
Dear colleagues, 
 

I appreciate this chance to reflect with 
you on the state of our shared initiative, the 
Strategic Human Capital Interest Group 
(SHC IG). I’d like to briefly touch on our 
progress and prospects in two general areas, 
first, institutionally, and second, conceptually. 
Institutionally, there is much to celebrate. 
Our IG is only 5 years old, but it has become 
a strong and stable part of the SMS communi-
ty, with over 200 members in 2015. As we 
noted in a submission to SMS this spring, the 
founding rationale for the SHC IG recog-
nized: 1) that human capital is becoming an 
increasingly important strategic resource, both 
for firms in competition and for academic 
theorists, 2) that strategic human capital 
scholarship lies at the intersection of business 
management’s foundational disciplines, par-
ticularly economics and psychology, and 3) 
given #2, there was not a natural “home” for 
SHC scholars in other academic societies, and 
thus establishing an SHC IG offered SMS a 
chance to broaden its membership base as 
well as a way to nurture and legitimate the 
SHC stream of research. These three ration-
ales still apply. 
 Thus, it is significant that IG member-
ship growth has started to level off, and that 
IG membership from scholars whose primary 
home is outside SMS may have begun to de-
cline. (On a positive note, conference submis-
sions and participation in reviewing are high 

relative to other interest 
groups). In response, the 
IG leadership team 
(including our reps at 
large) have made several 
specific “institution build-
ing” efforts this year, in-
cluding: 1) renewing the 
IG newsletter, 2) launch-
ing “best paper” awards 
for the SMS conference, 
3) publicizing the SHC IG in HR/OB forums as 
well as strategy forums in advance of the 2015 
SMS proposal deadline, 4) organizing a Saturday 
paper development workshop and Saturday sen-
ior scholars panel for SHC IG, 5) building co-
sponsorships with other IGs for Denver confer-
ence sessions where our interests overlap with 
theirs. We have been working to imprint the 
standard operating procedures that lie behind 
these and other initiatives in the SHC IG’s 
DNA—dare I say, to build supporting routines? 
Hopefully, these will help us make the SHC IG 
an even better home for research on how people 
contribute to firm performance. 
 
Conceptual Progress and Prospects 

Regarding our progress on the conceptual 
front, I started by reviewing the thoughtful com-
ments that Russ Coff, Pat Wright, and Todd 
Zenger (all former SHC IG chairs) contributed 
to the SHC IG’s spring newsletter.  
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There is much there to think about. For instance, Pat 
makes some excellent  points about how we can make our re-
viewing process one where we are really developing research 
that contributes to building up the research stream (perhaps 
we can call this “The Rant II”), and Russ and Todd’s insights 
are prompts that I will return to often. 

For my part, let me start with a parallel of sorts. The Stra-
tegic HRM (SHRM) research stream has, in my judgment, got 
itself into a bit of muddle in recent years in its preoccupation 
with high performance work systems (HPWS). Certainly, the 
abundance of research findings on HPWS has pushed SHRM 
researchers in that direction, and there has been excellent 
work on other topics, such as the meanings that workers attach 
to HR practices. However, too much of what I saw in recent 
SHRM research has looked very similar—as I have often 
thought, “HPWS for all workers, all the time”.  

I had begun to fear that SHC research, also, was 
beginning to ossify around a single idea, firm specific 
human capital. Fortunately, there is much new work 
that is suggesting how we can broaden the SHC con-
versation past firm specificity. As our former IG 
chairs and others have articulated, there are reasons 
to be skeptical of firm specificity as the primary deter-
minant of human capital rents, whether we mean 
human capital rents for firms or for workers. I will 
not reiterate all of that reasoning here. Perhaps one 
of the most fundamental criticisms of firm specific 
human capital is that under this perspective, notions 
of value have been easily confounded with value ap-
propriation on the part of the firm. I suspect that the 
majority of firm specific human capital doesn’t have 
much value, either because it is about trivial issues 
and/or because it’s easily acquired when needed. The 
firm specificity argument is about a particular type of 
isolating mechanism that enables a firm to appropriate value 
from workers. But where does the value come from? We have a 
lot to delineate about how the characteristics of human capital 
interact with conditions inside and outside firms (such as but 
not limited to complementarities) in creating value. When we 
differentiate value creation and value appropriation (as Russ 
Coff and others have been pushing us to do), it becomes clear 
that we don’t yet know enough about the former and that our 
emphasis on firm specificity has obscured this knowledge gap. 

