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ABSTRACT

Strategic decision makers have a set of beliefs, a worldview, that frame what reality is for them. Using
this framework, they set strategic goals which, in turn, form a set of primary actions that define the strategic
options of the firm. Therefore, we should be able to recognize various schools of strategy as defined by
distinctive sets of beliefs in theory and practice. The paper argues that this is the case and that we should
then be able to define at least one possible Christian school of strategy, framed by a Christian set of beliefs.
A Christian school of strategy should assist all strategists in achieving their purposes in ways that are life-

enhancing for their organizations.

HOW A CHRISTIAN WORLDVIEW
DEFINES STRATEGY

The goal to integrate Christian principles
into an understanding of strategy can be done at
different contextual levels. For example, Marti-
nez (2003) proposed a Christian framework for
analyzing business principles which began with
an examination of leading textbooks available to
Christian business teachers—his context is these
textbooks. This paper acknowledges Martinez’s
framework and seeks integration for the same
reason, but uses a different integrative contextual
level—the worldview of the strategist.

This paper seeks to deepen understanding of
strategic worldviews in order to frame at least
one possible Christian school of strategy. Current
textbooks state the issues of strategic manage-
ment from a specific understanding of strategy.
Is it possible to uncover another understanding
of strategy that is based on a Christian worldview
and is more life-enhancing to an organization?

A biblical integration that begins at the world-
view contextual level is important for Christian
business students to pursue. It is critical to un-
derstand worldviews in order to have consistent
success in strategic decision-making. Said differ-
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ently, what strategists know about a situation is
critical when analyzing the complexities inherent
in developing strategy. If the decision makers
have insufficient, incorrect, inaccurate, or irrel-
evant information about the situation, they may
come up with a solution but the probability is
that it will be an insufficient solution or a solu-
tion to the wrong problem. This leads, eventually,
to failure. Failure teaches “how human planning
and decision-making processes can go awry if we
do not pay enough attention to possible side effects
and long-term repercussions, if we apply corrective
measures too aggressively or too timidly, or if we ig-
nore premises we should have considered” (Dorner,
1996, p.2).

How do strategists know what premises to
consider when making decisions? The premises
considered depend on the worldview of the deci-
sion maker (Bahnsen, 1998; Kuhn, 1962; Kuyper,
20006; Polanyi, 1974; Quine & Ullian, 1970;
Rosenstock-Huessy, 1953). When it comes to
strategic decision-making, premises are more im-
portant than in decision-making in general. Why
is this so? When forming strategies, leaders deal in
complex situations leading to multiple actions, al-
ways acknowledging they live in a world limited by
scarcity (Salgado, 2007). Leaders make decisions
on the type of action the organization must pursue
to achieve a specific purpose; that purpose focuses
on what is most important about their reality.
Taking into consideration the variety of purposes
strategists aim to achieve, I define strategy for the
purpose of this paper as a type of action leaders
must pursue to achieve a specific goal or purpose
in situations limited by scarcity'.

How do strategists select the type of action
to pursue? It depends on the leaders’ presupposi-
tions about nature, the world, and the way things
work. In other words, it depends on the outwork-
ing of their worldview (Cook 2000). Even if
strategists are unconscious about their presup-
positions, they decide on what types of action to
take based on a worldview defined by the culture
in which they work (Kuyper, 2006; Rosenstock-
Huessy, 1954). Different worldviews lead to dif-

ferent and distinct aims, goals, and purposes.
Different worldviews lead to different strategies
that frame the problem and the types of actions
to solve the problem (Rosenstock-Huessy, 1954).

In fact, meta-studies of the strategy literature
have uncovered at least ten distinctive schools
of thought on strategy (Mintzberg, 1990; Mint-
zberg, Ahsltrand, &Lampel, 1998; French, 2009)
differentiated by what strategists believe to be
most important about reality; the purposes, goals
or aims for strategy; and the different types of
action to achieve the aims. These schools are
distinctively different because each is based on a
distinctive worldview. But none of these schools
suggested by Mintzberg or others are based on a
Christian worldview (See Table 1).

