 
literature suggest that even when applying formal gate‐decision rules and urging the gate-
keeper to think rationally, rationality can still lead to incorrect decision making (Wong 
et al., 2008). The reason is that rationality may be incapable of dealing with decision 
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problems that are as complex and uncertain as front end gate decisions (Dijksterhuis and 
Nordgren, 2006; Kahneman and Klein, 2009). A large amount of conflicting, uncertain, 
and frequently changing information has to be taken into account and weighted simulta-
neously by gatekeepers at the front end gates (Kim and Wilemon, 2002; Zahay, Griffin, 
and Fredericks, 2004). Rational thinking could incorrectly handle such complexity and 
uncertainty, using closed minded reasoning and by drawing the attention away from new 
conflicting information (Dijksterhuis and Nordgren, 2006). More recent research has 
therefore emphasized the importance of using intuition in managerial decision making in 
general (e.g., Dane and Pratt, 2007; Gore and Sadler‐Smith, 2011) and in the front end 
of NPD in particular (e.g., Eling et al., 2015; Eling, Griffin, and Langerak, 2014). Also, 
in practice, companies have started using less formal NPD decision processes (Markham 
and Lee, 2013) to better deal with the uncertainty surrounding NPD projects. Unlike 
rationality, intuition has been argued to enable complex decision making by creating a 
holistic combination of large amounts of information through unconscious processing, 
and by adapting more easily to new incoming information (Dijksterhuis and Nordgren, 
2006; Sadler‐Smith and Shefy, 2004). Intuition may thus be better suited to prevent 
escalation of commitment early on in NPD. Contrarily, however, intuition has also been 
shown to be more affected by emotions (Wong, Yik, and Kwong, 2006) and more likely 
to lead to biased judgments (Kahneman, 2003), and could thus also increase escalation of 
commitment in NPD gate decision making.

To conclude, the findings from different research domains lead to contradicting argu-
ments about the role of rationality versus the role of intuition in preventing escalation of 
commitment. Unfortunately, research that contrasts the effects of using either rationality 
or intuition in NPD gatekeeping to prevent escalation of commitment is lacking. Such 
research is important though because the way information about the NPD project is 
processed by gatekeepers has been shown to impact the quality of evaluative decision 
making in especially the front end of NPD (Eling and Herstatt, 2017; Eling et al., 2015). 
The objective of this study is therefore to rectify the equivocality of findings from different 
research domains by uncovering which individual gatekeeper’s thinking style—rationality 
or intuition—best prevents escalation of commitment in the front end of NPD. 

To achieve this goal, our study builds on the research streams of escalation of commitment, 
thinking styles, and the front end of NPD. By combining insights from these three research 
streams, a unique two‐step gate decision study is built. The study was conducted with 184 
experienced NPD practitioners and used two complementary approaches: (i) a correlational 
approach based on the gatekeepers’ disposition toward a more rational or a more intuitive 
style of thinking and (ii) an experimental approach in which thinking styles by randomly 
assigning participants to either a rational or an intuitive condition are manipulated. 
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Our study contributes in a number of ways to the existing research streams on esca-
lation of commitment, thinking styles, and the front end of NPD. Most importantly, 
prior research that looked at the impact of thinking styles on escalation of commitment 
has only focused on dispositional rationality and failed to take intuition into account 
(Aloysius, 2003; Wong et al., 2008). Our research is the first to contrast dispositional 
and manipulated rationality with dispositional and manipulated intuition in studying the 
prevention of escalation of commitment. By doing so, this article responds to calls in the 
NPD literature for finding ways to minimize human error in front end decision making 
(Eling and Herstatt, 2017) and for research on the use of intuition in NPD in general and 
the front end in particular (Eling et al., 2014). Moreover, by focusing on gate decision 
making in the front end, before substantial investments in the NPD project have actually 
been made, a corroboration of the findings of a meta‐study that questions the existence 
of the so‐called “sunk costs” effect as primary determinant of escalation of commitment 
(Sleesman et al., 2012) is given. 

The remainder of this article is organized as follows. The next section provides the context 
and theoretical underpinning of our research, elaborating on why either thinking style—
rational or intuitive—might reduce escalation of commitment. Thereafter, an explanation 
of our methodology is presented, including a stepwise explanation of our experimental 
design, an outline of our measurements, and a description of our selection of the practi-
tioner sample. The results section provides support for rationality and against intuition 
as preferred thinking style to prevent escalation of commitment. Finally, the theoretical 
and practical implications as well as the limitations and suggestions for further research 
are discussed.

2.2 Theoretical Background

The majority of best practice firms use a Stage‐ Gate® type of development process (Barc-
zak et al., 2009), which implies a stepwise commitment of resources to the NPD project. 
At a predefined number of review points or “gates” a committee of selected gatekeepers 
with different functional backgrounds carefully evaluates the NPD project and decides 
whether additional resources will be allocated to the project or whether the NPD project 
will be stopped. Gatekeepers are typically experienced managers with authority over the 
organization’s resources (Cooper, 1994, 2008). Thus gatekeepers finance and oversee an 
NPD project, but are not involved in decisions about the project’s execution, which are 
taken by the project leader and the project team members.
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2.2.1 Onset of  Escalation of  Commitment

Escalation of commitment can have many different determinants (Sleesman et al., 2012; 
Sleesman, Lennard, McNamara, and Conlon, 2018). In NPD gatekeepers, escalation 
behavior can best be explained by the theories of (1) belief inertia distortion (Biyalogorsky, 
Boulding, and Staelin, 2006) and (2) self‐justification (Sleesman et al., 2012). A belief 
inertia distortion refers to gatekeepers’ prior beliefs and current beliefs about the potential 
of an NPD project (Biyalogorsky et al., 2006; Staw, 1981). Each NPD project starts with 
a promising idea because resources for the advancement of an idea are only committed 
to a project that has the potential to become successful (Koen et al., 2002). The initial 
positive belief weighs in heavily in the project’s re‐evaluation at a subsequent gate‐review 
point (Biyalogorsky et al., 2006). When new information about the project has become 
available (e.g., about technologies, markets, regulations, or competitors), the gatekeeper 
will inevitably check whether this information aligns with their initial belief. If the new 
information is negative, the gatekeeper experiences a dissonance between their initial posi-
tive belief and the new negative information and is tempted to distort or ignore conflicting 
new information (Biyalogorsky et al., 2006; Brockner, 1992; Polman and Russo, 2012). 
Such a positive belief about the initial investment decision of an NPD project can be 
formed by anyone in the organization and thus induce escalation of commitment, even 
in gatekeepers who have not been involved in the execution of the project or in decision 
making at the first gate (Biyalogorsky et al., 2006). Consequently, even replacing all the 
gatekeepers of a gate committee from one gate to the next does not sufficiently prevent 
escalation of commitment from occurring (Boulding, Morgan, and Staelin, 1997). 

Additionally, self‐justification can reinforce escalation of commitment in NPD gatekeep-
ers that stay on a committee from the beginning to end of an NPD project, and thus 
make repeated gate decisions on the same project (Brockner, 1992; Staw, 1981; Wong 
et al., 2006), as is common practice in the vast majority of firms (Cooper, 1994; Cooper 
and Edgett, 2012). This means the gatekeeper is unwilling to admit that an earlier gate 
decision they made was faulty and this is justified by continuing to allocate resources, 
and thus escalate their commitment to the NPD project. Self‐justification can be further 
reinforced by a feeling of responsibility for the decision and by being worried about their 
own reputation when admitting that a wrong decision has been made at a previous gate 
(Sleesman et al., 2012).

2.2.2 Escalation of  Commitment in the Front End

The earliest phase of the NPD process is often called the front end of NPD. The front 
end captures the idea and concept generation stages and decision gates before the actual 
development process starts (Kim and Wilemon, 2002; Reid and De Brentani, 2004). 
Although every company organizes the front end differently, two go/stop decision gates 
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can generally be distinguished (Cooper, 2008), the idea gate and the concept gate. At the 
idea gate a decision is made whether to allocate resources to the advancement of a new 
product idea (Eling, Griffin, and Langerak, 2016). At the concept gate a decision is made 
whether to actually develop the defined new product concept and to commit significant 
resources for its development (Kim and Wilemon, 2002), which marks the final gate of 
the front end and the beginning of the actual product development. 

The onset of gatekeeper escalation of commitment is expected to occur at the concept 
gate of the front end. As explained by Staw (1981), the occurrence of escalation of com-
mitment is preceded by at least one initial positive decision, in which the belief that the 
right path has been taken is created (see also, Biyalogorsky et al., 2006). If the NPD 
project reaches the concept gate, at least one previous “go” decision has been taken (e.g., 
at the idea gate). This sets the stage for escalation of commitment to occur. Additionally, 
one of the main initiators of escalation of commitment is project uncertainty (Brockner, 
1992; Sleesman et al., 2012). Uncertainty about a new project is highest in the front end 
compared to the subsequent stages in the NPD process (Kim and Wilemon, 2002; Van 
den Ende, Frederiksen, and Prencipe, 2015). Gatekeepers are highly unsure whether the 
early investments at the idea and concept gates will eventually pay off with a successful 
new product, and are thus even more likely than in later stages to ignore conflicting, but 
uncertain negative information. 

For this and for the following two reasons, the current study focuses on the prevention of 
escalation of commitment in the front end, i.e., at the concept gate. First, it is easier to 
eliminate escalation of commitment in the front end than in later NPD stages. Escalation of 
commitment is a reinforcing process as positive beliefs and the strength of self‐justification 
increase the further the project moves toward completion (Sleesman et al., 2012). Conse-
quently, it becomes more and more difficult to cancel a project with each enforcing decision. 

Second, failing NPD projects need to be stopped as early as possible, preferably already 
in the front end, because continuing a failing project in the development stage or beyond 
becomes very costly. The concept gate, which marks the transition of a project from the 
front end to the development phase, is regarded as one of the most crucial gates during 
NPD. This gate signifies the last opportunity of reflection upon the new project before 
actual development ensues, and investment of resources is exponentially ramped up (Coo-
per, Edgett, and Kleinschmidt, 2004; Khurana and Rosenthal, 1997). If not inhibited 
early, escalation of commitment to an NPD project in the front end can continue through 
the development stages until after new product launch, building up misguided resource 
investment with each subsequent stage of development (Kim and Wilemon, 2002).
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2.2.3 A Gatekeeper’s Thinking Style and Escalation of  Commitment

At each gate, gatekeepers need to make a definite decision whether to stop or continue 
the NPD project. This decision results from the gatekeeper’s thought process. During 
this process, gatekeepers can use a more rational thinking style or their intuition. Since 
escalation of commitment is a form of erroneous decision making, a gatekeeper’s thinking 
style stands at the base of its occurrence.

Rationality and intuition make up the core of dual processing theory, which explains 
cognition to consist of these two distinct components that shape decision making (Kah-
neman, 2003). Rationality entails slow, conscious, and analytical processing of specific 
information (Evans, 2008; Tversky and Kahneman, 1974). As absolute rationality is ham-
pered by the boundaries of human information processing and is impossible to reach by 
an individual, the terms “rational thinking” or “rationality” indicate a form of rationality 
by which a gatekeeper formulates arguments and reasons to support their gate decisions 
(Gigerenzer and Goldstein, 1996; Simon, 1955) are used. 

Intuition, in contrast, can be interpreted as a “gut feeling” or attitude whereby the 
gatekeeper is unable to verbalize the underlying reasoning (Dijksterhuis and Nordgren, 
2006; Shapiro and Spence, 1997), as the thought process leading up to the intuition is 
unconscious (Sadler‐Smith and Shefy, 2004; Shapiro and Spence, 1997). Thus, intuition 
is a signal from the unconscious to the conscious mind that provides the gatekeeper with 
an unsubstantiated attitude toward continuing or stopping the NPD project (Dijksterhuis 
and Nordgren, 2006; Eling et al., 2014). 

Although rationality and intuition are not opposites, the main focus lies with the funda-
mental difference between either thinking style’s effect on the occurrence of escalation of 
commitment in the front end of NPD, because prior literature provides multiple angles on 
how either rationality or intuition affect escalation of commitment of a gatekeeper. This 
difference can only be investigated by contrasting the individual effects of each style. When 
hypothesizing which thinking style better prevents escalation of commitment, arguments 
can be made for and against both rationality and intuition. To accurately compare and 
contrast both thinking styles, competing hypotheses that are detailed below are proposed 
and tested. Structuring our expectations into two opposing hypotheses enables us to sys-
tematically contrast and evaluate the existing equivocal theoretical and empirical evidence 
for and against using each thinking style (Armstrong, Brodie, and Parsons, 2001).

2.2.4 The Rational Gatekeeper versus the Intuitive Gatekeeper

Previous research shows that many biases are prevalent in intuitive thinking, e.g., loss 
aversion, endowment effect, and status quo bias, which can be overcome by rational think-
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ing (Evans, 2008; Kahneman, 2003; Kahneman, Knetsch, and Thaler, 1991; Nickerson, 
1998; Schwarz et al., 1991). Rational thinking is less sensitive to such biases and regarded 
as more objective, and is therefore often proposed as the preferred thinking style (Kahne-
man, 2003). In NPD, formalized and explicit decision processes are often favored because 
they promote objectivity and traceability of the decision process (Barczak et al., 2009). 

Gatekeepers applying a rational thinking style, consciously and carefully weigh each piece 
of information and explicitly reason about their gate decisions (Evans, 2008; Kahneman 
and Klein, 2009). They know which arguments their decisions are based on and are, there-
fore, better able to build an objective argumentation. Thus when being rational, gatekeep-
ers are aware of their decision process and can control it (Epstein, Pacini, Denes‐Raj, and 
Heier, 1996; Evans, 2008). This is a clear advantage over intuitive thought, which is an 
unconscious process that is more difficult to control and explain (Eling et al., 2014). In an 
ambiguous context such as the front end of NPD, rational thinking could therefore make it 
easier to identify and reject fruitless NPD projects, preventing escalation of commitment. 

Gatekeepers who think rationally always follow certain argumentation and decision rules 
(Evans, 2008; Kahneman, 2003). The NPD process, including the front end, is often 
pervaded by decision rules that relate to performance indicators and targets that a rational 
gatekeeper strives to stay in line with (Hart, Hultink, Tzokas, and Commandeur, 2003). 
A rational gatekeeper can follow these rules without deviation, reducing error in the 
gate‐decision process. Intuition, in contrast, cannot be properly guided by these decision 
rules because of its unconscious nature (Dijksterhuis and Nordgren, 2006). An intuitive 
gatekeeper would thus have difficulty justifying their judgment as it is seemingly unguided 
and could lead to escalation of commitment without realizing it. 

When decision makers adopt a rational thinking style, they are also less likely to be influ-
enced by their emotions (Dane and Pratt, 2007; Epstein et al., 1996). Research has shown 
that emotions significantly impact our thought process (Loewenstein and Lerner, 2003) 
and several emotions have been identified as antecedents of escalation of commitment 
(Harvey and Victoravich, 2009; Sleesman et al., 2012; Wong et al., 2006). In particular, 
basic emotions such as anger and anxiety (Tsai and Young, 2010), but also higher level 
emotions such as regret (Ku, 2008; Wong and Kwong, 2007) and optimistic overconfi-
dence (Åstebro, Jeffrey, and Adomdza, 2007; Markovitch, Steckel, Michaut, Philip, and 
Tracy, 2015), increase the decision maker’s tendency to escalate their commitment. Since 
a rational gatekeeper is better able to separate emotion from judgment compared to an 
intuitive gatekeeper, it can thus be argued that gatekeepers adopting a rational thinking 
style are less likely to escalate their commitment in the front end of NPD. Together these 
arguments suggest that:
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H1:  Gatekeepers who adopt a rational thinking style when making gate deci-
sions in the front end of NPD show less escalation of commitment than 
those who adopt an intuitive thinking style.

However, the literature also provides arguments that adopting an intuitive thinking style 
may be more effective than adopting a rational thinking style when making gate decisions 
in the front end. Several studies provide evidence that the unconscious mind is superior at 
solving complex decision tasks (Dane and Pratt, 2007; Dijksterhuis and Nordgren, 2006; 
Sadler‐Smith and Shefy, 2004) similar to the ones encountered by gatekeepers in the front 
end. There are several reasons for this. 

First, proponents of intuitive thinking argue that intuition is a more reliable decision 
style in situations of uncertainty, such as the front end of NPD, because intuition is 
better capable of adapting to new information (Dijksterhuis and Nordgren, 2006; Evans, 
2008). Intuition enables the gatekeeper to be open to new incoming information that 
signals project failure, which may prevent escalation of commitment. Contrarily, rational-
ity is said to strengthen the gatekeeper’s conscious beliefs about their decisions, which 
increases the tendency to search for supportive explanations (Wong et al., 2008). This type 
of explicit reasoning can lead to confirmation bias, causing the gatekeeper to primarily 
consider information in further decision making which is in alignment with initial beliefs 
(Nickerson, 1998). This causes the gatekeeper to commit strongly to projects that were 
positively evaluated earlier on in the NPD process. Indeed, Wong et al. (2008) found that 
a predisposition toward rationality leads to increased escalation of commitment. 

Second, intuitive thinking is not constrained by the capacity of our working memory 
(Dijksterhuis and Nordgren, 2006). This means that intuitive gatekeepers are better 
able to incorporate the large amounts of information that are relevant for the decision 
problem at hand into a holistic perspective on the gate decision problem. This also allows 
them to create broader spanning associations and matching complex patterns (Dane and 
Pratt, 2009; Evans, 2008; Sadler‐Smith and Shefy, 2004), leading to a more insightful 
understanding of the complex gate decision problem and thus to improved gate decision 
making (Eling et al., 2014). 

Third, intuitive thinking has a tendency to naturally weigh the importance of different 
factors during complex tasks while maintaining a holistic approach to information gather-
ing (Dijksterhuis and Nordgren, 2006). An intuitive gatekeeper is therefore also expected 
to unconsciously weigh the value of different pieces of information more accurately. A 
gatekeeper’s intuition could guide them by automatically weighing and adjusting for 
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conflicting information which could help prevent escalation of commitment. Together 
these arguments lead us to formulate the competing hypothesis:

H2:  Gatekeepers who adopt an intuitive thinking style when making gate deci-
sions in the front end of NPD show less escalation of commitment than 
those who adopt a rational thinking style.

To summarize, there are compelling arguments to believe that either a rational or an 
intuitive thinking style is more effective at combatting escalation of commitment in the 
front end. To determine which thinking style best prevents escalation of commitment the 
dispositional thinking styles of NPD decision makers measured by the Rational Experi-
ential Inventory (REI) used and a randomized experiment was conducted in which the 
thinking style of a gatekeeper practitioner sample was manipulated.

2.3 Methodology

An experiment was used to test our hypotheses. An experiment provides a controlled 
environment to establish non‐spuriousness, by randomly dividing participants across 
conditions. Using an experimental design it was possible to establish causality between 
the thinking styles and escalation of commitment. Figure 2.1 provides a stylized overview 
of the research design.

Figure 2.1 Diagram of the Experimental Design 

 
 

Figure 2.1 Diagram of  the Experimental Design 

The experiment was centered on the development of a new hybrid jet‐engine in the 
aviation industry (see Appendix I). Using such a niche industry in the experimental 
setup ensured that possible confounding effects of industry‐specific knowledge were a 
priori suppressed (Lam, 2000). The participants were confronted with fictitious reports 
of the hybrid jet‐engine project at the idea and concept gates in the front end of NPD, 
respectively. The reports were designed in such a way that escalation of commitment was 
induced (see detailed descriptions below).
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2.3.1 Sampling Method

As best practice firms use cross‐functional front end gate committee compositions (Barczak 
et al., 2009; Cooper, 2008; Schmidt, Sarangee, and Montoya, 2009), participants were 
drawn from diverse functional areas, such as R&D, design, marketing, sales & purchasing, 
manufacturing, and strategy when selecting the sampling frame. Although NPD project 
evaluations are known to be made by a committee of gatekeepers, our experiment was 
conducted at the individual gatekeeper level. The rationale is that decisive judgments are 
first made by individuals (Eling et al., 2015; Kahn, Barczak, and Moss, 2006). The members 
of the review committee must first fully understand and commit on an individual level to a 
decision before entering the committee discussion (Amason, 1996). Therefore, studying the 
effect of thinking styles at individual gatekeeper level is an important first necessary step in 
understanding the role of thinking styles in gate decision making. It is nevertheless acknowl-
edged that the nature of group decision making in gate committees might result in more 
complex dynamics than can be observed in our individual‐level gate decision experiment.

