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Article History:  This article introduces the Glushak Institutional Durability Framework (IDF), a seven-dimension 

diagnostic model for evaluating organizational resilience and founder dependency in construction 

enterprises and complex service organizations. The framework is derived from a systems-theory 

analysis of one of history's most precisely documented cases of high-performing institutional 

collapse: the reign of Mansa Musa I of the Mali Empire (r. 1312–1337), whose extraordinary 

achievements dissolved within a century of his death. The analysis demonstrates that the collapse 

was caused not by external military or economic pressure but by six identifiable systems-design 

failures-founder-concentrated authority, unstructured capital deployment, patronage-dependent 

knowledge infrastructure, absent succession systems, undistributed accountability, and the 

erosion of informal governance without formal protection. From this historical evidence, the IDF 

is derived as a transferable diagnostic instrument applicable to modern construction firms, 

project-based enterprises, and founder-led service organizations. The IDF moves beyond the 

Great Man Theory of leadership and posits that organizational durability is a function of systemic 

redundancy: by replacing individual instinct with evidence-based frameworks and codified 

governance, operational excellence becomes an institutional trait rather than a personal one. The 

article further demonstrates the IDF's application to the residential construction sector, where 

founder dependency is a structural industry condition producing measurable operational fragility. 

It introduces a proprietary operational framework developed by the author as the operational 

implementation of the IDF's governance principles at the project level, arguing that together the 

IDF and the framework constitute a two-level original contribution to construction governance: 

the IDF operating as a diagnostic instrument at the organizational level, and the framework 

operating as a governance architecture at the project delivery level. Methodological limitations 

of the historical case method are acknowledged explicitly.   
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1. Introduction: The Systems Problem Behind Every Operational 

Collapse 
Construction enterprises, infrastructure programs, and 

founder-led service organizations share a structural vulnerability that 

no amount of technical skill, market share, or financial capital can 

eliminate on its own: the concentration of operational capability in a 

single individual. When the founder, principal operator, or lead 

executive is removed—by succession, transition, or circumstance—

organizations built around that individual's personal knowledge, 

relationships, and judgment frequently collapse into inconsistency, 

margin erosion, and client attrition. The failure is rarely visible in 

advance, precisely because the organization's performance under 

exceptional leadership conceals the absence of the systems that 

would be required to sustain that performance without it. 

This article addresses that structural problem through a 

systems-theory analysis of one of history's most consequential and 

precisely documented cases of institutional collapse: the decline of 

the Mali Empire following the death of Mansa Musa I (r. 1312–1337). 

Musa was among the wealthiest and most strategically effective 

rulers in recorded history—a leader who directed the world's 

dominant gold-producing economy, built intellectual infrastructure 

that rivalled the great universities of Cairo and Cordoba, and 

achieved diplomatic recognition documented by contemporaneous 

observers across three continents. Yet within a century of his death, 

the empire he governed had disintegrated. Timbuktu fell in 1468. The 

Moroccan invasion of 1591 extinguished the empire as a political 

entity. 

The case establishes a finding of direct relevance to modern 

construction and operational leadership: Musa did not fail to build 

mosques, universities, and trade infrastructure—all survived—but 

rather failed to institutionalize the systems required to sustain them. 

The governance systems, capital controls, knowledge transfer 

mechanisms, and succession structures that would have enabled those 

assets to function after their departure were never designed. The 

empire was, in the vocabulary of modern systems management, a 

high-performance personal operation rather than a durable institution. 

From this case analysis, this article introduces the Glushak 

Institutional Durability Framework (IDF), a seven-dimensional 

diagnostic model for evaluating the structural durability of complex 

organizations. The IDF moves beyond the Great Man Theory of 

leadership and posits that for any complex organization—whether a  
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fourteenth-century empire or a twenty-first-century construction 

firm—durability is a function of systemic redundancy. By replacing 

individual instinct with evidence-based frameworks and codified 

governance, operational excellence becomes an institutional trait 

rather than a personal one. 

This study introduces an original framework—the Glushak 

Institutional Durability Framework (IDF) as a novel diagnostic and 

design tool for evaluating systemic resilience in complex 

organizations. The IDF is presented as a transferable conceptual 

instrument grounded in historical evidence and systems theory, 

intended for application across founder-led enterprises, project-based 

firms, and service organizations operating under conditions of 

structural founder dependency. 

2. Historical Case Context: Mansa Musa I and the Mali Empire 
The Mali Empire reached its territorial and commercial apex 

under Mansa Musa I, who governed a realm encompassing the gold-

producing regions of Bambuk and Bure, the trans-Saharan trade 

infrastructure connecting sub-Saharan Africa to Mediterranean 

markets, and the major commercial and intellectual centers of Djenné, 

Gao, and Timbuktu (Levtzion, 1973). The empire's economic 

dominance derived from its control of the world's most productive 

gold supply at a period when gold was the primary medium of 

international exchange — a structural position comparable in modern 

terms to control of a critical commodity chokepoint. 

Musa's Hajj pilgrimage of 1324–1325 constitutes the most 

extensively documented single act of capital deployment in the 

medieval record. As documented by Al-Umari (ca. 1342) and 

subsequently referenced by Ibn Battuta (ca. 1355) and Al-Maqrizi 

(ca. 1441), the caravan included tens of thousands of attendants and 

quantities of gold distributed throughout Cairo and along the 

pilgrimage route at a scale that produced documented inflation in the 

Mediterranean gold market lasting more than a decade. Musa's post-

Hajj investment in Timbuktu produced an intellectual center whose 

University of Sankore enrolled an estimated 25,000 students within a 

city of approximately 100,000 inhabitants (Hunwick, 1999). 

