MANA 6328

PhD Seminar: STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT I

FALL 2016
Fall 2016                                                                                                                Monday 1pm – 4pm
Professor M. Ann McFadyen                                                                                                COBA 141
Office: COBA 227                                                                                                 Office hours by appointment

mcfadyen@uta.edu                                                                              http://www.uta.edu/profiles/margaret-mcfadyen

Course Objectives: 

The primary objective of this seminar is to critically analyze the theoretical and empirical issues in the area of strategic management.  An interdisciplinary perspective is emphasized.  The attached readings provide you with an introduction to key theoretical and empirical research in selected areas of strategic management.  This is the first of a two-part seminar in Strategic Management -- topics covered in this seminar will be supplemented/complemented by others in the Strategic Management II seminar.  The readings list represents only a starting point and you will need to supplement it with other papers you find interesting/useful.

Course Requirements:

1. 
Reading Summaries:  Each student is required take primary responsibility for up to two articles each week, summarize them for his/her colleagues in a written form, and lead the discussion on them in the class.  Please do not “cut, copy and paste” anything from any of the articles in your summaries.  Included at the end of the syllabus is a guideline to evaluating papers. 

Please keep in mind that the summaries will prove extremely useful later as you prepare for your comprehensive exams.

2.
Research Questions Each student is required to e-mail the other seminar participants and professor two/three questions that can help the discussion the topic.  These questions are expected to be provocative, reflect your grasp of the readings, and suggest ideas for future research.

3.
Class Participation: Assessed based on your regular daily class participation.  Attending class does not contribute to participation.  Please be prepared to explain and contribute to the weekly discussion.  The purpose of our discussions is to exhibit your understanding of the literature.  
4. 
3 Idea papers: Each student is required to submit 3 idea pages over the semester.  Idea pages are outlines of a potential empirical research question that will contribute to the literature discussed in class.  Please submit a 1 - 2 page, single spaced outline, please make sure you discuss the what, why and how of your research idea.  The pages are due via email by 9am of the day of the discussion.  

5. 
Dissertation summary 
Each student will read and provide a review of a recent doctoral dissertation in strategic management – 4 to 5 pages.  You should choose a dissertation that matches your research interests and that is of good quality (author has published extensively from the dissertation or received research recognition for the dissertation).  Please consult the Pro-Quest Dissertation Abstracts database for additional information on those dissertations or other dissertations that may be of interest to you.  Also please look at the recent list of BPS best dissertation awards below.  Please inform me of your decision.  Only one person will be allowed per dissertation.  Deadline for deciding dissertations is September 15.  
6. Research Paper and presentation: Each student is required to write a paper on a topic of interest that fits within the domain of this seminar (instructor approval is required) 25 – 30 pages.  You may choose to write a conceptual or empirical manuscript suitable to be submitted to the Academy of Management Journal or the Academy of Management Review.  The paper should be of high quality, original work and relevant to the topics covered in the seminar.  The finished manuscript should be ready to send to an academy meeting.  Please adhere to the following deadlines to insure that the manuscript is acceptable and will be complete by the end of semester:

September 26:  2 – 3 page outline of the proposed paper (necessary to gain approval of topic by professor).  

November 21:  Copy of first draft is due, including supporting references.  
December 5:  Completed papers due.
Each student is required to present his/her paper at the end of the semester.  Please follow the Academy of Management guidelines for paper presentations found at the end of this syllabus or at the Academy of Management website: http://meeting.aomonline.org/2012/menu-program/menu-progparticipations?showall=&start=1

7. 
Final Exam: A Final Exam will cover material discussed during the semester.  The exam questions will be similar to those that may be included in the comprehensive exams.  You will be required to integrate and synthesize material covered this semester.  
8. Peer Evaluations: Please provide me a peer evaluation of your classmates by distributing 700 points among your peers for their efforts in accepting assigned readings.
Evaluation

Grades will be assigned on the following work and weightings:

In Class Preparation and Participation                                       15%

Research Questions
Class participation 

Dissertation Review………………………………………………5%

3 Idea papers
.5%

Reading Summaries
.5%

Research Paper  
35%

Final Exam  
35%

To receive a grade of C on the course assignments, students must show at least a broad knowledge of the relevant literature.  To receive a B, students must show at least a broad knowledge of the literature, plus an ability to integrate that literature to show linkages, relationships, etc.  To receive an A, students must show at least a broad knowledge of the literature, an ability to integrate the literature, and creative insight that is not already present in the literature.  

Incomplete grades will be allowed only for extreme circumstances beyond the control of the student.  

SESSIONS – STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT PH.D. SEMINAR I
	
	Topic 
	Day

	Session 1
	Introduction and Administration
	August 29, 2016

	Session 2
	An Introduction to Strategic Management Research
	September 12, 2016

	Session 3
	Strategy Process Research 
	September 19, 2016

	Session 4
	Competitive Dynamics/Multimarket Competition/Strategic Groups
	September 26, 2016

	Session 5
	Organizational Learning and Knowledge Transfer  
	October 3, 2016

	Session 6
	Management of Technology & Innovation
	October 10, 2016

	Session 7
	Networks and Alliances
	October 17, 2016

	Session 8
	Upper Echelons: CEOs & Top Management Teams
	October 24, 2016

	Session 9
	Resource-Based View and Demand Side – Dr. Priem
	October 31, 2016

	Session 10
	Stakeholder Theory
	November 7, 2016

	Session 11
	Measurement Issues in Strategy Research
	November 14, 2016

	Session 12
	Paper Presentations
	November 21, 2016

	Session 13
	Paper Presentations
	November 28, 2016

	
	Final Exam  11:30am – 1:30am
	December 12

	
	
	


Session 1 Introduction 

Bartunek, Rynes, and Ireland. 2006 What Makes Management Research Interesting, and Why Does It Matter? . Academy of Management Journal 49(1): 9-15 .
Grant and Pollock. 2011. Publishing in AMJ Part 3: Setting the Hook. Academy of Management Journal 54(5): 873-879.

Glick, Miller, and Cardinal. 2007 Making a life in the field of organizational science Journal of Organizational Behavior 28(7): 817-835 .

