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Foreword by the Authors 
Dear readers of our Global CRO Study 2026, 

Restructurings are, for the companies affected — and in particular for management — always 
critical and highly complex situations. In such cases, lenders and shareholders frequently make 
the provision of financial support contingent on the appointment of a Chief Restructuring Officer 
(CRO). The CRO carries responsibility for implementing financial and operational restructuring 
measures and coordinates the interests of all relevant stakeholders. 

Stability used to be a competitive factor. Today it is a snapshot in time. Markets no longer 
change cyclically — they change systemically: demand patterns fragment, technology leaps 
shorten the life cycles of entire industries, and capital seeks new pathways. 

In this highly volatile environment, business models are destabilised less by external shocks than 
by their own inertia. In the “New Normal,” agility becomes a permanent organisational 
advantage — the ability to continuously realign before external pressure forces the change. 

The global insolvency figures for 2025 make this tectonic shift visible. In Germany, corporate 
insolvencies reached a 10-year high (+8.3%). The United States reported 655 mega 
bankruptcies through October 2025, the highest level in 15 years.1 2 

All of this is a symptom of the fact that traditional business logics are being stress-tested in real 
time. Restructuring is therefore no longer an exception, but part of modern corporate hygiene. 

Although the CRO role is firmly established in many regions of the world, its design, scope of 
engagement and perception differ considerably across global markets. ����� 

Against this backdrop, RTgroup — a global advisory boutique for restructuring and transformation, 
offering interim advisory services and the CxO-Office as its core product — and the IfUS-Institut — a 
specialised research, executive education and advisory institute for restructuring and turnaround 
management — joined forces in June 2025 and launched a worldwide study on the CRO role. This 

 
1Verband der Vereine Creditreform e. V. (Ed.). (2025). Insolvenzen in Deutschland, Jahr 2025. Last retrieved online on May 
19, 2026 at https://www.creditreform.de/aktuelles-wissen/pressemeldungen-fachbeitraege/news-
details/show/insolvenzen-in-deutschland-jahr-2025 
2Thomson Reuters (Ed.). (2025). US corporate bankruptcies set to hit 15-year high amid credit jitters, S&P data shows. Last 
retrieved online on May 19, 2026 at https://www.reuters.com/legal/litigation/us-corporate-bankruptcies-set-hit-15-
year-high-amid-credit-jitters-sp-data-shows-2025-11-13/ 
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exclusive cooperation strengthens both the analytical depth and the academic foundation of the 
project. The goal of the study is a comparative analysis of the CRO role in Europe, Africa, the 
Americas and Asia. Internationally experienced experts were interviewed — practitioners who 
have either worked alongside CRO engagements or have served as CROs themselves. 

This study is therefore addressed to all CROs, CTOs, interim managers, managing directors, 
executives, shareholders, supervisory board members and advisors who carry responsibility in 
restructuring and turnaround situations or who work closely with the CRO role. We are 
convinced that, in light of increasing market volatility, geopolitical uncertainty and structural 
transformation, restructuring and turnaround expertise is becoming a key qualification — and 
that the role of the CRO will continue to gain importance, both nationally and internationally. 

The very positive response to our study clearly demonstrates the high relevance of the CRO role 
for the restructuring and turnaround industry. We thank all participants of the international 
study, as well as the professional associations and networks involved (including INSOL and 
TMA Europe), for their valuable support in conducting this research. 

With warm regards, 

Your author team 

 

Bastian Kuhl, Philipp Schuller, Felix Dreyer, Dr. Johannes L. Sauerwein 
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Executive Summary: 7 Key Findings of the Global CRO Study 2026 

☛ Timing kills turnarounds: When the CRO only arrives once the fire is burning 
• In 83% of cases the CRO arrives too late or significantly too late — typically only once the earnings 

and liquidity crisis has escalated, often externally triggered and without clear decision-making 
authority. 

• Effective deployment would happen substantially earlier (earnings crisis, financial stress signals, loss 
of confidence), since at that stage portfolio, structure and business model can still be actively 
shaped. 

☛ Crisis pilot, not classic consultant: The CRO belongs in the cockpit 
• Internationally, the CRO is defined as an execution-driven crisis manager at C-level with full 

accountability for results (managing liquidity, performance and turnaround delivery). 

• Effectiveness requires a clear engagement, clear leadership scope and authority (including access to 
cash, resources and governance bodies), but in practice this remains frequently constrained by 
missing decision-making rights. 

☛ High liability: Clear governance creates protection 
• Around two thirds of experts rate the liability risk as high to very high, with clear regional 

differences (high in Europe/Africa, lower in the US, heterogeneous in Asia). 

• Engagement design follows the liability profile: advisory-driven set-ups, clearly delineated 
corporate-body boundaries and contractual protections all shape authority and pace. 

☛ Accepted or rejected: Culture determines the CRO's reach 
• Formal corporate-body status is not enough — what matters is acceptance as a legitimate 

leadership figure within a culturally shaped context of expectations. 

• Without trust, networks and transparent communication, the CRO remains a foreign body; where 
these conditions are met, the CRO becomes a credible partner to leadership. 

☛ One role, four logics: Europe, the Americas, Africa and Asia expect different CRO profiles 
• The CRO role is globally established but regionally distinct (Europe formalised, the Americas 

financially driven, Africa leadership-driven, Asia culture-oriented). 

• Operational depth and role expectations vary considerably — a globally uniform CRO design does 
not work; engagement and governance must be regionally adapted. 

☛ Numbers saved, trust lost: When restructuring fails to land culturally 
• High target achievement on financial and operational metrics (e.g. 4.27 for operational 

realignment), but markedly weaker results on culture and motivation (~2.9). 
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• Sustainability emerges only through co-creative leadership, humility and active organisational 
involvement — beyond pure KPI improvement. 

☛ The “Hero CRO” reaches its limits: The CRO-Office is the value model of the future 
• The classic lone-fighter model is reaching its limits; the CRO-Office is increasingly establishing itself 

as an interdisciplinary leadership team. 

• Effectiveness comes from integrated steering of financial, operational and structural-cultural 
measures — less through individual authority than through institutionalised governance. 
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Introduction: Why the CRO Role Is Gaining Global Importance 
Restructurings are always exceptional situations for companies and their management. For this 
reason, credit institutions regularly tie the granting of turnaround financing to the appointment of a 
Chief Restructuring Officer (hereinafter referred to as CRO), who takes responsibility for the 
financial and operational measures and coordinates the relevant stakeholders. To exercise this role 
effectively, the CRO requires a directorship that confers authority independent of the existing 
management (see Ringelspacher 2021).3 The CRO thus acts as an interim turnaround managing 
director, leading companies through existential liquidity and earnings crises and preventively 
averting insolvency. 

With rising economic volatility, regulatory complexity and digital-structural transformation 
pressure, the CRO function has evolved since the early 2000s into a central governance and 
transformation instrument. 

International CRO Perspective 
Viewed globally, the CRO role is widespread but highly variable in its regional design: 

• The Americas (the original CRO market): In Chapter 11 proceedings, the CRO holds far-reaching 
decision-making authority and acts as the central operational turnaround leader within the Debtor-
in-Possession model. The standardised CRO pitching process shapes professional selection. 

• Europe (especially the DACH region): The CRO is often engaged on a project basis, particularly in the 
context of bank-driven restructurings. Higher requirements for legitimacy, acceptance and 
embedding in existing governance structures shape the role — especially in tension with the 
remaining management. 

• Asia: The function exists in substance, but the term “CRO” is often avoided to reduce crisis stigma. 
Decisions follow cultural expectations and informal governance patterns more strongly. 

• Africa: Empirical evidence is limited. According to INSOL4 International (2025),5 structural deficits in 
restructuring law and political factors complicate an institutionalised CRO function. 

Research Question 
These regional differences underscore the need for a systematic, scientific analysis of the CRO role 
in international comparison. The present study therefore examines: 

 
3Ringelspacher, E. (2021). Krisenmanagement aus Finanzierersicht. In: Crone, A. & Werner, H. (Eds.) Modernes 
Sanierungsmanagement. Sanierung als ganzheitliche Aufgabe: Strategische Neuausrichtung, operative Verbesserung und 
finanzielle Stabilisierung. 6th ed., Munich: Vahlen. pp. 465–509. 
4INSOL International is a worldwide federation of national associations of accountants and lawyers specialised in 
restructuring and insolvency. 
5INSOL International (Ed.). (2025). Africa Round Table. Last retrieved online on June 18, 2025 at 
https://www.insol.org/focus-groups/african-initiatives/africa-round-table 
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How do the design, authority and perception of the CRO role differ across Europe, Africa, the 
Americas and Asia? 

Research Hypothesis 
A systematic review of existing literature on the defined research question forms the basis for an 
evidence-based assessment of the CRO role in international comparison. This methodology 
(literature review, see foundationally Cooper, 1982, 2009)67 makes it possible to structure existing 
findings, derive a consistent survey design heuristically and taxonomically, and on that basis 
identify future research desiderata. 

The present literature review follows the central hypothesis that: 

CROs are often engaged too late in the restructuring process. An effective CRO must be brought in at 
an early crisis stage, requires a directorship with a strong engagement as well as an 
independent “CRO-Office” (team). The traditional “silverback” profile is losing relevance; what is 
increasingly required is agile, modern leadership. 

Findings of the Literature Review & Research Desiderata for the Expert Survey 
The literature consistently shows that the CRO occupies a key role in crisis and transformation 
management, with tasks ranging from acute turnaround to strategic realignment. What is required 
is a multidimensional competency profile that combines financial, operational and cultural-
communicative skills. The overall picture from the literature highlights both the high relevance of 
the research project and its novelty in international comparison. 

Despite individual references, a systematic international analysis of the CRO role is missing. The 
African market in particular is almost entirely unexplored academically, and while Asia is 
touched upon in individual contributions, empirical coverage remains fragmentary and 
unsystematic. More than half of the identified sources (58%) refer exclusively to Germany; further 
focal points are Europe and the United States (13% each) and the United Kingdom (6%). There is 
therefore clear research need regarding regional differences, engagement architecture and 
acceptance of the CRO function. 

The present Global CRO Study 2026 takes up this research desideratum and addresses both the 
scope of engagement and the leadership requirements of current and future CRO generations. 

Research Interest and Study Design 
The Global CRO Study 2026 is structured in four stages: 

• At the start of the study stood a systematic review of the state of research on the international CRO 
role. In total, 6,359 hits (publication date from January 1, 2005) were screened from May 24 to June 

 
6Cooper, H. M. (1982). “Scientific guidelines for conducting integrative research reviews”. In: Review of Educational 
Research, 52(2). pp. 291–302. 
7Cooper, H. M. (2009). Research Synthesis and Meta-Analysis: A Step-by-Step Approach (4th ed.). Thousand Oaks: Sage. 
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16, 2025, via electronic search across the relevant databases, using an applied scientific 
methodology (literature review). After checking content and formal criteria, a total of 60 hits were 
evaluated. 

• On this basis (heuristic approach), research hypotheses were derived and a questionnaire was 
developed as the basis for the expert survey, tested and refined in a pre-test. 

• The survey was carried out between July 1 and November 24, 2025, both in standardised-
quantitative form as a survey and especially in semi-standardised-qualitative form (open guided 
interviews). We conducted 57 expert interviews in total, each lasting approximately 30 minutes. All 
57 internationally surveyed experts are professionally active as executives or senior advisors to 
companies in the field of restructuring / CRO, or as CRO, CTO or interim manager themselves. 

• The study results were discussed with selected experts in January 2026 and recommendations for 
action were derived. 

The expert sample was deliberately drawn from across the world, given the internationally framed 
research question — How do the design, authority and perception of the CRO role differ across 
Europe, Africa, the Americas and Asia? To ensure sufficient content depth and variance, at least 
10 experts from each of the four regions were interviewed.8 

Role Profiles, Experience & Activity Focus of Respondents 
37 percent of the experts surveyed who provided information on their activity focus work 
primarily as CRO (n = 12), CTO (n = 10) or interim manager (n = 4), followed by 22 percent in 
the role of restructuring advisor. A further 12 percent of responses come from distressed 
private equity investors and 9 percent from work-out departments in banks or restructuring 
departments. Notable is the high share of “other” role profiles (20%), reflecting substantial 
functional diversity — including CFOs, lawyers, quality managers, debt advisors, project leads in the 
CRO-Office, as well as professors and strategy and performance consultants. This points to a 
growing multi-professionalism in the modern restructuring ecosystem. 

Our experts bring substantial restructuring experience: 50 percent of respondents have more 
than 20 years of professional experience in restructuring-related work, and over a third (36%) 
have 10 to 20 years of experience in this field. Only around 14 percent of the sample have less than 
ten years. The study findings are therefore largely based on many years of operational and 
advisory experience in the turnaround and restructuring context. 

95 percent of respondents state that they have been active across different cultures in their 
professional restructuring practice. When asked explicitly about the regional focus of their work 
(related to restructuring and CRO engagements), the experts surveyed report that they are 

 
8The present study therefore does not claim statistical representativeness. Through the survey of at least ten experts per 
region, however, high substantive breadth and depth and good coverage of relevant perspectives are achieved (Europe, n 
= 28; Asia, n = 10; Americas, n = 10; Africa, n = 10). 
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predominantly active in Europe (66%). This is followed by the Americas with 56%, Asia with 
47% and Africa with 39%. The results thus show a clear European centre of gravity, complemented 
by a strong presence in the Americas and substantial — though smaller — activity in Asia and 
Africa. 

