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1. Introduction 

During the past several decades, competition faced by multinational corporations (MNCs)

has changed considerably. These firms are no longer competing on a market-by-market

basis but globally, and their competitors are often equally large, agile and financially

strong. In this new competitive environment the battle for above normal returns is 

increasingly often staged in the field of technological advances (Baumol, 2002). MNCs

must continuously renew themselves in terms of their products and production processes,

operating methods and ways of organising in order to stay ahead of competition.

Consequently, in MNCs research, development and engineering are becoming more 

central activities. Recent data on corporate spending seem to confirm this observation of

an overall altered strategic posture of MNCs.  According to the World Investment Report, 

research and development (R&D) expenditure in MNCs increased by an annual 4.4

percent between 1991 and 1996, and by 2.8 percent annually between 1996 and 2002 

(UNCTAD, 2005). This year’s annual innovation survey by Boston Consulting Group 

indicated that close to 72 percent out of 1070 executives in the worlds largest global 

corporations ranked innovation among the top three strategic imperatives and that about 

41 percent will increase corporate spending towards this end as compared with 2005

(McGregor, 2006).

At the same time, the structure of these activities is changing in MNCs. They are

becoming more dispersed, in the organisation as well as geographically. Close to home, 

the share of R&D in the Swedish private sector that is foreign-owned has increased from

41 percent in 2001 to 45 percent in 2003, which is a period without any major foreign 

overtakes of large firms (ITPS, 2003, p. 18). This indicates that foreign firms are 

increasingly investing in R&D activities in their Swedish subsidiaries. Conversely, the

share of R&D by the 20 largest Swedish MNCs that was performed abroad increased from

22 percent in 1995 to 43 percent in 2003 (UNCTAD, 2005, p. 123).  The pattern is

therefore similar in this direction as well: Swedish firms seem to be investing more and

more in R&D activities in their foreign subsidiaries (for the Swedish angle on this, see

also Håkanson, 1981, Håkanson & Nobel, 1993, Zander, 1998). Similar patterns can be

found in other countries, and compound statistics suggest that while the temporal pattern 
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of R&D internationalisation in MNCs varies across countries, an increasing share of these 

activities is clearly performed abroad (UNCTAD, 2005, p. 122).

The increasingly central role of peripheral resource development in MNCs has 

brought about a new set of managerial challenges. In particular, as knowledge has moved 

to the forefront as the most strategic resource to firms (e.g. Grant, 1996), the

organisational capability to integrate dispersed knowledge assets is seen as a primal 

determinant to competitive advantage (Zander & Sölvell, 2000). Recent research in this 

area has come to focus more specifically on knowledge transfer across subsidiary units

(Björkman, Barner-Rasmussen, & Li, 2004, Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000). Through 

transfer, better use can be made of partitioned and fragmented developments in the 

organisation (Buckley & Carter, 1999). Dispersed knowledge elements can be pulled

together to enhance innovative processes (Hansen & Løvås, 2004, Subramaniam & 

Venkatarman, 2001) and best practices, routines, technological innovations and 

administrative systems developed in response to local contingencies can be exploited at 

many different locations (Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1988, Szulanski, 1996). It has also been

suggested that MNCs are in a special position to handle these knowledge transfer

processes; some evidence identifies MNCs as a superior institutional form (as opposed to 

markets) regarding internal transfer of knowledge (Kogut & Zander, 1993).

1.1. Research questions 

Even if knowledge transfer has competitive implications, the ability of MNCs to handle

these processes varies considerably. That knowledge transfer is a particularly difficult

activity is not only appreciated within the academic community; in a recent survey by

Ernst & Young it was found that only 13 percent of 471 corporate executives indicated

that their organisation was apt at transferring knowledge (Ruggles, 1998). A great deal of

evidence has suggested that the challenges associated with this should not be taken lightly.

There are important difficulties in reaching knowledge transfer in MNCs, and it seldom

happens automatically (Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000).

To researchers as well as practitioners it is important to understand the sources of

variance in knowledge transfer in MNCs. This thesis puts emphasis on this particular issue 

by focusing on knowledge transfers among subunits in the MNC. More specifically, the

knowledge transfer problem is divided into two interrelated issues. 
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First, knowledge transfer between subunits opens up possibilities to utilise 

knowledge assets in new ways. These opportunities to exploit new knowledge should be 

pursued to the fullest extent, because they provide the potential to increase revenues from

investments in knowledge development. Therefore, it is essential to investigate what 

organisational factors stimulate subunits to transfer knowledge to other subunits. Hence,

the first research question of this thesis is: What organisational factors influence the

extent to which subunits engage in outbound knowledge transfer?

Moreover, even if transfer takes place, this does not inevitably imply that it is highly

successful. Rather, knowledge transfer can vary a great deal in its success. A more 

complete understanding of knowledge transfer therefore includes a conceptualisation of

transfer performance, as well as an examination of the determinants to variance in this

respect. Thus, the second research question of this thesis is: How can knowledge transfer

performance be conceptualised and determined? 
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2. Theoretical background 

Within traditional accounts of the MNC, firm advantages were thought to be derived from 

the conditions of the home country organisation (Vernon, 1966). These advantages, in the

form of technologies and managerial capabilities, were subsequently transferred to foreign

operations to be exploited. Because external markets for this type of assets are imperfect,

firms extended their ownership across national borders in an effort to fully appropriate

their value (Buckley & Casson, 1976, Calvet, 1981). The organisational model in this

early perspective can very much be compared with a ‘hub-and-spoke’ configuration, with

the MNC operating in a ‘centre-to-periphery’ fashion. Subsidiaries were often thought of 

as a rather homogeneous group of miniature replicas of the home country organisation

(White & Poynter, 1990) that mattered primarily as implementers of centrally established

policies and strategies on their local markets.

In contrast, more recent models have envisaged the MNC as a ’network’ of

differentiated subsidiary units geographically distributed across vast distances (Bartlett & 

Ghoshal, 1989, Hedlund, 1986, Nohria & Ghoshal, 1997). In this view activities and

responsibilities are unequally distributed across markets and subsidiary units. These units 

are linked together by complex operating interdependencies (O´Donnell, 2000), something

that places high demands on coordination (Mascarenhas, 1984) and communication

(Ghoshal, Korine, & Szulanski, 1994, Marschan, Welch, & Welch, 1996) in the 

organisation. Advantages are no longer derived solely from the home country

organisation, but from exploiting opportunities in learning, innovation and economies of 

scale (Bartlett & Ghoshal, 1989) and operating flexibilities (Kogut & Kulantilaka, 1994) 

provided by the network itself. Subsidiary units are central units of analysis, because they

are important providers of novel and important resources that can enhance the

competitiveness of the entire organisation (Andersson, Forsgren, & Holm, 2002, 

Birkinshaw & Hood, 1998).

The advent of these network-oriented models of the MNC can already be traced back

to Perlmutter’s (1969) view of the ‘geocentric’ firm. More recent contributions include

Hedlund’s (1986) ‘heterarchy’, Bartlett & Ghoshal’s (1989) ‘transnational organisation’

and Nohria & Ghoshal’s (1997) ‘differentiated network’. The precise content of these

models varies, but a few common points can nevertheless be derived from the literature.
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First, attention is specifically directed to the extensive heterogeneity that characterises the 

MNC organisation. No two units are the same, but activities, responsibilities and resources

are unequally distributed inside the firm. The properties of this distribution are partly a 

consequence of strategic decision making and rational planning (Ghoshal & Bartlett,

1990), but it is equally much an effect of the different evolutionary processes that unfold

at the subsidiary level by which capabilities and roles change incrementally (Birkinshaw

& Hood, 1998). According to an open-systems view of the MNC (Thompson, 1967), these 

traits are often heavily influenced by the environment surrounding the different

organisational units (Andersson, et al., 2002, Forsgren, Holm, & Johanson, 2005).

Second, fundamental to this view is its focus on the relationships and

interdependencies that tie together different subsidiary units (e.g. O´Donnell, 2000). The

previous more hierarchical view of the MNC had primarily concentrated on the

relationship between the subsidiary unit and the headquarter (HQ) (Hedlund, 1980, 

Schollhammer, 1971). This reflected the position that subsidiary units were merely tools

or resources to be managed at the discretion of the HQs organisation. Instead, the more

recent models note that the distribution of activities in the MNC organisation results in an

extensive need for co-ordination and communication directly between subsidiary units. 

For instance, the activities of assembly subunit A in Brazil might be contingent on input 

from a production facility B in Russia, which is in turn supplied with steel from a subunit 

C in Sweden.

Third, as several authors have recently noted, the link between ownership and

hierarchical power in MNCs is often not as strong as usually thought. The sheer

geographical distance between the HQs organisation and the subunits, coupled with

institutional and cultural differences, creates ambiguities and information asymmetries

which make control difficult. Moreover, the sympathies of subunits are not always

towards the HQs organisation. They can have considerable stakes in their local market,

where an increasing reliance on external counterparts in the sourcing of valuable resources 

reduces the incentives to comply with the HQs organisation (Forsgren, 1990, Pfeffer &

Salancik, 1978). Good examples include the case of German and British subsidiaries of

Ruberoid that broke the relationship with the HQ organisation, eventually gaining legal 

independence (see Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1990). Recently, these control issues have led to

calls for more attention to ‘soft’ control mechanisms in MNCs; when combined with a

desire for lower level initiatives and entrepreneurial action, traditional control mechanisms
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need to be complemented with attempts to create a sense of common vision and mission in

the organisation (Baliga & Jaeger, 1984, Nohria & Ghoshal, 1994, Ouchi, 1979).

2.1. Knowledge transfer in the MNC 

Knowledge transfer has a long tradition as a generic topic within MNC research. It

represents a central way in which firms expand their operations internationally by

reproducing methods of operations and practices into new markets. It is also what forced

firms to respond to market failures and expand their ownership across borders, as outlined

in early theories on the MNC (Calvet, 1981). Yet, if knowledge transfer was traditionally

relevant in theories explaining the existence of MNCs, nowadays it is chiefly referred to

as an important tool for creating competitive advantages in these organisations.

Following the general shift in focus from physical resources towards more intangible

resources such as knowledge as a basis for firm advantages (Eisenhardt & Santos, 2002, 

Grant, 1996, Prahalad & Hamel, 1990), the locus of analysis in the international 

management literature is now on the capability to integrate knowledge and capabilities in

the MNC network (e.g. Zander, 1999). Because of its structural characteristics, spanning

across multiple institutional environments, the MNC is favourably positioned to tap into

various ‘pockets of expertise’. Through knowledge transfer, such local knowledge can be 

made available to many different units in the organisation. In this way, new ideas and

solutions that otherwise would not have been thought of can emerge, and innovative

processes can be enhanced (Hansen & Løvås, 2004, Subramaniam & Venkatarman, 2001). 

New knowledge in the form of best practices, routines and technologies that are developed

by subsidiaries in various parts of the organisation can be transferred and subsequently 

exploited on several markets (Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1988, Szulanski, 1996). By transfer, the

firm can enjoy economies of knowledge.

Knowledge transfer occurs in different directions and at and between different levels

in the organisation. Reagans & McEvily (2003) examined how the social network affects 

knowledge transfer at the individual level.  Epple et al. (1991) studied knowledge transfer

between work shifts in a production facility and Darr et al. (1995) examined how 

knowledge is transferred between franchises in a services industry. Others have focused

on knowledge transfer centred around a specific activity such as product development

(Hansen, 2002, Hansen, 1999, Hansen & Løvås, 2004).
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A somewhat crude categorisation of research on intra-MNC knowledge transfer can

be made between those focusing on the relationship between subsidiary units and the HQs 

organisation (Bresman, Birkinshaw, & Nobel, 1999, Frost & Zhou, 2005, Kostova &

Roth, 2002, Lervik, 2005) and those focusing on the relationships directly between

subsidiary units (Andersson, et al., 2002, Björkman, et al., 2004, Gupta & Govindarajan,

2000, Gupta & Govindarajan, 1994, Lord & Ranft, 2000). The present thesis focuses on 

the latter, i.e. knowledge transfer between subsidiary units. Knowledge transfer is seen

here as taking place between a source unit and a recipient unit. To proceed, I will try to

provide a more elaborate picture of how these units are looked upon.

2.1.1. Subsidiaries or subunits? 

One common way of viewing subsidiary units is as national level organisations,

constituting the legal ’shell’ under which all MNC activities in a specific country are

undertaken (for instance see Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1990). Such national subsidiaries often

conceal a number of smaller value-adding entities, carrying out a wide variety of activities

and serving different purposes and roles within the organisation (see the closing remarks

in Birkinshaw & Morrison, 1995). Different types and levels of interdependency exist 

between these entities, both within a single subsidiary and across different subsidiaries.

Rather than being defined based on geography, these smaller entities may be defined

based on their function or role in the organisation, or by their specific capabilities. For the 

purposes of this introductory chapter, these smaller entities will be referred to as

‘subunits’. Sometimes this definition coincides with the notion of a national subsidiary,

but more often it does not. 

Analysing knowledge transfer from a subsidiary level perspective is problematic.

This analysis implicitly assumes that all subunits operating under the national level

‘umbrella’ are sharing similar characteristics and act as one single actor.  In practice,

transfer often occurs directly between two distinct subunits. The characteristics of these

subunits are likely to account for a great deal more variance in knowledge transfer than

the characteristics of the larger national level subsidiary. At the subsidiary level, the

important differences existing between subunits, which impinge on knowledge transfer,

are glossed over and become invisible to the framework.

Knowledge transfer between subsidiaries can be broken down instead into a number

of transfers occurring between different subunits (Figure 1). By disaggregating the ‘flow’
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of knowledge between subsidiaries (Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000)  into transfers taking

place between specific subunits, a better understanding of knowledge transfer can be

attained. This way of disaggregating knowledge flow can be taken even further and also

has other advantages, something that will be discussed under section 2.3.

Figure 1: Subsidiaries and subunits

= Transfer between specific
   subunits 

= Aggregated flow between
   subsidiaries 

= Subunit 

= National subsidiary 

Subsidiary BSubsidiary A

2.2. Organising the concept of ‘knowledge transfer’

Before looking at how different organisational factors influence knowledge transfer in the 

MNC, it is important to be clear about the view of transfer that is taken here. Below, two 

types of knowledge transfer are outlined. Based on these two types of transfer, two 

performance dimensions are delineated that can be used to examine knowledge transfer

performance in empirical studies.

The vast majority of studies on knowledge transfer in both domestic and

multinational organisations echo Philip Selznick in that there is a “…strong tendency…in

all social action…to divorce means and ends by overemphasizing one or the other” (1957,

p. 135). While interest in knowledge transfer in the past decade has led to a prolific array

of ‘means’ (i.e. explanatory frameworks and determinants, theoretical and empirical

advances concerning the ’ends’ (i.e. what is knowledge transfer and its relevant outcomes)

have been much less common. Put bluntly, we know much more about how to stimulate

sharing and transfer of knowledge in organisations than we know about what stimulates
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successful knowledge transfer. There is a difference between doing things right and doing

the right thing.

When studying knowledge transfer, it would be preferable if a specific framework

could be referred to within which certain assumptions and ‘rules of the game’ were known

to those knowledgeable in this field. However, such a framework does not yet exist. This

may be a result of it being an area of study where scholars of many different disciplines

meet and share a phenomenological interest. This pre-paradigmatic stage is likely to make

research progress suffer. The different ways of engaging the problem of knowledge

transfer (as diffusion, dissemination, sharing, transfer, flow, etc.) seems to be on a case by

case basis rather than conforming to an overall framework (in effect making the field look

like a patchwork). The upside, however, is that there is room for contribution.

