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ABSTRACT
This chapter provides a review of the strategic leadership literature. We begin by discussing the
definition, origins, and scope of the field, and then differentiating strategic leadership from
related terms and domains, such as upper echelons, corporate governance, behavioral strategy,
and the microfoundations of strategy. We provide a short summary of three representative areas
within strategic leadership (managerial discretion, executive dispositions and values, and
executive experiences), followed by a section addressing current critiques and challenges of this
research stream. We end with a discussion of how strategic leadership research relates to some of

the fundamental changes we see and anticipate as part of the Fourth Industrial Revolution.
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Strategic leadership research — the study of the most senior leaders of an organization who have
overall decision-making responsibility for the enterprise — has a long, rich history in
organizational scholarship. Strategic leadership scholars believe that the strategies and actions of
large, complex firms do not arise just through the disembodied imperatives of techno-economic
necessity, rational optimization, structural embeddedness, or competitive mimicry, but are also
or instead driven by the distinct predispositions, preferences, and personalities of well-
intentioned but cognitively-constrained individuals, both individually and collectively. History
provides countless examples of corporate leaders facing objectively-similar situations but their
firms acting in fundamentally different ways, not simply because of randomness, ignorance, or
caprice, but because of established, systematic differences in executives’ own idiosyncratic
perceptions and interpretations, driven in turn by a complex amalgam of heritable characteristics,
heuristics and biases, and personal and professional experiences. The study of strategic
leadership is, therefore, broadly the study of how and why an understanding of managers is
critical to an understanding of management and organizations.

Several excellent comprehensive reviews of this overall body of work already exist (e.g.,
Carpenter, Geletkanycz, & Fredrickson, 2004; Finkelstein, Hambrick, & Cannella, 2009; Neely,
Lovelace, Cowen, & Hiller, 2020; Samimi, Cortes, Anderson, & Herrmann, 2022), so we will
not attempt to duplicate the approaches or conclusions of these reviews here. Instead, our aim in
this chapter is to briefly summarize and, more importantly, to contextualize this literature in
relation to organizational scholarship more generally. We begin by defining, describing, and
delineating the field of strategic leadership, including how this sub-domain of work compares to
closely-related fields. We then offer a representative flavor of the findings within several

commonly-studied sub-domains within strategic leadership (e.g., managerial discretion,



executive characteristics), following by a number of ongoing critiques and challenges. Finally,
we will discuss several possible applications and future directions of strategic leadership research
related to key aspects of the Fourth Industrial Revolution.
DEFINITION, ORIGINS, AND SCOPE

Definition

Although individual definitions have varied somewhat across authors, the core theme of
strategic leadership and its central ideas have been fairly consistent over the last few decades.
Probably the most well-known reference work in this area, Finkelstein and Hambrick’s
eponymous 1996 volume, defined strategic leadership as the study of “the executives who have
overall responsibility for an organization—their characteristics, what they do, how they do it, and
particularly how they affect organizational outcomes” (p. 2). Finkelstein and Hambrick (1996)
argued that the specific subjects of study in this field could therefore be individuals, groups, or
other governance bodies (e.g., CEOs, Top Management Teams (TMTs), and boards of directors).

Samimi and colleagues’ (2022) recent review of the literature in this domain provides
definitions from a dozen representative studies, which gives a good sense of some of the
subtleties involved, and emphasizes that strategic leadership is seen by many scholars as
critically involved with establishing shared meaning and direction within an organization (e.g.,
DeChurch, Hiller, Murase, Doty, & Salas, 2010; House & Aditya, 1997). Samimi et al.’s (2022:
3) own definition is: “the functions performed by individuals at the top levels of an organization
(CEOs, TMT members, Directors, General Managers) that are intended to have strategic
consequences for the firm.” Finally, a recent overview of this domain by Hambrick and Wowak
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Hitt, & Lyles, 2021) returns to Finkelstein and Hambrick’s (1996) exact definition from a
quarter-century earlier.

If we could quibble with this approach at all, it is that the study of strategic leadership
has become almost inextricably linked with strategic /eaders. However, this does not necessarily
need to be the case. Accordingly, a broader approach that equates strategic leadership more
closely with value creation in general has recently been proposed in a call for papers for an
upcoming special issue at Strategic Management Review. The authors of this call for proposals
argue that strategic leadership is better thought of as “the task of envisioning and organizing the
composition of value” (Nickerson & Zenger, 2022: 1). This alternative approach does treat
strategic leadership as being correlated with hierarchical rank, but not exclusively so, noting that
it is “a skill or capability demonstrated by individuals across all ranks of an organization...the
most effective organizations are posited to be filled with individuals demonstrating strategic
leadership” (see Vera, Bonardi, Hitt, and Withers (2022) for related ideas).

Although we appreciate this more inclusive consideration of strategic leadership, and we
are optimistic that this new approach holds great promise, research to this point has nevertheless
tended to focus heavily on the individuals occupying the upper echelons of organizations, and so
our review does the same. Thus, our working definition of strategic leadership, synthesized from
the work we cite above, is that it is the study of the most senior leaders of an organization who
have overall decision-making responsibility for the enterprise, and who are involved in activities
such as building a shared vision for the organization, managing stakeholders, creating and
implementing product-market strategies, and optimizing organizational structures.

Origins



The intellectual heritage of the strategic leadership field can be traced back more than
half a century to the Carnegie School and the behavioral theory of the firm (Cyert & March,
1963; March & Simon, 1958; Simon, 1947; see Argote & Greve, 2007, for a review). The
Carnegie School — which is built on theoretical pillars of bounded rationality, standard operating
procedures, specialized decision-making structures, and conflicting interests and cooperation — is
at heart a decision-centered view of organizations (Gavetti, Levinthal, & Ocasio, 2007). Two of
the core ideas from this perspective are those of “problemistic search” and “dominant
coalitions.” As noted by Zhang and Greve (2019: 44), “Problemistic search predicts when
organizations change, while dominant coalitions predict which alternative is chosen.”

The early work on dominant coalitions advanced the idea that members of influential
collectives within organizations determine organizational goals via negotiation within and across
these collectives (Cyert & March, 1963). Although this original conception of influence within
organizations was broader than simply hierarchical rank — as influence can of course arise from a
wide range of sources — a lot of subsequent work has equated the dominant coalition with
positions of structural power within firms, especially the top management team (cf. Zhang &
Greve, 2019). Drawing on similar themes were managerial treatises such as Chester Barnard’s
(1938) “The Functions of the Executive” and Alfred Sloan’s (1963) “My Years with General
Motors,” and other contemporary, behaviorally-oriented work, such as that of Joseph Bower
(1970) and Kenneth Andrews (1971: 107) who famously noted that “strategy is a human
construction.”

In 1984, Donald Hambrick and Phyllis Mason built on this work in their foundational
article, entitled “Upper echelons: The organization as a reflection of its top managers.” This

work has been described as both a theoretical framework and an empirical methodology



(Carpenter et al., 2004). Hambrick and Mason (1984) positioned their work as a challenge to
prevailing arguments in some areas of organizational scholarship that held individual leaders
were quite restricted in their strategic choices because of the near-overwhelming impact of
organizational inertia, path-dependence, and random chance (e.g., Hannan & Freeman, 1977). In
essence, the upper echelons perspective proposes that the characteristics of individual executives
matter because executives interpret external stimuli through their own idiosyncratic lenses. These
lenses are influenced by executives’ distinct cognitions, dispositions, and values, which in turn
affect executives’ fields of vision, selective perceptions, and interpretations, which in turn affect
their decisions.

A further key premise of upper echelons theory — which has waxed and waned in
scholars’ interest at different times in the last few decades (Neely et al., 2020) — is the powerful
idea that greater explanatory power will almost always be available from considering the
combined characteristics of the full top management team than just the characteristics of the
individual leader themselves. In subsequent years, Hambrick (e.g., 2005, 2007) and others have
discussed a range of additions to the core ideas advanced in the original (1984) article, including
concepts such as managerial discretion (Hambrick & Finkelstein, 1987), executive job demands
(Hambrick, Finkelstein, & Mooney, 2005), and whether the TMT is best viewed as more of a
team or more of a “group” (Hambrick, 1994). By any reasonable measure, the upper echelons
perspective has had a transformational impact, and has been aptly described as “one of the most
influential perspectives in management research” (Neely et al., 2020).

Scope
Before moving to a summary of specific studies and representative findings, though, it is

helpful to take a few moments to consider the “nomological net” of this field, and especially the



relationship between strategic leadership and related terms/domains. First, an important but often
subtle distinction is between the terms “upper echelons” and “strategic leadership.” For instance,
two excellent review articles published recently — one a discussion of metacritiques of upper
echelons theory (Neely et al., 2020), and the other a review and framework for strategic
leadership (Samimi et al., 2022) — both share substantial overlap in their reference lists and core
topics. As Samimi and colleagues (2022: 10) note in a discussion of work on dispositions and
strategic choice, “Hambrick and Mason’s (1984) upper echelons theory is the dominating
umbrella covering this group and arguably most strategic leadership research.”

We agree. Indeed, the three of us often use the terms somewhat interchangeably in our
own work. However, we view strategic leadership as the broader term, and usually the more
appropriate term when discussing this body of work unless one is specifically referring to the
premises of upper echelons theory (e.g., Neely et al., 2020). In other words, research on the topic
of strategic leadership — the study of the most senior leaders of an organization — often builds on
upper echelons theory — the premise that an individual leader’s idiosyncratic set of personal
characteristics influences their decisions and thus organizational-level actions. The former
(strategic leadership) usually presupposes the latter (upper echelons theory), but this does not
have to be the case.

For example, scholars increasingly are reframing strategic leadership as top executives
actively leading organizations — i.e., what executives do and how they do it (shifting the
emphasis away from the leaders themselves to the acts of leadership). Though this line of inquiry
implicitly, if not explicitly, links to upper echelons theory, an expanded view that focuses on
aspects such as processual dimensions that guide strategic leaders is emerging to complement

earlier work. Similarly, when scholars in our field refer to their academic identities, it is typically



in reference to their interest in work on strategic leadership (e.g., the “Strategic Leadership &
Governance” interest group of the Strategic Management Society). As an aside, though, we
believe that this is an issue whereby a broader conception of strategic leadership (Nickerson &
Zenger, 2022) is likely to be of great benefit, as the distinction between upper echelons theory
and (current) conceptions of strategic leadership should then become clearer. Accordingly, then,
expanding extant conceptualizations to include processual dimensions that guide the envisioning
and organizing Nickerson and Zenger (2022) allude to may be especially helpful.

Second, and relatedly, strategic leadership and corporate governance are often paired
together, on the understandable basis that both topics relate to similar phenomena. For example,
a common definition of corporate governance is “the study of power and influence over decision
making within the corporation” (Aguilera & Jackson, 2010: 487). Here, though, the key
distinction we see is that corporate governance can manifest directly through individual leaders,
but there are a range of other causal pathways through which this can occur (e.g., legal,
regulatory) that rely far less on human agency. Further, we see a common difference of emphasis
between the two fields, in that strategic leadership work usually adopts a cognitive orientation —
whereby an individual’s distinctive bundle of dispositions, values, and experiences influences
how actors view their situations, identify their options, and enact their decisions — while
corporate governance work is more likely to adopt a contextual orientation — whereby structural
or normative elements of the broader environment direct, constrain, and often dictate the actions
of individuals. Thus, we see a difference in both emphasis and causal direction.