To get a precise picture of which company sizes our study participants are active in, they were 
asked to indicate the percentage distribution of their engagements by revenue. The results 
make clear that the experts surveyed are predominantly active in larger mid-cap and large 
enterprises. The most strongly represented segment is USD 501 million – 1 billion in revenue 
(35%), followed by USD 151–500 million (22%), USD 51–150 million (19%) and the USD 1–10 
billion segment (14%). It is also striking that small companies (< USD 50 million) account for a 
relevant share (17%) but are clearly less in focus than larger entities. The very low engagement 
with corporations above USD 11 billion (2%) reflects how rare such mandates are. Overall, the 
expert distribution shows a clear pattern: the CRO role is most relevant in mid-sized to large 
enterprises, where structural complexity and stakeholder density are likely particularly high. 

When asked about the industries in which the surveyed experts are active in restructuring and CRO 
work, a broadly diversified sectoral distribution emerges. Most frequently named are 
Consumer/Retail (approval rate of 62.08%), Machinery and Plant Engineering (57.92%), and 
Automotive and Raw Materials/Energy/Chemicals (each 52.92%). Other key fields are 
Financial Services (50.83%), Transport/Logistics (48.33%), Construction/Trades (44.17%) 
and Healthcare/Pharma (43.75%). Mid-range mentions go to Telecommunications (37.92%), 
Start-ups (37.08%), Tourism/Hospitality (35.00%) and Media (34.58%). The category “Other 
industries” appears in 12.50% of cases and includes in particular Real Estate, Education and 
Aerospace / Defense. 

The Surveyed Experts: International Restructuring Professionals 
Overall, the data of the Global CRO Study 2026 paint the picture of a highly professional, 
internationally active and multidisciplinary expert group — predominantly with decades of 
experience, primarily active in mid-sized to large industrial and trading companies, with 
restructuring engagements spanning core industries such as automotive, mechanical engineering, 
retail and financial services. 

Methodological Foundation of the Study 
In this expert study, 57 global experts from the field of corporate restructuring and CRO 
engagements were asked about the professional design of the CRO role. The following data analysis 
is conducted based on the qualitative content analysis according to Kuckartz (2018).9 For this 
purpose, from the 57 individual interviews: 

• categories were developed inductively (open analysis) and substantive core elements were derived, 

 
9Kuckartz, U. (2018). Qualitative Inhaltsanalyse: Methoden, Praxis, Computerunterstützung. Beltz: Juventa. 
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• which were subsequently structured via deductively formed thematic clusters. 

In addition, a frequency analysis was carried out across all 57 interviews to make quantitative 
distributions within the categories visible (Gläser & Laudel, 2010).10 Furthermore, an interpretive, 
hermeneutic analysis was conducted to identify deeper layers of meaning and recurring patterns in 
the expert statements (Flick, 2019).11 

The combination of these procedures enables both a systematic and an in-depth analytical 
understanding of the CRO's professional role. 

Layout of the Global CRO Study 2026 
This Global CRO Study 2026 is presented along four central analytical areas: 

• Role understanding, timing & competency profile of the CRO 

• Engagement depth & governance (liability) 

• Structure & effectiveness of the CRO engagement 

• International dimension, regional differences & cultural influencing factors 

Chapter Structure of the Global CRO Study 2026 
For each of the four analytical areas, the study presents: 

• the quantitative results (online survey), 

• the analysis of the qualitative results (expert interviews), and 

• the analysis of the findings with derived recommendations for action. 

Since it is in particular the qualitative interviews that allow for a deep understanding of the CRO 
role in international comparison and for the discovery of new “phenomena”, the focus of the 
present results presentation is placed on these qualitative findings. Because: 

• The qualitative assessments of our international CRO experts provide valuable insights into 

mindsets, motives, critical success factors, risks, perceptions and decision logics. ����� 

 

 
10Gläser, J. & Laudel, G. (2010). Experteninterviews und qualitative Inhaltsanalyse. VS Verlag. 
11Flick, U. (2019). Qualitative Sozialforschung: Eine Einführung. Rowohlt. 
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The CRO Is Not a Consultant — Role Understanding, Competency Profile and 
International Differences 
In an earlier empirical study by the IfUS-Institut from 2023, conducted among 442 restructuring 
and turnaround professionals from Germany, the roles of the CRO and the Chief Transformation 
Officer (hereinafter referred to as CTO) were examined.12 The following definitions of the two 
functional profiles were derived as central study findings:13 

• The CRO is an interim crisis manager at managing-director or management-board level who guides 
the company through acute liquidity and earnings crises. They steer the entire restructuring 
process, implement turnaround measures and coordinate all key stakeholders. Their goal is clear: 
avoid insolvency and secure short-term viability. 

• The CTO is an experienced, often interim manager who acts outside of acute crises. The focus is on 
the long-term strategic development of the company. They shape the realignment, develop the 
business model and drive cultural change. As a catalyst for sustainable transformation, they ensure 
that the company is future-ready, competitive and prepared for new growth fields. 

At the start of this qualitative expert survey “Global CRO Study,” the international CRO experts were 
therefore asked whether they agreed with the functional profiles set out above. Overall, agreement 
with the two functional profiles stood at 86.15 percent. Building on this, the surveyed CRO experts 
were asked for their own input on the respective role descriptions of CRO and CTO, as well as on 
the (ideal) engagement timing and competency profile of the CRO. 

 

The distinction is often unclear in practice. A CRO should 

make decisions, not merely advise. At the same time, I 

consider it valuable for the CRO to be able to draw on sound 

advisory support, ideally through a separate advisory team. 

A certain independence between advisory and CRO is 

essential, so that the CRO does not end up defending their 

own advisory conclusions but can lead independently. 

 (Florian Bruder, Attorney & Partner, DLA Piper) 

 

 
12Werner, H., Sauerwein, J. L., Michailov, G. & Hengstmann, M. (2023). “Insights: Chief Transformation Officer (CTO) — 
Game-Changer für eine erfolgreiche Transformation?” — Deutschlands größte CTO-Studie, results of a joint study by SRH 
Hochschule Heidelberg in cooperation with the IfUS-Institut, Struktur Management Partner and Executive Interim 
Partners. 
13The study findings and functional profiles of CRO and CTO presented are based on external sources and do not 
necessarily reflect the authors' views. 
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From Turnaround Specialist to Crisis Leader 
A focus of the quantitative survey was the analysis of the CRO competency profile: cultural, 
personal, methodological and social competencies, as well as the question of the ideal CRO mindset. 
The basis of the following quantitative analyses is a Likert scale from 1 = “very low” to 5 = “very 
high,” whose mean values (scores) capture the respective intensity. 

☛ The quantitative analysis shows a clear CRO profile: the highest importance is placed 
on cultural sensitivity, credibility, assertiveness and crisis-management capability 
(hands-on execution mindset), strong stakeholder management, and a solution-oriented, 
fact-based and leadership-experienced mindset. 💡💡 

Understanding Cultural Differences — A Core Requirement for CROs 
The results on cultural CRO competency show that CROs should above all possess strong 
intercultural sensitivity. The ability to take local cultural differences into account is rated 
highest by the experts, at 4.09. Slightly lower but still relevant is the understanding of local and 
regional regulations (3.87). This makes clear that, in the experts' view, cultural adaptability is a 
key success factor in international CRO deployment. 

Personal Leadership Strength Remains Decisive for CROs 
Personal capabilities for the CRO role are rated as particularly important by the surveyed experts. 
The highest-rated capability is credibility and building trust with a score of 4.83, followed by 
delivery and assertiveness (4.65). Competence in team leadership and vision-setting is also 
rated highly (4.17). Overall, the values make clear that an effective CRO must operate not only on a 
technical level but also as a strong leadership personality and trust-builder. 

Clear Focus on Crisis and Financial Steering in the CRO Skill Set 
On the question of how the professional and methodological competencies of a CRO should ideally be 
developed, the Likert-scale mean values show a clear competency profile. Rated highest is 
turnaround and crisis management (4.80), followed by Financial Management (4.46), Change 
Management (4.26), Strategy & Business Model (4.20) and Organizational Skills (4.17). Also 
relevant but somewhat less pronounced are Performance Management (4.02) and legal 
fundamentals (3.59). Lowest rated is digitalisation experience (2.89). 
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Figure 1: Ideal CRO Mindset (own data). 

Stakeholder Communication as a Key Competence for CROs 
Social and communicative competencies for the CRO role are rated as particularly important by the 
surveyed experts. The highest-rated capability is external communication and stakeholder 
management with a score of 4.78. Charisma is still considered relevant (3.89), while adaptability 
to the specific corporate culture is rated somewhat lower at 3.70, but still above average. Overall, 
the values make clear that an effective CRO must above all communicate with confidence and at the 
same time be able to build trust with diverse stakeholders. 

The Ideal CRO Mindset: Solution-Strong, Fact-Based, Leadership-Tested 
Most strongly emphasised is a solution-oriented mindset (4.80), followed by the expectation that 
a CRO is an experienced leadership personality (4.63) and acts consistently in a fact-oriented 
manner (4.52). An analytical approach (4.48) and transparency (4.41) are also cited as central 
mental guidelines. Acting consistently and with understanding (each 4.28) complete the desired 
profile. Empathy (3.72) and conceptual thinking (3.83) are rated by the experts as helpful but 
less decisive. 

Competency Profile & Mindset of Modern CROs 
At the start of the expert interviews, the question of the role description of a CRO was posed. The 
following presentation of the qualitative role description is structured by the frequencies of the 
identified thematic areas. Overall, it can be summarised that… 
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☛ …the modern CRO simultaneously acts as a crisis pilot, stakeholder diplomat and 
strategic transformer: operational assertiveness, psychological sensitivity and political 
navigation are central CRO competencies. 💡💡 

Restructuring as the Core of the CRO Role 
The 57 surveyed CRO professionals define the CRO role clearly through the thematic field of 
restructuring (n = 31). The CRO is understood as an acute crisis manager who stabilises 
liquidity, safeguards operational capability to act, and at the same time links short-term crisis 
measures with mid- and long-term transformations. Restructuring appears as a 
multidimensional process that integrates financial, organisational and strategic elements. 

 
Figure 2: Qualitative role description of the CRO — full overview (own data). 

CRO stands for Chief Restructuring Officer — but what “restructuring” 
encompasses is extremely broad. The role ranges from far-reaching, company-
wide transformations to classic financial restructurings. 
 (Expert interview) 

Regional Differences in the Design of the CRO Role 
Building on the central positioning of the CRO role in the context of restructuring, clear regional 
differences emerge in how it is designed. In the Americas the role is shaped above all by strategic 
and conceptual work, while operational delivery and leadership play a secondary role. Europe 
shows a balanced role understanding in which strategic restructuring, operational delivery, 
stakeholder management and leadership are emphasised equally. In Asia, the strategic 
restructuring aspect also dominates, but with low formal decision-making depth, pointing to a 
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more advisory expression of the role. Africa, by contrast, is characterised by a strong emphasis on 
leadership and assertiveness, complemented by operational delivery and strategic 
restructuring. 

Execution Capability as a Differentiator 
With 22 mentions, the present study highlights execution capability. CROs are seen less as 
analytical concept-builders than as pragmatic implementers who prioritise measures, remove 
operational blockers and produce visible results. This makes the CRO a “catalyst for execution” 
who establishes effectiveness through concrete outcomes. 

Stakeholder Management as a Key Role 
Stakeholder management (n = 19) shows the political dimension of the CRO function. CROs act as 
mediators between shareholders, banks, works council and management, create transparency and 
build trust. The role therefore requires both structural and psychosocial competence to unlock 
decision-making processes and integrate divergent interests. 

 

A central challenge is the persistent conflict of interests 

between banks, shareholders, the company and its 

management. While an ideal alignment of all parties would 

be desirable, this is rarely the case. Managing and clarifying 

these conflicting positions is therefore a core task of the CRO 

and should be addressed before the mandate effectively 

begins. 

 (Joost de Haas, Adjunct Professor of Entrepreneurship & 

Family Enterprise, INSEAD) 

Leadership and Authority in Crisis 
19 mentions emphasise the importance of leadership and decisiveness. CROs must make clear 
decisions under uncertainty, take responsibility and, where required, “step in decisively”, 
according to the surveyed experts — which is why the psychological component also plays an 
important role. CRO authority, the experts argue, rests less on the title than on demonstrated 
credibility and the ability to quickly deliver effective results. 

Lone Fighter vs. High-Performing, Interdisciplinary Team 
It must be noted that only a minority of experts (n = 8) point to team orientation as a central CRO 
competency. However, these interviews explicitly reject the notion of the “CRO as a lone fighter.” 
Instead, they emphasise that the CRO must be embedded in a high-performing, interdisciplinary 
team. Effectiveness arises not from the individual but from the orchestrated interplay of process, 
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finance and project-management competencies. This produces a systemic role understanding in 
which the CRO acts as the conductor of a complex transformation process. 

Independence and Analytics 
Independence and neutrality are mentioned but understood less as a formal engagement than as 
a stance: transparency, objectivity and stakeholder trust are more important than a legally defined 
independence. Strikingly low is the importance attached to analytical skills. Analysis is seen more 
as a means to an end, while pragmatic implementation, leadership competence and social 
intelligence are foregrounded. 

Regional Expressions of the CRO Role in Comparison 
Building on the central positioning of the CRO role in the context of restructuring, the qualitative 
analysis shows that the design of the CRO profile varies markedly across the globe: 

☛ The CRO role is globally heterogeneous and is strongly shaped by economic context, 
legal systems, governance structures and cultural leadership models. While Europe 
shows a multidimensional, institutionally established role understanding, the Americas 
are financial-driven, Africa leadership-driven and Asia independence-driven. 💡💡 

Europe: The Most Professional and Complete CRO Profile 
In Europe, structures such as ESUG14, the UK turnaround tradition and formalised creditor and 
governance processes shape the CRO role. The European CRO acts as a multidimensional 
leadership figure who commands restructuring, delivery, stakeholder management and 
leadership in equal measure. 