I am reminded here of the classic Milgrom and Roberts 
definition of complementarities as a circumstance when doing 
more of an organizational activity increases the returns to do-
ing more of other related activities. In other words, comple-

mentarities happen when complementary outcomes occur. But 
outside of its effects on outcomes, what are complementarity’s 
essential characteristics? Similarly, outside its effects on out-
comes, what is human capital value creation, really?   

I think we’re still getting past essentially saying to each 
other, “OK, assume that human capital creates value….” Again, 
firm specificity doesn’t tell us much about that, since it con-
cerns value appropriation. We have assumed that firm specific-
ity encompasses attributes such as rareness that are actually 
separate issues. 

A more subtle point from about what is missing from 
SHC research right now concerns the fundamental rationale 
for what we do. I have heard strategy researchers informally say 
of OB/HR research, “Where is the market?”, and I think that 
critique has some bite. This is a problem if one wishes to push 
up from findings on the individual level to address firm perfor-

mance. May I suggest that much of our research may 
be vulnerable to the flipside criticism: “Where are the 
people?” This is a problem if the strategic resource 
one is discussing, namely human capital, is located in 
human beings. It is also our advantage, and I believe 
that it is a case that needs to be made explicitly: SHC 
research is interesting and important because pursu-
ing human capital rents is a different “game” than it 
is with any other type of resource. 

The two most important of these differences, in my 
judgment, are workers’ free will and their perpetual 
ownership of their human capital. Workers’ cognitive 
and affective free will profoundly affect whether and 
how their human capital creates value and can be 
appropriated. You don’t have to worry about what a 
brand name or an oil rig thinks of the CEO’s com-
pensation package, for instance. Workers’ perpetual 

ownership of their human capital has many implications, per-
haps most fundamentally that bargaining over the use of work-
ers’ human capital is also perpetual. Free will and perpetual 
ownership, along with other, related factors such as the abun-
dance of frictions in the labor market, make the pursuit of 
human capital rents not only unique, but really hard.  As a 
strategy scholar, I’m very interested in things that are valuable  
but really hard for firms to do, because easy imitability by com-
petitors drives firm rents down in short order.  

Extending existing SHC frameworks to additional popula-
tions of workers represents another largely untapped oppor-
tunity.  

(Continued on page. 3) 

“Where are 

the people?” 
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struct validity makes many conclusions in macro research, no 
matter how carefully specified causally, suspect because the 
relationship between measures and constructs has not been 
credibly demonstrated.  

Here, the issue is that measures of constructs are confused 
with the constructs themselves, when an explicit theoretic case 
for their linkage needs to be established. If you don’t know 
what you really have, goes the thinking, how can you say any-
thing legitimate about what it does causally? Again, too much 
emphasis on one’s home group’s standards doesn’t get us very 
far towards cross-fertilization. 

This point harks back to where I started, with the basic 
rationale for an interest group like ours. We will best fulfill our 
potential as an IG if we can get our different tribes not only 
coexisting but learning from each other in the SHC IG. I 
think that still looks like a variety of types of papers and ideas 
in practice; not every paper (or even most papers) should be a 
hybrid. But I can think of few more efficient ways to broaden 
one’s expertise and perspectives than hearing from smart and 
committed scholars who hail from a variety of backgrounds. 
We just might be surprised by what we learn in the process. 
Some of my recent empirical work, for example, has been sug-
gesting that formal HR departments matter a lot more than I 
thought they do, which runs against my priors.  

In conclusion, I’d like to thank Deepak Somaya, Shad 
Morris, and our reps at large for pitching in so wholeheartedly 
this year. The interest group has greatly benefitted from their 
discretionary efforts. For myself, it has been a privilege to serve 
you for the last three years. 

Clint Chadwick 

 

 

 

 

SHC research to date has emphasized “star” employees such as 
lawyers, research scientists, professional athletes, and invest-
ment analysts. SHC research has had little to say about how to 
strategically manage workers such as hotel clerks, janitors, ac-
counting staff, and independent contractors.. While some 
workers’ human capital “matters” more than others, surely 
firms can leverage many different types of workers for competi-
tive advantage.  

