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I’m delighted to be here today. Trent is a wonderful university to which I am deeply indebted.

My wife Ana and I decided to endow this lecture series on Business and Society because of the growing importance of the corporation to our world.  The most dominant social institution in Canada, the United States, and increasingly the world, is the corporation. 

The Corporation

Corporations are more central to our lives than ever. The public sector continues a retreat that began with Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher. 

Companies deliver many government services and market forces drive much of our behavior.  We pay companies for services that used to be free or that we used to do ourselves. Corporations intrude into ever-widening areas of our personal lives.  Distinctions between work and non-work diminish.

The nature of the firm and its role in society are changing in fundamental ways. 


Enterprises are expanding around the world: over half of the world’s 100 largest economies are businesses. In the absence of a global government to facilitate and regulate the activities of businesses, civil society (trade associations, interest groups and non-governmental organizations) is expanding to fill the void.

At the same time, most Americans are shareholders, either directly or indirectly through mutual funds and pension funds. Because many corporations are controlled by such funds, striking workers on the picket line may very well be taking action against themselves. The corporation is us. But some of us are conflicted about it. 

We identify with products and brands, but we are uneasy about the companies behind them.  Our privacy is eroded as firms acquire our intimate details and use vast databases to build “one to one” relationships with us.  

Yet the corporations themselves are also increasingly naked – in a world of instant communications, whistleblowers, and inquisitive media – employees, customers, shareholders, business partners and the public can easily scrutinize corporate behavior under the microscope. 

Companies are now the most controversial institutions in society. Business leaders, who just yesterday were revered, are today mocked and reviled.  Investors are outraged by the eight and nine figure incomes of executives who preside over the destruction of shareholder wealth.  Even the accounting industry – the supposedly staid sector charged with ensuring corporate financial honesty -- is under attack. People wonder: “If you can’t trust the accountants, who can you trust?” Young people are particularly uneasy about corporate behavior, as evidenced by consumer surveys and the aggressive youth-based anti-globalization movement. Post-Enron, business practices and laws governing corporations are being re-architected for every industry. 

In business circles there is much hand wringing too. The fall of the dotcoms. The technology industry turmoil. The upheaval in capital markets. The events of 9/11 and their aftermath including war, restricted mobility, fear and economic disruption. Volatility in capital and consumer markets. New business models in retail (eBay), manufacturing (Celestica), entertainment (MP3), software (Linux) and countless others seem to challenge old industries and ways of doing business. As companies fail or become exposed for inappropriate behavior there is an increasingly chronic crisis in corporate governance with widespread charges of complacent boards and weak leadership. 

Love it or hate it (or both), the firm has moved to center stage. 

It would be easy to say, as Bob Dylan said years ago, “there is something happening here and you don’t know what it is.” There is much unease regarding the corporation and its future, and, while many discuss it, no one has nailed the full story. 

The Naked Corporation

I have discussed these issues with many people in business, government, advocacy organizations and similar groups in the course of researching a new book I have authored with my colleague David Ticoll. The book’s title is The Naked Corporation.  

The book argues that the driving force behind many of these changes is the growth of something called transparency.  Corporate transparency today goes well beyond regulations requiring companies to disclose financial information.  Transparency means increased access to information about every facet of corporate behaviour by the full spectrum of corporate stakeholders.

Nascent for half a century, this force has quietly gained momentum through the last decade; it is now triggering profound changes across the corporate world. Firms that embrace this force and harness its power will thrive.  Those that ignore or oppose it will be at risk. 

Customers can evaluate the true worth of products and services. Employees share formerly secret information about corporate strategy, management and challenges.  To collaborate effectively, companies and their business partners have no choice but to share intimate knowledge with one another.  Powerful institutional investors today own or manage most wealth; they are developing x-ray vision.  And in a world of instant communications, whistleblowers, inquisitive media, and Google, citizens and communities routinely put firms under the microscope. 

My message to corporations is that if you’re in a world where you’re naked, you’d better be buff.  Transparency should cause you to adopt strong values to be driven by a strong sense of business integrity. If you are naked and you are not buff, you’re not going to be able to build trust. Trust is the sine qua non of the new business environment. 

The Rise of Transparency

A number of factors explain the rise of the new transparency, and I’d like to talk about five of them.

The first has to do with society. In general the pro-corporate attitudes of the 1980s have given way to skepticism, heightened demands for more transparency, accountability, good behavior, especially in highly visible and recognizable multi-national firms.  