Africa: The Strong-Leadership Crisis Pilot 
Africa shows the world's highest leadership orientation, combined with moderate execution and 
low stakeholder focus. Aspects such as independence, analytics or technical expertise are rarely 
mentioned. The CRO appears as a “firefighter” who intervenes quickly, makes decisions and leads 
operationally — usually outside formal governance structures. 

In America, the role is 60% execution — you actually have to make things happen. 
And 40% psychology because you must constantly explain why you have the 
capabilities to perform the job, especially in environments where company 
executives or previous managers were not able to deliver. 
 (Expert interview) 

 
14The Act on the Further Facilitation of the Restructuring of Companies (ESUG) of December 7, 2011 (BGBl. I p. 2582), 
which took effect in its main parts on March 1, 2012, aimed to improve the legal framework conditions for the 
restructuring of distressed companies and to establish a restructuring culture in which insolvency proceedings are 
explicitly understood and used as an opportunity for sustainable corporate restructuring (cf. BMJV, p. 1, 2018). [Federal 
Ministry of Justice and Consumer Protection (BMJV). (2018). Evaluation of the Act on the Further Facilitation of the 
Restructuring of Companies (ESUG)] 
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The Americas: The Finance- and Restructuring-Driven Specialist 
In North and South America, restructuring dominates, while leadership and stakeholder 
management carry less weight. The role is shaped by financial distress situations, Chapter 11 
logic, private equity governance and lender-driven processes. The CRO here acts primarily on a 
technical and financial level but must continuously explain (psychological component) why they 
— rather than management — are in a position to deliver the necessary steps. 

Asia: The Independent, Reserved Expert 
Asia shows no leadership mentions and only moderate restructuring orientation, but a strong 
emphasis on independence and a slight analytical leaning. The role is more advisory, conflict-
avoiding, culturally restrained (“face-saving”), with emphasis also placed on bringing in 
technical expertise. 

 
Figure 3: Qualitative role description of the CRO by region (proportionally normalised to 10 responses, own 

data). 

What Determines CRO Success in Practice 
 

The success of a restructuring lies not only in the concept, but 

above all in the execution. The CRO is the head of execution 

and the driver of these measures. That is why both 

assertiveness and communication skills are needed to 

balance divergent stakeholder interests. What matters is 

that the role is set up so that the CRO actually has real 
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decision-making authority. They must be anchored as a director or as general 

representative (Generalbevollmächtigter) to be genuinely effective. 

 (Prof. Dr. Henning Werner, Director, IfUS-Institut for Corporate Restructuring) 

What makes a successful CRO? To this question, the 57 experts answered with remarkable 
consistency across regions: 

☛ A successful CRO is not a “numbers manager” but a leadership figure in highly 
complex, emotionally charged crisis situations — not a classic “advisor” but an 
“implementer” with a strategic-conceptual transformation focus. 💡💡 

Overall, four central CRO success factors can be derived from the expert responses: 

• Leadership & people skills: 

Most frequently highlighted was the importance of stakeholder alignment and 
moderation (84% of respondents), followed by emotional intelligence (72%) and clear 
communication (67% agreement). 

• Execution & results: 

Also striking is the strong emphasis on results orientation and execution (61%). 

• Governance & engagement: 

54% of experts also cite governance and engagement-related topics as decisive CRO 
success factors. 

• Technical competence: 

Technical aspects such as financial competence (58%) or restructuring experience 
(51%) are important, but less dominant than “people skills.” 

The four central success factors clearly show that the CRO role is perceived by the experts as 
multidimensional: a successful CRO combines interpersonal-communicative capabilities, formal 
governance aspects and, in addition to technical competence — and crucially — consistent 
execution power. 

Implications for Role Understanding and CRO Positioning 
The preceding quantitative and qualitative analyses make clear that the CRO role differs globally 
not only in terms of role understanding, competency profile and engagement architecture, but also 
places very different requirements on effectiveness, legitimacy and organisation across regions. 
Against this backdrop, the study shows that the individual CRO figure is increasingly reaching its 
limits in all regions analysed, and that the deployment of a CRO/CTO-Office — as a 
multidisciplinary, integrated team model — is perceived as the more effective approach. Building 
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on these findings, differentiated recommendations for action can be derived for the further 
development and positioning of the CRO role: 

• For Europe, stronger professionalisation of the CRO role is recommended, with a team-oriented 
CRO/CTO-Office appearing as a suitable framework to meet the multidimensional role expectations 

and to move beyond a purely interim perception of the role. ����� 

• For Africa, the priority is first to explain and professionalise the CRO role, since the CRO there acts 
primarily as an operational crisis pilot. The study shows clear need for engagement clarity, 
governance structures and foundational knowledge among banks and legal advisors; at the same 
time this creates the opportunity to position the CxO-Office as a modern, high-performing team 

model. ����� 

• For the Americas, the recommendation is to establish the CRO-Office as an efficiency lever in highly 
finance- and lender-driven processes: the US and South American markets benefit particularly from 
a team that integrates finance, strategy, stakeholder management and operations and thus goes 

beyond the classic “financial CRO” profile. ����� 

• For Asia, a restrained, advisory-oriented positioning of the CxO-Office is recommended: since 
independence, technical expertise and analytical work are foregrounded, the CRO-Office should be 
positioned as a fact-based, independent expert team that acts with cultural sensitivity and 

persuades through a moderate, face-saving leadership style. ����� 

CRO vs. CTO — Not a Semantic Question 

☛ The CTO role is “politically more palatable” than the CRO — “softer” and less crisis-
laden. Globally, the CTO is predominantly understood as a strategic, long-term 
transformation architect, steering future-readiness, organisational change and 
operational improvements. 💡💡 

Building on the question of role description, the experts were asked to define the CTO role from 
their perspective. Overall, four overarching categories can be formed that cover the full response 
spectrum: 

(1) CTO as strategic-conceptual transformation focus (long-term); 

(2) CTO as “implementer” (PMO, execution); 

(3) CTO as conceptual delineation (semantics) to the CRO; and 

(4) CTO as misunderstood (unclear) term. 

The analysis of these categories shows that the CTO acts considerably earlier in the organisational 
change continuum than the CRO: they operate not insolvency-driven but in the context of strategic 
or earnings-related challenges, and thus shape a more long-term and forward-looking 
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transformation focus. At the same time, the role is strongly defined through its task and 
accountability logic: the CTO stands for strategic development, operational transformation, the 
steering of large-scale change programmes and the cross-functional implementation of key 
measures. 

 
Figure 4: Role description of the CRO by region (proportionally normalised to 10 responses, own data). 

The analysis of responses on the CTO role further makes clear that the semantic and cultural 
framing of the role carries considerable weight. In several regions, the term CTO is consciously 
chosen to soften crisis signals or to avoid negatively connoted terms such as “restructuring.” 
At the same time, in some markets there is terminological overlap with technology roles, which 
leads to misunderstandings or dilutes the meaning. Moreover, the role is often positioned closer to 
the CEO and within the existing management structures, since it requires less formal board 
anchoring than a CRO engagement and is more strongly embedded in the internal leadership logic. 

The analysis by regional differences shows, finally, that the CTO role is not an internationally 
standardised function: its design varies considerably by jurisdiction, cultural context and company-
specific situation, in particular regarding depth, scope of engagement, scope for shaping and 
transformation logic. 

We've seen clients avoid appointing a CRO to the board or management simply 
because of the market signal it sends. In South Africa, there is a lot of ambiguity 
and confusion around the terminology — Chief Turnaround Officer, Chief 
Restructuring Officer, Chief Strategic Officer. I have even seen terms I cannot fully 
recall, but ultimately, it is all linguistic manoeuvring to avoid calling someone a 
Chief Restructuring Officer. 
 (Expert interview) 
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• In Europe, the CTO is positioned as an operational delivery and steering role that drives 
transformation programmes structurally already before the crisis stage and translates strategic 
targets into concrete measures, while responsibility for acute restructuring remains with the CRO. 

����� 

• In Africa, the term is barely established and is culturally loaded: “transformation” is often confused 
with Black Economic Empowerment (BEE) topics (diversity, inclusion), which is why the CTO as an 
organisational transformation role exists only to a limited extent or is used as a politically softened 

variant of the CRO. ����� 

• In the Americas, the CTO often serves as a “softer” term for change programmes without acute 
crisis logic; here the role stands for long-term transformation, operational improvements and 

change management outside of insolvency or Chapter 11 situations. ����� 

• In Asia, the role is more heterogeneous and less embedded: the CTO is sometimes confused with a 
technology title or replaced by internal project teams; where it appears, the focus is on operational 

performance improvement and process orientation. ����� 

Timing Determines Impact 
The timing of a CRO's engagement substantially determines the impact, the nature of the 
engagement and the probability of success of a restructuring. At the same time, the timing of the 
CRO's engagement provides clear signals about the prevailing crisis culture within the company 
(proactive or reactive) and the governance structure — i.e. who is steering the crisis 
(management, lenders, etc.). For this reason, the CRO experts were asked for their assessment of 
whether CROs are appointed “in time” in practice: 

☛ 83% of respondents state that CROs are deployed too late or significantly too late. Not 
a single expert is of the view that CROs are involved too early, and only 12% perceive the 
timing as “in time.” 💡💡 

These data clearly point to a widespread perception of delayed CRO deployment. Notable, too, is 
that not a single expert says that CROs are deployed too early. 

There is this widely used diagram with the curve of room for action across the 
stages of a crisis [...]. Building on that, one can say: when a company is in a 
strategic crisis transitioning into an earnings crisis, a CTO would be appropriate. 
By the time the earnings crisis is more advanced — that is, after roughly two years 
of weak results — one should be thinking about a CRO. In practice, however, this 
only happens in an estimated 90% of cases under bank pressure [...]. External 
perception then often plays a role, which is why the role is given a different name 
when it is effectively a CRO in disguise. 
 (Expert interview) 
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Building on the question of whether CROs are engaged in a timely manner, the experts were asked 
in which crisis stage CROs are actually deployed: 

 
Figure 5: CRO deployment by crisis stage (own data). 

The quantitative results show a clear pattern: CROs are primarily mandated in pronounced or 
existentially threatening corporate situations (54% agreement), especially in cases of product, 
sales, earnings or liquidity problems. Around one fifth of engagements fall into the stage of 
imminent insolvency (20.43%), for example in covenant breaches or impending illiquidity, 
according to the experts. In stakeholder and strategy crises (17.98%), CROs are deployed when 
confidence in management is declining or increased transparency is required. In the pre-crisis 
stage (4.79%) CROs are rarely mandated, and in the post-crisis stage (3.30%) they play little 
operational role. 

Governance- and Bank-Driven Initiation of CRO Engagements 
As outlined, a CRO is typically engaged late — or too late — i.e. once the corporate crisis is already 
well advanced and liquidity-related (e.g. governance breaches, shortened supplier payment 
terms) or management-related crisis signals (high turnover, CAPEX freezes, etc.) are present. 
Against this backdrop, the experts were asked which players initiate CRO engagement externally and 
internally. 

• Internal initiation: Shareholders and the supervisory board are the main drivers. Management itself 
rarely initiates a CRO. 

• External initiation: Banks are by far the most important trigger. 
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Figure 6: Overview of CRO engagement initiation (data in percent, own data). 

The quantitative study results clearly show that CRO engagement is predominantly initiated 
externally by financiers (≈ 58%) and internally by shareholders (≈ 41%) and supervisory 
boards (≈ 35%). Legal advisors (≈ 21%) and consultants (≈ 16%) play a clearly secondary role. 
Management itself — at just around 17 percent — hardly ever triggers a CRO engagement. 

 

Yes, CROs are often deployed too late. Causes include 

stakeholders clinging on, covenant-light structures and the 

diminishing leadership role of the banks. Imminent 

illiquidity could be a suitable trigger, as it shifts the duties of 

directors. Section 1 StaRUG may be a good anchor point: 

where a company's existence is threatened, solutions must be 

sought. A pure earnings crisis, by contrast, I consider 

unrealistic as a trigger. 

 (Florian Bruder, Attorney & Partner, DLA Piper) 

Ideal Timing for CRO Engagement: Loss of Trust, Not Liquidity 
The quantitative responses presented above clearly indicate that, from a corporate perspective, 
CRO engagement happens reactively in the acute crisis, driven by banks and governance. This 
finding is unequivocally confirmed by the experts in their qualitative interviews: 
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☛ The CRO role must be deployed 12–24 months earlier than current practice. Because: 
the dominant trigger is already the loss of trust — not yet the liquidity crisis. 💡💡 

Three Central Engagement Triggers: Earnings Crisis, Financial Stress Signals & Loss of Trust 
Nearly three quarters of the experts emphasise that the ideal moment for CRO engagement is 
already at the start of the earnings crisis (74% agreement), when, for example, revenue or 
earnings stagnate and first structural problems become visible — i.e. significantly earlier than the 
CRO is currently typically appointed. At that point, according to the experts, the CRO has the widest 
room to manoeuvre, able to intervene actively rather than merely limit damage. 

Another frequently named trigger (67% agreement) for CRO engagement, according to the experts, 
should be the appearance of early financial warning signals — including impending covenant 
breaches, foreseeable liquidity gaps and a lack of transparency in cash management (e.g. no 
realistic 13-week cash flow). For this reason, a CRO should be deployed 12–24 months earlier 
than in current practice, in order to manage liquidity risks preventively and limit the loss of 
enterprise value. 

Furthermore, a particularly significant — and often underestimated — engagement trigger is 
named as the loss of confidence in the existing management (58% agreement): situations in 
which banks, lenders or shareholders no longer believe management statements, where tensions or 
demand letters accumulate, or where stakeholders question the management's ability to forecast 
and to act transparently. In this phase, a CRO can have a decisive impact by creating transparency, 
re-aligning stakeholders and regaining credibility — thereby significantly stabilising the further 
course of the crisis. 

These qualitative patterns — early earnings crisis, financial bottlenecks, loss of trust — align with the 
quantitative findings on CRO initiation: CROs are predominantly initiated by governance bodies 
(shareholders, supervisory board) and by financiers — and not by management itself. 

