
It has been almost five years since the 
Strategic Human Capital Interest Group was 
formed.  We embarked on this remarkably 
bold venture in 2010 (with the SMS confer-
ence in Rome) to provide a forum for scholar-
ship that addresses the critical connection 
between human capital and firm perfor-
mance, and to bring together strategy and 
human resources scholars who are interested 
in these questions.  During our IG’s business 
meeting in Madrid last year, Clint Chadwick 
and I raised the question of how we were 
faring relative to our founding goals, and how 
we might do better. The feedback we received 
was absolutely great, and has led to the devel-
opment of some key initiatives that I’m de-
lighted to report on. 

But first, I should note that the strategic 
human capital community at large is thriving.  
Several conferences and workshops have now 
been held, and some have become regular 
features.  More human capital research has 
appeared in our leading journals, some of 
which reflects genuine integration and collab-
oration between strategy and human re-
sources scholars.  A special issue devoted sole-
ly to strategic human capital, with the goal of 
fostering such integration, was published last 
year in the Journal of Management.  Several 
doctoral students are doing or have complet-
ed dissertations focused on strategic human 
capital questions and are now the lifeblood of 
our community.  The human capital and mi-

cro-foundations move-
ments in strategy are find-
ing increasing common 
ground, and human capi-
tal-related work is finding 
its way into virtually all 
areas of strategic manage-
ment research.   

And yet, despite this 
abundance of good news, 
many opportunities remain to be seized.  
Some of these opportunities have been de-
scribed later in this newsletter by three past 
Chairs of our interest group – namely, Russ 
Coff, Patrick Wright and Todd Zenger – each 
of whom exhort us all to action in different 
ways.  What I want to describe here are some 
new exciting initiatives being undertaken 
more formally by our interest group. 

Communications: One of the unique 
features of the strategic human capital IG 
group is its broad appeal both across areas 
within strategic management, and also to 
colleagues in adjacent fields such as human 
resources and organizational behavior.  There-
fore, one key initiative we are pursuing is to 
strengthen our communications and reach 
out to these various communities to increase  
awareness of what our interest group has to 
offer. Inter alia, a call for papers for this  
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Pat Wright, Tom Moliterno and I wrote about some of 
the unexpected challenges we encountered in the Journal of 
Management Strategic Human Capital Special issue. In retro-
spect, we should not have been surprised. Strategy and HR 
people think about the world differently and, while we might 

be able to create significant value 
together, that doesn’t mean it will 
be easy.  

That experience has gotten me to 
realize that value can be created in 
several different ways and that not 
all of them require close collabora-
tion and agreement on a common 
course in the literature. It is also 
possible that the strategy and HR 
literatures will proceed inde-

Traversing the Chasm 
Russ Coff, University of Wisconsin  
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pendently but with new avenues of inquiry. 

What follows are a few ideas that I think might change 
the nature of the discourse in the literature. Importantly, 
these do not require collaboration among HR and strategy 
scholars – just an open mind to new ideas. 

Different Directions for HR 

Beyond HR Departments. The strategic HR literature 
has identified a series of HR practices that help to explain 
performance differentials among firms. This is especially 
helpful in the context of medium to large firms with relative-
ly systematized HR functions. This leaves a significant oppor-
tunity to explore HR practices in smaller firms or in profes-
sional firms where critical HR decisions tend to be made by 
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year’s SMS conference (specific to our interest group) has 
been posted in a number of venues, and further communica-
tions of this nature will follow. Last but not least, reviving 
our newsletter (beginning with this edition) is another step in 
this direction of enhancing communication with our mem-
bership and beyond. 

Preconference Workshop and Program: One of the 
more promising opportunities we see for building our bud-
ding community is to engage in the development of young 
scholars and their research.  To this end, we will be launch-
ing a pre-conference paper development workshop on the 
Saturday before the annual SMS conference in Denver.  We 
expect to draw a number of senior scholars to this workshop 
as well, as mentors and advisors to workshop participants.  
While the detailed plans are still being drawn up, we expect 
the workshop to be an academically stimulating, interactive, 
and fun event.  Stay tuned for the special call for participants 
to this workshop.  Additionally, we also look forward to an 
exciting set of Sunday panels, some of which will piggy-back 
off of scholars and participants from the Saturday workshops. 