Companies are being scrutinized like never before, in part because of Enron and its ilk, but also because there is an increasing reach, legitimacy and influence of modern trans-national civil society.  

In the past we had nation states based on national economies and when a company worked within its own domestic market, it behaved according to the laws and norms of that nation.  When it moved into the global market it behaved according to the laws of whatever market it was in. So if child slavery were permitted on cocoa plantations in the Ivory Coast, as it was until last year, and you’re a chocolate company that needs cocoa, you turned a blind eye to totally unacceptable behaviour. 

And while we have massive, globe-spanning corporations, there are no corresponding political institutions, no global government, to constrain and temper corporate behaviour.  In response to this vacuum, we see the rise of the global civil society. 

When the Rainforest Action Network sees that Home Depot is North America’s biggest retailer of old-growth forest lumber products, it doesn’t go to some government to complain about it, it takes its fight to the Internet and Home Depot’s customers.  After a few years of public pummeling, Home Depot reverses its policies, and now trys to be seen as a leader in the protection of old growth forests around the world. 

The second transparency driver is the spread of democratization and the rule of law.  Democratic political institutions and an independent judiciary favour transparency.  This is coupled with the proliferation of new regulatory regimes for corporate transparency, expanding global institutions that are demanding transparency, such as the World Bank, the IMF, the World Trade Organization and so on.  Their work is bolstered by economic factors such as the liberalization of international markets and the integration of global financial markets.

Third, we see a shift to new models of the corporation, which some of you have heard me speak about before. Throughout the 20th century the basic model of the firm was what we call the vertically integrated corporation. It did everything from soup to nuts.  At its vertically integrated zenith, the Ford Motor Company owned a power plant, a shipping company, a glass factory, a rubber factory, and even a steel mill. 

Now all of that is changing, largely today because of the internet, which is not a new network for getting eyeballs or clicks or stickiness or any of the rest of the silliness that people talked about during the bubble. It’s an infrastructure that’s radically dropping transactions a partnering costs within society so now companies can focus on what they do best and they partner to do the rest.  What used to be inside the boundaries of one firm is now being done by many firms. 

Eugene Polistuk is the CEO at Celestica, a 10 billion dollar Canadian company that does one thing; it puts chips on printed circuit boards. I’m on the company’s board.  Eugene says to me:  “It’s like we’re all naked here, you’ve got to get naked for the business model to work.”  His customers know a lot about him, he knows a lot about his suppliers and so on. 

The fourth set of factors, has to do with technology and the shift from broadcast media to interactive media. Think about television, radio and even to some extent the printing press. They were all one way, one-to-many, and as such, they carried the values of their powerful owners.  As the saying goes, “freedom of the press is a great idea especially when you own a press.” 

Now that’s a bit of an over statement, but you can see some evidence today, such as the controversy over the jingoistic reporting of the war for example, or reprisals against a musical group such as the Dixie Chicks when they speak out against the war.  Their music is banned on radio stations because the corporation that runs the stations doesn’t agree with the group’s political views. 

So, what we have today is a growing interactive media, it is the antithesis of all that, rather than highly centralized it is highly distributed, it’s interactive, and as such it cherishes an awesome neutrality. It will be what we want it to be.

It’s also enabling people to get access to information to find out and to inform others.  So Nike for example has had a series of big problems regarding its labour practices in the developing world.  Nike was working on these issues when a fellow had the clever idea of customizing this sneakers by have “sweatshop” embossed on the side.  Nike offered this customization service on its web site, but it balked at this request.  Nike and the fellow exchange email.  The fellow then sends the correspondence to a few other people, who send it to a few other people and so on and so on.  And two months later he is on Good Morning America speaking to 8 million people. He launches his own website and I just heard he is writing a book.  And all of a sudden Nike has this huge problem again.

The fifth and final force is the demographic revolution. 

1946 to 1965 was the baby boom, then the birth rate dropped for 12 years followed by the boomers having kids like crazy and creating this huge echo generation.  You can see this in all kinds of data in society, such as school enrollment.  It’s called the Boom, Bust, Echo.  We usually talk about the aging population, but that’s a misleading description. If you’re Bonnie Patterson you know the population is not just aging, it is bifurcating.  There is a massive wave of kids coming into the University.  Trent enrollment next year will be much bigger than ever before.  

There’s also a huge wave coming into the high schools.  If our political leaders understood this they wouldn’t say stupid things like “Gee the schools are in crisis.  What should we do? I don’t know. Why don’t we cut back on funding for education?  Maybe that’ll help.”