Gate decision making relies on problem solving through knowledge and learning (Goffin 
and Koners, 2011). In practice such decisions are therefore often taken by experienced 
gatekeepers (Cooper, 1999). As expert decision making differs from novice decision mak-
ing (Dane, Rockmann, and Pratt, 2012; Dew, Read, Sarasvathy, and Wiltbank, 2009; 
Staats, KC, and Gino, 2017), experienced participants were required. To ensure the avail-
ability of procedural NPD gate decision making knowledge (Grant, 1996; Kyriakopoulos 
and de Ruyter, 2004) in participants, they were asked whether they are professionally 
involved in NPD decision making and by excluding all respondents from the experiment 
that answered “no” to this screener question. 

Not only such procedural NPD knowledge impacts gate decision making, but also con-
text‐specific technical knowledge can influence gatekeeper decision making (Grant, 1996; 
Kyriakopoulos and de Ruyter, 2004; Olivera, 2000). Since our interest is in gate decision 
making by gatekeeper experts, irrespective of context, a niche industry was chosen, namely 
the aviation industry, in order to dampen any context effects that could occur in our sam-
pling procedure. Careful design and pretests of the materials (as described below) ensured 
that missing context knowledge of participants did not impede expert gate decision making. 

The participants were recruited in collaboration with Survey Sampling International 
(SSI), a company specialized in survey sampling and data collection solutions. In ad-
dition, participants were recruited through email and telephone and at seminars of the 
Dutch Product Development & Management Association (PDMA). Together these ef-
forts resulted in 184 valid responses (120 and 64 from each source, respectively). The 
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comparative analyses did not show any significant differences between both subsamples. 
Descriptive sample statistics are shown in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1 Data Sample Descriptive Statistics.

N Range Mean S.D.

Age (in years) 184 19 - 67 41 13

Expertise (in years) 184 0 - 40 11 9

Functional Background

R&D 43
Design 17
Marketing 21
Sales 30
Purchasing 7
Manufacturing 12
Strategy 31
Other 23

Educational Background

Less than High School 3
High School 27
Bachelor’s Degree 57
Master’s Degree 80
PhD Degree 12
Other 5

Gender

Male 138
Female 46

2.3.2 Set-up and Materials

The participants received an invitation and link to the experiment by e‐mail. After a gen-
eral introduction to the experiment and an indication of the estimated completion time 
participants were instructed to envision they were a member of a gate review committee of 
a high‐tech aviation company. In their role as gatekeepers, participants were first given the 
idea gate development report of the new hybrid jet engine. They were instructed to review 
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the information in the report in four minutes time.3 Afterwards the participants were taken 
to the instructed to make their idea gate decision (either Go or Stop). After making this deci-
sion, participants were asked to indicate how certain they were of the decision that they had 
just made on a scale from 0 to 100 percent. Participants who made a Stop decision at the idea 
gate were redirected to the control questions without participating further in the experiment. 

The participants who took a Go decision at the idea gate continued to the next step in the 
experiment, in which they received the concept gate development report. Again, participants 
received four minutes to review the information contained in the report.3 After reviewing 
the concept, gate development report participants were randomly assigned to either of three 
conditions: dispositional, rational, or intuitive. In the dispositional condition, participants 
were asked to take an immediate concept gate decision. In the rational and intuitive condi-
tion, first the thinking styles of the participants were manipulated using well‐validated 
manipulation methods (Dijksterhuis, 2004; Dijksterhuis, Bos, Nordgren, and van Baaren, 
2006) and afterward participants were asked to make their concept gate decision. Details 
on the conditions are presented below. After making the concept gate decision, the partici-
pants from all conditions were again asked to indicate their decision certainty. Hereafter 
participants were asked a number of control questions including NPD experience and socio 
demographics. The experiment was administered online using Qualtrics software.

2.3.3 Measuring Dispositional Thinking Style

Although each individual has the ability to naturally cross back and forth between differ-
ent thinking styles, each person has an innate tendency to rely more on either rationality 
or intuition (Epstein et al., 1996; Stanovich and West, 2000). In other words, everyone 
has their own dispositional thinking style. In the dispositional condition, the thinking 
style of participants was not manipulated. Instead, participants were instructed to make 
the gate decision immediately after reviewing the development report at the concept gate, 
thus following their dispositional thinking style.

To measure the dispositional thinking style of all participants they were asked to fill in 
the short version of the Rational Experiential Inventory (REI‐10; see Tables 2.2 and 2.3) 
just before viewing the concept gate development report. The REI‐10 is a well‐validated 
scale that measures both rationality as well as intuition (Dane and Pratt, 2009; Epstein et 

3   Time restrictions were used in the experiment to reduce the chance that participants get distracted 
and perform other tasks and only return to the experiment at a later point in time. The reading time 
for both reports was restricted to the same period of four minutes to ensure that participants only 
read the report without actively processing the information provided. Additionally, information 
processing should only occur after the reading of the report. The 4-minute time interval approxi-
mated the average reading time in pretesting plus one standard deviation.
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al., 1996; Hodgkinson and Sadler‐Smith, 2003). It includes five rationality items and five 
intuition items. To accommodate for the NPD context, the wording of the REI‐10 items 
was adjusted. Each item is measured on a 7‐point scale ranging from “completely disagree” 
to “completely agree.” To assess the psychometric properties of the scale, reliability coef-
ficients were computed and a factor analysis was performed. Two of the five items from 
the rationality scale were dropped due to low/negative correlation with the other items 
on the scale (updated rationality Cronbach’s α = .75, intuition Cronbach’s α = .87) after 
which a two‐factor solution (eigenvalues of 2.796 and 1.656 and variances explained .350 
and .557) well fitted the data (see Table 2.3). Based on this evidence, the rationality and 
intuition scales were formed using the corresponding factor scores. 

Table 2.2 Descriptive Statistics for Context Specific REI scale factors of  the Dispositional Condition.

N Mean S.D. Cronbach’s α
Rationality 3 4.32 1.19 0.75

Intuition 5 4.67 1.05 0.87

All items are measured on a 7-point Likert scale anchored from “Completely Disagree” to “Completely 
Agree”.
Low correlation items removed.

Table 2.3 REI factors after Varimax rotation.

Denomination 
of Factors

Components Factor 
Loadings

Degree of 
Communality

1 2

Rationality I don’t enjoy thinking a lot when making gate 
decisions.

-0.159 0.761 0.605

I try to avoid thinking in-depth when making 
gate decisions.a,r

-0.165 0.695 0.510

Thinking hard and for a long time when making 
gate decisions gives me little satisfaction.a,r

-0.218 0.593 0.400

Intuition I trust my initial feelings while making gate 
decisions.b

0.746 -0.207 0.6

I believe in trusting my hunches when it comes 
to making gate decisions.b

0.798 -0.281 0.716

My initial impressions are almost always right 
when making gate decisions.b

0.704 0.503

When it comes to making gate decisions, I can 
usually rely on my “gut feelings”.b

0.677 -0.297 0.546
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Table 2.3 REI factors after Varimax rotation. (continued)

Denomination 
of Factors

Components Factor 
Loadings

Degree of 
Communality

I can usually feel what is right or wrong in 
making gate decisions, even if I can’t explain 
how I know.b

0.741 -0.157 0.574

Eigenvalues 2.796 1.656

Variance 
Explained

0.350 0.557

aRationality items, 
bIntuition items,
rReversed coded items

2.3.4 Manipulating Thinking Styles

Because of our interest in the effect of each individual thinking style on escalation of com-
mitment, both thinking styles were compartmentalized as separate manipulations. This 
enables us to show how each thinking style individually influences gatekeeper escalation 
of commitment. In the rational and intuition conditions participants were respectively 
induced to adopt a rational or intuitive thinking style. The thinking style of these partici-
pants was manipulated using a well‐validated and widely used procedure by Dijksterhuis 
(2004) and Dijksterhuis and Nordgren (2006), including the time interval to implement 
the manipulation.

To induce a rational thinking style participants were instructed to “think carefully” for 
three minutes after reviewing the concept gate development report and before making 
the concept gate decision, leading participants to consciously think about the informa-
tion provided to them. To induce an intuitive thinking style, participants were shown a 
word puzzle after reviewing the concept gate development report, and were instructed 
to find as many words as they could in three minutes. Having to focus on a word puzzle 
distracts the participant from consciously thinking about the development report (Strick 
et al., 2011). The premise here is that the participant will continue to process the report’s 
information unconsciously, eventually leading to a strong intuitive decision (Dijksterhuis 
and Nordgren, 2006).

2.3.5 Inducing and Measuring Escalation of  Commitment

To induce and measure escalation of commitment, two development reports were created 
and used based on the two consecutive front end decision gates: the idea gate and the 
concept gate. The reports were designed and pretested in such a way that the objectively 
correct decisions are a Go at the idea gate, and a Stop at the concept gate. To achieve this 
design, the report at the idea gate consisted almost only of positive information about the 
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hybrid jet‐engine project and the financial information presented was such that the net 
present value of the project was positive. This was done in order to let participants form 
positive beliefs about the hybrid jet‐engine idea, to nudge them to make a Go decision, 
and to invoke a feeling of responsibility and commitment toward the project, which is 
necessary for escalation of commitment to occur (Biyalogorsky et al., 2006; Sleesman 
et al., 2012). Conversely, the development report at the concept gate presented merely 
negative information including a negative net present value, so that, objectively, a Stop 
decision was the correct gate decision. In view of objective Go/Stop decisions at the idea 
versus the concept gates, and the response pattern in the pretests (see details below), subse-
quent Go decisions taken at both the idea and the concept gates are considered escalation 
of commitment.

2.3.6 Material Design and Pretesting

The development reports were created using key gate evaluation criteria from the literature 
(Hart et al., 2003) and seven interviews with NPD professionals from different industries 
to ensure that the reports were realistic, albeit understandable for professionals who are 
not from the aviation industry. In creating the reports it was also ensured that the type of 
information provided was realistic for a front end setting (Kim and Wilemon, 2002) by 
including a balance of objective information, such as financial information, and subjective 
information, such as the general assessments of senior management and different func-
tions involved in the project. In addition, the financial and other numerical information 
was provided as intervals instead of specific numbers reflecting the uncertainty of the 
numbers. Intervals at the concept gate were smaller than or equal to those for the idea gate 
as uncertainty is typically reduced along the NPD trajectory. 

The gate reports and reading times were independently pretested with 21 gatekeepers 
from different companies. To test for the intended objective decision pattern (i.e., Go at 
the idea gate and Stop at the concept gate) in order to induce and measure escalation of 
commitment, each pretest participant saw and made a decision for only one of the two 
reports. For the idea gate report, 10 out of 10 (100%) gatekeepers made a Go decision 
after reviewing the development report. In the pre‐test of the concept gate report, 10 out 
of 11 (90.9%) gatekeepers made a Stop decision after reviewing the development report. 

2.4 Results

2.4.1 Dispositional Thinking Styles and Escalation of  Commitment

The correlational analysis of dispositional thinking style and escalation of commitment 
gives us the opportunity to identify whether gatekeepers who have an innate tendency to-
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ward rationality or intuition escalate their commitment less. Here only the participants in 
the dispositional condition were used whose decision‐making style was not manipulated. 
Within this group, 67 out of 79 participants (84.8%) who made a Go decision at the idea 
gate also made a Go decision at the concept gate. To test the correlation with dispositional 
thinking style, a logistic regression was conducted using escalation of commitment to the 
project (Go decision = 1 / Stop decision = 0, at the concept gate) as the dependent variable 
and the REI as explanatory variables. Results of these analyses are shown in Table 2.4. 

Table 2.4 Results of  Logistic Regression for escalation of  commitment and dispositional think-
ing styles.

DV = Escalation 
of Commitment

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

β S.E. p-Value β S.E. p-Value β S.E. p-Value
(intercept) 2.38 0.49 < 0.001** 1.93 0.36 <0.001** 2.56 0.52 <0.001**
Rationality -1.58 0.49 0.001** -1.64 0.50 0.001**
Intuition 0.70 0.33 0.034* 0.75 0.37 0.042*
AIC 56.98 66.56 54.24

Significance: *0.05, **0.001

Model 1 and 2 include rational and intuitive dispositions, respectively. Model 1 shows 
that the higher the decision maker scores on rational thinking style, the less likely they 
escalate their commitment (β = −1.58, SE = .49, p = .001). Conversely, Model 2 shows 
that the higher the decision maker scores on intuitive thinking style, the more likely they 
escalate their commitment (β = .70, SE = .33, p = .034). In Model 3, where both rational-
ity and intuition are included, both the positive effect of intuition (β = .75, SE = .37, p = 
.042) and the negative effect of rationality (β = −1.64, SE = .50, p = .001) on escalation 
of commitment remain significant. This provides empirical support for H1—decision 
makers who naturally adopt a more rational thinking style are less prone to escalate their 
commitment to an ongoing development project. 

2.4.2 Manipulated Thinking Styles and Escalation of  Commitment

To test whether there is a causal effect of thinking style on escalation of commitment a 
comparison is made between the rational and intuitive conditions in our randomized 
experiment. Within the rational condition, 27 out of 36 participants (75.0%) who made 
a Go decision at the idea gate, also made a Go decision at the concept gate (see Table 
2.5). In the intuition condition this was 39 out of 41 participants (95.1%). A two‐sample 
independent t‐test shows that (see Table 2.6 and Figure 2.2) escalation of commitment is 
significantly (t = 2.49, df = 49.76, p = .02) less likely to occur in the rational condition 
(M = .75) than in the intuition condition (M = .95). This means that, conditional on 
committing to the project at the idea gate, intuitive decision makers are more likely to 
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give a Go decision at the concept gate even though the project at the concept gate should 
be stopped. Thus, adopting an intuitive thinking style increases the risk of escalation of 
commitment compared to adopting a rational thinking style. These results again provide 
empirical support for H1 and are in line with our findings based on the correlational 
association between dispositional thinking styles and escalation of commitment. Interest-
ingly though, escalation of commitment is prevalent across conditions, emphasizing the 
fact that breaking free from escalation of commitment is difficult for gatekeepers. 

Figure 2.2 Bar chart of Escalation of Commitment from both manipulated thinking style conditions. 

 
 Figure 2.2 Bar chart of  Escalation of  Commitment from both manipulated thinking style condi-

tions. 

Table 2.5 Descriptive statistics for escalation of  commitment by thinking style.

Escalation of Commitment

Thinking Style M S.D. N

Rationality 0.75 0.44 36

Intuition 0.95 0.22 41

Dispositional 0.85 0.36 79

Table 2.6 Results of  t-test for escalation of  commitment by thinking style.

Intuition Rationality Dispositional

95% CI for 
Mean Dif. t df

95% CI for 
Mean Dif. t df

95% CI for 
Mean Dif. t df

Intuition 0.04, 0.36 2.49* 49.76 -0.00, 0.21 1.95 115.21

Rationality 0.04, 0.36 2.49* 49.76 -0.27, 0.07 -1.17 57.46

Dispositional -0.00, 0.21 1.95 115.21 -0.27, 0.07 -1.17 57.46

*p < .05
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2.4.3 Validity Checks

A strong positive belief about one’s decision at the start of the project is necessary for 
escalation of commitment to occur (Biyalogorsky et al., 2006). To check whether this 
positive belief was actually present, all participants were asked how certain they were of 
their decisions at the idea and concept gates. The results show that the participants who 
made a Go decision at the idea gate were certain of their decision (M = 64.20 on a scale of 
0–100 percent, SD = 16.68). The participants who made a Stop decision at the idea gate 
were significantly less certain of their gate decision (M = 45.89) than those who made a 
Go decision (t = 4.57, df = 34.07, p < .001, 95% CI for mean difference 10.16–26.45). 
This indicates that a strong positive belief about one’s Go decision at the idea gate was 
present. This result also indicates that the high success potential of the project indicated 
by the development report at the idea gate was properly conveyed. 

A strong belief of having made the right decision after the concept gate verifies that the 
participants’ decisions were genuine and not induced by doubt. When comparing the 
participants who made a Stop decision at the concept gate with the participants who 
made a Go decision at the concept gate, and thus escalated their commitment, both are 
equally certain of their gate decision (t = −.08, df = 1.22, p = .95, 95% CI for mean 
difference −173.71–170.49). Furthermore, the results show that, at the concept gate, all 
participants (across the three conditions and whether they made a Go or a Stop decision) 
had moderately high certainty (M = 61.8) in their decision. In other words, participants 
who escalated their commitment were equally convinced that they made the right gate 
decision as participants who did not escalate their commitment, validating our escalation 
of commitment measure.

2.5 Discussion

This research finds that rational gatekeepers are significantly less likely to escalate their 
commitment than intuitive gatekeepers at the final gate of the front end of NPD. This 
finding holds both in the correlational analysis of dispositional thinking styles as well as in 
the randomized causal experiment in which gatekeepers’ thinking styles were manipulated, 
which strengthens the validity of our findings. It is consistently found that the advantages 
of using a conscious, rational thinking style outweigh the disadvantages. This supports 
the general notion in NPD to apply formal processes and explicit rules in gate decision 
making (Barczak et al., 2009; Cooper, 1994), also in the front end (Eling et al., 2016; 
Kock, Heising, and Gemünden, 2015; Markham, 2013). The explanation of our finding 
is that rational thinking allows for more systematic reasoning and puts the emphasis on 
the right information during gate decision making (Evans, 2008; Kahneman and Klein, 
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2009). Being aware of the decision process, being able to follow decision rules that relate 
to gate criteria, and being in control of one’s own emotions toward the project, thus also 
help reduce the likelihood of gatekeepers getting wrongly committed (Dane and Pratt, 
2007; Dijksterhuis and Nordgren, 2006; Epstein et al., 1996). 

Conversely, the advantages of intuitive decision making are not that useful in preventing 
escalation of commitment at the final gate of the front end of NPD. An explanation could 
be that, despite the higher capacity and natural information weighing processes of the 
unconscious (Dijksterhuis and Nordgren, 2006; Eling et al., 2014), intuitive gatekeepers 
are unable to emotionally detach themselves from the project. Negative emotions such 
as anticipated regret and fear of decision consequences can lead to wrongful weighing 
of information and, consequently, poor decision making (Ku, 2008; Wong and Kwong, 
2007). Another reason why intuition might lead to more escalation of commitment of 
gatekeepers is their optimistic overconfidence in past decisions, which might persist even 
when new negative information becomes available (Kahneman and Klein, 2009). Previous 
research has indeed shown that decision maker overconfidence is likely to lead to escala-
tion of commitment (Åstebro et al., 2007; Markovitch et al., 2015). 

Although our study unambiguously provides evidence that rationality significantly out-
performs intuition in preventing escalation of commitment, the experimental results show 
that even rational gatekeepers display escalation of commitment. This is in line with earlier 
research that found dispositional rationality to be related to escalation of commitment, 
without contrasting rationality with intuition though (Wong et al., 2008). Although the 
high percentage of rational gatekeepers also escalating their commitment is related to 
our experimental setup, which had the clear goal to induce escalation of commitment, 
there also might be an additional explanation for this finding. Prior research has come 
to conflicting conclusions about whether formalization practices at the NPD process 
level improve NPD success (Barczak et al., 2009; Evanschitzky, Eisend, Calantone, and 
Jiang, 2012) or whether such practices lead to too much rigidity (Sethi and Iqbal, 2008). 
Likewise, there may be a fine line between useful, practical rationality in gate decision 
making and too rigid rational processes. The right balance probably is industry or project 
specific, or dependent upon organizational or individual gatekeeper characteristics. For 
example, prior research has shown that product innovativeness is a driver of gatekeeper 
commitment (Schmidt and Calantone, 2002), which could also moderate the relationship 
between rationality and escalation of commitment (Eling et al., 2014). Moreover, factors 
of organizational culture, such as acceptance of failure (Sarangee et al., 2014) and creative 
encouragement (Kock et al., 2015) or willingness of individual gatekeepers to take risks 
(Tversky and Kahneman, 1974), could impact the usefulness of rational gate decision 
making. 
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Finally, the finding that escalation already occurs in the very front end of the NPD process 
shows that the common premise that a significant amount of capital needs to have been 
invested in an NPD project in order for escalation of commitment to occur, does not hold 
(Garland, 1990). Even before significant investments are made, gatekeepers can become 
wrongfully committed to an NPD project, most likely as a result of self‐justification or 
project uncertainty (Brockner, 1992).

