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COURSE OVERVIEW 

 

This is an introductory doctoral seminar on research methods in management. We will examine 

basic issues involved in conducting empirical research for publication in scholarly management 

journals. We will start by discussing the framing of research questions, theory development, the 

initial choices involved in research design, and basic concerns in empirical testing. We will then 

consider these issues in the context of different modes of empirical research (including 

experimental, survey, qualitative, archival, and simulation). We will discuss readings that 

address the underlying fundamentals of these modes as well as studies that illustrate how 

management scholars have used them in their work, separately and in combination.  

 

Please note that we will discuss some analytic techniques but not address all of them in detail, as 

this material is covered in other courses (e.g., COMM 8801, PSYCH 6822). The course 

requirements are intended to provide you with opportunities to develop your own research ideas 

and abilities, as well as to engage with the current literature. My hope is that this seminar will be 

engaging, thought-provoking, and useful for you. Accordingly, I welcome your suggestions and 

feedback about class requirements, readings, and procedures at any time.   

 

OBJECTIVES 

 

This is a PhD seminar course in research design that aims at providing you, as a researcher, with 

methodological skills and knowledge critical for successfully conducting empirical research in 

management. Specifically, after completing this course, you are expected to: 

 

1. Better understand best practices in  research; 

2. Enhance your competencies to appreciate the critical roles and inter-dependencies of the 

three aspects of empirical research: Theory, Design, and Statistical analysis; 

3. Enhance your competencies for designing and conducting your own research (e.g., 

dissertation, research projects). 

 

This course is designed as a doctoral-level seminar. I assume that students want to develop their 

skills for independent research, such that for any topic we cover that you may need to brush up 



on background knowledge, you will quickly recognize that and proceed to do that independently. 

Nevertheless, I realize that students always have different levels of preparations, and I encourage 

those who have any questions related to the materials presented in class to come to my office 

hours. 

 

COURSE REQUIREMENTS 

 

Your grade in this class will be based on your performance on the following assignments: 

(explained more fully below and in the Appendix): 

 

 Preparation and participation   10% 

 Discussion leader                           20% 

 Research briefing                            20%  

 Research proposal     30%  

 Proposal presentation               10% 

 Reviews of two research proposals  10% 

 

Participation in class discussions (10%) 

 

I expect you to be an active participant during each class. Please come to each class fully 

prepared to discuss the readings. To be well prepared, please carefully read and think about 

every assigned article or chapter. You will be expected to participate actively in every class 

session.  Expect to spend several hours reading and reflecting on the assigned readings—do not 

save them for the night before class. Reread a reading or a section of a reading until you are 

certain you understand its basic premises and arguments and are comfortable discussing them. 

This is the level of preparation I expect you to do each week before coming to class. 

 

To help facilitate our discussion, you must bring to each class at least three questions or 

comments about the material. Your questions/comments are essential to our class discussion. To 

facilitate this and to create a resource you can benefit from later, I strongly suggest creating an 

annotated bibliography of each reading that includes a brief summary of the article and your 

reactions, questions, and comments. 

 

 

Discussion leaders (20%) 

 

All students are responsible for helping to lead class discussions on multiple occasions. We will 

determine discussion leader for each topic in the first class. As a discussion leader, your role is 

not merely to summarize that week’s readings but to prepare discussion questions and 

observations that highlight the main issues, strengths, weaknesses, controversies, and gaps in the 

readings for that week. You should also integrate the readings in terms of themes, assumptions, 

and theoretical perspectives. You will be responsible for leading the discussion of the topic and 

articles I assign for that week—you are not responsible for selecting additional readings (you 

may, however, find it useful to do some additional reading for your own purposes). You can begin 

by presenting your own synopsis of the topic and then what you feel are critical questions, 

fundamental flaws, or integrative models. While it is often useful to include a detailed 



analysis/critique of each article separately, it can also be appropriate to focus on a broad 

overview. You should assume that the other seminar participants have read the material carefully, 

so your job is to generate discussion, not to provide a lecture and summary. All students and the 

instructor are expected to participate in the discussion, and the discussion leader(s) should attempt 

to ensure that everyone stays active and involved. 

 

Possible questions you might consider when integrating the readings include:  

 

 What are the central concerns, themes, and take-aways in each reading?  

 How do the readings relate to each other?  

 How do the readings relate to readings from prior classes?  

 For empirical studies, what are the greatest strengths of this work?  

 For empirical studies, what aspects of the work are less compelling to you?  

 What are the implications of the readings for your own research? 

 What questions do you have about the readings? 

 

Research Briefing (20%)   

 

Each student is responsible for providing a cutting edge research briefing on multiple occasions, 

but not the same week as when you are the discussion leader. This role requires you to go 

beyond the assigned readings to find the latest and most interesting directions of the topic area 

from that particular week. Your job will be to brief the rest of the class on what you see as the 

emerging directions and trends in the particular area we are covering that week. Such research 

will require searching recent (i.e., last 5 years) publications in A-level journals and in-press 

articles posted on the journals’ website, the published meeting proceedings of the Academy of 

Management, American Psychological Association or American Sociological Association, 

working paper series posted on the web, and other relevant sources. Provide at least three 

additional articles and distribute an annotated bibliography to the class (and to me) via email at 

least two days before your assigned class. 

 

 

Research proposal (30%) and Presentation (10%) 

 

 Your main writing assignment in this class is to prepare a 20-30 page research proposal 

(double-spaced, 1-inch margins, 12-point standard font, including references, tables, etc).  

 It is permissible to work on a research topic that you began to develop in a prior class (but let 

me know).   

 Your paper for this class must be your own independent work – not work you are preparing as 

a research assistant or 2nd or 3rd author.  If you have questions about whether a project fits 

these standards, discuss this with me, please. 

 To assist you in this process, there will be several stages: 

o Identify a research topic 

o Prepare an initial annotated bibliography  

o Prepare a brief literature review, develop your theoretic model, and generate 

hypotheses (Part I) 

o Propose a research design, incorporating two methodologies for your study (Part II) 



o Receive feedback from two students on your draft research proposal (i.e., Parts I & II) 

o Receive feedback from me on your draft research proposal 

o Present your full draft in 15-20 minutes.  

o Incorporate feedback into a final research proposal.   

 

I will review and comment upon, but not grade, Parts I & II of your research proposal. Your grade 

will be based on the final proposal you submit at the end of the semester. You will also deliver a 

15-minute presentation of your research paper in the last class. You should distribute an annotated 

bibliography representing the conceptual (and empirical) foundation for your proposal to the class 

(and to me) at least two days prior to your presentation. 

 

Guidelines for preparing the annotated bibliography, Part I, Part II and the final research proposal 

and presentation are provided in the Appendix. 

 

Research proposal feedback (10%) 

 

You will review two fellow students’ draft research proposals (Parts I & II) and provide 

constructive and detailed written feedback for each proposal. Part of the purpose of this 

assignment is to develop your ability to serve as a helpful reviewer for colleagues in the field. 

Accordingly, we will discuss your experiences as reviewers of each other’s work in the class 

session when your reviews are due. 

 

COURSE MATERIALS 

 

Required books: 

 

Okasha, Samir (2002). Philosophy of science: A very short introduction. New York: Oxford 

University Press.  

Online version available from http://www.veryshortintroductions.com.proxy.lib.ohio-

state.edu/view/10.1093/actrade/9780198745587.001.0001/actrade-9780198745587-chapter-1 

 

Risjord, Mark (2014). Philosophy of social science: A contemporary introduction. New 

York: Routledge. 

No online version. I will make copies of the chapters you need to read. 

 

You can download assigned journal articles by visiting https://library.osu.edu/. It is your 

responsibility to download each journal article assigned. In the case of book chapters not 

included in your required textbooks, I will email them to you well in advance. 

