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A Word From the CSIG Chair 

Michael Leiblein 
Competitive Strategy Interest Group Chair 

The Ohio State University 

Welcome to the annual fall newsletter of the 

Competitive Strategy Interest Group of the Stra-

tegic Management Society. This edition high-

lights new initiatives and CSIG programs for the 

upcoming SMS conference in Miami (November 

5-9).   

 

The pages that follow provide information 

about our signature CSIG Saturday workshops, 

a stimulating series of CSIG Sunday research 

panels, and a detailed schedule of the CSIG 

main conference program. In addition, this 

newsletter unveils a series of short abstracts  

designed to broadcast leading thinking in com-

petitive strategy research methods, teaching, 

and outreach activities. Finally, we also include 

a section on some of the interesting things to see 

and do in Miami.   

 

Given the success of the CSIG Junior Faculty 

and Paper Development Workshop introduced 

in 2008 (Cologne), I am pleased to report that 

we will continue to sponsor this popular ses-

sion. Under the leadership of co-organizers Don 

Hatfield and Asli Arikan, the 2011 workshop 

has already received a record number of appli-

cations. Please join me in thanking Don and 

Asli as well as faculty panelists Gautam Ahuja, 

Laura Cardinal, Kyle Mayer, Anita McGahan, 

and Seung Ho Sam Park who will be sharing 

their time and expertise during this event. 

 

Building on the success of our junior faculty 

and paper development workshop, we are 

pleased to offer the inaugural CSIG Teaching 

Development Workshop. Our intent is use this 

workshop to broadcast novel and exemplary 

approaches to disseminating knowledge related 

to a series of foundational competitive strategy 

topics. Tom Moliterno and Todd Alessandri 

have spearheaded development of this new 

workshop and solicited participation from a 
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fantastic group of faculty panelists including 

Tammy Madsen, Joe Mahoney, Margie Peteraf, 

and Gianmario Verona. I hope that many of you 

share my enthusiasm for this new initiative and 

will be able to use this opportunity to refine 

your courses over the years.  

 

The SMS will again host several networking 

events for new members. As in past years, the 

CSIG will arrange a series 

of luncheon tables on Sun-

day for new members to 

network and meet officers 

and representatives from 

the IG. The networking 

lunch should provide an 

opportunity to discuss and 

debate some of the in-

sights gained from the 

provocative series of Sun-

day CSIG  Group Panels 

organized by our  

Assistant Program Chair, 

Glenn Hoetker. Detailed  

information on the CSIG 

panels is provided below 

in Glenn’s letter.  

 

The CSIG  Conference 

Program is a collaborative 

effort. This is particularly 

true for an IG as large and active as the CSIG. 

With over 1,000 active members and hundreds 

of annual submissions, it is simply not feasible 

to put on a program without the energy and in-

put of many authors, reviewers, and our tireless 

Program Chair, Govert Vroom. I am apprecia-

tive of each of the individuals who contributed 

their knowledge and time to help develop the 

program. As summarized by Govert in the en-

suing pages, the number of high quality sub-

missions received this year allows us to develop 

a program with a series of coherent and inter-

esting sessions. Whether your interest lies in the 

research, teaching, or practice of competitive 

(and collaborative) strategy, I hope you will 

agree that this year’s schedule provides ample 

opportunities to explore 

how managerial choices 

affect the ability of busi-

ness organizations to cre-

ate and capture value.  

 

This edition of the news-

letter introduces a section 

containing short vignettes 

on prominent ideas in 

competitive strategy re-

search, teaching, and out-

reach. We focus on re-

search methods this issue. 

Evan Rawley provides an 

overview of the coarsened 

exact matching technique, 

and Hermann Ndofor 

shares his thoughts on the 

use of GEE (e.g., for count 

panel data). Each contrib-

utor lists some helpful 

references. We anticipate similar abstracts on 

how CSIG scholars innovate and develop best 

practices in teaching, and engage in outreach 

efforts (e.g., via not-for-profit organizations) in 

upcoming newsletters.   

