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 I am delighted to present this Summer 
issue of the Competitive Strategy IG 
newsletter. I hope that you will �nd it 
informative, stimulating and fun. The 
newsletter, now in its 7th year, has helped 
us during these years to stay in touch with 
you and share news from and for our 
members. Over the years, the CSIG have 
developed some recurring activities 
including the pre-conference research and 
teaching workshops, the Sunday panel 
sessions, and of course the Competitive 
Strategy sessions that are part of the main 
program. I will touch on these below.
 
First, I am excited to introduce an innova-
tion that will further strengthen a sense of 
a dialogue among the CSIG community. In 
particular, a new feature will be added to 
the newsletter, where we solicit your direct 
thoughts and feedback on the main 
newsletter article. To that end, we harness 
the power of social media to collate 
comments and share insights across our 
community. I would like to take this 
opportunity to thank Lyda Bigelow, who 
have led the e�orts on this initiative, and 
Evan Rawley who assisted her. Thank you 
Lyda and Evan!
  
For the inaugural issue, we have chosen to 
develop a dialogue on the topic of 

competitive strategy cases from around 
the world. The theme was chosen because 
it is true to the global nature of the CSIG 
membership base. Ideally, it will foster 
expose us to cases and best practices in 
every region where there are CSIG mem-
bers, be that Africa, Asia, Europe, and the 
USA.
 
The lead article draws on the insights of six 
leading strategy scholars, who kindly 
shared a list of their favourite cases, and 
the way they e�ectively use them in the 
classroom. Please join me in thanking 
professors Jay Barney, Laurence Capron, 
Connie Helfat, Anne Marie Knott, Bruce 
Kogut, and Jan Rivkin for their contribu-
tions!

We would like to invite you to comment 
on the cases and topics that are discussed 
in the article. We particularly encourage 
any ‘local insights’ – cases and teaching 
best practices that make similar points 
based on companies and stories from your 
part of the world. 
 
Traditionally, the Summer issue has 
focused on the upcoming annual confer-
ence. I would like to start by thanking the 
o�cers and representatives who are 
making a wonderful program possible. 

Program Chair Juan Alcacer oversaw the 
process of selecting papers for the main 
program, while Associate Program O�ce 
Samina Karim has organized three stimu-
lating sessions for Sunday. Juan and 
Samina provide details elsewhere in this 
issue.
 
We also have two excellent pre-conference 
sessions thanks to the work of our repre-
sentatives at large. Rahul Kapoor and Hart 
Posen are organizing the research work-
shop, while Peter Klein and Goncalo 
Pacheco de Almeida are organizing the 
teaching workshop. Look for more details 
in this issue. Finally, I would like to thanks 
Lyda Bigelow and Evan Rawley for their 
excellent work with the newsletter and 
social media e�orts.
 
Thanks for this extraordinary group of 
colleagues, we have been able to sustain 
and deliver value to the CSIG members 
once again. We all look forward to seeing 
you in Madrid.
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Call for Participants
Teaching Workshop

The Impact of New Technologies on Teaching and Higher Education

Please join us for the Competitive Strategy Interest Group's third annual teaching workshop at the upcoming SMS 
conference in Madrid. The workshop is Saturday, September 20, 1:00-4:00pm and is open to all emerging and 
established strategy scholars. Lunch is available onsite 12:00-1:00pm. 

Building on last year’s successful workshop on innovation and education, our theme for 2014 is “The Impact of New 
Technologies on Teaching and Higher Education.” The higher-education industry is abuzz with talk about MOOCs, 
distance learning, computer-based instruction, and other pedagogical innovations. Many of you are already using 
online exercises and assessments, simulations, and other activities in the classroom. How are these innovations best 
incorporated into the strategy curriculum, at the BBA, MBA, EMBA, and PhD levels? What can we, as strategy 
scholars, say about the impact of these technologies on higher education more generally? Are they sustaining or 
disruptive innovations, and what do they imply for the structure of the business school, and the university itself?

