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Current Issues in Management  
Spring 2020 

Michael D. Pfarrer, Ph.D. 
 

INSTRUCTOR 
 
Michael D. (Mike) Pfarrer, Ph.D.  
Associate Dean for Research and Graduate Programs 
Professor of Management 
Terry College of Business 
University of Georgia 
Email: mpfarrer@uga.edu 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE DETAILS  
 
Dates and time:  May 26: 9:00-12:00/14:00-17:00 

May 27: 9:00-12:00/14:00-17:00 
May 28: 9:00-12:00 

 
Location: Extranef 109 
 
COURSE DESCRIPTION  
 
This doctoral seminar reviews current research in management with an emphasis on behavioral 
strategy, strategy, and a sociocognitive perspective. Writing, reviewing, and publishing 
techniques will be emphasized. 
 
COURSE OBJECTIVES 
 
There are five primary goals of this seminar: 
 
1) Expose students to relevant theories in management through classic and current texts. 
2) Expose students to relevant methodologies in management. 
3) Help students understand, evaluate, and interpret the conceptual and methodological aspects 

of research in management, especially in the areas of OT and behavioral strategy. 
4) Emphasize theory development, clear and logical writing, and paper structure. 
5) Develop the skills necessary to publish in and review for top-tier journals. 

 
STUDENT ATTENDANCE AND PERFORMANCE ISSUES 
 
If you have a health, work, or other related issue that may adversely impact your attendance 
and/or performance, please see me promptly to discuss potential accommodations.  
 
REQUIRED COURSE MATERIAL 
 

1. Access to electronic texts of selected readings. 
2. Additional readings will be provided either through electronic access or in hard copy. 
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ASSIGNMENTS & GRADING 
  

Participation  33%  
 Presentation  33% 
 Paper Introduction 34% 
 
 Grading Scale:  
  Pass  = 70% or above on all assignments 
  Fail  = below 70% 
 
Your final grade will be a weighted average of the assignments listed above. You must pass all 
assignments to receive a passing grade. Please note that I do not “round grades up.” For 
example, a final grade of 69.50 or 69.99 will receive a failing grade.  
 
Please also note that generally, I do not 1) accept extra credit, 2) accept late assignments, 3) 
reschedule due dates, 4) reschedule exams, or 5) give incompletes (“I” grades). Late 
assignments or missed exams will result in a 0 score unless the student provides a documented 
excuse for his or her absence.  

  
Grade Appeals 
 
Any appeals of grades must be done in writing within 48 hours of receiving a grade.  Upon 
receiving a written grade appeal, I will review the merits of the appeal and re-grade the 
exam/paper in light of these comments. Thus, your new grade may be higher or lower than the 
original grade.  
 
PARTICIPATION (33%)  
 
Students are expected to actively participate in class, regardless of who is leading the discussion 
for a particular reading. You should read all required articles before the class time and be ready 
to talk about the main message, theory, methods, and possible extensions of each paper. During 
our discussions, avoid simple summaries. Rather focus on critique and extensions.  

For each reading, the assigned student will serve as lead discussant during class. All students are 
encouraged to participate. 

All students taking the course for a grade (non-auditors) should be prepared to lead discussion 
on the primary research articles (i.e., not editors’ comments or essays marked with an asterisk 
[*]). You can assign the articles as you see fit. Auditors are welcome to lead discussion but do 
not have to. 

You do not need to prepare slides or a handout to lead discussion, but you may if you wish. 

In general, consider shaping your discussion like you would an outline of an academic paper. 
That is, each summary should address the following, where applicable: 
 
1. What is the main research question? Why is it important?  
2. How does the paper problematize the literature? Should it? How does it challenge current 

boundary conditions or expose limitations? 
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3. Who is the paper’s main audience? Is it the “right” one? 
4. What theory/framework is being used and what are they key assumptions in the paper?  
5. What are the central hypotheses/propositions/arguments? Are they valid? 
6. What is the sample and research design?  
7. What are the key constructs/variables in the paper? Are the operationalizations valid? 
8. Is the empirical method appropriate?  
9. What are the results? What is (un)interesting? 
10. What are the research and practical implications of the paper?  
11. What limitations did the authors (not) address? 
12. What future research could be derived from the paper?  

 
PRESENTATION (33%) 
 
Each student will prepare a conference-style presentation of a research project on the last day of 
the course. I will provide details during the week. 
 