2.5.1 Theoretical Implications

Our findings contribute to existing research on the front end of NPD, on escalation of 
commitment, and on thinking styles in several ways. First and most importantly, this study 
contributes to the general escalation and thinking style literatures by contrasting rational-
ity with intuition, and thus making the explicit connection to dual‐processing theory 
(Evans, 2008). Prior research that solely focused on self‐reported dispositional rationality 
(Wong et al., 2008) or indirect measurement of rationality through negative affect (Wong 
et al., 2006), shows that rationality elicits escalation of commitment, but failed to contrast 
the effects of rationality with intuitive thinking (Aloysius, 2003; Wong et al., 2008). Our 
study adds to this research by directly comparing rationality with intuition, both from 
a dispositional perspective as well as a behavioral perspective. However, to be able to 
draw more general conclusions on the contrasting effect of rationality and intuition in 
preventing escalation of commitment, future research in other escalation situations than 
front end gate decisions is required. 

Second, in contribution to the NPD literature, our study not only responds to a call for 
research on how to reduce error in front end decision making (Eling and Herstatt, 2017; 
Hauser, Tellis, and Griffin, 2006), but also resolves conflicting findings from different 
research domains that indicate that either a rational or an intuitive thinking style may 
best prevent escalation of commitment in gate decision making (Eling et al., 2014; Wong 
et al., 2008). Our study provides both correlational and causal evidence that adopting a 
rational thinking style is better to combat erroneous decision making at the last front end 
gate than intuition. This finding supports the general notion in NPD to apply formal 
processes and explicit rules in gate decision making (Barczak et al., 2009; Cooper, 1994), 
also in the front end (Eling et al., 2016; Kock et al., 2015; Markham, 2013). However, 
since also rational gatekeepers still escalate their commitment, future research is needed 
to investigate which project, process, or organizational conditions (Eling et al., 2014; 
Sarangee et al., 2014) strengthen or weaken the effect of thinking style on escalation. 

Third, our study responds to a call for further research on the use of intuition in general 
NPD and in the front end particularly (Eling et al., 2014). To date, research on using 
different thinking styles in NPD has primarily focused on the combination of intuition 
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and rationality (Dayan and Di Benedetto, 2011; Eling et al., 2015) instead of contrasting 
the effects of using either style, which our study does. Since in contrast to our finding that 
rational thinking is preferred for front end gate decision making, intuition may perhaps be 
more beneficial for making other front end or NPD decisions (Eling et al., 2014) future 
research should develop a more finegrained understanding of which decisions during 
execution of the project or at review gates benefit more from a rational thinking style, and 
which decisions more from an intuitive style. 

Finally, this study clearly shows that gatekeepers are already susceptible to escalation of 
commitment in the front end of NPD, before substantial investments in the NPD project 
have been made. This proves that the occurrence of escalation of commitment in NPD is 
not only related to the so‐ called sunk‐costs effect (Sleesman et al., 2012), but may have 
other causes that transcend gatekeepers’ decision‐making style at the final gate of the front 
end of NPD.

2.5.2 Managerial Implications

Our study shows that individual gatekeepers using a rational thinking style in making 
front end NPD gate decisions show significantly less escalation of commitment to the 
project than gatekeepers using an intuitive style. To reduce the likelihood of escalation to 
NPD projects to occur at the last front end gate, gatekeepers thus better think rationally 
when making gate decisions and subsequently discussing their decision with other mem-
bers of the gate committee. To achieve this rationality, firms can select gatekeepers with a 
disposition toward rationality, and/or train them in using a rational style. 

For selection purposes firms could include a rational disposition as a qualification for 
hiring or allocating particular candidates as gatekeepers to the gate review committee. This 
makes sense because a disposition toward rationality correlates with decreased escalation. 
Selection can take place, for example, by creating and using a task aptitude test based on 
the REI measure. Although targeting individuals with a rational disposition for gatekeeper 
positions through such a test could reduce the threat of escalation of commitment, it 
is important to note that individuals rarely function solely as gatekeeper and that they 
might need skilled intuition to proficiently perform other tasks in the NPD process. This 
should be kept in mind before using the task aptitude test for other than gate decision 
making‐related purposes.

Where training is concerned our randomized experiment has shown that externally 
induced rationality also reduces the risk of escalation of commitment in individual gate-
keeper decision making. Therefore, organizations could reinforce rationality at the final 
front end gate through gate decision making guidelines and gatekeeper rules of order. For 
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example, as the experiment has shown, it can help give individual gatekeepers enough 
time during their decision process and the instruction to carefully think about whether 
or not to continue the NPD project at hand. Also listing pros and cons and discussing 
them with the other members of the gate committee could be a fruitful exercise to increase 
rationality. The individual gatekeepers could be invited to explicate their gate decision via 
rational argumentations that can be evaluated independently by external experts also at-
tending the gate meeting. To further aid rationality, organizations could establish a list of 
standard gate criteria and use scorecards or thresholds per criterion that need to be met by 
every NPD project to pass the gate. This would make gatekeepers less vulnerable to biases. 
Finally, rationality could be increased by offering gatekeepers ex‐ante training in using 
more rational decision making. Although the ability to train people to be more rational in 
any context needs to be further investigated, rational decision making in a context such 
as the front end can be trained by learning how to use decision‐making templates such 
as milestone templates and progress charts (Kahneman, 2003; Sadler‐Smith and Burke, 
2009). 

2.5.3 Limitations and Future Research

As with all research this study also has limitations that should be considered when in-
terpreting the results. These limitations simultaneously provide additional opportunities 
for future research. First, in our study the group setting of gate committees was set aside 
and instead individual gatekeeper decision behavior is focused on. Following up on our 
study, a possible research avenue can be combining intuitive and rational agents in an 
experimental gate committee group setting to see if our individual‐level results hold, and 
whether novel insights can be gained. 

Second, our study manipulated the thinking style after the gatekeeper has taken in the 
information contained in the reports presented at the idea and concept gates. This was 
in order to be able to discern the effect of information processing on actual decision 
making from information intake. One could argue though that thinking style not only 
affects information processing, but also information intake. This complexity was not taken 
into account by our study, but would be worth exploring in future research. A follow‐up 
study could manipulate thinking style before taking in the information contained in the 
development reports and contrast the findings with ours. 

Third, when pretesting the gate reports the focus was to keep visual cues limited, and to 
carefully balance (objective) numerical and (subjective) textual information. Visual cues, 
such as graphs, tables, bold italic text are known to trigger intuitive processing, while 
cues such as numeric information trigger rational processing (see Kahneman, 2002). The 
presence of visual cues was limited to textual cues about whether particular sections of 
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the concept gate report showed new information or not. This made sure that information 
intake was not favored by either a rational or intuitive thinking style. Whether and how 
this has possibly affected our outcomes is unclear, but as gate reports in practice often 
include visuals, future research could identify the best way to present information in order 
to induce a rational thinking style. An example of this could be contrasting the effects 
on gatekeeper decision making of visually rich development reports with visually poor 
development reports. 

Fourth, it remains difficult to uncover what pieces of information within the idea and 
concept gate reports actually elicited escalation of commitment. Staw (1981) discusses 
several underlying mechanisms that could potentially be driving escalation of commit-
ment such as motivation to justify previous decisions, norms for consistency, perceived 
probability, and value of future outcomes. Although our gate reports were carefully crafted 
and pretested, these underlying mechanisms have not been subject to thorough investiga-
tion, let alone translated to the specifics of gate reports in an NPD setting. It would be 
interesting to uncover which indicators in our gate reports acted as triggers for escalation 
of commitment by manipulating these mechanisms (e.g., norms for consistency) in differ-
ent experimental groups. 

Fifth, escalation of commitment is characterized by making a continuation decision while 
a stop decision is warranted. However in both literature and practice it often remains 
unclear when escalation of commitment is actually escalation or appropriately allocated 
commitment (Wong and Kwong, 2017). Especially in the front end of NPD it often is, 
even in hindsight, difficult to differentiate between the wrong and right type of com-
mitment. Therefore, this study opted to also use an objective measure of escalation of 
commitment using the expected present value of the project along with in‐depth scenario 
pretesting using experienced practitioners. Although the use of such an objective factor al-
leviates some of the insecurities, future research could use and compare different measures 
of escalation of commitment. 

Last, this study investigated escalation of commitment at the project level. Organiza-
tions can however also learn from projects that fail in terms of objective measures, yet are 
continued to accrue important market, regulatory, and/or technological knowledge for 
other projects in the same NPD program (Baum and Dahlin, 2007; Deichmann and van 
den End, 2013; Drummond, 2014). Future research could take a program perspective to 
investigate this possible tension between learning from failures and escalation of commit-
ment.
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Abstract

To gauge market interest, a new product is often preannounced by firms before its 
launch. More recently, firms have started making their new products available for 
preordering and crowdfunding not only to gauge market interest, but also to secure 
early financial gains and mitigate the risks inherent to new product development 
(NPD). From the perspective of the consumer, such behavior requires elongated 
commitment – after the preorder, the consumer must wait until the actual launch to 
obtain the new product. This study investigates how preannouncement, preordering 
and crowdfunding affect a consumer’s commitment to the new product, and how 
this commitment is affected when the product launch is unexpectedly delayed due to 
development issues. Using Necessary Condition Analysis, our experiment with 263 
consumers demonstrates that to become committed, it is first necessary for consumers 
to perceive high new product value. Conditional on perceived new product value, 
preordering makes consumers more committed to the new product, and this increase 
is even stronger for crowdfunding. These effects are explained by well-established 
consumer theories on the endowment effect and social identity. When development 
issues occur, consumer commitment drops, but this drop is similar for preordering 
and crowdfunding. Preordering or crowdfunding are thus both suitable risk mitigation 
approaches when launch delays are likely to occur due to unanticipated development 
issues, as is often the case when developing highly innovative new products.
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3.1 Introduction

Successfully launching a new product has proven to be difficult (Markham and Lee, 
2013). An approach for reducing the risk of developing new products that has gained a 
lot of attention in practice and research is preannouncing an upcoming launch of the new 
product (Schatzel and Calantone, 2006). Preannouncing a new product attracts consumer 
attention to the product early on, thus fostering early consumer commitment to the new 
product. Furthermore, by preannouncing its products a firm can more accurately gauge 
potential market demand, gaining new insights beneficial to the positioning of the new 
product in the market (Schatzel and Calantone, 2006).

More recently, firms are taking additional steps in mitigating product development risks 
by inviting consumers to preorder the new product. In contrast to traditional new product 
preannouncements, preordering of a new product enables consumers to purchase the new 
product before the actual product launch (Chu and Zhang, 2011; Xie and Shugan, 2001; 
Zhao and Stecke, 2010). While the traditional preannouncement strategy benefits demand 
estimation accuracy, a preordering strategy enables firms to secure early financial gains 
before the actual product launch (Boyacı and Özer, 2010; Huang, Kuo, and Shih, 2017; 
Ogawa and Piller, 2006). So far, research on new product introduction has primarily 
focused on preordering of new products from the firm perspective, especially in relation 
to the operations management domain (Boyacı and Özer, 2010; Zhao and Stecke, 2010; 
Li and Zhang, 2013), while the consumer perspective has largely been left ignored. 

The financial benefits that preordering provides for the firm rely on consumers to stay 
committed to their preorder of the new product for an extended period of time, from 
the preorder decision to actual product launch. In other words, consumer commitment 
towards the new product is essential for the success of a preordering strategy. In this study 
we investigate how preordering affects consumer commitment to the new product. Con-
sumer commitment can be referred to as a consumer’s desire to uphold a long-term valued 
relationship with a firm through its available products (Garbarino and Johnson, 1999). 
Consumer commitment is central to new product success as it is a component of a con-
sumer’s willingness to pay (Wertenbroch and Skiera, 2002), lowers likelihood of switching 
behavior (Morgan and Hunt, 1994), and causes the consumer to put disproportional 
emphasis on positive aspects of the product instead of negative ones (Ahluwalia et al., 
2000). Furthermore, a consumer’s commitment to the new product heavily affects their 
purchase decisions (Ahluwalia, Burnkrant, and Unnava, 2000; Crosby and Taylor, 1983). 
We argue that by preordering a new product, a consumer’s perceived ownership of that 
product immediately increases. This perceived ownership causes consumers to become 
averse to losing their preorder, due to loss aversion (Tversky and Kahneman, 1986). In 
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turn, such feelings of loss aversion increase a consumer’s commitment to the new product 
as they feel more reluctant to part with it. In sum, preordering a new product can lead 
consumers to become strongly committed to the new product already before launch.

Another recently popularized new product introduction strategy that can potentially boost 
consumer commitment is crowdfunding. Crowdfunding is similar to preordering in that it 
gives the consumer the opportunity to invest in the new product early, often well before its 
launch. However, crowdfunding is unique in that it adds a social element to the commit-
ment made by the consumer. In other words, the consumer becomes part of a community 
engaged in financially supporting the development of the new product (Hu, Li and Shi, 
2015; Macht, 2014; Macht and Weatherston, 2014). Furthermore, the tie between the 
firm and the consumer is emphasized – without the help of the consumer the new product 
might not be realized (Hu et al., 2015; Macht and Weatherston, 2014; Belleflamme, Lam-
bert, and Schwienbacher, 2014). While there are several forms of crowdfunding, thus far, 
the general concept of crowdfunding has received limited academic attention. Especially 
knowledge about the consumer perspective of crowdfunding new products remains lack-
ing (Macht and Weatherston, 2014; Macht and Weatherston, 2015; Mollick, 2014). Our 
study particularly focuses on reward-based crowdfunding as it is one of the most common 
forms of crowdfunding and resembles preordering (Mollick, 2014). This is because both 
preordering and reward-based crowdfunding provide the consumer with the opportunity 
to invest in the new product before its launch and immediately obtain it after launch. 
While preordering and reward-based crowdfunding resemble each other in prepurchase 
opportunity, we argue that the experience of the consumer between the two is very dif-
ferent. As such, our study adds novel insights to the current crowdfunding literature by 
looking at how crowdfunding affects consumer commitment, and how its effect differs 
from that of preordering. Because crowdfunding is a unique process wherein the consumer 
is not only financially involved but also socially, we expect that consumer commitment is 
strengthened even more in comparison to preordering, and especially preannouncement.

The development process of a new product can frequently be hampered by unexpected 
development issues. Development issues often cause the firm not to be able to live up to its 
promised new product. The firm either has to resort to a reduction in product features or 
postpone the initially set launch date (Van Oorschot, Eling, and Langerak, 2017). A delay 
in new product launch creates unexpected unavailability that challenges the consumer’s 
commitment to the new product. Indeed, unavailability seriously challenges a consumer’s 
commitment to products in regular purchasing contexts (Fitzsimons, 2000; Trueblood 
and Pettibone, 2015), and launch delays due to development issues is a common reason of 
unavailability at the set launch date. Nevertheless, research on the effect of development 
issues on consumer commitment in a preorder and crowdfunding context remains lacking.
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Against this background the objective of this study is to obtain a better understanding of 
how preordering and crowdfunding affect consumer commitment and how this commitment is 
influenced by the occurrence of development issues during new product development (NPD).

We apply insights from existing literature on commitment to a setting of preordering 
and crowdfunding of new products. We created a three (preannouncement, preordering, 
crowdfunding) by two (no development issues, development issues) between-subjects 
experimental design to capture consumer commitment in a new product introduction 
scenario. The results of 263 participant responses show that consumer commitment is 
significantly higher for preordering compared to the preannouncement strategy. Fur-
thermore, when crowdfunding, consumers are even more committed compared to when 
preordering the new product. The occurrence of development issues significantly reduces 
consumer commitment to the new product across each product introduction strategy. 
Against our expectations however, this effect did not differ per strategy. In other words, the 
negative effect of development issues on consumer commitment was not dampened by loss 
aversion in the preorder and crowdfunding strategies. All results hold while controlling 
for perceived product value (PPV) which, in line with previous literature (Schatzel and 
Calantone, 2006; Langerak, Hultink, and Robben, 2004; Kumar and Reinartz, 2016), 
we show to be a prerequisite for a consumer commitment to occur. Taken together, these 
results suggest that both preordering and crowdfunding are good approaches for firms to 
position their new product to achieve high consumer commitment.

In the remainder of this paper we first discuss the underlying theoretical argumentation 
and resulting hypotheses of preordering, crowdfunding and development issues on com-
mitment of the consumer. In the methodology section we explain our experimental setup 
and how we measured the different variables included in our experimental design. In the 
results section we show the necessity of PPV for consumer commitment to a new product 
to occur. Furthermore, we show our statistical analyses and findings of how the different 
product introduction strategies and development issues affect consumer commitment. In 
the next section we discuss how our findings add to existing research and provide practical 
implications. Last, we discuss the limitations of the current study and provide ideas for 
future research.

3.2 Theoretical Background

3.2.1 The Value of  Consumer Commitment

Commitment in the context of consumer product purchasing is defined as a consumer’s 
desire to uphold a long-term valued relationship with the firm, maintaining positive 
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beliefs about its products and being resilient to conflicting information that could put its 
products into a negative light (Johnson, 1973; Garbarino and Johnson, 1999; Robertson, 
1976). When a consumer is committed to a certain product, this can sometimes even lead 
to distorting or ignoring information that would otherwise detract from these positive 
beliefs, leading to escalation of commitment (Biyalogorsky, Boulding, and Staelin, 2006; 
Brockner, 1992; Polman and Russo, 2012). Because successful preordering depends on 
strong consumer commitment in the timeframe between the consumer’s preorder and 
actual product launch, i.e., during the development phase of the new product, we focus 
on consumer commitment during that phase.

Consumer commitment has been extensively studied in the context of brand loyalty 
and brand communities (Algesheimer, Dholakia, and Herrmann, 2005; McAlexander, 
Schouten, and Koenig, 2002; Thompson and Sinha, 2008). For example, consumers who 
have a preference towards a certain brand will be less likely to look for information on 
other brands and will be likely to discount any negative information towards their pre-
ferred brand (Vermeir, van Kenhove and Hendrickx, 2002). In the context of preordering 
and crowdfunding, innovative product development becomes accessible for smaller firms 
and entrepreneurs because of frontloaded financial gains and ease of measuring demand. 
In general, these small firms have less brand leverage and a brand effect on consumer 
commitment is less effective. While brand loyalty is a phenomenon related to long term 
relationships between the consumer and brand (Liu, 2007; Thompson and Sinha, 2008), 
innovative products marketed through preorders or crowdfunding are typically more 
radical, ‘one-shot’, entrepreneurial endeavors that often cannot rely on the firm’s brand 
strength (Mollick, 2014; Belleflamme et al., 2014). Because we are interested in consumer 
commitment to preordered and crowdfunded new products, we look at the consumer’s 
commitment to the product itself rather than the brand. We argue that in these instances 
consumers can still be highly committed to a new product independent of their brand 
preference and/or loyalty.

3.2.2 Increasing Consumer Commitment through Preordering

In order for consumers to become committed to a new product, the product must have 
some kind of value for them (Sweeney and Soutar, 2001). To communicate this product 
value to the consumer, firms often employ preannouncements (Lilly and Walters, 1997; 
Schatzel, Calantone, and Droge, 2001). New product preannouncement is a common 
practice of firms to make consumers aware of an upcoming new product with a promise of 
a specific launch date and feature set (Herm, 2013; Thorbjørnsen, Dahlén and Lee, 2015). 
Previous research has indeed shown that preannouncement of new products can stimulate 
product acceptance and demand among consumers, and even deter competitors from en-
tering the market with similar products (Lilly and Walters, 1997; Robertson, Eliashberg, 
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and Rymon, 1995). While consumer response to new product preannouncement is key to 
its success (Eliashberg and Robertson, 1988; Zhang and Su, 2010), empirical research on 
the consumer perspective of new product preannouncements remains scarce (Burke et al., 
1990; Su and Rao, 2010; Zhang and Su, 2010). Especially to date, product preannounce-
ment warrants extra academic attention as it is now frequently complemented by a new 
form of new product introduction, which is equally less understood, called ‘preordering’.