Sternberg. 2013. Self-Sabotage in the Academic Career: 15 ways in which faculty members harm their own futures, often without knowing it. Chronicle of Higher Education April 29.
Porter. 1996. What is strategy? Harvard Business Review 74(6): 61-78.
Henderson, B.D. 1989. “The Origin of Strategy”, Harvard Business Review, Nov/Dec, pp. 139-143.
Barney, J. B. 1997. Gaining and Sustaining Competitive Advantage. Boston, MA: Addison-Wesley (chapter 1 entitled “What is strategy?” pp. 2-29).
Hitt, Michael A. 2005. Spotlight on strategic management. Business Horizons. 48: 371-377.

All

Colquitt, J.A. 2012. From the editors: Plagiarism policies and screening at AMJ.  Academy of Management Journal, 55(4):749 – 751.   
Session 2 ( ):  An Introduction to Strategic Management Research 

Prahalad & Hamel, 1994.  Strategy as a Field of Study: Why Search for a New Paradigm?  Strategic Management Journal: Vol. 15, 5-16.

Hoskisson, R. E., Hitt, M. A., Wan, W. P., & Yiu, D. 1999.  Theory and Research in Strategic Management: Swings of a Pendulum. Journal of Management, 25(3): 417-456.

Porter, M. 1991.  Towards a Dynamic Theory of Strategy. Strategic Management Journal 12: Winter 1991. 95-117.

Jacobson R. 1992. The "Austrian" school of strategy. Academy of Management Review 17(4): 782-807.

Nag, R., Hambrick, D.C., and Chen, M-J, 2007.  What is strategic management really?  Strategic Management Journal. 28(9): 935-955.

Nerur, S. P., Rasheed, A. A. & V. Natarajan. 2008. The intellectual structure of the strategic management field: an author co-citation analysis. Strategic Management Journal, 29(3): 319-336
Mahoney and Qian. 2013. Market frictions as building blocks of an organizational economics approach to strategic management. Strategic Management Journal 34(9): 1019-1041.

Barney and Felin. 2013. What Are Microfoundations? Academy of Management Perspectives 27(2): 138-155.
Session 3 Strategy Process Research 

Mintzberg, H., & Waters, J.A. 1985. Of Strategies, Deliberate and Emergent. Strategic Management Journal, 6(3): 257‑272. 

Van de Ven, A.H. 1992. Suggestions for studying strategy process. Strategic Management Journal, (Summer Special Issue) 13: 163-182.

Ketchen, D.J., Thomas, J.B., & McDaniel, R.R. 1996. Process, content, and context: Synergistic effects on organizational performance. Journal of Management, 22: 231-257.

Farjoun, M. 2002. Towards an Organic Perspective on Strategy. Strategic Management Journal, 23: 561-594.

Burgelman, R., & Grove, A. 2007. Let chaos reign, then rein in chaos—repeatedly: managing strategic dynamics for corporate longevity. Strategic Management Journal, 28 (10): 965-979
Hutzschenreuter T, Kleindienst I. 2006. Strategy-process research: What have we learned and what is still to be explored. Journal of Management 32(5): 673-720.

Narayanan VK, Zane LJ, Kemmerer B. 2011. The cognitive perspective in strategy: An integrative review. Journal of Management 37(1): 305-351.

Wooldridge B, Schmid T, Floyd SW. 2008. The middle management perspective on strategy process: Contributions, synthesis, and future research. Journal of Management 34(6): 1190-1221.
Recommended:

Brown, S., & Blackmon, K. 2005. Aligning manufacturing strategy and business-level competitive strategy in new competitive environments: The case for strategic resonance. Journal of Management Studies, 42(4): 793-815.
Rajagopalan, N., & Spreitzer, G. M. 1997. Toward a theory of strategic change: A multi-lens perspective and integrative framework. Academy of Management Review, 22: 48-79.

Rajagopalan, N., Rasheed, M.A., & Datta, D.K. 1993. Strategic decision processes: Critical review and future directions. Journal of Management, 19: 349-384.

Regner, P. 2003. Strategy Creation in the Periphery: Inductive Versus Deductive Strategy Making. Journal of Management Studies, 40(1): 57-82.

Yan L., Floyd, S. W., & Baldridge, D. C. 2005. Toward a model of issue-selling by subsidiary managers in multinational organizations. Journal of International Business Studies, 36(6): 637-654

Lyles, M. A., & Mitroff, I. 1980. Organizational Problem Formulation: An Empirical Study. Administrative Science Quarterly, 25(1): 102‑119. 

Narayanan, V.K., & Fahey, L. 1982. The micro-politics of strategy formulation. Academy of Management Review, 7(1): 25-34

Daft, R. I. &  Weick, K. E. 1984. Toward a model of organizations as interpretation systems. Academy of Management Review, 9: 284-295.

Bourgeois, L. J. III. 1985. Strategic goals, perceived uncertainty, and economic performance in a volatile environment. Academy of Management Journal, 28: 548-573.

Fiol, C. M. &  Lyles, M. A. 1985. Organizational learning. Academy of Management Review, 10: 803-810.

Dess, G. G. & Origer, N. K. 1987. Environment, structure and consensus in strategy formulation: A conceptual integration. Academy of Management Review, 12: 313-330.

Dess, G. G. 1987. Consensus on strategy formulation and organizational performance: Competitors in a fragmented industry. Strategic Management Journal, 8: 259-277.

Dutton, J. E., & Duncan, R. B. 1987. The Creation of Momentum for Change Through the Process of Strategic Issue Diagnosis. Strategic Management Journal, 8(3): 279‑295. 

Noel, A. 1989. Strategic cores and magnificent obsessions: Discovering strategy formation through daily activities of CEOs. Strategic Management Journal, 10: 33-49.

Wooldridge, B. & Floyd, S. W. 1990. The strategy process, middle management involvement, and organizational performance. Strategic Management Journal, 11: 231-241.

Homberg, C., Krohmer, H. & Workman, J. P. Jr. 1999. Strategic consensus and performance: The role of strategy type and market-related dynamism, Strategic Management Journal, 20: 339-357.

Mintzberg, H. & Lampel, J. 1999. Reflecting on the Strategy Process. Sloan Management Review, 40(3): 21-30.

Session 4:  Competitive Dynamics

Barnett WP, Hansen MT. 1996. The red queen in organizational evolution. Strategic Management Journal 17(Evolutionary Perspectives on Strategy Supplement): 139-157.

Chen M-J, Miller D. 2015. Reconceptualizing competitive dynamics: A multidimensional framework. Strategic Management Journal 36(5): 758-775.

