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Who are/were Walmart’s key competitors in:
· Target, Kmart, Canadian Superstore (presently in Canada)
· Target, Zellers, Kmart, Sears, Sony all gone from Canada
Why did Zellers fail while Walmart was successful?
· The costs of Zellers were higher than Walmart.
· Zellers is smaller, so does not have the purchasing power of Walmart, can not buy in the same level of bulk, and doe not have control over its suppliers like Walmart.
Why Target failed in Canada?
· Growth of e-commerce
· Death of shopping malls and store front retail (have to pay employees, overhead costs, rent..)
· Strictly Canadian problems: Tariffs, different regulations to languages, huge territory so higher cost
· Weaker retailer are being weeded out by the stronger retailers. 
· Target does not have as strong of a online presence as Walmart
· People expected something different when walking into Target, but was not getting something different. 
· No competitive advantage over Walmart to attract the customers
· Why switch when everything is the same
· Price point was higher with Target than with Walmart
· Value propositions is low prices rather than high shopping experience (like holt Renfrew). Their proposition does not win over that of Walmart
· Tried to go too big too soon
· Canada population is less than that of one U.S state spread over a country bigger than the U.S (did not account for the population density difference) 
· Target came into an established market. Walmart was already established. When Walmart came in, there was no big American company already established in Canada. (nothing new attraction)
· Go big or go home does not always work in retail (they tried to cover the entire country)
· Getting things around in a cost-efficient manner is not that easy
· Rather than brining their own brands, had Roots and others which Canadians could get in the mall (did not bring something new)
· Did not have key strength in their own private label. (no private brand – nothing exclusive to only Target – did not bring the brands here because we have different nutrition standards and bilingual regulations which would be too hard to change)
· Holding power, their shelf depth was 20 inch in America and 14 inch in Canada. Less stuff on the shelf and quicker to sell out. When consumers went, already sold out. Would go to Walmart and not return.
· Promotional differences: we shop differently. Canadians read flyers rather than clipping coupons. Americans are big on coupons. We were looking for flyers rather than coupons. Their flyers prices were higher than market price or close to market price. Consumers compare the prices of all the stores. (see prices higher than competitors – assume that it is overall more expensive) 
· Established loyalty of Walmart because we assume that their prices are lower through years of lower prices
· Did not listen to Canadian market: brought a U.S executive team
· Labour, transportation, production costs are higher in Canada which they did not account for
· Lack of online presence 
Why do consumers love Walmart?
· One stop shop
· Low prices
· Convenient (neighbourhood)
· Not looking for glamorous shopping experience
· Reasonable return policy
· Price match
Ethical issues with opening price point strategy: (makes customers think everything is the lowest price)
(are there issue that arise from promoting, “always low prices”)
· Unethical is misleading
· Ethical because they do sell one product at low price and people just make assumptions to think everything is the lowest price
· Walmart is known or expected to have low prices whereas some other stores, you do not expect the lowest prices. (even 70% off is still a lot of money) – but do not fell as ripped off.
Is Walmart helping the smaller suppliers or harming them more?
· Unethical because they are bullying them for lower prices
· Unethical when Walmart hook them in, then pressure them later on. (entice you with unrealistic expectations)
· At the same time, suppliers are not forced to sell to Walmart. 
· And if Walmart did not push them hard, some other retailer would put pressure on prices. 
Which stakeholder does Walmart care about the most?
· Investors rank top, then rank customers after (only rank customer high because they rank investors high – to satisfy investors). The employee and supplier (subset of the financial community – they are a stakeholder( if Walmart went down, they would go down too)) are ranked at the bottom. 
· When Rubbermaid’s costs went up, Walmart still pressured them to sell at the old price
Is Walmart good for China?
· Helps by offering jobs
· Bad because exploit the workers
· Overall good for the Chinese economy (had positive effect)
Is China good for Walmart?
· Walmart is only able to keep consumers and investors happy with the low prices of China
· Negative impact on Walmart’s reputation
Wouldn’t it be reasonable to allow a 10% increase in cost of goods purchased?
· Need to know what their costs are, how much dollar value would change with 10% increase in costs, how much a 10% increase would affect the bottom line. 
· If we pull out Sam’s club, we are looking at $423 billion from just Walmart operations
An increase if 10% in cost would cost 31 billion, eliminating all combined operating income (Walmart and Sam’s club) of $22 billion putting the entire company in a loss position
What about a 5% increase? 
· Would cost 15 billion, eliminating the 13 billion income attributable to just Walmart
What is the impact of Walmart going out of business?
· 2.1 million people will lose their jobs
· Suppliers supplying to Walmart most likely depend mostly on Walmart with huge supplies so would fail.
· Customers will be affected – go somewhere else for low prices
· The entire economy involving Walmart would be affected (transportation companies)