Should Christian leaders then frame the
problem differently, defining a distinctive set of
actions for strategy because of their Christian
worldview? This is the central question of this
paper. To answer this question, the paper argues
that it is possible to frame at least one possible
Christian school of strategy using the following
propositions:

1. Schools of strategy differentiate based on
a main idea about reality and the purpose
for their strategy.

2. Each school of strategy prescribes a dis-
tinctive set of actions.

3. Christianity offers strategists a different
set of beliefs about reality and a prescrip-
tion for the strategic problem.

4. Therefore, Christian strategists, if consis-
tent with their faith, will offer a distinc-
tively different set of actions as strategy.

A Christian school of strategy can provide
Christians with the right expectations about strat-
egies and take into consideration a more correct
understanding of God’s order. Christian strategic
decision makers desperately need a framework
from which to work realistically in God’s world.

Additionally, a Christian school of strat-
egy puts the other schools into perspective and
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guides us to integrate the life-giving attributes
of the other schools. Because it correctly views
reality, it takes into consideration all other means
of making organizational decisions. Its inclusive-
ness will help Christian strategists work with
everyone to help the organization succeed. The
result of a wiser strategist will be wiser decisions.

Let us now turn to the argument based on the
stated four propositions. In the following section,
I will use Mintzberg’s Ten Schools of Strategy to
enlarge upon the first two propositions.

MINTZBERG’S TEN SCHOOLS OF
STRATEGY

Henry Mintzberg developed ten schools of
strategic formulation (Mintzberg, 1990; Mint-
zberg, Ahsltrand, and Lampel, 1998) that, |
argue, are based on worldviews. I chose to use
this scholar’s work for several reasons. He holds
high credibility in the field as a world-renowned
theorist on strategy and management (Bernhut,
2000; Prusak and Davenport, 2003; Kennedy,
2004). More importantly, has written prolifically
about strategy, which allows us to understand the
origins of his views. He has also written criti-
cally about the various schools of strategy. His
writings, in total, give insight into what leads
theorists to create distinctive theories. Using his
work, we will examine Proposition 1 and 2.

Proposition 1: Schools of Strategy
Differentiate Based on a Main Idea About
Reality and the Purpose for Their Strategy.

It is not surprising that theorists and prac-
titioners hold a variety of insights into what
strategy entails. In fact, when Mintzberg and
colleagues (1998) reviewed hundreds of books
on strategy and categorized them, they found ten
distinct schools of thought 2. They categorized
these schools not so much as perspectives of one
school of strategy but as distinctive core beliefs
about the world and how things work, namely
worldviews. Based on a serious study of the his-
tory of strategy, Cook (2000) also concludes that
the concept of strategy is based on worldviews or

core beliefs about human nature, the world, and
how things work.

Specifically, following the idea of worldviews,
an overriding idea about reality sets each of the
schools apart and supports the schools’ theories.
There are many aspects of reality, and theorists
tend to latch onto one idea which becomes their
starting point for defining the truth about reality
(Dooyeweerd, 1997). Dooyeweerd calls it the Ar-
chimedean point, the standpoint that we use as a
lever to lift up all other ideas about reality.

Philosophers and theorists take and absolu-
tize this “Archimedean point,” making it the only
idea that can best describe or make proper sense
of reality. “It appears again and again,” concludes
Dooyeweerd, “that this dogma impedes mutual
understanding among philosophic schools that
prove to be fundamentally opposed in their true
(though hidden) starting-point” (Dooyeweerd,
1997, p. 36). “In a debate among these schools
one receives the impression that they are reason-
ing at cross-purposes, because they are not able
to find a way to penetrate to each other’s starting
point” (p.37). Philosophers debate at the highest
levels of thought, and theorists of all kinds, in-
cluding strategy theorists, continue these debates
at all levels (Mintzberg, 1994).

From their Archimedean point, theorists form
an interrelated set of beliefs that frame a situation,
problem and possible solutions (Pearcy, 2004;
Stevenson & Heberman, 2004). Cook (2000) and
Mintzberg and colleagues (1998) conclude that
each school of strategy begins by defining what
is most important about reality (See Table 1).
Strategy decision makers use their view of reality
in the context of strategy to frame the strategic
situation, which defines the aim or purpose of the
strategy and how this purpose should be accom-
plished. It is not that strategists ignore the rest of
reality, but that they believe that by paying atten-
tion to what is most important, they can achieve
their organization’s intended purpose; what they
believe success is.