Gimeno, J., & Woo, C. 1999. Multimarket contact, economies of scope, and firm performance. Academy of Management Journal, 42(3): 239-260.

Ketchen, D., Snow, C., & Hoover, V. L. 2004. Research on Competitive Dynamics: Recent Accomplishments and Future Challenges. Journal of Management, 30(6): 779-804.

Basdeo, D. K., Smith, K. G., Grimm, C. M., Rindova, V. P., & Derfus, P. J. 2006. The impact of market actions on firm reputation. Strategic Management Journal, 27(12): 1205-1219.

Teece, D. J., Pisano, G., & Shuen, A. 1997. Dynamic capabilities and strategic management. Strategic Management Journal, 18: 509-533.

Helfat, C. E. 1997. Know-how and asset complementarity and dynamic capability accumulation: The case of R&D. Strategic Management Journal, 18: 339-360.

Eisenhardt, K. M., & Martin, J. A. 2000. Dynamic capabilities: What are they? Strategic Management Journal, 21: 1105-1121.

Recommended

Baum, J, & Korn, J. 1999. Dynamics of dyadic competitive interaction. Strategic Management Journal, 20: 251-278.

Simon, D. 2005. Incumbent pricing responses to entry. Strategic Management Journal, 26(13): 1229-1248.

Helfat, C. E., & Peteraf, M. A. 2003. The dynamic resource-based view: Capability lifecycles. Strategic Management Journal, 24: 997-1010.

Kor, Y. Y., & Mahoney, J. T. 2005. How dynamics, management, and governance of resource deployments influence firm-level performance. Strategic Management Journal, 26(5): 489-496.
Zahra, S. A., & Sapienza, H. J., & Davidsson, P. 2006. Entrepreneurship and Dynamic Capabilities: A Review, Model and Research Agenda. Journal of Management Studies, 43(4): 917-955. 

Lavie, D. 2006. Capability reconfiguration: an analysis of incumbent responses to technological change. Academy of Management Review, 31(1): 153-174. 

Chen, M. J., & Hambrick, D. 1995. Speed, stealth and selective attack: How small firms differ from large firms in competitive behavior. Academy of Management Journal, 38(2): 453-482.

Rindova, V. P., & Kotha, S. 2001. Continuous “morphing”: Competing through dynamic capabilities, form and function. Academy of  Management Journal, 44: 1263-1280.

Ray, G., Barney, J. B., & Muhanna, W. A. 2004. Capabilities, business processes, and competitive advantage: Choosing the dependent variable in empirical tests of the resource-view. Strategic Management Journal, 25: 23-37.

Pil, F. K., & Cohen, S. K. 2006. Modularity: Implications for imitation, innovation, and sustained advantage. Academy of Management Review, 31(4): 995-1011.
Karnani, A. 1984. Generic competitive strategies: An analytical approach. Strategic Management Journal, 5(4): 367-380.

Hill, C. 1988. Differentiation versus low cost or differentiation and low cost: A contingency framework. Academy of Management Review, 13(2): 401-412.

Chen, M. 1996. Competitor analysis and interfirm rivalry: Toward a theoretical integration. Academy of Management Review, 21: 100-134.

Session 5:  Organizational Learning and Knowledge Transfer
Cohen, W. N., & Levinthal, D. A. 1990. Absorptive capacity: A new perspective on learning and innovation. Administrative Science Quarterly, 35: 128-152.

Levinthal, D. A., & March, J. G. 1993. The myopia of learning. Strategic Management Journal, 14: 95-112.

Nonaka, I.  1994.  A dynamic theory of organizational knowledge creation.  Organization Science, 5(1): 14 – 37.

Zander, U., & Kogut, B. 1995. Knowledge and the speed of the transfer and imitation of organizational capabilities: An empirical test. Organization Science, 6(1): 76-92.

Szulanski (1996) Exploring internal stickiness: Impediments to the transfer of best practice within the firm.  Strategic Management Journal, 17 (Winter) 27 - 43

Grant, R. M. 1996. Toward a knowledge-based theory of the firm. Strategic Management Journal, 17:109-122.
Spender JC. 1996. Making knowledge the basis of a dynamic theory of the firm. Strategic Management Journal 17(Winter): 45-62

Diericks, I. and K. Cool (1989). Asset stock accumulation and sustainability of competitive advantage. Management Science, 35: 1504-1511.
Argote L, McEvily B, Reagans R. 2003. Managing knowledge in organizations: An integrative framework and review of emerging themes. Management Science 49(4): 571-582.
HIGHLY recommended:

Penrose, E.T.  1959.  The theory of the growth of the firm.  Oxford, U.K.:Blackwell.  Particularly Chapters 1 – 5.

Recommended:
King AW, Zeithaml CP. 2003. Measuring organizational knowledge: A conceptual and methodological framework. Strategic Management Journal 24(8): 763-772.
Argyris, C., & Schon, D. A. 1978. Organizational learning: A theory of action perspective.  Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Leonard-Barton D. 1992. Core capabilities and core rigidities: A paradox in managing new product development.  Strategic Management Journal, 13(Special Issue) 111-125.

Conner and Prahalad. 1996.  A resource-based theory of the firm:  Knowledge versus opportunism.  Organization Science. 7(5) 477–501.

Argote, L., & Ingram, P. 2000. Knowledge transfer: A basis for competitive advantage in firms. Organizational Behavior and Human Decisions Processes, 82: 150-169. 

Miner, A. S., Bassoff, P., & Moorman, C. 2001. Organizational improvisation and learning: A field study. Administrative Science Quarterly. 46: 304-337. 

Rosenkopf, L. & A. Nerkar.  2001.  Beyond local search: Boundary-spanning, exploration, and impact in the optical disk industry.  Strategic Management Journal, 22: 287 – 306.

Zollo, M. & S. G. Winter. 2002. Deliberate learning and the evolution of dynamic capabilities. Organization Science, 13(3): 339–351.

Szulanski, G. & Jensen, R. J. 2006. Presumptive adaptation and the effectiveness of knowledge transfer. Strategic Management Journal, 27(10): 937-957.

Wernerfelt, B.  1984.  A resource- based view of the firm.  Strategic Management Journal, 5: 171-180.

Barney, J.  1991.  Firm resources and sustainable competitive advantage: Journal of Management, 17: 99-120.

Peteraf, A. A. 1993. The cornerstones of competitive advantage: A resource-based view. Strategic Management Journal, 14: 179-191.

