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Gender and the CMO: Do the Differences Make a Difference? 
 
 
Christine Pitt 
 
Abstract 
 

Despite efforts to address the lack of female representation in executive leadership roles, the number of 
women in leadership roles is still low in comparison to men. Data in the form of online interviews were 
collected for a sample of 69 CMOs from the World’s Most Influential CMO’s report by Forbes Magazine 
and analyzed using the automated text analysis software, LIWC, employing the dimensions of Analytic, 
Clout, Authentic and Tone. A series of ANOVAs was conducted to determine the impact of gender on 
these dimensions. Clout and Authentic were significantly impacted by the gender of the CMO. The paper 
considers two gender communications theories that could potentially explain these differences. The paper 
concludes by discussing managerial implications, acknowledging the limitations, and identifying avenues 
for future research.  
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Introduction 
 

The underrepresentation of female leadership in executive roles in organizations has been a 
contentious issue for some time. Despite cultural, economic and legislative changes in the past two or 
three decades, particularly in developed nations, the number of women in senior positions in firms is still 
significantly lower than men. In 2019 only 33 women were CEO’s of Fortune 500 companies, a meager 
6.6%, although nevertheless an increase over the previous year, when only 24 women (4.8%) held CEO 
positions in these firms (Zillman, 2019). The share of women sitting on the boards of Fortune 500 
companies had more than doubled over the 22-year period between, 1995 and 2017, by which time 22.2% 
of board members were female (Pew Research Centre, 2018). However, it should be noted that these are 
non-executive roles. The situation was only slightly better in the case of Chief Financial Officers (CFOs) 
and Chief Information Officers (CIOs), where a Korn Ferry (2019) study in 2019 of the top 1,000 US 
companies revealed that women accounted for 12% of CFOs, and 18% of CIOs respectively. In the case of 
Chief Human Resources Officers (CHROs), women fared considerably better: 55% of CHROs in the top 
1,000 firms were female. For Chief Marketing Officers (CMOs), the results were more mixed: 36% of the 
CMOs in the top 1,000 firms were female. However, there is an instance of a prestigious database of 
CMOs where women are equally represented: Forbes Magazine’s list of the World’s Most Influential 
CMOs. These CMOs, both male and female, are the focus of the study presented in this paper. An obvious 
issue is whether the women are different to their male counterparts, and if they are, whether the 
differences make a difference. A more formal research question that can be posed is therefore: Are there 
differences between female and male CMOs with regard to the way in which they articulate their 
thoughts? Allied to this question are issues such as whether these articulations can be identified and 
measured, and of course, if there are differences, what the implications of these differences might be?  

The paper is structured as follows: First, some of the literature on gender in organizations, as well as 
that pertaining to the role of CMO in firms is briefly reviewed. Then, a framework from linguistic 
psychology, that enables the subsequent analysis of the data collected for this study, is explained. Next, 
the dataset, and the gathering and analysis of data is described, following which the results are presented 
and discussed. The paper concludes by acknowledging the limitations of the study, a discussion of the 
managerial implications, and an identification of avenues for future research.   

