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Breadth Abstract

This study will heavily engage the traditional theories as to how they relate or explain capitalism, corporate power and expansion.  Thus, the foundation of this literature review is a discussion about the theories presented by Schumpeter (2008), Weber (2008) and, Bowman (1989).  Each of these theories attempts to describe aspects political institutions in democracy and capitalist economies that impact the development of social and political structures through post modern society.  These works present some clear opposing points, but they each provide a set of discussion points that, when reviewed together, can provide an analysis of the potential of capitalism in post modern society.  

By discerning the traditional approaches along with some current related work, we can determine how these theories have application to the current social structure.  Using this path, the literature review considers the perspectives about corporate power and expansion where the foundation in theoretical capitalist traditions will help to focus the formulation and design of the research towards a quantitative study using specific and isolated variables as they relate to each other.  

SBSF 8710: Classical Theories of Political Institution and Corporations
Breadth: A Critique of Classic Traditions in Post Modern Society
For a liberal and democratic society to exist, the institutions in government have to be free to exercise the public interest.   Challenges to the basic foundations of political institutions can have a profound effect upon individual political efficacy, and thus, this essay will examine the affect of corporation growth over the past few decades upon political institutions, efficacy, policy and social change.  Currently, there are efforts to reform policy in Congress, but without considering the impact of corporations, they fail to address core issues and realities of policy.  Domhoff (2008) and Mills (1956) suggest that there are coordinated power elites at work to affect policy, but their discourses do not specifically address possible correlations between corporate expansion and the affect upon efficacy, the population and policy.  Rather, they focus upon empirical observation of a couple well connected entities to derive their assertions about power.  Schumpeter (2008), and Weber (2008) disagree about the future of capitalism as well as with the future of basic entities of social and political structures. 

This study will heavily engage the traditional theories as to how they relate or explain capitalism, corporate power and expansion.  Thus, the foundation of this literature review is a discussion about the theories presented by Schumpeter, Weber and, Bowman (1989).  Each of these theories attempts to describe aspects political institutions in democracy and capitalist economies that impact the development of social and political structures through post modern society.  These works present some clear opposing points, but they each provide a set of discussion points that, when reviewed together, can provide an analysis of the potential of capitalism in post modern society.  
Then, we can review how current research about these theoretical approaches describes the current atmosphere as interpreted by newer works that invoke the theoretical constructs issued by Weber, Schumpeter and Bowman.  By discerning the traditional approaches along with some current related work, we can determine how these theories have application to the current social structure.  Using this path, the literature review will consider the perspectives about the issue of corporate power and expansion. The foundation in theoretical tradition will help to focus the formulation and design of the research towards a quantitative study using specific and isolated variables that can be measured as they relate to each other.  

The literature review will examine how Bowman (1989) interprets corporate power theory as a form of advanced capitalism and how this relates to American capitalism and society.  Here, we understand the role of the corporation in economics, society and political institutions.  Given these roles or ideas of these roles, we can build a credible analysis of (how and why) post-modern society has embraced corporate power and the various affects of that power.

The literature review will focus upon these works:

a) Schumpeter (2008). Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy.
b) Weber (2008). Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism.
c) Bowman (1989) Corporate Power Theory, Ideology and the Law.

Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy
Schumpeter’s (2008) classic work critically argues aspects of capitalism and socialism as they relate to economics, motivations and use of labor.  He starts by examining Karl Marx as a prophet, sociologist, economist and a teacher.  Schumpeter believes that Marx provides significant views towards economics and sociology, but he believes that Marx falls short of being an effective teacher and as a visionary prophet.  Thus, Schumpeter attempts to build a brand of theory that aligns with capitalist foundations, capitalist weaknesses and socialist intentions.  

Schumpeter said that “one may hate socialism… yet forsee its advent” (2008:61) indicating that regardless if one like socialism that a form of socialism is inevitable.. In the first few chapters of his work, he describes his interpretation of Marx’s ideology in an ironic but glowing appreciation of capitalist achievements.  He believed that Marx did not impose a materialistic interpretation of economic theory and implementation, but he asserts that economic conditions shape motives and society.  Further, production determines the characteristics of society rather than a supposed individual’s location within the particular processes because the various production forms have their own logic basis.  
He argues that social class is intrinsic to economic theory as Marx did.  Economics and history tend to be defined by the class interest and how the class actions manifest over time.  Yet, he argues against Marx’s point about immobility of classes despite a pronunciation of ownership as a determinant of group’s position in society.  A capitalist knows how to borrow from others’ savings or to accumulate through force or manipulation.  Schumpeter argues that capitalism is a natural evolution of social structure from feudal systems. Essentially, he suggests that social class and economic interpretations are actually implementations of each other even though they are supposedly separate doctrines.  This aligns with statements made by Weber about culture defining economic capacities of a society (this will be covered later).

Schumpeter rejects a socialist viewpoint of capitalism as strictly a theory of exploitation, but capitalism has elements of “hedonist enjoyment of profits” despite any Protestant ethic characterized as parallel to that enjoyment.  He handily rejects the idea of purely competitive markets except in the case of agriculture because wage movements will reduce any ability to achieve surplus profits in those markets.  He also rejects the idea of pure monopoly markets (without state intervention).  He also believes that oligopoly is an actual state of war between firms and no actual equilibrium exists. He asserts that technology changes and that forces changes in business structures, but he does not address when a monopoly or oligopoly can successfully suppress competition.  .  
Schumpeter charges that both Marx and his critics are prone to failed ideas or claims that have been proven wrong, but theory of a future is “slowly and laboriously accumulating” information.  He believes that economics and social structure are a process of many variables that makes reasonable measurement difficult at best.  

Capitalism is best at a process of creative destruction whereby innovation destroys old processes or technology and perpetuates a system where current systems are generally inferior to future systems because speed and performance have supposedly increased with evolution. Capitalism is an organic and evolving system that allows more people to attain finer things (distribution of goods to more people with less).  This proclaims the notion that the capitalist process raises the standard of living for the masses.  

In terms of business, prices are then a function of wage rates, and capitalism can not eliminate unemployment.  This is one of the many seeds that he notes that could be the destruction of capitalism as he notes that capitalism plants the seeds of its own destruction.  He argues that capitalism is fragile and, at the same time, destroys human values.  He argues that social order has to provide for rules about child labor and assistance for unemployed (yet still provide motivation to be employed as productive labor resources).   He notes as well that price rigidity may be a function of labor negotiations rather than specific business policy.  As well, business strategy aims to avoid fluctuations in the market (Schumpeter, 2008: 92).
Essentially, Schumpeter argues that capitalistic growth occurs despite “favorable conditions” (2008:73). The capitalist order casts the bourgeois society in purely economic models of progress via making or losing money that defines one’s success in the process. Therefore, there is a direct relation between capitalist order and the rate of increase of total output with an expectation of repetition of performance or failure to work.  The best capitalist order is the environment that encourages growth and designs a “scheme of motives” (Schumpeter, 2008: 73) promising wealth with a healthy threat of destruction.  Thereby, the potential success of the order is equal to the potential failure (as well as the impact upon the masses).  This is because the success and performance is geared towards money-making rather than social services.  Yet profit motive, by itself, does not directly counter specific interests of the consumers (Schumpeter, 2008).  

  Schumpeter (2008) believes that economic theory is a consequence of the culture that lives the theory.  He asserts and refers to the idea that classic traditions and feudal systems were appropriate for their times due to the circumstance of their societies.  He argues that one could not transplant modern capitalism into these cultures with tremendous success.  
Schumpeter refers to the term “creative destruction” as the greatest asset to capitalist whereby new processes and devices continuously improve upon previous designs.  In a working capitalist state, monopolistic structures will kill competition as well as the primary efficiency output hypothesis of capitalism.  Cost of goods is relative to one’s labor hours to purchase rather than an abstract monetary value.  In this creative destruction, perfect competition and monopolistic big business are mere fantasies unless subsidized by the state since capitalism is hardly stagnant due to the constant engineering of innovation and production.  This suggests an inevitability that oligopoly and monopoly will over time change or be reduced because someone will always change the supposed equilibrium.
Schumpeter agues fervently against the monopoly structure as a destructive force against innovation and conserving any obsolescent industry is foolish (even for the state).  One might argue that there is a point to avoid a crash as he notes with regard to the Great Depression, but cartel businesses in these giant structures will be more interested in sabotage of progress and threaten future capacity.  The inevitability of instable monopoly structures suggests that “trust-busting” is completely unnecessary since the winds of the market will force changes as he notes about the railroads and automobiles.

    The creative destruction that he proposes suggests that progress requires abandonment of old investments and ideas.  Any field that is controlled by big interests will fight any threat to current capital structures in order to avoid potential losses which also fights potential progress.  This is evident in the previous analysis about power elites that have significant investments in current generation and transmission technologies will be less likely or even hostile towards policies that encourage a change in that formula (Hansen, Aug 2009).  This discussion considers how socialists might be cost conserving as well because a socialist could not simply “scrap plants and equipment every year” (Schumpeter, 2008: 98), but they might view new methods as assets if they can perceive the new methods to have a greater lifetime than the old ones.  

 Schumpeter argues that monopoly markets are not open to penetration of same commodity and pure cases are rare that show how one firm has the power to exploit at will.  Yet, he contends that size is not a requirement for production or operational efficiency, and monopoly is a short term circumstance (aside from government intervention).  As well, the concept of entry into a new field defeats the theory of perfect competition, but markets that are close to perfect competition are engines for innovation and long-term expansion. 
Schumpeter then discusses capitalism as a state of perpetual crisis with minor effects of profit or upswings (as a partial reinforcement of his earlier work about theory of economic business cycles).  He goes further in this work to describe how capitalism requires increases in population in order to gain additional demand or they have to find new markets to “grow” demand. Using marketing, they can create want that appeals as demand, but want and effective demand are not the same but rather “economic dangers of deficiencies” (Schumpeter, 2008 :114).  