Presentation Guidelines 

• Presentation should be ~10 minutes with ~15 for Q&A, interruptions, etc. 
• Graded on content and delivery (what and how) 

 
Presentation Outline 
For any presentation, you should: “Say what you’re going to say, say it, and say it again.” 

1. Provide an outline and agenda 
2. Provide a brief overview of the research context 
3. Outline your presentation as you would a paper, where relevant 
4. Provide a summary and conclusion of your analyses  

Presentation Tips 
• Always be concise in presenting your information 
• Minimize material on handout 
• Engage the audience; be able to handle questions and interruptions 
• Ability to tell a systematic story and hold audience’s attention 
• SMILE… 

 
Rubric (How I grade you) 
 
What you say... (60 points) 

1. Introduction/summary/conclusion (10 points):   
2. Literature/audience grounding (20):  
3. Theoretical arguments/framework (20):  
4. Ability to answer questions (10):  

 
How you say it... (40 points) 

1. Effectiveness of slides/visuals/activities (10):  
2. Presentation flow/clarity/logic/creativity (15):  
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3. Overall impression (15):  
 
PAPER INTRODUCTION (34%) 
 
Each student will send me an introduction to a research paper for feedback by June 30, 2020. I 
will provide details during the week. We can also discuss my feedback via Skype. 
 
In the case of failure, the student must redo the research paper; this paper must be on a different 
topic than the original paper. 
 
The introduction should be for “new” work that the student is leading. Effective introductions are 
typically 3-4 pages in length (double-spaced), and address the 5 Cs in Lange & Pfarrer (AMR, 
2017). For example: 
 
1. What we and the reader can easily agree on… [common ground] 
2. Complication or twist to what we agree on… [complication] 
3. Why that complication is consequential and valuable to consider… [concern] 
4. How we plan to resolve the complication… [course of action] 
5. The contributions we thereby make to the literature… [contribution] 
 
Put another way… 
1. What’s the topic? 
2. Why is it important? 
3. What is the problem or gap in literature? 
4. How does this paper solve it/contribute? 
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COURSE SCHEDULE 
 
Day 1, Morning: Foundations of the Field; Writing and Publishing Theory 
*No summaries required for all readings 
 
1. *Whetten, D. A. 1989. What constitutes a theoretical contribution? Academy of 

Management Review, 14: 490-495. 
 

2. *Rindova, V. P. 2008.  Publishing theory when you are new to the game. Academy of 
Management Review, 33(2): 300-303. 

 
3. *Alvesson M., & Sandberg, J. 2011. Generating research questions through problematization. 

Academy of Management Review, 36(2):247-71. 
 
4. *Suddaby, R. 2014. Editor’s comments: Why theory? Academy of Management Review, 39: 

407-411. 
 
5. *Cornelissen J. 2017. Editor’s comments: Developing propositions, a process model, or a 

typology? Addressing the challenges of writing theory without a boilerplate. Academy of 
Management Review, 42(1):1-9. 

 
6. *Shepherd D.A., & Suddaby R. 2017. Theory building: A review and integration. Journal of 

Management, 43(1):59-86. 
 
7. *Ragins, B. R. 2012. Editor’s comments: Reflections on the craft of clear writing.  Academy 

of Management Review, 37(4): 493-501. 
 
8. *Pollock, T. G., & Bono, J. E. 2013. From the Editors: Being Scheherazade: The importance 

of storytelling in academic writing. Academy of Management Journal, 56: 629-634. 
 
9. *Lange, D., & Pfarrer, M.D. 2017. Sense and structure: The core building blocks of an AMR 

article. Academy of Management Review, 42: 407-416. 
 

 
Day 1, Afternoon: Stakeholders and Institutions 
*No summaries required for the starred readings 
 
1. *Icebreakers: Publishing in AMJ: From the Editors 1 and 3 

 
2. *Oliver, C. 1991. Strategic responses to institutional processes. Academy of Management 

Review, 16(1): 145-179. 
 
3. Pfarrer, M.D., DeCelles, K.A., Smith, K.G., & Taylor, M.S. 2008. After the fall: 

Reintegrating the corrupt organization. Academy of Management Review, 33: 730-749. 
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4. McDonnell, M., & King, B. 2013. Keeping up appearances: Reputation threat and prosocial 
responses to social movement boycotts. Administrative Science Quarterly, 58(3): 387-419. 

