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About 22% of CEO’s in Farkas and De Backer’s (1996) sample primarily used the human assets 

approach. 

About 15% of Farkas and De Backer’s (1996) sample was composed of CEOs whom 

favor the expertise approach.  Expertise CEOs believe a specific, proprietary expertise should 

provide focus to the organization, and therefore, these CEOs spend most of their time 

investigating new technologies and advancing the technical knowledge of employees.  CEOs 

using the expertise approach often increase research and development budgets and rely heavily 

on the recruitment and feedback of engineers, scientists, and other technical experts. 

The most prevalent approach CEOs in Farkas and De Backer’s (1996) sample used was 

the box approach, which included about 25% of the sample.  CEOs that employ the box approach 

place emphasis on controlling the organization and ensure compliance with procedures, 

organizational culture and values, and numerical goals and targets.  CEOs using the box 

approach spend their time ensuring the right boundaries are set for the organization and 

following up on instances when boundaries were crossed (e.g., missed deadlines or financial 

goals).  Though the box approach is practiced by CEOs in numerous industries, this approach is 

most prevalent in highly regulated industries. 

The final approach identified by Farkas and De Backer (1996) is the change approach 

which is the predominant approach of about 18% of the sample of CEOs.  CEOs using the 

change approach view organizational transformation as central to the organizations mission.  

Change can occur in operating procedures, compensation programs, or even water cooler 

conversations.  CEOs employing the change approach spend most of their time inspiring change 

by communicating with and motivating personnel at all organizational levels.  Though CEOs 
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often use elements of each of more than one approach, Farkas and De Backer (1996) found most 

CEOs to focus on one, or sometimes two, approaches. 

Similarly, Hanin (2007) described four types of head coaches which are the player 

developer, emergency leader, national team head coach, and international-level coaches working 

abroad.  Similar to the CEO using the human assets approach (Farkas & De Backer, 1996), the 

player developer is often very analytical and creative, but also very skilled in interpersonal 

relations with their players, team leaders, and team management (Hanin, 2007).  The emergency 

leader is often more task oriented and skilled in inspiring change within the team, however, the 

emergency leader is often motivated by challenge and may experience difficulties forging 

relationships with players and team management (Hanin, 2007).  Successful national team head 

coaches need strong communication skills as well as the ability to forge strong interpersonal 

relationships with both internal and external stakeholders (Hanin, 2007).  Additionally, national 

team head coaches need sensitivity to lead key players (Hanin, 2007).  Finally, international-

level coaches working abroad require, in addition to professional skills and coaching 

experiences, cross-cultural competence, an appreciation for diversity, and a strong understanding 

of management practices in the host country. 

Hanin (2007) described the four types of head coaches, in part to acknowledge the unique 

skillsets required for certain types of coaches to influence their followers, but also to characterize 

the context in which different types of coaches lead.  Hanin (2007) stated the player developer, 

whom is skillful in developing relationships as well as players, experience success over longer 

durations and typically stay with a team for longer than most coaches (i.e., five to six years).  In 

contrast, the emergency leader is a short-term answer to a crisis situation (Hanin, 2007).  The 

emergency leader, inept at forging long-term relationships and motivated by excitement and 
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challenges, must regularly transfer from team to team in order to achieve success and fulfill 

internal desires (Hanin, 2007).  More unique in terms of tenure and mobility are the national 

team head coaches and the international-level coaches working abroad.  National team head 

coaches and international-level coaches working abroad can be especially vulnerable to dismissal 

based on their abilities to communicate with and understand various internal and external 

stakeholders (Hanin, 2007). 

Leadership as an Activity 

Often the lines between leadership styles and leadership as an activity can be blurred due 

to the substantial overlap that exists between the two areas of leadership research.  For example, 

the behaviors, human capital, and social/political abilities of leaders contribute to both leadership 

styles and activity (Hall et al., 2004; Soucie, 1994).  These various aspects of both leadership 

styles and activities can contribute to interactions between leaders and followers, organizational 

outcomes, and even the promotion or retention of leaders (Berlew & Hall, 1966; Fredrickson et 

al., 1988; Hall et al., 2004; Olafson & Hasting, 1988; Selznick, 1957; Soucie, 1994; 

Thoroughgood & Padilla, 2013). 

Though the bulk of leadership research in the past century focused extensively on leader 

qualities and how leaders interact with followers, some scholars argued that an understanding of 

the context and role of leadership must first be understood (Hall et al., 2004; Selznick, 1957).  

Largely neglected due to the greater research attention on leadership styles were “factors like the 

analytic and perceptual ability of leaders, their intelligence and experience, or their capacity to 

differentiate good from bad decisions are not incorporated into frameworks that focus only on 

style” (Day & Lord, 1988, p. 459).  Early literature by Selznick (1957) provided a framework for 

much of the recent research examining these aforementioned neglected leadership factors, 
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especially in the field of strategic management and executive turnover (e.g., Chen, Luo, Tang, & 

Tong, 2014; Cowen & Marcel, 2011; Finkelstein et al., 2009; Gomulya & Boeker, 2015). 

In forging the framework for leadership in strategic management, Selznick (1957) 

defined leadership as an activity which revolves around critical decision-making intended to 

address the needs of social situations.  Selznick’s (1957) definition of leadership differs from 

definitions based on routine interactions between leaders and followers due to the emphasis on 

critical decision-making as opposed to routine decision-making.  Therefore, Selznick (1957) 

proposed the “executive becomes a statesman as he makes the transition from administrative 

management to institutional leadership” (p. 4, 154). 

Selznick (1957) used the notion of an executive as a statesman to demonstrate the 

political nature of leadership activities.  He described how political power struggles between 

organizational units and personnel form within organizations.  Often these political contests are 

among personnel vying for top management team promotions.  Moreover, promotions, and the 

dismissals that pave the way for others’ promotions, are decided, in part, by the 

institutionalization of rules and values within the organization as a result of current and past 

leaders whom have infused their values within the organization (Selznick, 1957).  Selznick’s 

(1957) ideas of political competitions for promotions and dismissals being determined by 

organizations embodying the values of their leaders have led many scholars to the connection 

between politics and executive dismissals and promotions (e.g., Boeker, 1992; Daily & Johnson, 

1997; Finkelstein, 1992; Finkelstein et al., 2009; Frederickson et al., 1988; Gomulya & Boeker, 

2015; Ocasio, 1999). 

Following Selznick (1957), research regarding executive departures has been identified 

as an important area of research (Finkelstein et al., 2009; Fredrickson et al., 1988).  The 
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importance of executive departures stems from the CEO being viewed as the most powerful 

member of an organization (Daily & Johnson, 1997; Farkas & De Backer, 1996) and responsible 

for organizational results (Farkas & De Backer, 1996; Soebbing & Washington, 2011).  Despite 

research findings to the contrary by some scholars, it is widely believed powerful CEOs have a 

substantial impact on organizational performance (Crossland & Hambrick, 2011; Daily & 

Johnson, 1997; Day & Lord, 1988; Hambrick & Quigley, 2014).  

Executive Departures 

A substantial portion of the extant literature examining executive successions failed to 

identify the whether the predecessors’ departures were voluntary prior to examining the causes 

of those departures or subsequent organizational performance following the departure (Bennett et 

al., 2003; Boeker, 1992; Fredrickson et al., 1988; Friedman & Singh, 1989; Puffer & Weintrop, 

1991).  Voluntary and involuntary executive departures occur as a result of retirements, 

resignations, deaths, or dismissals (Finkelstein et al., 2009; Fredrickson et al., 1988; Furtado & 

Kuran, 1990).  More specifically, Weisbach (1988) identified 13 reasons CEOs voluntarily 

resign according to an examination of Wall Street Journal reports.  Some of these reasons 

include departing due to compulsory retirement policies, poor performance, disagreements with 

boards of directors, and personal reasons.  However, during the process of a succession, the true 

reasons for the succession are often not revealed (Brown, 1982; Haynes et al., 2015; Maxcy, 

2013; Weisbach, 1988). 

Executive retirements, specifically, have received a marginal amount of attention from 

scholars.  Weisbach (1988) found a high correlation between the likelihood of a planned 

resignation and CEO age, which he attributed to being largely due to a substantial amount of 

resignations occurring on CEOs’ 65th birthdays.  Weisbach (1988) found about 38% of CEO 
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turnover from 1974 through 1983 to be a result of retirement.  Similarly, in Maxcy’s (2013) 

study of college football coaches from 2002 through 2011, 25% of head coach turnover was a 

result of retirements.  Though all successions can have organizational performance implications 

(Cannella & Rowe, 1995), there is little mystery in many retirement decisions, therefore, 

retirement decisions are of less theoretical interest than dismissals (Finkelstein et al., 2009; 

Fredrickson et al., 1988). 

CEO Dismissals 

Fredrickson et al. (1988) defined a CEO dismissal as a “situation in which the CEO’s 

departure is ad hoc (e.g., not part of a mandatory retirement policy) and against his or her will” 

(p. 255). Frick et al. (2010) defined a dismissal as “the result of a premature termination of a 

contract of employment.  It can be by mutual consent or without the explicit approval of both 

parties to the contract” (p. 151). Between Fredrickson et al. (1988) and Frick et al. (2010), there 

seems to be a difference of opinion with regard to the consent of the dismissed party.  This 

difference of opinion may be cleared up understanding the individual(s) who make dismissal 

decisions.  Puffer and Weintrop (1991) stated boards of directors are responsible for making 

CEO turnover decisions.  For the similar position of head coaches in college football, it is the 

athletic director (Marburger, 2015). 

Dismissals are a tool used to hold CEOs accountable (Cannella & Lubatkin, 1993; 

Crossland & Chen, 2013).  In making the decision to dismiss a CEO, a board of directors must 

evaluate the ability of that CEO and sometimes compare that CEOs ability to that CEO’s 

compensation in order to decide if the CEO is still valuable to the firm.  Ertgrul and Krishnan 

(2011) stated boards of directors assess the ability of their CEOs by examining various facets of 

their work (e.g., investment proposals, strategy initiatives, short and long-term decisions).  
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Borland and Lye (1996) argued boards of directors will acquire private information on the 

CEO’s ability.  Since those stakeholders outside the firm typically do not have access to this 

private information, the market for CEOs will assume that CEOs retained by a firm are high-

ability CEOs, which causes the CEOs wages to increase until the board of directors deems it 

unprofitable to retain the CEO relative to that CEO’s ability (Borland & Lye, 1996). 

Boards of directors appoint CEOs as leaders of their organizations to control and manage 

the outcomes of their organization (Soebbing & Washington, 2011).  However, these 

organizational outcomes are often multidimensional which can be measured a variety of ways 

(e.g., stock price, sales growth, return on assets, profit; Day & Lord, 1988; Donoher, Reed, & 

Storrud-Barnes, 2007; Finkelstein et al., 2009; Kesner & Sebora, 1994). 

As a result of particular organizational performance criteria, the overall consensus among 

scholars is poor performance results in higher dismissal probabilities (Allen, Panian & Lotz, 

1979; Boeker, 1992; Coughlan & Schmidt, 1985; Eitzen & Yetman, 1972; Farrell & Whidbee, 

2003; Fizel & D’Itri, 1997, 1999; Frick et al., 2010; Friedman & Singh, 1989; Gamson & Scotch, 

1964; Grusky, 1963; Pieper, Nüesch, & Franck, 2014; Puffer & Weintrop 1991; Warner, Watts, 

& Wruck, 1988; Zhang, 2006).  Though organizational performance is a significant factor, it has 

only been moderately effective in predicting dismissals (Fredrickson et al., 1988; Finkelstein et 

al., 2009; Kesner & Sebora, 1994; Pitcher, Chreim, & Kisfalvi, 2000).  For instance, Ertugrul 

and Krishnan (2011) found 49% of CEO dismissals occurred without evidence of poor stock 

performance in their industry which is one of many measures of organizational performance.  

Similarly, other scholars concluded organizational performance accounts for less than half of the 

variance in the dismissal decision (Fredrickson et al., 1988; Kesner & Sebora, 1994; Pitcher et 

al., 2000; Warner et al., 1988).  One potential confounding factor reducing the effect of 



   

 

153 

 

organizational performance on CEO dismissal could be the relationship between financial fraud 

and organizational performance (Black, 2005).  Other factors could be explained by Fredrickson 

et al.’s (1988) CEO dismissal model which incorporates four key socio-political factors (i.e., the 

allegiances and values of the board of directors, incumbent CEO’s power, expectations and 

attributions of the CEO, and availability of alternative candidates to replace the CEO) to explain 

the non-performance based portion of the CEO dismissal decision. 

Socio-Political Dismissal Forces 

The dismissal process is an informal, sociopolitical process, more than it is a formal 

process (Hall et al., 2004) and dismissals can be best explained by social and political forces 

(Finkelstein et al., 2009; Fredrickson et al., 1988; Selznick, 1957).  Fredrickson et al. (1988) 

modelled CEO dismissals using four socio-political forces.  The four sociopolitical forces 

identified by Fredrickson et al. (1988) are the (a) allegiances and values of the board of directors, 

(b) incumbent CEO’s power, (c) expectations and attributions of the CEO, and (d) availability of 

alternative candidates to replace the CEO.  Fredrickson et al. (1988) defined these socio-political 

forces as pertaining to interpersonal relationships, coalitions, and power.  Interpersonal 

relationships, coalitions, and power are key factors in dismissals because board members are 

self-interested actors with concerns for wealth, reputation, and friendships–all of which are often 

considered in a CEO dismissal decision (Fredrickson et al., 1988).  Therefore, several factors 

associated with the board or directors, the CEO, the former CEO, the firm, and the industry all 

interact to play a role in the dismissal decision (Flickinger et al., 2015; Fredrickson et al., 1988).  

Fredrickson et al. (1988) further explained these four socio-political forces, in conjunction with 

organizational performance, affect the likelihood of CEO dismissals in a ceteris paribus fashion.   
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Boards of Directors’ Allegiances and Values 

Since the board of directors decides whether to dismiss or retain a CEO (Puffer & 

Weintrop, 1991), and may be motivated by self-interest (Fredrickson et al., 1988), they may 

choose to retain (dismiss) a poor (high) performing or low (high) ability CEO based on their 

individual interests or pressures they may face to make a particular decision (Mintzberg, 1983).  