 

TIPS ON READING ACADEMIC JOURNAL ARTICLES 

 

Reading journal articles can seem like a daunting task. They are usually densely written, full of 

jargon, complicated statistics and what seems like irrelevant and complex information. Journal 

articles are written so that researchers can replicate the authors’ work, but often a reader’s aim is 

just to find out what the authors did and what they found.  

 

http://www.veryshortintroductions.com.proxy.lib.ohio-state.edu/view/10.1093/actrade/9780198745587.001.0001/actrade-9780198745587-chapter-1
http://www.veryshortintroductions.com.proxy.lib.ohio-state.edu/view/10.1093/actrade/9780198745587.001.0001/actrade-9780198745587-chapter-1
https://library.osu.edu/


All of this information is important—it is how you can determine how much stock to put into the 

research findings. In particular, the methodological and statistical details give critical 

information for determining a study’s strengths and weaknesses, and for determining whether it 

is good scholarship. Therefore it is important that you learn how to read journal articles so that 

you learn the relevant information with an eye to the paper’s limitations.  

 

Though you will develop your own strategy over time, here are some questions you should 

contemplate when reading a given journal article: 

 What are the goals of the paper? What big picture, practical question is highlighted and 

what more focused research question is addressed? 

 So what? Why is this research question important and why should anyone care? 

 What do we already know about this research question based on past research? 

 What is the theoretical foundation of the research question?  

 How is this theoretical foundation and approach different from what we already know? 

Why should we care about taking this approach to the question? 

 For empirical articles, who were the participants? What method was used? Are the 

sample and method appropriate to test the study’s hypotheses?  

 What were the major findings that are relevant to the aims of the study? 

 How generalizeable are the findings? What are the boundary conditions? (i.e., for whom 

and under what conditions do the findings apply?) 

 What conclusions did the authors draw? What theoretical and practical contributions are 

made?  

 What do you think of the research? What do you see as its strengths and weaknesses? 

 

COURSE OUTLINE 

 

Here is what we will cover and the schedule of classes (* indicates assignment due): 

Topic Date 

1. Course Overview and Introduction to Scientific Research Jan 12 

2. Philosophy of Social Science Jan 19 

3. Research Questions and Agendas Jan 26 

4. The role of theory Feb 2 

5. Constructs and Measures: Measurement, Validity and Reliability Feb 9 

6. Causal Relationships, Mediation, and Moderation Feb 16 

7. Overview of Research Designs Feb 23 

8. Varieties of Research Design I:  Laboratory Experiments Mar 2 

9. Varieties of Research Design II: Field & Quasi Experiments Mar 9 

Spring Break  Mar 16 

10. Varieties of Research Design III: Surveys Mar 23 

11. Varieties of Research Design IV: Qualitative Research   Mar 30 

12. Varieties of Research Design V: Archival Methods Apr 6 

13. Varieties of Research Design VI: Growth, dynamics, multilevel research Apr 13 

14. Varieties of Research Design VII: Meta-analysis Apr 20 

 

  



COURSE TOPICS AND READINGS 

Topic 1. Course Overview and Introduction to Scientific Research 

 

Required Reading Materials: 

Okasha, Samir (2002). Philosophy of science: A very short introduction. New York: Oxford 

University Press.  

1. Chapter 1– What is science 

2. Chapter 2 – Scientific reasoning 

3. Chapter 3 – Explanation in science 

4. Chapter 4 – Realism and anti-realism 

5. Chapter 6 – Philosophical problems in physics, biology, and psychology 

 

Topic 2. Philosophy of Social Science 

 

Required Reading Materials: 

Risjord, Mark (2014). Philosophy of social science: A contemporary introduction. New 

York: Routledge. 

1. Chapter 1 – Introduction to philosophy of social science 

2. Chapter 3 – Theories, interpretations, and concepts 

3. Chapter 4 – Interpretive methodology 

 

Behling, O. 1980. The case for the natural science model for research in organizational behavior 

and organization theory. Academy of Management Review, 5(4): 483-490. 

Gribbins, R. E., & Hunt, S. D. 1994. Is management a science? Managerial & Decision 

Economics, 15(5): 399-400. 

Mckelvey, B. 1997. Perspective-Quasi-natural organization science. Organization Science, 8(4): 

351-380. 

 

Some Further Readings: 

Behling, O. 1978. Some problems in the philosophy of science of organizations. Academy of 

Management Review, 3, 193-201. 

Daft, R. L., & Lewin, A. Y. 1990. Can organization studies begin to break out of the normal 

science straitjacket? An editorial essay. Organization Science, 1(1): 1-9. 

Felin, T., Foss, N. J., & Ployhart, R. E. 2015. The microfoundations movement in strategy and 

organization theory. Academy of Management Annals, 9(1): 575-632. 

Klein, K. J., & Hall, R. J. 1994. Levels issues in theory development, data collection, and 

analysis. Academy of Management Review, 19(2): 195-229. 

Lee, A. S. (1991). Integrating positivist and interpretive approaches to organizational research. 

Organization Science, 2(4): 342-365. 

Pedersen, T., Devinney, T. M., & Tihanyi, L. 2013. Introduction: Do we do science? Philosophy 

and knowledge in international business and management. Emerald Group Publishing 

Limited. 

Weiss, R. M. 2000. Taking science out of organization science: how would postmodernism 

reconstruct the analysis of organizations? Organization Science, 11(6): 709-731. 

Zald, M. N. 1993. Organization studies as a scientific and humanistic enterprise: toward a 

reconceptualization of the foundations of the field. Organization Science, 4(4): 513-528. 



 

Topic 3. Research Questions and Agendas 

 

Required Reading Materials: 

Ashford, S. J. 2013.  Having scholarly impact:  The art of hitting academic home runs.  Academy 

of management Learning & Education, 12, 623-633. 

Colquitt, J. A. & George, G. 2011. Publishing in AMJ – Part 1:  Topic choice. Academy of 

Management Journal, 54, 432-435. 

Davis, M. S. 1971. That’s interesting! Toward a phenomenology of sociology and a sociology of 

phenomenology. Philosophy of the Social Sciences, 1: 309-344. 

Gulati, R. 2007. Tent poles, tribalism, and boundary spanning: The rigor-relevance debate in 

management research. Academy of Management Journal, 50: 775-782. 

Pfeffer, J. 2007. A modest proposal: How we might change the process and product of 

managerial research. Academy of Management Journal, 50(6): 1334-1345. 

Vermeulen, F. 2007.  “I shall not remain insignificant”: Adding a second loop to matter more.  

Academy of Management Journal, 50, 754-761. 

 

Some Further Readings: 

Bennis, W. & J. O’Toole, J. 2005. How business schools lost their way. Harvard Business 

Review, 83(5) 96-124.  

Campbell, J. P., Daft, R. L., & Hulin, C. L. 1982. What to study: Generating and developing 

research questions. Beverly Hills: Sage.  

Daft, R. L., & A. Y. Lewin, A. Y. 2008. Rigor and relevance in organization studies: Idea 

migration and academic journal evolution. Organization Science, 19: 177-183.  

Oxley, J., Rivkin, J., Ryall, M. et al. 2010. The Strategy Research Initiative: Recognizing and 

encouraging high quality research in strategy. Strategic Organization, 8(4): 377-386. 

Palmer, D., Dick, B., & N. Freiburger, N. 2009. Rigor and relevance in organization studies. 

Journal of Management Inquiry, 18: 265-272. 

Pedhazur, E. J., & Schmelkin, L. P. 1991. Measurement, design, and analysis: An integrated 

approach. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. Chapter 7: Scientific Inquiry. 

Van de Ven, A. 2007. Engaged Scholarship: A Guide for Organizational and Social Research. 

Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 

 

Topic 4. The Role of Theory 

Required Reading Materials: 

 

Davis, G. 2010. Do theories of organizations progress? Organizational Research Methods, 13(4): 

690-709. 

Hambrick, D. C. 2007.  The field of management’s devotion to theory: Too much of a good 

thing?  Academy of Management Journal, 50, 1346-1352. 

Klein, K. J. & Zedeck, S. 2004.  Introduction to the special section on theoretical models and 

conceptual analyses – Theory in applied psychology: Lessons (re)learned.  Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 89, 931-933. 

Mitchell, T. R. & James, L. R. 2001. Building better theory: Time and the specification of when 

things happen. Academy of Management Review, 26: 530-548.   



Sutton, R. I. & Staw, B. M. 1995. What theory is not. Administrative Science Quarterly, 40: 371-

384.  

Weick, K. E. (1995). What theory is not, theorizing is. Administrative Science Quarterly, 40, 

385-390. 

 

Some Further Readings: 

Afuah, A. & Tucci, C. L. 2012.  Crowdsourcing as a solution to distant search.  Academy of 

Management Review, 37, 355-375. 

Colquitt, J. A. & Zapata-Phelan, C. P. 2007. Trends in theory building and theory testing:  A 

five-decade study of the Academy of Management Journal.  Academy of Management 

Journal, 50: 1281-1303. 

Ghoshal, S. 2005. Bad management theories are destroying good management practices. 

Academy of Management Learning and Education, 4(10): 76-91. 

Feldman, D.C. (2005). What are we talking about when we talk about theory?  Journal of 

Management, 30, 1-3. 

McGuire, W. J.  1997. Creative hypothesis generating in psychology: Some useful heuristics. 

Annual Review of Psychology, 48: 1-30. 

Mohr, L. 1982. Explaining Organizational Behavior. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. Chapter 2: 

“Approaches to explanation: Variance theory and process theory”.  

Smith, K. G., & Hitt, M. A. (2005). Epilogue: Learning how to develop theory from the masters. 

In K. G. Smith & M. A. Hitt (Eds.), Great minds in management (pp. 572-588). New 

York: Oxford University Press. 

Weick, K. E. (1989). Theory construction as disciplined imagination. Academy of Management 

Review, 14, 516-531. 

Whetten, D. A. (1989). What constitutes a theoretical contribution? Academy of Management 

Review, 14, 490-495. 

Van Maanen, J. 1995. Style as theory. Organization Science, 6: 133-143. 

 

Topic 5. Constructs and Measures: Measurement, Validity and Reliability 

 

Required Reading Materials: 

Cortina, J. 1993. What is coefficient alpha? An examination of theory and applications. Journal 

of Applied Psychology, 78, 98-104. 

Edwards, J. R. 2003.  Construct validation in organizational behavior research.  In J. Greenberg 

(Ed.), Organizational Behavior: The State of the Science (2nd ed., pp. 327-371).  

Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Edwards, J. R. 2011. The fallacy of formative measurement. Organizational Research Methods, 

14(2), 370-388. 

Fabrigar, L. R., Wegener, D. T., MacCallum, R. C., & Strahan, E. J. 1999. Evaluating the use of 

exploratory factor analysis in psychological research. Psychological Methods, 4, 272-

299. 

Hinkin, T. R. 1998. A brief tutorial on the development of measures for use in survey 

questionnaires. Organizational Research Methods, 1, 104-121. 

Williams, L. J., Ford, L. R., & Nguyen, N. 2002. Basic and advanced measurement models for 

confirmatory factor analysis. In S. G. Rogelberg (Ed.), Handbook of research methods in 

industrial and organizational psychology (pp. 366-389). 



 

Some Further Readings: 

Bandalos, D. L., & Boehm-Kaufman, M. R. 2009. Four common misconceptions in exploratory 

factor analysis. In C. E. Lance & R. J. Vandenberg (Eds.), Statistical myths and 

methodological urban legends (pp. 61-85). 

Benson, J. 1998. Developing a strong program of construct validation: A test anxiety example. 

Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice, 17, 10-22 

Campbell, D. T., & Fiske, D. W. 1959. Convergent and discriminant validation by the multitrait-

multimethod matrix. Psychological Bulletin, 56, 81-105.  

Guion, R. M. 2002. Validity and reliability. In S. G. Rogelberg (Ed.), Handbook of research 

methods in industrial and organizational psychology (pp. 57-76). 

Hayton, J. C., Allen, D. G., & Scarpello, V. 2004. Factor retention decisions in exploratory factor 

analysis: A tutorial on parallel analysis. Organizational Research Methods, 7, 191-205 

Hunter, J.E., & Gerbing, D.W. 1982. Unidimensional measurement, second order factor analysis, 

and causal models. In Research in Organizational Behavior, Vol. 4, pp. 267 – 320. JAI 

Press. (We read only pp. 282 – 298 for this topic.) 

Lance, C. E., & Vandenberg, R. J. 2002. Confirmatory factor analysis. In F. Drasgow & N. 

Schmitt (Eds.), Advances in measurement and data analysis (pp. 221-254). San 

Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Law, K. S., Wong, C. S., & Mobley, W. H. 1998. Toward a taxonomy of multidimensional 

constructs. Academy of Management Review, 23, 741-755. 

Le, H., Schmidt, F.L., & Putka, D.J. 2009. The multifaceted nature of measurement artifacts and 

its implications for estimating construct-level relationships. Organizational Research 

Methods, 12, 165-200. 

MacKenzie, S. B., Podsakoff, P. M., & Jarvis, C. B. 2005. The problem of measurement model 

misspecification in behavioral and organizational research and some recommended 

solutions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(4), 710-730. 

Ree, M. J., & Carretta, T. R. 2006. The role of measurement error in familiar statistics. 

Organizational Research Methods, 9, 99-112. 

Schmidt, F. L., Le, H., & Ilies, R. 2003. Beyond alpha: An empirical examination of the effects 

of different sources of measurement error on reliability estimates for measures of 

individual differences constructs. Psychological Methods, 8, 206-224. 

Schmidt, F. L., & Hunter, J. E. 1996. Measurement error in psychological research: Lessons 

from 26 research scenarios. Psychological Methods, 1, 199-223. 

Schriesheim, C. A., & Eisenbach, R. J. 1995. An exploratory and confirmatory factor-analytic 

investigation of item wording effects on the obtained factor structures of survey 

questionnaire measures. Journal of Management, 21, 1177-1193. 

Spector, P. E., VanKatwyk, P. T., Brannick, M. T., & Chen, P. Y. 1997. When two factors don’t 

reflect two constructs: How item characteristics can produce artifactual factors. Journal 

of Management, 23, 659-678. 

Schmitt, N. 1996. Uses and abuses of coefficient alpha. Psychological Assessment, 8, 350-353. 

 

Topic 6. Causal Relationships, Mediation, and Moderation 

 

Required Reading Materials: 



Baron, R. M. & Kenny, D. A. 1986.  The moderator-mediator variable distinction in social 

psychological research:  Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations.  Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 6: 1173-1182. 

Edwards, J. R., & Lambert, L. S. 2007. Methods for integrating moderation and mediation: a 

general analytical framework using moderated path analysis. Psychological Methods, 

12(1), 1-22. 

James, L. R., & Brett, J. M. 1984. Mediators, moderators, and tests for mediation. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 69, 307-321. 

Mathieu, J. E., DeShon, R. P., & Bergh, D. D. (2008). Mediational inferences in organizational 

research: Then, now, and beyond. Organizational Research Methods, 11, 203-223. 

Medsker, G. J., Williams, L. J., & Holahan, P. J. 1994. A review of current practices for 

evaluating causal models in organizational behavior and human resources management 

research. Journal of Management, 20, 439-464. 