Our plan for this session is to discuss how leading companies and business schools are (a) driving innovation in the 
Higher Education teaching space, (b) thinking about the business model of virtual education (MOOCs, social learn-
ing, etc.), and (c) testing some of the assumptions behind globalization in the education industry. The workshop 
begins with a panel session featuring academic and practitioner experts on distance learning and other forms of 
virtual education. After a break, we will continue with small-group discussion on the theory and practice of these 
new tools and the broader issues they raise. After regrouping, participants will discuss about what these 
innovations mean for the higher-education industry, and for business schools in particular.

Pre-registration is encouraged but not required. If you're planning to attend, please let us know by sending an 
email to csig.teaching2014@gmail.com so we can plan accordingly. Feel free to email either of us at the same 
address with questions or comments.

We look forward to seeing you in Madrid!

Peter Klein and Gonçalo Pacheco de Almeida
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To our CSIG members:

Have you ever struggled with selecting cases to include in your new syllabus? Have you ever wished you could 
reach out to other strategy professors to �nd out their top picks? Well this newsletter should be able to help. We’ve 
queried some of the best faculty in strategy and asked them to name their three top strategy cases. In the article 
below some provide a list, others elaborate on their choices, and some provide details that might make you think 
di�erently about your case decisions. We encourage you to give us feedback, comments and additional case 
recommendations on our new Linked-in site! 

We would like to thank: Jay Barney, Laurence Capron, Connie Helfat, Anne Marie Knott, Bruce Kogut, and Jan Rivkin  
for their thoughts on this subject.

Three favorite teaching cases:

Jay Barney, Presidential Professor of Strategy and Entrepreneurship, University of Utah

1. Crown, Cork and Seal.  It’s a great �rst case in the strategy course.  I learned how to teach it from Kate Conner.  
Kate’s approach was beautifully simple.  She started with a quick �ve forces analysis of the industry, to demonstrate 
that it was not very attractive competitively.  Then she asked, “So everyone else in the industry is leaving or losing 
money.  But CC&S consistently has an ROA twice the industry average.  Why?”  The �rst answer—and the one that 
seems to be favored by the case writers—is the CEO (Connelly).  This “great man” theory of competitive advantage 
turns out to not be very compelling.  The second answer is that CC&S is a low cost producer.  This makes some 
sense, since this is a pure commodity business.  But, it turns out that while CC&S does pride itself on operational 
e�ciency, it engages in activities that are inconsistent with cost leadership, e.g., it holds a month worth of cans in 
inventory, it supplies multiple kinds of customers and so has many more line change overs, etc.  Why would a 
low-cost leading-�rm store empty cans?  This leads to the third answer—what I call the “emergency can” answer.  
Given how the industry is organized, if a particular customer suddenly needs more cans then anticipated—due, say 
to a retail chain having a sale on a particular item—where can they get those cans?  Not from their current suppli-
ers who are basically optimized to provide the predictable number of cans.  The answer is:  CC&S!  And that is where 
CC&S get to charge a premium.  So, CC&S has �gured out how to implement a product di�erentiation strategy in a 
pure commodity business.  This leads to the next question:   How sustainable is this competitive advantage.  A 
quick VRIO analysis reveals that CC&S has some geographic advantages that will take some time to imitate, but 
once it becomes clear how CC&S is excelling, their strategy seems imitable.  This leads to the last question: is now 
the time for CC&S to change its strategy, and if so, how?  Diversifying into plastics is always an option that comes up 
here. 