 Finally, let me add a couple of practical observations.  
First, the emphasis on microfoundations is a clear opportunity 
for SHC scholars. However, we have to be careful in bridging 
levels here. As Todd Zenger noted in the last newsletter (and 
others such as Rob Ployhart and colleagues have written), or-
ganizational phenomena are not simple additive aggregations 
of individual level phenomena. Microfoundations per se 
doesn’t help us much with this, since it isn’t a theory itself but 
an emphasis on the individual worker level of analysis. Never-
theless, there is plenty to guide us on this topic of crossing lev-
els of analysis, particularly in OB methodological research.  

This brings up a second observation: There are many 
things that we can learn from other fields of research that can 
significantly enrich SHC research and, more practically, save us 
a lot of time in not reinventing the wheel. For instance, I 
would like to see microfoundational discussions of worker mo-
tivation more fully embrace issues of normative and affective 
commitment, and micro OB/HR work can help us do that 
more quickly than if we try to uncover insights about those 
types of commitment from scratch. One obstacle to such cross-
fertilization, of course, is the common observation that the 
depth of expertise required to do good research in academe 
makes it difficult to read other fields very broadly.  

Cross-fertilization also requires some tolerance of differ-
ences in conceptual and methodological approaches. At the 
risk of caricaturing different points of view, most of us are 
probably familiar with the differences between various groups’ 
views of theory, for instance. Some are strong proponents of 
theory as “telling a story” about causal relationships that are 
summarized by a boxes and arrows diagram. Others are equally 
certain that the hallmark of a strong theory is that it can be 
encapsulated in a set of equations. Proponents from both 
groups can view the opposite approach as a-theoretic, which 
gets us nowhere. Similarly, SHC researchers from the macro 
tradition may be tempted to conclude that a lack of attention 
to control variables, endogeneity, sample bias, and so forth 
fatally damages the credibility of causal conclusions in micro 
research. Conversely, micro researchers are inclined to believe 
that insufficient attention to their accepted standards of con-

 “Too much emphasis on 

one’s home group’s 

standards doesn’t get 

us very far towards 

cross-fertilization.” 



ined.  But, they often don’t incorpo-
rate a multidisciplinary perspective on 
these issues.   This narrows the scope 
of the project and focuses on a subset 
of the issue – and ignoring issues that 
reviewers are likely to raise.  It would 
beneficial for the field to see more 
multi-disciplinary collaborations at the 
onset of a research project.  One great 
example of this approach is the theo-
retical paper on human capital emer-
gence by Ployhart and Moliterno 
(Academy of Management Review, 2011) – a strategy scholar and 
a psychology scholar collaborating on an important issue.   

 Alternatively, one might imagine scholars agreeing on 
pressing issues and then encouraging researchers to work in 
more mixed disciplinary teams to focus on those questions.  
Are there common topics that we can agree on as important 
research questions?  And if so, can we agree on what types of 
studies would best address those issues and what types of back-
grounds would be most informative to drive the theoretical 
arguments and research designs?  

From the reviewer’s point of view, it is prudent to remem-
ber that this is a multi-disciplinary area.  All research is based 
on assumptions, boundary conditions and arguments.  A ma-
jor challenge is that different disciplines approach these differ-
ently.  As an editor, I seek out reviewers from disparate but 
relevant perspectives.  In part, this ensures that all perspectives 
are represented and are given a voice.  The reviewers may disa-
gree in their assessments of the manuscript given their domi-
nant perspective and that is fine.  But when reviewers are ob-
structing simply because it is different – that is problematic. As 
reviewers, if you are going to work in the SHC domain, please 
take the time to read other perspectives - to appreciate their 
contributions.  This may not be your primary view, but that 
doesn’t make it wrong.   

In summary, it is important to recognize that different 
perspectives need not be mutually exclusive.  And if scholars 
are going to play in the SHC "space" they should have a work-
ing knowledge of other perspectives (even if it's not their pri-
mary area) in order to appreciate the differences and contribu-
tions of others. If we can reach this point, I really believe we 
can reduce the turf protecting and focus on ensuring that good 
multidisciplinary research is carried out and published. 

  Dave Lepak                                           
                                                     

 In 2010 the Strategic Human Capital interest group be-
came a reality at the conference in Rome.   I was fortunate to 
be the program chair for that conference as well as the follow-
ing year in Miami.  Prior to those conferences, when we met 
with the powers in charge at SMS about creating the interest 
group one of the key points that we emphasized is that this is a 
distinctive area of research and, perhaps most importantly, 
that the interest group was to be a forum for multidisciplinary 
work.   Strategic Human Capital was (and still is) an area with 
a burgeoning interest from researchers spanning strategy, eco-
nomics, HR and psychology.  And many scholars conducting 
research in this multidisciplinary area felt out of place in their 
own traditional academic homes.   

