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Recent estimates suggest that fifty percent of the Fortune 1000 companies have a 

Chief Marketing Officer (CMO), defined as an executive in charge of marketing in the 

top management team (TMT). Further, across firms that have CMOs, there exist 

differences in their structural positions, and therefore arguably their influence, in the 

TMT hierarchy. Seemingly, firms differ on these two structural choices of CMO presence 

and CMO influence, which in turn are indicative of the emphasis firms put on marketing 

and customer advocacy in the TMT, where corporate strategy is formulated. However, 

there is no prior research that has attempted to understand this phenomenon. This is 

surprising given the growing concern about marketing’s diminishing role at the level of 

corporate strategy in the firm. This research attempts to fill this gap by addressing the 

following two research questions: (1) what are the antecedents of the CMO’s presence in 

the TMT? and (2) what are the antecedents of the CMO’s influence in the TMT? 



 vi

Antecedents are identified using rationales that rely on the role of marketing in the firm, 

the functions that the CMO has, and the information processing requirements and power 

dynamics of TMTs. Hypotheses for the effects of these antecedents on CMO presence 

and CMO influence are tested using secondary data for a set of 169 firms across 9 

industries for the years 2001-2002. Results show that CMO presence and influence are 

driven primarily by a combination of strategic and structural factors. Specifically, firms 

are more likely to have a CMO in the TMT when they have a corporate branding strategy 

and when their TMTs have relatively low proportions of executives with marketing 

and/or general management experience. Further, diversification makes CMO presence 

less likely in relatively smaller firms but more likely in relatively larger ones. Innovation 

drives the influence the CMO has in the TMT, while marketing and/or general 

management experience in the TMT reduce it. The results are of significance both to 

academicians and practitioners concerned with marketing’s influence at the level of 

corporate strategy. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

Background 

Over the last three decades, marketing academics have voiced their concern over 

marketing’s decreasing influence at the level of corporate strategy (Anderson1982; Day 

1992; Webster, Malter and Ganesan 2003; Varadarajan 1992; Wind and Robertson 1983). 

A firm’s corporate strategy, which includes major resource allocations, organizational 

redesign, acquisitions, divestments, and entering or exiting major markets, is largely 

driven by the top management team1 (Cyert and March 1963; Hambrick and Mason 

1984; Varadarajan and Clark 1994). Consequently, prior researchers have referred to the 

presence and/or the influence of the Chief Marketing Officer in the top management team 

as an indicator of both the corporate status of marketing and corporate adoption of the 

marketing concept2 (Hise 1965; Mann 1971; Piercy 1986; Webster 1981; Webster et al. 

2003). Figure 1.1 illustrates both these dimensions of Chief Marketing Officer (CMO) 

presence and CMO influence through the top management teams (TMTs) of three firms 

in 2002.  

As shown in figure 1.1, York, a heating and ventilation firm, had no executive in 

charge of marketing in its TMT. On the other hand, Unisys, an information technology 

firm, and Bristol-Myers-Squibb (BMS), a pharmaceutical firm, did. Further, there was 

only level above the level of the CMO in BMS. In comparison, there were 3 levels above 

                                                 
1 The top management team (TMT) is defined as the executive officers as specified by the firm. 
 
2 The Chief Marketing Officer (CMO) refers to an executive in the TMT explicitly responsible for 
marketing. Titles of these executives include, but are not limited to, CMO and Vice President Marketing. 
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Unisys’ CMO, implying greater influence for BMS’ CMO in the TMT, given that 

structural position has been equated to influence3 (Finkelstein 1992; Hambrick 1981; 

Kohli 1989).  

The examples in figure 1.1 suggest that firms differ on these two structural 

choices of CMO presence and CMO influence. In fact, a recent study by Booz Allen 

Hamilton estimates that only about fifty percent of the firms in the Fortune 1000 have a 

CMO (Hyde, Landry and Tipping 2004). This is in stark contrast to estimates of over 

eighty percent of firms in the Fortune 500 having a CFO as recent as year 2000 (Zorn 

2004). Further, a review of the TMTs of the top 100 Fortune 500 firms revealed that 

across firms that do have CMOs, there is a great degree of variance in their structural 

position, or influence, in the TMT4. There has been no prior research that has attempted 

to explore reasons for these phenomena, a gap in the field that this research aims to fill.  

Specifically, the research questions addressed in this research are (1) what are the 

antecedents of the likelihood of a CMO in firms’ TMTs? and (2) what are the antecedents 

of the CMO’s influence in TMTs? The conceptual model depicted in figure 2.1 (and 

explained in chapter two) illustrates the thesis for this research, which is that CMO 

presence and CMO influence are a result of strategic, structural, and environmental 

antecedents that firms face. Such a research endeavor is important given the implications 

                                                 
3 I emphasize that I refer to the CMO’s influence in the TMT, which is independent of the levels in the 
organization as a whole. However, the total number of levels in the TMT may differ across firms. The 
CMO’s influence in the TMT is therefore a function of the number of levels above the CMO, after 
accounting for the total number of levels in the TMT. I elaborate on this in the section on measures, in the 
chapter on methodology. 
 
4 The TMTs of the top 100 Fortune 500 firms was reviewed as a part of preliminary data collection for this 
research, conducted during the first half of calendar year 2005. 
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that CMO presence and CMO influence have for marketing’s role at the level where 

corporate strategy is formulated. For example, the CMO has been referred to as the voice 

of the customer or the customer advocate in the firm’s upper echelons (McGovern, Court, 

Quelch and Crawford 2004). Kerin (2005), while documenting changes in the marketing 

landscape, refers to the CMO position as evidence of a “renaissance of sorts” for 

marketing, in “the corporate hierarchy” (p.12). Crosby and Johnson (2005) too suggest 

that “with the position of CMO, perhaps marketing can bring to the leadership table its 

strategic role” (p.13). Therefore, by exploring these phenomena, this research provides 

academics and practitioners with an understanding of factors that prompt firms to differ 

on marketing’s influence at the level of corporate strategy. Thus theoretically, it adds to 

the body of knowledge on the role of marketing in the firm, a top tier Marketing Science 

Institute research priority for 2004-2006. Moreover, it provides a theoretical basis for a 

meaningful dialogue in this regard. Prior research efforts along similar lines have been at 

the level of the strategic business unit (for example, Homburg, Workman and Krohmer 

1999; Ruekert, Walker and Roering 1985); this research expands the scope of this domain 

to the corporate level. This research therefore also provides TMTs with an understanding 

of central tendencies of firms and guides them as they make decisions regarding CMO 

presence and influence. Evidence of practices followed and rationales used by others in 

industry would help TMTs make better informed decisions with respect to marketing at 

this level of the firm.  
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Organization of the Dissertation 

In chapter two, I elaborate on the conceptual model for this research, illustrated in 

figure 2.1, and present hypotheses, along with supporting arguments, for the antecedents. 

In doing so, I draw on prior literature in marketing and organization theory as well as on 

the role of the CMO, discussions of which are also included in chapter two. Given the 

scant empirical research on the CMO’s role in the firm, this research included a 

qualitative stage for this purpose, details of which are also covered in chapter two. The 

hypotheses are tested using quantitative methods based on secondary data. Chapter three 

presents the methodology used for this purpose and includes sections on the sample, the 

measures and sources of data for all the variables, and specifications of models used for 

analysis. The analysis of the data and results thereof are presented and summarized in 

chapter four. Chapter five presents implications for research and practice, discusses 

limitations of the study, and proposes future research directions. 
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CHAPTER TWO: THEORY AND HYPOTHESES 

In this chapter I elaborate on the conceptual model for this research, illustrated in 

figure 2.1. As the model indicates, I argue that CMO presence and CMO influence are a 

result of various antecedent factors that firms face. The rationales underlying each of 

these antecedents rely on contingency theory and theories of power dependence and 

homophily. I begin by addressing each of these theories in the context of the TMT’s 

structural choices, drawing primarily on prior literature from organization theory. In 

order to apply these theories to the two CMO related choices, I then discuss the role of 

the CMO in the firm based on prior research and on results of qualitative research 

conducted for this purpose. These sections then provide the foundation for the choice of 

antecedents, and hypotheses for each, discussions of which conclude the chapter. 

 

Structural Choices in the TMT 

Contingency theory suggests that firms make structural choices in response to 

strategic, structural, and environmental contingencies, and therefore some choices may 

suit some firms better than others (Donaldson 2002; Lawrence and Lorsch 1967; 

Thompson 1967; Zeithaml, Varadarajan and Zeithaml 1988). Applications of this theory 

or framework in the context of TMTs have been to the structural choices within the TMT 

made in response to conditions that top executives face (for example, Hambrick and 

Cannella 2004; Keck and Tushman 1993; Zorn 2004).  
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Top executives perform multidimensional functions that include monitoring the 

environment, interpreting information, and making strategic choices (Finkelstein and 

Hambrick 1996; Hambrick and Mason 1984). At the same time, they are boundedly 

rational, being constrained by demands on their time and by limited processing abilities 

(Cyert and March 1963; March and Simon 1958). Consequently, top executives face 

conditions of complexity and uncertainty. In order to cope with such conditions, these 

executives make structural choices or adaptations that aid decision-making, especially 

when these conditions and decisions pertain to critical domains (Hickson, Hinings, Lee, 

Schneck and Pennings 1971). For example, Hambrick and Cannella (2004) suggest that 

CEOs who are burdened by industry instability, innovative intensity, and size, may be 

more likely to appoint COOs, a structural choice. Similarly, Zorn (2004) finds that 

uncertainty due to financial reporting requirements explains the increasing prevalence of 

CFOs in TMTs. As is obvious, and as these examples indicate, the choice made, is either 

in, or closely related to, the domain causing complexity and uncertainty (for example, a 

CFO to address complexity in, or as a result of, the financial domain). A natural 

consequence of such adaptations is that greater influence flows to constituencies that 

reduce this complexity and uncertainty (Fligstein 1987; Hambrick 1981; Hickson et al. 

