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Getting in with the "In" crowd: how to put marketin g back on the
CEO'’s agenda

For decades, marketers have been trying to be aoo@untable and elevate
marketing from a purely functional and tacticalde¢Gronroos, 2006, 2009;
Reibsteiret al, 2009) to a strategic level (Kumar 2004; Pierg91l). Yet marketing
remains heavily criticized for its inability to ment compelling evidence of the
effectiveness of the huge sums it directs to praonand brand building (Verhoef
and Leeflang, 2009). This perceived lack of accalifity is linked to a reduction in
marketing’s influence in strategic decision-mak{hgrhoefet al, 2009; Webster,

2005) and a cause of resentment from other fureifery., Press, 2013).

In addition, marketing-driven strategic initiativesich as CRM, are often prefaced
with assertions that managers express serious mmabout the value of their
investments (Homburet al, 2007; Srinivasan and Moorman, 2005). Operatams
IS researchers, comparing CRM with other enterpaiiske IS programs, conclude
that CRM alone impacts neither business performancashare price (Hendriclet

al., 2007). This discussion is particularly relevanthis time when so many
companies are planning strategic investments enkbled marketing programs such
as social media, customer experience managememeandloud-based services
(Klaus, 2013).

In order to explore how marketing can contributéhi firm’s strategic decision
making and create tangible value, as claimed bglachdiscussing the importance of
concepts of value-in-use and value co-creatiomdonpanies, we first need to explore
the current perceptions of marketing and its rolstrategy formation from a firm’s
point-of-view. We interviewed 25 CEQO'’s of servigefs to address this need. Based
on our findings we conclude that marketing, whéers as an enabling, or supporting
function of a firm, is not involved in either buildy or designing the firm’s strategies.
We propose in detail how marketing could build ooly the foundation, but also

become an integral part of design and developmfdhiedirm’s strategy.



The aims of our paper are twofold. First, we exphhat constitutes the firm’s
viewpoint of marketing’s role inside the firm, iagicular its influence on strategy
development and execution. Second, based on timeegs we develop a roadmap
comprising multiple guidelines on how to elevateketing to an integral strategy

development and execution level.

This paper is laid-out in the following way: Firste introduce, summarize and
synthesize the existing literature on the role iamgact of marketing on the firm’s
strategy from the firms=in particular the CEO's-viewpoint. Next, we explore what
constitutes the emerging definition of marketinggke within the organization
through the means of a qualitative study. Thenepent the findings of our study.
Finally we discuss the study’s findings, their imoptions for theory and practice,

limitations and future research directions.

Theoretical foundation

The emphasis of our study is to explore how manigetan be again elevated on the
firm’s strategic agenda. The focus is thereforeamotliscussing the multitude of
scholarly definitions of marketing, ranging fromwea creation (e.g., Alderson, 1957),
to market orientation (e.g., Kohli and Jaworski9@pto customer focus (e.g.,
Gronroos, 2006). Most of them, regrettably, argasf little relevance to members of
the boardroom or to CEOs in particular (Fournaisekdting Group, 2011). As a
result, they are unlikely to be discussed by seexecutives in terms of developing
corporate strategies. Neither do we attempt toréhé&erecent prevalent scholarly
discussion about applicability of new all-explamgtoormative paradigms (Wright
and Russell, 2012), given that they do not appehate caught managers’ attention

(based on the lack of attention that they recenvihe business press).

Marketing, once the darling of executives’ strategfforts, courtesy of Porter’s
value-chain and competitive strategy framework (2\&t al, 2014), has in the last 30
years being demoted from a strategic to a tactscgdportive role (Gronroost al,
2014; Klauset al,, 2014). Scholars posit that this is due to timeén reasons: First,
marketing’s internal and external bad reputatiog.(€&Summessoat al.,2014).

Second, its focus on delimited, function relateslies that lack a broader scope



(Webster and Lusch, 2013). Third, the lack of emairevidence linking marketing

activities to an increase in firm performance (evgrhoefet al, 2011).

Strategy is considered a multi-faceted phenomendnia relation to marketing, is
often described as a customer-focused resourcégooation to obtain advantages in
a competitive environment (e.g., Hunt, 2000). Hamd Lambe (2000) define
marketing’s contributions to business strategy@smarket orientation, (b)
relationship marketing, and (c) resource-advantagery. With new marketing fields
revolving around value creation emerging, both,kating’s influence, and the voice
of the customer are increasing. Paradoxicallyhatstme time, marketing’s influence
on strategy is in decline (e.g., Gronroos, 2008hdkars observing this trend note that
marketers are partly responsible for this dilemme @ their preoccupation with

tactical rather than strategic issues (e.g., Mc@ogtal, 2004).