 
Gender in Organizations and the Role of the CMO 
 
Gender in Organizations 
 
The World Economic Forum’s 2017 report on the gender gap described that year as a bad one “in a good 
decade” (Cann, 2017; see also, Li, 2018). In the previous year, the report had calculated that it would take 
83 years to close the gap. However, the current report has indicated a backward trajectory, and that if the 
current state of affairs persisted, it would take 100 years to bridge the differences. There is a large body of 
research that indicates that women face considerably more obstacles in progressing their careers than do 
men. This work has been reported in the general management literature (Adler, 1986; Marshall, 1984; 
Morrison, 1992), where the impediments mentioned have been simple issues such as custom and 
outdated legislation, and more nuanced reasons such as expecting women to behave like men. This has 
also been narrated in specialist business disciplines such as accountancy (Kirkham, 1992; Lehman, 1992; 
Loft, 1992; Roberts & Coutts, 1992), where complex patriarchal professional structures have been blamed. 
In the human resources management literature the focus was mainly on the role of women in trade 
unions, rather than on senior management positions (Dorgan & Grieco, 1993) but in the case of senior 
management positions Lewis and Morgan (1994) ascribe this to organizational culture and “gendered 
metaphors and rhetorics” (p. 641). Maclaran, Stevens and Catterall (1997) posit that the situation also 
holds in marketing. The authors suggest that gender stereotypes impact the way women and men are 
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viewed and evaluated. Men are often considered to be more analytical and competent whereas women are 
deemed more compassionate and enthusiastic (Smith, Rosenstein & Nikolov, 2018). These stereotypes 
and gender roles also impact the way women and men apply for jobs. Women are less likely to apply for a 
stereotypically masculine job and are more likely to apply for a job that offers work-life balance as women 
are still viewed as the primary caregiver (Barbulescu & Bidwell, 2013). 

Despite the lack of advancement in many spheres, particularly in the C-suite and in functional areas 
such as finance and IT, there is evidence to support that gender equality in organizations is not simply a 
question of fairness: It actually makes good business sense. For example, Beeson and Valerio (2012) 
contend that the inclusion of large numbers of women leaders impacts corporate performance positively, 
points also made by consulting firms such as McKinsey (Barsh & Yee, 2011) and Catalyst (2004). 
Specifically, in the field of management information systems, the consulting firm Deloitte (Prabhakar et 
al., 2018) also argues in a recent report that gender equity is about more than just being fair. The firm’s 
research shows that the presence of women in leadership positions is correlated with higher financial 
performance, better team dynamics, and higher productivity. Moreover, gender-diverse technology teams 
also demonstrate a number of business benefits, including adherence to schedules, lower project costs, 
and increased innovation. Women also scored higher on empathy, assertiveness, interpersonal skills, a 
willingness to take risks, and emotional intelligence. A survey of 7,280 leaders by leadership development 
consultancy Zenger/Folkman (Zenger & Folkman, 2012) found that women were rated by their peers and 
direct reports as well as bosses, as better overall leaders than men.  

 
The Role of the CMO: The Literature 

 
In recent years the role of the CMO has been the subject of a number of studies in the marketing 
literature. A focus by some scholars has been on the impact of the CMO on firm financial performance. 
For example, Kim et al. (2016) have examined the extent to which incentivizing CMOs by means of equity 
influences shareholder value. Boyd, Chandy and Cunha (2010) contend that CMOs are an essential 
antecedent of the financial performance of the firm but that this depends to a large extent on the 
discretion that is given to them as managers, as well as the power of customers.  

A number of researchers have investigated various characteristics of CMOs. However, it should be 
noted that the gender of the CMO was not considered in any of the cited work that follows. If it was 
considered, then it was certainly not reported in the findings or in the papers themselves. Wang, Saboo 
and Grewal (2015) explored the effect of the CMO’s managerial capital on abnormal financial returns 
associated with CMO succession. Managerial capital was conceptualized as consisting of the individual’s 
education, origin and experience, contingent on the firm’s age and size. The CMO’s role in obtaining 
venture capital funding for new ventures was the focus of work by Homburg et al. (2014). Once more, 
education, marketing experience and industry experience were the characteristics of the CMO that were 
studied.  It should be noticed that neither of these studies included the CMO’s gender as a variable of 
interest.  