1971; Pfeffer 1981; Pfeffer and Salancick 1978). For example, Hambrick (1981) finds 

that top executive influence is relatively greater when functions performed reduce TMT 

complexity and uncertainty in critical domains, given a firm’s industry and its strategies. 

The preceding discussion suggests that CMO presence and influence should be 

consequences of contingencies that increase TMT complexity and uncertainty with 
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respect to the critical aspects of the marketing domain. Such an inference also relies on 

the CMO’s role being inextricably linked to the marketing domain, for which I provide 

evidence in the next section.  

 

The Role of the CMO 

I identified the CMO’s roles based on qualitative research that included analyzing 

press releases accompanying CMO appointments, CMO job descriptions on company 

websites, and 4 interviews. The interviews included one with a top executive of a public 

firm and one with the CMO of a private firm. Additionally, I was also able to interview 

one of the lead investigators of the Booz Allen Hamilton study and the executive director 

of the CMO Council.  

Examples of CMO responsibilities included “leading the company’s marketing 

organization”; “responsibility for global marketing resources”; “uniting and strengthening 

various departments' own marketing plans”; and “directing global marketing efforts 

including branding, product marketing, customer relationship marketing”. Not 

surprisingly, across firms that had CMOs, it was evident that the CMO was focused on 

the marketing domain. More broadly too it has been found that the function supervised 

accounts for a large part of the variation in managerial work (Mintzberg 1973). In this 

regard, I note that the definition of marketing, as adopted by the American Marketing 

Association, is fairly inclusive. According to this definition, “Marketing is an 

organizational function and a set of processes for creating, communicating and delivering 

value to customers and for managing customer relationships in ways that benefit the 
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organization and its stakeholders” (AMA 2004). Additionally, Vorhies and Morgan 

(2005) find the following eight capabilities as suitable for benchmarking as marketing 

capabilities: product development, pricing, channel management, marketing 

communications, selling, market information management, marketing planning and 

marketing implementation. Most role descriptions of CMOs’ roles included at least some, 

if not all, of these capabilities. I offer this evidence as support for the inference that the 

CMO, where such an executive exists, is firmly focused on the marketing domain. 

The little prior empirical research with respect to the CMO’s role also supports 

the preceding inference. Mann (1971) in an early study found the most common 

responsibilities of the Chief Marketing Executive to be advertising, new marketing staff 

selection, and sales forecasting. Additionally, firms that had such executives were also 

more accepting of the marketing concept as against the selling concept, in that they felt 

that a need must be created for products. Piercy (1986) also finds that the most common 

functions of the Chief Marketing Executive are marketing research, advertising, 

marketing staffing, marketing planning, new product development and sales forecasting. 

More recently, responsibilities of CMOs documented by Hyde et al. (2004) and 

McGovern and Quelch (2004) include monitoring the consumer landscape and 

developing consumer insights; directing brand strategy; planning and coordinating 

marketing among business units; and managing marketing services like market research. 

Finally, normative suggestions on the CMO’s role, should such an executive exist in a 

firm, also include functions in the marketing domain like interpreting extensive market 

data and providing insights on consumers (Gilliatt and Cuming 1986; Kerin 2005). 
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CMO Related Structural Choices in the TMT 

The preceding sections lay the foundation for identifying antecedents of CMO 

presence and influence. First I established that TMTs address complexity and uncertainty 

in critical domains by making domain-related structural choices. I then provided evidence 

that the CMO’s role, where such executives exist, is closely related to the marketing 

domain. Critical elements of the marketing domain include the firm’s market based assets 

that are made up of relational and intellectual assets with respect to customers and 

channels (Day 1994; Vorhies and Morgan 2005; Srivastava, Shervani and Fahey 1998). 

Therefore, the CMO where present, is the constituency within the TMT that has 

significant responsibility for, and information about, these assets5. Armed with this 

knowledge, the CMO is expected to reduce the complexity and uncertainty that the TMT 

faces in the marketing domain or in critical decision-making areas affected by the 

marketing domain. Thus the antecedents that are identified to explain the choices of the 

firm with respect to the CMO are those that increase or decrease such marketing related 

complexity for the TMT.  

At the same time, allowing CMO presence and influence is also tantamount to 

giving up control over the marketing domain, which other top executives in the firm may 

be less willing to do. Their power within the firm draws from their control over these 

resources (Pfeffer 1981). Therefore, the antecedents that are identified are also those that 

have a bearing on the power dynamics in the TMT with respect to control over the 

                                                 
5 It might be argued that executives with marketing backgrounds may also play this role in the TMT. 
However, other executives in the TMT, regardless of functional backgrounds, are not explicitly focused on 
this role, given constraints of their own roles as CEO, COO, or heads of divisions, regions or other 
functions (Gilliatt and Cuming 1986). 
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marketing domain. Finally, since the choices related to the CMO have a bearing on the 

affiliations within the TMT, I also explore the possibility of antecedents linked to 

homophily, the phenomenon where people prefer others who are similar to them 

(Lazarsfeld and Merton 1954). 

 

Strategic Antecedents of CMO Presence and Influence 

Innovation and Differentiation  

Strategies of differentiation and innovation increase the need to quickly and 

correctly identify market opportunities. Top management is concerned with appropriate 

resource allocation across a diverse range of new product and positioning initiatives 

(Finkelstein and Hambrick 1992). This calls for skill and experience in segmentation, 

targeting and positioning at the corporate level, or what Hitt and colleagues call corporate 

level marketing competencies (Hitt and Ireland 1985; 1986). Varadarajan and Clark 

(1994) point out that these are areas where marketers can contribute to corporate strategy, 

with their experience in business level segmentation, targeting and positioning. As firms 

pursue new product-markets and segments, top executives are faced with greater amounts 

of diverse information. Therefore, these conditions make it more likely that the TMT will 

have a CMO, an executive who helps to reduce complexity in the marketing domain for 

the TMT. Further, the success of the strategies of innovation and positioning also rely 

heavily on successful development and deployment of marketing capabilities. 

Consequently, the CMO as the overseer of these critical resources also acquires greater 

influence.  
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In support of these arguments, I offer evidence from the qualitative stage of this 

research: the phrases of “growth”, “innovation”, and “differentiate” were commonly 

observed in the job descriptions of CMOs and press releases of their appointments. 

Formally, I propose that: 

H1: A firm’s level of innovation is positively related to (a) the likelihood of 
CMO presence in its TMT and to (b) the CMO’s influence in the TMT. 

H2: A firm’s level of differentiation is positively related to (a) the likelihood 
of CMO presence in its TMT and to (b) the CMO’s influence in the TMT. 

Corporate versus Other Branding Strategies 

Branding strategies of firms have been classified into corporate, mixed and house-

of-brands (Laforet and Saunders 1994; Rao, Agarwal and Dahlhoff 2004). A corporate 

branding strategy uses the corporate brand name for all the firm’s products and services, 

while a house-of-brands strategy does not use the corporate brand name at all. A mixed 

branding strategy has some of the firm’s products with the corporate brand name, while 

others are with other names. The corporate brand is a critical asset to all firms, but more 

so for firms that rely on it for all their products and services. Firms with a corporate 

branding strategy are therefore immensely concerned about monitoring how they build 

and deploy this asset (Rao et al. 2004). I argue that such a concern drives TMTs in firms 

with a corporate branding strategy to have an executive accountable for the corporate 

brand. Branding clearly comes under the domain of marketing and consequently this 

executive is the CMO. As mentioned by one of the top executives interviewed, “the CMO 

has to own the metrics area about overall brand health”. In firms with either mixed 
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branding or house-of-brands strategies, it is more likely that brands have distinct images. 

Structurally, there is a greater possibility of senior brand managers who monitor and filter 

information on their brands to the TMT (Aaker and Jacobson 1994). This layer of senior 

management makes the task of interpretation of complex information on intangible 

marketing assets easier for the TMT. This argument may suggest that that the absence of 

a CMO in firms without a corporate branding strategy has no bearing on marketing’s 

influence in such firms. Note however that functional representation has been linked to 

functional importance (Chaganti and Sambharya 1987; Webster et al. 2003); and my 

interest is in the level of the TMT, and not the level of middle management, which is 

where senior brand managers are more likely to be. Therefore, the greater criticality and 

complexity associated with a corporate branding strategy makes it a more likely 

candidate for a CMO. 