Teece D. J., G. Pisano, & A. Shuen. 1997. Dynamic capabilities and strategic management. Strategic Management Journal 18(7): 509-533

Connor, K. R.  1991.  A historical comparison of resource-based theory and five schools of thought within industrial organization economics:  Do we have a new theory of the firm?  Journal of Management, 17: 121-154.  (pages 121-132 for this session)

Wernerfelt, B. 1995. The resource-based view of the firm: Ten years after. Strategic Management Journal, 16: 171-174.

Foss, N. J.  1996.  Knowledge-based approaches to the theory of the firm:  Some critical comments.  Organization Science, 7: 470-476.

Conner, K. & Prahalad, C. K.  1996.  A resource-based theory of the firm: Knowledge vs Opportunism.  Organizational Science, 7: 477-501.

Barney, J. 2001. Resource-based theories of competitive advantage: A ten-year retrospective on the resource-based view. Journal of Management, 27(6): 643-650.

Schroeder, R. G., K. A. Bates, & M.A. Junttila. 2002. A resource-based view of manufacturing strategy and the relationship to manufacturing performance. Strategic Management Journal, 23(2): 105-117.
Hansen, M. H., L.T. Perry, & C.S. Reese. 2004. A Bayesian operationalization of the resource-based view. Strategic Management Journal, 25(13), 1279-1295.

Ray, G., J.B. Barney, & W.A. Muhanna. 2004. Capabilities, business processes, and competitive advantage: Choosing the dependent variable in empirical tests of the resource-view. Strategic Management Journal, 25: 23-37.

Zander, I., & U. Zander. 2005. The Inside Track: On the Important (But Neglected) Role of Customers in the Resource-Based View of Strategy and Firm Growth. Journal of Management Studies, 42(8): 1519-1548.

Foss, K., & N. J. Foss. 2005. Resources and transaction costs: how property rights economics furthers the resource-based view. Strategic Management Journal, 26 (6): 541-553.

Lavie, D. 2006. The competitive advantage of interconnected firms: an extension of the resource-based view. Academy of Management Review, 31(3): 638-658.

Lado, A. A., Boyd, N. G., Wright, P., & Kroll, M. 2006. Paradox and theorizing within the resource-based view. Academy of Management Review, 31(1): 115-131.
Session 6:  Management of Technology

Acs ZJ, Audretsch DB. Innovation in Large and Small Firms. The American Economic Review 78(4): 678-688

Audretsch DB. 1995. Innovation, Growth and Survival. International Journal of Industrial Organization 13: 441-457

Brown SL, Eisenhardt KM. 1995. Product Development: Past Research, Present Findings, and Future Directions. Academy of Management Review 20: 343-378

Greve HR, Taylor A. 2000. Innovations as Catalysts for Organizational Change: Shifts in Organizational Cognition and Search. Administrative Science Quarterly 45: 54-80

Hargadon A, Sutton RI. 1997. Technology Brokering and Innovation in a Product Development Firm. Administrative Quarterly(42): 716-749

Henderson RM, Clark KB. 1990. Architectural Innovation: The Reconfiguration of Existing Product Technologies and the Failure of Established Firms. Administrative Science Quarterly 35: 9-30

Katila, R. & Ahuja, G. 2002. Something Old, Something New: A longitudinal study of search behavior and new product introduction. Academy of Management Journal, 45(6): 1183-1194.

Teece D. 1986. Profiting From Technological Innovation: Implications for Integration, Collaboration, Licensing and Public Policy. Research Policy 15: 285-305

Session 7 Networks and Alliances

Ahuja G. 2000. Collaboration networks, structural holes, and innovation: A longitudinal study. Administrative Science Quarterly 46: 425 - 455.

Beckman CM, Haunschild PR, Phillips DJ. 2004. Friends or strangers? Firm-specific uncertainty, market uncertainty, and network partner selection. Organization Science 15(3): 259-275.

Borgatti SP, Halgin DS. 2011. On network theory. Organization Science 22(5): 1168 - 1181.

McFadyen MA, Cannella AA, Jr. 2004. Social capital and knowledge creation: Diminishing returns to the number and strength of exchange relationships. Academy of Management Journal 47(5): 735 - 746.

Cannella AA, Jr.,Bromiley & Rau, 2016 McFadyen MA. 2016. Changing the exchange. Journal of Management 42(4): 1005-1029.

Phelps C, Heidl R, Wadhwa A. 2012. Knowledge, networks, and knowledge networks: A review and research agenda. Journal of Management  38(4): 1115 - 1166.

Provan KG, Fish A, Sydow J. 2007. Interorganizational networks at the network level: A review of the empirical literature on whole networks. Journal of Management 33(3): 479-516.

Powell WW, Koput KW, Smith-Doerr L. 1996. Interorganizational collaboration and the locus of innovation: Networks of learning in biotechnology. Administrative Science Quarterly 41(1): 116-145.

Session 8:  Upper Echelons: CEOs & Top Management Teams

Hambrick, D.C. and Mason, P.A.  1984. Upper echelons: The organization as a reflection of its top managers, Academy of Management Review, 9: 193‑206.
Hambrick, D. C. 2007. Upper Echelons Theory: An Update. Academy of Management Review, 32:334-343

Hambrick DC, Cannella AA, Jr. 1993. Relative standing: A framework for understanding departures of acquired executives. Academy of Management Journal 36(4): 733-762.
Wiersema, M.F. and Bantel, K.A.  1992. Top management team demography and corporate strategic change, Academy of Management Journal, 35: 91-121.

Shen W, Cannella A. A. 2002. Power dynamics within top management and their impacts on CEO dismissal followed by inside succession, Academy of Management Journal, 45:1195-1206.

Carpenter, M.A., M. A. Geletkanycz and Wm. G. Sanders. 2004.  Upper Echelons Research Revisited: Antecedents, Elements, and Consequences of Top Management Team Composition, Journal of Management,  30:749-778

Sundaramurthy, Pukthuanthong, and Kor. 2013. Positive and negative synergies between the CEO's and the corporate board's human and social capital: A study of biotechnology firms. Strategic Management Journal: n/a-n/a.
Bromiley P, Rau D. 2016. Social, behavioral, and cognitive influences on upper echelons during strategy process. Journal of Management 42(1): 174-202.

Recommended

Lawrence. B.S. 1997. The Black Box of Organizational Demography, Organization Science,  8, 1-22. 