As well, the more closely tied to a particular process or unit of production that a region or country becomes, the less confidence there will be in the process when that element is creatively destroyed (Schumpeter, 2008).  Further, the tools, machines and equipment complement the labors of the current society.  Thus, a rise in one region may diminish or be catastrophic to another region.  We can see evidence of this in Michigan with respect to the automobile industry during the recession of 2008-2009.  Interestingly, Schumpeter (2008) raises opportunistic opinion about growth of investment opportunities with the rise in mass affordable house building.  Yet, Michigan reminds us that such opportunities and innovation have the capacity to destroy “the economic usefulnesss” of certain orders and traditions, and as well, a decline in savings will lead to total output decline.  Thus, he advocates public planning of social needs or a brief social net to offset the negative swings of capitalism for those times (except if the financing imposes upon private business). 
Without these elements of social protection, capitalism, left bare, breeds social unrest and hostility as deficiencies are exposed and profits dematerialize.  Further, the growth of capitalism and stock ownership leads to “absentee ownership” that is not subject to, or does not encourage, moral allegiance as actual ownership of physical entities did (Schumpeter, 2008). Political criticism will lose rationality as restraints are sacred traditions are removed for profiteering especially since short-term profits and inefficiencies rule the current views rather than long-term considerations.  As well, the long term interests are intrinsically linked to upper class bourgeois society that becomes the apparent viewpoint of that “class”.  
The short-term improvements will be taken for granted until the system can no longer support them (Schumpeter, 2008) or the creative destruction process redistributes the wealth somewhere else.  This yields a level of insecurity that ripples throughout the society as unrest. Again, the logic of a capitalist society is that there is a need to create, educate, and subsidize a vested interest in social unrest. Expansion of an intellectual class via new information technologies and expansion of educational opportunities increases the supply of “white-collar” beyond cost-return points.  There is continuous rate of unemployed and employment with substandard work.  Discontent fosters resentment and the hostility increases with every achievement of capitalist evolution.  This suggests that the maxim, “all boats rise when the tide comes”, is less than accurate since hostility would suggest that some boats would not be able to “rise with the tide” of capitalist expansions. 
He continues to suggest that the rise in intellectuals has lead to interference in politics where they should have left issues alone.  Schumpeter almost proclaims that the “class war” is an invention of the intellectual when they interfered with labor politics (2008: 153).  Politics is the profession of getting one’s own interests to be represented rather than a social good.  Yet, one has to consider how a labor class, which may have been deprived of education opportunities, would be able to get change without using intellectual resources.  
The labor needs and those of the bourgeois society may be in conflict with each other, but that may not necessarily be a warfare situation.  Yet, if capitalism is to be able to make rich people out of under-privileged people, there awaits an inevitable situation where someone will “interfere” in the business or methods of others, and that may be labeled in such a way that suggests the threat could penetrate or harm the bourgeois class.   In a way, there may be capitalist competition for business where those with current investments view those without as threats to current capital structures.  As well, Schumpeter (2008) argues that capitalist produce depressions by a habit of hoarding their so-called loot.  

Bureaucratic management of society is not just a socialist design but according to Schumpeter is a complement to democracy rather than an obstacle (2008).  As well, many corporation structures are deep bureaucratic structures.  Many socialists’ views revolve around one’s own ascent to power (e.g. the destruction of the current apparatus) (Schumpeter, 2008; Socialist Workers, 2009).  This ignites more discontent with and against a socialist arrangement from the current bourgeois. 

Change happens depending upon 1) reconditioning 2) habits and 3) malleability of those involved.  Responsibility does not have to mean a dramatic shift of who is in power, but current responsibility could be reproduced in a future socialist society.  As well, socialist will have to prove and subscribe to the benefit of a different type of economic progress where eventually the relevance of this economic progress becomes less important.  Socialist should focus upon self-discipline and confer fewer privileges to the Haves versus those of Have-Not’s. Social order will work best when moral allegiance and better attitudes are focused towards one’s own work.  Schumpeter contends that “workers disapprove [today] because they are told to do so” (2008: 211) where common sense is actually obscured from the same person that is excited to vote for policies that are to one’s own disadvantage.  
Schumpeter argues that an authoritarian discipline is not cohesive (e.g. China or Cuba) with a socialist order where democracy and socialism are possible to work together.  The group discipline of socialism would proceed authoritarian structures much like feudal structures where predecessors to bourgeois.  The society would be vested les in the social unrest of capitalism and eventually maintaining discipline would no longer be required.  This would depend entirely upon the ruling personnel and circumstances of the country to reject force as a tool for socialist transition or to maintain a dictatorship of the proletariat.  Essentially, Schumpeter seems to suggest that piety, connection to one’s work and neighborly compassion would rule a person’s actions and attitudes towards each other.  Through acceptance, encouragement and allowance of socialist thought, there would be a gradual change of society (rather than Marx insistence upon radical revolution) and economic structure towards a different perception of work, people and the society especially as parts of current society become hostile towards capitalist doctrines.  Schumpeter insists that many of the structures in modern society will be useful and needed for a cohesive and functioning socialist society.  
The Protestant Ethic and Spirit of Capitalism
When one first starts to read this work, a parable (comes to mind) from the Bible that discusses how a master gave three servants different sets of money and the subsequent reaction to the servants ability to use the money to make more (or not). (Matthew 25:13-30).  The first two servants at least doubled their “talents” where the third buried the money and made no more.  The third servant is scowled and thrown out of the house for being “lazy”.  Yet, the parable master argues the servant could have earned interest on the money, but this defies Aquinas (2002) assertion that earning interest is a sin.  The difference between Aquinas and Weber becomes more apparent as Weber challenges that traditional thinking of earning money.  

Max Weber (2008) wrote this classic text in an attempt to define what he called modern capitalism and its motivation roots in Christian (as well as other religions) traditions.  Weber’s work is heavily based upon the premise that particular denominations of Protestants were more adapt at being true capitalists based upon some fundamental ideas about virtue and productivity as well as how one’s faith intersected lifestyle.  He claims that the previous generations of people were less productive and less efficient because their church was not a strong part of their life.  This is a difference than Schumpeter who believed that the institutions of capitalism evolved over time and the circumstances of that particular society made aspects of capitalism more or less realizable at their particular time.  

Weber argues that capitalism exists where Protestants that were participating in economic cycles usually had some previous capital ownership and maybe an expensive higher education.  He would align somewhat with Schumpeter that culture does affect one societies ability to have capital growth and another culture that does not except his concept is geared towards specific attributes of relationship to church, piety (Ben Franklin could not become a true entrepreneur due to his attitude towards excessive wants), rules of finance (Catholics generally believed interest to be a device of sin) and where they were interested in more than simply providing for the family.  

Weber refers to Montesquieu who suggests that progress involves piety, commerce, and freedom.  While he suggests that Franklin may be too pious, piety should not prevent someone from attaining capital that in turn helps others.  Through commerce, one can use acquired capital and spread through commerce.  Thus, the capitalist has distinct interest in freedom to do commerce.  Weber claims that Protestants are more productive and more interested in enterprise than Catholics which have greater preference for craftsmanship and security.  Capitalism is not a renunciation of religion or should not be unfairly labeled as materialistic or “anti-ascetic joys” (Weber, 2008: 47).

Weber refers to a “spirit of capitalism” to counter that unfair label.  He refers to axioms that espouse aspects of capitalistic growth and encourage entrepreneur concepts. 
1) Time is money (Marx and Schumpeter would easily agree here).
2) Credit is money. One should make good use of credit.

3) “Money is prolific, generating nature”(Weber, 2008:49).  Be mindful of owed and accountable to expenses.
4) Modern capitalism requires a particular ethos.
Again, he refers to Franklin having wholesome virtues, but Weber suggests that virtues are virtues when they are useful to the individual.  Since Weber believes that people are dominated by making money; its acquisition is the purpose of life.  Further, the social ethic of capitalist culture, if one agrees, is based upon obligations that drive individuals towards the context of professional activity.  Yet, capitalism can not be unrestrained use of labor without an undisciplined precept of right and wrong.   

In this, Weber refers to use of “piece-rates” as wages for productivity. Weber argues that people will, however only work for the price offered rather than attempt to earn as much as they could with as much work as one could give into a process.  Also, low wages will fail to maintain skilled labor for more technical goods, and capitalism is aided by education to build a constructive society that avoids “stonewall of habit” that prevent more efficiency.  Thus, he returns to the need for overcoming traditionalism and comfortable attitudes towards life of frugality where people get to the top “because they did not wish to consume but to earn” (Weber, 2008: 62).  Those who made fortunes were doing no greater deed if they would give gifts as insurance against the uncertainties of death rather than to build more.  

Essentially, Weber’s primary argument is that modesty does not conform well or rationally to capitalism.  Capitalism does well where there is a development of rational behavior and attitude among the whole.  The development of a strong vibrant capitalist economy is founded in a Puritan fortitude to quiet apprehensions over possible salvation by performing good deeds with finances and building infrastructure.  Those without this type of religious upbringing are severely disadvantaged since they do not have motivations that are more than mortal based (salvation or damnation).  
Weber believes that the Puritan determination towards work as a “calling” provides one with an ability to fully use the gifts given to them by God.  The question remains whether the ends of this determination are truly selfless even though the objective is supposedly not profit or other worldly goods but perhaps prestige.  He recalls that Puritan objection is against the simple possession, enjoyment of wealth with idleness or temptation of the flesh.  Their motivation is activity that serves the glory of God and a waste of time is among the deadliest of sins especially since time is money.  The Puritan teaching is to do God’s work for divine glory not simply as a calling to submit. 
This heavy emphasis upon the Biblical understanding of work ethic provides a strong psychological consequence especially since the class system is an example of divine construction of social roles.  If people are assigned to roles in life from some divine arbiter, the only way to switch a calling is in order to please God according to Weber’s description of the Puritan method.  A person without a calling will lack systematic methodical character for rational labor, which may also suggest a desire for people to stay within the realm of the particular culture.  Deviation without a proper “calling” would be sinful and destructive to the person under these conditions.  
Weber reinforces the ability to profit was perpetrated then as a need to achieve a “purpose” (Weber, 2008:162).  As well, wealth is bad when used for only temptation and idleness.  Weber notes the story from the Matthew gospel mentioned earlier.  That by this framework, the third servant who buried the money, wished to be poor and was equivalent to saying he wished to be unhealthy and full of sloth.  Yet, use of scripture, Weber, notes is not without issue since natural law of Old Testament have been altered to eliminate “non-necessary” elements that were not cohesive with modern life.  One can not mistake the rise of the middle class morality by the Puritan community that challenged the authoritarian rule of the King. 