So, in one case you’ve got �ve forces, generic strategies, VRIO, and diversi�cation - in other words, an introduction 
to the entire strategy course in one case.
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2. Husky Injection Molding. This company is clearly implementing a product di�erentiation strategy.  Its products 
cost most and deliver more to the customer.  Once that becomes clear, four questions arise:  (1)  how are they 
organized to implement this strategy, (2) are they getting as much out of their strategy as they can, (3) is their 
competitive advantage sustainable, and (4) how should they respond to the short term down turn in the industry.  
With regard to the �rst question, it turns out that they have organized most stages of the value in a way consistent 
with a product di�erentiation strategy. Question 1 and question 3 are linked, because the �rm doesn’t have obvious 
costly to imitate resources (e.g., patents on technologies) and has to rely on its unusual organizational practices as a 
basis of sustained competitive advantage.   Questions 2 and 3 are also linked.  It turns out you can actually estimate 
the customer’s willingness to pay for Husky’s products—the teaching note is very helpful here.  In principle, Husky 
could raise its prices, given the value it is creating for its customers.  But would this encourage more entry into 
Husky’s segment?  This depends on how imitable Husky’s strategy is.  There is already the threat of entry, so there is 
enough data in the case to get a sense of the risks from imitation that Husky is facing.  The simple answer is to raise 
price.  That is not so obvious to me.  The �nal question is great fun:  Sales will always want to cut prices because that 
is an easy way to get volume up and satisfy customers.  But, cutting prices for this �rm is a really bad idea, since it 
undercuts their entire strategy.

So, again, in one case, many of the key elements of the strategy course:  product di�erentiation strategy, sustain-
ability of competitive advantage, threats of entry, etc.  Besides all that, teaching students how to estimate the 
willingness of customers to pay is—by itself—important.

3. Disney’s Acquisition of Pixar.  I am still learning how to teach this case, but it seems to have almost in�nite poten-
tial.  The approach I am working on now starts by identifying why animation is so important for Disney.  This is easy 
to show—not only for box o�ce, but for its park operations, television, Broadway shows, and Disney stores.  
Then—a critical point—I observe that just because something is important, it does not follow that we have to 
vertically integrate into that thing.  I ask, “How many people here eat?  Everyone.  It follows then that all of you must 
own farms?  No?  If not farms, then all of you must own grocery stores?  But if is so important, why don’t we all 
vertically integrate into food production?”  

Interestingly, Eisner seems to have come to the conclusion that Disney did not need to be fully vertically integrated 
into animation.  His approach to animation was:  its expensive for us to do all of it, so let’s do some ourselves but we 
can always license or buy characters we don’t develop.  The best example of this was the Muppets—developed by 
someone else and then purchased by Disney.   This view is also manifest in the �rst contract between Disney and 
Pixar.  Clearly, Disney had considerable bargaining power in this �rst contract and exploited it, much to the detri-
ment of Pixar.

This �rst contract with Pixar can also be understood in real option terms—CG animation was an unknown technol-
ogy and Pixar had yet to demonstrate any capabilities at movie making.  So, there was signi�cant uncertainty, and 
an alliance with some sort of buy-out clause was a good idea.
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But, was Eisner right?  Here, its lots of fun to identify how the interests of Disney—as a diversi�ed family entertain-
ment company—and Pixar—as a movie producer—vary dramatically.  Just a few examples:  Pixar produces a movie 
(Up) whose main character is a grumpy old man, a character that is di�cult for Disney to leverage across its busi-
nesses.  Frankly, seeing that character walking around a Disney park would be scary.  Disney produces a low budget 
movie (the Princess and the Frog) because they need to have a black princess in their portfolio of princesses—an 
important revenue source in Disney parks (they have southern European, northern European, Asian, Native Ameri-
can, and lots of other princesses, but no black princesses) 

So, can Disney reduce these con�icts through an alliance with Pixar?  Not obvious.  It’s fun to recognize that, maybe 
Eisner and Jobs didn’t like each other.  But, at least part of their di�culties had to do with the con�icting interests of 
the companies they led.

So, the alliance is breaking down and Disney then faces a make or buy (or make and buy) decision:  Do they 
develop their own CG capability—they have failed in this e�ort previously.   Or, should they buy Pixar.  The problem 
with buying Pixar now is the price.