Walmart Case Study
· More than 5,000 stores worldwide
· 100 million shoppers per week in the U.S. alone
· $256 billion in sales in 2003
· These numbers portray a wildly successful company that has grown from humble roots as a single store in Bentonville, Ark., to become the most powerful retailer in the global economy.
· Wal-Mart has set a standard for business in the twenty-first century, in much the same way that U.S. Steel and General Motors epitomized the twentieth-century corporation. The Frontline episode examines the origins of Wal-Mart and its worldwide influence while investigating its title question: “Is Wal-Mart Good for America?”
· Two contrasting images: the manufacturing plant in Ohio which has closed down; one in China which is booming. (American job losses while Chinese exports are soaring)
· For Wal-Mart, China has become the cheapest, most reliable production platform in the world, the source of up to $25 billion in annual imports that help the company deliver everyday low prices to 100 million customers a week. 
· But while some economists credit Wal-Mart's single-minded focus on low costs with helping contain U.S. inflation, others charge that the company is the main force driving the massive overseas shift to China in the production of American consumer goods, resulting in hundreds of thousands of lost jobs and a lower standard of living here at home.
· "Is Wal-Mart Good for America?" provides a provocative examination of the impact Wal-Mart has had on the U.S. economy. The documentary highlights the changing relationship between manufacturers and the so-called "big-box" retailers, exemplified by Wal-Mart, that has contributed to the bankruptcy of some American businesses and a growing unemployment rate. While Wal-Mart supporters tout the advantages of one-stop, low-cost shopping, others are alarmed at both the outsourcing that has made these low prices possible and how large retailers affect smaller, local businesses.
· Global retailers are superseding manufacturers in making decisions about product quality, type and price. 
· A basic flaw in the United States-China trade relationship is that we can afford to buy Chinese products, but they cannot afford to buy ours. 
· Wal-Mart has approximately 6,000 global suppliers; 80 percent of these are from China. • China is becoming the biggest producer of high-tech products in the world. 
· TCL, a Chinese company, is now the largest producer of televisions in the world and almost all of their U.S. exports go to Wal-Mart. 
· The United States is exporting raw materials to Third World countries and importing their manufactured products, which is a reversal of former economic relations.  
· In 2003, the United States had a $120 billion trade deficit with China and it is expected to be even higher in 2004
· Wal-Mart is the biggest retailer in the world. 
· Wal-Mart's growth can be largely attributed to their ability to keep prices low. 
· Outsourcing is one method of keeping the cost of production down.
· According to traditional retail distribution models, manufacturers set the terms of sale for their products — prices, schedules, quantities, and displays — while retailers accepted these dictates and managed their inventories as best as possible. Wal-Mart alone changed this dynamic away from the old “push” system and toward a “pull” system in which the retailer tells the manufacturer what to produce and how much.
· The “pull” has even lured major multinational manufacturers, such as Hoover, Kodak, Timex and Kraft, to set up offices in Bentonville, near the international headquarters of Wal-Mart. As portrayed on Frontline, Wal-Mart buyers, armed with an overwhelming array of inventory histories and sales tracking data, tell the representatives of these and other corporations how many watches or boxes of macaroni they will buy. The ambassadors from “Vendorville,” as the rows of corporate offices next to Wal-Mart headquarters have come to be known, have little room to negotiate. Because of its inventory system’s unmatched efficiency and accuracy, Wal-Mart knows exactly what to buy and exactly how much to pay for it.
· Wal-Mart’s vice president for government relations, Bob McAdam, deems this way of doing business his company’s “motivation” and its “challenge” to maintain costs “as low as possible, so that we can provide the customer a value and still make a reasonable profit for our company.” Shoppers interviewed during the Frontline special agree with McAdam’s assessment, offering such praise as “I know I don’t have to look and see where I can save the most money,” and “Good prices, good quality of stuff.”
· Others are quick to disagree. Alan Tonelson from the U.S. Business & Industry Council argues, “The lowest prices have to lead to the lowest wages and to job loss and to lower living standards.”
· The residents of tiny Wooster, Ohio, also felt negative, if indirect, effects of Wal-Mart’s global reach. Wooster was for decades the home of Rubbermaid, a household name in storage and trash containers. In the early 1990s, Rubbermaid changed its business strategy to reflect the shifting nature of retail sales. It began selling two thirds of its volume to a half-dozen of America’s leading giant retailers. When an increase in its raw material costs forced Rubbermaid to implement a universal retail price hike, Wal-Mart refused the change and dropped most of its Rubbermaid orders. Rubbermaid, never to regain its former strength, sold out to a competitor and closed its Wooster factory once and for all in 2002, eliminating 1,000 jobs from the rural Ohio town
· “Is Wal-Mart Good for America?” also focuses on the nation that, though replacing towns like Wooster as the favored supplier of manufactured goods for multinational retail giants, has expanded at a rate that parallels Wal-Mart’s astronomical growth. In China, the city of Shinzen has grown from a state of non-existence to a population of seven million since the 1980s. The city’s port has become the world’s fourth largest since it was constructed a decade ago. Fully 80 percent of Wal-Mart’s 6,000 global suppliers are based in China. Again, the numbers fail to relate the full story, but they begin to tell the tale.
· Duke University’s Gary Gereffi characterizes the relationship between the nation-state of China and the Wal-Mart corporation as a “joint venture.” Each partner in this venture seeks to claim as large a segment of the U.S. economy as possible, with Wal-Mart on the retail side and China on the manufacturing side. Although portrayed as the key to opening up Chinese markets for goods manufactured in America, the move by Congress and the Clinton administration to normalize trade relations with China has actually accomplished the opposite, to the tune of a $124 billion trade deficit in 2003.
· Frontline puts the spotlight on another Ohio town, Circleville, to discuss the further effects of these shifting economic tides. Circleville, like Wooster, also lost over 1,000 jobs when a long-time corporate resident closed its doors. Thomson Electronics’ plant supplied televisions to brand-name companies such as Sanyo to be sold in retail outlets worldwide. Ron Wunsch, former mayor of Circleville, depicts this golden age for his town as an era of “good jobs, good living standards, and good people in the community.”
· The good times would not last. According to Randy Strutz, former manager of the factory, when Wal-Mart cancelled Sanyo orders because of lower-priced options available from China, Sanyo cancelled its orders from the Circleville plant in turn. The hit proved too much for Thomson to absorb, and the company closed its Circleville location in 2002. In an act of final bitter irony, Wal-Mart recently announced plans to open a SuperCenter in Circleville within sight distance of the abandoned shell of the old Thomson plant.
· UCSB’s Nelson Lichtenstein borrows a term from Austrian economist Joseph Schumpeter in describing this effect: “creative destruction.” Wal-Mart’s newest outlet will create jobs for Circleville residents, including former Thomson factory employees who may now find work in the new superstore on the outskirts of town, ironically next to the shuttered plant. However, according to several analysts interviewed on Frontline, these new opportunities will not live up to the old manufacturing jobs in terms of wages or benefits. As Lichtenstein puts it, “Wal-Mart has…discovered, with this low-wage model…a sort of new model of world capitalism, really, beginning in America and the rest of the world. And it is destroying, creatively, but nevertheless destroying competitors and, really, other ways of thinking about the way the world works.
· Bob McAdam, the Wal-Mart vice president, says his company is good for America: “We are raising the standard of living through lowering the cost of goods for people.”
· Larry Mishel of the liberal Economic Policy Institute disagrees: “Well, if people were only consumers buying things, lower prices would be just good. But people also are workers who need to earn a decent standard of living. And the dynamics that create lower prices at Wal-Mart and other places are also undercutting the ability of many, many workers to earn decent wages and benefits and have a stable life.”
· While Smith presents both sides of the argument, through statistics and interviews, it is quite obvious that he holds a bias against the Wal-Mart organization. The documentary seems to follow a specific formula, in which Smith reports sales statistics, marketing innovations, and other facts to remind the audience just how successful and powerful Wal-Mart is as a retailer. Just when you start to envy the company for its apparent accomplishments, Smith is quick to subtly attack Wal-Mart’s underlying monopolistic strategies. From foreign manufacturing to the sly nature of “opening price-points”, Smith reveals all - and with strong bias.
· Beyond that, Smith also puts a huge emphasis on how Wal-Mart exploits its’ manufacturers. The documentary pointed out that manufacturers used to have all the power of retailers, but Wal-Mart has effectively reversed the balance of power. Wal-Mart has become so big that it has the power to control manufacturers through unrealistic demands, often forcing American manufacturing companies to shut down or move overseas, specifically to China. John Lehman, a former manager of six different Wal-Mart stores, also revealed how Wal-Mart holds “reverse-auctions”, putting manufacturers in high-pressure competitions to present the cheapest offer on a product. Lehman also seemed happy to reveal the scam of Wal-Mart’s “opening price-points”. The opening price points are the biggest bargains which are posted all around the store, and they are designed to catch your attention and get you into the mindset that everything in the store must be at bargain prices, which is often not true.
· As consumers, and more importantly as Americans, I believe that we have a certain responsibility to be aware of how our merchandise comes to be. While many people revel in cheap prices, they should take a step back to look back and think about why they are getting such cheap products. Many large companies such as Wal-Mart turn to foreign manufacturers for their goods. Foreign factories are notorious for mistreating and severely underpaying their workers, and all at the same time, putting morally bound American manufacturers out of business. Every time someone buys something from Wal-Mart they should be aware of what they are supporting. While that is easier said than done, I believe people should at least be aware of basic marketing strategies, manufacturing exploits, and economic conditions.
· Throughout the documentary, the Wal-Mart representatives tried to convince viewers that they were all about creating a higher standard of living for consumers by providing cheaper goods. Contrastingly, Wal-Mart is actually destroying jobs for American manufacturers and is attempting to replace them with non-skilled retail labor. While some consumers may be saving in the short term, jobs are being destroyed and hundreds of thousands of workers are being exploited in America and overseas to satisfy the needs of the monopoly that is Wal-Mart. The key to a successful economy is competition, and Wal-Mart doesn’t leave much room for competitors.
· With other mass retail chains, like Target and K-Mart, Wal-Mart generated a revolution in how goods are produced, a shift from what's called "push production" to "pull production."
· The push system involved manufacturers deciding what they're going to produce and then trying to get retailers to buy it and sell it for them. The pull system involves retailers deciding what is being sold, collecting information on what is being sold, and then telling manufacturers what to produce and when to produce it based on what is actually being sold.