2.2.1. Generic types of knowledge transfer 

It seems clear that knowledge transfers can be of different types. These types differ

fundamentally in their purpose as well as in the relevant outcome aspects to observe. Two 

generic types of knowledge transfer can be distinguished from the literature.

One generic type of knowledge transfer concerns knowledge ‘synthesis’ (Galunic & 

Rodan, 1998). This is a question of using the existing spectrum of competences in the firm 

to create new knowledge. The organisation is not primarily interested in any of the

knowledge elements being transferred, but rather in the outcome of their combination (the 

new knowledge). This include when different competences inside the firm can enhance

each other, in the development of new products, production processes, and in innovative

processes more generally (Subramaniam & Venkatarman, 2001, Tsai, 2001).

It also includes cases when the knowledge of one subunit underlies adaptations to the 

operations and activities undertaken by another subunit. This is the case when knowledge

about consumer tastes on a particular market is valuable input into designing product 

research (Buckley & Carter, 1999), or when a new product specification necessitates 

transfer of product knowledge from the production function to the sales force and

marketing staff. 

Another generic type is when new and valuable knowledge (such as an innovation) 

has been developed somewhere in the organisation that has the potential to enhance the

operations elsewhere in the organisation. In this case it is the transferred knowledge itself

that improves the operations of the recipient unit. The aim of transfer is not to generate
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new knowledge but to economise on what is already known. Thus, the value of transfer

derives from applying existing knowledge in a new context. This type of transfer is

therefore primarily a question of closing the gap between what is known and what is done 

in the organisation (Pfeffer & Sutton, 2000). Others have referred to this as a situation of 

‘additive complementarity’ between knowledge elements (Buckley & Carter, 1999) or as a 

process of inter-unit ‘equalisation’ (Forsgren, et al., 2005). Figure 2 depicts these two

generic types of transfer.

Figure 2: Generic types of knowledge transfer 

A A A B

 a) Equalization   b) Synthesis

B

C

These two generic types of transfer are of course very stylised. In real life knowledge

transfer often contains elements of both. For instance, even if the main goal of initiating a

transfer process is reaching an ‘equalisation’ effect, the process of transfer may still

stimulate novel insights that lead to the creation of new and important knowledge, not

least since implementation of new technology often requires adaptations to the technology

itself, as well as to the organisation (Leonard-Barton, 1988). The distinction is

nevertheless illuminating.

Generally speaking, knowledge transfer involves an object of transfer (some form,

sort or representation of knowledge). Any conceptualisation of knowledge transfer should

therefore concern itself with what this represents more precisely. Depending on how 

knowledge is conceived of, the relevant problems of knowledge transfer for researchers to

attach attention to vary. In the next section some meaning regarding how knowledge is

looked at in this thesis is provided.
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2.2.2. Knowledge

It has become common to distinguish between different types and dimensions of 

knowledge. Perhaps the most common distinction is that between tacit and explicit

knowledge (Polanyi, 1966). Tacit knowledge is non-verbalised, intuitive and un-

articulated (Hedlund, 1994). It rests in the mind of the individual and is difficult to

communicate to others. Explicit knowledge is codified into documents, manuals, reports, 

data sheets, etc. Because this type of knowledge rests in written form, symbols and 

statements, it is not tied to any individual and is hence easier to communicate.

Another distinction relates to the level at which knowledge resides in the 

organisation (Hedlund, 1994). Although knowledge can reside in individuals, it may also

exist at a collective level. Recent developments in the resource-based and knowledge-

based views have focused on capabilities as a form of collective, organisational

knowledge that underlies what firms can accomplish and do. These represent the

competence of individuals as well as the higher level organising principles of the 

organisation (Zander & Kogut, 1995). Capabilities are an important way in which 

organisations can ‘store’ knowledge relating to resource usage (Cyert & March, 1963,

Nelson & Winter, 1982).

Here, I take a rather pragmatic position towards defining knowledge. Because

knowledge is difficult to observe directly, it can be captured in empirical studies by

examining its various embodiments (in a broad sense). In this study knowledge is 

analysed by studying technological innovations. Knowledge and innovation are deeply 

interlaced concepts. Innovation reaches its competitive significance from its relation to

what is already known - some innovations destroy, disrupt and make existing competence

obsolete, whereas other innovations strengthen, refine and improve already established

competences (Abernathy & Clark, 1985). Thus, an innovation consists of technological

knowledge of how to do things better than the current state of the art (Teece, 1986). 

However, because innovation knowledge relates to what is already known and because 

different organisations, subunits and actors hold different prior knowledge, it is difficult to

objectively identify what is an innovation and to discern how ‘new’ the innovation

knowledge is. Innovation is seen here as consisting of technological knowledge that is 

judged as new and valuable to the relevant actor, which here refers to the source subunit.

By taking this approach, no particular attention is given to the inherent 

characteristics of knowledge. Rather, it is suggested that both explicit and tacit knowledge
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are often needed to accomplish something of value in an organisational setting and that

technological knowledge contains elements of both. This draws on Cantwell’s (1991)

argument that technology always consists of two components, namely codified and non-

codified components. The former component comprises blueprints, documentation and

information while the latter consists of the routines, organisational practices and skills that

are accrued from learning: one component cannot function without the other (Cantwell,

1991). Moreover, while the literature has distinguished between different functional types

of knowledge, the current focus is on technological knowledge. It is, however, likely that

transfer of technological knowledge is accompanied by transfer of complementary

knowledge from other areas (such as administrative knowledge, market and marketing

knowledge) needed to support implementation (Teece, 1977).

2.3. Unpacking the flow: knowledge transfer performance

Knowledge transfer often takes place to enhance the capabilities of the organisation

(DeCarolis & Deeds, 1999) by replicating superior performance found elsewhere inside 

the firm (Szulanski, Cappetta, & Jensen, 2004). Therefore, the most obvious way to

examine the outcome of knowledge transfer is to examine its impact on some relevant

aspect of organisational performance with the recipient unit. However, this approach is

fraught with difficulties. On the one hand, researching organisational performance per se

is notoriously tricky (March & Sutton, 1997). Traditional financial measures have been

questioned in favour of less stockholder-oriented and more forward-looking yardsticks

(Chakravarthy, 1986). Accounting data are also difficult to attain for individual subunits,

and perhaps do not even exist in the organisation (Andersson, Forsgren, & Pedersen, 

2001). On the other, even if a viable way of conceiving and measuring subunit 

performance could be discerned, establishing causality between knowledge transfer and 

organisational performance encounters additional problems. Various ‘noise’ and 

dissonance distorts the relation making it difficult to isolate the effects gained/lost by

transfer from those resulting from exogenous factors. It is difficult both to infer causality

and to assess the size of the impact.

Another way of approaching the issue is to examine the performance of knowledge 

transfer itself, i.e. ‘knowledge transfer performance’. By focusing on how well/poor the

transfer itself went in an atomised fashion, the focus of the study is kept on the issues that
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are more accessible. This also avoids the problem of inferring causality between transfer

and organisational performance.

Studying the performance of knowledge transfer requires attention to how the actual 

activity of transfer is conceived. Concurrently, the dominating approach in studies of

knowledge transfer in MNCs is to view this as an aggregated ‘flow’ between subsidiaries

(e.g. Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000, Haas & Hansen, 2005). In this case the relevant

variation can be found at the subsidiary level, i.e. different subsidiaries exhibit different

levels of in- and outbound knowledge flows. However, this approach is less viable when

attempting to single out the performance of knowledge transfer. Given the rather

intangible nature of a flow, the researcher is left with very little to which performance can

be attributed.

An alternative approach is to disaggregate knowledge flows into more distinct 

events. As already outlined, one way to do this is to view transfer as taking place between

distinct subunits rather than between subsidiaries on a national level (see section 2.1.1).

More important to the current problem, however, is that knowledge flow can also be 

disaggregated into its ‘quanta’, i.e. the individual transfer projects by which it is made up.

By carefully specifying the objects of transfer, individual transfer projects that take place 

between a source and recipient subunit can be singled out and studied. This lower 

analytical level allows the researcher to attribute a performance level to individual transfer

projects. Any systematic variation in the performance of these projects can then be 

investigated into and understood. This way of conceptualising transfer is in line with

Szulanski (1996), who emphasised that knowledge transfer in organisations is “…a 

distinct experience, and not a gradual process of dissemination…” (p. 28). Examples of

this approach can be found in Kostova & Roth (2002) who examined specific transfer 

projects of organisational practices (TQM) from the HQs to subsidiaries in a MNC. Lervik

(2005) followed a similar approach in a study of transfer of a HR practice (Performance

Management) in Norsk Hydro. In addition, Jensen & Szulanski (2004) examined the

transfer of best practices between subsidiaries in MNCs.

Thus far, two generic types of knowledge transfer that have different purposes to the 

organisation have been identified. Furthermore, knowledge transfer has been envisaged as

distinct and specific projects (rather than a flow) that can be attributed a performance

level. The next step is to identify some relevant dimensions along which the performance

of specific transfer projects can be evaluated. Although this thesis is primarily concerned

with equalising transfer, the synthesising type of transfer is also briefly discussed.
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2.3.1. Dimensions of knowledge transfer performance

In the case of equalising knowledge transfer projects relevant performance dimensions can 

be argued to relate to the recipient units’ usage and adoption of the transferred knowledge.

This dimension is relevant to study because engaging in knowledge transfer does not 

necessarily entail that this knowledge is put to use at the recipient unit (Kostova & Roth, 

2002).  Adoption, even inside firms, may be a consequence of other factors than ‘efficient-

choice’ (Abrahamson, 1991). As an example, for purposes of legitimating organisations

may adopt practices and technologies only ceremonially without actually changing their

behaviour. This was the case in the response of US public schools to federal regulation in

the late 1960s (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Moreover, using knowledge provided by others

entails a change in the current behaviour of the recipient unit, where such change may be 

resisted or face inertia. A typical and well-known example of this is the NIH (Not 

Invented Here) syndrome (Allen, 1977).

In the case of synthesising transfer a behavioural shift might be an unsuitable 

dimension for performance evaluation. Consider the case when synthesising knowledge

transfer leads to the creation of an innovation that is intrinsically efficient. As

organisations sometimes also reject intrinsically efficient innovation (Abrahamson, 1991),

the question is whether this transfer was successful (because the innovation was

intrinsically efficient) or unsuccessful (because the transfer process failed to induce a

change in the organisation). Given that the main focus of synthesising transfer is to 

produce new knowledge rather than employing ‘old’ knowledge in a new context, the 

resolution to this problem suggested here is the first alternative. Hence, generally

speaking, relevant performance dimensions to consider in the case of synthesising transfer

could be those relating to the properties of the new knowledge generated, such as its

novelty, efficiency or quality.

Regardless of the type of knowledge transfer, these activities entail certain costs.

Consequently, another dimension of knowledge transfer performance can be related to the 

cost of knowledge transfer projects. These costs can be substantial and important:  if costs

outweigh benefits, the rationale of the transfer is in doubt. Transfer costs, which can be 

direct or indirect, may accrue from different sources.

Direct costs are likely to be an important issue both for transfers of the equalising and

the synthesising type. Such costs include resource cost of the actual transfer projects
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(Teece, 1977) stemming from, for example, codification efforts (Hedlund, 1994, Zander & 

Kogut, 1995) and personnel usage (see for instance Porter, 1985).

The nature of indirect costs will vary between the equalising and the synthesising

types of transfer. In the case of equalising transfer possible negative externalities include

the opportunity costs of stifling development initiatives with recipient units. Drawing on 

the experiences and learning activities of others may effectively inhibit the recipient units

own learning capability (see for instance Levinthal & March, 1993). In a recent empirical

study Haas & Hansen (2005) examined bidding competitions in a management consulting

firm. They found that when the consultants involved had been drawing on the experiences

of others when outlining the offer, competitions were less frequently won. As each

bidding contest requires a unique and specific solution, the use of earlier developed

concepts can work against the probability of winning new bids.

In synthesising knowledge transfer indirect costs will be of a somewhat different

nature. This is because the actors engaging in such transfers will do so precisely because

they are specialists in different knowledge domains. The actors contribute to create

common novelty through, for instance, joint innovation, rather than one actor taking on 

the role of a sheer contributor that others may draw upon. For example, in product

development projects, transfer between specialist knowledge domains is necessary to

ensure that different parts and components are compatible and adapted to each other. This

requires the development of some degree of understanding across the specialised

knowledge domains. Compared with the case of equalising transfer, the need for

developing such cross-specialist understanding is greater in synthesising transfer because

of the greater difference in the knowledge domains between the involved actors. The 

efforts involved in developing such cross-specialist understanding relative to further

improving specialist knowledge (deepening ones own knowledge) are high (Postrel,

2002). These two learning activities thus tend to feed off one another. Hence, the

situations where it is economically efficient to develop and maintain both are perhaps

scarcer than usually thought (Ibid). 

Given the above, many different aspects of knowledge transfer performance are

important to consider. For the present purposes these are condensed into two distinct

performance dimensions. These are the effectiveness and the efficiency of knowledge

transfer projects. Effectiveness is usually used to refer to the extent to which an 

organisation or some other type of entity reaches its goals (Daft, 1992, Pfeffer & Salancik,

1978). The unit of analysis in this case is not the organisation but the transfer project.
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Based on which purpose the transfer is prescribed (synthesising/equalising), each project

will attain these primary purposes to a certain level and hence can be evaluated against

these purposes. The ‘cost-dimension’ of transfer performance could be referred to as the 

efficiency of knowledge transfer projects. Efficiency usually refers to the relative amount

of resources spent to produce one unit of output (Daft, 1992). In the current context the

transfer project could be regarded as the relevant cost bearing ‘unit of output’.

2.4. Knowledge transfer in this thesis 

Drawing from the arguments above, a more precise notion of knowledge transfer can be 

outlined. First, knowledge transfer is seen as taking place between subunits rather than 

national level subsidiaries. This is important since subunits, even if belonging to the same 

administrative and legal organisation, differ considerably in many ways. Taking

subsidiaries as the actors relevant to knowledge transfer would ignore the impact of these 

differences on knowledge transfer.

Second, knowledge transfer can be viewed as being of either synthesising or 

equalising type. These differ fundamentally in their primary purpose. One of the important 

advantages of this distinction is that knowledge transfer between subunits can be 

attributed a purpose. However, given that this categorisation is rather stylised, it is likely

that even transfer of an equalising type will contain some synthesising elements, and vice

versa. In the remainder of this thesis the main focus will be transfer whose primary

purpose is of an equalising nature.

Third, in this thesis knowledge transfer is conceived of as distinct projects rather than

as a continuous flow. By doing so, transfer becomes more tangible as a study object and

the attribution and studying of its different performance dimensions are facilitated.

Knowledge transfer performance can be viewed in two dimensions: the extent to which it 

fulfils its purpose and the direct and indirect costs that are incurred (effectiveness and 

efficiency of knowledge transfer projects, respectively). The extent to which a source unit

engages in knowledge transfer can be interpreted as the extent to which transfer projects

occur between this unit and other units. 

Fourth, this study examines the transfer of technological knowledge. Technological

knowledge is identified by innovations, which implies that a distinction between different

knowledge characteristics such that tacitness takes a background position in the study.