Marketing managers’ and scholars’ obsession wilsipy the customer in the center
of their universe might have also damaged theatagjic position. To be clear, we do
not doubt that understanding customers is cruadlshould inform the company’s
strategy (e.g., Quelch, 2008). The problem, howeasehat the customer perspective
is often not placed in a cost-benefit frameworkh®s company. As a result, in the
boardroom, the customer viewpoint can be quickbsbed aside in lieu of cost
cutting, shareholder value, or regulatory complea(@verby, 2011). Moreover, the
importance of customer insight to business suceasss by industry and context
(Quelch, 2008).

To investigate marketing’s reputation and influencthe boardroom we need to
investigate the role of the CMO (Chief Marketingi®dr). The disconnect between
the CMO and the board of directors is clearly destrated by the fact that CMOs
seldom make the transition to CEQ, in large patghse the hurdles to overcome are
considerable. First, while CMO tenure has steadilyeased over the past five years,
their relatively brief tenures at companies rapgiyvides them with enough time to
understand and test themselves outside of thesr symecialized skills. The CEO role
demands broad-based experience, exposure to differections, and a good

understanding of the core operations of the ensapr



The most daunting obstacle for CMOs, however, as tihey are seldom able to
translate the value of what they do into a langubhgethe board understands. For
better or worse, the language of business is fimafss a result, CMOs must
demonstrate their value through metrics directgoamted with sales, earnings, and

market share.

Marketers, on the other hand, typically speak aetargese (blog.15-ideas.com,
2010) language, filled with terms that are notlgdasanslated into dollars. Terms like
brand equity customer equitypersuasionandinfluencersmay reflect important
factors to a business’s success, but they havasyaorollary in finance. CEOs often
are not technical people (Moss, 2013), and, agdrexdéier, are probably not
marketers. They want easy to understand explarsatienoid of marketing jargon

that have direct links to business outcomes.

This is made all the more difficult by the compts»af the marketing function.
Marketing is positioned at the intersection of njlét corporate needs such as
innovation, customer experience, sales, and opesatRarely, however, do they own

any of the processes associated with them.

The need for broader experience and a strong uaaeiag of what drives a
company’s P&L (Profit and Loss) makes a direct$raon from CMO to CEO a
bridge too far for most individuals wanting to mdke leap. In an investigation of
what is required to move from CMO to CEO, consgltimm Spencer Stuart finds,
“To become a CEO a CMO must always make a douatesition, out of their
function, and into a new company. The obstacles@@CMOs with ambitions for the
top job are considerable and are likely to be t@agfor those unwilling to step out
of their comfort zone and test themselves in unfianrioles” (Birkel and Harper,
2009, p. 1).

Method
In order to discover CEOSs’ perceptions of marketing its role in the firm, the study

features a three-step method. First, the studyoesglthe perceptual attributes of

CEOs towards marketing and marketers through itkdieperviews. Next, we coded



and purified the data, incorporating a systemaimgarison approach and
hierarchical coding to ensure that we observethalldata thoroughly and explored all
their dimensions (Strauss and Corbin, 1990). Amallanel of judges scrutinized the
emerging themes using Emerging Consensus Tech(H§LiE) (Klaus, 2013).

We achieved data saturation (Glaser and Strau63) Ber conducting individual
in-depth interviews with 25 CEOs from companiedwhieadquarters in 13 different
countries, each interview lasting between 40 anthBlutes. We conducted the
interviews at a pre-arranged location either arédspondents’ home or work place,
depending on the interviewee’s stated preferenioeeelmarketing researchers
transcribed and independently coded the data. @ddllowed the grounded
approach described by Ryan and Bernard (2003) hadriaws heavily from Strauss
and Corbin (1990). We started with open coding withe interviews and extended
the analysis to axial coding to compare betweesrwaws. We incorporated a
systematic constant line-by-line comparison apgr@ad hierarchical coding
exploring repetitions, similarities, and differesd&laus and Nguyen, 2013). This
was done to ensure that we have observed all taghiaroughly and explored all
dimensions. This coding approach keeps the reseaf@tused on data rather “than
theoretical flights of fancy” (Ryan and BernardP30p. 91). It posits thatategories
are the classification of more discrete concepteEofding to Strauss and Corbin
(1990, p. 61), “this classification is discoveredem concepts are compared one
against another and appear to pertain to a sipllanomenon. Thus, the concepts are

grouped together under a higher order, more alstoncept called a category”.