Conference Awards: We are instituting two new awards 
for papers submitted to our interest group at the annual SMS 
conference.  The first is an IG Best Paper Award that will be 
evaluated along more conventional lines.  And, the second is 

an IG Best Integrative Paper Award that seeks to recognize 
the paper that most effectively integrates the strategy and 
human resources literatures to address an important strategic 
human capital question.  This latter award honors one of the 
founding principles of our interest group, which is to support 
and encourage such integrative research. In turn, we hope 
that such recognition from our community will boost cross-
fertilization of ideas across what might otherwise be more 
isolated academic silos. 

In summarizing these initiatives, I would be remiss if I 
did not acknowledge the invaluable contributions of the en-
tire leadership team of our interest group. Clint Chadwick 
and Shad Morris (as IG Chair and Associate Program Chair, 
respectively) have been an integral part of developing these 
initiatives, and will shoulder the responsibility of organizing 
the pre-conference activities.  And, all of our representatives-
at-large have been enthusiastic volunteers in support of exe-
cuting these plans.  As you may notice, Denisa Mindruta has 
taken the lead in editing this newsletter.  Daniel Elfenbein 
and Rebecca Kehoe will be judging the best paper awards, 
and Seth Carnahan and David Kryscynski will help with the 
pre-conference activities.  They deserve your sincere thanks 
for their exemplary service. 

We look forward to receiving your conference submis-
sions and seeing you in Denver, if not  sooner!! 
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the secret ingredient when giving out a 
recipe)? Are they, in fact, customized to 
the culture and context of each firm so 
they cannot be easily applied elsewhere? 
One common explanation is that imple-
mentation can be difficult even if one 
knows what they want to implement.  

This type of friction applies in many, 
if not all, areas of strategy (M&A integra-
tion, organizational change, etc.). Perhaps strategy scholars 
need to take this seriously and consider such frictions in the 
context of theories of strategic human capital. While it might 
be valuable to have a theory of performance differentials in a 
frictionless world, it might be more valuable to have theories 
that take seriously the resource and information asymmetries 
that lie at their core. 

Firm Specific Human Capital may not Matter. HR 
managers might be right. It could be that firm-specific skills 
are not nearly as important as has been thought. The strategy 
literature has leveraged Becker’s thinking nicely to seek an-
swers to questions about firm  performance that he did not 
fully consider. However, Becker did not take firm heterogene-
ity seriously. For example, strategic human capital theory 
tends to assume that general human capital is ubiquitous and 
of equal value to all firms (hence a common wage where the 
full value is captured by the employee). However, we know 
that firms have distinct complementary assets (brands, facili-
ties, etc.) and that workers vary tremendously in quality. This 
means that a worker with especially strong general skills (a 
star) might be very rare and  might be worth different 
amounts to firms that have distinct complementary assets 
(e.g., a star software engineer with no firm-specific skills 
might be worth different amounts to Google and Wal-Mart). 
Furthermore, even general human capital can be very hard to 
observe and price in imperfect labor markets. Empirically, we 
can observe that firms invest heavily in general human capi-
tal. There would seem to be a need for our theory to catch up 
and explore why this matters so much. 

Who is a firm?  The problem of value capture is inti-
mately tied to strategic human capital. To me this boils down 
to the question of whether employees are considered to be 
part of the firm or not. Some years back, I conducted a sur-
vey of strategy scholars that suggested a firm could only have 
a competitive advantage from a very rare star scientist if the  
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line managers. Even for larger firms, the more human capital 
intensive (R&D, professional, sports, etc.), the more likely 
strategic HR decisions may be made by top executives – with 
or without the involvement of HR managers.  

I recently saw 7 successful entrepreneurs stand up and, 
un-prompted, speak about how critical the HR issues were 
when they started their companies. It may be that elements of 
strategic HR are even more predictive of performance differ-
entials between firms in such contexts.  