Michel, J.G., and Hambrick, D.C. 1992. Diversification posture and top management team characteristics. Academy of Management Journal, 35: 9-37.

Datta, D. K. and Guthrie, J.  1994.  Executive succession: Organizational antecedents of CEO characteristics, Strategic Management Journal, 15: 569-577.

Datta, D.K. and Rajagopalan, N. 1998. Industry Structure and CEO Characteristics: An Empirical Study of Succession, Strategic Management Journal, 19 (9), 833-852

Herrmann, P. and Datta, D.K. 2002. CEO Successor Characteristics and the Choice of Foreign Market Entry Mode: An Empirical Study, Journal of International Business Studies, 33 (3),   551-569.

Shen W, Cannella A. A. 2002. Power dynamics within top management and their impacts on CEO dismissal followed by inside succession, Academy of Management Journal, 45:1195-1206.

Karaevli A. 2007. Performance consequences of new CEO outsiderness': Moderating effects of pre- and post-succession contexts. Strategic Management Journal, 28:681-70.

Nadkarni S, Herrmann P. 2010. CEO Personality, Strategic Flexibility, and Firm Performance: The Case of The Indian Business Process Outsourcing Industry, Academy of Management Journal ,   53:1050-1073

Session 9 Stakeholder Theory
Jawahar, I. M. & McLaughlin, G. L. 2001. Toward a Descriptive Stakeholder Theory: An Organizational Life Cycle Approach. The Academy of Management Review, 26(3): 397-414.

Margolis, J. D. & Walsh, J. P. 2003. Misery Loves Companies: Rethinking Social Initiatives by Business. Administrative Science Quarterly, 48(2): 268-305.

O'Connell, L. L., Stephens, C. U., Betz, M., Shepard, J. M., & Hendry, J. R. 2005. An Organizational Field Approach to Corporate Rationality: The Role of Stakeholder Activism. Business Ethics Quarterly, 15(1): 93-111.

Phillips, R., Freeman, R. E., & Wicks, A. C. 2003. What Stakeholder Theory Is Not. Business Ethics Quarterly, 13(4): 479-502.

Harrison, J.S., Bosse, D.A., & Phillips, R.A. 2010. Managing for stakeholders, stakeholder utility functions, and competitive advantage. Strategic Management Journal, 31: 58-74.

Crilly, D., Zollo, M., & Hansen, M. 2012.  Faking it or muddling through? Understanding decoupling in response to stakeholder pressures. Academy of Management Journal, 55(6):1429-1448 
Laplume, A.O., Sonpar, K. & Litz, R.A. 2008. Stakeholder theory: Reviewing a theory that moves us. Journal of Management, 34: 1152-1189.

Aguinis H, Glavas A. 2012. What we know and don’t know about corporate social responsibility: A review and research agenda. Journal of Management 38(4): 932-968.
Recommended:

Crilly, D., & Sloan, P. Corporate attention to stakeholders: Enterprise logic and an inside-out explanation. Strategic Management Journal, forthcoming.

Reynolds, S.J., Schultz, F.C., & Hekman, D.R. 2006. Stakeholder theory and managerial decision-making: Constraints and implications of balancing stakeholder interests. Journal of Business Ethics, 64, 285-301. 

Brown, P. & Perry, S. 1994. Removing the financial performance halo from Fortune’s “most admired” companies. Academy of Management Journal, 37: 1347-1359.

Zollo, M. & Coda, V. 2009. Toward an integrated theory of strategy. Paper presented at the Academy of Management meeting, Chicago.

McWilliams, A., Siegel, D.S. & Wright, P.M. 2006. Corporate social responsibility: Strategic implications. Journal of Management Studies, 43: 1-18.

Pirson, M, & Malhotra, D. 2008. Unconventional insights for managing stakeholder trust. Sloan Management Review, 49 (4): 43-50.  

Feldman, S.P. (in press). Moral business cultures: The keys to creating and maintaining them. Journal of Organizational Dynamics.

Duska, R. (1997). The why’s of business. Journal of Business Ethics, 16, 1401-1409. 

Handy, Charles. “What’s the purpose of business”. HBR

Friedman, Milton. “The social responsibility of business is to increase its profits.”

Sen, A. “Does business ethics make economic sense?”

Mintzberg, H. “A note on that dirty word ‘efficiency”

“Rethinking the Social Responsibility of Business: A Reason debate featuring Milton Friedman, Whole Foods’ John Mackey, and Cypress Semiconductor’s T.J. Rodgers.” Reason, October 2005. Available at http://www.reason.com/news/show/32239.html 

Mintzberg, H., Simons, R., & Basu, K. 2002. Beyond selfishness. MIT Sloan

Piety, M.G. (2004).  “The long term: Capitalism and culture in the new millennium.” Journal of Business Ethics, 51, 103-118.

Stout, Lynn A., "Bad and Not-So-Bad Arguments For Shareholder Primacy" Southern California Law Review, Vol. 75, p. 1189, 2002 Available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=331464 or DOI: 10.2139/ssrn.331464

Stout, Lynn A., "Share Price as a Poor Criterion for Good Corporate Law" (January 2005). UCLA School of Law, Law-Econ Research Paper No. 05-7. Available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=660622

Sennett, Richard. The Corrosion of character: The personal consequences of work in the new capitalism

Solomon, Robert. Ethics and Excellence

Session 9:  Resource Based View/Demand Side Readings to be determined 

Barney, J.B. 1991. Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of Management, 17: 99-120.

Newbert, S. L. 2007. Empirical research on the resource-based view of the firm: An assessment and suggestions for future research. Strategic Management Journal, 28: 121-146.

Priem, R. L., & Butler, J. E. 2001a. Is the resource-based “view” a useful perspective for strategic management research? Academy of Management Review, 26: 22-40.

Barney, J. 2001. Is the resource-based “view” a useful perspective for strategic management research? Yes! Academy of Management Review, 26: 41-56.

Priem, R. L. & Butler, J. E. 2001b. Tautology in the resource-based view and the implications of externally determined resource value: Further comments. Academy of Management Review, 26: 57-66.

Demand-based Views
Priem, R. L. 2007. A consumer perspective on value creation. Academy of Management Review, 32: 219-235.

Adner, R. & Snow, D. 2010. Old Technology responses to new technology threats: Demand heterogeneity and technology retreats. Industrial and Corporate Change, 19: 1655-1675. 