 The Puritans hatred of scholastics as mystical rejection of God prevents them from truly expanding capitalism.  This rejection provided a means towards uniformity of life which aids the attempt to standardize processes by the capitalist. The Puritan ethic requires that acquisition is done only for God’s will and, as well, condemns dishonest or blatant impulsiveness.  (This contrasts modern marketing methods completely that argue that an impulsive want is a personal reward in a more utilitarian ethic).  As well, the Puritan savings are only a means to build more productive investment of capital (e.g. God’s work).  
The Puritan ideals of capitalist order eventually gave way to pressures from wealth temptations that lead towards more utilitarian ideals of capitalism noting that while riches have increased, religion has decreased in importance.  The search for the Kingdom of God gradually has gradually been replaced by a “sober economic virtue” for a rise in utility principles.  Still, the bourgeois retains some of the features and beliefs (e.g. unequal distribution of goods is a Divine aspiration). As well, alms giving and begging are less tolerated.  The utilitarian ethic alters the perception of the role of a capitalist by allowing one to exploit by business activity or labor over any particular “calling”.  

Still, the Protestant and the principle of capitalism reject a solitary ownership of all means and therefore reject monopoly (Weber, 2008). This is in line with Schumpeter (2008) assertion about monopoly, but Schumpeter argues that monopoly can not remain such for long.  Weber (2008) claims that the religious basis of worldly ascetics faded long before Franklin wrote his material and mechanical capitalism simply did not need the religious ascetics.  

An interesting proposal Weber makes is that diminishing religious attitudes may either regain in power someday or capitalist society will regress into a polished embellishment of a “convulsive self-importance”.  Post-modern society can see examples of both of these ideas. 
Weber’s assertion that Protestants were the reason that modern capitalism may not be desired as much in today’s world and viewed with political correctness aside, he may have a point.  Yet, the growth of capitalism in Europe and North America is probably due to colonization where someone in Europe saw the need for new markets and thought the new world presented an opportunity to gain land and assets that were occupied by aristocracy in Europe.  Some of those in aristocracy may have been Catholic or Lutheran or Jew, but they controlled their part of the market and their profit formula.  Some of them may have learned from the Ottomans who learned how to make money from trade across the Orient, but discarded Islamic requirements of community in those teachings.  Thus a proviso that virtue is only useful when the virtue is useful to the person derives a strong utilitarian virtue and as well, a profession of faith to believe in principles of God and to hoard money, in the name of God, does not make exploitation of people a worthy adventure.  
Corporate Power Theory
Political theory helps one to model ideas of power and public decision making in terms of economic, social and political needs for a society or nation.  That political theory is formed in and around institutions of governance where the power is exercised.  For capitalism in the 20th and 21st century, corporations have had a prominent role in the economic development of society as well as affecting the political institutions.  Bowman (1989) details how corporation power is derived, how that power is considered in terms of political theory, as well as how that power affects social and political institutions outside of the basic economic function of the corporation.  

For the purposes of this review, we are focused upon how Bowman thinks that corporate power is explained or justified in modern liberal political thought and society since this reveals an interpretation of capitalistic growth.  While Bowman believes these to be interdependent, we do not have to examine or argue the application of corporations to legal realms except to understand that corporations are, for the most part, given constitutional privileges and rights that are given to individual American citizens.  Using the theoretical context of the corporation power (especially for supra-national corporations) as an application of modern capitalism, the discussion can better understand the implications and changing nature of post-modern society, economies, and political institutions.  

Bowman (1989) reviews several liberal and non-liberal theories about the”nature of corporate power”, and he isolates a “liberal justification” for corporate power rooted in American social structures. He believes that this review is not dependent upon “artificial social divisions” or economic determinism (vii).  He asserts that socialist theories do not recognize the political nature of the corporation despite the corporate affect upon marketplace and property.  In essence, corporations (especially the supra-national corporations) are complex entitles that have a specific set of economic purposes with social and political significance.  

American capitalism has been bound to the success and growth of these corporate entities, and therefore, we must consider the relationship of corporations to the ideals of political theory and economic growth (Bowman, 1989).  Again, he suggests that one can not simply view corporations in terms of economic interests alone since they have political roots and have evolved into manipulators of control over the American economy and political system.  Each corporation operates as a legal entity that has rights owned to individual persons despite the fictitious nature of the entity, and each corporation has direct power over internal structures (e.g. people) and affects to external structures (e.g. markets).  Each corporation uses these ideas in different aspects which makes theorizing the corporate power as doctrine, or in terms of conceptions, to be a difficult task that requires knowledge from several academic disciplines (Bowman, 1989).  In this respect, Bowman provides a thorough disciplined approach to studying corporate power affects in the marketplace for economics as well as social and political institutions.  

The American corporate character has been constructed in terms of neo-liberal ideas of capitalism that reduces government interference in the internal affairs of the corporate organization.  This characterization is an implicit legitimatization of a direct influence of the organization over the internal workings of the organization and an inherent political nature to that influence (coercive or ideological).  This might suggest that corporate executives can direct internal staff to act or to vote in a specific path that is strongly recommended by the corporation. Further, corporate executives may be able to use external influences to issue similar recommendations outside of the organization, which is in alignment with Domhoff (2008) ideas of corporate power elite classes. 

Bowman attempts to show a more comprehensive social nature of the corporate power with domination over political institutions as well as a “restructuring” of control and relationships due in part to a systematic consolidation of power in the corporate order.  This restructuring of power is rooted, according to Bowman, in Progressive Era restructuring of American society that gave a social context to the corporate power. This becomes the foundation for the supra-national corporations’ impact upon global liberalism, class and corporate power (as well as for American dimensions of these) as the future of corporate capitalism.   
Breadth Discussion

Schumpeter and Weber have differing ideas about capitalism where Weber refers to a more sacred motive; Schumpeter argues about a general ethic and empirical growth statistics that show the great potential of capitalist order.  While each focus upon particular aspects of capitalism, we can, in modern society, see aspects of each of these ideas.  We can see that each description of capitalism requires a culture, attitude and circumstances to make capitalism effective and how capitalism is continuation of creative destruction through globalization affecting more people around the world than before.  
Capitalist marketing points towards obligations to families when investing in one bank or another (Weber favored interest arrangements over Aquinas). There is rhetoric that suggests fair wages are social nets to prevent for capitalist negative reactions.  Bowman showed us how and why corporate power is a political and social institution as well as an economic institution. The difficulty of defining corporation theory is due to broad implementation of corporate power as well as the various sizes of these entities.  Yet, they have an influence over people and their decisions in multiple ways where they can inject viewpoints into the political dialogue either directly or via the stakeholders that comprise the corporation.   

Given corporations as an element of advanced capitalism and given the ethic or restraint required for capitalism to be cohesive, government has to represent the long term interests of the public.. Even Milton Friedman (2008) suggests a need for government as an arbitrator or referee.  The great expansion of corporations over the past century has built massive multi-national organizations with secular interests (rather than a Puritan interest) of gaining market share and stable capital structures.  The potential effects of these corporations are vast especially when one considers the prospect of one of the giant ones failing.  If a corporation becomes “too big to fail”, do we have a de facto monopoly where the public is more interested in maintaining the simple existence of the firm rather than allowing capitalist competition to take affect due to the potential negative consequence of the firm’s collapse. 
According to Schumpeter (2008), this defeats the purpose of capitalism since monopolies are not instruments for developing efficiencies and better production and will further the hostility between those who have and those who have not. Especially when that failure means a catastrophic implosion or depression for the rest of society, their rescue is essentially corporate welfare instead of the capitalistic notion of failure and destroys the value of savings that created the capitalist market thus reducing society to low-income welfare with far higher costs.  

The idea that government has to rescue these giant companies is strange to socialists, Keynesians and neo-liberalism, but rather, this is a consequence of not refereeing.  The socialist and Keynesian ideas as echoed by Schumpeter suggest a resource for unemployed people via some short-term social welfare because capitalism can not and will not end unemployment entirely, but they do not explicitly suggest the public support for a failing enterprise like we have seen in 2008 and 2009.  In slight contrast, neo-liberalism of Friedman and Puritan ethic of Weber would never suggest such actions to be taken because the capitalist engine and business cycle is expected to correct itself. 

Thus, the liberal democracy as we observe today is beholden to the capacity and a salience of giant corporations regardless of the public good or interest in maintaining those capitalist ventures (efficient or not).  If we are to be part owners of these firms, then the invisible road to socialism is being built as the public becomes partial owners in these enterprises.  Yet, this “brand” of socialism as retorted in political dialogue surrounding firms like AIG, Fannie Mae and General Motors in 2008 is not what Schumpeter had in mind because we are not managing these firms in a socialist-market form like those in China or Vietnam. The question is begged of whether the direction of more advanced capitalism is towards government or public owned companies of a socialist market as Schumpeter asserts or are we headed towards corporation owned or controlled government.  The case for the latter is argued in terms of globalization affects upon governments and nation state legitimacy.
Breadth Conclusion

“Facts do not cease to exist because they are ignored.”– Aldous Huxley
Capitalism has provided the world with opportunities for growth and expansion for those who understand the meaning of production and those who maintain a particular work ethic.  Schumpeter (2008) and Weber (2008) provide glorification of this process and those attitudes that support them.  One may wonder whether they could have envisioned the tremendous growth of supra-national corporations and their impact upon nation-states, labor, markets, and political efficacy.  