While there is no prior research that has linked branding strategies to criticality 

and complexity for TMTs, I offer qualitative evidence in support of the arguments. The 

roles of CMOs were often linked to that of “brand management and marketing”, “driving 

the firm brand” and “brand steward – creating a consistent internal and external corporate 

brand voice”, themes that were recurrent across firms with corporate branding strategies. 

Based on the preceding discussion, I propose that:  

H3: The likelihood of CMO presence in the TMT is higher in firms having a 
corporate branding strategy than in firms pursing other branding strategies.  

I do not expect the firm’s branding strategy to be associated with the CMO’s 

influence in the TMT. The logic for hypothesis H3 suggests that firms without a corporate 
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branding strategy are less likely to have CMOs. As a result, the arguments offered for H3, 

or for CMO likelihood, cannot be applied to explain differences in CMO influence 

between such firms and firms that have a corporate branding strategy. Note that these 

arguments are linked to branding strategy being a categorical construct. It might be 

argued that the underlying construct is continuous. Therefore, while I do not offer a 

specific hypothesis, I do empirically test for the effect of branding strategy in the model 

for CMO influence. 

Diversification 

As firms diversify into multiple businesses, marketing activities get delegated to 

the business level (Varadarajan, Jayachandran and White 2000). Consequently, corporate 

strategy and its objectives get delineated from business strategy and its objectives. In fact 

diversification and the formation of a corporate strategic planning department were 

structural solutions to firm expansion (Markides 1995). Therefore, it is expected that 

complexity for the TMT decreases as firms diversify. Further, with diversification, 

businesses heads become independent powerful constituencies themselves. For them, 

retaining control over key resources becomes critical to maintaining and increasing 

power or influence (Doz and Prahalad 1991; Fligstein 1987). A CMO is therefore likely 

to be more valued in single business firms than in diversified firms. Note that it is not 

possible to identify which of the preceding two logics – existing structural arrangements 

in a firm and power dependence – operate, unless executives are surveyed, as they both 

suggest the same direction of relationship. Formally, I propose that: 
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H4: A firm’s level of diversification is negatively related to (a) the likelihood 
of CMO presence in its TMT and to (b) the CMO’s influence in the TMT. 

 

Structural Antecedents of CMO Presence and Influence 

Prior research has viewed functional experience or expertise in the TMT as a 

structural response to contingencies firms face (Chaganti and Sambharya 1987; Keck and 

Tushman 1993). The type of functional experience in the TMT is seen as relevant in 

addressing TMT complexity. Further it has also been shown to influence power dynamics 

within the TMT (Hambrick 1981). I therefore explore functional experience of the TMT 

as an antecedent to CMO presence and influence. General management experience 

involves overseeing activities of multiple functions, including marketing. This suggests 

an overlap between the experiences of marketing and general management. For example, 

Day and Nedungadi (1994) suggest that the managerial representations of marketing 

managers and general managers are most likely to be somewhat similar. Therefore, I 

combine marketing and general management experience in suggesting hypotheses for this 

structural antecedent6. 

Two lines of reasoning suggest competing or alternate hypotheses. The first is the 

phenomenon of homophily in which people tend to like those similar to them (Lazarsfield 

and Merton 1954; McPherson and Smith-Lovin 1987). Functional experience has been 

shown to discriminate fairly well between individuals (Dearborn and Simon 1958; 

Hambrick and Mason 1984). Homophily would then suggest that greater marketing 

                                                 
6 Empirically, I also check for the separate effects of marketing and general management experience. 
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and/or general management experience in the TMT would lead to greater likelihood and 

influence of a CMO. Related to the idea of homophily is that top executives with 

marketing experience and/or general management also recognize the importance of the 

voice of the customer in the TMT. For example, Webster et al. (2003) find this to be the 

case for firms with marketing CEOs.  I therefore propose the following hypotheses for 

marketing and/or general management functional experience: 

H5: The proportion of a firm’s TMT with marketing and/or general 
management experience is positively related to (a) the likelihood of CMO 
presence in its TMT and to (b) the CMO’s influence in the TMT. 

A second line of reasoning however would suggest an opposite effect. Similar 

functional backgrounds are associated with similar mental maps (Dearborn and Simon 

1958; Hambrick and Mason 1984). Greater experience in the TMT in marketing and/or 

general management could lead to an overlap of cognitive strategies. Thus from a 

contingency point of view, a CMO may not be required if the TMT has executives with 

marketing and/or general management expertise. Additionally, a CMO’s similar expertise 

may be viewed as a challenge to the other executives in the TMT (Pfeffer 1981). Note 

that both these rationales, one which draws on the contingency view and the other on 

power dependence, have the same effect. Unless executives are surveyed, it may not be 

possible to identify whether one or both are at play. Based on the preceding discussion, I 

propose the following competing hypotheses for marketing and/or general management 

experience: 
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H5Alt: The proportion of a firm’s TMT with marketing and/or general 
management experience is negatively related to (a) the likelihood of CMO 
presence in its TMT and (b) the CMO’s influence in the TMT. 

 

Environmental Antecedents of CMO Presence and Influence  

As market concentration increases, industries tend to be dominated by fewer and 

larger firms. Therefore the diversity of possible actions under the marketing domain is 

relatively greater in industries with low levels of concentration. For example, Kuester, 

Homburg and Robertson (1999) find that breadth of retaliatory behavior, in terms of the 

number of marketing instruments used, is higher in less concentrated industries. Such 

industries also tend to be associated with customer-oriented managerial representations, 

rather than competitor-oriented ones that are found in highly concentrated industries (Day 

and Nedungadi 1994). This is so because there are many bases of differentiation in the 

former leading to a greater need to focus on customer needs, while a few large players 

drive the market in the latter (Porter 1980). Thus, it is more likely that there is greater 

complexity for the TMT in the marketing domain in less concentrated industries. This 

would suggest greater likelihood of CMO presence and higher CMO influence in such 

industries.  

Note that there exists some empirical evidence to suggest that CMOs are less 

likely and have less influence in markets with relatively low concentration. Anderson, 

Fornell and Mazvancheryl (2004) find that customer satisfaction’s positive impact on 

shareholder value is weakened in less concentrated industries. Their rationale is that 

given the intense rivalry in such industries, customer satisfaction is not enough to hold 
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back consumers (Kohli and Jaworski 1990). As a result it is possible to argue that CMOs 

are less valued in less concentrated industries, given that a key marketing asset is 

relatively less critical. However, for this rationale to impact CMO presence and 

influence, it also necessary to assume that firms make CMO related choices in response 

to the stock market’s reaction, for which there is no evidence.  

Overall, the arguments discussed in this section seem to suggest that low, rather 

than high, levels of market concentration are associated with CMO presence and higher 

CMO influence. Formally, I propose that: 

H6: The degree of market concentration in a firm’s primary industry is 
negatively related to (a) the likelihood of CMO presence in its TMT and 
(b) the CMO’s influence in the TMT. 
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 

Sample 

All firms in the Compustat database with sales of at least $250 million in the year 

2002 were identified. This cut-off has been used by Hambrick and Cannella (2004) in 

research on COOs. Further, limiting the research to larger firms was seen as empirical 

necessity given the low prevalence of CMOs even in the Fortune 1000 as indicated by the 

Booz Allen Hamilton study. I chose the year 2002 since at the time the research was 

initiated it was the most recent year with data available on the dependent outcomes of 

interest. From this set, only those firms without missing data on the antecedent factors 

were retained. In order to test the hypothesis on innovation, firms in industries that did 

not report R&D expenditures (for example, retailing) were dropped. As a result of these 

filters, the final sample had 169 firms. The break-up of the sample by industry (2-digit 

SIC) was: 38 firms in Business Services (SIC 73); 37 in Industrial Machinery & 

Equipment (SIC 35); 29 in Electrical and Electronic Equipment (SIC 36); 23 in 

Chemicals and Allied Products (SIC 28); 19 firms in Instruments and Related Products 

(SIC 38); 7 firms in Rubber and Miscellaneous Plastic Products (SIC 30); 6 firms in 

Fabricated Metal Products (SIC 34); 4 firms in Furniture and Fixtures (SIC 25); 3 firms 

in Paper and Allied Products (SIC 26); and 3 firms in Primary Metal Industries (SIC 33). 

The incidence of CMOs in this sample of firms was 39.64 percent. I also note that 

10.45 percent of the CMOs in the sample had the actual title of Chief Marketing Officer. 

As an aside, 96 percent of the firms had a finance executive in their top management (of 
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these 97 percent had the actual title of Chief Financial Officer). For the firms in the 

sample that were in the Fortune 1000 and Fortune 500 lists, the incidence was 38.10 and 

41.46 percent respectively. The only available estimate of CMO presence cited 

previously is approximately 50 percent in the Fortune 1000, though this is for the year 

2004, and does not distinguish between those inside and outside the TMT. A comparison 

of these two figures in the incidence of CMOs therefore suggests that I have adequately 

captured the phenomenon of CMO presence. The measure of CMO influence draws 

partly on the level of the CMO in the TMT, as described in the next section on data 

sources and measures. Here I note that the sample of firms demonstrated considerable 

differences in the level of the CMO in the TMT. Approximately 34 percent of these 

executives were one level below the CEO, 39 percent were 2 levels below, 22 percent 

were 3 levels below, and 5 percent were 4 levels below, the CEO. 

