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I'rofoLind change in the competitive envi-

ronment has produced a Cambrian explo-

sion of new organizational forms, institu-

tional relationships, and vakie-ereating

possibilities, .Schumpetcr's gale has

become a hurricane. Whether you call it

the "'digital" economy, the "knowledge"

economy, or just the "new" economy, it

.seems clear ihat we are on the cusp of an

industrial revolution as proiVxind as ihal

which gave birth to the modern age. Ikit,

of course, we alreacK' know this. We've all

read Alvin TofHer, Nicholas Negroponte,

and Wired. The tieeper question is, who

will profit from this sea change? Which

companies will sail on the new winds of

change and which will be tiri\en onto the

rocks of irrelevance? I believe that only

those companies that are capable of rein-

venting themselves and their indu.stry in a

profound way will be around a decade

hence. The question today is not whether

you can reengineer your processes; the

C|uestion is whether you can ruinveni the

entire industry model — as Amazon.com

has heen attempiing to do in book sell-

ing, as Knron has done in tlie energy

hiisine.ss, or as (TC)- hopes lo do in the

clothing industry.

hi industry after industry, it is the revolu-

tionaries — usually newcomers — who

are creating the new wealth. Of course,

there are examples of incumbent.s like
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Strategy innovation is the only way for

newcomers to succeed in the face of

enormous resource disadvantages, and

the only way for incumhents to renew

their lease on success.

Coca-Cola anti Protlcr ^̂  Ganibk- ihat are able uj
continually tvinvcnt themselves and llu-ir intlusity,
hut all too often, inclustty incumbents fail to chal-
lenge their ovv'n orthodoxies and succumb U) iincon-
ventional rivals.

The point seems incontestable: hi a discontinuous
world, strategy irntoration is the key lo wealth cre-
ation. Strategy innovation is the capacity to recon-
ceive the existing industry model in ways timt create
new value for customers, wrong-foot competitor.**,
and produce new wealth for all stakeholders.'
Strategy innovation is the only vvay for newcomers lo
succeed in the face of enorinoLis resource disadvan-
tages, and the only way for incumbents to renew
their lease on success. And if one redefines the met-
ric of eorporate success as .share of new wccdth cre-
ation within some brtiad opportunity domain — e.g..
energy, transpotiation, communication, computing,
and so on — the innovation imperative becomes
inescapable.

Today, tnany companies are worrying about FVA
(economic value added), but F.VA — earning more
than your cost of capital — is just the starting point.
The goal is not to earn more than your cost of capi-
tal; the goal is to caplure a disproportionate share ot
intlustt^' wealth creation. There are many semicon-
ductor companies thai earn more than their cost of
capital, but it is Intel that has created and captured
much of the new value in the m!croproce.s.sor indus-
try during the past decade. Of course Intel earns its
cost of capital, but it earns much more than that.

One way of measuring share of wealth creation is to
compare a company's current share of the total mar-
ket capitalization of all firms in a particular competi-
tive domain with its share of market capitalization len
years earlier. For example, at Strategos, we have cal-
culated that, in 1988, IliM s share of total market cap-
italization within the computing ant! office equipment
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domain amoLintetl to 15.9 percent, liy 1997, this fig-
ure had fallen tti 14.2 percent. During the same peri-
od, DEC'S share fell from 10.3 perteni to 1.1 percent-
Microsoft's share soared from zero to 22.7 percent. If
IBM had maintained its share, il would be worth
approximately $140 billion more than its current
value. When, in the late 1980s and early 1990s, IHM
unwillingly surrendered its historic role as the archi-
tect of inclusliy iranslbrination, it also surrenderetl bil-
lions of dollars in future wealth creation.

Kmart, a pioneer in discoLmt retailing, saw its share
of total wealth within the retailing domain plummet
frotn 8.2 percent in 19.S8 to 2.8 percent in early 1997.
Wal-Matl's share surged from 19.2 percent tt) 28.1
percent during the same decade. While IliM, Kmart,
and tjther tarnished leaders may be able tt) prt)p up
lhe price of their shares throLigh massive stock repur-
chases, they are unlikely lo create funtiamenially new
wealth unless they regain their capacity Ibr strategy
innovation.