Enron – what led to Sarbanes Oxley Act 
· Most of the top executives were tried for fraud after it was revealed in November 2001 that Enron's earnings had been overstated by several hundred million dollars
· Enron shares were worth $90.75 at their peak in August 2000 and dropped to $0.67 in January 2002. Top Enron executives sold their company stock prior to the company's downfall. Lower-level employees were prevented from selling their stock due to 401k (pension/retirement plan) restrictions and many subsequently lost their life savings.
· Enron paid the top 140 executives $680 million in 2001. Kenneth Lay received $67.4 million and Jeffrey Skilling received $41.8 million.
· That points to the need for systemic reforms, in three areas. The first is the regulation of auditors. For years the profession has insisted that self-regulation and peer review are the right way to maintain standards. The Public Oversight Board should be turned from a self-regulatory body appointed and financed by accountants into a statutorily independent organisation reporting to the SEC. And it should be given teeth, including the power to ban or fine auditors for misdeeds.
· Second is the urgent need to eliminate conflicts of interest in accounting firms. Andersen collected audit fees of $25m from Enron, its second-biggest client, last year, but it earned even more for consulting and other work. The accounting firms have fought off attempts to limit or stop them undertaking consulting work for audit clients; they insist that there is no real conflict of interest. Yet if confidence in auditing is to be regained, perception is as important as reality. The SEC should now pursue again the ban that its previous chairman, Arthur Levitt, sought to impose in 1999. There is also a strong case for compulsory rotation of auditors, say every seven years: Andersen had audited Enron since its birth in 1983.
· Lastly come America's accounting standards. GAAP standards used to be thought the most rigorous in the world. Yet under British standards, Enron would not have been able to overstate its profits by so much. And, once again, although Enron may have been egregious, it is not a lone offender. Several dotcoms and technology companies have used what is euphemistically called “aggressive accounting” to boost reported earnings. Too many companies have got away with “pro forma” accounting that delivers nice numbers by omitting such items as stock write-offs, special transactions, interest charges or depreciation. And the accounting treatment of stock options has long been a disgrace.
· The SEC and its standard-setting body, the Financial Accounting Standards Board, should now revisit GAAP; they might even embrace international accounting standards instead.

