
A Word from the CSIG Chair
Vikas Aggarwal

INSEAD

Welcome to the Fall edition of the Competitive Strategy
newsletter. Thanks to the collective efforts of our many
volunteers, we have an outstanding program in store for you at
the upcoming Annual Meeting. The CSIG is one of the largest
and most active IGs of the SMS, and this year we have an
exciting lineup of sessions and workshops throughout the four
days in Paris.

On Saturday, Elena Vidal and Seth Carnahan have organized
a morning professional development workshop for junior
faculty and late stage doctoral students that is focused on giving
participants insights into the journal review process, as well as
the tenure process and lateral mobility issues. Seth and Elena
have assembled a set of five fantastic panelists for this session.
In parallel, Claudine Gartenberg and Jiao Luo have worked
together with three other IGs (Knowledge & Innovation,
Cooperative Strategy, and Corporate Strategy) to put together a
junior faculty paper development workshop and future research
directions workshop. The four interest groups have collectively
brought together over 25 senior faculty members to engage
with participants as part of this workshop. Finally, the CSIG is
sponsoring a Saturday afternoon workshop focused on
developing and publishing formal analytical models. This
workshop brings together a tremendous group of scholars to
immerse participants in panel discussion and thematic
roundtables.

On Sunday, PK Toh, our Associate Program Chair has
assembled an excellent set of three panel sessions that address
the frontiers of ecosystems research, the ways in which obsolete
firm resources can be repurposed, and a perennial favorite of
our IG, the “latest and greatest in empirical methods” session,
which this year will focus on machine learning in the context of
strategic management.

Finally, Emilie Feldman, our Program Chair, led the
development of our paper and presentation sessions for the
main conference. These sessions represent a diverse and high-
quality set of fresh research that will provide many
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opportunities for thought-provoking
discussions.

On a personal note, as my term as
CSIG officer expires this year, I would
like to thank the outstanding set of
individuals with whom I have had the
pleasure of working with over the past
three years, and to recognize the tireless
contributions of our representatives,
reviewers, and participants.
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We will hold our annual business meeting on Sunday, September
23 from 5:30-6:30pm. This will be a great opportunity to discuss
this year’s activities and future plans for our IG. The business
meeting will be followed by our Sunday Social, which we are
hosting together this year with the Competitive Strategy,
Knowledge & Innovation, and Entrepreneurship & Strategy IGs.
The social will be held at the top of the Tour Montparnasse in
Espace 56, a private observation deck with a panoramic view of
Paris, from 7:00-10:00pm. I look forward to seeing many of you
there!

Finally, a huge thanks is due to Tomasz Obloj and Denisa
Mindruta, our newsletter editors, who have worked hard to
produce and distribute the newsletters to our IG, as well as to
develop and manage the content on the CSIG website.

See you soon in Paris!



SMS Paris:
Sessions in Track E

Ecosystems Research: Taking Stock and Promising Directions
08:00 - 09:15 h | Session 949

Business ecosystems underlie the core value proposition in many industries. These ecosystems can be comprised of multiple
firms whose activities or technologies need to be coordinated for the value proposition to materialize. Over the past two
decades, a growing body of research has examined issues of coordination and competition within business ecosystems. The
panel will discuss the progress of this literature and how it draws on and relates to other important areas such as alliances,
standards, platforms and networks. The panel will also discuss some promising avenues of future research on ecosystems as
well as some of the important theoretical and empirical challenges faced by scholars interested in studying ecosystems.

Carliss Baldwin, Harvard University
Ram Ranganathan, University of Texas at Austin

Fernando Suarez, Northeastern University
Gurneeta Vasudeva Singh, University of Minnesota

Staying in the Game: Creating Value with Obsolete Resources
09:30 - 10:45 h | Session 948

As competition erodes the value of a firm’s resources, the efficient release and repurposing of obsolete resources become
critical to firm performance. We explore this fundamental idea at three different levels of analysis: (1) at the resource level by
looking at how technological adoption, such as robots and machine visions, differentially affects the use of human labor
across firms (2) at the business unit level by examining how competition induces the divestment of business units, and in
turn, enables the search for new technological resources, and (3) at the regional level by exploring how the inflow and
turnover of managerial talent affect the vitality of firms and regional economies. We conclude by proposing a framework
that quantifies the economic gains that arise through innovation and the displacement of competitors and their distribution
across different stakeholders.

