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Case Study Analysis: Nike
Using Nike as the case, the movie documents the prevalent tyrannical and unfair labor practices in developing countries directly. The case reveals Nike's Indonesian labor force in 2011, depicting how workers were mistreated and had to work to survive which allowed the world to view what the multinationals could possibly do to make profits. Nike was the choice to demonstrate the ethical concerns of the whole industry since Nike had positioned itself as the market leader globally (Ferrell, Fraedrich, & Ferrell, 2013). The workers in Indonesia state that the only thing they have is their work which since they survived on barely 25 dollars daily and had no options other than accepting exploitation to provide for their families. The workers had to work huge amounts of overtime and forego time with their families to provide sufficient income for survival and improve their living situation.
Indonesia is a developing country whose standards of living are low and therefore workers are forced to forego basic needs such as shelter, food, healthcare and education due to the low wages. In the western world, it is believed that all persons deserve a right to life. The Western values such as good health, wealth, good standards of living, life expectancy, and freedom cannot be entirely placed on this society. The wages they earned at Nike were not enough to support a stable and comfortable life. Social responsibility often refers to maintaining high ethical practices in the society by promoting peaceful co-existence between the society’s code of conduct and cultural practices in regards to the economy of the place.
 The Indonesian people are not protected by their government as they are politically oppressed and they cannot air their views about the poor working conditions in Nike factories. They are harassed, threatened with death, brutalized, beaten and are therefore forced to work in the unsanitary conditions for fear of oppression, as there is no better alternative. Business ethics are used to determine what is “right” and what is “wrong”, or the morally accepted code of conduct in the workplace (Ciocchetti, 2013). The principles of business ethics include integrity, honesty, fairness, respect for others, concern for others and abiding by the law among others. The Nike sweatshops have not been abiding by the rules of business ethics. The workers are living in the most unsanitary conditions and the company does not take any responsibility in regards to their workers living and working conditions.
In the case, Nike was given various chances to comment on the video footage regarding the situation but constantly turned the team away. Nike stated that they had an open-door policy yet their activities say differently. Some of the actions that lead to the ethical issues that are discussed in the case are coercion of poverty-stricken Indonesian workers, environmental violations, and poor working conditions. Since Nike assumed hands-off approach to their labor processes that they outsourced the company’s ethical decision was questioned (Hartley, 2005).  For a business that is an industry leader, running sweatshops that would force its workers to work for over 90 hours weekly in poor conditions questions Nike leadership. These actions imitate the ethics it values most and, in this case, their actions reveal they do not care for their workers that make their Nike products but they care most about sales and profitability. The Nike code of ethics standard orbits around “doing the right things.” But in the case study, the firm has been indicted for poor wages, children working in their plants and low supervision of the labor force’s conditions. Their aim is to lower costs and grow profit margins thus they employed the above tactics.
Nike has a code of ethics for all its employees which include respect and health which spans into environmental safety of its employees, social responsibility, and respect for the law. Nike's chairman Mr. Knight denied conversing about the Indonesian workers pathetic living and working situation. Later, Nike undertook a number of corporate responsibility initiatives and began working on lower wage plants across the world. Since the allegations were made public, a research conducted shows that Nike has improved the working conditions of the people working in their factories in Indonesia according to a statement issued by Nike's spokeswoman, Erin Dobson (Ferrell et al., 2013).  Still, the standard is not on par with the stipulated requirement so they have to work hard to understand the root cause and avoid intermediary recruitment agencies since their activities have a direct impact on Nike.
I feel that Nike knew the conditions of the manufacturers making their products yet they still allowed this situation to continue. It was solely the responsibility of the company and the local Indonesian government to protect their people against such inhuman acts of oppression. The fact that Nike allowed this to happen, condoned it and used this type of labor for maximum profit is disturbing. If there was nothing to hide, the management at the Indonesian factory should have accepted the probe and scrutiny. In addition to that, the CEO, Mr. Phill Knight refused to arrange a meeting with Mr. Keady reflects business arrogance. This research definitely changes my feelings towards the company. The average cost of making a pair of Nike running shoes is well below what the consumer pays for it. A pair of $80 shoes may only cost about $10 to make. In many cases, it does not even cost this much. And that includes the expenses for paying their employees. That means for every 1,000,000(million) pairs of shoes they make, $80,000,000(80 million) and only pay $10,000,000(10 million) and in most cases less, but the sad part is that the cost of the materials is a big percent of the overhead cost. This means that very little actually goes to the people in the sweatshops making the shoes, which is very sad.


[bookmark: _GoBack]References
Ciocchetti, Corey, Article III: Cases & Controversies - Teaching the Already v. Nike Case (May 28, 2013). Available at SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=2270905 or http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2270905
Ferrell, O. C., Fraedrich, J., & Ferrell, L. (2013). Business ethics: Ethical decision making and cases. Mason, OH: South-Western/Cengage Learning.
Hartley, R. F. (2005). Business ethics: Mistakes and successes. Hoboken, N.J: Wiley.