European Debt Crisis
· In its most basic form, it's just this: Some countries in Europe have way too much debt, and now they risk not being able to pay it all back. 
· The European debt crisis is the shorthand term for Europe’s struggle to pay the debts it has built up in recent decades. Five of the region’s countries – Greece, Portugal, Ireland, Italy, and Spain – have, to varying degrees, failed to generate enough economic growth to make their ability to pay back bondholders the guarantee it was intended to be.
· The global economy has experienced slow growth since the U.S. financial crisis of 2008-2009, which has exposed the unsustainable fiscal policies of countries in Europe and around the globe. Greece, which spent heartily for years and failed to undertake fiscal reforms, was one of the first to feel the pinch of weaker growth. When growth slows, so do tax revenues – making high budget deficits unsustainable.
· In truth, Greece’s debts were so large that they actually exceed the size of the nation’s entire economy, and the country could no longer hide the problem.
· Investors responded by demanding higher yields on Greece’s bonds, which raised the cost of the country’s debt burden and necessitated a series of bailouts by the European Union and European Central Bank (ECB). The markets also began driving up bond yields in the other heavily indebted countries in the region, anticipating problems similar to what occurred in Greece.
· The reason for rising bond yields is simple: if investors see higher risk associated with investing in a country’s bonds, they will require a higher return to compensate them for that risk. This begins a vicious cycle: the demand for higher yields equates to higher borrowing costs for the country in crisis, which leads to further fiscal strain, prompting investors to demand even higher yields, and so on. A general loss of investor confidence typically causes the selling to affect not just the country in question, but also other countries with similarly weak finances
· The European Union has taken action, but it has moved slowly since it requires the consent of all nations in the union. The primary course of action thus far has been a series of bailouts for Europe’s troubled economies.
· Although the actions by European policy makers usually helped stabilize the financial markets in the short term, they were widely criticized as merely “kicking the can down the road,” or postponing a true solution to a later date. In addition, a larger issue loomed: while smaller countries such as Greece are small enough to be rescued by the European Central Bank, Italy and Spain are too big to be saved.
· Today, yields on European debt have plunged to very low levels. The high yields of 2010-2012 attracted buyers to markets such as Spain and Italy, driving prices up and bringing yields down. While this indicates greater investor comfort with taking the risk of investing in the region's bond markets, the crisis lives on in the form of very slow economic growth and a growing risk that Europe will sink into deflation (i.e., negative inflation). The European Central Bank has responded by slashing interest rates
· Despite years of attempted austerity and economic reforms, the European Union is still facing a crisis due to the debt that Greece has accumulated
· Altogether there are five European nations whose debts are larger than their economic output
· Increases in debt across the continent show that countries are struggling to take control of their public expenditure, while the countries with the smallest total debt are often those that have seen the largest increases over recent years.
· Should any of the eurozone nations drop out of this group, it could lead to a rash of bank failures in Europe, and possibly in the United States as well. Under these circumstances, people and businesses who need money might not be able to get any. We'd be looking at depression for Europe and recession for the rest of the world. Some people argue that an orderly, controlled eurozone break-up would be a good thing for certain struggling debtor nations. Still, even this relatively benign scenario carries economic fallout for Europe and maybe beyond.
· The reason everyone is freaking out now is that while some eurozone countries are relatively sound from an economic standpoint, other countries are way over-leveraged, meaning they have too much debt relative to the size of their economies. And the troubles of a few countries could end up affecting everyone, yoked together under one currency for the last decade -- even though their economies functioned according to different habits and enjoyed very different degrees of financial health.
· Greece, on the other hand, not only borrowed beyond its means, but exacerbated the problem with lots of overspending, little economic production to make up the difference, and some creative bookkeeping to prevent eurozone authorities from realizing the true extent of the situation.
· The deficits weren't piling up everywhere. Countries with strong economies like Germany and France were keeping their output high and their debt at a manageable level. But when 17 nations use the same currency, trouble spreads quickly.
· Now that the size of the debt has become clear, investors are getting more and more reluctant to buy bonds from European countries, since many of those countries are heavily in debt -- and the ones that aren't in debt look like they might have to assume responsibility for the ones that are. Investors don't want to put their money into bonds if they think they might not eventually get that money back. And governments in Europe have a lot of debt and not much money -- and it's not clear how they're going to correct this.
· Blame often gets cast on the "irresponsible" countries who borrowed too much, taking advantage of the low interest rates available to all euro member nations. However, many argue that it's not right in all cases to blame indebted governments for their own situation, since not every country with high deficits actually engaged in reckless borrowing.
· Others say the euro currency itself is to blame -- arguing that the idea that a single currency could meet the needs of 17 different economies was inherently flawed. Typically, a country's central bank can adjust a nation's money supply to encourage or inhibit growth as a way of dealing with economic turmoil. However, the nations yoked together under the euro frequently haven't had that option.
· If Spain and Germany hadn't both spent the last several years on the euro, for example, then they wouldn't have been able to borrow at the same low interest rates -- an interest rate set by the European Central Bank, and one that made more sense for Berlin than for Madrid.
· Greece might still be shouldering huge debts if not for the euro, but maybe it wouldn't be in a position to take down the rest of Europe with it. And if the PIIGS all still had their own individual currencies, they might be able to export their way out of the mess they're in -- selling goods on the international market until their respective situations were a little less dire. But as it is, they can't.
· Alternatively, if you like, you could say the interconnectedness of the modern financial industry is to blame. That's certainly a reason default by Italy or a departure of the eurozone by a fed-up Germany -- to name two examples -- could reverberate around the world.
· The crisis in Europe could end up affecting the U.S. in some very direct ways. American banks have billions of dollars at risk in European banks. And while that's actually a relatively small fraction of U.S. banks' holdings, the indirect damage could be greater: U.S. business owners could be facing a credit crunch if overseas banks topple.
· Further, the U.S. stands to suffer huge trade losses if Europe slips into a recession. Fourteen percent of all U.S. exports go to the eurozone, so weak consumption in Europe spells trouble in the States.
· At the moment, a downturn in Europe is the last thing the U.S. needs. Growth is slow in America, and millions of people aren't working who'd like to be. The U.S. needs to be producing and exporting more, not less, and it's already hard enough for small businesses in the States to get credit from banks.
· The Great Recession technically ended in 2009, but for a lot of people -- people in poverty, people who can't afford food, people working long hours for low wages -- it feels like things are as bad as ever. A financial emergency in Europe, triggered by some event that sends investors running for cover, could take all of America's problems and make them bigger.
· Earlier this month, eurozone authorities drew up a tentative proposal to enforce stricter consequences on countries that borrow beyond an agreed-upon limit. The deal would also require eurozone nations to balance their budgets, and aims to bring members of the currency bloc into greater sync from a fiscal standpoint.
· Why is default such a major problem? Couldn’t a country just walk away from its debts and start fresh?
· Unfortunately, the solution isn’t that simple for one critical reason: European banks remain one of the largest holders of region’s government debt, although they reduced their positions throughout the second half of 2011. Banks are required to keep a certain amount of assets on their balance sheets relative to the amount of debt they hold. If a country defaults on its debt, the value of its bonds will plunge. For banks, this could mean a sharp reduction in the number of assets on their balance sheet – and possible insolvency. Due to the growing interconnectedness of the global financial system, a bank failure doesn’t happen in a vacuum. Instead, there is the possibility that a series of bank failures will spiral into a more destructive “contagion” or “domino effect.”
· The European sovereign debt crisis occurred during a period of time in which several European countries faced the collapse of financial institutions, high government debt and rapidly rising bond yield spreads in government securities.
· How has the European debt crisis affected the financial markets?
· The possibility of a contagion has made the European debt crisis a key focal point for the world financial markets in the 2010-2012 period. With the market turmoil of 2008 and 2009 in fairly recent memory, investors’ reaction to any bad news out of Europe was swift: sell anything risky, and buy the government bonds of the largest, most financially sound countries. Typically, European bank stocks – and the European markets as a whole – performed much worse than their global counterparts during the times when the crisis was on center stage. The bond markets of the affected nations also performed poorly, as rising yields means that prices are falling. At the same time, yields on U.S. Treasuries fell to historically low levels in a reflection of investors’ "flight to safety."
· What were the political issues involved?
· The political implications of the crisis were enormous. In the affected nations, the push toward austerity – or cutting expenses to reduce the gap between revenues and outlays – led to public protests in Greece and Spain and in the removal of the party in power in both Italy and Portugal. On the national level, the crisis led to tensions between the fiscally sound countries, such as Germany, and the higher-debt countries such as Greece. Germany pushed for Greece and other affected countries to reform the budgets as a condition of providing aid, leading to elevated tensions within the European Union. After a great deal of debate, Greece ultimately agreed to cut spending and raise taxes. However, an important obstacle to addressing the crisis was Germany’s unwillingness to agree to a region-wide solution since it would have to foot a disproportionate percentage of the bill.
· The tension created the possibility that one or more European countries would eventually abandon the euro (the region’s common currency). On one hand, leaving the euro would allow a country to pursue its own independent policy rather than being subject to the common policy for the 17 nations using the currency. But on the other, it would be an event of unprecedented magnitude for the global economy and financial markets. This concern contributed to periodic weakness in the euro relative to other major global currencies during the crisis period.
· Is fiscal austerity the answer?
· Not necessarily. Germany’s push for austerity (higher taxes and lower spending) measures in the region’s smaller nations was problematic in that reduced government spending can lead to slower growth, which means lower tax revenues for countries to pay their bills. In turn, this made it more difficult for the high-debt nations to dig themselves out. The prospect of lower government spending led to massive public protests and made it more difficult for policymakers to take all of the steps necessary to resolve the crisis. In addition, the entire region slipped into a recession during 2012 due in part to these measures and the overall loss of confidence among businesses and investors.
·  From a broader perspective, does this matter to the United States?
· Yes – The world financial system is fully connected now – meaning a problem for Greece, or another smaller European country is a problem for all of us. The European debt crisis not only affects our financial markets but also the U.S. government budget. Forty percent of the International Monetary Fund’s (IMF) capital comes from the United States, so if the IMF has to commit too much cash to bailout initiatives, U.S. taxpayers will eventually have to foot the bill. In addition, the U.S. debt is growing steadily larger – meaning that the events in Greece and the rest of Europe are a potential warning sign for U.S. policymakers.
What is the European debt crisis?
It is the failure of the Euro. The currency that ties together 17 European countries in an intimate but flawed manner. Over the past 3 years, Greece, Portugal, Ireland, Italy, and Spain have all teetered on the brink of financial collapse. This threatens to bring down the entire continent (Europe) and the rest of the world. 
How did it happen?
Uniting Europe.
For most of Europe’s history, it has been at war with itself. And countries at war with each other, tend to do less business together. Europe was always a continent of trade barriers, tariffs and different currencies. Doing business across borders was difficult. You needed to pay a fee to exchange currencies. And you needed to pay a tariff fee to buy and sell to companies in other countries. That tended to stifle economic growth. Then came World War II which devastated Europe. Because the situation was so dire, the fastest way to rebuild Europe was to begin to remove these barriers.
Steel and coal tariffs came down so that a steel mill in one country could sell to a builder in another.
This gave the survivors an idea: a unified Europe. A union across the continent that would end all future wars.
Countries begin to band together toward this goal, bringing down trade barriers, lowering the cost of doing business. One of the last barriers to fall was the Berlin Wall. With a united Germany, Europe was ready.
27 countries signed the Maastricht Treaty and created the European Union. This made doing business across borders easier. But there was still one major obstacle: The different currencies. A decade later, they had one. The Euro (€), launched on January 1st, 1999.
Countries adopting the Euro, called the “Euro Area,” discontinued their own currencies. They also discontinued their own monetary policies giving control to the newly formed European Central Bank. Commonly referred to as the ECB (The European Central Bank).
The Euro Area now had one unified monetary policy but it still had many different fiscal policies. A key reason for the current debt crisis. Monetary policy versus fiscal policy. You see, it’s important to understand the difference between monetary policy and fiscal policy.
Monetary policy controls the money supply. Literally, how much money there is in the economy and what the interest rates are for borrowing money.
Fiscal policy controls how much money a government collects in taxes and how much it spends.
A government can only spend as much as it collects in taxes. Anything above that amount, it has to borrow. This is called deficit spending.
Before the Euro, countries like Greece not only had to pay high interest rates to borrow but they could only borrow so much. Lenders weren’t comfortable lending them too much money. But now that they were part of the Euro Area’s new united money policy, the amount they could borrow skyrocketed. Smaller countries suddenly had access to credit like never before.
Greece and other countries which previously could only borrow at rates around 18%, could now borrow for the same low rate as Germany.
How?
Germany’s credit card.
You see, joining the Euro Area is a lot like sharing a credit card. Germany’s credit card.
Lenders now believed that if Greece was unable to repay its loans, Germany and the other big economies of Europe would step in and repay them. Because they were now bound by a common currency.
With a new abundance of cheap credit, Greece and other European countries were able to adjust their fiscal policies and increase spending to previously impossible levels.
Some countries embarked on huge deficit spending programs, primarily for politicians to get elected. They made promises such as more jobs and generous pensions. All of it paid for with the new money they could now borrow.
The governments of Greece, Portugal, and Italy accumulated huge debts.
However, they were able to repay these debts with more borrowed money. As long as the borrowing continued, so did the spending and the unbalanced fiscal policies.
In Ireland and Spain, cheap credit fueled enormous housing bubbles just as it did in the United States.
Credit flowed, debt accumulated and the economies of Europe became tightly intertwined.
Companies began opening factories and offices across Europe.
German banks lending to French companies. French banks lending to Spanish companies. And so on and so forth.
The made doing business incredibly efficient while at the same time tying together the collective fate of the Euro Area.
Things continued this way as long as credit was available and credit was available until 2008.
Spurred by a collapse in the U.S. housing market, a credit crisis swept the globe bringing borrowing to a halt. Everywhere.
Suddenly the Greek economy couldn’t function. It couldn’t borrow money to pay for all the new jobs and benefits it created. It couldn’t borrow the new money it needed to pay its old debts. This was a problem for Greece, but because of the unified monetary policy, it was also a problem for all of Europe.
Much of Europe had been on a spending spree and borrowed more money than it could ever repay. But the problem is that somebody has to pick up the tab or else every country in the Euro Area will suffer. Since the countries that ran up the bill couldn’t repay, everyone looked to Germany.