Should we manage the firms that we have now become invested in?  Is the next phase of our democracy a perpetual corporation driven state or a socialist-market?  What is globalization and the corporation power theory and how do they impact capitalism? If the road to socialism is being built as Schumpeter indicates, the corporation and globalization will impact that pathway or evolution.  If the road is being built towards socialism, the government’s role in private enterprise changes as well as the role of the public in the self-determinism idea of firms especially with respect to the large investments that the United States and Japan have made to keep their large companies from failing.  
The next parts of this discussion will examines some of the questions about corporate power elites, more questions about globalization, and questions about apparent speed capitalism that have become elements of post modern capitalism.  Then, the discussion will build proposals for how one might examine these same questions in quantitative forms.  
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Depth Abstract

The essay examines how corporations are part of Mills and Domhoff’s concept of power elites and how corporations affect political institutions, globalization, labor and national identity.  Given that Bowman (1989) argued that corporations are political and social institutions inseparably from their economic purpose, Pena (2005) and Ramasamy (2006) discuss the affect of growing or expansion of supra-national firms as well as a potential impact upon traditional concepts of government and labor. 

Globalization is changing the nature of how democratic institutions as well as socialist institutions work in their respective countries.  The discussion reviews Glezos (2008) critique of “speed capitalism”. With information and communications advancing rapidly and on-demand production moving at seemingly split second actions, there is an impact upon the political institutions and the viability of those institutions. As well, given the climate towards globalization and the affects upon middle class, corporate expansion without the middle class expansion has to factor into the discussion.  These provide critical elements to the discussion about the future of capitalism and socialism as compared to corporate power and political institutions. The next section reviews a proposal that builds a case for another political structure called “cooperativism” by Ratner (2009).

The question is begged of whether the direction of more advanced capitalism is towards government or public owned companies of a socialist market as Schumpeter asserts or are we headed towards corporation owned or controlled government.  The case for the latter is argued in terms of globalization affects upon governments and nation state legitimacy.

SBSF 8720: Current Research with Corporate Influence upon Political Institution

Depth: Contemporary Discourse about Affect of Corporation Expansion and Globalization upon Political Institutions

The breadth demonstration reviewed capitalism as presented by Schumpeter (2008) and Weber (2008) and then discussed how corporations as power elites affect society and governance.  A couple questions were raised that this section will attempt to provide further understanding to apply to a proposed study as the application section.  

This section will review more critical interpretations of capitalism, corporations, globalization, political theories and how they affect the actual environment or events.  As well, the proposed studies for the application of this knowledge will focus upon corporate power and political efficacy.  Thus, we must review the literature that discusses corporate power theory as the interpretation differs or aligns with modern capitalism and socialist concepts.  With that, current economics and society have to understand how globalization and corporate growth are impacting those political institutions as well as power, and we can review some observations and proposals for how they address the social and economic issues.

The first section will examine how corporations are part of Mills and Domhoff’s  concept of power elites and how corporations affect political institutions, globalization, labor and national identity.  Given that Bowman (1989) argued that corporations are political and social institutions inseparably from their economic purpose, Pena (2005) and Ramasamy (2006) discuss the affect of growing or expansion of supra-national firms as well as a potential impact upon traditional concepts of government and labor. 

The review will attempt to determine how expansion of the power elite into a global power elite may or may not affect public efficacy or voter participation.  Then, the review will examine different methods of how to measure political efficacy for use in the application demonstration of this examination.  Thus, the relationship between corporate expansion and efficacy will be linked together in this discussion.  A discussion of why this potential correlation and research has been relatively minor will help to establish why this is actually important to public policy. 

These sections will discuss aspects of capitalism that impact current society and political institutions.  Globalization is changing the nature of how democratic institutions as well as socialist institutions work in their respective countries.  From the American perspective, we have seen significant affects to the middle class as more corporations search for cheaper labor production and search for more “hospitable” corporate environments.  

The discussion will then review Glezos (2008) critique that examines the affect of the “speed capitalism”. With journalism, Internet, information and communications advancing rapidly and on-demand production moving at seemingly split second actions, there is an impact upon the political institutions and the viability of those institutions. As well, given the climate towards globalization and given the affects upon middle class, corporate expansion without the middle class expansion has to factor into the discussion.  These provide critical elements to the discussion about the future of capitalism and socialism as compared to corporate power and political institutions. 

The next section will review a proposal that builds a case for another political structure called “cooperativism” by Ratner (2009).  This proposal is similar to other socialist theories, but he presents a slightly different mechanism that is rooted within examples of rural or organic food cooperative companies.  This proposal aligns somewhat with Schumpeter but goes further by suggesting that ethnic diversity is another mechanism for dividing the society.  As globalization occurs, more and more cultures are going to interact and become interdependent (Clinton, 2003).  Thus, the importance of how the society uses diversity will become more critical to the development and encouragement of innovations as well as more critical to social changes.  

With these aspects defined, a framework is built for a proposed dissertation study as an application of this essay and how that study can be relevant to political theory and political institutions in terms of political efficacy.  This discussion will bring these ideas and traditions together into a cohesive understanding of what corporations are, how they implement capitalism, how they affect political institutions, and how supra-national corporations use globalization to affect social or political institutions as well as the potential future of capitalism.  

The depth section will investigate current works and dissertations that discuss the traditions of political theory aforementioned in addition to the potential strategies for using political theory to encourage sustainable energy in the public policy.  This discussion will hope to exsmine how classical theories have been implemented within the contexts of modern and post-modern writing.  Using the information, we can begin to build a question about how corporations may have altered political dynamics (especially with respect to energy policy and individual political efficacy) in the United States.  
Corporations as Power Elites

As noted in the KAM VI, there is heavy discussion about potential power elites in the United States (Hansen, Aug 2009).  If there is a so-called power elite, what affect if any do they actually have upon public policy.  The discussion revealed that Domhoff (2008) and Mills (1999) have two varying definitions of what that power elite is, but they both agree that power elites have money and resources that are not available to average individuals.  Further, globalization is changing the way capitalism works and changing the dynamics of labor (Pena, 2006; Ramasamy, 2005). Understanding the roles of power elites, globalization, and corporations are important to social change in the capitalist society as well as the future of that society. 

Each considers large corporations to be a significant part of that “power elite”, and each considers those corporations are a direct result of the capitalist principles championed by Schumpeter and Weber.  While these capitalist presentations expose slightly different methods of how that culture and corporations affect power, human nature, social class, and social development, they consider a paramount understanding that economic potential is built within the society that encourages growth and opportunity.  As well, globalization is a result of corporations seeking new markets, seeking hospitable government, and seeking cheaper labor resources by moving production to newly industrialized countries and socialist-market economies (Pena, 2006).  The globalization shifts power dynamics around the globe as more people become aware of middle-class interests and supersedes national barriers (Ramasamy, 2005). 

There have been, as noted, descriptive and empirical ideas presented about what power elites are that center upon those with money to affect public policy (Mills, 1999; Domhoff, 2008).  We can consider expansion of capitalism (as corporations) through globalization and corporate power for a potential outcome to determine if the prophecies of socialism by Schumpeter may be correct.  What these authors tell us about social change, direction of capitalism, and attitudes can be quantified in way against measurable elements of the corporation expansion as the power elite to decide if Schumpeter’s vision of socialism as capitalists’ future is viable (or if Weber’s fear of secular utilitarian capitalism will result in “convulsive self-importance” that undermines the Protestant ethic of capitalism).  As well, this globalization and capital expansion impacts democratic institutions as national barriers are superseded by the supra-national corporations. 

Thus, there are social and  political consequences of power elites that can be measured in terms of corporate expansion against actual citizen participation in democratic institutions (e.g. voting or activism) is a required discourse about the direction of global capitalism and global corporation expansion to American public policy as well as to other countries’ public policy mechanisms.  Thus, if power is derived from accumulation of money (corporations or individual wealth) and resources (specifically labor), we might consider the expansion of corporations in terms of value and organization growth as related to overall political participation.  

Such a direction may be influenced by the public perception of issues rather than invisible capitalist evolution towards a socialist state suggested by Schumpeter.  As discussed about public perceptions in KAM VI (Hansen, Aug 2009), Erikson, R., Mackuen, M. & Stimson, J. (2002) have observed and analyzed apparent shifts in political moods as parts of a general cyclical process, and they also suggest a tendency against extreme political leanings.  Yet, their observation and analysis do not necessarily address or understand the potential impact that corporate expansion may have upon those leanings.   Their work may suggest that elections are driven solely by the public’s particular political leanings rather than suggesting that an invisible path building is occurring like Schumpeter suggests. 

Whether corporations, as power elites, are actively involved with social change in public policy or if they can actively challenge particular public political opinion is left open for discussion except in terms of Domhoff’s corporations as coordinated power elites.  As well, if corporations affect political efficacy negatively, they may threaten the legitimacy of the nation-state as well as the government guaranteed individual rights especially since globalization appears to reduce national barriers in addition to challenging labor (Pena, 2006). Therefore, less political opposition, political hopelessness or political ignorance provides an implicit approval for implementing those policy decisions or social change that corporate short-term interests recommend or develop regardless of their long term public consequences.  