These biases, both conscious and unconscious, affect the perspectives of board members as they 

seek information regarding the CEO’s performance and ability (Cannella & Lubatkin, 1993; 

Dahl, 1994; Fredrickson et al., 1988).  These self-interest directed CEO dismissal decisions may 

be based on how the CEO will affect directors’ fees, the overall personal wealth of the director, 

the status and reputation of the director, or directors’ various relationships (including the 

relationship with the CEO) (Finkelstein et al., 2009; Fredrickson et al., 1988). 

Additionally, board members who are involved in governance changes that may be 

detrimental to the interests of executives are more likely to become increasingly socially isolated, 

both in the firm experiencing governance changes and in external firms (Westphal & Khanna, 

2003).  The increased isolation experienced by board members is especially evident for those 

board members whom do not already possess a high social status (Westphal & Khanna, 2003).  

Furthermore, board members who previously experienced social distancing are less likely to 

engage in governance changes that are incongruent with the interest of the firm’s executives 

(Westphal & Khanna, 2003). 

Acknowledging the difficulty in directly measuring the allegiances and values of the 

board of directors, Fredrickson et al. (1988) identified several possible determinants of boards of 

directors’ allegiances and values.  Additionally, through examining head coaches in college and 

professional football using the Fredrickson et al. (1988) CEO dismissal model, a few additional 
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insights can be provided based on the wealth of accurately measured and available data in sport.  

Further, examining the sport industry and non-sport industry perspectives of allegiances and 

values in dismissal decisions may be helpful in providing a more complete picture of the effect 

of allegiances and values in executive dismissal decisions. 

Interpretations of allegiances and values from sport.  In Holmes’ (2011) examination 

of college football head coach dismissals, Holmes stated the college’s allegiances and values are 

based on the coach’s win-loss record in rivalry and bowl games.  With this interpretation of 

allegiances and values in college football dismissal decisions, Holmes (2011) found a negative 

relationship between team performance in rivalry games and dismissals, however, a bowl game 

win was no more significant than a regular season win.  Therefore, Holmes (2011) concluded 

that allegiances and values (measured by success against rival teams) was a significant factor that 

was negatively related to executive dismissals, as hypothesized.  Though not specifically 

identified by Holmes (2011) as allegiances and values for dismissal decision makers, race and 

alumnus variables for the head coaches are included within the dismissal models and could affect 

network, status, and reputation building for athletic directors. 

Personal connections.  Holmes (2011) found alumni hired as head coaches are less 

likely to be dismissed within their first three years of tenure at their alma mater.  He explained 

universities may benefit from hiring an alumnus coach as a result of favorable media attention or 

improved alumni relations–each having a potential financial benefit.  Additionally, Holmes 

(2011) noted an alumnus head coach may enjoy personal connections to university decision 

makers which could decrease the head coach’s dismissal probability.  He suggested alumni head 

coaches may be better at their positions because they are more willing to give up opportunities to 

coach at more prestigious schools so they could coach at their alma mater.   
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2002; Pi & Lowe, 2011; Salancik & Pfeffer, 1980; Wiersema & Zhang, 2011; Zhang, 2006).  

This power may be derived from various sources including access to resources (e.g., clients, 

regulatory contacts, proprietary technology) (Fredrickson et al., 1988; Pi & Lowe, 2011), 

ownership/voting control (Fredrickson et al., 1988; Pi & Lowe, 2011), personal characteristics 

(e.g., charisma, expertise) (Finkelstein, 1992; Fredrickson et al., 1988), and prestige or external 

status (Finkelstein, 1992; Fralich, 2012; Fredrickson et al., 1988). 

Some of the effect CEO power has on CEO dismissals may be based on the strength of 

the firm.  Though a CEO’s perception of a possible relationship between his/her own reputation 

and his/her firm’s wealth may not influence profitability (Zajac, 1990), firm performance and 

CEO power are interrelated and have positive effects on each other (Daily & Johnson, 1997).  

Additionally, Haynes et al. (2015) stated that even without stock options, CEOs are often 

motivated to increase the current success of their companies for the sake of their own 

reputations.  Though power may also be viewed as authoritativeness in regard to subordinates, 

most studies regarding the effect of CEO power on turnover do not address this form of power.  

However, some insights may be drawn from related literature. 

Power over subordinates.  Several scholars suggested that managers who attempt to 

control their environments through excessive use of power may incite counterproductive 

workplace deviance (Griffin & Lopez, 2013; Sims, 2010).  These acts of deviance may reduce an 

executive’s power and their ability to retain their positions (Holmes, 2011).  Though power may 

indirectly increase dismissal probability as a result of deviance, power itself directly corresponds 

to a lower probability of dismissal which would override the deviance effects.  Therefore, a 

separate measure of deviance may need to be incorporated as a sociopolitical factor in the ceteris 

paribus model of CEO dismissals to separate the effects of power and deviance.  Additionally, 
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this deviance may be reflected in an executives’ reputation which also can diminish power, and 

therefore, increase the probability of dismissal. 

Personal characteristics.  In the market for elite executive talent, the perception of the 

executive is as important as any actual skills or attributes (Ward et al., 1995).  Farquhar (1995) 

echoed this sentiment, stating CEO’s relationships with their constituents and other top 

executives may be more important than proven traits or skills.  Furthermore, search committees 

do not only look for the right CEO in terms of qualifications, but also anticipate how 

stakeholders' relationships will vary over time based on the CEO selected (Farquhar, 1995).  Hall 

et al. (2004) noted stakeholders are influenced by leader reputations which include human 

capital, social capital, and leadership style.  Some of these stakeholders are board members who 

make dismissal decisions (Hall et al., 2004).  Therefore, when CEOs improve their reputations, 

they also decrease their chance of dismissal (Hall et al., 2004). 

Fredrickson et al. (1988) cited personal characteristics such as charisma as sources of 

CEO power used to avoid dismissal.  Finkelstein and Hambrick (1989) added the “[c]reation of a 

personal mystique or patriarchy…may induce unquestioned deference or loyalty” (p. 124).  

However, not all CEOs can communicate and network at the same level as these leaders with 

special personal characteristics (e.g., charismatic leaders).  Ertugrul and Krishnan (2011) 

suggested early dismissals result from personality clashes or strategic disagreements, but they 

did not find any statistically significant evidence that this was occurring in their dataset.  It is 

important to note their results were based on career prospects of early fired CEOs relative to late 

fired CEOs as well as operating performance around the time of dismissal.  However, if 

personality clashes were really the reason for early dismissal, which Ertugrul and Krishnan 

(2011) admit the data would be hard to collect since dismissals based on personality clashes are 
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not often reported, the dismissed CEOs are likely less desirable candidates for their next jobs as 

well.  The desirability of dismissed CEOs following personality clashes with the board of 

directors may be further diminished because boards of directors are often looking for likable 

CEOs with communication skills and charisma (Hall et al., 2004), as well as prospective CEOs 

within their network (Ward et al., 1995). 

Personal connections were previously discussed in reference to boards of directors’ 

allegiances and values, however, networks can also provide a CEO with additional power which 

can prevent dismissal, or at least provide opportunities for CEOs after dismissal (Fredrickson et 

al., 1988; Ward et al., 1995).  There exists a relatively closed network of executives and board 

members who serve on interconnected boards of directors who protect the interest of one another 

(Ward et al., 1995).  These networks may also overlap with religious, school alumni, or other 

club or organization networks (Ward et al., 1995) and reflect the social capital of the upper 

echelon of society (Flickinger et al., 2015).  These networks are capable of providing access to 

additional resources, including human and social capital, for executives and board members 

(Flickinger et al., 2015).  In addition to the social and human capital benefits which can be 

reaped from elite networks, the networks and outside directorships can positively affect 

executives’ social status (Westphal & Khanna, 2003), prestige (D’Aveni, 1990; Finkelstein, 

1992), and power (Palmer & Barber, 2001). 

Prestige power and external status.  CEO power derived from prestige operates 

differently than those sources of power derived through other means (Buchholtz & Ribbens, 

1994; Fralich, 2012).  Unlike other sources of CEO power, prestige power does not necessarily 

increase with tenure (Buchholtz & Ribbens, 1994).  This is partly due to the fact that prestige 
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power comes from social relationships (D’Aveni, 1990) which promote loyalty and cooptation 

(Finkelstein, 1992). 

CEOs with different levels of prestige also behave differently from one another based on 

these prestige levels (Fralich, 2012).  CEOs with low levels of prestige often elect not to deviate 

too much from the central industry tendency, whereas high levels of prestige allow CEOs to be 

shielded by external pressure so they may differentiate themselves from industry competitors as 

they seek a competitive advantage and increased levels performance for their organization 

(Fralich, 2012).  Similarly, when CEOs enjoy a higher status than the chairman of the board of 

directors, the CEO is more protected from dismissal, even in times of poor organizational 

performance (Flickinger et al., 2015).  Flickinger et al. (2015) inferred a high status chairman of 

the board of directors may be less willing to accept extended periods of inferior performance due 

to the associated risks of diminishing their own status and reputation.  Therefore, research 

examining relative statuses of CEOs and board of directors’ chairmen may need to include 

interaction variables between the status of the chairman of the board of directors and the duration 

of poor firm performance.  In addition to prestige, networks provide access to valuable resources 

(Flickinger et al., 2015). 

Access to resources.  Related to the socio-political force of the board of directors’ 

allegiances and values, and more specifically, the founding CEO, is the idea of certain CEOs 

having additional power due to access to resources.  These resources may be personal skills, 

contacts with major clients or regulatory agents, proprietary information, or other external 

resources (Fredrickson et al., 1988).  When a CEO has control over these assets, he/she is able to 

reduce his/her probability of dismissal due to the power he/she have over the future of his/her 

organization.  Similarly, in sport, coaches may also possess some forms of contacts and 



   

 

164 

 

information which may be desirable to certain teams.  For example, coaches from college or who 

possess college connections may enjoy specific knowledge about prospective draft picks; 

professional coaches may own knowledge of division rival teams, or connections to those who 

do; coaches with family relatives coaching on different teams may be able to obtain specific 

information; and former players who worked with current players/coaches may have knowledge 

of their tendencies/tactics which could yield additional power for the coach.   

CEO’s tenure.  Also related to the board of directors’ allegiances and values is the 

CEO’s tenure (Fredrickson et al., 1988).  As CEO tenure increases, so does the cooptation of the 

board of directors, as well as the ability for a CEO to appoint more board members (Finkelstein 

& Hambrick, 1989; Finkelstein et al. 2009; Fredrickson et al., 1988).  However, CEO tenure also 

contributes to CEO power, which seems to be more prevalent in the literature than the effect of 

CEO tenure on the board of directors’ allegiances and values (Finkelstein & Hambrick, 1989; 

Holmes, 2011; Lausten, 2002; Pi & Lowe, 2011).  Other researchers concluded a negative 

relationship exists between executive tenure and dismissals (Cannella, 1995; Farquhar, 1995; 

Fredrickson et al., 1988; Finkelstein & Hambrick, 1989; Frick et al., 2010; Lausten, 2002; Pi & 

Lowe, 2011; Parrino, 1997).  However, it should be noted a few studies identified a positive 

relationship between executive tenure and dismissals (Holmes, 2011). 

Interestingly, some scholars linked managerial youth with better performance.  Child 

(1974) found younger managers are more likely to increase income, net assets, and sales for their 

firm.  The relationship between managerial youth and organizational performance may be due to 

the aforementioned tendencies of younger and older workers, such as older workers’ preferences 

for maintaining the status quo or younger workers’ energy and motivation (Child, 1974).  
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Moreover, some researchers found the ability of CEOs to have an effect on their organizations 

may decrease over time (Miller, 1991; Salancik & Pfeffer, 1977). 

Another idea regarding the effect of tenure on dismissals is based on the personal 

characteristics of the executive.  Holmes (2011) found tenure effected dismissals differently for 

executives whom had prior connections to the organization prior to securing their position, Black 

executives, and executives whom engaged in organizational deviance.  The relationship between 

tenure and dismissal probabilities for Black executives was more linear, deviant executives could 

be characterized by an inverted-U shape, and all other executives peaked around the fourth year 

of tenure and stayed around that level (Holmes, 2011). 

Non-linear relationships between executive tenure and dismissals are not new to the 

dismissal literature.  Eitzen and Yetman (1972) found a curvilinear relationship between head 

basketball coach tenure and organizational performance.  More specifically, tenure had a positive 

relationship with organizational performance until approximately 13 years of tenure when 

organizational performance began to decline (Eitzen & Yetman, 1972).  Similarly, Katz (1982) 

found the average tenure of a group working on a research and development project effected 

group performance in a curvilinear fashion, peaking between two to four years of average group 

tenure, which was consistent with previous studies identified by Katz (e.g., Pelz & Andrews, 

1966).  Based on these studies of basketball coaches and research and development project 

groups, Hambrick and Fukutomi (1991) proposed that CEOs who accumulate enough time in 

office will experience a peak in performance at some midway point, but performance will be 

lower very early and very late in their tenure. 

Additionally, Hambrick and Fukutomi (1991) proposed tenure would have to span five 

seasons, which they termed: (a) response to mandate, (b) experimentation, (c) selection of an 
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enduring theme, (d) convergence, and (e) dysfunction.  These seasons of CEO tenure are what 

Hambrick and Fukutomi (1991) proposed lead to this curvilinear relationship between tenure and 

performance.  A related concept was presented by Miller (1992) called the Icarus paradox in 

which success may lead to failure due to forces such as routine, complacency, over-confidence, 

and trying to repeat success in new and different contexts.  The Icarus paradox may also occur in 

sport, increasing the difficulty associated with winning back-to-back championships (Wolfe et 

al., 2005).  However, dynasties, such as the 1970s Pittsburgh Steelers, may use a special form of 

competence termed “small wins” which allow these organizations to negate the effects of the 

Icarus paradox (Wolfe et al., 2005).  With the exception of dynasties, this research indicates that 

executive tenure and firm performance may have an inverted U-shaped relationship.  This 

relationship may lead to the dismissal of low performing executives. 

Dismissal (or turnover for those studies that do not differentiate between the two) may 

not be based on incumbent power as much as choice of alternatives for both the firm as well as 

the executive (Borland & Lye, 1996).  As information regarding executive-firm matches 

increase, boards of directors may realize the expected future output of the executive may 

decrease below a threshold where an alternative match would yield higher expected future 

output, thus increasing the rate of separation (Borland & Lye, 1996).  Additionally, Borland and 

Lye (1996) explained after a certain amount of years in which tenure and experience 

accumulated, turnover will become less likely, due in part to the fact that executives are often 

only willing to pursue matches with higher expected output, but these opportunities tend to occur 

less frequently with tenure.  These reasons are some insights from Borland and Lye (1996) which 

indicate why tenure may have an inverted U-shaped relationship with turnover.  Also for those 

studies that do not differentiate between dismissals and turnover, the relationship may be due in 
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part to retirement since tenure is a significant predictor of voluntary exits (Fizel & D’itri, 1997, 

1999).   