Firm specific human capital is heavily emphasized in 
the strategy literature as a source of heterogeneity. As a gen-
eral rule, human resource professionals don’t focus on firm-
specific knowledge and neither does the HR strategy litera-
ture. Most training is considered to be general in nature (e.g., 
management skills that would be portable to other firms). 
Are firm specific skills irrelevant? An alternative viewpoint 

might be that they are sufficiently 
tacit that they would be hard to 
convey or measure. Do some em-
ployees feel constrained because 
their skills are hard to adapt to 
another firm? Do hiring managers 
sometimes assess that a job appli-
cant’s skills are specific to another 
context and not useful to the 
firm? If so, there may be more to 
this problem than the current HR 
literature suggests. Even if firm-

specific human capital were irrelevant, it would be a signifi-
cant contribution to demonstrate that. It is hard to imagine a 
bigger rift between HR and strategy scholars than this. More 
light on this might help both literatures move forward. 

Strategic Re-direction 

There are a number of opportunities to redirect the strat-
egy literature drawing on observations from the HR litera-
ture. 

High Performance Work Systems Matter. Strategy 
scholars tend to minimize the idea that codified HR practices 
can lead to performance differentials. I am reminded of the 
story of someone pointing out a $20 bill on the sidewalk to 
Milton Friedman. His response: “if there were a $20 bill, it 
would have been picked up by now.”  Empirically, the prac-
tices have predictive validity for firm performance. Is it that 
they are not really fully codified (e.g., the chef who withholds 

Russ Coff 
University of Wisconsin 



Becker’s (1964) own discussion seems 
to recognize similar themes, suggesting 
that firms often “provide” firm specific 
human capital (see page 19), and that 
firms may not capture returns from it 
(see page 21).  We need to rethink the 
idea and role of firm specific human 
capital.  

Second, and relatedly, we need a more robust concep-
tion of human capital’s role in value creation.  Becker’s mod-
el, from which we have so actively drawn, is fundamentally 
an additive conception of value creation.  Each employee 
generates human capital—either general or specific; the firm 
pays out the value of general capital in the form of wages, 
and then bargains for the value of remaining firm specific 
human capital. Firm value is therefore the summation of 
each employee’s firm specific human capital (not paid out in 
bargaining), plus perhaps a portion of the value of the firm’s 
specific physical capital.  This conception is problematic.  
Value creation is certainly a super-additive process, not an 
additive one.   Firm value is thus a multiplicative function, 
reflecting the form and magnitude of each actor’s human 
capital. The strategist’s challenge is to compose an organiza-
tion in which human actors complement one another and 
complement the physical capital of the firm.  

Attempts to think additively and individually about con-
tributions and human capital in this environment are prob-
lematic.  For instance, what is each employee’s value to the  
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During a 2011 campaign stop at the Iowa State Fair, a 
heckler challenged Mitt Romney’s position to not raise cor-
porate taxes. His now famous response was: “Corporations 
are people, my friend.”  And in response to the heckler’s 
insistent “No, they’re not!”, he explained: “Everything a cor-
poration earns ultimately goes to people.”  While a rather 
poorly crafted campaign sound bite to court the masses, it 
articulates well the central role of human capital as the mi-
crofoundation of firms, strategies, and their heterogeneous 
performance.  People in organizations create value; all value 
created ultimately flows to people.  Yet, despite this logically 
central role in strategy, research on human capital in strategy 
remains rather nascent, but therefore rife with opportunity.   
My comments address what I view as two current impedi-
ments to furthering human capital’s role in strategy discus-
sions and one clear empirical opportunity.    

First, our thinking about human capital as a source of 
competitive advantage needs to move beyond Becker’s con-
ception of firm specific human capital, and the espoused 
paradox associated with producing it.   A common concep-
tion is that “firms” generate value by inducing employees to 
make costly firm specific investments in human capital—
investments that are uniquely valuable to the firm, and 
worthless elsewhere.  In this common conception, the man-
ager’s central challenge is inducing investments employees 
are not wont to make. For my taste, the paradox here is large-
ly manufactured and the costly investment demands are a 
sideshow.  In most firms, firm specific human capital simply 
accumulates or emerges when a strategic manager composes 
an effective organization with an insightful path to value crea-
tion.  It is an outcome (or even a condition) of employment.  