 

Data Sources and Measures 

Data collection was done using secondary sources, all of which are listed in table 

3.1.  

Operationalization of the TMT 

The TMT has been operationalized in various ways by prior researchers 

depending on the research purpose, methodology used, and data availability (see table 1 

of Carpenter et al. 2004, p.754-58 for a list of these operationalizations). These include 

Vice President or Senior Vice President and above (Chaganti and Sambharya 1987; Keck 
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and Tushman 1993; Michel and Hambrick 1992; Weinzimmer, Bond, Houston and 

Nystrom 2003), the top 2 levels (Wiersema and Bantel 1992) and inside directors 

(Finkelstein 1992). Few researchers have also used key informants like the CEO to 

identify the TMT (for example, Bantel and Jackson 1989). I use the most inclusive of 

operationalizations that allows consistency across firms, and with more recent prior 

research. Specifically, in this research, the TMT is the list of executive officers specified 

by a firm in the 10-K or proxy, its annual filings with the Securities Exchange 

Commission or SEC (for example, Hambrick and Cannella 2004). The mean size of the 

TMT in the sample of firms was 9.29 and the standard deviation was 3.91, which is 

consistent with prior research using broader or more inclusive operationalizations.  

Dependent Variables: CMO Presence and CMO Influence 

10-Ks or proxy statements, which were used to operationalize the TMT, were also 

used to identify the two dependent variables of interest – the presence/absence of a CMO 

and the influence of the CMO, in the firm’s TMT. The first dependent variable is the 

presence or absence of a CMO in the TMT in 2002, coded as 1 or 0 respectively. An 

executive in the TMT with marketing in his/her title constitutes CMO presence; a TMT 

without such an executive represents CMO absence. The actual titles included Vice 

President (VP) Marketing, Senior VP Marketing, or Executive VP Marketing. Few cases 

where the title had “Branding” or “Corporate Marketing” were also encountered. The title 

of CMO when present was typically in addition to these other titles (McGovern and 

Quelch 2004).  



 21

For firms with a CMO, the second dependent variable, CMO influence in the 

TMT was measured using a proxy of structural power (Finkelstein 1992). The measure 

subtracts from 1, the proportion of levels in the TMT above the CMO. The levels in the 

TMT, which was fairly straightforward to determine, were based on the titles of the 

executives (for example, SVPs were at a higher level than VPs). The CEO is assumed to 

be at the highest level in the TMT and has the most influence. For the CEO, this measure 

takes a value of 1; for all other executives, this measure of influence varies between 0 and 

1, with increasing values representing greater influence. CMOs higher in the TMT 

hierarchy have relatively greater values on this measure. To illustrate, consider 2 CMOs 

denoted as A and B, for the purpose of explanation. A is at level 2 in a TMT with 4 levels 

and B is at level 3 in a TMT with 4 levels. The measure of influence for A is 1 - 1/4 = 

0.75, while it is 1 – 2/4 = 0.5 for B. Additionally, the measure also accounts for the 

differences in the total number of levels across TMTs. If the total number of levels across 

two TMTs with CMOs at the same level is different, the CMO in the TMT with more 

levels is accorded greater influence in the TMT. To illustrate, consider a third CMO, C, at 

level 3 like B, but in a TMT with 5 levels. The measure of influence for C is 1 - 2/5 = 0.6, 

more than that of B, but less than that of A. The underlying logic of the measure is 

therefore proximity to the CEO as well the total number of levels which in turn is linked 

to the number of levels below. In order to carry out OLS regression without violating the 

assumption of non-normality of error terms of the dependent variable, I converted the 

measure of CMO Influence to Ln[Influence/(1-Influence)] (Rentz and Reynolds 1991). 

As an alternative measure, I also used the level of the CMO as a dependent variable, 
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controlling for the total number of levels in the TMT, by incorporating the latter as an 

independent variable in the model of CMO influence. 

Finkelstein (1992) also considers ownership power, expert power and prestige 

power, along with the preceding measure of structural power, in his study. The measures 

used for these variables however are available only for the top four or five executives in 

the firm, which is a narrow and limiting operationalization of the TMT. Importantly, 

structural power, the measure that is used in this research, was highly correlated with 

perceptual measures of power in Finkelstein’s study. These perceptual measures captured 

executive influence on decisions concerning major resource allocations; organizational 

redesign; and acquisitions, divestments, and entering or exiting major markets. Hambrick 

(1981) also reports similar results. I offer this evidence to convince the reader that the 

measure of influence used is a fairly accurate representation of the CMO’s influence in 

the TMT. 

Independent Variables: Strategic, Structural and Environmental Antecedents 

In line with prior research, I collected antecedent measures using a one-year lag, 

in this case, the year 2001 (Hambrick and Cannella 2004). All measures and data sources 

have been used in prior research. Firm innovation and differentiation are captured by the 

ratios of Research and Development (R&D) to Sales and Advertising to Sales, or R&D 

intensity and advertising intensity respectively (Bettis and Mahajan 1985). This data is 

available through S&P’s Compustat. A graduate research assistant and I separately coded 

the branding strategies of firms drawing on definitions of Rao et al. (2004). If the firm 
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had a corporate branding strategy, this variable was coded as 1; otherwise the variable 

was coded as 0. Four sources of information – Competitive Media reports, Datamonitor 

reports, 10-Ks, and company websites – were used for this purpose. The degree of 

agreement between us was 80.5%. After discussion, the degree of agreement improved to 

93.4%, with the remaining cases of disagreement being assigned codes by me. 

Diversification was computed using the entropy measure based on 4- and 2-digit level 

segment sales available through Compustat (Palepu 1985). I calculated measures of total, 

related and unrelated diversification, and tested the hypotheses on diversification using 

each separately. A large proportion of the sample had diversification measures of zero by 

this method. Consequently, a dummy variable coded as 0 or 1, to indicate non-diversified 

versus diversified firms respectively, was used for each measure of diversification. I also 

captured diversification through an alternative measure of the number of business 

segments reported in Compustat.  

In order to determine the proportion of the TMT with marketing and/or general 

management experience, I collected biographical information on the executives using 

multiple sources. These included the 10-Ks, Bloomberg’s People Directory, and Dun & 

Bradstreet’s Register of Corporations. The method of classification of functional 

experience is fairly well established in prior research (see Finkelstein and Hambrick 1996 

for a review). Functional experience in marketing and/or marketing related functions that 

included sales, advertising, brand management, and customer service, was coded as 

marketing functional experience. Experience as a head of a division, or a region, or as a 

top management executive without any specific functional responsibilities was coded as 
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general management experience. The coding was fairly straightforward and carried out 

by graduate research assistants, trained by me. Some information was publicly available 

on approximately 95 percent of the executives in the TMTs of the firms in the sample. 

The mean and median of years of available biographical information on these executives 

was 13.88 and 12 respectively. When there was no information available on an executive, 

this executive was dropped from the TMT for purpose of analysis. Consequently, 75 

percent of the firms had some biographical information on all executives in the TMT and 

95 percent of the firms had some biographical information on at least 75 percent of the 

executives in the TMT. The measures I used were the proportion of the total years of 

experience on the TMT in marketing and/or general management, and the proportion of 

the executives on the TMT with experience in marketing and/or general management. 

While the hypotheses regarding this structural antecedent consider both types of 

experience together, I also empirically tested for each separately. As an alternative to 

using the entire TMT for determining marketing experience, I also used a dummy 

measure that equaled 1 when the CEO of the firm had marketing experience. Recent 

research by Webster et al. (2003) has suggested that CMOs are more likely, and 

marketing is more valued, in firms with CEOs with a marketing background.  

The environmental antecedent of market concentration was calculated using the 

Herfindahl-Hirschmann index (HHI), which is the sum of the square of market shares, of 

all firms listed in S&P’s Compustat, at the 2-digit SIC level. As alternatives to the HHI, I 

also used the 4-firm and 8-firm concentration ratios (CR4 and CR8), which add the 
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market shares of the 4 and 8 firms, with largest market shares respectively, at the 2-digit 

SIC level.  

Controls 

Since the sample of firms is drawn from multiple industries, I controlled for 

industry effects by using mean or median measures for the variables at the 2-digit SIC 

level, to the extent that data was available7 (Hambrick and Cannella 2004). These were 

included either as separate variables or by subtracting them from the firm’s measure on 

that variable. Alternatively, dummy variables for industries at the 2-digit SIC level were 

also used, although this does not allow for testing the hypothesis on environmental 

antecedents. For R&D intensity and advertising intensity, all firms with available data in 

S&P’s Compustat were used for this purpose. Alternatively, I also used a smaller set of 

firms, with sales greater than $200 million in 2001, for computing the controls for these 

variables. This was done to account for the sampling filter of sales of 250 million in 

2002, which resulted in the smallest firm having sales of approximately 200 million 

dollars in 2001. Using a smaller set of firms assumes that only firms with sales greater 

than the cut-off make up the competitive set for the firms in the sample. I also used a 

similar cut-off as an alternative to using all the firms, in the computation of HHI, CR4 

and CR8, described above. For TMT experience, only the firms in the sample were used 

to compute industry level controls, since data collection and computation of this variable 

for all firms in Compustat was beyond the scope of this research, given time and budget 
                                                 
7 The distributions were skewed as a result of which the mean and median usually differed considerably in 
value. Prior research has used the median, instead of the mean, as a control (Hambrick and Cannella 2004). 
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constraints. Finally, in the model of CMO presence, I controlled for the size of the firm 

measured through the natural log of the number of employees in 2002, reported in 

Compustat. Firm size controls for explanations that draw on the tendency of leading firms 

being initiators of structural choices such as having a CMO. In the model of CMO 

influence, I controlled for the size of the TMT in 2002, since the measure of influence 

only accounts for the number of levels, and not the number of executives, in the TMT. 