Through the lens of upper echelons theory (UET), Brower and Nath (2018) have investigated the effect 
of marketing representation (in the form of CMO presence) in the top management team on the firm’s 
extent of market orientation. Upper echelons theory (Hambrick & Mason, 1984) argues that 
organizational outcomes are partly a function of the managerial background and characteristics of the top 
management team. Stated differently, an executive’s experiences, values, and personality will influence 
their interpretations of the situations they face and, this in turn, will affect their choices. Not surprisingly, 
Brower and Nath (2018) found that having a marketing presence in the top management team increased 
market orientation, although this depends on the level of marketing experience of the other members of 
the team. In a similar vein, Engelen, Lackhoff and Schmidt (2013) investigated the influence of the CMO 
on the top management team in a multicultural context by considering the CMO’s social capital, along the 
dimension of managerial tie utilization, trust and solidarity.  
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The job of a CMO can often be a perilous one. As research by Whitler and Morgan (2017) has shown, 
the average job tenure of a CMO is shorter than for CFOs, CIOs and CHROs, and far briefer than that of a 
CEO. This is mostly due to conflict between CEOs and CMOs. 80% of CEOs do not trust or are not 
impressed by their CMOs. In 2011, while 30% of Fortune 500 company CEOs came from a financial 
foundation, only 20% had a marketing background (Sanders, 2011).  A more recent study of 12,000 CEO 
profiles on the social media platform LinkedIn (Egan, 2018) shows that the educational background of 
most CEOs tended to be in engineering, finance or accounting (marketing was 7th in the list). However, 
many CEOs listed sales manager as their first job (4th on the list), and business development and sales 
were the first functional areas in which these individuals held their jobs.  

What is largely missing from the literature on gender equity in business, and with regard to the 
marketing literature on CMOs specifically, is research on the differences and similarities between male 
and female CMOs. Some obvious and simple questions that arise are: Are there differences between male 
and female CMOs with regard to job performance? Are there differences in the way they think and talk? 
These are the issues on which the research reported here seeks to shed light.  

 
The Dataset 
 
For the last several years, Forbes Magazine has produced The World’s Most Influential CMOs list 
(Rooney, 2017; 2018; 2019) in collaboration with LinkedIn, the professional social networking site, and 
Sprinklr, a social media marketing and management software company. For this paper, the sample was 
based on the list from 2018. The 2018 list conceptualizes a CMO’s influence as the impact their actions 
and words have on their internal organization’s motivation and performance, their corporate brand 
perception and broader marketing and industry trends, and their corporate financial performance. The 
study consults the Forbes Most Valuable Brands List and the Brand Finance List and skips those 
companies that did not have a CMO or equivalent. Then the candidates are scored, and finally, ranked, on 
brand performance and personal impact using indicators enabled by Sprinklr’s Benchmarking and 
Listening platforms respectively. They are also scored on industry and internal influence using data from 
LinkedIn.  

To further pare down the list, each CMO needed to score in the top 50% in news mentions and be in the 
top 15% on at least two other indicators that reflect their personal performance. If the CMO was not in the 
top 50% of CMOs in news mentions, then they must be in the top 15% for at least three other indicators. 
No single CMO was therefore able to make the list simply by excelling on one single platform or on one 
single indicator. Of the top 50 CMO’s for 2018, the gender split was almost even, with 26 female and 24 
male CMOs. The top 50 CMOs from the 2018 list were augmented by adding those new CMOs who were 
subsequently chosen to appear on the 2019 Forbes Top 50 CMOs list. Specifically, 15 new women and 7 
new men were added, which resulted in 72 CMOs who had appeared on the lists for either or both of the 
two years, of whom 31 were males and 41 were female.  