Todd R. Zenger 
University of Utah 
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scientist owned 51% of the firm’s stock. In other words, if 
the scientist had bargaining power to capture her full worth, 
there was no competitive advantage. The strategy literature 
has largely focused on creating “shareholder value” and, in 
this context, all employees might be considered as external 
suppliers of labor. As such, any value that is captured by em-
ployees might not be considered as value captured by the 
firm. This would undoubtedly apply if labor were hired on 
the spot market each day (as it is in some settings). Consider 
an activity that is vertically integrated. We would say it is 

within the firm’s boundaries – except for its employees?   
Given that the most important value creating capabilities are 
typically embodied in such employees, understanding who is 
part of a firm and who is not becomes much more im-
portant. Wages and value capture are an important part of 
the story but, arguably, not as important as whether the focal 
firm beats its rivals. 

These are a few initial ideas of mine. I see the chasm  
between HR and strategy not as a barrier to working together 
but as an indication of the opportunities to be explored.  

Beyond Becker: The Future of Strategic Human Capital 
Todd D. Zenger, University of Utah 



One piece of wisdom suggests that “When you are stuck 
in a hole, the first thing to do is to stop digging.” For the 
inaugural issue of the Strategic Human Capital Interest 
Group Newsletter I wrote a short essay that many referred to 
as the “rant.” I had just had a few papers rejected and had a 
few colleagues who had also faced a number of rejections 
where the lead criticism was something along the line of a 
“lack of theory.” I argued then that divergent views of theory 
between HR and strategy researchers was, and would contin-
ue to hold back progress, particularly in bridging the divide.  
In other words, I felt like the SCH field was in a bit of a hole. 
It has been 5 years  since that rant, and I am sorry to report 
that neither my experience, nor my reaction has changed 
much (Wright, Coff, & Molterno, 2014). In fact, it seems to 

me that we, as a field, keep digging. So, I’ve been asked to 
revisit that essay and provide a more updated perspective. I 
will take some of the major issues identified in that essay and 
provide some new ones.  

1. Lack of Theory suggests a Revision, not a Rejection 

In that essay I noted how many papers I had seen reject-
ed with “lack of theory” as the first rationale offered. I noted 
that I believed that the fact that there is “no theory” should 
never, in and of itself, be reason enough to reject a  manu-
script in its initial submission. Theory can be added or 
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effect that firms have on individuals and how do these 
treatments ripple through the remainder of employees’ 
careers and the organizations that employ them? 

 How do individual characteristics shaped by prior firm 
experiences influence firm performance? 

 How do innate characteristics of individuals attracted to 
firms shape firm performance? 

In conclusion, a serious theoretical and empirical focus 
on the dynamic role that individuals play in creating value 
within and capturing value from organizations has enormous 
potential to shape strategy. It promises to yield a clearer un-
derstanding of how organization value is created, diffused, 
and appropriated.  Moving beyond traditional conceptions of 
firm specific human capital and additive human capital pro-
duction functions is vital to progress.  Accessing promising 
new data sources will prove equally important.  Finally, great-
er clarity in our theoretical and empirical understanding of 
how individuals and organizations interact to create value is 
critically important to central policy debates about govern-
ment supported R&D, support for small business, and labor 
laws such as non-compete statutes.  I look forward to future 
human capital research along these and other even more 
exciting trajectories.   

References 

Becker, G. (1964). Human Capital: A Theoretical and Em-
pirical Analysis, with Special Reference to Education (First Edition 
ed.). Chicago: The University of Chicago Press. 

(Continued from page. 4) 

organization?  In an organization where value is a function 
of complementarity and fit, conducting a simple “value of 
the organization with me and without me” test for each 
employee and then summing these values yields a sum that 
far exceeds the total value created.  Generating value is 
about composing fit and complementarity; it is generally not 
about inducing individually additive firm specific human 
capital.  If we are to make theoretical or empirical progress 
we need to adopt models consistent with value added logic—
models consistent with the reality of superadditive value 
creation within firms.   

Third, to advance the promise of human capital we need 
to aggressively exploit and develop the emerging longitudinal 
employer employee matched datasets that have become in-
creasingly pervasive. Such data allow scholars to potentially 
explore foundational micro-foundational predictions about 
human capital.  These datasets allow questions such as:  

 How does the entrance or exit of individuals from firms 
influence organizational performance?   

 How do individual attributes, matched to firm attributes, 
shape individual entrance and exit decisions?   In other 
words, how precisely does the process of self-selection 
work?  