 

Model Specification 

Logistic regression was used to model CMO presence. The model used is 

specified as follows:  

 

where, CMO = 1 if the firm has a CMO, and 0 otherwise 

α = Constant 

Xi = Antecedents 

βi = Coefficients of the i antecedent variables 

Cj = Controls 

ωj = Coefficients of the j control variables 

ε   = Error 

CMO presence and the control of firm size were measured in 2002, while the 

antecedents were measured in 2001. Based on the hypotheses H1a, H2a, H3 and H5a, the 

coefficients βi for the antecedents of innovation, differentiation, corporate branding 

strategy, and marketing and/or general management experience, should be positive. 
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Similarly, based on the hypotheses H4a, H5Alta and H6a, the coefficients βi for the 

antecedents of diversification, marketing and/or general management experience, and 

market concentration should be negative. 

Ordinary least squares regression was used to model CMO influence. In models in 

which the sample is censored due to an event, the probability of being in the sample is 

controlled for by including the probability of inclusion in the model, also referred to as a 

Heckman control (Heckman 1979; Putsis and Bayus 2001). Along the same lines, it 

might be argued that the probability of a firm to have a CMO needs to be controlled for in 

the model of CMO influence. I model CMO influence with and without this control. The 

model specified below is shown with this control: 

 

 

where, Y = CMO influence in the TMT 

σ = Constant 

Xi = Antecedents 

γi = Coefficients of the i antecedent variables 

Pr(CMO=1) = probability of CMO presence determined from the logistic 

regression 

θ = Coefficient of probability of CMO presence or Heckman control 

Cj = Controls 

λj = Coefficients of the j control variables  

η  = Error 

ηλθγσ ++=++= jji CCMOXY )1Pr(
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CMO influence and the control of TMT size were measured in 2002, while the 

antecedents were measured in 2001. Based on the hypotheses H1b, H2b and H5b, the 

coefficients βi for the antecedents of innovation, differentiation and marketing and/or 

general management experience, should be positive. Similarly, based on the hypotheses 

H4b, H5Altb and H6b, the coefficients βi for the antecedents of diversification, marketing 

and/or general management experience, and market concentration should be negative. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

In this chapter, I discuss the analysis of data and results of the tests of hypotheses. 

Table 4.1 presents descriptive statistics and correlations for all variables. Tables 4.2 to 

4.7 present results of various logistic and OLS regressions to test the hypothesized effects 

of the antecedents on CMO presence and CMO influence respectively. Table 4.8 

summarizes the results of the tests of the hypotheses. The models in the tables 4.2, and 

4.4 to 4.7, present some variation of either the modeling technique or the measure of the 

variables used. Notably, results were fairly consistent across these variations, which I 

discuss subsequently. As a result, in table 4.1, I do not present descriptive statistics and 

correlations for all the alternative measures of the variables. Also absent in table 4.1 are 

the industry level control variables, since none of these were significant; further, they 

raised multicollinearity in the models to unacceptable levels. Industry differences are still 

controlled for however, by subtracting the industry level measures from the firm level 

measures. Therefore, unless otherwise indicated, the measures for innovation, 

differentiation and functional experience are firm values minus median industry values. 

Finally, using a cut-off of sales of 200 million dollars for firms to be considered in the 

computation of industry level variables did not change any of the results significantly. As 

a result, I do not present descriptive statistics, correlations and alternative models for 

variables using this cut-off. Consequently, unless otherwise indicated, environmental 

variables and industry controls are computed using all available data, which is either all 

firms in Compustat or all firms in the sample, as discussed in the section on measures. 
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In the discussion that follows, I refer primarily to the results of the models 

presented in tables 4.2 and 4.4. Notably, as mentioned before, results are consistent 

across variations specifications of models and measures. I therefore only briefly mention 

these variations, which are presented in tables 4.5 to 4.7. Before estimation, I tested for 

multicollinearity. For all models, none of the variance inflation factors were above 2. 

Furthermore, none of the condition indexes associated with the eigenvalues of the 

variable matrix exceeded 15. These tests imply the absence of significant 

multicollinearity problems (Johnston 1991, p.250). I also checked for the normality of the 

errors associated with the measure of CMO influence. As shown in figure 4.1, all the 

points on the P-P plot of the errors associated with the predicted values of CMO 

influence are fairly close to the diagonal or the 45 degree line. Further, on running a 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, the null hypothesis that the errors are normally distributed is 

not rejected. Therefore, the OLS assumption of normality of the errors of the dependent 

variable of CMO influence is not violated8.  

 

Results 

The model of CMO presence presented in table 4.2 performs significantly better 

than a model with only the constant term (χ2 = 30.582, p<.001). The Cox & Snell R2 and 

the Nagelkerke R2 statistics, which are similar in intent though not exactly comparable to 

                                                 
8 I also ran a regression using the level of the CMO as a dependent variable with the total number of levels 
in the TMT as an independent variable, or control. The results of this ordinal regression, shown in table 4.7, 
are similar to those obtained using the measure of CMO influence, as a comparison between tables 4.3 and 
4.7 would indicate, though the significance of the structural antecedent is weakened. Note that the signs on 
the antecedents are reversed since the CMO’s level varies from 2 to 5, with higher values implying lower 
influence. 
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the R2 in linear regression, are 0.166 and 0.224 respectively. This suggests a reasonable 

explanation power of the model. As shown in the classification table 4.3, the model 

classifies 67.5% of the sample correctly when a cut-off of 0.5 for the estimated 

probability, is used to classify firms as having or not having CMOs. This figure is 66.9% 

when the cut-off used is the proportion of CMOs in the sample, which is 0.396, though 

unlike in the case of using a cut-off of 0.5, classification accuracy is not skewed towards 

predicting CMO absence. The model therefore also does reasonably well in terms of 

classification, when compared with criteria suggested by Morrison (1969). Both these 

percentages are higher than the maximum chance criterion of 61.4%, which is the 

proportion of firms without a CMO. They are also higher than the proportional chance 

criterion of 53.4%, which is the sum of the squares of the proportion of firms with and 

without a CMO.  

I find no support for the hypothesized effects of the strategic antecedents of 

innovation (H1a) and differentiation (H2a) on CMO presence. As hypothesized in H3, 

CMO presence is more likely in firms with a corporate branding strategy (p = .021). I do 

not obtain a main effect for diversification in line with H4a. However, post hoc I do find 

an interaction with firm size, after mean-centering both variables, which suggests support 

for this hypothesis (p = .002), namely a decrease in likelihood of CMO presence, in 

relatively small firms. In relatively large firms, I observe an effect in the direction 

opposite to what was hypothesized. This interaction effect is illustrated in figure 4.2 and 
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discussed in detail in the next section9. I also find support for the hypothesized effects of 

the structural antecedent of marketing and/or general management experience. 

Competing hypotheses were presented for this antecedent. As hypothesized in H5Alta, 

CMO presence is more likely as the general management experience in the TMT 

decreases10 (p = .001). Hypothesis H6a, regarding the environmental antecedent of market 

concentration was not supported11. Finally, I note that I obtain similar results when I 

estimate CMO presence in 2002 using dummy variables to capture industry effects 

instead of the environmental antecedents, and that none of the industry dummy variables 

are significant.  

The lack of support for the environmental antecedent of market concentration in 

the model of CMO presence is observed in the case of CMO influence too (i.e., H6b is not 

supported). In fact the overall model significance does not improve significantly, rather it 

decreases, on adding market concentration or the 2-digit SIC dummy variables. In table 

4.4, I therefore present results of the model of CMO influence after pooling observations 

across industries.  I note that the overall model for CMO influence is significant at 

p<0.05 and the adjusted R2 is 0.171, suggesting reasonable explanatory power.  

                                                 
9 Table 4.2 uses the measure of number of segments for diversification. I obtain similar results with all the 
alternative measures of diversification described in the measures section. The results with the entropy 
measure of total diversification are shown in table 4.6. 
 
10 Table 4.2 uses the measure of the proportion of the TMT with marketing and/or general management 
experience. I obtain similar results with the measure of the proportion of the total years of TMT experience 
in marketing and/or general management, as shown in table 4.6. 
 