The empire's post-Musa trajectory is the central analytical 

subject of this article. A succession of rulers—Maghana, Musa II, and 

others — failed to maintain territorial coherence, tributary loyalty, or 

economic productivity (Levtzion, 1973). Physical structures survived; 

operational systems did not. The case is analytically productive 

precisely because the evidence base is extensive, the timeline is 

measurable, and the failure modes map with high precision onto the 

structural vulnerabilities that modern organizational theory identifies 

in founder-centered enterprises. 

3. Theoretical Foundation: Systems Theory, Founder 

 Dependency, and Institutional Design 
The analytical framework applied in this article integrates 

four established bodies of theory—each contributing a distinct lens 

for the Mali case analysis and for the construction of the Glushak 

IDF. 

3.1 Weber's Authority Typology and the Instability of 

 Charismatic Leadership 

Max Weber's distinction between traditional, charismatic, and 

rational-legal authority (Weber, 1922/1978) provides the foundational 

lens. Weber identified charismatic authority—legitimacy derived 

from the exceptional personal qualities of a central figure—as 

inherently non-transferable: it does not survive the leader's departure 

without prior institutionalization into formal structures and codified 

roles. Rational-legal authority—legitimacy grounded in codified 

rules and institutional roles that function regardless of who occupies 

them—is the only form that produces genuine operational continuity. 

The Mali Empire's governance architecture concentrated authority in 

the charismatic and traditional forms. The rational-legal infrastructure 

required for durability was insufficiently developed. 

3.2 Collins and Porras: Institutional Architecture Over 

 Founder Personality 
Collins and Porras (1994), in their longitudinal study of 

visionary companies, demonstrated that organizations with durable 

performance across multiple leadership transitions share one 

structural characteristic: founders invested in institutionalizing core 

values and operating disciplines into structures and processes that 

functioned independently of individual presence. This is precisely the 

structural deficit documented in the Mali Empire's post-Musa 

trajectory. 

3.3 Ostrom's Design Principles for Durable Governance 

Elinor Ostrom's foundational research on institutional 

governance (1990) identified eight design principles shared by 

durable governance systems: clearly defined boundaries, congruent 

rules, collective choice arrangements, monitoring mechanisms, 

graduated sanctions, conflict resolution mechanisms, recognized 

authority, and nested governance structures. Systems lacking these 

properties are susceptible to collapse regardless of initial design 

quality. The Mali Empire's governance demonstrates deficiencies in 

collective choice mechanisms, formalized monitoring, and recognized 

authority independent of the Mansa. 

3.4 Systems Theory, Operational Continuity, and the  

Mintzberg-Senge Framework 
Senge (1990) distinguishes between high-performance and 

self-sustaining systems, identifying 'fixes that fail’ interventions 

whose positive first-order effects are negated by negative second-

order consequences—as a primary failure mode. Mintzberg (1979) 

distinguishes the 'simple structure' of entrepreneurial organizations 

— highly centralized, founder-dependent, and structurally fragile—

from more complex distributed coordination architectures. Drucker 

(1974) establishes the foundational management principle most 

directly applicable to the Mali case: effective organizational design 

requires that performance be embedded in processes, roles, and 

structures rather than in the capabilities of specific individuals.  

4. Case Analysis: Six Systems-Design Failures 

4.1 Founder-Centered Authority 
The administrative structure of the Mali Empire 

concentrated decision-making authority in the person of the Mansa. 

Provincial governors — designated by Musa and accountable to him 

directly — maintained order through mechanisms that traced their 

authority to the throne rather than to codified institutional roles. This 

is the structure Mintzberg (1979) identifies as the simple structure: 

highly responsive, highly capable, and structurally contingent on the 

central actor. Drucker's prescription (1974) applies directly: 

sustainable organizations must be designed so that ordinary capable 

people produce consistently excellent results through well-designed 

systems, not so that extraordinary people produce excellent results 

through personal talent. 

In contemporary construction and service operations, this 

failure mode manifests as the owner-operator trap: the company's 

quality, client relationships, vendor networks, and operational 

consistency reside in the owner's personal knowledge and presence. 

When the owner is unavailable— through illness, growth demands, 

or transition — performance degrades immediately. 
11 

https://ijbssrnet.com/index.php/ijbssr
https://doi.org/10.47742/ijbssr.v7n4p
https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.47742/ijbssr.v7n4p2
https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.47742/ijbssr.v7n4p2
https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.47742/ijbssr.v7n1p1


 
 
 
 

                                                                                                          Original Article | Open Access | Peer Reviewed                 IARP 

 

 

International Journal of Business and Social Science Research 
 

 

ISSN: 2709-2143          Vol: 7, Issue: 4         April/2026 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.47742/ijbssr.v7n4p2      
 

 Check for Updates 

 

4.2 Unstructured Capital Deployment 

Musa's gold distribution during the 1324 Hajj constitutes the 

most consequential episode of unstructured capital deployment in the 

medieval record. Al-Maqrizi documents that the price of gold in 

Egypt did not recover its pre-1324 levels for more than a decade (ca. 

1441). This is the system's failure, Senge (1990) identifies as 'fixes 

that fail’, interventions whose positive first-order effects are negated 

by negative second-order systemic consequences. No standing capital 

governance structure was established as a consequence of this 

experience. 

In modern construction and project management, this failure 

mode appears with consistent frequency: capital deployment decisions 

made without change-order controls, contingency management 

frameworks, or budget tracking systems produce margin erosion that 

accumulates incrementally and becomes visible only when projects 

are already in distress (Doloi et al., 2012). 

