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ABSTRACT


As corporations realign due to technological and global developments and as new analytical tools of decision making evolve, flexibility in strategic planning approaches become an imperative.  Pursuant to this imperative is the ability to understand the corporate and global economic environment in which it operates.  This research introduces the Constitution of the U.S. as a potential paradigm for studying and understanding corporate organizations and strategic planning.  It introduces  some of the strengths of the Constitution and possibilities for applying it to model, test, and understand corporations and their strategies.

INTRODUCTION




As corporations realign due to technological and global developments and as new  analytical tools of decision making evolve, flexibility in strategic planning becomes an imperative. This paper examines the U.S. Constitution as a corporate strategic epistemology and heuristic, not as a document to implement as a guide for corporate governance but a research tool, a reference to “test” and model the effectiveness of corporate strategies on particular “adaptive measures.” 


Corporate strategies have to adapt to wide ranging geographical responsibilities, organizational units with varying degrees of complexity, and these have to be integrated by vertical and horizontal divisions of power, multiple points of access to decision making, incentives based upon cultural parallels and imperatives, and an ability to adjust to rapidly changing circumstances over time.   These adaptive strategies are a part of the U.S. Constitution and its rich history provides opportunities to use it to tease out these strategies as measures of effectiveness and understanding in business.


Much of the work on business management has focused on subject areas such as  leadership,  managing change, strategy, organizational learning, and human resources management, and, to a lesser extent, the impacts of business on society.  In addition, this work has resulted in various “magic bullet” theories that tend to be rather narrowly focused as either specific theories or lists of do’s and don’ts applied in either one situation or another.  The results of all of this is a tendency to engage in what some may consider to be  “fads” where particular theories or models are the rage for a period of time and then either abandoned, cast aside or at least overshadowed by the latest theories or lists. To be sure, this work as been valuable and has aided us in understanding differing parts of how business functions  in the tradition of  Kuhn’s “normal science” (Kuhn, 1962). Nevertheless, globalization and rapid technological change may require more comprehensive approaches to the study and application of business practices.

Business Theories and Strategies: A  Sampling


Stephen Covey provides an example of business theories consisting of lists of  what to do  or not to do and perhaps may be considered a part of the “popular” genre dealing with leadership.  In his lists he advises would be leaders to
proactive, to listen empathetically, and build on the differences between people (Covey, 1989).  Like many leadership theories Covey’s system focuses on the development of the individual. One potential problem with this in the context of global strategies, is the failure to holistically link leadership development with overall corporate strategy and organizational design. This is a problem common among leadership theories and one that may become more apparent as technology and globalization advance. These theories may assist us in understanding the individual, and individual roles or what they should be if thwarted by organizational design or strategic imperatives.


Warren Bennis, perhaps more a part of the academic establishment, also focuses on the individual with common sense advice for would be leaders including advising them to take risks and experiment. Again, although based upon his extensive career it is obvious that he understands the importance of organizational design and strategies, nevertheless these are not addressed and coupled with some of these leadership tactics could obviously pose problems in an inappropriate context.


Strategists and organizational theorists such as Drucker Handy, Hofstede, Ohmae, Peters, Porter, Prahalad,, and Senge, , have however focused on the organization but again in ways that give us snapshots and pieces thereby closing off opportunities to integrate or see comprehensively how the organizations and strategies interact with their environments.  

The Constitution, Separation of Powers, and The New Economy


The Constitution of course contains separation of powers as a means of checking and balancing power.  The framers of the Constitution felt that concentrating power in too few hands was dangerous for the U.S. democracy.  In business, however too much concentration of power may pose a type of anti-democratic bias, unhealthy for the firm, but in addition may be inefficient and ineffective in the new global economy.  The new economy often requires large numbers of teams of knowledge workers or   large numbers of knowledge workers themselves.  Often these workers do not respond well to too much authority, and often the logical basis for concentration of power is concentration of authority.  Drucker has argued that in a post-capitalist society “people have to learn to manage in situations where they do not have command authority and where they are neither controlling or controlled (Drucker, 1999).” Drucker (1999) goes on to say that “ … managers in the post-capitalist economy will have to work in environments that are relatively free of hierarchy…”  Further, even with hierarchy, employees in the new economy increasingly expect democratic and fair processes in the workplace, i.e., They want  opportunities for input on decisions that they feel will affect their lives see (Kim and Mauborgne, 1999). 