Priem, R. L., Li, S. & Carr, J. 2012. Insights and New Directions from Demand-Side Approaches to Strategy, Innovation and Entrepreneurship Research. Journal of Management, 38: 346-374.

Argyres, N., Bigelow, S. & Nickerson, J. 2011 (Oct). Dominant Design, Conpositio Desiderata, and the Follower’s Dilemma. Washington University (St. Louis) working paper.

Supplementary Readings: 
Kraaijenbrink, J., Spender, J.-C., & Groen, A.J. 2010. The resource-based view: A review and assessment of its critiques. Journal of Management, 36: 349-372.

Ross, D. G. 2011. On evaluation costs in strategic factor markets: The implications for competition and organizational design. Management Science,  2011, in press.

Eisenhardt, K. M. & Martin, J. A. 2000. Dynamic capabilities: What are they? Strategic Management Journal, 21: 1105-1121.

March, J. G. 1991. Exploration and exploitation in organizational learning. Organization Science, 2: 71-87.

Danneels, E. 2007. The process of technological competence leveraging. Strategic Management Journal, 28: 511-533.
Kogut, B. & Zander, U. 1996. What firms do? Coordination, identity and learning. Organization Science, 7: 177-183.

Hoopes, D. G., Madsen, T. L. & Walker, G. 2003. Guest editors’ introduction to the special issue: Why is there a resource-based view? Toward a theory of competitive heterogeneity. Strategic Management Journal, 24: 889-902. 

Lippman, S. A. & Rumelt, R. P. 2003. The payments perspective: Micro-foundations of resource analysis. Strategic Management Journal, 24: 903-927.

Wernerfelt, B. 1984. A resource based view of the firm. Strategic Management Journal, 5: 171-180.

Session 10:  Methodological Issues in Strategy Research
Chakravarthy, B.i S. 1986. Measuring Strategic Performance. Strategic Management Journal, 7: 437-458.

March, J. G. & Sutton, R. L. 1997.  Organizational Performance as a Dependent Variable.  Organizational Science, 8(6): 698-810 
Tehrani, M., & Noubary, R. 2005. A statistical conversion technique: Objective and perceptive financial measures of the performance construct. Organizational Research Methods, 8 (2): 202-221.
Bowen, H.P., & Wiersema, M.F.  1999.  Matching method to paradigm in strategy research:  Limitations of cross-sectional analysis and some methodological alternatives.  Strategic Management Journal, 20 (7):  625-636.

Shook et. al. 2003.  Data Analytic Trends and Training in Strategic Management.  Strategic Management Journal: 24: 1231-1237.

Cycyota, C. S., & Harrison, D. A. 2006. What (not) to expect when surveying executives: A meta-analysis of top manager response rates and techniques over time. Organizational Research Methods, 9 (2): 133-160

Haans RFJ, Pieters C, He Z-L. 2016. Thinking about U: Theorizing and testing U- and inverted U-shaped relationships in strategy research. Strategic Management Journal 37: 1177-1195.

Certo ST, Semadeni MB. 2006. Strategy research and panel data: Evidence and implications. Journal of Management 32(3): 1 - 23.

Recommended:

Venkatraman, N. & Ramanujam, V. 1986. Measurement of Business Performance in Strategy Research: A Comparison of Approaches. Academy of Management Review, 11(4): 801-814.

Shortell, S. M. and Zajac, E. J.  1990. Perceptual and archival measures of Miles and Snow’s strategic types: A comprehensive assessment of reliability and validity. Academy of Management Journal, 37 (4), 817-832.

Shrivastava, P.  1987.  Rigor and practical usefulness of research in strategic management.  Strategic Management Journal, 8 (1):  77-992.

Nayyar, P. R.  1993. On the Measurement of Competitive Strategy:  Evidence from a Large Multiproduct U.S. Firm. Academy of Management Journal, 36 (6),  1652-1669.
EVALUATING PAPERS 

The following list of questions might help you evaluate the content, quality and contributions of the papers you read in this course:

1.
What is the paper about – what is the author’s purpose in writing (e.g., to help solve problems of practitioners, to better understand a phenomenon, get tenure (?))?

2.
If the reading is concerned with solving problems of practitioners, what is its first premise and logical argument? Are the category of problems to which it is addressed clearly specified?

3.
If the paper is concerned with describing a phenomenon or construct:

(a)
What is the theory?

(b)
What drives the theory?

(c)
Does the theory have internal logical internal consistency?

(d)
What is the usefulness of the theory? Does it explain an important phenomenon? Does it provide a basis for practical application? Does it reconcile important issues, conflicting opinions, or conflicting prior research? How so?

4.
With respect to the empirical studies:

(a)
What motivated the study (i.e, claims, findings, events, available data)? Is the research important? To theory?

(b)
Is the research problem clearly defined and stated? Are the theoretical constructs operationally appropriate?

(c)
How ere the alternative explanations controlled (e.g., homogeneous sampling, multiple regression, matching, etc. etc.)

(d)
Is the research design appropriate? Is the mode of observation/data collection (e.g., experiment, questionnaire, interview, secondary data sources such as Compustat, Proxy statements etc.) appropriate given the nature of the research problem? 

(e)
Are the statistical methods appropriate?

(f)
Is the analysis complete?

(g)
Are the interpretation and conclusions consistent with the evidence presented? Are implications for theory and/or managerial practice made explicit?

(h) What are important questions that still need to be answered in further understanding the object of study? 

Taken from the Academy of Management Website:

http://meeting.aomonline.org/2012/menu-program/menu-progparticipations?showall=&start=1

The Role of the Presenter:
Presentations are unsuccessful when the audience is not motivated to read the full paper. The following are some ideas for how authors can get the audience engaged and excited about the paper. Most practices in the DON'T column are standard procedure and the suggestions may seem radical. However, the object should be a presentation that covers less but makes a compelling argument that the paper should be read.

	DESCRIPTION 
	DO 
	DON'T

	Purpose of Presentation
	· Present enough to tell the audience that the paper is worth a read and tell a good story.
	· Present Summaries of all sections of the paper

	Format & Timing
	· Consider starting with the conclusion and then explain why you reached it (e.g. methods/results).

· Provide a 1-page handout summarizing your contribution & key points as a takeaway.

· Plan for 10 minutes - it is easier to expand on points than it is to cut things out.

· Use fonts larger than 28 pt & no more than 10 slides.