4.3 Knowledge Infrastructure Without Institutional 

 Autonomy 

The University of Sankore's structural design was fatally 

dependent on continued royal patronage. Scholar stipends, 

construction budgets, and library security were contingent on the 

throne's continued commitment. When Sunni Ali captured Timbuktu 

in 1468, scholars were actively persecuted; Ahmed Baba was arrested 

and exiled by the Moroccan invasion of 1591 (Hunwick, 1999). The 

manuscripts that survived did so because private families had 

extracted them from institutional custody. 

The proprietary operational framework addresses this failure 

mode directly: its documentation architecture converts personal 

operational knowledge into institutional property that functions 

independently of any individual practitioner's continued presence. 

4.4 Succession Without Continuity Systems 
Musa's own ascension— as the successor of Abu Bakr II, who 

departed on an oceanic expedition and did not return— illustrates the 

fragility of succession processes dependent on individual availability 

rather than systematic design (Al-Umari, ca. 1342, as cited in 

Levtzion & Hopkins, 1981). Musa's administrative reforms document 

no formal succession mechanism, no documented leadership criteria, 

and no institutional structure for managing authority transition. 

Collins and Porras (1994) identify succession design as the 

most consequential test of organizational durability. Mali's post-

Musa record—increasing internal conflict, tributary defection, and 

provincial disintegration—is the precisely predictable outcome of the 

absence of this investment. 

4.5 Distributed Accountability Without Codified 

 Enforcement 

Provincial governance under Musa operated through 

appointed governors accountable to the Mansa personally. This 

produced effective accountability under Musa's active governance 

and collapsed immediately when central authority weakened. 

Ostrom's analysis (1990) identifies the absence of monitoring 

mechanisms with distributed enforcement authority as a primary 

cause of governance collapse. 

In construction operations, the equivalent failure produces 

the same pattern: quality standards, communication protocols, and 

delivery commitments that depend on the founder's personal presence 

and enforcement generate inconsistency and client distrust when the 

founder is not present to enforce them personally. 

 

 

4.6 Informal Governance Without Formal Protection 

The Malian succession tradition included the Muso Koro — 

the senior female lineage authority whose recognition was required 

to legitimate a new ruler (Niane, 1965). This informal governance 

mechanism exercised genuine constitutional authority without formal 

legal codification. Post-Musa succession conflicts progressively 

bypassed this authority in favor of military force. Mechanisms 

embedded in social recognition rather than codified law are 

susceptible to erosion when the social fabric sustaining them is 

disrupted.       
5. The Glushak Institutional Durability Framework (IDF) 

The six system-design failures identified in the Mali case 

analysis converge in a transferable diagnostic model: The Glushak 

Institutional Durability Framework (IDF). The IDF is a seven-

dimensional assessment instrument for evaluating whether a high-

performing organization is structurally durable or founder-

dependent, and a practical design guide for converting performance 

capability into operational continuity. 

The IDF moves beyond the Great Man Theory of leadership 

and posits a structural alternative: for any complex organization, 

durability is a function of systemic redundancy. By replacing 

individual instinct with evidence-based frameworks and codified 

governance, the IDF ensures that operational excellence becomes an 

institutional trait rather than a personal one. Unlike traditional 

Business Continuity Planning (BCP), which addresses event-driven 

disruption, the Glushak IDF focuses on the metabolic rate of 

institutional knowledge—the velocity at which an organization can 

sustain, transfer, and reproduce operational capability across 

personnel transitions under normal operating conditions. 

5.1 IDF Dimension 1— Authority Structure 

Assessment criterion: Are decision-making authority and 

accountability distributed across codified institutional roles, or 

concentrated in a single individual? Risk indicator: Any operational 

domain in which the removal of one person would cause that domain 

to cease functioning. Design solution: Document decision rights, 

establish role-based accountability structures, and implement 

governance protocols that function independently of specific 

personnel. 

5.2 IDF Dimension2 — Capital Governance 
Assessment criterion: Are resource deployment decisions 

governed by structured analytical protocols—including second-order 

consequence modelling—or by discretionary personal judgment? 

Risk indicator: Capital allocation decisions made without formal 

approval processes, ROI tracking, or systemic feedback mechanisms. 

Design solution: Establish capital governance frameworks, budget 

authorization tiers, and evidence-based allocation protocols with 

documented rationale. 

5.3 IDF Dimension 3 —Knowledge Infrastructure 

Assessment criterion: Is operational knowledge documented, 

independently accessible, and transferable to successors without 

degradation? Risk indicator: Critical operational procedures that exist 

only in the knowledge of specific practitioners. Design solution: Build 

digitized knowledge repositories, standardized training modules, and 

process documentation systems maintained as organizational assets 

independent of individual employment. 

5.4 IDF Dimension 4— Succession Systems 

Assessment criterion: Does a formal succession protocol 

exist that identifies leadership criteria, documents transition 
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processes, and prepares successors through structured development? 

Risk indicator: The absence of documented succession plans for any 

critical leadership role. Design solution: Establish documented 

succession criteria, formal leadership pipeline programs, and 

transition protocols tested in advance of need. 

5.5 IDF Dimension 5— Distributed Accountability 

Assessment criterion: Can performance accountability be 

monitored and enforced through institutional mechanisms that 

function independently of the founder's personal presence and 

authority? Risk indicator: Accountability systems that collapse 

during any period in which the founder is unavailable. Design 

solution: Establish role-based reporting requirements, independent 

monitoring mechanisms, and graduated performance management 

protocols enforceable by institutional authority. 

