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Instructions

1. This examination consists of four parts.  Time limit is 180 minutes.
2. No notes, texts, dictionaries, electronic items of any type are permitted.

3. Carefully follow the instructions appearing at the beginning of each part.

4. You must sign the academic attestation appearing below.

5. You must hand in any examination booklets as well as the question paper.

	Academic Integrity :

Integrity is a basic value of our society and of the business world.  Academic integrity is also a key value of the School of Management. To underline its importance, all assignment, report, project, or other work submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements of a course at the School of Management must include on its front page the following signed statement  (signed by each member of a team in the case of a group assignment or team work): 

Statement of Academic Integrity:

This work conforms to the rules on academic integrity of the University of Ottawa:

Signature: __________________________________

For more information on what constitutes a breach of academic integrity, please consult the following web sites:  http://www.uottawa.ca/academic/info/regist/crs/home_5_ENG.htm  and   http://www.uottawa.ca/plagiarism.df
 Please note that any submission in a course (homework, assignment, report, etc) that does not include that signed statement will not be corrected and will get a grade of zero.   


Part 1 – General Multiple Choice (15 marks, 1 per question)
Select the most appropriate answer to each of the following question and indicate your choice directly on this question paper.

1) A consumer's right to choose refers to:

a.  his right to have an inventory of more than one to choose from.

b.  her right to decide what store to buy from.

c.  his right to eliminate products that do not meet his needs.

d.  the assurance that competition is working effectively.
ANSWER:  D


2) All of the following are questions that capture the central meaning of ethics except:
a.  What is?

b.  What happened?

c.  What ought to be?

d.  What is our motivation?

ANSWER:  B
3) Under normal circumstances, innovative firms are more likely to be doing all of the following except:
a.  Participating in the global marketplace

b.  Exporting and importing ideas as well as goods and services

c.  Networking, partnering and collaborating

d.  lobbying for more government funds to support their research

ANSWER:  D

4) The multiple bottom-line perspective holds that

a.  the financial bottom line is irrelevant, so other bottom lines should be utilized. 

b.  companies should report their results of operations on the bases of both historical cost and current values. 

c.  both financial and ecological results should be reported to the public. 

d.  the impacts of corporate social performance cannot be fully measured by financial performance and so each should be reported on separately.
ANSWER:  D
5) If managers of ABC Corp. intentionally do something to harm Beneficial Barons Company, Inc., the ABC Corp. managers have exhibited which type of management?

a.  moral 

b.  intentional amoral 

c.  un intentional amoral 

d.  immoral 

ANSWER:  D 

6) A shareholder rights plan aimed at discouraging or preventing a hostile takeover is known as

a.  a poison pill.

b.  golden handcuffs.

c.  a golden parachute.

d.  insider trading.

ANSWER:  A
7) Boards are now being tougher on CEOs in part because of all of the following reasons except

a.  increasing diversity on boards.

b.  competitive economic conditions.

c.  rising vigilance of outside directors.

d.  increasing power of large institutional investors.

ANSWER:  A 

8) The most significant factor influencing unethical behaviour in business firms by employees is:
a.  the general moral climate in society. 

b.  personal financial need. 

c.  behaviour of superiors. 

d.  organizational policy. 

ANSWER:  C 

9) What is the primary downside of ethics programs?

a.  They may take the focus off of the financial objectives of the firm.

b.  They may allow managers to assume that ethics are someone else's responsibility.

c.  They may be seen as the "ethics police," who are out to find others' ethics violations.

d.  They have no downside.


ANSWER:   B

10) The father of the consumer movement is

a.  Ralph Nader

b.  John Kennedy

c.  Pierre E. Trudeau

d.  Richard Nixon

ANSWER:  A 

11) Which of the following is not a way in which a company might improve its ethical climate?

a.  setting realistic objectives

b.  providing whistle-blowing mechanisms

c.  training employees in business ethics

d.  hiring legal counsel

ANSWER:  D

12) The paradox of the consumer revolution is that

a.  although most businesses claim that they are consumer oriented, consumers as a group are dissatisfied with business practices.

b.  even though many businesspersons say they support family values, they fight against government’s regulation of children’s television programming.

c.  the Canadian Competition Bureau both protects and regulates business practices.

d.  consumers are attracted to and repelled by advertisements that use psychological appeals.