11 Table 4.2 uses the Herfinadahl-Hirschmann index for concentration. The result of non-significance for 
market concentration is replicated with all the alternative measures of this variable described in the 
measures section. Table 4.6 shows the results with the four-firm concentration ratio measure. 
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As hypothesized in H1b, innovation drives CMO influence (p = .004). The 

hypothesis H5Altb, that CMO influence decreases as the structural antecedent of 

marketing and/or general management experience in the TMT increases, is also supported 

(p = .031). None of the other hypotheses were supported. Similar results were obtained 

for the antecedents of CMO influence when the Heckman control was introduced into the 

model, as shown in table 4.5, and with alternative measures of the antecedent variables.  

I also tested for the effects of TMT marketing experience and TMT general 

management experience as antecedents, separately. In the model of CMO presence, while 

all other results were similar to those discussed before, only general management 

experience was significant and negative in sign, along the lines of H5Alta. Marketing 

experience in the TMT was not significant. Thus H5Alta receives mixed support when the 

two types of TMT experience are separated. Both antecedents were significant and had 

negative signs in the model of CMO influence, while all other results were similar to 

those discussed before. Thus H5Altb is supported, strongly in the case of general 

management experience (p < 0.05), and moderately in the case of marketing experience 

(p < 0.10). Finally, across both models of CMO presence and CMO influence, a dummy 

variable for a CEO with a marketing background as an alternative to the marketing 

experience in the TMT, was not significant and did not improve model significance.  
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

The purpose of this research questions was to address the following two 

questions: (1) what are the antecedents of the likelihood of a CMO in firms’ TMTs? and 

(2) what are the antecedents of the CMO’s influence in TMTs? I was able to identify a 

mix of strategic and structural factors that drive these two choices for firms (see table 4.8 

for a summary of the relationships hypothesized and hypotheses supported). CMO 

presence is driven by the branding strategy, the experience of the TMT, and the 

diversification strategy and size, of a firm. CMO influence is associated with the firm’s 

level of innovation and TMT experience. In this chapter I elaborate on the implications 

that this research has for marketing theory and practice. I conclude by pointing out 

limitations of this research and by offering specific suggestions for future research.  

 

Implications for Theory 

This research represents a theoretically based empirical study of an understudied 

yet important phenomenon. To date, there has been no research that has attempted to 

identify the antecedents of CMO presence and influence in the TMT of a firm. I 

identified this as an important gap in the field given the efforts to understand marketing’s 

role in the firm, especially at the level of corporate strategy. Notwithstanding other 

dimensions that capture marketing’s importance to a firm, these CMO related choices 

clearly represent two important facets of marketing’s influence in the TMT. This is 

evident in recent accounts of the CMO’s role in the firm – that of the customer advocate 



 35

at the strategy table. For example, Joseph Tripodi, CMO of Allstate Insurance Company 

defines his role as “the voice of the customer…particularly at the senior management 

table” (Crosby and Johnson 2005, p.12). That not all TMTs have CMOs, and, that CMOs 

differ in their influence where present, then begs the question of why firms differ on these 

structural choices.  

In exploring these phenomena, this research contributes to the dialogue on the 

role of marketing in the firm (Anderson1982; Day 1992; Varadarajan 1992; Webster et 

al. 2003; Wind and Robertson 1983). It does so by providing theoretically grounded 

reasons for firms to differ on these two dimensions of marketing’s role in the firm. I add 

to the body of marketing theory by revealing the following rationales for differences in 

marketing’s influence at the highest level of the firm: (1) the complexity for the TMT in 

areas within, and related to, the marketing domain, (2) the criticality of areas within, and 

related to, the marketing domain, (3) existing structural arrangements within the firm, and 

(4) power dynamics within the TMT. The first three emerge from the contingency view 

of firm choices and the last draws on theories of power-dependence. In the context of this 

research, these rationales helped identify specific strategic and structural factors like 

branding, innovation, diversification, and top executive functional experience, that are 

related to CMO presence and CMO influence, each of which I address now in detail.  

The rationale for the effect of the firm’s branding strategy was that the criticality 

and complexity associated with building and protecting the corporate brand would make 

it more likely for firms with a corporate branding strategy to have a CMO. Consider the 

examples of Micron Technology and Advanced Micro Devices (AMD), two 



 36

semiconductor manufacturing firms fairly comparable in terms of size, TMT experience 

and diversification strategies. As all of AMD’s products were backed by the AMD 

corporate brand name it was coded as having a corporate branding strategy. Micron on 

the other hand sold products under the Micron corporate brand name as well as under the 

names of its two subsidiaries (Spectek and Crucial). Micron was therefore coded as 

having a mixed branding strategy. In line with the rationale suggested for branding 

strategy, it would be more likely for AMD to have a CMO. I find this to be the case in 

both the data, and based on the estimated model12. To the best of my knowledge, there is 

no prior research in the literature on TMTs that has incorporated a firm’s branding 

strategy in a framework of TMT’s structural choices. Evidence of the effect of this 

strategic variable therefore also marks a contribution of this research to the field of 

organization theory.  

The amount of marketing and/or general management experience in the TMT was 

found to be associated with both the CMO related choices. I had presented alternative 

hypotheses based on competing rationales. The rationale of homophily was not supported 

given the negative relationship found in models of both CMO presence and CMO 

influence. I note that a test for a curvilinear effect, suggesting that homophily operates at 

a low to moderate level of this antecedent, was also not significant. Consider the 

examples of Littelfuse Inc., Adtran Inc., and RF Micro Devices Inc. All three firms 

operate in the Electrical and Electronic Equipment industry (SIC 36), are fairly 

                                                 
12 The executive in this case was Robert Herb who had the title of Chief Sales and Marketing Officer. I note 
that since then, the executive has gone onto be a board member at MIPS Technologies, a firm that operates 
in a related field of processor architectures. The position of Chief Sales and Marketing Officer continues to 
be in existence at the time of this submission and is occupied by Henri Richard. 
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comparable in terms of size, have a corporate branding strategy, and are undiversified. 

The proportion of TMT experience in marketing and/or general management was 0.85, 

0.62 and 0.21 respectively, in 2001. The competing rationales of contingency theory 

and/or power dependence would suggest a lower likelihood of CMO presence in 

Littelfuse and a higher likelihood in Adtran and RF Micro Devices, which is what is 

observed and predicted. Further, the same rationales imply that RF Micro’s CMO should 

have more influence than Adtran’s CMO, which is again what is observed and predicted. 

As I had indicated in the discussion building up to this alternative hypothesis, it is not 

possible to determine whether only one or both of the logics of contingency theory and 

power dependence are at play. Firms that take a contingency view consider marketing 

and/or general management experience in their top executives as being sufficient to 

address the tasks of a CMO. Alternatively, it might also be the case that top executives 

with this experience are reluctant to let go of responsibilities in the marketing domain, as 

these are bases for their power and influence within the TMT.  

CMO presence is also explained by the firm’s level of diversification contingent 

on the size of the firm, as shown in figure 4.2. As firms diversify they most likely adopt 

structures that reduce the TMT’s complexity of managing diverse businesses. As a result, 

a CMO is seen to be less essential in diversified firms. It is also likely that heads of the 

diversified businesses are reluctant to cede their power over decisions in the marketing 

domain to a CMO. However, this effect is more evident in firms that are relatively 

smaller in size. Consider Technitrol Incorporated, a manufacturer of electronic and 

electrical components, and Avid Technology, a firm in the software and systems space. 
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Both had the same branding strategy and similar top management experience in 2001. 

However, Technitrol was diversified and sold its product in the telecommunications and 

construction industries, whereas Avid operated in one industry only. Being of relatively 

small size, with sales of 406 and 418 million dollars in 2002, respectively, Avid was 

more likely to have a CMO, which was the case, results supported by the probabilities 

estimated by the model. Across relatively large firms, the effect of diversification seems 

to be reversed. I suggest that this counter-intuitive result is on account of size and 

diversity of businesses together confronting the TMT with increased complexity. As a 

result, the rationales of power and existing structures in small diversified firms are 

overcome in larger diversified firms. For example, a comparison of a non-diversified firm 

like Monsanto, with a diversified one like Bristol Myers Squibb (BMS), firms that are 

much larger (4.6 and 18.1 billion dollars respectively), shows this opposite effect: 

Monsanto did not have a CMO, while BMS did. 