 

(continued) 

Miami’s Freedom Tower 
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Miami CSIG Conference Program 

Govert Vroom 
CSIG Conference Program Chair 

IESE Business School 

It is with great pleasure that I announce to you 

the program of the Competitive Strategy Interest 

Group for the November SMS Conference in  

Miami. It is great to see from close by how, with 

the help of so many volunteers, we are able to 

further build this program, keeping successful 

items from past years and adding new things 

every year. Let me give you the highlights of our 

program to whet your appetite. I hope to see 

you at the conference in Miami, presenting,  

participating, discussing, or simply being in the 

audience. 

 

Our program starts on Saturday with the Com-

petitive Strategy Junior Faculty and Paper  

Development Workshop and the first-time Com-

petitive Strategy Teaching and Development 

Workshop. The Junior Faculty workshop is or-

ganized by Asli Arikan and Donald Hatfield. 

The new Teaching workshop is organized by 

Todd Alessandri and Tom Moliterno, and  

focuses on best teaching practices in the  

Competitive Strategy domain. Thanks to all the 

organizers and panelists for helping further de-

velop the Competitive Strategy field with these 

workshops.  

 

Sunday will be filled with interesting panels or-

ganized by Glenn Hoetker (see pages 6 & 7). 

  

Finally, the main conference program, having 

received 126 submissions, consists of 6 common 

ground sessions and 13 paper sessions, with in 

total 85 presenters. The common ground ses-

sions are discussions around a set of 5-6 papers 

on a certain topic (such as dynamic capabilities, 

business models, or competitive heterogeneity) 

moderated by senior scholars and industry 

leaders, including Dieter Heuskel, Curba Lam-

pert, Jeffrey Martin, Cathy Maritan, and Kyle 

As I prepare to step down as IG Chair and  

welcome Govert Vroom into this role, I would 

like to acknowledge the service of the represent-

atives-at-large whose terms will draw to a close 

at the Miami meeting. Many thanks to Don Hat-

field (Virginia Tech), Aya Chacar (Florida Inter-

national), and Tom Moliterno (University of 

Massachussetts at Amherst) for their service to 

the CSIG! The next “class” of representatives-at-

large will be introduced at the business meeting 

in Miami and will join our colleagues that are 

currently serving as repre-

sentatives-at-large, Todd 

Alessandri (Northeastern), 

Asli Arikan (Georgia 

State), and Doug Miller 

(Illinois).  

 

Kindly, 

 

 

Michael Leiblein  
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Mayer. The 13 paper sessions typically  

include 4 presentations on topics from the  

resource-based view, to transaction cost eco-

nomics, to dealing with uncertain environ-

ments. A great “thank you” for the submitters, 

reviewers, presenters, and session chairs for 

putting this all together! 

 

I would like to encourage you to join us in the 

Competitive Strategy Business Meeting on  

Sunday afternoon (15:15-16:15). We would like 

to briefly tell you about what we have been do-

ing this past year and what we plan to do the 

coming year. More importantly, we would like 

to ask your advice and suggestions about what 

we can do to help you in your careers as Com-

petitive Strategy scholars, business leaders, and 

consultants.  

 

Apart from the colleagues already mentioned 

above, I would like to thank Timo Sohl who 

helped me deal with the administrative process 

and my fellow CSIG offic-

ers, Michael and Glenn, 

who gave me invaluable  

advice. I look forward to 

seeing you in Miami! 

 

 

Govert Vroom 

 

 

Monday Session Participants 

08:00 to 09:15 

  

Resource-Based View  

(Paper Session) 

Kortelainen, Huizingh, & Kärkkäinen; Karjalainen & 

Valtakoski; Moliterno & Ployhart; Rompas &  

Scarbrough 

  Value Chain and  

Transaction Cost  

Economics  

(Common Ground Session) 

Mellewigt, Krzeminska, & Hoetker; Hickel, Mellewigt, 

& Hoetker; Jacobides, Veloso, & Wolter; Chatterjee & 

Bandyopadhayay; Holloway & Parmigiani; Khare & 

Leiblein 

11:00 to 12:15 Sustainable Competitive 

Advantage (Paper Session) 

Liu & Stoelhorst; Soparnot et al.; Aggarwal & Wu; 

Reinhardt & Powell 

 Corporate Diversification 

(Paper Session) 

Nocker et al.; Sohl & Rudolph; Landau, Gietl & 

Rahmel; Manral & Harrigan 

13:30 to 14:45 Dynamic Capabilities  

(Common Ground Session) 