Third, several authors have noted the difference between strategic leadership and, simply,
leadership. This is partly seen as a difference in in scope. For instance, Vera and Crossan (2004:

223) contrasted leadership more generally — which refers to leaders at any level of an



organization — with strategic leadership — which considers individuals in positions of formal,
structural leadership at the top of organizations. It is also, however, seen as a difference in kind.
For example, Boal and Hooijberg (2001: 516) contrasted supervisory theories of leadership
(“leadership ‘in’ organizations”) with strategic theories of leadership (“leadership ‘of’
organizations”). It is much less common in the strategic leadership field to see direct correlates
of these types of supervisory leadership approaches (e.g., leader-member exchange, path-goal
theory) that focus on direct leader-subordinate relations and leaders’ differentiation among
subordinates (Boal & Schultz, 2007; Sparrowe & Liden, 1997).

Finally, a range of related new ideas, terms, and even fields of study have become
increasingly prominent. Most important among these, we believe are the “microfoundations of
strategy” and “behavioral strategy.” Distinguishing between these terms and strategic leadership
can at times be challenging because, we believe, there continues to be less consensus about what
these newer terms actually represent, including denotative meanings, connotative meanings,
scope, and paradigm development (cf. Pfeffer, 1993). However, there are a number of
consistencies that can serve as starting points. Similar to strategic leadership, both the
microfoundations of strategy and behavioral strategy are underpinned by a similar core premise —
“strategy is a human construction” (Andrews, 1971: 107). Further, both perspectives relate to,
but are broader in scope than, strategic leadership as they go beyond a focus on senior leaders of
organizations to include the impact of human behavior, preferences, aspirations, and cognitions
across the full scope of organizations.

Taking these one at a time, we view the microfoundations of strategy as being strongly
reflective of the key tenets of upper echelons theory but applied more broadly across all

individuals within organizations and in the scope of possible dimensions. As Ployhart and Hale



(2014: 145) wrote, the microfoundations program in strategy “seeks to understand firm
heterogeneity and competitive advantage by examining individuals and their interrelationships.”
These authors present a heuristic framework whereby individual characteristics (e.g., attitudes,
KSAOs (knowledge, skill, ability, other)) eventually impact overall organizational performance,
mediated through both individual performance and firm resources, climate, and actions. Because
of its breadth, this concept is probably better viewed as a “movement and way of thinking”
(Felin, Foss, & Ployhart, 2015: 577) rather than a theory. An exemplar of this approach that also
overlaps with strategic leadership work is Helfat and Peteraf’s (2015) exploration of the
microfoundations of dynamic capabilities. These authors operationalized microfoundations in
terms of “managerial cognitive capabilities,” including sensing, seizing, and reconfiguring.
Although behavioral strategy is microfoundational in orientation (cf. Foss, 2020), we
view it as a slightly broader perspective (Gavetti, Greve, Levinthal, & Ocasio, 2012). An early
conception of this domain argued that “behavioral strategy applies cognitive and social
psychology to strategic management research and practice,” and should employ “realistic
assumptions about human cognition, emotion, and social interaction” (Powell, Lovallo, & Fox,
2011: 1369). Since then, we have seen a steady expansion of the term and its perceived scope. In
response, a recent review (Hambrick & Crossland, 2018) suggested several possible ways to
think about the behavioral strategy field. Although these authors recommended a “mid-size tent”
approach of conceptualizing behavioral strategy as “a commitment to understanding the
psychology of strategists” (p. 26), they acknowledged that we are already seeing an inexorable
move toward a “large tent” conception, where behavioral strategy includes consideration of any
phenomena related to psychological, social, and/or political processes within organizations. In

practice, some work that self-situates in the domain of behavioral strategy could be comfortably
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described as also contributing directly to strategic leadership (e.g., Benischke, Martin, & Glaser,
2019; Chittoor, Aulakh, & Ray, 2019; Opper, Nee, & Holm, 2017), while other work considers
behaviorally-based insights across the full organization (e.g., Foss, 2020; Liu, 2021; Shinkle,
Hodgkinson, & Gary, 2021).
LITERATURE SUMMARY

In this section, we will discuss work in three widely-studied sub-domains of strategic
leadership research: managerial discretion, executive dispositions and values, and executive
experiences. Our aim here is to provide a succinct overview of the sources, key ideas, and
representative findings in each of these sub-domains, with the obvious caveat that we are unable
to do justice to the full range of research in this field in such a short amount of space. Moreover,
in the interests of brevity, we do not cover some of the other popular dimensions of strategic
leadership, such as top management team dynamics, executive succession, and executive
compensation (e.g., Datta & Rajagopalan, 1998; Magnan & St-Onge, 1997; Simsek, Heavey, &
Fox, 2018). For readers interested in learning more about both the sub-domains we cover and
others, we recommend starting with some of the existing reviews and overviews of this field
(e.g., Campbell, Bilgili, & Ajay, 2021; Carpenter et al., 2004; Darouichi, Kunisch, Menz, &
Cannella, 2021; Finkelstein et al., 2009; Hambrick & Wowak, 2021a; Neely et al., 2020; Samimi
etal., 2022; Vera et al., 2022).
Managerial Discretion

We begin with work that addresses what is perhaps the most fundamental research
question in strategic leadership: how much do strategic leaders actually matter? Hambrick and
Finkelstein (1987) proposed the concept of managerial discretion in part to answer this question

(Hannan & Freeman, 1977; Lieberson & O’Connor, 1972). In this framework, an executive is
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said to possess discretion when s/he has many alternative actions that “lie within the zone of
acceptance of powerful parties” (Hambrick & Finkelstein, 1987: 378). Thus, an executive with a
high level of discretion has a great opportunity to affect the strategic behavior and direction of
their firm, via actions such as changes in corporate structure, product-market exit or entry,
diversification, goal-setting, and large-scale personnel changes. Alternatively, an executive with
low discretion is heavily constrained in terms of the scope, breadth, complexity, and speed of the
actions that they can initiate (see Wangrow, Schepker, and Barker (2014) for a comprehensive
review of the literature in this area). As these authors note, managerial discretion has been
operationalized in a wide range of different ways, and the locus of discretion has been explored
at different levels: task environment (e.g., Hambrick & Abrahamson, 1995), internal organization
(Cennamo, Berrone, & Gomez-Megjia, 2009), and managerial characteristics (e.g., Gupta,
Nadkarni, & Mariam, 2019), with a heavy focus on the task environment. A sub-set of studies in
this area have viewed discretion through the lens of the “CEO effect” — the amount of variance in
firm-level outcomes that can be statistically attributed to CEO-level factors (Hambrick &
Quigley, 2014; Mackey, 2008).

One of the central premises of managerial discretion research as it pertains to strategic
leadership is that discretion acts as a general amplifier of upper echelons logic (Hambrick, 2007),
in that the greater the discretion in a given situation, the more likely we are to see a link between
leader-level characteristics and firm-level behavior. For instance, discretion has been shown to
amplify the impact of TMT tenure on firm persistence (Finkelstein & Hambrick, 1990), new
CEO openness to change on strategic persistence (Datta, Rajagopalan, & Zhang, 2003), and CEO
hubris on firm risk-taking (Li and Tang, 2010). A related premise is that individuals and firms

will act differently in high- versus low-discretion environments. For example, studies have

12



linked discretion with “attentional homogeneity” in letters to shareholders (Abrahamson &
Hambrick, 1997), corporate financial structure (Keegan & Kabanoff, 2008), and managerial
strategic choice (Peteraf & Reed, 2007). Finally, we also see evidence of second-order effects of
discretion, in that knowledgeable observers tend to act in ways consistent with assumptions of
greater or lesser managerial discretion. For instance, executives tend to be paid more in high-
discretion environments (Finkelstein & Boyd, 1998), and firm performance is a stronger
predictor of both executive compensation (Magnan & St-Onge, 1997) and CEO dismissal
(Crossland & Chen, 2013) in high-discretion environments.

More broadly, we have evidence that CEOs matter in general (Wang, Holmes, Oh, &
Zhu, 2016), that CEOs are perceived to matter (Finkelstein & Boyd, 1998), that CEOs matter in
relation to other categorical sources of performance variance (Mackey, 2008), that CMOs matter
(Germann, Ebbes, & Grewal, 2015), that CFOs matter (Ferris & Sainani, 2021), that boards
matter (Francis, Hasan, & Wu, 2012), and that board chairs matter (Withers & Fitza, 2017).
Other work has taken this a step further by exploring topics such as how the impact of senior
leaders differs across contexts (Crossland & Hambrick, 2011; Krause, Li, Ma, & Bruton, 2019),
varies over time (e.g., Quigley & Hambrick, 2015), varies according to organizational type
(Quigley, Chirico, & Bau, 2021), and can be linked with specific types of strategic actions (e.g.,
Meyer-Doyle, Lee, & Helfat, 2019). Thus, although there exists some ongoing debate about how
to interpret categorical estimates of CEO-level impact (e.g., Fitza, 2014; Quigley & Graffin,
2017), most work in this domain is directionally consistent in showing that senior corporate
leaders and those in positions of organizational responsibility affect the actions and outcomes of
those organizations—most notably performance—in meaningful and quantifiable ways.

Executive Dispositions and Values
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We now move to work addressing executives’ traits, cognitions, motivations, and values.
While this sub-domain of work also has a long history (e.g., Gupta & Govindarajan, 1984; Kets
de Vries & Miller, 1984), it has increased significantly in popularity within the last 10-15 years,
in part due to empirical innovations and creative refinements allowing more proximal
operationalizations of these types of constructs. This research is almost always grounded in
upper echelons theory, and, similar to much of the work on executive experiences, tends to
assume that a given executive-level dimension will be manifested in the behavior of the
organization being led by that executive (see above for further discussion). Scholars have
examined an increasing range of constructs, such cognitive complexity (Graf-Vlachy, Bundy, &
Hambrick, 2020), overconfidence/hubris (Kowalzick & Appels, 2022), core self-evaluation
(Simsek, Heavey, & Veiga, 2010), and the Big Five (Harrison, Thurgood, Boivie, & Pfarrer,
2019). To illustrate the type of work found in this area, we focus on three widely-studied
constructs: narcissism, regulatory focus, and political ideology.

Narcissism. Work on narcissism has a long history in psychology (e.g., Raskin & Terry,
1988), with the construct often being defined in clinical terms. For instance, a recent review
defined narcissism as “a multifaceted personality trait that combines grandiosity, attention
seeking, an unrealistically inflated self-view, a need for that self-view to be continuously
reinforced through self-regulation, and a general lack of regard for others” (Cragun, Olsen, &
Wright, 2020: 909). Its appearance in the strategic leadership literature is more recent, however.
Arguably the foundational work here is Chatterjee and Hambrick’s (2007) study. These authors
employed a novel and innovative approach to measuring CEO narcissism — which they defined
as “those who have very inflated self-views and who are preoccupied with having those self-

views continuously reinforced” (2007: 351) — involving an index of unobtrusive measures, such
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as the prominence of a CEO’s photograph in the annual report and the CEO’s use of first-person
singular pronouns. Chatterjee and Hambrick (2007) linked CEO narcissism with a series of firm-
level outcomes such as the number and size of acquisitions, and performance extremeness.

Conceptually, much of the subsequent work on this topic has continued to be grounded in
the idea that narcissistic organizational leaders will be more likely to act in ways that are self-
serving and/or allow them to obtain ‘narcissistic supply’ (Cragun et al., 2020). For instance,
narcissistic CEOs have been linked with higher R&D investment (Ingersoll, Glass, Cook, &
Olsen, 2017), greater risk-taking (Campbell, Goodie, & Foster, 2004), and various forms of
dubious financial behavior (Olsen & Stekelberg, 2016). Methodologically, although many
studies have continued to use a similar approach to Chatterjee and Hambrick (2007) (e.g., Patel
& Cooper, 2014; Tang, Mack, & Chen, 2018), we have also witnessed a range of refinements,
such as revised indices (Rijsenbilt & Commandeur, 2013), psychometric self-reports (Wales,
Patel, & Lumpkin, 2013) other-reports (Gupta & Misangyi, 2018), and videometric methods
(Hill, Petrenko, Ridge, & Aime, 2019).