Farquhar (1995) noted executives are often assumed to remain with their organization 

until retirement and CEO departures which occur prior to the age of 65 are often classified by 

researchers as early exits.  The objective of CEOs often does not include remaining with a firm 

until they retire at the age of 65 (Farquhar, 1995).  Despite this observation by Farquhar (1995), 

Parrino (1997) suggested CEOs with less tenure may be more vulnerable than CEOs with higher 

tenure because retaining a poor CEO who is further from retirement may be substantially costlier 

to retain a CEO who is likely to retire in the following few years.  However, Parrino (1997) also 

provided another explanation for why there seems to be a negative linear relationship between 

executive tenure and dismissals.  Less tenure may also be indicative of less human capital which 

is another explanation of why CEOs with less tenure may be more susceptible to dismissal 

(Berlew & Hall, 1966; Fredrickson et al., 1988; Frick et al., 2010; Parrino, 1997). 

CEOs with less tenure are likely to have accumulated less human capital, which makes 

them more susceptible to dismissal (Berlew & Hall, 1966; Fredrickson et al., 1988; Frick et al., 

2010; Parrino, 1997).  Due to shorter tenures allowing for less human capital accumulation, there 

is a corresponding period of early vulnerability for CEOs (Berlew & Hall, 1966; Fredrickson et 

al., 1988; Frick et al., 2010; Parrino, 1997).  An executive’s initial year in an organization is a 

critical learning period and challenges exhibited in this first year are strongly correlated with 

future performance and success (Berlew & Hall, 1966).  With this period of learning for less 

experienced executives, firms usually ease the level of position authority slowly from the 

chairman of the board of directors to the new CEO (Hambrick & Fukutomi, 1991).  Similarly, it 

may be unusual for a team to give head coaches responsibilities such as those associated with 
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being the general manager or director of player personnel.  These dual roles and increased 

responsibilities often take time to earn and team owners and general managers may be weary of 

giving the added responsibilities to an unproven first-year head coach who may not even be the 

head coach the following year according to the increased vulnerability to dismissals that new 

CEOs and head coaches face (Fredrickson et al., 1988).  Even though Berlew and Hall (1966) 

provided theoretical evidence in support of grooming new executives in order to reap future 

benefits, there seems to be increasing tendencies over time to dismiss executives in search of 

short-term results (Cannella, 1995; Farquhar, 1995).  Or, perhaps, throughout time, information 

continues to be accumulated at a quicker rate to enable faster determinations of these executives’ 

future expected outputs (e.g., Borland & Lye, 1996). 

Time is an important factor in dismissals for a few different reasons.  Many scholars 

found that executives are dismissed earlier in their tenures than in previous years (Cannella, 

1995; Farquhar, 1995; Fredrickson et al., 1988; Huson et al., 2001).  If these early dismissals are 

proactive, they may benefit organizations by limiting reductions in firm value caused by low 

ability CEOs (Ertugrul & Krishnan, 2011).  Fredrickson et al. (1988) compared NFL head 

coaches to CEOs and explained similarities in their tenures.  Fredrickson et al. (1988) noted even 

though the mean tenure for NFL head coaches from 1970 through 1982 was about four years, the 

mode was one year of tenure.  Fredrickson et al. (1988) concluded that these descriptive statistics 

revealed the early vulnerability among executives in the professional football industry which has 

also been exhibited among CEOs in the food processing industry.  Cannella (1995) identified a 

couple potential detrimental outcomes could occur as a result of this shift toward earlier 

dismissals: executives being reluctant to engage in risky strategies and executives experiencing 

difficulties building long-term relationships with stakeholders. 
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Contrary to earlier research regarding executives being highly susceptibility to dismissal 

within their first year (e.g., Cannella, 1995; Farquhar, 1995; Fredrickson et al., 1988), Holmes 

(2011) stated head coaches are often given leeway early in their tenures to establish themselves, 

however, this leeway diminishes as tenure increases. He also suggested coaches whose 

performance starts strong then deteriorates may be more susceptible to dismissal than coaches 

whose performance begins poorly but improves.  However, Wowak, Hambrick, and Henderson 

(2011) observed CEOs whom exhibit strong performance early in their tenures receive an 

especially high degree of job security, ceteris paribus. 

Recent literature provides contradictory evidence to the idea CEOs are getting dismissed 

earlier over time.  As an example, Haynes et al. (2015) discovered CEO tenure decreased from 

about 10 years on average in the 1990s to about 5.5 years in 2011; however, since 2011, 

dismissal frequencies decreased causing CEOs of S&P 500 companies to again enjoy tenures of 

closer to 10 years.  Therefore, even though the past few decades have shown that CEO tenures 

may have been decreasing, there may be a recent trend within the past few years which has 

begun to counter the effects of previous decades.  Perhaps boards of directors became aware of 

the negative outcomes associated with earlier and more frequent dismissals identified by scholars 

such as Cannella (1995). 

Time also effects dismissals in terms of the timing of performance levels.  Several 

researchers concluded recent short-term performance is a more significant factor in the dismissal 

decision than the executive’s career performance or future potential (Donoher et al., 2007; 

Farquhar, 1995; Haynes et al., 2015; Holmes, 2011; Wowak et al., 2011).  Wowak et al. (2011) 

found marginally significant evidence that recent, though not current, poor performance increase 

dismissal probabilities even more when an executive has been highly overpaid previously.  This 
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recent performance is often measured in terms of the most recent two to three years (Fredrickson 

et al., 1988; Holmes, 2011; Wowak et al., 2011). However, organizations characterized as high 

performers within their industries may look to the more distant past (e.g., five years) 

(Fredrickson et al., 1988; Holmes, 2011).  Identifying the downside to more frequent dismissals 

and boards of directors’ focus on recent, short-term performance, Farquhar (1995) stated that 

chronic occurrences of short-term leadership within an organization that emphasizes quick 

results with limited emphasis on the long-term future of the organization could be detrimental to 

the organization.  These short-term expectations are often tied to stock prices which CEOs often 

try to inflate for personal gain due to their stockholdings. 

CEO’s stockholdings.  Similar to ownership in family-owned firms affecting the 

likelihood of dismissal for family member CEOs (Allen & Panian, 1982; Furtado & Karan, 1990; 

Huson et al., 2001), ownership in the form of stockholdings may also affect the likelihood of 

CEO dismissal.  Larger percentages of firm ownership through stockholdings possessed by the 

CEO decrease the probability of that CEOs dismissal because CEOs are able to increase their 

power through voting control (Fredrickson et al., 1988; Furtado & Karan, 1990; Salancik & 

Pfeffer, 1980; Wiersema & Zhang, 2013).  Major stockholders can influence decisions regarding 

board of director membership, and subsequently the actions of those board members (Finkelstein 

et al. 2009; Fredrickson et al., 1988).  Therefore, if a CEO is also a major stockholder, he/she is 

able to decrease his/her own likelihood of dismissal (Fama, 1980; Fredrickson et al., 1988; 

Wiersema & Zhang, 2013), especially among poor performing firms (Boeker, 1992; Finkelstein 

et al., 2009).  Rather than merely voting for board members, the CEO often serves on the board 

of directors, typically as the chairman of the board of directors which provides a similar form of 
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insulation from dismissal (Boeker, 1992; Finkelstein & D’Aveni, 1994, Rechner & Dalton, 1991; 

Wiersema & Zhang, 2011, 2013). 

CEO duality.  CEO duality is the term used to describe a CEO who also holds the 

position of chairman of the board of directors (Finkelstein & D’Aveni, 1994, Rechner & Dalton, 

1991).  Though this duality may decrease the probability of dismissal from a voting control and 

board of directors influence standpoint (Boeker, 1992; Finkelstein & D’Aveni, 1994, Wiersema 

& Zhang, 2011, 2013), it may also affect dismissal through strategic risk taking.  Fralich (2012) 

defined strategic risk taking as engaging in risky behavior for strategic change, such as 

substantially increasing expenditures and incurring large financial debts.  Fralich (2012) found a 

CEO who also serves as the firm’s chairman of the board of directors is less likely to take 

strategic risks.  Therefore, these CEOs may not greatly increase firm growth, however, they may 

also avoid decreasing firm performance, and subsequently avoid dismissal as firm performance 

closely aligns with the rest of the industry. 

Additionally, being a CEO as well as an outside director at another firm increases a 

CEO’s knowledge and experience (i.e., human capital) as well as network (i.e., social capital), 

which both operate to further increase the prestige of a CEO (Boivie, Graffin, & Pollock, 2012).  

In sport, it is uncommon to observe an individual performing duties for two competing 

organizations; however, dual roles are very common.  In college sport, many head coaches 

simultaneously held the role of athletic director; however, the trend of head coaches operating as 

athletic directors is a decreasing trend.  Whether examining a coaches with administrative 

responsibilities or a CEO with chairman of the board of directors responsibilities, this duality 

increases the executive’s power, largely because the executive has greater influence over their 

own dismissal decision (Boeker, 1992; Finkelstein & D’Aveni, 1994, Wiersema & Zhang, 2011, 
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2013).  This situation (i.e., CEO duality) could be detrimental to shareholders because directors 

are supposed to hold executives accountable, which may not be occurring when the executive is 

an influential director (Finkelstein & D’Aveni, 1994, Finkelstein & Hambrick, 1989; Fredrickson 

et al., 1988).  By whatever means executives derive their power, more powerful CEOs are more 

likely to cast shadows which linger around their respective organizations long after they are gone 

(Quigley & Hambrick, 2012).  These shadows can affect the expectations of the successor 

(Gilmore & Ronchi 1995; Quigley & Hambrick, 2012). 

Expectations and Attributions 

Several scholars concluded higher expectations of executives increase those executives’ 

dismissal probabilities (Bennett et al., 2003; Farquhar, 1995; Farrell & Whidbee, 2003; 

Fredrickson et al., 1988; Holmes, 2011; Pieper et al., 2014; Puffer & Weintrop, 1991).  However, 

board members may view executives’ abilities to affect performance in vastly different ways, if 

they believe the executive has much of an effect at all (Fredrickson et al., 1988; Lieberson & 

O’Connor, 1972; Meindl, Ehrlich, & Dukerich, 1985).  Referring to the various cognitions in 

which board members draw upon when evaluating CEOs, Fredrickson et al. (1988) identified 

that board members may vary in their criteria for evaluating performance, awareness of industry 

performance, and attributions of the ability of executives to change firm performance. 

Evaluating performance.  Organizational performance can be measured in a number of 

ways (Donoher et al., 2007).  A few of these ways include: bottom-line figures (e.g., profit, stock 

price, rankings, win percentage in sport; Donoher et al., 2007; Farquhar, 1995; Koning, 2003), 

degree of improvement based on past organizational performance (Fredrickson et al., 1988; 

Holmes, 2011), or efficiency based on resources available to the organization (Fizel & D’Itri 

1997, 1999; Haleblian & Rajagopalan, 2006; Maxcy, 2013; Scully, 1994).  Decision makers 



   

 

173 

 

charged with the responsibility of holding executives accountable do not all look at one measure 

of performance.  With various board members using different criteria to evaluate organizational 

performance, the criteria for evaluating what constitutes good performance may become unclear.  

Additionally, third parties may assist in creating performance expectations for board members 

(Farrell & Whidbee 2003; Puffer & Weintrop, 1991; Wiersema & Zhang, 2011). 

External monitors of organizational performance may affect boards of directors’ 

expectations of the CEO (Farrell & Whidbee 2003; Puffer & Weintrop, 1991; Wiersema & 

Zhang, 2011).  These external monitors provide forecasts of key performance indicators and 

“mediate information flows between companies and other market participants who may invest in 

or do business with these firms” (Pollock & Gulati, 2007, p. 347).  In some instances, these 

external monitors are third-party investment analysts who provide legitimate evaluations of the 

organization and its executives (Wiersema & Zhang, 2011).  Boards of directors respond to 

investment analysts’ forecasts and recommendations because the analysts influence investors 

whom are the boards of directors’ constituents (Wiersema & Zhang, 2011).  Thus, when 

analysts’ forecasts (e.g., reported annual earnings per share [EPS]) exceed actual firm 

performance, CEO turnover becomes more likely (Farrell & Whidbee, 2003; Puffer & Weintrop, 

1991; Wiersema & Zhang, 2011).  The probability of CEO turnover further increases when the 

firm does not meet expectations based on analysts’ forecasts and either there (a) is a general 

consensus among analysts or (b) are many analysts devoting attention to that firm (Farrell & 

Whidbee, 2003).  Still, board members are not the only ones who are concerned about analysts’ 

perspectives, but executives are as well – and not only because of the effect analysts have on 

executive dismissals, but also due to their concern for establishing and preserving their own 

legitimacy among stockholders and analysts (Donoher et al., 2007).  This struggle to achieve and 



   

 

174 

 

maintain legitimacy is also important to board members who will also make decisions to replace 

executives in an attempt to repair damage to the firm and its leaders’ legitimacy (Wiersema & 

Zhang, 2013).  The strong influence analysts have over executive dismissal decisions 

incentivizes executives to manipulate analysts’ recommendations and forecasts. 

Firms that manipulate analyst appraisals may do so via financial statements (Chen, 

Cumming, Hou, & Lee, 2014) or the media (Cotter, Tuna, & Wysocki, 2006; Farrell & Whidbee, 

2003; Westphal & Graebner, 2010).  Attempting to analyze the effects of expectations which are 

free of noise created by executives whom manipulate analyst appraisals, some scholars have 

argued head coaches as executives in sport do not actively manage expectations which are 

measured in the form of point spreads (Humphreys et al., 2011).  Similar to analysts’ forecasts, 

point spreads are measures of organizational performance which can be compared to a relatively 

efficient market-based expectation of performance (Humphreys et al., 2011). 