Preacher, K. J., Rucker, D. D., & Hayes, A. F. 2007. Addressing moderated mediation 

hypotheses: Theory, methods, and prescriptions. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 

42(1), 185-227. 

 

Some Further Readings: 

Brown, R. L. 1997. Assessing specific mediational effects in complex theoretical models. 

Structural Equation Modeling, 4, 142-156. 

Cheung, G. W., & Lau, R. S. 2008. Testing mediation and suppression effects of latent variables: 

Bootstrapping with structural equation models. Organizational Research Methods, 11, 

296-325. 

Cheung, M. W. L. 2007. Comparison of approaches to constructing confidence intervals for 

mediating effects using structural equation models. Structural Equation Modeling, 14, 

227-246. 

Cole, D. A., & Maxwell, S. E. 2003. Testing mediational models with longitudinal data: 

Questions and tips in the use of structural equation modeling. Journal of Abnormal 

Psychology, 112, 558-577. 

Collins, L. M., Graham, J. W., & Flaherty, B. P. 1998. An alternative framework for defining 

mediation. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 33 295-312. 

MacKinnon, D. P., Lockwood, C. M., Hoffman, J. M., West, S. G., & Sheets, V. (2002). A 

comparison of methods to test mediation and other intervening variable effects. 

Psychological Methods, 7, 83-104. 

MacKinnon, D. P., Lockwood, C. M., & Williams, J. (2004). Confidence limits for the indirect 

effect: Distribution of the product and resampling methods. Multivariate Behavioral 

Research, 39, 99-128. 

MacKinnon, D. P., Waris, G., & Dwyer, J. H. (1995). A simulation study of mediated effect 

measures. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 30, 41-62. 

MacKinnon, D. P., Waris, G., & Dwyer, J. H. (1995). A simulation study of mediated effect 

measures: Erratum. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 30, ii. 

Mathieu, J. E. & Taylor, S. R. (2006). Clarifying conditions and decision points for mediational 

type inferences in organizational behavior. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 27, 

1031-1056. 

Shrout, P. E., & Bolger, N. 2002. Mediation in experimental and nonexperimental studies: New 

procedures and recommendations. Psychological Methods, 7, 422-445. 



 

Topic 7. Overview of Research Designs 

 

Required Reading Materials: 

Bono, J. E., & McNamara, G. 2011. Publishing in AMJ—part 2: Research design. Academy of 

Management Journal, 54(4), 657-660. 

Buchanan, D. A. & Bryman, A. 2007.  Contextualizing methods choice in organizational 

research.  Organizational Research Methods, 10:  483-501. 

Edmondson, A. C. & McManus, S. E. 2007.  Methodological fit in management field research.  

Academy of Management Review, 32: 1155-1179. 

McGrath, J. E. 1981. Dilemmatics: The study of research choices and dilemmas.  In J. E. 

McGrath, J. Martin, & R. A. Kulka (Eds.), Judgment Calls in Research: 69-102. Beverly 

Hills, CA: Sage Publications.   

Miller, K. D. & Tsang, E. W. K. 2011. Testing management theories: Critical realist philosophy 

and research methods. Strategic Management Journal, 32(2): 139-158. 

Sackett, P. R., & Larson, J. R. (1990). Research strategies and tactics in industrial and 

organizational psychology. In M. D. Dunnette & L. M. Hough (Eds.), Handbook of 

industrial and organizational psychology (2nd ed., Vol. 1, pp. 419-490). Palo Alto, CA: 

Consulting Psychologists Press. 

 

Some Further Readings: 

Cascio, W. F., & Aguinis, H. (2008). Research in industrial and organizational psychology from 

1963 to 2007: Changes, choices, and trends. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(5), 1062. 

Cortina, J. M., Aguinis, H., & DeShon, R. P. (2017). Twilight of dawn or of evening? A century 

of research methods in the Journal of Applied Psychology. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 102(3), 274. 

Pedhazur & Schmelkin 1991. Ch. 10: Research design: Basic principles and concepts.  

Pedhazur & Schmelkin 1991. Ch 11: Artifacts and Pitfalls.  

Schwab, D. P. 2005. Ch. 5: Research design foundations.  

Schwab, D. P. 2005. Ch. 14: External validity.  

Stone-Romero, E. 2002. The relative validity and usefulness of various empirical research 

designs (pp. 77-98). In S.G. Rogelberg (ed.), Handbook of research methods in industrial 

and organizational psychology.  Malden, MA:  Blackwell. 

Sechrest, L., & Sidani, S. 1995. Quantitative and qualitative methods: Is there an alternative? 

Evaluation and Program Planning, 18, 77-87. 

Van Maanen, J., Sorensen, J. B., & Mitchell, T. R. 2007. The interplay between theory and 

method. Academy of Management Review, 32(4): 1145-1154. 

 

Topic 8. Varieties of Research Design I:  Laboratory Experiments 

 

Required readings on laboratory methods: 

 

Aronson, E., Wilson, T. D., & Brewer, M. 1998. Experimentation in social psychology. In D. T. 

Gilbert, S. T. Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), The Handbook of Social Psychology, Volume 2 

(4th Ed.): 99-142. New York: McGraw-Hill. 



Colquitt, J. A. (2008).  Publishing laboratory research in AMJ:  A question of when, not if.  

Academy of Management Journal, 51, 616-620. 

Mitchell, G.  (2012). Revisiting truth or triviality:  The external validity of research in the 

psychological laboratory.  Perspectives on Psychological Science, 7, 109-117. 

 

Required readings using laboratory methods: 

 

Billinger, S., Stieglitz, N., & Schumacher, T. R. 2014.  Search on a rugged landscape:  An 

experimental study.  Organization Science, 25, 93-108. 

Leslie, L. M., Manchester, C. F., & Dahm, P. C. 2017. Why and When Does the Gender Gap 

Reverse? Diversity Goals and the Pay Premium for High Potential Women. Academy of 

Management Journal, 60(2), 402-432. 

Melwani, S. & Barsade, S. G. 2011.  Held in contempt:  The psychological, interpersonal, and 

performance outcomes of contempt in a work setting.  Journal of Personality & Social 

Psychology, 101, 503-520. 

 

Some further readings: 

 

Earley, P. C. & Mosakowski, E. 2000.  Creating hybrid team cultures: An empirical test of 

transnational team functioning.  Academy of Management Journal, 43, 26-49. 

Greenberg, J., & Eskew, D. E. 1993. The role of role playing in organizational research. Journal 

of Management, 19: 221-241. 

Highhouse, S. 2009.  Designing experiments that generalize.  Organizational Research Methods, 

12: 554-566. 

Shadish, W. R., Cook T. D., & Campbell, D. T. 2001. Experimental and Quasi-Experimental 

Designs for Causal Inference. Chapters 8 and 9: pp. 246-313. 

Tetlock, P. E. 2000. Cognitive biases and organizational correctives: Do both disease and cure 

depend on the politics of the beholder? Administrative Science Quarterly, 45(2): 293-326. 

Schweitzer, M. E., Ordonez, L. & Douma, B. 2004. Goal setting as a motivator of unethical 

behavior. Academy of Management Journal, 47(3): 422-432. 

 

Topic 9. Varieties of Research Design II: Field & Quasi Experiments 

 

Required readings on field/quasi-experimental methods 

Bandiera, O., Barankay, I., & Rasul, I. 2011.  Field experiments on firms.  Journal of Economic 

Perspectives, 25, 63-82. 

Grant, A. M., & Wall, T. D. 2009. The neglected science and art of quasi-experimentation: Why-

to, when-to, and how-to advice for organizational researchers. Forthcoming in 

Organizational Research Methods. 