The overriding criterion, therefore, for the
distinctiveness of each school is the one main
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idea that the strategist selects about reality.
Again, theorists absolutize this idea and dogmati-
cally believe and teach that this idea of reality de-
fines what is most important about organizational
success (Mintzberg, et.al., 1998). Different ideas
lead to different aims for the strategist and to a
distinctive set of actions.

For example, those in the Planning School,
who define strategy as a plan, believe that a ra-
tional person can “predict the course of its en-
vironment, and control it, or simply to assume
its stability” (Mintzberg et al., 1998, p. 67); that
quality is in the process, not in the person; and
that we should think first, then act. The theorists
and practitioners’ purpose in this school is to put
quality in the process through control.

Although the Planning School’s main idea
about reality share some beliefs with the first five
schools, theorists and practitioners package it as a
distinctive set of beliefs. These beliefs differ from
those of the other schools; in fact, they are com-
pletely opposite from the beliefs of those espoused
by the Configuration school. Those in the Config-
uration School believe that time is most important
issue in reality and that not taking time into con-
sideration destroys organizations. Time, defined
by this school, is biological time in reference to
the life cycle, not the term physicists’ define as an
expanse in space (Rosenstock-Huessy, 1953). The
strategists in this school assert that they must pay
attention to the specific time for the organizational
growth stages or configurations. Because of the
importance of time, strategic management is only
done when the organization is stable and decides
to maintain the status quo.

As seen in Table 1, each school reveals a dis-
tinct goal for strategy because of the one main idea
about reality that different strategists have before
they begin to strategize. This main idea leads nec-
essarily to a different set of primary actions.

Proposition 2: Each School of Strategy
Prescribes as Strategy a Distinctive Set of
Actions.

When strategists identify the most important
aspect of reality, they select the premises they

need to interpret reality. With these premises,
they necessarily frame the strategic problem to
solve. From this frame, they draw inferences and
conclusions about the problem that fits within the
frame and follows their premises (Argyris, 1982).
In other words, they interpret their environment
and the organizational situations differently ac-
cording to worldview presuppositions. Thus, they
solve different issues. At the end, strategists in
the different schools define strategy distinctively
and recommend different actions.

Looking at Table 1, we recognize how each
school develops distinctive sets of primary ac-
tions that those in each school call strategy. As
can be observed, some of these sets of primary
actions share common tasks, but as a whole they
represent distinctive processes. For instance, for
those in the Planning School, the plan is the strat-
egy. The plan is designed to form comprehensive
and deliberate plans, procedures, training, and
analysis. In contrast, the Design School and Plan-
ning School share evaluating strategies using a
variety of techniques like the SWOT analysis,
and the step by step conscious process, but as a
set of actions, it draws strategic options differ-
ently than the Planning School.

Strategy as a plan is intentionally designed to
control all those in and around the organization
so that they follow the processes. Since quality
is in the process, control becomes a priority. As
necessary for this type of planning, strategists in
this school hire educated planners who know how
to control effectively, create lots of checklists and
techniques to ensure full control, set objectives
on the front end, fully elaborate all budgets and
operationalize plans on the back end. Before they
set objectives, these planners audit the internal
and external environment or build several pos-
sible future scenarios. After filling out the entire
checklist, they decide on control techniques and
create objectives. They then evaluate strategies
and schedule the operationalization of the plan in
great detail (Mintzberg, 1989).

In contrast, by looking at the bottom of Table
1, we see that those in the Configuration School

SITDILAYV
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have a different set of primary actions. For them,
strategy implies a time perspective. The purpose
for these strategists is to consider the process of
the lifespan of their organization. To consider
this lifespan they need to understand what is hap-
pening to all the elements that make up an orga-
nization during its life time. According to Mint-
zberg (1989), the elements include the operating
core, the techno-structure, the support staff, the
strategic apex and the ideology. Depending on
the type and life process of an organization, these
elements configure the organization differently.
Strategy for those in the Configuration School is
a process of stabilizing the organization at every
stage of its transformation. To form strategies,
they need to understand when their organization
is leaping from one state of being to another and
when they need to find ways to stabilize the orga-
nizational direction.

