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OtBetbl kK Onmumnuaanomy 3aganuio u lllkana Ouenku

(cTaThsl HUIKe)

Oomee 3amevanne: Ctarbs ObljIa M3HAYAIBHO MOJOOpPaHa TAKUM 00Pa30M, YTOOBI CTYA€HTHI, XOPOLIO BJIaICIOLIUE SI3bIKOM, MOTJIM HAUTH NOBEPXHOCMHbLE
OTBETHI HAa BCE NIOCTaBJIEHHbIE BOIPOCH (kpoMe NeS) npsiMo B cratke. [Ipu 3TOM, IPOCTO HaXOXKACHNE PABUIBHBIX OTBETOB HEJOCTATOYHO JUISl OTIMYHON

OLICHKHU I10 OJIMMIIMATHOMY 3a/IaHHIO. OJ'II/IMHI/IaI[HOC 3aJlaHUC NIpeaAyCMaTpruBaJIO HE IIPOCTO npoumerHue CTaTbu, HO U €€ aHAJIN3, U BBICILIMH OalL1 noJjrydart

OTBCTBI, KOTOPBIC HMHTCTPHUPOBATIU 3HAHUA 110 IPECAMCTY B aHAJIU3 IIPOYTCHHOI'O MaTCpHaJia.

OTBeTHI Ha BCE BOMPOCHI MTOCIICHBI Ha JIBE TPYIIILL: T€, YTO UMEJINCh B CTaThe (M HAIMYKE KOTOPBIX oOecnieunBaeT cTyAeHTY 12-16 6amnoB u3 20 3a KaK bl

BOHpOC), H TC, KOTOPbIX B CTATHC HC 6BIJ'IO, HO HaJIMIUC KOTOPLIX OTACIIACT OTINYIHBIC pa6OTBI OT XOpoHmux, € COOTBGTCTBYIOII_Ieﬁ OIICHKOM B 17-203a

KaX/1pli Bonpoc. B HacTosiIiee BpeMs npearnoaraeTcs, 4To CTyAeHThl HaOpasie MeHee 12-tu 6am1oB 1o 20-Tu 6aabHOM 1IKase 3a BOIIPOC 10 KOHKYPCHOM

IUIAHKU HE JIOTAHYT, II03TOMY paclpeieieHne 0auioB MeHee 12-Tu octaeTcs Ha pacCMOTPEHHE ITPOBEPSIOILETO.

B Ta6J'II/ILIe HUWIKC IMIPHUBECACHBI KPATKHUEC OTBCTLI C paCIIPEACIICHUEM 6aJ'IJ'IOB; HMKE JAarOTCs ACTAJIbHBIC 00BsICHEHHS OTBETOB. B TekcTe craThu JKHUPHBIM

H_IpI/Iq)TOM BBIJICJICHBI MECTA, HA KOTOPbIC HYKHO ObLIO 06paTI/ITB BHHUMAaHHC, YTOOBI AaTb IPaBUJIbHBIC OTBCTHI HA ITOCTABJICHHBIC BOIIPOCHI.

Bonpoc n OtBet, Kpatko (O0bsicHenns Huzke)

Bananl

1. KakoBbI 0OCHOBHbBIE MTP00JIEMBI, paccMATPUBaeMble B cTaThe?

1.

4.

OnpeneneHre NOHATUS «IIepeadya 3HaHU» B OpraHUu3alui B KOHTECTE
MYJIbTUHAIIMOHAIBHON OpraHu3aluu
o C pa3bsicHeHHEM Ipoliecca nepeiaun 3HaHUH
Omnpenenenre NOHATHS «CIIOCOOHOCTh BOCTIPUHUMATD 3HAHUS)
O  €ro KIIHOYEBbIE HIEMEHTHI
O pa3nUYHBbIC BAPHAHTHI €r0 KOHIETTYaIN3aIiN
O O00BsACHEHHE BaKHOCTH JUISl OpraHU3aIMN
BaxxHocTh pacnpocTpaHeHrs: HOBBIX 3HAHUI B MYJIbTUHAIIMOIHAIBHOM