The 25 volunteer participants were recruited thiotig existing network of the
research team, and no incentives for participatiere offered. At the time of the
interviews all participants had been in their catr€@EO position for more than three
years. As a result, all participants had extensikgerience as CEO (serving as CEO
for 4.5 years on average) making them qualifiethgadgment sample of persons
who can offer ideas and insights into the phenomé&(®@hurchill, 1979, p. 67). A
more detailed sample profile is included as Appendi

The initial categorization of all attributes wag thutcome of an extended workshop

involving the primary researchers. Each membehefrésearch team named and



defined every attribute of the CEOSs’ perceptionseleon their individual coding
results. In a subsequent stage, researchers deéscdgterences in their attribute
categorization and agreed on revised attributeslandnsion definitions. Some
attributes appeared in more than one interview.réeearchers examined
transcriptions and individual codes to identify lswepetitions and define
standardized attribute names, resulting in a cott@ading structure. This analysis

generated a pool of four emerging themes.

To maximize the content and face validity of theneinsions generated from the
exploratory research, we adopted the Emerging GmuseTechnique (ECT) (Klaus,
2013), which draws on the grounded exploratory eagin (e.g., Strauss and Corbin,
1990) and the Q-sorting technique (Funeleal, 2000), and is based on utilizing a
panel of expert judges. ECT allows the researahdevelop a validated, clear, and
concise labeling odttributes dimensions, and their individual allocation i th
conceptual framework of the phenomenon of inteeraploying multiple experts and
a combination of behavioral (emerging consensud)naathematical methods, as
recommended in the literature (O’Hagatral, 2006). The expert panel comprised
five marketing academics familiar with the subjettnarketing practice and the role

of marketing in firms’ strategy development and@x®n.

Employment of the ECT follows six steps (Klaus, 2DX1) attribute labeling and
describing; (2) attribute label and descriptioresgbn; (3) advanced attribute label
and description selection; (4) dimensions and sotedsions reliability testing; (5)
attribute validity testing; and (6) model readakilnd applicability testing, described

in more detail as follows:

First, we presented each of the panel judges (idaially) with the quotes
corresponding to thattributeoriginating from the categorization procedure et
above. The judges received the quotes in sequemtial on one card for each
attribute and were asked to name and define e&buée based on the information

provided, i.e. the original quotes from the codiafigrences.

Next, we showed the judges the original quoteg&mhattribute the names and

descriptions for the attribute given by them, amelnames and descriptions for the



attribute given by the research team. Each ofutlggs was then asked which of the
two names and which of the two descriptions fittesl data better. Based on their

judgment, a name and description for the attrileds noted.

In subsequent sessions, we gave the judges albppsames and descriptions for the
individual attribute, together with the originalajas used to label the attributes. We
asked the judges to choose the one most applitakie name and description of the
attribute. The research team then compared thenfischnd selected the names and
descriptions emerging from the judges’ feedbaclartter to qualify, a name or

description for amttributehad to be selected by at least four of the fivgygsd

Using the Q-sort technique (Funaaral.,2000), we printed eacittributein the

initial pool on an index card and asked each pareghber to create dimensions and
sub-dimensions based on similarity. It was up tortftembers to decide on the
number of dimensions they used, and to find apjatgpltabels and descriptions of the
dimensions. The proportion of agreement amongutiggs was high, demonstrating
high reliability. We calculated inter-rategliability with Spearman correlation
coefficient between the judges’ assessment reguhianr = 0.87,p < 0.05. The
sorting procedure (Moore and Benbasat, 1999) gestefaur main themes. Three
attributeswere dropped because a number of judges identlie as being too

ambiguous to fit into the emerging dimensions.

Next, three marketing academics familiar with tegearch were given the conceptual
description of the four main themes and askedtwtheem as either “very

applicable,” “somewhat applicable,” or “not applta” Themeseeded to be rated

at least as “somewhat applicable” to be retaindis procedure resulted in retaining

all four themes.

Finally, three CEOs and two marketing researcherewed the readability and

applicability of the dimensions, confirming the fouain themes.