A product that is up for preorder extends new product preannouncement by allowing the 
consumer to purchase the new product before its actual launch. This purchase decision 
is what sets preordering apart from regular preannouncements (Schatzel and Calantone, 
2006; Thorbjørnsen et al., 2015). Preordering has been found to be especially beneficial 
for firms developing products that are difficult to evaluate for consumers (Huang et al., 
2017; Xie and Shugan, 2001), such as radically new products which have distant or no 
existing products to use as evaluation reference. From a consumer’s perspective, preorder-
ing is often seen as an insurance against fear of missing out on the product (Nasiry and 
Popescu, 2012). Moreover, launch postponement due to preordering can increase forcast-
ing accuracy of product sales (Ogawa and Piller, 2006). Firms often employ complemen-
tary strategies to entice consumers to preorder the new product, for example by giving 
consumers who preorder a discount on the new product, a sample or ‘early access’ of the 
product, communicate limited availability of the product, or add freebies to increase its 
perceived value (Huang et al., 2017; Nasiry and Popescu, 2012). While these practices 
reward early adopters, they lock the consumer into preordering, increasing their commit-
ment to the product, by experiencing loss aversion. Loss aversion is the subjective feeling 
that losses have more impact on decision making than gains (Kahneman, Knetsch, and 
Thaler, 1991) and occurs regularly in consumer decision making (Aggarwal and Zhang, 
2006; Brenner, Rottenstreich, Sood, and Bilgin, 2007). Loss aversion is often seen as the 
root-cause of both the status quo bias and the endowment effect. A consumer suffering from 
status quo bias is inclined to like the product in their possession (i.e., status quo) better, 
over any alternative relatable product. The possessed product is used as a reference point in 
evaluation of any alternatives and, because losing this product looms larger than gaining an 
alternative, leads consumers to prefer the status quo over change (Kahneman, et al., 1991; 
Chernev, 2004). In the context of new product preordering, the consumer’s reference 
point is the preordered product. Any other option that becomes available to the consumer, 
whether it be a relatable product or the decision to opt out of the preordered product, 
deviates from the reference point. In other words, status quo bias predicts commitment to 
the reference point, i.e., the preordered product.

The endowment effect describes how the subjective value of a product is increased, when 
the consumer becomes the owner of the product (Kahneman et al., 1991; Novemsky and 
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Kahneman, 2005). However, research has shown that the actual ownership of a product 
is not necessary for the endowment effect to occur (Ariely and Simonson, 2003; Carmon, 
Wertenbroch and Zeelenberg, 2003). The endowment effect already occurs by merely 
touching a new product (Peck and Shu, 2009) or having a coupon that can be exchanged 
for the new product (Sen and Johnson, 1997). Thus, although preordering a new product 
has not given the consumer physical ownership of the new product yet, it does provide 
a certain mental ownership, and physical ownership lies in the foreseeable future. In line 
with previous research we thus argue that preordering a new product causes consumers to 
become more strongly committed to the new product.

H1:  Preordering a new product causes consumers to become more committed to 
the new product as compared to new product preannouncement.

3.2.3 Increasing Consumer Commitment through Crowdfunding

We define crowdfunding as an open call from a firm for financial support for a new product 
for which the supporter receives some kind of reward in return (Belleflamme et al., 2014; 
Mollick, 2014). Multiple forms of crowdfunding can be identified, such as peer-to-peer 
lending and unrewarded fundraisers (Macht, 2014; Mollick, 2014). The most common 
form is ‘reward-based crowdfunding’ which is used to presell a new product or service 
much like traditional preordering (Mollick, 2014). The firm often shows their gratitude to 
their backers by offering a reward, usually consisting of the product itself when it is eventu-
ally launched, hence the similarity with preordering. Because we are interested in consumer 
commitment to new products, a comparison of consumer commitment with preordering is 
best made using reward-based crowdfunding (from here on out ‘crowdfunding’).

When firms start a crowdfunding campaign, they can market their new product ideas on 
one of the designated online crowdfunding platforms (e.g., Kickstarter or Indiegogo) to 
reach a large audience. Each member of this audience can support the project and opt to 
become a ‘backer’ by investing in it. Before the crowdfunding campaign starts it is set to 
run for a particular amount of time in which a target amount of funding must be met. 
If the project does not reach its target amount of funds, the already invested funds will 
be returned to the backers. Many crowdfunding platforms allow for firms to raise more 
money than the initially set funding goal, resulting in overfunding of the project (Kappel, 
2008; Macht, 2014; Mollick, 2014). However, crowdfunding differs from traditional 
preordering in two significant ways.

First, the community of backers is inherently created by crowdfunding efforts and there 
is a social connection between the firm and this crowdfunding community. Crowdfund-
ing campaigns are dependent upon this online community. Crowdfunding communities 
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are formed because of a shared vision between backers. Like other (online) communities, 
crowdfunding communities also encourage their members to commit to this shared vision, 
promoting social cohesion (Briley and Wyer, 2002; Zhu et al., 2012). The backer now 
shares their social identity with the other backers of the new product and this community 
becomes an important reference point for decision making behavior of the backer (Stafford, 
1966; Ashforth and Mael, 1989; White, Argo, and Sengupta, 2012). Social cohesion creates 
a sense of belonging to the in-group and promotes trust which, in turn, strengthens the 
social identity of the backer to their crowdfunding community (Ashforth and Mael, 1989). 
Indeed, previous research shows that consumers who consider themselves part of a group 
become more concerned with any negative consequences that their behaviour can have on 
that group (Briley and Wyer, 2002). Furthermore, current behaviour gives rise to expecta-
tions in others that such behaviour is continued or repeated in the future (Berger and Heath, 
2007; Briley and Wyer, 2002). The consumer internalizes this consistency of behavior and 
acts according to the social norm (Oyserman, 2009). This social cohesion triggers in-group 
bias, favoring reasoning that is coherent with the backer community’s values and beliefs 
and ignoring or distorting incoming information that is incongruent with the community’s 
values and beliefs (Cialdini, Trost and Newsom, 1995; Festinger, 1962; Ward and Reingen, 
1990). Because the backer community’s main goal is to enable a successful new product 
launch and such a successful launch can only be achieved if the backers stay committed, we 
argue that a backer community’s social cohesion reinforces consumer commitment.

Second, this social commitment is not only enforced between backers in the community, 
but also between the backer and the firm. Because the backer has made a conscious deci-
sion to support the firm, a relationship is created between the firm and the backer based on 
mutual trust. This drives a relationship that goes beyond any discrete transaction, driving 
the continuation of the backer’s behavior (Bitterl and Schreier, 2018; Dwyer, Schurr, and 
Oh, 1987; McGraw and Tetlock, 2005; Morgan and Hunt, 1994). Consequently, this 
relationship can increase feelings of anticipated guilt whenever the backer thinks about 
retracting his initial investment (So et al., 2015). This guilt is another form of social 
commitment that enforces the backer to stick with the new product. In sum, we argue 
that, next to cost commitment, the fundamental mechanisms of crowdfunding also cause 
backers to experience social commitment to the project.

H2:  Crowdfunding a new product causes consumers to be more committed to 
the new product as compared to preordering.

3.2.4 Consumer Commitment and Product Launch Delay Due to Development Issues.

Product unavailability can have substantial negative effects, potentially deferring a pur-
chase decision or inducing switching behavior (Anderson, Fitzsimons, and Simester, 2006; 
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Fitzsimons, 2000; Jing and Lewis, 2011). Especially new products can experience serious 
unavailability complications. Because of the specific nature of new product introductions, 
such as preordering and crowdfunding, there now exists a time period between the pre-
order or crowdfund decision and eventual possession of the product. Any negativity that 
arises during this period can adversely affect the consumer’s commitment towards the 
new product as it casts doubt over the competences of the firm (Sirdeshmukh, Singh, and 
Sabol, 2002). Consequently, reduced commitment can entice the consumer to reconsider 
their preorder or crowdfund decision. New products are increasingly available to preorder 
or crowdfund in early stages of the development process when market demand, technical 
feasibility and development time are still very fuzzy (Belleflamme et al., 2014). As such, 
a common problem with preordered or crowdfunded new products are launch delays 
that occur due to unexpected issues faced during development (Schatzel, Calantone, and 
Droge, 2001; Wu, Balasubramanian, and Mahajan, 2004). Furthermore, a delay in new 
product launch increases the time between the consumers initial purchase choice and 
actual availability of the new product, whether it be through preannnouncement, preor-
dering or crowdfunding. Previous research has shown that increases in temporal distance 
can lead to reduced sunk cost error, increased perceptions of risk and increased consumer 
impatience (Trope, Liberman, and Wakslak, 2007; Wakslak, Liberman, and Trope, 2006), 
suggesting less consumer commitment to the new product.

H3:  Consumers are less committed to a new product when confronted with 
development issues that lead to unexpected new product launch delays.

As hypothesized earlier, because of the initial investment occurred during preordering 
and crowdfunding, the consumer could feel more strongly committed compared to a 
regular new product preannouncement. The more this commitment is established, the 
harder it is to break it down. As described by earlier research, initial commitment to a 
decision can lead to overcommitment to that decision in a later stage, even in the face 
of negative information such as a launch delay due to development issues (Biyalogorsky 
et al., 2006; Brockner, 1992; Polman and Russo, 2012). In other words, consumers are 
less likely to revert from earlier made decisions and are more likely to ‘double down’ on 
previously made decisions (Tversky and Kahneman, 1986, 1991). Similarly, research has 
shown that consumers are likely to suffer from status quo bias, i.e., consumers are much 
more likely to stick with a chosen path than to divert from it (Kahneman, Knetsch, and 
Thaler, 1991; Chernev, 2004). In case of having preordered or crowdfunded, due to the 
investment, consumers have already set out on a path to obtain the new product. For this 
reason, we expect them to be driven by earlier commitment and feelings of status quo 
and thus remain more strongly committed to the new product, compared to just seeing a 
preannouncement of the new product, if development issues occur.
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Research has also shown that consumers whose desired outcome (i.e., the new product) 
is obstructed – in our case by the launch delay due to development issues – are likely 
to experience increased desire to obtain said outcome (Garvey, Meloy, and Shiv, 2017; 
Fitzsmons 2000; Litt, Khan, and Shiv, 2010). The waiting period between preordering or 
crowdfunding a new product and its actual launch initiates anticipation of obtaining the 
new product (Garvey et al., 2017). Such anticipation experienced by consumers translates 
to heightened positive affect, such as excitement and hopefulness (Winterich and Haws 
2011). When access to the anticipated new product is obstructed because of development 
issues, the resulting negative affect causes the consumer to like the new product less (Garvey 
et al., 2017; Litt et al., 2010). While consumers liking of the new product might decrease, 
research shows that the wanting of the product increases solely due to the consumer not 
being able to obtain the new product (Litt et al, 2010). Because we expect consumers to be 
more strongly committed to the new product when having preordered and crowdfunded, 
we believe that such a triggered wanting for the new product is stronger, compared to just 
having seen a preannouncement. In turn, consumer commitment under preordering and 
crowdfunding could be affected less under launch delay because of development issues 
compared to preannouncement of the new product. In sum, we believe that the effect of 
preordering and crowdfunding make consumers are more committed to the new product 
compared to preannouncement in the face of launch delay due to development issues.

H4a:  Development issues that lead to new product launch delays have a less 
negative effect on consumer commitment when the consumer has preor-
dered the new product as compared to preannouncement.

H4b:  Development issues that lead to new product launch delays have a less 
negative effect on consumer commitment when the consumer has crowd-
funded the new product as compared to preannouncement.

3.3 Method

3.3.1 Research Design

We conducted an experiment using a scenario in which participants learned about a ficti-
tious innovative product, namely customized wireless earbuds (i.e., in-ear earphones for 
privately listening to audio from playback devices). This is an ideal setting for testing our 
hypotheses for two reasons. First, wireless earbuds represent a realistic new product in 
all three of the product introduction strategies. Second, wireless earbuds are a relatively 
affordable commodity product with attributes that emphasize both functionality and 
aesthetics. Customized wireless earbuds also are a realistic example for a crowdfunding 
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scenario as, at the time of conducting the study, it is a high-tech innovative product that 
is predominantly present on crowdfunding platforms. Wireless earbuds also remain easily 
imaginable as a preorderable or preannounced product. The information on the wireless 
earbuds provided in the scenario was extensively pretested in three rounds of 123, 188 
and 152 participants to mimic reality as closely as possible. In the scenario, the main 
innovative aspects of the earbuds described to the participants were (i) its personalized 
earbud shapes using ear mapping technology, (ii) the personalized design of the outer part 
of the earbuds and (iii) its wireless functionality (see also Appendix II).

Figure 3.1 Diagram of  the Experimental Design.

A stylized overview of the research design is shown in Figure 3.1. After a general introduc-
tion thanking participants for their participation and indicating an estimated completion 
time (10 minutes), participants were informed of these innovative earbuds that were under 
development. In the subsequent section the earbuds were described in detail including an 
estimated launch date six months into the future and an expected retail price of 70 USD. 

As the expected launch date and retail price can have an impact on the believability of the 
scenario, both were extensively pretested in the aforementioned three rounds of pretests. 
In these pretests we used Mturk as a participant selection platform and showed our deci-
sion scenario asking for feedback about the believability through an open box question. 
Furthermore, we asked participants their willingness to wait and willingness to pay for the 
new earbuds. In our main study we used these average willingness to wait and willingness 
to pay results to determine the new product’s price and development time. To preserve an 
unbiased sample, we made sure to exclude participants who participated in our pretests 
from our main study.

In our main study, after showing the new earbuds, participants were asked to indicate their 
interest in the earbuds presented in the scenario by asking whether they would be willing 
to try out the earbuds and whether they would like to have the earbuds. Consecutively, 
we asked participants how likely they would engage in preordering or crowdfunding 
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of the product, or whether they would be interested in directly purchasing the earbuds 
after launch. Here descriptions of each product introduction strategy were given so that 
participants had a clear understanding of each. These questions were asked to minimize 
knowledge effects of product introduction strategy and control for general interest in the 
new product. Preannouncement was described as “You will be able to buy the product 
normally after the product has been launched. (i.e., there is no opportunity to obtain 
the product before its launch)”. Preordering was described as “By paying in advance you 
are ensured to receive a pair of custom earbuds on the launch date.” Crowdfunding was 
described as “You show that you support  the development of the project by donating 
money equal to the retail price of the product. In return, when the development process 
has been successfully completed, you will receive the product on the launch date.”

Next, participants were randomly divided into one of the conditions contained in our 
three (preannouncement, preorder and crowdfund) by two (development issues yes/no) 
experimental design as shown in Table 3.1. Participants were randomly divided to measure 
the main effects and interactions ceteris paribus. In each of the product introduction 
strategies the participant was informed that the earbuds would be available only through 
that particular product introduction strategy. While commitment is defined by dedication 
and continuous decision making in favour of the new product, research has shown that 
commitment can be measured by 1-step experiments as long as the participant is in full 
agreement with any described prior decisions made (Biyalogorsky et al., 2006). In the 
preorder and crowdfunding strategies the participants were then asked to imagine they 
had decided to spend the 70 USD to, respectively, preorder or crowdfund the earbuds. In 
the preannouncement strategy participants were informed that the earbuds would only 
be available once the product had been launched. In each product introduction strategy 
participants were reminded of the definition of the particular method of purchase they 
were in (i.e., either regular preannouncement, preordering or crowdfunding). When the 
participant imagines a prior decision to preorder or crowdfund, we mimic such decision 
agreement leading us to be able to use a 1-step experiment (i.e., to measure a change in 
commitment after the participant has already imagined the preannouncement, preorder-
ing or crowdfunding of the new product).

Next, participants were randomly subdivided in a development issues condition versus a 
no-development issues condition. In the issues condition participants received a message 
stating that the development of the earbuds encountered some issues causing a delay in the 
launch of the earbuds for an undetermined period of time. In the no-development issues 
condition participants received no message and were immediately directed to the next part 
of the experiment.
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Table 3.1 Overview of  the experimental groups

Preannouncement
Strategy

Preordering
Strategy

Crowdfunding  
Strategy 

Development Issues Group 1 Group 3 Group 5

No Development Issues Group 2 Group 4 Group 6

After the experimental manipulations all participants were asked to fill in a six-item 
context specific attitudinal commitment measure adapted from Schmidt and Calantone 
(2002) that constituted the dependent variable in our design. Last, control questions and 
demographics questions were asked (i.e., innovativeness of the earbuds, product launch 
confidence, prior experience with purchase method and product type, age, gender, educa-
tional background and general feedback on the survey), among which a 10-item context 
specific PPV measure adapted from Sweeney and Soutar (2001).

3.3.2 Sampling Method

We used the online platform of Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) to draw participants 
for our experiment. Many studies have emphasized the representativeness of MTurk 
samples especially for collection of consumer data (Chandler, Mueller, and Paolacci, 2014; 
Paolacci and Chandler, 2014; Paolacci, Chandler, and Ipeirotis, 2010). Next to accessibil-
ity, collection of such an online sample provided us with the opportunity to approach a 
wide range of consumers that could prove to have a better understanding of preordering 
and crowdfunding as these strategies of product introduction primarily occur online. We 
invited MTurk users with a 95% HIT (Human Intelligence Task) approval rate and a 
number of approved HITs greater than 100 to participate in our experiment (Chandler, 
Mueller, and Paolacci, 2014), meaning that 95% of the tasks the user performed were ap-
proved by their respective HIT-givers and the user has at least completed 100 HITs to be 
sure of their experience with performing HITs. After completion we provided participants 
with a reward of one dollar (conform current MTurk reward rates). We collected a total of 
270 responses of which 263 were fully completed and valid. For more in-depth descrip-
tives about the particular composition of our sample see Table 3.2.

3.3.3 Measuring Commitment

We measured consumer commitment using an adaptation of Schmidt and Calantone’s 
(2002) measure, modified to correspond to the context of new earbuds. This measure 
consists of six items and each item was measured on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 
“strong disagree” to “strongly agree”. We computed the reliability coefficient and per-
formed a factor analysis to check the psychometric properties of the scale. Two of the 
six items were removed as they showed low communality with the other items in the 
measure (updated Cronbach’s α = 0.900 and explained variance = 0.688). After removal 



53

Creating Consumer Commitment Before Launch: Preannounce, Preorder or Crowdfund?

Ch
ap

te
r 

3

of the two items we used the summated scores of the remaining items to compute an 
average commitment per participant. See Table 3.3 for the factor analysis of the updated 
commitment measure.

Table 3.2 Data Sample Descriptive Statistics.

N Range Mean S.D.

Age (in years) 263 20 – 69 34 10

Educational Background

Less than High School 4

High School 97

Bachelor’s Degree 130

Master’s Degree 22

PhD Degree 2

Other 8

Gender

Male 143

Female 120

Table 3.3 Self-Reported Context Specific Commitment after Varimax-rotation.

Commitment Components
Factor

Loadings
Degree of

Communality

Item 1 These new earbuds will be a success. - -

Item 2 I would feel guilty if I don’t buy the earbuds now. - -

Item 3 I will stick with these new earbuds no matter what. 0.819 0.671

Item 4
Not buying these new earbuds would be a missed 
opportunity.

0.755 0.570

Item 5 I feel a sense of loyalty to these new earbuds. 0.874 0.764

Item 6 I am committed to these new earbuds. 0.864 0.747

Eigenvalue 10.225

Variance Explained 0.688

Cronbach’s Alpha 0.900

3.3.4 Measuring Perceived Product Value

Because we argue that consumer commitment is dependent upon the occurrence of 
consumers’ PPV of the new product, we measure PPV using Sweeney and Soutar’s (2001) 
measure, modified to correspond to the context of new earbuds. The measure consists of 
10 items measuring on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from “strong disagree” to “strongly 
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agree”. Again, we computed the reliability coefficient and performed a single factor analy-
sis to check the psychometric properties of the scale. This analysis showed that two of 
the 10 items did not contribute well to the overall measure and were therefore removed 
from further analyses (updated Cronbach’s α = 0.890, for a three factors’ EFA relatable 
to the original PPV measure see Appendix II). We again used the summated scores of the 
remaining items to compute an average PPV per participant. See Table 3.4 for the factor 
analysis of the updated PPV measure.

Table 3.4 Context Specific Perceived Product Value after Varimax-rotation.

Perceived 
Product Value

Components Factor 
Loadings

Degree of 
Communality

Item 1
These earbuds would, in functional terms, perform 
well.

0.584 0.341

Item 2 These earbuds would arouse positive feelings in me. 0.782 0.611

Item 3 I would like these earbuds. 0.827 0.683

Item 4 These earbuds are too expensive.(reverse) - -

Item 5
These earbuds would be approved by others. 0.624 0.390

Item 6
If I bought or used these earbuds, it would create a 
favorable perception of me among other people.

0.643 0.413

Item 7 These earbuds have a positive social image. 0.666 0.443

Item 8 I would be willing to buy these earbuds. 0.802 0.643

Item 9
I would recommend these earbuds to friends or 
relatives.

0.800 0.640

Item 10
I would not expect any problems with these 
earbuds.