It’s important to note that the Echo is louder than the original.  This is the biggest generation ever. On the basis of their demographic muscle they are going to dominate the 21st century. 

But this young generation is special for another reason.  They are the first generation to grow up digital.  I started studying these kids as a generation when I noticed how my children were effortlessly able to use all this sophisticated technology.  At first Ana and I thought our children were prodigies. And then we noticed that all their friends were like them and the theory that all their friends were prodigies was bit of a stretch.  So we started looking at them as a generation and I concluded that this is a powerful force for change, including openness and transparency.

If you think about what is the defining characteristic of this generation, what’s been going on the last 10 or 15 years?  Well, we could name them the post Glasnost generation or the El Nino generation but surely the big thing has changed for these kids is digital technology and the arrival of the Internet.  This is the first generation to be bathed in bits.  I call them the Net Generation. 

Young people spend a lot less time watching TV than my generation did.  And when they do watch TV it is for specific programs rather than vegging out in front of the tube.  Many surf the Internet at the same time.  The Internet is a fundamentally different technology than television.  It is interactive. When kids are online they are reading, thinking, analyzing and searching for stuff and trying to find out what’s really going on.  And downloading and telling their stories.  And even with video games they’re developing strategies.  This is creating a generation that is going to scrutinize everything.

And it’s a much more critical generation.  They want interactive models of things and they are a powerful force for transparency. 

So you put all of this together and you get a whole number of very powerful forces that are propelling us towards transparency. 

The Forces of Opacity

But there is a battle shaping up between the forces of transparency and the forces of opacity.  Transparency may in general be a good thing, but it’s not always the right thing.  It may not be practical and it has enemies.  It can be controversial, poorly executed and while the world is becoming much more open there are many obstacles.

Number one is the limits to knowledge.  We can only be transparent about what we know but a lot of critical information – such as Enron’s role in manipulating California energy markets -- may not become known in a timely manner. Information events and complexity tend to increase geometrically.  Science and technology have limits.  Indeed, the more we know, the more we realize what we don’t know.  As H.L. Mencken once said:  “Penetrating so many secrets, we cease to believe in the unknowable.  But there it sits licking its chops.”  

Environmental impacts, for example, are often discovered after it’s too late.  The good news is thanks to technology we are chipping away at that problem.  Daniel Esty at Yale University says: “I see a revolution in environmental data collection coming because of computing power, satellite mapping, remote sensing and other such information technologies.”  

The second limitation to transparency is the business value of secrets.  Much of a company’s information is rightfully confidential, whether for competitive or privacy reasons.  Innovations, market plans, proprietary designs, business methods, pending mergers and acquisitions, a host of other matters must be kept secret for various periods. 

Parties also benefit from what we call information asymmetries.  Your car dealer may have more information about the problems with your car than you do.  When you take it in, asymmetrical information benefits the dealer. You may know more about your health than your life insurance company when you apply for your life insurance, although the kinds of tests that they do these days, they may know more about you than you do.  But parties attempt to gain advantage through a monopoly over information. 

Furthermore, firms have all kinds of ethical obligations of confidentiality as well.  They have got to protect employee records, customer information, and the like.  

Thirdly, there’s a cost to openness.  Active transparency, which is transparency you initiate, as opposed to having it done to you, is costly.  For example, Borland Software, a small California company with $300 million in sales, claims that it will cost $ 3 million a year to implement the Sarbanes-Oxley legislation. That $3 million turns out to be 10 percent of its profits.  

Even when the spirit is willing and the money is there, few firms have a culture of transparency.  Most need to invest time and money and build the required processes and infrastructures.  

The fourth is something I call transparency literacy.  Being actively transparent means striving to be inclusive -- addressing the aspirations and needs of all stakeholders.  It means being trustworthy, it means being prepared to be accountable, and to make statements and conduct actions that can be verified.  And in the absence of care to all these things, something happens that we’re referring to as pseudo-transparency or apparent transparency, where it is not a transparency at all. 

For example, you’ll see a whole bunch of annual reports coming out over the next while that have a hundred pages of financial data.  This is pseudo-transparency.  Because nobody in this room is going to wade through all of these numbers and try to understand what they really mean. 

There are all kinds of structural obstacles.  I was talking to Gord Nixon who is president and chief executive officer of the Royal Bank of Canada.  He thinks that with this highly litigious environment that even though executives may want to be very transparent it may be very difficult for them to be fully open. 