Findings



The study identified four main themes: (1) the mi¢he CMO, (2) lack of
accountability, (3) digital and social media, aAdllack of strategic vision and

impact, which we will elaborate on in the following

The role of the CMO

CEOs display a fair amount of self-criticism wheonmpted about the role of the
CMO inside their firms. CEO 15 states tham, the last years the CMO moves further
and further away from the boafdadmitting that this is partially dugd (the CMO)
becoming the jack of all trades, and perhaps theteraof non€ CEO 8 elaborates
that often e load everything we believe to be ‘customer eglaipon the CMO. No
wonder they struggléOur interviewees indicate that, based upon treesload of
tasks the CMO might find ittt be mission impossible to develop strategic msio
(CEO 14).”

Our findings indicate that this task overload aoclfs on tactical issues, partially
initiated by the boards’ of directors changing eagb, might lead to a high CMO
turnover. While consulting firm Spencer Stuart népthat CMO tenure has steadily
increased to an average of 45 months in 2012 fréowaf 23.2 months in 2006,
average CMO tenure varies widely by industry (MgN&013). CMOs in the
automotive, communications, healthcare, and restdumdustries averaged 32 or
fewer months in their jobs (Rooney, 2013). The higihover of CMOs in many
industries often leads to CEO frustration. As CEEXstates, évery once in a while
you get a real good one, but (because of theil s&t) they don’t stay around for too

long.”

One the other hand, CEOs voice that firms are twgpkor CMOs with one particular
skill set, which can vary according to the stratedjrection, e hire them for a
specific purpose. It's almost like hiring a consult these daysProbed if this is an
occasional event rather than being the rule, thenhaof CEOs expressed that
CMOs are exchangeable due to the short-term thaoiaare of their job description.
For example, CEO 5 state€;MOs are often hired as a ‘quick fix’ to solve a

problem”



Our findings indicate that the particular skill §etns are looking for has also
dramatically shifted from what was oncgafespeople and brand gur(GEO 20)” to
“capable analysts delivering eviden€&EO 23).” CEO 8 manifests this trend by

stating, today (in our firm) numbers count more than visidns

Lack of accountability

CEOs believe that marketers appear to benply put, often disconnected from the
financial realities of the busine$€EQO 4).” In particular CEOs highlight that
marketers seem to have different interpretation of results and perforneaiiCEO
13).” While other functions, such as finance arfdrimation technology, are seen as
reliable and trustworthy, marketers have a tendémciunderestimate the
importance of connecting their efforts and expemsaegiantifiable result¢§CEO 7).”
This lack of accountability, in particular in terrmbwhat part of their budget
allocation is based on ROI goals, leads to a ld¢kust, which in turns drives
reallocation of budgets and strategic resource®© CErefers to this challenge by
asking, ‘how can | allocate them (marketing) a budget thaappears into a black
box, while others (functions) can deliver me a R®Dlevery dollar | give thefd The
lack of delivering a, €lear trail of evidence (of) how and why the budgas
allocated in a particular wayCEO 2),” leads to perceptions of marketers making

decisions based uporgut feelings rather than a solid ROI analy§&EO 24).”

It is important to note that even if marketers de the term ROI, CEOs argue that its
meaning is often different than their own. For eplanCEOQO 3 states thatyfarketing
measures ROI in terms of marketing, such as custsatisfaction and brand valtie
while they would prefer marketers to deliver nunsbabout the rhost relevant
relationship, the one between spending and thesgposfit generated from these

investments$

Digital and social media

CEOs use the example of digital and social medfagblight why marketing is not

perceived on a strategic level. They believe thatketing is, bbsessed with new
technologies and med{&EO 15).” CEOs believe that these tools cannbstuntiate
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their claim to generate quantifiable results instoner demand and sales. CEO 7
states;'(I) do not consider digital media as a criticalabto enable their (our)
strategy” Moreover, CEOs would prefer if marketers appageinew technologies as
a support tool rather than the focus of their ¢ffofhe inability to prove quantifiable

increases in consumer demand adds to the mainrcootaccountability.

Lack of strategic vision and impact

The CEOs in our study clearly voiced that markelenge lost sight what they believe
their job is—generating consumer demand for the’&irofferings in a quantifiable
way. CEOs believe that there often is an appéidiatonnect between our overall
strategy and what marketing understands to be astaners’ needé€CEO 13).”
CEOs describe marketing asfarfction not on the top of my every-day priorist li
(CEO 19)". CEOs believe that there are more urtgsis to master, such as
compliance issues, and tiead the companf{CEO 9)” rather than focusing on
marketing. Instead, marketing is viewed asé'ssence a cost factor firsBy
comparison, operationg&n use established methods and systems to cet{(C&sD
23).”