However, betting market measures such as point spreads and odds to win sports contests 

are determined by gamblers who may be influenced by media statements made by internal 

organizational members such as head coaches.  Koning (2003) stated that external influences 

(e.g., fans and media) are likely to be strong determinants of coach dismissals.  Likewise, stock 

returns are a measure of firm performance that may also be influenced by stakeholder sentiment, 

however, in this case, instead of sports gamblers or fans, investors are the influential 

stakeholders (Chen et al., 2014).  Since this measure can also be influenced by external 

stakeholders, it is another example of a firm performance measure which is not entirely reliable 

for evaluating the performance of a firm or its CEO (Chen et al., 2014), though some board 

members may still opt to rely on it. 
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Awareness of industry performance.  Intra-industry comparisons are another area 

where board members may vary when developing their expectations and attributions of CEOs.  

Both analysts (Donoher et al., 2007) and boards of directors (Greve, 1998) compare firm 

performance to the performance of industry competitors to gauge that firm’s performance.  If a 

firm’s performance is considerably lower than a given portion of competitor firms, the board of 

directors will be more likely to dismiss the CEO (Finkelstein et al. 2009; Fredrickson et al., 

1988).  A board of directors’ awareness of industry performance may also contribute to another 

socio-political factor of CEO dismissals: alternatives to the incumbent CEO.  A board of 

directors’ awareness of industry performance may increase the potential candidate pool to 

replace the incumbent CEO because these competitor industries may have talented top managers 

that possess a proven track record of success and industry knowledge. 

Analogous to an industry within a given economy might be a division or a conference in 

sports leagues which are often characterized by certain styles of play (e.g., “ground and pound,” 

“West-Coast offense”) or resources (e.g., financial, human).  A few studies examined head 

coaches performance relative to their conference or division and found that better performance 

against geographically close competitors reduced the probability of executive dismissal (Holmes, 

2011).  Additionally, Holmes (2011) examined the relative effect of industry competitors (i.e., 

strength of schedule) on head coach dismissals, but did not find the variable to be statistically 

significant, even though variations in college football team abilities are great.  However, these 

studies did not account for the stronger attribution to top management when performance in a 

given industry varies more (Finkelstein et al. 2009; Fredrickson et al., 1988; Meindl et al., 1985).  

Therefore, when there is wider variation in an industry, low performing CEOs are even more 

likely to be replaced (Finkelstein et al. 2009; Fredrickson et al., 1988).  However, anecdotally in 
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sport, Major League Baseball (MLB), which is structured for teams to be less competitively 

balanced than in the NFL (Vrooman, 2009), has head coaches with longer mean tenures than the 

NFL (Mielke, 2007). 

Attributions of top management’s influence.  Coinciding with Fredrickson et al.’s 

(1988) theory of dismissals and the influence of industry variation representing management’s 

ability to affect performance is the idea that leaders of organizations may have little effect on 

organizational performance (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Haveman, 1993a; Smart, Winfree, & 

Wolfe, 2008).  The typical explanations for the ineffectiveness of leaders indicate that leaders are 

often constrained by various internal and external factors such as resources, pressures to 

conform, and regulations (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Haveman, 1993a; Smart et al., 2008).  

Some scholars argued leader ineffectiveness only occurs in certain situations and referred to the 

idea of managerial discretion as affecting the impact leaders have on organizations (Hambrick & 

Quigley, 2014).  Scholars further concluded the environment and circumstances surrounding 

leaders might produce varying effects across organizations and industries causing leader effects 

on organizational outcomes to range from minimal to substantial (Finkelstein et al., 2009; 

Hambrick & Quigley, 2014). 

In addition to the various constraints faced by leaders attempting to influence 

organizational performance, boards of directors may feel specific managers are less able to affect 

organizational performance.  Fredrickson et al. (1988) explained one situation where certain 

CEOs may be viewed as more responsible for organizational performance: 

If an outsider is hired, the board has concluded either that the firm does not possess the 

necessary talent or that its intention to implement changes must be signaled to the outside 

world.  As a result, the board may have higher expectations of this outsider than they 

would have of an insider, which in turn will produce unusually strong attributions of 

organizational performance to the CEO.  (p. 265) 
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Outsider expectations and attributions are likely to be stronger in the early years of a CEO’s 

tenure because as tenure increases, boards of directors will view outsider CEOs more as insiders 

(Finkelstein et al. 2009; Fredrickson et al., 1988).  Therefore, being an outsider CEO presents an 

additional early vulnerability to dismissal and may best be modeled quantitatively with an 

interaction between CEO outsiderness and tenure (Fredrickson et al., 1988; Holmes, 2011).  

Furthermore, Huson et al. (2001) found that rates of both outside successions and dismissals both 

increased over time and, thus, outsiderness, tenure, and the interaction between the two variables 

may vary over time.  When boards of directors seek outsiders to fill CEO vacancies, they signal 

firm weaknesses to the market (Ertugrul & Krishnan, 2011; Fredrickson et al., 1988).  These 

weaknesses, in combination with the high average level of experience among outsiders (because 

insiders replacing their CEOs would likely not have previously been a CEO, whereas an outsider 

may already have CEO experience), may lead boards of directors to more generously 

compensate an outsider.  This higher compensation used to incentivize outsiders to take the top 

position within a firm with certain weaknesses may also contribute to the expectations and 

attributions associated with higher CEO dismissals rates (Fredrickson et al., 1988). 

Star compensation.  Star compensation is another variable which may contribute to 

boards of directors’ expectations and attributions of specific executives (Fredrickson et al., 1988; 

Wowak et al., 2011).  Star compensation may refer to extremely high initial pay packages 

compared to the predecessor (Fredrickson et al., 1988), other firm executives (Shen, Gentry, & 

Tosi, 2010), industry norms (Fredrickson et al., 1988; Frick et al., 2010), or past performance 

(Wowak et al., 2011).  These pay packages are intended to lure candidates with strong 

reputations whom are believed, by the board of directors, to possess unique talents which will 

produce benefits in excess of the compensation (Finkelstein et al. 2009; Fredrickson et al., 1988).  
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When board members decide to pay CEOs with star compensation, they are indicating their 

beliefs that the executive lured to the firm by the compensation will be able to directly influence 

firm performance (Finkelstein et al. 2009; Fredrickson et al., 1988).  Therefore, when boards of 

directors are more inclined to attributed organizational performance to the CEO and compensate 

that CEO with extremely high pay packages, expectations for that CEO increase (Fredrickson et 

al., 1988; Wowak et al., 2011).  With these higher expectations and stronger causal attributions 

of the CEO come higher dismissal probabilities for CEOs (Fredrickson et al., 1988; Allen & 

Chadwick, 2012). 

Some studies found no evidence to suggest that executive overpayment alone increases 

the likelihood of dismissal (Frick et al., 2010; Shen et al., 2010; Wowak et al., 2011), but when 

CEOs are overpaid and the firm’s current performance is poor, CEO dismissal probabilities 

increase (Wowak et al., 2011).  Wowak et al. (2011) concluded boards of directors avoid 

dismissing CEOs whom are worth substantially more than they are compensated until current 

performance substantially decreases, which is when dismissal probabilities for these CEOs 

substantially increase.  Among head coaches in German soccer, Frick et al. (2010) found a 

positive relationship between head coach compensation and probability of head coach dismissal, 

as well as probability of head coach resignation. 

Overpaid CEOs, as measured by actual pay exceeding estimated pay based on well-

established determinants of CEO pay, whose firm performance decreased below expectations in 

a previous year may elicit a retaliatory response from the board of directors which leads to CEO 

dismissal (Wowak et al., 2011).  Fredrickson et al. (1988) proposed the relationship between 

executive compensation and dismissal probabilities would weaken over time as the CEO forges 

more personalized relationships with the board of directors and gains more power within the 
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firm.  Though boards of directors may form expectations by comparing executive compensation 

of current leaders to the compensation of predecessors, comparisons to predecessors are not 

strictly limited to compensation. 

Comparisons to predecessors.  As new leaders are appointed to high posts within 

organizations, comparisons to predecessors are inevitable (Gilmore & Ronchi, 1995).  These 

comparisons may be caused by leader transference – “a cognitive process whereby mental 

representations of previous leaders are activated and used for evaluation when new, similar 

leaders are encountered” (Ritter & Lord, 2007, p. 1683).  Though these comparisons often 

dwindle over time, these new leaders face much adversity early in their tenures due to these 

comparisons, and some leaders even face comparisons long into their tenures (Fredrickson et al., 

1988; Gilmore & Ronchi, 1995).  Memories of a former leader are not the only way past leaders 

may have an effect, but also through a continued presence within the organization (e.g., former 

CEO becomes the chairman of the board of directors or an influential outside advisor).  In sport, 

it is not unheard of for former coaches to secure front office positions (e.g., Mike Holmgren, 

John Idzik, Don Shula, Bill Walsh).  Similar to comparing current leaders with past leaders, 

boards of directors may also make comparisons between current and past organizational 

performance to form expectations. 

Previous organizational performance.  Boards of directors often look to past 

performance for expectations of current and future performance (Fredrickson et al., 1988; Greve, 

1998; Holmes, 2011).  Past performance is important for evaluating CEOs, regardless of the 

track record of the firm (Fredrickson et al., 1988).  As examples, historically high performing 

firms will be less likely to tolerate industry-average performance levels; historically low 

performing firms may see industry-average performance levels as a reason worthy of increasing 
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executive compensation; and recently struggling firms may not be able to tolerate a slight 

decrease in performance as high performing firms might be able to (Fredrickson et al., 1988).  

Therefore, Fredrickson et al. (1988) argued that firms are more likely to dismiss their CEOs if 

previous firm performance was either very high or very low. 

In U.S. college football, Holmes (2011) found prior performance in the two years prior to 

the observed year led to a negative relationship between prior performance and dismissals.  This 

result is consistent with the idea that better performance should reduce probabilities of dismissal.  

However, Holmes (2011) suggested performance beyond those two previous years would form 

the organizations’ expectations, which were positively related to dismissals.  This finding from 

college football emphasizes Fredrickson et al.’s (1988) idea that industries with more variation in 

firm performance will behave in differently than industries with more similarly performing firms 

when dismissing executives for expectations based on past firm performance. 

Dissenting opinions.  With all of these various ways of forming expectations and 

attributions of leaders (e.g., comparisons of other firms in the industry, past leaders, and past 

performance in terms of generating profits, exceeding analysts’ forecasts, and efficiency), it is 

not unlikely for board members to have differing perspectives regarding the performance of the 

firm and the executive.  However, more dissent among board members about expectations and 

attributions of firm and executive performance may also increase probabilities of executive 

dismissal (Finkelstein et al. 2009; Fredrickson et al., 1988; Pfeffer & Moore, 1980).  In these 

situations of dissenting opinions of board members, negative information is more likely to be 

discussed and brought to the attention of other board members, to the detriment of the executive 

(Finkelstein et al. 2009; Fredrickson et al., 1988; Pfeffer & Moore, 1980).  These dissenting 

opinions may be caused or enhanced within emergent industries where there is a general lack of 
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information regarding what constitutes good performance in those industries and comparisons 

are more difficult to make (Fredrickson et al., 1988).  Additionally, due to the uncertainty, lack 

of industry-related data for comparisons, and often extreme or highly varied performance levels 

among firms in these emergent industries, boards of directors are likely to attribute firm variation 

to the CEO, subsequently increasing dismissal likelihood (Fredrickson et al., 1988). 

Alternatives to the Incumbent 

The final socio-political factor affecting CEO dismissals presented by Fredrickson et al. 

(1988) is the availability of alternatives to the incumbent.  Though identified as an important 

element in the executive dismissal decision by several scholars (Fredrickson et al., 1988; 

Holmes, 2011; Pfeffer & Moore, 1980) and a major consideration (whether implicit or explicit) 

among boards of directors (Fredrickson et al., 1988), this fourth socio-political factor may be the 

most neglected in the extant literature.  The reason for the lack of attention given to the effects of 

available and qualified candidates is likely due mostly to data limitations which stem from the 

secretive nature of executive hiring processes among firms and lead to some researchers electing 

to omit the crucial variable from their studies (e.g., Cannella & Lubatkin, 1993; Holmes, 2011).  

However, most researchers utilize proxies for candidate availability which have little to do with 

the actual candidates, such as various industry and firm characteristics (e.g., Crossland & Chen, 

2013; Parrino, 1997). 

Candidate pool proxies.  Early research examining the effects of qualified candidate 

availability on leader succession argued that larger organizations would have more potential 

replacements for incumbents (Dalton & Kesner, 1983; Pfeffer & Moore, 1980).  The rationale 

behind this claim was that larger organizations would, internally, have more top managers to 

choose as successors (Dalton & Kesner, 1983; Fredrickson et al., 1988; Pfeffer & Moore, 1980).  
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Additionally, firm size could represent firm prestige (Fombrun and Shanley, 1990; Westphal & 

Khanna, 2003) which may draw more or better external candidates.  Since these early studies, 

many researchers included firm size as a variable to represent candidate availability in their 

managerial dismissal models (e.g., Agrawal, Knoeber, & Tsoulouhas, 2006; Farrell & Whidbee, 

2003; Huson et al., 2001).  However, rather than examining firm size in terms of the number of 

top managers within a firm whom may possess the requisite human capital to succeed the 

incumbent, researchers use measures of firm size such as the number of employees in a firm 

(Agrawal et al., 2006; Farrell & Whidbee, 2003) or even sales figures (Huson et al., 2001).  

Since sales figures are used an imperfect proxy for firm size, and firm size is used as an 

imperfect proxy for internal candidate availability, what may occur is a diluted representation of 

candidate availability which may not accurately reflect the effects of candidate availability on 

executive dismissals.   

Though the empirical evidence predominantly shows that larger organizations experience 

more leader turnover than smaller organizations (Agrawal et al., 2006; Farrell & Whidbee, 2003; 

Dalton & Kesner, 1983; Grusky, 1961; Huson et al., 2001; Pfeffer & Moore, 1980; Wiersema & 

Zhang, 2013), the evidence is not clear exactly why this is occurring.  The relationship between 

firm size and executive turnover may be due in part to the availability of alternative candidates to 

replace the incumbent (Fredrickson et al., 1988); however, it may also be due to larger firms 

being more bureaucratized and complex (Grusky, 1961; Pfeffer & Moore, 1980), resistant to 

change (Hannan & Freeman, 1984; Fralich, 2012), scrutinized by stakeholders (e.g., media, 

analysts, public) (Daboub et al., 1995; Wiersema & Zhang, 2013), or likely to engage in deviant 

behavior (Baucus, 1990; Baucus & Near, 1991; Daboub et al., 1995; Donoher et al., 2007).  
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Another proxy identified by Fredrickson et al. (1988) as useful for estimating the 

availability of qualified candidates was the number of firms in an industry.  The idea behind the 

number of firms in an industry as a proxy for qualified candidate availability is simple: CEOs 

often come from within the same industry as the hiring firm, and therefore, more firms in the 

industry is indicative of more available and qualified candidates (Fredrickson et al., 1988; Jalal 

& Prezas, 2012).  However, since the labor market for CEOs is often a national one, Crossland 

and Chen (2013) specified the criteria for the number of intra-industry firms representing 

candidate availability must be country-specific.  In North American sport leagues, the number of 

teams gradually increased throughout time, as did the number of coaches per team.   