Marvin Lieberman, University of California, Los Angeles
Robert Seamans, New York University

J Myles Shaver, University of Minnesota
Elena Vidal, City University of New York

Latest and Greatest in Empirical Methods: Opportunities and Advances 
in Machine Learning in the Context of Strategic Management

11:15 - 12:30 h | Session 940

Machine learning techniques have made a significant impact on many fields from engineering to medicine. While the interest
in machine learning is growing in the strategic management field, we still lag behind other fields in terms of its adoption. This
session will bring together researchers who are at the cutting edge of applying machine learning methods to the questions
relevant to strategy scholars. The discussions will include topics such as using machine learning to build theory in strategic
management through algorithmic induction (the benefits of machine learning are in the ability to cleanly separate between
pattern detection and pattern explanation), topic modelling (allowing for the discovery of hidden semantic structures in text)
and statistical model selection (which helps to narrow down the set of relevant controls if the potential space of variables is
large). The discussions will include concrete examples that will illustrate the applicability of the machine learning methods.

Phanish Puranam, INSEAD
Keyvan Vakili, London Business School Bart Vanneste, University College London

Sunday
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Common Ground Session: Capabilities
16:00 - 17:15 h  Studio A | Session 984

Session Leader: Christina Carnes, University of Nebraska, Lincoln

Measuring Dynamic Capabilities: A Construct-Level Analysis
Olga Bruyaka, West Virginia University
Christiane Prange, Tongji University

Hua Li, C^C Lab

How Replication Capabilities Shape Industry Evolution: The Case of Low-Cost Airlines
Carolina Castaldi, Eindhoven University of Technology
Nicolai Foss, Bocconi University

Koen Frenken, Utrecht University

Firm Learning and Speed Capabilities: The Case of Oil Drilling
Toby Li, Rice University Ashton Hawk, University of Colorado, Boulder

Environmental Dynamism, Firm Capabilities And Competitive Advantage
Tung Min Hung, Rutgers University
Yi-Ju Lo, Yuan Ze University

Ming-Je Tang, National Taiwan University

How Consumers “Rule” in a Digital World: Moderated-Mediation Effect of Consumer Valuation on Capabilities-Performance 
Relationship
Sali Li, University of South Carolina 
Richard Priem, Texas Christian University

Noman Shaheer, University of South Carolina
Yonggui Wang, University of International Business and Economics

Examining Substitutabilities Between Managerial and Organizational Capabilities
Reha Karadag, University of Nebraska, Lincoln Christina Carnes, University of Nebraska, Lincoln

Monday

Common Ground Session: Platforms
08:00 - 09:15 h Studio A | Session 988

Session Leader: Christina Carnes, University of Nebraska, Lincoln

Creating Value through Complexity: Partial Compatibility as a Sustaining Strategy in Japan's IC Payment System
Masaharu Tsujimoto, Tokyo Institute of Technology Fredrik Hacklin, ETH Zurich

Cross-Platform Complementors: Effects of Complementors’ Entry into Competing Platforms on Complements’ Adoption
Wei Yang, University of Texas at Austin Francisco Polidoro, University of Texas at Austin

Platform Multihoming and Complementor Performance: Antecedents and Consequences
Vijayaraghavan Venkataraman, Georgia Institute of Technology
Marco Ceccagnoli, Georgia Institute of Technology

Chris Forman, Cornell University

Smart Timing for Smart Products? Complementor Multihoming in Nascent Platform Markets
Senem Aydin, Northeastern University
Fernando Suarez, Northeastern University