- -

Eigenvalue 8.47

Variance Explained 0.521

Cronbach’s Alpha 0.890

3.4 Results

3.4.1 Necessity of  Perceived Product Value

To investigate whether PPV is necessary for consumers’ new product commitment to 
occur, we conducted a Necessary Condition Analysis (NCA) as developed by Dul (2016). 
NCA is used in organizational sciences as a complementary test to analyses of sufficiency 
such as correlation and multiple regression tests (e.g., Arenius, Engel, and Klyver, 2017; 
Karwowski et al., 2016). A large effect size of PPV on consumer commitment found in 
the NCA would indicate that consumer commitment to a new product can only occur if 
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the consumer perceives the value of the new product. Indeed, the NCA shows that PPV is 
necessary for commitment to occur with an effect size of 0.40. As proposed by Dul (2016) 
an effect size between 0.3 ≤ d < 0.5 can be interpreted as a ‘large effect’. For details see 
Table 3.5 and Figure 3.2.

Table 3.5 Results of  the NCA of  PPA on Consumer Commitment

Ceiling Zone 14.390

Effect Size 0.400*

Ceiling line Yc = -0.404 + 1.296 Xc 

Accuracy 97%

# Points > Ceiling Line 8

Condition Inefficiency 21.443

Outcome Inefficiency 0

N = 263, *0.3 ≤ d < 0.5

 
Figure 3.2 NCA Scatterplot showing the NCA ceiling line and OLS regression line.  

 
Figure 3.2 NCA Scatterplot showing the NCA ceiling line and OLS regression line. 

3.4.2 Consumer Commitment to New Products

We conducted a linear regression of new product introduction strategy and development 
issues on consumer commitment. Because the NCA indicated the necessity of PPV, and 
the literature shows that product value is indeed central to product success (Kumar and 
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Reinartz, 2016; Sweeney and Soutar, 2001), we included PPV as a control measure (β = 
0.90, SE = 0.08, p < 0.001). Both preordering and crowdfunding strategies show higher 
consumer commitment to the new earbuds compared to the preannouncement strategy 
(Preorder: β = 0.44, SE = 0.19, p = 0.021; Crowdfund: β = 1.00, SE = 0.19, p < 0.001). 
Simple t-tests also show that participants in the preordering strategy (M = 3.64) were 
more committed to the new product compared to the preannouncement strategy (M = 
3.25), although without controlling for PPV the effect bordered significance (t = 1.63, df 
= 172.21, p = 0.104). T-tests comparing commitment in the crowdfunding strategy (M = 
4.17) with both the preannouncement strategy (M = 3.25) and the preordering strategy 
(M = 3.64) also show significant differences (t = 3.79, df = 172.99, p < 0.001; t = -2.27, 
df = 173.35, p = 0.024, respectively). Taken together these results support our first and 
second hypothesis that preordering leads to higher consumer commitment compared to 
preannouncement and crowdfunding causes consumers’ commitment to the new product 
to be the strongest. 

Furthermore, independent of either product introduction strategy, commitment towards 
the product is significantly lower when development issues are present (β = -0.44, SE 
= 0.15, p = 0.005), supporting our third hypothesis. For a complete overview of the 
regression results see Table 3.6. Separating the no issues condition and development issues 
condition again showed that participants were most strongly committed while crowd-
funding. Comparing preannouncement with crowdfunding when development issues 
were not present shows that consumer commitment when crowdfunding was significantly 
higher (M = 4.38) compared to the preannouncement (M = 3.51) strategy (t = 2.63, df = 
85.68, p = 0.010). When development issues were present, this significance was retained 
(M= 3.96 and M = 3.00 respectively with t = 2.77, df = 84.78, p = 0.007). When doing 
a similar comparison but now between preordering (M = 3.89) and crowdfunding (M = 
4.38) consumers did not show significantly more commitment when development issues 
were not present (t = -1.47, df = 84.34, p = 0.15). However, when development issues were 
present consumers maintain a close to significant higher commitment towards the new 
product when crowdfunding (M = 3.96) compared to preordering (M = 3.40, t = -1.47, df 
= 84.34, p = 0.08). Finally, between preordering (M = 3.88) and preannouncement (M = 
3.51), while sample means indicate a possible higher consumer commitment for preorder-
ing, we did not have enough statistical power as these differences were not significant (t = 
1.11, df = 84.94, p = 0.27) regardless of development issues (respectively M = 3.4 and M= 
3.00, t = 1.28, df = 83.58, p = 0.20).
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Table 3.6 Results of  a Linear Regression including interactions of  Product Introduction and 
Development Issues

DV = Consumer Commitment Model 1 Model 2

Main Effect Model β S.E. p-Value β S.E. p-Value

(intercept) -1.00 0.41 0.015* -1.09 0.43 0.012*

PPV 0.90 0.08 < 0.001** 0.91 0.08 < 0.001**

Development Issues (1 = Yes)a -0.44 0.15 0.005* -0.31 0.27 0.243

Product Introduction (1 = Preorder)b 0.44 0.19 0.021* 0.60 0.27 0.026*

Product Introduction (2 = Crowdfund)b 1.00 0.19 <0.001** 1.03 0.27 <0.001**

Dev. Issues (1 = Yes) * Product Introduction 
(1 = Preorder)

-0.32 0.38 0.394

Dev. Issues (1 = Yes) * Product Introduction 
(2 = Crowdfund)

-0.05 0.38 0.888

F-Value 
sign

F-Value 

R² 0.403 <0.001*** 0.405 <0.001***

Adjusted R² 0.394 0.391

Factor levels: aYes/No, bPreannouncement/Preordering/Crowdfunding, Significance: *0.05, 
** < 0.001

Next, we tested for interaction effects between the new product introduction strategies 
and development issues to test H4a that development issues that lead to launch delays 
reduces consumer commitment less during preordering compared to preannouncement, 
and H4b that development issues that lead to launch delays reduces consumer commit-
ment less during crowdfunding, compared to preannouncement. Both hypotheses are not 
supported as the linear regression did not show clear indication of significant interaction 
effects (Development Issues × Preorder: β = -0.32, SE = 0.38, p = 0.394; Development 
Issues × Crowdfund: β = -0.05, SE = 0.38, p = 0.888). A joint Wald test confirmed 
that the interaction effects did not add any meaningful value to the linear regression 
model (F = 0.420, p = 0.658). In other words, whether under notification of delay due 
to development issues or not, consumers’ commitment is not affected differently between 
the new product introduction strategies. For a complete overview of the regression results 
including interactions and Wald test see Table 3.6, 3.7 and Figure 3.3.
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Table 3.7 Results of  a Wald test for the interaction between Development Issues and Product 
Introduction 

Df F-value p-Value

Wald test: Dev. Issues * Product Introduction 2 0.420 0.658

 Figure 3.3. Bar chart of  Consumer Commitment divided into Development Issues Conditions and 
New Product Introduction Strategies. 

3.5 Discussion

Early product introduction is often used by firms to reduce the risks inherent to NPD. 
Previous research has primarily focused on product introduction from a firm perspective 
while largely ignoring the consumer perspective. However, preordering and crowdfunding 
a new product requires commitment from consumers over the period of time between 
preorder or crowdfund decision and product launch, in order for the introduction strate-
gies to be successful. It is therefore crucial to uncover how consumers are affected by new 
product introduction strategies such as preordering and crowdfunding. In our study we 
particularly investigated how consumer commitment is influenced by preordering and 
crowdfunding as opposed to product preannouncement, as these strategies require an 
upfront financial investment by the consumer. First, we find that across conditions, PPV 
is necessary for commitment to occur. Once controlling for PPV, preordering leads to 
more consumer commitment to the new product as compared to preannouncement of 
the new product. This can be explained by consumers’ experience of loss aversion as they 
already perceive a form of ownership over the preordered product. Moreover, we find 
that crowdfunding leads to more consumer commitment than preordering. This can be 
explained by the social pressure of the dependency of the crowdfunding project on its 



59

Creating Consumer Commitment Before Launch: Preannounce, Preorder or Crowdfund?

Ch
ap

te
r 

3

community which increases the commitment of the consumer towards the new product. 
Together these results provide novel insights into consumer decision making and new 
product introductions, applying existing literature of endowment effect and social identity 
in novel ways.

First, our study contributes to consumer behavior literature on the occurrence of the 
endowment effect by looking at this effect in two novel settings, namely preordering and 
crowdfunding. We uncover that preordering a new product increases commitment to that 
new product. Because preordering increases a consumer’s feeling of ownership, an endow-
ment effect occurs which causes an increase in consumer commitment. This finding adds 
to the limited research that has shown that indirect ownership of a product can induce 
feelings of endowment in consumers (Carmon et al., 2003; Peck and Shu, 2009; Sen and 
Johnson, 1997), and explores a new avenue by looking at the preordering setting.

Second, our finding of high consumer commitment while crowdfunding provides novel 
insights into the under-explored domain of crowdfunding. As we look at consumer com-
mitment, we specifically focus on the consumer side of crowdfunding, and add to our 
understanding of crowdfunding as a new product introduction strategy. In comparison 
to preordering, crowdfunding induces even greater consumer commitment, which is in 
line with our expectations gained from social identity theory – consumers who engage 
in crowdfunding are prone to feeling reinforced by its backer community. This shows 
that preordering or crowdfunding a new product are not just different launch strategies, 
consumers also posit significantly different commitment towards the new product when 
engaged in either new product introduction strategy.

Last, we add to the literature on new product launch and the delay that can occur. We 
provide a novel perspective by focusing on the consumer response to launch delays due 
to development issues during each new product introduction strategy (i.e., preannounce-
ment, preordering and crowdfunding). Interestingly, while we expected that commitment 
would be affected differently by launch delay in each of the introduction strategies due 
to the consumer’s stronger initial commitment to the new product in the preorder and 
crowdfunding strategies, compared to the preannouncement strategy, no such differences 
were found. Consumer commitment to a new product is equally reduced across product 
introduction strategies, when delays due to development issues occur as compared to no 
development issues. The lack of empirical support could be explained by an opposing 
effect on consumer commitment caused by risk aversion that is experienced by consum-
ers in the preordering and crowdfunding strategies. For instance, as development issues 
lay bare the risk and uncertainty of a consumer’s initial investment one could expect a 
stronger negative effect of development issues on consumer commitment in the preorder 
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and crowdfunding strategies, compared to a regular preannouncement where no initial 
investment has been made. Indeed, research on consumer decision making has shown that 
in a high-risk decision situation consumers are often risk averse (Kahneman and Tversky, 
1979; Tversky and Kahneman, 1992). This means that on the one hand, consumers expe-
rience the push to stay committed to the new product, while simultaneously experiencing 
the pull of risk aversion due to the development issues. These two opposing effects could 
dampen each other and cause the absence of our interaction effect.

3.5.1 Managerial Implications

This study provides relevant insights for practitioners involved in the development and 
launch of new products. Businesses often employ a preordering strategy to secure early 
financial gains and gauge market demand for the new product. However, consumers are 
expected to remain committed to their preorder decision during the product development 
time. Importantly, we were able to identify that consumers who engage in preordering 
become more committed to the new product. In other words, the premise of successful 
preordering, consumer commitment, is reinforced by the preordering procedure itself. 
This provides preordering with a strong benefit over preannouncement as a means for 
introducting a new product to the market.

Crowdfunding could serve as a promising alternative to preordering. Businesses need to be 
aware of the differences between preordering and crowdfunding when announcing a new 
product to the market. Although preordering makes consumers become more committed 
to the new product in comparison to regular preannouncement, crowdfunding trumps 
both approaches when it comes to consumer commitment. Even in the case of signalled 
development issues and launch delay crowdfunding causes consumers to retain higher 
commitment in comparison to preannouncement and preordering. For this reason, it 
is advisable to look at possibilities for reward-based crowdfunding new products before 
looking into another strategy for new product introduction. This should especially be the 
case for radical innovations where uncertainty and the chance for development issues are 
high. In employing a crowdfunding scheme businesses might be able to circumvent some 
of the demand-side risks of developing such a radical innovation, ultimately increasing the 
chance of success of new products.

3.5.2 Limitations and Future Research

This study has some clear implications for future research. In our study we focused on 
consumer commitment towards a single new product to establish a ground level under-
standing of how commitment is affected by various product introduction strategies. It 
could also prove insightful to look at how preordering and crowdfunding settings affect 
commitment towards multiple products within the same product line. This can have far 
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reaching implications where preordering can possibly spill-over consumer commitment 
between different products belonging to same product line. Similarly, it is interesting 
to extend our results to brand commitment and brand loyalty. By looking at brands our 
findings of consumer commitment under preordering and crowdfunding can possibly 
be extended by uncovering whether any spill-over effects of consumer commitment to 
other products of the same brand arise, leading to increased brand commitment. Maybe 
a consumer who preorders one new product is more inclined to purchase (or preorder) 
other products from the same brand as well? Next to this, how do consumers respond to 
collaborations (e.g., open innovation or co-creation) or competitions (i.e., substitution 
products)? Our study serves as a potential stepping stone for these research directions. 

The focus of this study specifically revolved around how the experience of a particular 
new product introduction strategy affects consumer commitment. Another interesting 
angle could be to look at specific subgroups of consumers who are more (or less) inclined 
to preorder or crowdfund a new product and see how these sub-groups differ in their 
behaviour and commitment towards the preorderable or crowdfundable new product, 
and how they deal with potential threats such as product delay due to development issues. 
It could very well be that particular types of consumers are more inclined to preorder 
or crowdfund and affect other consumer’s decision to preorder/crowdfund, which could 
affect overall consumer commitment. Indeed, recent research indicates that experienced 
‘expert’ backers attract other novice backers towards new products they crowdfund and 
influence the market success of the new product (Kim and Viswanathan, 2018). 

Furthermore, NPD is seldom a perfect process as it is often faced by numerous develop-
mental hurdles along the way (Markham and Lee, 2013). In our study we focus exclusively 
on development issues as a potential factor affecting consumer commitment. We would 
recommend widening the scope of potential incidents during NPD. For example, one 
could look at the differences between incurred issues at an early- versus late development 
stage or whether the type of issues (e.g., development issues versus stocking or delivery 
issues) has any varying effects on consumer commitment. Widening the research scope in 
such a manner will provide us with a more holistic view on how consumers are affected by 
hurdles in the NPD process, allowing for better understanding of consumer commitment 
to developing new products.

Last, in our study we learn how consumers’ commitment responds to various new product 
introduction strategies. Because consumer commitment is an attitudinal measure that 
preludes actual decision behavior, an interesting follow-up would be to look at whether 
consumers’ actual decision behavior is affected similarly to what we find in their reported 
commitment. For example, less commitment might lead to an opt-out of their purchase 
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or cause product switching behavior. Indeed, Garvey, Meloy and Shiv (2017) found that 
in certain circumstances a sudden unavailability of a highly anticipated product can cause 
consumers to be more open for alternatives. Whether a consumer opts out completely or 
is driven to look for alternative products could very well depend on the strategy of new 
product introduction used and provides another opportunity for in future research. 
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Abstract

Preordering and crowdfunding are increasingly popular new product introduction 
strategies for firms to sell new products in advance of their actual market launch. Yet 
little is known about how these new product introduction strategies affect consumer 
decisions differently. For both strategies, the new products are typically sold while 
still under development, which exposes consumers to possible development issues and 
launch delays. This, in turn, could cause consumers to opt out, jeopardizing the ef-
fectiveness of the firm’s product introduction strategy to gain customers and financial 
support early on. In this study we draw on literature on consumer behavior under 
uncertainty and investigate when and why consumers are less likely to opt out of their 
preordered or crowdfunded new product even when development issues arise. Using 
an experimental design on 182 consumers drawn from Amazon Mechanical Turk, we 
find that most consumers who preordered choose to opt out when confronted with a 
launch delay due to development issues (73%), while, under the same circumstances, 
consumer who crowdfunded are much less likely to opt out (52%). This effect is 
partially mediated by the higher commitment of consumers who crowdfunded, due 
to social identity of the crowdfunding community and stronger empowerment of the 
consumer to decide whether the new product gets funded. Interestingly, whether the 
development issues originate in an early stage of development versus a later stage does 
not affect consumers’ opt-out behavior, likely because development issues signal a 
form of risk that is independent of time. Taken together the results show that making 
new products available for crowdfunding, as compared to preordering, could be a 
more valuable strategy for firms that are planning to develop innovative products, as 
it not only shifts the inherent risk of new product development (NPD) to shared risk 
between firm and consumer, but consumers are also more likely to see the develop-
ment of the new product through to the end.
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4.1 Introduction

With the rise of e-commerce, strategies for preordering new products have gained a lot 
of traction among firms and consumers alike. However, by preordering, consumers get to 
experience the inherent uncertainties of new product development (NPD) and, in turn, 
can get wary if any development issues occur. A recent example of a preorder initiative 
in jeopardy due to development issues is Tesla’s new model 3 electric car. Tesla provided 
interested consumers with the opportunity to preorder the new Tesla model 3 based on 
an initial description of the car and its features. Currently, the model 3 launch has been 
pushed back by half a year due to development issues. Elon Musk, CEO of Tesla, admitted 
having ‘tried putting too many new technologies in the car at once’, and hence is facing 
production plant inefficiencies that are slowing down the production process (Alexander, 
2018). Despite promises made by Musk, consumers who preordered the model 3 remain 
uncertain about its launch window and whether the model 3 will include all promised 
features. These uncertainties can cause doubt with the consumer, triggering a difficult 
decision problem to either stick with or opt out from their preordered model 3. Recent 
reports have indeed shown that consumers are increasingly choosing to opt out – with 
23% of total preorders refunded as of April 2018 (Gessner, 2018). While this example 
underscores that consumer decision making under uncertainty caused by preordering and 
crowdfunding of new products is an important topic in practice, it has not yet received 
any attention in academic research. This study addresses this gap.

Putting a new product up for preorder can be an attractive option for firms as the inherent 
risks that accompany the development of new products can be compensated by front-loaded 
financial gains obtained by consumer preorders (Belleflamme, Lambert, and Schwienbacher, 
2014; Boyacı and Özer, 2010; Huang, Kuo, and Shih, 2017; Zhao and Stecke, 2010). Such 
a preordering strategy also enables early firm-consumer interaction which provides benefits 
such as more accurate demand estimation and early firm-consumer relationship building 
and proves beneficial for establishing early brand loyalty (Chu and Zhang, 2011; Ogawa and 
Piller, 2006; Xie and Shugan, 2001; Zhao and Stecke, 2010). Also, from the consumer’s side, 
preordering comes with several important benefits. Consumers can typically get a discount 
for early adoption and consumers can also secure the purchase of the new product early, 
avoiding any out-of-stock issues when the new product is eventually launched onto the 
market.

Although preordering seems like a win-win situation for both the firm and the consumer, it 
puts the consumer more at risk compared to a classic after-launch purchase. When preorder-
ing, consumers make their purchase decision while the new product is still in development. 
This increases the risk for consumers on two levels. First, in the pre-launch period new 
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products that can be preordered are often difficult to evaluate, as the initial product offering 
is often based on a promise of the firm and the delivery of that promise cannot be crossed-
check with, for example, user reviews or reference category products. Once launched, the 
new product might not live up to the consumer’s expectations as these were based on incom-
plete information. Second, NPD has inherent risks that can delay the launch of the product 
or cause the firm to decide to launch a modified version of the product, for example when 
product features turn out to be technically unfeasible. Again, the resulting new product 
might not live up to consumer’s expectations. Consumers have to persist through a period 
of waiting time – the time it takes for the new product to be developed and launched. 
When development issues occur, consumers are often faced with the decision to stick with 
their decision to preorder or opt out and get a refund. When sticking with their preorder 
consumers risk that the launch of the new product is delayed, features of the product are 
cut, or the product turns vaporware. The decision of a consumer to opt out can have serious 
consequences for the firm and can jeopardize the successful launch of the new product.

In this study we compare preordering of new products with reward-based crowdfund-
ing. Reward-based crowdfunding is comparable to preordering as it often leads to the 
same outcome as preordering – consumers receiving the new product. However, while 
the outcome is often the same, we argue that reward-based crowdfunding is a different 
experience for consumers, as outlined in Table 4.1. Because crowdfunding is rooted in 
social collaboration and preordering is not, a consumer might be less inclined to opt out 
of their preorder or crowdfund decision under signals of increased risk (e.g., announced 
development issues) as they are more reluctant to act against the community they identify 
with (Ashforth and Mael, 1989; Stafford, 1966; White, Argo, and Sengupta, 2012). Thus 
far, academic research on crowdfunding is limited, leaving us with limited knowledge 
about how consumers are affected by the act of crowdfunding and what impact crowd-
funding has on consumer-firm relationships (Macht and Weatherston, 2014; Macht and 
Weatherston, 2015; Mollick, 2014). 

Table 4.1 Preordering and Crowdfunding main similarities and differences from a consumer per-
spective.