The final proxy for available alternatives to the incumbent CEO which was identified by 

Fredrickson et al. (1988) is the predecessor’s subsequent connectedness.  As previously 

mentioned, former CEOs may remain connected to an organization after departing as CEO in a 

variety of ways, including becoming the chairman of the board of directors, a board member, or 

a consultant (Fredrickson et al., 1988).  These continued associations between the organizations 

and former CEOs may signal to internal and external stakeholders that a strong and able 

candidate is available to replace the incumbent (Fredrickson et al., 1988).  Furthermore, the mere 

presence of the former executive in a position such as chairman of the board of directors may 

cause negative and dissenting opinions of the incumbent executive to arise if the incumbent’s 

performance is anything less than flawless (Fredrickson et al., 1988). 

Additional insights on candidate availability and executive dismissal.  Since 

Fredrickson et al. (1988), few studies offered additional insight regarding the availability of 

qualified candidates to replace the incumbent executive.  Parrino (1997) shared Fredrickson et 

al.’s (1988) sentiment that a strong external candidate is an important determinant of CEO 
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dismissals and elaborated that the potential benefit received by a firm for replacing a CEO grows 

with the quality of the candidate pool.  Parrino (1997) also confirmed the importance boards of 

directors place on industry experience noting that only about 7% of fired CEOs in their sample 

were succeeded by new CEOs whom did not clearly possess industry-specific human capital.  

Similarly, examinations of sport industries note that head coaching vacancies in elite leagues are 

unlikely to come from external leagues (Mielke, 2007; Solow et al., 2011).  Mobbs (2013) stated 

boards of directors can act quickly when faced with a CEO dismissal decision if they have a 

talented replacement whom can immediately replace the incumbent such as a board member or 

an internal candidate.  However, the frequency of outside successions, as well as CEO turnovers, 

have increased throughout time (Huson et al., 2001). 

Summary of Socio-Political Dismissal Forces 

Fredrickson et al. (1988) established a framework for examining executive dismissals 

based on socio-political forces, rather than solely relying on organizational performance as a 

determinant.  Since its publication, numerous scholars have built upon the foundation 

Fredrickson et al. (1988) established, often delving deeper into these four socio-political forces.  

Though, overall, the wealth of literature examining these four socio-political forces has 

contributed to the increased understanding of executive dismissals among scholars, it has also led 

to some confusion.  For example, Holmes (2011) used performance variables as measures of the 

socio-political force of allegiances and values, stating that dismissal decision-makers value 

performance.  However, Fredrickson et al.’s (1988) interpretation of values was based on 

motives for being on the board of directors rather than valuing high performance. 

Complications within the executive dismissal literature have arisen with respect to the 

three other socio-political forces as well.  Incumbent CEO power is viewed by most scholars as a 
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resource that can decrease the likelihood of dismissals, however, depending on the source and 

type of power (e.g., excessive control over subordinates), it could have detrimental effects 

(Griffin & Lopez, 2013; Sims, 2010).  When discussing expectations and attributions, 

Fredrickson et al. (1988) identifies differences between industries with respect to executive 

dismissals, however, scholars often examine executives from various industries without 

addressing the effects different industries may have on dismissal rates.  Since Fredrickson et al. 

(1988), additional differences in industries which may affect executive dismissals have been 

identified such as levels of deviant behavior (Daboub et al., 1995) or executive discretion 

(Hambrick & Abrahamson, 1995).  Similarly, in sport, some leagues and levels of competition 

may be more deviant, allow for more head coach discretion, or have more variation among firms 

in terms of performance–all of which would be more likely to lead to dismissals.  However, 

anecdotal evidence suggests this may not be occurring and further research is required. 

Finally, the availability of qualified alternatives to the incumbent executive is an area that 

has been substantially lacking in the literature, mostly due to the difficulty in establishing 

candidates whom comprise a candidate pool for a given executive position.  Firm size is often 

used to proxy for candidate availability, however, this method is crude and could be problematic 

due to being correlated with several other factors which may affect dismissals (e.g., firm prestige 

and attention, the complexity of a firm’s structure, a firm’s ability to change, executive 

deviance).  Though several scholars have emphasized the importance of candidate availability in 

the executive dismissal process, very little is known about candidates who are promoted to 

executive positions. 
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Promotions 

 Because the availability of qualified candidates to replace an incumbent executive could 

be a consideration of dismissal decision makers (Finkelstein et al., 2009; Fredrickson et al., 

1988), understanding who those potential successors are is critical.  Therefore, knowledge of the 

promotion process and from where executives may come under various circumstances is 

necessary for understanding executive dismissals (Finkelstein et al., 2009; Fredrickson et al., 

1988).  However, the process for filling executive vacancies is different than the process for 

filling lower level managerial vacancies due to the differences in duties of the higher and lower 

level managerial positions (Borman & Brush, 1993; Hersey & Blanchard, 1969; Selznick, 1957). 

Executive Successors 

Executive successors can come from many different places in terms of the successor’s 

association with the executive-seeking firm or industry, former position held and level of success 

in that position, certifications or memberships, geographic location, and demographics.  

Furthermore, there are various ways the succession may occur in terms of planning, which may 

involve unexpected or planned predecessor departures.  Each one of these attributes of the 

successor and succession event are important in terms of understanding the candidate pool 

available when boards of directors make dismissal decisions as well as how the succession event 

is going to affect performance. 

Successor associations with firm/industry. Successors may be internally or externally 

associated with the firm or industry.  In the Alternatives to the Incumbent section, the importance 

of industry-specific human capital and its relevance to boards of directors seeking candidates 

from within the industry (Crossland & Chen, 2013; Fredrickson et al., 1988; Jalal & Prezas, 

2012; Parrino, 1997) was reviewed.  For those boards of directors considering a successor from 
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within their industry, another decision exists: whether to select successors from inside or outside 

their own firm.  Multiple factors may influence the decision to select an inside or outside 

successor such as firm performance and size. 

Research examining executive hiring processes concluded when firms are performing 

well, promoting internal managers to the top post in the firm is preferred because these internal 

promotions are less disruptive to the organizational processes responsible for generating the 

increased performance levels (Carroll, 1984; Fredrickson et al., 1988; Grusky, 1961).  However, 

when firms are not performing well, external candidates are often preferred as successors 

because they are viewed as more capable of implementing strategic change to increase firm 

performance (Cannella & Lubatkin, 1993; Farrell & Whidbee, 2003; Fredrickson et al., 1988; 

Furtado & Karan, 1990; Hamidullah, Wilkins, & Meier, 2009; Ocasio, 1999).  This result, 

however, may be contingent upon the existence of an heir apparent to replace the incumbent 

executive as well as the incumbent executive’s maintaining a connection with the firm after the 

incumbent’s departure and possibly influencing the selection of the incumbent’s successor 

(Cannella & Lubatkin, 1993).  Though internal successors are more likely than external 

successors in firms experiencing high levels of performance, these firms often offer fewer 

internal promotion opportunities since executives are less likely to be dismissed in times of good 

performance (Fee, Hadlock, & Pierce, 2006; Fredrickson et al., 1988).  However, opportunities 

for promotion in successful firms may also be dependent on firm size. 

There is also a distinction between small and large firms’ preferences for successors, 

whereby large firms often appoint insiders and small firms often appoint outsiders to lead their 

firms (Fredrickson et al., 1988).  The difference in executive hiring practices between large and 

small firms may be a result of larger firms having more managerial depth which can be more 
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adequately used to select suitable candidates (Dalton & Kesner, 1983; Parrino, 1997).  

Additionally, the complex and bureaucratic nature of these larger organizations may also 

contribute to the willingness to create and ability to withstand more frequent succession events 

(Grusky, 1961).   

Though there is evidence that firm performance, firm size, and other socio-political 

factors influence whether boards of directors will appoint an insider or an outsider to their top 

post, firms may increasingly choose outsiders throughout time (Huson et al., 2001).  These 

outsiders may be viewed as detrimental to potential goals of succession planning (Farquhar, 

1995).  The increase in outsider successions may be due, in part, to the advantage outsiders have 

over internal candidates for high-level managerial positions (Acosta, 2010).  Acosta (2010) 

found previous promotions within a firm decrease the probability of future promotions within the 

firm.  Perhaps this finding is due to a lack of diverse experiences, networks, and backgrounds 

which may be valued by decision makers charged with making personnel decisions. 

Furthermore, Acosta’s (2010) conclusions may assist in explaining why talented top managers 

and interim CEOs often leave the firm after not being selected as CEO (Cannella & Shen, 2001).  

Additionally, the ability to predict future success in a given position is contingent upon positions 

previously held (Longley & Wong, 2011). 

Former position held and level of success.  Successors to CEOs are either former CEOs 

or have been promoted to CEO.  Successors with more general management experience typically 

have more relevant expertise to CEO positions than executives from more specialized 

backgrounds such as marketing (Finkelstein & Hambrick, 1989).  However, consistent with the 

idea that better performing firms have fewer opportunities for upward mobility (Fee et al., 2006; 

Fredrickson et al., 1988), non-former CEOs typically come from firms with better performance 
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than successors with CEO experience (Elsaid, Wang, & Davidson, 2011).  Nevertheless, the 

stock market reacts more favorably to firms that appoint former CEOs as opposed to successors 

with no CEO experience (Elsaid et al., 2011).  Additionally, this positive reaction occurs despite 

former CEOs being hindered by past experiences which cause decisions to be made based on 

past experiences that occurred in different contexts (Hamori & Koyuncu, 2015).  Since the 

contexts have changed, but the CEOs decisions are based on the old context, the new decisions 

may be detrimental to firm performance (Hamori & Koyuncu, 2015). 

Rather than a former CEO making a lateral move to be the CEO of another organization, 

boards of directors may choose to promote a non-former CEO internally or externally.  Among 

organizations which promote internal managers to their top posts, individual performance may 

not be valued at all in the selection decision (Fee et al., 2006).  In contrast, hiring organizations 

tend to promote external managers when those managers exhibit high levels of individual 

performance with little regard for the performance of the external managers’ organization (Fee et 

al., 2006).  However, promotions based on past performance which occurred at a lower level 

may not be an accurate indicator of future performance at a higher level (Longley & Wong, 

2011), though they may be indicative of future movement along the career ladder (i.e., career 

ceilings and floors, promotions and demotions) (Rosenbaum, 1979).  Therefore, understanding 

managerial mobility at the highest level of organizations requires and understanding of factors 

affecting managerial mobility at every level of an organization. 

Factors Affecting Promotions 

 Several studies have examined determinants of promotions at various levels within the 

organizational hierarchy, which is important because of the differences in duties and promotion 

criteria at each level (Borman & Brush, 1993; Hersey & Blanchard, 1969; Selznick, 1957).  
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However, some factors influencing promotions are not unique to organizational levels, such as 

education (Tharenou, 1997) or demographic homogeneity (Kanter, 1977; Useem & Karabel, 

1986; Zajac & Westphal, 1996).  Furthermore, factors affecting promotion are not limited to 

duties, promotion criteria, or individual attributes, but also macroeconomic, societal, industry, 

organizational, and political considerations (Kanter, 1977; Ferris, Buckley, & Allen, 1992; Ng, 

Sorensen, Eby, & Feldman, 2007; Raelin, 1997). 

 Different criteria are used for evaluating prospective executives than for supervisory 

managers for several reasons (Selznick, 1957, Ferris et al., 1992).  First, duties among executives 

and lower-level managers differ, and therefore, those entrusted to make the hiring or promotion 

decisions must consider different characteristics of the candidates as well as factors internal and 

external to the organization.  Hersey and Blanchard (1969) separated managers into three levels: 

top managers, middle managers, and supervisory managers.  Further, they identified skills 

needed for each level manager to be effective which included technical, human, and conceptual 

skills.  While each level of management mostly needs human skill in Hersey and Blanchard’s 

(1969) generic conceptualization of skills each level of management needs, top managers need 

more conceptual than technical skill, supervisory managers need more technical than conceptual 

skill, and middle managers need an even amount of technical and conceptual skill. 

Therefore, when decision makers decide whom to hire or promote, this decision may be 

contingent upon the duties of the position and how well candidates display the characteristics 

required for those duties.  Because top management positions often require more conceptual 

skills than technical (Hersey & Blanchard, 1969), and conceptual skill is based more on 

interpretation than concrete measures, top managers may rely more on networks and political 

behavior (Ferris et al., 1992).  However, near the top of the organizational hierarchy, top 
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managers cannot solely rely on political behavior and networks without exposing weaknesses in 

their abilities, often demonstrated by past performance (Ferris et al., 1992).  Therefore, a 

combination of political behavior and ability are required for promotion to the highest 

organizational ranks (Ferris et al., 1992). 

Other studies have examined traits related to career advancement.  Some traits are simply 

more likely to guide an employee towards promotions, such as ambition, desires to lead, or 

desires to excel in the workplace (Tharenou, 1997), whereas other traits are may be more 

desirable for personnel managers.  Among the traits which may be more desirable to personnel 

managers, there are both physical and personality traits.  Physical traits include traits such as sex 

(Tharenou, 1997) or attractiveness (Morrow, McElroy, Stamper, & Wilson, 1990), whereas 

personality traits include traits such as self-confidence (Tharenou, 1997). 

 Promotions are contingent upon several environmental factors beyond the control of the 

promotion candidates and hiring decision makers.  Among these environmental factors are 

economic conditions, societal characteristics, industry differences, and organizations’ staffing 

policies (Ng et al., 2007).  Under favorable economic conditions, firms are more likely to create 

new positions, vertically and horizontally, which also increases opportunities for external 

candidates (Ng et al., 2007).  In contrast, under unfavorable economic conditions, firm 

downsizing causes layoffs and demotions (Ng et al., 2007).  Numerous societal characteristics 

could also affect job mobility, such as international and domestic conflicts, technological 

advances, civil rights issues, or public policies (Kanter, 1977; Ng et al., 2007; Rosenfeld, 1992).  