Austerity Measures:

As the biggest and strongest economy in Europe, Germany reluctantly agreed to help bail out the debtor countries.
In other words, Germany agreed to repay the bill. But only if the debtor countries agreed to implement strict austerity measures to ensure that it would never happen again. Austerity measures meant sucking it up. Cutting spending. Borrowing less. And paying back more debt. This sounds like a simple solution, right?

It is not.

First of all, nobody wants austerity.
Austerity means cutting government spending. And since the government is by far the biggest spender in any economy, when the government cuts spending, it cuts the earnings of many of its citizens. People lose jobs. They get angry.
They riot in the streets. And austerity also doesn’t automatically balance a country’s budget.
You see, the government collects taxes based on peoples’ earnings. So when earnings are reduced, the government collects less in taxes. They still can’t pay down their debts. The pain is so bad that it is almost politically impossible to accomplish.
On top of that, there are huge cultural differences within the Euro Area. Extreme Cultural Differences.

Germany is very financially responsible.
Ever since the terrible hyperinflation the country experienced after World War I, it has been extremely inflation averse. And incredibly careful about spending and borrowing. In general, Germans work hard and expect little in the line of state benefits. And meticulously pay all of their taxes.
Many Greeks, on the other hand, enjoy generous state benefits and don’t pay taxes. Greece has a terrible problem. It has never collected the majority of the taxes it imposes on its citizens. And it has always been this way. Joining the Euro, just amplified it.
The German view is, that doesn’t work. If you want our money, you need our morals. As the debtor countries headed towards default, the whole continent of Europe was in danger. Even though the economies of the debtor countries are relatively small, they posed a huge threat because the European financial system is so interconnected. Precisely because of the Euro.                                                          Remember, the debtor countries borrowed money from banks, investors, and other governments throughout Europe. As the debtor countries get closer to default, everyone who lent them money becomes weaker. And everyone who lent those lenders money also becomes weaker. And so on and so forth.
A problem in one country could reverberate across the whole continent triggering a chain reaction of default. If Greece defaults, then Spain could default. Italy, Portugal, and Ireland could be next. Then France, then Germany. Pretty soon it could spread not just across Europe, but across the world. Fiscal Union or Breakup. The problem is, even if the debtor nations adopt austerity measures. And even if the bail out from Germany and the stronger countries helps them pay down their debts and avoid the immediate crisis, there’s no system in place to prevent this from happening again.
This brings us back to that fundamental division of monetary policy and fiscal policy.

[MONETARY POLICY]/ [FISCAL POLICY]
Ultimately, the Euro Area requires a fiscal union to match its monetary union. Or neither.
That is, there must be a political organization with authority to set fiscal policy within every Euro Area country.
It must have the power to cut spending, raise taxes, and set laws.
A fiscal union like this could actually prevent excessive borrowing and spending. However, this is an enormously complicated and unpopular notion. It means surrendering sovereignty to a higher power. In essence, a United States of Europe. Yet, without a centralized fiscal union countries will continue to run deficits, accumulate debt, degrade the value of the Euro, and threaten the stability of Europe.
· What is the difference between monetary and fiscal policy
· Why was there agreement to create the European free trade zone and Euro currency?
· How did Germany and Greece benefit from European monetary union and creation of the Euro?
· Germany: reduce trade barriers (can now trade easier at lower transaction costs)
· Greece: able to borrow on the credit rating of Germany
· What is the problem now for countries like Germany and Greece?
· Germany: now expected to bail out the smaller countries in debt
· Greece: broke; a lot of debt. Have countries like Germany coming in implanting austerity measures (control their spending). Greece has their own sovereignty and does not want to be told what to do. 
· Why is it unlikely that the member countries will agree to fiscal policy controls? 
· Do you think the Euro can survive?
· No one is going to buy into the same fiscal policy, so in the long run, it would not survive. 
· Austerity measures which reduce government spending would in turn reduce the spending of everyone. 
Monetary policy” is the blanket-term used to describe the actions of a central bank. The primary tool central banks use to set monetary policy short-term interest rates. (adjusting the money supply in circulation)
Fiscal policy refers to the actions of a government – not a central bank – as related to taxation and spending. The debate about the impact of fiscal policy on the economy has been raging for over a century, but in general it’s believed that higher government spending helps stimulate the economy, while lower spending acts a drag. At the same time, higher taxes are thought to limit economic growth, whereas lower taxes help stimulate it. How does government spending influence the economy? As an example, consider the case of a sluggish economy in which the government opts to increase spending in certain areas; for instance, building new bridges. This activity puts people to work, and they, in turn, spend money on goods and services, which helps put more people to work, and so on. This type of policy is referred to as “expansionary.” Conversely, the decision to reduce government spending is “contractionary.”