Looking at Table 1, a question may be raised:
why could strategy not include all the types of
action found in all these schools? The answer is
that strategists begin with a problem which they
interpret through their packaged set of beliefs or
worldview. They cannot easily leave this web of
beliefs (Quine & Ullan, 1970). Solving the prob-
lem, they select only those actions that are either
logically consistent or correspond with their own
interpretation of what is most important about
reality. Thinking in those terms therefore, we can
ask what is most important about reality to the
Christian strategist. In the next section we will
explore this question.

WHY NOT A CHRISTIAN SCHOOL
OF STRATEGY?

Proposition 3: Christianity Offers Strategists
a Different Set of Beliefs About Reality and a
Prescription for the Strategic Problem.

A Christian view of strategy must begin with
the core question: what is most important about
reality for the Christian strategist? There might
be a variety of answers to this question, but what-
ever answer we choose, we know that it needs to
be defined by God.

One possible core reality that I propose looks
at how the truth in Christ defines the reality or
order that God created. The order that God cre-
ated was marred, disjointed, and broken by re-
bellion and than redeemed by Christ and made
whole again through His death and resurrection
(Colossians 1:15-23). Because we begin with
God’s reality, instead of excluding any of the
various concerns from all the schools of strategy,
we can unify the “sovereignty dictated order of
life” (Kline, in Rushdoony, 1973, p.8; Deut. 4:5-
8; Psalm 19; Col 1:15-23). This becomes what is
most important about reality.

As in all the other schools briefly described
in Table 1, if Christian strategists affirm a uni-
fied, complete, redeemed reality as most impor-
tant thing, they can frame their problem as the
process of unifying or completing reality in ways
that will make an organization fruitful.

If as a strategist we assume that God created
a unified, coherent reality, and all things “are put
together under Christ” (Eph. 1:10), we need to deal
with all the complex concerns about the outside
and inside environment and the past and future
to create a process that unifies reality. Instead of
absolutizing each of the concerns of the 10 schools
on Table 1, we are set free to understand and unify
them. We can acknowledge that each school has
a legitimate concern, but by itself excludes many
other concerns that make up the whole of reality.
Taking into consideration only premises that we
can agree with and ignoring others, as do many
strategists of each of these schools, can create
trouble when making decisions (Dorner, 1996),
especially strategic decisions.

Aim: unifying strategic concerns. There-
fore, the aim or purpose for this possible Chris-
tian school of strategy is to determine how to
unify all these strategic concerns. What does
this mean? In the real-world, to unify concerns
means to work at reconciling or synchronizing
them through peace. It is a problem when those
who write about or create strategy reject or dis-
count all other concerns except their own. In es-
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sence, they refuse to make peace with the other
concerns.

Even if decision makers understand the need
to unify all the concerns, they often fall short. For
example, Mintzberg and his colleagues (1998) at-
tempt to unify the ten schools of thought, but en-
counter limitations because of inconsistencies in
worldviews®. Mintzberg concludes, “Like many
other safaris, we cannot deliver quite as much as
we may seem to promise” (p. 350). Why not? He
continues, quoting Ornstein, “Without the de-
velopment of an over-all perspective, we remain
lost in our individual investigations.” (p.350). Ac-
cording to Mintzberg, it takes a different mode of
knowledge to unify or see the whole elephant that
makes strategic management. He cannot show it
to us; we have to find it ourselves.

Peace and a Christian school of strategy.
We have suggested that peace makes it possible
to unify the whole of reality. As we discuss this
in more depth, we need to ask what makes the
strategists’ aim at peace distinctively Christian.
Our purpose in asking this question is to move
toward developing a school of strategy that will
help any strategist, whether a Christian believer
or not, to succeed.