 

Required readings using field/quasi-experimental methods 

 

Bandiera, O., Barankay, I., & Rasul, I. 2007.  Incentives for managers and inequality among 

workers:  Evidence from a firm level experiment.  Quarterly Journal of Economics, 122, 

729 – 773. 



Hui, C., Lam, S.S.K., Law, K.K.S.  2000.  Instrumental values of organizational citizenship 

behavior for promotion:  A field quasi-experiment.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 85: 

822-828. 

Morgeson, F. P. & Campion, M. A. 2002.  Minimizing tradeoffs when redesigning work:  

Evidence from a longitudinal quasi-experiment.  Personnel Psychology, 55, 589-612. 

Venkatesh, V., Shaw, J. D., Sykes, T. A., Wamba, S. F., & Macharia, M. 2017. Networks, 

Technology, and Entrepreneurship: A Field Quasi-experiment among Women in Rural 

India. Academy of Management Journal, 60(5), 1709-1740. 

 

Some further readings: 
Bertrand, B. & Mullainathan, S. 2004. Are Emily and Greg more employable than Lakisha and 

Jamal? A field experiment on labor market discrimination. The American Economic 

Review, 94: 991- 1013. 

Martin, S. L., Liao, H., & Campbell, E. M. 2013. Directive versus empowering leadership: A 

field experiment comparing impacts on task proficiency and proactivity. Academy of 

Management Journal, 56(5), 1372-1395. 

McNatt, D. B., & Judge, T. A. Boundary conditions of the Galatea effect: A field experiment and 

constructive replication. Academy of Management Journal, 47(4): 550-565. 

Stajkovic, A. D., & Luthans, F. 2001. Differential effects of incentive motivators on work 

performance. Academy of Management Journal, 44: 580-590. 

Staw, B. M. 1974.  Attitudinal and behavioral consequences of changing a major organizational 

reward: A natural field experiment.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 29: 742-751. 

Szulanski, G. & Jensen, R. J. 2006. Presumptive adaptation and the effectiveness of knowledge 

transfer. Strategic Management Journal, 27, 937–957. 

 

Topic 10. Varieties of Research Design III: Surveys 

 

Required readings on survey methods: 
Babbie, E. 1990. Survey Research Methods. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Publishing. Chapter 5: 

“The Logic of Survey Sampling”. 

Hinkin, T. R. 1998. A brief tutorial on the development of measures for use in survey 

questionnaires. Organizational Research Methods, 1: 104-121. 

Schwarz, N. 1999. Self-reports: How the questions shape the answers. American Psychologist, 

54: 93-105. 

 

Required readings using survey methods: 

Barsade, S. G. & O’Neill, O. A. 2014.  What’s love got to do with it?  A longitudinal study of the 

culture of companionate love and employee and client outcomes in a long-term care 

setting.  Administrative Science Quarterly. 

Haas, M. R. & Hansen, M. T. 2005. When using knowledge can hurt performance: The value of 

organizational capabilities in a management consulting company. Strategic Management 

Journal, 26: 1-24. 

Wang, M., Liao, H., Zhan, Y., & Shi, J. 2011. Daily customer mistreatment and employee 

sabotage against customers: Examining emotion and resource perspectives. Academy of 

Management Journal, 54(2), 312-334. 

 



Some further readings: 

Cycota, C. S. & Harrison, D. A. 2006. What (not) to expect when surveying executives: A meta-

analysis of top manager response rates and techniques over time. Organizational 

Research Methods, 9: 133-160.  

Edmondson, A. C. 1999. Psychological safety in work groups. Administrative Science Quarterly, 

44: 350-383. 

Fowler, F. J. 1995. Improving Survey Questions: Design and Evaluation. Thousand Oaks, CA : 

Sage. 

Govindarajan, V., & Kopalle, P. K. 2006. Disruptiveness of innovations: Measurement and an 

assessment of reliability and validity. Strategic Management Journal, 27: 189-199. 

Klein, K. J., Conn, A. B. & Sorra, J. S. 2001. Implementing computerized technology: An 

organizational analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 3-16. 

Mangione, T. W. 1998.  Mail surveys. In L. Bickman & D. J. Rog (Eds.), Handbook of Applied 

Social Research Methods, 399-428. 

Plambeck, N. & Weber, K. 2009.  CEO ambivalence and responses to strategic issues.  Organization 

Science, 20, 993-1010.  

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J., & Podsakoff, N. P. 2003.  Common method biases 

in behavioral research:  A critical review of the literature and recommended remedies.  

Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 879-903. 

Reeve, C. L. & Smith, C. S.  2001. Refining Lodahl and Kejner’s job involvement scale with a 

convergent evidence approach:  Applying multiple methods to multiple samples.  

Organizational Research Methods, 4: 91-111. 

Simsek, Z. & Veiga, J. F. 2001. A primer on internet organizational surveys.  Organizational 

Research Methods, 4: 218-235. 

Spector, P. E. 2006.  Method variance in organizational research: Truth or urban legend? 

Organizational Research Methods, 9: 221-232. 

 

Topic 11. Varieties of Research Design IV: Qualitative Research   

 

Required readings on interview methods: 

Weiss, R. S. 1994. Learning from Strangers: The Art and Method of Qualitative Interview 

Studies. New York, NY: Free Press. Chapters 3-5, pp. 39-150. 

Pratt, M. 2009. From the editors: For the lack of a boilerplate: Tips on writing up (and 

reviewing) qualitative research. Academy of Management Journal, 52: 856-862. 

Gephart, R. P. 2004. Qualitative research and the Academy of Management Journal. Academy of 

Management Journal, 47(4), 454-462. 

 

Required readings using interview methods: 
Davis, J. P. & Eisenhardt, K. M. 2011.  Rotating leadership and collaborative innovation:  

recombination processes in symbiotic relationships.  Administrative Science Quarterly, 

56, 159-201. 

Follmer, E. H., Talbot, D. L., Kristof-Brown, A., Astrove, S. L., & Billsberry, J. (in press). 

Resolution, relief, and resignation: A qualitative study of responses to misfit at work. 

Academy of Management Journal, amj-2014. 



Klein, K. J., Ziegert, J. C., Knight, A. P., Xiao, Y. 2006. Dynamic delegation: Shared, 

hierarchical, and deindividualized leadership in extreme action teams.  Administrative 

Science Quarterly, 50, 590-621. 

Plowman, D. A., Baker, L. T., Beck, T. E., Kulkarni, M., Solansky, S. T., & Travis, D. V. 

(2007).  Radical change accidentally:  The emergence and amplification of small change.  

Academy of Management Journal, 50, 515-543. 

 

Some further readings: 

Barker, J. R. 1993. Tightening the iron cage: Concertive control in self-managing teams. 

Administrative Science Quarterly, 38: 183-190. 

Barley, S. 1986. Technology as an occasion for structuring: Observations on CT scanner and 

other diagnostic technologies. Administrative Science Quarterly, 31: 78-108. 

Eisenhardt, K. M. 1989.  Building theories from case study research.  Academy of Management 

Review, 14, 488-511. 

Elsbach, K. D., & Kramer, R. M. 1996. Members’ responses to organizational identity threats: 

Encountering and countering the Business Week rankings. Administrative Science 

Quarterly, 41(3): 442-476. 

Ely, R. J., & Thomas, D. A. 2001. Cultural diversity at work: The moderating effects of work 

group perspectives on diversity. Administrative Science Quarterly, 46: 229-273.  

Gibson, D. R. 2005. Talking turns and talking ties:  Networks and conversational interaction. 

American Journal of Sociology, 110: 1561-1597. 

Glaser, B. & Strauss, A. C. 1967. The Discovery of Grounded Theory: Strategies for Qualitative 

Research. New York: Aldine De Gruyter. 