My own thinking on this case is that as soon as uncertainty reduced about the value of Pixar, that Disney should 
have bought them immediately.  This might have kept the price down.  The reason they didn’t is, I think, because 
Eisner was not convinced by vertical integration.  But, given the di�erences between these two types of �rms, an 
alliance seemed doomed.

A great vertical integration case:  TCE, Real Options, and Capabilities considerations all in operation.   

Jan Rivkin, Professor of Strategy, Harvard University

My favorite cases, together, cover what I consider the three distinctive jobs of the business strategist: sizing up the 
external environment in its entirety; aligning internal choices to attain an advantage at a point in time; and sustain-
ing advantage over time in the face of competitive dynamics.

1. Cola Wars Continue: Coke and Pepsi in 2010 (by David Yo�e and Renee Kim; HBS Case 711-462)

How have Coke and Pepsi made so much money for so long by selling brown sugar water that even loyal customers 
can’t distinguish?  The case allows students to see how the many facets of the external environment come together 
to form industry structure.  Pepsi’s e�ort to catch up with Coke from 1950 onward teaches deep lessons about an 
enduring question: how can a small player successfully tackle an entrenched, dominant incumbent �rm?
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2. Wal-Mart Stores in 2003 (Abridged) (by Pankaj Ghemawat, Stephen Bradley, and Ken Marks; abridged by Frank 
Cespedes; HBS Case 709-423)

Wal-Mart illustrates vividly how a company can thrive in a tough industry—with a distinctive value proposition, 
delivered via tightly aligned choices in every part of the company.  By working through the company’s often-
unconventional choices, students come to see how the whole of a strategy is more than the sum of individual 
choices.  The discussion also reveals the dark side of tight alignment: a �rm with closely connected choices is likely 
to struggle to change as its industry evolves. 

3. Dog�ght over Europe: Ryanair (A) (by Jan Rivkin, HBS Case 700-115)

Apologies for including one of my own cases!  In this case, a �edging airline copes with competitive dynamics that 
involve much bigger players.  The initial strategy appeals to many students because the market is large and the 
incumbents look fat and happy.  But as the case series unfolds, students come to see that Ryanair’s strategy is 
�awed and must be overhauled.  The company is pushed to the brink of bankruptcy but then recovers to become 
the most pro�table in its industry.  The before-and-after contrast provides a great “experiment”: the same company, 
in the same industry, facing the same rivals, with some of the same managers, but di�erent strategies and wildly 
di�erent outcomes.  What does the contrast teach us about strategy?

Bruce Kogut, Professor of Strategy, Columbia University

1. My favorite case is Apple (CaseWorks CBS) because it is a great story and we get to talk about network externali-
ties and to drive through the point that Apple failed at that concept in round one of the PC and perhaps never got 
it right in any subsequent product, when direct externalities were not the driver of success.  And then we always 
ended with the question, is (was) Steve Jobs a great strategist.  I still like this case (well, David Ross and I wrote it, for 
full information), but I no longer have the satisfaction of expressing a man-love for Steve Jobs after reading Walter 
Isaacson's biography.  Hard to get over �rst loves.

2. I recently taught Peter Tufano's case Christmas Eve Closing. It's about Ken and Sherry, a hard-working and aspira-
tional couple living in Lawrence Massachusetts, who really don't have the means to own the house they own.  She's 
making progress, going to school, getting better jobs, but they can't seem to pull it all together.  With rising prop-
erty values, they bought the story that re�nancing would save them.  But when you review the terms of the 
re�nancing, the size of the spread in their variable rate, and the incentive system of the mortgage originator, well, 
you kind of get the picture that there were witches in Kansas after all.  It's only too bad the case did not have a part 
B to follow the food chain of mortgages to the ultimate carnivores who manufactured defective securitized mort-
gage assets.  This last time, teaching the case with Stephan Meier who has done so much interesting work on 
consumer �nance and mortgages, I looked up the details of the mortgage originator. 
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The case uses real names of companies and it is likely the �nancial data are accurate; Ken and Sherry are disguised 
in the case but did take on this mortgage.  But in looking up the details, I was pleased to see that my cousin Pamela 
Kogut, then assistant Attorney General in Massachusetts, successfully prosecuted Ameriquest to the then second 
largest �ne in US legal history for violation of consumer �nancing law just a few years later.  It was a surprise, espe-
cially as I taught the case twice before!