☛ Since governance and banking institutions only intervene at the points of “financial 
stress signals” or “loss of trust” — and management often denies “early earnings crises” 
— a structural delay arises. The CRO role therefore typically only enters the company in 
the late earnings crisis or already close to the liquidity crisis. 💡💡 
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Figure 7: Regional differences in the assessment of the ideal moment for CRO deployment (own data). 

Figure 7 above shows the regional differences graphically. In this context, high readings or 
agreement values for the three central engagement triggers are strong indicators that, in the 
respective region, the CRO is typically engaged too late (precise agreement values: see footnote).15 

 

The main reasons for this late timing are denial, a growing 

gap between perception and reality, and the hope that the 

situation will turn around on its own. In my view, early 

warning signs such as declining liquidity, diminishing 

returns and operational disruptions should trigger an early 

appointment of a CRO. 

 (Joost de Haas, Adjunct Professor of Entrepreneurship & 

Family Enterprise, INSEAD) 

Implications for Early CRO Engagement 
The previous study findings clearly show: 

• CROs are deployed too late; 

 
15Early earnings crisis: Europe = 70%; Americas = 65%; Africa = 75%; Asia = 60%; early financial warning signals: Europe 
= 65%; Americas = 70%; Africa = 60%; Asia = 55%; loss of trust: Europe = 75%; Americas = 55%; Africa = 70%; Asia = 
58%. 
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• the CRO engagement is not initiated by management but by banks and governance bodies; and 

• key triggers (earnings crisis, financial warning signals, loss of trust) are recognised too late or 
ignored by company management. 

On the basis of these results, clear recommendations for action can be derived for the initiation 
and timing of CRO engagement: 

• Define clear triggers for CRO deployment: A binding “CRO trigger catalogue” (e.g. repeated forecast 
misses, rising covenant risks, marked loss of trust) reduces political blockades within management 

and ensures an objective, early CRO deployment. ����� 

• Strengthen management's acceptance of the CRO: For management to initiate a CRO more often 
itself, the company must communicate the CRO role as a professional support instrument and use 
training to help reduce (internal) reservations. 

• Clearly separate CRO and CTO roles: A clear delineation between transformation (CTO) and acute 
crisis management (CRO) creates clarity, and defined handover points improve responsiveness in 

critical phases. ����� 

• Proactively engage external stakeholders: Banks are the most frequent external trigger — but 
usually too late. Early, transparent communication with financiers and legal advisors can prevent the 

CRO from only being introduced under external pressure. ����� 

 

The study accurately captures what practitioners see time 

and again in complex restructurings: the CRO is not an 

advisor on the sidelines, but a temporary C-suite crisis leader 

whose effectiveness depends on early appointment, clear 

governance, and real executive authority. Where mandates 

fail, the root cause is rarely technical capability; it is far 

more often delayed action, diluted decision rights, or an 

unwillingness to confront governance weaknesses. I agree 

with the study's conclusion that successful CRO mandates are shaped as much by culture 

and leadership style as by formal powers. Restructuring requires trust, stakeholder 

acceptance, and culturally intelligent execution. The move away from the 'lone fighter 

CRO' toward interdisciplinary CRO who works hand-in-hand with experienced 

restructuring counsel reflects how successful modern restructurings are actually 

achieved. 

 (Jonathan Leitch, Partner, Hogan Lovells) 



 

26 | 60 

The findings of the Global CRO Study 2026 so far show: CROs are globally understood as crisis 
leaders — execution-strong, credible and stakeholder-oriented. According to 83 percent of 
experts, the CRO role is regularly deployed too late and mostly under bank pressure — whereas 
the ideal moment is significantly earlier, namely at the point of an earnings crisis, first 
financial stress signals or a loss of trust, according to the surveyed experts. Successful CROs 
convince less through analysis than through people skills, execution and clear governance. The role 
picture varies strongly by region: Europe is multidimensional, the Americas financial-driven, 
Africa leadership-driven and Asia independence-driven. 

Against this backdrop it becomes clear that the effectiveness of a CRO depends not only on their 
role understanding and the timing of their engagement, but is significantly determined by the 
formal scope of engagement as well as the governance- and liability-related embedding. Since 
CROs are often engaged late, externally initiated and at the same time entrusted with far-reaching 
de facto leadership responsibility, the question of their formal authority, accountability and 
liability moves into focus as the next analytical step of the Global CRO Study 2026. The 
corresponding findings are set out below. 

Why the Scope of Engagement Decides Effectiveness 
The quantitative question of the greatest difficulties and success factors in CRO implementation 
forms the necessary analytical starting point for contextualising the subsequent assessment of 
CRO engagement depth and governance structures. Only this analysis makes visible which factors 
in practice determine whether a CRO can act effectively — independent of formal role 
descriptions: 

• The analysis of the greatest difficulties in CRO implementation (e.g. missing decision-making rights, 
unclear governance, political resistance, lack of access to information) directly shows what formal 
anchoring a CRO needs to overcome the typical obstacles in restructurings at all. 

• The analysis of the strongest success factors (clear engagements, strong governance, support from 
owners/financiers, decision-making authority, speed) makes clear what scope of engagement is 
necessary for a CRO to actually act effectively. 

Analysis of the Greatest Difficulties in CRO Implementation 
The responses show a clear pattern: the greatest obstacles to effective CRO implementation lie not 
in technical questions but in governance, power and stakeholder dynamics: 

☛ The greatest challenges in a CRO implementation lie in the absence of stakeholder 
alignment and in inadequate governance. Time pressure, data gaps and cultural 
resistance amplify these structural problems and make clear that scope of engagement 
and formal authority are central preconditions for an effective CRO role. 💡💡 
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The greatest difficulties in CRO implementation lie clearly in the area of stakeholder and 
management resistance (70% agreement). Also relevant are strategic and operational 
complexity (15%) and time and liquidity pressure (12.5%), particularly when CROs are 
mandated late. Change management and cultural resistance (12.5%) often appears in the form 
of entrenched routines and inertia in execution. Engagement and governance issues (10%) and 
data and transparency deficits (10%) are named as further structural challenges. External factors 
are mentioned less often and account for only a small portion of responses. 

Analysis of the Strongest Success Factors in CRO Implementation 
The analysis of the strongest success factors likewise shows a clear pattern: effective CRO 
implementations depend primarily on governance quality, clarity of the engagement and the 
ability to make rapid, fact-based decisions: 

☛ The strongest success factors of a CRO implementation depend significantly on strong 
stakeholder alignment, complemented by transparency, clear engagement authority, 
experience and rapid execution. 💡💡 

The analysis of expert responses identifies several central success factors that are particularly 
relevant for effective CRO engagements. The largest share goes to the cluster of stakeholder 
management & alignment (35% agreement), which refers above all to clear coordination among 
management, owners, banks and other stakeholders. With 15 percent each follow the factors of 
transparency and fact orientation, clearly defined engagement and sufficient authority, and 
personal characteristics and experience of the CRO. These responses emphasise the importance of a 
reliable data basis, unambiguous decision-making authority and experience-based leadership 
qualities. 

Another success factor in CRO implementation is speed and execution (12.5%), i.e. the CRO's ability 
to implement measures quickly and to make progress rapidly visible. The cluster “other” (22.5%) 
covers a range of less frequently mentioned individual aspects, including external framework 
conditions and organisation-specific factors. 
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Figure 8: Aggregated overview of greatest difficulties & strongest success factors in CRO implementation (own 
data). 

 

Successful CRO engagements do not arise from titles or 

analysis, but from early involvement, clear governance, 

sufficient scope of engagement and culturally connectable 

leadership. The isolated lone fighter is outdated; sustainable 

restructuring today succeeds above all through 

interdisciplinary CRO or CxO Offices with strong team 

execution. 

 (Prof. Dr. Henning Werner, Director, IfUS-Institut for 

Corporate Restructuring) 

Recommendations for Action: CRO Implementation 
The interim findings of the Global CRO Study 2026 show that the effectiveness of a CRO is not a 
personality trait but a governance outcome. From this, clear recommendations for action for 
the implementation of the CRO role can be derived: 

• Governance & engagement: The CRO should be deployed early as a governance instrument; the 
precondition is a clearly defined, written engagement letter with real decision-making rights, data 

access and escalation mechanisms. ����� 
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• Stakeholder alignment: Before the engagement begins, a closed commitment from owners, 
supervisory body and financiers must be secured, since unresolved power conflicts undermine the 

CRO's effectiveness from the outset. ����� 

• C-suite collaboration: The CRO must act on peer level with CEO and CFO and have real decision-

making authority; moderating roles or unclear dual leadership are to be avoided. ����� 

• Transparency & steering: Clear decision-making and leadership structures (governance) must be 
established before measures are implemented, in particular through full transparency on liquidity 

and performance, as well as a clear decision architecture. ����� 

• Engagement acceptance & execution: CROs should only accept engagements with sufficient scope 

of engagement and should build trust and legitimacy early through rapid, visible execution. ����� 

• Organisation & culture: The effective execution of restructuring measures requires a high-
performing PMO steered by the CRO, while cultural resistance is to be overcome primarily through 

clear structures, suitable incentives and consistent execution. ����� 

Governance Models in International Comparison 
The formal authority of a CRO depends substantially on how deeply they are embedded in the 
company's operational steering. In this context, the international experts were asked for their 
assessment: How should a CRO be organisationally embedded in order to act effectively? 

☛ The overwhelming majority of experts therefore demand a “strong” CRO who is 
formally anchored and equipped with comprehensive decision-making authority. 💡💡 

43.82 percent of respondents state that a CRO should be appointed as a member of management 
in order to equip them with the necessary decision-making and intervention rights. A further 12.36 
percent advocate anchoring the CRO as chair of the management board or board of directors. 
13.48 percent of experts see the CRO in the role of a general representative 
(Generalbevollmächtigter) — i.e. outside the corporate body, but with far-reaching authority to 
act. Only 14.61 percent can imagine a CRO acting from a purely advisory function, and 15.73 
percent locate the CRO in supervisory or advisory bodies. 

Interaction of the CRO with the C-Suite 

So, for me, a CRO has to be independent, has to be prepared, has to have a strong 
enough personality to challenge C-Suite. I have seen CROs deployed by large 
private equity shareholders and they just do the shareholders bidding. That's 
really not helpful. 
 (Expert interview) 

The scope of engagement comprises not only the formal authority of a CRO, but in particular the 
de facto effectiveness, decision-making authority and integration of the CRO in the company's 
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leadership system (C-suite). The collaboration of the CRO with the rest of the C-suite is therefore 
also a direct indicator of how deeply a CRO engagement actually intervenes in corporate 
leadership. 

The responses of the 57 surveyed international experts and senior executives from restructuring 
and CRO engagements show a clear pattern: 

☛ The collaboration between CRO and C-level is central but tension-laden: on the one 
hand, CROs must work cooperatively and closely with the CEO, CFO and the entire C-suite; 
on the other hand, CROs need independent authority, clear governance and psychological 
sensitivity to act effectively in crisis situations. 💡💡 

Quality of Collaboration Reflects Real CRO Influence 
The quality of cooperation with the C-suite reflects the actual influence of a CRO, which can extend 
far beyond formal engagement terms: 82 percent of experts therefore emphasise that a CRO must 
act on peer level with the C-suite, while 75 percent at the same time highlight the importance of 
clear independence and defined decision-making rights. Because: only the nature and quality 
of the cooperation make visible whether the CRO can help shape strategic decisions, directly 
steer operational measures or hold their ground vis-à-vis CEO and CFO. 

Without Active Collaboration, a Structural Engagement Deficit Emerges 
At the same time, it becomes clear that the effectiveness of the CRO depends substantially on 
collaboration with CEO, CFO and other key roles, so that no de facto engagement deficit arises. 
Against the backdrop that restructurings almost always touch finance, HR, operations, sales and 
legal, 72 percent of respondents emphasise the necessity of this close functional interlock, in 
particular with the CFO (on cash and banking topics) and the CEO (engagement, strategy, 
communication). 

Conflicts, Role Ambiguity and Power Shifts Determine the Real Scope of Engagement 
In addition, psychological and political factors shape the real scope of engagement, since C-
level actors are often themselves part of the corporate crisis: 63 percent of experts therefore point 
to fears of losing power, resistance and conflicts within the C-suite (when a CRO is deployed), 
while 56 percent name clearly defined roles, responsibilities and governance structures as 
preconditions for effective collaboration between CRO and C-suite. 
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Analysis of Regional Differences in CRO & C-Suite Collaboration 
The analysis of regional responses from Africa, the Americas, Asia and Europe shows clear 
regional patterns in the cooperation between CRO and C-suite, shaped both by the respective 
market environment and by governance structures, crisis logics and cultural factors:16 

 
Figure 9: Qualitative analysis of regional differences in CRO & C-suite collaboration (proportionally normalised 

to 10 responses, own data). 

Overall, the regions differ markedly in how CROs interact with the C-suite and which factors 
determine the scope of engagement. While the cooperation between CRO and C-suite in… 

• Africa is shaped by politically sensitive power structures, 

• the Americas works more function- and CFO-oriented, 

• Asia relies on collegial peer-level cooperation, 

• …Europe shows a formal, governance-based and at the same time conflict-prone model.17 

 

 
16Peer level / cooperation at eye level: Europe = 8.1; Americas = 8; Africa = 7; Asia = 9; independence & formal decision-
making rights: Europe = 8.9; Americas = 6; Africa = 8; Asia = 6; CEO/CFO interlock: Europe = 7.8; Americas = 10; Africa = 
4; Asia = 8; psychological sensitivity & role ambiguities: Europe = 5.2; Americas = 6; Africa = 9; Asia = 7; conflicts, politics 
& role ambiguities: Europe = 7.0; Americas = 5; Africa = 8; Asia = 4. 
17Europe shows a conflict-prone model because highly formalised governance structures meet a peer-level inclusion of 
the CRO in the C-suite, thereby fostering role overlap, power shifts and psychological resistance within existing 
management. 
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Operational Closeness as a Lever of Impact: Day-to-Day Business & HR Responsibility 

So, you have to be an observer and unbiased. You have to take the information 
because you have to restructure the company or the business. So, when you want 
to do that, you should not be biased with any of the functions. 
 (Expert interview) 

Building on the question of cooperation between CRO and C-suite, the experts were asked whether 
a CRO should be involved in day-to-day business and potentially take on HR responsibility. 