· Do focus on your results. 
	· Save the punch line as a sort of surprise ending.

· Plan for 20 minutes in case there is extra time.

· Use small fonts or too many overheads.

· Don't focus on theory or methods (unless that is yourcontribution).

	Introduction 
	· Do focus on what is interesting and new about what you have learned.

· Do try to start off with a real-world analogy/story. 
	· Don't focus on why you decided to do the study.

· Don't be too conceptual.

	Audience Interaction
	· Look people in the eye and talk to them (not at them).

· Identify places for audience input. Ask rhetorical questions at key points and wait for responses.

· For an empirical paper, ask the audience to vote for alternative explanations of the results.

· Consider using brief exercises or scenarios that draw on the audience's personal experiences / knowledge. 
	· Give a monologue describing your research.

	Theory 
	· State the problem, why it is interesting, and what you will add.

· Explain what is new in this model over past contributions.
	· Present a literature review of the area (cites, etc.).

· Explain every arrow in a complex figure.

	Methods 
	· Provide an overview of why the measures are linked to the theoretical construct. Establish face validity and assure that more rigorous methods were applied.
	· Describe the sample measures, and validation of instruments.

	Results 
	· Present what was significant. Explain what the data tell you. People will read the paper to get details if the paper seems important.
	· Present any tables with numbers

	Conclusion 
	· Answer broadly what we have learned and what needs to be done now.

· Urge the audience to read the paper for details.
	· Review each result and summarize what was significant.


These guidelines are not intended to be rigid. The main point is to sell rather than summarize. Again, the objective is to get the audience to read the paper, not to present so much detail that the audience has no reason to read it after. 

The Role of the Discussant/Coach of a Discussion Paper Session

 HYPERLINK "http://meeting.aomonline.org/2012/menu-program/menu-progparticipations/86-program-info/71-program-components" \t "_self" :
Taken from the Academy of Management Website:

http://meeting.aomonline.org/2012/menu-program/menu-progparticipations?showall=&start=3

Discussion Paper Sessions consist of 3-4 promising papers that address a common topic. The sessions are 90 minutes long and are designed to provide an opportunity for constructive conversations in a friendly setting. Session participants are expected to read all the papers assigned to their session. Participants will present and comment on papers of their fellow participants rather than their own. The role of the session coach is to provide further constructive feedback on each of the papers and/or future research in the area, and to moderate the discussion.

Guidelines to help you prepare for and manage your session.

1. Assign papers to participants and explain their tasks
· Once the AOM conference program is finalized, please make an informed decision regarding who of the session participants should present and comment on each of the papers. Distribute all papers among the session participants and inform them of their tasks. You may find it helpful to request confirmations from the authors of their acceptance of their presentation tasks.

· Session participants’ tasks are two-fold:
(a) Read all papers and prepare at least one insightful comment regarding how each of the papers could be improved or further developed, or how they contribute to your own thinking or research.
(b) Prepare a brief summary of the assigned paper (up to 10 minutes) and up to 5 minutes of comments. Prepare slide printouts to aid in your presentation and distribute them as handouts to fellow session participants. Make sure the focal author(s) receive your feedback in writing.

2. Prepare constructive feedback
· The papers selected for your session are promising yet developmental. Please coach the authors by suggesting the most promising direction in which you think they may take their papers. You may also be able to share your sense of future interesting research in the area.

3. Ensure participants’ preparation level 
· Remind the session participants of their tasks as the conference approaches. You may find it helpful to request the participants to share their notes on the paper summaries and comments with you several days in advance of your session. Ensure the feedback is useful and reasonably gentle.

4. Aim for an enriching experience in a comfortable setting
· Decide on a logical sequence for presentations and allocate time to presenters. Allow the focal author(s) to reply to comments on their paper before allowing comments from other participants and/or commenting yourself. Time and moderate the discussions.

BPS Wiley Blackwell Outstanding Dissertation Award

2015  

Johan Chu (U. of Chicago) (Ph.D., U. of Michigan): "Durable Dominance." Advisor: Gerald F. Davis

2014

Christian Catalini (MIT) (Ph.D., U. of Toronto): "Three essays on the impact of geographic and social proximity on Innovation." Advisor: Ajay Agarwal

2013

Ken Younge (Purdue U.; Ph.D. U. of Colorado) for "Employee Mobility and the Appropriation of Value from Knowledge: Evidence from Three Essays." Advisor: Tony Tong.

2012

Tomasz Obloj (HEC Paris; Ph.D. INSEAD) for "Incentive Life-Cycles: The Role of Learning, Ability, and Cognitive Biases in the Division of Value between Firms." Professor Obloj’s adviser was Peter Zemsky.

2011

Martin Ganco (U. of Minnesota; Ph.D. University of Illinois-Urbana-Champaign) for “The Effect of Technological Complexity on Innovation Performance, Employee Entrepreneurship and Mobility: Three Essays.”

2010

Chuck Eesley (Stanford U.; Ph.D. MIT) for “Essays on Institutions and Pre-founding Experience: Effects for Technology-Based Entrepreneurs in the U.S. and China.”

2009

Mario Schijven (Texas A&M U.; Ph.D. Tilburg) for: "Acquisition Capability Development: Behavioral and Cognitive Learning Perspectives."

2008

Olivier Chatain (U. of Pennsylvania; Ph.D. INSEAD): Capturing Value from Client Relationships: Theory and Evidence.

VI. Other Information

Drop Policy: Students may drop or swap (adding and dropping a class concurrently) classes through self-service in MyMav from the beginning of the registration period through the late registration period.  After the late registration period, students must see their academic advisor to drop a class or withdraw.  Undeclared students must see an advisor in the University Advising Center.  Drops can continue through a point two-thirds of the way through the term or session.  It is the student's responsibility to officially withdraw if they do not plan to attend after registering.  Students will not be automatically dropped for non-attendance.  Repayment of certain types of financial aid administered through the University may be required as the result of dropping classes or withdrawing.  For more information, contact the Office of Financial Aid and Scholarships (http://wweb.uta.edu/aao/fao/). 