Shareholders love strategy innovation. Again, let's
look at the evidence. Between 1985 and 199S, there
were fewer than forty companies of the Fortune
1,000 that grew total shareholder returns by mt>re
than 25 percent per annum. This is the most exclu-
sive club in U.S. industry. These companies averaged
a compoLindetl annual growth in revenues of 25.3
percent during this titne frame, while operating mar-
gins improved at a rate of just 6.7 percent per year.
Given these growth rates, revenues will increase by
almost ten times during a tiecLule, while margins will
nearly dt)uble. So, if the goal is to dramatically
imprt)ve shareht)lder returns, where is the leverage
gt>ing to come frtMii? (Mearly, it will come from rev-
enue grt>wth, nol from improvement in opetating
margins. Most companies are simply running out of
heatlroom on margin improvement.

Twenty-five percent revenue growth, less than 7 per-
cent margin growth — that's a ratio of 3 ' ' to 1. Btit
how many managers, during the past few years, have
ptit 3-^ times the amotinl of effort inlo revenue
growth ihat they investeti in margin improvemenl?
'I'he obsessit)n of most senior managers has been cost
reduction, not growth.

But holt! on, I am not suggesting that growth is the
antidote tt) the pain wnxighl by downsizing anti
reengineering. There is always a tendency to mistake
the score!ioart! for the game. Growth is the score-
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Focusing on growth, rather than on the

game of strategy innovation, is likely to

destroy wealth rather than create it.

hoartl, bul il is tkiinitciy not llic ^anic. Focusing on
growlli, ralliLT tlian on llic game ot strategy innova-
tion, is likely to destroy wealth rather tlian ereate it.
The reason is simple. There are as many stupid ways
to grow as there are to eiit: accjuisitions that destroy
value (Sony and Malstishila in 1 lollywootl), markel
share liatiles iliat lower industry prolitahility (tlie air-
lines' perennial favorite), and niegabucks blue-sky
projeets (think Apple and the Newlon) are jusl a few
examples that should illustrate the danger of go-for-
broke growth strategies. Needless to say. companies
pursuing vakie-desiroying growth won"! make it onio
any list of siar jierforniers.

When we dig tieeper. we finti that ihose exiraoi'dinar-
ily sLieeesshi! eompanies that managed 2S percent-
plus growth rates in shareholder returns grew by rad-
ically ehanging the basis fcjr competition in their
industries. They either invented totally new industries
or dramatically reinvented existing ones. This is true
for nt)nie Depot, Amgen, Nike. Intel, c;onipaq. ihe
Gap, and most ofthe other companies on the super-
star list. They all develojied nonlinear .strategies.

Is Strategy Irrelevant?
So il .strategy innovation is key to creating new
wealth, why is '"strategy" no longer a "big idea" in
most companies? Why ck>es it seem to command so
little ot top management's time and attention? And
v\hy are planners an intreasingly endangered species?

Il has been at least len years since strategy was the
brightest .star in the firmament ol management ideas.
Il was the work of Hriice Henderson and the Iioston
Consulting Group, as well as the IMMS research proj-
ect, that pushed sirategy's star above the managerial
horizon in the mid-l97()s — this and General
Electrics pioneering use of planning within its "\strate-
gic business units." With the publication of Michael
Porter's profoundly insigiitful book, Compel if ire
Strategy, in 19H0, strategy's star rose farther still.

liul by ihe mid-l9(S()s, the strategy star was beginning
to dim, as managers tiirnetl their attention to ([uality.

cycle time reduction, and the other operational im-
provement challenges foisted on them by global com-
petitors and impatient shareholders. Strategy's star
was finally eclipsed in 1993. with the publication ot
Michael Hammer and James Champy's Rcv}iginccnng
tbi' Cotporatioti. Iiig thinking was out, euphemisms
for downsizing were in.

Many consulting companies that had been designing
corporate futures in the 19H()s suddenly found them-
selves two levels down in their clients' companies,
grinding away at ttie coal face of operational ineffi-
ciency or slicing away at layers of bureaucratic flab.
Consultants became masters (jf corporale liposuction.
Their revenues were up, but tcwer and fewer ot their
minions could claim tc:t be working on liig strategy
problems or to be helping their clienls invent the
future.