OpraHu3aluu
O TEOPETHUECKHUE MEXAaHU3MbI, OOBICHSIOLIUE yTH UX
pacnpocTpaHEHHs

KitroueBble 21€MEHTBI pacIpoOCTPAHEHUS. U BOCIIPUSATHSI HOBBIX 3HAHUI
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IlepBbie 4 anementa — o 3 Gayta kax/elid. J[Ba Oanna — 3a
yKa3aHHE Ha 3JIEMEHT, JOTIOJHUTEIbHBII 0ailT — 3a MOSCHEHHUSI.

[Tocnennmii sneMeHT — 00BsCHEHNE BKJIala aBTOPOB B 00J1aCTh
3HaHui — § OansoB; 1 Gasuia 3a KaXKbli MEPEUUCIICHHBIH JIeMEHT, 2
Oaia 3a 00bSICHEHUS (J1aXKe €CI MUHUMAJIbHBIE).

Bceraa ecth BEpOSTHOCTD, UTO OTBEUAIOIIUI MPET0CTaBUI OTBETHI,
He MepeunclIeHHbIE 3/1eChb. B 3TOM ciyuae, Ha ycMOTpeHHe
MPOBEPSIIOLIETO, 32 TAKUE OTBETHI MOTYT OBITh HAUNCIICHBI OaUIBI —
€CJIM OTBEThI ObLIH 110 cyniecTBy. CyMMa 0ajyioB HE MOXKET

! Cratps cocrasnena mo Minbaeva, D., Pedersen, T., Bjorkman, 1., Fey, C. F., & Park, H. J. (2003). MNC knowledge transfer, subsidiary absorptive capacity, and HRM. Journal of
International Business Studies, 34(6), 586-599.




(TepedncieHs)
5. DneMeHTBI, KOTOPBIC IO 3TOT0 HE U3yUYaIMCh B JIUTEpaType (HaydHbIA BKIIA
JTAHHOU CTaThH):

@)

@)

JlomosiHeHUE MTOHATHS «CIIOCOOHOCTh BOCIIPUHUMATh 3HAHUS) 33 CUET
BBIJICICHHSI POJIM MOTHBAIIUM ¥ CIIOCOOHOCTEl pabOTHUKOB Kak
HMHTErPAJIbHBIX KOMIIOHEHTOB 3TOr'O MOHSTHSL.

[lepBas kirodeBas rUNOTE3a UCCIEIOBAHNS — «B3aUMOJECHCTBHE
MOTHUBAIMH U CIIOCOOHOCTEH YCHIMBAET yPOBEHb Mepelaun 3HAaHUN B
OpraHU3aALUN»

PaccMoTpenmne opraHn3allMOHHBIX MEXaHU3MOB, YBEJIUYUBAIOIINX
CHOCOOHOCTb BOCIIPMHUMATh 3HAHUS B OPraHU3aluu, OCOOEHHO
asieMeHTOB YUP, KoTOphIe IPUBOJAT K YBEJIMUEHUIO CIIOCOOHOCTH
BOCIPUHUMATh 3HAHHSI B OpraHu3auy (¢ 00bICHEHHEM HEKOTOPBIX
TEOPETUYECKUX MEXAHN3MOB, IIOJIOKEHHBIX B OCHOBY THUIIOTE3)
Bropas kiroueBast runoresa uccienoBanus - «OleHKa KOMITETeHIHH /
IIPOM3BOIUTEIBHOCTH M 00yUYEHHE TOJI0KUTEIIBHO CBSA3aHBI C
BO3MOXKHOCTSIMH paOOTHHKA

Tpetps kIt04YeBas runoTe3a UccieoBaHus: «Bo3HarpaxieHue no
MIPOU3BOJUTEIBHOCTH, IPOIBUKEHUE HA OCHOBE 3aCIyT U BHYTPEHHHE
KOMMYHHUKAIIMH MTOJIO)KUTEIBHO CBA3aHbI C MOTHBALIUEN
COTPYIHHUKOBY

B otnmnune ot npeapLaymux uccaea0BaHul, CliIoCOOHOCTh
BOCIIPUHUMATD 3HAHMSI TPAKTYETCS KaK SHAOTE€HHAs! YacTh MOJEIN

npesbiath 20 6asJ10B 32 BOIIpoC.