For example, unionization, and policies which strengthen unions, decrease involuntary exits and 

external mobility (Ng et al., 2007). 
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Societal characteristics, such as policies aimed at changing levels of diversity within 

organizations, may have beneficial effects on mobility for certain populations (e.g., older, 

minority, veteran populations), but adverse effects for others (Ng et al., 2007; Rosenfeld, 1992).  

Differences between industries and organizations within industries also contribute to job 

mobility.  Both industries and specific organizations have varying reward mechanisms, 

employment goals, and other unique characteristics.  Examples of these industry- and 

organization-specific characteristics include women being overrepresented in clerical positions, 

high-wage industries experience less job mobility due to infrequent firm departures, and 

organizational emphases on internal development or acquiring external talent (Ng et al., 2007). 

 Promotions are contingent upon several factors.  Hiring and promotion decision makers 

must consider the needs of the organization and the qualifications of the candidates.  However, 

economic, societal, industry, and organizational factors may also dictate job mobility.  Therefore, 

similar to the case of executive dismissals, promotions are based on much more than just past 

performance.  As decision makers search for candidates to replace organizational leaders, 

questions arise regarding the effect a succession will have on the organization. 

Executive Successions 

Executive successions are of great interest to organizations (Finkelstein et al., 2009; 

Kesner & Sebora, 1994; Parrino, 1997; Pedace & Smith, 2013), shareholders (Ertugrul & 

Krishnan, 2011; Farquhar, 1995; Finkelstein et al., 2009; Kesner & Sebora, 1994), and scholars 

(Finkelstein et al., 2009; Giambatista et al., 2005; Kesner & Sebora, 1994).  Despite this great 

interest in executive successions, studies examining the effects of executive succession have, 

collectively, provided mixed or inadequate results (Farquhar, 1995; Kesner & Sebora 1994; 

Karaevli, 2007; Puffer & Weintrop, 1991).  Faced with several executive succession studies that 
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often provided mixed results, Kesner and Sebora (1994) provided a review of the executive 

succession literature from the 1960s to the early 1990s and classified the literature into several 

categories.  Much of the literature regarding executive successions has revolved around the 

categories of (a) successor origin, (b) succession rates, and (c) post-succession organizational 

performance. 

Successor Origin 

Early research by Grusky (1963) utilized a unique data set to empirically examine the 

effects of successor origin on post-succession performance.  The data Grusky (1963) used were 

professional baseball league mid-season manager changes.  Grusky (1963) compared baseball 

teams that promoted internally with those that acquired new managers from outside the team to 

see which teams performed better following a succession and found insider successions to be 

more beneficial to team performance than outsider successions.  The finding that insider 

successions are better for firm performance have been duplicated by several studies since Grusky 

(1963), such as Allen, Panian, and Lotz’s (1979) similar study of professional baseball manager 

successions and Zajac’s (1990) study of corporate CEOs. 

Contrary to the aforementioned evidence of outsider successions being disruptive to 

organizations, Warner et al. (1988) examined executive successions reported in the Wall Street 

Journal and found outside successions to have a positive effect on post-succession firm stock 

prices.  Kesner and Sebora (1994) noted several researchers using various performance measures 

as dependent variables (e.g., sales, profits, return on investment) found contradictory evidence 

regarding the effects of insiders and post-succession organizational performance, further 

contributing to the mixed results attributable to successor origin. 
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Succession Rate 

The literature examining succession rates includes two main streams of research: 

determinants of succession rates and consequences of high succession rates.  Grusky (1961) was 

one of the first researchers to empirical examine succession rates.  Grusky (1961) contrasted 

larger and smaller revenue-generating Fortune 500 companies and found succession rates to be 

higher among larger companies. Grusky (1961) attributed to the increased bureaucratic nature of 

larger organizations.  Though the finding of increased succession rates among larger firms has 

been supported by many studies following Grusky (1961) (e.g., Agrawal et al., 2006; Farrell & 

Whidbee, 2003; Dalton & Kesner, 1983; Huson et al., 2001; Pfeffer & Moore, 1980; Wiersema 

& Zhang, 2013), the rationale provided by Grusky (1961) based on organization bureaucracy 

levels has been challenged (Kesner & Sebora, 1994). 

Other scholars added to the succession rate literature by finding an inverse relationship 

between firm performance and frequency of succession (Coughlan & Schmidt, 1985; Kesner & 

Sebora, 1994; Warner et al., 1988).  Additionally, Pfeffer and Moore (1980) found dissenting 

opinions about the executive to lead to higher succession rates, Salancik and Pfeffer (1980) 

discovered the executive’s ownership of the firm to be inversely related to succession rates, and 

Allen (1981) uncovered CEO power to be inversely related to succession rates.  Examinations of 

the determinants of succession rates in the 1960s led to examinations of the effects of succession 

rates on organizational performance (Kesner & Sebora, 1994). 

Post-Succession Organizational Performance 

Similar to other succession-related studies (e.g., the successor origin debate), scholars 

again found mixed results regarding post-succession organizational performance.  These mixed 

results led to three theories of executive successions: (a) the Common Sense Theory, (b) the 
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Vicious Circle Theory (also commonly referred to as the Vicious Cycle Theory), and (c) the 

Ritual Scapegoating Theory.  Furthermore, the ambiguous results regarding the effects of 

executive successions led many researchers to examine the circumstances affecting the effects of 

executive successions. 

Circumstances affecting post-succession organizational performance.  Several 

circumstances may affect the effect successions have on organizational performance.  Many of 

these circumstances have been being empirically tested for almost half a century, however, 

statistical tests continue to become more sophisticated.  Among these circumstances are (a) 

executive-firm fit, (b) the ability of the executive and the organization, (c) the timing of the 

succession, and (d) the time span in which the organizational performance is measured following 

the succession event. 

Research in the 1970s began emphasizing the importance of examining more factors 

related to post-succession organizational performance than a mere succession event (Kesner & 

Sebora, 1994).  Much of the post-succession organizational performance research in the 1970s 

was devoted to examining the effects of executive-firm fit on post-succession organizational 

performance (Kesner & Sebora, 1994).  Overall, the results of the studies examining the effect of 

executive-firm fit on post-succession organizational performance indicate post-succession 

organizational performance increases more in cases of better executive-firm fit relative to those 

cases of sub-optimal executive-firm matches (Kesner & Sebora, 1994). 

Studies regarding the moderating effects of the executive’s and organization’s abilities on 

post-succession organizational performance have used several methods of capturing this 

relationship.  Probably the most studied circumstance affecting post-succession organizational 

performance is the ability of the team prior to a succession event.  Several scholars throughout 
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the decades of succession research have agreed post-succession organizational performance is, at 

least in part, determined by the performance of the organization prior to the succession event 

(Allen et al., 1979; Brown, 1982; Eitzen & Yetman 1972; Friedman & Singh 1989; Karaevli, 

2007; Pfeffer & Davis-Blake, 1986). 

Common Sense Theory.  The Common Sense Theory is simple: boards of directors 

replace poor performing CEOs to improve firm performance, thus creating a positive relationship 

between executive successions and organizational performance (Dohrn et al., 2015; Gamson & 

Scotch, 1964; Giambatista et al., 2005; Kesner & Sebora, 1994; Soebbing, Wicker, & Weimar, 

2015).  Evidence of the Common Sense Theory has been found in both the context of head 

coaches in sport (Maxcy, 2013) as well as CEOs in non-sport settings (Huson et al., 2004; 

Weisbach, 1988). 

 Vicious Circle Theory.  Contrary to the Common Sense Theory, the Vicious Circle 

Theory states that executive successions are disruptive processes that decrease organizational 

performance (Dohrn et al., 2015; Gamson & Scotch, 1964; Giambatista et al., 2005; Kesner & 

Sebora, 1994; Soebbing et al., 2015).  Similar to the Common Sense Theory, evidence 

supporting the Vicious Circle Theory has been found in both sport (Fizel & D’Itri, 1997, 1999; 

Grusky, 1963; Soebbing & Washington, 2011) and non-sport industries (Carroll, 1984; 

Haveman, 1993b). 

Ritual Scapegoating Theory.  The third theory of organizational performance following 

executive succession is the Ritual Scapegoating Theory.  The Ritual Scapegoating Theory states 

that the occurrence of an executive succession event has no significant effect on organizational 

performance.  Rather, executive successions merely reflect a perceived change in organizational 

direction, however, do not necessarily cause actual changes in organizational performance 
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(Dohrn et al., 2015; Gamson & Scotch, 1964; Giambatista et al., 2005; Kesner & Sebora, 1994; 

Soebbing et al., 2015).  Consistent with the other two theories of post-succession organizational 

performance, evidence to support the Ritual Scapegoating Theory has also been found in both 

sport (Brown, 1982; Cannella & Rowe 1995; Eitzen & Yetman 1972; Pfeffer & Davis-Blake, 

1986) and non-sport settings (Lieberson & O’Connor, 1972; Samuelson, Galbraith, & McGuire, 

1985). 

Several other researchers examined the post-succession organizational performance 

theories by providing possible explanations for the mixed results (Kesner & Sebora, 1994).  

Among the explanations, researchers found the pre-succession performance of the organization 

(Finkelstein et al., 2009; Tushman, Virany, & Romanelli, 1985), successor competence 

(Finkelstein et al., 2009; Pfeffer & Davis-Blake, 1986), and executive compensation (Zajac, 

1990) may moderate the effects of post-succession organizational performance. 

Timing.  The timing of successions can have an impact on organizational performance in 

a few different ways, including the optimal time to dismiss an executive as well as the time of 

year.  In terms of choosing the right time to dismiss an executive, without regard to time of year, 

Ertugrul and Krishnan (2011) found waiting too long to dismiss an executive could be 

substantially detrimental to an organization.  More specifically, boards of directors that wait to 

dismiss a CEO increase their probability of filing for bankruptcy by about 4%, increase their 

probability of delisting their stock by about 8% (Ertugrul & Krishnan, 2011).  However, boards 

of directors that elect to proactively dismiss their CEO experience a decrease in their firm’s share 

price by almost 5%, yet there is no significant share price decrease for CEOs being fired too late 

following poor performance (Ertugrul & Krishnan, 2011). 
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Succession timing could also affect subsequent organizational performance based on the 

time of year the succession event occurs.  To examine this phenomenon, many scholars analyzed 

sport data to identify whether there is a difference between dismissing an executive during the 

season as opposed to during the off-season and have compared seasons in sport to similar peak 

seasons outside of sport (de Dios Tena & Forrest, 2007; Giambatista, 2004; Rowe et al., 2005).  

That is, most industries and firms experience highs and lows throughout a given year which 

provide opportunities for turnover among top executives to mitigate potential performance 

disruptions (de Dios Tena & Forrest, 2007; Giambatista, 2004; Rowe et al., 2005).  Literature 

examining performance during and between seasons in team sports indicates during season 

successions are more disruptive than between season successions (Allen et al., 1979; Brown, 

1982; de Dios Tena & Forrest, 2007; Giambatista, 2004; Rowe et al., 2005). 

How researchers decide to define organizational performance, in terms of time, may also 

affect results regarding the effect succession events have on organizational performance.  Day 

and Lord (1988) identified that under certain circumstances short term performance may increase 

following a succession event, for example, when the new executive is able to increase morale, 

external funding, or stockholders’ perceptions.  However, long-term increases in organizational 

performance are often created by acquiring and developing personnel or technology, 

restructuring the organization, or other means of strategic change–all of which often require a 

new executive to be in office for at least a few years (Day & Lord, 1988). 

Though many studies examined the effects of successions, and reached varying 

conclusions based on the three theories of succession, it is evident post-succession performance 

is contingent upon more factors than simply the existence of a succession event.  Factors 

influencing the effect a succession will have on subsequent performance include executive-firm 
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fit, executive/organization ability, succession timing, and post-succession performance 

measurements.  However, before trying to understand organizational performance following 

successions, a deeper understanding of dismissals is required (Fredrickson et al., 1988). 

Conclusion 

 Executive dismissals and successions can be difficult to accurately examine for several 

reasons.  The sport industry provided important data to assist in examining executive dismissals 

and successions; however, difficulties still exist in identifying factors related to dismissals, and 

subsequently, successions.  Fredrickson et al. (1988) developed a framework to better understand 

executive dismissals, which, in turn, would provide for a better understanding of successions but 

this model of CEO dismissals is not perfect.  Research based on their four socio-political forces 

of CEO dismissals often resulted in inconsistent or contradictory results.  These inconsistent or 

contradictory results may be due to misinterpretations of the model, difficulties operationalizing 

the four socio-political forces, errors in accurately measuring organizational performance or any 

of the four socio-political forces, or an incomplete model proposed by Fredrickson et al. (1988). 

 Executive dismissals and successions are also contingent upon successors, candidate 

pools, and determinants of promotions.  Though executive successions require and understanding 

of executive dismissals, executive dismissals require an understanding of candidate pools, and 

candidate pools require an understanding of promotions from the lowest rung of the career 

ladder, they are often disjoined in the literature.  Executive dismissal research typically identifies 

candidate pools based on firm and industry size proxies which are often based on sales figures, 

number of employees in a firm, or number of firms in an industry.  These proxies do not consider 

how tall or wide organizational structures are or whom qualified candidates to replace executives 

are.  Furthermore, several studies have examined various levels of management as if they were 
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evaluated by decision makers using the same criteria despite job duties for these positions being 

vastly different. 

 A large body of previous literature examines issues such as executive successions, 

executive dismissals, and career trajectories, however, without understanding the antecedents of 

executive successions, fully understanding executive successions themselves may not be 

possible.  Additionally, Fredrickson et al.’s (1988) model of CEO dismissals remained a leading 

theory for understanding executive dismissals for almost three decades and has been influential 

in molding research questions and empirical examinations within that time span.  Furthermore, 

minimal revisions or additions to the dismissal model have been proposed in that time. 

There are several opportunities for future research stemming from the literature in this 

review.  Future research may be able to expand upon Fredrickson et al.’s (1988) executive 

dismissal model or adapt the model to different types of firms or industries (e.g., family owned 

firms, public sector).  One socio-political force not discussed in the Fredrickson et al. (1988) 

model that influences dismissals as well as the other four socio-political forces is negative 

deviant behavior exhibited by executives and their firms.  Empirical examinations of the 

Fredrickson et al. (1988) model may also benefit from establishing whom qualified candidates 

are for executive positions in various industries and allowing a pool of candidate to be 

incorporated into the dismissal model, rather than proxies based on sales figures or firms within 

an industry. 