ANSWER:  A

13) Which of the following activities does the Canadian Competition Bureau not do?

a.  Maintains free and fair competition.

b.  Protects consumers from unfair or misleading practices.

c.  Takes responsibility for enforcing and administering the Competition Act.

d.  Ensures that Canadian companies are meeting product safety standards.

ANSWER:  D

14) In order to recognize the full benefits of innovation, the resulting new products and processes must:
a.  be tested for quality

b.  pass the safety test

c.  be commercialized

d.  obtain government subsidies
ANSWER:  C

15) A significant structural element existing in large corporations that contributes to the corporate governance problem is
a.  golden parachutes.

b.  poison pills.

c.  the separation of ownership from control.

d.  greenmail.

ANSWER:  C

Part 2: Scenario-based Multiple Choice Questions (20 Marks)

Read each of the following four scenarios and then select the most appropriate answer to each of the following questions by circling your selection directly on this question paper.  Each question carries one mark.

Scenario 1 (Questions 1 to 4)
Zacharia “Big Zeek” Brown, a mechanical engineer, developed the “Prairie Dog”, a ram-air aspirated vacuum cleaner that could suck dirt, water and just about anything else from carpets, floors, walls and curtains, and could work indoors or outdoors in all types of weather.  It could work on electricity or rechargeable batteries.  Although Big Zeke had only made 25 Prairie Dogs and had only tested his prototype at his home, he was so impressed with the results that he decided to advertise his new creation on-line and started the eBay store “Prairie Dog Appliances” that featured primarily “Buy it now” auctions for his sole appliance.  His advertisements were as follows:

Presenting the “Prairie Dog”: The new and proven ram-air aspirated vacuum cleaner with so much power that it can suck the rivets out of the side of a Boeing 747!  This vacuum cleaner is the most effective on the market today.  Wouldn’t you want your loved ones to live in a home with the cleanest carpets known to man?  The Prairie Dog has no serious competition – it can suck in more debris than vacuums by Hoover and Dysan combined.  And when you use the Prairie Dog on its battery power, it can suck or blow without any damage to the environment (unless you count the competition as environment!).  So get yours today – only $1,500 with a lifetime warranty.  Like they say, ’play with the big dogs or sit on the porch’!!
1. The most obvious type of advertising abuse in Big Zeke’s advertisement is:

a. Ambiguous advertising

b. Concealed facts

c. Exaggerated claims

d. Psychological appeals

2. When Big Zeke compares the Prairie Dog to Dysan and Hoover, he is conducting:

a. Exploitive advertising

b. Ad creep

c. Comparative advertising

d. Puffery

3. The type of warranty provided by Big Zeke is:

a. Express

b. Implied

c. Product differentiation

d. Exploitive

4. Big Zeke’s mention of battery power is probably an attempt to target which environmental stakeholders:

a. Radicals

b. Green consumers

c. Mainstreamers

d. Accommodators

Scenario 2 (Questions 5 through 9)
Environmental Photographic Processors Inc. (EPPI) was a manufacturer of photographic film operating in Vancouver, B.C.  An employer of 50 local families, its financial condition was very weak and its sustainability required prudent cost management of its operations.

A chemical known as EEG was generated as a by-product of the photographic development process.  EEG was particularly toxic to fish and other marine life.  Proper disposal of the EEG would require that it be incinerated using industrial incinerators capable of reaching temperatures well above 3000 degrees celsius.  This limited the possible disposal sites to two in Eastern Canada and one in the central United States.  

The disposal of this chemical is costly and would require the daily running of at least two tanker trucks, which would transport the chemical to the railroad station to be subsequently shipped by rail to the nearest disposal incinerator.

Within 30 yards of EPPI’s facilities was a river.  This river was declared dead by biologists because of the amount of toxic discharge being dumped into it by a pulp and paper mill located five miles upstream from EPPI.  Jim Ranger, the Vice-President of Operations, felt that EPPI would not necessarily be acting irresponsibly by discharging the EEG into the river since it was already “dead”.  As well, such action would save considerable money for the company.