☛ CROs must understand the operational day-to-day business without fully running it. 
💡💡 

The analysis of the question of the CRO's operational involvement and potential HR responsibility 
shows that the experts hold a differentiated, strongly context-dependent role understanding. 
Overall, two opposing poles of opinion emerge: 

• 46 percent of respondents explicitly oppose CROs being embedded in day-to-day operational 
business. 

• 54 percent of respondents consider a selective operational involvement of the CRO in day-to-day 
business as necessary — in particular on cash topics, supply chain, working capital, or in situations 
where leadership gaps exist. 

Respondents resolve this dichotomy with a simple requirement: CROs must understand the 
operational business without fully running it (60% agreement). Furthermore, in 32 percent of 
cases it was reported that CROs in deep crisis situations de facto already take on CEO, CFO or COO 
responsibility. 

CRO HR Responsibility: Rare, Situational & Highly Context-Dependent 
On the question of taking on HR responsibility, the picture is again split: overall, it emerges that 
operational involvement of the CRO is seen as a necessary precondition for effectiveness, as 
long as it does not lead to a dilution of the role. 51 percent of respondents reject a full HR 
responsibility of the CRO, while 42 percent regard a situational responsibility — in particular on 
headcount topics, key positions and structural realignments — as sensible. Only 19 percent of 
experts advocate clear HR responsibility. In this context, clear regional differences are measurable, 
set out below. 

Analysis of Regional Differences: CRO Involvement in Day-to-Day Business & HR 
The international analysis of the CRO role shows clear regional differences in operational 
involvement and in taking on HR responsibility. While all regions emphasise that CROs must 
understand the operational business, expectations regarding operational hands-on work and 
personnel-related decision-making authority vary considerably: 
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☛ The operational and HR-related involvement of the CRO follows no global norm; it 
reflects regional governance models, labour-law conditions and cultural expectations of 
leadership roles. 💡💡 

• Asia holds the most restrictive engagement understanding: CROs should penetrate the operational 
business deeply, but must not run it. Taking on CEO/CFO/COO roles and any form of HR 
responsibility is almost entirely rejected. The CRO role remains clearly strategic and transformation-
oriented. 

• Africa shows the highest variability: CROs are not generally embedded operationally, but are often 
pulled into operational or HR-adjacent tasks by crisis-induced leadership gaps. The scope of 
engagement is here shaped more by crisis intensity than by fixed governance models. 

• The Americas combine high operational closeness — particularly in finance, liquidity, working 
capital and Chapter 11 processes — with a clear separation from HR leadership: CROs frequently 
take on transaction- and stakeholder-intensive tasks without themselves entering the HR line 
function. 

• Europe shows the most extensive engagement expansion: here CROs are more frequently 
embedded both operationally and HR-close, especially in regulated or labour-law-complex 
markets. A temporary takeover of CEO/CFO/COO-like roles is markedly more frequent, as is 
situational HR responsibility. 

Implications for Operational Involvement and Leadership Interplay 
The effectiveness of a CRO arises from the combination of peer-level cooperation with the C-
suite and secured independent authority. Formal engagement terms alone are not enough; what 
matters is lived collaboration with CEO and CFO, as well as clear governance. From these findings, 
clear recommendations for action can be derived for the authority of the CRO and the 
cooperation with the C-suite: 

• Positioning & authority: The CRO should be consistently positioned on peer level with CEO and CFO, 
in order to effectively help shape strategic and operational decisions. Their independence must be 
bindingly secured through clearly defined and written decision-making rights, escalation paths and 

governance structures. ����� 

• Collaboration with the C-suite: Cooperation with the C-suite — in particular with CEO and CFO — 
must be actively organised and institutionally anchored, since restructurings cannot be effectively 
executed without this close functional interlock. Collaboration may not be presumed but must be 

continuously steered and demanded. ����� 
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• Governance & role clarity: Roles, responsibilities and decision areas among CRO, CEO and CFO must 
be unambiguously defined, since governance clarity is a central precondition for decision-making 
authority and execution power. 

• Psychological & political dynamics: Fears of losing power, resistance and conflicts within the C-suite 
must be anticipated early and specifically addressed, since they significantly influence the real scope 

of engagement. ����� 

• Context- and regional fit: Scope of engagement, governance logic and cooperation model must be 
consistently regionally differentiated — blanket CRO designs fall short. In Europe, formal 
governance structures, liability protection and depth of documentation are central; decision-making 
rights and escalation paths must be bindingly fixed before the engagement starts. In the Americas, a 
transaction- and cashflow-driven logic dominates; the CRO acts in close interlock with financial 
advisors and legal counsel in the Chapter 11 environment. In Africa, the often lender-driven, 
politically sensitive engagement situation requires clear board reporting lines, explicit indemnities 
and a restrained role within the corporate body. In Asia, cultural sensitivity, title avoidance and an 
advisory-analytical role expression are decisive in order to minimise loss of face and secure 

institutional acceptance. ����� 

Liability Risks & Protection Logics 

Theoretically, the liability risk is high. In practice, however, several mitigating 
factors can reduce it to a very low level. The most important is comprehensive 
directors-and-officers insurance, and the CRO must ensure that their role is 
explicitly covered within that policy. 
 (Expert interview) 

☛ Two thirds of experts rate the liability risk of a CRO as high to very high — especially 
when holding a directorship and making decisions close to insolvency — while only 12 
percent see a low risk. 💡💡 

The analysis of expert statements on liability risk makes clear that this topic is among the most 
critical aspects of the CRO engagement. 64 percent of respondents rate the personal liability 
risk as high or very high, which reflects pronounced awareness of the problem among 
restructuring and CRO professionals. The role is considered particularly risk-laden when the 
CRO holds a directorship — i.e. acts as a managing director or director. In these constellations, they 
bear full directors' liability — including insolvency-law duties and potential civil-law liability, 
in the experts' assessment. Additional risk factors arise in decisions close to insolvency, with 
unclear data situation, or in the absence of governance structures, since wrong decisions are 
particularly critically evaluated retrospectively. 

Overall, the analysis makes clear that the CRO's liability risk cannot be understood in isolation from 
engagement form, legal jurisdiction and governance. It is a complex interplay of legal exposure, 
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organisational embedding, documentation quality, stakeholder dynamics and personal 
visibility in the course of the crisis: 

 
Figure 10: Qualitative analysis of CRO liability risk (analysed from 57 expert interviews, own data). 

Influence of the Engagement Form 
In 51 percent of mentions, experts emphasise that liability exposure depends substantially on 
the engagement form. While external CROs (without a directorship) bear only limited liability risk, 
this rises considerably as soon as the CRO becomes a director in the legal sense and is thereby 
subject to the same duties and personal risks as regular management. 

 

Scope of engagement and liability risks depend strongly on 

the scope and the organisational embedding. With C-level 

responsibility, comprehensive information rights and a 

capable apparatus are required. Without these 

preconditions, a CRO engagement is barely viable. 

 (Florian Bruder, Attorney & Partner, DLA Piper) 

Dependence on Jurisdiction 
Equally important is the jurisdiction-dependent risk position, explicitly mentioned by 58 
percent of respondents. The answers show a sharply divergent picture across legal regimes: 
Germany, South Africa and Australia are seen as high-risk jurisdictions, where directors' 
duties, insolvency filing obligations and the risk of personal liability are particularly pronounced. 
By contrast, liability risk is assessed as markedly lower in the United States — among other 
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reasons due to indemnities, strong D&O regimes and Chapter 11 mechanisms — and explicitly in 
Hong Kong. 

Protection Through D&O, Governance & Documentation 
Another central thematic area concerns protection. 47 percent of experts emphasise the essential 
importance of a strong D&O insurance in order to cushion liability risks even after the 
engagement ends. In addition, 37 percent of experts point to the necessity of professional 
governance and documentation processes. Because: careful decision preparation, written 
documentation and transparent coordination with board and stakeholders are seen as central 
building blocks for reducing liability. 

Liability risks can be mitigated through D&O insurance, clear engagements and strong 

legal advice — but they are not trivial. 

 (Florian Bruder, Attorney & Partner, DLA Piper) 

Reputation Risks 
In addition to legal liability, a pronounced reputation risk emerges, emphasised by 42 percent of 
respondents. In practice, CROs often become a projection surface for the success or failure of 
the restructuring. Even when the root causes lie outside their sphere of influence, the CRO can 
retrospectively be perceived as the responsible party — with possible consequences for future 
engagements and professional reputation. 

Regional Patterns: High-Risk vs. Low-Risk Jurisdictions 
The analysis of the 57 international expert interviews in the Global CRO Study 2026 shows clear 
regional differences in the perceived liability risk of CROs. 

The condensed regional comparison shows: 

• Especially Europe and Africa are described by respondents as pronounced high-risk zones. In both 
regions, CROs frequently act as formal or de facto directors, make decisions close to insolvency and 
are thereby exposed to markedly pronounced directors' liability as well as rising litigation. Experts 
here point to a high depth of legal accountability, stricter insolvency-law thresholds and a 
structurally demanding regulatory environment. 

• Asia, by contrast, shows a heterogeneous risk profile. While countries like Australia have 
particularly strict insolvency-law liability regimes — with CROs there bearing similar liability 
burdens to Europe — locations such as Hong Kong or Singapore are seen as comparatively low-risk. 
Here, professional governance structures, clear directors' duties and lower litigation activity have a 
liability-dampening effect. 

• In international comparison, the Americas form the clearly lowest-risk region. The surveyed experts 
report that CROs there are typically effectively protected through Chapter 11 mechanisms, 
comprehensive indemnities and robust D&O insurance. Personal liability is largely perceived in the 
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US as a theoretical quantity, provided that work is performed professionally and the role is clearly 
defined contractually. 

 
Figure 11: Regional differences in CRO liability risk (proportionally normalised to 10 responses, own data). 

Overall, the data of the Global CRO Study 2026 confirm that CROs in Europe and Africa bear the 
highest liability risks, while the Americas and parts of Asia show a markedly de-escalated 
liability environment. The regional differences are based both on different legal frameworks and on 
the respective design of CRO engagements — in particular, the question of whether the CRO holds a 
directorship or acts as an external advisor. 

Implications for Liability-Safe CRO Engagements 
The findings of the Global CRO Study 2026 make clear that the effectiveness of CRO engagements 
depends substantially on engagement design, the clear delineation of operational 
responsibility and the professional handling of governance and liability questions. From the 
empirical analysis, concrete recommendations for action can be derived that systematically 
summarise the central success conditions of effective CRO engagements. 

• Operational understanding as a precondition: Deep understanding of the operational day-to-day 
business and its execution constraints is indispensable for the CRO role and forms the technical 
prerequisite for taking on the engagement. 
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• Track record and C-level experience as a protection mechanism: The required operational 
understanding should primarily be secured through a proven track record and C-level experience — 
not through line responsibility during the engagement. 

• Operational penetration without operational line responsibility: Successful CROs use operational 
closeness for analysis, prioritisation and steering, but do not take on a permanent operational 
leadership role, in order to preserve objectivity and decision-making authority. 

• Separation of analytical/steering closeness from leadership responsibility: International 
comparisons show that CRO engagements are particularly effective where operational penetration 
is used selectively, without embedding the CRO in existing line, power or role logics. 

• Strategic independence as a central impact factor: An agnostic, independent CRO with sufficient 
strategic room to act can intervene more effectively than an operationally embedded actor. 

• Situational engagement expansion in exceptional cases: Operational or HR-adjacent responsibility 
can make sense in highly dynamic crisis situations, but should be explicitly justified and time-limited. 

• Temporality rather than structural anchoring: Permanent structural anchoring of operational 
responsibility increases the risk of role conflicts, political co-optation and loss of effectiveness. 

• Governance clarity before engagement start: The clearer the embedding, delineation, decision-
making rights and escalation logics defined before the engagement begins, the lower the risk of later 
role conflicts. 

• Liability as an inherent component of the CRO engagement: CRO engagements — particularly in 
the European legal context — fundamentally entail personal liability risks and represent a structural 
feature of the role. 

• Experience as a central risk buffer: The most effective protection against liability risks comes less 
from formal exclusions than from experience, since experienced CROs identify liability-relevant 
situations early and act preventively. 

• Governance and structure as instruments of liability management: Clear engagement definitions, 
rigorous decision logics, escalation mechanisms and clean documentation are essential to 
systematically limit personal exposure. 

• Liability management as a precondition for effectiveness: The goal of professional liability 
management is not self-protection but the creation of a stable, legally secure room to act, in which 
the CRO can focus consistently on turnaround and value stabilisation. 
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Why CRO Engagements Fail — and When They Work 
The Global CRO Study 2026 shows that the effectiveness of a CRO engagement depends in 
particular on governance, scope of engagement and stakeholder alignment: difficulties arise 
primarily from resistance, unclear governance, time pressure and data and cultural problems, while 
successful engagements rest on clear decision-making authority, alignment, transparency and rapid 
execution. According to the surveyed international CRO experts, what is needed is a formally 
strong, independent CRO who acts on peer level with CEO/CFO and intervenes operationally only 
selectively; taking on HR responsibility remains an exception. 

