Web Appendix A 
CMO Role Characteristics and Role Activation Context Factors
	Construct
	Definition
	Source

	CMO Role
	The position- and person- based characteristics associated with a head of marketing job
	Adapted from Anglin (2022), Major (2003) and Biddle (1979)

	CMO Role Design 
	The specific configurational choices regarding the types and levels of position- and person-based characteristics given the context in which the job is being performed
	This paper

	CMO Role Design Alignment
	The degree to which the choices regarding the types and levels of position-, and person-based characteristics fit with one another and the context in which the job is performed 
	This paper

	CMO Experience Amount
	Aggregate time that an individual (e.g., CMO) has accrued, representing accumulated experience in the (CMO) position
	Adapted from Miller (1991)

	CMO Experience Type
	The prior work and training that characterizes the knowledge an individual is expected to have acquired over time (e.g., a CMO with profit and loss experience versus staff experience)
	Biddle (1979)

	CMO Inclusion in Board Strategy Discussion
	The degree to which a CMO is included in board-level, strategy-setting discussions
	Adapted from Whitler, Lee, and Young (2022)

	CMO Inclusion in the TMT
	Whether a CMO is included in the TMT
	Nath and Mahajan (2008)

	CMO Role on the TMT
	The patterns of behavior expected of the CMO as they operate with the TMT
	Adapted from Biddle (1979)

	CMO Role on the BOD
	The patterns of behavior expected of the CMO as they operate with the board of directors
	Adapted from Biddle (1979) and Whitler, Lee, and Young (2022)

	CMO Turnover
	The rate at which firms replace their CMOs over a specific period of time.
	Adapted from Finkelstein, Hambrick, and Cannella (2009)

	Education
	The type, source, and amount of formal training that characterizes a role occupant 
	Adapted from Finkelstein, Hambrick, and Cannella (2009) 

	Marketing Capability
	The firm’s ability to acquire and deploy resources to perform marketing activities (processes) that deliver desirable outcomes (performance) better than rivals
	Day (1994); Morgan (2012)

	Marketing Centrality 
	The degree to which the marketing function is expected to play a critical strategic part in delivering firm performance
	Adapted from Biddle (1979) and Whitler, Lee, and Young (2022)

	Marketing Experience Amount
	Aggregate time that an individual has accrued over their career being responsible for marketing-related activities
	Adapted from Miller (1991)

	Market Orientation
	The degree to which a firm focuses on and uses understanding of customers, competitors, and the broader business environment to deliver superior value
	Narver and Slater (1990)

	Perceived Role of Marketing in Firm
	Expectations associated with the position-based characteristics assigned to the marketing function  
	Adapted from Whitler, Lee, and Young (2022)

	Person-Based Role Characteristics
	Behaviors, beliefs, and characteristics associated with the role occupant
	Seiber (1974)

	Position-Based Role Characteristics
	Obligations, rights, and expectations that accrue to a specific position regardless of who the role occupant is
	Winship and Mandel (1983)

	Role Accountability
	The degree to which a person is answerable for their decisions, actions, and behavior
	Dunn and Legge (2001)

	Role Competencies
	The knowledge, skills, and abilities required of an individual assigned to a particular position 
	Adapted from Hardy and Conway (1988)

	Role Discretion
	The degree to which an individual is given the freedom to make decisions and act without having to gain approval from others
	Adapted from Boyd, Chandy, and Cunha (2011); Crossland and Hambrick (2011)

	Role Expectations
	Expressed beliefs of one individual regarding the behaviors required for a role occupant
	Amatea et al. (1986); Brookes et al. (2007)

	Role Responsibility
	Authorized duties and obligations assigned to a position
	Amatea et al. (1986); Dunn and Legge (2001)