2. Kakue U3 npuBeJeHHbIX B CTAThe HCCIe10BATeIbCKHX METO/I0B M BHIBO/IOB 110
pe3yJabTaTaM HCCJIeI0BAHMSA NMPEACTABJSIIOTCH BaM CIIOPHBLIMH, HEI0OCTATOYHO
o0ocHoBanHbIMH? [Toyemy?

Bce BbIBOABI MOTYT ObITH CIIOPHBIMHM TIO PSIY OOIIUX MPHYMH:

1. BbIBoapbl, clieaHHBIE B CTaThe, OCHOBAHbI HA U3YUeHUH (priinanos
MyJIbTHHAIMOHAIBHBIX Kopriopanuii B Tpex crpanax: CILIA, ®unnanauu u
Poccun. HecmoTps Ha pa3nuuus MeXAy CTpaHaMU, BCE OHU OTHOCSTCS K
Oonee «3anagHoMy» Tuiy. Komnanuu, padoraromue B cTpaHax Asuu,
CTAJIKUBAIOTCA ¢ 00Jiee «BOCTOYHOI KYIbTYPOM, TJ1€ MOHATHS «MOTHBAIHID)
(u mpyrue) 3HaYUTEIHHO OTINYatoTCs. [103TOMy cenaHHbIe BBIBOIBI HEJTB3S
MMPUMECHATH TOBCEMECTHO.

2. BbIBOMBI, clICTaHHBIEC B CTaThe, OCHOBAHBI HA TIPOM3BOJIEHOM BHIOOPKE
MEHEPKEPOB U3 Pa3HbIX KOMIIAHUHU. B cTaTtbe roBoputcs, 4To 28 MEHEIKEPOB

20 0a1;10B

OTBeThI Ha 3TOT BONPOC MOTYT OBITh Pa3HBIMH. Y OTBEUYAIOIINX
pa3Has MOArOTOBKA, KTO-TO OTBETHUT 00Jiee, KTO-TO — MEHee
JETAIIBHO.

HpI/IBe,Z[eHHBIe OTBCTHI ABJIAIOTCA IIPUMCPHBIMU. HpOBCpS[I-OU_II/Ie
CMOTPAT Ha KOJIMYCCTBO U KAYCCTBO INPUBCACHHBIX OTBCTOB.

Kaxp1ii nepedncieHHbli aneMeHT — 3 0anmna, 00bsICHEHHE K HEMY —
eme 2. To ectb, 4T00BI HaOpaTh 20 GaNIOB, HY)KHO yKa3aTb, KaK
MUHUMYM, 4 3JI€MEHTA.




«HE TIOTIAJIH T10]T BO3PACTHBIE U MPOYNE KPUTEPHU OTOOPa», HO CAMH KPUTEPHUU
He yka3zaHbl. Kak cocrapmnsiiach BeiOOpka? belia 11 oHa npeacTaBUTEILHON?
Ecnu Het, To Henb3s JOBEPSTH CIICIaHHBIM BBIBO/IAM.

B Poccun nanubie 66Ut cOOpaHbl MyTEM JIMYHOTO MHTEPBBIO, B APYTUX
CTpaHax — IMMyTeM JIMCTaHIIMOHHOTO onpoca. Beeraa ects BEposITHOCTH, YTO
MIPH pa3INYHBIX cIoco0ax cOopa JaHHBIX OTBETHI OyIyT OTIUYATHCA, U
MIO3TOMY CJIO’KHO MOJTHOCTBIO TOBEPSTH CACTAHHBIM BBIBOJAM.