To summarize, first, a CMO would have had to perform really well on a number of objective criteria to 
be on the Forbes list. Second, there is no indication that the compilers of the list deliberately selected 
more or less equal number of men and women. Indeed, this would have been difficult and unnecessary, 
given that so many women were in any case occupying CMO positions at the time the data was gathered. 
In previous years there had indeed been more male- than female CMOs on the Forbes list, for example in 
2015, 38 men and 12 women, and in 2017, 32 men and 18 women. However, it appears that it is 
companies that have redressed the gender balance in the interim, not the compilers of the Forbes list. 
Some very major companies and brands are represented in these lists, including Apple, Microsoft, 
Unilever, IBM, Ford, Lego, Diageo, Google, McDonalds, Uber and Twitter, so it is also not really possible 
that the compilers of the list have purposely ignored companies simply because they did not employ a 
female CMO. 
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Data was gathered in the form of text interviews from all sources available online for each CMO. The 
goal was to collect at least 1,000 words for each CMO, and more if possible. Google searches were 
performed on each of the CMOs with the added keyword ‘interview(s)’, and the text obtained in this way 
was then copied and pasted into a separate text file for each CMO. Only interviews that were already in 
text format or had already been transcribed were used. Using this approach it was possible to collect 
sufficient data for all but three CMOs,  namely, Magali Noé (CNP Assurances), William Xu (Huawei) and 
Jochen Sengpiehl (Volkswagen), who either had no interviews that could be found, or had only 
interviewed in their first languages, French, Mandarin or German, respectively. The final number of 
usable interview text documents in English was therefore 69 out of 72. 

It is important to note that although the data originates from various sources ranging from Inc., to 
ESPN to Glamour Magazine the content of the interviews and the topics discussed will obviously be quite 
different. However, when using LIWC as the tool of analysis, how someone speaks is analyzed rather than 
what they say. This will be discussed further in the following section about LIWC.  

 
The analysis tool: LIWC 
 
The psychologists Pennebaker and Francis (1996) noticed that when individuals who had undergone a 
period of upheaval in their lives were asked to write their thoughts down, they appeared to feel mentally 
better afterwards. In order to gain insight into whether what they were writing about mattered or made a 
difference, the researchers began to work on a way of categorizing language. This eventually led to the 
development by them of an automated text analysis tool that they called Linguistic Inquiry and Word 
Count or “LIWC” for short (pronounced Luke), described in Tausczik and Pennebaker (2010). Some 
mention of LIWC and its use in research in marketing has recently been made by Hartman et al., (2019), 
Thompson, Loveland and Castro, (2019), and Humphreys and Wang, (2017). LIWC was used in this 
research to analyze and compare the collected interviews with male and female CMOs. 

An analysis of a piece of text using LIWC can reveal more than just the emotions underlying it, and can 
even include social status, motives and identification of gender (Pennebaker, Mehl, & Niederhoffer, 
2003). LIWC contains a text processing function and supporting dictionaries that have been created to 
encompass different psychological states (Pennebaker, 2011). While reading a piece of text, LIWC counts 
the number of words that represent the different psychological states and emotions, thinking styles and 
parts of speech (Pennebaker et al., 2015). LIWC also provides scores on four main dimensions, namely, 
authenticity, clout, tone and analytical thinking, and these were the focus of the study described in this 
paper. They are briefly defined as follows: 

 
- Analytical thinking: This dimension refers to thinking patterns and the degree to which people use 

words that suggest logical, formal and hierarchical patterns of thinking (Pennebaker et al., 2014).  
- Clout: This dimension depicts the social status, confidence or leadership that people portray through 

their word choice. Higher status is associated with people who use less first-person singular pronouns 
(I, me) and use more first-person plural (us, we) and second-person singular (you) pronouns (Kacewicz 
et al., 2014). Higher clout is also linked with other-focus whereas lower clout is linked with self-focus. 

- Authenticity: This dimension refers to people who portray themselves in an authentic or honest way 
through their word choice and are more likely to be humble, personable and vulnerable (Newman, et 
al., 2003). The authenticity algorithm was derived from a series of studies where people were induced 
to be honest or deceptive (Newman et al., 2003) as well as a summary of deception studies published in 
the years afterwards (Pennebaker, 2011). The latter author refers to the differences between formal and 
informal writing. Formal writing, he argues, “often appears stiff, sometimes humourless, with a touch 
of arrogance. It includes high rates of articles and prepositions but very few I-words…” (p. 44). Among 
the characteristics that those who write more formally display a tendency to be less honest. Thus, those 
who score highly on authenticity tend to be humble and more honest. 
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- Tone: This dimension considers whether the text expresses an overall negative or positive emotional 
tone. A single summary variable is created, containing scores for both positive and negative words, with 
a score over 50 meaning a positive tone and a score below 50 meaning a negative tone (Cohn, Mehl, & 
Pennebaker, 2004).  
 