Breunig; Devoldere & Debruyne; Wilden, Gudergan, 

& Lings; Moeen & Agarwal; Di Stefano & Peteraf; 

Abdelzaher & de la Torre 

 Knowledge & Industry 

Evolution (Paper Session) 

Gonçalves & Gonçalves; Gambardella, McGahan, & 

Valentini; Cinici, Dagnino, & Faraci; Wang 
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Monday Session Participants 

Tuesday Session Participants 

15:15 to 16:30 Mergers & Acquisitions  

(Paper Session) 

Arikan; Cording & Christmann; Vaara et al.; 

Clougherty & Duso 

 Competitive Interaction 

(Paper Session) 

Woo, Cannella, & Gao; Mione & Leroy; Knecht & 

Freund; Iglesias, Maksimov, & Yu 

08:00 to 09:15 Institutional Theory 

(Common Ground Session) 

Castellano; Orcos, Gomez, & Palomas; Jourdan, 

Thornton, & Durand; Paolella & Durand; Folta et al.; 

Gera 

  Strategy & Social Responsi-

bility (Paper Session) 

Chen & Chen; Parmigiani & Rivera-Santos; Fosfuri, 

Roca, & Giarratana; Wolf & Moeller 

11:15 to 12:30 Dealing with Uncertain  

Environments  

(Paper Session) 

Quelin & Philippe; Thornblad & Seth; Martin &  

Becerra; Vecchiato 

 Competitive Dynamics  

(Paper Session) 

Yamanoi; Hughes-Morgan & Ferrier; Theeke &  

Polidoro; Yamanoi 

14:15 to 15:30 

  

Competitive Heterogeneity 

(Common Ground Session) 

Weigelt & Shittu; Schmidt; Wiedenegger; Mudde & 

Brush; Lanza, Pellegrino, & Giuseppina; Blettner et al 

 Legal Aspects of Competi-

tive Strategy (Paper Session) 

Malhotra & Lumineau; James; Peng & Liang 

16:00 to 17:15 Technology & Patents  

(Paper Session) 

Vecchiato; Conti; Kim; Qian 

 Cooperative Strategy  

(Common Ground Session) 

Kim; M'Chirgui & Chanel; Minà, Dunbar, & Cattani; 

Arslan; Barden & Hoehn-Weiss 

Wednesday Session Participants 

08:00 to 09:15 Business Models  

(Common Ground Session) 

Chatterjee; Markides; Cennamo; Seamans & Zhu; 

Dahlin & Singh 

09:45 to 11:00 Network Theory  

(Paper Session) 

Jiang & Cannella; Lechner, Guercini, & Gueguen; 

Lampert, Semadeni, & Ahuja; Corbo & Ferriani 

 Behavioral Theory and  

Industrial Competition  

(Paper Session)  

Kacperczyk & Beckman; Hu; Hallberg; Beck,  

Moliterno, & Beckman 
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Miami CSIG Sunday Sessions  

Glenn Hoetker 
Associate Program Chair 
Arizona State University 

The goal of this year's Sunday sessions is to look 

forward in key areas of competitive strategy, 

setting the stage for future research. Our first 

session examines the state of the art and future 

directions in a burgeoning area of research, con-

current sourcing. Our second session seeks to 

push boundary-spanning research forward by 

challenging four scholars, each prominently 

identified with a certain theoretical approach, to 

explore the distinct features and strengths of a 

discipline other than their own. Our final ses-

sion asks three leading scholars to discuss the 

disruptive questions we 

should be pursuing. 

Please join us for what 

promises to be an excit-

ing trio of conversations. 

 

 

 

 

Glenn Hoetker 

 

Make, Buy and/or Ally?  

Concurrent Sourcing 

Time: 09:30 – 10:45 

Chair: Thomas Mellewigt, Free Univ. of Berlin 

Panelists: 

Carliss Baldwin, Harvard University 

Kathryn Harrigan, Columbia University 

Anne Parmigiani, University of Oregon 

 

Building on earlier work, research on concur-

rent sourcing, e.g., make and buy, has seen a 

burst of activity over the last several years. The 

collective body of research has yielded a critical 

mass of theoretical and empirical insights into 

the phenomenon. Of course, many of those in-

sights at least partially contradict each other. 