5. If Jim Ranger decides to discharge the EEG into the river, this would most appropriately demonstrate:

a. No ethics

b. Social ethics

c. Tactical ethics

d. Transcendental ethics

6. If Jim Ranger decides to discharge the EEG into the river, the category of moral philosophy most evident in his decision would be:

a. Teleology

b. Deontology

c. Justice

d. Cultural relativism

7. If Jim Ranger decides to discharge the EEG into the river, the model of management ethics most likely demonstrated would be:

a. Immoral management

b. Moral management

c. Intentional amoral management

d. Unintentional amoral management

8. Suppose that Jim Ranger decided to use the ethics test approach to determine whether discharging the EEG into the river was ethical.  Which test would a decision to discharge the EEG into the river most likely fail?

a. Common sense

b. Ventilation

c.  Making something public

d. Gag test

9. Based on the information available in the case, which of the following factors influencing unethical behaviour would be LEAST LIKELY to affect Jim Ranger’s decision?

a. Personal financial need

b. Lack of formal organizational policy

c. Behaviour of superiors

d. Ethical practices of the industry

Scenario 3 (Questions 10 through 14)
Dave “Big Foot” Cordell was the Chief Executive Officer of Ronen Utilities of Inner Newfoundland (RUIN).  Since deregulation of the oil, gas and hydro industries in the 1980s Cordell had put together an enormously successful publicly traded utilities company that had become the blue chip ‘darling’ of investors.  Offering returns on investment far above the industry norm for over 20 years, several pension funds and other institutional investments were heavily invested in RUIN shares.  Over the years RUIN had amassed a large and experienced board of directors consisting of the CEO, academics, lawyers, engineers, accountants, and experienced business managers who were geographically dispersed internationally.  The CEO was the Chairman of the Board and ‘ruled the roost’.  Except for the CEO, each board member was paid $450,000 per year.  Members of the board of directors were participants on several key committees including the finance committee, legal committee and audit committee. RUIN adhered to all external financial reporting requirements by relying on the public accounting firm of Jim, Slim, and Dim, LLP who occupied two floors of the RUIN building.  RUIN paid annual accounting and consulting fees to the public accounting firm of $50,000,000 per year.

In late 200X, Bob Bolivar, an internal auditor and qualified management accountant, in the course of an audit on internal control systems, stumbled across some transactions he thought were somewhat obscure and irregular.  He noticed a pattern whereby twenty-four hours before every major announcement that would have the effect of either increasing or decreasing the market value of RUIN shares, the CEO and other members of the board of directors either purchased or sold some of their personal share holdings.  Further, he discovered two instances where nebulous accounting practice significantly overstated company earnings.

After bringing this to the attention of the CEO he was told “not to worry about it because if anything was wrong the external accountants would have found this.”  Dissatisfied, he raised his findings with Slim Creditmeister, a partner in Jim, Slim, and Dim, LLP.  Slim promised to look into it, but after three weeks Bolivar had heard nothing.  Frustrated, Bolivar sent an anonymous email message to the Canadian Revenue Agency who launched an immediate investigation.  It was proven that earnings were indeed materially overstated in several years, that the CEO and some members of the board of directors made personal gains directly attributed to the timing of the sale and purchase of RUIN shares for their personal investment portfolios, and that RUIN had been taking exorbitant financial risks by debt financing expensive and high risk oil and gas explorations in the Arctic, securing RUIN debt instruments with RUIN shares that were at least 65 percent overstated due to the improper accounting practices.  Apparently these improper accounting practices were never discovered by the external auditors.  RUIN declared bankruptcy in 200Y.

10. Given the circumstances at RUIN, which of the 4 groups involved in corporate governance have been most severely negatively impacted?

a. Shareholders

b. Board of Directors

c. Management

d. Employees

11. The term that best describes the CEO’s and board members’ practice of purchasing or selling shares immediately before announcements that would affect the market price of the RUIN shares is called:

a. Greenmail

b. Insider trading

c. Poison pill

d. Golden parachute

12. The group that bears the greatest responsibility for the failure of RUIN is:

a. The board of directors

b. The CEO

c. Shareholders

d. RUIN senior management

13. Which one of the following fiduciary duties was inarguably breached by some of the directors of RUIN?

a. To consider other stakeholders

b. To declare conflicts of interest

c. No personal profits at company expense

d. None of the above

14. Bob Bolivar is a “whistleblower”.

a. True

b. False

Scenario 4 (Questions 15 through 20)
In July, 200X, after getting laid off, two former employees of Wireless Techie Inc., Rob Smith and Sam Spencer started the e-firm of “Smith and Spencer” in the basement of Smith’s house in Mississauga where they developed and manufactured the “SS Blueberry” – a portable, wireless gadget that combined e-mail, a digital camera, a satellite telephone, a mini-television, and IPod.  The SS Blueberry was very thin and extremely light and sold for $295.  By December, 200Y, through leveraging various innovative outsourcing relationships, the SS Blueberry had outstripped blackberry sales and continued to grow in demand such that Smith and Spencer could not keep up with the orders.  In February, 200Z, they moved out of Smith’s basement into a commercial district.  By April, they had built the team to 30 people (many who were contract workers who had also worked for Research in Motion) and supplied the SS Blueberry to commercial and domestic markets worldwide.