 So the interest group was founded and in its first year had 
great success in attracting a large number of submissions to the 
conference in Rome.  As the program chair for that conference 
and the Miami conference I strived to assemble sessions that 
were thematic and included researchers with various discipli-
nary backgrounds.  As an example, we might have a session on 
mobility with researchers from HR/psychology focusing on 
turnover and strategy scholars focusing on different issues re-
lated to the turnover of talent from a knowledge point of view. 
The sessions were grouped by topic – not necessarily by disci-
pline.  I felt, and I hope others felt as well, that the sessions 
were largely successful and stimulated some really interesting 
discussions. Looking at the programs over time, other program 
chairs have taken similar approaches and have tried to create 
groupings of papers in the interest of generating great discus-
sions.  This is one of the reasons why I believe that the interest 
group is successful.  

 I do have a somewhat different experience and perspective 
on this issue when it comes to the review process at different 
journals. As an editor, associate editor, and reviewer, it is clear 
to me that while our topics are interdisciplinary, our perspec-
tives are often not.   Rather, reviewers and authors often ap-
proach these multidisciplinary topics with a ‘(insert your own 
discipline here) lens’.  The result is most often a turf battle of 
perspectives.  It is understandable why it happens - people re-
view and write from their own training and experiences.  But, I 
fear it compromises the intent and the promise of the interest 
group and the advancement of strategic human capital re-
search.  I blame both authors and reviewers for this problem.   

 From the author point of view, scholars might identify an 
important research question but then approach it from a sin-
gular discipline.  As an example, they might approach mobility 
from an economic perspective or a strategic perspective and 
focus on issues that those disciplines might expect to be exam-
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Strategic Management Society Denver 2015 

Conference Highlights 

 For the first time ever, our interest group will be offering 
a junior faculty and paper development workshop at the 2015 
Strategic Management Society meetings in Denver, Colorado. 
This workshop will include panel discussions and breakout 
sessions. Senior faculty panels will discuss critical aspects of 
the research and publication process, ways to craft a successful 
research program, future directions in strategic human capital 
research, and other questions of concern for junior faculty. A 
breakout session will provide opportunities for participants to 
discuss and receive feedback on their paper in an informal 
setting.  

In order to participate, please go to the following link: http://
strategicmanagement.net/denver/pre-conference-workshops/
strategic-human-capital-pdw 

 

 

Senior Faculty Panelists 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Keep in mind the following dates as you consider this 
great opportunity:  

AUGUST 21, 2015 Submission Deadline for Application 

SEPTEMBER 11, 2015 Accepted participants notified 

OCTOBER 3, 2015 
SHC Junior Faculty and Paper Devel-
opment Workshop 

Strategic Human Capital Junior Faculty and Paper Development Workshop 

 

12:00 – 17:00 Saturday, October 3rd, 2015 

Jay Barney 

Univ. of Utah 

John Boudreau 

Univ. of South 

California 

Wayne Cascio 

Univ. of Colorado 

Denver 

Rebecca Kehoe 

Rutgers Univ.  

Dan Elfenbein 

Washington 

 Univ. St. Louis 

Dana Minbaeva 

Copenhagen  

Business School 

Janice Molloy 

Michigan State 

Univ.  

Anthony Nyberg 

Univ. of South 

Carolina 

Scott Snell 

Univ. of Virginia 
Clint Chadwick 

Univ. of Kansas 

Shad Morris 

Brigham Young 

Univ. 

Deepak Somaya  
Univ. of Illinois at 

Urbana-Champaign 

Workshop Organizers 

http://strategicmanagement.net/denver/pre-conference-workshops/strategic-human-capital-pdw
http://strategicmanagement.net/denver/pre-conference-workshops/strategic-human-capital-pdw
http://strategicmanagement.net/denver/pre-conference-workshops/strategic-human-capital-pdw
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Strategic Management Society Denver 2015 

Conference Highlights 

Deepak Somaya 
Program Chair 

 

 

 

 

Among our many initiatives this year, 

we instituted two new awards for papers submitted within our 

interest group at the annual SMS conference.  Specifically 

these awards are meant to recognize: 

The “Best Conference Paper” of the Strategic Human Capital 

interest group, evaluated along more conventional lines 

(theoretical insight, methodological rigor and managerial rele-

vance), and  

The “Best Interdisciplinary Paper” that most effectively inte-

grates research across disciplinary boundaries to address ques-

tions related to strategic human capital (honoring one of the 

founding principles of our interest group to support and en-

courage such integrative research). 