That makes it an exciting time to bring together 

top scholars working in the area. Join us as we 

discuss the state of the art of research on this 

phenomenon and where it should go next. 

 

(continued) 
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Crossing Theoretical Boundaries 

Time: 11:15 – 12:30 

Session Chair: Glenn Hoetker, Arizona State  

Panelists: 

Pankaj Ghemawat, IESE Business School 

Edward Zajac, Northwestern University 

Russ Coff, University of Wisconsin 

Giovanni Gavetti, Harvard Business School  

 

Competitive strategy research draws upon 

many different bodies of theory. While greater 

cross-fertilization of theories is often held up as 

a goal, it has been difficult to accomplish,  

perhaps because we may not fully appreciate 

the potential of bodies of theory other than our 

own. As a step towards such research, we have 

invited scholars prominently associated with 

one discipline to discuss the distinct features 

and strengths of a discipline other than their 

own. From there, our discussants will consider 

the opportunities they see in crossing the 

boundaries between theoretical approaches if, 

indeed, they see value in doing so. This session 

promises to be an interesting and provocative 

conversation. 

 

Disruptive Questions  

for Competitive Strategy 

Time: 13:45 – 15:00 

Session Chair: Glenn Hoetker, Arizona State  

Panelists: 

Bruce Kogut, Columbia University 

Will Mitchell, Duke University 

Todd Zenger, Washington Univ.-St. Louis  

 

As our understanding of many of competitive 

strategy’s key questions grows, the progress of 

our research perforce becomes more incremen-

tal. It is thus an apt time to ask what new and 

disruptive questions the field should examine. 

A panel of prominent scholars will  

challenge us to consider what truly new ques-

tions we should be asking. They will also  

discuss new approaches we should be consider-

ing for our research. 

 

 

 

 
Reminder to preregistered participants: 

Competitive Strategy Workshops 

at the SMS Conference, 2011 

Teaching Development Workshop 
Saturday, November  5, 14:00-17:00 

Junior Faculty and  

Paper Development Workshop 
Saturday, November  5, 13:00-18:00 
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the candidate’s suitability for the position.  

Subject to slots on the election slate, experi-

enced candidates may be considered for the 

position of Officer of the Interest Group. This 

position entails a three-year term whereby 

the electee will serve as Assistant Program 

Chair (primarily arranging the 2012 pre-

conference program), then Program Chair 

(arranging the 2013 conference program), and 

then Interest Group 

Chairperson (during 

2014). Please indicate in 

your nomination message 

if you specifically deem 

the candidate suitable for 

the Officer position, and if 

so why. 

 

The deadline for all nomi-

nations is November 10, 

2011. On-line voting will 

occur after the conference, 

and candidates will be in-

formed of election results by approximately 

January 1. A condition for inclusion on the 

ballot is that the candidate must be a member 

in good standing of the Interest Group. 

 

Questions regarding the Competitive Strate-

gy Interest Group elections may be sent by 

email with the subject heading “CSIG Elec-

tion Question” to Michael Leiblein 

(leiblein_1@fisher.osu.edu).  

 

Call for Nominations 

Competitive Strategy Interest Group Representatives-at-Large & Officer 

The Competitive Strategy Interest Group of 

the Strategic Management Society invites 

nominations for three Representative-at-Large 

positions. The Representatives-at-Large will 

serve two-year terms starting in January, 

2012. They will be expected to serve the Inter-

est Group’s executive committee in furthering 

Competitive Strategy research and practice 

activities.  

 

The Executive Committee 

is expected to meet at least 

once per year, normally at 

the annual international 

Strategic Management  

Society conference site; 

thus, candidates should 

plan on attending the 2012 

and 2013 conferences.  

Attendance at the 2011 

conference in Miami and 

specifically the Interest 

Group’s business meeting 

there, is also desirable so the electees may re-

ceive the latest information and meet with 

other Representatives-at-Large and Officers 

before starting their terms. 