One only has to look at how energy legislation in 2005 and 1979 (as well as Sarbanes Oxley accountability measures) were written by the exact corporations that were to be governed by the same legislation (Hansen, 2009). If corporations are directly influencing public policy or even writing the policy, we cannot be assured they are writing legislation in the best public interests any more than a crooked politician shirks public opinion by perpetuating their own agenda in response to short term corporate interest over long term public interest (Manza & Lomax Cook, 2002; Jacobs and Shapiro, 2002). There have been several initiatives that have been restricted due to impacts by apparent short term interests that focus upon maintaining current profit formulas in the energy industry rather than investing in research and future solutions aside from the ones already mentioned (Hansen, May 2009). 

This problem impacts the future structure of economics and public policy issues because ignorance of fundamental issues also means that core issues are not being addressed in favor of the idea that markets and corporations are efficient entities that are equipped to address these. The core issues may be diluted in order to bring focus upon unrelated issues to occupy the public attention (e.g. gay marriage, legal abortions, or deficit spending) where these scapegoat issues do not address or even bring the core issues into the peripheral vision of the public.  

Affect of Globalization upon Capitalism: Global Over-Accumulation?


Pena (2006) suggests that globalization helps to bring various cultures, nations, and people together into the marketplace under peaceful conditions.  This aligns with a prophetic assertion by Lenin and Schumpeter that capitalism breeds socialism and that socialism helps to breakdown national barriers due to intrinsic international unity of capital, politics, and policies.  Globalization brings Marx’s so-called class struggle to more parts of the world where the newly industrialized economies being to enjoy capitalist growth.  


Pena (2006) argues there is complacency in American society that suggests that the promised land of market growth and wealth has been attained in America where nothing else better has been proposed.  This narrow mindset, according to Pena (2006), goes even  further to suggest that to achieve growth that there is simply no possible alternative to the current Western capitalism that is in Europe and North America.   There is a pathway from inefficient state capitalism to more efficient socialist market economies, however, that have been risen from the affects of globalization.  We can see evidence of this in the state-oriented markets of China and Vietnam where they have had considerable success in reducing poverty in their respective countries. Yet, Ramasamy will argue that globalization is still primarily an advanced stage of capitalism (rather than an evolution towards a Marxist system).  

Despite this, the socialist market is consistent with socialist ideals, and as evidenced by the poverty reduction in Asian socialist countries, those markets are, as well, outpacing capitalist growth despite that prevailing narrow view of a superior system in the industrialized world (Pena, 2006).  Ramasamy (2001) may be correct in saying that globalization is a result of advanced capitalism since capitalism is about growth and finding new markets for product as well as finding ways to make the production cost less, but the result appears to be giving way to a different form of market economy and new challenges to labor. This aspect of globalization, as advanced capitalism, helps to explain why Pena (2006) points out that the socialist democracy is a democracy for the vast majority where bourgeois democracy is a system that allows for the abuse of democratic rights (regardless of government guarantees).  Yet, the problem with accepting this idea is that American capitalism has reared a sense of utilitarian individualism that will reject socialist ideals of community or common goals (Glezos, 2008).     

According to Marx, the class struggle could be represented as a global working class with interests and needs in contrast to a global bourgeois that appears to be united to exploit the worker class.  Pena argues, however, that the global expansion leads to communication across borders that make total censorship of issues under strict authoritarian governments more difficult to maintain.  One might see this in the 2009 protests against the presidential race results in Iran, or 2009 ethnic unrest in China, where the government could not completely quash information leaking to foreign countries.  Yet, the liberty of individuals and workers are still challenged by these authoritarian regimes despite moves towards market economies or more open trade policies (favorable to capitalist development).

The biggest challenge of globalization and corporation growth is upon labor and workers’ rights as more and more countries attempt to encourage capitalist investment and industrialization (Ramasamy, 2005; Pena, 2006). Ramasamy considers the idea that globalization has presented a crisis for protection of workers’ rights and equality of wages.  He agrees with Marx that labor is a fictitious commodity because labor can complain when they feel exploited, and thus, the labor wages are not true market representations but a product of Ford-ism agreements between capital and labor.  Further, the economy is supposedly subordinate to politics, religion or social relations (Polanyi, as cited by Ramasamy, 2005) rather than interdependent to the circumstances engaging them as suggested by Schumpeter (2008) and Clinton (2003). 

This means, according to Polanyi and Ramasamy, that total laissez-faire style markets are not possible given the government and workers’ interest in the market activity.  Yet, globalization means a weakening of the nation-state especially as part of any social contract with labor or local workers’ interests (Ramasamy, 2005; Pena, 2006; Bowman, 1989).  Ramasamy suggests that constant transformation and too much market penetration will yield more socialist-type resistance instead of a passive victimization of labor.

Ramasamy (2005) criticizes the concept of Ford-ism and how that implies a separation of organization from a set of “prescribed tasks” is a concept about mass production that in globalization does not fit the model anymore due in part to wider variety of cultural aspects in the process as well as expanded communications.  This Ford-ism brand of capitalism required specific aspects that have changed with globalization (e.g. labor is no longer directly involved and not necessary).  Ford-ism also implies a macroeconomic structure where production gains are found in increase of financial investments and purchase of labor power.  The firm has a long-term wage relationship with controls over redundancy, monitoring of wage price and links to productivity measures by the state.  The relationship of the firm to the state then is found in the state revenue growth infers a “permanent income” for wage labor (Ramasamy, 2005: 5).  The Ford-ism principle favors mass standards that make production of a product easier, but wage is a pivotal element of determining profits and level of production. To gain workers’ support, the rising consumption and increased social benefits creates “social cement” (Ramasamy, 2005: 6), and stability is achieved via assertion of expected normal behaviors.  

Thus, the advanced capitalism, beyond the Ford-ism concepts, allows for relocation of plants to avoid unions and to seek out government interventions in order to make a production environment more profitable.  This pushes the production away from industrialized countries into newly industrialized states, and thus, the working class of the newly industrialized state increases dramatically but labor union membership does not.  The state then tilts towards capital and away from labor interests while labor turns to “trade-unions” (Ramasamy, 2005: 8). There is active competition between states to secure new production facilities and renunciation of any previous workers’ protections in order to encourage more plant relocation to their localities.  

In the industrialized states, there is a noticeable shift towards service sector employment over manufacturing.  Ramasamy (2005) suggests that globalization caused 1) a policy consensus towards market driven instead of state driven economics; 2) industrialized countries centralized management of global markets; 3) rules development and implementation by multi-lateral organizations (e.g. IMF and WTO); 4) finances are concentrated in supra-national banks and firms from the developed states; and 5) there is noticeable subordination of 2nd and 3rd world states to the developed states.  Further, production methods (e.g. just-in-time or subcontracting) changed the role of the state and of labor unions towards capital growth.  

The state, regardless of socialist methods or capitalist methods, has become directly involved in the wealth accumulation process by helping to tame labor movements.  As well, globalization has effectively put restraints upon public sector functions and operations.  Thus, trade unions realized they have to organize on global efforts rather than focus upon one state market and simple business unionism (Ramasamy, 2005).  In addition, there are significant negative ecological effects of the rampant capital growth and globalization (Kovel, 2008). 

Speed Capitalism Affect upon Morality and Labor

Glezos (2008) describes the evolution and innovation of capitalism in terms of growth rates (velocity, speed, inertia and acceleration).   He argues that democratic institutions have been by-passed by a perceived need for speed to make economy and political institutions responsive to issues.  With this idea, he provides the initial example of the ticking time bomb scenario that pits the decision maker (executive) to decide the potential destruction of millions of people to the rights of a singular man (the so-called criminal).  Democratic legislatures and legislative debate do not provide for an efficient authority and perceived quick responses to potential threats that have been increasingly carried out by and transferred to executives (Glezos, 2008).  Thus, new technologies may present opportunities for the legislatures to act more quickly. 

There is a distinct presentation of speed and acceleration that advance a capitalistic “social integration” (Glezos, 2008: 144) that also encourages the type of creative destruction understood by Schumpeter (2008) where innovations continuously show the progress of capitalism. According to Glezos, the pace of this innovation accelerates transportation, communication and production where that acceleration breeds more quick and efficient circulation of capital as well as a realization of value.  Speed becomes a necessary component instead of opportunistic.  This acceleration of capital, in turn, affects the social and political elements to move with that speed.

"Capitalism accelerates society through technological innovations which make the future uncertain and unpredictable, while at the same time moving to overcome established spatial boundaries and limits." (Glezos, 2008: 148)

The speed capitalism encourages intensity of exploitation and inequality but the overall growth supposedly benefits all as the whole increases as each slice of the pie increases. There is corresponding rising tension, resentment and anger towards those because of the capital accumulation as well as between workers (especially against some immigrants who are willing to work without union representation that subsequently fall prey to exploitation).  Glezos suggests that workers’ in developed and newly developing nations are realizing their position with respect to capitalism as globalization brings these issues to more people across the globe. Glezos (2008) admires, however, a sense of friendship and connection across cultures that this has been encouraged as well (despite the fear mongering from cable channel or talk radio personalities). 

He presents a totalitarian actuality theme of capitalism in contrast to the touted freedoms where "the idea that accelerative technologies advanced the totalizing grip of capitalist domination, in terms of time (in the foreclosure of the future through capitalist production) and of space (in the complete integration of the world into the global capitalist axiomatic)" (Glezos, 2008: 294).  He agrees with Thomas Friedman’s (2005) idea that the acceleration of technology and communication have effectively flattened the world which marginalizes differences and diversity as opposed to using the diversity as a tool of busy tension and discord for the workers (Ratner, 2001).  

The speed capitalism marginalizes those differences in an attempt to achieve a “cosmopolitan” mindset that enjoys ones place and homogeneity of the society (Glezos, 2008).  Interestingly, he cites Immanuel Kant’s assertion that man’s capacity is triggered by antagonism (via war) that requires some sort of law-governing society to manage the antagonism between people (as cited by Glezos, 2008).  Part of war is also an acceleration of technologies (parallel to capitalism) as exhibited by the great expansion of technologies that resulted from the military buildup for the world wars and cold war. Yet, the danger of war to destroy existence requires states to move towards trade that encourages mutual interdependence of shared global interests (Glezos, 2008).