 All proposals submitted to the Strategic Human Capital 

interest group were eligible for these awards, which are sepa-

rate from the conference-wide awards. Based on a careful 

screening of the proposals by the awards committee, the au-

thors of a select subset of proposals were invited to submit full 

papers for these awards.  

 The committee is currently evaluating these full paper 

submissions, and the award winners will be announced in the 

Business Meeting of our interest group in Denver (on the 

evening of Sunday October 4; please refer the program for the 

final time and location). Please plan to attend the interest 

group business meeting to recognize and lend your support to 

the paper finalists and award winners.  

 

 

 The finalist papers under consideration are: 

 

 Talent Matching as a Dynamic Capability: Integrating 

Economic and Strategic Human Resource Management 

Perspectives (Authors: Ingo Weller, Ludwig Maximilians 

University – Munich; Anthony Nyberg, University of 

South Carolina) 

 Let Them Go? How Losing Employees to Competitors 

can Enhance Firm Status (Authors: David Tan, University 

of Washington; Christopher Rider, Georgetown Universi-

ty) 

 How Performance Incentives Shape Individual Explora-

tion and Exploitation: Evidence from Micro Data 

(Authors: Sunkee Lee, INSEAD; Philipp Meyer-Doyle, 

INSEAD) 

 When Do Firms Invest in Developing Rookies?  (Author: 

Amit Chauradia, Indian School of Business) 

 Leveraging Social Affiliations: How Transacting with So-

cially-affiliated Clients Impacts Expert and Firm Perfor-

mance (Author: Timothy Gubler, University of California 

– Riverside) 

Strategic Human Capital Interest Group Paper Awards 

Maroon Lake near Aspen 
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Strategic Human Capital Interest Group Panel Sessions 

Sunday, October 47h,  2015 
  

 

Strategic Management Society Denver 2015 

Conference Highlights 

Strategic Human Capital in a Global Market 
08:00 – 09:15 Sunday Panel Session 287 

Session Co-Chairs: Pedro de Faria, University of Groningen 
Wolfgang Sofka, Copenhagen Business School 

Panelists: Rafael Corredoira, University of Maryland 
Gina Dokko, University of California-Davis 
Shad Morris, Brigham Young University 

The objective of this panel is to provide global strategy and strategic human capital scholars a platform to discuss future re-
search on the human capital dimension of the interaction between MNCs and host countries. We bring together a group of dis-
tinguished scholars who will present some of their experience with working on MNCs and strategic human capital, giving special 
attention to contextual factors that influence the effectiveness of knowledge flows from MNC subsidiaries to host country firms. 
These expert presentations will cover both theoretical as well as empirical opportunities and challenges. 

Seeing the Future in the Recent Past: Predicting Seminal Work 
09:45 – 11:00 Sunday Panel Session 289 

Session Chair: David Kryscynski, Brigham Young University Panelists: Bo H. Eriksen, University of Southern Denmark;  Tim-
othy Gubler, Washington University-St. Louis; Mark Huselid, 
Northeastern University 

Each panel member will look back at the last 3-5 years of research in the strategic human capital domain and identify one 
paper that fits the following criterion: “In the year 2025, this paper will be considered a seminal work by those deeply engaged in 
strategic human capital research.” The panel member will select a paper of his/her choosing and explain why s/he predicts that 
this particular paper will become a seminal piece. There will be four panel members: (1) a PhD student, (2) a junior faculty mem-
ber, (3) a mid-career scholar and (4) a senior scholar. 

There are several purposes for organizing this type of session. First, we each view the research conversation through idiosyn-
cratic lenses. This will be an opportunity for us to see how our respected colleagues interpret the work of others in the field. 
Their paper choices and how they choose to talk about those papers will likely reveal interesting insights about the state of the 
strategic human capital conversation. Second, this panel gives us an opportunity to invite scholars outside of the “usual suspects” 
to join us and teach us from their perspectives. Third, the panel will likely broaden the awareness of interest group members of 
key conversations outside of their current paradigms. 