	Role Status
	Degree of importance afforded a position relative to peer positions
	Adapted from Anderson et al. (2007); Biddle (1979)
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Web Appendix B
Instrument Development and Data Collection
Instrument development. Primary data was required for testing the hypothesized model. To create the survey measures, we combined insights from the literature, job specs, and interviews detailed earlier. Surveying senior executives is challenging, and response rates have declined over time, making careful survey design and execution imperative (e.g., Cycyota and Harrison 2006). We therefore began by testing a draft survey with 3 CMOs, 5 doctoral students, and 3 faculty members with exposure to executive-level marketers (either through research or work experience). After each individual had completed the survey, we asked for specific feedback to see if any question was ambiguous, confusing, or unclear. We used these interviews to ensure that the questions were capturing their intended meaning and to make refinements as needed.  
We then conducted a pilot test as it was a “live” opportunity to test all parameters of the research design (i.e., the invitation emails and survey) with the target respondent population. Although this was an additional test not typically done, we felt it important to ensure that the entire process was as effective as possible. The objective of the pilot test was to further refine the entire protocol to maximize the response/completion rate and validity of questions and was conducted among 44 CMOs attending a CMO-only conference in May 2013 with the support of the conference organizers. Those who had signed up to attend the conference were sent the invitation, the survey, and follow-up emails. Based on verbal feedback and insight generated from the pilot test (e.g., average amount of time to answer questions, questions where respondents were dropping off the survey, verbal feedback, etc.), we further refined the survey. 
Data Collection. To collect the data, we used an online survey that was distributed from a third-party company (see below for more details) via email to a list of 1560 marketing executives in their database from June through December 2013.[footnoteRef:1] The database contained what the company believed to be one of the most comprehensive databases of senior marketing executives in the U.S. From a generalizability perspective, the database contained firms from many different industries, with no industry representing more than 10% of the total. The survey yielded 500 complete responses, of which 303 were from CMOs (i.e., heads of marketing), in line with the response rates achieved from executive surveys (e.g., Cycyota and Harrison 2006). The final response rate was 32% among CMOs - higher than the median response rate of 28% from a meta-analysis conducted among executive-targeted surveys, with response rates declining over time (Cycyota and Harrison 2006). Differences between early and late responders were minimal, and between responders and non-responders on available demographic information (e.g., seniority, industry, length of relationship with third party) were likewise insignificant. Wave 2 was implemented a year later (Jun through December 2014), targeting the 303 CMO respondents from Wave 1 using the same survey instrument, to obtain a second wave of data. This wave yielded 195 valid responses (for a total of 390 CMO-year observations, across both waves), which we leverage in our empirical analyses to verify the robustness and stability of the findings across waves, and repeated measures for the constructs (Rindfleish et al. 2008).  [1:  Although the survey data was collected in 2013 and 2014, we do not believe this is an issue as scholars still use and find comparable and significant results using the Vorhies and Morgan (2005) survey scale (e.g., Wong et al. 2022) and while tools constantly evolve, the general categories of marketing responsibility have been in the marketing literature since Piercy (1986). ] 

To minimize common method variance, we followed established best practices suggested in the literature (e.g., Podsakoff et al. 2003; Rindfleish et al. 2008; Spector 2006).  Specifically, we measured the independent and dependent variables on different scales, reduced item ambiguity by keeping the wording simple, used different scale endpoints, and separated the dependent variables by placing them on different pages (Podsakoff et al. 2003; Spector 2006). To directly assess the potential presence of key informant bias, additional knowledgeable respondents were recruited in a sub-sample of firms. Several validity checks detailed below were used to confirm the quality and accuracy of responses. 
 
Validity Checks. Three types of validity checks were conducted, using a sub-set of data for whom firm names were provided and the firms were publicly traded, to assess the accuracy of the survey responses. 
The first set of validation checks was designed to test the accuracy of the survey responses. To do this, we compared the individual survey responses regarding firm sales to secondary data for the same firm from COMPUSTAT (correlation = .85). We also compared the individual responses regarding whether the firm was public or private to publicly available data from COMPUSTAT (correlation = .97). Of note, these validation questions were toward the end of the survey, indicating that respondent fatigue is not a particular problem in the survey data collected. While the quality of respondent attention and therefore responses can vary in typical survey research, the results of these validation checks indicate that those who did respond appeared to have taken the survey seriously and provided accurate information. This is not surprising because when executives choose to take up valuable time to respond to a survey, they likely see personal value and therefore provide high quality responses (e.g., Cycyota and Harrison 2006).
The second set of validation checks compared the respondents’ answers regarding firm performance to secondary data from COMPUSTAT. When conducting survey-based research, there is concern that the independent variable responses may impact the respondents’ answers to the dependent variable questions (e.g., Podsakoff et al. 2003). However, the benefit of surveying marketing executives is that they are less likely to: (1) provide socially desirable answers as they have achieved success by being comfortable expressing independent opinions, (2) try to predict the “right” answer as they have significant time constraints, and (3) want to falsify answers as they understand the value and confidential nature of research. To check the accuracy of dependent variable measures, the respondent ratings regarding firm market share were compared to industry data at the SIC 3-digit level from COMPUSTAT (correlation = .74). Also, respondent ratings regarding firm sales performance (i.e., sales growth year over year relative to key competitors) were compared to secondary data from COMPUSTAT (correlation = .63).
Finally, a third set of validity checks was conducted to look at a sub-set of firms from which we were able to identify and survey a second senior respondent within the same firm to provide firm-related data (N=35). For the within-company validation, we compared the firm performance dependent variable responses provided by the CMOs and the second informant with the following correlation results: (1) sales performance (.80), (2) profitability performance (.74), (3) customer satisfaction performance (.82), and (4) market share performance (.76). 
Overall, the high level of inter-rater reliability, strong relationship between primary and secondary firm-related measures, and the degree of accuracy between primary data responses and secondary data facts indicate acceptable validity.