  That mutual interdependence increases through increased communication that initiates more transcendence of national barriers and cultures.  This point aligns with the ideas expressed by Ramasamy (2005) and Lenin (as cited by Ramasmy, 2005). Glezos highlights Kant’s argument that state system is eventually replaced by a global interdependence network governed by a “cosmopolitan moral responsibility” (Glezos, 2008: 300).  Schumpeter, Marx, Hegel as well as Kant echo this idea, but the supposed global network does not necessarily de-legitimize nation-states or locality governments.

What entity can de-legitimize that communication or the local government is the imposition of capitalist supra-national corporation interests over those of the state. Corporate influences can dominate that communication and production (especially where a corporation owns the means of that communication and production) if left unchecked where an intellectual conversation may be inhibited due to specific capital interests of the corporation towards the state and policy.  As well, the potential failure of the supranational firms can force a subsequent collapse in the interdependence network and several local economies. As well, one has to ask if the corporation (or power elite) will help to define that moral responsibility or the cosmopolitan nature of the responsibility.  The idea that such morality becomes the foundation for law means that supra-national corporations may have an influence over policy in the industrialized world as well as developing nations where they can legitimize their control interests through the so-called morality foundation.  

The difference between groups in their definition of morality will heavily impact this responsibility, rejection of war and interdependence through trade.  There is an innate interest in promoting local interests over those of externalities where the cosmopolitan idea has to meld the global interest with those of the local interests by subordinating those interests (Nussbaum, as cited by Glezos, 2008).  Again, we return to the idea of state interests and national barriers receding as a production of capital expansion (globalization).  Using this philosophy, we are compelled to promote a social allegiance based upon a universal understanding of morality that is not concentrated in the local sphere or parochial nations-states.      

Here, the labor and trade union interests in promoting workers’ rights and benefits around the globe ascend and align with this universal morality which also rejects a particular nation’s protective desire to censor human rights. This idealistic higher social conscious will favor adherence to protection of the rights as well as to resist the extinction of them or the exploitation of people for capital or state interests (Glezos, 2008). Glezos (2008) also realizes the fallacy of a universal morality because of the local cultural perspective of a so-called universal morality will intrinsically reduce that universality to a local interpretation.  Yet, by emphasizing a common thread among cultures and legal codes, we can realize a universal mindset about human rights across religions and nations.  This means the regression of differences and diversity in search of a preferred context of rights and living and endangers people to a redesign of classes via cultural uniqueness eradication and appeasement especially across large global structures. 

Glezos (2008) is not, however, advocating a bland society, but one that understands the fundamental interests of people.  Direction-less speed capitalism could have reverse consequences than a positive assumption of growth and interdependence. There does appear to be minor cosmos developing in and outside of Western societies that framed Kant’s design of morality where habits and thoughts are finding similar routes.  In this sense, we can review how Barack Obama has characterized some relationships between the Muslim world and the Western world or between Israel and its Arab neighbors in his 2009 speech to the Turkish parliament where there are commonalities of habits that have been long ignored in favor of antagonistic hostility (Obama, 2009). 
Cooperatives as socialism?

Schumpeter (2008) criticizes capitalism as building the foundation for its own discontent that will encourage the acceleration of an eventual evolution towards a social market economy or state capitalism.  Ratner (2001) envisions a similar state of society in the future as Schumpeter and Marx where there is an egalitarian society that is less focused upon profit and markets but more focused upon working for the common good.  Ratner and Schumpeter argue that a true socialist society could never permit an authoritarian regime as we see in China and Cuba.   
Ratner (2001) argues that diversity is a tool of the bourgeois to keep the masses skirmishing over so-called trivial issues while the capitalists work to sustain their class power.  This was somewhat hinted in the earlier discussion about corporations affecting public policy and writing legislation. As noted by Glezos (2008), the desire for moral universality is envisioned by many thinkers but has fallacy of local cultural interpretations as well as temptation for manipulation by an unmet “social formation” that may revert to an Orwellian authoritarian preference and privileging over commonality. One only has to consider the fascist idea of a superior race and intellect as an evolution of a so-called universal morality.  

Ratner (2001) would disagree with Schumpeter in part by insisting that this change would require a change of power rather than maintaining current bureaucracies of government that would not necessarily change the power base.  Schumpeter’s confidence in Platonic roles or levels of society suggests that insistence of power replacement would be a disservice to the society since these newly powerful people would not be able to understand the mechanisms and workings of governing masses.  Ratner argues that Marx is correct in the idea that the bourgeois will not simply give up power to the workers and thus the power will have to be a forced change rather than an eventual shift or evolution towards a socialist state.  

Ratner (2001) might agree with Glezos (2008) and Ramasamy (2005) that transnational organizations like trade unions will need to be centralized and hierarchical to build effective communication networks in order to counter the efficiency of transnational capitalism.  Ramasamy (2005) realized that unions had to alter their methods to be effective in protecting the workers’ rights in newly developing nations which requires a cooperative effort among NGOs, workers and unions.  Ramasamy (2006) and Pena (2005) explicitly suggests that labor unions will reach out to other unions in other countries instead of using the international governance agencies. This may help to promote the cooperative design asserted by Ratner since each party is required to cooperate in order to achieve a greater good if they do not use an international agency role. 

Ratner seems to envision a society that would work similar to early colonists where they worked towards the common survival of the colony rather than for strict profit.  In such a society, people would give up separateness and privacy in order to contribute to a democratically run collective that would manage resources.  He does not give an effective reason why in the modern society someone would be compelled not to defect (or shirk responsibilities to the common) or not to manipulate the social ownership other than a pervasive supposed social relation.  Yet if the moral imperative is evolving towards a utilitarian ascetic for economic growth (Weber, 2008), the defectors will be the more logical result than a mold of social relations.      

Depth Discussion

“Because we all share this small planet earth, we have to learn to live in harmony and peace with each other and with nature. That is not just a dream, but a necessity. We are dependent on each other in so many ways, that we can no longer live in isolated communities and ignore what is happening outside those communities, and we must share the good fortune that we enjoy.” (The Dalai Lama, as quoted by BigBuddha.com, 2009)

If capitalism is based upon the short-term cycle and short-term interests or profits as indicated by Schumpeter (2008), there appears to be a missing direction that will be mutually beneficial to the public and the private enterprise since the focus is primarily upon that which directly in front of them rather than long-term planning. That missing direction is discussed by Glezos as the potential of speed capitalism towards limitless exploitation may produce a society in favor of socialist principles as suggested by Schumpeter. If the governance, however, is anchored in the same capitalist system, we can be assured that the government follows a relatively short-term interest as well, and there remains a question of what guarantees long term stability and growth over a less strategic outcome.  
Essentially, capitalism is blind to the long term needs of the society in favor of focusing upon today's perceived needs or wants.  Without a vital ethic of restraint (religious or secular), as professed by Weber or Schumpeter, this becomes a tremendously gluttonous and imperialistic system with a blatant disregard for any opposing cultures via globalization as well as a disregard for the effects of "creative destruction" that is the apparent core to capitalistic growth and global corporations.  As well, this leaves fewer resources and poor ecology for the future decisions. 

The question then falls onto where capitalism is headed and there are main ideas aside from those presented by Weber, Marx and Schumpeter. The development of the corporate power theory is one of them, and recognition of corporations as political and social organizations as well as economic institutions will help researchers understand the multiplicity aspects of the corporation in post-modern life (Bowman, 1989). In addition, the expansion of globalization presents challenges to the future of capitalism unless one subscribes to the idea that globalization is part of advanced capitalism (Glezos, 2008) rather than a pathway towards the socialist workers’ society of Marx or advanced corporation power theory.  

One can not deny the impact of corporations upon society since they directly affect the lives that help to operate the organization as well as those around the organization.  One also can not deny there is an impact of globalization in both positive and negative terms.  If there is oppression by the corporations as a power elite, Ratner (2004) requires that there is a psychological compliance that engenders the oppression. Where these authors seem to agree is that as corporations expand and globalization reaches more cultures, nation-states become less important and a so-called common good becomes less important in comparison to short term capitalist interests, especially as the speed of communication increase with this growth.  

The speed of technology and production have changed the way labor functions in the organization as the capitalists look for more hospitable governments and cultures to build production facilities.  The speed capitalism, the increase communication, the increasing numbers of the worker class, and the power of supra-national corporations will challenge the fragile nature of capitalism as a cohesive process for innovation, efficiency and growth especially as other cultures use social-market structures to achieve better results.  

As well, the resentment and hostility that advanced and modern capitalism breeds will also increase if the Marxist class struggle continues to diminish the power of working classes because people who were familiar with having power will want to retain that power.  If there is a bottom-up power that demands workers rights and is recognized by the bourgeois classes, as suggested by Glezos, then there may be a less violent method of transitioning towards the shared power socialist system envisioned by Schumpeter.  

One cannot simply envision a simple transfer of power to those working class people as a “dictatorship of the proletariat” where people of the bourgeois class just renounce their power and interests (just as the middle class will not).  As well, we can not expect a successful revolution of the power structure to simply replace the bourgeois with people who have no actual experience governing or managing production and who have their own specific interest at heart instead of the actual common good.  As noted by Weber, Marx, Kant and Schumpeter, the motives have to change in order for a society to develop beyond the point of where antagonism and hostility rule decision making, and the society must restrain complete utilitarian ascetics.  

Ratner’s (2009) “cooperativism” is similar to other socialist theories, but he considers building a society that is roughly equivalent to rural agriculture cooperatives or organic food cooperative examples.  While this proposal aligns partially with Schumpeter’s vision of a socialist evolution of capitalism, he does not address the motivations necessary to sustain the cooperative society nor does he realize the challenge of changing power structures upon a society.   Further, Ratner considers a universal ethnic that disposes of individual ethnic diversity since he considers that to be another mechanism for dividing the society and avoiding the real issues.  This may be correct, but as Glezos points out, a universal morality is patently impossible due to the different local perspectives that cultures have upon morality.  We can still find fundamental aspects of humanity that all cultures revere rather than arguing over the divisions.