Between monetary and fiscal policy, the former is generally viewed as having the largest impact on the economy, while fiscal policy is seen as being the less efficient way to influence growth trends.

Ashley Madison – Case Study
· A cheating website (affair)
· Has millions of members
· Does business under Avid Life Media (originated from Toronto)
· Offered 25 million to buy naming rights at Stadium – at one point -> making a lot of money
· Is their business model ethical?  With respect to the different stakeholders: 
· Why unethical: (comments are in favour of the general public)
· Desensitizes the concept of being unfaithful (makes it more acceptable)
· Encourages it: makes it easier, more accepted
· Does not help solve original problem but creates another problem
· Does destroy marriages
· Not efficient for society to deal with all the legal issues following it 
· Affects their children
· Exploiting people’s problems to earn profits 
· Why ethical: (serving the wants of the customers/ serving the employees (jobs)/ helping the investors)
· Can do it more anonymously and discreet; significant other less likely to find out (less likely to affect the cheated on)
· No one is being forced to use this service
· Contributes to the economy (if you are going to cheat anyways, why not contribute to the tax dollars)
· They are just providing a service; the ones being unethical are the customers (its what you do with it)
· Serves a niche market (helps the investors)
· Things are more out in the open (the person you find on Ashley Madison is also a cheater) – more transparent to those who need the transparency 
· Safer cheating – online trail 
· By continuing business, it helps 3 groups of stakeholders – does it make it ethical?
· It can still be unethical because the weight of the harm is higher than the weight of the benefits 
· Outcomes of Ashley Madison:
· When hackers exposed the millions of names of people on the site seeking affairs
· Someone committed suicide due to the list of names exposed (dealing with depression and it carried such a shame) 
· Who is responsible for this? 
· It can be his fault because he made the choice
· Ashley Madison – unknowingly exploited his depression (without this site – this may not have happened)
· Ashley Madison – the whole point of this site is anonymity – they did not satisfy this
· Everyone – the pastor for choosing this, Ashley Madison for providing a service for this, the hackers for exposing the names, the general public of the expectation of the pastor that caused this to be a disgrace 
· Could this have been prevented if Ashley Madison did not exist?
· Maybe – It may not have happened. However, he may still have cheated, or his depression may have lead to suicide
· Or maybe Ashley Madison kept him alive a bit longer because his depression may have driven him to suicide. 
· Because of the fact that this was done online, on a public website, it is must more elaborate. (nation-wide hack – high key – higher embarrassment) – if caught and just some people knew about it, would be low key – less embarrassing
· A majority of the female accounts on this site were fake and kept by the employees.  (most people on this site are men) 
· Millions of men are spending money and chatting with women who were not even there 
· What might have led to the creation of fake accounts?
· (Is it ethical for an presumably unethical company to do unethical things)
· Wanted to attract more male users
· Stakeholders harmed by this: the customers. Ultimately, the investors would be harmed as well – bad perception by public
· Stakeholder Ashley Madison most concerned with: customers and investors 
· Should Ashley Madison be allowed to advertise on Toronto Street Cars (they recently purchased on ad on Toronto Street Cars)
· Are there any benefits for allowing their ads on their vehicles? – TTC makes more money which may lower the cost of travel for us
· Recently, they changed their ads and branding. 
· Did this branding change from “Life is short, have an affair” to “find your moment” a good idea?
· Publicly not – they recently changed their brand back again
· Because it is not clear on what they are selling. Not identifying their market clear enough: 1) does not tell the consumers who want to cheat that they are providing the cheating service. 2) Customers who do not want to cheat would not use such a site. 
· Improve ethics in an organization: from top management to lower sections 

How culture affects the way business is done
· Canada is a multicultural country, country of immigrants, Toronto, most multicultural city in the world
· Have to understand other cultures – ex. Bacardi Sweat is popular in Japan, but when selling here, not very popular. In Japan, they think Sweat is used to mean combating sweat. But here, we think Sweat means we are drinking sweat.
· Chevi Nova – did not sell in Mexico because Nova means No go
· You do not make deal right away, you make conversation first (invite to your home and make acquaintance) then make deal later on
· Cultures: Asian business card: take with 2 hands and put it in a shirt pocket (don’t put it in back pocket and sit on it and do not write on it – Japan). Dubai – when you go to certain clients, always give you coffee, tea, refreshments or whole meals. Middle East – virtually every flight, no matter how short, get food. Asian culture – bring something with you as guest. Western culture – may be offensive. Germany – give pitch must be straight to the point. Latin American – more laid back, conversational before getting to the business. UK business pitch then meal. India, business over meal. Paying the bill for the meal – Nigeria: boss would pay from his own money (and pay for their takeout as well). Asian – try to pay for the meal. Germany – have to be on time and on time means early. Address people formally with last names. Caribbean – people are late. Egyptian: address people by first name. Mr. Michael. Presents: in china- don’t give clocks. Some cultures, do not day no. Arab – give with right hand not left. Greeting in different parts of the world: do not make eye contact with seniors out of respect. Some cultures kiss on both cheeks (Europe) – same gender. Arab, do not shake anyone’s hand unless they extend their hand first. 
· Different labour standards from country to country. Child labour is common in some countries. 
· What is a reasonable minimum age to employ someone?  depends on the culture of the person answering
· Reason for so much child labour  poverty. A lot of the kids, the family can not provide for them or parents have died. They can’t eat if they do not work.
· Trade a lot – because we are a nation of immigrants – influenced by many cultures
· Trade a lot with U.S due to proximity
· Trade with Canada because countries trust Canada
· Reliance Market Owner – Mukesh Ambani- India’s richest man (20billion net worth)
· Venture to bring high speed mobile internet to India 
· Why worth the massive investment: we are at beginning the digital age. Digital world is what will lead us. India can not be left behind in this revolution. 
· Does Mukesh Ambani have it right?
· Not only gave people more access, but invoked more competition 
· Why is Ambani so interested in mobile internet in India?
· Opening a new market 
· Why is India a key market for online sales? 
· population in India (esp the young)  capitalize on this idea