Technological knowledge always contains both tacit and explicit components.
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Based on this reasoning, the definition of equalising knowledge transfer as a 

purposeful effort with which a source subunit shares its technological knowledge with a

recipient subunit is suggested. Knowledge transfer is purposeful in that it aims towards 

altering behaviour with the recipient unit; it entails an effort in the sense that there is an

important cost dimension to be considered.
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3. Three challenges to knowledge transfer 

In search for drivers and determinants to knowledge transfer, previous literature has 

suggested a plethora of influencing factors and frameworks. A common way of doing this

is to focus on groups of organisational factors and mechanisms whose importance to

transfer is derived from an implicit understanding of the challenges relating to transfer.

For instance, Levin & Cross (2004) focused on structural characteristics, relational 

characteristics and knowledge characteristics, whereas Björkman et al. (2004) focused on 

the properties of the HQ-subunit relationship. Similarly, but more encompassing,

Szulanski (1996) distinguished between factors relating to the source unit, the recipient

unit, the transfer context and the characteristics of the knowledge to be transferred.

Below, a simple framework for understanding inter-unit knowledge transfer is 

developed. This framework explicitly points out three ‘challenges’ to transfer. If we are

willing to accept some simplifications, this framework can be used to identify

organisational mechanisms and factors relevant to direct attention in order to address the

challenges as outlined. These are the cognitive challenges posed by the way knowledge is

held in the organisation, as well as the challenges relating to actors’ (subunits) willingness

and ability to engage in knowledge transfer.

It is important to note that this framework is not meant to unveil new and unknown

areas of investigation per se. Rather, the aim is more modest; i.e. it involves developing a

framework that can be used to direct attention to such organisational mechanisms and 

factors that can have an influence on inter-unit knowledge transfer.

3.1. Cognitive challenges 

Cognitive challenges relate to the asymmetries of knowledge and information held by

actors in the organisation (Mahnke & Pedersen, 2004). Because important knowledge is 

developed in various subunits of the MNC, it is heterogeneously distributed and

‘scattered’ throughout the organisation. While it is from these characteristics of 

knowledge inside the organisation that potential value of knowledge transfer is derived, at

the same time it is these characteristics that induce difficulties to transfer.

The heterogeneity and dispersal of knowledge create difficulties in managing the

‘knowledge inventory’ of the organisation (Miller, 2002). Differences in business 
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environments, language and culture, along with geographical distance easily create

obstacles to understanding and evaluating knowledge held by others in the MNC. These

ambiguities over knowledge makes its evaluation wedded to a ‘fogginess’, and recent

research has for instance shown that HQs understanding of subunit knowledge often is 

remarkably poor (Denrell, Arvidsson, & Zander, 2004). Such a partial and spurious

understanding of the knowledge in the organisation is likely to lead to that knowledge

elements seldom are combined in an ‘optimal’ fashion by transfer. Transferred knowledge

can turn out to be unsuited to the particular context of the recipient subunit. It is, so to

speak, hard for the organisation to know what it knows, and this has consequences for 

knowledge transfer.

Knowledge transfer is also affected by the characteristics of knowledge itself. If 

knowledge is largely un-codified and non-verbalised (Hedlund, 1994, Polanyi, 1966), 

potential transfer situations are more difficult to identify and exploit. Knowledge may also

be embedded in and adapted to certain contexts (Birkinshaw, Nobel, & Ridderstråle, 2002,

Postrel, 2002, Simonin, 1999). These factors work to complicate both the detection of 

opportunities for knowledge transfer and the execution of knowledge transfer projects

themselves. The above argument points towards the fact that knowledge transfer is

affected not only by what the organisation knows but also how the organisation knows. 

The precursor to this is the learning processes in the organisation, i.e. how knowledge is 

developed and stored. In this sense processes of knowledge development and transfer are

highly interrelated (Forsgren, 1997, Foss & Pedersen, 2002, Schulz, 2001).

This suggests that research should devote attention to such factors that determine and

influence the properties of knowledge that create cognitive challenges. In this thesis, two

such factors are investigated. First, concerning knowledge development, the extent of

external interaction is examined. External interaction refers to interaction that takes place

between the source subunit and other external counterparts during a specific knowledge

development project. It is suggested that increased external interaction during knowledge

development may increase the degree of knowledge context specificity. Second, the

degree of technological dissimilarity between the source unit and the other units can cause 

transfer difficulties. This relates to the lack of a common base of technological knowledge

that may create problems in communication and reduce implicit understanding of the new 

knowledge (see Table 1 for the different mechanisms and factors that are empirically

treated in the papers of this thesis).
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3.2. Willingness

The second challenge concerns the willingness of subunits to share their knowledge.

Subunits are not strategic ‘game-pieces’, but can develop and pursue interests and agendas

which may or may not coincide with those of the HQs organisation (Forsgren, 1990,

Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1990). Since knowledge transfer is an activity that primarily benefits

others and not the source unit itself while the source unit bears much of the knowledge

transfer costs (Reagans & McEvily, 2003), it is not self-evident that this unit will pursue 

knowledge transfer activities. Some evidence points to factors such as motivation as

having less impact than usually thought (Szulanski, 1996). Despite this it seems safe to 

assume that transfer processes will be less prevalent and more cumbersome if the

willingness of the participating actors is lacking. A number of factors may impinge on

subunit willingness to engage in transfer activities. 

Generally speaking, subunits can hesitate to transfer and share knowledge with other

units because this can undermine their power and influence within the organisation.

Knowledge can be an important source of power that subunits can use to draw benefits

inside the organisation. Yet, some evidence suggests that subunits actually benefit from

sharing knowledge with other subunits (Forsgren & Pedersen, 2000, Mudambi & Navarra,

2004). Power and influence accrue to those that matter in the firm, rather than to those that

have the potential to matter.

The issue of willingness can also be linked to the structural context in which the

subsidiary operates. Competitive dimensions between subunits over, for instance, charters,

responsibilities and resources (Birkinshaw & Lingblad, 2005, Galunic & Eisenhardt,

1996, Tsai, 2002) can be connected to the type of relation between the activities of the

source and recipient subunit (Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000, Mudambi, 2002). Source and

recipient subunits performing similar activities are likely to be in a competitive relation

and hence be less wiling to share their knowledge than those in a collaborative relation. 

Tentative results indicate that knowledge transfer between units performing similar 

activities is more difficult than knowledge transfer between units performing dissimilar 

activities (Andersson, Mudambi, & Persson, 2006).

This observation points towards a rather intriguing issue: that willingness need not be 

a general feature of subunits, but can be different towards different counterparts. Trust, 

reciprocity and feelings of mutual obligation may develop over time in certain subunit 

relationships. Such values, which often are referred to as social capital, have been argued
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to facilitate resource exchange and access in organisations (Inkpen & Tsang, 2005, Moran,

2005, Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998)1. This type of general goodwill (see Adler & Kwon,

2002) towards specific others is related to the issue of willingness, but also extends into 

other domains of explanations.

The issue of transfer willingness can be conceived of as an agency problem. The

agency problem occurs because of goal incongruence between the HQ (the principal) and

the subunit (the agent) (Eisenhardt, 1989, Jensen & Meckling, 1976, O´Donnell, 2000,

Roth & O´Donnell, 1996). When the agent acts in accordance with his/her own interests

and is not maximising principal welfare, an agency problem is said to exist.

To avoid this problem and attempt to make the best use of knowledge existing in

subunits, control mechanisms and processes in the organisation can be adapted to the 

specific role of the subunit in internal knowledge processes (Gupta & Govindarajan, 

1991). The HQ can, by adapting and implementing various modes of control, try to

stimulate subunits to share their knowledge with other units. This includes both hard and

soft control mechanisms. ‘Hard’ control mechanisms, for instance, include direct

supervision by HQ, bureaucratic monitoring and monetary and non-monetary incentives

(O´Donnell, 2000). These more formal dimensions may have to be complemented with 

attention to soft mechanisms. One way of doing this would be to nurture a common set of 

values and norms in the organisation. From Parsons (1956), Nohria & Ghoshal (1994)

developed the concept of shared values among organisational actors as a viable control

method. Similarly, Ouchi (1979) proposed what he labelled clan control as a viable 

alternative to control mechanisms that are more formal. Facilitating the development of a

cognitive context of mutual values and goals may be what separates the ‘heterarchy’ from

the ‘anarchy’ (see also Baliga & Jaeger, 1984).

In this thesis only a few mechanisms relating to this issue are considered and

empirically investigated. Because the structure and mechanisms in the relationship

between HQ and the subunits can impinge on willingness, two such aspects are looked at

this thesis.  First, the HQs use of knowledge transfer as an evaluation criterion may

increase the subunits’ willingness towards transfer. Second, the degree of centralised

decision-making may influence willingness. High levels of centralisation may induce ill-

feelings on behalf of the subunits, making them less prone towards transfer; in addition, 

centralisation may help to further highlight and make visible existing transfer projects,

1 It has been suggested that social capital, in addition to the relational dimension, has both a structural
and a cognitive dimension (see Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).
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leading to increased attention to formal evaluation schemes towards this end. In terms of 

more soft control mechanisms subunit socialisation is likely to create a sense of common

mission and vision with the subunit by which it can identify with the larger MNC 

organisation and corporate-wide strategies and goals. Relating to the relationships directly

between subunits, two aspects are dealt with. First, the extent of collaborative experience

between the source and recipient unit is suggested to influence willingness because 

repeated interaction may induce the development of social capital in this relationship.

Second, the extent to which a source subunit provides other units with products, parts and

components is likely to influence willingness, as these units will have a joint interest in

enhancing each others performance. This will be referred to as the operational structure of

the subunit. However, both collaborative experience and the operational structure also

impinge on the abilities of subunits to transfer knowledge, as outlined in the next section.

3.3. Ability 

Attention to the willingness of actors to engage in knowledge transfer needs to be 

complemented with a consideration of their abilities to do so. The meaning of abilities in

the context of  knowledge management varies: some authors have focused on the 

structural abilities of organisations (Gold, Malhotra, & Segars, 2001) while others have 

suggested that abilities of both a processual and structural nature are relevant (Chini, 

2004).

There is extant research focusing on firm-level capabilities relating to efficient

creation and exploitation of knowledge in organisations (e.g. Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000,

Teece, Pisano, & Shuen, 1997). There is, however, much less explicit discussion

concerning capabilities with relation to knowledge processes at the subunit level. Since 

focal actors in knowledge transfer are subunits, it seems only natural to ask whether there

can be ‘knowledge transfer capabilities’ at this level. Understanding how subunits differ in

their capabilities is important and may help us to understand the sources to firm level 

capabilities (Ray, Barney, & Muhanna, 2004). 

Capability development is likely to be induced by either directed investment efforts

towards this end, or by more incremental learning processes in which organisational actors

learn from history by relating actions to outcomes and adapt their future behaviour to past

experiences (see Zollo & Winter, 2002). For instance, a specific mandate to drive 

knowledge processes, such as the ‘centres of excellence’ (CoE) role (Forsgren, Johanson,
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& Sharma, 2000, Frost, Birkinshaw, & Ensign, 2002) is likely to be supported by directed

efforts to develop capabilities to knowledge transfer. Relating to the ability of recipient

units, management may drive the build-up of absorptive capacity (Cohen & Levinthal,

1990, Lane & Lubatkin, 1998) by undertaking implementation of different combinations

of HRM practices (Minbaeva, Pedersen, Björkman, Fey, & Park, 2003).

Knowledge transfer capabilities can be conceptualised as transfer channels,

knowledge management infrastructure and knowledge process capabilities (Schlegelmilch

& Chini, 2003). Hence, it has both a structural and a processual side (Chini, 2004). 

Generally speaking, the inter-unit linkages and integrative mechanisms that tie subunits

together constitute an important structural dimension of knowledge transfer capabilities.

Hansen (1999), for example, suggested that ‘strong ties’ facilitate in particular the transfer 

of complex knowledge. Gupta & Govindarajan (2000) found that formal integrative

mechanisms between peer units facilitate the transfer of knowledge. In particular, the

richness of the inter-unit linkages affect their propensity to facilitate knowledge transfer

(Gupta & Govindarajan, 1991). These linkages may be formally created, but it is also 

likely that they evolve in the organisation as the formal structure is recognised as

inadequate to handle coordination requirements (Doz & Prahalad, 1993). 

Additional to the structural dimension, knowledge transfer contains significant 

dimensions of discretionary behaviour on behalf of subunits. Subunits are not trapped

inside their current structures, but may themselves within the confines of these influences

transfer by their behaviour. Therefore, the examination of capabilities to execute specific

transfer processes may be particularly valuable.

Following the literature on organisational capabilities, experience is likely to be an

important source of knowledge transfer capabilities (e.g. Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000, 

Helfat, 2000, Winter, 2003, e.g. Zollo & Winter, 2002). By drawing inference from past

activities, subunits learn how to organise and execute firm knowledge transfers, i.e. 

developing capabilities to knowledge transfer. Subunits that repeatedly use their existing

routines relating to knowledge transfer activities will, over time, refine and adjust these 

routines, keeping those that are feasible and changing inadequate ones.

In this thesis three aspects are investigated in relation to ability. First, as outlined

above, experience that accrues from previous engagement in knowledge transfer may lead 

to the development of transfer capabilities. Thus, two types of transfer experience (dyadic

transfer experience and general experience) are examined as important antecedents to the

development of transfer capabilities. Moreover, the usage of inter-unit mechanisms that 
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allows for more intense interaction, communication, and face-to-face meetings may

influence knowledge transfer. This is captured by examining the use of dense interaction

mechanisms during the transfer project itself, as well as by examining the use of different

inter-unit integrative mechanisms such as temporary and permanent team structures and

liaison mechanisms between the source subunit and other units in the organisation.

Finally, the operational structure will influence subunit transfer abilities as this is likely to

enhance level of communication and understanding between the source and recipient

units.

3.4. Outlining some consequences of the framework

As can be seen above, no perfect correspondence exists between the three outlined

challenges and the organisational mechanism and factors that are suggested to influence 

them. One such mechanism or factor may influence more than one of the outlined

challenges. This, however, is quite natural: there are often multiple effects, of both 

anticipated and unanticipated nature, when changing an organisational configuration or

specific features thereof.

Therefore, it becomes apparent that it is sometimes difficult to discern exactly why

and how a certain mechanism/factor of the organisation influences transfer. Depending on 

which challenge the researcher has in mind, the analysis of the same organisational feature

may lead to different conclusions. An example might illustrate this point more clearly.

It was suggested above that the relationship between a source and recipient unit

performing similar activities will be likely to contain a competitive dimension, and that

these units therefore will be less willing to share knowledge between each other. This

conclusion was reached by analysing the situation from the viewpoint of motivational

challenges. If the same issue is analysed from the viewpoint of abilities, the emerging

conclusion is different. Following Lane & Lubatkin (1998) organizations who have 

similar knowledge bases will learn from each other more easily, i.e., they have a higher

relative absorptive capacity. Source and recipient units performing similar activities are

likely to have similar underlying technological knowledge, and hence transfer knowledge

more easily between each other than units performing dissimilar activities. This

conclusion differs from the one reached when looking only at the motivational challenges.