Specifics on Surveying Executive Level Individuals. Surveying executives is more challenging than other more commonly researched populations as executives are both saturated with such requests and have significant constraints on their time (e.g., Baruch 1999). As a result, response rates to such surveys have consistently declined over time, with the median response rate among executives at 28% over the 12-year period from 1992 to 2003 (Cycyota and Harrison 2006). Despite the lower expected response rates from a sample of C-level executives, a meta-analysis (Cycyota and Harrison 2006) indicates that there are some best practices that can be employed to increase survey salience, engagement, and response rates which we followed: (1) tested and modified the introductory letter via the pre-test and pilot test to increase topical salience; (2) emailed the survey through a third party with whom CMOs already had an established relationship; (3) conducted follow-up emails; and (4) personalized the invitation. To enhance the appeal of the survey, we used the in-depth pre-test to streamline the survey to make sure average completion took less than 10 minutes, a critical factor when surveying executives (e.g., Groves, Cialdini and Couper 1992). 
Among the methods used to increase salience and response rates, research suggests that one of the most critical is the need for scholars to capitalize on the “executive’s existing network structure rather than relying on generating ties through unsolicited mailings from unknown parties” (Cycyota and Harrison 2006; p. 138). To increase salience and legitimacy, we secured a leading media agency who agreed to distribute the emails on our behalf. The agency focuses specifically on the CMO community and communicates regularly with a global database of 1560 CMOs and marketing executives. The agency was willing to provide access to their database, endorse the research project and data collection, and send the initial invitation and follow-up emails to generate greater interest and relevance. 

Web Appendix C
CMO/Head of Marketing Job Titles
	Chief Brand Officer
	EVP Marketing, Guest Experience and Sales
	SVP Marketing & Commercialization

	Chief Brand Strategy Officer
	EVP Sales, Promotion & Marketing
	SVP Marketing & External Relations

	Chief Commercial Officer
	EVP Strategy, Marketing, People and Systems
	SVP Sales & CMO

	Chief Communications Officer
	General Manager (GM)
	SVP Sales & Marketing

	Chief Customer & Marketing Officer
	GM & EVP Marketing
	SVP Sales, Marketing & Business Development

	Chief Customer Experience Officer
	GM Business Marketing
	SVP Strategic Initiatives

	Chief Growth Officer
	GM Marketing
	SVP University Relations & CMO

	Chief Market Officer
	Global Brand Building Officer
	SVP, Brand, Strategy and IT

	Chief Marketing & Ecommerce Officer
	Global CMO
	VP Consumer Marketing & Product Development

	Chief Marketing & Innovation Officer
	Global CMO & VP Strategy
	VP Corporate Marketing

	Chief Marketing & Communications Officer
	Managing Partner & CMO
	VP Ecommerce & Digital Marketing

	Chief Revenue & Marketing Officer
	President & CEO, CMO
	VP Global Marketing

	Chief Revenue Officer
	President & CMO
	VP Global Strategic Marketing

	Chief Strategy & Marketing Officer
	President & CMO
	VP Innovation & Insights

	CMO
	President of Strategy
	VP Market Development

	CMO & Chief Strategy Officer
	President, CEO & CMO
	VP Marketing

	CMO & Deputy Chief of Staff to the President
	SVP
	VP Marketing & Admissions

	CMO & EVP
	SVP & CMO
	VP Marketing & Communications

	CMO & EVP, Corporate Strategy
	SVP & Director of Marketing
	VP Marketing & Corporate Business Development