Today, increasingly knowledge workers work in specialized professional and technical teams where a great deal of loyalty and camaraderie  is based upon professional courtesies and imperatives. So, in addition to the  democratic and non- hierarchical and non- authoritarian expectations of the new economy, knowledge workers have additional pressures working against the old economy models of organization.  The separation of powers doctrine in the U.S. Constitution, although more than two hundred years old, nevertheless, in general, lends itself to this new economy and globalization.  Separation of powers provides independent bases of authority which can be horizontal or quasi- horizontal.  These in turn can be functional, technological, cultural, or even geographical.  These bases of authority also provide for multiple points of access among colleagues and those perceived to be more or less colleagues much like those relationships that exist in universities. Another component contained within the Constitution is that of  clearly defined roles yet some possibilities for overlapping.   For example in the Constitution, the executive enforces the law while the legislature enacts laws much like a corporate executive may execute corporate policies enacted by a board of directors.  However under certain circumstances the executive in the U.S. government may veto legislation passed by the legislature in effect making the executive an “additional” legislator. On the other hand lest the executive exercises too much authority either through this veto or other means the Supreme Court or the legislature is able to check the executive.  The Supreme Court through its role and independent status as interpreter of the law and the legislator by a supermajority vote that nullifies an executive veto. This therefore, provides for clear lines of authority on the one hand yet flexibility denying that authority on the other while simultaneously providing for independence from authority. It also hence, provides for an organization with a combination of stability and flexibility.  Measures designed to test these elements here discussed, of separation of powers could be valuable research tools to understand the nature of  economic institutions engaged in  the commerce of the twenty first century.  That is, one might ask what  measures  can  determine to what extent do organizational designs and organizational strategies exhibit the strengths contained in the Constitution pursuant to its separation of powers doctrine? Then one might ask to what extent does corporation x adhere to these strengths and why or why not? This  could be one way  to begin to know both the corporation and to start thinking about where to address problems. 

The Constitution, Federalism, and The New Economy


The notions of federalism  and/or  separation of powers applied to corporate organization structure has been written about and even practiced to some extent before.  The M form corporation devised by Alfred Sloan for General Motors is an example of a form of separation of powers.   Tom Peters ( 1994) and Charles Handy ( 1989) have both predicted that the new economy will require a type of federalism not unlike that contained in our U.S. constitution.  Peters says that the knowledge economy will require smaller units because “…brain work cannot be done in very large groups…” This breakup then necessarily results in decentralization, especially if the brainworkers have a great deal of autonomy (Peters, 1994).   Handy argues that the decentralization will have to go further than mere decentralization and evolve into a type of federalism similar to that which we have in our Constitution.  The flaw in mere decentralization as Handy sees it is the tendency for decisions and authority to still remain focused at the center therefore undermining the initiative , power and energy that can be release with a federation.  That is, a federation is somewhat like “…reverse delegation…” where the powers are held by constituents rather than the center (Handy, 1989).  Handy suggests that perhaps this is the way it should be since lifetime security and even permanent full time positions seem to be fading away in many organizations.  Flexibility, nimbleness, creativity, and the ability to seize immediate opportunities appear to be coming into vogue.  Smaller, creative, and highly educated, specialized knowledge workers are appearing to start to dominate as a new human resources model.   Again, as with separation of powers  there are many strengths of federalism and a great deal of flexibility.  