15. Which of the following knowledge based economy effects is NOT demonstrated in the above scenario?

a. Unpredictable competition

b. New employer-employee relationships

c. More citizen engagement

d. New partnerships

16. Which of the following statements concerning the above scenario is TRUE?

e. Knowledge would be seen as external to the economic process

f. The work of Smith and Spencer exemplifies Peter Drucker’s productivity revolution

g. Knowledge and technology have been combined by Smith and Spencer to add value

h. The work of Smith and Spencer demonstrates the application of knowledge in terms of tools, process, and products

17. In terms of the development of the Knowledge Based Economy, the work of Smith and Spencer would MOST clearly demonstrate:
a. A shortening of the product and technology lifecycle

b. Rising of the network economy

c. The development of the “soft side” of products becoming more important

d. Increasing importance of information

18. The SS Blueberry most closely represents:

e. Knowledge creation

f. Knowledge diffusion

g. Knowledge transformation

h. Knowledge use

19. The greatest influence on the innovation demonstrated by Smith and Spencer was most likely:

a. Culture

b. Brand recognition

c. Entrepreneurship

d. Regulatory environment

20. The greatest risk to the longevity of the SS Blueberry will most likely come from:

i. Competitors

ii. Government regulators

iii. Civil society

iv. New organization structures

Part 3 – Short Answers (4 questions totaling 20 marks, as shown)

1. You are a public relations professional working for a major pharmaceutical company.  Your company has developed a new drug and you would like to lobby Health Canada to quickly approve this drug for mainstream use.  Outline the steps in a lobbying strategy that you would take.  Note that you do not have to develop a full strategy – simply list the step and provide a very brief but succinct explanation of what exactly you mean in each step (6 marks).

Lobbying Strategy Outline (no need for word-for-word but there must be some reasonable logic to the order – to a maximum of 6 marks, at marker’s discretion)
1. Understand, define and frame your issue (to speed up the government approval process for this new drug)

2. Identify the type of lobbyist you will use, and why (consultant lobbyist or in-house lobbyist (corporation).

3. Identify who you will lobby (Ministers, bureaucrats, or both)

4. Identify HOW you will lobby (direct and/or indirect and why)

5. Identify the resources you need to lobby (in other words, where will you find the money to conduct this lobby?)

6. Develop a communications plan

7. Develop a “Plan B” (what will you do if the lobby fails?)

8. Analyze what might be the effect of your lobbying effort (win or lose) on the industry, the public, your organization

2. One of the characteristics of the Knowledge Based Economy is that “Place still matter but for different reasons”, when compared to our traditional (capital and labour intensive) economy.  Explain what “Place still matter but for different reasons” means in the KBE context: (4 marks)
· Companies must locate the brains of their business in a location providing:

· a critical mass of competitors

· a critical mass of suppliers

· a critical mass of customers

· a strong talent pool

· unique institutions

· desirable quality of life

· Knowing how to create a competitive advantage out of these local factors is strategically important for both companies and communities

1. Archie Carroll proposes a four-part definition of corporate social responsibility that links the expectations of society to four proposed areas of responsibility that business has.  First, list each area of responsibility. Next, for each area of responsibility indicate whether the societal expectation is “required”, “expected”, or “desired”. Finally for each area give one example that clarifies the expectation of society (4 marks in total).

	Responsibility


	Societal Expectation


	Provide an

Example 

	Economic 
	Required 
	Maximize sales, minimize costs, increase profits



	Legal 
	Required 
	Obey laws and regulations



	Ethical 
	Expected 
	Do what is right, fair and just



	Discretionary 
(Philanthropic)
	Desired and/or expected


	Be a good corporate citizen




2. Give three (3) arguments (brief points only) that are often presented IN SUPPORT OF corporate social responsibility and three arguments AGAINST corporate social responsibility (6 Marks).