Globalization vs internationalization
Global: Trade, Direct investment, financial transactions (cross-border transaction of stocks or bonds)
· Internationalization refers to the increasing importance of international trade, international relations, treaties, alliances, etc. International, of course, means between or among nations. The basic unit remains the nation, even as relations among nations become increasingly necessary and important. Globalization refers to global economic integration of many formerly national economies into one global economy, mainly by free trade and free capital mobility, but also by easy or uncontrolled migration. It is the effective erasure of national boundaries for economic purposes.
GLOBALIZATION IS A STRATEGY
· When those in business development and strategy talk about globalization, they’re looking at the bigger picture. Globalization is the end goal for those designing an application or website for a worldwide audience. A fully globalized app or website is fully available and functional in multiple languages. And given the pervasiveness of the web and apps in every aspect of our lives, a robust globalization strategy is vital for any business today. But the full translation of a site or app into many languages doesn’t just happen. It’s a complicated procedure requiring the combined efforts of copy writers, designers and web developers. To reach the goal of full globalization, business strategists have to consider two other smaller processes within globalization. The last of those steps is localization, but first comes internationalization.
INTERNATIONALIZATION IS A GLOBALIZATION TASK
· If globalization is the end goal, then internationalization is a task that has to be completed in order for the end goal to be achieved. To internationalize your company’s app or website means designing them with full globalization in mind. From a coding standpoint, this means that the text of labels and drop down menus shouldn’t be hardcoded into the application. This will allow for easier translation down the line. Internationalization means writing all web copy in a style like global English, again so that everything is easier to translate into various languages. If sentences are short and vocabulary is limited, the translation process will go much faster and cost less.  Additionally, internationalizing an app means it’s designed so that a change in such things as different time formats and currencies won’t affect its functionality. When an app or site has been designed internationally, you’re halfway there to full globalization.
Globalization is a term that is used to refer to a process of assimilation of a country’s policies with the policies that are accepted universally across the world. Worldview is a phrase that is commonly applied to the way of thinking and practice that is seen cutting across cultures and civilizations. It is natural for different cultures to have different viewpoints and practices. However, increasing levels of interactions with new and fast modes of transportation created conditions where peoples and countries started to have similarities in their ways of thinking and behaving. This meant that the world started to shrink in terms of easy reach and transport. The emergence of internet hastened the process of globalization during the 90’s and the dawn of the 21st century has brought about a level of uniformity, which was unthinkable even half a century ago. Setting up of world bodies devising rules and regulations for member states has also given pace to the process of globalization. Today we tend to think of global warming, global economy, and global issues that affect more and less entire population of the world rather than specific locations and countries.
Internationalization is a word that is used more in terms of creating software and other products so as to make them amenable to local cultures and languages than anything else. Internationalization also refers to conducting economic activities that involve more than one’s own country. Raking up an issue or a dispute to take it to an international forum is another way to internationalize an issue. Internationalization has nothing to do with economic reforms in a country that lead to integration with the policies of the rest of the world. Taking one’s business outside the boundaries of one’s country is another instance of internationalization.
What is the difference between Globalization and Internationalization?
• Globalization is a process that is a result of shrinking of the world because of faster and more efficient modes of transportation and communication.
• Integration of one country’s culture with the rest of the world is considered globalization. The same applies to modification of economic policies to make them more universal in nature.
• Internationalization is taking one country’s business across other nations.
• Internationalization is also the process that makes software or other gadgets according to the cultures and languages of different countries where it is going to be sold.
• Globalization increases interdependence, whereas internationalization retains one country’s identity.
• Globalization is inevitable with fast modes of transport and communication, whereas internationalization is involuntary and need based.
What do you think about globalization: good or bad?
· Good
· Inefficient labour can be outsourced
· Trade, specialization, technological growth, increase standard of living for many
· Bad
· Bad for local businesses (small) – ex. Walmart showing up beside small business would put it out of business
· Can also be bad for society: exploitation of labour, corruption 
· Can be bad for individual groups
[image: ]

How does a low Canadian dollar affect international trade? (devaluation)
· Increase exports, decrease imports
· (since dollar going down, the exports are cheaper, people want to buy more)
· good for trade because it increases our GDP – selling more, buying less
· Increases outside investments into Canada because the investments are now cheaper in comparison to before and to some other countries

Cheesecake factory opened in Yorkdale – Will this be another US company failure in Canada
· U.S companies that came to Canada and failed: Target, Sears, Horizon, Crispy Kreme, Rainforest Café (our eating habits in Canada differ from that in America)
· What should they be thinking about coming into the Canadian market? 1) Consumer Preference – Canadians more considerate with health, portion sizes. (ex. When Tim Hortons moved into the U.S, they sizes for small greatly differed)
· Well-established domestic restaurant chains are already struggling, challenged by a rise in food-delivery services and trendier, smaller and more diverse restaurants.
· While Canadians are eating out as much as ever, their tastes are changing. Fast-food sales saw a jump last year to $26-billion and 4.5 billion visits, according to data from the NPD Group research firm. But sit-down casual restaurants saw a slight 2 per cent dip to $22-billion, and a 4 per cent drop in traffic to 1.3 billion visits. (faced paced society – technology  speed)
· stakes are even higher when casual dining only makes up 12 per cent of the restaurant industry in Canada. That percentage is daunting when you consider that most casual dining customers only go out once or twice a month, and making them choose The Cheesecake Factory is a tough task when brands such as The Keg have deep roots in the community.
· He also says that some of the characteristics that make The Cheesecake Factory special, such as its large portion sizes for cheesecake slices and entrée items such as burritos or cheese steaks, may not resonate with Canadians.
· May succeed: opening a corporate store to test the water and establish themselves (not rushing), and would have tighter controls and deeper pockets to run that store. They are brining the predictability of the same tastes as in the U.S. They're coming into the market where they've got a relative brand strength, so they may get trial

How to foster Originality within a big company: Google
· Do you feel the working environment at Google is a key contributor to their success?
· Yes, better performance as a result because their attitude is improves.
· A sense of belonging makes them more empowered, make a difference  work harder
· Boosts morale, work better
· Are there any drawbacks to their approach?
· Yes, if interns make big mistake, impact the whole company
· Employees may not take work as seriously
· Undue amount of pressure because they know there is a certain amount of expectation (responsibility)
· Time consuming
Do the benefits outweigh the drawbacks (costs): Yes.