The competitive environment faced by companies
today is far, far ditferent from that wtiich gave birth
to the concept of strategy some thirty years ago. But,
while the rapidly shifting strategy environment has
partially devalued some traditional strategy concepts,
such as industry strui'ture analysis, it has al.so prcjvld-
ed the impetus for much new thinking. Indeed, the
changing context for strategy has provoked a huge
amount of new ttiinking on the content of strategy.
The new themes in the strategy world include: fore-
sight, knowledge, competencies, coalitions, networks,
extra-market competition, ecosystems, transformation,
renewal. All these subjects are inten.sely contempo-
rary.

So strategists certainly can't be accused of being igno-
rant of the new competitive realities, liut as informed
as they may be, impactful they are not. Why? Be-
cause managers simc)ly do not know what to do with
all the wonderful concepts, frameworks, antl buzz-
words that tumble from the jxiges of the Harvard
Business Review, that jam the business aisles of book-
stores, and that glisten in the slickly edited i>ages ol
business magazines.

Strategists may have a lot tt) say about the context
and content of strategy, but, in recent years, they
have had precious little to say about the conduct of
strategy — that is, the task of strategy making. No
one seems to know much about how to create strate-
gy. Managers today know how to embed cjuality dis-
ciplines, how to reengineer processes, and how lo
redLice cycle times, but they doni know how to fos-
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ter the development of innovative wfaith-crcntini',
.strategies.

So, while there has heen enormous innovation
aroLind the content ot" strategy — management ha.s
an ever expanding li.st of "strategic" is.siics to addre.ss
— there has heen no corre.sponding innovation
around the contkict of strategy. Let's face it, tlie
annual strategic planning process in most companie.s
has changed hardly at all during the past decade or

10 two.

It's ironic; never has a capacity for deep stralcgic
thinking heen so necessary as in today's uiihiilent
limes, and yet never, in the past two decades, has
strategy's ".share of voice" heen lower in the corridors
of corporate power. Some argue that the tide is turn-
ing. In summer 1996, liiisiriess Week ran a cover story
proclaiming that "strategic planning is hack."' But the
tide has not ciianged; there are just a few liopcfLil
souls .swimming against the How.

For tlic tide to turn, the (practice of siralcgy must he
reinvented. Sorry, did I say reinvented? Let's not pre-
tend. There's little that's worth reinventing. Surely,
we're not going to start with the traditional planning
process in our quest to increa.se the value atided of
strategy! No, we must start from scratc'li. The chal-
lenge is to invent anew the conduct of strategy in
ways that make it intensely important to companies
struggling to maintain their vitality in the innovate-or-
tlie environmeni of the new economy.

What Are the Secrets of Strategy
Creation?
The strategy industry — all those consultants, busi-
ness school professors, aLithors, anti planners — lias
a dirty little secret. I-lveiyonc knows a strategy when
they .see one — be it Microsoft's, Nucor's, or Virgin
Atlantic's. We all recognize a great strategy after the
fact. In tbe case .study method, professors hold .strate-
gies up to he admired, or ridiculed, hy preternatural-
ly wise MtiA students. Their post hoc explanations of
the competitive success and failure ihat i-nsue artj
.stunningly heauliful. We are great at iiinning down
hutterflies. But our case libraries and husiness maga-
zines, with their stories of corporate success and fail-
ure, are mu.seunis filled with dead spetiiiiens. Simjily
put, we all kn<.)w strategy as a "thing" -— once some-
one else has bagged it and tagged it. We also under-
stand planning as a "iirocess." But the planning
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proce.ss doesn't produce strategy, it produces plans
— a poinl that Henry Mintzberg has made on more
than one occasion.

Anyone who claims to he a strategist should he
intensely eniharrassed hy the fact that the strategy
industiy doesn't have a theory of strategy c-reation! It
doesn'i know where hold, new value-creating strate-
gies come from. There's a gaffing hole in the middle
of the strategy discipline. No, let me put thai clitTer-
ently: there's no foundation to the strategy discipline.
1 mean, really! Maybe a general manager hungr>- lor a
new strategy should eat a fiery vindaloo curry at
eleven o'clock at night and hope that, when the
inevitable indigestion interrupts his or her siuniher, it
succeeds in provoking a strategy insight. Gastric
upset is at least as likely to produce a strategy insight
as attendance at another interminahle planning
review.