To suggest that it is possible to frame a Chris-
tian school of strategy, I am going to rely on the
sociological work of Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy.*
As a Christian scholar, his thesis is that peace
is most important for the organization when it
is strategizing. With peace the organization has
the opportunity to be successful; without peace
the organization dies. An organization’s life and
fruitfulness depend on peace, because peace uni-
fies its reality. Therefore, the aim of the strategist
is to work at maintaining peace (Rosenstock-
Huessy, 1970).

What is peace? In his study of Biblical peace,
Bruggerman (2001) says that “the central vision
of world history in the Bible is that all creation
is one, every creature in community with every
other, living in harmony and security toward the
joy and well-being of every other creature (p.13).”
Jesus is our peace (Ephesians 2:14), and He came

to give us peace (Matt. 28:16-20; John 12:32).
“The vision of wholeness, which is the supreme
will of the biblical God, is the outgrowth of a
covenant of shalom (see Ezekiel 34:25), in which
persons are bound not only to God but to one
another in caring, sharing, rejoicing community
with none to make them afraid” (Bruggermann,
2001, p. 15).

Four fronts of reality. Utilizing this defini-
tion of peace Rosenstock-Huessy’s (1970) sug-
gests that in order to unify all of reality and to
work at peace, decision makers must understand
four key fronts: inside and outside environments
and past and future lifetimes. These issues are
also found in the Mintzberg schools of strategy
formation. The inside and outside environmental
issues are especially important in the Design, and
Planning Schools, and the past and future time is-
sues especially important in the Entreprencurial
and Configuration Schools.

In the four fronts of reality, the strategist
faces very different sets of concerns. Strategists
must understand that “for living beings (and this
applies to plants and animals as well as to men)
[the environment] is a conflict of inner and outer
processes. For human beings (and this also ap-
plies to plants and animals), time is a conflict
between responsibilities toward the past and the
future” (Rosenstock-Huessy, 1970, p. 62). Strate-
gists must work out the means to resolve the con-
flicts of the environment and of time.

The Bible speaks often in terms of time, re-
vealing life and death issues. It also speaks about
what gives us health, life, and shalom (de Raadt
1997; Deut. 30:15-19; Psalm 16:11; Psalm 36:9;
Prov. 4:20; John 10:10). In other words, the Bible
directs us toward the future. Christ died in the
past to redeem our future. In fact, He already has
redeemed our future though we have yet to live
it out (Rom. 8:25; 2 Cor. 6:10). In this sense, it
is important for Christians to integrate the past
with what Christ’s redemption means as we move
towards the future.

Besides this past and future orientation, the
Bible helps us discern the environmental order.
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Table 3 Possible Main Focus of Each School

Inside Outside

Past Future

Design School Design School

Planning School Planning School

Positioning School

Entrepreneurial School

Cognitive School

Power School

Learning School

Cultural School

Environmental School

Configuration School

Configuration School

Peace School Peace School

Peace School

Peace School

We can understand and study the inner/outer
environment through reason and our senses. We
can see, weight, compare, smell and touch things
in the environment. However, because all of life
belongs to God, He defines the presuppositions
we hold as we encounter our study of both en-
vironments (Bahnsen, 1998; 2 Corinthians 10:5;
Hebrews 4:12).

Biblical peace will unify all the interests of
time and the environment. This makes Bibli-
cal peace an overriding Christian concern. As a
result, Christian strategists should work hard to
bring peace into their organization. It solves the
problem of disunity that is often found at work
and in the field of strategy. Both are splintered
because of lack of peace. Without peace, those
who are concerned with controlling the external
environment and those concerned with the life of
the organization are no longer on speaking terms
with each other. Conflict, if not resolved, creates
crisis. Organizational crisis can create so much
negative energy that if allowed to spread it can
work as a cancer to destroy the organization.

This issue becomes clearer when we under-
stand the main actors in an organization. Rosen-
stock-Huessy (2000) argues that there are four
main actors in any business: the manager, the

salesperson or marketer, the technician—skilled
or semi-skilled employee, and the engineer—the
idea employee. Managers pay close attention to
what is going on inside the organization. Their
concerns are efficiency and effectiveness. The
sales person’s interests respond to the outside of
the organization. He or she needs to understand
the outside markets and customers in order to
sell the goods and services to them. Both manag-
ers and salespersons have formal roles and their
skills can be applied to any organization. These
two actors in the organization, managers and
salespeople, have concerns identified in the first
five schools of strategy in Table 1. When these
people are Christians, they may emphasize other
concerns such as the importance of stewardship,
truthful communication and showing love to
their neighbor.