5.6 IDF Dimension 6—Informal Governance Protection 
Assessment criterion: Have informal governance mechanisms 

professional norms, cultural standards, community accountability 

practices—been formally identified and protected through 

institutional recognition? Risk indicator: Governance constraints that 

exist as informal practice but have no codified status. Design 

solution: Formally document informal governance mechanisms, 

encode them in policy, and establish protection mechanisms that 

preserve their authority under conditions of organizational stress. 

5.7 IDF Dimension 7 — Operational Transparency 

Assessment criterion: Does documented operational 

visibility — scope records, milestone tracking, budget status, change 

authorizations — exist as an institutional asset accessible to multiple 

stakeholders independently of any single decision-maker? Risk 

indicator: Operational information that exists only in the founder's 

personal knowledge. Design solution: Implement systematic 

documentation protocols, client-facing reporting systems, and multi-

stakeholder visibility mechanisms independent of individual 

personnel. 

5.8 Limitations of the Historical Case Method 

The derivation of the IDF from a single historical case study 

requires explicit acknowledgement of the methodological limitations 

inherent in this approach. These limitations do not invalidate the 

framework's contribution, but they define the epistemological status 

of its claims and the research program required to strengthen them. 

First, historical case studies cannot function as controlled 

experiments. The Mali Empire's post-Musa collapse cannot be 

attributed with certainty to any single governance failure or 

combination of failures in isolation. The six failure modes identified 

in Section 4 are analytically grounded in the historical evidence and 

theoretically supported by organizational literature, but their causal 

weights relative to one another—and relative to external factors 

including military pressure and trade route disruption — cannot be 

precisely quantified from the available evidence base. The article's 

claim is that the structural governance failures identified were 

primary contributors to the collapse, not that they were exclusively 

responsible for it. 

Second, the Mali case is one data point. The IDF's seven 

dimensions were derived from the structural vulnerabilities 

documented in this single, precisely evidenced case. While the 

theoretical frameworks applied—Weber's authority typology, Ostrom's 

governance design principles, Collins and Porras's institutional 

architecture analysis—independently support the identification of 

these dimensions as significant, and while analogous failure modes 

have been documented in the construction management literature 

(Mani et al., 2018; Ahuja & Thiruvengadam, 2004), a single 

historical case cannot establish the universality or relative importance 

of any specific IDF dimension across all organizational contexts. 

Third, the IDF's validity as a prospective diagnostic 

instrument must ultimately be tested through application studies 

rather than asserted from the historical derivation alone. The 

framework's seven dimensions provide an analytically grounded 

starting point for organizational assessment, but empirical research— 

examining the relationship between IDF dimension scores and 

subsequent organizational performance across populations of 

founder-led enterprises— is required to establish predictive validity. 

This constitutes the most important component of the IDF's future 

research agenda. 

Epistemic status: The IDF is presented as an analytically 

grounded framework derived from a precisely documented 

historical case and supported by established organizational 

theory. It is not presented as an empirically validated 

predictive instrument. Its contribution is the conceptual 

architecture and the analytical derivation—the demonstration 

that a specific set of governance dimensions can be identified, 

defined, and applied as a diagnostic instrument. The empirical 

validation of that instrument constitutes future work. 

The framework is introduced as a conceptual and diagnostic 

model; its quantitative validation across multiple contemporary 

organizations remains a subject for future research. The derivation of 

the IDF from a single historical case, while analytically grounded in 

well-documented primary and secondary sources, constitutes a 

constraint on generalizability that can only be addressed through 

systematic empirical testing across varied institutional contexts.  

6. Exhibit A—Figure 1 and Exhibit B—Table 1: The IDF as a  

Visual Analytical Instrument 
Figure 1 presents the Glushak IDF as a hierarchical 

architectural model. The foundational tier — Systems Architecture— 

represents the non-negotiable prerequisite for all higher-order 

organizational capabilities. The ascending levels each represent an 

institutional investment that converts performance capability into 

operational continuity. The apex—Sustainability and Durability— is 

the measurable organizational outcome that the IDF is designed to 

produce.

Exhibit A—Figure 1: The Glushak IDF Applied to Construction Ecosystems 
A hierarchical model in which organizational durability is built from systems architecture through five ascending levels. 
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Table 1 presents the IDF as a comparative matrix connecting historical failure modes to systemic design solutions and modern 

industry applications. 

Table 1. Exhibit B — Comparative Analysis of Institutional Fragility vs. IDF-Driven Stability 

IDF Dimension Mali Case Evidence Failure Mode Modern Parallel Risk Level 

1. Authority Structure All power in Mansa; no 

rational-legal governance 
layer 

Succession collapse within 

2 generations 

Founder-only companies; 

boss-led operations without 
distributed decision rights 

CRITICAL 

2. Capital Governance Uncontrolled gold 

distribution; no macro 

controls 

10-year Mediterranean 

inflation 

Unstructured capital 

allocation; absence of 

change-order controls 

HIGH 

3. Knowledge 

Infrastructure 

Patronage-funded Sankore; 

no independent endowment 

Scholars persecuted after 

Songhai conquest 

Sponsor-dependent training; 

tacit knowledge not codified 

HIGH 

4. Succession Systems No formal succession 
protocol; default by 

absence 

Repeated factional conflict 
post-Musa 

No documented leadership 
pipeline in founder-led firms 

CRITICAL 

5. Distributed 

Accountability 

Provincial governors loyal 

to person, not to role 

Accountability collapsed 

on Musa's death 

Quality standards degrade 

when founder is absent 

HIGH 

6. Informal 

Governance 

Muso Koro authority; no 

formal codification 

Eroded under conflict; 

bypassed by force 

Undocumented governance 

norms erode under stress 

MEDIUM 

7. Operational 

Transparency 

No standardized reporting 

beyond personal oversight 

Information gaps enabled 

factional defection 

Absence of project 

documentation and client 
visibility 

MEDIUM 

The CRITICAL risk rating assigned to Authority Structure and Succession Systems reflects the finding — consistent across 

the historical evidence and the organizational theory literature — that these two dimensions produce the most rapid 
and severe performance degradation upon founder departure. 