Ibarra, H. 1999. Provisional selves: Experimenting with image and identity in professional 

adaptation. Administrative Science Quarterly, 44: 764-791. 

Lofland, D., Snow, D., Anterson, L., & Lofland, L. H. 2006. Analyzing Social Settings: A Guide 

to Qualitative Research and Evaluation Methods. Chapter 5: “Logging Data”, pp. 99-

107. 

Margolis, J. D. & Molinsky, A. 2008. Navigating the bind of necessary evils:  Psychological 

engagement and the production of interpersonally sensitive behavior.  Academy of 

Management Journal, 51: 847-872. 

Miles, M. B. & Huberman, A. M. 1994. Qualitative data analysis. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.   

Siggelkow, N. 2007. Persuasion with case studies. Academy of Management Journal, 50: 20-24. 

Spradley, J. P. 1979. The Ethnographic Interview. “Asking Descriptive Questions”, pp. 78-91. 

Van Maanen, J. 1988. Tales of the Field: On Writing Ethnography. Chicago: University of 

Chicago Press.  

Yin, R. 1984. Case Study Research: Design and Methods. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 

 

 

Topic 12. Varieties of Research Design V: Archival Methods 

 

Required readings on archival methods: 

Ventresca, M. J., & Mohr, J. W. 2002. Archival research methods. In J. A. C. Baum (ed.), The 

Blackwell Companion to Organizations. Malden, MA: Blackwell. Chapter 35, pp. 805-

828. 

http://www.management.wharton.upenn.edu/siggelkow/pdfs/AMJ_Persuasion.pdf


Combs, J. G. 2010. Big samples and small effects: Let’s not trade relevance and rigor for power. 

Academy of Management Journal, 53(1): 9-13. 

 

Required readings using archival methods: 

Bidwell, M. 2011.  Paying more to get less:  The effects of external hiring versus internal 

mobility.  Administrative Science Quarterly, 56, 369-407. 

Chen, G. & Hambrick, D. C. 2012.  CEO replacement in turnaround situations:   Executive 

(mis)fit and its performance implications.  Organization Science, 23: 225-243. 

Kaplan, S. 2008. Cognition, capabilities, and incentives: Assessing firm response to the fiber-

optic revolution. Academy of Management Journal, 51: 672-695. 

Judge, T. A., & Kammeyer-Mueller, J. D. 2012. On the value of aiming high: the causes and 

consequences of ambition. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97(4), 758. 

 

Some further readings:  

 

Angrist, J. D., & Pischke, J-S. 2008. Mostly Harmless Econometrics: An Empiricist’s 

Companion. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Davis, P. R., Trevor, C. O., & Feng, J. 2015. Creating a more quit-friendly national workforce? 

Individual layoff history and voluntary turnover. Journal of Applied Psychology, 100(5), 

1434. 

Hamilton, B. H., & Nickerson, J. A. 2003. Correcting for endogeneity in strategic management 

research. Strategic Organization, 1(1): 51-78. 

Heckman, J. J. 1990. Varieties of selection bias. American Economic Review, 80(2): 313-318. 

Kim, Y., & Ployhart, R. E. 2014. The effects of staffing and training on firm productivity and 

profit growth before, during, and after the Great Recession. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 99(3), 361. 

Mollick, E. (2012).  People and process, suits and innovators:  The role of individuals in firm 

performance.  Strategic Management Journal, 33, 1001-1015. 

Winship, C., & Morgan, S. L. 1999. The estimation of causal effects from observational data. 

Annual Review of Sociology, 25: 659-706. 

 

 

Topic 13. Varieties of Research Design VI: Growth, dynamics, multilevel research 

Required readings on multilevel and longitudinal methods: 

Kozlowski, S. W. J. & Klein, K. J. 2000. A multilevel approach to theory and research in 

organizations. In K. J. Klein & S. W. J. Kozlowski (Eds.), Multilevel Theory, Research, 

and Methods in Organizations: Foundations, Extensions, and New Directions. San 

Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. Excerpts from Chapter 1: pp. 3-51.  (NOTE:  Only the 

excerpt from pages 3 – 51 is required reading) 

Ployhart, R. E. & Vandenberg, R. J. 2010. Longitudinal research: The theory, design, and 

analysis of change. Journal of Management, 36: 94-120. 

Chan, D. 1998. Functional relations among constructs in the same content domain at different 

levels of analysis: A typology of composition models. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83, 

234-246. 

LeBreton, J. M. & Senter, J. L. 2008. Answers to 20 questions about interrater reliability and 

interrater agreement. Organizational Research Methods, 11(4), 815-852. 



Required readings using multilevel methods: 

Ployhart, R. E., Weekley, J. A., & Baughman, K. 2006. The structure and function of human 

capital emergence: A multilevel examination of the attraction-selection-attrition model. 

Academy of Management Journal, 49(4), 661-677. 

Ployhart, R. E., Weekley, J. A., & Ramsey, J. 2009. The consequences of human resource stocks 

and flows: A longitudinal examination of unit service orientation and unit effectiveness. 

Academy of Management Journal, 52(5), 996-1015. 

 

Some Further Readings: 

Bliese, P.D.  2000.  Within-group agreement, non-independence, and reliability: Implications for 

data aggregation and analysis.  In K.J. Klein & S.W.J. Kozlowski (Eds)., Multilevel 

theory, research, and methods in organizations: Foundations, extensions, and new 

directions (pp. 349-381).  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.   

Bliese, P. D. 2002. Using multilevel random coefficient modeling in organizational research. In 

F. Drasgow & N. Schmitt (Eds.), Advances in measurement and data analysis, pp. 401-

445. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Bliese, P. D., & Hanges, P. J. 2004. Being both too liberal and too conservative: The perils of 

treating grouped data as though they were independent. Organizational Research 

Methods, 7, 400–417. 

Bliese, P. D., & Ployhart, R. E. 2002. Growth modeling using random coefficient models: Model 

building, testing, and illustrations. Organizational Research Methods, 5(4), 362-387. 

Chan, D.  1998. Functional relations among constructs in the same content domain at different 

levels of analysis: A typology of composition models.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 

83, 234-246. 

Chan, D. 2002. Latent growth modeling. In Drasgow, F. & Schmitt, N. Measuring and analyzing 

behavior in organizations: Advances in measurement and data analysis (p.302-349). CA: 

Jossey-Bass. 

Dansereau, F., & Yammarino, F. 2000. Within and between analysis: The variant paradigm as an 

underlying approach to theory building and testing. In K. J. Klein & S. W. J. Kozlowski 

(Eds.), Multilevel theory, research and methods in organizations (pp. 425-466). San 

Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Hofmann, D. A. 2002. Issues in multilevel research: Theory, development, measurement, and 

analysis. In S. G. Rogelberg (Ed.). Handbook of research methods in industrial and 

organizational psychology (pp. 247-274). Malden, MA: Blackwell. 

Hofmann, D. A. & Gavin, M. B. 1998. Centering decisions in hierarchical linear models: 

Implications for research in organizations. Journal of Management, 24, 623-641. 

Hofmann, D. A., Griffin, M. A., & Gavin, M. B. 2000. The application of hierarchical linear 

modeling to organizational research. In K. J. Klein & S. W. J. Kozlowski (Eds.), 

Multilevel theory, research, and methods in organizations: Foundations, extensions, and 

new directions (pp. 467-511). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

James, L. R., Demaree, R. G., & Wolf, G. 1984. Estimating within group interrater reliability 

with and without response bias. Journal of Applied Psychology, 69, 85-98. 