Preordering Crowdfunding

Channel Retail Platform*
Environment Individualistic Community
Purchase Method Prepurchase Prepurchase

Firm Control
Firm has full control over the 
product introduction process.

Partial Control. Cannot continue 
development if public funding goal 

is not met.
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Description
Putting a new product up for sale 
before its launch, usually when the 

product is still in early development.

Pitching a product idea on a specific 
platform that enables the funding of this 

product by interested consumers.

In practice, firms can choose whether they utilize preordering or crowdfunding and can 
potentially reap benefits from either introduction strategy. However, our limited under-
standing of both strategies leaves us questioning whether they provide the same benefits or 
whether one outperforms the other. The current study adds novel insights to our under-
standing of preordering and crowdfunding by investigating the differences in consumer 
decision behavior between both new product introduction strategies, focusing on how 
consumers respond to increased risk due to development issues leading to a significant 
launch delay of the new product during development.

Previous research has shown that one of the most likely causes of a product introduc-
tion delay is complications during development (Wu, Balasubramanian, and Mahajan, 
2004). Such unexpected unavailability of the new product is a clear signal of uncertainty 
to consumers as it projects incompetence of the firm to deliver the promised product. It 
also opens the threat of feature cuts or the product turning vaporware, i.e. the product 
will never be launched and never be officially cancelled (Bayus, Jain, and Rao, 2001; 
Ofek and Turut, 2013). Indeed, such product unavailability portrays negatively on the 
product and firm, and increases the likelihood of switching behavior among consumers 
(Fitzsimons, 2000; Trueblood and Pettibone, 2017). Yet, research has also shown that 
sudden unavailability of a highly desirable product can cause consumers to want it even 
more strongly (Garvey, Meloy, and Shiv, 2017; Litt, Khan, and Shiv, 2010). However, 
does this strengthened desire actually lead consumers to opt out less from the new product? 
When consumers are confronted with a new product launch delay due to development 
issues, will they risk their investment and persist or opt out? Is this decision affected by 
the firm’s product introduction strategy (i.e., preordering or crowdfunding)? Moreover, 
does the distance in time to launch matter when a consumer is confronted with delays due 
to development issues? We investigate stick with vs. opt-out behavior and how it differs 
between preordering and reward-based crowdfunding strategies. Because preordering and 
crowdfunding are frequently used introduction strategies, it is necessary to increase our 
understanding of its effects, both positive and negative, on consumers’ decision making.

In this study we apply insights gained from existing literature on consumer decision behav-
ior under uncertainty to a setting of crowdfunding and preordering. In a two (preordering 
and crowdfunding) by two (development issues early/late) between-subjects experimental 
design we capture consumer decision behavior under uncertainty by introducing develop-
ment issues. In accordance with our hypotheses, our results of 182 consumer responses 
show that consumers are significantly less likely to opt out of the new product in the 
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crowdfunding condition in comparison to consumers in the preordering condition. 
Interestingly, the timing of the development complication (i.e., during prototyping or 
production) does not impact consumers’ decision behavior.

The remainder of this paper is constructed as follows. First, we discuss the theoretical 
framework and resulting hypotheses of how preordering and crowdfunding affect con-
sumer choice behavior (i.e., stick-with or opt out) and how the timing of development 
issues (i.e., early vs. late in the development process) can influence this choice behavior. 
Second, we explain our methodology, including the specifics of our experimental design. 
Third, we present our statistical analyses and findings. Last, we discuss our findings, pro-
vide theoretical implications for consumer decision making under uncertainty as well as 
practical implications, discuss the limitations of the current study, and provide ideas for 
future research.

4.2 Theoretical Background

4.2.1 Preordering and Crowdfunding: Cohesion & Commitment

Preordering allows the consumer to purchase the new product before its launch. Consum-
ers often preorder a new product as it ensures them that they will receive the product and 
do not have to fear missing out on it (Nasiry and Popescu, 2012). Firms often also reward 
consumers who preorder their new products (e.g., by giving discounts, freebies or early ac-
cess). These rewards reduce the purchase risk for consumers by either increasing the value 
of the product offering or aiding consumers to better judge the value of the product. Firms 
can afford to do this as preordering of new products helps mitigate product development 
risks, as it provides front-loaded financial gains and gives them the ability to better gauge 
product demand (Boyacıı and Özer, 2010; Huang et al., 2017; Zhao and Stecke, 2010). 
Moreover, preordering combines the aspect of launch postponement, that can increase 
forcasting accuracy of product sales, with mass customization, which eliminates the need 
for individual customer interactions and single lot manufacturing, by making use of larger 
consumer groups (Ogawa and Piller, 2006). Preordering is especially beneficial for new 
products that are difficult to value for consumers (Huang et al., 2017; Xie and Shugan, 
2001), such as new products that have distant or no reference category (e.g., radical in-
novations). Because consumers are uncertain about the (future) value of the new product, 
consumers are more inclined to preorder to keep flexibility of choice (i.e., ‘I can always opt 
out later’) (Shugan and Xie, 2000).Crowdfunding’s most common form, called ‘reward-
based’ crowdfunding is similar to preordering but also differs in a number of important 
ways. With reward-based crowdfunding a new product is pre-sold much like preordering 
(Macht, 2014; Mollick, 2014). To reach a large audience of potential consumers, a firm 
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usually focusses its crowdfunding campaign on an online crowdfunding platform (e.g., 
Kickstarter or Indiegogo). A crowdfunding campaign has a specific run-time after which 
the funding goal must be met. If the project does not reach its target amount of funds, 
the already invested funds will be returned to the backers. However, there usually is no 
upper ceiling to how much funding is collected, allowing firms to collect funding beyond 
initially set funding goal (Kappel, 2008; Macht, 2014; Mollick, 2014). The consumer 
can fund the project on various funding levels and the firm often offers a fitting reward 
for each level. This is where reward-based crowdfunding (from here on ‘crowdfunding’) 
resembles preordering because rewards usually consist of receiving the new product itself 
as soon as it is launched.

When gauging the value of new products during preordering or crowdfunding, consumers 
are often faced with uncertainty about the new product’s performance and whether it will 
live up to expectation in usefulness and utility, but also uncertainty about social desir-
ability, status and self-identity of the new product (Castaño, Sujan, Kacker, and Sujan, 
2008; Hoeffler, 2003). Furthermore, because consumers preorder or crowdfund the new 
product early on in its development, such a decision is made under uncertainty as the final 
product value proposition is still unknown. Because of this, there is a certain risk that the 
new product will not meet the consumer’s expected value. Prospect theory suggests that 
consumers will generally behave in a risk averse manner, because they are more influenced 
by potential losses than potential gains (Tversky and Kahneman, 1991). A good example 
of this is the Allais Certainty Problem, which shows that decision behavior is skewed 
towards certainty (Tversky and Kahneman, 1991). While the expected value of a particular 
option might be higher, consumers are likely to choose the option that they perceive as 
less risky, even if this means giving up some of the expected value (Gamliel, 2010; Heath 
and Tversky, 1991; Tversky and Kahneman, 1991). This concept of choosing between 
certainty and uncertainty also applies to preordering and crowdfunding, where consumers 
are likely to encounter negative events that can trigger the dilemma to stick with the new 
product (i.e., uncertainty) or opt out (i.e., certainty). We question whether the certainty 
effect also holds true when a consumer preorders or crowdfunds a new product – how do 
development issues, as a signal of risk, affect a consumer’s decision to stick with or opt out 
of their preorder or crowdfund and does the opt out ratio differ between preordering and 
crowdfunding?

4.2.2 Occurring Development Issues

Our conceptual framework is visualized in Figure 4.1. Development issues are one of the 
primary causes of a delay in new product launch (Schatzel, Calantone, and Droge, 2001; 
Wu et al., 2004). Issues during development make it more difficult for a firm to deliver the 
new product as promised. Consequently, new product features might be cut or the launch 
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of the new product might be postponed. With both preordering and crowdfunding a time 
period between the purchase decision and product possession exists. If development issues 
arise during this period, it signals risk as it casts doubt over the competences of the firm 
and often increases development time. To the consumer this increased risk can negatively 
affect their commitment to their preorder or crowdfund decision. Consequently, this can 
lead to consumers reconsidering their decision, possibly increasing the likelihood they opt 
out of the new product. Previous research has shown that product unavailability can cause 
consumers to defer their decision or switch to another product (Anderson, Fitzsimons, 
and Simester, 2006; Fitzsimons, 2000; Jing and Lewis, 2011; Sloot, Verhoef, and Franses, 
2005). Because launch delay and product unavailability due to development issues is a 
common problem in NPD, we argue that consumers’ reconsideration of their decision can 
play an important role in the success of preordering and crowdfunding strategies.

 
Figure 4.1 Conceptual Model. 

 
Figure 4.1 Conceptual Model. 

When development issues occur consumers can decide to retract their preorder or crowd-
fund decision and opt out and refund their initial investment. In doing so they accept that 
they will not be enjoying the new product at launch on a discount but will have certainty 
by having received a refund. Conversely, sticking with the new product is the opposite 
and would mean facing the uncertainty of NPD issues that occur with the outlook of 
potentially enjoying the new product at a preorder discount on its launch day. We expect 
that consumers are less likely to opt out of the new product when crowdfunding compared 
to preordering for several reasons. First, the main difference between preordering and 
crowdfunding is that crowdfunding a new product simultaneously creates a community 
of backers. Just like other types of communities, crowdfunding promotes social cohesion 
through a shared vision of its backers (Briley and Wyer, 2002; Zhu, Dholakia, Chen, and 
Algesheimer, 2012), and thereby stimulates the perception of shared risk. Crowdfunders 
share a social identity and the community serves as a reference point for decision making 
behavior (Ashforth and Mael, 1989; Stafford, 1966; White et al., 2012). A shared vision 
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and the feeling of belonging to the in-group promotes group trust and strengthens a 
crowdfunder’s social identity with the crowdfunding community (Ashforth and Mael, 
1989). This feeling of social identity enforces commitment, making consumers more 
strongly committed to the new product when crowdfunding compared to preordering, 
where such social identity with a community is not present. Furthermore, crowdfund-
ing makes consumers feel empowered as they collectively decide what new product gets 
funded. Such empowerment leads consumers to care more for the new product (Fuchs, 
Prandelli, and Schreier, 2010; Fuchs and Schreier, 2011; Harmeling, Moffett, Arnold, and 
Carlson, 2017), possibly leading to increased commitment. Lastly, crowdfunding com-
prises a relationship between the consumer and the firm that revolves around mutual trust, 
which drives consumers’ commitment (Bitterl and Schreier, 2018; Dwyer, Schurr, and 
Oh, 1987; McGraw and Tetlock, 2005; Morgan and Hunt, 1994). Indeed, Eliëns, Gelper, 
and Langerak (2019) showed that consumers who crowdfunded a new product display 
increased commitment as compared to consumers who preordered the new product. Thus, 
we hypothesize:

H1:  Consumers partaking in crowdfunding of a new product are less likely to 
opt out when confronted with development issues than consumers partak-
ing in preordering.

H2:  The difference in opt-out rate between preordering and crowdfunding is 
explained by consumer commitment.

4.2.3 Development Issues: Temporal Aspect

Issues can arise at different times during the NPD process. For example, issues can occur 
early in the process when the new product is being prototyped or late in the development 
process during final production. The timing of development issues can affect how consum-
ers perceive the new product and, consequently, can affect their decision making. Theory 
on temporal distance describes the connection between time and the way people think 
about objects – either abstractly when the object is far away or concretely if the object 
is close by (Trope and Liberman, 2003). In the context of NPD, high temporal distance 
could be translated to a consumer having to look far into the future when it is very early on 
in the new product’s development process, making consumers focus on broad, decontex-
tualized features of the product (Trope, Liberman, and Wakslak, 2007). Contrarily, if the 
product is in its final stages of development the temporal distance between the consumer 
and the new product is smaller. In case of short temporal distance, a consumer tends to 
focus on detailed information and more specific and practical value aspects value of the 
new product (Trope et al., 2007). We argue that this difference in product evaluation, 
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caused by differences in temporal distance, can influence whether consumers are more/less 
likely to opt out of a new product when preordering or crowdfunding.

Previous research shows that increased temporal distance leads to increased perceptions of 
risk and increased consumer impatience (Trope et al., 2007; Wakslak, Trope, and Liber-
man, 2006). In line with this argumentation we expect that the timing of development 
issues that occur during NPD can cause consumers to make different choices regarding 
sticking with the new product or opting out. Indeed, previous research has shown that 
feasibility of obtaining a certain decision outcome is considered to play a more notable 
role in near-future decision making (Castaño et al., 2008; Lynch and Zauberman, 2006; 
Soman 1998). The closer the event is to the decision maker, the more costs focused the 
decision maker becomes (Castaño et al., 2008). In other words, when development issues 
occur closer to the initially promised launch date, consumers will be more focused on the 
negative aspects of the costs they might incur (Sagristano, Trope, and Liberman 2002; 
Wright and Weitz, 1977), making them more likely to opt out from their preordered or 
crowdfunded new product. Contrarily, when development issues occur earlier on in the 
NPD process, consumers will be more concerned with the benefits and desirability of the 
new product (Castaño et al., 2008; Trope and Liberman, 2003; Lynch and Zauberman 
2006; Soman, 1998), making consumers less likely to opt out from their preordered or 
crowdfunded new product. Thus, we propose that:

H3: Development issues that occur early (vs late) in the new product develop-
ment process cause consumers to be less likely to opt out of their preordering 
or crowdfunding decision.

Next to the direct effect of temporal distance of development issues on consumers to choose 
to stick with the new product or opt out, we also expect temporal distance of development 
issues to affect the relationship between preordering or crowdfunding and consumer com-
mitment, respectively. As mentioned before, research shows that in near-future product 
adoption consumers tend to focus on managing new product uncertainties that revolve 
around costs (e.g., time, effort and financial related risks), whereas uncertainties about 
the new product’s benefits (e.g., utility value and social value) are focal in distant-future 
product adoption (Castaño et al., 2008). Relating this back to the difference between 
preordering and crowdfunding, we argue that with preordering consumers’ emphasize 
individualized transaction value and cost (i.e., ‘what value does this new product bring 
me?’, ‘Is that value worth the cost for me?’), while crowdfunding adds more to this by 
emphasizing the social value of the new product (i.e., ‘How is my investment in this new 
product be evaluated by others that have done the same?’, ‘Is my investment in the new 
product of value to others?’). This social value aspect of crowdfunding aligns with the 
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value considerations that a consumer has when development issues occur earlier in the 
development process (i.e., the positive aspects and desirability of the new product). When 
this alignment occurs consumer commitment is further reinforced. Preordering does not 
enjoy such a compounding effect as it is a more individualized endeavour (Castaño et 
al., 2008). Therefore, we argue that the difference in consumer commitment between 
early and late development issues is greater when consumers crowdfund a new product as 
compared to preordering. Figure 4.2 is a stylized graph that shows this expected interaction 
effect. The previous discussion leads us to the following hypotheses:

H4:  The difference in consumer commitment when early and late development 
issues occur is more pronounced for crowdfunding than for preordering.

 
 
Figure 4.2 Expected Interaction effect of Temporal Distance of Development Issues on the relationship between 

Preordering/Crowdfunding and Consumer Commitment. 
 

Figure 4.2 Expected Interaction effect of  Temporal Distance of  Development Issues on the rela-
tionship between Preordering/Crowdfunding and Consumer Commitment. 

4.3 Method

4.3.1 Research Design

Figure 4.3 shows a schematic overview of the 2x2 experimental design (pre-order vs 
crowdfund and early vs late development issues) of this study, see also Table 4.2. First, 
participants received a general introduction to the study, thanking them for their partici-
pation and indicating an estimated completion time of ten minutes. After the introduc-
tion participants were asked to read through a prelaunch announcement of a fictitious 
innovative product (for a detailed description see Appendix III). Along with the technical 
details of the product, the expected launch date (i.e., six months later) and retail price 
($72 USD) were included in the preannouncement. Both the expected launch date and 
retail price where based on Eliëns et al. (2019), using the same new product as focal 
product for our experiment. We increased the retail price by $2 USD (from $70 to $72) to 
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mirror the classic Allais Certainty Problem where the choice options differ 20% in absolute 
value while maintaining easy readability (i.e., $60 USD increased by 20% equals $72 
USD). After reading through the announcement participants received a control question 
measuring their general interest in the new product.

Next, participants were randomly distributed across two conditions (i.e., (i) preorder and 
(ii) crowdfund). In both conditions participants were first informed that the new product 
is still under development. Participants were asked to imagine that they are interested 
in the new product, and, depending on the condition they were in, were asked to (i) 
imagine they just preordered the new product for a discounted price of $60 USD, or (ii) 
imagine they just crowdfunded the new product for a discounted price of $60 USD. In 
the preordering condition participants were informed that “by paying $60 in advance you 
are ensured to receive the product on the launch date.” In the crowdfunding condition 
participants were informed that crowdfunding meant that “You show that you support 
the development of the project by donating money. By donating $60 you get the product 
in return, once it is launched.” To make participants explicitly aware of the discount 
they received, the descriptions included the future retail price ($72 USD) as well as the 
discounted price ($60 USD). As soon as the participant clicked to go to the next part of 
the experiment, they were shown a confirmation of their preordering/crowdfunding of the 
new product. This was done to enhance the validity of the experiment. In the preorder 
condition participants were shown a receipt of their preorder that included a summary of 
the product and the discounted price it was preordered for. In the crowdfunding condi-
tion participants were shown a similar receipt, however, this receipt contained a backer 
number, and several indicators (i.e., hundred percent funded, time left, number of total 
backers) and a thank you note that stated that thanks to the participant the project is a 
step closer to becoming a reality.

After going through the preorder/crowdfund condition manipulations participants were 
randomly assigned to two development issues conditions (i.e., early development issues, 
and late development issues). In the early development issues condition participants were 
informed that the development of the new product had encountered some development 
issues during the prototyping stage leading to an undefined launch delay of the new 
product. In the late development issues condition participants received a similar message 
tailored to the occurrence of production issues instead.
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Figure 4.3 Simplified Diagram of the Experimental Design. 

 Figure 4.3 Simplified Diagram of  the Experimental Design. 

Table 4.2 Overview of  the different conditions in the experimental design.

Preorder Condition Crowdfund Condition

Early Development Issues Group 1 Group 2

Late Development Issues Group 3 Group 4

After the experimental manipulations all participants were asked to fill in some context 
specific measurements among which a six-item attitudinal commitment measure adapted 
from Schmidt and Calantone (2002), and a ten-item Perceived Product Value measure 
adapted from Sweeney and Soutar (2001). After the participants received a development 
issues message, they were subsequently asked a context adapted version of the Allais 
Certainty Problem (Kahneman and Tversky, 1986). Last, some control questions and 
demographics questions were asked.

4.3.2 Consumer Choice Problem

An adapted version of Allais Certainty Problem was used to measure participants’ deci-
sions (i.e., stick with vs. opt out). This problem lent itself well for our scenario as the 
encountered issues during the development of the new product served as the signalled 
risk necessary for this decision problem (for more information on this we refer to Kah-
neman and Tversky, 1986). First, participants were reminded of the development issues 
that struck the new product, leading to product launch delay, and were also reminded of 
the discount at which they preordered or crowdfunded the new product. Hereafter, the 
participants were confronted with the decision problem:

Which of the following options would you prefer?
A. An immediate refund of the initially invested $60.
B. 80% chance that you receive the new product with a short delay, and 20% chance you 

will not receive the earbuds within a year.

The options were adapted to accommodate for context specificity of each new product 
introduction, however, the essence of the original Allais Certainty Problem remains the 
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same: (A) participants had the option to opt out of their product preorder or crowdfund 
decision and go for certainty, or (B) maintain their preorder or crowdfund decision and 
risk a lengthy delay time. The original Allais Certainty Problem has shown that people are 
more inclined to be risk averse and go for certainty if such an option is available. However, 
we will be measuring the difference in the proportion of participants choosing certainty 
between the preorder and crowdfund conditions. In doing so, we can measure the effect of 
crowdfunding (vs preordering) on (risk averse) opting out behavior.

4.3.3 Measuring Commitment

Additionally, a context specific version of the Schmidt and Calantone’s (2002) attitudinal 
commitment scale was used to measure consumer attitudinal commitment to the new 
product. The measure consists of 5 items measuring on a 7-point Likert scale and ranging 
from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. We performed a factor analysis (explained 
variance = 0.651) to check the psychometric properties of the scale with a Cronbach’s 
alpha reliability statistic showing high reliability (α = 0.920). Results of the factor analysis 
are shown in Table 4.3. In further analyses we used the summated scores to calculate the 
average attitudinal commitment scores per participant.