Finally, the rationale of complexity in the marketing domain for the TMT also 

appears in the association between innovation and CMO influence.  As firms pursue a 

strategy of innovation, CMOs acquire greater influence as they are able to allay the 

TMT’s uncertainty in this critical domain. To illustrate, consider Amgen and Bristol-

Myers-Squibb (BMS), firms in the pharmaceutical industry, with a CMO in 2002. BMS’ 

innovation (0.27) was higher than Amgen’s (0.21) as measured by the ratio of R&D/Sales 

in 2001. The result on innovation suggests that this should result in BMS’ CMO having 

more influence in the TMT than Amgen’s CMO. I find this to be the case as indicated by 

the measures of structural power.  
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To summarize, I find evidence of the rationales of: (1) marketing related 

complexity for the TMT, given the positive relationship that corporate branding strategy, 

and diversification in large firms, share with CMO presence, and the positive relationship 

that innovation shares with CMO influence; (2) criticality in the marketing domain, given 

the positive association between a corporate branding strategy and CMO likelihood; (3) 

structural arrangements within the TMT and the firm, given the positive and negative 

relationships that corporate branding strategy and diversification in small firms 

respectively share with CMO presence, and the negative relationship that TMT marketing 

and/or general management experience shares with CMO presence and influence; and (4) 

power dynamics within the TMT, given the negative relationship that diversification in 

small firms shares with CMO presence, and the negative relationship that TMT 

marketing and/or general management experience shares with CMO presence and 

influence. Despite the evidence of these preceding rationales, some of the antecedents 

that relied on them did not have effect on the likelihood of CMO presence and on CMO 

influence. I offer some possible explanations in this regard. While innovation was 

positively correlated with CMO presence in the direction hypothesized, the correlation 

loses significance when branding strategy is controlled for. Seemingly, firms in the 

sample with a corporate branding strategy also pursued a relatively higher degree of 

innovation. Differentiation was not related to either CMO presence or CMO influence. I 

note here that the data is from one point in time, namely 2001-2002, an issue I raise in the 

section on limitations. It is likely that 2001 represents a time period close to the dot-com 

bust of 2000, when advertising budgets were cut across industries. While a main effect of 
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diversification was hypothesized for CMO presence and influence, only an interaction 

between diversification and size is significant in the model of CMO presence. For CMO 

influence, no main effects are observed. For an interaction effect, based on rationales 

similar to those offered for CMO presence, to occur with CMO influence, it is likely that 

the sample of 67 firms with CMOs has insufficient power. Moreover, the interaction in 

the model of CMO presence also implies that small diversified, and large undiversified 

firms, are underrepresented in the sample of firms with a CMO. Finally a lack of 

significance for concentration may be a function of the limited range of industries, and 

concentration values thereof (Herfindahl-Hirschmann index values range from 0.024 to 

0.176). 

 

Implications for Practice 

As firms evaluate their TMT compositions, I hope that this research aids firms in 

making decisions in the context of CMO presence and influence. Admittedly, best 

practices have not been identified in this research13, and I therefore caution the reader in 

strongly inferring normative implications based on the results. However, optimality of 

choices is implied or assumed in rationales that draw on the contingency view (Zeithaml 

et al. 1988). Under this assumption, CMO presence would be optimal for firms with 

corporate branding strategies and for large diversified firms. Similarly, relatively high 

CMO influence would be optimal for firms that aggressively pursue innovation. On the 

other hand, choices that are influenced by the rationale of power dependence may lead to 
                                                 
13 Identifying best practices would involve demonstrating a link between these choices and performance, 
which is beyond the scope of this research.  
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sub-optimal choices. As indicated previously, either of these two preceding rationales 

may be at play in choices of CMO presence and CMO influence given a certain level of 

marketing and/or general management experience in the TMT. Thus it is not clear if 

CMO absence and low CMO influence are optimal choices when TMTs have high levels 

of this experience. In this context it is interesting to note that conceptual articles have 

argued that this experience is still not a substitute for an executive in the TMT explicitly 

focused on the marketing domain (Gilliatt and Cuming 1986). Similarly, two rationales 

may also be operating in the case of the relationship between diversification and small 

firms, as indicated previously. The power rationale suggests then CMO absence may be 

sub-optimal for small diversified firms, though the contingency logic based on existing 

structural arrangements suggests that it might be optimal. We hope that for these 

antecedents, the identification of the underlying rationales and their implied outcomes 

would still be of value to TMTs. The decision to have a CMO is undoubtedly a complex 

one, which is why probably only 50 percent of the firms have such a role in place. In 

making top executives, like the CEO, aware of the mechanisms that drive these choices in 

firms, this research has endeavored to take away some of the complexity that might be 

associated with these choices. 

 

Limitations and Further Research 

First, in identifying the antecedents of CMO presence and influence, this research 

at best captures one dimension of marketing representation at the level of the TMT. Top 

executives might emphasize marketing even when they don’t have a CMO; market 
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orientation might pervade through the organization through its middle and lower level 

management. On the flip side, firms that have a CMO might be paying lip service without 

really giving marketing a say in strategic decisions. Second, the measure of CMO 

influence only captures one dimension, namely that of structural power, as indicated by 

the relative position of the CMO in the TMT. A top executive’s influence in corporate 

strategy might for instance also be a function of friendships, experience and expertise 

(Finkelstein 1992). Third, this research offers a snapshot, in 2002, of the phenomena of 

CMO presence and influence. I therefore do not make the claim that the findings can be 

generalized to other periods of time. Related to this limitation is the inability of this study 

to comment on the possibility of imitation or institutional forces explaining CMO 

presence. The rationale of imitation has been explored with mixed results in the context 

of structural adaptations that firms make (for example, Mahajan, Sharma and Bettis 1988; 

Venkatraman, Loh and Koh 1994; Tolbert and Zucker 1983; Zorn 2004). One of the 

logics of institutional theory is that firms initially adopt structural adaptations to address 

problems, as the contingency rationales in this research argue, but subsequent adoptions 

by firms are driven by imitation. It is beyond the scope of this research to comment on 

whether such forces are at play. Clearly then, this domain of research would benefit from 

a longitudinal analysis, or at the least, an analysis of CMO presence and influence at 

more than one point in time. 

Finally, I offer the following two themes as areas for future research. The first is 

to study the outcomes of CMO presence and influence. Clearly, the contribution of 

research in this area to theory and practice would be strengthened if these two choices 
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could be linked to tangible outcomes. The outcomes that could be studied include the 

formulation and implementation of corporate strategy, the effectiveness and impact of 

strategic actions of firms, and performance, especially in the context of marketing related 

factors. For example, is advertising expenditure better utilized in firms that have a CMO? 

The second is to examine the characteristics of a successful CMO. There has been some 

concern in the field with respect to the phenomenon of CMO churn (Spencer Stuart 

2004). Estimates put the tenure of a CMO at 2 years; in comparison a CEO’s tenure is 5 

years. Reasons offered include a gap between the expectations from a CMO and what the 

CMO can, or is allowed to deliver, and the CMO’s lack of strategic and/or line 

experience. Research that is able to shed light on this phenomenon will be of immense 

value to top executives and CMOs.  
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Table 3.1: Summary of Measures and Data Sources for Antecedents and  

   Chief Marketing Officer (CMO) Presence and Influence in Top 

Management Teams (TMTs) 

Variables Measure 
 

Source of Data 

Dependent Variables   

CMO Presence  Presence of executive in the TMT with 
marketing in title 10-K or Proxy 

CMO Influence 
Ln [P/(1-P)], where 

P=1- Levels in TMT above CMO 
          Total Levels in TMT 

10-K or Proxy 

Strategic Antecedents    

Innovation R&D/Sales Compustat 

Differentiation Advertising/Sales Compustat 

Branding  1 if Corporate, 0 if any other 
10-K, websites, 
and Datamonitor 
reports 

 
Diversification 

1. Total unrelated, and related 
diversification computed using 
entropy scores based on 4 and 2 Digit 
SIC Sales; dichotomized into 1 if 
diversified, and 0 if not. 

2. Number of segments 

Compustat 

Structural Antecedents    

TMT Marketing 
and/or General 
Management 
Experience 

1. Proportion of TMT with marketing 
and/or general mgmt. experience 

2. Proportion of total years of TMT 
experience in marketing and/or 
general management 

10-K, 
Bloomberg, 
D&B directories, 
websites 

Environmental 
Antecedents    

Market 
Concentration 

1. Herfindahl-Hirschmann Index  
2. 4 and 8-Firm Concentration Ratios 
    Both at 2 digit SIC level 

Compustat 
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Table 4.1: Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Coefficients 

No. Variables Mean S.D 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 CMO Presence .396 .491           
2 CMO Influence -.086 .735 N.A.          
3 Innovation (1) -.042 .094 .210** .229#         
4 Differentiation(1) .014 .038 .023 .004 -.143        
5 Corporate 

Branding Strategy .521 .501 .221** .177 .345** -.140#       
6 Total 

Diversification(2) 2.51 1.46 -.001 -.044 -.132 .092 -.202**      
7 TMT Marketing 

and/or General 
Management 
Experience (3) .008 .176 -.179* -.252* -.074 .072 -.028 -.070     

8 Market 
Concentration(4) .042 .020 .003 -.049 .238** -.005 -.053 .103 -.004    

9 Log(Number of 
Employees) 8.623 1.373 -.024 .071 -.139# .101 -.323** .513** .045 .097   

10 TMT Size 9.24 3.906 .313** -.035 -.072 .147# -.068 .460** -.026 -.044 .561**  
11 CEO Marketing 

Background .190 .393 .071 -.099 -.068 .198** -.080 .132# .131# -.030 .182* .203** 

** Significant at p<0.01; * Significant at p<0.05; # Significant at p<0.1; 
S.D. = Standard Deviation 
1 Firm value minus industry medians  
2 Number of segments reported in Compustat 
3 Proportion of executives in the TMT with marketing and/or general management experience minus sample median 
4 Herfindahl-Hirschmann Index 
 
Notes: 
CMO presence and influence and size measured in 2002; all others in 2001.  
N=169 for all correlations except for correlations of CMO Influence (N=67) with all other variables.  
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Table 4.2: Antecedents of CMO Presence (Results of Logistic Regression) 