Strategy Microfoundations and Human Capital: What Have We Learned? 
11:15 – 12:30  Sunday Panel Session 288 

Session Chair: Deepak Somaya, University of Illinois-
Urbana Champaign 

Panelists: Jay Barney,  University of Utah;  Russ Coff, University of 
Wisconsin-Madison; Nicolai Foss, Copenhagen Business School; 
Scott Snell, University of Virginia 

In the strategy field, a revolution in research on strategic human capital has gone hand in hand with a renewed focus on the 
micro-foundations of our theories. A common focus on people and their organizational context has led to a natural convergence 
between these two research streams, and a vigorous outpouring of scholarship that has galvanized our broader field. It is now an 
opportune time to take stock of the scholarship that these energies have brought forth, while also fostering a dialog between differ-
ent perspectives regarding the human capital microfoundations of strategy. This panel will bring together leading scholars to dis-
cuss the main achievements of prior research in human capital microfoundations and to highlight the ideas and foundational con-
structs that will influence strategy scholarship well into the future. As a natural outcome of this discussion, the panel will also high-
light promising areas for future work enabled by the main developments in microfoundations research. 
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Strategic Management Society Denver 2015 

Conference Highlights 

 

Time Session Participants 

Sun 16:15—17:30 Session 13: Employee Mobility: 

Barriers and Enablers 

Shinjae Won; Alena Marand & Daniel Olson;  Evan Starr &  

Norman Bishara & James Prescott; Ivan Png & Sampsa Samila 

Mon 08:00—09:15 Session 14: Typologies of Human 

Capital and Strategy 

Mark Mallon & Stephen Lanivich & Ryan Klinger; Muntakim 
Choudhury & Thomas P. Moliterno & Rory Eckardt; Barclay Burns & 
Michael Hendron & Jay Barney & Matt Katzenbach; Timothy Gubler 
& Ryan Cooper  

Mon 11:15—12:30 Session 15: Human Capital, Com-

pany Networks and Reputation 

David Tan & Christopher Rider; Timothy Gubler; Andrew Shipilov &  
Frederic Godart; Rebecca Kehoe & David Lepak & Frederick Bentley;   
Matthew Josefy & Joseph Harrison & Michael Howard; Alia Crocker 
& Yoojung Ahn  

Mon 11:15—12:30 Session 204: Acquiring human 

capital: Process and outcomes 

Cecilie Fjaellegaard & Karin Beukel & Lars Alkaersig; Nilanjana  
Dutt & Charles Williams & Sheryl Winston Smith; Amit Jain; Andy  
Wu 

Mon 13:45—15:00 Session 16: Human Capital and 

Innovation 

Daniela Iubatti & Massimo Maoret & Marco Tortoriello; Jan 
Hohberger; Douglas Miller; Matthew Josefy & Scott Kuban & David 
Boss & Michael A. Hitt & Duane Ireland 

Tue 08:00—09:15 Session 18: Human Capital Archi-

tectures 

Rocio Bonet & Marta Elvira & Stefano Visintin; Rocio Bonet 
& Federica De Stefano & Arnaldo Camuffo; John Delery & Dorothea 
Roumpi; Amit Jain Chauradia 

Tue 11:00—12:15 Session 19: Motivating and Govern-

ing Human Capital 

Orie Shelef & Amy Nguyen-Chyung; Daniel Olson; Sunkee Lee & 
Philipp Meyer-Doyle; David DeGeest & Stephen Lanivich & Elizabeth 
Follmer & Mark Mallon 

Tue 14:15—15:30 Session 20: New Frontiers in Hu-

man Capital Research 

Kurt Sandholtz; Hadi Fariborzi & Olga Petricevic; Rhett Brymer;    
Donald Schepker & Anthony Nyberg & Michael Ulrich & Patrick 
Wright; Marta Gasparin & Maria Rita Micheli & Mario Campana; Hae-
Jung Hong & Yves Doz 

Tue 15:45—17:00 Session 17: Human Capital and 

Entrepreneurship 

Erin Fahrenkopf; Janet Bercovitz & Maryann Feldman & Denisa 
Mindruta; Melissa Appleyard & Beverly Tyler & Turanay Caner; Xinyi 
Yang & Elena Obukhova & Jizhen Li 