Tausczik and Pennebaker (2010) (see also Bantum and Owen, 2009; Pennebaker and King, 1999; Seih, 

Beier and Pennebaker, 2017), describe extensive efforts to ensure the validity of LIWCs classification of 
words into the appropriate correct sub-dictionaries. LIWC has been employed in a number of different 
studies to analyze the language individuals use (Cohn, Mehl, & Pennebaker, 2004; Kacewicz et al., 2014; 
Pennebaker et al., 2014) and the differences in language between men and women (Newman et al., 2008; 
Pennebaker, 2017). The latter work has found that, for instance, women use personal pronouns at a 
higher rate than men and men use larger words and more complex language (Newman et al., 2008; 
Tausczik & Pennebaker, 2010). Women’s language focusses on psychological and social processes whereas 
the language of men is more objective and focusses on current concerns (Newman et al., 2008). The 
higher use of ‘I’-words by women indicate that women are more self-focussed and express less “clout” 
than does the language of men (Pennebaker, 2017). The four main LIWC dimensions were analyzed for 
the sample. 

The individual text files for each of the 69 CMOs were analyzed using the LIWC software, and the 
results saved to a spreadsheet from which further statistical analysis could be undertaken. A variable that 
was also included was that of the ranking accorded to the individual CMO in the Forbes lists, where 1 was 
the ranking given to the most influential CMO, and 50 the least influential CMO on the list.  

 
The Results and Discussion 
 
The summary results for the sample are reported in Table 1 below. As can be seen from the table, on 
average the number of words gathered for the two gender groups were roughly similar, at between 3,500 
and 3,600. In order to test for differences between the two groups a series of ANOVA procedures were 
conducted, which are presented and discussed next.  
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Table 1: Summary Statistics for Interval and Ratio Variables by Gender 

 
Variable M SD Significant at p<.05  
Rank Points     No  
    F 21.60 14.11   
    M 25.41 14.34   
Word Count     No  
    F 3533.88 1947.92   
    M 3679.90 2620.02   
Analytic     No  
    F 60.79 15.31   
    M 66.95 14.69   
Clout     Yes  
    F 82.20 10.99   
    M 87.95 5.51   
Authentic     Yes  
    F 45.28 16.81   
    M 35.53 12.09   
Tone     No  
    F 82.37 9.91   
    M 82.40 11.20   

 
Is there a difference in ranking? 
 
The ANOVA procedure reported in Table 1 determined that there was no significant difference in the 
rankings accorded to male and female CMOs in the Forbes lists. It can therefore be assumed that neither 
gender was ranked significantly higher than the other in the lists. In a sense this means that as CMOs in 
many of the world’s top companies, men and women were perceived to perform equally well.  
 
Analytic  
 
The ANOVA procedure in Table 1 determined that there were significant differences between male and 
female CMOs on the LIWC dimension of Analytic. Stated differently, there do not seem to be big 
differences between male and female CMOs with regard to being analytic in their language.  
 
Clout 
 
The ANOVA procedure conducted in Table 1 determined that there were significant differences in Clout by 
gender in the sample of CMOs (F(1, 67) = 6.69, p = .012).  Male CMOs score significantly higher on the 
dimension of clout than do their female counterparts.  
 