This preceding examination of scope of engagement and governance (liability) forms the structural 
foundation of every CRO role, but does not yet deliver insights into an effective engagement. The 
following analysis of engagement structure and effectiveness shows how the formal CRO 
framework functions in global practice. 

What Makes CRO Engagements Successful 
In the Global CRO Study 2026, the surveyed experts were asked to describe which behaviours a CRO 
absolutely must avoid in order to exercise an effective engagement — creating an inductive basis for 
the analysis of how the design, authority and perception of the CRO role actually function in 
different regions, and which patterns of error are considered critical internationally. 

☛ The greatest risks of CRO activity arise not from technical deficits but from role and 
governance errors — in particular loss of independence, lack of transparency and 
political co-optation — which most strongly impair the effectiveness of a CRO in all 
regions. 💡💡 

This qualitative question on the main errors in CRO activity delivers seven central “no-gos” for 
CROs. A CRO must above all avoid those behaviours that endanger their independence, 
credibility and effectiveness: 
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Figure 12: Overview of “no-gos” in CRO activity (aggregated mentions, own data). 

These seven “no-gos” show in condensed form which behaviours are considered incompatible 
with a professional CRO role in the various world regions. In the following, these seven patterns 
are illustrated through selected quotes from our surveyed experts: 

• The loss of independence is highlighted as particularly serious, since even the appearance of 
partiality leads to massive loss of trust: 

For a CRO, objectivity is paramount — and they must protect it at all costs. 
Perception is reality: if they appear biased, favouring one stakeholder over 
another or being influenced by certain lenders, even subtly, confidence in the 
entire process erodes. Any hint of partiality can be highly damaging and 
undermines trust. 
 (Expert interview) 

• An intransparent communication (withheld information, inconsistent communication, etc.) is a core 
risk that directly undermines the credibility of the engagement: 

What is important to avoid? Essentially anything that is the opposite of 
transparency. Transparency and clarity are essential to the CRO role — so 
whatever undermines them must be avoided. 
 (Expert interview) 

• The danger of operational co-optation, i.e. of slipping into micromanagement, is highlighted as the 
third “no-go”: 

A CRO cannot do everything. If a CRO claims they can handle every task alone, 
that becomes problematic. The CRO is an additional management member, not a 
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one-person substitute for the organisation. Their role is to build, guide and align 
the team — like a coach assembling a football squad — and ensure everyone 
moves in the same direction. But if a CRO behaves like a 'Ronaldo' who believes 
they can do it all single-handedly, it inevitably leads to issues. 
 (Expert interview) 

• A CRO must act as a neutral stability and decision anchor and must not take on the risk of political 
entanglement: 

A CRO must not become part of the problem or too much part of the organisation. 
Many CROs make exactly that mistake. For me, the CRO role is always clearly 
temporary — and precisely for that reason apolitical and focused on a clear 
assignment. 
 (Expert interview) 

• Another common error described is ego, arrogance and cultural insensitivity, which destroy 
acceptance and execution power. The experts instead emphasise the importance of a respectful, 
mediating and culturally connectable leadership style: 

A CRO's ego must never be bigger than the role. I often joke: anyone entering the 
company gates should hang their ego on the fence outside. You can have an ego at 
home — but not at work, and certainly not as a CRO. 
 (Expert interview) 

• Among the most critical errors the surveyed CRO experts count unrealistic plans and lack of fact 
orientation — in particular overoptimistic liquidity planning, missing due diligence or “wishful 
thinking”, all of which create considerable risks in crisis situations: 

You must not let wishful thinking cloud your view of reality. Particularly when 
assessing probabilities — whether for cash inflows or outflows — a realistic, 
defensible assessment is needed. This is also a classic area in which wishful 
thinking becomes dangerous. 
 (Expert interview) 

• Furthermore, the danger of isolation is highlighted: a CRO must neither make decisions alone, nor 
bypass management or staff. Successful restructuring requires integration, dialogue and broad 
organisational embedding: 

A CRO must not draw their own lines to stakeholders and inform the company only 
afterwards. My golden rule is: everything that goes outside — to banks, credit 
insurers, customers, unions, works councils or the press — is coordinated with the 
C-level beforehand. Otherwise you lose the buy-in, and with it the foundation for 
an effective restructuring. 
 (Expert interview) 
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These seven categories show in condensed form which behaviours are considered incompatible 
with a professional CRO role. In the analysis of the different world regions, clearly recognisable 
(regional) patterns emerge. 

Analysis of Regional Differences: “No-Gos” for CROs 

☛ A CRO only becomes effective when they act early, independently, formally strongly 
and at the same time without operational co-optation — with clear governance, selective 
decision-making authority and consistent communication. 💡💡 

As described, the “no-gos” for effective CRO activity show regionally different focal points and 
close links with the respective governance frameworks, cultural patterns and role 
expectations. 

Europe: Governance, Transparency and Fact Orientation 
The analysis of responses from Europe reflects an environment in which CROs act under strong 
oversight, complex interest structures and high formal liability: the European CRO experts 
therefore place the strongest focus on governance, transparency and fact orientation. Most 
frequently named are intransparency and inconsistent communication (28% agreement), 
followed by loss of independence vis-à-vis stakeholders (18%), unrealistic plans (“wishful 
thinking”) at 15 percent agreement, as well as political entanglement and loss of alignment 
(14%). A too deep entry into day-to-day business is likewise seen as a risk (12%). 

Africa: Independence, Engagement Clarity and Role Demarcation 
In their answers, CRO experts from Africa emphasise an engagement environment in which CROs 
frequently act in politically sensitive, stakeholder-intensive situations. Accordingly, the strongest 
focus lies on preserving independence and clear governance structures. Most frequently named is the 
loss of independence or the appearance of partiality (32% agreement), followed by unclear 
engagements and problematic reporting lines (21%). Further central risks concern too deep 
operational co-optation and lack of distance (18%), as well as misleading role images — in 
particular confusion with an insolvency administrator or bank representative (12%). 

The Americas: Team Dynamics, Leadership Behaviour and Professional Distance 
In the American context, the CRO is above all understood as an integrative leader whose success is 
significantly determined by team interaction and clear role separation from operational 
management. Most frequently named is the risk that the CRO takes on too much themselves or pulls 
the entire day-to-day business onto themselves (25% agreement). Further central no-gos are 
demotivating or sidelining the executive team (20%) and the loss of professional distance from 
management (18%). Egocentricity and lack of empathy (15%), as well as being perceived as the 
representative of a single stakeholder (12%), are also frequently described as risks. 

Asia: Micromanagement, Balance of Authority and Cultural Sensitivity 
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The responses of the Asian CRO experts show a CRO understanding strongly geared to balance, 
cultural intelligence and role purity. Most frequently named is the risk of micromanagement or 
submerging in operational details (27% agreement), followed by a leadership style perceived 
as too authoritarian (20%). Further risks are too much closeness to individual stakeholders 
(15%), the escalation of conflicts or litigation risks (14%) and the pursuit of personal 
advantage by a CRO (11%). 

Typical Blockades in CRO Implementation 
The identified no-gos make clear that the effectiveness of a CRO is determined less by technical 
excellence than by the ability to maintain role boundaries, independence and governance with 
discipline. Restructuring therefore fails primarily not because of wrong measures, but 
because of misinterpretations of one's own role within the company's power and leadership 
system. 

These identified “no-gos” also allow a positive turn towards central design principles that 
substantially determine the effectiveness of CRO engagements and go beyond technical excellence. 

Active Role Management Instead of Creeping Role Shift 
Effective CROs steer the transition from external engagement-holder to integrated steering actor 
consciously and reflectively. A closeness to the organisation is permitted without giving up one's 
own role as an independent decision and ordering anchor. 

Conscious Securing of Independence as an Ongoing Leadership Task 
Independence is not a one-time defined status, but a continually protected principle. Effective 
CROs therefore preserve their objectivity through transparent decision logics, balanced 
stakeholder interaction and clear demarcation from one-sided interests. 

Governance Discipline as a Stability Factor 
High effectiveness emerges where governance structures are clearly defined, transparently 
communicated and consistently observed. Decision-making rights, information flows and 
escalation mechanisms therefore form the stable framework for effective action, particularly 
under crisis pressure. 

Collective Effectiveness Instead of Personalised “Hero Logic” 
Sustainable restructuring is not based on individual omnipotence but on team-oriented steering. 
Effective CROs therefore orchestrate interdisciplinary teams, establish high-performing PMO 
and CxO structures, and understand leadership as the coordination of collective performance. 

Political Neutrality and Trustworthiness as a Core Competence 
The acceptance of a CRO results less from technical brilliance than from perceived integrity, 
fairness and neutrality. Effective CROs therefore act non-partisan and moderating, without 
sacrificing their decision-making and execution capability. 
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Transparency as a Central Steering and Leadership Instrument 
Transparency functions not primarily as a communication style but as an essential instrument of 
power and steering. Through solid facts, consistent narratives and uniform information 
levels, effective CROs create trust, orientation and decision-making authority with all relevant 
stakeholders. 

Implications to Boost CRO Effectiveness 
The study findings so far show clearly that CRO effectiveness is shaped at the intersection of 

• Timing — not only as a question of the right moment but as an expression of organisational 
readiness: those who wait too long lose not only room to act, but also the trust of the organisation 
before the CRO has even started. 

• Engagement & power — formal decision-making rights are necessary, but not sufficient. Real 
effectiveness emerges only when authority is legitimised through credibility and personal integrity 
— not through the title alone. 

• Culture & acceptance — the most often underestimated factor. Whether restructuring is perceived 
as opportunity or threat is decided not in the boardroom but in the informal networks of the 
organisation. A CRO who is not culturally connectable remains a foreign body — regardless of their 
technical qualifications. 

• Leadership & execution — restructuring is not a concept project. Effectiveness emerges through 
consistent leadership under uncertainty, through the ability to provide orientation when others 
hesitate — and through the humility to take the organisation along rather than running over it. 

On the basis of these findings, clear regional recommendations for action for the effectiveness 
of CRO activity can be derived: 

• Europe: CROs need a clearly formalised engagement, high transparency and strictly fact-based 
steering. Since European engagements are strongly liability- and governance-driven, reporting lines, 
decision-making rights and communication rules should be unambiguously fixed before the 

engagement begins. ����� 

• Africa: CROs need a clearly institutionalised independence and should only work in clear, conflict-
free engagements with direct board reporting lines. Political co-optation and operational overload 

must be actively avoided. ����� 

• The Americas: CRO effectiveness arises through team leadership and role clarity, a professional 
distance from management (C-suite). A CRO must therefore avoid micromanagement and an 

operational over-steering and instead act as a coach and integrator. ����� 
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• Asia: CROs need cultural sensitivity and balance. CROs should therefore avoid authoritarian 
posturing, secure stakeholder neutrality and not intervene too deeply operationally (day-to-day 

business). ����� 

Outcomes and Termination of CRO Engagements 
Later in the expert survey, the experts were asked which factors should be measured to evaluate 
the success of a CRO engagement. 

☛ The success of a CRO engagement is globally understood as multidimensional and is 
measured in particular by financial stabilisation, achievement of the engagement 
objective, stakeholder alignment, speed of execution and sustainable organisational 
performance. 💡💡 

From the analysis of the expert answers, three overarching success factors can be identified: 

• Outcome-oriented KPIs: Cashflow stabilisation, liquidity and refinancing, sustainable earnings 
improvements (EBIT / EBITDA), and going-concern or best-possible insolvency outcome. 

• Process and governance criteria: Adherence to time and budget plans, a functioning PMO and 
measure tracking, transparent communication, and stable stakeholder relations. 

• Organisational-cultural factors: Stabilisation of leadership, commitment and engagement of the 
organisation/company, sustainability of the new structures, and the ability to continue without the 
CRO. 

Overall, the surveyed experts emphasise that the success of a CRO engagement is internationally 
defined above all consistently in relation to the engagement: a CRO is considered successful 
when the previously agreed goal is achieved — regardless of whether the result consists of a 
sustainable turnaround, a financial restructuring or an orderly insolvency. What is decisive, 
therefore, is the quality of the achieved outcome compared with the scenario that would have 
occurred without a CRO. 

Furthermore, the experts confirm the outstanding importance of cashflow and refinancing as 
global primary indicators. Across all continents, liquidity is regarded as the central yardstick of 
CRO effectiveness. The stabilisation of the 13-week cashflow, securing solvency and a successful 
refinancing thus form the most immediate evidence of a successful CRO intervention. 

Honestly: at the end of the day, you see success by whether the key stakeholders 
show up at your farewell party and speak well of you. When colleagues, the 
company, the capital market and the central external stakeholders — banks, 
investors — say on your last day, 'What you did here was good,' then you were 
successful. Success doesn't always show up in classic metrics. 
 (Expert interview) 
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Particularly worth highlighting is that the Global CRO Study 2026 identifies stakeholder 
stabilisation as a separate and frequently underestimated yardstick of success for CRO 
engagements. Alongside financial KPIs, according to the surveyed experts, what matters decisively 
in international practice is to create trust, defuse conflicts and create durable consensus 
solutions. The experts agree that an engagement is only really successful if it concludes without 
escalations, political ruptures or lasting losses of trust. 

Analysis of Regional Differences: CRO Success Factors 
In the regional analysis, clearly distinct regional emphases on the assessment of CRO success 
factors emerge — but they do not stand in isolation; they jointly express, in line with the research 
question — How do the design, authority and perception of the CRO role differ across Europe, Africa, 
the Americas and Asia? — a broad, cross-regional understanding of the impact of CRO engagements: 

Europe evaluates CRO success predominantly KPI- and governance-oriented: decisive, 
according to the surveyed experts, are measurable financial stabilisation — for example 
improved cashflow, successful refinancings or EBIT increases — as well as the strict adherence to 
PMO structures and milestones. The Americas, by contrast, follows a markedly more 
transaction- and cashflow-driven logic: the surveyed American CRO experts emphasise that 
success manifests above all in liquidity improvements, robust 13-week cashflow structures, 
successful Chapter 11 processes and avoidance of unnecessary liquidations. A classic example 
is a CRO-led reorganisation process that culminates in a successful Chapter 11 exit and returns the 
company to profitability. 