Several studies have examined the impact of executive dismissals on subsequent 

organizational performance, however, the impact of a dismissal on an executive’s future career 

prospects is less understood.  Recent studies examining the glass cliff have examined how 

female executives are disproportionately positioned in less successful firms and positions, 
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however, further studies regarding the effects of these positions on later career outcomes are 

needed.  Sport provides an interesting context to examine these issues due in part to policies such 

as the Rooney rule which may encourage minorities to take opportunities that could hurt their 

reputations.  Furthermore, the future opportunities, successes, and failures of minorities whom 

have been dismissed can be easily monitored and measured. 

With respect to sport-based executive dismissal and succession studies, establishing how 

sports and coaching staff hierarchies and responsibilities differ may be useful in correcting 

discrepancies between sport studies as well as compared to studies in various non-sport 

industries.  Additionally, there are several opportunities to examine the sport-based studies from 

non-sport journals identified in the Recent Organization and Management Studies Using Sport 

section of this review.  Within the Recent Organization and Management Studies Using Sport 

section, future research opportunities are discussed for examining the relationships between 

status and organizational performance as well as human capital, employee mobility, and 

organizational performance.  However, several other future research opportunities exist both 

inside and outside the realm of executive successions.  For example, within the realm of 

dismissals and promotion research, the influence of public funding for venues or the presence of 

geographically close rival firms may have an effect on dismissals and promotions.  Outside the 

realm of dismissals and promotions, issues such as momentum and the hot hand effect can 

examine moderating effects of factors such as age, race, education, or ability to handle pressure. 
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SPORT STUDIES IN NON-SPORT JOURNALS 
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Performance After Status Loss 

Marr & Thau Baseball Psychology 
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status affect team performance, hiring, and 

salaries in the NBA 

Ertug & 
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Basketball Labor/Personnel 

 2013 Wielding the Willow: Processes of Institutional 

Change in English County Cricket 

Wright & 

Zammuto 
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Gerhart 
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Mortality? 
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Carpiano, & 

Weden 

Baseball Labor/Personnel 
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Carrington Multiple Labor/Personnel 

Applied Economics 2015 The Brazilian Soccer Championship: an 
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Wanke, & 
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Soccer Modeling Change/ 
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 2015 What should you pay to host a party? An 
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Nalbantis 
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Rossi 

Soccer Modeling Change/ 
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Bertrand, 

Botti, & 

Tainsky 

Rugby Modeling Change/ 

Performance 
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Garrett-

Rumba, 

Jardin, & 
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Baseball Rewards/Motivation 

 2014 College football attendance: a panel study of the 

Football Bowl Subdivision 
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Natke 
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 2014 Did the AFL equalization policy achieve the 

evenness of the league? 
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Sim, & 

Wedding 
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 2014 Does European regional competitiveness 
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Mourao Multiple Modeling Change/ 
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Depken, & 
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international cricket 

Sacheti, 
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Smith, & 
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general) 

Labor/Personnel 
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services 
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 2014 Organizational Cultural Perpetuation: A Case 

Study of an English Premier League Football 

Club 
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 2014 Perceived Support and Women's Intentions to 
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Hoye 
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Management Review 

2013 Coach McKeever: Unorthodox Leadership 

Lessons From the Pool 

Schroth Swimming Labor/Personnel 

Economic Inquiry 2015 Sequential Judgment Effects in the Workplace: 

Evidence From the National Basketball 

Association 

Gift Basketball Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2015 Are Winners Promoted too Often? Evidence 

From the NFL Draft 1999-2012 
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 2015 Are Sunk Costs Irrelevant? Evidence From 

Playing Time in the National Basketball 

Association 
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Leeds, & 

Motomura 
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Leagues: The Effects of Variation in Season 

Length 

Owen & 

King 

Multiple Rewards/Motivation 

 2015 Profit-Maximizing Gate Revenue Sharing in 

Sports Leagues 

Peeters Multiple Rewards/Motivation 

 2015 You are Close to Your Rival and Everybody 

Hates a Winner: A Study of Rivalry in College 

Football 

Quintanar, 

Deck, Reyes, 

& Sarangi 

Football Psychology 

 2014 Reference-Dependent Preferences, Loss 

Aversion, and Live Game Attendance 

Coates, 

Humphreys, 

& Zhou 

Baseball Rewards/Motivation 

 2014 Identifying changes in the spatial distribution of 

crime: evidence from a referee experiment in the 

National Football League 

Kitchens Football Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2014 League-Level Attendance and Outcome 

Uncertainty in U.S. Pro Sports Leagues 

Mills & Fort Multiple Rewards/Motivation 

 2014 The Harder the Task, the Higher the Score: 

Findings of a Difficulty Bias 

Morgan & 

Rotthoff 

Gymnastics Modeling Change/ 

Performance 
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 2013 Incidence and Consequences of Risk-Taking 

Behavior in Tournaments-Evidence From the 

NBA 

Grund, 

Höcker, & 

Zimmermann 

Basketball Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2013 Loss Aversion and Managerial Decisions: 

Evidence From Major League Baseball 

Pedace & 

Smith 

Baseball Labor/Personnel 

 2013 Interracial Workplace Cooperation: Evidence 

From the NBA 

Price, 

Lefgren, & 

Tappen 

Basketball Labor/Personnel 

 2013 Testing Bayesian Updating With the Associated 

Press Top 25 

Stone Football Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2013 Consumption Benefits of National Hockey 

League Game Trips Estimated From Revealed 

and Stated Preference Demand Data 

Whitehead, 

Johnson, 

Mason, & 

Walker 

Hockey Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2012 Talent and/or Popularity: What Does it Take to 

be a Superstar? 

Franck & 

Nüesch 

Soccer Labor/Personnel 

 2012 Spatial Competition and Strategic Firm 

Relocation 

Henrickson Multiple Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

Economics Letters 2015 Choosing “Flawed” aggregation rules: The 

benefit of social choice violations in a league 

that values competitive balance 

Boudreau & 

Sanders 

Cross 

Country 

Running 

Rewards/Motivation 

 2015 When pressure sinks performance: Evidence 

from diving competitions 

Genakos, 

Pagliero, & 

Garbi 

Diving Psychology 

 2015 Betting lines and college football television 

ratings 

Salaga & 

Tainsky 

Football Rewards/Motivation 

 2014 Within-series momentum in hockey: No returns 

for running up the score 

Knifflin & 

Mihalek 

Hockey Psychology 

 2013 Inelastic sports pricing and risk Andersen & 

Nielsen 

Sport (in 

general) 

Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2013 Leadership at school: Does the gender of siblings 

matter? 

Brunello & 

De Paola 

Sport (in 

general) 

Labor/Personnel 
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 2013 The effect of an agent’s expertise on National 

Football League contract structure 

Conlin, 

Orsini, & 

Tang 

Football Labor/Personnel 

 2012 Returns to education in professional football Böheim & 

Lackner 

Football Labor/Personnel 

 2012 Working under pressure: Evidence from the 

impacts of soccer fans on players’ performance 

Braga & 

Guillén 

Soccer Psychology 

 2012 A test of monopoly price dispersion under 

demand uncertainty 

Humphreys 

& Soebbing 

Baseball Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

European Journal of 

Operational 

Research 

2015 Decision analysis under ambiguity Borgonovo 

& Marinacci 

Auto racing Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2015 What is a good result in the first leg of a two-

legged football match? 

Flores, 

Forrest, 

Pablo, & 

Tena 

Soccer Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2015 Misunderstanding of the binomial distribution, 

market inefficiency, and learning behavior: 

Evidence from an exotic sports betting market 

Hwang & 

Kim 

Volleyball Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2015 A study of the powerplay in one-day cricket Silva, 

Manage, & 

Swartz 

Cricket Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2015 Two exact algorithms for the traveling umpire 

problem 

Xue, Luo, & 

Lim 

Baseball Labor/Personnel 

 2014 A dynamic paired comparisons model: Who is 

the greatest tennis player? 

Baker & 

McHale 

Tennis Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2014 On the decisiveness of a game in a tournament Geenens Soccer Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2014 Decomposition and local search based methods 

for the traveling umpire problem 

Wauters, 

Van 

Malderen, & 

Vanden 

Berghe 

Baseball Labor/Personnel 
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 2014 OR analysis of sporting rules – A survey Wright Multiple Modeling Change/ 

Performance  

 2013 Unoriented two-stage DEA: The case of the 

oscillating intermediate products 

Lewis, 

Mallikarjun, 

& Sexton 

Baseball Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2013 A modified Duckworth–Lewis method for 

adjusting targets in interrupted limited overs 

cricket 

McHale & 

Asif 

Cricket Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2012 Decision taking under pressure: Evidence on 

football manager dismissals in Argentina and 

their consequences 

Flores, 

Forrest, & 

Tena 

Soccer Labor/Personnel 

 2012 Stochastics and Statistics: A new methodology 

for generating and combining statistical 

forecasting models to enhance competitive event 

prediction 

Lessmann, 

Sung, 

Johnson, & 

Ma 

Model for 

competitive 

events 

including 

sports 

Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2012 A hybrid constraint programming and 

enumeration approach for solving NHL playoff 

qualification and elimination problems 

Russell & 

van Beek 

Hockey Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2012 Locally Optimized Crossover for the Traveling 

Umpire Problem 

Trick & 

Yildiz 

Baseball Labor/Personnel 

Human Relations 2014 Smells like team spirit: Opening a paradoxical 

black box 

Silva, Cunha, 

Clegg, 

Neves, Rego, 

& Rodrigues 

Soccer Labor/Personnel 

 
2012 From hero to villain to hero: Making experience 

sensible through embodied narrative 

sensemaking 

Cunliffe & 

Coupland 

Rugby Labor/Personnel 

Human Resource 

Management 

2012 Performance implications of knowledge and 

competitive arousal in times of employee 

mobility:“The immutable law of the ex” 

Pazzaglia, 

Flynn, & 

Sonpar 

Soccer Labor/Personnel 

Industrial Relations 2015 Positive Assortative Matching: Evidence from 

Sports Data 

Filippin & 

Ours 

Running Labor/Personnel 
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 2014 Minimum Pay Scale and Career Length in the 

NBA 

Ducking, 

Groothuis, & 

Hill 

Basketball Rewards/Motivation 

 2012 Salary Distribution and Collective Bargaining 

Agreements: A Case Study of the NBA 

Hill & Jolly Basketball Rewards/Motivation 

 2012 Home Safe: No-Trade Clauses and Player 

Salaries in Major League Baseball 

Pedace & 

Hall 

Baseball Rewards/Motivation 

Journal of Economic 

Behavior and 

Organization 

2015 Managers’ external social ties at work: Blessing 

or curse for the firm? 

Brandes, 

Brechot, & 

Franck 

Basketball Labor/Personnel 

 2015 Does society underestimate women? Evidence 

from the performance of female jockeys in horse 

racing 

Brown & 

Yang 

Horse racing Labor/Personnel 

 2015 The impact of pressure on performance: 

Evidence from the PGA TOUR 

Hickman & 

Metz 

Golf Psychology 

 2015 Reference-dependent preferences, team 

relocations, and major league expansion 

Humphreys 

& Zhou 

Multiple Venues 

 2015 A study of a market anomaly: “White Men Can’t 

Jump”, but would you bet on it? 

Igan, 

Pinheiro, & 

Smith 

Basketball Labor/Personnel 

 2015 Game, set, and match: Do women and men 

perform differently in competitive situations? 

Jetter & 

Walker 

Tennis Labor/Personnel 

 2015 Confidence enhanced performance? – The causal 

effects of success on future performance in 

professional golf tournaments 

Rosenqvist 

& Skans 

Golf Psychology 

 2014 The role of surprise: Understanding overreaction 

and underreaction to unanticipated events using 

in-play soccer betting market 

Choi & Hui Soccer Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2014 Conflicts of interest distort public evaluations: 

Evidence from NCAA football coaches 

Kotchen & 

Potoski 

Football Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2014 Endogenous peer effects: local aggregate or local 

average? 

Liu, 

Patacchini, & 

Zenou 

Sport (in 

general) 

Labor/Personnel 
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 2014 Deception and decision making in professional 

basketball: Is it beneficial to flop? 

Morgulev, 

Azar, Lidor, 

Sabag, & 

Bar-Eli 

Basketball Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2014 Exuberance out of left field: Do sports results 

cause investors to take their eyes off the ball? 

Pantzalis & 

Park 

Multiple Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2013 Frustration, euphoria, and violent crime Munyo & 

Rossi 

Soccer Psychology 

 2012 Performing best when it matters most: Evidence 

from professional tennis 

González-

Díaz, 

Gossner, & 

Rogers 

Tennis Psychology 

 2012 Gender differences in a market with relative 

performance feedback: Professional tennis 

players 

Wozniak Tennis Labor/Personnel 

Journal of Economic 

Literature 

2012 Forensic Economics Zitzewitz Sport (in 

general) 

Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

Journal of Economic 

Perspectives 

2015 The Case for Paying College Athletes Sanderson & 

Siegfried 

Multiple Labor/Personnel 

Journal of Economics 

and Management 

Strategy 

2012 Subperfect Game: Profitable Biases of NBA 

Referees 

Price, 

Remer, & 

Stone 

Basketball Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

Journal of 

Management 

2014 Resetting the Shot Clock: The Effect of 

Comobility on Human Capital 

Campbell, 

Saxton, & 

Banerjee 

Basketball Labor/Personnel 

 2014 A Multilevel Investigation of Individual- and 

Unit-Level Human Capital Complementarities 

Crocker & 

Eckardt 

Baseball Labor/Personnel 

 2014 The Roles of Recruiter Political Skill and 

Performance Resource Leveraging in NCAA 

Football Recruitment Effectiveness 

Treadway, 

Adams, 

Hanes, 

Perrewé, 

Magnusen, & 

Ferris 

Football Labor/Personnel 
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Journal of 

Management History 

2015 Technology brokering in action: revolutionizing 

the skiing and tennis industries 

Laudone, 

Liguori, 

Muldoon, & 

Bendickson 

Multiple Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2015 Conceptualizing the body and the logics of 

performing 

Stec Sport (in 

general) 

Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2014 A review of the North American Society for 

Sport Management and its foundational core: 

Mapping the influence of “history” 

Seifried Sport 

Management 

as a 

discipline 

Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

Journal of Political 

Economy 

2015 Suspense and Surprise Ely, Frankel, 

& Kamenica 

Sport (in 

general) 

Rewards/Motivation 

 
2012 From the Lab to the Field: Cooperation among 

Fishermen 

Stoop, 

Noussair, & 

van Soest 

Recreational 

fishing 

Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

Journal of the Royal 

Stat Society, Series A 

2015 Time varying ratings in association football: the 

all-time greatest team is.. 