How can we create a Cambrian

explosion of innovative strategies inside

the firm?

What we need is a deep theory of stiategy creation.
Think ahoiit the amount ol' progress thai has been
made during the pasi fifteen years on the content of
strategy: competitive rivaliy, the re.source-hased view
of the firm, hypercompetition. coalitions, knowledge
management, etc. Now ask, how much progre.ss has
been made on the prattitx- of strategy? Or compare
the rate of innovation during the pa.st twenty years in
how comjiatiies develop products, manage the sup-
ply chain, or build c|uality into products with the rate
of innovation in how they do strategy. Case closed.

The c|uestions we must atklres^ are these: How can
we create a Cambrian explosion of innovative strate-
gies inside the firm? What tloes it take to invent new
strategy "S curves'"? 'I'o answer these tjuestions, we
must have a theoiy of strategy innovation. l)cvelo|;)-
ing such a theory is a grand project. All I can do here
is to offer a lew starting propositions.

I agree with Mintzberg that stiategy '•emerges." But I
don't believe ihe emergeni nature of strategy creation
prevents us from aiding and ahetting the [irocess of
strategy innovatit^n. We are not helpless. 'Hie leason I
don't helievc we'ie heljiless is because strategy doesn't
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simply eiiu'riie — rather, it is emerij^eiit. in the same
CLI 11-bodied st-nsc tluit life itself is emergent. Oni-' ot
the things we're learning from eoniplexity theorists is
that by ereating ihe right set of precondiiions, one
tan provoke emergence. StLiart Kauffnian, a pioneer
in coinc>lexily theoiy, has siiggestetl thai lite began
will) an 'aiitocatalytic'" system — a selt-reintoiving .set
of chemical reactions.' Whether you agree or dis-
agree, the analogy may be iisefiil. What, we must
ask. would catalyze the emergence of new, viable
strategies in a successful, ihoiigh complacent, organi-
zation? My guess is that the answer, while perhaps
subtle, will nevertheless be easier to cunie by ilian
ihe niyslery ot lile.

Once you starl thinking ot" strategy as an emergent
phenomenon, y<.)u realize that we have oiten
attacked the wrong enti of ihe piohleni. Shaiegists
and senior executives have too often worked on "ilie
.strategy," rather than on the prect)nditions that couki
give rise lo strategy innovation. In essence, they've
been uying to design complex, iiiuliicell organisms,
rather than trying to understand and create the contii-
tions from which such organisms will emerge.

.So we iiuist siart wilh a search ior the ciee[i rules of
emergence. I think the funclanicnial tluillenge is to
discover, and make explicit, ihe linkages between:

The I'tilcs of strategy emergence -> strategy innova-
tion -> ineiuslr\' reNolution -> the creation of new
wealth.

Emergence is not a random walk; neither, it has been
suggested, was biological evolution. There are many
\\ ho now believe that if evolution had been an
entiiely rantlom process, we would siill be anK)ebas.
li is asserted that the tiuie frame of life on earlh has
been loo short for blind experimentation to gel us to
our present stage of biological order. Lite evolved
toward order, as tio all emergent systems,'

•rv\{) greal torces oi' nature seeiu to tie counterposetl.
On one hantl, Uiere i.s tlic- general irencl lowarcl
entropy. When we convert fossil fuel into lieat, to
power our cars or heal our homes, we are turning
highly ordered energy — complex carbon molecules
— into "tlisortleretl" cnei'gy — IICLII, as well as a vari-
ety of pollutants. These things can never be "put
back together." The second law of iherniotiynamics
suggests ihat we are sliding inevitably toward chaos,
Nol only (.toes the lav\' liuiiacterizc physical systems.

il oflcn seems to characterize human systems. Many
organizations seem to be affected by a kind ot 'insli-
Uilional eniro|iy' in which eneigy. enlluisiasm. antl
effectiveness slowly dissijiate ovei' time.

"Order lu/YAodf careful crafting" is the

goal of strategizing.