He is very concerned that this will create a new environment where business becomes politicized.  That business leaders start behaving like politicians that they are very careful about everything they say or report, because we lack the sophistication in society to be able to be fully open.  

In the war between opacity and transparency, lawyers are the cavalry. They’re right out front because it’s their job to ensure that companies don’t disclose anything that they shouldn’t.

We have something called transparency fatigue.  Some of you may be suffering from this. I am, as my wife and I try and decide what SUV we should buy or whether we should buy an SUV at all.  And we’re fatigued, not just by all of the questions, choices, and information one must wade through, but by the moral issues.  Is it justifiable to feel good and be up really high and be safer in this vehicle because it’s a huge vehicle? And the other person that you hit has a higher probability of dying than you do.  A vehicle that contributes to global warming, and so on.  It used to be you just went out and bought a car and you bought the one that you liked the most.  Now in a transparent world you’re confronted with all of these difficult choices.

Finally, we have the geopolitical context.  This war against openness is being fought on a much broader front.  In 2002-03, political leadership, terrorism, war and compliant media have combined in the United States to pose significant threats to disclosure, transparency and freedom of expression.  Information restrictions are most visible in areas related to national security.  Perhaps justifiably, perhaps not.  Meanwhile the government enacts broad measures that justify and enforce opaque business practices that are outside the realm of security.  

Before September 11, journalist Bob Woodward asked President George W. Bush if he owed cabinet members any explanations. President Bush replied:  “No I don’t.  I’m the commander -- I do not need to explain, I do not need to explain why I say things.  That’s the interesting thing about being the president.  Maybe somebody needs to explain to me why they say something.  But I don’t feel I owe anybody an explanation.”

I’m sure he regrets those words, especially in the current context. There are a lot of factors that have to do with the political environment, that are mitigating towards opacity. 

Having said that, the horse is out of the barn, the cat is out of the bag, the train has left the station.

The forces for transparency that I talked about social, political, economic and technological are so powerful, that the world is increasingly open. 

Transparency and the Stakeholders of the Firm

Let me return to the big stakeholders of the firm.  Within the corporation employees know a lot more than they ever used to know.  Within the business web or partnerships, these various partners know more, because they never used to be partners, they used to be inside the boundaries of the firm.  Customers have increased access to information and that brings a shift in power.

In the capital markets, increasingly, the big shareholders know a lot more, and finally the public knows a lot more. 

I would like to just take you through each of those five quickly.  Within the corporation most companies now are based on knowledge work and to have effective knowledge work that means that people need to be able to share knowledge and share information.  By definition companies are becoming more open because they have to, because they’re based on knowledge work.  

You used to keep all kinds of things secret from the production worker, but the sales person at IBM today, needs to know how to answer many questions. What does IBM think about expensing stock options? And how about Samuel Palmisano’s compensation plan?  And where is IBM really going in terms of its strategy?  And why did it adopt the Linux operating system?  How is its architecture changing?  And what is IBM’s relationship with Microsoft anyway, and on and on and on.  

That sales person who 15 years ago just needed to know about the features and functions of products now needs to have a deep knowledge about everything to do with IBM.  Saying “I don’t know, I just work here” is unacceptable.

Celestica is one of the suppliers of routers to Cisco, and a significant component of Cisco’s business web. When Cisco and Celestica are negotiating for Celestica to build this product, here’s what happens. Cisco says to Celestica, OK we want you to build 600,000 units.  Here are the specs, here is how much your materials cost be, here is how much your labour will be, here is how much your overhead will be and here is what we, Cisco think is a fair return on invested capital for you.  What do you think? As I quoted Celestica’s Eugene Polistuk earlier,  “It is like we are all naked here.” 

Customers have increased power.  A company can’t make garbage smell like roses because customers find out.  True value comes to the fore.  Someone who’s in the market for a car today hits the Web to do research first.  He studies the reviews, user feedback rooms and safety rating reports.  He also finds out what a car’s wholesale cost is.  When he walks into the dealer with all this knowledge, his bargaining position is enormously strengthened.  

Tide can say it washes whiter until the cows come home but if Tide doesn’t wash whiter everybody knows.  Especially today’s kids.  They will find out in 30 seconds who washes whiter by doing a third party search on the net.  In 5 years, your washing machine will know who washes whiter because it will be communicating with a chip in your shirt and they will have a little conversation and log onto the internet together and they’ll say “gee this doesn’t feel so good.  Wasn’t that other product doing better?”

When it comes to shareholders, there are some really interesting changes occurring. Back in the old days the people who owned wealth were the silk-hat tycoons. 