Apparently, the same empirical phenomenon is prescribed a different relation to

knowledge transfer depending on the particular challenge under focus.
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It is also likely that the different challenges are interrelated. Thus, the greater the

cognitive challenges, the greater the value of transfer capabilities, etc. However, this will

not be explicitly considered here, even if some evidence provided in the papers of this

thesis support this contention. In the next section, a summary of the papers of this thesis is 

presented.
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4. Structure of the thesis 

As stated previously, the above outlined framework does not primarily carry the intention

to uncover new areas of investigation. The aim rather is to provide a framework of major

challenges that can guide researchers studying knowledge transfer. Therefore, the

framework does not claim to be exhaustive. Nor does it unequivocally integrate with the 

papers of this thesis. A certain paper may investigate a set of mechanisms and factors that

relate to different challenges; moreover, a specific organisational mechanism or factor 

may influence more than one of the challenges.

In Table 1 the papers of the thesis are presented, including the title, research

question, explanatory variables and dependent variables. As can be read from this table,

each paper is meant to address a certain research question or aspect of it. Paper I addresses

research question 1 (What organisational factors influence the extent to which subunits 

engage in outbound knowledge transfer?); papers II-IV address research question 2 (How

can knowledge transfer performance be conceptualised and determined?). The reason

why three papers are devoted to the second question is that current research on this aspect

of knowledge transfer is scarce. It also contains more encompassing theoretical and

conceptual challenges that need to be addressed.

In the following, each of the four papers is summarised. The summary is brief and 

provides only an overview of the content of each paper, with the specific issue addressed

and the main arguments outlined.

4.1. Paper I

In the past few years, knowledge has come to hold a central position as the most

strategically valuable resource for organisations (Grant, 1996). By establishing and

implementing suitable structures and processes to facilitate effective and efficient use of 

organisational knowledge, organisations may be able to manage their knowledge assets in

a superior manner and thereby create a competitive advantage. One of the central issues

relating to this task concerns the transfer of knowledge between subunits.
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Table 1: The four papers of the thesis and their specifics 

Paper Title of the paper Research question Explanatory variable Dependent variable 

Paper I The impact of operational structure, 
lateral integrative mechanisms and 
control mechanisms on intra-MNE 
knowledge transfer 

What influences the extent of 
subunit outbound knowledge 
transfer? 

Operational structure 
Team structures 
Liaison mechanisms 
Transfer incentives 
Socialisation

Extent of outbound knowledge 
transfer 

Paper II The complementary roles of relational 
social capital and hierarchical 
structure for knowledge transfer 

How can knowledge transfer 
performance be conceptualised and 
predicted? 

Collaborative experience 
Centralisation

Knowledge transfer 
effectiveness and efficiency 

Paper III Experience and performance in inter-
subsidiary knowledge transfer 

How can subunits develop 
capabilities to increase knowledge 
transfer performance? 

Dyadic transfer  experience 
General transfer experience 
Technological dissimilarity 

Knowledge transfer 
effectiveness 

Paper IV The development-transfer paradox: 
How subsidiary external interaction 
constrain MNC knowledge 
exploitation

How do the knowledge 
development process relate to 
knowledge transfer performance? 

External interaction 
Dense interaction mechanisms 
Transfer as evaluation criterion 
Collaborative experience 

Knowledge transfer 
effectiveness 
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The MNC is often described as a differentiated network (Nohria & Ghoshal, 1997) in

which knowledge and resources are dispersed and heterogeneous. Because of these 

characteristics, the transfer of knowledge is an important way in which different parts of

the organisation can be integrated. Thus, research has investigated a number of 

determinants relating to this question. Paper I develops a comprehensive framework

consisting of three major components: the operational or activity structure which 

surrounds the subunit, the control mechanisms employed by HQs to elicit behaviour from 

subunits that contribute to the MNC as a whole and lateral integrative mechanisms that are

established between subunits, irrespective of the involvement of higher hierarchical

authorities.

While the research presented in this paper is in many ways similar to other studies,

notably Gupta & Govindarajan (2000), it nonetheless brings novelty and contributes to the

discourse on the topic in two important ways. First, by including the operational structure

as an important explanatory variable, it recognises this as a vital determinant to the extent

to which it engages in knowledge transfer to other units. Most studies have abstracted

from this underlying structural context, as induced by the structure of activities in the 

MNC, inside which knowledge processes operate. Second, while the extent to which

subunits are laterally integrated have been argued an important determinant to inter-unit 

knowledge transfer processes, especially within the information-processing perspective

(Galbraith, 1973), the extent to which research has attempted to distinguish between the 

effectiveness of different types of integrative mechanism based on their impact on

knowledge transfer is negligible. In this paper, three such mechanisms are identified and 

their impact theoretically differentiated. Third, this paper contributes by considering these

three components in the same model, making it possible to draw tentative conclusions

about their relative strengths and interrelations.

Results indicate that the operational structure in terms of product flows from the

subsidiary to other subsidiaries in the MNC is positively related to knowledge transfer.

Moreover, evidence supports the claim that the prevalence of knowledge sharing

incentives as well as subsidiary socialisation is positively influencing knowledge transfer

from the subsidiary. In terms of lateral integrative mechanisms, both liaison mechanisms

and temporary team structures seem to drive the extent to which a focal subsidiary

engages in knowledge transfer, but contrary to expectations, the use of permanent team

structures negatively influences knowledge transfer.
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4.2. Paper II 

The current focus on knowledge transfer as an important way to enhance the

organisation’s use of its knowledge assets has led researchers to focus extensively on

identifying the organisational mechanisms that can be used to use to increase/decrease

transfer in the organisation. In this paper, it is argued that this has led to a situation where

research on the outcome of knowledge transfer is underdeveloped in the MNC literature.

There is a lack of conceptual frameworks that define and conceptualise around successful

transfer, and therefore, empirical studies that attempt to untangle the determinants to

transfer success is scarce.

We point out the weakness with current perspectives of knowledge transfer to guide

research on knowledge transfer success. We adopt a perspective of knowledge transfer as

specific and directed projects. Moreover, two relevant dimensions of transfer performance

are outlined: transfer efficiency, which refers to the resource cost of knowledge transfer, 

and transfer effectiveness, which refers to the extent to which the transferred knowledge is

implemented and used with the recipient unit.

An explanatory framework consisting of hierarchy and inter-unit social capital is

developed. It is suggested here that these organisational features impact different

performance dimensions differently. In other words, depending on which performance

dimension researchers attend to, different organisational mechanisms will be in play. Our 

model is estimated using OLS regression on data from 124 transfer projects. Results 

largely confirm the present notion of a differential impact in the two outcome dimensions. 

Hierarchy, as represented by the level of decision-making centralisation in the HQs-

subsidiary relationship, is found to be positively related to knowledge transfer efficiency.

Social capital, as represented by the collaborative experience between the source and the 

recipient unit, is found to be positively related to knowledge transfer effectiveness.

4.3. Paper III 

Research has suggested that the structural context of subunits is important because it

influences subunits´ willingness and ability to engage in knowledge transfer. This includes

aspects of the relationships between the HQs organisation and the subunits, such as HQs 

control mechanisms (Björkman, et al., 2004), as well as aspects of the  relationships 

directly between subunits (Tsai, 2002, Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998),  such as the extent of
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communication (Ghoshal, et al., 1994, Tushman & Scanlan, 1981) and use of lateral

integrative mechanisms (Galbraith, 1973, Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000).

In this paper we examine the issue of knowledge transfer from a so far un-employed

perspective. We examine how capabilities pertaining to the transfer of knowledge are

developed in source subunits, which allow them to perform better at this task. It is argued

that transfer capabilities form as a result of experience from earlier transfer projects. Two

types of transfer experience are examined. These include  the experience gained from 

transferring knowledge to one specific counterpart (i.e. dyadic transfer experience) and

the aggregated experience that is gained from transferring knowledge to many different

counterparts (i.e. general transfer experience) . This approach is in line with literature on

the formation of dynamic capabilities in organisations, in particular that important

capabilities to rearrange current knowledge assets may also form at subunit level (see for

instance Ray, et al., 2004).

The paper contributes to current research in several ways. It demonstrates that

capabilities to transfer knowledge are an important determinant to transfer performance.

Hence, it complements research that focuses on inherent knowledge characteristics and

structural features of subunits as prime determinants to transfer. It takes seriously on the

active role of the source unit as determining the set-up and organising of the transfer

project, for transfer performance.

An important finding is that the setting in which experience is gained is not without 

significance to the relevance of this experience to the formation of transfer capabilities.

Whereas experience gained in a dyadic setting is positively related to the development of 

transfer capabilities, and the marginal effect of this increases as the transfer increases in

difficulty, general transfer experience does not seem to aid in the development of transfer

capabilities. Furthermore, when exposed to difficulties in the transfer project, general 

experience may have an adverse effect on transfer performance. This observation directs

attention to a crucial issue by showing that increased engagement in knowledge transfer

may have unwelcome corollary effects that compromise the potential positive effect of

knowledge transfer.

4.4. Paper IV 

By engaging in peripheral knowledge creation, subsidiaries of MNCs can influence firm 

performance in primarily two ways. First, they can enhance their own performance by
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developing new knowledge to be employed in their own local operations, and second, they 

can engage in the transfer of this knowledge to other organisational units and thus upgrade

the competence of the entire firm (Andersson, Forsgren, & Holm, 2001). Recent research

has placed subsidiary knowledge development and how this contributes to the learning

processes of the larger organisation as two central strategic imperatives (Andersson, et al., 

2002, Bartlett & Ghoshal, 1989, Nohria & Ghoshal, 1997, Zander & Sölvell, 2000).

According to received wisdom, subsidiary knowledge development is positively

related to the learning process inside the larger organisation. The more valuable

knowledge and capabilities developed in a subsidiary, the greater the frequency with

which some of this knowledge will be relevant for others in the corporation (Schulz,

2001). Formal recognition as being particularly competent also presumably leads to more 

knowledge transfer (Forsgren, et al., 2000, Forsgren & Pedersen, 2000, Frost, et al., 2002, 

Holm & Pedersen, 2002).

In this paper, I argue that while subsidiary interaction with external counterparts

during knowledge development is positive to the creation of new ideas, insights and novel

solutions, there is also a ‘dark side’ to external interaction. Knowledge development in

close interaction with external counterparts may induce context specificity of knowledge

and thus make transfer more difficult. However, given the need for such external

interaction in knowledge development, it is imperative to find ways to overcome the

negative effects. Thus, three organisational features are examined that may remedy the

negative effects of knowledge specificity that are due to external interaction.

These arguments are formalised into four hypotheses. Empirical data from the

development and transfer of 106 innovations are analysed using OLS regressions. Results

support the main argument that external interaction during knowledge development causes

a negative effect on knowledge transfer performance. Moreover, previous collaborative 

experience between the source and recipient subunits is an important organisational

feature in overcoming the difficulties caused by external interaction.
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5. The empirical studies 

The purpose of this thesis is to examine the transfer of knowledge between subunits in

MNCs. This includes the following two questions: What determines the extent to which 

subunits engage in knowledge transfer? How can knowledge transfer performance be 

conceptualised and determined? As noted in the previous section, paper I focuses on the

first question while papers II-IV focus on the second question. In order to do this, paper I

draws upon one data set that was collected with the broader aim of examining integration

in MNCs; papers II-IV draw upon another data set that was collected in order to examine 

the processes of innovation development, transfer and commercialisation in MNCs. The 

next section briefly describes the two empirical projects underlying these data sets, as well

as provide basic descriptive statistics on the samples.

5.1. Study 1 - Integration in the MNC

This study was conducted by a group of six graduate students during the spring semester

of 2002, of which the present author was one. The study was continued in the following

semester (fall 2002) by another group of six graduate students working to expand the 

number of observations. The overall aim of the project was to understand the level and

type of integration in Swedish MNCs. Following the literature on subsidiary integration,

the study concentrated on integration in three dimensions: (1) knowledge, information and 

technology; (2) products, parts and components; and (3) financial flows/capital (e.g.

Gupta & Govindarajan, 1991). The empirical material relating to the knowledge

dimension is of primary concern in this thesis.

5.1.1. Sampling procedure and data collection process 

The data were collected in 2002. The process of collecting data began by contacting the 20

largest MNC listed on the Stockholm Stock Exchange (SSE) to determine whether they

would be willing to participate in the study. Each firm was contacted by telephone where 

the aim of the study was outlined. Of the 20 firms, 12 agreed to provide contact 

information to divisional managers. In the next step, divisional managers were contacted

by telephone to set up interviews. Six firms agreed to participate with 2 divisions and the
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other 6 agreed to participate with only one division. This resulted in a total of 18 divisions 

in 12 MNC firms. 

The interviews were conducted on a face-to-face basis with divisional managers.

Because the goal was to understand subunit integration, we needed to obtain sample

subunits from these divisions. Thus, each divisional manager was asked to identify the

five ‘most important’ subunits in the division. In one case, the manager identified only 4

subunits as ’most important’. This resulted in a total number of 89 subunits (observations).

The divisional managers were then asked to fill out a structured questionnaire

concerning the subunits they had identified. The first part of the questionnaire contained

questions about the background of each subsidiary and other general information (mode of 

establishment, age, size, type of activities, etc.). The second part of the questionnaire

consisted of specific questions about the subsidiary’s current operations, involving the use 

and sharing of knowledge, information, and technology; integration in production-related

activities that amount to inter-unit flows of products, parts and components; and internal 

financial transactions. The interviews ranged in duration from about 60 to 90 minutes. The 

respondent and interviewer went through the questionnaire together, where the interviewer

explained the questions to ensure that the respondent understood the questions fully before

answering them. The language used during the interviews was Swedish, i.e. the mother

tongue of all respondents. The questionnaire appears in Appendix A.

The reason managers at the divisional level were approached instead of using

respondents in the sample subsidiaries was mainly due to practical difficulties in gaining

access to lower level management. Because the project took place at the graduate level,

the time and resources to our disposal were very limited. Questions can be raised on how 

well-informed divisional personnel are about the actual conditions in specific subunits, in

particular due to perception gaps and difficulties in getting correct information

(Birkinshaw, Holm, Thilenius & Arvidsson, 2000, Denrell, Arvidsson & Zander, 2004). 

However, interest was in the relative rather than the absolute extent to which knowledge

was transferred from a focal subsidiary. With this aim in mind, the research design had the 

advantage of placing the interviewee in a position where comparisons between different

subunits could be made before answering our questions. Further, more senior informants 

often have greater knowledge about the organisation and its strategy (Gold, et al., 2001).

Usually, more than one respondent was involved in answering the questionnaire. This 

was partly because the questions posed reached across functional areas and partly to

reduce the amount of personal biases in the respondents’ answers. For instance, a financial
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controller might answer questions about inter-unit trade, but in order to obtain accurate

data concerning administrative measures to facilitate knowledge transfer, the chief 

knowledge officer (CKO) was consulted. To avoid social desirability bias, on no occasion

were two respondents simultaneously present in answering any of the questions.

5.1.2. Basic descriptive statistics of the integration data 

In total, this study encompassed 89 subunits in 18 divisions/business areas in 12 MNCs.

This is an average of 7.4 subunits per MNC, or 4.9 subunits per division/business area. 

The sample firms were industries of personal safety, drilling and mining, power, 

automotive, personal hygiene, pulp and paper and medical equipment.

Geographically, these subunits were spread across 27 countries. These included

Belgium, Brazil, Canada, China, Colombia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador, Estonia,

Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Malaysia, Mexico,

Philippines, Poland, Singapore, Spain, Sweden, the UK, the US and Vietnam (Figure 3).

The average number of employees per subunit was 700 (range 15-7100).

Figure 3: Geographic location of subunits of the integration study
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function. The other 25 subunits performed more than one activity, including R&D, 

marketing and service in addition to production and sales.