Under a federalist system, in addition to autonomy and power shared with the center, the constituent parts can also mimic the horizontal separation of powers discussed above at every “vertical” level of power in the federalist system. For example, you could have a hierarchy that mimics at each level of the hierarchy various : branches” of power or horizontal centers of power.  This allows for flexibility, innovation, experimentation, adaptability to subcultures, sensitivities, and even more points of access than those under merely a separation of powers model.   The flexibility results from the elasticity of the model: one can expand or contract power from the constituent parts to the center depending upon the requirements.   This can be done with respect to organizational design, or with  respect to strategies.  Innovation is nurtured under this model because creative personalities can be grouped in units as required and can work across units. These in turn can change as the circumstances of the requirements change.   Innovation is also encouraged under such a model because experiments can be attempted on a smaller scale therefore reducing the risks and costs of mistakes.  States often engage in experimentation prior to  a program being expanded nationwide.  And, this vertical division “subsidizes” separation of powers in that it allows for the organization and its strategies to more readily adapt to subcultures at the margin.  This is perhaps one of the more important values associated with a federalists system.  Note for example the attempts of the European Community to adopt a federalist model where several countries originally with different languages, cultures, standards of manufacture and safety , and  even different currencies  had prevailed.  As globalization increases the need to communicate across cultures will necessarily increase.  Models that contain the flexibility to allow constituents to form their own subcultures and to adapt to cultures that they encounter are likely to have an advantage over models lacking in such flexibility.


Finally, in federalism as stated above one can adapt to the sensibilities of the environment and allow for multiple synergies due to multiple points of access on the part of constituents to the system.  The ability to adapt to sensibilities, especially if it can be done rapidly provides the ability therefore to take advantage of unexpected and evolving opportunities.  In a rapidly  expanding global economy punctuated by rapidly changing technologies with ever shorter investment and product life horizons, the ability to compete by seizing opportunities and adjusting to these circumstances may determine the success or failure of an organization.  Michael Bloomberg, founder and CEO of the highly successful Bloomberg L.P. describes in his autobiography his early experiences in the development of his giant media and financial information empire when asked what he had failed at in its development “…nothing; but what we accomplished wasn’t always what we set out to do. Often, in the process things worked that we hadn’t planned on; unforeseen uses  arose for our products; customers appeared whom we hadn’t known existed- and exactly the reverse occurred for those we had been dead sure of… planning has its place… but you can only accomplish what’s possible when you get there.”  The flexibility needed by his teams precluded any structures that would have hamstrung them or limited there ability to respond to opportunities. (Bloomberg, 1997)


Using the federalist element of the constitution as an epistemology and heuristic appears to hold some promise. Looking at organizations and their strategies one can  compare and identify the strengths associated with federalism with any given organization or strategy.  One can ask  questions such as are there flexible, vertical divisions of power that allow nimble creative teams to adjust to circumstances be they technological or cultural?  Do they allow for independent bases of power that can shift when circumstances indicate that they should?  Do they include in combination with federalism separation of powers to avoid incestuous conflicts of interest and/or unnecessary conflicts between or among units? Can these virtues be accomplished at the margin? In real time? Or accomplished consistent with the investment horizon or product life cycle?  What types of measure should be used to determine if an organization or its strategies “measure up” on these criteria? In answering these questions and in even asking them, one can view the organization and its strategies somewhat holistically and hopefully get to know more about it and its strategies thereby leading to problem  identities and solutions.

The Constitution, Culture, Values, The New Economy, The Global Economy


One of the major challenges facing economic actors in the new economy are the challenges  resulting from differing cultures.  First, there are cultures based upon the myriad nations, then there are cultures and subcultures either within the nations or sometimes transcending them.  Then, there are the corporate cultures  and institutional cultures such as family, schools, governments, and nonprofit organizations. Compounding the challenges presented just by facing so many “cultures” is the arrogance often expressed by multinational executives regarding other cultures and the obvious lack of  cross-cultural sensitivity by management in spite of the cross- cultural training that many of them receive. 


In their work on cultures and organizations Hofstede and Hofstede (2005) demonstrate the major importance culture plays in every aspect of our lives including economic activities.  They develop  five dimensions of national culture that include both Western and Eastern values.  They are: equality, the individual versus the collective, gender, and uncertainty, and long-term versus short-term orientation.


The value of equality differs among cultures in terms of how it is handled and its importance. However, can be a dangerous pitfall if mishandled in countries where it is important.  For example, in the U.S. a multinational coming from a country without the deep racial history of the U.S.  if not careful, can create anything from dissatisfied customers to massive boycotts and expensive legal troubles. So, any approach that will help to sensitize organizations to equality  could have merit.