Yakov Bart, Northeastern University
Dirk Libaers, University of South Florida

Deterring the New, Motivating the Established—The Divergent Effect of Platform Competition on Member Contributions
Abhishek Nagaraj, University of California, Berkeley Henning Piezunka, INSEAD

Responding to an Innovation Shock: Platform Markets, Human Capital, and Comparative Adjustment Costs
Lyda Bigelow, University of Utah
Nicholas Argyres, Washington University in St. Louis

Jackson Nickerson, Washington University in St. Louis
Hakan Ozalp, VU University Amsterdam
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Strategy Research Issues
09:30 - 10:45 h Studio F | Session 980

Session Leader: Venkat Subramanian, Nazarbayev University
Why Strategy Will Have Nothing Useful to Say to Companies About De-Globalisation
David Collis, Harvard University
A Review and Assessment of the Strategic Management Journal’s Best Papers
Kris Irwin, University of Alabama
Josie Burks, University of Alabama

Paul Drnevich, University of Alabama

How Much Does Industry Classification Matter?
Denis de Crombrugghe, Maastricht University
Gabriel Hawawini, INSEAD

Venkat Subramanian, Nazarbayev University
Paul Verdin, Free University of Brussels

Measuring Strategy from Business Descriptions: Applying Natural Language Processing to Unstructured Text
Anoop Menon, University of Pennsylvania
Jaeho Choi, University of Pennsylvania

Haris Tabakovic, Harvard University

Competitors and Complementors
14:00 - 15:15 h Forum C | Session 993

Session Leader: Cameron Miller, Syracuse University
Complementary Products and Endogenous Market Segmentation
Cameron Miller, Syracuse University Fredrik Hacklin, ETH Zurich
Strategic Technology Choices: How Power Imbalance Limits Adoption
Kristina Dahlin, University of Oxford
Ranjita Singh, Ryerson University

Denisa Mindruta, HEC Paris

The Dark Side of Standards: Technological Standards and Uncertainty
PuayKhoon Toh, University of Texas at Austin Eugene Pyun, University of Texas at Austin
Strategic Change and Competitive Dynamics: A Conceptual Framework to Understand Rivals’ Responses to Strategic Change
Jooyoung Kim, Michigan State University
He Gao, Michigan State University

Gerry McNamara, Michigan State University

Impression, Reputation, and Misconduct
15:30 - 16:45 h Forum F | Session 982

Session Leader: Cameron Dovey Lavie, Bocconi University
When an Industry Peer is Accused of Misconduct: Contagion Versus Competition Effects on Blameless Firms
Ivana Naumovska, INSEAD Dovev Lavie, Bocconi University
How do the Stability and Consistency of Reputation and Status Affect Firm Market Performance?
Huy Nguyen, University of Texas at Dallas Zhiang Lin, University of Texas at Dallas
Competition at Risk and Overpayment as a Proof of Status
Byeongsik Kim, Korea University
Jieun Kim, Korea University
Young-Kyu Kim, Korea University

Jonghoon Bae, Seoul National University
Sangchan Park, KAIST

Weathering the Storm: Network Change and Firm Performance After Financial Fraud
Chuljin Park, University of New South Wales
Wenpin Tsai, Penn State University

Razvan Lungeanu, Northeastern University
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Value Based Strategy
17:15 - 18:30 h Auditorium | Session 991

Session Leader: Olivier Chatain HEC Paris

Customer Engagement Mechanisms: Strategies for Value Creation and Value Capture
Charles Baden-Fuller, City, University of London
Alessandro Giudici, City, University of London

Stefan Haefliger, City, University London
Mary Morgan, London School of Economics

Competition in Markets with Complements: How Within-Component Firm Heterogeneity in Value Creation Shapes Ecosystem 
Strategies
Elena Plaksenkova, HEC Paris Olivier Chatain, HEC Paris

To Create or to Capture: The Choice of Value-Based Strategies Under Competition and Uncertainty
Afonso Almeida Costa, Universidade Nova de Lisboa Peter Zemsky, INSEAD