	CMO & Global Marketing
	SVP Commercial
	VP Marketing & Digital

	EVP
	SVP Communications & Marketing
	VP Marketing & Donor Relations

	EVP & CMO
	SVP Corporate Marketing
	VP Marketing & New Product Development

	EVP & Global CMO
	SVP Digital
	VP Marketing & Public Relations

	EVP Business Integration & CMO
	SVP Global Brand Management
	VP Marketing & Sales Enablement

	EVP Global Marketing
	SVP Global Customer Marketing
	VP Sales & Marketing

	EVP Product & Marketing
	SVP Global Marketing
	

	EVP Marketing
	SVP Marketing
	

	
	
	



CMO/Head of Marketing Title Groupings
	Chief Anything
	56.9%
	VP
	17.6%

		Of which CMOs
	47.1%
	General Manager
	2.4%

	EVP
	7.5%
	Managing Partner / CEO / President
	2.4%

	SVP
	13.2%
	Global Anything
	1.0%

	
	
	
	



Web Appendix D
Industry Representation of CMO Respondents
	[bookmark: _Hlk141966956]SIC2
	Industry
	%
	
	SIC2
	Industry
	%

	01
	Agricultural Production - Crops
	0.3%
	
	56
	Apparel and Accessory Stores
	1.1%

	07
	Agricultural Services
	0.3%
	
	57
	Furniture and Home Furnishing Stores
	0.8%

	10
	Metal Mining
	0.3%
	
	58
	Eating and Drinking Places
	1.4%

	15
	General Building Contractors
	0.3%
	
	59
	Miscellaneous Retail
	3.5%

	16
	Heavy Contractors, Except Building
	0.5%
	
	60
	Depository Institutions
	4.9%

	17
	Special Trade Contractors
	0.3%
	
	61
	Non-Depository Institutions
	1.4%

	20
	Food And Kindred Products
	3.0%
	
	62
	Security And Commodity Brokers
	1.6%

	21
	Tobacco Products
	0.5%
	
	63
	Insurance Carriers
	1.9%

	22
	Textile Mill Products
	0.3%
	
	64
	Insurance Agents, Brokers, and Service
	1.1%

	23
	Apparel and Other Textile Products
	0.5%
	
	65
	Real Estate
	0.8%

	26
	Paper and Allied Products
	0.5%
	
	67
	Holding And Other Investment Offices
	0.3%

	27
	Printing and Publishing
	1.9%
	
	70
	Hotels And Other Lodging Places
	2.2%

	28
	Chemicals and Allied Products
	2.5%
	
	72
	Personal Services
	0.5%

	30
	Rubber And Misc. Plastics Products
	0.3%
	
	73
	Business Services
	14.7%

	31
	Leather And Leather Products
	0.3%
	
	74
	Professional, Scientific and Technical 
	0.3%

	32
	Stone, Clay, Glass, and Concrete Products
	0.3%
	
	75
	Auto Repair, Services and Parking
	0.5%

	34
	Fabricated Metal Products
	0.3%
	
	78
	Motion Pictures
	0.8%

	35
	Industrial Machinery and Equipment
	1.1%
	
	79
	Amusement And Recreation Services
	3.0%

	36
	Electronic And Other Electric Equipment
	1.6%
	
	80
	Health Services
	3.8%

	38
	Instruments And Related Products
	0.8%
	
	82
	Educational Services
	6.0%

	39
	Miscellaneous Manufacturing Industries
	0.8%
	
	83
	Social Services
	0.3%

	45
	Transportation By Air
	0.3%
	
	84
	Museums, Botanical and Gardens
	0.8%

	47
	Transportation Services
	0.3%
	
	86
	Membership Organizations
	1.4%

	48
	Communications
	3.5%
	
	87
	Engineering and Management Services
	15.5%

	50
	Wholesale Trade - Durable Goods
	5.4%
	
	91
	Executive, Leg. and General Government
	0.3%

	51
	Wholesale Trade - Nondurable Goods
	2.7%
	
	92
	Justice, Public Order and Safety
	0.8%

	52
	Building Materials and Garden Supplies
	0.5%
	
	
	
	

	53
	General Merchandise Stores
	0.8%
	
	
	
	