3. The third case is Cablevision, another Columbia Caseworks case.  I taught this in the governance module in the 
MBA program at INSEAD and it is a subject that I �nd endlessly fascinating. (Did I mention that our book The Small 
Worlds of Governance, MIT Press, is equally fascinating? But surely you know this already.)  This is a great case about 
a family that has a cable property, but who had also owned the Knicks, earning the hatred of tens of thousands of 
fans and enough MBA students to make the discussion lively.  The case is �lled with lots of �nance and economics, 
which is fun and easy to teach, but behind it all are the ethical questions of fair play and doing right by each class of 
shareholders.  It was a nice reminder that governance is ultimately about fairness, even if along the way it can be 
about power, greed, and sometimes poor judgments about mixing work and pleasure.  It's just great stu�, very 
interesting. Some might conclude American corporate law works, others might say maybe but at what price.  Just a 
great discussion, with numbers, law, and drama, what else can you ask for.

4. You asked for three, and you got three above. But I would also like to mention a case I sponsored back at INSEAD 
on the privatization of prisons in Kenya.  I had started the social entrepreneurship program there, which was a big 
e�ort but it was really a great passion for me, and I was thinking a lot about governance. Prison privatization is such 
a fascinating topic, and we had also a �lm from an NGO Penal Reform International about prisons in Africa and how 
truly miserable they were and are.  So there we were confronted with the reality of inhuman incarceration or public 
contracting to private companies and it was easy in this context to see that privatization had a lot going for it.  But 
then a student from India spoke up, very eloquently. He simply asked, is it not the job of the state to exercise 
justice?  Crikey, yes, if a state does not exercise justice, then what else does a state do?  It was such a beautiful 
intervention.

5. Oh, yes, then there was also the comment on the case about Aids in South Africa by a smart and articulate 
student from Ghana who just cut to the point, saying you mean to tell me you are going to cost-bene�t analysis 
one of the worse epidemics in history and ask is action worth it.  So powerful, and it evoked a wonderful discussion 
afterwards.  In retrospect, makes me think about Michael Sandel's new book on What Markets Can't Buy?
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Laurence Capron: Professor of Strategy, INSEAD

My three favorite teaching cases I have been using in my MBA and Executive Education courses on “M&As, Alliances 
and Corporate Strategy” are cases I developed at INSEAD to respond to needs from my participants.

1. Cisco (INSEAD)-Ironport (Stanford). I have developed and used a case on Cisco-Ironport; the case retraces Cisco’s 
acquisition strategy in the 90s and post-millennium –with M&A becoming a core capability that needs to be 
balanced with organic growth over time. It then focuses on a speci�c deal, Ironport (acquired in 2007) and how 
Cisco should integrate Ironport (with integration option that di�ers from the early-stage start-up). The case 
provides a great opportunity to use the post-merger integration matrix developed by Haspeslagh and Jemison. The 
case can be nicely complemented by the Stanford Ironport case, which provides the perspective of the entrepre-
neurial seller, Ironport (IPO vs. acquisition decision, stakeholder management and private sellers’ preferences). 

As supplementary materials, you may consider using an article on Cisco’s Corporate Development, published in 
Strategy & Leadership (2013, Vol 41(2):27-30), which provides supplementary background on Cisco’s corporate 
development activities, along with a free electronic article from European Financial Review (Feb 21, 2014) on the 
need to choose carefully your way of growing, “Build, Borrow or Buy: Selecting successful paths to growing your 
company”.  