5.2. Study 2 - The TIME project 

The second empirical project is the TIME project (an abbreviation for Transfer of 

Innovations in Multinational Enterprises). This project was initiated in autumn 2000 and

involved a number of researchers from the Department of Business Studies at Uppsala

University2. The idea for the project sprung out of the dramatically increased interest in

different MNC knowledge processes the field had witnessed during the 1990s. The 

organisational capabilities to create and manage knowledge became generally considered

as the main source of competitive advantages.

With this in mind, a research design that centred on innovations in the MNC was

developed. By ‘tracking’ specific innovations during the processes of development,

transfer and commercialisation, a more encompassing understanding could be gained of

not only these processes in an atomistic fashion but also how they are interrelated. Thus, 

the main level analysis in the project concerned the innovation itself, even if it was also 

necessary to gather considerable amounts of data on the subunit and its operations during

the specific processes of development and transfer, as well as more general data.

5.2.1. Sampling procedure and data collection process 

Innovations are not a homogeneous collective. They are sometimes classified based on 

their degree of new knowledge embodied in this innovation, such as the distinction

between radical and incremental innovations (Dewar & Dutton, 1986). Because of their

potentially groundbreaking nature, most research has focused on radical innovations

(Ahuja & Lampert, 2001). By overthrowing current technological regimes, radical 

innovations constitute the basis for the emergence of new technological trajectories (Dosi, 

1982). Still, while incremental innovations will yield individual effects almost invisible 

per se (Lawless & Anderson, 1996) Hollander 1965), over time they can be of crucial 

importance by improving quality, efficiency and reduce cost in the transformation of firm

assets to sellable output (Banbury & Mitchell, 1995).

2 These are Professors Mats Forsgren, Ulf Holm, Ulf Andersson and Desireé Holm, Assistant 
Professors Benjamin Ståhl and Francesco Ciabuschi and Ph.D. Candidates Olivia Kang and Christina
Hallin. The project is funded by Handelsbankens Research Foundation.
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In our sample both radical and incremental innovations are found. Rather than

focusing on the competitive impact of an innovation, a working definition of innovations

was that they entail a certain degree of novelty. This, however, is only a meaningful 

statement if it is related to something or someone because what is novel to one person

may not be novel to someone else. The selection criterion for innovations was that they

were judged by the source unit as having a certain degree of novelty and value to the

organisation. As a result of the project’s aim to track specific innovations through the

processes of development, transfer and commercialisation, an additional selection

criterion was that the studied innovations had to have the potential to be transferred from

the source unit to other units in the MNC.

The data were collected using a standardised questionnaire. In constructing the

questionnaire a preliminary version was used in two pilot interviews, after which minor

changes were made to correct ambiguous questions and phrasings, as well as to exclude 

erroneous indicators.

Interviews concerning the specific innovation processes under study were conducted

with personnel at the source/developing subunit. The method of face-to-face interviewing

was used to administer the questionnaire to key personnel who had been involved in the

processes of development and transfer of the investigated innovations (typically the

subunit CEO, R&D managers and managers of the development/transfer projects). More 

than one interviewer was typically involved in the interview process. The interviews

ranged from 2-4 hours in length.

Before introducing the respondents to the standardised questionnaire, they were

invited to freely discuss and describe the innovation itself as well as the processes of

development and transfer. This approach often gave a valuable descriptive background 

against which the questions concerning the transfer process could be posed. Benefits of

using this approach include increased understanding of the respondents’ answers, the 

ability to discuss questions with the respondents, and consequently, a deeper knowledge

about the phenomenon in question. The questionnaire used in this study can be found in

Appendix B.
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5.2.2. Basic descriptive statistics of the TIME data 

At present, this project has collected data from 85 innovations3 developed by 63 subunits

in 23 MNCs (the project is still ongoing). This gives an average of 1.3 innovations per 

subunit and 3.7 innovations per MNC. Of these 85 innovations, 13 had not been subject to

any transfer attempt at the time of the interviews. Thus, the transfer of 72 innovations is 

examined in the present analysis. In total, 169 transfer projects have been studied based on 

these 72 innovations, i.e. an average of about 2.3 transfer projects per studied innovation.

Figure 4: Geographic origin of the innovations of the TIME Project

The MNCs are active in a wide variety of industries, including the automotive,

consumables, power, tooling, steel, telecom, chemicals, forestry and food industries.

The geographical location of the subunits is dispersed across 14 countries: Austria, 

Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Netherlands,

Sweden, Switzerland, The UK, Sweden, Taiwan, and the US (Figure 4). As such, they

represent a broad geographical scope.

The subunits varied in size from 8 to 6000 employees (mean = 589). The subunits

also varied considerably in terms of what activities and combinations they undertook.

3 For different reasons, the number of observations used in the four papers varies. Because data 
collection has been continuously ongoing throughout the process of writing this thesis, a different 
number of observations have been available. In addition, at the time of study, some innovations were 
not yet subject to any transfer attempts, leaving the number of available transfer observations lower
than the total number of observations.
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Thirty-two subunits were engaged in basic research, 58 in technical development, 35 in

production, 39 in marketing, 36 in sales, 44 in purchasing and 43 in service activities.

Only 10 subunits of the total number of 63 were engaged in the entire value-chain of

activities, from purchasing to service.

5.2.3. Additional descriptive statistics

Innovations are sometimes classified as being product or process innovations. Of the 

innovations in the present sample, 64 were judged as product innovations and 34 as 

production process innovations. As can be seen, there is a degree of overlap between these

categories and it was sometimes difficult to precisely classify an innovation as being a 

product innovation or a production process innovation. Of the 85 innovations, 64 were 

unequivocally assigned to either product or process categories (47 product, 17 process);

17 innovations were judged as being both product and process character and 4  as 

belonging to one or more of the marketing, core technology or administrative categories. 

Totally, 42 of the 85 innovations were patented, i.e. only about half the sample.

Interestingly, the bi-variate correlations between innovation patenting and the perceived

importance of the innovation are very low (importance to the subunit -0.01; importance to 

the division, 0.09; importance to the MNC, -0.08, all Pearson correlations)4. The reliance

of legal measures to protect new technologies seems in many cases to be either underused

or deemed as inadequate to the extent that it is disregarded by firms.

Even though the TIME project aimed to study multiple transfer projects of each

innovation, there were often many more projects than we could cover in our study.

Moreover, the innovations under investigation often had many more potential recipient

units in the organisation than to which any transfer actually had been attempted. During

the interviews, some basic data were obtained on the number of potential, attempted, and 

realised5 transfers of the studied innovations. Below, I attempt to use these data to paint a 

larger background of transfer activities in MNCs against which the empirical applications

of this thesis can be seen.

4 Questions concerning the importance of the innovations to the subunit, division/BA, and MNC were
posed to the respondents who could answer on a 7-point Likert type scale from 1 (not at all 
important) to 7 (very important).
5 Realised transfer can be understood here as those cases when the source and recipient units, after
evaluation of the potentials and consequences of the transfer project, decide to move ahead with
transfer; attempted but not realised transfers can be understood as those cases when the transfer
project, for various reasons, has been cancelled after being initiated. In the empirical applications of 
the TIME data in papers 2-4 only transfers that are considered realised are studied.
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Based on the 85 innovations studied, the respondents indicated that there were 1200

potential recipient units to these innovations that were located in the same division as the 

source/developing unit; an additional 870 potential recipient units were located in other

divisions than the source/developing unit. On average, this means that each innovation

had the potential to be transferred to 24 counterparts (compared with the average of 2.3

transfer projects per innovation that was fully covered in the TIME project)6. The number 

of transfers that were actually attempted at the time of the interviews was considerably

lower (only 965 of 2070 potential transfers, or 46.6 percent). These figures can also be

compared with the number of transfers that had actually been realised at the time of the

study. In total, 883 transfer projects were judged as realised by the respondent,

representing 91.5 percent of the attempted transfers and 42.6 percent of the potential 

transfers.

Based on these findings, it seems that the actual ‘penetration’ of the average

innovation in the organisation is relatively low. Only roughly half of the opportunities to

exploit and commercialise each innovation in other units than the one in which it was 

developed is actually pursued, and an additional number of transfer projects are cancelled

after being attempted. Moreover, given the close association between attempted and

realised transfer projects, it appears that once attempted, transfer projects are most often

realised.

It is likely that the spread between potential transfers and those that are attempted and

realised will hurt the organisation the most if these innovations are important to the firm.

In Figure 5, the relation between potential, attempted and realised transfers in the sample

is visualised in a bar chart. The first column represents the total sample as described

above. In the other six columns the sample is split into categories of high and low 

perceived importance of the innovation to the MNC, to the division/business area and to

the subunit7.

6 It should be pointed out that three innovations could be considered as ‘outliers’ in this respect since 
they had a very large number of potential recipients. These three had a potential to be transferred to 
400 counterparts. Accounting for these, the number of potential transfers per innovation can be 
adjusted downwards to 19.6.
7 The categories high importance and low importance are made by distinguishing between 
innovations scores 1-4 and 5-7, respectively, on a 7-point Likert type scale. The distribution of
innovations in these categories is about the same with the exception of when dividing the sample
based on the perceived importance of the innovation to the subunit. There were considerably fewer
innovations that were considered of low importance to the subsidiary as compared with the MNC or
division. This is perhaps not surprising given the sampling criteria used (see above).
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Let’s first look at the attempted-to-potential ratio as this is indicative of the extent to

which the organisation makes use of existing opportunities to exploit new technological

knowledge that is developed in its subunits. The first observation here is that this ratio

does not seem to vary depending on whether the innovation is perceived as being of high 

or low importance to the entire MNC (see columns 2 & 3 in Figure 5).

As we move down to the divisional level, however, innovations considered of high

importance to the division/business show a substantially higher ratio of attempted-to-

potential transfers. Conversely, innovations that are considered of low importance to the 

division have a markedly lower attempted-to-potential ratio. Further, considering the

distinction between high and low importance to the source subunit itself, innovations

perceived to be of high importance show a similar attempted-to-potential ratio as those

regarded to be of high importance to the division. Moreover, innovations that are 

classified as having low importance to the source subunit have an even lower attempted-

to-potential ratio than those thought of as having low importance to the division.

Figure 5: Potential attempted and realised transfers 
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Second, if we look at the realised-to-attempted ratio, it is obvious that this varies

only slightly across the different categories. It appears as when transfer is attempted, it is

most often seen through. Only a small but steady proportion of transfer projects are

cancelled after being attempted. No connection can be found between the perceived

importance of the innovation and the realised-to-attempted ratio. It would have been
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worthwhile to investigate this matter more thoroughly; however, except for some 

anecdotal stories, no systematic information was gathered that can shed light on this issue.

A couple of tentative conclusions concerning the knowledge transfer problem to 

MNCs can be drawn based on the descriptive statistics provided above. The first issue 

concerns the gap between potential and attempted transfers. When comparing these

categories, there seems to be plenty of room for improvement for MNCs. Only about half

of the possible venues for exploitation of new innovations are subject to any attempts 

towards this end. In many cases newly developed technology in subunits can be said to be

under-exploited inside the organisation. MNCs are perhaps not very efficient vehicles for 

the exploitation of knowledge as usually thought (see Kogut & Zander, 1993). The

configuration of MNCs seems to create many more opportunities for knowledge transfer

than what can actually be handled by the organisation. Moreover, there seems to be a

major ‘downside’, i.e. that the attempted-to-potential ratio drops in certain situations, but

the ‘upside’ seems to be of less magnitude. This implies that even when innovations are 

looked at as being of high importance, it is apparently difficult for the organisation to

respond in an effective manner: i.e. the attempted-to-potential ratio moves upwards only

to a limited extent. With relation to this, subunits seem to have a large say in which

innovations that are spread and which that are not. If the subunit considers the innovation

to be of less importance, very few attempts to spread it to others are made.

The other issue is related to the realised transfers. Given the close association

between the attempted and realised transfers, reducing this small gap is not likely a serious

problem and provides only limited potential for overall improvement to MNCs. Second,

while representing barely half of the potential transfers, 883 transfer projects were 

considered as realised by the respondents. This figure represents just above 10 realised

transfers per each innovation. This is a sizeable number of projects, which likely 

consumes a great deal of organisational resources. The organisation has ‘committed’ to

these transfers projects and it is therefore important to derive a maximum of value out of

them. They have the potential to bear important implications to the MNC, both 

organisationally and competitively. Hence, the second area in which improvements have 

the potential to impact the MNC in a significant way is by attending to the performance of

such realised transfer projects.
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6. Conclusions and contributions 

The studies presented in this thesis aim at increasing our understanding of knowledge

transfer between subunits in MNCs. A number of important results and conclusions

emerge from the studies that can be linked to several important issues. This includes both

the first research question posed (i.e. what organisational factors influence the extent to

which subunits transfer their knowledge to other units) and the second research question

(i.e. how can knowledge transfer performance be conceptualised and determined).

The first research question targets a crucial problem for MNCs. The extent to which

subunits share their technological knowledge with other units by engaging in knowledge

transfer determines the scope of exploitation of new developments in the organisation. In

general, there exist more opportunities to transfer in the organisation than what is subject

to any exploitative efforts. As the costs associated with development of new technological

knowledge are often substantial, increasing the extent of outbound knowledge transfer at 

the subunit level must be a central issue to MNCs. Transfer increases the geographical and

market base upon which new developments can be turned into revenues. Along these 

lines, a number of organisational mechanisms and factors have been suggested in

facilitating subunit outbound knowledge transfer and decreasing the internal stickiness of

knowledge (Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000, Szulanski, 1996).

In the first paper, three sets of organisational factors that influence subunit outbound

knowledge transfer are examined: the operational structure, inter-unit integrative

mechanisms and control mechanisms. Specifically, the findings in the first paper indicate

that the operational structure (represented by product flows) in which the subunit exists

acts as a determinant to knowledge transfer. Evidence is provided indicating that product 

flows from the subunit to other units facilitate outbound knowledge transfer from this 

focal subunit. Moreover, evidence is provided concerning the impact of inter-unit 

integrative mechanisms on knowledge transfer. This evidence suggests a somewhat 

ambiguous role of these mechanisms; in particular, temporary mechanisms seem to

facilitate transfer, whereas permanent integrative mechanisms seem to hamper transfer.

Moreover, subunit socialisation and the presence of transfer incentives are suggested

as drivers to transfer. Evidence suggests that both of these mechanisms are positively
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influencing knowledge transfer; however, the effect of transfer incentives is considerably

stronger.

The second research question focuses on the performance of knowledge transfer

projects. Fundamental to this research question is the argument that even if knowledge

transfer has taken place, its many difficulties can lead to variances in the actual

performance of these projects. Despite this, knowledge transfer performance is an

understudied area. It is likely that the lack of such studies is less a result of oversight than

it is of a lack of theoretical frameworks to guide such efforts. The dominating approach to

inter-unit knowledge transfer is to view it as a ‘flow’ between two units which, while 

valuable in its own right, is limited in its applicability to studies of knowledge transfer

performance.

An important contribution of this thesis then is the conceptual and theoretical

advances made in order to get out of this deadlock, i.e. by ‘unpacking the flow of

knowledge’. A crucial step in this direction is the conceptualisation of knowledge transfer

as individual projects, i.e. disaggregating knowledge flows into their quanta (see sections 

2.1.1 and 2.3 and paper II). In this way, it is possible to decouple the act of transfer, i.e.

the undertaking of a transfer project from its performance. In turn, this makes it possible 

to examine systematic variance in the performance of knowledge transfer projects that has 

taken place in the organisation.