Web Appendix E
Early versus Late Respondents

	
	Firm
Performance
	Marketing
Capabilities
	CMO
Responsibility
	CMO
Status

	Early Quartile
	57.749
	62.472
	1.308
	1.363

	Late Quartile
	57.108
	62.805
	1.195
	1.543





Web Appendix F
Constructs, Questions, Items, and Scale Source

	Role Responsibility 

	(“degree to which you have responsibility for the following activities” on a scale from 1-7 with 7=total responsibility and 1=no responsibility at all)

	  Source: adapted from Piercy (1986)

		Marketing Strategy / Planning

		Marketing Implementation

		Marketing Communication and Media (i.e., social, digital)

		Market Research and Analysis

	        Brand Strategy

	        CRM / Loyalty Programs

	        Pricing

	        Product Development

	        Distribution Channel Management

	        Sales Management

	        Corporate Strategy

	        New Business Development

	Experience Type

	[bookmark: _Hlk140873934] (“of the following types of work experience, which one most closely represents the type you have spent the most time in”)

	        Staff

	        Profit and Loss Management (e.g., Line)

	Role Status

	 (“degree to which the head of marketing position is viewed as having higher or lower status (importance) relative to the following functional heads”)

	  Source: Piercy (1986)

		Head of Finance (e.g., CFO)

		Head of Information Systems and Technology (e.g., CIO or CTO)

		Head of Operations (e.g., COO)
	Head of R&D

		Head of Human Resources (e.g., CHRO)

	Marketing Capabilities

	  (“rate your firm’s capability, relative to your major competitors, in the following areas”)

	  Source: Vorhies and Morgan (2005)

		Product Development

		Distribution Channel Management

		Marketing Communication and Media

		Selling

		Market Research and Intelligence

		Marketing Strategy

		Pricing

		Marketing Implementation

	Firm Performance

	(“rate your firm’s overall performance, over the past year, relative to your major competitors in the following areas”)

	  Source: Luo, Slotegraaf, and Pan (2006) and Vorhies and Morgan (2005)

		Market share

		Sales

		Profitability



Web Appendix G
CMO Responsibility, Marketing Capabilities & Performance Outcomes Including First Differences Results
	Model specification
	Levels (N=390)
	Differences (N=195)

	Standardized estimates
	Marketing
Capabilities
	Firm
Performance
	Marketing
Capabilities
	Firm
Performance

	Marketing Capabilities
	
	0.706***
	
	0.663***

	
	
	
	
	

	CMO Responsibility	H1: +
	0.337***
	0.158***
	0.392**
	0.111**

	CMO Status
	0.158**
	-0.080*
	0.203**
	-0.104**

	
	
	
	
	

	Firm Size
	-0.103**
	0.176***
	-0.091*
	0.119**

	Firm Age
	0.027
	-0.053*
	0.070*
	-0.034*

	Firm Type (Private)
	0.110**
	0.127**
	-.-
	-.-

	
	
	
	
	

	CMO Turnover (2-3 CMOs)
	-0.012
	-0.038
	-.-
	-.-

	CMO Turnover (4+ CMOs)
	-0.141**
	-0.022
	-.-
	-.-

	CMO Tenure (6-10 years)
	-0.036
	-0.027
	-.-
	-.-

	CMO Tenure (11-15 years)
	0.135**
	-0.003
	-.-
	-.-

	CMO Tenure (16+ years)
	0.064
	-0.003
	-.-
	-.-

	
	
	
	
	

	CEO Selection (Outside)
	0.054
	0.057*
	-.-
	-.-

	CEO Background (Mktg/Sales)
	0.045
	-0.018
	-.-
	-.-

	CEO Background (Ops/Mfct)
	0.061
	0.035
	-.-
	-.-

	CEO Background (Other)
	0.106*
	0.028
	-.-
	-.-

	Industry Controls
	Included
	Included
	Not Included
	Not Included

	Time/Wave Control
	-0.011
	-0.010
	Not Included
	Not Included

	
	
	
	
	

	Pseudo-R2
	25.39%
	47.21%
	15.23%
	36.33%

	
	
	
	
	







Web Appendix H
Mixed-Model Analyses by CMO Responsibility & CMO Experience
	Reference Group
	Baseline
	Narrow Resp.
Staff Exp.
	Narrow Resp.
P&L Exp.
	Broad Resp.
Staff Exp.
	Broad Resp.
P&L Exp.