Looking for any three from among the following or other reasonable suggestions (1 Mark each):

IN SUPPORT:

· Addresses social issues caused by business

· Protects business self-interest

· Limits future government intervention

· Applies business resources and expertise to problems

· Addresses issues by being proactive

AGAINST:

· Restricts profit maximization as corporate social responsibility costs money

· Business is not equipped to handle social problems

· Limits the ability to compete in a global market

· Dilutes the primary aim of business – profit maximization

Part 4 – Two Cases (totaling 45 marks)
Case 1: Imperial oil sands plans dealt blow: Kearl project faces delay as Fisheries and Oceans pulls water authorization 

DAVID EBNER 

From Monday's Globe and Mail

March 31, 2008 at 3:48 AM EDT

CALGARY — — The federal government has revoked a key water permit for Imperial Oil Ltd.'s proposed $8-billion Kearl oil sands mine, delaying work on a major new oil sands development as environmental scrutiny of the massive projects around Fort McMurray intensifies.

Imperial, which is majority-owned by Exxon Mobil Corp., has been granted an expedited court hearing, scheduled for early May, on its application to overturn the decision. The company says the lost permit could mean a delay of one or more years, according to an affidavit.

The mine had been scheduled to start producing 100,000 barrels of bitumen a day in 2011. Imperial's board of directors is expected to make a final decision about whether to build the mine by the end of September.

The loss of the water permit stems from a Federal Court of Canada judgment in early March that found approval of the Kearl project by the Alberta and federal governments didn't fully explain why greenhouse gas emissions were not significant. However, that ruling didn't throw out the overall approval.

Still, citing the court judgment, the federal Department of Fisheries and Oceans told Imperial in a March 20 letter that the water permit issued Feb. 8 had been rendered invalid. Imperial, the letter stated, "is not authorized to proceed with any works or undertakings that will cause a harmful alteration, disruption or destruction of fish habitat or that destroys fish by any means other than fishing." A Fisheries habitat biologist is set to visit Kearl in the next several days to assess the situation.

Imperial is "very disappointed" by Ottawa's decision, said company spokesman Gordon Wong. "[The water permit] is legally valid and that's the argument we will pursue in court," he said.

The voided water permit is a victory for non-profit environmental groups, including Alberta's Pembina Institute and the Sierra Club of Canada, who brought the original federal court case against Imperial and Kearl and were fighting the validity of the Fisheries authorization. The setback for Imperial comes as oil sands producers are facing challenges including sharply rising costs, and uncertainty related to new federal emissions legislation and recent environmental moves by U.S. lawmakers.

In granting Imperial's request for a hearing on the matter last week, Federal Court Justice Yves de Montigny rejected Imperial's call to quash the revocation, saying it is of "crucial importance to resolve all the uncertainties, legal and otherwise, before embarking on such an important project."

Imperial, which already has 1,000 workers at the Kearl site 70 kilometres north of Fort McMurray in northeastern Alberta, started initial work for the mine after receiving the Fisheries permit in early February and said the loss of the permit hasn't yet stopped preliminary site preparation.

However, with temperatures now climbing above freezing around Fort McMurray, the Kearl site is about to turn into a water-soaked boreal forest bog - and the important prep work of "de-watering" the proposed mining territory, set for this summer, cannot happen without the permit.

The proposed mine, which was scrutinized during 16 days of public hearings in late 2006, is viewed by the green groups as a flashpoint in the frenetic development of the oil sands and as an opportunity to challenge Exxon Mobil, considered by activists as the world's least environmentally friendly oil company and a long-time denier of global warming. The groups say that the project will mine an area of undisturbed boreal forest larger than 20,000 football fields.

While initial work at Kearl has begun, the biggest factor as Imperial's board weighs going forward with the project is the escalating cost of development.

For investors, the court fight over Kearl is unlikely to heighten concerns about environmental exposure, said Len Racioppo, president of money manager Jarislowsky Fraser Ltd., one of the Imperial's largest shareholders.

"We all know there's a very significant environmental risk in the oil sands - we've always known that," Mr. Racioppo said. "The court case isn't going to start a round of discussions among our analysts whether we should own or not own Imperial."

Imperial stock, buoyed by record oil prices, is near an all-time high - the shares have risen about 240 per cent in the past five years, compared with a gain of about 110 per cent for the S&P/TSX composite index.

Sean Nixon, a lawyer at Ecojustice who took on Kearl in court for the environmental groups, said Fisheries made the right decision to pull the water permit while the overall approval for the project is in limbo.