In 1970, 80% of all wealth in the United Sates was owned by wealthy individuals.  Today 63% of all wealth is owned by institutions, the biggest ones being pension funds.  The workers at GE and Quaker Oats and so on, are the main owners of the economy.  

Consider an organization such as the Ontario Teachers Pension Plan.  They have 200 people on staff to analyze companies. They now exactly what’s going on in the companies they invest in. I was talking to their EVP, Bob Bertram a couple of weeks ago and he says:  “We do not only know about all these companies, we know all of their management and we know how they think.  We know what they are going to do before they do it.  We just have unprecedented knowledge and access.” 

This has major implications. It means that companies are going to find it much more difficult to behave badly, to withhold information, to manipulate capital markets, to reengineer their finances, to report better quarterly earnings and so on.  

Finally, we have the public, and I mentioned the case of the chocolate industry in the past.  The public is much more informed and connected.  Today a company’s bad behaviour in the Ivory Coast can come back and hurt its chocolate sales in Peterborough.  

Transparency and Trust

You put all that together and what do you have?  For each of those five classes of stake holders, if you’re a corporation, they see you when your sleeping and they know when your awake and they know if you’ve been bad or good so you better be good, not for goodness sake, but because if you’re not good, you won’t be able to build trust. Let me explain.  

Trust is the expectation that a corporation will be honest; that it will be considerate of the interests of you, as a stakeholder, and take your interests into account; that it will abide by its commitments and do what it says it will do; and be prepared to be accountable.  In addition to these trust increasingly requires candor.  If you are perceived as “hiding something” you will undermine trust.

These values constitute what we call “the new business integrity” and they they are the foundation of trust.   And in a transparent environment, an open environment, stakeholders can easily find out if a firm has such integrity. 

If firms have trust that enables them to build relationships.  Relationships in the new networked world are the foundation of business success.  If firms have relationships they can produce shareholder value, but also products that have true values because if I have relationships, then they can have network business models that enable them to innovate better. If firms have stronger relationships with employees they are going to be loyal, they are going to work hard they are going to have productive relationships that drop transaction costs within in the work place and so on.  

The saying “you do well by doing good” – which is what people said in the past – I don’t think was true.  It wasn’t true for many situations; many companies did well by being really bad, by deceiving stakeholders, customers, by having terrible labour relations, by being monopolies. But increasingly there will be a relationship between being good and doing well at the top.  Transparency is the driving force. 

The “Accountability Web”

Transparency is not just an abstract idea.  Is has an embodiment, an organizational form that we call the accountability web.  The various classes of stakeholders come together into networks that scrutinize and that demand changes in corporate behavior. 

If you are from the Peterborough business community, your company participates in one or more of accountability webs whether you know it or not. 

And a good starting point is to identify what your accountability web is.  

The Nestle accountability web started around the whole question of Nestle’s reported efforts to encourage mothers in the developing world to stop breastfeeding and use formula, which resulted in all kinds of horrendous health problems and probably the death of many people.  There is considerable controversy about that and if you talk to people at Nestle they deny many of the allegations.  But regardless this created a web of stakeholders that evaluated Nestle and hundreds of organizations participated in this accountability web.  And with the chocolate industry scandal in the Ivory Coast of the last couple of years, this web has really kicked into action around that whole issue. Chocolate companies were accused of having slave labor in their supply chain.

Transparency is not an amorphous, disembodied force.  It has a tangible expression and that expression is kind of like the internet itself.  This is a highly distributed organization. It doesn’t have any central command structure or power structure. If you destroy one part it reconfigures itself just like the Internet does.  Its modus operandi is peer collaboration as opposed to hierarchical control. It’s highly distributive, it’s highly adaptive, it can spring into action and it can fail just as quickly. 

Instead of spending energy trying to tear down obstacles an a-web routes itself around them. Ironically, there is often considerable opacity within an a-web.  As various participants may not be aware of whom the other members are.  Further, the web can even pull the firm in opposite directions.  Consider Exxon Mobil. Part of Exxon’s a-web pushes it to be more environmentally responsible while other stakeholder chat groups exhort it to focus on quarterly earnings.  

Participants’ motives may vary.  An a-web can originate with just one stakeholder group and grow rapidly to engage many others.  This is not just a fancy word for an NGO there are all kinds of types of organizations that participate, may be driven by many different motives. Religious groups may be driven by moral reasons to examine and change corporate behavior.  Some groups are motivated by self-interest, such as employees organizing to change a company’s pension policies or shareholders trying to force a company to adopt good governance.  Some players have an ideological motivation, ranging from a desire for better corporate citizenship to anarchists or Marxists who seek the weak in corporations and end corporate power.  Some turn out to be agents or competitors.  Others are government regulators or litigation lawyers just doing their jobs. 