7. Implications for Construction Ecosystems and Operational 

Leadership 
The six governance failure modes documented in the Mali 

case correspond with notable precision to the structural vulnerabilities 

that the construction management research literature identifies in 

small-to-medium residential and commercial construction enterprises. 

Sections 7.1 through 7.4 develop each application in detail, including 

illustrative construction scenarios, supporting research citations, and 

specific IDF-informed implementation recommendations. 

7.1 The Owner-Operator Trap in Construction and Service 

 Firms 

The structural vulnerability documented in the Mali case is 

reproduced with high frequency in small-to-medium construction and 

remodeling enterprises. The company founder maintains direct client 

relationships, holds project knowledge in personal memory, makes 

capital allocation decisions by personal judgment, and serves as the 

primary quality control mechanism on every project. This structure 

produces high performance under the founder and systemic fragility 

during any absence, growth transition, or succession event. 

The construction management research literature documents 

this pattern explicitly. Mani, Graham, and Tuncel (2018) find that 

project quality in small construction enterprises is heavily mediated 

by owner-operator involvement, with quality degradation occurring 

systematically when the principal operator is unavailable or when 

responsibilities are transitioned to less experienced team members. 

Ahuja and Thiruvengadam (2004) document the prevalence of 

centralized, founder-dependent governance in small and medium 

construction enterprises, noting that this structure is both a common 

source of short-term competitive advantage and the primary 

structural barrier to sustainable growth. 
The founder-dependent construction firm is not poorly 

managed. It is managed extraordinarily well by one 

person—which is precisely the problem. Its 

governance quality is a property of the founder's 

presence, not a property of the firm's institutional 

architecture. 

Consider a hypothetical but realistic scenario: a residential 

remodeling firm generating $3 million in annual revenue whose 

owner-operator manages all significant client decisions, holds all 

subcontractor relationships personally, and serves as the primary 

quality assurance mechanism on every project. When the owner 

contracts a serious illness requiring six weeks of reduced 

involvement, the following pattern emerges: two ongoing projects 

experience scope disputes that the owner would have resolved in real 

time; a new client engagement initiates without the scope 

documentation protocols the owner normally applies personally; and 

a key subcontractor relationship deteriorates because the sub's 

primary point of contact—the owner—is no longer accessible. None 

of these problems arises from incompetent team members. They arise 

from a governance architecture that concentrates accountability in a 

single person who is temporarily unavailable. 

IDF implementation recommendation for Construction 

Firms: Firms scoring CRITICAL on the Authority Structure 

dimension should prioritize three immediate investments. First, 

document decision rights: create a formal Decision Rights Matrix 

specifying which decisions require owner involvement, which can be 

delegated to project managers, and which are governed entirely by 

documented protocols. Second, establish role-based accountability: 

convert informal client relationship practices into documented 

protocols—scope acknowledgement forms, change order authorization 

workflows, communication schedules—that team members can 

implement consistently without owner supervision. Third, implement 

SOP documentation: for the firm's five most frequent operational 

scenarios, document the decision logic, required actions, and 

acceptable outcomes so that team members can navigate those 

scenarios with confidence independent of owner presence. These 

three investments directly address the Authority Structure dimension 
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and measurably increase the firm's operational resilience during 

founder transitions. 

7.2 Capital Governance and Margin Protection in Project- 

Based Operations 
The Cairo gold episode's systems lesson translates directly 

to construction project financial management. Capital deployment 

decisions made without structured consequence analysis—change 

orders approved without formal authorization, scope expansions 

agreed verbally without documentation, contingency funds allocated 

without tracking—produce margin erosion that accumulates 

incrementally and becomes visible only at project close-out when 

recovery is no longer possible. 

This failure mode is extensively documented in the 

construction management research literature. Kaming et al. (1997) 

identify inadequate change order management as a primary driver of 

cost overruns in construction projects. Doloi et al. (2012) find that the 

absence of formal cost control systems— equivalent to what the IDF 

identifies as Capital Governance—is one of the most significant 

predictors of project cost escalation. Assaf and Al-Hejji (2006) 

document that construction firms without systematically changing 

order protocols experience cost overruns at substantially higher rates 

than those with formal documentation requirements. 

A realistic construction scenario illustrates this failure mode: 

a kitchen remodeling project is initiated with an informal lump-sum 

agreement for $45,000. During execution, three scope additions are 

made: additional tile work verbally agreed with the client ($2,200), 

an upgraded fixture allowance discussed over the phone ($1,800), 

and a structural opening modification discovered necessary during 

demolition ($4,500). None are formally documented with written 

change orders. At project close-out, the actual cost is $53,500—an 

18.9% overrun. The firm's principal operator presents a revised 

invoice to the client, who disputes $4,000 for the additions because 

their recollection of the verbal discussions differs from the 

contractor's. The dispute consumes three days of the owner's time and 

results in a $2,200 settlement concession. Total margin erosion from 

absent change order governance: approximately $6,200 on a $45,000 

project—a 13.8% margin reduction from a single governance failure 

mode. 