Two dimensions of knowledge transfer performance are outlined, transfer efficiency

and transfer effectiveness (see section 2.3.2 and paper II). Depending on the type of

transfer in focus, the content of these performance dimensions will vary8. However, for 

the purpose of this thesis, effectiveness is seen as the extent to which knowledge is

adopted and used by the recipient unit while efficiency is seen as the resource usage of the 

transfer project. Even if these dimensions are somewhat rough in the edges and perhaps at 

best can be deemed a theoretical ‘embryo’, they are of a rather generic nature. This makes

them adaptable to studies involving different knowledge transfer types and projects and

suggests that they can be valuable in future studies as well. 

In paper II these two performance dimensions are further outlined and empirically

tested. The empirical application in this paper provides crucial evidence of the benefits of 

this conceptualisation. The efficiency/effectiveness distinction would bear little value if

these two dimensions were distinctly different merely at the theoretical or definitional

8 As pointed out earlier, this thesis focuses only on one type of transfer, i.e. the equalizing type.
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level. In such a case the distinction would be merely a construction made at the whim of 

the researcher. The determinants to transfer efficiency would influence effectiveness in the

same way.

However, the evidence presented in paper II clearly supports the case that these two 

dimensions respond differently to different organisational mechanisms. Social capital as

emerging from collaborative experience drives the effectiveness of transfer projects,

whereas formal structure in terms of centralisation in the HQ-subunit relationship

promotes efficiency of transfer projects. These mechanisms are complementary to

knowledge transfer and cannot be said to perform better or worse. 

The apparent consequences of this result is that too course-grained approaches to the

dependent side can lead to erroneous conclusions concerning the viability of various

organisational arrangements to transfer. To highlight this point with an example, it is

possible that the treatment of the dependent variable contributes to the lack of consensus

concerning the impact of centralisation on inter-unit knowledge transfer noted in several 

studies (see Ghoshal, et al., 1994, Tsai, 2002). Perhaps the distinction between efficiency

and effectiveness can shed additional light on this, as this is an organisational feature that

apparently works differently to influence these two performance dimensions, as evident in

paper II. It seems that the statement in section 2.2, that the lack of a framework

concerning what really is knowledge transfer and how we should view it hampers research

progress, may have a real bearing on the issue at hand.

In paper III it is suggested that source subunits, based on their experience in 

knowledge transfer, can develop capabilities that will impinge on transfer performance.

As the subunits engage in transfer, they will learn by associating certain project

requirements with ways to organise transfer projects. Through feedback on the 

performance of transfer projects, subunits will improve their planning, organising, and

execution of such projects. Certain set-ups will be associated with certain outcomes, given

the project requirements (for more on this matter, see paper III). Some similar research

(perhaps mostly pertaining to semantic similarities) has suggested that subunits may have

different transfer capabilities (Schlegelmilch & Chini, 2003) but this research is not 

empirically based and has not explicitly considered the origin of these capabilities.

The evidence provided in this paper suggests that transfer experience pertains to the 

development of such transfer capabilities in subunits. An important finding is that only 

experience gained in a specific source-recipient dyad translates into capabilities. Thus, the

value of experience as promoting the build-up of transfer capabilities is only possible to
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realise when it guides behaviour in the same setting as the one in which it was originally

gained. Furthermore, evidence is presented showing that the value of prior dyadic-specific

experience increases as transfer becomes more difficult. More specifically, the extent of 

technological dissimilarity between the source and recipient unit is suggested to increase 

the difficulties involved in transfer.

The lack of positive effects of general transfer experience indicates that it is difficult

to apply experiences from one setting in another setting. Hence, because the development

of transfer capabilities is dependent on the acquisition of experience from previous

collaboration in the source - recipient relationship, this will often be a rather slow and 

incremental process.

Finally, in paper IV the relation between knowledge transfer and knowledge 

development in subunits is examined. Because knowledge development must necessarily

underlie the subsequent transfer of knowledge, it is important to investigate more

precisely whether there are any consequences to transfer from the way knowledge is

developed. Even though the importance of both knowledge development and knowledge

transfer is usually appreciated in international management and strategy research, they are

usually treated in an atomised fashion by researchers. Moreover, the limited amount of

research that attempts to unveil the connection between these processes have largely

suggested a symbiotic relationship between knowledge development in general and

knowledge transfer (see Foss & Pedersen, 2002, Schulz, 2001). 

In this fourth paper focus is on one particular feature of subunit knowledge 

development, namely the degree of external interaction. It is suggested that external

interaction can cause context-specificity of the new knowledge, which in turn increases 

the difficulties involved in transfer. The present empirical investigation supports this 

argument. By examining the degree of external interaction in specific knowledge 

development projects, and then study the effectiveness of the subsequent transfer projects

involving this knowledge, a negative relation between external interaction and knowledge

transfer effectiveness is found.

On a broader level, this finding relates to the notion of the MNC as being able to

access  various knowledge assets through the networks of their subunits (Bartlett &

Ghoshal, 1989, Nohria & Ghoshal, 1997). It might be that locally developed knowledge

pertains in many instances to subsidiary-specific assets (Rugman & Verbeke, 2001) and is

difficult to exploit globally. There is a ‘dark side’ to subunit external interaction that needs

to be seriously accounted for by researchers as well as practitioners.
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To uncover the issues that emerge from external interaction and how the organisation

can work to overcome the resulting context specificity, three organisational mechanisms

are hypothesised to reduce the problems associated with this event. These include HQs

use of outbound knowledge transfer as a criterion when evaluating the subunit, the usage 

of dense interaction mechanisms during transfer and the extent of collaborative experience

between the source and recipient unit. The evidence presented here indicate that both the

use of transfer as an evaluation criterion and the extent of collaborative experience

moderate the negative effects of external interaction, but that the strongest finding relates

to collaborative experience.

6.1. Suggestions for future research 

Although this thesis contributes significantly to our understanding of knowledge transfer

processes in MNCs in many ways, a number of important topics have not been analysed

here or elsewhere. I would like to point out a few areas where I would like to see research

advances, and where I think that future efforts could increase our understanding. Let me 

start with the bigger picture and conclude with the more specific comments.

First, in this thesis I have taken tentative steps towards examining the performance of

knowledge transfer. This is a significant step forward as compared with much of the 

earlier work. The next step in this direction would be to empirically connect inter-unit

knowledge transfer to different dimensions of organisational performance, which could

include financial performance, market performance, and/or competitive advantage. This

can be done at the MNC level though it could also be done with less effort at the subunit 

level. The problems associated with this task will be difficult, both in terms of theoretical

advancement and in accessing relevant empirical material. Still, this area of investigation

promises a lot. As of now, the knowledge transfer–organisational performance link is 

largely assumed.

Second, the issue of the magnitude of the knowledge transfer problem to MNCs is 

poorly understood. Little is currently known about how often and how much MNCs

engage in transfer activities. This is very difficult to speculate about based on our

empirical material in that our sample is biased  (we focus explicitly on subunits engaged

in transfer, at least from time to time; otherwise, there would be nothing for us to study).

Is it possible that we are studying a task that, when it is performed, and successfully so,
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can have important consequences to firms, but at the same time, a task that really seldom

occurs? Is transfer a ‘peripheral’ or ‘central’ activity to firms?

I believe that the most fruitful way to address these two problems as outlined above 

is to conduct studies that map out different knowledge processes of firms in a more

encompassing way. Perhaps a first step in this direction is to engage in single-firm studies 

with the aim of studying all subunits with respect to how they engage in and benefit from

sharing and receiving knowledge. Such studies would allow for a much better holistic and

systemic understanding of the organisation and the role of knowledge transfer. Perhaps

researchers must sacrifice some of the possibilities to generalise their findings provided by

broad sampling and seek better precision through the use of narrower samples. 

Furthermore, is knowledge transfer something that is relevant to all firms? In a 

speech at the Academy of International Business, Stockholm 2004, Yves Doz argued for

the value of studying the abnormal, the outlier, or in his own words, “…the one that skins

the cat in a different way”. By studying the deviations from what is currently considered

the normal state of affairs, new insights can be obtained. The problem of the current

‘obsession’9 with knowledge transfer is that it risks diverting focus from other activities

that perhaps are more central, have a more direct bearing on firm performance, but are less

deviant. Without letting this boil down to a question of whether the purpose of business 

research is to understand organisations as they are, or to provide managerial guidelines, it 

is interesting to note the apparent disconnect between empirical foundations and academic

interest in this field.

To bring this discussion down to more specific suggestions on future research as 

based on the present findings, there are a few points worth mentioning. Despite my call

for more attention to the link between transfer and organisational performance, I naturally

believe in the value and future of studies pertaining to knowledge transfer performance of 

the type found in this thesis. Specifically, only two performance dimensions were outlined

here. More and even better defined performance dimensions should be outlined, theorised

and subjected to empirical testing. They should be more tightly anchored in a larger

theoretical framework in order to overcome today’s pre-paradigmatic stage of research on

knowledge transfer (see section 2.2). A potentially fruitful avenue would be to include the

‘strategic accuracy’ of transfer because this holds promise to connect the developments of 

this thesis with the issue of linking transfer to organisational performance. Strategic

9 Professor Mats Forsgren suggested in a keynote speech at the AIB-UK 2006 (Manchester) that there 
is an “obsession” of knowledge transfer in the International Management literature.
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accuracy as a performance dimension relates to how different knowledge assets are

combined in the organization. It would include understanding better the actual impact of 

knowledge transfer projects on the strengths of the organization. For instance, transfer

may be effective and efficient, but the decision to (as an example) implement a certain

product on a certain market did still not yield any additional sales. Given the ambiguities

involved in understanding knowledge assets in large and complex organizations, and the 

bounded rationality of organizational actors, maybe knowledge transfer occurs between

actors that know each other well, instead of between actors where the transfer has the 

highest potential to impact the organizational strengths. Tentative findings concerning this

issue have been provided by Hansen & Lovås (2004).

Moreover, only two types of transfer projects have been outlined here and only one

of these have been empirically investigated into. Research should attempt to outline and

theorise around more types of transfer, and try to understand if these transfer types vary in

how they are determined and influenced by organisational features. A first step towards

this end would be to examine the similarities and dissimilarities of equalising and

synthesising knowledge transfer.

Another area where advancements are needed concerns the role of agency and

governance in knowledge transfer. What are the alternatives available to managers aiming 

at affect knowledge transfer in MNCs? I am not the only one calling for attention to this

area of study. In a recent special issue of the Journal of International Business Studies, 

Foss & Pedersen (2004) argue that there exists a poor understanding of how organisational

mechanisms (in the sense of control and governance) influence knowledge transfer. Some

tentative steps have been taken in this thesis in terms of suggesting that increased

centralisation may include potential danger for evoking ceremonial adoption of the

transferred knowledge with recipient units.

Finally, transfer seems to be heavily influenced by the existing structures of

relationships between subunits, sprung out of how they are linked in the production

system (such as in the case of the operational structure) or how they collaborate over

knowledge-related issues such as transfer (such as in the case of collaborative experience).

The important point here is that these are inert features of the organisation.  Because these

relationships have a history and are likely to be ingrained in the organisation, they cannot

be flawlessly managed or easily changed by organisational design initiatives. These

valuable linkages are perhaps few and takes time to develop, and it is likely difficult to

leverage their beneficial characteristics into other newborn relationships. Research should 
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be devoted to understanding how, and what aspects of, inter-unit relationships affect 

transfer. Although some steps have already been taken (Szulanski, et al., 2004), further

efforts are required, particularly when it comes to how subunits are connected in terms of 

their activities and the consequences of this to knowledge transfer.
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Appendix A. Questionnaire Integration study 

Divisionsnivå

1. I hur många länder finns produktionsanläggningar som tillhör divisionen/affärsområdet?

.…….. st. länder. 

2. I hur många länder sker försäljning av produkter som kommer från

divisionens / affärsområdets produktionsanläggningar?

 .…….. st. länder. 

Välj ut de 5 viktigaste dotterbolagen inom divisionen.

(Bolagen bör, om möjligt, ligga i olika länder.)

1. ……………………………………………………….

2. ……………………………………………………….

3. ……………………………………………………….

4. ……………………………………………………….

5. ……………………………………………………….

Varför är dessa viktigast?

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………

Allmän karaktäristik av enheten

3. Enhetens namn ……………………………………….

4. Land   ……………………………………….

5. Hur många anställda finns i bolaget? ………st. anställda

6. Vad är bolagets huvudsakliga aktivitet?

O Produktion O Försäljning O Montering O Marknadsföring O Annat

7. Vilka är huvudsakliga kunder? (konsumenter/andra företag)

Enbart konsumenter Enbart företag
   1------------2------------3------------4------------5-------------6------------7

8. Hur stor del av producerade varor/tjänster exporteras?

Förekommer ej 0-20% 21-40% 41-60% 61-80% 81-100%

75

76



9. Till vilka länder? Namnge de fem största…………………………………………………..

………………………………………………………………………………………………….

10. Bedriver bolaget egen FoU? O  Ja O Nej

Produkter

11. Vilka produktområden eller typer av tjänster producerar/tillhandahåller bolaget?

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………….

12. Vilket produkt- eller tjänsteområde svarar för den största delen av omsättningen?

………………………………………………………………………………………………….

13. Uppskattningsvis hur stor del av omsättningen svarar det för?

0-20% 21-40% 41-60% 61-80% 81-100%

14. I hur stor utsträckning är verksamheten anpassad till specifika kunder/lokala behov/krav?

Låg anpassningsgrad Hög anpassningsgrad
         1------------2------------3------------4------------5-------------6------------7

15. Vad är bolagets nyckelresurser ur konkurrenssynpunkt? (ange de två viktigaste, numrera)

O tillgång till råmaterial O överlägsen kundkontakt

O billig arbetskraft O närheten till dynamiska miljöer

O skickliga ingenjörer O annat; ……………

Historia

16. Hur länge har bolaget funnits inom koncernen? ………..antal år. 

17. Är bolaget införlivat genom uppköp? O Ja O Nej 

18. Har det de senaste 5 åren skett någon väsentlig förändring av bolagets verksamhetsområde?

     O Ja  O Nej

Internförsäljning (Inköp och försäljning gäller råvaror, komponenter och färdiga varor, ej tjänster)
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19. Hur stor är bolagets försäljning?…………………………………..

20. Hur stor är bolagets försäljning till bolag inom divisionen/affärsområdet? (Ange i kronor eller procent)

……………………

21. Hur stor är bolagets försäljning till bolagen i hela koncernen? (Ange i kronor eller procent)

…………………..

22. Hur stor är bolagets inköp från bolag inom divisionen/affärsområdet? (Ange i kronor eller procent)

…………………….

23. Hur stor är bolagets inköp från bolag inom koncernen? (Ange i kronor eller procent) ……………….

Finansiering och betalningsströmmar

24. Lån i bolaget tas framförallt från/via: O Huvudkontor

       O Systerbolag

       O Externa aktörer

       O Financial Services

       Andra……………………….

25. Hur stor del av lån till bolaget kommer uppskattningsvis inifrån koncernen?

Förekommer ej 0-20% 21-40% 41-60% 61-80% 81-100%

26. Till vilken grad förekommer lån av systerbolag?

Inte alls    Mycket hög grad
   1------------2------------3------------4------------5-------------6------------7

27.a) Vart går de avgifter, såsom licensavgifter och royalties, som betalas till aktörer inom

koncernen?  (förekommer ej: )

b) I vilken utsträckning förekommer betalning av sådana avgifter?