A-webs can move to one state to another. And network effects come into play.  The bigger the network the more activity.

Transparency is a bit like osmosis.  Information flows freely from areas of high concentration to areas of low concentration, disseminating rapidly across space and time. 

These things can be a big problem and they can put a company under or cause huge grief that is, if they can enter what we call a vortex state.  That happens when the level of activity is really high. Normally you have a stable state, regulation information flow, a small number of participants and impact is benign.  But then something can happen, a release of some negative information about the company and the firm enters a vortex state and a trust crisis.

For example, Shell decides it’s going to sink the Brent Spar oil platform out in the ocean and all of a sudden things take off and it moved into a vortex state.

Vortex if you look in the dictionary, is a swirling mass that sucks everything into it.  When a company goes into a vortex state that’s all it can deal with or all it can think about.

So, Baxter International, it was reported in a newspaper that its renal health care products were possibly contributing to the deaths of a number of people in Eastern Europe.  All of a sudden Baxter went into a vortex state and that’s all that it could think about or deal with.  

How a company responds to its vortex may determine its future, even its viability.  Overall all these things are a powerful force for corporate transformation.  

These things by the way are a powerful force not just to change corporations but to change society. 

Say what you like again about the Iraq war, but did you know that the anti-war demonstrations that happened some month ago, were not just the biggest anti war demonstrations ever, they were the biggest demonstrations of any kind in history. They were organized in 2 to 3 months and in some cities they were 10 times bigger than the largest anti war demonstrations during the Vietnam War after 47,000 Americans had been killed.  So what’s going on here? 

When I was back at Trent and we were concerned about the Vietnam War, civil rights or a similar issue, we could put a little poster on a tree or you could write a letter to the Examiner or you could have a little sit in or something like that.  

Today hundreds of millions of people have at their fingertips the most powerful tool ever for informing each other and for self-organizing.  This is so important that some call it the New Super Power. An accountability web that focuses not just on corporations but on governments.  

The Crisis of Leadership

Transparency is not just an idea, it’s an organization.  In some ways these are becoming the foundation for a new kind of social discourse in society.  People feel that in many places traditional media is starting to fail them. This is a big change.  If I can use the term this is a paradigm shift. 

And although I should apologize for helping to create a buzz word after I had written the book, I heard someone talking about how we are going to have a paradigm shift in the decoration of our living room and I knew I had done a bad thing.  

This is a new mental model, it is a new context, and when you get one of these you typically get a crisis of leadership. As new paradigm cause dislocation, conflict, confusion, uncertainty, vested interests fight against change like this.  The leaders of the old are often the last to embrace the new.  The law profession will be one of the last to embrace this new view, although there are lawyers who are changing.

It’s created a crisis of leadership that exists in many businesses today.  For those who can’t figure it out we see that the punishment is swift. That creates a big challenge for each of us. 

We have a new world now.  Corporations are becoming naked and they have to be good. They have to be based on business integrity and strong values.  This is not just a moral issue anymore it is an economic issue.  It presents a big challenge for those of you who are business people today and those of you who are students entering into the work force. 

The new corporation that is successful will be an open enterprise.  It will embrace transparency actively rather than fighting it. It will ensure that it has strong values and integrity not just as a little corporate value statement that sits on a shelf, but that it is part of the bones and the DNA of everybody who works at the company. 

That when someone goes out who works for your company and has a difficult situation, a freshly minted MBA meeting with the government official in the developing world, or someone who’s in a supply chain and someone who is bidding on a project for your company offers you a box at the Raptors game or on and on and on.  You can’t anticipate all these kind of situations.  All you can do is ensure that your employees have business integrity and it’s in their bones.  Over time this differentiates successful companies from those that aren’t. 

It’s a time of great peril and danger.  It is also a time of great opportunity and hopefully a new model from all of this, the corporation will emerge.  The open enterprise and the opportunity to be a leader for this new model is each of our opportunity, if we will it. 

It’s a new time Victor Hugo the philosopher said:  “There is nothing so powerful as an idea whose time has come.”  

It may be the time that has come for a new model of the firm that has candor and has business integrity. These will be the firms that succeed.  I certainly hope so and I wish you the best in building that corporation.
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