The Effects of Downstream Competition on Upstream Innovation and Licensing
Jean-Etienne de Bettignies, Queen's University at Kingston
Bulat Gainullin, Gulf Capital

Hua Fang Liu, Queen's University at Kingston
David Robinson, Duke University

Imitation
08:00 - 09:15 h Studio F | Session 986

Session Leader: Brian Wu, University of Michigan

An Exploration of the Micro-Level Impacts of Shanzhai (Copycat) Products on the Originals in China
Liangyan Wang, Shanghai Jiao Tong University
Brian Wu, University of Michigan

Cornelia Pechmann, University of California, Irvine
Yitong Wang, University of Technology Sydney

Imitation, Strategy Convergence and the Erosion of Industry Profitability
Costas Markides, London Business School
Erik Reimer Larsen, Aarhus University

Shayne Gary, University of New South Wales

Response to the Entry of Competitors and Substitutes that Enter through a Sharing-Economy Platform
Rosario Silva, IE Business School

Who Takes on the Small Producers? The Role of Local Portfolio Dynamics
Tunde Cserpes, Aarhus University Ingo Kleindienst, Aarhus University

Tuesday
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Common Ground Session: Cognition
11:00 - 12:15 h Studio G + H | Session 985

Session Leader: Anoop Menon, University of Pennsylvania

Incumbent Repositioning with Decision Biases
Xianjin Du, Hefei University of Technology
Meng Li, Rutgers University

Brian Wu, University of Michigan

The Causes of Managerial Cognition in Competitors and Its Effect on Competitive Response
Kenichi Shibata, University of Tsukuba
Toru Hirasaka, Data Engineering Consultant

Hirofumi Tatsumoto, Graduate School of Business Sciences, University 
of Tsukuba

Rationalizing Outcomes: Mental-Model-Guided Learning in Competitive Markets
Anoop Menon, University of Pennsylvania Dennis Yao, Harvard University

Playing Games in Unpredictable Environments: Heuristics to Cope With Strategic Uncertainty in Banking
Timo Ehrig, Max Planck Institute for Mathematics in the Sciences
Konstantinos Katsikopoulos, Max Planck Institute for Human Development

Gerd Gigerenzer, Max-Planck-Institute of Human Development
Juergen Jost, Max Planck Institute for Mathematics in the Sciences

Does It Pay Off to Stretch Attention Scope? Strategic Goal Repertoire, Environmental Dynamism, and Performance
Mirjam Goudsmit, University of New South Wales
George Shinkle, University of New South Wales

Feifei Yang, University of New South Wales

Winner-Take-All Dynamics Revisited: Positive Feedback in the Presence of Decaying Memory
Sanghyun Park, Seoul National University
Hart Posen, University of Wisconsin-Madison

Jeho Lee, Seoul National University

Agglomeration
16:00 - 17:15 h Forum F | Session 1134`

Session Leader: Filippo Carlo Wezel, University of Lugano

Demand Agglomeration Economies and Firm Heterogeneity: Bankruptcy of HHGregg Retailer
Siddharth Sharma, Indian School of Business
Wilbur Chung, University of Maryland

Soomin Cho, University of Maryland

Is New Airline Connection a ‘Pneumatic Tube’ or ‘Vacuum Pump’? A Microfoundational Approach on Agglomeration
Jang Woo Kim, Bocconi University

Measuring the Temporal Dynamics of Industry Clusters
Min Jung Kim, University of Minnesota
J Myles Shaver, University of Minnesota

Russell Funk, University of Minnesota

You Say Tomato, I Say Tomahto: Structural Determinants of New Entrants' Returns From Imitation
Martina Montauti, IE Business School
Bernard Forgues, EMLYON Business School

Filippo Carlo Wezel, University of Lugano
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Parallel Panel Session: Building (News) Ecosystems
17:30 - 18:45 h | Session 896