^et we see ortier all arounLl us: ihe New York Siotk
llxthange, [byola's supplier netvvoik, a grcai univer-
sity, or, most miraculous ol all, ourselves, A liLinian
being is an almost intinilely more ordered thing, antl
a muth, muth more complex sysit-ni. ilian a singie-
celletl organism. Order seems to be ihe setonti great
Unxc in nature. And while enlropy may be inevitable
in plnsitai systems, there is nothing to suggesi ihai ii
is inevitalile in biological or hLinian systems, Ot
course, perfect order is never achieved; tlisi'Liptive
change always intenenes, Ne\ei"theless, the impulse
for ortlei' is cvfiywhere visible in IIIL' v\oiltl aroiuitl
us — wilh ihe noiabic cxce|nion ot a leeiiagers bcd-
it)om!

While a L-oni[)lex living system, antl ihc order il pos-
sesses, is probably not the protlucl t)f randtjm varia-
tion, neither can it be designetl lop-ctovv'n. The New
•\'ork Slock Hxthange coulttn i be tiesignetl io[i-tlowii.
Neither toultl life on the tnternel. nor a liuman
being, nor a complex hut internally et>nsisteni strLiie-
gy. Whai is going on in all the.se cases is vvluu
Kautfman calls "oitlei without taix-tul (.ratling."
•"Order u'ithoul carehil ciatling" - t cl like lo suggest
that this is the goal of stralegizing.

Oitler aris(,'s hom simple, tieei") rules, (iraig Keynoltls
has shown that wilh three simple rules, one tan rich-
ly siuuilale the bchav ioi- of a (lock of birtis in tliglii,"
So it's not thai thete is no trafting, no design, only
thai it works al the level (jf pretontliiions antl broati
parameters — not al ihe level of a delailfci tlesign.
,So while there was a sini[)le architecUire underlying
ihf hiternei, no one coultl have cnvisioneti LIII thf
rich permuiations of Net-based lite that woultl
emerge in ihe new on-line biosi)here. IJkewise, while
there w;is a simple, oveiarching inlenl to the U.S.
S[")atf program in the l'X)Os, Uie slrategics loi' gcuing
a hunian to the moon weic tiecply emergenl.

Ijke all toi'ms ot toniplexity, straiegy is poi.secl on the
bortler belvveen pertecl oicicr and lotal chaos.

11

Sloan Management Review
Winter 1998

Hamel



between absolute efficiency untl blind
tion, bi.nvt'een autocracy and complete ad hocraCy.
Now if you believe even some of this, it has p r o
foLintI implications lor how we think about strategy
— und where we should focus our attention if the
goal is to develop a capacity for strategy inntivaUon
deep within organizations. Let tne illustrate witli this
old .siory of how iuiniaas acquired a taste for cooki'd
meat. One day, a wikl pig wandered into a hut; light-
ening struck the hut: the hut hurnetl clown; a human

12 poked through the charred remains, touched the pig,

sucked on a finger, and voila! ^'unimy (at least, for
carnivores).

Business school researchers from tlie "process
school" of .strategy, aking with business journalists,
have expended much effort in studying the "acci-
dents" of .strategy tnaking. Process researchers pick
through the ashes; "So this is how an idea fights its
way up through a sclerotic organization over months
or years and finally succeeds in chatiging the ct)mpa-
ny's strategy." "Wow, what a great stoiy!" remarks the
journalist. But maybe we COLIICI cio something toi
make the path from insight to strategy less arduous.
Maybe we could dramatically improve the odds of an
insight occLirring and then being translated inio ptii-
poseful action. Maybe tho.se who .study the compli-
cated, emergent nature of strategy creation can be
more than mere reporters.

On the other hand, researchers in the "content
school" (Michael Porter, first and foremost) have
given all would-be pig caters a set of elaborate crite-
ria to determine whether or not they really have la
pig, versus something much less pahitable. "Will this
(^articular strategy make money?," is the tjuestion
here. Strategy professors and consultants ha\e pro-
duced elaborate guides to pig spotting liut typically
know little abcjut pig farming and much le.ss about
the eulinary arts rec]uired to turn that pig into teninc
de rilk'tk'S. Intlustiial economists and u-atliiional con-
sultants are not strategy thefs.