Authentic 
 
The ANOVA procedure conducted in Table 1 found that there were significant differences in the LIWC 
dimension of Authentic by Gender, (F(1, 67) = 7.09, p = .010). Female CMOs scored significantly higher 
on the dimension of Authentic than did male CMOs.  
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Tone 
 
The ANOVA reported in Table 1 determined that there were no significant differences on tone between 
male and female CMOs. The mean levels of tone were 82.40 for male CMOs and 82.37 for female CMOs 
respectively, not only almost identical, but relatively positive in tone as well.  
 
Discussion: Limitations, Managerial Implications and Avenues for Future  
 
Research 
 
While women are generally seriously underrepresented in CEO positions, and not well represented as 
leaders in functional areas such as finance and information systems, the situation is a little more 
optimistic in the marketing department. That is especially true in the case of the CMOs included in the 
Forbes lists over the past two years, where female CMOs actually outnumber males in some of the worlds 
very best companies. The fact that the simple comparison between the ranking points awarded by the lists 
to the CMOs (which is a rough indication of the esteem to which they are held) showed no difference 
between males and females belies any possible suspicion of tokenism in the rankings. While male CMOs 
appear to be more analytic than females, and this is what the literature predicts, the difference was not 
found to be significant in this case. This may be an artifact of this sample, or it could be because of the 
sample size. Furthermore, both male and female CMOs are positive in their tone, although again, there 
was not a significant difference in the case of this dimension.  

There were two main differences found between male and female CMOs in this study. First, much as 
the literature predicts, male CMOs speak with more clout. This means that they tend to speak in a way 
that signifies their social status to a significantly greater extent than female CMOs do, and also in a way 
that implies their confidence and leadership (see Kacewicz, et al., 2014; Lakoff, 1975; O’Barr, 1982). 
Second, female CMOs exhibit significantly more authenticity in their language than do males. Simply they 
come across as more honest, personal and humble, but this also makes them more vulnerable (Newman et 
al., 2003). This is consistent with recent literature that compares rates of dishonesty across the genders 
(Jung & Vranceanu, 2015; Lee et al., 2017; Marchewka, et al., 2012) and the way men and women present 
themselves in different situations (Spencer, Blazek & Orr, 2019).  
 
Limitations 
 
The study reported here has a number of limitations. First, the sample used was rather small, consisting 
of only 29 male CMOs and 40 females. While adequate for statistical analysis, a larger sample might 
deliver different results. Second, the sampling frame used was the Forbes List(s) of the World’s most 
influential CMOs, so the subjects were not obtained in any random fashion or from other similar sources 
such as Business Insider’s List of the 25 Most Innovative Marketers (Dua, 2019), although there is 
considerable overlap between the two different sources. Much of the Forbes assessment procedure is 
proprietary, and it is not really possible to see exactly how a final ranking was given, or lower down on the 
ranking, exactly how close a CMO came to being ranked at 50, or just missing it and being ranked at 51 or 
52. However, from the procedures described previously in the compilation of the dataset, it does seem 
that the final list was rigorously and objectively assembled. Third, and as would have been obvious from 
viewing Table 1, in some cases only a relatively small amount of interview text was available for some 
subjects, and this undoubtedly has an impact on the confidence with which one can interpret the LIWC 
dimension scores for that individual. Like most automated text analysis software, LIWC does a far better 
analysis on a larger piece of text than on a small one, although the software does not specify a minimum 
number of words. Finally, only the actual or transcribed text of the subject’s interviews were used in the 
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analysis, and not recorded radio or video interviews. One is taking at face value whether a journalist 
interviewer is faithfully recording a subject’s code in text format.  