It appears that the demise of marketing from thetesgjic level coincides with the rise
of the CMO. Respondents observeOnte we had a CMO we thought, well, finally
marketing is now being taken care of (with) onesparoverseeing all marketing-
related functiongCEO 4).” CEOs, however, believe that this prarhas never been
fulfilled. “ We thought this (problem with lack of accountapiind manageability)
would get better, but it got wor¢€EO021).” CMOs just seem to hav®6 much on
their plates(CEO21).” And, by getting caught up in so many projects, they appear
to forget what their job/impact is/should GEEO 9).”

Despite marketers’ attempts to develop metricsghesi to show their impact on firm
performance, these measures often fail to resavittiesCEOs. Brand value! What in
God’s name is this anyway? It's not as if our stelders car§CEO 17).” CEO 3
expresses the thoughts of many of his colleagiéarKeting, great ideas, but no clue

how to measure its impact on what really couints
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We posit that, based on our findings, CEOs do ebete that marketers can be an
integral part of strategy development for threemraasons: (1) the lack of financial
accountability, (2) marketers’ fascination with &ndus on new technologies, tools,
and frameworks without establishing that they gateeconsumer demand for the
firm’s offerings in a quantifiable way, and (3) thesulting lack of trust towards

marketers capabilities and towards marketing iregan

Discussion

Quo Vadis, marketing? Or to be more precise, hawnsarketing (and CMOs in
particular) become indispensable to the firm’stetyec direction? Should they play a
larger role rather than simply trying to increase influence of traditional marketing?
Does progress hide in integrating the goals of etarg into a larger, more
encompassing vision of markets and consumers (\&eastl Lusch, 2013), or are we
simply over-theorizing what CEOs are looking foromer for marketing to have an

impact on strategy?

Our findings highlight the four main themes respblesfor marketing’s and
marketers’ lack of strategy development and exenutiVe believe that these themes
cannot be viewed in isolation. They reflect theehegeneous nature of the current

status of, or lack of, marketing in the firm’s $égy planning and execution.

We could make the point that CEOs and/or the firbasirds are as responsible for the
fall of the CMO and marketing from the strategieada as marketers themselves.
This discussion, however, will not add any valumM@s work for the CEOs of their
respective organizations, not the other way arolmsdead, our contribution lies in
acknowledging of and learning from these develogmenorder to put marketing
back on the CEQ'’s strategic agenda.

Reflecting on our analysis one might argue thigatures multiple contradictory
propositions and arguments from CEOs about why etent is seen as non-strategic.

On the one hand, CMOs are viewed as lacking firsuagicountability, and obsessed
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with technology rather than delivering revenues ti@nother hand, CEOs confuse

sales indicators with demand-related indicators.

CMOs could argue that the demands CEOs have asdsigrieem reflect a tactical
rather than strategic focus. Moreover, if CMOs araiketing are pushed towards a
tactical rather than strategic emphasis, it wyl definition become more abstract due
to marketing’s broad and holistic nature. This putgketing in a ‘chicken or egg’
situation—to be considered strategic by the CEGstrmarketing be tactically

focused?

If marketing is disconnected from the firm’s sttethen the firm’s strategy would
be expected to become less adapted to market riesdm to its logical conclusion,
this should result in eroding profits and vulneligpto competition. Therefore, there
is an overriding need for marketing to become adayponent of the firm’s strategy.
When we refer to “marketing” we mean what compamynagement recognizes as
such, and not what scholars and businesses puaifdas part of marketing. In fact,
we believe that it is crucial to recognize thisetiir According to our findings many
things that marketing academics think of as mamketinat are related to strategy have
been co-opted into other functions within the ofgaton. As a result, marketing is
ceding ground to other functions rather than expanits role. If it is not under
marketing, the CEO and board will never it consitlés be marketing. Moreover, the
business units that take over these marketing a@ksider them to be part of “their”
function (e.g., operations, information systems,)etnd not part of marketing.
Therefore, for marketing to succeed in these eff&MOs must garner support from

all stakeholders: in particular the CEO and theafirboard.

The road back

To achieve this objective, we propose that markedagment the traditional sales
indicators presented to senior management (e.gveesions, revenue, etc.) with
customer demand-related indicators. Moreover, Cdh@Qst not assume that the CEO
or board of directors will know the meaning or x&ece of these metrics. Instead,
marketers must provide senior management with defnitions, and tangible links

between these indicators and future sales.
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We recommend marketers take ownership of a vaoiesgtivities within and outside
of what is considered their core functional areaghsas marketing related IT and IS
initiatives. This would allow CMOs to demonstrdta, example, the possible impact
of new media as a supportive tool (with an emphasisupportive”) in crafting
winning strategies (and by winning we mean genegajuantifiable customer

demand).