2. Lloyds-TSB (A) (B) (C)  (INSEAD). I have developed and used those cases to �ll a gap in my course on corporate 
strategy on business portfolio restructuring and expansion. It has been working well for my MBA and top senior 
executive audience. The (A) case explores the role of the corporate parent in managing the portfolio choices of the 
�rm: i.e. the de�nition of its scope, the source of parenting advantage and the role of M&As and divestitures in 
portfolio formation and restructuring. The (B) and (C) cases transition the perspective from that of Lloyds’s CEO to 
that of the Board of Directors. I discuss Lloyds’s strategy and resulting performance in the 2000-2008 period during 
which the two CEOs struggled in an impossible task to replicate Pitman’s success. I then present the key elements 
of the HBOS opportunity when it presented itself to Lloyds in the midst of the 2008 �nancial crisis and discuss the 
role of the Board in ful�lling its �duciary duty. I focus closely on what processes the board may have pursued in 
order to mitigate this risk and achieve the proper balance between growth and risk management. I conclude the 
discussion by showing what actually happened after the Board approved the HBOS acquisition, with a discussion of 
lessons learned for board members facing very big decisions such as HBOS.

As supplementary materials, I strongly recommend you show in class the 20 minute video featuring Sir Brian 
Pitman, who re�ects on his tenure at Lloyds and the strategy he pursued (Pitman lectured to INSEAD MBA students 
in 2000; at the time, he was still Chairman of the bank). The video gives a good sense of Pitman’s personality and 
the type of discipline and values he infused into the company, and how much “corporate advantage” can be 
embedded into the charisma of the CEO. To receive this video, please contact me at: laurence.capron@insead.edu. 
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I also recommend to use the interview on BBC of Sir Victor Blank, Chairman of Lloyds Banking Group, just after he 
stepped down from the board following the HBOS disastrous acquisition.  You can also consider the following book 
chapter on “Realigning your resource portfolio”, Chapter 6, Build, Borrow or Buy (HBR Press, 2012).  

3. Acquisition Wave in Fine Chemicals (A), (B), (C): (INSEAD):  This is a three-case series I have developed and used 
e�ectively in class to examine M&A issues within the merging �rms' broader industry and competitive context, 
outlining elements of bandwagon, herd behavior and competitive pressures associated with M&A process. The 
cases allow MBA and executive participants to analyze a series of deals in 2000 by comparing transaction multiples, 
average premiums paid, and acquirer stock performance compared with an earlier wave of deals that took place in 
1998. Movements in the stock price of the acquirers after the acquisition announcements indicate the likely value 
creation of each deal and allow us to estimate what a fair price would have been for the targets. The discussion will 
ultimately lead to the question of why the managers overpaid and the role that irrational herd behavior can play in 
M&A transactions. 

As supplementary reading material, you can use the following free article: “Warning against binge buying: When is 
M&A the right answer to your growth challenge”, European Financial Review, Dec 2012.

Connie Helfat, Professor of Strategy, Tuck School of Business

My three favorite cases are (all from
HBS): 1. Honda, Sharp Corporation, 2.Technology Strategy, and 3. Threadless.

Anne Marie Knott, Professor of Strategy, Washington University in St. Louis

While most of the other cases pertain to competitive strategy, I teach corporate strategy where the issues are 
when/where to enter and when/what to exit.  Accordingly, I like cases that force students to identify the key 
resources and understand their economics both within and across markets.