Sesson Leader: Michael G. Jacobides, London Business School

The redefinition of firm and industry boundaries and the proliferation of new ecosystems and platforms spanning different
sectors have brought about new products, services, and business models. This session build on recent and ongoing research
to explore not only what are the changes going on, but also how can firms successfully navigate them. Annabelle Gawer will
build on her work on platforms and ecosystems to identify what facilitates or hinders systemic change; Connie Helfat will
discuss the types of capabilities needed to navigate change; and Michael Jacobides will look at the challenges in shaping new
ecosystems, including the lessons from recent work by IDEO, to be presented by Chris Grantham, their Circular Economy
Co-Lab director, who helps firms to radically redesign sectors such as clothing.

Michael G. Jacobides, London Business School
Constance Helfat, Dartmouth College

Annabelle Gawer, University of Surrey
Chris Grantham, IDEO

All Sessions in Track E

Time Session No. Session Title
Sunday 08:00 - 09:15 949 Ecosystems Research: Taking Stock and Promising Directions

09:30 - 10:45 948 Staying in the Game: Creating Value with Obsolete Resources

11:15 - 12:30 940 Latest and Greatest in Emprical Method: Opportunities and Advances in 
Machine Learning in the Context of Strategic Management.

16:00 - 17:15 984 Capabilities

Monday 08:00 - 09:15 981 Corporate Scope

08:00 - 09:15 988 Platforms

09:30 - 10:45 980 Strategy Research Issues

09:30 - 10:45 990 Competition and Resources

14:00 - 15:15 993 Competitors and Complementors

15:30 - 16:45 982 Impression, Reputation, and Misconduct

15:30 - 16:45 987 Competition and Growth

17:15 - 18:30 991 Value Based Strategy

Tuesday 08:00 - 09:15 986 Imitation

08:00 - 09:15 1137 Drivers of Competitive Behavior

16:00 - 17:15 1134 Agglomeration

17:30 - 18:45 896 Building (New) Ecosystems
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SMS CSIG Program Announcement
Emilie Feldman

Wharton School at the University of Pennsylvania

I am pleased to announce the program of the Competitive Strategy Interest Group for the 2018 SMS
Conference in Paris. We have an exciting program thanks to an excellent group of thoughtful and dedicated
reviewers!

The CSIG program begins on Saturday with two pre-conference workshops: the CSIG Junior Faculty
Professional Development workshop, organized by Seth Carnahan and Elena Vidal, and the Research Paper
Development Workshop, organized by Claudine Gartenberg and Jiao Luo (which will be jointly run together
with the Cooperative Strategy, Corporate Strategy, and Knowledge and Innovation IGs).

Emilie Feldman
Wharton School at the 

University of Pennysylvania

For Sunday morning, PK Toh has organized three excellent panels (see next section for details). The main program begins on Sunday
afternoon and offers nine paper sessions, five common ground sessions and one panel session covering topics ranging from platforms
and networks to cognition and competition.

In addition to the colleagues mentioned above, I would like to thank the 161 reviewers who were so generous with their time and
expertise, the staff of the SMS, and my fellow interest group officers, Vikas and PK, for their excellent advice and support.

We look forward to seeing you soon in Paris!

(Developing and) Using a Capability-Based Theory Simulation
Michael Leiblein

Ohio State University

This essay suggests how focused, theory-based simulations may help us disseminate the intuition provided
by canonical strategy frameworks to our students, colleagues, and peers. My opening claim is that only a
fraction of the richness of our theories are effectively translated to our audiences through our research and
teaching activities. Whether we are discussing theories of strategic investment, firm organization and scope,
learning, or competitive advantage, many of the insights we aim to highlight appear to be “lost in translation.”

One potential explanation for this “lost in translation” problem regards the choice of knowledge
dissemination technology. Consider, for example, a course aiming to illustrate how investment decisions

Michael Leiblein
Ohio State University

generate competitive advantage. In my experience, such a course is likely to involve a short conceptual discussion regarding the
resource value, resource scarcity, barriers to imitation, and appropriate organization followed by a discussion surrounding a well-known
case (e.g., Ducati, Husky, Marks & Spencer, Nucor, Starbucks, Trader Joe’s, Wal*Mart, etc.). In this type of setup, the instructor will
often ask the group to identify a set of core resources and facilitate a discussion of how to best leverage advantages associated with
these resources for the benefit of the focal company.