Merton, UCTIONB30BaHHBIN B CTaThe — JIMHENHAA perpeccud. Ho nu3BecTtHo, 4TO
3HaHUs NIEPeJaroTCs HeMMHEeWHO. J[0 Kakoro-To 3Tamna uaeT yBeIn4eHne
3HAHUH, TIOTOM JIOCTUTAETCS TuIaTo. Takoi 3pdekT He ObLT yuTeH, TO €CTh U
C/IeJIaHHBIE BBIBOJIBI MOTYT OBITH HEBEPHBIMH.

Yactb OIIPEACJICHHBIX BbIBOJOB TAKKEC SABJISIIOTCA CIIOPHBIMU.

5.

OpuH U3 BBIBOJIOB — YTO HETIOCPEICTBEHHO TPEHUHTH OKa3bIBAIOT OOJIbINE
BIUSTHUS Ha CIOCOOHOCTH PaOOTHUKOB, YEM JIOJITOCPOYHBIN OIBIT — SIBISIETCS
CIOpPHBIM. J[eJ10 B TOM, YTO 3TO 3aBUCHUT OT TOTO, KaK repejadya 3HaHui
n3mepsiercsi. Ecnu 3To HenocpeIcTBEHHO KaKUe-TO HABBIKU, TO BBIBOJL
nonsteH. Ho B craThe-To Beap 1uia peub 00 onbiTe. Eciu Mbl roBOpuM 0O
nepeaaye 3HaHUI B KOMIIAHUH, HO 00y4YeHHe paOOTHUKOB — 3TO BBIBOJI Ha
YPOBHE 3JpaBOro CMbICia. A C TOUKHU 3pEHUs NIEpeJaun 3HaHUH, 3TO HUKAK HE
YKa3bIBaeT Ha TO, YTO KOMITaHUs JOJKHA JeNaTh, YTOOBI IEPEIaBaTh OIBIT
BHYTPH KOMIIaHUH, 32 ipeaeaamMu popMaibHOTO TpeHuHra. Ho Takue
BOMIPOCHI Ja’ke HE 33/1aBaJINCh — OBUIH 3aMEPEHBI JINIITH KOJINYECTBO JTHEH
TPEHUHTA.

HenonstHo, mouemy Takoit GpaxkTop, Kak IpoJIBHKEHHUE IO CITY>KeOHOH
JIECTHHULIE HA OCHOBE 3aCJIyT, HE SIBJISIETCA 3HAUMMbIM, U YTO 3TO O3HAYaeT.
Ecnu on He 3HaYMM, KOMIIAaHUH HE HYXKHO MPOABUTATh PAOOTHUKOB HAa OCHOBE
3aciyr? Vv oH mpocTo HE 3HAYMM B 3TOH Mojienu? BeiBoa criopHbIi, HO
JeTaJIbHBIX OObSICHEHHIA HET.

B otBeTax mpuBeaeHo 0obIIe U AEMOHCTPALIUH, YTO OBLIIO
HECKOJIbKO BApHAHTOB HAOOPB MaKCHUMAaJIbHOTO KOJIHYECTBa OaslioB.

3. KakoBblI orpaHuveHusi MPOBEIEHHOT0 UCCeT0BAHNS?

1.

2.

3.

Tonbko 0MH MEHEeKEp U3 KayKA0H KOMIIaHUHU B BEIOOPKE y4acTBOBAJ B
ompoce.

Taxue BaxkHbIE KOHCTPYKIIMH, KaK «OOIIHMI yPOBEHb CIIOCOOHOCTEN
pa6OTHI/IKOB, HaIlpuMmep, 1Mo OTHOUMICHHUIO K KOHKYPEHTAaM, OBLI OIICHECH OOJHUM
geoBeKkoM. OTKy/1a OZMH YeJIOBEK B KOMITAHUH MOYKET 3HATh BCE M O CBOMX
paboTHHKAX, U O KOHKypeHTax?