Africa, meanwhile, focuses primarily on engagement fulfilment and organisational stability. 
Success, according to the surveyed experts from Africa, means that the CRO fully achieves the 
defined scope, stabilises the organisation and leaves behind a functioning management team. 
Asia, in turn, pursues the broadest and most long-term concept of success. Alongside financial 
KPIs, operational efficiency, cultural stability, engagement levels and regulatory smoothness 
play a central role. Successful CRO engagements are often characterised by a combination of 
financial restructuring, high organisational acceptance and long-term future readiness, the 
surveyed experts from Asia emphasise. This suggests that the Asian and African understandings of 
success focus less on short-term measurable results, and interpret success more as a sustainable 
order and capability state of the organisation that takes effect beyond the end of the CRO 
engagement. 
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Figure 13: Overview of regional frequencies of CRO success dimensions (share in % of total mentions per region, 

own data). 

What CRO Engagements Actually Achieve 

☛ CRO engagements are internationally rated as clearly effective with respect to 
financial stabilisation, while cultural changes are rarely achieved and CROs are 
retrospectively regularly considered to have been deployed too late. 💡💡 

After first determining which behaviours CROs must avoid (“no-gos”) and which factors enable 
the success of the engagement, the following section presents the question of the perception of 
how CRO engagements end. This analysis of engagement termination forms not only a 
methodologically consistent third level, but also directs the view to the actually achieved 
results of a CRO engagement. 

This assessment of engagement termination thus fulfils three central empirical functions in the 
present study design: 

• Reality check on identified success and failure factors (“no-gos”): Do the success factors named in 
the study actually correspond with successful target achievement, and do the identified “no-gos” 
actually lead to recognisable failures in practice? 
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• Shift from behavioural to outcome dimensions: The identified “no-gos” and success factors describe 
CRO action logics, while the analysis of engagement termination directs the focus to the outcome 
dimension (achieved results, cultural effects, etc.). 

• Relevance to the research question: The overall study Global CRO Study 2026 examines the design, 
authority and perception of the CRO role across the regions, and the assessment of engagement 
termination enables precisely this international comparability. 

Overall, the analysis shows recurring patterns in the assessments of CRO engagement termination, 
providing substantial insights into the effectiveness, limitations and structural challenges of 
the CRO role. The key insight up front: the objectives associated with the deployment of a CRO are 
achieved, according to the CRO experts! 

This high target achievement from the perspective of the surveyed CRO experts must be interpreted 
in light of the fact that it is a profession-internal self-assessment, potentially influenced by self-
selection and retrospective rationalisation; the analytical value of these results therefore lies less in 
absolute target achievement than in the underlying qualitative criteria used to define success, 
effectiveness and engagement termination. 

 
Figure 14: Overview of assessments at CRO engagement termination (quantitative analysis in mean values, own 

data). 

Strong Financial Impact — Limited Cultural Impact 
The surveyed experts emphasise that CRO engagements worldwide are perceived as very 
effective above all in financial terms. Statements such as “The objectives associated with the CRO 
have been achieved” (mean 4.27), “Financing has been secured for the long term” (4.09) and 
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cultural effects come out markedly weaker: both the “change of corporate culture” (2.93) and 
“strengthening of employee motivation” (2.96) form the lowest agreement values. 

Strong Strategic Impulses — Limited Business-Model Transformation 
CROs often initiate strategic clarification processes, but the more moderate agreement with the 
statement “A new value strategy has been defined” (3.49) shows that these impulses do not 
consistently translate into a full business-model transformation. The CRO role thus appears 
strategically effective but operationally limited. 

Late CRO Engagement — Limited Room to Act, Increased Risks 
A rather high agreement is found for the statement “In hindsight it would have been better to start 
the restructuring earlier” (3.53). The international experts thus often see CROs as mandated too 
late — usually only at the stage of an acute liquidity, governance or trust crisis. This points to a 
structural problem of CRO practice: a late engagement reduces room to act, increases risks and 
weakens the effectiveness of the engagement. 

Implications for Structure and Objective of CRO Engagements 
The results of the Global CRO Study 2026 show a consistent and internationally comparable 
impact profile of CRO engagements. From the perspective of the surveyed experts, CRO 
deployments are particularly highly rated in terms of their financial target achievement. 
Cashflow stabilisation, long-term securing of financing, improved governance structures and 
an increase in profitability are predominantly achieved and confirm the high effectiveness of 
the established CRO methodology and toolkit as a necessary basis for successful engagements. 

☛ CRO engagements are financially highly effective but remain culturally and 
organisationally limited, unless financial stabilisation is paired with effective leadership, 
early involvement and active engagement of the organisation. 💡💡 

By contrast, cultural and organisational effects clearly lag behind the financial successes. 
Changes in corporate culture and a sustainable strengthening of employee motivation are perceived 
only to a limited extent. The study thus makes visible that cultural effects in CRO engagements 
have so far not received equal weight alongside financial objectives, and that employees are 
often not sufficiently embedded in the transformation process. 

This limitation is reinforced by structural framework conditions. CROs are frequently only 
mandated late — usually in phases of an acute financial, governance-related or trust crisis. The 
late involvement reduces the strategic and cultural room to act considerably and shifts the focus 
to short-term stabilisation rather than sustainable transformation. CROs do regularly set 
strategic clarification impulses, but these only to a limited extent culminate in a comprehensive 
business-model or culture transformation. 
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The high alignment between the qualitatively identified success factors, the “no-gos” of CRO 
practice, and the actually achieved engagement results shows that these are empirically robust 
impact relations. Process and governance excellence supports financial successes, but without 
effective leadership and communication performance they unfold only limited cultural impact. 

In aggregate, the study confirms that CRO success arises not solely from methodological 
competence but excels where the CRO embraces their role as an integrative leadership figure. 
Only the combination of financial stabilisation with early involvement, clear leadership and 
active engagement of the organisation makes it possible to anchor transformations sustainably 
and to make them effective beyond the end of the engagement. 

Why the “How” Decides the Success of CRO Engagements 
This study therefore shows not only whether CRO engagements work but how impact arises. From 
this, six central design principles can be derived that are decisive for the sustainable effectiveness 
of CRO engagements: 

• Effectiveness arises beyond the methodological toolbox: Technical excellence and a robust 
turnaround toolkit are necessary preconditions but do not sufficiently explain the success of a CRO 
engagement. 

• Leadership over pure intervention: Sustainable transformation succeeds where the CRO acts from a 
strong leadership role and shapes the change journey together with the existing teams — not as an 
external enforcer but as an impulse-giving source of orientation. 

• Co-creation as a success factor: The active involvement of employees in development and execution 
increases acceptance, depth of execution and speed. Transformation thus becomes a joint project 
rather than a top-down measure. 

• Cultural impact as the blind spot of classic CRO engagements: Many engagements fail less due to 
flawed content logic than due to a lack of cultural connectability. Engaged employees and conscious 
cultural work significantly raise the sustainable effectiveness. 

• Risk of over-steering: A dominant “I know how to do it” posture often leads to resistance, passivity 
or covert pushback — even when the measures are substantively correct. 

• Implication for CRO structure: Effective CROs combine clarity and decisiveness with humility, 
listening and joint development. Structured co-creation does not replace leadership but reinforces 
it. 
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Why CRO Impact Varies Strongly Internationally — Legal Frameworks, Culture 
and Stigma in Comparison 
The findings of the Global CRO Study 2026 so far show that the effectiveness of a CRO engagement 
depends above all on clear governance, sufficient scope of engagement and stable stakeholder 
alignment. Difficulties arise primarily from resistance, unclear reporting lines, time pressure and 
data or cultural problems, while successful engagements are shaped by decision-making authority, 
transparency and rapid execution. At the same time, the seven central “no-gos” confirm that failures 
result less from technical deficits than from role and governance errors — in particular loss of 
independence, lack of transparency, operational co-optation and unrealistic planning. The analysis 
of engagement terminations underlines these relationships empirically: financial impact is high, 
cultural effects limited, and CROs are regularly mandated too late, which markedly restricts the 
effectiveness of the engagement. 

Against the backdrop of the overarching research question of the present Global CRO Study 2026 — 
How do the design, authority and perception of the CRO role differ across Europe, Africa, the Americas 
and Asia? — the analysis concludes with the international dimension, regional differences and 
cultural influencing factors. This chapter thus forms the necessary analytical endpoint of the study, 
in order to embed the globally identified patterns in their cultural and institutional contexts, 
and thereby make it possible to define the CRO role internationally in a valid, comparable and 
practice-relevant way. 

The following presentation of results uses exclusively the empirical findings from the qualitative 
expert interviews. This exclusive use of qualitative expert interviews is necessary because: 

• the CRO role is globally highly heterogeneous, context-dependent and only accessible through 
practical experiential knowledge — and therefore cannot be validly captured by standardised 
quantitative instruments. 

 

In the United States, the CRO role is very strongly established 

and highly professionalised, in some respects even more so 

than in Europe. In Europe, too, the role is often financial- and 

lender-driven. CROs are mostly not proactively brought in by 

the entrepreneur, but appointed under pressure from banks 

or debt funds. In Asia, the role is strongly culturally shaped, 

particularly in Japan and China, where face-saving, seniority 

and respectful decision processes play a major role. 

 (Christian Feldmann, Partner, A. T. Kearney GmbH) 
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Intercultural Experience of the CRO Experts 
In the Global CRO Study 2026, the surveyed international experts were asked whether they had 
worked across different cultures and in how many countries or on how many continents they 
had carried out CRO engagements or comparable roles. The aim of this analysis is to make the 
international footprint of CRO practice visible and to understand the extent to which cultural 
and geographical experience backgrounds influence the perception, design and effectiveness 
of the CRO role. 

☛ 54 of 57 experts (≈ 95%) have substantial intercultural professional experience in 
restructuring and have worked in multiple countries and on at least two to four 
continents. More than 90 percent of experts even have engagement experience in 
multiple countries and on multiple continents. 💡💡 

The qualitative analysis shows, on the one hand, that the range extends from experts who have 
worked in 5–10 countries to individuals pointing to activity in over 55 countries. On the other hand, 
it is worth highlighting that clear regional patterns are again visible in the international 
experience background of the surveyed CRO experts. The following table provides an overview: 

Table 1: Overview of intercultural experience of CRO experts (own data). 
Region x̄ Countries Range — Countries x̄ Continents Activity on 

Continents 
Africa 15 5 – 55 2.4 AS, AF, EU, 

NA 
The Americas 28 2 – 45 3.6 NA, SA, EU, 

AS, AF, AU 
Asia 11 5 – 15 3 AS, EU, NA, 

AU 
Europe 17 1 – 30 2.8 EU, NA, AF, 

AS, AU 
AS = Asia, AF = Africa, EU = Europe, NA = North America, SA = South America, AU = Australia. 

Africa — Cultural Diversity & Political Sensitivity as Core Factors 
All African experts (100%) have been active in different cultural clusters, mostly across 5–15 
countries and often in combinations of Sub-Saharan Africa, the United Kingdom and Europe. 
Nearly all (≈ 90%) African experts further emphasise the enormous cultural diversity of the 
continent and the political sensitivity and informal governance structures that shape CRO 
engagements. 

The Americas — Global Mobility & Transaction-Driven Logics 
The American experts are the most internationally experienced group: approximately 95 
percent have worked on at least three continents, some in 45+ countries. Engagements 
concentrate on the US, Europe, Asia and Latin America. Around 70 percent of the surveyed CRO 
experts from the Americas emphasise the transaction-driven logic of their work, particularly in 
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the context of Chapter 11 proceedings, while around 50 percent point to strong cultural 
differences within the Americas in relation to CRO engagements. 

Asia — Focus on Cultural Fit & East-West Experience 
All surveyed Asian experts (100%) have experience in Japan, China, Southeast Asia, India or 
Australia — almost always combined with experience in the United Kingdom, US or Europe. 
Central, for about 80 percent, is the high importance of cultural sensitivity, informal decision 
logics and non-verbal communication patterns. 

Europe — International Connectivity & Governance-Driven 
More than 90 percent of European experts have international experience, although most (≈ 70%) 
have their focus in the DACH region or in European group structures. International activity arises 
frequently through subsidiaries, supply chains and legal group structures, according to the 
surveyed European experts. Around 60 percent further emphasise the strong governance, 
liability and formalisation logic of European CRO roles. 

Overall, the analysis of the intercultural experience of the CRO experts shows that the Global CRO 
Study 2026 is based on a highly internationally shaped expert panel. The following findings on the 
remaining research questions — international differences in CRO liability risk, regional differences in 
the structure of CRO engagements and the role of culture and stigma in engagement design — are 
thus not based on “opinions” but on experience. 

CRO Liability Risk Internationally — Driven by Legal Frameworks and Market Maturity 
Across all world regions, a very consistent base pattern emerges: 

☛ The liability risk of the CRO is not a static framework factor, but a central driver of 
engagement design, decision behaviour and effectiveness. 💡💡 

This finding is robust across regions and shows high agreement rates — particularly in Europe 
(22/27 experts), the Americas (9/10) and Africa (9/10). In Asia (8/10), this assessment is also 
predominantly shared, although qualifications are more frequently noted there, e.g. with reference 
to comparable liability logics within common-law systems or to a more limited personal corporate-
body practice as formally appointed CRO in individual countries. 