Regulatory focus. Work on regulatory focus is driven by the basic principle that
individuals are motivated to pursue pleasure and avoid pain (Higgins, 1998). This involves two
separate mechanisms: 1) promotion focus, which is the extent to which an individual focuses on
attaining unmet opportunities, ideals, or ‘what could be’; and 2) prevention focus, which is the
extent to which an individual focuses on avoiding errors, meeting obligations, and fulfilling
responsibilities (Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Gamache, Neville, Bundy, & Short, 2020). These two
elements of regulatory focus are typically viewed as orthogonal (i.e., having a low or zero
correlation; cf. Lanaj, Chang, & Johnson, 2012), and so an individual can be high or low on

promotion focus, and high or low on prevention focus (Higgins, 1988).
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With its close links to core motivational and goal-related cognitive processing, strategic
leadership scholars have been quick to identify a series of close links between regulatory focus
and organizational-level outcomes (Johnson, Smith, Wallace, Hill, & Baron, 2015). Executives
with a high promotion focus tend to take strategic actions that attempt to avoid errors of
omission, such as expanding research and development (Scoresby, Withers, & Ireland, 2021),
increasing marketing spend (Kashmiri, Gala, & Nicol, 2019), and engaging in more and larger
acquisitions (Gamache, McNamara, Mannor, & Johnson, 2015). In contrast, executives with a
high prevention focus tend to take strategic actions that avoid errors of commission, such as
greater receptivity to activism (Gamache et al., 2020) and less strategic change (Jiang, Wang,
Chu, & Zheng, 2020). More recent theoretical work has also linked promotion and prevention
focus with the characteristics and timing of the phases of CEO retirement (Bilgili, Campbell,
O’Leary-Kelly, Ellstrand, & Johnson, 2020), while a small amount of research has sought to
understand the configurational impact of both promotion and prevention focus on complex
outcomes such as organizational ambidexterity (Huang, Battisti, & Pickernell, 2021).

Political ideology. Research on executive ideology is one of the most recent sub-domains
within strategic leadership, but one that is growing rapidly. This work is grounded in the idea
that individuals’ objectively-measurable political ideologies are reflective of their underlying
core values (Rosenberg, 1956). The most common distinction in this regard, taken from political
science research (e.g., Barnea & Schwartz, 1998; Jost, 20006) is the conservatism-liberalism
spectrum. A liberal political ideology is associated with greater preferences for equality,
sensitivity to social issues such as diversity and human rights, and control over markets, while a
conservative political ideology is associated with greater preferences for respect for authority,

property rights, and free markets (Christensen, Dhaliwal, Boivie, & Graffin, 2015). More
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broadly, political liberalism-conservatism is often assumed to reflect underlying preferences in
the areas of stability, certainty, and/or risk-reduction (Jost, Nosek, & Gosling, 2008).

Chin, Trevino, and Hambrick (2013) were among the first scholars to introduce this
construct to a strategic leadership audience. Using a multi-stage measure of political ideology
based on relative donations to (U.S.) Democrats and Republicans, these authors found that
stronger CEO political liberalism was predictive of firm-level advances in corporate social
responsibility (CSR). Since then, scholars have explored a broad range of other implications of
CEO/leader political ideology, including corporate lobbying (Unsal, Hassan, & Zirek, 2016),
M&A activity (Elnahas & Kim, 2017), credit ratings (Bhandari & Golden, 2021), local
government decisions (Wang, Du, & Marquis, 2019), and the ways in which corporate leaders
view the political environment (Semadeni, Chin, & Krause, 2022). Scholars have also explored
the relationships between CEO political ideology and activism (Briscoe, Chin, & Hambrick,
2014; Hambrick & Wowak, 2021b; Wowak, Busenbark, & Hambrick, 2022).

Executive Experiences

Finally, we move to research on the topic of executive experiences (for a review, see
Campbell, Bilgili, Crossland, & Ajay, 2023). Although scholars have explored a myriad number
of different professional and personal experiences — ranging from overseas work (Carpenter,
Sanders, & Gregersen, 2001), involvement with acquisitions (Billett & Qian, 2008), and
experience with rejections (Brands & Fernandez-Mateo, 2017) to recent fatherhood (Dahl,
Dezso, & Ross, 2012), social class background (Kish-Gephart & Campbell, 2015), and being
born during the Great Depression (Malmendier, Tate, & Yan, 2011) — most research in this area
has focused on several key work-related experiences: education, functional background, and

tenure.
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Education. Education, which is treated variously as proxy for accumulated knowledge,
status, social network relationships, and other underlying constructs, has been examined in
several ways. Researchers have linked executive education with outcomes for executives
themselves as well as outcomes at the firm level. For instance, at the individual level, more
highly-educated executives tend to have higher levels of job satisfaction (Judge, Cable,
Boudreau, & Bretz, 1995), while executives with more elite education tend to receive greater
compensation (Falato, Li, & Milbourn, 2015) and suffer less from the downsides of dismissal
(Schepker & Barker, 2018). At the firm level, CEOs with advanced degrees in scientific fields
are associated with greater firm-level R&D (Barker & Mueller, 2002), MBA education has been
linked with reduced corporate diversification (Jung & Shin, 2019), and markets generally seem
to prefer highly-educated CEO appointees (Davidson, Worrell, & Cheng, 1990). Finally, there is
evidence that CEOs sort into specific roles and geographic locations based on educational level
(Francis, Hasan, John, & Waisman, 2016).

Functional background. Functional background refers to the corporate sub-domain/s
within which an executive has spent time within their career, such as marketing, finance, or
operations. Most of this work assumes that functional backgrounds act as a type of cognitive lens
through which executives view strategic issues (cf. Dearborn & Simon, 1958). Scholars have
explored a series of different implications of this claim. For instance, firm strategies differ
depending on the functional backgrounds of their leaders (e.g., Boeker, 1997; Tyler & Steensma,
1998), and firms appear to take the fit between CEO functional background and firm
characteristics into account when selecting executives (e.g., Michel & Hambrick, 1992; Pan,
2017). We also see evidence that, beyond the specific characteristics of individual functional

backgrounds, the totality of functional experiences seems to also be influential. For instance,
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executives with greater breadth of functional experience (sometimes called “generalists™)
evaluate opportunities differently (Cappelli & Hamori, 2014) and are linked with different firm-
level strategic patterns (Crossland, Zyung, Hiller, & Hambrick, 2014).

Tenure. CEQ tenure is probably the most well-studied executive background
characteristic (Darouichi et al., 2021). A lot of this work treats tenure as a general proxy for
stability, inertia, and/or rigidity. For example, CEOs with greater tenure seem to have a
preference for the status quo (McClelland, Liang, & Barker, 2010; Miller, 1991), and long-
tenured CEOs are less prevalent in high-variety contexts (e.g., Datta & Rajagopalan, 1998;
Guthrie, Grimm, & Smith, 1991). Some work has also treated tenure as a proxy for greater
knowledge and/or ability. For instance, long-tenured executives have been linked with lower
bankruptcy risk (Hambrick & D’Aveni, 1992) and a more positive reception by markets
(Davidson et al., 1990). Finally, some scholars have instead treated executive tenure as a
dependent variable, especially as it relates to succession (e.g., Eckbo, Thorburn, & Wang, 2016;
Glass & Cook, 2016; Shen & Cannella, 2002).

CRITIQUES AND CHALLENGES

Substantive overviews of the strategic leadership theory and research provide more
lengthy discussions that cover the critiques and challenges within the domain (e.g., Finkelstein &
Hambrick, 1996; Finkelstein et al., 2009; Hambrick & Wowak, 2021a; Neely et al., 2020).
Nonetheless, we aim to provide a general flavor of the most pressing critiques and challenges
within strategic leadership research and evidence before tying those issues to specific
considerations in the context of the Fourth Industrial Revolution.

Critiques
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With respect to critiques, Neely et al. (2020) suggest five broad ‘metacritiques’ — or
broader categories under which specific critiques of strategic leadership theory and evidence can
be grouped. Each critique exists, at least in part, from associated challenges as well, a point to
which we return below in the section highlighting specific challenges. While Neely et al.’s work
(2020) focused most explicitly on upper echelons theory, we believe the framework they
developed offers a very thorough way to summarize critiques across the broader strategic
leadership domain; as such, we work to briefly summarize their lengthier discussion and extend
where relevant to other theories and bodies of evidence. It is worth noting that, as Neely et al.
(2020, p. 1031) suggest, “metacritiques are not simply standard ‘calls for more research’ or
criticism” of past work alone; instead, the critiques “raise more fundamental questions” about
strategic leadership theory and evidence and thus, pose challenges for scholars to answer the
fundamental questions explicitly. Accordingly, we also highlight specific challenges to each
critique before then addressing broad challenges more specifically.

Critique 1: (In)congruence of theory and methods/samples/study designs. Several
specific critiques of strategic leadership research can be grouped under a broad metacritique of
(in)congruence. Neely et al. (2020) focused explicitly on (in)congruence associated with
measures that are used having low alignment with the constructs invoked. For example,
commonly used proxy variables pose challenges with respect to (in)congruence of the constructs
and cognitive mechanisms underlying the theories (e.g., Lawrence, 1997; Pettigrew, 1992;
Priem, Lyon, & Dess, 1999). Issues of (in)congruence extend across levels of analyses, such as
in how to aggregate constructs to the top management team or board of directors (Carpenter et
al., 2004; Johnson, Schnatterly, & Hill, 2013). Broadly, there is a great need to make a clearer,

and more strongly justified, case that builds on clear theoretical logic and attendant empirical
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evidence (e.g., Zhang & Shaw, 2012) for the cognitive immediacy of measures used with respect
to their (in)congruence to the associated constructs. In a related vein, there is a need for similar
consideration around the issue of studying individual strategic leaders versus the broader groups
they are embedded in, and individual elements versus configurations of attributes (e.g.,
Busenbark, Krause, Boivie, & Graffin, 2016). These (in)congruence issues also tie to the
emerging debate in the micro-oriented literature on the relative merits of variable-centered versus
person-centered approaches (e.g., Gabriel, Campbell, Djurdjevic, Johnson, & Rosen, 2018).
Extending Neely et al.’s (2020) idea between measure and construct (in)congruence, we believe
the same point of (in)congruence also applies more broadly to theory and validity. For example,
beyond measure critiques, samples and broader study designs utilized have also pose concerns
about (in)congruence.

Regarding samples, issues with using sports contexts and reliance a relatively small set of
firms to make inferences pose (in)congruence concerns. For the former, the context of sports has
many benefits with respect to data availability that facilitate inquiry and has been widely used in
strategic leadership research. Yet, there are concerns as to the degree to which sampling from the
domain of sports is congruent with the domain of business organizations (e.g., Hambrick &
Wowak, 2021a). For the latter, empirical research in strategic leadership has relied heavily on
large, publicly traded, U.S. firms, though there has been recent growth in studies utilizing
Chinese firms. A question arises — to what degree are the theoretical mechanisms proposed
congruent with specifics of the sample? Regarding broader study designs, the theoretical
mechanisms underlying strategic leadership in organizations may not operate in the same way in

laboratory settings, suggesting that experimental research with individuals who are not strategic
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leaders making decisions with much lower stakes may pose some (in)congruency concerns with
underlying theories that are trying to be tested.

Taken together, a point raised by Bono and McNamara (2011) seems germane: ‘study’ in
study design should be thought of as plural in nature such that scholars may be well-suited to
package studies — each with their own (in)congruence issues — together into a broader whole that
allows for addressing the foregoing concerns in total.