 How do firm characteristics shape individual characteris-
tics over time?  In other words, what is the “treatment” 

Reviewing in SHC: Quit Digging! 

Patrick M. Wright, Darla Moore School of Business, University of South Carolina  
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tique).  I recently experienced this with a 
manuscript lead authored by my col-
leagues.  

We survey the Fortune 500 Chief HR 
Officers every year around their role and 
some of the current challenges they face in 
that role. The CHRO role has become a 
critical component of Top Management 
Teams (TMT’s), both because of the cen-
trality of human capital (talent) to strategic success, but less 
well known, because that individual often plays the role of 
Counselor/Confidante/Coach to all the members of the 
TMT, especially the CEO. Surveying this individual can pro-
vide unique insight into many of the interpersonal dynamics 
playing out on the TMT, and between the CEO and the 
board because the CHRO usually is the sounding board for 
all of the relevant parties.  

We provided data on how much time CHROs express 
they spend with the CEO/TMT in preparation for board 
meetings, with the CEO individually debriefing afterboard 
meetings, with the TMT debriefing after the board meeting, 
and how much time overall they spend on board-related ac-
tivities as justification for why this individual is well posi-
tioned to report on the relationship between the CEO and 
board. After all this we had a reviewer who said s/he still 
could not believe that CHROs have  any knowledge of this 
phenomenon. In other words, his/her opinion was that the 
CHRO is a lowly administrative grunt, and no data would 
convince this individual otherwise. Thus, it seems that re-
viewers in this literature continue to substitute opinion for 
factual critique, a problem that will present an obstacle to 
progress in the field. 

3. A Good Idea, Taken to the Extreme, becomes Bad. 

 This criticism suggested that sometimes we, as reviewers, 
find almost a checklist for the kinds of things that are unar-
guably fatal flaws, without necessarily addressing if there were 
practical concerns that might justify the methodology. For 
instance, I noted how some reviewers have obsessed about 
the need for multiple raters of HR practices even though 
holding such a criterion as necessary might greatly reduce the 
number of studies on HR practices.  

Today I tend to see this in the “endogeneity” problem. 
Certainly endogeneity can characterize our studies and limit    
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changed; that is an editorial comment for authors to deal 
with in a subsequent revision. (I note, however, that in that 
subsequent revision, if the “lack of theory” still exists, then it 
may signal that the authors do not posses the capability to 
adequately leverage theory, and that then may be the time for 
such an omission to result in rejection.) 

In order to support my rationale, let me begin by asking 
the question, what is theory? Kerlinger defined theory as:  

“A theory is a set of interrelated constructs (concepts), 
definitions, and propositions that present a systematic view 
of phenomena by specifying relations among variables, with 
the purpose of explaining and predicting phenomena” (p. 9) 

So why do l seethe when I see this criticism, particularly 
leading off a decision letter? Because often the criticism rep-
resents one of two issues. First, sometimes the “lack of theo-
ry” stems more from a different view of what constitutes the-
ory than from a true lack of it. For instance, having grown up 
in a micro tradition, I was indoctrinated into a mindset of 
explaining the relationships between the variables you meas-
ured based on some overarching theory (e.g., expectancy, goal 
setting, etc.) However, when I was initially exposed to more 
macro researchers who kept talking about “telling a story” I 
felt like I had been dropped on a new planet. These stories 
usually consisted of taking an IV at one end, a DV at the 
other end, and then proposing a bunch of flowery processes 
and variables in between that somehow happen, but are not 
measured. Neither approach is right or wrong; they are both 
just different and may serve as an obstacle to bridging the 
macro-micro divide (Wright, Coff, and Moliterno, 2014).  

Second, the lack of theory concern may just mean a disa-
greement around which theory is most appropriate. A partic-
ular phenomenon could be explained by signaling theory, 
sense-making theory, or a host of other theories, yet because a 
reviewer doesn’t like the theory chosen by the author(s), the 
“lack of theory” criticism rears its ugly head.  

So, I still have concerns about the “lack of theory” as a 
rationale for rejection, particularly on first drafts and yet I 
continue to see it as an author, reviewer, and editor. 

