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Anhang 1: Call for Papers: „Strategic Management Theory
and Universities“
Siegel, D.; Teece, D. (2015): Special Issue of Strategic Organization: “Strategic
Management Theory and Universities”. Strategic Organization, 13(4): 365–367.
The university—or what Clark Kerr ([1963] 2001) called the “multiversity”—is
a complex organization that has been of interest to scholars in a range of disciplines, including economists studying decision-control structures (Fama and Jensen,
1983; Williamson, 1983) or the role of the university in industrial innovations (Rosenberg and Nelson, 1994), organization theory scholars (e. g. Cohen et al., 1972),
and sociologists (e. g. Zajac and Kraatz, 1993). The subject of the university is
more than an academic question. Its importance in public life has long been recognized. In the United States, federal funding for university-based basic research
has been an important component of science and innovation policies. University
ownership of inventions developed under federal funding was a major change that
resulted from the Bayh–Dole Act of 1980. A considerable body of academic research assesses the effects of intellectual property and technology transfer policies on
research activity and on academic and business communities. Recognizing a dual focus on both academic research and commercially oriented activities, Ambos
et al. (2008) argued that universities can resolve tension by being ambidextrous
and creating dual structures. Lockett et al. (2005) highlighted the business development capability of technology transfer offices, selecting inventions with greater
commercialization prospects. Studies have also focused on the roles and capabilities of technology transfer offices and pointed out limitations (Siegel et al., 2007).
Zucker et al. (1998) supported the idea that star scientists are also successful in generating commercial benefits while maintaining the excellence of their academic
research. While these studies draw attention to the administration of universities,
they do not fully address strategic management issues confronting universities.
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Universities face great pressure to make higher education more affordable and more effective. The universities’ success in attracting resources and high-caliber staff
and students, and perhaps fundamentally changing the universities’ business model, may be essential for long-run survival. Few theoretical frameworks have been
employed to address organizational changes and strategies in universities and in
helping university leaders respond to challenges and achieve strategic goals. Better strategic management and planning is crucial to sustainable success (Cyert,
1983). In this Special Issue, we seek contributions that will help us understand
how complex non-profit organizations like universities can be better managed to
sustain and enhance by establishing new business models (and associated revenue streams), while avoiding (or managing) conflicts and sustaining commitments
to the fundamental purpose of the university. We hope to spur contributions on
how improved management theory can be applied to running the university. We
encourage submissions that offer illumination and insight into the strategic management of universities by using strategy concepts (e. g. competitive advantage,
organizational capabilities, business model designs, sustainable performance), important phenomena (e. g. the role of technology in education, resource-allocation
decisions, university governance, innovation ecosystems), or theoretical streams
(e. g. historical, sociological, and economic analyses of universities; evolutionary
approaches to strategy; leadership; dynamic capabilities; strategic behavior). Research questions that might be addressed include the following:
Sources of competitive advantage of the university
 How do the intangible resources (such as histories and cultures) of particular
universities impact their performance and ability to transition?
 How and why do certain universities gain a competitive advantage in rapidly
changing markets?
 How significant are operational performance differences among universities within and across nation states?
Governance and organizational boundary issues
 How does the rise of academic entrepreneurship and university–industry partnerships affect the governance of research universities?
 How are successful universities effectively linked to external stakeholders?
 How can universities overcome localization and reach out for distant and new
knowledge and resources?
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Strategy formulation and implementation in universities
 What parallels exist between levels of strategy? Do strategies made at the individual faculty level affect strategies at the campus management level, or vice
versa?
 How can faculty be best engaged in long-run strategic issues?
 How important are resources and capabilities in formulating strategies in universities?
 Can business model redesigns (reconfigurations) help transform smaller colleges?
Strategic change in universities
 What are the primary sources or drivers of institutional change?
 What factors influence how universities respond to organizational change?
 What do university administrators do if faculty becomes a roadblock to necessary change? [. . . ]“

164

Anhang

Anhang 2: Übersicht an Verbundkatalogen
Verbunddatenbank
GVK – Gemeinsamer
Verbundkatalog des
Gemeinsamen Bibliotheksverbundes (GBV)