Marketing needs to raise awareness that due tdtaoshustomer expectations and
technology-enabled customer communications thedaogarketing activities and
strategies has changed dramatically. Today’'s marketeed to develop, manage and
monitor the impact of holistic customer experienddss, by definition, broader
emphasis of marketing leads to a function thatgiks the implementation and
execution of all interactions with consumers, inohg market research,
product/service development, sales, distributioieatising, and customer service.
As a result, marketing must partner with other fioms, such as operations and
information technology, to ensure success (Saw9R00

Thus, the job description of a CMO becomes clos¢hat of a CEO. In a literal
sense, CMOs must see themselves as the Marketi@g Ttis means running
marketing activities in a manner that parallelg tifdhe CEO in the running the firm.
This requires that CMOs shift their perspectivéhat of a holistic business leader
from simply being a manager of the marketing fumrcti As such, it requires a CEO’s
mindset of seeking to maximize value in a tangidsy that can garner the support of
the board of directors and shareholders. Idealidates need strong analytical and
strategic skills, multi-industry experience andssrdunctional management expertise
(Kerin, 2005), the support of the CEO and “a cl@andate to build marketing
competence and strategic thinking throughout tigamzation” (Webster, 2005, p. 5).

This demands that CMOs demonstrate the strategiie wd the marketing function,
and its role in generating future revenues, whigghtmot always be immediately be
detected by current sales metrics. Marketing needsercome its perception of
abstraction by developing what scholars refer tthvad-range” theories and
measurements. For example, by delivering evideoicthé positive relationships

between abstract constructs such as customer erper(e.g., Klaus and Maklan,
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2012, 2013) and word-of-mouth on customers’ buyiabaviors, CMOs will have a
significantly better chance of demonstrating thiatsgic impact of their actions. The
key word here is “demonstrating” the impact andfthancial contributions of
marketing efforts—managing evidence must be seeorasto the job description of
every CMO.

Doing so ensures that firms understand how marétimeeting the needs of
customers in a way that positively impacts busimedgsomes. To that end we believe
that customer experience strategy research canioff®rtant insights into aligning
the organization around customer needs and finkresalts. Moreover, customer
experience is considered a case in which the “fwelcdbf marketing is in many ways
ahead of “academia.” As demonstrated by Kletual. (2013), research in the
customer experience field cannot only bring a sattyplens to bear on the new
insights of customer experience practice. Rathenuist develop insight capable of
linking marketing activities to firm performancel@ds, 2014). At the same time, it is
important that CMOs avoid an “everything is a custo experience problem” as
overselling will damage credibility with the CEO.

The focus of our study is to outline how marketmfj have a place on the board’s
strategictable. For this to happen, CMOs must recognizedhbty of their positions,
and act in a way that engenders the trust of th@.CEEOs and board members
demand a solid understanding of the revenue arfd pnplications of their

decisions. Marketing is traditionally weak in tipisrspective, but it does not have to
be—therefore it must not be! Additionally, the egfagions of a CMO are often so
broad that success on all fronts is virtually inglbke to achieve. Therefore being
perceived as successful requires that CMOs do d jgtoof setting expectations with
their CEOs.

First and foremost the focus should be on whababte that will have a financially
measureable impact on the success of the busidlessly, many vital marketing
initiatives will not show immediate business impd&uit winning credibility with the
CEO (and ultimately with the board of directorgjuees measureable, unambiguous

successes that can be directly attributed to market
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It is not difficult to see how this often is notria For example, it is amazing how
much of many companies’ marketing budgets are speend of fiscal year

initiatives simply because of “use it or lose itesl (e.g., Schwartzel 2010; Sheth and
Sisodia 2001; 2005). Not surprisingly, many (mostZzhese “spend the budget”
projects that the authors’ have witnessed areilceived and have little connection

to business results.

CMOs must be good financial guardians of the comisaresources. This requires
that CMOs act as if they are running a P&L, andsimiply managing a cost budget.
This will require setting priorities designed tantenstrate an overall positive ROI.
This does not mean, however, that CMOs should fezahkisively on short-term,
tactical marketing initiatives that can demonstratmediate returns. Rather, by
focusing on a positive overall return (as is expeaif a P&L), CMOs will be forced

to balance aspirational initiatives with more fiogtly concrete projects.