The individual versus the collective also is an important value dimension for many throughout the world.  Again, here in the U.S. we tend to have an “exceptional” orientation  that differs from many other countries with a strong emphasis on individualism, in fact in Hofstede and Hofstede’s study of seventy four countries and regions, the U.S. scored highest of the group on individualism (Hofstede and Hofstede, 2005). Furthermore, there was a wide difference in the orientation of nations on the individualism- collectivism dimension with wealthier countries scoring higher on individualism that less wealthy countries.  Strategies involving teams or groups, and organizing principles involving teams or 

Groups then should be sensitive to these cultural differences and especially since  much of the outsourcing from the developed and Western world goes to the underdeveloped and non- Western world.  In addition, this difference can be complicated  and confounded with  equality when there are racial differences between the Western corporation and its non-Western employees or customers. This too, may be further complicated if there is some deeply held historical animosity between the groups based upon real or imagined historical injustices.


The avoidance of uncertainty dimension studied by Hofstede and Hofstede ( 2005) revealed a wide range of differences regarding the avoidance of uncertainty dimension.  They also discovered that these differences often had deep historical roots going back many centuries. Interestingly, Hofstede and Hofstede (2005) found in those countries in Europe for example, that had scored high on the avoidance of uncertainty dimension, also experienced “rampant anti-Semitism and ethnic prejudice.”  This suggests that when combined with the notion of deep historical roots, the uncertainty dimension poses many potentially volatile and difficult challenges for strategy and organizations.  This is especially true today in a new economy where people are becoming increasingly and rapidly mobile.  Although the Constitution does protect minority rights it does not effectively  address racial or ethnic prejudice.  Nor is anything in its design necessarily adaptable to addressing it in ways that would promote harmony and productivity.  In addition, although this research is focused on the virtues of the Constitution and its  broad applicability, in some countries its strengths may not be reflected or realized as easily as in others.  The very culture itself may be resistant to remedies and even discoveries and knowledge obtained by using the Constitution as a paradigm.  


The long term and short term dimension revealed again a wide range of differences among countries. Hofstede and Hofstede found that long term orientated countries may have different impressions of short term result or profits than short term oriented cultures such as the U.S. Obviously, this could have important implications as globalization expands  and the various ranks are filled with people from cultures widely divergent on this measure.


The Constitution to some extent may be useful in both uncovering this divergence and adjusting to it. One of its strengths is that it has been able to adapt to a wide range of subcultures that incorporate many of the long term culture immigrants.   However, it is not clear nor does Hofstede and Hofstede’s study address differences on this measure within country.  Future research would need to address this dimension, especially in large diverse countries.


One challenge facing those who would understand culture and values is the issue of borders and boundaries. Much of the research of  Hofstede and Hofstede and others uses national boundaries as measures of geographically delimited cultural dimensions. In the real world, cultures and values often transcend national boundaries if  for no other reason than these boundaries have shifted and changed so much throughout history. Further, national boundaries are artificial constructs to some extent and often have little to do with historical cultural developments as in the case of the European colonies in Africa. Adding to this dilemma is the multinational corporation with its lack of national boundaries.  Kenichi Ohmae (2000) describes four dimensions of the world in the new economy  and the geographic dimension of the economy he describes as “borderless.”  Include the internet in this discussion and you can immediately see the difficulties associated with defining cultures by national boundaries. 


The Constitution was designed for a large and diverse country. It was designed in a country where the constituent parts are defined by sub-national boundaries.  Yet, throughout its history it has both incorporated those boundaries and ignored them, depending upon the circumstances.  In this way it has been flexible and perhaps would be adaptable in studying organizations possessing cultures without boundaries.

LMITATIONS OF THIS STUDY AND FUTURE RESEARCH


In this study the concept of the Constitution as a research tool was introduced.  It was introduced in the context of some of the most important issues and questions facing business in a global-technological economy.  Research in this area promises to be complex and challenging.   This project was not designed as a strictly controlled research design but as a tentative exploration to raise questions for future research.


The Constitution may have a great deal of potential as a research tool aiding in the understanding of organizations and strategies across cultures. In order for this research to advance meaningfully, models would have to be developed out of the Constitutional paradigm and tested using  valid and reliable measures.  These in turn would have to be identified through  literature searches,   pre-testing, and testing in applied settings.  Due to the potential of and potential complexity of this research, limitations and opportunities for research direction should result from the empirical testing of the strengths of the Constitution against real business institutions.
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