Depth Conclusion

Modern or advanced capitalism can be defined in terms of globalization and corporate theory.  Each of these has natural extensions of the traditional essays behind Weber, Marx, and Kant.  We can see clearly the development of corporations as fictitious entities that directly or indirectly involve masses of people.  We see also that globalization and supra national corporations appear to be a natural extension of capitalism and search for efficient (in terms of less costing) production as well as favorable active government support.  This search for active government support defies the supposed capitalist and neo-liberal interest in laissez-faire markets where government becomes the cheerleader and catalyst for corporation growth rather than an arbiter for individual rights.  

Globalization has allowed once state capitalist markets to evolve into socialist market economies, and those economies are now seeing dramatic successes in growth and poverty reduction that rival the more developed nations.  This expansion of capitalist ideas into these nations has realized some of the prophecies of Marx, Schumpeter and Lenin with regard to disappearing national barriers (Ramasamy, 2005; Pena, 2006; Schumpeter, 2008).  As well, the global working class expands and faces challenges that were once confined within specific nation-states but now the challenges are crossing cultures into a commonality of truths beyond the simple “love your neighbor” theme.  The reduction of barriers carries new concerns for labor and workers as more corporations seek deals with once close systems to gain bargain production systems.  

Glezos (2008) examined the affect of the “speed capitalism” as defined by an accelerating presumed need to produce faster, communicate faster, and encouragement of the cosmopolitan mystique of globalization.  This speed capitalism in addition to globalization challenges the viability of the state to protect workers and local interests.  As well, given the political climate towards globalization and given the affects upon the middle class, corporate expansions that use the state to totally subordinate working class may eventually diminish the ability and capacity of the middle class expansion and the future of capitalism.  Since capitalism needs to use the savings of others, (Schumpeter, 2008; Weber, 2008) the eventual corresponding shrinking middle class assets has to factor into the discussion.  These provide critical elements to the discussion about the possible hostility towards corporate power and changes in political institutions as power dynamics and living standards change. 

As globalization occurs, more cultures and nations are going to interact and become interdependent especially with the supra-national corporations attempting to unify mass production (Ford-ism) processes across governments and various economies (Clinton, 2003).  The actions of the working class to organize and the state interest along with capitalist interest may become another source of hostility and tension.  With these aspects examined, the proposed study will examine how corporations affect political efficacy and political decision making.  Understanding of what corporations are, how they affect people, how they affect social change, and how they affect institutions is important for public policy considerations since public opinion may be heavily affected in direct or indirect manners in addition to the corporations themselves.  Further, knowing how the public views corporate power impact upon efficacy will yield avenues for social change in the future.
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Application Abstract

This section discusses potential research projects that could be carried out in an attempt to answer the specific questions about corporate power impact upon democratic institutions and attitudes towards current power structures.  Understanding these attitudes and potential impacts will help campaign directors build effective messages for campaigns that attempt to increase political efficacy. In addition, policy makers may be able to identify core issues that impact diverse areas of public policy, which may have been ignored given the nurturing of capitalism in the United States.  As well, corporations might be able to use the information to be more responsive to their internal employees and the public interests.

A bigger theoretical question may be begged by these studies that ask whether corporation power invalidates the concepts of a democratic society if people lose political efficacy while corporations grow.  As well, does the movement towards globalization breed more of the so-called hostility between classes on a global scale rather than just a domestic scope where capitalism has been nurtured?  

SBSF 8730: Research and Professional Application of Corporation Power Theory upon Political Efficacy:

Application: Research Proposals to Determine Corporation Impact upon Public Efficacy

As noted by Bowman (1989) and Domhoff (2008), corporations are political entities with power structures that influence public discourse and policy as much as they are purposeful economic entities.  While most arguments about capitalism focus primarily upon an individual’s motives towards acquiring and accumulation of wealth, they require that the society be in a state of liberty where people can rise and fall based upon one’s effort towards wealth.  These theories, however, empirically address how corporations, as political entities, affect that freedom in democratic societies, but a greater question is to what impact corporations may have upon democratic institutions and individual political attitudes.  The application thus is to examine this question and will investigate three methods that could help to answer these questions (or provide for more avenues of discussion).  

The first proposed method is to understand if there is a correlation between corporation expansion and individual political efficacy.  The second proposed method would examine corporation employees’ attitudes and beliefs concerning their companies’ specific political activism and any related political encouragements.  The third proposed method would survey the American population in general for individual impressions of corporate power in federal policy as compared to their personal political efficacy.  Each of these proposals attempts to measure specific elements and to answer particular questions that the other methods do not.  Each of these has a different set of ethics and research challenges.  

 This section will discuss each of these options as potential research projects that could be carried out in an attempt to answer the specific questions about corporate power impact upon democratic institutions and attitudes towards current power structures.  Understanding these attitudes and potential impacts will help campaign directors build effective messages for campaigns and will help policy makers to identify core issues that impact diverse areas of public policy, which may have been ignored given the nurturing of capitalism in the United States.  As well, corporations might be able to use the information to be more responsive to their internal employees and the public interests.

A bigger theoretical question may be begged by these studies that ask whether corporation power invalidates the concepts of a democratic society if people lose political efficacy while corporations grow.  As well, does the movement towards globalization breed the so-called hostility between classes on a global scale rather than just a domestic scope where capitalism has been nurtured?  Corporations and globalization are a result of the capitalism that was nurtured, but the accelerated rise in these forms of capitalism may give us a clue about what the future of social, political and economic society will be.  By using the three study methods, we could actively gauge an answer to those questions.  

General Foundations of the Proposals

Each of the proposals described here intend to measure attitudes about corporations or potential affects of corporations to political participation.  In order to accomplish these with a reduced amount of bias or validity challenges, these are designed to be quantitative studies that do not identify individual companies or the individual participants, but these will review cumulative information and averages that would be collected either from secondary sources for the first proposal or from anonymous surveys from the latter two proposals.  The construct of these surveys will enable stronger external and construct validity defenses as well as provide better accuracy for assessing information by reducing potential for Hawthorne effects or data manipulation.  

One might consider that qualitative designs might provide useful expert opinion about corporation expansion, but that type of opinion, in the realm of political theory, can be severely biased towards one or more perspectives.  Thus, reducing the level of bias will help to strengthen the overall study, and the quantitative methods proposed here will allow for a larger scope quantified analysis of public opinion about the issue rather than that of a few people.  

For the latter two proposed methods, survey methodology and sample would harness the Internet as a web application with strict security protocols to counter security risks or data tampering.  The only data that will be collected that could identify someone is header, cookie and Internet address data in order to make sure that a particular participant is participating only once.  Questions will use Likert scales to gauge leanings on questions of relative or approximate impacts.  Demographic questions will provide information for comparing attitudes in categorical terms where one demographic may be more inclined than another to respond in one way.  The questions will enforce generic principles to eliminate possible identification (e.g. “what size of company do you work”, “Are you active in community or federal politics”, or “do you feel your company actively encourages a political message”).  Questions will be delivered in sections 1) individual demographics, 2) company demographics, 3) individual political participation, and 4) company political activity.

The hypothesis is that while corporations are growing, attitudes about, participation in and efficacy towards democratic institutions decline.  If there is a so-called corporate political power, what affect if any does that actually have upon voter participation, individual attitudes and public policy? Given the Bureau of Labor statistics indicate that firms of more than 100 employees comprise 61.9% of the workforce (despite a contrasting figure suggesting that small firms make up of 97.6% of all firms), large firms impact the working conditions and the lives of people directly for a large section of the population (Bureau of Labor, 2009). Thus, the two varying definitions of power elites by Domhoff (2008) and Mills (2001) come into play since they include corporations, but they agree that power elites have money and resources that are not available to average individuals. Bowman (1989) asserts that corporations are political entities and that corporations do exercise political will upon internal and external realms when they want.  Schumpeter (2008), Glezos (2008) and Weber (2008) have different methods of how capitalism affects social change, human nature, social class, social development, and the future of capitalism itself.  
Thus, political efficacy may be quantified against measurable elements of the power elite by examine aspects of political participation.  In searching for related writings, definitive studies that attempted to understand actual voter behavior and voter attitudes in comparison to corporation expansion was not found.  Thus the ideas here can be a foundation to further inquiry to the effect of expansion and globalization as advanced capitalism upon individual efficacy and ultimately what that means for public policy in democratic governments.  There have been, as noted, descriptive and empirical ideas presented about what power elites are.  Thus, if power is derived from money and resources (specifically labor), we must consider the expansion of corporations in terms of value and organization growth as related to overall political participation and attitudes.  
Voter Efficacy affected by Corporate Expansion

The study here is to quantify corporate growth and affect upon political efficacy as well as affect upon corresponding public policy.  This may tell us the future of corporation growth, capitalism and democratic institutions.  This quantitative examination and content analysis is to explore the concepts presented by Schumpeter (2008), Bowman (2008), and Glezos (2008) that describe the affect of corporation power theory and speed capitalism in the past few decades as compared to political efficacy. 

These theories explain and predict the fragile nature of capitalism, the evolution of capitalism, the rise of corporate power, and the affects of globalization upon democratic institutions.  Are there presumptions about corporate power for the future role of public policy and corporations in social change that are being ignored?

To investigate the effect of corporation expansion, several elements will have to be assessed and defined as to their relevance to the measurement.  Expansions of corporation power as an independent variable to a political efficacy dependent variable, as well as inflation can give a descriptive nature to the issues and possible connection between the two elements of modern democracy. 