"It's always been our opinion that once you've shown a flaw in the environmental assessment, everything else that flows from that is flawed," Mr. Nixon said.

PART 1 (7 marks): We have studied strategic, multi-fiduciary, and a synthesis approach to stakeholder management. Define each of these terms with a short 1-2 line definition, and then offer your opinion as to what approach you believe Imperial Oil has generally followed to get them to this point. Most importantly, provide your reasoning for why you believe this (1,1,1, and 4 marks respectively:
STRATEGIC APPROACH (Definition): 
· Views stakeholders primarily as FACTORS to be taken into consideration and managed while the firm is pursuing profits for its shareholders.
MULTIFIDURIARY APPROACH (Definition):

· Views stakeholders as more than just individuals or groups who can wield economic or legal power. This view holds that management has a fiduciary responsibility to stakeholders just as it has this responsibility to shareholders.
SYNTHESIS APPROACH (Definition):
· This view holds that business does have moral responsibilities to stakeholders but that they should not be seen as part of a fiduciary obligation.
IMPERIAL OIL’S ASSUMED APPROACH & WHY YOU BELIEVE THIS:

Here, we are generally looking for any reasoned argument about what the student believes is Imperial Oil’s current approach to stakeholder management – any of the above or any combination of the above is acceptable IF AND ONLY IF there is a reasoned argument for it that holds together.
From the facts of the article, it is probably most believable to assume that Imperial Oil follows a “strategic approach” primarily; clues from the article to support this view would include:

· there is no discussion of Imperial Oil “reaching out” to stakeholders in any kind of proactive way;

· most/all of Imperial Oil’s efforts seem to be driven through the courts, with a very legal view of “lawful vs. unlawful” rather than acceptance of legitimacy of the viewpoints of other stakeholders;

· their ownership by Exxon Mobil and what the article infers about Exxon’s rocky relationship with environmental stakeholders (“activists”) and their track record with the environment.
Full marks (4) for speculating on Imperial Oil’s approach should only be given to those students who are able to fully articulate coherent and well-thought through reasoning based on the material. For full marks, some specific examples from the case must be pointed to in the answer.

PART 2 (10 marks): The Board of Imperial Oil has engaged you, as an authority in the field, to help them better understand what they should do to address this issue. As a first step, they have asked you to present to them a “stakeholder mapping” and identify the “importance” of each stakeholder, using the power, legitimacy, and urgency attributes of classic stakeholder mapping exercises. Fill out the following table based on your read of the article:
	IDENTIFIED STAKEHOLDER GROUPS (from Imperial Oil perspective)
	Source of:

STAKEHOLDER POWER
	Level of: 

STAKEHOLDER URGENCY
	View of: STAKEHOLDER LEGITIMACY

	Exxon Mobil
	Company Ownership. Imperial Oil is subsidiary of Exxon
	HIGH - as project will have to stop by summer if permit issue not cleared up 
	Real – ownership based

	Federal Court of Canada
	Constitutional authority
	MEDIUM – nothing happening at court level but request by Imperial Oil to quash action by Fisheries has been denied
	Legal, real based on laws of the land

	Dept. of Fisheries
	Government regulation
	MEDIUM – permit has been revoked indefinitely; is sending someone to investigate however no sense of priority, urgency expressed
	Legal, real based on structure, role of government regulation

	Pembina Institute

Sierra Club

Ecojustice
	Public pressure

(all are social sector players)
	Probably HIGH – seen as way to get to Exxon to embarrass them
	Unclear – needs to be further explored

	Imperial Oil 

Investors
	Share ownership
	Believed to be low (stated in article)


	Real based on ownership

	General Public (consultations)
NOTE: Students can reflect on either the “general public” as the stakeholder (eg: all Albertans) or on the general public that were included in the public consultations. 
	Community membership, proximity to oil sands
	Unclear – no reference made as to level of public “angst” from 2006 hearings however could be significant given current issues with oil sands developments
	Public hearings held late 2006


PART 3 (8 marks): Using Bartha’s Issue Selection Model, analyze the possible levels at which lobbying activities might be attempted to help Imperial Oil get this oil sands process back on track with full approvals to proceed, and also to help them minimize the chances that this contentious project – and other oil sands projects -- will get derailed in the future. Please be as specific as possible:

	ISSUE CATEGORY
	GENERAL ISSUE (from article & general landscape)
	FOCUS OF RECOMMENDED ACTION

	UNIVERSAL

(Government needs a solution)
	ISSUE: environmental protection and GHG (green house gas) reduction to combat climate change
	As large GHG producers Imperial Oil and other oil sands companies can help focus debate by acknowledging climate change, presenting insights into what oil sands developers are doing to reduce GHG emissions and drive change 

	ADVOCACY

(Complex Issues)
	ISSUE: Oil sands industry looking for clarity, predictably about long term regulation of industry due to capital intensive nature of investment required. 