Substantively, the experts repeatedly point to structural influencing factors that shape the CRO's 
liability risk. Particularly often named are insolvency-law duties (e.g. insolvency filing obligations, 
“trading while insolvent”), differences in litigation and lawsuit cultures, the procedural speed of 
courts, the role of D&O insurance, and visibility and reputation risks in markets with high public 
and media attention. These factors determine not only the formal risk but also influence how 
cautiously, formally or defensively CROs operate in different regions. 
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The liability risk for a CRO varies significantly by region, depending in particular 
on how litigious a jurisdiction is and how efficient its court system operates. For 
example, in Kenya stakeholders may quickly resort to litigation, but proceedings 
are often protracted. 
 (Expert interview) 

From the comparative analysis of expert statements, two contrasting ideal types of CRO markets 
can be derived: 

• Established CRO markets (UK, US, parts of Western Europe): The CRO role is clearly established, 
legally defined and institutionally accepted. This formal clarity is often accompanied by heightened 
liability, documentation and reputation requirements, since CROs in many jurisdictions are highly 
visible, closely embedded in legal and regulatory processes and equipped with far-reaching decision-
making authority. In the US, however, this liability risk is regularly mitigated through contractual 
indemnities and D&O insurance, which puts personal exposure of the CRO into perspective 
compared with European legal systems. 

• Less established CRO markets (parts of Africa or Asia): For the CRO role there is greater room for 
interpretation and for action. This “freedom” is often accompanied by higher unpredictability, 
political-legal uncertainty and informal governance structures. In these contexts, the liability risk is 
less formalised but often harder to calibrate. 

For CRO practice, these results mean that… 

☛ …the design of CRO engagements as well as of liability indemnities and decision-
making rights must be region- and jurisdiction-specific in order to bring effectiveness 
and personal risk management into balance. ����� 💡💡 

Regionally Tailored CRO Engagements 
The question of the regional structuring of CRO engagements is answered considerably more 
heterogeneously by the surveyed international experts than the liability question. Where the 
liability risk shows broad consensus, the engagement architecture shows differentiated 
assessments that reflect both regional specificities and case- and stakeholder-related factors. 

We are generally very cautious about board membership across most 
jurisdictions. In some cases, a CRO mandate may include a request to join the 
board. Outside the United States, we would typically decline that part of the 
mandate or alternatively accept only a board role and not an officer position, given 
the liability risks associated with such roles. 
 (Expert interview) 
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Figure 15: Overview of perceived regional differences in CRO engagement architecture (agreement in percent, 

own data). 

Africa: Lender-Driven Engagements and Focus on Protection 
In Africa, nine of ten experts report clearly regionally tailored CRO engagements. These are 
often lender-dominated, initiated late in escalated crisis situations, and rely increasingly on 
locally anchored CROs, partly under international steering. Central design features are clear 
reporting lines, explicit indemnities and a restrained corporate-body role. Overall, 
engagement design in African contexts is less geared towards maximum formal decision-
making depth than towards risk protection and liability minimisation. Effectiveness is here 
defined primarily through stabilisation and engagement fulfilment, while long-term 
transformation goals play a subordinate role. 

The Americas: Transaction Logic vs. Global Core Role 
The American CRO experts emphasise a split picture: about seven of ten experts see clear 
regional structural differences, particularly between the US Chapter 11 environment and other 
jurisdictions. These concern above all directorship, proximity to the courts, transaction-driven 
engagement logic and the interaction with financial advisors and legal counsel. At the same 
time, about 30 percent of the American experts emphasise that the core tasks of the CRO — 
secure liquidity, steer stakeholders and drive execution — are globally largely constant, with 
differences arising more from stakeholder setup and crisis stage than from region itself. 

Asia: Role Adaptation, Title Avoidance and Legal Sensitivity 
In Asia too, around seven of ten experts point to region-specific engagement structures, arising 
from cultural, legal and reputation-related specificities. Frequently named are the deliberate 
avoidance of the CRO title, the use of offshore structures and elevated risks for legally exposed 
roles (e.g. “legal representative”). In addition, labour-law conditions, state actors and at times 
union structures shape engagement design. By contrast, about three of ten experts also see a 
substantive continuity of the core engagement, with adjustments only in reporting lines, 
communication style and execution pace. 
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Europe shows the most fragmented picture: 17 of 27 experts see clear regional structural 
differences, particularly with respect to legal and labour-law conditions, co-determination 
structures, the directorship versus advisor model, and a pronounced documentation and liability 
logic, especially in the DACH region. By contrast, 10 of 27 experts emphasise that CRO engagements 
differ less by region than by governance setup, stakeholder pressure and crisis phase. Europe thus 
appears legally heterogeneous, but functionally comparable, provided the engagement is clearly 
defined. 

Across all regions, however, a clear common denominator also emerges: 

☛ Engagement design follows liability profile: the higher the personal exposure of the 
CRO, the more frequently advisory models, indemnities, D&O focus and limited decision-
making authority are chosen — while in legally clear, established markets, formal 
corporate-body roles with comprehensive authority are more readily accepted. 💡💡 

Implications for Regionally Differentiated CRO Engagements 
Overall, these results make clear that CRO engagements are not standardised blueprints but 
highly context-dependent governance constructs. 

On the basis of these results, clear recommendations for action can be derived for the regional 
structuring of CRO engagements: 

• Regional differences shape not the objective but the design of CRO engagements: While the core 
tasks of the CRO — financial stabilisation, stakeholder steering and execution capability — remain 
largely constant globally, engagement architecture, directorship and governance design differ 
markedly along legal, cultural and liability-related framework conditions, as well as the respective 

crisis stage. ����� 

• Effective CRO engagements are context-adaptive governance constructs: Their effectiveness 
emerges from the situation- and region-specific balance of liability profile, formal role, decision-
making rights and communication logic — not from standardised engagement models. The clearer 
this balance is defined, the higher the decision-making authority, acceptance and execution power 

of the CRO. ����� 

Cultural Differences and Stigma in the International CRO Focus 

Cultural understanding is critical, even if the CRO does not come from the same 
cultural background. However, they must understand how people think, how 
government influence works, and how trust is built. There is clearly a stigma in 
some regions: in Africa, the appointment of a CRO is often seen as evidence of 
management failure. In South Africa, an additional ethnic dimension exists, where 
a white CRO in a predominantly black organisation may initially face mistrust. 
 (Expert interview) 
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The surveyed restructuring and CRO professionals agree: 

☛ Culture is the implicit steering factor that decides whether a CRO is accepted as a 
legitimate leadership figure, whether measures are implemented and whether 
restructuring is perceived as a professional intervention or as a threat. 💡💡 

Cultural impact unfolds in CRO practice predominantly indirectly through lived governance, 
transparency levels, conflict avoidance, political sensitivity and the psychology of central 
stakeholders. Accordingly, nearly all respondents (Africa = 100%; the Americas = 90%; Asia = 
100%; Europe = 89%) confirm that formal authority alone is not enough to generate acceptance, 
decision-making authority and execution power. Rather, the CRO always acts in a culturally coded 
context of expectations, in which decision logics, communication styles and conceptions of 
authority decisively influence the actual effectiveness. 

A central expression of these cultural logics is the stigma that can be linked to the appointment of a 
CRO. Empirically, it emerges that stigmas are internationally widespread but vary in intensity and 
how they are addressed: 

• In Africa, nearly all experts explicitly report stigmatisation and threat perception; 

• In Europe, around two thirds name the CRO title as a clear crisis signal; 

• In the Americas, 60 percent of experts report stigma effects; and 

• In Asia, 60 percent of experts explicitly refer to loss of face and the conscious avoidance of the CRO 
title. 

In many contexts, the CRO thus functions as a symbolic marker for a crisis, which can trigger 
defensive reactions especially among management, workforce and external stakeholders. 
Accordingly, more than half of respondents across all regions (60–70%) state that CRO titles are 
consciously adjusted or avoided (e.g. CTO, Chief Transformation Officer), that engagements are 
initially run in the background, or that communication strategies are deliberately deployed to 
secure acceptance and avoid escalation. 

At the same time, the interviews make clear that a CRO stigma is not a static phenomenon. In 
professionally established restructuring environments — particularly in parts of the US and 
Western Europe — the CRO stigma loses significance for around a third of experts or is functionally 
accepted. In other contexts, the CRO stigma is amplified through cultural mechanisms such as loss 
of face, loyalty norms or hierarchical authority understanding (Africa = 80–90%; Asia = 60–70%). 
Several experts further emphasise that a CRO stigma is tied less to the title itself than to credibility, 
local connectability and personal reputation of the CRO — an argument that recurs in all regions. 

Taken together, the Global CRO Study 2026 thus empirically proves that culture is not to be 
understood as a “soft factor” but as a structural mechanism of impact: 
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☛ Successful CRO engagements are therefore not only legally and financially “clean” in 
their setup, but must, according to the experts, be consistently culturally translated — in 
language, role, presence and symbolism. 💡💡 

Implications for Handling Cultural Resistance and Stigma 
These findings on the international CRO dimension make clear that CRO effectiveness is not solely a 
question of formal engagement architecture, but is significantly determined by perception, 
acceptance and cultural embedding. Liability logics and governance structures define the legal and 
institutional framework for action, but do not decide whether a CRO actually becomes able to act. 
That decision is made in the organisation itself — mediated through stigma, trust and the early 
interaction between CRO, management and workforce. 

Against this backdrop, central analytical conclusions and practice-relevant implications can be 
derived from the results of the Global CRO Study 2026: 

• CRO stigma as real starting position: In many regions, the appointment of a CRO is perceived as a 
visible crisis signal, as loss of face or as an implicit management failure. This stigma is real and 

influences acceptance, trust and the early reactions of the organisation. ����� 

• Stigma explains resistance — not inaction: The existence of a stigma is no argument for delay, but a 
sign of the necessity of conscious leadership, clear communication and cultural translation work 

from the outset. ����� 

• Acceptance arises through the person, not through the title: The empirical findings show that 
acceptance does not primarily emerge from the CRO title but from personality, reputation and the 
integrative stance of the engagement holder. If the CRO is culturally cleanly embedded, 
communicatively prepared and introduced as a credible leadership figure, trust and willingness to 

cooperate emerge early despite the existing stigma. ����� 

• Integrative engagement leadership neutralises stigma: A CRO who consistently relies on 
transparency, co-creation and engagement transforms the role from a symbol of threat to an anchor 

of stability. Stigma is thereby not suppressed but actively dissolved. ����� 

• Early engagement increases effectiveness: The earlier a CRO is engaged, the greater the legal, 
operational and cultural room to act. Delay out of fear of stigma increases escalation dynamics, 

liability risks and resistance — rather than reducing them. ����� 
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Central Conclusions and Strategic Implications 
For companies that want to use restructuring consistently, seven central implications and two 
overarching insights on the effectiveness of CRO engagements emerge: 

No Lone Fighter: Team Beats Hero — Always! 
From day one, place a lean, interdisciplinary office alongside the CRO: finance, operations and 
project-steering competence, anchored internally and designed for knowledge transfer. The most 
successful engagements rely on complementary teams rather than lone fighters. This is how you 
secure not only execution power in the crisis, but also sustainability. 

Acceptance Doesn't Just Happen — Culture Is a Leadership Matter 
Make the cultural integration of the CRO a leadership task: joint appearances with the CEO, visible 
inclusion of the second leadership level, transparent communication about role, time frame and 
objective of the engagement. Restructurings only become sustainably effective when the 
organisation experiences the CRO as a partner, not as a hostile foreign body. 

Think the Search Profile from the Problem — Not from the CV 
Derive the requirement profile consistently from your specific situation: are cash safeguarding and 
refinancing in focus? Do you need an operational execution manager with PMO experience? Or a 
strategic-transformative profile type? The best CRO does not convince through the most impressive 
track record, but through the perfect fit with your specific corporate situation. 

Hire Architects, Not Firefighters — and Enable Speed 
The most common mistake: calling in the CRO only when there's a fire, and then letting them 
merely extinguish it. From the outset, define the assignment more broadly: stabilise cash and shape 
the business model, structure and leadership architecture for the post-crisis period. Restructuring 
and transformation belong in one engagement, not two. At the same time, create the preconditions 
for speed: full financial transparency from day 1, short decision paths, pre-clarified escalation logic. 
In restructuring, the winner is not the one with the best analysis, but the one who moves fastest 
from diagnosis to execution. 

Grant Real Power — or Don't Bother 
Invest time in a clean engagement design: directorship or general representative? Which decisions 
does the CRO make alone, which in tandem with CEO and CFO? Define reporting lines, escalation 
paths, data access and liability protection clearly and bindingly. Because: half-hearted engagements 
produce half-hearted results. Anyone who does not give the CRO real executive power risks turning 
restructuring into a simulation — much effort, little impact. 

Create Shared Conviction — Before the Engagement Begins 
Use the phase before engagement kick-off to develop a shared target picture with shareholders, 
supervisory board, financiers and — where relevant — works council. When all parties endorse the 
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CRO deployment as a conscious strategic decision, you gain momentum rather than friction. This 
joint commitment is the strongest accelerator for any restructuring. 

Clarity Before Speed: Diagnose the Need Honestly — Before the Market Does 
Gain clarity on whether your company is facing a leadership, a financing or a business-model 
problem — or all of these at once. This diagnosis is the most important strategic switch: it decides 
whether you need a CRO, a CRO-Office, a CTO or an interim manager. Whoever answers this 
question early and precisely gains decisive room to manoeuvre. 

Seven Principles of Effective CRO Engagements — and the Errors They Must Prevent 
• Effectiveness rarely fails on technical capability, but on governance and role: A CRO engagement 

does not fail because of technical capability, but because independence, transparency and role 
clarity are lost — particularly through political co-optation, lack of communication and ego-driven 
lone-fighter behaviour. 

• Stigma decides acceptance — not the title alone: The appointment of a CRO acts in many 
organisations as a stigma and crisis signal, and thereby substantially determines acceptance and 
execution. Title adjustments, restraint and resistance show: successful engagements actively 
address this stigma through clear communication, cultural embedding and early involvement of the 
organisation. 
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