 
Managerial Implications 
 
A number of managerial implications flow from these findings. First, for CEOs the message is a very clear 
one: Women and men feature equally as influential CMOs among the world’s most prominent companies 
and best-known brands, and all seem to be doing an equally great job. The gender of the CMO probably 
does not matter. Second, all senior managers should know that just as language tells us a lot about people, 
so do the words that we use to describe what people say about us. Just as the research presented here 
found no differences between male and female CMOs based on ranking points, research in the US military 
by Smith, Rosenstein and Nikolov (2018) found no gender differences in objective measures of 
performance (e.g., grades, fitness scores, class standing) in a very large sample of over 4,000 participants. 
What they did find however, were significant differences in the words used to describe men and women in 
leadership evaluations. The most common positive word used to describe men was “analytical”, and for 
women “compassionate”. The most common negative word used to describe men was “arrogant”, for 
women it was “inept”. The point they make is that while both “analytical” and “compassionate” are 
positive, one could be organizationally more valuable than the other; likewise, inept is probably more 
damaging than arrogant. Language matters; words can have very real implications for organizations. 
Third, a tool such as LIWC does a reasonably sensitive analysis of what a person says, so that if good 
samples of a person’s writing can be obtained and analyzed, this can become a useful additional tool in the 
marketing recruiter’s toolbox. It might reveal attractive aspects of a potential employee that might have 
been overlooked in other aspects of the recruitment process or red-flag characteristics that had not been 
noticed previously. 
 
Future Research 
 
A number of avenues for future research are suggested by this study. First, as acknowledged, the sample 
used in this study was rather small. It could be extended simply by going further back in time to explore 
text generated in interviews by other CMOs of both genders on the Forbes list. Alternatively, names could 
be added to a database by combining the Forbes list subjects with those on other lists of notable CMOs 
such as the Business Insider list already referred to. Another option would be to approach the 
membership lists of professional marketing associations such as the American Marketing Association in 
North America, and the Chartered Institute of Marketers in the UK, with requests to members for samples 
of their writing. Comparisons could also be made across functional areas including CFOs, CIOs, CHROs 
and of course CEOs and could potentially shed light on the issue of gender imbalance as it pertains to each 
discipline. 

Other variables could also be incorporated into studies such as the one conducted here, especially if 
larger samples could be identified. Demographic variables such as age, years of incumbency as CMO, and 
the home industry would make interesting predictor variables worthy of investigation. Likewise, if 
information could be gained on the performance (and trends therein) of the CMO’s firm, trends in market 
share, levels of market orientation, and more personal variables such as renumeration, they would make 
for worthwhile dependent variables to investigate. 

It would also be worth studying the correlation between the LIWC dimensions and other behavioral 
traits that can be measured by means of text analysis. For example, IBM’s artificial intelligence platform 
Watson offers a Personality Insights application (https://www.ibm.com/watson/services/personality-
insights/) that applies linguistic analytics to infer individuals' personality traits from their own words in 
textual format. This platform scores the author of a piece of text on the so-called “Big Five” personality 
traits of extroversion, agreeableness, openness, conscientiousness and neuroticism (Fast & Funder, 2008; 
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Goldberg, 1990; see also Gosling, Rentfrow & Swann, 2003; Hirsh & Peterson, 2009). By separately 
analyzing the same piece of text using LIWC and the Watson platform, correlations between the LIWC 
dimensions and the Big Five personality traits could then be calculated. In this way one could determine 
whether female and male CMOs differed on personality traits, and how these differences might in turn be 
related to LIWC dimensions and differences.  

LIWC is built on a wealth of literature that essentially contends that a lot can be learned about a person 
by listening to how they say things rather than what they say. In his book The Secret Life of Pronouns, the 
father of LIWC, James Pennebaker (2011) argues that while a few hundred of what he calls “function 
words” – pronouns, articles, prepositions, and so forth, only make up a tiny fraction of our vocabulary, 
they speak louder of the human condition than all the thousands of words the average person knows.  
LIWC, and Pennebaker's work, lies behind a rich theoretical tradition in linguistic psychology. For 
example, in the case of pronouns in particular, Pennebaker (2011) postulates on how a world leader's use 
of pronouns could be a reliable indicator as to whether he will lead his country into war or not, and that 
Dickens’ Ebenezer Scrooge's syntax hints at his repressed emotional state. These explorations were 
beyond the scope of the research in this paper.  