Baker & 

McHale 

Soccer Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2015 A dynamic bivariate Poisson model for analysing 

and forecasting match results in the English 

Premier League 

Koopman & 

Lit 

Soccer Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2015 Home bias in officiating: evidence from 

international cricket 

Sacheti, 

Gregory-

Smith, & 

Paton 

Cricket Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2015 Joint modelling of goals and bookings in 

association football 

Titman, 

Costain, 

Ridall, & 

Gregory 

Soccer Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2014 Form or function?: the effect of new sports stadia 

on property prices in London 

Ahlfeldt & 

Kavetsos 

Multiple Venues 

 2013 The group size and loyalty of football fans: a 

two-stage estimation procedure to compare 

customer potentials across teams 

Brandes, 

Franck, & 

Theiler 

Soccer Psychology 
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Journal of the Royal 

Stat Society, Series C 

2013 Dynamic Bradley-Terry modelling of sports 

tournaments 

Cattelan, 

Varin, & 

Firth 

Multiple Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

Journal of Urban 

Affairs 

2012 Are Basketball Arenas Catalysts of Economic 

Development? 

Propheter Basketball Venues 

Labour Economics 2015 Is there a taste for racial discrimination amongst 

employers? 

Bryson & 

Chevalier 

Fantasy 

football 

Labor/Personnel 

 2015 Labor market effects of sports and exercise: 

Evidence from Canadian panel data 

Lechner & 

Sari 

Sport (in 

general) 

Labor/Personnel 

 2014 Cross-assignment discrimination in pay: A test 

case of major league baseball 

Bodvarsson, 

Papps, & 

Sessions 

Baseball Labor/Personnel 

 2013 When drains and gains coincide: Migration and 

international football performance 

Berlinschi, 

Schokkaert, 

& Swinnen 

Soccer Labor/Personnel 

Management Science 2015 Sticking with What (Barely) Worked: A Test of 

Outcome Bias 

Lefgren, 

Platt, & Price 

Basketball Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2014 A General Multiple Distributed Lag Framework 

for Estimating the Dynamic Effects of 

Promotions 

Kappe, 

Stadler 

Blank, & 

DeSarbo 

Baseball Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2014 Seeing Stars: Matthew Effects and Status Bias in 

Major League Baseball Umpiring 

Kim & King Baseball Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2013 Momentum and Organizational Risk Taking: 

Evidence from the National Football League 

Lehman & 

Hahn 

Football Psychology 

 2013 The Loser's Curse: Decision Making and Market 

Efficiency in the National Football League Draft 

Massey & 

Thaler 

Football Labor/Personnel 

 2012 Psychological Pressure in Competitive 

Environments: New Evidence from Randomized 

Natural Experiments 

Kocher, 

Lenz, & 

Sutter 

Soccer Psychology 

MIS Quarterly 2015 Hummel's Digital Transformation Toward 

Omnichannel Retailing: Key Lessons Learned 

Hansen & 

Kien Sia 

Sport 

fashion 

company 

Modeling Change/ 

Performance 
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MIT Sloan 

Management Review 

2014 What Businesses Can Learn From Sports 

Analytics 

Davenport Multiple Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

Organization Science 2015 Driving Performance via Exploration in 

Changing Environments: Evidence from 

Formula One Racing 

Marino, 

Aversa, 

Mesquita, & 

Anand 

Auto racing Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2015 Redundant Heterogeneity and Group 

Performance 

Smith & Hou Basketball Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2013 Looking Inside the Dream Team: Probing Into 

the Contributions of Tacit Knowledge as an 

Organizational Resource 

Shamsie & 

Mannor 

Baseball Labor/Personnel 

 2012 How Does Status Affect Performance? Status as 

an Asset vs. Status as a Liability in the PGA and 

NASCAR 

Bothner, 

Kim, & 

Smith 

Multiple Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2012 The division of gains from complementarities in 

human-capital-intensive activity 

Ethiraj & 

Garg 

Basketball Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2012 Psyched up or psyched out? The influence of 

coactor status on individual performance 

Flynn & 

Amanatullah 

Golf Psychology 

Organization Studies 2015 Identity Threats, Identity Work and Elite 

Professionals 

Brown & 

Coupland 

Rugby Labor/Personnel 

Public Choice 2015 Sabotage in contests: a survey Chowdhury 

& Gürtler 

Sport (in 

general) 

Modeling Change/ 

Performance  
2012 Regulators and Redskins Coffey, 

McLaughlin, 

& Tollison 

Football Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

RAND Journal of 

Economics 

2015 Race effects on eBay Ayres, 

Banaji, & 

Jolls 

Baseball Labor/Personnel 

Review of Industrial 

Organization 

2015 Competition Between Sports Leagues: Theory 

and Evidence on Rival League Formation in 

North America 

Che & 

Humphreys 

Multiple Modeling Change/ 

Performance 
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 2014 The Relationship Between Outcome 

Uncertainties and Match Attendance: New 

Evidence in the National Basketball Association 

Jane Basketball Rewards/Motivation 

 2014 Time to Unbridle U.S. Thoroughbred 

Racetracks? Lessons from Australian Bookies 

Moul & 

Keller 

Horse racing Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2014 Revenue Sharing with Heterogeneous 

Investments in Sports Leagues: Share Media, 

Not Stadiums 

Salaga, 

Ostfield, & 

Winfree 

Multiple Rewards/Motivation 

 2013 The Effects of Cross-Ownership and League 

Policies Across Sports Leagues Within a City 

Mongeon & 

Winfree 

Multiple Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2012 Peak-Load Versus Discriminatory Pricing: 

Evidence from the Golf Industry 

Limehouse, 

Maloney, & 

Rotthoff 

Golf Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

Southern Economic 

Journal 

2015 Using ESPN 30 for 30 to teach economics Al-Bahrani 

& Patel 

Sport (in 

general) 

Labor/Personnel 

 2015 (Not Finding a) Sequential Order Bias in Elite 

Level Gymnastics 

Rotthoff Gymnastics Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2015 The National Football League season wins total 

betting market: The impact of heuristics on 

behavior 

Woodland & 

Woodland 

Football Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2014 What Are SEC Football Tickets Worth? 

Evidence from Secondary Market Transactions 

Sanford & 

Scott 

Football Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2013 The Impact of Early Commitment on Games 

Played: Evidence from College Football 

Recruiting 

Bricker & 

Hanson 

Football Labor/Personnel 

 2012 Examining Agency Conflict in Horse Racing Brown Horse racing Labor/Personnel 

Strategic 

Organization 

2015 Who shall get more? How intangible assets and 

aspiration levels affect the valuation of resource 

providers 

Ertug & 

Castellucci 

Basketball Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

The American 

Economic Review 

2015 Bankruptcy Rates among NFL Players with 

Short-Lived Income Spikes 

Carlson, 

Kim, 

Lusardi, & 

Camerer 

Football Psychology  



   

 

230 

 

 2015 I Take Care of My Own: A Field Study on How 

Leadership Handles Conflict between Individual 

and Collective Incentives 

Gauriot & 

Page 

Cricket Rewards/Motivation 

 2015 Cooperation in a Dynamic Fishing Game: A 

Framed Field Experiment 

Noussair, 

van Soest, & 

Stoop 

Recreational 

fishing 

Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

 2013 Taxation and International Migration of 

Superstars: Evidence from the European Football 

Market 

Kleven, 

Landais, & 

Saez 

Soccer Labor/Personnel 

The Economic 

Journal 

2014 Information Processing Constraints and Asset 

Mispricing 

Brown Tennis Modeling Change/ 

Performance  
2014 Information and Efficiency: Goal Arrival in 

Soccer Betting 

Croxson & 

Reade 

Soccer Modeling Change/ 

Performance 

The Leadership 

Quarterly 

2014 The many (distinctive) faces of leadership: 

Inferring leadership domain from facial 

appearance 

Olivola, 

Eubanks, & 

Lovelace 

Football (as 

well as 

corporate 

and political 

leaders) 

Labor/Personnel 

The Review of 

Economics and 

Statistics 

2013 The Effects of Coworker Heterogeneity on Firm-

Level Output: Assessing the Impacts of Cultural 

and Language Diversity in the National Hockey 

League 

Kahane, 

Longley, & 

Simmons 

Hockey Labor/Personnel 

Urban Studies 2015 From Fan Parks to Live Sites: Mega events and 

the territorialisation of urban space 

McGillivray 

& Frew 

Olympics Venues 

 2014 ‘Borrowing’ Public Space to Stage Major 

Events: The Greenwich Park Controversy 

Smith Olympics Venues 

 2013 Urban Youth, Worklessness and Sport: A 

Comparison of Sports-based Employability 

Programmes in Rotterdam and Stoke-on-Trent 

Spaaij, 

Magee, & 

Jeanes 

Sport (in 

general) 

Labor/Personnel 
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From North American Business Press website (i.e., http://www.na-businesspress.com/ 

Copyright.html): 

Copyright 
The creator of an original work is the prime owner of intellectual property. Copyright confers 

exclusive legal rights to control that work on the owner of intellectual property. A copyright 

owner has the right to copy, adapt or distribute the work by any means and to authorize others to 

do so by the transfer (assignment) or licensing of copyright. Without permission of the copyright 

owner, a work cannot be copied, adapted or distributed. Fair Dealing (Fair Use) for the purpose 

of non-commercial research, private study, criticism or review, instruction or examination does 

not infringe copyright. An author's moral rights are: 
•to be identified as the author 
•to object to derogatory treatment of their work and 
•not to have work falsely attributed to them 
 
We ask for transfer of ownership of copyright from authors. This enables us to distribute our 

authors' published research via a number of means to a wide range of readers, to take advantage 

of new technologies as they arise to distribute and store authors' work, and to protect our authors 

from copyright and moral rights violation. We only work with third party distribution partners 

with assured copyright policies, and monitor usage to ensure that it is in accordance with our 

principles. We do not restrict authors' rights to re-use their own work. This is an important 

difference. Authors don't have to ask our permission, and if they do, the answer is always yes. 
 
North American Business Press authors who assign their copyright to us retain unlimited free 

reproduction rights for their own work. Authors do not give up their rights to use, republish or 

reproduce their work for course notes, in another journal or as a book chapter, or electronically 

including their own institutional website, subject to acknowledging first publication details. 

Authors who publish with North American Business Press are not required to seek our 

permission with regard to their own work. We aim to bring our authors' work to the widest 

audience, under the protection of our copyright policy. 
 
North American Business Press takes its responsibilities to both its existing and potential authors 

very seriously. Every effort is made to provide the service that most fully meets your publishing 

requirements for: 
•Quality journals 
•Peer review, where stated 
•Editorial excellence 
•Due respect and credit for your work 
•Global readership for your work. 
 
North American Business Press believes that as an author you have the right to expect your 

publisher to deliver:  
•An efficient and courteous publishing service at all times 
•Prompt acknowledgement of correspondence and manuscripts received 
•A high professional standard of accuracy and clarity of presentation 
•A complimentary journal issue in which your article appeared plus article reprints 



   

 

233 

 

•A timely service for permission and reprint requests  
 
Assigning copyright of your work to North American Business Press allows us to act on your 

behalf to:  
•promote your rights 
•facilitate dissemination of your work by granting permissions for educational use or 

republication 
•target other North American Business Press journals whose readership may benefit from 

accessing your work 
•endeavor to protect your work from any infringement of your rights which are brought to our 

attention. 
 
This does not restrict your right or academic freedom to contribute to the wider distribution and 

readership of your work. This includes the right to: 
1.Distribute photocopies of your own version of your article to students and colleagues for 

teaching/educational purposes within your university or externally. Please note, this does not 

refer to the North American Business Press branded, published version. 
2.Reproduce your own version of your article, including peer review/editorial changes, in 

another journal, as content in a book of which you are the author, in a thesis, dissertation or in 

any other record of study, in print or electronic format as required by your university or for your 

own career development. 
3.Deposit an electronic copy of your own final version of your article, pre- or post-print, on your 

own or institutional website. The electronic copy cannot be deposited at the stage of acceptance 

by the Editor. 
 
All authors should be aware of the importance of presenting content that is based on their own 

research and expressed in their own words. Plagiarism is considered to be bad practice and 

unethical. As part of the North American Business Press Copyright Policy, we have prepared 

these guidelines to assist authors in understanding acceptable and unacceptable practice. Our 

approach is specifically aimed at promoting and protecting authors' work. 
 
Verbatim copying of more than 10 per cent (or a significant passage or section of text) of another 

person's work without acknowledgement, references or the use of quotation marks. Improper 

paraphrasing of another person's work is where more than one sentence within a paragraph or 

section of text has been changed or sentences have been rearranged without appropriate 

attribution. Significant improper paraphrasing (more than  
 
Re-use of elements of another person's work, for example a figure, table or paragraph without 

acknowledgement, references or the use of quotation marks. It is incumbent on the author to 

obtain the necessary permission to reuse elements of another person's work from the copyright 

holder. 
 
North American Business Press requires that all authors affirm that their submitted work has not 

been published before. If elements of a work have been previously published in another 

publication, including a North American Business Press publication, the author is required to 

acknowledge the earlier work and indicate how the subsequent work differs and builds upon the 
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research and conclusions contained in the previous work. Verbatim copying of an author's own 

work and paraphrasing is not acceptable and we recommend that research should only be reused 

to support new conclusions. We recommend that authors cite all previous stages of publication 

and presentation of their ideas that have culminated in the final work, including conference 

papers, workshop presentations and listserv communications. This will ensure that a complete 

record of all communication relating to the work is documented. 
 
Original work is published in North American Business Press journals with a small number of 

exceptions only. These exceptions include conference papers, archival papers that are 

republished in an anniversary or commemorative issue, papers that are of particular merit and 

that have received only limited circulation (for example through a company newsletter). These 

papers are republished at the discretion of the Editor. The original work is fully and correctly 

attributed and permission from the appropriate copyright holder obtained. Attributions will be 

added to archive content that has been found to have been republished in an North American 

Business Press journal in the past. 
 
Any individuals or persons wishing to use content from a North American Business Press 

journal, who do not meet the author specifications provided above must contact North American 

Business Press for explicit reproduction approval. You may contact the appropriate editor of the 

journal, or: 
 
North American Business Press 
301 Clematis Street #3000 
West Palm Beach, FL 33401 
866-624-2458 
customerservice@na-businesspress.com 
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