Predictors Estimate 
Standard 

Error p-Value 
Support for 
Hypothesis 

Constant -1.002 .550 .069 - 

Strategic Antecedents   
Innovation (H1a) 2.804 2.111 .184 No 

Differentiation (H2a) 3.488 4.607 .449 No 

Corporate Branding Strategy (H3a) .911 .394 .021 Yes 

Diversification1 (H4a) .285 .091 .558 No 

Structural Antecedents   
TMT Marketing and/or General 
Management Experience2 (H5a/H5Alta) 

-2.867 1.096 .009 Yes(H5Alta) 

Environmental Antecedents   
Market Concentration3 (H6a) -3.848 9.706 .692 No 

Controls   
Firm Size -.041 .164 .805 - 

Interactions   
Diversification x Firm Size (H4a) .285 .091 .002 Yes 

 
1 Number of segments reported in Compustat 
2 Proportion of executives in the TMT with marketing and/or general management 

experience minus sample median 
3 Herfindahl-Hirschmann Index 
 
Notes: 
N=169. CMO presence: N = 67 (39.64%). Model χ2(8) = 30.582 (p = 0.000). 
CMO presence measured in 2002.  
All predictors except Corporate Branding Strategy and Firm Size are lagged by a year. 
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Table 4.3: Classification Table for Prediction of CMO Influence                    

(Using Logistic Regression)  

  Predicted (Cut-Off=0.5)  

Observed CMO Absence CMO Presence Percent Correct 

CMO Absence 84 18 82.4 

CMO Presence 37 30 44.8 

Overall Percent   67.5 

  Predicted (Cut-Off=0.396)  

CMO Absence 69 33 67.6 

CMO Presence 23 44 65.7 

Overall Percent   66.9 
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Table 4.4: Antecedents of CMO Influence (Results of OLS Regression) without 

Heckman Control 

Predictors Estimate 
Standard 

Error p-Value 
Support for 
Hypothesis 

Constant -.160 .374 .670 - 

Strategic Antecedents   
Innovation (H1b) 3.527 1.077 .002 Yes 

Differentiation (H2b) 3.077 2.481 .220 No 

Corporate Branding Strategy   

Diversification1 (H4b) .049 .066 .465 No 

Structural Antecedent   
TMT Marketing and/or General 
Management Experience2 (H5a/H5Alta) 

-1.316 .565 .023 Yes(H5Altb) 

Controls   
TMT Size .010 .026 .701 - 

 
1 Number of segments reported in Compustat 
2 Proportion of executives in the TMT with marketing and/or general management 

experience minus sample median 
 
Notes: 
N=67. Model Adjusted R2 = 0.171. F(6,60) = 3.274 (p = 0.007). 
CMO influence measured in 2002. 
All predictors except Corporate Branding Strategy and Firm Size are lagged by a year. 
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Table 4.5: Antecedents of CMO Influence (Results of OLS Regression) with 

Heckman Control 

Predictors Estimate 
Standard 

Error p-Value 
Support for 
Hypothesis 

Constant -.131 .416 .754 - 

Strategic Antecedents   
Innovation (H1b) 3.617 1.211 .004 Yes 

Differentiation (H2b) 3.130 2.521 .219 No 

Corporate Branding Strategy .171 .209 .415 - 

Diversification1 (H4b) .051 .068 .457 No 

Structural Antecedent   
TMT Marketing and/or General 
Management Experience2 (H5a/H5Alta) 

-1.354 .612 .031 Yes(H5Altb) 

Controls   
TMT Size .011 .027 .682 - 
Predicted Probability                    
from Logistic Regression -.096 .570 .867 - 

 
1 Number of segments reported in Compustat 
2 Proportion of executives in the TMT with marketing and/or general management 

experience minus sample median 
 
Notes: 
N=67. Model Adjusted R2 = 0.158. F(7,59) = 2.765 (p = 0.015).. 
CMO influence measured in 2002. 
All predictors except Corporate Branding Strategy and Firm Size are lagged by a year. 
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Table 4.6:  Antecedents of CMO Presence (Results of Logistic Regression) with 

Alternative Measure of Diversification, TMT Experience and          

Market Concentration 

Predictors Estimate 
Standard 

Error p-Value 
Support for 
Hypothesis 

Constant -1.095 .840 .192 - 

Strategic Antecedents   
Innovation (H1a) 2.290 2.161 .289 No 

Differentiation (H2a) 5.840 4.556 .200 No 

Corporate Branding Strategy (H3a) .885 .393 .024 Yes 

Diversification1 (H4a) -.435 .395 .271 No 

Structural Antecedents   
TMT Marketing and/or General 
Management Experience2 (H5a/H5Alta) 

-2.468 1.089 .023 Yes(H5Alta) 

Environmental Antecedents   
Market Concentration3 (H6a) .495 2.281 .828 No 

Controls   
Firm Size -.270 .216 .212 - 

Interactions   
Diversification x Firm Size (H4a) .744 .293 .011 Yes 

 
1 Entropy measure of Total Diversification (0 if entropy = 0; 1 if entropy > 0) 
2 Proportion of total years of TMT experience in marketing and/or general management 

minus sample median 
3 CR4 or four-firm concentration ratio 
 
Notes: 
N=169. CMO presence: N = 67 (39.64%). Model χ2(8) = 24.871 (p = 0.002). 
CMO presence measured in 2002.  
All predictors except Corporate Branding Strategy and Firm Size are lagged by a year. 
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Table 4.7: Antecedents of the Level of the CMO1 (Results of Ordinal Regression)  

Predictors Estimate 
Standard 

Error p-Value 
Support for 
Hypothesis 

Constant .722 .502 .155 - 

Strategic Antecedents   
Innovation (H1b) -3.286 1.014 .002 Yes 

Differentiation (H2b) -2.894 2.260 .206 No 

Corporate Branding Strategy -.066 .187 .724 - 

Diversification2 (H4b) -.041 .052 .431 No 

Structural Antecedent   
TMT Marketing and/or General 
Management Experience3 (H5a/H5Alta) 

.923 .525 .084 Yes(H5Altb) 

Controls   
Total Number of Levels in TMT .606 .086 .000 - 
Predicted Probability                    
from Logistic Regression .125 .463 .789 - 

 
1 The level of the CMO varies from 2 to 5, with a higher value implying lesser influence. 

Therefore the signs on the antecedents are reversed in comparison to the model using 
the measure of CMO influence. 

2 Number of segments reported in Compustat 
3 Proportion of executives in the TMT with marketing and/or general management 

experience minus sample median 
 
Notes: 
N=67. Model Adjusted R2 = 0.512. F(7,59) = 10.911 (p = 0.000). 
CMO influence measured in 2002. 
All predictors except Corporate Branding Strategy and Firm Size are lagged by a year. 
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Table 4.8: Summary of Tests of Hypothesized Effects of Antecedents on CMO 

Presence and CMO Influence 

Hypothesis 
No. Antecedents 

Effect on 
CMO 

Presence 
(a) 

Support for 
Hypothesis 
(p-Value) 

Effect on 
CMO 

Influence 
(b) 

Support for 
Hypothesis 
(p-Value) 

 Strategic     

1 a & b Innovation  + No + Yes (.01) 

2 a & b Differentiation + No + No 

3 Corporate 
Branding Strategy + Yes (.05) N.A. - 

4 a & b Diversification - 
Yes (.01) 

Interaction 
with size  

- No 

 Structural     

5 Alt a & b 

TMT Marketing 
and/or General 
Management 
Experience 

- Yes (0.01) - Yes (0.05) 

 Environmental     

6 a & b  Market 
Concentration - No - No 
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Figure 1.1: Illustrations of Top Management Teams (TMTs) with and without a  

  Chief Marketing Officer (CMO) and of CMOs with Different Levels 

of Influence in TMTs 

Below are illustrated the TMTs of three firms in 2002. York did not have a CMO or an 
executive in the TMT in charge of marketing. Bristol-Myers Squibb (BMS) and Unisys 
had CMOs. The CMO of BMS being at a higher level in the TMT hierarchy than Unisys’ 
CMO is also expected to have greater influence in the TMT. 

  
 

 

York - FY 2002 

1 EVP - Finance, CFO 

8 VPs, including divisional 
and regional heads, HR, 

Accounts, Legal 

Unisys – FY 2002 

CEO 

2 EVPs, Division Heads 

6 SVPs, including. 
HR & Finance 

CEO 

7 SVPs- HR, Staffing, etc 

2 EVPS, incl. Finance 

3 VPs – Finance, Acctg., etc.

President with 
CMO title

2 Presidents, 
including R&D

Bristol-Myers Squibb (BMS) - FY 2002 

VP Marketing 4 Func. VPs 

CEO 
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Figure 2.1: A Model of the Antecedents of the Presence and Influence of the Chief  

 Marketing Officer (CMO) in Top Management Teams (TMT) 
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Figure 4.1: P-P Plot of Errors Associated with CMO Influence 
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Figure 4.2: Impact of Diversification on Probability of CMO Presence at 

Different Levels of Firm Size 

(Interaction between Diversification and Size) 
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