 

Nominations, including nominations of others 

and self-nominations, may be sent via e-mail 

to the Interest Group Chair, Michael Leiblein 

(leiblein_1@fisher.osu.edu). Please use the 

subject heading “CSIG nomination” in your 

message, and include a brief description of 

The Adrienne Arsht Center for the  

Performing Arts in Miami is the  

second-largest arts center in the US 
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by Hermann Ndofor, Texas A&M University 

 

A central and necessary assumption of ordi-

nary least squares (OLS) regression models is 

that observations are independent and identi-

cally distributed (IID). In other words, each ob-

servation is uncorrelated with the others. The-

oretically, this assumption is necessary for the 

central limit theorem to be applicable. The cen-

tral limit theorem states that under certain cir-

cumstances, the sum of a large number of IID 

observations from the same distribution will 

approximate the normal distribution. Compu-

tationally, this assumption also ensures that 

the non-diagonal elements of a correlation ma-

trix are zero, i.e., each observation has zero 

correlation with all the other observations. 

When non-diagonal elements of the correlation 

matrix are non-zero, the estimated coefficient 

estimates would be biased or inefficient and 

the variances would be inaccurate. This could 

lead to erroneous conclusions regarding the re-

search question being investigated. 

 

Within strategy research, there are three prom-

inent situations in which the OLS assumption 

that observations are IID is violated. These are 

nested, repeated measures and longitudinal 

data. With nested data, several lower level ob-

servations (e.g., individuals) share a common 

higher level observation (e.g., the firm). To the 

extent that attributes of the higher level obser-

vation apply to the lower level observations, 

then they are correlated and as such are not in-

dependent. With repeated measures and longi-

tudinal data, information on each subject is 

gathered over time. If any attributes of the sub-

jects are invariant over the relevant time frame, 

then the observations for that subject will be 

correlated. Examples of potentially invariant 

attributes include personality (for  

individual level subjects) and organizational 

culture (for firm level subjects). 

 

Fixed and random effects modeling are often 

used in strategy research to tackle the violation 

of the assumption of IID across observations 

necessary for ordinary least squares (OLS) re-

gressions. A third alternative, Generalized esti-

mating equations (GEE) is often overlooked. 

GEE is a form of generalized linear models 

(GLM) that allows for the modeling of correlat-

ed observations within subjects as is the case 

with longitudinal studies. Compared to fixed or 

random models, GEE estimates more consistent 

Abstracts on Research Methods: 

Using Generalized Estimating Equations in Strategy Research 

Look for an application of GEE in:  

 
Ndofor HA, Sirmon DG, He X. 2011. Firm 

resources, competitive actions and perfor-

mance: investigating a mediated model 

with evidence from the in-vitro diagnos-

tics industry. Strategic Management Journal, 

32(6): 640-657. 
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example, which allows for all possible correla-

tions between within-subject observations and 

includes them in the estimation of the variances 

provides more robust and efficient parameter 

estimates than fixed or random effects models. 

 

GEE is however not appropriate when the 

number of higher order groups (i.e. the clusters 

of correlated observations) is small (usually less 

than 20). In such cases, the variance estimated 

with GEE could be more highly biased than 

with non-GEE models. Other assumptions con-

stant, the smaller cluster size makes fixed or 

random effects modeling more appealing be-

cause as the cluster size gets smaller, the  

sampling properties get closer to a normal dis-

tribution. Furthermore, because the GEE allows 

the user to specify the link function, working 

correlation matrix and distribution of depend-

ent variable, the robustness of its parameter  

estimates is dependent on the accuracy of these 

choices. Although GEE is generally robust to 

correlation matrix misspecification, misspeci-

fied link functions and dependent variable  

distributions could lead to inaccurate parame-

ter estimation. 

 

Recommended References: 

 

Ballinger, GA. 2004. Using generalized estimat-

ing equations for longitudinal data analysis. 

Organizational Research Methods, 7: 127-150. 

Hardin GW, Hilbe JM. 2003. Generalized Estimat-

ing Equations. London, U.K.: Chapman & Hall. 

Liang K, Zenger S. 1986. Longitudinal data 

analysis using generalized linear models.  

Biometrika, 73(1): 13-22. 

and robust parameters when autocorrelation 

due to non-independence is present. GEE does 

this by estimating parameters and standard  

errors based on estimation correlations that are 

subject-specific (i.e., derived from within-subject 

residuals) or population averaged. The key dis-

tinction being subject specific parameters  

describe on average an individual’s response 

while population average parameters describe 

the average population response to the inde-

pendent variable. GEE offers several clear  

advantages over fixed or random effect models. 