Will be advocating to government agencies to provide long-term visibility, guarantees about regulation, tax treatment, etc.
	Focusing on Revenue Canada, Industry Canada, Environment Canada (and others), work with industry groups, competitors and interested NGO’s to set the agenda advocating “large emitter” clauses in legislation to ensure “level long term playing field”

	SELECTIVE

(Effects very localized)
	ISSUE: Need to ensure local community players are supportive of development and on side going forward to minimize chance of future challenges (legal or otherwise).  
	Community groups – educate the players about advantages of development and safeguards in place

Meet with not-for-profit, NGO community to address their concerns and work to co-opt them into some framework for how to work out future issues jointly


	TECHNICAL

(Public largely unaware)
	Loss of water permit is about technical interpretation about explaining why GHG emissions not important
	Department of Fisheries – meet with department officials to discuss relevance of GHG emissions, provide inputs to department and help to negotiate solution



Case 2: Sole Food Limited

Sole Food Limited was a small but extremely efficient Canadian manufacturer of men’s recreational shoes and hiking boots.  Its product lines had caught on well in North America and Europe because of superior design and quality.  Recently, although sales had been steady, the market appeared to be saturated and no further growth seemed possible.

Mr. Sacks, Sole Food’s Chief Executive Officer, was concerned with this situation, as he was convinced that new and different markets should be opened up to keep his company financially viable.  His major shareholders were also pressing for the management team to cut costs and expand international sales made possible by globalization and international trade regimes.

At the Shoe Association’s Annual Convention, Sacks met two influential people – Mr. Jorge Rodriguez of Mexico who operated a shoe manufacturing facility and Mr. Romeniz, a “representative”.  Romeniz was very vague regarding who he represented, but confided that he had “extensive commercial contacts” in Africa, Central America and the Middle East.  As a matter of fact one of these “contacts” was interested in finding a manufacturer who could supply 200,000 pair of military boots, if an attractive price per unit could be worked out.

Sacks immediately smelled a foothold in the lucrative military market, but his own operations were not tooled up to produce boots to military specifications.  During the course of the Convention, Sacks discovered that Rodriguez’s facility was tooled up to manufacture military boots and, hoping for a foothold into Canada, would manufacture these boots at a cost of 40 percent less than Sole Food could manufacture them.  Rodriguez’s facility could not however bring the product to its final state for direct sale because it was unable to manufacture the patented arch supports typically found in higher end hiking boots and required by the military.  On the other hand, Sacks’ facility could accept the unfinished product from Rodriguez, legally install the arch supports, legitimately re-label the boots as “Sole Foods” and export them to Romeniz for a price much less than any close competitor, thanks in no small part to the low cost of unfinished boots from Rodriguez.

Sacks had a credit check done on both Rodriguez’s and Romeniz’s companies and Sacks’ banker reported that Romeniz owned an export company of good reputation and that both companies were legitimate and of sound financial standing.

In the next few weeks that followed, Sacks signed an agreement with Romeniz to supply 200,000 pair of military boots and contracted with Rodriguez for the production of the boots in a semi-completed state.  Inserting the arch supports was the responsibility of Sole Food.  The entire business deal would result in a single gross sale of  CDN$5,000,000.  The total costs to the company would represent 45% and the pre-tax profit would represent an astounding CDN$2,750,000 – by far the largest sale in company history.

Several weeks later Sacks held a company party to celebrate his good fortune and in typical style invited several stakeholders, including representatives from civil society, local government, and local suppliers.  During the course of the evening Sacks was approached by two individuals – a local politician and Julie Frost, the wife of Sack’s good friend, Richard Frost, a member of Amnesty International.

The local politician quietly objected to Sacks’ use of a non-Canadian company, particularly when the final goods were to be exported.  He also pointed out that Rodriguez’s factory was notorious for using child labour and abusing its workers – many working 16 hours per day, seven days per week and living in appalling conditions and that this was the way through which he could offer such an outrageously low price: “What would competitors do to Sole Foods once they discovered the company’s breach of ethics and blatant disregard for corporate social responsibility”, he wanted to know.  “What would be the impact on this small community if as a result the company had to slow down or shut down?”