Technicians respect the past. Over the years,
these actors have established means to accom-
plish work, and they work best by maintaining
what they have learned to do well. Their skills
tend to be specific to types of work that tie them
to the past and that make them liable to changes
in production method and techniques. In con-
trast, engineers concern themselves with the fu-
ture. They create change. They work at creating
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new products, new production methods and new
techniques to cut costs. These two actors, techni-
cians and engineers, add the time perspective to
work and have concerns related to some of the
schools in the bottom five of Table 1. When these
people are Christians, they may add other con-
cerns, such as the promises made in the past that
organizations need to keep, and future possibili-
ties opened to them because Christ redeemed the
world.

When not well understood, the interests of the
four actors may cause much trouble for the orga-
nization. Salespeople continually try to sell what
their customers will buy, while the engineer’s in-
terest is to sell a product that actually works well
and that they can support. Technicians understand
that they are getting paid for their skilled or semi-
skilled work, which has taken years to sharpen.
Their interests are to maintain their skill levels
so that they can continue to have work. On the
other hand, since the engineers continually seek
to respond to the salespersons’ communication
with the demand of the market, they are work-
ing hard at changing. But change threatens the
technician’s future work. These tensions can tear
the organization apart in many different ways.
Managers work at reconciling these tensions so
that the job gets done cost effectively.

If not synchronized, these four very different
interests cause conflict within an organization.
Of course, the different interests are not the only
reasons of conflict. Sin also causes conflict be-
cause it adds self interest or disobedience to the
quality of reasoning, motives and timing of the
issues raised. All this creates crisis. The more
human beings disregard God’s order, the more
conflict and conflict results. When people sup-
press the truth of God’s order (Romans 1:18), they
naturally find themselves in conflict, and unable
to resolve conflict, gravitate towards crisis. In a
way, crisis is the natural state of mankind.

Conversely, peace is unnatural to us. We have
to work hard at peace.” Therefore, by making
peace the aim or purpose of strategic thinking,

planning and doing, Christians can give their or-
ganization an opportunity to succeed.

Therefore, peace as one, or possibly the main
distinctive strategic aim should be a pragmatic
consideration for any organization. We know
from the study of decision-making that making
decisions, particularly strategic decisions, is dif-
ficult. First, decision-makers have to overcome
their reasoning limitations and tendencies to-
ward self-deception (Bazerman, 2006; Bahnsen,
1978). For instance, Mauldin (2004) identified
at least 23 ways in which decision makers are
bounded rationally. Also, because of the issues
the four main actors’ perspective raise, in many
cases information is not shared or passed on to
the person making decisions (McCall & Kaplan,
1990). When making decisions, strategists need
to understand how easily they fail to consider all
the premises (Dorner, 1996).

In the real-world, because of these failings and
sin, strategists work with lack of information, misin-
formation or disinformation (de Raadt, 1991). How-
ever, if decisions are made in peace, they will have a
greater opportunity to be optimal. Peace is especial-
ly crucial in strategic decisions that require substan-
tial change. “Peace is the experience of change at
the right time. The best change is a peaceful change.
Peace is not a situation that obstructs change or his-
tory or reform. Peace is presupposing change and
time processes. . . . Peace is that quality of change
by which it is approved and supported by all people
concerned” (Rosenstock-Huessy, 1970, p. 43). For all
these reasons, peace should be the primary aim of
the strategist. Peace should define a Christian view
of strategy.