 

First, GEE does not assume the dependent varia-

ble is normally distributed. This is particularly 

relevant for research utilizing limited range  

dependent variables as is the case with count 

data such as patents, new product introductions, 

competitive actions and also binary dependent 

variables. GEE allows the specification of any 

distribution for the dependent variable from the 

full family of exponential distributions which  

include normal, inverse normal, binomial,  

Poisson, negative binomial, and gamma distri-

butions. In the base case of normally distributed 

IID observations, the GEE parameter estimates 

are the same as OLS estimates. 

 

Second, GEE is more robust than other panel da-

ta methodologies because it offers multiple cor-

relation matrix structures to best match the data. 

The working correlation matrix allows GEE to 

account for the correlation between  

observations and can be specified by the user. 

Although GEE is robust to misspecification of 

correlation matrix, the correct specification al-

lows GEE to efficiently estimate the parameters. 

The ‘unstructured’ correlation matrix option for 
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by Evan Rawley, Wharton Business School 

 

Strategy research is increasingly concerned 

with causal inference, and with good reason; 

we have many interesting theories that  

frequently predict observationally equivalent 

correlations. How then can we have confidence 

that a particular theory is at work in an empiri-

cal setting when the truth is usually complex? 

The answer is to develop an identification 

strategy to demonstrate that a particular treat-

ment causes an outcome of interest (or not), 

where the main challenge in doing so is usual-

ly the fact that the treatment of interest was 

not randomly assigned, but rather was a strate-

gic choice made to optimize a firm’s profit 

function or an individual’s utility function. 

 

One way to solve the identification problem is 

to run an experiment in field or in the lab. An-

other approach is to find a natural experiment. 

But, it is often difficult or impossible to find or 

run experiments that shed light on firm  

strategy questions. Another approach is to use 

instrumental variables to try to isolate the ex-

ogenous source of variation in the explanatory 

variables, however, instrumental variables  

approaches rely heavily on untestable assump-

tions about the exclusion restriction. Because 

the set of important strategy questions far out-

strips the supply of interesting experiments 

and good instruments strategy scholars have 

increasingly turned to matching models to try 

to get a better handle on questions of causal  

inference. Compared to adding controls to a  

linear regression, matching techniques make 

fewer functional form assumptions and elimi-

nate the influence of non-comparable control 

and treatment group observations. While pro-

pensity score matching (Rosenbaum and Rubin 

1983) has been the dominant approach to 

matching in the literature to date, this note calls 

attention to an emerging matching technique 

that has some advantages over propensity score 

matching: Coarsened Exact Matching. 

 

Coarsened Exact Matching or CEM (Iacus, King 

and Porro 2011) is a new technique which facili-

tates multi-dimensional exact matching across a 

number of dimensions simultaneously. CEM is 

similar to propensity score matching in that it 

controls for selection bias by eliminating non-

analogous observations in the treatment and 

control populations, but CEM requires fewer ad

-hoc post-estimation assumptions about how to 

define a match; automatically balances treat-

ment and control populations; has superior 

computational properties for large data sets, 

and is particularly well suited for applications 

where most regressors are discrete. For exam-

ple, when there are relatively few control group 

observations that have a high probability of be-

ing treated, nearest neighbor matching can re-

sult in heterogeneous match quality across the 

distribution of the probability of being selected 

into the treatment group. The problem can be 

addressed by trimming off more of the right tail 

of the propensity score of the treatment group 

Abstracts on Research Methods: 

Coarsened Exact Matching and Causal Inference 
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before matching on the set of observations on 

the common support, but this requires the re-

searcher to make a fairly arbitrary decision 

about where to cut the distributions. A related 

problem with propensity score matching is de-

ciding how many control group observations 

to allow per treatment. Allowing too many 

matches can exacerbate the match quality 

problem, while allowing too few can lead to 

arbitrary and unstable matches. CEM solves 

these problems by coarsening continuous  

variables—turning them into a complete set of 

mutually exclusive categorical variables—and 

matching treatment and control group obser-

vations on the full set of covariates exactly so 

that there is no ex post judgment required to 

render a valid match. For example, Simcoe and 

Toffel (2011) use CEM to match cities in Cali-

fornia that adopted “green building” policies 

to a set of non-adopting cities based on seven 

crucial demographic characteristics, leading to 

a dramatic improvement in the comparability 

of these adopters and non-adopters. 