IDF implementation recommendation: Firms scoring HIGH 

on the Capital Governance dimension should implement a formal 

Change Control Protocol as an immediate priority. The protocol 

should require written documentation of any scope of addition before 

implementation; line-item cost disclosure for each addition; written 

client authorization before work proceeds; and integration of the 

change order into the project financial record with running variance 

analysis against the original budget. The proprietary operational 

framework implements this protocol as a required governance 

mechanism whose operational effect is precisely the prevention of the 

margin erosion scenario described above. 

7.3 Knowledge Transfer as Operational Infrastructure 

The fragility of Timbuktu's patronage-dependent libraries 

has a direct operational parallel in construction firms whose technical 

knowledge, project management processes, and quality standards 

exist in the personal expertise of key practitioners. The IDF's 

Knowledge Infrastructure dimension treats operational knowledge as 

organizational property—an institutional asset that must be 

documented, maintained, and made independently accessible rather 

than held in personal expertise that departs with the practitioner. 

The construction management literature identifies this 

failure mode as a significant barrier to quality consistency in small 

and medium enterprises. Hartmann and Caerteling (2010) find that 

tacit knowledge concentration in key individuals is one of the primary 

mechanisms by which construction firm quality degrades during 

periods of team transition or growth. Løwendahl (2005) argues that 

in professional service firms more broadly, the institutionalization of 

professional knowledge—converting tacit expertise into documented, 

transferable practice standards—is the primary mechanism enabling 

scalable, consistent service delivery. 

Consider a realistic scenario: a residential construction firm 

with five years of successful operations has developed effective 

practices for managing complex bathroom renovation projects. These 

practices — the specific sequence of subcontractor scheduling that 

avoids coordination conflicts, the tile installation quality standards 

that prevent callback-generating defects, the client communication 

approach that maintains confidence during the inevitably disruptive 

demolition phase—exist primarily in the personal expertise of the 

firm's most experienced project manager, who has delivered 40 

comparable projects. When that project manager accepts a 

competitor's offer and gives three weeks' notice, the firm's principal 

operator faces a critical question: what does the departing PM 

actually know that is not written down anywhere? The answer is: 

most of it. 

IDF implementation recommendation: Firms scoring HIGH 

on Knowledge Infrastructure should invest in systematic knowledge 

externalization as a priority operational activity. This involves three 

specific actions: (1) operational documentation—for each major 

project type the firm delivers, document the standard workflow, 

quality checkpoints, common failure points, and recommended 

resolution approaches; (2) training modules—convert documented 

procedures into structured onboarding materials that allow new team 

members to reach operational competence without exclusive reliance 

on experienced practitioner mentorship; (3) project archives—

maintain standardized project documentation records that create an 

accessible institutional knowledge base about prior project 

conditions, solutions, and outcomes. These investments directly 

address the metabolic rate of institutional knowledge—the velocity 

at which the organization can reproduce its operational capability 

through personnel transitions rather than being set back by each 

departure. 

7.4 Operational Transparency as Institutional Trust 

 Architecture 

The most consequential operational application of the IDF in 

construction ecosystems is the replacement of personality-based 

client trust with process-based institutional trust. Organizations that 

generate client confidence through the founder's personal 

relationships and individual credibility are structurally dependent on 

the continued presence of that individual. Organizations that generate 

client confidence through transparent, documented, verifiable 

delivery processes are structurally independent of any individual's 

personal credibility. 

The service quality and construction management literature 

independently support the distinction between personal and 

institutional trust as a governance design choice with measurable 

commercial consequences. Eriksson and Westerberg (2011) find that 

transparent communication and documentation practices in 

construction engagements are associated with significantly improved 

client satisfaction and repeat business, independent of the specific 
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personnel managing the project. Ling et al. (2014) identify structured 

communication protocols and written documentation practices as the 

most significant predictors of client relationship continuity in 

construction contexts—findings that directly support the IDF's 

Operational Transparency dimension as a durable competitive 

mechanism. 

A realistic construction scenario: two residential remodeling 

firms of comparable technical quality and pricing operate in the same 

geographic market. Firm A relies on its owner-operator's personal 

relationships to maintain client confidence: the owner is personally 

known to a network of real estate agents, interior designers, and past 

clients who refer new business based on personal trust in the owner. 

Firm B implements systematic transparency governance: written 

scope documentation, milestone-based communication, formal 

completion verification, and documented change authorization. 

When Firm A's owner takes a planned three-month sabbatical, client 

referrals dry up— the referral network was referring to the owner, not 

the firm. When Firm B's lead project manager moves to a competitor, 

client satisfaction scores remain stable—clients trust the process, not 

the individual. 

IDF implementation recommendation: Firms scoring HIGH 

or CRITICAL on Operational Transparency should implement what 

the author terms a Client-Visibility Architecture — a systematic set 

of documentation and communication protocols that make the 

project's governance visible to the client at every phase. The 

proprietary operational framework implements this architecture 

through five required phases: Project Clarity Audit (pre-commitment 

scope and risk documentation), Transparent Scope and Pricing (line-

item cost disclosure before execution), Controlled Planning (pre-

execution logistics resolution), Execution with Visibility (milestone-

based communication), and Completion with Confidence (formal 

completion verification). Each phase produces a documented 

delivery that exists as institutional property independent of any 

individual's presence. 