Critique 2: Attention to endogeneity. The issue of endogeneity is not unique to strategic
leadership research, as evidence suggesting scholars generally are not employing appropriate
practices (e.g., Certo, Busenbark, Woo, & Semadeni, 2016; Semadeni, Certo, & Withers, 2014) .
Hill, Johnson, Greco, O’Boyle, and Watler (2021) identify five broad forms of endogeneity, each
of which critics may point to as existing in strategic leadership studies. First, omitted variables,
or where other relevant predictors are not included in the predictive model, often appear as
scholars look to isolate one strategic leadership construct but fail to consider a construct that is
correlated and likewise plays a vital role. Second, simultaneity, or when the outcome also affects
the predictor, may be at play, such as the two-way relationship between executive pay and firm
performance (e.g., Wowak, Hambrick, & Henderson, 2011) or overconfidence and performance
(e.g., Chen, Crossland, & Luo, 2015; Hayward & Hambrick, 1997). Third, as noted above,
endogeneity may arise due to measurement error, including when measures are (in)congruent
with constructs they aim to capture. Fourth, there may be ‘selection of treatment’, where the
independent variable is not selected at random (Shaver, 1998), which widely applies to strategic
leaders that both self-select into certain firms and situations (Hambrick, 2007) and are selected
based on their characteristics and qualifications. Fifth, ‘selection into the sample’ or ‘sample

selection bias’ may be present when strategic leadership data is selected for empirical tests based
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upon it being available, with missing values of the dependent variable as a result (e.g., Certo et
al., 2016).

Failing to adequately attend to any form of endogeneity raises questions as to the validity
of statistical conclusions (for discussions, see Hill et al., 2021; Neely et al., 2020). We wish to
emphasize again that endogeneity is not unique to strategic leadership research, nor is the
unfortunate dissemination of research that is not employing appropriate practices to address it
(e.g., Certo et al., 2016; Semadeni et al., 2014). Similarly, strategic leadership research is no
different from the broader literature where scholars are increasingly addressing the concerns in
appropriate and recommended ways. With that said, like the broader literature, some problems
and types of endogeneity are more pressing that others. For example, Busenbark, Yoon, Withers,
and Gamache (2022, p. 17) present evidence that the majority of studies in management are
“unlikely biased by omitted variables,” and we see little reason to believe this is not the case in
strategic leadership research. Given the difficulty of measurement of focal executive constructs
addressed above, however, endogeneity stemming from measurement error may be a more
immediate concern in this line of inquiry. Thankfully, there are many ways to address
measurement error concerns and the dissemination of practices aimed to improve measurement
continue. Likewise, increasing attention to the validity of instrumental approaches in the broader
literature, as is also the case in strategic leadership research, has been promising in addressing all
forms of endogeneity.

Critique 3: The ‘black box’ associated with theoretical mechanisms. Studies of strategic
leaders often posit a mechanism by which a focal construct related to executives manifests, be it
as an outcome or as a predictor. However, the mechanism posited is typically not truly observed,

and rather, the existence of a relationship is suggested to offer support for the logic that the
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specific mechanism indeed operates. This problem tends to be inextricably linked with the
challenges of accessing primary data — especially at a level fine-grained enough to truly test the
mechanisms theorized. For example, there is great difficulty capturing the specific cognitive,
motivational, or social processes underlying a relationship — as a result, strategic leadership
scholars rarely have the ability to measure mediators and/or rely on established psychometric
measures.

Critique 4: The ‘black box’ associated with strategic leadership processes. Theory and
evidence in strategic leadership research often suggests that certain processes are at play, such as
a CEO working in concert with a top management team, a board providing advice to a CEO, or a
board chair exerting influence on organizational decision-making. Yet, some of these
relationships and processes have been assumed more than actually theorized as to ‘how’ they
operate. As case in point, the conflicting insights about board chairs and their influence suggest
the way through which they exert influence is more complex than often suggested (e.g., Krause,
Semadeni, & Cannella, 2014). Progress has been made in addressing some of these issues, but
data and access concerns again loom large and it is unclear how they could be easily resolved.
On the theoretical front, the much-lamented ‘black box’ problem also raises the question whether
upper echelons theory needs to be expanded or integrated with other theoretical perspectives to
provide both explanatory power and theoretical veracity going forward, especially as research
slowly shifts to a more fine-grained focus on strategic leadership phenomena and intervening
processes.

Critique 5: More systematic theorizing and evidence on contingencies. Neely et al.’s
(2020) review highlights over 1,000 different individual, group, organizational, and

environmental conditions in prior research within upper echelons theory alone — extending this to
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other focal theories and topical areas to which strategic leadership applies would likely exhibit
some redundancy but also seemingly grow the number of conditions. Dedicating more attention
to specific aspects of the contingencies poses an opportunity to advance our knowledge. Of
particular relevance to us are the contingencies associated with the Fourth Industrial Revolution.
Though we dedicate more attention to this issue below, simply stated, as society changes, certain
theoretical mechanisms may change along with them. For instance, the emergence of artificial
intelligence (Al) and its growing role in creating and sustaining competitive advantage
(Krakowski, Luger, & Raisch, 2022) will likely alter many of the relationships previously
examined in the literature. Attention to the evolving socio-technological changes, including but
not limited to Al, is thus paramount to ensuring strategic leadership theory and evidence stay
current and relevant.
Challenges

With respect to challenges, two longstanding and interrelated issues continue to plague
strategic leadership research, though it is important to note that neither is unique to the domain
specifically. First, there are questions about the degree to which insights offered are important on
both theoretical and practical levels. Laszlo Tihanyi’s work provides more general discussions
that highlights the challenges of making important insights broadly (e.g., George, Howard-
Greenville, Joshi, & Tihanyi, 2016; Tihanyi, 2020) as well as in strategic leadership research in
particular (e.g., Tihanyi, Graffin, & George, 2014). A second, and related, challenge is that to
substantiate any theoretical or practical insights scholars need to be able to access the focal
subject matter for quantitative or qualitative investigation.

The challenge of offering important insights. The volume of attention given to strategic

leadership over the years and the resultant accumulation of evidence poses challenges for those
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wishing to offer either theoretical or practical insights. This is not to say that substantial
opportunities to extend understanding of pertinent theories and practical topics do not exist, but
rather to acknowledge that there is some saturation of ideas and evidence; in turn, it can be more
challenging to offer new insights that are not largely consistent with prior work. Seemingly,
contextual influences will almost always offer promise for both theories specifically (e.g., Neely
et al., 2020) and practical issues covered across them (e.g., Hoskisson, Chirico, Zyung, &
Gambeta, 2017), particularly when the environment strategic leaders operate in constantly
changes. In a section below, we address some specific contextual influences as they pertain to
strategic leadership in the Fourth Industrial Revolution.

The challenge of access to strategic leaders to enable inquiry. Scholars have long
encountered barriers to accessing strategic leaders for the purposes of inquiry (e.g., Mintzberg,
1970). On the one hand, various changes have enabled researchers to have greater access to
strategic leaders over time. For example, technological advancements like the invention and
growth in use of computers, cellular telephones, and wireless fidelity as well as associated
applications like the Internet and content archiving have enabled scholars to access executives
both in new ways (e.g., via electronic mail; through video conferencing) and at times that were
not previously possible (e.g., while the executive commutes to and from work or is otherwise
away from the office). Methodological techniques have also improved access to these individuals
over time both by changing the way that extant approaches are used and by developing new tools
that leverage associated technological advancements, including natural language analysis.
Scholars now leverage technological advances to access information about strategic leaders, such
as through the use of videometric measures that rely on publicly available audiovisual content

(e.g., Hill et al., 2019; Petrenko, Aime, Ridge, & Hill, 2016), transcribed conference call data
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(e.g., Koenig, Mammen, Luger, Fehn, & Enders, 2018; Pan, McNamara, Lee, Haleblian, &
Devers, 2018), and machine learning (e.g., Harrison et al., 2019; Malhotra, Reus, Zhu, &
Roelofsen, 2018). On the other hand, despite changes to technology and research methodologies
that enable greater access to strategic leaders, other societal changes arose that pose challenges to
actually gaining such access. For example, electronic mail seemingly makes it easier to try to
access strategic leaders — yet, the ease of sharing electronic content as well as the associated rise
in social media and growing appreciation for the impact that information about executives can
have on firms and/or executive careers act to constrain response rates.

Taken together, challenges to accessing strategic leaders to enable scientific inquiry both
remain and are perhaps even greater now than ever before, though the specific obstacles have
changed across time. Methodological advancements can continue to help overcome challenges to
accessing strategic leaders, with those that consider concordant societal changes seemingly of
particular promise. For example, technology continues to change what is possible and may help
devise ways to overcome access challenges stemming from reluctance to share information and
combat information curation to ensure that access renders accurate and useful information.

STRATEGIC LEADERSHIP AND THE FOURTH INDUSTRIAL REVOLUTION

In this final section, we offer some initial thoughts and ideas on how strategic leadership
research relates to, can inform, and should be informed by, some of the fundamental societal
changes we anticipate as part of the Fourth Industrial Revolution (4IR). The 4IR is marked by
significant technological advancements that affect not only what is possible to do but also the
associated norms and expectations, leading to undeniable “could” versus “should” tensions for

executives, firms, and stakeholders. In turn, as with prior industrial revolutions, the
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advancements and associated changes mark significant shifts that disrupt many aspects of life.
We expect these disruptions to affect strategic leadership as well.

First, we expect that the rise of social media and its associated effects may change how
strategic leaders interact with external constituents. As a case in point, former U.S. President
(and formerly CEO) Donald Trump and top executive Elon Musk are both widely known for
using social media — for better and/or for worse — to directly reach and rally stakeholders. CEO
‘tweets’ and other social media activities often fall outside of the purview of public relations
departments and provide an unadulterated glimpse into CEO cognitions, motivations, and biases.
The availability of instantaneously reaching global stakeholder audiences via social media at all
hours of the day affects many aspects of strategic leadership. To start with, certain executive
dispositions and values we reviewed earlier make CEOs more likely to utilize social media, such
as narcissism, which is typified by a constant need for admiration and reaffirmation—in theory,
social media provides a perfect ‘narcissism supply’ vehicle. We also expect that CEOs that are
very liberal or highly conservative in their political orientation are more likely to engage in
social media than their moderate counterparts, since social media is a potential tool for not only
political expression but also—potentially—political activism, which is on the rise among the
corporate elite.

Second, an interesting tension we anticipate moving forward is that some of the
characteristics associated with selection into strategic leadership roles, such as certain levels of
executive confidence/overconfidence that has long been seen as necessary to ascend into the
executive ranks (e.g., Hiller & Hambrick, 2005), may be increasingly irrelevant—if not
inimical—to success in such roles. In particular, with the rise of business analytics, the

acceleration of artificial intelligence applications, and increasingly powerful data gathering and
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optimization, we predict that we are now approaching an era where it is going to be easier to
ascertain — in certain circumstances, at least — that a leader is wrong, and not just in hindsight,
but perhaps even in advance. In turn, we expect this to affect aspects such as executive tenure
(e.g., increasingly able to point to specific poor decisions and thus terminate or force strategic
leaders out of their positions), who is selected into leadership (e.g., individuals willing to and
able to use associated technologies), and the like. We think this holds especially important
implications for who is selected into top leadership positions as a result of their skills and
qualifications. For instance, women and racial minorities tend to be selected into top leadership
roles at lower rates despite equal or even higher qualifications (e.g., Field, Souther, & Yore,
2020); this is sometimes attributed to the “confidence trumps competence” effect. It is possible
that once executive skill sets become more specific and defined—instead of largely revolving
around the nebulous concept of “leadership”—the door to highly skilled minority executives
opens a bit wider. We also anticipate that the traditional notion of functional background, as
reviewer earlier in this chapter, may even become obsolete and move either towards a more
granular or more global concept (see Campbell et al, 2023, for an extended discussion of this
idea). Similarly, formal education may start to play a less important role and be replaced by an
emphasis on well-defined skillsets—a trend we are already seeing with new director
appointments.