 

Another advantage of CEM is computational 

efficiency. Running propensity score matching 

across hundreds of thousands of observations 

can take days. By dramatically simplifying the 

matching process CEM can return a set of 

matches on the same population in a matter of 

minutes. Speed was one of the main reasons 

we chose to run CEM as our main matching 

model when testing whether differences  

between control and treatment group observa-

tions influenced our results in our study of 

460,000 Medicare discharges to post-acute care 

(David, Polsky and Rawley 2011). 

 

Of course, CEM is no panacea. No matching 

method can control for sources of heterogeneity 

that arise from unobservable characteristics of 

the population of interest. CEM isn’t completely 

free of ad hoc assumptions either. The research-

er still needs to decide which variables to in-

clude, and how much to coarsen each variable. 

Since matching exactly creates a kind of curse 

of dimensionality problem—the number of 

unique “bins” increases exponentially with the 

number of discrete dimensions along which to 

match—it may sometimes be necessary for the 

researcher to inspect the matching outcomes 

and, if there aren’t enough matches, or if the 

matches are not sufficiently similar, it may be 

necessary to choose the extent to which the data 

should be coarsened iteratively. CEM is also 

something of a black box. The code is freely 

available at http://gking.harvard.edu/cem but, 

in contrast to propensity score matching, which 

can easily be coded in a few minutes from some 

simple logical precepts, the code required to 

perform CEM isn’t straightforward. Still, CEM 

is a powerful, intuitive, and easy to apply new 

tool that can help scholars make some headway 

toward causal inference using data generated 

by a non-experimental process. 
 

References: 
Rosenbaum PR, Rubin DB. 1983. The Central Role of 

the Propensity Score in Observational Studies for 
Causal Effects. Biometrika 70(1) 41-55.  

Iacus SM, King G, Porro G. 2011. Causal Inference 
Without Balance Checking: Coarsened Exact 
Matching. Political Analysis (forthcoming) . 

Simcoe T, Toffel MW. 2011. LEED Adopters: Public 
Procurement and Private Certification. Working 
paper.  

David G, Rawley E, Polsky D. 2011. Temporal Speci-
ficity and Task Alignment: Evidence from Patient 
Care. Working paper.  

http://gking.harvard.edu/cem
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New Books 

Strategy in Practice—A Practitioner’s  

Guide to Strategic Thinking 
 

Strategy in Practice puts 

the emphasis on a prag-

matic yet theoretically 

grounded approach to 

strategy. The book pro-

vides practicing strate-

gists with a systematic 

and insight-driven per-

spective on strategic 

thinking and its appli-

cation in the practice 

field; in particular, the 

roles and contributions of rational analysis and 

intuition are critically examined in the context of 

strategic sense making. Rigorously founded on 

current thinking in the field of strategic manage-

ment it provides the strategy practitioner with 

the means to establish and translate the rele-

vance of strategy theory to its application in the 

practice field. Illustrations and reflections on the 

applicability of the various concepts and notions 

to strategy practice throughout the book lend a 

rich practitioner perspective on strategy. 

 

 

 

 

Tovstiga, G. 2010. Strategy in Practice -  

A Practitioner's Guide to Strategic Thinking.  

Chichester: John Wiley & Sons . 

 

Next Generation Business Strategies 

for the Base of the Pyramid 
 

In this book, Ted London, Stuart L. Hart, and 

six leading BoP thought and practice leaders 

show how to apply today’s most significant 

BoP innovations, techniques, and business 

models. London, Hart, and their contributors 

go beyond providing low-cost products and ex-

tending distribution reach by demonstrating 

how to promote market development, innova-

tion, and capability creation “with” BoP new 

customers, not “at” them. 

 

Readers will learn how to reconceptualize their 

opportunities, create sustainable business eco-

systems, design new technologies with BoP in 

mind, and even transform entire sectors 

through collaborative entrepreneurship. From 

start to finish, this book shares proven, “on-the-

ground” insights for building scalable, profita-

ble businesses that are 

sustainable, and truly 

can help alleviate so-

cial ills. 