However, there are a number of other theories in gender communication that would also be worth 
investigating in studying the gender of the CMO, and how they communicate.  

In no particular order, two of these theories are briefly presented here. In her book, You Just Don't 
Understand, Deborah Tannen (1990) presents Genderlect Theory, the goal of which she says, is simple 
mutual respect and understanding, in contrast to other feminist viewpoints that criticize men for inferior 
communication that represses women. Women use “rapport talk” to establish meaningful connection with 
others, while men use “report talk” to gain status in relation to others. Because the genders use language 
differently, Tannen argues that they are speaking different dialects, or “genderlects”. The goal of 
genderlect theory is to acknowledge and appreciate the language of the opposite sex. Using LIWC software 
to tease out the words that would make up “rapport” versus “report” talk would enable one to determine 
whether there were indeed different genderlects spoken by male and female CMOs.  

The social anthropologists Edwin Ardener (e.g., 2006) and Shirley Ardener (e.g., 2005; see also 
Kramarae, 1981) created Muted Group Theory as a communication theory that explains how marginalized 
groups are muted and excluded via the use of language. “Muted” in this sense does not refer to an inability 
to speak; rather it refers to a marginalized group’s being unable to articulate clearly because it has been 
excluded via the use of language created by a dominant group. While it has primarily been used in 
attempting to explain gender relationships, the theory also holds for other marginalized groups including 
the socioeconomically disadvantaged, refugees and immigrants, and the elderly in many situations. In 
simple terms Muted Group Theory suggests that language serves its creators better than those in other 
groups who have to learn to use the language as best they can. Its application in marketing job situations 
is worthy of investigation. Many of the women in senior positions today would have been entering the job 
market in the 1980s and 1990s when “marketing warfare” (Ries & Trout, 1997; see also Rindfleisch, 1996) 
metaphors and terminology (customers were the ‘target’, the competitors were ‘the enemy’; marketing 
mix elements were ‘weapons in the marketing’s arsenal’) dominated much of marketing-speak. As 
Brandenburger and Nalebuff (2011) pointed out in their book Co-opetition, business really is not like war. 
In war, for there to be a victor, there has to be a loser; the same is not true in business. Yet women 
entering the marketing job market in the time of marketing of marketing warfare would have had to learn 
and be accustomed to a language that was not theirs, and that they didn't invent. Doubtless other 
languages and grammars exist that mute certain groups, and longitudinal studies of these in marketing 
might shed light on who might be excluded and who might not.  
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Conclusion: Do the Differences Make a Difference? 
 
This paper, like so many others, has shown that in some aspects of the CMO’s job, differences in the 
CMO’s gender are making no differences at all. It is encouraging to note that in the world’s leading 
companies, females seem as likely to be influential CMOs as are males; indeed, there are more female 
CMOs on the 2019 Forbes list than there are males. Moreover, as this study has found, there is no 
difference in their rankings based on influence. There are also no significant differences between male and 
female CMOs with regard to their being analytic, and the tone in which they articulate their thoughts is 
positive and remarkably similar. There are significant differences between male and female CMOs on two 
dimensions: males express themselves with more clout and are more likely to reveal their status and 
ranking, while females exhibit significantly more authenticity in the way they speak.  

Do the differences make a difference? Certainly, in the companies studied, they appear not to. It would 
appear that CEOs and other senior executives who make decisions on the appointment of the CMO are 
selecting on the basis of talent, experience and ability when choosing the CMO. On a concluding note of 
caution however, this is happening in the world’s best companies and the world’s best brands. It is not 
happening yet in most other companies, where females are not represented equally among the ranks of 
CMOs, and it is certainly not happening in many other parts of the world. If the pessimistic predictions of 
the World Economic Forum’s 2017 report are to be believed it will take a long time for the difference to 
stop making a difference. 
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