For their pan. planners assLiie e\'ei"\()[ie tluil, with
the right incantations, you can gel lightning to .strike
twice in the same place. Ultimately, after mueh trial
and error, humankind discovered the principles of
cooking and the oven. Later came the jirinciples of
animal husbandry. Human beings still cannot make
a pig out of nothing — only a pig can make a pig
— but they have learned liow to construct a sy.^tem
that dramatieally increases the probability of getting
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pork on the plate on any given night of the week.

Let me ask a <]uestion of tliose who've ever sat
through a husiness schooi case study: (lave you ever
gotten halfway through a brilliant exposition of a
company's strategy and thought to yourself, "Did they
really have Ihis thing figured out ahead of time? Isn't
(his just luck? Isn't this 2(i/2() hindsight? What about
all the tailures?" Sure, yoti have. These impertineni
C[Liestions lie at the heart of our search for a theory of
straiegy creation. Is a great strategy luck, or is it fore-
sight? Of course, the answer is that i! is both.
Circum.stance, cognition, data, and desire converge,
and a strategy insight is born. The fact that strategy
has a significant element of .serendipity to it shouldn't
caLise us to despair. The alternatives are not the "big
brain" design .school of strategy, nor the "muddle
along" proce.ss .school. The question is. how can we
increase the odds that new weahh-crL'ating strategies
emerge? How can we tnake serendipity happen? How-
can we prompt emergence?

How Does Strategy Emerge?
The niosi tundamentai iiiMght of complexity- theory is
that "complex behavior need not ha\'e complex
roots." as Christopher Langton has so succinctly |)ut
it.'' So what are the simple roots of strategy creation?
My experience, and that of my colleagues at
Strategos. in helping conifianies im[">rove their capaci-
ty for strategizing suggests that there ai'e five precon-
ditions for the emergence of strategy. (Vindaloo curry
is not on the list.)

1. New voices. Bringing new "genetic material" into
the strategy process always serves to illuminate
unconventional strategies. Top management mu.st
give up its monopoly on strategy creation, and previ-
ously underrepresentecl constituencies must be given
a larger share ot voice in the strateg\- treaiion
process. Specifically, I believe that young people,
newcomers, and tho.se at the gecjgraphic periphery of
the (organization deserve a larger share of voice. It is
In these constitLiencies where diversity lurks. So .strat-
egy creation nuist be a pliiralisiic process, a deeply
participative iindectaking

2. New conversations. (~re:iting a dialogue about
strategy that cuts across all the U.MUII organizational
and indu.stry boundaries substantially increases tiie
odds that new strategy Insights will emerge. All loo
often, in large organizations, conversations become
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Iiartl-wiretl over liniL-, willi tlic s:inie pcoplf Uilkini;

to the saint" people nhoiit llie same issues year aller

year. Aller a while. incli\itlua!s ha\e litile lelt lo learn

tVoEii eaeli olher. Oiipoitiinities for new insî î hts are

ereatetl when one juxtaposes [">reviously isolaiecl

knowledge in new ways.

3. New passions. Unleashing tlie deep sense of tlis-

eovery ihal resiLles in almost eveiy human being, and

toeiising thai sense ol'diseo\ety on (he seaith loi'

new wealtli-ereating sirategies is another [ia-ret|uisiiu.

I helieve the witle.spread assumption that indi\'iduaK

are against eliange is Hal wrong. People are against

change v\lien il tloesn'l oiler the pros[">ect ol new

opportunity. 'I1KM\" is miKli lalk totiay about reUiin

on in\estinent, l:)ut I like lo think in terms of return

on emotional in\-estiiient. Indi\iduals will not in\e.si

emotionally in a lirni and its suetess unless they

belii'\e they will get a retui'ii on iliat in\estment. Ail

my exjierienee suggests that individuals will eagerly

embrace change when given the chance lo have a

share ol \'oice in iuwnling IIK' future of their compa-

ny. They will invest when there's a I'hanee to cieak'

a unic|ue anti exciting future in wliie'h they can slune.

4. New perspectives. New concL-plual lenses that

allow indi\iduals to reconcei\'e their industry, their

company's capabilities, eustomer needs, anti so on

.sLibstaniiaiK' aid ihe process of strategy innovaiion.

To increase the probability of strategy inno\'alion.

managers niList beeome the merchanls of new per-

speeti\e. They must search constantly for new len.ses

ihat help companies recontei\e them.seK'es. their tus-

toiiK'rs. their comjietitors, anel. thereby, their o[")portu-

nitie.s.