Marissa Mayer bans telecommuting at Yahoo – ban working from home 
What are the pros and cons of this decision? Did she make the right decision?
Not a good decision because it is a people problem not a proximity issue
Yes: Pros 
· home has distractions; more efficient to work at workplace
· less miscommunications – directly in one location
· easier to supervise
· more of a sense of community
· shows she is serious about turning the company around
No: Cons 
· Less flexibility
· Does not attract new employees
· Key competitor: GOOGLE  want to attract the same type of talent because of their working environment  shouldn’t change so much
· General Employee dissatisfaction
· When you work for a tech company, you have a different expectation; you would just wear a shirt and jeans to work … etc… 
· May not be as efficient because they are less innovative, unhappy, stressed out, tired
· Now have worries/stress about other things (child care…)
It's absolutely true that bringing people together builds relationships faster and more deeply than distributing team members across locations. It's also right for companies to consider the specific work being done, and adopt the best approach to doing it.
· There are perfectly good reasons to keep everyone co-located. But collaboration isn't one of them. That's because collaboration doesn't require co-location. If it did, no company would ever expand beyond a single office site. But expand we do. And the level of interaction between offices is only increasing. Given the right environment, remote workers enhance your business rather than tax it. If they're off on their own little islands or generally ineffective, that's a people problem - not a proximity problem.
· The problem will follow them right back to the corporate office. Using outputs of effort to measure of productivity saps the life right out of your workforce. And telling them how their work should be done throttles their capacity for creative problem-solving.
So here's a radical idea: focusing on open communication, autonomy, and building trust makes people more effective no matter where their desk is. 
Instead of fixating on location, companies are better off obsessing over engagement and empowerment. Investing in culture pays off when your entire company sits in one building, when you're collaborating across multiple offices, and (inevitably) when some of your staff works from home.
Google, among others, talk about the importance of psychological safety and belonging as part of a healthy team. In other words, relationships are a sound investment.
Building a relationship from scratch with people you never see in person can be done, but it takes a long time. And along the way, you can expect a few setbacks due to misunderstandings. 
It's best to create relationships in person, then maintain them remotely. That's why companies fly people out for interviews, and if they're hired on as a remote worker, bring them back for a week or two of face time at the start. If you can get the entire team in one place once or twice a year to "break bread" together, so much the better.
Getting to know each other's quirks, working styles, communication patterns, and personalities is a powerful adhesive force for teams. It gives us permission to be our full, authentic selves at work - to suggest a new idea, or speak up when things have gone off-track.
Collaboration (and innovation!) is rooted in trust no matter where the work gets done. Give your people the right guardrails to work within plus the autonomy to make decisions, and they'll perform well. Tell them exactly how their work should be done, then look over their shoulder to make sure they're "doing it right", and they'll phone it in. 
Make no mistake: remote work is here to stay. Urban real estate prices and the war for talent are making sure of that. There's no doubt that wrangling a distributed workforce is complicated, and that old-school ways of working don't naturally transfer to remote and virtual teams. The key is evolving your practices.

Is it ethical for employees to work for more than 24 hours in a row? (need to be socially responsible to employees)
· Depends on how much they get paid
· People may start breaking
· Level of responsibility
Is it socially responsible to manufacture cigarettes?
· Arguments for yes: people are going to smoke regardless; its your choice if you want to regulate it and receive tax income  subsidize health care system from money they get from cigarettes
· Giving a product that the customers want (demand)
· We don’t ban many foods such as candy that also cause health issues
· If they do not buy it from government, will buy it from black market (if people want to do it, they will)
· Provides job opportunities
· Key stakeholders that cigarette manufacturers prioritize: investors then employees (not prioritizing general public because we have to smell and breath in the second-hand smoke)

Wells Fargo
· They created a bunch (over 3500) of fake accounts (banks are evaluated based on account holders it has –> more = stock goes up. And CEOs get benefit from stock options –> higher stock = higher income
· Employees broke code of ethics (were dishonest)
· Millions of dollars earned by scams (have not fired senior executive (people who oversaw the compliance of the banks) – did not return any of the money earned from the scam)
· CEO squeezed employees to cheat customers to drive stocks up to put millions of dollars in the pockets of Wells Fargo CEO
· Encouraging staff to set up more accounts – put pressure on staff, leading to staff setting up fake accounts (he did not directly tell them to set up fake accounts but due to the pressure he placed on them)
· Were the CEO’s actions ethical? Maybe was not initially unethical but when he did not take any action in response -> unethical. (no punishment to employees) / approved or encouraged sales quotas that were too out of reach. (implicitly encouraging them to do something unethical)
· Interest CEO most concerned with: more with the investors not customers. Least concerned with the employees because they end up losing their jobs
· Always look at who we are concerned with
· Study ethical because businesses always face ethical dilemmas. 
· Ethics is more than legality – more about morality whereas laws are more concerned with legality 
· Society has certain tendencies to think what is ethical – ex: in the case of taking something home from work – the bigger the item -> the more unethical
· There is an impact from the top of the organization’s view on ethics to the lower organization’s view on ethics. (Ethical leadership starts at top of the organization and works its way down)
Corporate Social Responsibility
What is Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)?
· Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is defined as the voluntary activities undertaken by a company to operate in an economic, social and environmentally sustainable manner. The Government of Canada understands that responsible corporate behaviour by Canadian companies operating internationally not only enhances their chances for business success but can also contribute to broad-based economic benefits for the countries in which they are active and for Canada. Investing and operating responsibly also plays an important role in promoting Canadian values internationally and contributes to the sustainable development of communities. The Government of Canada is therefore committed to promoting responsible business practices; and expects and encourages Canadian companies working internationally to respect all applicable laws and international standards, to operate transparently and in consultation with host governments and local communities, and to conduct their activities in a socially and environmentally responsible manner.
Why is CSR Important to Business?
· When companies operate in an economically, socially and environmentally responsible manner, and they do so transparently, it helps them succeed, in particular through encouraging shared value and social license. Management and mitigation of social and environmental risk factors are increasingly important for business success abroad, as the costs to companies of losing that social license, both in terms of share price and the bottom line, may be significant. As Canadian firms take advantage of global opportunities, there is an increasing understanding that incorporation of responsible business practices into investments and operations abroad not only benefits local economies and communities, but makes good business sense.
· All stakeholders in a business seek to understand and value the mission of the company, and why they should invest and support in it and that, according to Stevenson, is why CSR matters.
· "In recent history, the organizations that have achieved remarkable things tend to be the ones that share success with others, instinctively,"
· More practically, [CSR] often represents the policies, practices and initiatives a company commits to in order to govern themselves with honesty and transparency and have a positive impact on social and environmental wellbeing
· Consumers aren't the only ones who are drawn to businesses that give back. a company's CSR strategy is a big factor in where today's top talent chooses to work.
· Undertaking socially responsible initiatives is truly a win-win situation. Not only will your company appeal to socially conscious consumers and employees, but you'll also make a real difference in the world. Keep in mind that in CSR, transparency and honesty about what you're doing are paramount to earning the public's trust
· If decisions [about social responsibility] are made behind closed doors, people will wonder if there are strings attached, and if the donations are really going where they say. "Engage your employees [and consumers] in giving back. Let them feel like they have a voice."
· Stevens reminded business owners that the corporate world has more power than many realize, and using that power to improve the world can bring people of all backgrounds, ages and interests together.
· "Given their power and sheer size, corporations can solve big social problems and have a huge impact," she said.
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+ “An international company exports a significant amount of
its products or services to one or more countries”

+ “International companies can also import from abroad — not
justexport”

+ “International companies THINK internationally, even if they
do not yet undertake significant international activities.”
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« “A global company is one that is pursuing customers in all the
major regions, in particular the Americas, Europe, and Asia.”

« “You aren't REALLY a global firm unless you produce locally
what you sell locally’

« “The real test is whether your business unit headquarters are
globally dispersed and whether the top management team
consists of individuals from different nationalities...” . =
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