Klein, K., Bliese, B., Kozlowski, S., Dansereau, F., Gavin, M., Griffin, M., Hofmann, D., James, 

L., Yammarino, F., & Bligh, M.  2000. Multilevel analytical techniques: Commonalities, 

differences, and continuing questions. In K. J. Klein & S. W. J. Kozlowski (Eds.), 



Multilevel theory, research and methods in organizations (pp. 512-556).  San Francisco, 

CA:  Jossey-Bass. 

Klein, K. J., Dansereau, F., & Hall, R. J. 1994. Levels issues in theory development, data 

collection, and analysis. Academy of Management Review, 19: 195-229. 

 Commentary: George, J. M., & James, L. R. 1994. Levels issues in theory development. 

Academy of Management Review, 19: 636-640. 

Ployhart, R. E. (2007). Multilevel modeling. In. S. Rogelberg (Ed.), Encyclopedia of industrial 

and organizational psychology (pp. 492-494). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

 

Topic 14. Varieties of Research Design VII: Meta-analysis 

 

Required readings on meta-analysis: 

Aguinis, H., Gottfredson, R. K., & Wright, T. A. 2011. Best‐ practice recommendations for 

estimating interaction effects using meta‐ analysis. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 

32(8), 1033-1043. 

Aguinis, H., Pierce, C. A., Bosco, F. A., Dalton, D. R., & Dalton, C. M. 2011. Debunking myths 

and urban legends about meta-analysis. Organizational Research Methods, 14(2), 306-

331. 

Field, A. P. & Gillett, R. 2010. How to do a meta-analysis. British Journal of Mathematical and 

Statistical Psychology, 63, 665-694. 

Schmidt, F. L., & Hunter, J. E. (2014). Methods of meta-analysis: Correcting error and bias in 

research findings. Sage publications.  Chapter 1 

 

Required readings using meta-analysis: 

Combs, J., Liu, Y., Hall, A., & Ketchen, D. 2006. How much do high‐ performance work 

practices matter? A meta‐ analysis of their effects on organizational performance. 

Personnel Psychology, 59(3), 501-528. 

Harrison, D. A., Newman, D. A., & Roth, P. L. 2006. How important are job attitudes? Meta-

analytic comparisons of integrative behavioral outcomes and time sequences. Academy of 

Management Journal, 49(2), 305-325. 

 

Some Further Readings: 

Aguinis, H. 2001. Estimation of sampling variance of correlations in meta-analysis. Personnel 

Psychology, 54, 569-591. 

Becker, G. 1996. The meta-analysis of factor analyses: An illustration based on the cumulation 

of correlation matrices. Psychological Methods, 1, 341-353. 

Bobko, P., & Stone-Romero, E. F. 1998. Meta-analysis may be another useful research tool, but 

it is not a panacea. In G. R. Ferris (Ed.), Research in personnel and human resources 

management (Vol. 16, pp. 359-397). Stamford, CT: JAI Press. 

Bullock, R. J., & Svyantek, D. J. 1985. Analyzing meta-analysis: Potential problems, an 

unsuccessful replication, and evaluation criteria. Journal of Applied Psychology, 70, 108-

115. 

Cheung, M. W. L., & Chan, W. 2005. Meta-analytic structural equation modeling: A two-stage 

approach. Psychological Methods, 10, 40-64. 

Cook, T. D., & Leviton, L. C. 1980. Reviewing the literature: A comparison of traditional 

methods with meta-analysis. Journal of Personality, 48, 449-472. 



Glass, G., McGaw, B., & Smith, M. L. 1981. Meta-analysis in social research. Beverly Hills, 

CA: Sage. 

Hedges, L. V. 1992. Meta-analysis. Journal of Educational Statistics, 17, 279-296. 

Hedges, L. V., & Olkin, I. 1985. Statistical methods for meta-analysis. New York: Academic 

Press. 

Knight, G. P., Fabes, R. A., & Higgins, D. A. 1996. Concerns about drawing causal inferences 

from meta-analyses: An example in the study of gender differences in aggression. 

Psychological Bulletin, 119, 410-421. 

Lipsey, M. W., & Wilson, D. B. 2001. Practical meta-analysis (Vol. 49). Thousand Oaks, CA: 

Sage publications. 

Oswald, F. L., & Johnson, J. W. 1998. On the robustness, bias, and stability of statistics from 

meta-analysis of correlation coefficient: Some initial Monte Carlo findings. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 83, 164-178. 

Schmidt, F., & Hunter, J. E. 1999. Comparison of three meta-analysis methods revisited: An 

analysis of Johnson, Mullen, and Salas (1995). Journal of Applied Psychology, 84, 144-

148. 

Viswesvaran, C., & Ones, D. S. 1995. Theory testing: Combining psychometric meta-analysis 

and structural equations modeling. Personnel Psychology, 48, 865-886. 

 

  



APPENDIX 

Guidelines for Assignments 

 

Assignment due dates are on the following Fridays:   

 

 Research topic description               Due: Feb 2 

 Annotated bibliography & commentary  Due: Feb 16 

 Draft research proposal – Part I    Due: Mar 9 

 Draft research proposal – Parts I & II              Due: Apr 6 

 Reviews of two research proposals              Due: Apr 13 

 Present your proposal in class (15 minutes)               Due: Apr 20 

 Final research proposal – Parts I & II   Due: Apr 27  

 

Research Proposal (40% of final grade) 

 

In this assignment, you are asked to define a research problem in your area of interest, outline a 

theoretical explanation for the problem, summarize recent relevant research, develop several 

testable hypotheses, and propose a research design for investigating them empirically. Model 

your research proposal on the introduction and method section of articles published in top-tier 

management journals (e.g., AMJ, ASQ, JAP, SMJ, Org. Science, Management Science). 

 

You are welcome to define a research problem that you want to develop for another course, for 

your second year paper in Management, or for a project on which you are currently working. 

Please discuss your plans with me in the early stages, so that I can provide guidance and 

feedback as you develop your ideas, and to ensure that I am aware of any connections to other 

courses or projects that you are working on. If your topic is far outside my areas of expertise, I 

may suggest that you discuss your paper topic and show drafts of your work to a faculty advisor 

who knows more about your content area. Even if this is not critical for a particular area, it 

would still be helpful to discuss your topic with another faculty member and show him/her drafts 

of your work.  

 

All written assignments (Part I, Part II, and final proposal) should be double-spaced, with1-inch 

margins, in a standard 12-point font. 

 

Research topic description  

Due: Feb 2 

 

Please turn in a 1-2 page description of your topic, plus a list of at least 10 empirical articles, 

published in top-tier management journals, of relevance to your topic.  If possible, focus on your 

search on relatively recent literature, as it will be important to show how your proposed research 

contributes to and builds on the current literature.   

 

Annotated bibliography & commentary   

Due: Feb 16 

 



Please turn in an annotated bibliography /chart of at least 10 empirical articles related to your 

topic.  In your chart, list (for each article): 

 

 Author 

 Journal, date 

 Independent variables (including how measured) 

 Dependent variables (including how measured) 

 Sample 

 Method 

 Key findings 

 

Provide a short (2 - 3 pages, double-spaced) commentary:  What have you learned from this 

exercise?  What kind of research strategy is most common in your area of interest?  What topics 

have been neglected?  What topics – hypotheses – are most common? 

 

 

Draft research proposal – Part I     

Due: Mar 9 

 

Part I of your draft research proposal will (a) present your specific research topic, explaining and 

justifying why this topic is important to study; (b) situate the topic in the literature, summarizing 

relevant theory and research findings; and (c) present and justify testable hypotheses. Model your 

draft after the introductory sections (up to the method) of top-tier management journals.  (But, 

feel free to write questions to me throughout the draft (e.g., “Do I need to say more to justify this 

hypothesis?”)   

 

Part I should be no more than 12 pages (all inclusive).      

