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Overview
	Waco Manufacturing is a supplier of custom machined parts for the automotive industry. They operated out of a typical manufacturing plant and processed raw goods. Waco supplied their “finished product” to companies that manufactured automobiles. It is never specified what exactly Waco makes but it can be assumed that it is something like an automobile chassis, or parts that go into making automobiles like the engine or various components of the car’s mechanics. 
	Their core competency is taking custom orders and turning those into specific and custom-machined goods for their customers. It is also being able to turn large batches of raw industrial goods into a suppliable product. This saves the automotive manufacturing companies lots of time and money by not having to take on this process themselves. Waco’s primary market is their custom-machined goods. As a supplier, they likely make lots of standard supplied goods that follow a cookie cutter recipe to lower price and deliver the same product every time. They also make custom-machined parts for their customers, if this is their primary business then it is also their primary market. Waco’s generic strategy is focused differentiation. Rather than seeking to control the entire automotive supplier market, Waco focuses on their customer’s custom orders. 
Mission Statement
Waco provides goods to the automotive industry, primary their custom-machined goods, while utilizing focused differentiation.

Company Strategy
	Waco’s strategy is built around their generic strategy of focused differentiation. As a company, they seek to offer the specific custom goods that their customers demand. Waco does not seek to tackle the entire raw goods supply for all the automotive industry, they simple handle the custom orders. Even though being the middle man of raw goods from supplier to supplier is normally focused on price leadership of commodity goods, Waco can differentiate themselves and set higher prices because they have a custom good.
Porter’s Five Forces || ICA
When we consider Michael Porter’s Five Forces it helps to understand the company and their mission: what they do, who they do it for, and how they do it. It also helps to “list potential issues within [the] macro-environment that have or could have implications for [the] organization (Porter).” These five key factors help evaluate potential opportunities and risks the company might face. The five forces cover: bargaining power of customers, bargaining power of suppliers, competitive rivalry, threat of new entrants, and threat of substitutes. 
1. Bargaining Power of Customers
Waco’s customers are in the special order business giving them a moderate amount of bargaining power. These customers would likely be few and far between. With few customers to choose from, Waco’s customers would have a fair bit of bargaining power over Waco as the supplier. 
2. Bargaining Power of Suppliers
Bargains power would be low. Waco would have suppliers such as raw metal suppliers or other various raw goods. Chances are there would be so many customers of these raw goods that Waco’s supplier would have no true bargaining power over them. 
3. Competitive Rivalry 
Since Waco makes custom goods they would have very low threat of rivalry. There would be other similar suppliers to the automotive industry but very few, if any, that supply custom goods. 
4. Threat of New Entrants
Threat of new entrants would be moderately high. There are no barriers to entry for potential competitors. It can be assumed that Waco has a decent amount of existing contacts with their customers, but other than that there are no true barriers. This raises the threat to a moderately high level.
5. Threat of Substitutes
There is nothing proprietary to Waco’s custom methods. They likely have few or no patents, making for a very high threat of substitutes. It also would not take too much capital to replicate Waco’s business.
Problem Statement
Waco needed to keep track of their employees and various aspects of their job details. Waco needed to control their employees, something called an action control. They wanted an action control: something that specifies “…the decisions and behaviors that individuals and organizational subunits should take to achieve desirable outcomes (Cash 61).” Waco installed a new system that enabled them to monitor details such as: where in the manufacturing plant the employees were, what times they were at the places. Aside from just tracking, this system also allowed Waco to have some cool features like giving an employee a phone call at the phone closest to them. This system was built with productivity in mind to help employers track their employees and to keep these employees honest to themselves.
This sort of tracking can keep record from the date of installation on. In this case, an engineering manager (Monk Barber) told his boss (Monique Saltz) about a meeting and instructions given to three of Barber’s employees. The issue is that Saltz spoke with these three employees who claim they never met with Barber. To further the matter, Saltz contacted the plant manager (Shelly Tomaso) who can view the systems tracking data. Tomaso revealed, through the data, that Barber and the three employees had never been in the same room at the same time. The system had been installed way before the supposed meeting so this backs up the three employees’ claim. This brings up a dilemma: who is lying? Monk Barber or his three employees?
[bookmark: _GoBack]Looking at the issue any reasonable person could see that with two levels of reassurance: employee’s saying they never met, and the system saying they never met, that Barber is lying to Saltz. “Any good leader operates under the assumption that people being led are astonishingly gullible (Adams 288).” Barber thought that no one would go behind his back and fact check him. He thought his minions would follow orders and keep quiet and that his lie would slide.
Stakeholders
Employees
The employees of Waco hold a large stake in the success of the business. Their jobs literally depend on how well Waco does, so as a result it can be assumed that they are invested in seeing the success of the company.
Shareholders
Investors obviously hold a very high stake in Waco with trusting their finances in Waco’s hands. They want the company to do well more so for their own personal and financial gain rather than just for the success of the company.
Customers
Waco’s customers do not have that much invested in Waco in terms of caring for their success. They really are only concerned that Waco can stay afloat and continue to offer the products and services that they do.
Solutions || Alternatives
1. Do Nothing
Waco can choose to do nothing about this issue. They can move on and pretend this incident never happened. Waco may wish to keep their system under management’s eyes and not let the employees know all of its capabilities because of this issue. Saltz can just let Barber know that the project must meet deadlines and to get his employees to get to work.
2. Confront Men, Keep Quiet
Saltz can talk to each party involved: Barber and the three employees assigned to the project. She can give Barber a chance to explain himself saying that his employees never recall a meeting. She can do so without revealing all of the capabilities of the system. This could save the company from potential legal suits or upset employees who disapprove of the idea of their employer monitoring their every move.