Difficulties facing the CMO
The greatest difficulties facing CMOs in this baleny act result from three demands
of the job: 1) bring the voice of the customer éonpany, 2) be the guardian of the

brand, and 3) drive innovation.

Being the voice of the customer is at the cordnefrharketing function. In reality
much of what is measured and managed in this resjangs little connection to the
behaviors customers demonstrate towards the bratedms of their share of
spending (Hofmeyet al, 2008). Worse still, in many cases actively wogkio
improve these measures is not compatible with matkare growth, or even good
business (Keininghamt al, 2014). As a result, CMOs must clearly estaliiish
relationship between the customer metrics tracketthd firm and their relationship to
performance metrics such as share of category spgrdtal spending, and market
share. While this sounds obvious, all too oftestoiés not happen. For example, recent
research by Aksoy (2013) finds that the overwhegmminmber of CMOs have
processes in place to measure and manage custyatyl Unfortunately, few
CMOs can effectively define what they mean by loyal paraphrase Aksoy (2013),

how can CMOs manage what they cannot define?
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CMOs also must never allow the pursuit of bettest@oner scores to become an
excuse for bad management decisions. For exanmglddard of directors at a large
credit union had charged the CEO with hitting aipalar satisfaction level in the
hope that this would result in greater market shine CMO, however, was forced to
explain why this was not the correct decision & tlesired goal was improved market
share. Why? The credit union already had very bagisfaction levels vis-a-vis its
competitors. In fact, credit unions have the hgjlsatisfaction level of any industry
measured by the American Customer SatisfactionxIGd€SI, 2011).

Unfortunately, the correlation between customestaition and market share in the
retail banking & credit union industry is negatii&eininghamet al, 2014).

Moreover, the relationship between satisfaction strate of deposits is very weak
(Aksoy, 2014). Therefore improving the satisfactsmore would likely have no
positive impact on the business. Instead, the treuon needed to minimize the

reasons that their customers felt the need to aispetitors.

It would have been very easy to simply championgihéor the score objective.
Nevertheless, making the hard calls is the job GM&. Moreover, demonstrating
that marketing makes sound business decisionalgxvhat gains credibility with
the CEO.

The CMO's role as guardian of the brand is equadiglous. Much of the benefits of
messaging and other brand building efforts areddiif to quantify in financial terms.
As a result, it is typically viewed by CEOs as atd@ven if they view it as a
necessary cost). That is why CEOs tend to cutradie spending in down times
(e.g., Edgecliffe-Johnson, 2012).

Additionally, there is frequently pressure to chatlge brand, or to over-extend the
brand in the pursuit of immediate results. CMOsédfae must sell the importance of
a clear brand promise. This is most easily donéen@monstrating near-term results

from marketing efforts.

Finally, CEOs expect CMOs to develop innovativeasleo spur growth. Often this

expected innovation involves moving the brand adgacent markets or product
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extensions. As noted earlier, the key here is teawithout diluting what the brand

represents to consumers.

The great news is that the advancement of socidiarvend other Internet-based
delivery systems are opening up new opportunibe®feakthrough innovation. Here,
however, CMOs need to balance the need to be antibés space with the need for
positive financial results. CMOs must avoid thehrts adopt new channels without a
clear understanding of the role these new charma&sin their companies’ overall

marketing strategies.

The road back for CMOs (and marketing in genemai)st place at the strategy table
will not come by marketers simply doing their cumr@obs better. It requires a
change in perspective. If we want CEOs to beliéat marketing is in the strategic
long-term interest of any firm’s success, then westtangibly demonstrate this to be

true.

The first step in this process is to think like GEGQEOs deal with complexity as a
standard responsibility of their jobs. Theref@®]Os are unlikely to gain respect by
pointing to the increased ambiguity and breadttheir responsibilities. Instead,
CMOs need to ask the most basic question—*What evthé CEO do?” (CMO.com,
2013). The answer will not always be the best dacitor marketing, but by asking
this question CMOs will be forced to think throu@) what the CEO expects, and (b)
why deviation is in the strategic interest of tieenpany. This allows the CMO to
communicate positions in language the CEO undeatstan

Often this perspective will require that CMOs use fanguage of finance. This

means communicating the financial value of markgéfiorts, and balancing
aspirational initiatives with proven financiallyngible projects. This requires that
CMOs develop investment criteria to develop andagarthe marketing assets under
their control to ensure a positive marketing ROhe way to achieve is by using mid-
range metrics, such as real-time tracking, linlkecevenue generation, to demonstrate
accountability. For example, CMOs can introducenseg level reporting that

includes P&Ls by brand, market, product, distribotchannels and end customers.