Third, in a related vein, what strategic leaders do and the ways in which they affect
organizations is likely to change. We have seen some of the effects of the increasing ability to
ascertain strategic leaders’ correctness play out already on a much smaller scale in the world of
sport (such as through the rapid rise of “sabermetrics” in baseball), where the activities and

considerations of strategic leaders have had to fundamentally change and thus, those who are
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selected into strategic leadership positions have as well (i.e., to the degree decisions are more
automatized through sabermetrics, the “‘manager’ or ‘coach’ may be less a strategist and more an
implementer of predetermined best strategies). Though a sports context may not be a perfect
parallel to strategic leadership in business organizations, it seems highly likely that a similar
‘sabermetrics’ trend will influence the strategic leadership arena. As a case in point, in days past,
strategic leaders may have general contingency plans in place but were largely called upon to
help navigate their organizations through specific contingencies. As we acquire increased ability
to predict the universe of potential outcomes in advance, it seems likely that what strategic
leaders do may change (e.g., contingency plans will be increasingly specific, posing implications
not only for strategic leaders’ roles in developing them but also how they navigate when the
contingency arises).

Specifically, we expect agentic technologies — or “those that can constrain, complement,
or substitute for human agency” (Sirmon, 2022, p. 596) — to become highly relevant to strategic
leaders in both strategy formulation and implementation, and potentially change our
understanding of managerial discretion. Murray, Rhymer, and Sirmon (2021) theorize four ways
in which conjoined agency—or where humans (i.e., strategic leaders) and technology jointly
have capacity to make decisions—affects human choices: (1) Strategic leaders and technology
may assist each other; (2) Technology may exercise intentionality over strategic leaders’ selected
courses of actions (i.e., arrest strategic leaders’ active choices to inform more ‘correct’ choices);
(3) Technology may augment decisions by exhibiting control over processes and protocols that
actively guide strategic leaders’ decision processes; and (4) Automatizing technologies may
intercede to both guide the process of active decision making and correct any choices. Agentic

technologies may become especially relevant in certain industries and sectors, where decision-
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making errors potentially lead to loss of human life. For example, the two catastrophic crashes of
the Boeing 747 Max were ultimately linked to a faulty sensor tied to a new and rather obscure
control function unique to the 737 Max; “The system automatically applies double-speed
impulses of nose-down trim, but only under circumstances so narrow that no regular airline pilot
will ever experience its activation — unless a sensor fails. Boeing believed the system to be so
innocuous, even if it malfunctioned, that the company did not inform pilots of its existence or
include a description of it in the airplane’s flight manuals.” (Langewiesche, 2019). Boeing
ultimately took full responsibility for the failure to foresee all possible contingencies and take the
complexity of the entire airplane system (which itself is a perfect example of conjoint agency
itself) into account.

Fourth, in addition to greater impact of technology on executive decision-making and the
rise of agentic technologies, we expect the 4IR to pressure strategic leaders to have to take an
even greater role in reacting and responding to pressing social issues. The rise of social media
and vocal stakeholder pressure is pushing CEOs to take a more active stance—and often
quickly—on controversial issues with broader societal implications (Hambrick & Wowak,
2021b). For example, the recent reversal by the Supreme Court of the United States of a more
than 40-year-old precedent (Roe vs. Wade) that had provided federal-level protection of the right
to an abortion resulted in great unrest and social turmoil (Edwards-Levy, 2022). Companies in
regional jurisdictions with no or restricted abortion rights were immediately forced to grapple
with how to adjust to this new reality and how to accommodate their employees. While some
large employers largely stayed silent on the topic, many others (e.g., Amazon, HP, Johnson &
Johnson) have been much more vocal, including through their social media platforms, and

adjusted their health coverage policies (Cain, Hartmans, and Ward, 2022). Similarly, a global
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issue that firms and executives are grappling with is how and when to respond to Russia’s
unprovoked military invasion of Ukraine in early-2022 (Chief Executive Leadership Institute,
2022). The interactions between stakeholders (e.g., customers, employees) and companies are
now much more public, and executive words and actions more scrutinized than ever given their
societal ramifications. As Krause and Miller noted (2020: 1316), strategic leaders do not have the
luxury of standing on the sidelines anymore and are expected to advance social issues “by
actively breaking down racial, gender, and other forms of inequality within their sphere of
influence—to be societal leaders in a manner previously unknown in the modern world.”
Technology can both enable and constrain those activities, but if other industrial revolutions
taught us anything, it is that change is inevitable.
RECOMMENDATIONS

We conclude this chapter with a short section on recommendations for future study in
light of our review of the strategic leadership literature. First, we encourage authors to continue
to ‘close the gap’ between constructs and measures. A striking feature of the strategic leadership
literature since its inception has been the steady improvement in construct validity. For
understandable reasons, many within-person cognitions and dispositions were initially
operationalized via distant proxies such as age and organizational tenure. More recent work,
though, has taken advantage of novel techniques and measures that are conceptually closer to the
underlying constructs, such as conference call transcripts and videometric methods (e.g., Koenig
et al., 2018; Petrenko et al., 2016). In this vein, we also see further opportunities to draw on the
practices and insights of adjacent fields, especially organizational behavior and applied
psychology, when it comes to the use of multiple studies to address different components of

validity, such as a combination of experiments/surveys with accessible populations (e.g.,

32



executive education participants) and more typical archival studies of public-firm senior
executives. This recommendation is particularly salient to the 4IR, as the associated changes —
such as for technology development and use — are likely to pose opportunities for scholars to
leverage in their research.

Second, in line with the conclusions of a recent review of the executive background
literature (Campbell et al., 2023), we believe that there is great opportunity for additional
research that adopts a configurational approach to strategic leadership (cf. Busenbark et al.,
2016). While there is undoubted value in the standard “all-else-equal” approach, whereby
researchers attempt to quantify the incremental impact of a specific leader-level characteristic
once other confounding variables have been accounted for, individuals are necessarily complex
amalgams of a range of cognitions, traits, and experiences. In turn, configurational approaches,
such as fuzzy set Qualitative Comparative Analysis (fsQCA), typically presume conjunction, in
that distinct characteristics should not be viewed in isolation but instead as an indivisible set,
which is more consistent with the idea of studying executives as people rather than variables
(e.g., Misangyi, Greckhamer, Furnari, Fiss, Crilly, & Aguilera, 2017). We again see this
recommendation as being particularly salient to the 4IR because technology adoption and use is
likely to enable measurement of various distinct characteristics, and the associated changes in the
41R represent an interesting configurational factor worthy of consideration in its own right.

Third, at the broadest level, we are excited by recent work by scholars seeking to expand
the fundamental scope and approach of strategic leadership research (e.g., Vera et al., 2022).
Although we continue to see considerable opportunities for work grounded in upper echelons
theory and focusing on the characteristics, behavior, and limitations of executives, we especially

see great theoretical and empirical promise for work that treats leadership more broadly as the
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task of identifying and enacting organization-level value. Such an approach offers the enticing
prospect of extending strategic leadership research further throughout the organization, and
therefore beyond an exclusive focus on CEOs, executives, directors, and the small handful of
individuals occupying positions of senior structural authority within firms.

Finally, and more specifically to the context of this chapter, we see many opportunities
for investigating the changes that have or will come about as a result of the 4IR. The
technological advancements and shifting societal norms associated with the 4IR have many
implications for strategic leadership and the nature of strategic leaders’ roles. With that said, it
also seems likely that there will be differences across strategic leaders and their contexts that
affect the degree to which technology is utilized efficiently and effectively. For instance, we
expect that individual differences will influence whether executives are more comfortable with
an augmentation versus automation approach to Al: “automation implies that machines take over
a human task” while “augmentation means that humans collaborate closely with machines to
perform a task” (Raisch and Krakowski, 2021: 192). Other executives may utilize paradoxical
thinking to creatively embrace both approaches (Raisch and Krakowski, 2021; Smith & Lewis,
2022).

Along similar lines, the rise of social media places different demands on strategic leaders
with respect to information sharing. On the one hand, direct communications from strategic
leaders that are increasingly facilitated by the 4IR likely provide different, and more direct,
lenses into their cognitions, motivations, and biases. On the other hand, these communications
also may vary in effectiveness over time, may ease stakeholders’ identification of (in)congruence
with strategic leaders’ statements, and are rife for impression management. Shifts in technology

use and social media are two notable changes of the 4IR, but there are many others that likewise
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are also relevant to strategic leadership. We thus envision that future research into the ways that
the nature of strategic leaders’ jobs will change over the course of the 4IR, as well as the societal

norms related to the 4IR, will become increasingly important.

35



REFERENCES

Abrahamson, E., & Hambrick, D. C. (1997). Attentional homogeneity in industries: The effect of
discretion. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 18(S1), 513-532.
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1379(199711)18:1+<513::AID-JOB905>3.0.CO;2-8

Aguilera, R. V., & Jackson, G. (2010). Comparative and international corporate governance.
Academy of Management Annals, 4(1), 485-556.
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2010.495525

Andrews, K. R. (1971). The concept of corporate strategy. Homewood, Ill. Dow Jones-Irwin.

Argote, L., & Greve, H. R. (2007). A behavioral theory of the firm—40 years and counting:
Introduction and impact. Organization Science, 18(3), 337-349.
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1070.0280

Barker, V. L., & Mueller, G. C. (2002). CEO characteristics and firm R&D spending.
Management Science, 48(6), 782—801. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.48.6.782.187

Barnard, C. 1. (1938). The functions of the executive. Cambridge, Mass. Harvard University
Press.

Barnea, M. F., & Schwartz, S. H. (1998). Values and voting. Political Psychology, 19(1), 17-40.
https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00090

Benischke, M. H., Martin, G. P., & Glaser, L. (2019). CEO equity risk bearing and strategic risk
taking: The moderating effect of CEO personality. Strategic Management Journal, 40(1),
153—-177. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2974

Bhandari, A., & Golden, J. (2021). CEO political preference and credit ratings. Journal of
Corporate Finance, 68. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jcorpfin.2021.101909

Bilgili, H., Campbell, J. T., O’Leary-Kelly, A., Ellstrand, A. E., & Johnson, J. L. (2020). The
final countdown: Regulatory focus and the phases of CEO retirement. Academy of
Management Review, 45(1), 58—84. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2016.0455

Billett, M. T., & Qian, Y. (2008). Are overconfident CEOs born or made? Evidence of self-
attribution bias from frequent acquirers. Management Science, 54(6), 1037-1051.
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1070.0830

Boal, K. B., & Hooijberg, R. (2000). Strategic leadership research: Moving on. The Leadership
Quarterly, 11(4), 515-549. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(00)00057-6

Boal, K. B., & Schultz, P. L. (2007). Storytelling, time, and evolution: The role of strategic
leadership in complex adaptive systems. The Leadership Quarterly, 18(4), 411-428.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2007.04.008

Boeker, W. (1997). Strategic change: The influence of managerial characteristics and
organizational growth. Academy of Management Journal, 40(1), 152—170.
https://doi.org/10.5465/257024

Bono, J. E., & McNamara, G. (2011). Publishing in AMJ—part 2: Research design. Academy of
Management Journal, 54(4), 657—660. https://doi.org/10.5465/am;j.2011.64869103

Brands, R. A., & Fernandez-Mateo, I. (2017). Leaning out: How negative recruitment
experiences shape women’s decisions to compete for executive roles. Administrative
Science Quarterly, 62(3), 405—442. https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839216682728

Briscoe, F., Chin, M. K., & Hambrick, D. C. (2014). CEO ideology as an element of the
corporate opportunity structure for social activists. Academy of Management Journal,
57(6), 1786—18009. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2013.0255

Busenbark, J. R., Krause, R., Boivie, S., & Graffin, S. D. (2016). Toward a configurational

36



perspective on the CEO: A review and synthesis of the management literature. Journal of
Management, 42(1), 234-268. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206315618448

Busenbark, J. R., Yoon, H., Gamache, D. L., & Withers, M. C. (2022). Omitted variable bias:
Examining management research with the impact threshold of a confounding variable
(ITCV). Journal of Management, 48(1), 17-48.