3. Terminate Barber
Saltz can choose to face this problem head on. Call out Barber for lying to her. She can tell him what she knows about the fact that they have never been in a room together. She should also mention that other employees back up this claim: the three that he supposedly met with said that they have never met with Barber about this issue. After discussing his issues, Saltz should fire Barber. She cannot keep a manager that will lie to his superior, rope other employees into his lie, and will risk missing deadlines in an attempt to cover his own back.
Stakeholder Impact
Do Nothing
Employees
Employees would not be affected here because they would likely never learn of the situation. Saltz would keep quiet and Barber would never know that he was caught in his lie.
Shareholders
At some point shareholders would be affected. If Barber is not corrected he will continue to lie and miss deadlines. This will directly affect shareholders as this will cause Waco to not perform as well as they could without Barber.
Customers
Same as shareholders, customers would become frustrated as products would fall behind just like deadlines. Barber would keep missing deadlines and product would likely also miss those deadlines upsetting customers.
Confront Men, Keep Quiet
Employees
Employees would not be affected here because they would likely never learn of the situation. Only Saltz, Barber, and his three employees would even know of the situation. This would likely never reach the rest of the plant’s employees.
Shareholders
Shareholders would be unaffected. The issue will likely dwindle to the point that it would never rise up again and become business affecting. Barber may find other ways to underperform but Saltz would keep her eye on his deadlines.
Customers
Customers would be unaffected because Saltz would likely be keeping a close eye on Barber and forcing him to meet deadlines. Customers may start to get frustrated if Barber slips up to the point that it becomes business affecting. 
Terminate Barber
Employees
Employees would be disgruntled at first but would be forced to be whipped into shape by a strong authority who doesn’t stand for lying or slacking. Moral might be hectic, scared, and lower at first but would increase productivity and moral when Barber’s replacement is established.
Shareholders
Shareholders still may not know about a single branch level decision. If it was business affecting then firing Barber would, in the long run, increase stock price as Barber would bring it down and his replacement would bring it up.
Customers
If Barber’s mismanagement delayed orders or production then customers would be happy here. The new manager would be better about maintaining schedule and would increase customer satisfaction. 
Conclusion 
Neglected Option – Do Nothing 
If Saltz is to do nothing, this will become precedent for what her standards mean. Deadlines will fall back, lies will continue to slide, and employees will go mismanaged. There is so much at stake if Barber is not to be terminated. This could easily reach stages that it would become business affecting. In this case every stakeholder loses out. Employees go mismanaged, stockholders lose valuation, and customers become displeased. Do nothing is the worst option here.
Neglected Option – Confront Men, Keep Quiet
In this solution Saltz would never reveal the monitoring system. This would keep employee trust high but if Barber does not come clean, which he likely will not, than this solution is as good as do nothing. Without revealing to Barber that Saltz caught him in his lie, it sets the same precedent as do nothing: that lying and mismanagement are okay and acceptable.
Selected Option – Terminate Barber
The solution is simple: fire Barber. When looking into this case it would be easy to draw false conclusion and go on unrelated tangents. Things such as: is monitoring employees ethical, did Barber really lie, is monitoring legal, and other things that go off our human nature to empathize with the situation. In terms of legality the employer does not even have to tell employees about such matters: “…the law does not view employee information exchanges as ‘private’ matters… (Cash 174).” Although this is more for email communication, the law still applies. There is nothing legally wrong with monitoring employee to ensure appropriate use and business productivity. Cash goes on to mention the advantages of such monitoring systems, he says how they “can help improve efficiency and reduce errors by providing workers with timely and accurate performance feedback (Cash 174).”
If we apply Occam’s Razor, this is no more complex than it appears. Baber’s three employees assigned to the project told Barber’s boss (Saltz) that they had never had a meeting with Barber. Gogan, one of the three employees stated to Saltz, “I cannot remember meeting with Mr. Barber about the composite design project.” This was before anybody thought to check the employee monitoring system. It could be assumed that Gogan is lying but what motivation would he have to lie? He knows getting the project done is his superior, Barber’s, concern and not his own. To further this matter: Tomaso and Saltz determined through looking at the system that Barber and his three employees had never been in the same room at the same time. This would back up the employees’ claim: that Barber was lying to Saltz and hoping he wouldn’t be fact checked.
Some could say that a supervisor should sometimes let this go or sometimes be more lenient. These are different management styles for conflict. “Regardless of style, successful pluralist management always depends on an ability to read developing situations. The manager must be able to analyze interests, understand conflicts, and explore power relations so that situations can be brought under a measure of control (Morgan 199).” This big chunk has three parts that a manager must consider when dealing with conflict: analyze interests, understand conflicts, and manage power relations. We can apply these to the situation and Saltz’s decisions. Analyzing Barber’s interests: he clearly is more concerned with covering his own back than meeting deadlines or personal convictions of honest work relations. In understanding the conflict we have a clear case of employee insubordination and lying to her face.  Power relations would be how she would be perceived by other subordinates before and after the situation. If she terminates him she is seen as an authority that demands respect and deadlines, if not she is seen as a pushover who is okay with missing deadlines to not hurt feelings.
Saltz, when it comes down to it has no other option other than to fire Barber. Barber lied to her face, roped his employees into his lie, and risked compromising business deadlines and objectives. Just one of those are reason enough for termination. All three together would simply reflect back onto Saltz if not dealt with. This would make Saltz appear a pushover and it would be known throughout that plant. To protect herself, her career, and the company objectives, Saltz has no choice but to terminate Barber.