	Standardized estimates
	Marketing Capabilities
	Marketing Capabilities
	Marketing Capabilities
	Marketing Capabilities
	Marketing Capabilities

	
	
	
	
	
	

	CMO Responsibility
	0.349***
	0.507***
	0.241***
	0.361**
	0.496** 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	CMO Status
	0.152**
	0.088*
	0.102*
	0.198**
	0.222** 

	CMO Experience
	0.007
	0.025
	-0.078
	-0.047
	0.042 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Firm Characteristics/Controls
	Included
	Included
	Included
	Included
	Included

	CMO Characteristics/Controls
	Included
	Included
	Included
	Included
	Included

	CEO Characteristics/Controls
	Included
	Included
	Included
	Included
	Included

	Industry Controls
	Included
	Included
	Included
	Included
	Included

	Time/Wave Control
	Included
	Included
	Included
	Included
	Included

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pseudo-R2
	26.12%
	
	27.56%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Note:  *** significant at p < 0.001; ** significant at p < 0.01; * significant at p < 0.05. Pseudo-R2 reported for the four scenario-based estimates refers to the overall mixed-model fit.  




Web Appendix I
Subsample of Data (Public Firms) and Firm Performance

	Standardized estimates
	Firm Performance
(EBIT-to-Assets)

	Marketing Capabilities
	0.514***

	
	

	CMO Responsibility
	0.125***

	CMO Status
	-0.070*

	
	

	Firm Size
	0.081**

	Firm Age
	-0.037*

	Firm Type (Private)
	Not Included (Collinear)

	
	

	CMO Turnover (2-3 CMOs)
	-0.039

	CMO Turnover (4+ CMOs)
	-0.075

	CMO Tenure (6-10 years)
	-0.011

	CMO Tenure (11-15 years)
	-0.021

	CMO Tenure (16+ years)
	-0.054

	
	

	CEO Selection (Outside)
	0.019*

	CEO Background (Mktg/Sales)
	-0.043

	CEO Background (Ops/Mfct)
	-0.034

	CEO Background (Other)
	-0.025

	Industry Controls
	Included

	Time/Wave Control
	Included

	
	

	Pseudo-R2
	21.27%



Web Appendix J
Responsibilities Distribution by Industry


	Responsibilities Distribution
	[image: A blue and black lines and dots

Description automatically generated]

	
	Industry




Web Appendix K
Exemplar Interview Quotes

	Interview Source
	Quote

	Executive Recruiter 
	“Of all executive level positions, there is none with greater variance than that of the CMO…The CEO’s challenge is to figure out the right structure and find the right person…when it comes to marketing, it’s simply not clear.”


	CEO 
	"The consequences of misalignment are much broader than you might think. The obvious impact is that there is a high likelihood for the CEO to replace the CMO and to marginalize the role of marketing in setting and delivering strategy. The less obvious impact is that CMO turnover and the marginalization of marketing can stunt brand development and growth as the new CMO takes time to get up to speed and takes the organization in a new direction. Beyond these effects, however, are the consequences for the CEO. Misalignment can disrupt the CEO's vision, strategy, and plans which then impacts the company's growth and performance, and ultimately the CEO's reputation. The negative consequences of misalignment - for the CEO, CMO, and business - can't be overstated."


	Executive Recruiter
	“Job specs represent the most important aspects of filling a CMO job. First and most important are the responsibilities that the CMO will own and then are the candidate qualifications we need to find to fit the job…”


	Executive Recruiter
	“They are both global firms and compete with each other. However, you couldn’t have two more different organizations in how they approach marketing. Company X’s CMO not only manages marketing but is the key leader who develops the strategic plan…and develops the innovation go-forward plan…Company Y’s CMO is given a much smaller set of responsibilities and has almost no impact on strategy and innovation.”


	Executive Recruiter
	“A common way many recruiters distinguish between CMO training is whether they come from the P&L or staff side. CMOs who have more experience in running the entire business and being connected to tangible profit and loss results tend to have P&L experience while those who tend to support the P&L function are pegged as staff."


	CMO
	“I’ve interviewed for several CMO positions over the past 10 years. In some, the CMO job doesn’t come with as much stature and therefore doesn’t have as much influence as the CFO or other peers…it is harder to have maximum impact.” 


	CEO
	“The CMO role impacts the processes and strength of marketing in the company…determines whether the marketing function runs efficiently and effectively…and can have a significant impact on the company.”
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