2. Distinguish between Matters of Opinion  
and Validity.  

My concern here revolved around situations where  
reviewers may not like an aspect of the study, but substitute 
their opinion (not liking) for legitimate criticism (valid cri-

Patrick M. Wright 
University of South 

Carolina 
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does mean that we may spend inordinate amounts of time 
studying what firms view as relatively obvious or unim-
portant. 

This problem became apparent at a conference we held 
last year at USC. On Friday we had one leading HR Consult-
ant and 4 Chief HR Officers from Merck, American Express, 
Coca-Cola Enterprises and Boeing’s Commercial Aviation 
business, followed by a meeting of an eclectic mix of research-
ers exploring human capital issues. The academic conversa-
tion continued to point to insights for our work that came 
from the executives’ presentations the day before. However, 
one would have been hard-pressed to think of a number of 
insights from the academic presentation that the CHROs 
would have been excited about. This leads to the last issue.  

6. Houston, We Have a (Translation) Problem! 

I truly do not believe that the SHC field’s research has 
nothing to say to practice. However, I believe with all my 
heart that given our current language, we will struggle to im-
pact practice in a positive way. We talk and write fluently 
about rents, quasi-rents, appropriable quasi-rents, time com-
pression diseconomies, etc. yet such language may as well be 
Manadarin for practicing executives. For instance the firm-
specific/general human capital concept is implicitly recog-
nized in HR strategies, while the terms themselves would not.  

In addition, we continue to publish in outlets seldom read 
by practitioners, thus they miss valuable research that could 
inform their decisions making. For example, when I chose to 
come to USC, part of my rationale was to join a number of 
leading SHC researchers (e.g., Yasamin Kor, Rob Ployhart, 
Anthony Nyberg, etc.) where we could, as a group, focus on 
SHC issues. However, I asked the CHRO at SunTrust, who 
for years has been attempting to show the relationship be-
tween people and business performance, if he was aware of 
Rob Ployhart’s work in this area. In spite of the fact that he 
had been part of USC’s Reigel and 
Emory Center for Human Resources for 
over 10 years, he was not aware of it. 
Rob’s work is out there for all to see, 
but we still struggle to get it into the 
hands of those who need it most: practi-
tioners! 

Future Directions: Let’s get Practical. 

If one were to ask me what will help the SHC field grow  
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inferences we might want to draw. However, requiring all 
studies to adequately rule out this issue might cause little 
SHC research to see the light of day. Raising the issue or 
asking authors to address how the issue might impact their 
conclusions seems completely legitimate. However, setting 
the “no endogeneity problem” bar for accepting studies 
seems a standard way too high for the good of the field.  

4. The Perfect is the Worst Enemy of the Good. 

In my rant I noted how reviewers often question why the 
researcher did not do something different (e.g., measure vari-
able X, use a larger sample, use a more generalizable sample, 
etc.) and then reject the paper because they thought of a bet-
ter way to do the study the authors did. I think we still face 
this issue today, and often it comes from our different views 
of theory. Micro researchers tend to be trained in developing 
the theory from the variables that are measured, thus, when 
they see a paper that talks about intervening variables, they 
critique it for not measuring those variables! Macro SHC 
reviewers theorize about all kinds of intervening processes as 
a means of explaining the relationships between the observed 
variables. Thus, when they review a micro article that only 
explains the direct relationships between the observed varia-
bles, they critique it as having no theory! 

Having noted a number of the problems that concerned 
me 5 years ago, let me now address a few that have emerged, 
at least in my mind, over that time. 

5. We Often Study What is Interesting to Us, not Im-
portant to Organizations. 

I cannot begin to tell you the number of articles I have 
reviewed for various journals exploring the firm-specific vs. 
general human capital issue, particularly regarding the rela-
tive potential, or under what circumstances each might pro-
vide a source of sustainable competitive advantage. Intellectu-
ally I find such explorations intriguing. However, my work 
with companies suggests that in most ways they could not 
care less about this issue. Ulrich and Kryscynski (in press) 
present strong arguments and anecdotal data for how a num-
ber of issues we study simply do not concern organizations.  