Cain, A., Hartmans, A., & Ward, M. (2022, June 30). Uber, Nike, Lyft, Disney, JP Morgan and
others vow to help employees access abortions after Supreme Court overturns Roe v.
Wade. Business Insider. https://www .businessinsider.com/businesses-react-supreme-
court-overturn-of-roe-v-wade-2022-6?IR=T

Campbell, J. T., Bilgili, H., & Ajay, B. (2020). Strategic leadership. In R.W. Griffin (Ed.),
Oxford bibliographies in management. Oxford University Press. DOI:
10.1093/0B0O/9780199846740-0084

Campbell, J. T., Bilgili, H., Crossland, C., & Ajay, B. (2023). The background on executive
background: An integrative review. Journal of Management, 48(1), 7-51.
https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063221120392

Campbell, W. K., Goodie, A. S., & Foster, J. D. (2004). Narcissism, confidence, and risk
attitude. Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 17(4), 297-311.
https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.475

Cappelli, P., & Hamori, M. (2014). Understanding executive job search. Organization Science,
25(5), 1511-1529. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2013.0871

Carpenter, M. A., Geletkanycz, M. A., & Sanders, Wm. G. (2004). Upper echelons research
revisited: Antecedents, elements, and consequences of top management team
composition. Journal of Management, 30(6), 749-778.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jm.2004.06.001

Carpenter, M. A., Sanders, Wm. G., & Gregersen, H. B. (2001). Bundling human capital with
organizational context: The impact of international assignment experience on
multinational firm performance and CEO pay. Academy of Management Journal, 44(3),
493-511. https://doi.org/10.5465/3069366

Cennamo, C., Berrone, P., & Gomez-Mejia, L. R. (2009). Does stakeholder management have a
dark side? Journal of Business Ethics, 89(4), 491-507. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-
008-0012-x

Certo, S. T., Busenbark, J. R., Woo, H., & Semadeni, M. (2016). Sample selection bias and
Heckman models in strategic management research. Strategic Management Journal,
37(13), 2639-2657. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2475

Chatterjee, A., & Hambrick, D. C. (2007). It’s all about me: Narcissistic Chief Executive
Officers and their effects on company strategy and performance. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 52(3), 351-386. https://doi.org/10.2189/asqu.52.3.351

Chen, G., Crossland, C., & Luo, S. (2015). Making the same mistake all over again: CEO
overconfidence and corporate resistance to corrective feedback. Strategic Management
Journal, 36(10), 1513—-1535. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2291

Chief Executive Leadership Institute. (2022, July 23). Over 1,000 companies have curtailed
operations in Russia—But some remain. Chief Executive Leadership Institute.
https://som.yale.edu/story/2022/over-1000-companies-have-curtailed-operations-russia-
some-remain

Chin, M. K., Hambrick, D. C., & Trevifio, L. K. (2013). Political ideologies of CEOs: The
influence of executives’ values on corporate social responsibility. Administrative Science

37



Quarterly, 58(2), 197-232. https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839213486984

Chittoor, R., Aulakh, P. S., & Ray, S. (2019). Microfoundations of firm internationalization: The
owner CEO effect. Global Strategy Journal, 9(1), 42—65.
https://doi.org/10.1002/gsj.1193

Christensen, D. M., Dhaliwal, D. S., Boivie, S., & Graffin, S. D. (2015). Top management
conservatism and corporate risk strategies: Evidence from managers’ personal political
orientation and corporate tax avoidance. Strategic Management Journal, 36(12), 1918—
1938. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2313

Cragun, O. R., Olsen, K. J., & Wright, P. M. (2020). Making CEO narcissism research great: A
review and meta-analysis of CEO narcissism. Journal of Management, 46(6), 908-936.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206319892678

Crossland, C., & Chen, G. (2013). Executive accountability around the world: Sources of cross-
national variation in firm performance—CEO dismissal sensitivity. Strategic
Organization, 11(1), 78-109. https://doi.org/10.1177/1476127012460946

Crossland, C., & Hambrick, D. C. (2011). Differences in managerial discretion across countries:
How nation-level institutions affect the degree to which CEOs matter. Strategic
Management Journal, 32(8), 797-819. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.913

Crossland, C., Zyung, J., Hiller, N. J., & Hambrick, D. C. (2014). CEO career variety: Effects on
firm-level strategic and social novelty. Academy of Management Journal, 57(3), 652—
674. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0469

Crowe, E., & Higgins, E. T. (1997). Regulatory focus and strategic inclinations: Promotion and
prevention in decision-making. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes,
69(2), 117-132. https://doi.org/10.1006/0bhd.1996.2675

Cyert, R. M., & March, J. G. (1963). A behavioral theory of the firm. Prentice Hall/Pearson
Education.

Dahl, M. S., Dezsd, C. L., & Ross, D. G. (2012). Fatherhood and managerial style: How a male
CEO’s children affect the wages of his employees. Administrative Science Quarterly,
57(4), 669—693. https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839212466521

Darouichi, A., Kunisch, S., Menz, M., & Cannella Jr, A. A. (2021). CEO tenure: An integrative
review and pathways for future research. Corporate Governance: An International
Review, 29(6), 661-683. https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12396

Datta, D. K., & Rajagopalan, N. (1998). Industry structure and CEO characteristics: An
empirical study of succession events. Strategic Management Journal, 19(9), 833—852.
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199809)19:9<833:: AID-SMJ971>3.0.CO;2-V

Datta, D. K., Rajagopalan, N., & Zhang, Y. (2003). New CEO openness to change and strategic
persistence: The moderating role of industry characteristics. British Journal of
Management, 14(2), 101-114. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.00268

Davidson, W. N., Worrell, D. L., & Cheng, L. (1990). Key executive succession and stockholder
wealth: The influence of successor’s origin, position, and age. Journal of Management,
16(3), 647-664. https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639001600309

Dearborn, D. C., & Simon, H. A. (1958). Selective perception: A note on the departmental
identifications of executives. Sociometry, 21(2), 140—144.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2785898

DeChurch, L. A., Hiller, N. J., Murase, T., Doty, D., & Salas, E. (2010). Leadership across
levels: Levels of leaders and their levels of impact. The Leadership Quarterly, 21(6),
1069—1085. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.10.009

38



Duhaime, I. M., Hitt, M. A., & Lyles, M. A. (2021). Strategic management: State of the field and
its future. Oxford University Press.

Eckbo, B. E., Thorburn, K. S., & Wang, W. (2016). How costly is corporate bankruptcy for the
CEO? Journal of Financial Economics, 121(1), 210-229.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2016.03.005

Edwards-Levy, A. (2022, June 28). Majority of Americans disapprove of SCOTUS Roe v. Wade
reversal, poll shows. CNN. https://edition.cnn.com/2022/06/27/politics/americans-
disapprove-supreme-court-abortion-poll/index.html

Elnahas, A. M., & Kim, D. (2017). CEO political ideology and mergers and acquisitions
decisions. Journal of Corporate Finance, 45, 162—175.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2017.04.013

Falato, A., Li, D., & Milbourn, T. (2015). Which skills matter in the market for CEOs? Evidence
from pay for CEO credentials. Management Science, 61(12), 2845-2869.
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2014.2024

Felin, T., Foss, N. J., & Ployhart, R. E. (2015). The microfoundations movement in strategy and
organization theory. Academy of Management Annals, 9(1), 575-632.
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2015.1007651

Ferris, S. P., & Sainani, S. (2021). Do CFOs matter? Evidence from the M&A process. Journal
of Corporate Finance, 67. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2020.101856

Field, L. C., Souther, M. E., & Yore, A. S. (2020). At the table but can not break through the
glass ceiling: Board leadership positions elude diverse directors. Journal of Financial
Economics, 137(3), 787-814. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jfineco.2020.04.001

Finkelstein, S., & Boyd, B. K. (1998). How much does the CEO matter? The role of managerial
discretion in the setting of CEO compensation. Academy of Management Journal, 41(2),
179-199. https://doi.org/10.5465/257101

Finkelstein, S., & Hambrick, D. C. (1990). Top-management-team tenure and organizational
outcomes: The moderating role of managerial discretion. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 35(3), 484-503. https://doi.org/10.2307/2393314

Finkelstein, S., & Hambrick, D. C. (1996). Strategic leadership: Top executives and their effects
on organizations. West Publishing Company.

Finkelstein, S., Hambrick, D. C., & Cannella, A. A. (2009). Strategic leadership: Theory and
research on executives, top management teams, and boards. Oxford University Press.

Fitza, M. A. (2014). The use of variance decomposition in the investigation of CEO effects: How
large must the CEO effect be to rule out chance? Strategic Management Journal, 35(12),
1839-1852. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2192

Foss, N. J. (2020). Behavioral strategy and the COVID-19 disruption. Journal of Management,
46(8), 1322—1329. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320945015

Francis, B. B., Hasan, 1., John, K., & Waisman, M. (2016). Urban agglomeration and CEO
compensation. Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis, 51(6), 1925-1953.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022109016000752

Francis, B. B., Hasan, 1., & Wu, Q. (2012). Do corporate boards matter during the current
financial crisis? Review of Financial Economics, 21(2), 39-52.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rfe.2012.03.001

Gabriel, A. S., Campbell, J. T., Djurdjevic, E., Johnson, R. E., & Rosen, C. C. (2018). Fuzzy
profiles: Comparing and contrasting latent profile analysis and fuzzy set qualitative
comparative analysis for person-centered research. Organizational Research Methods,

39



21(4), 877-904. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428117752466

Gamache, D. L., Neville, F., Bundy, J., & Short, C. E. (2020). Serving differently: CEO
regulatory focus and firm stakeholder strategy. Strategic Management Journal, 41(7),
1305-1335. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3134

Gavetti, G., Greve, H. R., Levinthal, D. A., & Ocasio, W. (2012). The behavioral theory of the
firm: Assessment and prospects. Academy of Management Annals, 6(1), 1-40.
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2012.656841

Gavetti, G., Levinthal, D., & Ocasio, W. (2007). Perspective—Neo-Carnegie: The Carnegie
School’s past, present, and reconstructing for the future. Organization Science, 18(3),
523-536. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1070.0277

George, G., Howard-Grenville, J., Joshi, A., & Tihanyi, L. (2016). Understanding and tackling
societal grand challenges through management research. Academy of Management
Journal, 59(6), 1880—1895. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.4007

Germann, F., Ebbes, P., & Grewal, R. (2015). The Chief Marketing Officer matters! Journal of
Marketing, 79(3), 1-22. https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.14.0244

Glass, C., & Cook, A. (2016). Leading at the top: Understanding women’s challenges above the
glass ceiling. The Leadership Quarterly, 27(1), 51-63.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2015.09.003

Graf-Vlachy, L., Bundy, J., & Hambrick, D. C. (2020). Effects of an advancing tenure on CEO
cognitive complexity. Organization Science, 31(4), 936-959.
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2019.1336

Gupta, A. K., & Govindarajan, V. (1984). Business unit strategy, managerial characteristics, and
business unit effectiveness at strategy implementation. Academy of Management Journal,
27(1), 25-41. https://doi.org/10.5465/255955

Gupta, A., & Misangyi, V. F. (2018). Follow the leader (or not): The influence of peer CEOs’
characteristics on interorganizational imitation. Strategic Management Journal, 39(5),
1437-1472. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2765

Gupta, A., Nadkarni, S., & Mariam, M. (2019). Dispositional sources of managerial discretion:
CEO ideology, CEO personality, and firm strategies. Administrative Science Quarterly,
64(4), 855—-893. https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839218793128

Guthrie, J. P., Grimm, C. M., & Smith, K. G. (1991). Environmental change and management
staffing: An empirical study. Journal of Management, 17(4), 735-748.
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700407

Hambrick, D. C. (1994). Top management groups: A conceptual integration and reconsideration
of the “team” label. Research in Organizational Behavior, 16, 171-213.