1. Cemex (HBS).  This is probably my favorite case.  Cemex is a global cement company.   This violates conven-
tional logic because a) cement is a commodity, b) there are no scale economies beyond a 1M ton plant (a small 
share of almost any of its markets), c) cement is very expensive to ship.  Yet Cemex is not alone, there are several 
other global players.   So the �rst question is “what do these �rms gain by being global?”.  One piece is risk pooling 
(the construction market is cyclical, but the cycles are uncorrelated across markets).  Beyond that however, Cemex 
has higher margins than its rivals.  The case forces students through the numbers to determine whether this is cost 
advantage or di�erentiation advantage.  Since it's a commodity, they want to conclude cost advantage, but when 
pressed they realize CEMEX enjoys a price premium.  
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The remaining puzzle is how can they charge a price premium for a commodity?  While they have some delivery 
time advantages from IT, the real answer comes from noticing CEMEX is in di�erent markets than its rivals and it has 
the dominant share in each of them.  Still share shouldn’t matter for a commodity---until you understand this is a 
hotelling game (because the shipping costs are so high), so by packing a market, CEMEX is going to be the lowest 
“delivered cost” provider to most of its customers.  Finally, the case allows students to identify which market to 
enter next, given the new understanding.

2. Esmark (HBS).  Students hate this case because it is so old, but it is the only divestiture case at HBS. However, 
being old allows me to tell the history of anti-trust waves—in the 60s the related diversi�cation strategies we 
advocate today were considered anti-trust violations, so �rms tended to be holding companies with no opportu-
nity to add value across businesses.  Esmark (the holding company that grew from Swift Meats) is a prime example 
of that.  In addition it's a great example of the economics of a former oligopolist saddled by old union agreements 
(like US auto, steel and legacy airlines).  At the time of the case, Esmark is trading for less than breakup value.  The 
case provides numbers to analyse why.  The chief culprit is Swift.  Because it is the core business, Esmark is using the 
pro�table businesses to subsidize it.  The case asks students what they should do with Swift.  They typically want to 
reinvest, but the numbers make it quite clear that even if Swift got union agreements comparable to those of later 
entrants, and completely modernized its plants, it would still have a cost disadvantage.  The case then allows 
students to estimate the proceeds from three forms of divestiture.

3. Waste Management.  This isn’t a case, it's a couple of chapters from the book, “The Making of a Blockbuster”, so 
unfortunately there aren’t numbers. The puzzle I use to motivate the case is how can a �rm add value in a roll-up 
when faced with the Roll’s Hubris hypothesis (that in a competitive bid for a target, it is likely the acquirer has 
overpaid).  (This is particularly di�cult for a commodity with no obvious scale economies).   I have students try to 
identify where in each of three buckets (choice of targets, the negotiation process, and ex post integration) they are 
able to overcome the hubris hypothesis.  The case discussion reveals three critical structural elements that support 
the strategy a) Huizenga picks targets that have land�lls (so he can create local monopolies, b) Huizenga credibly 
structures the negotiations as take-it-or leave it o�ers (I have designed a set of in-class games that illustrate the 
underlying game theory), c) there is a cool arbitrage that immediately boosts value 40% because Huizenga is 
acquiring private companies (with the illiquidity discount), then integrating them into a public company
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Madrid is the capital and largest city of Spain and the third 
largest city in the EU. Its in�uences in politics, education, 
entertainment, environment, media, fashion, science, 
culture, and the arts all contribute to its status as one of the 
world's major global cities and due to its economic output, 
high standard of living, and market size, Madrid is consid-
ered the major �nancial center of Southern Europe.

Madrid houses the headquarters of the World Tourism 
Organization, belonging to the United Nations Organiza-
tion, the SEGIB, the Organization of Ibero-American 
States, and the Public Interest Oversight Board.

While Madrid possesses a modern infrastructure, it has 
preserved the look and feel of many of its historic neighbor-
hoods and streets. Its landmarks include the Royal Palace of 
Madrid; the Royal Theatre with its restored 1850 Opera House; 
the Buen Retiro Park, founded in 1631; the 19th-century 
National Library building as well as many museums and 
cultural centers. 

For tourism information please visit esmadrid.com/en
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