Endast till andra Endast Centralt
    systerbolag
       1------------2------------3------------4------------5-------------6------------7

Inte alls Mycket hög utsträckning
   1------------2------------3------------4------------5-------------6------------7
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28. I vilken utsträckning förekommer betalning av managementavgifter?

Inte alls Mycket hög utsträckning
   1------------2------------3------------4------------5-------------6------------7

29. Hur stor del av bolagets inkomster kommer från internförsäljning?

Förekommer ej 0-20% 21-40% 41-60% 61-80% 81-100%

30. Hur ofta ges kredit vad gäller betalning av internköp mellan bolag?

Aldrig Alltid
     1------------2------------3------------4------------5-------------6------------7

31. Var/hur bestäms huvudsakligen priserna för de varor/tjänster som säljs till bolag inom

koncernen?

O I bolaget

O Genom förhandling mellan köpare och säljare

O Centralt

O Genom förhandling mellan bolaget och centralt

32.a) Hur ofta kvittas belopp mellan bolaget och andra enheter inom koncernen?

b) Sköts denna kvittning centralt, t ex via en s.k. ”treasury”- funktion?

  Aldrig  Alltid
1------------2-------------3------------4-------------5--------------6------------7

O Ja O Nej

33. Till hur stor del får bolaget använda sig av egna vinster för att finansiera verksamheten?

34. Hur stor andel av vinsten i bolaget under förra året gick till aktieutdelning?

  Aldrig Mycket hög grad
1------------2-------------3------------4-------------5--------------6------------7

Förekommer ej 0-20% 21-40% 41-60% 61-80% 81-100%

35. Hur finansieras den forskning och utveckling som kommer bolaget till godo?

………………………………………………………………………………………………………
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36. Sker det några andra betydande finansiella transaktioner mellan bolagen inom divisionen?

O    Ja O  Nej

37. Finns det någon ”Financial Services” - funktion inom koncernen? Och vilken är i så fall dess

huvudsakliga funktion?………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………….

……………………………………………………………………………………………………….

38. Om det finns en ”Financial Services” - funktion, till vilken grad används denna funktion av

enheten?

  Aldrig Mycket hög grad
1------------2-------------3------------4-------------5--------------6------------7

Kunskap

39. Kunskapen för utveckling av nya produkter och produktionsprocesser kan komma internt ifrån

exempelvis anställda eller en FoU enhet, eller externt (utanför koncernen) ifrån exempelvis

kunder, leverantörer och konsulter.

Försök att göra en grov uppskattning av den procentuella fördelningen i bolaget?

Internt……….% Externt………..%

40. Försök att göra en uppskattning av hur stor del av den ovan internt genererade kunskapen som

kommer ifrån en central FoU enhet inom koncernen, hur stor del som kommer ifrån en central

FoU enhet inom divisionen och hur stor del som kommer från bolagets egen FoU?

FoU i koncernen………..% FoU i divisionen……….%  Egen FoU………..%

41. I vilken utsträckning initieras nya produkter och produktionsprocesser av externa kunder

utanför koncernen?

…………….%

42. I vilken utsträckning initieras nya produkter och produktionsprocesser av interna kunder

inom koncernen?

…………….%

43. Interagerar bolaget med viktiga kunder, leverantörer, konsulter eller andra aktörer utanför

koncernen i samband med nya produkter och produktionsprocesser?
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44. I vilken utsträckning använder sig bolaget av existerande (inom divisionen) IS-

infrastruktur?

 Nej, aldrig  Ja, alltid
1------------2-------------3------------4-------------5--------------6------------7

a) Intranät (finns inte:   ) 

 Inte alls  I mycket hög grad
1------------2-------------3------------4-------------5--------------6------------7

b)  Affärssystem (såsom SAP R/3) (finns inte: )

 Inte alls  I mycket hög grad
1------------2-------------3------------4-------------5--------------6------------7

c) Product Information Management System (finns inte: )

 Inte alls  I mycket hög grad
1------------2-------------3------------4-------------5--------------6------------7

45. I vilken utsträckning utvecklar/använder bolaget egna system för ovan IS-funktioner

(alltså system som HQ inte sagt åt dem att använda för den specifika funktionen)?

 Inte alls  I mycket hög grad
1------------2-------------3------------4-------------5--------------6------------7

46. I vilken utsträckning finns det formella system eller rutiner för hur man hanterar nya produkter

eller produktionsprocesser? Dvs. skrivs det exempelvis rapporter, nyhetsbrev eller dylikt då

innovativ kunskap uppstått?

Inte alls Alltid
1------------2-------------3------------4-------------5--------------6------------7

47. Om bolaget förväntas skriva rapporter, nyhetsbrev eller dylikt för att delge andra bolag inom

divisionen, i vilken utsträckning görs det?

48. Utvärderas och belönas bolaget för dess förmåga att delge andra bolag inom divisionen ny

Inte alls Alltid
1------------2-------------3------------4-------------5--------------6------------7

kunskap gällande utveckling av produkter och produktionsprocesser?

Inte alls Alltid
1------------2-------------3------------4-------------5--------------6------------7
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49. I vilken utsträckning finns det aktörer i bolaget som verkar för kommunikation och utbyte av

produkt- och produktionsprocesskunskap med andra bolag inom divisionen?

 Det finns inga   Det finns väldigt många
1------------2-------------3------------4-------------5--------------6------------7

50. I vilken utsträckning deltar bolaget i;

a) Divisionsmöten? (Hur många sker per år?…….st.)

Inte alls Alltid
1------------2-------------3------------4-------------5--------------6------------7

b) Permanenta divisionsteam, rörande utveckling av produkter och produktionsprocesser?

Inte alls Alltid
1------------2-------------3------------4-------------5--------------6------------7

c) Projektgrupper inom divisionen, rörande utveckling av produkter och produktionsprocesser, vilka är

sammansatta för ett specifikt ändamål under en begränsad period?

Inte alls Alltid
1------------2-------------3------------4-------------5--------------6------------7

51. I vilken utsträckning används speciella utvecklingsprogram i syfte att öka de anställdas

kunskap för produkter och produktionsprocesser?

Inte alls Alltid
1------------2-------------3------------4-------------5--------------6------------7

52. I vilken utsträckning sker någon form av arbetsrotation från andra bolag inom divisionen till

bolaget och tvärtom?

Inte alls         I mycket hög utsträckning
1------------2-------------3------------4-------------5--------------6------------7

53a) Använder sig divisionen av generella

- Processer (för projektledning, Time To Market etc.) O Ja O Nej

- Rutiner för utvecklingen av produkt- och produktionsprocesskunskap?

81

82



         O Ja  O Nej

b) I vilken utsträckning använder sig bolaget av divisionens (HQ) rutiner/processer för

produkt och produktprocessutveckling - i sin egen produkt- och

produktprocessutveckling?

Inte alls         I mycket hög grad
1------------2-------------3------------4-------------5--------------6------------7

54a) Använder divisionen ett generellt Gemensamt Språk för produkt och

produktionsprocessutveckling (Definition: allmän metodik för närmandet till problem,

processer för hur arbetet runt något skall se ut. Generell begreppsflora. Exempel: eget

utvecklat system eller LOTS®) 

O Ja O Nej 

b) I vilken utsträckning använder sig bolaget av divisionens (HQ) ovan nämnda

metodik/begreppsflora?

55. Om en produkt- eller produktionsprocessutveckling har skett, i vilken utsträckning tar andra

Inte alls         I mycket hög utsträckning
1------------2-------------3------------4-------------5--------------6------------7

bolag inom divisionen del av den?

Inte alls Alltid
1------------2-------------3------------4-------------5--------------6------------7

56. Är bolaget en givare av kunskap till andra systerbolag inom divisionen eller är bolaget en tagare av

kunskap från andra inom divisionen? Försök uppskatta den ungefärliga procentfördelningen.

  Givare……….%  Tagare……….%

57. Vilken av definitionerna passar bäst in på bolaget:

a) Bolaget delger andra bolag i divisionen mycket kunskap men är inte beroende av andra bolags kunskap.

b) Bolaget delger andra bolag i divisionen mycket kunskap och är samtidigt beroende av kunskap från andra

bolag. Kommunikationen med andra bolag i divisionen är hög.

c) Bolaget delger inte mycket kunskap till andra bolag i divisionen men är beroende av andra bolags kunskap.
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d) Bolaget är självförsörjande, har ett lokalt ansvar och är inte så beroende av övriga bolag inom divisionen.

Kommunikationen med andra bolag i divisionen är låg.
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Appendix B. Questionnaire TIME - project 

Interview characteristics (give relevant information)
1. MNE Name:

2. Business area/division Name:

3. Investigated sub-unit Name:

4. Country of investigated unit

5. Address of investigated unit

6. Respondent(s) Name(s): Position(s):

7. Interviewer(s)

8. Interview date

Background Questions 

1. UNIT CHARACTERISTICS

1.1 Type of unit 
Mark one box

MNE HQ Division HQ Subsidiary Other, specify

1.2 Unit age
 Mark each box 

Mark –9 if do not know; N.A

Years on the market Years within MNE

1.3 Unit activities
Mark all relevant boxes

Basic
research

Technical
development

Producti-
on

Marketing Sales Purchasing Service

1.4 Employees
Mark each box (if not HQ in q.1.1)
Mark –9 if do not know; N.A. 

Unit (No) Business area/division (No) MNE (No) 

1.5 Sales (M Euro)
Mark each box (if not HQ in q.1.1)
Mark –9 if do not know; N.A 

Unit Business area/division MNE

1.6 R&D budget (M Euro) 
Mark each box 
Mark –9 if do not know;  N.A

Your unit Business area/division MNE

1.7 Operating profit (M Euro)
Mark each box 
Mark –9 if do not know; N.A 

Your unit Business area/division MNE

1.8 Unit’s share of business with other
 MNE divisional units

Mark each box 
Mark –9 if do not know; N.A

% of sales to other MNE units % of purchases from other MNE units

1.9 Unit’s internationalisation
Mark each box 
Mark –9 if do not know; N.A

% of employees overseas % of foreign sales (exports+ 
foreign sub units)

% of your R&D overseas
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1.10 Unit’s technical similarity with 
other MNE/division units’ (Mark
1=not at all, to 7=very similar)
Mark –9 if do not know; N.A

Product technology knowledge Production technology knowledge

Rate the importance of the following factors for division/business area HQ measurement of your unit’s performance:
(1 = not important at all; 7 = very important, -9=do not know/N.A)

1.11 Your financial results 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9
1.12 Your market share 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

1.13 Your growth 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

1.14 Your product innovations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

1.15 Your production innovations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

1.16 Your knowledge sharing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

To what extent do you consider your unit unique in relation to other MNE units concerning?
(1=not at all, 7=very much-9=do not know/N.A)
1.17 Core activities 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9
1.18 Market conditions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9
1.18 Business practices 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9
1.19 Corporate culture 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

Please, evaluate the following statements and questions:

1.20 You develop many more innovations
compared to other units in your
division/business area
Mark 1=totally disagree, 4=neither/nor,

 7=totally agree, or-9 for each box

Core
technology
innovations

Product
innovations

Production
process

innovations

Marketing
innovations

Administra-
tive

innovations

1.21 You develop many more innovations
compared to other MNE units (external to your

division/business area)
Mark 1=totally disagree, 4=neither/nor,
7=totally agree, or –9 for each box

Core
technology
innovations

Product
innovations

Production
process

innovations

Marketing
innovations

Administra-
tive

innovations

1.22 To what extent have innovations released by
your organization during the past five years
been transferred to other units within the your

division/ business area
Mark 1=not at all, to 7=very much, or –9 for
each box 

Core
technology
innovations

Product
innovations

Production
process

innovations

Marketing
innovations

Administra-
tive

innovations

1.23 To what extent have innovations released by
your organization during the past five years
been transferred to other units within the MNC

external to your division/business area
Mark 1=not at all, to 7=very much, or -9 for
each box

Core
technology
innovations

Product
innovations

Production
process

innovations

Marketing
innovations

Administra-
tive

innovations

What is the relative influence of your unit compared with division/business area HQ considering the following decisions?:
(Mark each alternative where 1=HQ decides alone, 4=equal influence, 7=unit decides alone, -9=do not know/N.A.)

1.24 Choosing suppliers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9
1.25 Deciding on investments in production capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9
1.26 Deciding on investments in R&D 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9
1.27 Deciding on investments in acquisitions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9
1.28 Introduce new products domestically 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9
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1.29 Introduce new products internationally 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9
1.30 Appointing senior managers in your unit 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

Evaluate the following statements:

(1=strongly disagree, 4=neither/nor, 7=strongly agree)

1.31 You regularly compare yourselves with other business area/division units 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

1.32 You regularly compare yourselves with competitors 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

1.1 Formal communication channels make you aware of your performance relative to
 other units 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

1.34 Informal communication channels make you aware of your performance relative to
other units

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

1.35 Financial bonuses are given to individuals for sharing knowledge with coworkers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9
1.36 Individuals with the reputation for sharing knowledge with others are favored for 
promotion

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

1.37 Employees are fully aware of all the bonuses that may be received for knowledge 
sharing

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

1.38 Do you use any IT-based business
systems within your unit, such as 
KM-, CRM-, SCM-, ERP)?

 (Tick one box)

State the name of the system:

Yes, a
standard system

(eg. Oracle,
Movex, JD 

Edwards, SAP) 

Yes, a
customized

system built in-
house

Yes, a
customized
system from 

external
contractor

Yes,
other (please,

specify)

No
-9

1.39  (If YES in 1.38)
Is the IT business system shared by the
whole business area and MNE? (Tick
one box)

Yes Partly No
-9

2. INNOVATIONS TO INVESTIGATE

In this section, please choose some innovations developed and released by your unit between 1990 and 2001, and answer
the questions for each of them.

Innovation 1 (Name): Brief description:

Type of innovation (Tick relevant boxes) Core
Technology

Product Production
process

Marketing Administrative -9

Is the innovation patented to any extent? Yes No

When was the development of the innovation
initiated and released?

Year of initiation Year of release

Innovation 2 (Name): Brief description:
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Type of innovation (Tick relevant boxes) Core
Technology

Product Production
process

Marketing Administrative -9

Is the innovation patented to any extent? Yes No

When was the development of the innovation
initiated and released?

Year of initiation Year of release

Innovation 3 (Name): Brief description:

Type of innovation (Tick relevant boxes) Core
Technology

Product Production
process

Marketing Administrative -9

Is the innovation patented to any extent? Yes No

When was the development of the innovation
initiated and released?

Year of initiation Year of release

Appendix 1: Innovations to investigate

3. INNOVATION CHARACTERISTICS

3.1 Importance of the innovation to your unit?
(Mark 1=very low, 7=very high, or -9)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

3.2 Importance of innovation to the division/
business area as a whole? (Mark 1-7,or  -9)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

3.3 Importance of innovation to the MNE as a
 whole? (Mark 1-7,or  -9)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

3.4 Which is the expected lifetime of the
innovation without significant modifications?
(Tick one box)

Betwee
n 1-6 

months

Betwee
n 6-12 
months

Betwee
n 1-2 
years

Betwee
n 2-3 
years

Betwee
n 3-5 
years

Betwee
n 5-8 
years

8 years
or more

-9

3.5 How is the innovation characterized in terms of 
low /high tech? (Mark 1=very low, 7=Very high)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

Evaluate the new core characteristics of the innovation?
(1=not at all, 7=very much, -9=do not know/N.A.)