7.5 The IDF and the framework: A Two-Level 

 Contribution to Construction Governance 
The Glushak Institutional Durability Framework and the 

proprietary operational framework constitute a coherent two-level 

original contribution to construction governance. They are not 

independent frameworks that happen to share an author. They address 

the same fundamental problem—the structural fragility of founder-

dependent construction enterprises—at two different but analytically 

connected levels of organizational analysis. 

The IDF operates at the organizational level. It provides a 

diagnostic instrument—the seven-dimensional assessment 

framework—for evaluating whether a complex organization is 

institutionally durable or founder-dependent, and for identifying the 

specific structural investments required to convert performance 

capability into operational continuity. The IDF is derived from the 

analysis of institutional failure at the civilizational scale of the Mali 

Empire and grounded in the organizational theory of Weber, Collins, 

Porras, Ostrom, Drucker, and Mintzberg. It addresses the question: 

on which structural dimensions is this organization vulnerable to the 

departure of its founder? 

The framework operates at the project level. It provides the 

operational governance architecture — the five-phase framework of 

required protocols, documentation obligations, and communication 

standards — through which the IDF's most critical failure modes are 

addressed in the specific context of construction project delivery. The 

framework is derived from the analysis of recurring failure patterns 

in residential remodeling operations and grounded in the service 

quality theory of Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry. It addresses the 

question: how should individual construction projects be governed to 

build institutional trust and reduce founder dependency at the client-

facing level? 

The two frameworks address the same structural problem at 

different analytical scales, and each is incomplete without the other. 

The IDF can diagnose that a construction firm is critically founder-

dependent in its Authority Structure dimension—but it does not 

specify how project-level governance should be redesigned to 

address that vulnerability. The framework can specify exactly how a 

construction project should be governed to produce institutional 

trust—but it does not provide the organizational diagnostic 

framework that identifies which governance investments are most 

urgently required. Together, they close this analytical gap.

Table 2. The IDF and the framework: Two-Level Framework—Analytical Comparison 

Level Organizational Systems Level Project Governance Level 

Framework Glushak Institutional Durability Framework 

(IDF) 

a proprietary operational framework developed by the 

author 

Function Diagnostic: identifies the seven structural 

dimensions along which any complex 

organization may be founder-dependent or 
institutionally fragile 

Operational: specifies the five-phase governance 

architecture that addresses the most critical IDF failure 

modes in the project delivery context 

Primary question answered Is this organization structurally durable or 

founder-dependent — and on which specific 

dimensions? 

How should this organization govern individual 

construction projects to build institutional trust and 

reduce founder dependency at the client-facing level? 

Source of derivation Derived from the systematic analysis of six 
documented failure modes in the Mali Empire 

case, mapped through organizational theory 

Derived from the systematic analysis of four recurring 
failure modes in residential remodeling operations, 

converted into required governance protocols 

Unit of analysis The organization as a whole — its authority 
structure, capital governance, succession 

systems, and governance architecture 

The individual construction project — its scope, pricing, 
planning, communication, and completion governance 

Relationship Provides the diagnostic framework that identifies 

where IDF investments are most urgently 
required 

Implements the IDF's Authority Structure, Knowledge 

Infrastructure, and Operational Transparency dimensions 
at the project level 
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The table above establishes that the IDF and the framework 

are not alternative approaches to the same governance challenge but 

complementary instruments operating at different analytical levels. A 

construction organization implementing both frameworks would use 

the IDF to assess its current institutional durability profile—

identifying the dimensions on which it is most founder-dependent 

and the investments most urgently required—and would use the 

framework to implement the project-level governance architecture 

that directly addresses the IDF's Authority Structure, Knowledge 

Infrastructure, and Operational Transparency dimensions in the day-

to-day governance of client engagements. 

This two-level architecture represents the author's original 

contribution to construction governance: not the individual 

components— which draw on established organizational theory and 

service quality research—but their integration into a coherent diagnostic 

and operational system calibrated specifically to the structural 

vulnerabilities of residential and small-to-medium commercial 

construction enterprises. The IDF's historical derivation and the 

framework's field derivation are both documented in peer-reviewed 

scholarly submissions; together, they constitute the practitioner-

researcher contribution that this body of work advances. 

7.6 Practical Validation and Application 

Preliminary application of the Glushak Institutional 

Durability Framework (IDF) within active construction operations 

indicates measurable improvements in project transparency, decision 

traceability, and operational continuity. Early implementations of the 

framework within the author’s originating operational environment 

have produced documentable outcomes consistent with the IDF’s 

theoretical predictions, particularly in the dimensions of operational 

transparency and distributed accountability. While systematic 

empirical validation is not the primary focus of this study, these early 

implementations suggest the framework’s practical viability and 

warrant further empirical investigation through multi-organization 

comparative studies. 

7.7 Practical Relevance and Contemporary Application 

 (Skeptic’s Perspective) 
A reasonable skeptic may ask: how does a systems-theory 

analysis of a fourteenth-century West African empire apply to 

modern professional and economic systems, particularly in the 

United States? The question is fair and warrants a direct response. 

This subsection addresses it explicitly in order to clarify the scope of 

the framework’s contemporary applicability and to pre-empt the 

interpretive error of treating the study as purely historical. 

The Mali Empire is not deployed in this article as a historical 

narrative of intrinsic interest. It is used as a systems model—a rare, 

precisely documented case of high-performing institutional collapse 

that provides the empirical substrate from which the Glushak 

Institutional Durability Framework (IDF) is derived. The analytical 

question is not ‘what happened in fourteenth-century Mali’ but ‘what 

structural conditions produced a predictable pattern of collapse in a 

system whose performance under its founder was exceptional.’ The 

historical distance is an analytical asset, not a liability: it permits 

examination of the full institutional lifecycle—founding, peak 

performance, succession, decay, collapse—in a way that is 

methodologically impossible with contemporary firms whose 

trajectories are still unfolding. Distance also removes the 

confounding variables of modern technology, regulation, and market 

conditions, isolating the structural variables that govern institutional 

durability independently of any particular era. 