Additionally, Marketing Resource Management (MRM3$tems could be used to
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record all key marketing activities (e.g., mailsairice changes, sales promotions

etc.) and the costs of all activities (Shaw, 2009).

Finally, while we have focused largely on marketngeed to improve its focus on
tangible, financially accountable efforts, we wobklremiss to ignore the fact that
great marketing is often a mixture of science amd arketing, both as a business
function and philosophy (as well as an academiciplise) will always need both
sides. Instead of suffering from an inferiority qaex because of its artistic aspects, it
should be bullish about it. But just as profesalartists in other disciplines must
balance their creativity and desire to make greavigh their need to support

themselves financially, so too must marketing.

Limitations and future research direction

As with all scientific research there are limitaisothat need to be stated. Our
research sought to uncover issues impacting matkstperceived role within
organizations, with a specific emphasis on the Ecitrategic influence CMOs have
with their CEOs and boards of directors. This infation was gathered through in-
depth interviews with twenty-five CEOs with headdaes in thirteen countries (from
North America, Western Europe, and Australia). Wltilis sample represents a
judgment sample (Churchill, 1979, p. 67), the retatagnitude of the different
issues uncovered cannot be assessed for the popwéfirms. Therefore,
guantitative research needs to be conducted wélga sample of CEOs from around
the world to assess the degree to which the issuesvered reflect companies

overall.

Additionally, our investigation was limited to déeped, Western markets.
Therefore, research into emerging markets andAstan markets may provide

additional issues not uncovered in this research.
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Nonetheless, we believe that these results presempelling evidence of the need for
CMOs to better address the needs of their CEO®aantis of directors to ensure a
place at the table in strategic decision-makingrthermore, these results indicate
that CMOs must do a far better job of demonstrattregvalue that only marketing

can bring to the long-term success of any orgaioizat
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Figure 1. Roadmap to put marketing back on the CEQO's agenda

Roadmap to put marketing back on the CEO’s agenda

Current State =———) Actions

CMO’s role
Task overload
Focus on tactical issues
‘Outdated’ skill set

Lack of Accountability
Disconnected from
firm’s ‘“financial realities
Lack of trust

’

Digital and Social Media
Obsessed with ‘new
tools and technologies’

Lack of strategic vision and impact

Lost sight of ‘core’ job

Use of ‘irrelevant’ metrics

Focus on managing tasks
Reacquisition of core functions
Combining brand with ‘hard’,

i.e. data analysis and finance skills

Build a strong financial case for

customer-demand-related indicators
Use of clear definitions and tangible

links to firm’s strategic aims

Focus on what supports the firm’s
strategy and scrutinize new tools
accordingly — partner with other
functions to demonstrate impact

Become the marketing CEO —a

holistic business leader, maximizing
value in a tangible way in order to
gain support from the board and

stakeholders

) Future/Desired State

CMO being considered as
responsible manager for

all marketing activities,
delivering tangible outcomes

Adopt a CFO mindset and
deliver evidence on how
marketing activities support
and enhance the firm’s
strategy

Being consider a reliable
expert to evaluate new
opportunities to support
and build the firm’s strategy

By demonstrating the shift
from a marketing to a more
holistic management approach,
CMOs will be considered a

key strategic component



Appendix: Sample profile

ID

CEO1
CEO 2
CEO3
CEO 4
CEOS5
CEOG6
CEO7
CEO S8
CEO9
CEO 10
CEO 11
CEO 12
CEO 13
CEO 14
CEO 15
CEO 16
CEO 17
CEO 18
CEO 19
CEO 20
CEO 21
CEO 22
CEO 23
CEO 24
CEO 25

Sector

Financial Services
Retail
Telecommunication
Financial Services
Financial Services

Financial Services

Firm Headquarters

England
England
Spain
Germany
Switzerland

Italy

Management ConsultanWUnited States

Professional Services
Education

Logistics

Retail

Professional Services
Retail

Recreation
Professional Services
Tourism
Telecommunication
Retall
Telecommunication
Retail

Professional Services
Transport

Retail

Professional Services

IT

France

Spain
Germany
United States
Luxembourg
Austria
United States
Australia
Canada
Spain
Canada

Italy

France
United States
Italy

United States
United States

Canada