Beteiligte Organisationen
Universitäten aus Bremen,
Hamburg, MecklenburgVorpommern, Niedersachsen, Sachsen-Anhalt,
Schleswig-Holstein und
Thüringen
SWB – SüdwestdeutUniversitäten aus Badenscher Bibliotheksverbund Württemberg, Saarland,
Sachsen und Spezialbibliotheken aus anderen
Bundesländern
BVB – BibliotheksverBayern
bund Bayern
HBZ – Verbundkatalog
Nordrhein-Westfalen,
der Hochschulbibliothe- Rheinland-Pfalz
ken
HeBIS – Hessisches
Hessen
Bibliotheks- und Informationssystem inkl.
HeBIS-Retro (Bücher vor
1986)
KOBV – Kooperativer
Berlin, Brandenburg
Bibliotheksverbund Berlin-Brandenburg
DNB – Deutsche Natio- Leipzig, Frankfurt am
nalbibliothek
Main
StaBiKat – Kataloge
Berlin
der Staatsbibliothek zu
Berlin
TIB – Technische InUniversität Hannover
formationsbibliothek
Hannover

Webseite
http://gso.gbv.de/

http://swb.bsz-bw.de/

http://www.hbz-nrw.de/

http://www.hebis.de/

http://www.kobv.de/

http://www.dnb.de/
http://stabikat.staatsbibliothekberlin.de/
http://www.tib.uni-hannover.de/
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Anhang 3: Beispiel Abstracts
Bestandteile eines Abstracts (die Markierungen dienen der Kenntlichmachung einzelner inhaltlicher Elemente):






Was ist der zentrale Untersuchungsgegenstand?
Welches Forschungsfeld (Theoriestränge) wird/werden adressiert?
Welche grundlegende Argumentation wird entwickelt bzw. welche zentralen
Zusammenhänge werden überprüft?
Welche Forschungsmethode wird (an welchem Sample) angewendet
(„empirical setting“)?
Was sind die wesentlichen Befunde?

Lin, K. H.; & Tomaskovic-Devey, D. (2013): Financialization and US income
inequality, 1970–2008. American Journal of Sociology, 118(5): 1284-1329.
Focusing on U.S. nonfinance industries, we examine the connection between
financialization and rising income inequality. We argue that the increasing
reliance on earnings realized through financial channels decoupled the generation
of surplus from production, strengthening owners’ and elite workers’ negotiating
power relative to other workers. The result was an incremental exclusion of the
general workforce from revenue-generating and compensation-setting processes.
Using timeseries cross-section data at the industry level, we find that increasing
dependence on financial income, in the long run, is associated with reducing
labor’s share of income, increasing top executives’ share of compensation, and
increasing earnings dispersion among workers. Net of conventional explanations
such as deunionization, globalization, technological change, and capital
investment, the effects of financialization on all three dimensions of income
inequality are substantial. Our counterfactual analysis suggests that
financialization could account for more than half of the decline labor’s share of
income, 9.6% of the growth in officers’ share of compensation, and 10.2% of the
growth in earnings dispersion between 1970 and 2008.
Frank, K. A.; Muller, C.; & Mueller, A. S. (2013): The embeddedness of
adolescent friendship nominations: The formation of social capital in emergent
network structures. American Journal of Sociology, 119(1): 216-253.
Although research on social embeddedness and social capital confirms the
value of friendship networks, little has been written about how social relations
form and are structured by social institutions. Using data from the Adolescent
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Health and Academic Achievement study and the National Longitudinal Study of
Adolescent Health, the authors show that the odds of a new friendship nomination
were 1.77 times greater within clusters of high school students taking courses
together than between them. The estimated effect cannot be attributed to
exposure to peers in similar grade levels, indirect friendship links, or pair-level
course overlap, and the finding is robust to alternative model specifications. The
authors also show how tendencies associated with status hierarchy inhering in
triadic friendship nominations are neutralized within the clusters. These results
have implications for the production and distribution of social capital within
social systems such as schools, giving the clusters social salience as “local
positions.”