Hambrick, D. C. (2005). Upper echelons theory: Origins, twists, and turns, and lessons learned.
In K. G. Smith & M. A. Hitt (Eds.), Great Minds in Management: The Process of Theory
Development (pp. 109—127). Oxford University Press.

Hambrick, D. C., & Abrahamson, E. (1995). Assessing managerial discretion across industries:
A multimethod approach. Academy of Management Journal, 38(5), 1427-1441.
https://doi.org/10.5465/256864

Hambrick, D. C., & Crossland, C. (2018). A strategy for behavioral strategy: Appraisal of small,
midsize, and large tent conceptions of this embryonic community. In M. Augier, C. Fang,
& V. Rindova (Eds.), Advances in Strategic Management, Volume 39 (Behavioral
Strategy in Perspective, pp. 23-39). Emerald Publishing Limited.
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0742-332220180000039002

40



Hambrick, D. C., & D’Aveni, R. A. (1992). Top team deterioration as part of the downward
spiral of large corporate bankruptcies. Management Science, 38(10), 1445—-1466.
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.38.10.1445

Hambrick, D. C., & Finkelstein, S. (1987). Managerial discretion: A bridge between polar views
of organizational outcomes. Research in Organizational Behavior, 9, 369—406.

Hambrick, D. C., Finkelstein, S., & Mooney, A. C. (2005). Executive job demands: New insights
for explaining strategic decisions and leader behaviors. Academy of Management Review,
30(3), 472-491. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2005.17293355

Hambrick, D. C., & Mason, P. A. (1984). Upper echelons: The organization as a reflection of its
top managers. Academy of Management Review, 9(2), 193-206.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1984.4277628

Hambrick, D. C., & Quigley, T. J. (2014). Toward more accurate contextualization of the CEO
effect on firm performance. Strategic Management Journal, 35(4), 473-491.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2108

Hambrick, D. C., & Wowak, A. J. (2021a). Strategic leadership. In I. M. Duhaime, M. A. Hitt, &
M. A. Lyles (Eds.) Strategic management: state of the field and its future (pp. 337-353).
Oxford University Press.

Hambrick, D. C., & Wowak, A. J. (2021b). CEO sociopolitical activism: A stakeholder
alignment model. Academy of Management Review, 46(1), 33-59.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2018.0084

Hannan, M. T., & Freeman, J. (1977). The population ecology of organizations. American
Journal of Sociology, 82(5), 929-964. https://doi.org/10.1086/226424

Harrison, J. S., Thurgood, G. R., Boivie, S., & Pfarrer, M. D. (2019). Measuring CEO
personality: Developing, validating, and testing a linguistic tool. Strategic Management
Journal, 40(8), 1316—1330. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3023

Hayward, M. L. A., & Hambrick, D. C. (1997). Explaining the premiums paid for large
acquisitions: Evidence of CEO hubris. Administrative Science Quarterly, 42(1), 103—-127.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393810

Helfat, C. E., & Peteraf, M. A. (2015). Managerial cognitive capabilities and the
microfoundations of dynamic capabilities. Strategic Management Journal, 36(6), 831—
850. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2247

Higgins, E. T. (1998). Promotion and prevention: Regulatory focus as a motivational principle.
In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in Experimental Social Psychology (Vol. 30, pp. 1-46).
Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60381-0

Hill, A. D., Johnson, S. G., Greco, L. M., O’Boyle, E. H., & Walter, S. L. (2021). Endogeneity:
A review and agenda for the methodology-practice divide affecting micro and macro
research. Journal of Management, 47(1), 105-143.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320960533

Hill, A. D., Petrenko, O. V., Ridge, J. W., & Aime, F. (2019). Videometric measurement of
individual characteristics in difficult to access subject pools: Demonstrating with CEOs.
In Standing on the Shoulders of Giants (Vol. 11, pp. 39—61). Emerald Publishing
Limited. https://doi.org/10.1108/S1479-838720190000011005

Hiller, N. J., & Hambrick, D. C. (2005). Conceptualizing executive hubris: The role of (hyper-
)core self-evaluations in strategic decision-making. Strategic Management Journal,
26(4), 297-319. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.455

Hoskisson, R. E., Chirico, F., Zyung, J. (Daniel), & Gambeta, E. (2017). Managerial risk taking:

41



A multitheoretical review and future research agenda. Journal of Management, 43(1),
137-169. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316671583

House, R. J., & Aditya, R. N. (1997). The social scientific study of leadership: Quo vadis?
Journal of Management, 23(3), 409—473. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-2063(97)90037-
4

Huang, S., Battisti, M., & Pickernell, D. (2021). CEO regulatory focus as the microfoundation of
organizational ambidexterity: A configurational approach. Journal of Business Research,
125, 26-38. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.12.004

Ingersoll, A. R., Glass, C., Cook, A., & Olsen, K. J. (2019). Power, status and expectations: How
narcissism manifests among women CEOs. Journal of Business Ethics, 158(4), 893-907.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-017-3730-0

Jiang, W., Wang, L., Chu, Z., & Zheng, C. (2020). How does CEO regulatory focus matter? The
impacts of CEO promotion and prevention focus on firm strategic change. Group &
Organization Management, 45(3), 386—416. https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601119891268

Johnson, P. D., Smith, M. B., Wallace, J. C., Hill, A. D., & Baron, R. A. (2015). A review of
multilevel regulatory focus in organizations. Journal of Management, 41(5), 1501-1529.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206315575552

Johnson, S. G., Schnatterly, K., & Hill, A. D. (2013). Board composition beyond independence:
Social capital, human capital, and demographics. Journal of Management, 39(1), 232—
262. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312463938

Jost, J. T. (2006). The end of the end of ideology. American Psychologist, 61(7), 651.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.61.7.651

Jost, J. T., Nosek, B. A., & Gosling, S. D. (2008). Ideology: its resurgence in social, personality,
and political psychology. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 3(2), 126—136.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6916.2008.00070.x

Judge, T. A., Cable, D. M., Boudreau, J. W., & Bretz Jr., R. D. (1995). An empirical
investigation of the predictors of executive career success. Personnel Psychology, 48(3),
485-519. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1995.tb01767.x

Jung, J., & Shin, T. (2019). Learning not to diversify: The transformation of graduate business
education and the decline of diversifying acquisitions. Administrative Science Quarterly,
64(2), 337-369. https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839218768520

Kashmiri, S., Gala, P., & Nicol, C. D. (2019). Seeking pleasure or avoiding pain: Influence of
CEO regulatory focus on firms’ advertising, R&D, and marketing controversies. Journal
of Business Research, 105, 227-242. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.08.022

Keegan, J., & Kabanoff, B. (2008). Indirect industry-and subindustry-level managerial discretion
measurement. Organizational Research Methods, 11(4), 682—694.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428107308897

Kets De Vries, M. F. R., & Miller, D. (1984). Neurotic style and organizational pathology.
Strategic Management Journal, 5(1), 35-55. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250050104

Kish-Gephart, J. J., & Campbell, J. T. (2015). You don’t forget your roots: The influence of CEO
social class background on strategic risk taking. Academy of Management Journal, 58(6),
1614-1636. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2013.1204

Koénig, A., Mammen, J., Luger, J., Fehn, A., & Enders, A. (2018). Silver Bullet or ricochet?
CEOs’ use of metaphorical communication and infomediaries’ evaluations. Academy of
Management Journal, 61(4), 1196—1230. https://doi.org/10.5465/am;j.2016.0626

Kowalzick, M., & Appels, M. (2022). To change or not to change? Evidence on the steadiness of

42



more hubristic CEOs. Journal of Management, 01492063221104398.
https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063221104398

Krakowski, S., Luger, J., & Raisch, S. (2022) Artificial intelligence and the changing sources of
competitive advantage. Strategic Management Journal (In-press). DOI:
10.1002/smj.3387.

Krause, R., Li, W., Ma, X., & Bruton, G. D. (2019). The board chair effect across countries: An
institutional view. Strategic Management Journal, 40(10), 1570-1592.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3057

Krause, R., & Miller, T. L. (2020). From strategic leaders to societal leaders: On the expanding
social role of executives and boards. Journal of Management, 46(8), 1315-1321.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320950439

Krause, R., Semadeni, M., & Cannella, A. A. (2014). CEO duality: A review and research
agenda. Journal of Management, 40(1), 256-286.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313503013

Lanaj, K., Chang, C.-H., & Johnson, R. E. (2012). Regulatory focus and work-related outcomes:
A review and meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 138(5), 998.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027723

Langewiesche, W. (2019, September 2). What really brought down the Boeing 737 Max? New
York Times. https://www.nytimes.com/2019/09/18/magazine/boeing-737-max-
crashes.html

Lawrence, B. S. (1997). Perspective—The black box of organizational demography.
Organization Science, 8(1), 1-22. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.8.1.1

Li, J., & Tang, Y. (2010). CEO hubris and firm risk taking in China: The moderating role of
managerial discretion. Academy of Management Journal, 53(1), 45—68.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.48036912

Lieberson, S., & O’Connor, J. F. (1972). Leadership and organizational performance: A study of
large corporations. American Sociological Review, 37(2), 117-130.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2094020

Liu, C. (2021). Why do firms fail to engage diversity? A behavioral strategy perspective.
Organization Science, 32(5), 1193—-1209. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2020.1425

Mackey, A. (2008). The effect of CEOs on firm performance. Strategic Management Journal,
29(12), 1357—-1367. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.708

Magnan, M. L., & St-Onge, S. (1997). Bank performance and executive compensation: A
managerial discretion perspective. Strategic Management Journal, 18(7), 573-581.
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7<573:: AID-SMJ900>3.0.CO;2-K

Malhotra, S., Reus, T. H., Zhu, P., & Roelofsen, E. M. (2018). The acquisitive nature of
extraverted CEOs. Administrative Science Quarterly, 63(2), 370-408.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839217712240

Malmendier, U., Tate, G., & Yan, J. (2011). Overconfidence and early-life experiences: The
effect of managerial traits on corporate financial policies. The Journal of Finance, 66(5),
1687-1733. https://doi.org/10.1111/.1540-6261.2011.01685.x

March, J. G., & Simon, H. A. (1958). Organizations. New York. John Wiley & Sons.

McClelland, P. L., Liang, X., & Barker, V. L. (2010). CEO commitment to the status quo:
Replication and extension using content analysis. Journal of Management, 36(5), 1251—
1277. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206309345019

Meyer-Doyle, P., Lee, S., & Helfat, C. E. (2019). Disentangling the microfoundations of

43



acquisition behavior and performance. Strategic Management Journal, 40(11), 1733—
1756. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3069

Michel, J. G., & Hambrick, D. C. (1992). Diversification posture and top management team
characteristics. Academy of Management Journal, 35(1), 9-37.
https://doi.org/10.5465/256471

Miller, D. (1991). Stale in the saddle: CEO tenure and the match between organization and
environment. Management Science, 37(1), 34-52. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.37.1.34

Mintzberg, H. (1970). Structured observation as a method to study managerial work. Journal of
Management Studies, 7(1), 87-104.