3.6 New materials employed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

3.7 New shape and design 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

3.8 New components 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

3.9 New functions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

Evaluate the following statements:
(1=strongly disagree, 4=neither/nor, 7=strongly agree, -9=do not know/N.A)

3.10 The innovation comprises a high number of interacting sub-systems and 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9
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components
3.11 The innovation can satisfy a large number of functions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

3.12 The innovation comprises technology that is new to your unit 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

3.13 The innovation is highly tailor-made for one specific user 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

3.14 The innovation needs modification for every specific user 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

3.15 The innovation was specifically developed for your own usage. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

3.16 The innovation comprises a high variety of knowledge bases (e.g.
chemistry, physics, engineering)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

3.17 The innovation comprises a high variety of functional knowledge bases
(e.g. logistics, Marketing, R&D)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

3.18 The innovation technology/process know-how is easily codifiable (in
blueprints, instructions, formulas, etc.) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

3.19 Extensive documentation describing critical parts of the innovation exists 
in your organization

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

3.20 The innovation technology/process know-how is more explicit (i.e. easily
transferable) than tacit.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

3.21 To develop the innovation technology/process know-how, you had to 
invest significantly in specialised equipment and facilities.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

3.22 To develop the innovation technology/process know-how, you had to 
invest significantly in skilled human resources.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

4. THE ROLE OF YOUR UNIT

4.1 To what extent has representatives from your unit’s different departments been engaged in the development of
the innovation? (Mark 1= not at all to 7=very much for each alternative, -9=do not know N.A.)

General
management

Basic Research Development Production Marketing & 
Sales

Purchasing Service

Please evaluate the following statements:

(1=strongly disagree, 4=neither/nor, 7=strongly agree, -9=do not know/N.A.)

4.2 Developing the innovation has almost exclusively been dependent on your
own unit’s pre-existing internal competence 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

4.3 Developing the innovation has been highly dependent on your unit’s
relationships with other units within your division/business area 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

4.4 Developing the innovation has been highly dependent on your units
relationship with the division/business area HQs

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

4.5 Developing the innovation has been highly dependent on your unit’s
relationships with other MNE units, external to your business area/division

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

4.6 Developing the innovation has been highly dependent on your unit’s
relationship with the MNE HQs

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

4.7 Developing the innovation has been highly dependent on your unit’s
relationships with organizations external to the MNE 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

5. THE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
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5.1 Who took the initiative for the innovation process?
 (Mark: 1=not at all, to 7=very much, –9 = do not 
 know/N.A, for each alternative)

Your
own
unit

Div./bus.
Area HQ 

Other
units in
division

MNE
HQ

Other units 
in the MNE

Organizations
external to MNE

5.2 Which organisation has formally been responsible
for the innovation development?

 (Tick relevant boxes)

Your
own
unit

The
division

HQ

Other
sister

units in
division

/BA

Units
in

other
divisio

ns/
BA

The MNE 
HQ

Organizations
external to MNE

5.3 Who has financed the innovation process?
(Mark 1-7 or –9 = do not know/N.A, for each

 alternative)

Your
own
unit

Div./bus.
Area HQ 

Other
units in
division

MNE
HQ

Other units 
in the MNE

Organizations
external to MNE

5.4 What were the development costs of the
innovation?

(Mark M Euro, between year of initiation and
release)

Evaluate how the innovation has affected your own unit’s:
(-3=strong negative effect, 0=no effect, 3=strong positive effect, -9=do not know/N.A.)

5.5 ..Efficiency in the production process -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 -9
5.6 ..Product quality -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 -9
5.7 ..Influence on the activities of other MNE units -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 -9
5.8 ..Advantage within the MNE -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 -9
5.9 ..Influence on decisions about investments in your production capability -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 -9
5.10 ..Influence on decisions about investments in your R&D -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 -9
5.11 ..Competitive advantage on the market -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 -9
5.12 ..Business volume in your home country market -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 -9
5.13 ..Business volume in your foreign markets -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 -9
5.14 ..Entry into new foreign markets -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 -9
5.15 ..Creation of new business units in foreign countries -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 -9
5.16 ..Sales to other MNE units -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 -9
5.17 ..Cost per unit in the production process -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 -9
5.18 ..Cost of development of new products -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 -9
5.19 ..Cost in logistics toward the market -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 -9
5.20 ..Co-ordination within the MNE -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 -9
5.21 ..Operating profit -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 -9

If your unit uses an IT based system (Yes in Q. 1.38), rate the level of usage during the development of the innovation, 
regarding the following:
(1=not at all; 7=very high, -9=do not know/N.A.)

5.22 Product data (e.g. specifications, blueprints) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

5.23 Market data (e.g. segmentation, customer data) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

5.24 Financial data (e.g. budget, invoices) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

5.25 Logistics data (e.g. shipping, just-in-time) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

5.26 Contract data (e.g. supplier contracts, financing contracts) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

5.27 Human resource data (e.g. competence, assignments) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

5.28 Project management (e.g. deadlines, targets, virtual teams) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9

5.29 Personnel training/education (e.g. simulations, cases, teaching) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -9
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5.30 Regarding the development of the innovation
how many organizations within and outside the

MNE has your unit had any important exchange
with? (Tick one box)

None
Between

1-3
Between

4-9
Betwee
n 10-20

Betwee
n 21-30 

Betwee
n 31-50 

More
than 50 

-9

5.31 With regard to the development of the innovation, with which (max 6) organizations within the MNE and/or on outside
the MNE has your organization had the most important exchange?
(Mark all columns)

Name If shared
responsibility (see
q.5.2), mark Y,
otherwise N

Counterpart type
(e.g. Cus., Suppl., 
competitor, sales-
or prod. or R&D
unit)

Within MNE, Div
or Market

Country of 
counterpart

Age of relation-
ship

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

5.32 With regard to development of the innovation, to what extent has each relationship with the counterparts, mentioned in 
Q.5.31, influenced its development in different periods?
(Mark 1=not at all to 7=very much, -9=do not know/N.A.)

Year of Initiation In the middle of development
period

Year of Release

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

5.33 With regard to development of the innovation, which is the level of co-operative contact between your organization and
each counterpart concerning the following issues?

(Mark 1=no contact at all to 7=very extensive contact, -9=do not know/N.A.)
Technical issues Market potentials Financial resources required Co-ordination of the

development process
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

5.34 With regard to development of the innovation, please evaluate the following statements:
(Mark 1=totally disagree to 7=totally agree, where 4=neither/nor, -9=do not know/N.A)

This counterpart
has participated
closely in 
developing this
innovation

This counterpart
has brought 
competence of
use for the
development of 
this innovation

This counterpart
has been
important
through
specifying
requests

This counterpart
has taken
important
initiatives for
developing the
innovation

This counterpart
has fully
supported your
interests in 
developing this
innovation

This innovation
has partly been
developed within
the facilities of
this counterpart

1.
2.
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3.
4.
5.
6.

5.35 With regard to the innovation, to what extent have your unit’s organization made specific adaptations in different
activities to fit each of the following counterparts?
(Mark 1=not at all to 7=very much, -9=do not know/N.A)

Basic research Technical
development

Production Marketing &
sales

Purchasing Service

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

5.36 With regard to the innovation, to what extent has each of the following counterparts made specific adaptations in their 
activities to fit your organization?
(Mark 1=not at all to 7=very much, -9=do not know/N.A)

Basic research Technical
development

Production Marketing &
sales

Purchasing Service

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

5.37 With regard to development of the innovation, which was the level of use of the following communication media with 
other counterparts?
(Mark 1=not at all to 7=very high, -9=do not know/N.A)

Face-to-face
meetings

Telephone Documents,
Reports
CDrom

E-Mail
Exchange

Intranet Extranet/EDI/
Web exchange

Video-
Conferences

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

5.38 With regard to development of the innovation, how important were the following interaction forms
(Mark 1=not at all to 7=very important, -9=do not know/N.A)

Exchange of
employees

Exchange of
managers

Mutual
representation on
boards

Temporary
training at partner
sites

Cross-unit teams,
project groups, 
etc.

Conferences,
workshops, etc. 

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

5.39 With regard to development of the innovation, how many of the following seven departments/functional areas are in
direct contact with each of the following counterparts? (General management, Basic research, Technical Development,
Production, Marketing & Sales, Purchasing; Service)  (Mark -9=do not know/N.A)

No. of departments No. of people
1.
2.
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3.
4.
5.
6.

5.40 With regard to development of the innovation, evaluate the following statements:
(Mark 1=totally disagree to 7=totally agree, where 4=neither/nor, -9=do not know/N.A)

HQ has
participated
closely in 
developing
this
innovation

HQ has 
brought
competence
of use for the 
development
of this 
innovation

HQ has 
been
important
through
specifying
requests

HQ has taken
important
initiatives for
developing
the innovation 

HQ has fully
supported
your interests
in developing
this
innovation

The innovation 
has been
developed
within the
facilities of the
HQ-
organization

The co-
operation with
HQ has been
characterized
by frequent
interaction

Div HQ 

MNE HQ 

5.41 With regard to the following counterparts, evaluate the following statements:
(Mark 1=totally disagree to 7=totally agree, where 4=neither/nor, -9=do not know/N.A)

You have a close business 
relationship with this 
counterpart in terms of 
sales and purchase of 
goods and services

You have adapted your
resources and activities
very much to this
counterpart

This counterpart has been 
important for your business 
for a very long time

It would be difficult for 
You to substitute this
counterpart with some 
other company

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

6. TRANSFER OF INNOVATION-KNOWLEDGE

6.1 With regard to transfer of the innovation, which is the total number of MNE or division/business area, counterparts that 
can be considered potential, attempted and realised objects of transfer? (Including MNE
counterparts mentioned in 5.31)

No. of potential counterparts for
transfer

No. of counterparts where 
transfer has been attempted

No. of counterparts where 
transfer is realised

Inside Division/ Business
area

Inside MNE (outside
division/business area) 
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6.2 With regard to transfer of the innovation, which divisional/business area and MNE units, including those mentioned in
Q.5.31, do you consider as important objects for transfer? (Choose up to three counterparts from the attempted and realised
transfers listed in 6.1)
(Mark all columns)

Name If shared
responsibility
(see q.5.2), mark
Y, otherwise N

Counterpart
type (e.g.,
sister sales-
or prod. 
Unit)

Within
MNE
or, Div

Country
of coun-
terpart

Age of 
relation-
ship

1.

2.

3.

6.3 Evaluate the level of technical similarity between your organization and each of the following counterparts and to what 
extent the innovation transfer has been completed:
(Mark 1=not at all, to 7=very high, -9=do not know/N.A)

Level of technical similarity Level of completed innovation transfer
1.
2.
3.

6.4 To what extent you had previously (beside this innovation) cooperated and shared knowledge together with the following
counterparts:
(Mark 1=not at all, to 7=very much, -9=do not know/N.A)

Level of previous cooperation Level of knowledge shared
1.
2.
3.

6.5 Evaluate the following statements:
(Mark 1=totally disagree to 7=totally agree, where 4=neither/nor, -9=do not know/N.A)

The counterpart
adopted the 
innovation very
quickly

The innovation has 
been very easy to
adopt by this
counterpart

The knowledge is 
associated with high
risk of imitation by
competitors (in the
case of this
counterpart)

The counterpart use 
extensive
documentation
about the innovation

The counterpart has 
high knowledge
about related
technologies

1.
2.
3.

6.6 With regard to transfer, to what extent has knowledge regarding the innovation been useful for the following
counterparts’ activities?
(Mark 1=not at all to 7=very much, -9=do not know/N.A)

Basic research Technical
development

Production Marketing &
sales

Purchasing Service

1.
2.
3.

6.7 With regard to transfer of the innovation, to which extent has the knowledge been spread to the following counterparts
during the following periods?
(Mark 1=not at all, 7=very much, -9=do not know/N.A)
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Before the release During the year of release
(see Q.2) 

During the last year

1.
2.
3.

6.8 With regard to transfer of the innovation, evaluate the following statements for each of the following counterparts.
(1=totally disagree, 4=neither/nor, 7=totally agree, -9=do not know/N.A)

The starting point of the
innovation transfer was 
much earlier than expected

The first day of innovation
use by the receiver was
much earlier than expected

The performance of the
innovation transfer
process was very
satisfactory

The actual costs of 
innovation transfer were
much higher than 
expected

1.
2.
3.

6.9 With regard to transfer of the innovation, which was the level of use of the following communication media with other
counterparts?
(Mark 1=not at all to 7=very high, -9=do not know/N.A)

Face-to-face
meetings

Telephone Documents,
Reports
CDrom

E-Mail
Exchange

Intranet Extranet/EDI/
Web exchange

Video-
Conferences

1.
2.
3.

6.10 With regard to transfer of the innovation, which was the level of use of the following interaction forms with other
counterparts?
(Mark 1=not at all to 7=very high, -9=do not know/N.A)

Exchange of
employees

Exchange of
managers

Mutual
representation on
boards

Temporary
training at partner
sites

Cross-unit teams,
project groups, 
etc.

Conferences,
workshops, etc. 

1.
2.
3.

6.11 With regard to transfer of the innovation, please evaluate the following statements:
(Mark 1=totally disagree to 7=totally agree, where 4=neither/nor, -9=do not know/N.A)

You hesitate to transfer
the innovation as you will
loose your advantage 
within the MNE

The counterpart hesitates 
to receive the innovation
as it was not invented by
them

Technical difference
makes transfer
problematic

Organizational difference
makes transfer
problematic

1.
2.
3.

6.12 With regard to transfer of the innovation, please evaluate the following statements:
(Mark 1=totally disagree, to 7=totally agree, where 4=neither/nor, -9=do not know/N.A)

Lack of necessary
resources within your
unit to put in this
specific relationship
makes the transfer
difficult

Lack of necessary
resources in the
counterpart to put in
this specific
relationship makes
the transfer difficult

The innovation is 
difficult to use in the
counterpart’s
business

The counterpart’s
customers differs
from your customers

This counterpart is 
heavily involved in 
development
activities with their
counterparts

1.
2.
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3.

6.13 With regard to transfer of the innovation, evaluate the following statements:
(Mark 1=totally disagree to 7=totally agree, where 4=neither/nor, -9=do not know/N.A)

The HQ has formally
instructed you to share this 
innovation with the
counterpart

The HQ have themselves
been heavily involved in 
conducting the actual
transfer process with the
counterpart

The HQ have taken the
complete responsibility for
the transfer of this
innovation to this 
counterpart

The transfer of innovation
has occurred without any
sanctions by HQ with the
counterpart

Div HQ MNE HQ Div HQ MNE HQ Div HQ MNE HQ Div HQ MNE HQ 
1.
2.
3.

6.14 With regard to transfer of the innovation, to what extent is this driven by the following factors?
(Mark 1=not at all, to 7=very much, -9=do not know/N.A)

Requirement
from HQ 

HQ evaluation
system

Moving of 
personnel
between your
unit and the
counterpart

Existing
routines of
sharing
knowledge
with this
counterpart

Benefits to your
own business 
from transfer of
knowledge to 
this counterpart

High
dependence
on this 
counterpart

Geographical
vicinity to the
counterpart

1.
2.
3.

6.15 With regard to the innovation, to what extent has the following counterparts functioned as distributors of knowledge to
other units within the division/business area and the larger MNE? 
(Mark 1=not at all, to 7=very much, -9=do not know/N.A)

Within the division/business area Within the MNE, external to the division/business area 
1.
2.
3.
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