 

 

 

 

 

London T, Hart S. 2011. Next Generation Busi-

ness Strategies for the Base of the Pyramid: New 

Approaches for Building Mutual Value. FT Press: 

Upper Saddle River, NJ. 
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About Miami 

November is a wonderful time of year to enjoy 

all that Miami has to offer. Temperatures range 

from 67 to 80 °F (19 to 27 °C), warm enough to 

relax on some of the best beaches in the world, 

but not too hot to stroll around Little Havana 

sipping on rich Cuban coffee.  

 

Some of Miami’s top cultural and architectural 

sites are pictured on pages throughout this 

newsletter. Here are some other destinations. 

Biscayne National Park (above) is the only living  

tropical reef in the continental U.S., covering 

over 180,000 acres. Heading inland, Everglades 

National Park (below) offers a completely differ-

ent, yet equally amazing ecosystem. 

Miami is the largest cruise ship port in the 

world, and home to the headquarters of Carni-

val, Celebrity, Royal Caribbean, Oceania, Sea-

bourn, and Norwegian cruise lines. 

The Art Deco District in South Beach is the 

glamour center of the city, both for shopping by 

day and clubbing by night. 
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About Miami 

Plan to arrive in Miami a little early or stay a 

little late to enjoy the special events surrounding 

the SMS conference dates: 

The Miami Children’s Museum (above) opens 

its new Pirate Island exhibit on November 1. 

Children can attend the Pirate Academy, explore 

a ship, and learn about pirate life. 

 

November is also Miami Live Music Month. 

Look for everything from classical to bluegrass, 

from the best of 90s pop to “Jazz meets Gersh-

win,” from intimate Latin rhythms to the Broad-

way brassiness of “Hairspray.” 

The South Florida International Auto Show 

runs through November 6. Over 1,000 amazing 

vehicles are on display at the Miami Beach  

Convention Center. 

French Week Miami starts November 3, cele-

brating the French presence in South Florida. 

Area restaurants are offering “French Spice” to 

accompany screening of French films, artistic 

performances, and wine tastings. 

On November 4, it’s Fabulous First Friday at 

the Miami Science Museum, including free  

admission to the Observatory, laser shows, and 

family-oriented activities. 

 

Saturday, November 5 begins Sleepless Night 

on Miami Beach! 

From 6 p.m. to 6 

a.m., tens of thou-

sands of people 

dance and enjoy 

music, exhibitions, 

and fun at four 

venues connected 

by free shuttle bus-

es, celebrating the 

end of Daylight 

Savings Time. 
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CSIG Business Meeting 

Colophon 

 

 

 

The next issue of the Competitive Strategy 

newsletter will be distributed in May 2012.  

Please send all your contributions, sugges-

tions, feedback, or comments to Doug Miller 

at csig.news@gmail.com.  The deadline for 

contributions for the next issue is April 15, 

2012. 

Photos on pages 2, 6-8, and 14-15 courtesy 

of: www.wikipedia.org.   

Competitive Strategy  
Interest Group 

Officers & Reps 
(Until December 2011) 

 
 Chair: Michael Leiblein 
 leiblein_1@fisher.osu.edu 
 
 Program Chair: Govert Vroom 
 vroom@iese.edu  
 
 Associate Program Chair: Glenn Hoetker 
 Glenn.Hoetker@asu.edu 
 
 Representatives-at-Large:  
 Aya Chacar      2009-2011 
 Donald Hatfield    2009-2011 
 Tom Moliterno    2009-2011 
 Todd Alessandri    2010-2012 
 Asli Arikan     2010-2012 
 Doug Miller     2010-2012 
 
 Newsletter Editor:  
 Doug Miller     2010-2012 
 csig.news@gmail.com 

 

Please join us for the Competitive Strategy 

Interest Group Meeting at the SMS 

Conference.  

The meeting will be held from 15:15 to 16:15 

on Sunday, November 6. The Business 

Meeting is one of the best ways to connect 

with IG members, the Officers, and your 

Representatives-at-Large. 

We hope you will plan on attending to learn 

more about IG projects and  initiatives and 

make your voice heard. We look forward to 

seeing you there! 