Table 4.3 Self-Reported Context Specific Commitment after Varimax-rotation.

Commitment Components
Factor 

Loadings
Degree of 

Communality

Item 1 These new earbuds will be a success. 0.739 0.546

Item 2 I would feel guilty if I don’t buy the earbuds now. 0.756 0.572

Item 3
I will stick with these new earbuds no matter 
what.

0.854 0.729

Item 4
Not buying these new earbuds would be a missed 
opportunity.

0.783 0.613

Item 5 I feel a sense of loyalty to these new earbuds. 0.869 0.756

Item 6 I am committed to these new earbuds. 0.832 0.693

Eigenvalue 11.139

Variance Explained 0.651

Cronbach’s Alpha 0.920

4.3.4 Sampling Method

To gather participants for the study we used the online Amazon Mechanical Turk (Mturk) 
platform. As prior studies have argued, Mturk samples are representative for consumer 
behavior research (Chandler, Mueller, and Paolacci, 2014; Paolacci and Chandler, 2014; 
Paolacci, Chandler and Ipeirotis, 2010), as such our study is a good fit for the platform. 
Sample collections are easily accessible and because the platform is online we were able 
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to collect data from a wide (and random) range of consumers, in turn, providing us with 
highly generalizable findings. Mturk users with a HIT (Human Intelligence Task) approval 
rate of 95% and more than 100 recorded approved HITs were approached to participate. 
We set the estimated completion time of the experiment to ten minutes and rewarded 
each participant who completed our experiment with $1 USD (in accordance with regular 
Mturk reward rates). At total of 182 responses were collected and were used in further 
analyses. Table 4.4 shows more in-depth descriptive statistics of our sample.
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Table 4.4 Data Sample Descriptive Statistics.

N Range Mean S.D.

Age (in years) 182 20 – 68 33 10

Educational Background

Less than High School 0

High School 37

Bachelor’s Degree 109

Master’s Degree 29

PhD Degree 2

Other 5

Gender

Male 105

Female 77

4.4 Results

4.4.1 Sticking with vs. Opting Out: Under Development Issues

First, we looked at the distribution of participants across the two options of the Allais 
Certainty Problem divided between the preorder and crowdfund conditions. A binomial 
test between sticking with vs. opting-out of the new product while preordering (probabil-
ity = 27%) and while crowdfunding (probability = 48%), shown in Table 4.5 and Figure 
4.4, confirms our hypothesis that consumers were less likely to opt out of with the new 
product while crowdfunding, compared to preordering (p < 0.001). Furthermore, a linear 
probability model, shown in Table 4.6, reaffirms this hypothesis as the preordering and 
crowdfunding conditions significantly differ from each other with crowdfunding leading 
consumers to less often opt out of the new product compared to preordering (β = -0.15, 
SE = 0.07, p = 0.024), confirming H1. The linear probability model (model 1) also shows 
that commitment has a small negative direct effect on opting-out (β = -0.12, SE = 0.02, p 
< 0.001). The more commitment consumers have towards the new product, the less likely 
they are to opt out of the new product during development issues. 

Next, we tested for a mediation effect of commitment between the preorder and 
crowdfund conditions and opting-out, shown in Table 4.7. We bootstrapped the linear 
regressions (Nr. of bootstrap samples=5000) of the direct effect of preorder/crowdfund 
condition on consumer commitment and calculated a confidence interval of the preorder/
crowdfund condition regression coefficients (CI = -0.018 ˗ -0.287). A confidence interval 
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was also calculated for the indirect effect of preordering versus crowdfunding conditions 
on opting-out of the new product through consumer commitment (CI = -0.006 ˗ -0.104). 
Because 0 lies outside of both confidence intervals, we can conclude that a mediation effect 
of consumer commitment is validated, however only partial mediation is present, as the 
direct effect of preorder/crowdfund condition on opting-out of the new product remains 
to plays a significant role (β = -0.15, SE = 0.07, p = 0.024). In sum, crowdfunding leads 
consumers to be less likely to opt out of the new product compared to preordering and this 
effect is partially mediated by consumer commitment to the new product, confirming H2.

  

Figure 4.4 Bar chart of the percentage of consumers who ‘opt out’ per Temporal Distance of Development Issues 
(Early vs. Late) across preorder and crowdfund conditions (left), and of Consumer Commitment per Temporal 
Distance of Development Issues (Early vs. Late) across preorder and crowdfund conditions. 

 

Figure 4.4 Bar chart of  the percentage of  consumers who ‘opt out’ per Temporal Distance of  
Development Issues (Early vs. Late) across preorder and crowdfund conditions (left), and of  
Consumer Commitment per Temporal Distance of  Development Issues (Early vs. Late) across 
preorder and crowdfund conditions.

Table 4.5 Results of  a Binomial Test between Preordering and Crowdfunding with Opt-Out be-
havior as dependent variable.

Preorder/Crowdfund Condition N Consumer who opt out Probability p-Value

Preordering 92 67 0.73 <0.001**
Crowdfunding 90 47 0.52

Table 4.6 Results of  the Linear Probability Models with Opting-Out as dependent variable.

DV = Opting-Out Model 1 Model 2

Main Effect Model β S.E. p-Value β S.E. p-Value

(intercept) 1.24 0.11 <0.001** 1.25 0.12 <0.001**
Consumer Commitment -0.12 0.02 <0.001** -0.12 0.02 <0.001**
Preorder/Crowdfund Condition (1 = Crowdfund)a -0.15 0.07 0.024* -0.15 0.07 0.023*
Temporal Distance of Development Issues (1 = 
Late Dev. Issues)b

-0.03 0.07 0.684

R² 0.157 0.158
Adjusted R² 0.148 0.144

Factor levels: aPreordering/Crowdfunding, bEarly/Late, Significance: *0.05, ** < 0.001
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Table 4.7 Results of  bootstrapped confidence intervals of  the direct effect of  Preorder/Crowdfund 
Condition on Opting-Out and indirect effect of  Preorder/Crowdfund Condition on Opting-Out 
through Consumer Commitment

N = 5000 Direct Effect Indirect Effect

Confidence Interval -0.018 – -0.287* -0.006 – -0.104*

*Confidence interval: 2.5% - 97.5%

4.4.2 Temporal Distance of  Development Issues

Looking at the difference in temporal distance of development issues, i.e. early develop-
ment issues versus late development issues on opting-out of the new product (Table 4.6), 
we did not find any significant results (β = -0.03, SE = 0.07, p = 0.684). This finding also 
holds when looking at the binomial test (Table 4.8) where the probability of consumer 
who opt out of the new product and encountered early development issues (probability = 
60%) did not differ from the probability of consumers who opt out of the new product 
and encountered late development issues (probability = 65%; p = 0.514). In other words, 
our results do not support our third hypothesis (H3) that early development issues would 
lead to consumers being less likely to opt out of the new product compared to late de-
velopment issues. Furthermore, adding the early/late development issues variable to the 
regression model does not change the previous conclusions we drew from our model (see 
Table 4.6 model 2). 

Looking at the interaction of temporal distance of the development issues (early vs. late) 
on the direct relationship between preorder/crowdfund condition and consumer commit-
ment we again do not find any significant relationship (β = 0.50, SE = 0.40, p = 0.208). 
The temporal distance of development issues does not cause either preorder or crowdfund 
condition (preorder or crowdfund) to have more or less of an impact on consumer com-
mitment. Therefore, the hypothesis (H4) that temporal of development issues would be 
more pronounced in the crowdfunding condition as compared to the preorder condition, 
cannot be confirmed (see model 2 in Table 4.9 for more details).

Table 4.8 Results of  a Binomial Test between Temporal Distances of  Development Issues with 
Opting-Out as dependent variable.

Preorder/Crowdfund Condition N Consumer who
opt out

Probability p-Value

Early Development Issues 90 54 0.60 0.514

Late Development Issues 92 60 0.65
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Table 4.9 Results of  the Linear Regression models with Consumer Commitment as dependent 
variable.

DV = Consumer Commitment Model 1 Model 2

Main Effect Model β S.E. p-Value β S.E. p-Value

(intercept) 4.16 0.17 <0.001** 4.29 0.20 <0.001**

Preorder/Crowdfund Condition (1 = Crowdfund)a 0.44 0.20 0.030* 0.18 0.28 0.519

Temporal Distance of Development Issues 
(1 = Late Development Issues)b

0.12 0.20 0.524 -0.12 0.28 0.665

Preorder/Crowdfund Condition (1 = Crowdfund) 
× Dev Issues (1 = Late Dev Issues)

0.50 0.40 0.208

R² 0.036 0.036

Adjusted R² 0.020 0.020

Factor levels: aPreordering/Crowdfunding, bEarly/Late, Significance: *0.05, ** < 0.001

4.5 Discussion

In this study we were interested to find out how preordering and crowdfunding of new 
products influence consumers’ choice to stick with or opt out from a preorder or crowd-
fund decision when development issues occur. We find that consumers who crowdfund 
a new product, compared to preordering, tend to be more committed to that product, 
which leads them to be much more likely to take the risk to stick with a new product 
despite development issues. An explanation of this effect is that crowdfunding causes 
consumers to be more socially involved and feel more empowered because of the funding 
decision they make, and such social cohesion and empowerment cause more positive be-
havioral intentions which lead to increased commitment (Fuchs, Prandelli, and Schreier, 
2010; Fuchs and Schreier, 2011). Contrarily, when preordering consumers are less socially 
involved and feel less empowered, leading consumers to be more likely to opt out of 
the new product when issues arise. This finding provides novel insights for the field of 
consumer behavior on how consumers act to new products (i.e., stick-with vs. opt out) if 
development issues occur, specifically for new product launch strategies to get consumers 
involved in early financing of new products.

We also find a mediation effect of consumer commitment between preordering, crowd-
funding and consumer decision behaviour, respectively. As expected, consumers are less 
likely to choose the certain option of opting out of the new product under develop-
ment issues when their attitudinal commitment is high. While a previous study found 
that consumer show more commitment when crowdfunding (Eliëns et al., 2019), this 
study adds to this by showing that consumer commitment partially mediates the effect 
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of preordering and crowdfunding onto opt-out behavior, underscoring the importance of 
consumer commitment. At the same time, this suggests that the change between preorder-
ing and crowdfunding itself also influences opt-out behavior that does not flow through 
commitment. Specifically, regardless of commitment, crowdfunding is less likely to cause 
consumers to opt out of the product in the face of development issues, compared to 
preordering.

Interestingly, we were not able to find support for our hypothesis that temporal distance 
of development issues affects how consumers respond to these issues. Development issues 
early in the process did not cause consumers to be more likely to stick with or opt out 
compared to development issues that occur late in the development process. Furthermore, 
we were unable to establish an interaction effect of temporal distance of development 
issues affecting the relationship between preordering versus crowdfunding and consumer 
commitment. A possible explanation for this non-finding could be that consumers find 
the timing of development issues inferior to the actual event of development issues. When 
development issues arise, consumer could be more focused on the consequence of the 
development issues (e.g., what are the chances the product will launch without losing out 
on promised features?) rather than the initiation of the development issues (e.g., timing). 
Another aspect that could play a role is that because preordering and crowdfunding are 
often initiated very early on in the development process of the new product, consumers are 
aware that development issues could arise. Thus, it could be that consumers already take 
development issues into account when initiating in preordering or crowdfunding, causing 
the timing of the development issues to have no effect on their choice behavior of sticking 
with or opting out.

4.5.1 Theoretical Implications

Our study contributes novel insights to the preordering and crowdfunding literature 
and consumer decision making under uncertainty literature. Traditionally, preordering 
research is grounded in the product introduction literature where the perspective of the 
firm serves as the most prevailing one (Boyacı and Özer, 2010; Zhao and Stecke, 2010). 
This study shines a novel light on preordering by showing that the consumer perspective 
on preordering provides an important angle by which we can learn from consumer deci-
sion behavior and the effectiveness of product introduction strategies. In a similar vein, we 
add novel insights into crowdfunding – a topic on which research remains scant (Macht 
and Weatherston, 2015). In our study we find that crowdfunding causes consumers to 
be less likely to opt out of the new product compared to preordering. Our approach 
of comparing preordering with crowdfunding is also novel and provides an interesting 
contrast between the two types of product introduction strategies, and how consumers 
perceive and act upon them differently.
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Second, our study elaborates on the existing consumer decision making under uncertainty 
literature. Our study takes a unique approach by looking at what happens to consumer’s 
stick with vs. opt-out decision making while preordering or crowdfunding. Previous 
research on consumer risk taking and perception has primarily focused on the adoption 
of new products, mainly viewing adoption as a process of uncertainty reduction (Mahajan 
et al, 1990). This does not take into account the unusual nature of adoption of prolonged 
waiting for the product after the purchase decision has already been made, which happens 
when preordering and crowdfunding. By concentrating on these specific contexts our 
study provides additional insights into consumer decision making under uncertainty.

While previous research has looked at the effects of unavailability of products on consumer 
behavior (Anderson, Fitzsimons, and Simester, 2006; Sloot, Verhoef and Franses, 2005), 
research has yet to distinguish different causes of unavailability and its effect on consumer 
behavior. Our study looked specifically at development issues encountered during NPD, 
causing launch delay of the new product. While development issues are one of the most 
frequently occurring causes of a delayed new product launch, previous research had not 
yet investigated the effects of development issues on consumer behavior towards the new 
product. Our study does investigate development issues, in relation to consumer choice 
of sticking with or opting out from a preorder or crowdfund decision and shows that it 
has a varying effect depending on the type of new product introduction. While we were 
not able to validate that the timing of such development issues also influences consumer 
choice behavior, no prior study has looked at temporal effects development issues before. 
As such this study provides a stepping stone for future studies in understanding what the 
effects are of different causes for launch delays on consumer behavior.

4.5.2 Managerial Implications

This study also provides some managerial implications for firms looking to employ 
preordering or crowdfunding strategies for their new products. Firms need to be aware 
of the difference in introduction strategy they employ but both crowdfunding and pre-
ordering are viable options. In employing these strategies firms can more easily gauge 
market demand for their new product and are able to diminish financial risk in the early 
stages of development. To secure a smooth development process, firms should aim for 
strong consumer commitment to the new product as any development issues might deter 
consumers from their preorder or crowdfund decision – jeopardizing the new product’s 
market success. This study shows however, that consumers are less likely to opt out of a 
new product that is facing development issues if they crowdfunded the new product. By 
employing a crowdfunding strategy, firms could potentially avoid some risks in market-
demand by keeping consumers’ commitment strong and making consumers less likely 
to opt out of the new product. Development issues are especially likely to occur when 
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developing more radically new products, as radical innovations often change the existing 
business model and/or development process. For this reason, we argue that crowdfund-
ing is especially useful for radical new products where issues during development can be 
more commonly expected. Preordering on the other hand can also be used but for more 
incremental innovations as consumers are more likely to opt out of the new product under 
development issues.

The timing of when a firm encounters issues during NPD does not seem make a differ-
ence for when a consumer tends to stick with or opt out from a preorder or crowdfund 
decision. This suggests that firms can openly communicate any issues that arise during 
NPD without any significant difference in consumer response to early or late development 
issues. This complements previous research on the positive effect on open communication 
with consumers on customer retention (Siomkos and Kurzbard, 1994; Siomkos and Mal-
liaris, 1992).

4.5.3 Limitations and Future Research

Our study suffers from several limitations and we argue our study also provides some inter-
esting avenues for further research. First, our experimental set-up provides a platform for 
measuring the specific effects of preordering, crowdfunding and development issues in an 
unbiased way without influence from variables outside the scope of our research. However, 
by making use of a scenario-based experimental design, our study also inherits its typical 
drawbacks. In such a design with randomly distributed participants it can be difficult to 
induce a high-level connection with said scenarios. Furthermore, the participants’ general 
perception of believability of the experiment will rarely match those of field experiments 
or observational studies. While our study provides a basis of understanding consumer 
decision behavior during preordering and crowdfunding, we recommend conducting a 
field experiment to replicate our findings.

Second, we have tested our hypotheses on a random sample of consumers as we were 
interested in the specific effects of introducing a new product through crowdfunding and 
preordering. In doing so we did not look at specific traits that might very well be different 
within a crowdfunding community compared to people who would preorder. It would 
therefore be an important follow-up to our study to see if our findings hold in a field 
setting. Similarly, in our experiment the timing effects were not measured in longitudinal 
fashion. This could however be an interesting addition that might lead to actual temporal 
distance effects that we were unable to find in our current experimental set-up.

Finally, in our study we only looked at development issues as a cause of product launch 
delay and framed it in temporal distance literature. However, there is a multitude of fac-



tors that can cause product launch delays or general unavailability of a new product. For 
example, launch delays might be caused by shipping issues or issues faced by a partner-
ing firm. Previous research has not clearly distinguished between these various factors, 
although the effects of these factors on consumer behavior towards a new product can 
widely differ. We recommend that future research investigates the differences between 
these factors as it can prove to be an excellent addition to both the product introduction 
and product availability literature.
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5.1 General Discussion

New products are becoming ever more central for gaining competitive advantage between 
firms and general economic progression and prosperity. To successfully sustain such 
progression, it is paramount to understand how managers make development decisions 
as well as how consumers make purchase decisions with regards to these innovations. For 
this reason, I shed light on both the firm and consumer perspective in this dissertation. 
During the new product development (NPD) process innovation managers are frequently 
confronted with complex evaluative decision making, often at set intervals or decision 
gates, on the development progress of the new product. Innovation managers should not 
be influenced by irrelevant information or biased thoughts when making these decisions. 
A prime cause of such biased decision making is escalation of commitment. Innovation 
managers can become more inclined to stick with the new product when they have already 
set their commitment to the new product in motion in an earlier development stage. 
Although over the years NPD has become more regulated and structured it remains dif-
ficult to isolate and remove such escalation behavior by innovation managers.

Not only innovation managers show signs of commitment to new products. New product 
preannouncements and the surge of preordering and crowdfunding campaigns for new 
products provide consumers with the option to invest early in new products that catches 
their particular interest. This helps firms to identify and more specifically cater to their 
new product’s consumer market. However, preordering and crowdfunding provide an 
opening for consumers to invest into a new product early in its development and ask them 
to remain committed to the new product throughout its development time. This means 
that consumers experience first-hand all the uncertainty and risk that accompanies the 
development of such a new product. For preannouncement, preordering or crowdfunding 
to be successful it is important to understand how committed consumers are and in case 
of development issues and launch delay, signalling uncertainty and risk, do consumers 
take the risk by sticking to their preordered or crowdfunded new product or are they more 
inclined to opt out?

Against this background, commitment is a double-edged sword which can benefit new 
product success by perseverance to stick with innovative products as well as the detriment 
of new product success by overcommitting to new products that have clear flaws. In this 
dissertation I aimed to create a better understanding of decision making and commitment 
to new products from both the firm and consumer perspective forming the main research 
question of this dissertation:
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What does it mean, for both innovation managers and consumers, to be committed to a new 
product and how does this commitment influence their decision making?

5.2 Summary of  Studies

5.2.1 Study I - Rational Versus Intuitive Gatekeeping: Escalation of  Commitment in the 
Front End of  NPD.

While a new product is under development innovation managers often get tasked with 
the responsibility to make go/no-go decisions at specific points during the new product’s 
development process. While in theory such gate decision making is supported by rigid 
NPD frameworks, in practice innovation managers still have trouble with gate decision 
making (Markham and Lee, 2013; Schmidt and Calantone, 2002). This is because innova-
tion managers are often swayed to favour a go decision if in a previous development stage, 
they have also given a go decision (Schmidt and Calantone, 2002). This can cause fruit-
less new products to remain in development, wasting valuable resources and hampering 
NPD performance. In this study I investigated if a gatekeeper’s thinking style – whether 
they think rationally or whether they follow their intuition – can prevent escalation of 
commitment. More specifically I studied gate decision making in the front-end of the 
NPD process where the onset of escalation of commitment is most likely and the resource 
investment is still low. In this experimental study (N = 184) I found that both experi-
mentally manipulated rationality as well as a rational disposition cause less escalation of 
commitment in gatekeepers. This novel insight provides recommendations for improving 
existing front end gate review practices.