This does not suggest that firms do not implicitly consid-
er such issues. For instance, some firms develop internal 
MBA programs so that their people will gain general skills, 
but not in a way that provides external signaling of those 
skills (as would a formal MBA degree from an accredited 
institution) which might make them more mobile. But it 



The Strategic Human Capital (SHC) interest group of 
the Strategic Management Society (SMS) seeks high quality 
research submissions for the Society’s annual conference to 
be held in Denver, Colorado, on October 3-6, 2015.  To be 
considered for the conference, 5-7 page research proposals 
(need not be completed research; promising works in pro-
gress are acceptable) must be submitted by February 26, 2015 
in keeping with SMS guidelines (see link to the SMS call for 
proposals below). Authors of selected papers typically get 
discounted rates to this high-quality, intellectually stimulating 
conference.  We seek proposals that address the role of hu-
man capital and talent management in firm performance, 
interpreted broadly to include research from multiple disci-
plines and conducted at different levels of analysis.  While 
the research need not directly explain firm performance, it 
must articulate a link to big picture firm strategy questions.  
Scholarship that is interdisciplinary and/or considers human 
capital at multiple levels of analysis is especially welcomed.  
The following formal statement provides some examples of 
the types of research we seek, but this is by no means an ex-
haustive list. 

Formal Strategic Human Capital Interest Group State-
ment: 

Research in Strategic Human Capital examines human 
capital’s influence on firm performance.  The capacity of 
firms to attract, retain, and develop human capital is central 
to their ability to generate sustained high performance.  Ac-
cordingly, we invite research that addresses the following 
types of questions: What role does human capital mobility 
play in shaping firm outcomes?  How do firms manage the 

Call for Submissions / Research Awards (SMS Denver 2015) 

Strategic Human Capital Interest Group, Strategic Management Society 

value appropriation challenges of ‘star’ employees?  Why and 
how do competitive interactions in labor markets differ from 
competitive interactions in other strategic factor markets?  
Scholarship that is interdisciplinary and/or spans multiple 
levels of analysis is especially welcomed.  In light of this year’s 
conference theme, we are particularly interested in work that 
explores the role that human capital plays in the shifting 
boundaries of fields and firms: How do firms manage the 
human capital of workers who are not in traditional, full-time 
employment relationships?  What role does human capital 
play in shifting the scope of firms and fields?  How do indi-
viduals manage their human capital in a world of shifting 
boundaries, and how should firms respond? 

Research Awards: 

All proposals submitted to the Strategic Human Capital 
interest group will be eligible for two research awards to be 
awarded within the interest group, in addition to conference-
wide awards: 

 “Best Conference Paper” of the Strategic Human Capi-
tal interest group, and  

 “Best Interdisciplinary Paper” that most effectively com-
bines research across disciplinary boundaries to address 
questions related to strategic human capital. 

Proposals shortlisted for the awards will be asked to submit 
full-length papers (typically by July 1) for further considera-
tion. 
 

(Continued on page. 9)  
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nize the difficulties in conducting good research along with 
the fact that all studies have flaws, that is when the field will 
blossom with new ideas and insights. 
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most quickly, my answer would be for it to get more practi-
cal. However, that does not ONLY mean that we increasingly 
interact with practice. Certainly working with organizations 
to see how they view human capital as well as the challenges 
they face in managing it can provide interesting research ide-
as. However, I also mean practical in the sense of recognizing 
the constraints in conducting research in this area. In many 
cases our measure will lack high psychometric quality. In 
others we may have to begin with phenomena (talent man-
agement anyone???) and let theory follow later. However, 
whatever the case, when those reviewing in the field recog-
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We hope to see you in Denver ! 

Strategic Human Capital Interest Group  
 

(Continued from page. 8) 

SMS Submission Guidelines and Deadlines 

 Call for Proposals:  
http://denver.strategicmanagement.net/
call_for_proposals.php 

 Proposals (5-7 pages, for paper and panel sessions). Only 
original, unpublished work is sought. 
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Call for Information, Ideas and Suggestions 

The Strategic Human Capital Interest Group is for you. We are seeking to create a group that will provide a 
forum for the exchange of ideas on the topic of strategic human capital. Please send us your ideas, comments, 
suggestions and feedback regarding the Interest Group to the Chairperson, Clint Chadwick 
(clint.chadwick@ku.edu). We welcome news and topics you think will be of interest to the readers of this 
newsletter (e.g., conferences, calls for papers, books, etc.).  