5. New experiments. I.atmc liing a series ol small,

risk-avt)itling experimenis in ihe markel sei"\'es lo

maximize a company's rate of learning about just

which new strategies will work anti whieh won't.

The insights iliai come Irom a broatl-liasetl siraiegy

(.lialogtie will ne \e r be perieei. While much tratiition-

al analysis tan be tlone Xo refine tlio.se insights inio

\iable siraiegies, iliere is much ihai tan be leai'netl

only in ihe iiiaikel|ilatf.
•

So where tloe.s ihis lea\e tis? We slioLiltl s|ieiui less

time working on strategy as a 'ihing" anti more time

working to untier.stanci the preconditions that gi\e rise

lo ihe "ihing." l:xecutives. consultants, anti business

school professors must rebalance ilie aiiention gi\en

to coniext, tontenl. and contiutl in ta\or oi tontluti.

In focusing on the conduct of strategy, not only are

v\e trying to discover something — the hidden prop-

erties of strategy emeigentt- — we iire also trying to

iutvfil somelhing. Like tlio.se long ago Neantlerthals

Hying lo figure oui the printiples ol cooking ("Why

tan'i wf have jiork eveiy night, raiher than only after

storms'r'''), wf nei'tl to iiueiit an own - - a

hi our (|uest for the strategy o\en. our ino.st valuable

insights will |irobably come Iroin tar beyoiui ihe ira-

dilional siraiegy diseiplines. Personally, I believe we

will tli.set)ver the strategy o\en at the juncture ol eon-

tepls like emergence, sell-organi/ation, cogniiion,

anti organi/alional learning. Stienee is clo.sing in on

the tlee]i setrets ot lile. Anti we. as strategists, are

iinally beginning to elose in on the deep .seeret.s of

eoiporate \italily.

Words to the Wise
por those of you who, like IIIL', have founti eni[iloy-

inenl wilhin ihe strategy intlustry, I have a final eom-

menl.

To Professors. If you're a stiateg\' [irofessor anti you

want to have a role in imenting ihe strategy o\en.

yon'tl better roll up your slee\es and get imoht 'd in

ihe worki ol jiratiite. \ou ean no longer he a iiieie

obser\er. ^'ou musi c I'eaie laboratories, insitle re.il

institutions, where >on can study the phenoinenori ot

emergence. Like panicle physicists, strategy

researthers must tle\elop their hyiiotheses, built!

their particle acceleraiors. and ihen see if their mus-

ings ahout llie deep struetLires of sli'ategy treation

really Lue \;iliti. We must tlo more ihan merely stutly

strategy einergerite; we niusi beeome aelive exjieri-

menters in the realm oi slrateg\ treiition.

I lia\e long atlmiretl Peter Senge's ap[")roath to atlion

researth with ihe MIL Cenier for Organizational

Learning. Lhrough .Senge's work, thousands of 'appli-

tation labs" (m>- term, not his) ha\t- been luiilt in

tom|>anies arountl ihe worltl. from lliese laborato-

ries, learning ahout learning emerges. Where is the

strategy liekl's ecjuivalent set of soei;i! experiments?

Lin not suggesting ihat ^n"alegy [irofes.sors hecome

consLillanls. 1 am suggesting ih.il lhe\' slop being

tlilettantes.

To Consultants. 11 you re a tratlitionai straleg\' COIISLII-

tanl. watch out. If Lm a senior exectiiiw, wli\ shouiti
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I pay yoLir twenty-nine-year-old to teat h me ahoLit
my industry? Wouldn t il fie better it) get my own
Iwenty nine-year-t)kis, and ewrybod\ efse in my
ct)mpany, tt) help leath me about tfie fLUiire? So .stop
t!"\ing to create depentfeiKv aiui start tryinj^ to embed
a tieeji tapahiliU' for strategy inno\atit>n. Wt)rk t<) put
\our.selve.s t)Lit of btisiness!

To Planners. L'HIL'SS you yet involved in the quest for
tile deep secrets (̂ t strategy emergence, the be.st you
tan hope for is hont)i'al)le mention in a Dilhoi car-
toon.
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