5.2.2 Study II – Creating Consumer Commitment Before Product Launch: 
Preannounce, Preorder or Crowdfund?

Preannouncing new products to the market is common practice among firms (Schatzel 
and Calantone, 2006). However, to better estimate market interest and obtain financial 
gains before the launch of a new product, firms can employ a preorder or crowdfund 
strategy that lets consumers preorder or crowdfund the new product before its launch. 
For such a new product introduction strategy to be successful it depends on extended 
commitment from the consumer – the consumer makes their purchase decision long 
before they obtain the actual new product. In this study I investigated whether consumer 
commitment is affected by the new product introduction strategy chosen by the firm, 
comparing sustained commitment of consumers during preannouncement, preordering 
and crowdfunding. Next to this, I looked at whether commitment is affected by a sudden 
delay of the new product’s launch. I find that, for commitment to occur, the new product 
requires high perceived product value by the consumer. Furthermore, the experiment 
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with consumers (N=263) demonstrates that conditional on perceived new product value, 
preordering causes consumers to be more committed to the new product. This increase 
in commitment is amplified when consumers crowdfund the new product. These effects 
are explained by well-established consumer theories on the endowment effect and social 
identity. When development issues occur, consumer commitment drops, but this drop is 
similar for preordering and crowdfunding. Preordering or crowdfunding are thus both 
suitable risk mitigation approaches recommended when launch delays are likely to occur 
due to development issues, as is often the case when developing highly innovative new 
products.

5.2.3 Study III – Preordering and Crowdfunding: Stick-With or Opt-Out when 
Development Issues Occur?

Preordering and crowdfunding are becoming increasingly popular new product introduc-
tion strategies that firms offer to consumers (Macht and Weatherston, 2015; Zhao and 
Stecke, 2010). Because preordering and crowdfunding allow consumers to purchase new 
products while they are still under development, it exposes consumers to the develop-
ment process of new products that often can be plagued by development issues. Such 
launch delays could cause consumers to opt out, jeopardizing the effectiveness of the 
firm’s product introduction strategy to gain customers and financial support early on. In 
this study I used an experimental design (N=182) to investigate whether preordering and 
crowdfunding affect a consumer’s willingness to stick with or opt out from preorder or 
crowdfund participation. I found that, while acting under the knowledge of imminent 
launch delays due to development issues, consumers who crowdfunded the new product 
are less likely to opt out, compared to consumers who preordered who more often opt 
for a refund. Interestingly, whether the development issues originate from the front-end 
of development versus a later stage does not affect consumer risk taking behavior (i.e., to 
stick with or opt out from a preorder or crowdfund decision) any differently. Furthermore, 
I showed that commitment to the new product partially mediates the effect of preorder 
or crowdfund strategy on the consumer’s willingness to stick with or opt out from their 
preordering or crowdfunding of the new product. Taken together the results show that 
making products available for crowdfunding, as compared to preordering, could be a more 
valuable strategy for firms planning to develop innovative products, as it not only shifts 
the inherent risk of NPD to shared risk between firm and consumer, but consumers are 
also more likely to see the development of the new product through to the end.
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5.3 General Theoretical Contributions

This dissertation provides several new theoretical insights into commitment and decision 
making during NPD from both the firm perspective as well as the consumer perspective.

Making decision about new products, whether by consumers or managers, is influenced 
by commitment to the new product. This commitment can benefit new product success 
but also to its detriment. Fortunately, by making the decision maker more aware of their 
decision process and context they can attune their commitment appropriately. I show that 
commitment is influenced by the managers’ thinking style – whether they think rationally 
or intuitively makes a difference to their commitment to a developing new product. I 
provide both correlational as well as causal evidence that rationality significantly reduces 
escalation of commitment in the front end of NPD. This shows that gatekeepers with 
a predisposition towards rationality, as well as gatekeepers who are influenced to think 
more rationally, are less likely to escalate their commitment. By focusing on the effect of 
thinking style on commitment my research uncovers a novel contrast between rationality 
and intuition and adds to the existing discussion on strengths and weaknesses of either 
thinking styles in decision making (Aloysius, 2003; Eling et al., 2014; Wong et al., 2008). 

From a consumer perspective I provide evidence that commitment also plays a significant 
role in the development of new products. This dissertation combines existing theory on 
consumer behavior, endowment effect and social cohesion with the current trend of prean-
nouncement, preordering and crowdfunding of newly developing products. In doing so, 
it provides new insights into how consumer commitment changes based on the particular 
new product introduction strategy used by the firm. New product introduction is primar-
ily researched from a firm perspective (Boyacı and Özer, 2010; Schatzel and Calantone, 
2006), while the impact of actual consumer behavior on the success of such new product 
introduction strategies (Zhao and Stecke, 2010; Wei and Zhang, 2017) is frequently dis-
regarded. This disseration adds to the new product introduction literature by focusing on 
such a consumer perspective. I find that preordering leads to more consumer commitment 
to a newly developing product compared to regular preannouncement, explaining that 
consumers feel the forces of the endowment effect as they feel (partial) owner of a new 
product that is yet to be in their possession (Carmon et al., 2003; Peck and Shu, 2009; 
Sen and Johnson, 1997). Crowdfunding leads to an even stronger increase in consumer 
commitment as it layers the inclination to increased social cohesion and social identity on 
top, due to its community-driven nature.

Besides establishing various effects of product introduction strategies on consumer com-
mitment to newly developing products, I also looked at the inherent risk that consumers 
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are faced with when preordering and crowdfunding: unavailability of the new product at 
launch. While prior research has been conducted on the effect of unavailability of products 
on consumer behavior, such research has yet to look at specific causes of unavailability. 
Different causes of unavailability can cause consumers to respond differently. This disser-
tation adds to the literature by specifically focusing on development issues as cause for new 
product launch delays. Moreover, in this dissertation I differentiate between consumer 
commitment to a new product via attitude in chapter 3 and via actual decision making in 
chapter 4, showing more attitudinal commitment leads to more behavioral commitment. 
Thus, this dissertation lays bare the link between consumer attitudinal commitment and 
behavioral commitment in the novel contexts of preordering and crowdfunding. Further-
more, I looked to see if development issues occurred early in the development process vs. 
late have different effects on consumer decision making – by either sticking with the new 
product or opting out from their preorder or crowdfund decision. Indeed, I show that 
development issues reduce consumers their commitment to the new product and increase 
the frequency a consumer chooses to opt out from their preorder or crowdfund decision. 
Interestingly, timing of the development issues (early vs. late) does not affect a consumer’s 
choice to stick with or opt out from their preorder or crowdfund decision. Thus, by look-
ing at development issues as a specific cause of product launch delay, I add new insights to 
the product unavailability literature.

In sum, the three core chapters of this dissertation advance existing research on how com-
mitment impacts product innovation, opening new and interesting avenues for future 
research from both the firm and consumer perspective. By investigating commitment 
through popularized product introduction strategies such as preordering and crowdfund-
ing, this dissertation connects existing knowledge of NPD and consumer behavior to 
current practice and, in doing so, provides new insights to this existing research.

5.4 General Managerial Contributions

This dissertation also provides some meaningful insights for managerial purposes when it 
comes to NPD and new product marketing.

The findings from this dissertation support the implementation of formal processes and 
explicit decision rules when gatekeeping, to combat erroneous decision making. More 
specifically, using a rational thinking style, gatekeepers are less likely to escalate their com-
mitment to a front end NPD project, compared to using an intuitive thinking style. Thus, 
innovation managers benefit from a rational thinking style when tasked with front end 
gate decision making. In turn, a rational thinking style helps gatekeepers keep an objec-
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tive focus on the hurdle rates while dampening any wrongly placed commitment to the 
developing new product. A more rational thinking style can be enforced through training 
of gate decision making as well as using more formal processes and explicit decision rules 
(e.g. score cards, gate decision review by independent party, etc.) and allocating more 
rational decision makers to gatekeeper roles. While firms should want to minimize over-
commitment from their gatekeepers, commitment should not be completely eradicated as 
proper commitment to the new product as the driving force of its success, as it is necessary 
from gatekeepers, senior management, NPD team members and consumers alike. 

In this dissertation I also focused on the consumer perspective of preordering and 
crowdfunding of new products. Consumers must remain committed to the new product 
throughout its development in order for a preorder or crowdfund strategy to be successful. 
I find that the act of preordering and crowdfunding already causes consumers to be more 
committed to the new product. Both preorder and crowdfund strategies provide increased 
commitment as a benefit over regular new product preannouncement. Crowdfunding is a 
particularly interesting substitute for preannouncement as it elicits most commitment and 
this commitment remains strong even when development issues occur and a launch delay 
is communicated to consumers. Crowdfunding has always been the most accessible form 
of new product introduction for firms and entrepreneurs alike, however this increased 
consumer commitment caused by crowdfunding shows its utility as new product intro-
duction strategy for new products. This increased commitment translates to consumers 
being more likely to stick with their preorder or crowdfund decision rather than opt-out 
for a refund of their investment when development issues occur. In other words, their 
self-reported commitment leads to decision behavior that is favorable for the firm and 
its funding of the development of the new product. Firms should however, be aware that 
there is a difference in the effect of preorder or crowdfund strategy on consumer commit-
ment and subsequent stick with/op-out decision behavior. Again, crowdfunding causes 
the highest consumer commitment and causes consumers to opt out of the new product 
during development issues the least. Again, this re-emphasizes the value of crowdfunding 
as a strategy for new product introductions as front-loaded financial gains are more secure 
and market demand estimations can be made more accurately.

5.5 Future Research

The research laid out in this dissertation combines a core principle underlying new prod-
uct success – commitment from both a firm and consumer perspective – with aspects of 
decision making, namely thinking styles, and the context of decision making, namely 
preordering and crowdfunding. In doing so, I aim to provide inspiration for future re-
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search on commitment and decision making in product innovation. Below I describe 
some avenues for future research that go beyond those described in chapter 2, 3 and 4.

First, the concept of (escalation of ) commitment is studied in the fields of cognitive and 
social psychology, and several antecedents of commitment have been identified. While I 
am aware of certain mechanisms that give rise to commitment, it remains unclear, and 
therefore difficult, to reliably reproduce it in an experimental setting. Therefore, the un-
derlying mechanisms of commitment could use more thorough investigation of how they 
exactly come to be and how they can be measured reliably and consistently. Commitment 
is indeed a difficult mind-set to simulate in experimental settings. This makes field experi-
ments and observational studies of commitment particularly interesting to pursue as these 
methods come closest to observing and measuring actual commitment and could aid in 
identifying specific triggers for commitment and escalation of commitment.

Another opportunity for future research is measuring commitment by approaching it from 
a macro level. While in this dissertation I focused on short-term, micro-level commitment 
consequences, loss or gain in commitment from both a firm or consumer perspective 
could have long term effects. For example, in case of escalation of commitment from a 
firm perspective, firms could learn from continued development of a failing new product 
and gain important insight that can potentially be applied to other, future development 
processes (Baum and Dahlin, 2007; Drummond, 2014; Deichmann and van den End, 
2013). From a consumer perspective it could also prove insightful to look at how com-
mitment towards a preorder or crowdfund decision affects subsequent purchases of the 
same brand or firm. Prepurchasing can potentially have spill-over effects of consumer 
commitment to other products from the same product line. Similarly, it is interesting 
to extend our results to more long-term forms of consumer commitment such as brand 
loyalty. Future research could take a program perspective to investigate this possible ten-
sion between learning from failures and escalation of commitment.

Third, one could do commitment research in group settings to see if anything changes 
from our individual level findings. In an NPD gate decision procedure, gate decisions 
are usually made by gate committees instead of individuals. While the onset of a group 
decision might be within each individual in the group, the actual group setting can influ-
ence how the final gate decision is made. Similarly, consumers who make preorder or 
crowdfund decisions about new products in a group setting can be influenced by other 
consumers in the group. This is specifically relevant in a crowdfunding context where so-
cial cohesion and community are driving forces behind successful products. From theory 
it can also easily be related back to the concepts like ‘group think’ and ‘anchoring’ (Janis, 
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1972; Turner and Pratkanis, 1998; Tversky and Kahneman, 1974). These concepts could 
shine new light on commitment in NPD as experienced by both managers and consumers.

In my research I only cover specific aspects of product innovation in relation to commit-
ment and decision making. There are other aspects of NPD and commitment one could 
think about that could add to my initial findings described in this dissertation. From an 
NPD perspective, topics such as co-creation and open innovation could impact com-
mitment from both managers as well as consumers differently. For example, innovation 
managers might be less committed to new products created through a collaboration with 
another firm, as it is easier to mentally divert responsibilities to the collaborating firm. 
Another example would be that consumers might show even more commitment towards a 
new product if they were actively involved in the creation and development process of the 
new product. Furthermore, future research on innovation managers’ commitment should 
consider agile product development processes, which adapt to occurring uncertainty dur-
ing product development rather than trying to account for it up-front (Bianchi, Marzi 
and Guerini, 2018). While the traditional stage-gate model provides a well-researched 
framework for this dissertation, these agile processes provide a more flexible and iterative 
framework that could ultimately impact innovation managers’ commitment to a project 
and alter the way we look at commitment and escalation of commitment. Other ques-
tions that might drive insightful research: What happens to consumers who are strongly 
committed to a preorder or crowdfund decision when the product is never launched (e.g., 
due to technical infeasibility)? Are strongly committed consumers more or less easily 
disappointed in a new product compared to less strongly committed consumers? What 
happens to consumer commitment if competitive new products are offered on the market 
(i.e., substitution products)?

5.6 Closing Remarks

In general, commitment plays a central role in NPD. Looking at commitment from both 
a firm as well as a consumer perspective sheds new light on how commitment can both 
be beneficial and detrimental. Commitment of innovation managers to a new product 
directly influences their gate evaluations. Such commitment can be harmful as innovation 
managers might escalate their commitment to the new product, which can lead to invest-
ment of resources into the development of unpromising new products. At the same time, 
from a consumer perspective, NPD can benefit significantly from consumer commitment 
to new products, even leading to consumers to stick with the new product when it is 
struck by launch delays due to development issues.
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While this dissertation focused on over-commitment as a negative influence on product 
innovation from a firm perspective, it does not mean that commitment should be avoided 
during NPD. Contrarily, while looking at commitment from a consumer perspective, in 
this dissertation I focus on consumer commitment as a positive driving force of product 
innovation. This is especially true in case of preordering and crowdfunding new products 
where the front-loaded financial gains and market demand insights help drive new prod-
uct success. However, this does not mean that consumer commitment to a new product 
is always a positive force – overcommitment of consumers can lead to rigidity and poten-
tially disappointment when things do not turn out as expected and this can be harmful 
to product innovation down the line. Indeed, there is a fine balance to strike between 
rightfully and wrongfully placed commitment in NPD and this dissertation should serve 
as a stepping stone for more research on how to finely balance passion and commitment 
from both the firm and consumer perspective.
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Study 1 - Scenario of  the Idea gate (part 1)
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Each topic within the development report could be clicked on to reveal additional explanation 
of that particular topic.
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Study 1 - Scenario of  the Concept gate (part 1)Study 1 - Scenario of the Concept gate (part 1) 
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Study 1 - Scenario of the Concept gate (part 2)

Each topic within the development report could be clicked on to reveal additional explanation 
of that particular topic.
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Study 2 - scenario of  the new product: wireless earbuds.
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Study 2 – Purchase condition instructions
Study 2 – Purchase condition instructions 
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Study 2 - Development Issues condition explanation.

Study 2 – Purchase condition instructions 

 

 

 
 
Study 2 - Development Issues condition explanation. 

 
 
  Study 2 – Table with Context Specific Perceived Product Value after Varimax-rotation.

Perceived 
Product Value

Components Factor Loadings Degree of 
Communality

1 2 3

Item 1
These earbuds would, in functional terms, 
perform well.

0.191 0.181 0.733 0.606

Item 2
These earbuds would arouse positive 
feelings in me.

0.464 0.323 0.578 0.653

Item 3 I would like these earbuds. 0.662 0.182 0.554 0.778

Item 4 These earbuds are too expensive. (reverse) - - - -

Item 5
These earbuds would be approved by 
others.

0.266 0.477 0.379 0.442

Item 6
If I bought or used these earbuds, it would 
create a favorable perception of me among 
other people.

0.380 0.611 0.149 0.540

Item 7 These earbuds have a positive social image. 0.186 0.954 0.223 0.995

Item 8 I would be willing to buy these earbuds. 0.819 0.269 0.234 0.797

Item 9
I would recommend these earbuds to 
friends or relatives.

0.662 0.392 0.267 0.662

Item 10
I would not expect any problems with 
these earbuds.

- - - -

Eigenvalues
8.470 1.564 1.286; 

0.797 

Variance Explained 0.256 0.238 0.190

Cronbach’s Alpha 0.890

Factors: (1) Emotional, (2) Social, (3) Quality, (4) Price
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Study 3 - scenario of  the new product: wireless earbuds.
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Study 3 – Purchase condition instructions
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Study 3 – After preordering/crowdfunding message
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Study 3 - Development Issues condition explanation.
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Summary

My research focuses on commitment and decision making in new product innovation. 
I study how the uncertain nature of new product development (NPD) impacts both 
managerial decision making as well as consumer decision making. By investigating both 
perspectives, my dissertation provides an integral view of decision making during NPD. 
The dissertation consists of three experimental design studies (one from an innovation 
manager perspective, and two from a consumer perspective) which are briefly described 
below. 

Study 1:

The unwillingness of a gatekeeper to let go of a fruitless NPD project wastes valuable re-
sources and hampers NPD performance. This study investigates if a gatekeeper’s thinking 
style – whether they think rationally or whether they follow their intuition – can prevent 
escalation of commitment. More specifically I study gate decision making in the front-end 
of the NPD process where the onset of escalation of commitment is most likely and the 
resource investment is still low. In our experimental study (N = 184) we find that both 
experimentally manipulated rationality as well as a rational disposition cause less escala-
tion of commitment in gatekeepers. With this novel insight we provide recommendations 
for improving existing front end gate review practices.

While it is interesting to understand more on escalation behavior of innovation managers, 
it is equally beneficial to understand consumer escalation behavior to newly developing 
products. Are consumers more likely to stay committed to a new product that they have 
preordered? What happens to their commitment to the new product when development 
issues arise leading to launch delays? Study 2 and 3 complement study 1’s innovation 
manager perspective, by looking at introduction of innovative products from a consumer 
perspective. 

Study 2: 

This study investigates how the act of preordering affects a consumer’s commitment to the 
new product, and how this commitment is affected when the product launch is unexpect-
edly delayed due to development issues. We compare consumer commitment under tradi-
tional preordering and reward-based crowdfunding. Using Necessary Condition Analysis, 
my experiment with consumers (N=263) demonstrates that, to become committed, it is 
first necessary to perceive high product value. Conditional on product value, the act of 
preordering increases consumer commitment, and this increase is even stronger for the act 
of crowdfunding. When development issues occur, consumer commitment drops, but this 
drop in commitment is similar when the product was or was not available for pre-order or 
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crowdfund. Preordering or crowdfunding are thus recommended especially when launch 
delays are likely to occur, as is the case when pursuing highly innovative new products.

Study 3: 

In this study we use an experimental design (N=182) to investigate how the act of preor-
dering affects consumer risk aversion when making purchase decisions and make a com-
parison between preordering and reward-based crowdfunding. I find that, while acting 
under the knowledge of imminent launch delays due to development issues, consumers 
who crowdfunded the new product display more risk taking behavior and are more likely 
to stick with the product, compared to consumers who preordered the new product who 
more often opt for a refund. Interestingly, whether the development issues originate from 
the front-end of development versus a later stage does not affect consumer risk taking 
behavior any differently. Furthermore, I show commitment to the new product partially 
mediates the effect of product introduction type on risk aversion.

Together these studies aim to fill specific gaps in our current understanding product in-
novation with the aim to improve performance of product innovation in practice, for both 
managers and consumers alike.



131

About the author

A
bo

ut

About the author

Ramon Pierre Constantijn Eliëns was born in Son en Breugel, The Netherlands, on April 
16, 1990. Ramon obtained his Bachelor’s degree in Cognitive Psychology from Maastricht 
University in 2011. Ramon obtained a General Management degree from the Rotterdam 
School of Management, Erasmus University Rotterdam in 2012. Hereafter, Ramon suc-
cessfully pursued a Master’s degree in Marketing, graduating in 2013. In August 2014 
Ramon started his PhD project at the Innovation, Technology Entrepreneurship and 
Marketing (ITEM) group of the Department of Industrial Engineering and Innovation 
Sciences at Eindhoven University of Technology. The results of his PhD are presented 
in this dissertation. In 2017, together with his co-authors, Ramon won the Christer 
Karlsson Best Paper Award at the 24th International Product Development Management 
Conference (IPDMC) in Reykjavik, Iceland. The paper, corresponding with Chapter 2 of 
this dissertation, has subsequently been published in the Journal of Product Innovation 
Management (JPIM) in 2018.