While such sessions are valuable, I fear that the resulting discussions too often relegate the underlying theory to a simple accounting
tool. In resource-based sessions such as those described above, attention is focused on identifying the special resources endowed to a
firm and explaining how control of these resources was associated with differential performance outcomes. Even when talented
instructors help their students consider opportunities to further leverage these resources (e.g., by increasing demand for a scarce
resource, increasing the size of an advantage associated with a scarce resource, spreading the advantage of a resource to new uses, or
increasing barriers to imitation and the persistence of an advantage), too much of the discussion is focused on the (ex post!) accounting
and identification of resources with “VRI” characteristics.

I expect many will agree that the theory is much richer than the caricature discussion summarized above. Even when observing great
teachers, however, I rarely see discussions that emphasize what a good investment opportunity looks like, how students might think
about investment decisions under various levels of risk, ambiguity, or uncertainty, or how managers can acquire resources at a cost
below their assumed value.

Continued on the next page
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In sum, too often we ignore discussing the skills required to identify and follow-through on investments to develop a competitive asset.

I believe the field knows a lot more than is being absorbed by our audience. And, I fear our inability to translate this knowledge is
adversely affecting our impact on business and society. Echoing Kurt Lewin’s maxim that “nothing is as practical as a good theory”, I
believe we need to find better ways to communicate the insights provided by our central theoretical perspectives.

I propose that “theory-based” simulations might allow us to better disseminate the decision-making insights provided by our theories.
For the purposes of this essay, I will define theory-based simulations as those that aim to demonstrate the assumptions and insights
associated with a particular theory—think Clay Christensen’s “Back Bay Battery” simulation rather than broader tools such as the
popular INTOPIA, Inc. simulation game developed by Hans Thorelli, Robert Graves, and Juan-Claudio Lopez.

While all business simulations can emulate complex and adaptive systems and provide participants with an opportunity to explore
choices in these systems, theory-based simulations provide an additional advantage—they allow participants to test the boundaries of
and implications of a theory of what causes what and why. Beyond exploration of choices in a complex system, theory-based
simulations allow participants to test whether, when, and why the specific predictions from a given theory hold.

The field of strategic management is replete with well-specified theories that describe complex systems and provide testable
predictions. For instance, the academic models of Barney (1986), Lippman and Rumelt (1982), and others suggest how managerial
choices affect the emergence of competitive heterogeneity across a group of close competitors. The theory of the firm specified in
Riordan and Williamson (1985) as well as several of the related theories reviewed in Gibbons (2005) may be used to generate
predictions regarding the consequences of particular organizational decisions. The mathematics underlying option (Black and Scholes,
1973) and feedback learning (Cyert and DeGroot, 1974; Gittins, 1979) models specify the costs and benefits of various investment
trajectories. Simulations leveraging these models allow us to help participants explore how managerial choices affect outcomes of
interest, why some management teams make (seemingly) suboptimal decisions, and why different decisions are more or less appropriate
in specific settings.

Over the last several years, I have begun developing a suite of
simulations leveraging resource-based, transaction-cost, and option /
feedback learning models1. For instance, a multi-player, simulation that
follows resource-based and strategic factor-market logic allows
participants to explore how their investment decisions lead to the
emergence of competitive heterogeneity2. This simulation assumes a well-
defined competitive environment with a known profit function, a
downward sloping demand curve, and a (risky) cost structure. Actors are
initially provided with identical endowments of resources and asked three
questions—whether they would like to invest in costly exploration of a
project with a risky (or uncertain) payoff or accept a bond with a known
coupon, whether to choose to compete conditional on the outcome of
their exploration, and how many rivals they expect to compete in each