Disability Accommodations: UT Arlington is on record as being committed to both the spirit and letter of all federal equal opportunity legislation, including The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), The Americans with Disabilities Amendments Act (ADAAA), and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act. All instructors at UT Arlington are required by law to provide “reasonable accommodations” to students with disabilities, so as not to discriminate on the basis of disability. Students are responsible for providing the instructor with official notification in the form of a letter certified by the Office for Students with Disabilities (OSD).  Only those students who have officially documented a need for an accommodation will have their request honored. Students experiencing a range of conditions (Physical, Learning, Chronic Health, Mental Health, and Sensory) that may cause diminished academic performance or other barriers to learning may seek services and/or accommodations by contacting: 

The Office for Students with Disabilities, (OSD)  www.uta.edu/disability or calling 817-272-3364. Information regarding diagnostic criteria and policies for obtaining disability-based academic accommodations can be found at www.uta.edu/disability.

Counseling and Psychological Services, (CAPS)   www.uta.edu/caps/ or calling 817-272-3671 is also available to all students to help increase their understanding of personal issues, address mental and behavioral health problems and make positive changes in their lives. 

Non-Discrimination Policy: The University of Texas at Arlington does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, religion, age, gender, sexual orientation, disabilities, genetic information, and/or veteran status in its educational programs or activities it operates. For more information, visit uta.edu/eos.

Title IX Policy: The University of Texas at Arlington (“University”) is committed to maintaining a learning and working environment that is free from discrimination based on sex in accordance with Title IX of the Higher Education Amendments of 1972 (Title IX), which prohibits discrimination on the basis of sex in educational programs or activities; Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title VII), which prohibits sex discrimination in employment; and the Campus Sexual Violence Elimination Act (SaVE Act). Sexual misconduct is a form of sex discrimination and will not be tolerated. For information regarding Title IX, visit www.uta.edu/titleIX or contact Ms. Jean Hood, Vice President and Title IX Coordinator at (817) 272-7091 or jmhood@uta.edu.

Academic Integrity: Students enrolled all UT Arlington courses are expected to adhere to the UT Arlington Honor Code:

I pledge, on my honor, to uphold UT Arlington’s tradition of academic integrity, a tradition that values hard work and honest effort in the pursuit of academic excellence. 

I promise that I will submit only work that I personally create or contribute to group collaborations, and I will appropriately reference any work from other sources. I will follow the highest standards of integrity and uphold the spirit of the Honor Code.

UT Arlington faculty members may employ the Honor Code in their courses by having students acknowledge the honor code as part of an examination or requiring students to incorporate the honor code into any work submitted. Per UT System Regents’ Rule 50101, §2.2, suspected violations of university’s standards for academic integrity (including the Honor Code) will be referred to the Office of Student Conduct.  Violators will be disciplined in accordance with University policy, which may result in the student’s suspension or expulsion from the University. Additional information is available at https://www.uta.edu/conduct/. Academic Integrity Violations

Electronic Communication: UT Arlington has adopted MavMail as its official means to communicate with students about important deadlines and events, as well as to transact university-related business regarding financial aid, tuition, grades, graduation, etc.  All students are assigned a MavMail account and are responsible for checking the inbox regularly.  There is no additional charge to students for using this account, which remains active even after graduation.  Information about activating and using MavMail is available at http://www.uta.edu/oit/cs/email/mavmail.php.

Campus Carry:  Effective August 1, 2016, the Campus Carry law (Senate Bill 11) allows those licensed individuals to carry a concealed handgun in buildings on public university campuses, except in locations the University establishes as prohibited.  Under the new law, openly carrying handguns is not allowed on college campuses.  For more information, visit http://www.uta.edu/news/info/campus-carry/

Student Feedback Survey: At the end of each term, students enrolled in face-to-face and online classes categorized as “lecture,” “seminar,” or “laboratory” are directed to complete an online Student Feedback Survey (SFS).  Instructions on how to access the SFS for this course will be sent directly to each student through MavMail approximately 10 days before the end of the term.  Each student’s feedback via the SFS database is aggregated with that of other students enrolled in the course.  Students’ anonymity will be protected to the extent that the law allows.  UT Arlington’s effort to solicit, gather, tabulate, and publish student feedback is required by state law and aggregate results are posted online.  Data from SFS is also used for faculty and program evaluations.  For more information, visit http://www.uta.edu/sfs.

Emergency Exit Procedures: Should we experience an emergency event that requires us to vacate the building, students should exit the room and move toward the nearest exit, which is located across the hall.  When exiting the building during an emergency, one should never take an elevator but should use the stairwells.  Faculty members and instructional staff will assist students in selecting the safest route for evacuation and will make arrangements to assist individuals with disabilities.

Evacuation plans may be found at http://www.uta.edu/campus-ops/ehs/fire/Evac_Maps_Buildings.php. (http://www.uta.edu/police/Evacuation Procedures.pdf)

Students should also be encouraged to subscribe to the MavAlert system that will send information in case of an emergency to their cell phones or email accounts. Anyone can subscribe at https://mavalert.uta.edu/ or https://mavalert.uta.edu/register.php

Student Support Services: UT Arlington provides a variety of resources and programs designed to help students develop academic skills, deal with personal situations, and better understand concepts and information related to their courses.  Resources include tutoring, major-based learning centers, developmental education, advising and mentoring, personal counseling, and federally funded programs.  For individualized referrals, students may visit the reception desk at University College (Ransom Hall), call the Maverick Resource Hotline at 817-272-6107, send a message to resources@uta.edu, or view the information at http://www.uta.edu/universitycollege/resources/index.php.

The IDEAS Center (2nd Floor of Central Library) offers free tutoring to all students with a focus on transfer students, sophomores, veterans and others undergoing a transition to UT Arlington.  To schedule an appointment with a peer tutor or mentor email IDEAS@uta.edu or call (817) 272-6593.

The English Writing Center (411LIBR): The Writing Center Offers free tutoring in 20-, 40-, or 60-minute face-to-face and online sessions to all UTA students on any phase of their UTA coursework. Our hours are 9 am to 8 pm Mon.-Thurs., 9 am-3 pm Fri. and Noon-6 pm Sat. and Sun. Register and make appointments online at http://uta.mywconline.com. Classroom Visits, workshops, and specialized services for graduate students are also available. Please see www.uta.edu/owl for detailed information on all our programs and services.
The Library’s 2nd floor Academic Plaza offers students a central hub of support services, including IDEAS Center, University Advising Services, Transfer UTA and various college/school advising hours. Services are available during the library’s hours of operation. http://library.uta.edu/academic-plaza

Librarian to Contact:  Carol Byrne 
cbyrne@uta.edu  817-272-7437

http://www.uta.edu/library/help/subject-librarians.php 
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