 

This part of the research process – the conceptual work entailed in choosing and justifying one’s 

topic and hypotheses – is often a challenging part of the research process.  You may find it 

helpful to answer the following eight questions before you begin to write.  Your answers to these 

questions should ideally appear in the first 2 – 4 pages of your draft research proposal:  

 

Eight Questions: 

 

1. Why is it important to study X? 

2. Who has studied X?  That is, what fields, communities, or subdisciplines, if any, have 

studied X? 

3. What do we clearly know about X?  That is, what has the extant research literature 

already established?  

4. What don’t we know?  More specifically, what is the gap in the literature that you hope to 

fill (or at least begin to fill)?   

5. Why is it important to fill this gap?  (Because no one has done this before is not an 

adequate answer.) 

6. What theoretical frameworks or prior research will you draw on to develop the 

hypotheses that will allow you to fill this gap? 



7. In brief, what is your core idea?  To answer this question, fill in the blanks:  Drawing on 

____, I argue that _________  shapes ____________.  (Or, answer a similarly worded 

question, please.) 

8. What are the 2 – 3 most important ways in which your findings will contribute to the 

extant literature?  (Note that your answer to this question is likely to change as you 

develop your proposal and certainly will change if you actually carry out the research.)  

 

 

Draft research proposal – Parts I & II    

Due: Apr 6 

 

This draft of your proposal should reflect a revision of your earlier draft and the inclusion of a 

method section, presenting your research design and methodology (sample, procedures, and 

measures).  A central challenge will be to propose at least two methods for testing your ideas, 

separately or in combination. Model your draft of Part II on the method sections you see published 

in top-tier management journals.   

 

Part II should be no more than 8 pages, all inclusive, and thus your draft proposal, including Parts 

I and II, should be no more than 20 pages, all inclusive.  

 

Typically, method sections include (a) a description of the procedure – that is, a description of 

and justification for your research design and data collection plans; (b) a description and 

justification for your sample; and (c) a description of the measures – that is, a detailed description 

of how you will operationalize your variables, including discussion of the reliability and validity 

of the measures  (Please remember that your method section should include at least two methods 

for testing your ideas, separately or in combination.)  At the end of the standard method section, 

please comment on strengths and weaknesses of your research design.   

 

 

Reviews of two research proposals    

Due: Apr 13 

 

You will review two fellow students’ draft research proposals (Parts I & II) and provide 

constructive and detailed written feedback for each proposal.   

 

To assist you in writing good reviews, please carefully read and try to follow the following 

“Guidelines for Reviewers” published by AMJ and AMR: 

 

http://aom.org/Publications/AMJ/Reviewer-Resources.aspx 

http://www.apa.org/pubs/authors/underrepresented.aspx 

 

Present the Proposal 

Due: Apr 20 

 

You will be asked to present your project to your colleagues in 15 minutes. This is consistent 

with the amount of time allowed at professional meetings. You should prepare as if you were 

http://aom.org/Publications/AMJ/Reviewer-Resources.aspx
http://www.apa.org/pubs/authors/underrepresented.aspx


presenting a paper at a conference. Your colleagues and I will provide you with further feedback 

on your ideas. 

 

Final Research Proposal 

Due: Apr 27 

 

Please further develop and write up your proposal in a research paper format of 20-30 pages, i.e. 

including an introduction, theory, hypotheses, and methods section. You should incorporate the 

feedback you received from me and the two fellow students who reviewed your Parts I & II.  

 

Additionally, please append: 

 

 a detailed “Response to the Reviewers” that addresses each of the three reviewers’ points 

in turn and explains how you incorporated their feedback, including what you changed and 

what you decided not to change; and    

 

 a description of next steps – that is, work that you plan to do on the proposal in the future, 

or work that you would do, if you had more time. 

 

 

 

Research Exercise #1 – Survey (6% of final grade) 

Due: Mar 21  

 

Exercise: 

 

Based on the assigned readings on survey research methods: 

 Choose a construct that interests you, that you believe lends itself well to assessment via a 

survey, and for which there are no well-established survey measures. If there is a construct 

related—even if only tangentially—to the question you generated for Part 1 of your research 

proposal, I would advise selecting that construct. 

 Develop a set of at least 7 survey items designed to measure this construct. 

 Include instructions to the survey respondent to accompany the items you develop.  

 Exchange your survey with at least three other members of the class. Ask them to read your 

items and write down all the thoughts they have about responding to them. The goal is to 

identify ambiguities or difficulties respondents may have in answering the questions. 

Coordinate, on your own time frames, as to when you can provide each other feedback, but it 

must be completed before the assignment is due.  

 Revise your survey items based on the feedback you receive. 

 

Written Assignment (3 pages maximum, double-spaced): 

 

 What is the construct(s) you intend to measure with your survey?  

 How is this construct related to your research project or, if unrelated to your research, 

how could it be used as a measure in some other research project related to that 

construct?   



 Why do you believe a survey is an appropriate way to assess this construct?  What are 

the shortcomings of this approach?  

 What would your sample be and how would you select it? 

 Submit a copy of your original survey instructions and items and a copy of how they 

were revised or updated after your feedback meeting (show revisions using track 

changes). 



Research Exercise #2: Interview (14% of final grade) 

Due: Friday, March 28  

 

Exercise: 

 

Select one of the following two options for conducting this Research Exercise. Select the first 

option if you are able to conduct an interview that would yield primary data on a research 

question of interest to you (from Part I of your research proposal). If your research question 

makes this option infeasible, then select the second option. 

 

Option 1: 

 Develop a short interview guide designed to elicit data related to the topic of your research 

proposal for this course—a guide that will yield primary data related to a research question 

you developed in Part I. Be clear about the purpose of your interview—what are you trying 

to learn with the protocol you developed?   

 Select an interviewee with characteristics (e.g., job, position, experience, identity) similar to 

those that would characterize the population from which you might ultimately draw your 

sample.  

 The interview should yield data that would be potentially useful to analyze (code, etc.) for 

insights into the phenomena you plan to investigate in the study you will design for this 

course.   

 

Option 2: 

 Develop a short interview guide designed to learn about a memorable job or a typical day. 

 

For both options, proceed as follows: 

 Develop the protocol as if you were going to interview more than one person in the setting. 

 Ideally, the interviewee should be someone whom you do not already know. 

 The interview should take about 30 minutes to complete (of course, you may take longer if 

you wish). 

 Conduct the interview with a partner from this course sitting in with you. After the interview, 

ask your partner for feedback on your interviewing technique.  

 Tape-record the interview (if the interviewee grants permission). 

 Write field notes on what you learned from doing the interview.  

 Listen to the interview and transcribe the “best portion” of the interview – that is, a 5-10 

minute portion of the interview that you find particularly interesting and valuable for your 

research or learning. 

 

Written Assignment (6 pages maximum, double-spaced): 

 

Reflect in writing on this exercise, as follows: 

 

 What was your purpose in conducting the interview?  Provide as much background, 

including research questions, as you think is necessary to understand why you are conducting 

the interview and what you hope to learn from it. 



 Describe whom you interviewed and why you chose that person. How would you choose the 

rest of your sample? 

 Describe how you constructed your questions. What did you pay attention to when 

constructing them?  What kinds of words did you use?  Looking back on them, what implicit 

assumptions might underlie their construction?  

 What was surprising for you in conducting this exercise?  

 What were the most difficult and easiest parts of this exercise for you?  

 What did you learn from your partner’s feedback on your interview? 

 What did you learn from watching your partner’s interview?  

 Reflect on the “best portion” of the interview.  What made it so interesting or valuable to 

you?  What do you think you did particularly well during this portion of the interview?  What 

could you improve?  

 What are your “takeaways” for the next time you conduct an interview?  

 Option 1 only:  If necessary, revise or refine your research question based on what you 

learned in the interview. 

 