Proposition 4: Christian Strategists Should
Offer a Distinctive Set of Actions as Strategy

Can the concerns and purposes of a Chris-
tian school of strategy defined by peace, lead to
distinctive set of primary actions? Does framing
strategic thinking in terms of peace lead to dis-
tinctive ways of solving problems? What can we
do strategically that will maintain peace in the
organization?
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According to Rosenstock-Huessy (1970), it
is a rich communication process that enhances
peace in an organization. Creating a peace-
enhancing communication process requires that
strategic managers pay attention to four elements
of communication. As I describe the elements,
this issue will become clearer. The four neces-
sary elements of communication are as follows:

1. Freedom for all the actors in the organiza-
tion to speak up passionately about their
interests. Salespersons will thrive in this
freedom as they are allowed to speak up
for the interests and real needs of their cus-
tomers.

2. Unanimity within the organization based
on mutual goals. Managers will respond
well to unanimity as they seek to unify,
simplify and integrate all interests inside
the organization.

3. A formal process that includes set pro-
cedures, operational processes, cultural
rituals and keeping promises. Technicians
and support staff will respond well to this
formal process.

4. Conversely, forward-looking thinking that
allows the organization to change, move to
ensure a successful future, and allow for
controlled plans. Engineers will respond
well to this type of thinking as they seek to
move the organization forward.

Concretely, employees create peace when
they listen and are allowed to speak in earnest
with each other. Creating peace requires that
employees have the courage to name people and
problems when necessary. It requires employees
to risk opening up to commitment and asking
others to commit to action. Creating peace also
requires employees to listen, for listening is “the
art of valuing someone else’s words, thoughts,
ideas, worries, and concerns above your own”
(Walker, 2008, p.188). When employees through-
out the organization talk and listen to each other,
they take action, willing to wrestle with the con-
sequences and creating all the other means that
make it possible for them to come together and
unify their interests. The peace they create allows
them to achieve much, even momentous things
(Rosenstock-Huessy, 1970).

Creating peace in the organization. How do
we actually accomplish these elements of com-
munication? Let me suggest five primary actions
organizations can take to make peace possible.
These suggestions come from various theorists
and practitioners and are put together here as a
set of actions.

1. Teach and practice double-loop learning.
Argyris (1982) suggests that a lack of
rich communication at the executive level
causes the friction that slows and even
stops all strategic decisions. Implementing

Table 2 A Suggested Christian School of Strategy

peace

School of strategy Most important about reality Types of primary actions
The Peace School. God’s unified reality, redeemed by Christ Teaching and practicing freedom,
Strategy formation as a process of creativity, fellowship and sacrifice.

Implementing a rich
communication process throughout
the organization.

Creating a habit of double-loop-
learning

Creating a habit for collaboration
Creating a habit for peacemaking

Creating a habit for creativity
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double-loop learning will open up com-
munications.

2. Teach and practice peacemaking (Sande,
2004) or conflict resolutions. Peacemak-
ing will also allow rich communication.

3. Teach and practice collaborative team
skills (Miller, 2005). Collaborative team
skills will help employees understand and
build their speaking and listening skills
that cover all four fronts of life: inside/out-
side, past and future.

4. Teach and practice Koinonia (Walker,
2008), through which employees can par-
ticipate in communion and community,
practice compassion, and practice what is
right.

5. Teach and practice creativity (de Bono,
1970). Creativity allows organizations to
detect what is currently lacking so that it
can move forward into the future.

What is common in all the suggestions is
teaching. According to Rosenstock-Huessy
(1970), teaching becomes necessary as we seek
peace. Peace requires that strategists learn from
experience what actually creates peace. In learn-
ing what creates peace, employees do not require
formal instruction on the variety of theories
available, but rather should be taught what theo-
ries have been already tried and how they worked
or not worked. This type of teaching responds to
the milieu of real and serious organizational life
(Rosenstock-Huessy, 1954).6

What is Christian in this primary set of
actions? The primary set of actions suggested
above reflect the all-inclusiveness of the Chris-
tian worldview and the recognition of God’s or-
der as determiner of what is right, good and of
virtuous character in organizations. Using these
actions becomes a way to establish God’s order
and either Christians or non-Christians can do
them.

However, the set of actions misses is what
is crucial for real, complete peace. Our relation-
ship with Christ is what will bring real, complete

peace to ourselves and our organizations. Those
who belong to Christ and have peace in Him are
free to work towards the redemption of all things.
However, those who do not have Christ’s peace
can still work at creating a peaceful environment
and have a measure of success. Just as we all en-
joy the good things that God has created for us,
we can all enjoy peace and its reward (Matt 5:45).