 
5. Godfrey, P.C., Merrill, C.B., & Hansen, J.M. 2009. The relationship between corporate social 

responsibility and shareholder value: An empirical test of the risk management hypothesis. 
Strategic Management Journal, 30: 425-445. 

 
6. Petrenko, O., Aime, F., Ridge, J., & Hill, A. 2016. Corporate social responsibility or CEO 

narcissism? CSR motivation and organizational performance. Strategic Management 
Journal, 37: 262-279. 

 
7. Durand, R., Hawn, O., & Ioannou, I. 2019. Willing and able: A general model of 

organizational responses to normative pressures. Academy of Management Review, 44: 299-
320. 
 

8. Pfarrer, M.D., Smith, K.G., Bartol, K.M., Khanin, D.M., & Zhang, X. 2008. Coming 
forward: The effects of social and regulatory forces on the voluntary restatement of earnings 
subsequent to wrongdoing. Organization Science, 19: 386-403. 

 
 
Day 2, Morning: Social Evaluations, Communications, and Media  
*No summaries required for the starred readings 
 
1. *Icebreakers: Publishing in AMJ: From the Editors 4, 5, and 7 
 
2. Pfarrer, M.D., Pollock, T.G., & Rindova, V.P. 2010. A tale of two assets: The effects of firm 

reputation and celebrity on earnings surprises and investors’ reactions. Academy of 
Management Journal, 53: 1131-1152. 

 
3. Zavyalova, A., Pfarrer, M.D., & Reger, R.K. 2017. Celebrity and infamy? The consequences 

of media narratives about organizational identity. Academy of Management Review, 42: 
461-480. 

 
4. Zavyalova, A., Pfarrer, M.D., Reger, R.K., & Hubbard, T.D. 2016. Reputation as a benefit 

and a burden? How organizational reputation affects low- and high-identification 
stakeholders’ reactions to a negative event. Academy of Management Journal, 59: 253-276. 

 
5. Haleblian, J.M., Pfarrer, M.D., & Kiley, J.T. 2017. High-reputation firms and their 

differential acquisition behaviors. Strategic Management Journal, 38: 2237-2254. 
 
6. Hubbard, T.D., Pollock, T.G., Pfarrer, M.D., & Rindova, V.P. 2018. Safe bets or hot hands? 

How status and celebrity influence strategic alliance formations by newly public firms. 
Academy of Management Journal, 61: 1976-1999. 

 
7. Washington, M., & Zajac, E.J. 2005. Status evolution and competition: Theory and evidence. 

Academy of Management Journal, 48: 281-296. 
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8. Vergne, J.-P. 2012. Stigmatized categories and public disapproval of organizations: A mixed-

methods study of the global arms industry, 1996–2007. Academy of Management Journal, 
55(5): 1027-1052. 
 

 
Day 2, Afternoon: Social Evaluations, Communications, and Media 
*No summaries required for the starred readings 
 
1. *Icebreakers: The Review Process: AMJ FTE 8; Feldman 1, 3, 4 

 
2. *Icebreaker: Aguinis, H., Ramani, R. S., & Alabduljader, N. in press. What you see is what 

you get? Enhancing methodological transparency in management research. Academy of 
Management Annals. 
 

3. Haack, P., Pfarrer, M.D., & Sieweke, J. Legitimacy as a multi-level judgment: Evidence from 
a natural experiment. Under review at Administrative Science Quarterly. 

 
4. Mishina, Y., Dykes, B. J., Block, E. S., & Pollock, T. G. 2010. Why “good” firms do bad 

things: The effects of high aspirations, high expectations, and prominence on the incidence of 
corporate illegality. Academy of Management Journal, 53(4): 701-722. 

 
5. Zavyalova, A., Pfarrer, M.D., Reger, R.K., & Shapiro, D.L. 2012. Managing the message: 

The effects of firm actions and industry spillovers on media coverage subsequent to 
wrongdoing. Academy of Management Journal, 55: 1079-1101. 
 

6. Bundy, J., & Pfarrer, M.D. 2015. A burden of responsibility: The role of social approval at 
the onset of a crisis.  Academy of Management Review, 40: 345-369. 
 

7. Wang, X., Reger, R.K., & Pfarrer, M.D. Faster, hotter, and more linked in: Managing social 
disapproval in the Social Media Era. Forthcoming at the Academy of Management Review. 
 

 
Day 3, Morning: Presentations 

 