Tue 17:30—18:45 Session 21: Revisiting Theory in 

Strategic Human Capital Research 

Eirik Sjaholm Knudsen & Lasse Lien; Matthew Call & Robert Ploy-
hart; Shad Morris & Alison Mackey; Alison Mackey & Janice Molloy & 
Lyda Bigelow; Ingo Weller & Anthony Nyberg; Brian Saxton & Alison 
Dachner 

Strategic Human Capital Interest Group Paper Sessions 
  



 The Oxford Handbook of Profes-
sional Service Firms, to be published by 
Oxford University Press in August 
2015, marks the coming of age of Pro-
fessional Service Firms (PSF) scholar-
ship.  Edited by Laura Empson, Daniel 
Muzio, Joseph Broschak, and Bob Hin-
ings, the Handbook brings together the 
leading scholars in the field to offer 
many potentially important insights 
into these organizations and their sig-
nificance within the knowledge econo-
my.  It also suggests new lines of inquiry 

that may shed further light on the activities and performance 
of PSFs and the professionals who work within them. 

 For many years these theoretically distinctive and empiri-
cally significant firms, such as accounting, consulting, and law 
firms, have remained very much in the shadows of organiza-
tional research, as management scholars have been slow to 
recognise the scale and significance of the sector. This is per-
haps because PSFs are typically privately owned, disclose very 
little financial information, and prefer to operate close to their 
clients and out of the public eye.  

 However, a bibliometric search of the Scopus database 
reveals that there are now almost 300 peer reviewed academic 
articles explicitly referring to PSFs, and the number of new 
entries is growing exponentially. There is a regular stream of 
new scholarship in leading management journals, and the re-
cent launch of a specialist journal, the Journal of Professions and 
Organizations, further signals the growing maturity of this field. 
The Oxford Handbook of Professional Service Firms therefore makes 
a timely contribution by bringing together and critically reflect-
ing on the complex array of literature that has been published 
in recent decades on the topic of PSFs. But why is the study of 
PSFs important? 

 Over the past three decades the PSF sector has emerged as 
one of the most rapidly growing, profitable, and significant 
sectors of the global economy. In 2013 the accountancy, man-
agement consulting, legal, and architectural sectors alone gen-
erated revenues of US$ 1.6 trillion and employed 14 million 
people.  

 If sectors such as engineering services and advertising are 
included the figure rises to US$ 2.5 trillion and 18 million 
respectively. This is comparable in terms of revenues to the 
global commercial banking sector. Meanwhile, on an individu-

al basis, the largest PSFs are now global giants, on a par with 
far more famous publically quoted corporations.  

 The significance of PSFs to the global economy extends 
far beyond their scale. PSFs play an important role in develop-
ing human capital, creating innovative business services, re-
shaping government institutions, establishing and interpreting 
the rules of financial markets, and setting legal, accounting 
and other professional standards. Furthermore, the high sala-
ries they offer mean that they are able to attract a large propor-
tion of the best qualified graduates. As such PSFs, and the 
professions more generally, are linked through their recruit-
ment and promotion practices to patterns of social stratifica-
tion, but also potentially to social mobility.  

PSFs have historically acted as vehicles for the diffusion of 
new and often radical business practices and structures. More 
controversially, in recent years some have been involved in a 
string of high profile corporate malpractice cases, highlighting 
the extent to which the PSFs’ traditional assurance role can 
become compromised as they seek to become more directly 
involved in shaping and implementing their clients’ strategies.  

The influence of PSFs is not limited to the business world 
but stretches into broader social arenas. They are, for instance, 
among the top ten “corporate” donors to US presidential and 
congressional campaigns; they have taken the lead in the re-
form of public services, the administration of justice, the struc-
ture of professional qualifications, and the operation of insol-
vency regimes. Studying PSFs can offer insights into the chal-
lenges facing organizations within the knowledge economy, 
and deepen understanding of more conventional organiza-
tions.  

Traditional management models, which are often derived 
from the empirical setting of manufacturing firms, offer only 
limited insight into the complex interpersonal and organiza-
tional dynamics that operate within PSFs. However, by under-
standing the peculiarities of PSFs and their management, 
scholars can develop a deeper level of insight into more con-
ventional organizations, and organizations seeking to move 
away from conventional management models to accommodate 
more knowledge-based forms of working.  

To order a copy of the Handbook go to  www.oup.com/uk/business 
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