1: I’ve benefited from conversations with several others in developing these simulations including Jay Barney, Michael Bean, Barclay Burns, Aya Chacar, Oliver Gappmeyer, Manuela Hoehn-Weiss, 
Nan Jia, Anne-Marie Knott, Jenny Kuan, Sheen Levine, Tammy Madsen, Thomas Mellewigt, Rob Wuebker, Ed Zajac, and Todd Zenger. 
2: An Artificial Intellgence (AI) version of the simulation also exists. In the AI version, participants play against an AI “bot” that make decision-based on rationale, noisy, or herd models of human 
behavior. In the multi-player version, they play against other human participants. In my classes, I typically ask participants to play against an AI version of the simulation as homework and then play the 
multi-player version against peers in class.
3:While a basic version of the simulation is presented here, the administrator can adjust the number of players in a given simulated world, whether some players are endowed with superior or inferior 
resources, whether all the players do or do not know about others resource endowments, whether the exploration draw is defined by a Uniform, Gaussian, or Power distribution, the amount of data 
offered provided by a single experiment, and several other attributes. 
One interesting aspect of this flexibility is the possibility of running a follow-on session that follows the resource-based logic of Barney (1991) and Peteraf (1993) more closely. In that session, the 
instructor endows particular players with uniquely advantageous or (disadvantageous) resources and/or superior (inferior) information. These differential endowments to illustrate whether and how 
data regarding the asymmetric distribution of resources affects follow-on choices.

round over a multi-period simulated “world.” The simulation proceeds over several “time” periods and, after each period, reports
individual- and industry-level performance. At each period, participants are asked to update their choices3.

Continued on the next page
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In my experience, this resource-based simulation provides three significant
learning benefits over standard classroom discussions. First, the simulation
provides the foundation for a discussion of how competitive heterogeneity
may arise even among a set of seemingly similar participants. Why did one
firm “win” when another “lost?” While initial responses often focus on the
role of luck, the instructor can shift discussion to the role of investment
and entry decisions by asking students whether and why they chose to
engage in exploratory investment and/or chose to compete in a given
period.

The following conversation addresses distinctions across strategic and
non-strategic decisions as well as how different strategic choices affected

performance outcomes. A plot illustrating how the quality and coherence of investment and entry choices are correlated with 
profit emphasizes that more than luck is involved. 

A second advantage of the simulation is that it provides the ability to consider the costs of exploration. The simulation 
allows the instructor to highlight differences not just between surviving firms but also between firm- and industry-average 
profitability. The ensuing discussion then highlights that inefficient firms and technologies are selected out of the 
environment and how our perceptions are shaped by the surviving firms. 

The final pasture of discussion provides a bridge between behavioral and cognitive theories of decision-making and resource-based
theory. Here, I reflect back on the impact of investment and entry choices on outcomes and ask students whether they believe that
distinctions exist among participants that led to differences in these choices. Often, I’ll ask participants to fill out self-report surveys
aimed to elicit differences in analytical and social skills4. The objective here is to elicit opinions regarding whether differences in
cognition and/or training affect investment and/or or competitive decisions in the simulation. Typically, we learn that these underlying
differences—what some refer to as “microfoundations” affect observed decisions.

Overall, I have found the use of focused, theory-based simulations to be quite valuable. Given confusion over the unique
contributions of strategic management, the theory simulations help me isolate important elements of the logic and perspective our field
bring to business problems. Several participants have approached me after playing these simulations and stated that they now better
understood the core theoretical concepts and the difficulty of making committed choices in the face of “uncertainty.” The theory
simulations have also helped me to clarify key points in my own thinking.

I hope that these ideas spur your own thinking regarding the use and development of additional theory-based simulations. If you’re
interested in serving as a beta test site for my resource-based, contracting, or option-based simulations, please email me at
leiblein.1@osu.edu.

4: Thereareseveral such surveys.Manyof thesurveys Iusewereprovided tomebySheenLevine.

Time
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