Misangyi, V.F., Greckhamer, T., Furnari, S., Fiss, P.C., Crilly, D., & Aguilera, R. 2017.
Embracing causal complexity: The emergence of a neo-configurational perspective.
Journal of Management, 43(1): 255.282. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316679252

Murray, A., Rhymer, J., & Sirmon, D. G. (2021). Humans and technology: Forms of conjoined
agency in organizations. Academy of Management Review, 46(3), 552-571.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2019.0186

Neely, B. H., Lovelace, J. B., Cowen, A. P., & Hiller, N. J. (2020). Metacritiques of upper
echelons theory: Verdicts and recommendations for future research. Journal of
Management, 46(6), 1029-1062. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320908640

Nickerson, J., A., & Zenger, T., R. (2022). What is strategic leadership? Alternative conceptions
of strategic leaders as value creators (Strategic Management Review Call for Proposals).
https://www.strategicmanagementreview.net/special%20issues%20and%20events.html

Olsen, K. J., & Stekelberg, J. (2015). CEO Narcissism and Corporate Tax Sheltering. Journal of
the American Taxation Association, 38(1), 1-22. https://doi.org/10.2308/atax-51251

Opper, S., Nee, V., & Holm, H. J. (2017). Risk aversion and guanxi activities: A behavioral
analysis of CEOs in China. Academy of Management Journal, 60(4), 1504—1530.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2015.0355

Pan, L., McNamara, G., Lee, J. J., Haleblian, J. (John), & Devers, C. E. (2018). Give it to us
straight (most of the time): Top managers’ use of concrete language and its effect on
investor reactions. Strategic Management Journal, 39(8), 2204-2225.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2733

Pan, Y. (2017). The determinants and impact of executive-firm matches. Management Science,
63(1), 185-200. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2015.2278

Patel, P. C., & Cooper, D. (2014). The harder they fall, the faster they rise: Approach and
avoidance focus in narcissistic CEOs. Strategic Management Journal, 35(10), 1528—
1540. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2162

Peteraf, M., & Reed, R. (2007). Managerial discretion and internal alignment under regulatory
constraints and change. Strategic Management Journal, 28(11), 1089-1112.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.628

Petrenko, O. V., Aime, F., Ridge, J., & Hill, A. (2016). Corporate social responsibility or CEO
narcissism? CSR motivations and organizational performance. Strategic Management
Journal, 37(2), 262-279. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2348

Pettigrew, A. M. (1992). On studying managerial elites. Strategic Management Journal, 13(S2),
163—-182. https://doi.org/10.1002/sm;.4250130911

Pfeffer, J. (1993). Barriers to the advance of organizational science: Paradigm development as a
dependent variable. Academy of Management Review, 18(4), 599—620.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1993.9402210152

44



Ployhart, R. E., & Hale, D. (2014). The fascinating psychological microfoundations and strategy
and competitive advantage. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and
Organizational Behavior, 1, 145-172.

Powell, T. C., Lovallo, D., & Fox, C. R. (2011). Behavioral strategy. Strategic Management
Journal, 32(13), 1369—-1386. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.968

Priem, R. L., Lyon, D. W., & Dess, G. G. (1999). Inherent limitations of demographic proxies in
top management team heterogeneity research. Journal of Management, 25(6), 935-953.
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639902500607

Quigley, T. J., Chirico, F., & Bau, M. (2021). Does the CEO effect on performance differ in
private versus public firms? Strategic Organization, 14761270211018184.
https://doi.org/10.1177/14761270211018183

Quigley, T. J., & Graffin, S. D. (2017). Reaffirming the CEO effect is significant and much
larger than chance: A comment on Fitza (2014). Strategic Management Journal, 38(3),
793-801. https://doi.org/10.1002/sm;j.2503

Quigley, T. J., & Hambrick, D. C. (2015). Has the “CEO effect” increased in recent decades? A
new explanation for the great rise in America’s attention to corporate leaders. Strategic
Management Journal, 36(6), 821-830. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2258

Raisch, S., & Krakowski, S. (2021). Artificial intelligence and management: The automation—
augmentation paradox. Academy of Management Review, 46(1), 192-210.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2018.0072

Raskin, R. (1988). A principal-components analysis of the Narcissistic Personality Inventory and
further evidence of its construct validity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
54(5), 890. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.5.890

Rijsenbilt, A., & Commandeur, H. (2013). Narcissus enters the courtroom: CEO narcissism and
fraud. Journal of Business Ethics, 117(2), 413-429. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-
1528-7

Rosenberg, M. J. (1956). Cognitive structure and attitudinal affect. The Journal of Abnormal and
Social Psychology, 53(3), 367-372. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0044579

Samimi, M., Cortes, A. F., Anderson, M. H., & Herrmann, P. (2022). What is strategic
leadership? Developing a framework for future research. The Leadership Quarterly,
33(3), 101353. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2019.101353

Scoresby, R. B., Withers, M. C., & Ireland, R. D. (2021). The effect of CEO regulatory focus on
changes to investments in R&D. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 38(4),
401-420. https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12591

Semadeni, M., Chin, M. K., & Krause, R. (2022). Pumping the brakes: Examining the impact of
CEO political ideology divergence on firm responses. Academy of Management Journal,
65(2), 516-544. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2019.1131

Semadeni, M., Withers, M. C., & Certo, S. T. (2014). The perils of endogeneity and instrumental
variables in strategy research: Understanding through simulations. Strategic Management
Journal, 35(7), 1070-1079. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2136

Shaver, J. M. (1998). Accounting for endogeneity when assessing strategy performance: Does
entry mode choice affect FDI survival? Management Science, 44(4), 571-585.
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.44.4.571

Shen, W., & Cannella, A. A. (2002). Power dynamics within top management and their impacts
on CEO dismissal followed by inside succession. Academy of Management Journal,
45(6), 1195-1206. https://doi.org/10.5465/3069434

45



Shinkle, G. A., Hodgkinson, G. P., & Gary, M. S. (2021). Government policy changes and
organizational goal setting: Extensions to the behavioral theory of the firm. Journal of
Business Research, 129, 406—417. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.02.056

Simon, H. A. (1947). Administrative behavior: A study of decision-making processes in
administrative organization. Macmillan.

Simsek, Z., Heavey, C., & Fox, B. C. (2018). Interfaces of strategic leaders: A conceptual
framework, review, and research agenda. Journal of Management, 44(1), 280-324.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206317739108

Simsek, Z., Heavey, C., & Veiga, J. (Jack) F. (2010). The impact of CEO core self-evaluation on
the firm’s entrepreneurial orientation. Strategic Management Journal, 31(1), 110-119.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.800

Sirmon, D. G. (2021). Extending the microfoundations of capability development and utilization:
The role of agentic technology and identity-based community. In I. M. Duhaime, M. A.
Hitt, & M. A. Lyles (Eds.) Strategic management: state of the field and its future. Oxford
University Press.

Smith, W. K., & Lewis, M. W. (2022). Both/and thinking: Embracing creative tensions to solve
your toughest problems. Harvard Business Review Press.

Sparrowe, R. T., & Liden, R. C. (1997). Process and Structure in Leader-Member Exchange.
Academy of Management Review, 22(2), 522-552.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1997.9707154068

Tang, Y., Mack, D. Z., & Chen, G. (2018). The differential effects of CEO narcissism and hubris
on corporate social responsibility. Strategic Management Journal, 39(5), 1370-1387.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2761

Tihanyi, L. (2020). From “That’s Interesting” to “That’s Important.” Academy of Management
Journal, 63(2), 329-331. https://doi.org/10.5465/am;j.2020.4002

Tihanyi, L., Graffin, S., & George, G. (2014). Rethinking governance in management research.
Academy of Management Journal, 57(6), 1535—1543.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.4006

Tyler, B. B., & Steensma, H. K. (1998). The effects of executives’ experiences and perceptions
on their assessment of potential technological alliances. Strategic Management Journal,
19(10), 939-965. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199810)19:10<939::AID-
SMJ978>3.0.CO;2-Z

Unsal, O., Hassan, M. K., & Zirek, D. (2016). Corporate lobbying, CEO political ideology and
firm performance. Journal of Corporate Finance, 38, 126—149.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorptin.2016.04.001

Vera, D., Bonardi, J.-P., Hitt, M. A., & Withers, M. C. (2022). Extending the boundaries of
strategic leadership research. The Leadership Quarterly, 33(3), 101617.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2022.101617

Vera, D., & Crossan, M. (2004). Strategic leadership and organizational learning. Academy of
Management Review, 29(2), 222-240. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2004.12736080

Wales, W. J., Patel, P. C., & Lumpkin, G. T. (2013). In pursuit of greatness: CEO narcissism,
entrepreneurial orientation, and firm performance variance. Journal of Management
Studies, 50(6), 1041-1069. https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12034

Wang, D., Du, F., & Marquis, C. (2019). Defending Mao’s dream: How politicians’ ideological
imprinting affects firms’ political appointment in China. Academy of Management
Journal, 62(4), 1111-1136. https://doi.org/10.5465/am;j.2016.1198

46



Wang, G., Holmes Jr., R. M., Oh, L.-S., & Zhu, W. (2016). Do CEOs matter to firm strategic
actions and firm performance? A meta-analytic investigation based on upper echelons
theory. Personnel Psychology, 69(4), 775-862. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12140

Wangrow, D. B., Schepker, D. J., & Barker, V. L. (2015). Managerial discretion: An empirical
review and focus on future research directions. Journal of Management, 41(1), 99—135.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314554214

Withers, M. C., & Fitza, M. A. (2017). Do board chairs matter? The influence of board chairs on
firm performance. Strategic Management Journal, 38(6), 1343—1355.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2587

Wowak, A. J., Busenbark, J. R., & Hambrick, D. C. (2022). How do employees react when their
CEO speaks out? Intra- and extra-firm implications of CEO sociopolitical activism.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 67(2), 553-593.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00018392221078584

Wowak, A. J., Hambrick, D. C., & Henderson, A. D. (2011). Do CEOs encounter within-tenure
settling up? A multiperiod perspective on executive pay and dismissal. Academy of
Management Journal, 54(4), 719-739. https://doi.org/10.5465/am;j.2011.64869961

Zhang, C. M., & Greve, H. R. (2019). Dominant coalitions directing acquisitions: Different
decision makers, different decisions. Academy of Management Journal, 62(1), 44-65.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2017.0323

Zhang, Y. (Anthea), & Shaw, J. D. (2012). Publishing in AMJ—Part 5: Crafting the methods and
results. Academy of Management Journal, 55(1), 8—12.
https://doi.org/10.5465/am;.2012.4001

47



AUTHOR BIOGRAPHIES

Craig Crossland is a Professor of Management & Organization in the Mendoza College of
Business at the University of Notre Dame. He received his Ph.D. from the Pennsylvania State
University. His research interests focus on strategic leadership, corporate governance, and
behavioral strategy.

Joanna T. Campbell is an Associate Professor of Management at the Carl H. Lindner College of
Business at the University of Cincinnati and a Research Affiliate at the University of Notre
Dame. She holds a Ph.D. from Texas A&M University. Joanna’s research interests include
strategic leadership and governance, stakeholder strategy, and configurational theory and
methods. Her work has been published in outlets such as Academy of Management Journal,
Academy of Management Review, Journal of Management, Organizational Research Methods,
and Strategic Management Journal.

Aaron D. Hill is an Associate Professor in the Management Department of the Warrington
College of Business at the University of Florida. He received his PhD from Oklahoma State
University. His research focuses on strategic leadership and governance and has been published
in outlets such as the Academy of Management Journal, Journal of Management, Organization
Science, and Strategic Management Journal, among others.

48