CONCLUSION

A Christian worldview should define at least
one distinctive school of strategy. If we accept
the work of Mintzberg, et al. (1998), we find there
are schools of strategy that reflect distinctive un-
derstandings of what is important in the reality
of an organization. With these understandings,
each school frames the work of the strategists. In
other words, an understanding about what is most
important about reality necessarily leads to a dis-
tinctive set of actions; change this understanding,
and the set of actions also change.

Since Christianity gives us a different under-
standing of what is important, it is possible to
identify at least one distinctive Christian school
of strategy. The Peace School of strategy’s under-
standing about our reality can lead to a distinc-
tive purpose and set of primary activities that
define the strategic options. These options should
contribute not only to Christians but to all strate-
gists as they seek the best for their organization.

Since this paper only focused on defining one
possible Christian School of strategy, we need
further study on how the Peace School of strategy
works out the various strategic implications. To do
that, we need additional examination of space and
time as defined in this article. For example, in what
ways does this perspectives frame and resolve dif-
ferent strategic issues? We also need to study the
importance of language-based communication,
such as the personal and relational everyday talk
between leaders, managers, followers and em-
ployees. It would be fruitful to consider the lan-
guage or speech-acts work of Austin, Searle and
Rosenstock-Huessy (Austin, 1962; Clifton, 1006;
Schrag, 1997, Rosenstock-Huessy, 1970) and what
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their work’s implications on business and strategic
communication (Clifton, J. 2006; van der Merwe,
Chermack, et al, 2007) teach us about how we
implement peaceful change.

Finally, no doubt we can find other Christian
frameworks to define other Christian schools of
strategy. Although the discussion in this paper
should add to the general understanding of stra-
tegic thinking, planning and doing, the challenge
for us is to make any of these frameworks work-
able. In this respect, Mintzberg (2004) teaches us
that it takes many years of hard, detailed work
to popularize a theory based on an unpopular
philosophy. In our case, for practitioners to im-
plement the Peace School of Strategy, we need
extensive scholarly work on its implications in all
areas of strategy.

ENDNOTES

"Mintzberg, et al. (1998) defines each school
differently based on the literature from each
school (see Table 1). Each definition has this
in common: it defines a set of actions that the
leader must pursue to achieve a specific goal or
purpose in situations limited by scarcity. Per-
haps this definition can be understood better at
the end of the paper; however, we have so many
definitions that it was deemed better to included
it at the beginning.

2. French (2009) categorized them into seven
schools.

3. Unifying reality has been tried many
times before: Plato, Aquinas, and Kant tried. But
their attempts cannot hold because man cannot
do it through reason (Rushdoony, 1971).

4. Why Rosenstock-Huessy? My intent has
been to find Christian sociological work that we
can use to work out our strategy theories. The
problem is that there are not many Christians who
have done the work required for their sociology to
be distinctively Christian. Rosenstock-Huessy has
done the work. He was born and raised Jewish
in Germany at the beginning of the last century.
After converting to Christianity, he moved to
the United States where he taught at Harvard for
a short time. Harvard, uncomfortable with his
unapologetic Christianity and his desire to be

a Christian scholar, moved him to the religion
department. Because he did not want to be in the
religion department, he moved on from Harvard
and spent most of his teaching career at Dart-
mouth. Dartmouth allowed him to teach social
philosophy. His concerns for Christ and for life
also led him to get involved in solving problems
in industry. In Germany he worked for a Damiler-
Benz factory, and in the United States he founded
a camp to bring together the various people

that make up industry so that they learn how to
work together. His ideas about this camp, Camp
William James, were later directly instrumental
in the creation of the Peace Corps (Rosenstock-
Huessy, 2001). In his many books and transcribed
lectures, he has a lot to say about work and the
organization as a social unit.

5. We probably share the same idea with
some Jewish thinking. See for instance the work
of Frans Rozenzweig.

6. Adams (1988) agrees that this type of
learning helps people change. It is this type of
change that helps us work at peace.
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