The first “variable” would be somewhat derived as a combination of trend of growth over a set of years (e.g. 30 or FORTUNE 500) of some blue chip corporations in terms of market book values and number of employees (e.g. Wal-Mart, IBM, Ford, Citigroup, NewsCorp, AT&T and Halliburton). The market value will present the dollar value of that organization. The number of employees tells how large the corporation has become in physical terms and how many people the corporation has a direct influence. Using an average of the numbers for specific corporations in quarterly or annual time intervals, we may be able to establish a measurement and progression of corporation power in physical size and monetary value. One may want to examine the business relationships affected by the corporation, but this could get extremely complicated.  

For this proposal, we can review the political consequences of power elites specifically via measuring corporate expansion against actual citizen participation in democratic institutions (e.g. voting or activism).  This proposed method will examine political efficacy through political participation in terms of voting.  

Political efficacy has been examined by numerous people in differing methods (Lyons & Lowery, 1989; Morrell, 2005), and thus, there is no standard accepted way to survey efficacy. Specific data will have to gauge an efficacy ratio through voter turnout as compared to voter registration and eligible population if the efficacy ratio does not in fact exist. Thus, the efficacy value will be derived from voter participation to measure political efficacy. 

Since money is considered an instrument of power (politically and economically by Mills, Schumpeter, Bowman, and Domhoff), the rise in book value of companies should be compared to the ability of average Americans’ ability to afford products.  Thus, inflation impacts that ability by reducing the net present value of wealth one holds over a period of time.  Studying the corporation expansion as compared to inflation (CPI) and average American income, we might be able to see if there is growth in one area that outpaces the other.  If the hypothesis that expansion has grown more than American middle class capacity to purchase, then middle class capacity to wield power has diminished as compared to corporation growth.  

The layered approach is a summation of the idea here. First, an examination of data about corporation expansion as a cumulative variable of valuation and employee size will yield a measure of corporate power.  That cumulative examination can then compare corporate power to inflation and efficacy data (e.g. CPI and voter turnout) to determine if such relationships if any exist.  

Employee Impressions of Corporate Power

The aforementioned proposal attempts to examine actual voter behavior in the past three decades as compared to corporation growth.  This study may yield a correlation that is more circumstantial than can be identified as causal despite the inferences that may be made.  This proposed study would survey the attitudes of people that are employed by corporations since these people are most directly influenced since the corporation provides the livelihood.  Unlike a general survey over the public, we are trying to see if corporations do directly encourage employees’ political opinion. This direct influence may be more than simply control of one’s budget and economic capacity that again suggests the corporation as a political animal.  

This proposal then aims to survey a sample of people that are employed by for-profit companies because non-profit firms are by law not supposed to engage in political campaigns.  As well, non-profit firms may be designed around specific political activism that implicitly activates their employees and membership to political action. In addition, non-profit firms get funding through corporation grants and maybe biased towards political action observations.  

By studying the direct people involved, we get a glimpse of the average internal attitudes that are present within the firms.  If there is active political motivation or encouragement on the part of the corporation, the internal people should observe this before anyone outside of the firm.  Using the anonymous study, we do not have to identify a corporation, individual or connection between any of the entities which would give a credible validity towards the survey. We can gauge the average attitudes in terms of demographics where some might be more inclined to political action than others or if they use the corporation as their individual catalyst for political action.  

In this study, we can look at political behaviors and encouragement that are not directly voting related but may include activities like campaigns or letter writing.  Thus, we can explore the level and extent to which a corporation has an impact upon the direct people that depend upon the corporation.  This study may face challenges from people that would 1) be insecure about divulging company practices in a survey regardless of anonymous nature or 2) be wary of researchers’ bias against corporations or capitalism.  

General Survey of Americans about Corporate Power

The aforementioned proposal attempts to examine actual employee attitudes as compared to corporation growth.  That study would not be able to ascertain external impressions of corporation growth affect upon public policy and social change.  This proposed study, however, would survey the attitudes of people in general (regardless of corporation affiliation or employment) and compare them to the subset of participants who are employed by corporations.  This would ask for more empirical observation and opinion about people’s respective views of corporation influence as a political animal.  

This proposal then aims to survey a sample of American people regardless of employment for their opinions about corporations in general rather than their specific company that may control their livelihood.  The researcher might anticipate people with wider opinions about corporation power affect upon individual efficacy since there corporation may not necessarily be a lifeline for participants and thus less restrained in criticizing the corporation entities.  As well, those wider opinions may provide opinions that may only be speculative rather than actual observation or opinions that are directly tied to current events.  In any case, the attempt here is to gain public opinion in comparison to the employee opinion about the affect of corporations upon public policy and social change to determine if the direct relationship affects that opinion.

By studying the public at large, we can review the average attitudes that are exhibited in the community with respect to expressed, implied or imagined corporation power affect upon personal efficacy. If the attitude is set to believe that there is no power in the individual vote or individual political activism, the democratic institutions of power will appear rigged with a regression of civil rule of law despite actual mechanisms that may be in place to insure minority opinion or individual power in the system.  If the attitude reflects a belief towards effective efficacy, then the democratic institutions and social change are within reach of an individual rather than rigged in support of large entities.  These would be speculations that we could review as the results come out, and differences between demographics like age or income levels may factor different opinions about individual efficacy, social change, and corporate growth.  

This proposal, like the earlier mentioned, examines political attitudes and opinion about corporation expansion but from a wider angle or perspective in order to see if there is a poor public perception that might translate into ineffective democratic institutions due to a sense of hopelessness on the part of individuals.  This proposal will have to be controlled more in order to counter sample validity issues where participants might attempt to “stack the deck” by getting others with similar viewpoints to participate in the study.

Application Discussion

While one can argue the many benefits of corporation growth like economies of scale and rising middle classes where corporations set up production, there is the need to understand what impact these entities have upon the public policy and upon social change.  This study does not debate the material wealth that has be the reward of some entrepreneurs but more focused upon the correlation affect of corporate growth to individual political efficacy. That individual efficacy is the foundation to a thriving democracy as well as a thriving capitalist system if one feels empowered to affect change and empowered to build one’s own secular or sacred capitalist success (Weber, 2008; Schumpeter, 2008).

  The first proposal is different from the latter two in that we using public data without direct interaction or interview of participants.  This heavily reliant upon the validity of public data, the neutral position of the data and whether data is available. Information will be constrained to election cycles, and thus off-year participation, as well as non-Presidential elections, may inhibit some quantification trends due to traditionally lower turnouts for those elections. The research will ignore surging interests in one candidate or another and thus will have to explain why one year of data may not agree with a trend (outlier affect).  

People should feel more encouraged about the power of their vote and participation. Aside from any philosophical logic that trivializes one vote against the masses, when one feels empowered they will exercise that power and when they do not, they abdicate their right by allowing other’s to decide the fate of policy. . 

The second and third proposals attempt to examine political attitudes about corporations at the moment of the survey. While organizations like PEW (2008) research have conducted studies about public opinion regarding corporations, they have not attempted the question of whether corporations directly encourage internal or external stakeholders to be politically active (one way or another).  The proposed attitudes surveys would examine this and contrast that attitude to the general public opinion.  Knowing this information will help policymakers and organizations to design public policy and social change objectives that address these concerns.

Given the nature of the Internet as an anonymous channel of communication, the challenge of getting a good sample for those latter proposals will increase and that sample validity will be dependent upon the number of responses and whether there is a strong response from a similar source. As well with Internet applications, there is the issue of time and technical glitches that may impact a study where someone starts a survey but does not finish or someone starts a survey that errors and results do not save correctly.  These issues would provide obstacles to getting quality data.  

As well, the questions have to present issues in political neutral terminology as to reduce appearance of any researcher bias (e.g. “does the corporation encourage political action” instead of “does the corporation always support Republicans”).  This would be leading participants into viewpoints and open the survey up to answers that do not necessarily reflect general attitudes about impact upon individual efficacy.  Again, the purpose is not to find the political leanings of corporations but whether they actively encourage actions or affect public policy beyond any empirical connection.  

Application Conclusion

In the proposals here, researchers are trying to gauge how corporate growth is affecting political efficacy as a measure of the impact upon democratic capacity of the society.  Capitalism requires a free society as well as a motivation towards efficiency through empowerment. As well, if corporations and globalization are advanced capitalism (Bowman, 1989; Pena, 2005), are the structures of democracy still relevant and do they retain the supposed rights to self-determination that is supposed by Locke and Franklin (as cited by Weber, 2008).  If the public interprets their own impact as powerless or hopeless, then capitalism in the advanced state of corporatism and globalization does not advance that self-determinism when people have the impression they have no real voice or power in the system.

As well, if corporation growth is good for the democratic institutions, behaviors and participation should grow as corporations grow.  Additionally, if corporation expansion, as advanced capitalism, means more people have more economic power, then we should see an increase in overall middle class purchase power.  This should be visible in the voting participation rate as well.  People should feel more encouraged about the power of their vote and participation. To reiterate, when one feels empowered they are more likely to exercise that power, and when they do not, they abdicate their right or power by allowing other’s to decide the fate of policy by assuming that there is nothing one can do to create change. 

We have advanced capitalism to include globalization and supra-national corporations that transcend national barriers and interests.  This is impacting the future of democratic societies as well as existing socialist societies.  The question remains whether Schumpeter is correct that capitalism will eventually evolve into a social democracy because of the intrinsic hostility and exploitation that happens within capitalist societies.  

For social change to occur in the United States, one must be able to recognize power elites and their impact as stated before, but using the research proposed here, we can gauge the perception of democratic institutions as being effective or not, in terms of people’s involvement with large firms.  Without a favorable perception in these terms, the power elites (perhaps new type of aristocracy) in whatever form one imagines them, especially as corporations, have virtual control over the society. Without that favorable perception, people have lost faith in the system and the hostility rises, but that hostility today is pointed at government rather than those entities that have impacted the democratic institutions or that potential perception.  
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