The structural failure modes identified in the Mali case—

founder-concentrated authority, unstructured capital deployment, 

patronage-dependent knowledge infrastructure, absent succession 

systems, undistributed accountability, and unprotected informal 

governance—are directly observable in modern construction firms, 

project-based enterprises, and founder-led service organizations 

operating in the United States today. The mechanism is substrate-

independent: when operational capability is concentrated in a single 

individual, and the systems required to sustain that capability are not 

codified, the organization’s durability becomes a function of the 

founder’s biological availability rather than its institutional 

architecture. This is true in 1337, and it is true in 2025. 

The contemporary evidence is extensive. Construction firm 

bankruptcies in the United States exhibit a recurring pattern of 

capital-governance failure: the absence of structured budgeting, cash-

flow controls, and project-level financial reporting produces 

insolvency conditions that are structurally equivalent to the 

unstructured treasury disbursement that undermined Mali’s fiscal 

position following Musa’s pilgrimage. Project failures in the 

American construction sector—cost overruns, schedule collapses, 

quality defects—are attributable in the dominant proportion of cases 

to the absence of codified process, not to technical or material 

deficiency. Founder-dependent businesses across the service 

economy—professional practices, design firms, specialized trades, 

and consultancies—routinely experience valuation collapse, client 

attrition, and operational inconsistency during leadership transitions, 

because the institutional mechanisms required to preserve operational 

quality independent of the founder were never designed. The absence 

of operational transparency in contractor-client relationships 

produces scope disputes, cost overruns, and litigation exposure that 

impose measurable economic costs on American homeowners, 

commercial clients, and the contractors themselves. Each of these 

contemporary patterns maps directly onto one or more of the six 

structural failures identified in the Mali case. 

The Glushak Institutional Durability Framework (IDF) is 

designed to provide practical diagnostic and corrective instruments 

for each of these modern failure modes. Applied at the organizational 

level, the framework offers structured tools to improve operational 

stability through codified processes and distributed accountability; 

financial predictability through capital-governance protocols that 

replace founder-discretionary deployment with institutional controls; 

and project delivery outcomes through the operational transparency 

that converts information asymmetry into shared factual infrastructure. 

These improvements carry direct economic relevance: they protect 

client investments by reducing the incidence of project failures and 

disputes; they improve workforce stability by reducing the 

operational volatility that accompanies founder dependency; and they 

reduce systemic inefficiencies in the construction and service sectors 

by substituting codified governance for the personality-dependent 

practice that the sector’s current informality produces. 

The contribution extends beyond the firm level. Increasing 

operational reliability in the construction and infrastructure sectors 

contributes to national economic resilience: the construction and 

remodeling sector alone represents approximately half a trillion in 

annual economic activity in the United States, and the structural 

governance failures documented in this study impose measurable 

transaction costs on that activity in the form of litigation, rework, 

project abandonment, and consumer harm. A framework that reduces 

these transaction costs, even marginally, contributes to more efficient 
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capital deployment, more stable workforce conditions, and more 

predictable outcomes for the millions of American households and 

commercial clients who engage the construction sector each year. 

The IDF is offered in this spirit: not as a historical curiosity or a 

proprietary methodology, but as an analytically rigorous instrument 

whose principles are derivable from the historical record and whose 

applications are directly relevant to the operational challenges that 

define the modern American construction and service economies. 

8. Conclusion: Systems, Not Greatness, Produce 

 Durability 
The Mali Empire under Mansa Musa I achieved outcomes that were 

extraordinary by any measure available to fourteenth-century 

observers. His empire's wealth, diplomatic reach, and civilizational 

investment were documented by contemporaneous observers across 

three continents and placed him at the center of European 

cartographic knowledge within his own lifetime. The collapse of that 

empire within a century of his death reveals the structural condition 

that those achievements obscured: the empire's performance was 

entirely contingent on the continued presence of one extraordinary 

individual, and no institutional architecture existed to sustain it after 

his departure. 

The Glushak Institutional Durability Framework identifies 

this condition as a specific and addressable organizational 

vulnerability—not an inevitable consequence of exceptional 

leadership, but a systems-design failure that exceptional leaders are 

uniquely positioned to remediate. The IDF posits that organizational 

durability is a function of systemic redundancy: by replacing 

individual instinct with evidence-based frameworks and codified 

governance, any complex organization can convert performance 

capability into operational continuity. 

For leaders in construction, infrastructure, and operational 

management, the IDF provides both a diagnostic instrument and a 

design framework. The seven dimensions—authority structure, 

capital governance, knowledge infrastructure, succession systems, 

distributed accountability, informal governance protection, and 

operational transparency—correspond to the specific structural 

vulnerabilities most frequently encountered in founder-led 

enterprises. Together with the proprietary operational framework, the 

IDF constitutes a two-level governance contribution: organizational 

diagnosis and project-level operational remedy, both calibrated to the 

specific conditions of construction enterprise governance. 

The design question is not whether exceptional leadership 

can create value. It can, and it does. The question is whether that 

value is embedded in a system capable of reproducing it, or only in a 

person whose departure will cause it to disappear. The Glushak IDF 

is designed to answer that question—and to guide the institutional 

investments required to change the answer.
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