Reeling from this quiet onslaught, Sacks turned to find himself facing Julie Frost who quietly raised another objection regarding Romeniz: “My dear sir, don’t you know about Mr. Romeniz?  Robert has told me that he has reports that Romeniz is a prime supplier for the Republic of Rathwaite, one of the most brutal foreign dictatorships!”

These revelations from very reliable and trusted associates shocked and embarrassed Sacks.

The following questions relate to the Sole Foods case study. Please provide your responses to each of the following questions in the space provided. Total marks for these questions = 20:

1. This case demonstrates various significant aspects of globalization. Please provide a brief definition of “globalization”:​​​​​​​​​​ (2 marks)
· Globalization merges economic spaces, diminishes the vertical power of the state and diminishes political borders.
2. Detail out four (4) specific ways which, in your view, demonstrates the impact of globalization on the various stakeholders from this case. Please be as concise as possible: (4 marks)
· (any of the following are acceptable, or others that make sense to you. One mark for each correct statement, to a maximum of 4 marks):
· Foreign supplier of raw materials to a domestic firm who will then export the finished product
· Not knowing who knows whom, who owns what (everything interdependent)

· The need to obtain contracts from any source in order to remain competitive

· Globalization increases the number of stakeholders and their power

· Globalization integrates politics with trade
3. For each of the four (4) globalization drivers that we have discussed, please provide one (1) short example of how they are demonstrated in this case: (4 marks)

 (One mark each for how the driver provided demonstrates globalization in this case – several responses are acceptable, but the response must be logical and compelling)
MARKETS:
· Non-domestic market opportunities are readily available;
· Could discuss customer markets, geographic considerations, or other general market features


COSTS
· Lower input costs from developing countries are featured in this case;
· Could also look at other cost elements including labour, and multiple cost profiles available from different input suppliers (whole supply chain argument)
GOVERNMENTS
· Local politician’s comment to Sacks at the celebratory party regarding concern over lack of Canadian content, and child-labor concerns (ethics, CSR);
· Could also point to availability of trading opportunities because of government-negotiated “international trade regimes”
COMPETITION:
· Relentless competition means that Sacks will seek business from wherever possible, which opens his company up to many more uncertainties. 
4. Using the Ethical Tests Approach to ethical decision-making, determine whether Sacks’ decision to supply Romeniz was ethical (10 marks): 
(10 marks total for whole question – 1 mark for identifying each of 4 ethical tests, and 1 mark for each intelligent “analysis” provided. Additionally there are 2 marks for a well written “Overall Conclusion”, for a total of 10 marks.
	SPECIFIC ETHICAL TEST
	YOUR ANALYSIS

	Common sense:
Did Sacks ask himself “does what I am about to do make sense? 
	The economics of the situation were incredible – almost too good to be true – but no evidence that he really examined the circumstances to better understand why and how this was all possible

	One’s best self:
Is this decision compatible with Sack’s concept of his self at his best?
	No evidence that Sacks pondered this at all, however when more evidence revealed to him after decisions made, he is “shocked and embarrassed” so clearly decision doesn’t seem to be compatible with his view of “best self”

	Public disclosure:
If this hit the media, how would Sacks feel?
	Clearly doesn’t seem to pass this basic test. Once facts are disclosed to him, he is “shocked and embarrassed”

	Gag test:
Does the decision make Sacks gag?
	No signs of physical gagging throughout the decision making process however clearly at end – when more facts disclosed – there is real discomfort on his part

	Test of Ventilation:
Was the proposed action exposed to others to get their thoughts about it
	No evidence that anyone else was involved in decision-making process – once exposed to a few trusted associates (after the fact) it didn’t pass this test


	Your Overall Conclusion as to whether or not Sack’s decision was ethical (2 to 3 lines of summary is sufficient):

	Student may conclude Sack’s decision was ethical or un-ethical, however this statement must be supported by some summary of their analysis above and a reasonable explanation of what it means in the context of the case study.
If a very good analysis of the ethical tests (above) has been provided, the statement here may just be a summarization line of the findings above with overall conclusion. 
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� Case written by Dr. David H J Delcorde, School of Management, University of Ottawa, 2006.  This case is fictitious.  Any resemblance to individuals or institutions is purely coincidental.
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