Bcero Ob110 B3TO IATH CTpaH, pabOTAIONINX B TPEX JIPYTUX CTPaHaX.
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OrpaHuueHul, KaK 1 y JitoOOT0 MCCISI0BAaHUsS, MHOTO. 371€Ch
Hepqu/ICHCHBI JINIIb HCKOTOpBIe BapI/IaHTBI — B OTBE€Tax MOKXHO
JIIOOBIE.

s monyuenust 20 6a7U10B JOCTATOYHO NMEPEUUCITUTS JIFOOBIE TSTh
(mo 4 Ganna 3a OTBET).




8.

[TpuaIMT 0TOOpA CTpaH M KOMITAaHUH HE OBLIT TOCKOHAJIBHO 00BSCHEH, OBLITH
TOJIBKO yKa3aHbl KOHTUHEHTHI. Takas cTpana, kak Kuraii, rae paboraer oueHb
00JIbI1I0€ KOJTMYECTBO MYJIbTUHAIIMOHAJILHBIX KOMITAHUH, HE Oblj1a yuTeHa B
orpoce. ITO Cepbe3HOE OrPaHUUEHHUE.

B cratbe roBopumiiocs a npaktukax ¥YYP, HO onpoiieHb! ObLIH, B OCHOBHOM,
MeHeKephl — He crnienuanucThbl B oonactu YUP (70%). Ouu Moriu He 3HaTh
OTBETOB Ha ITOCTABJIEHHBIE BOIPOCHI.

Pasmep ¢uHaNBHO BEIOOPKH — 168 — MOT OBITh HEZOCTATOYHBIM JJISI TOTO
KOJINYECTBA BOIIPOCOB, KOTOPHIE OBLITN 3a/1aHbI.

He yka3zan merox 00paboTky gaHHbIX. [10 0THOM 1 TOM k€ KOHCTPYKITUH
3aJ1aBaJIoCh HECKOJIBKO BOIpocoB. Kak oHu OblIi 00BbeieHeHbI B (DaKTOPHI,
IIpY IOMOLIY KaKoro Merona’?

Bce nannpie ObUHM CpeTHUMH IO KOMITAHUHU. DTO TpodieMa MOYTH I BCeX
nepeMeHHbIX. Hanmpumep, KoMM4yecTBO JHEH TPEHUHTa, B CPEIHEM 10
KOMITaHUH, MOXKET HE MIMETh HOOMAJILHOTO PaCIpeesIeHus, U KaKue-TO
KOMITAaHUU MOTYT 00y4yaTh HEMHOTO paOOTHUKOB, HO MOJIOJTY, @ HEKOTOPbIE —
BCeX, HO MOHEMHOTY. [Ipu 3TOM cpeaHue MOTyT OBITh IPUMEPHO
OJIMHAKOBBIMHM, U 3TO HUKAK HE OTPa)XEHO B UCCIIEOBAaHUY, TJI€ Neperada
3HaHUI — OCHOBHOMU 3JIEMEHT.

Mauto mpopaboTaHbl BEIBOJBI. UTO U3 HCCIIEOBAaHHOTO, U KaK, MOKHO
MPUMEHUTH B IPAKTHUKE?

4. KakoBbl HanpaBJjieHus1 ucnoab3oBaHusi HR-MeHem:kepamu pe3y/1bTaToB 3TOro
uccae10Banua?

Cratbs HanMcaHa i paboTHUKOB cdeprl YYUP, n paccmarpuBaeT Kak
CTpaTEerMueCcKue, TaKk U TAKTUUYECKHE AJIEMEHTHI Iepeaaun 3Hanuil. [loatomy chepsr
MNPUMEHEHHUS — IMHUPOKUE. DTO MOTYT ObITh KaK HEMOCPEACTBEHHO MPOLIECC Nepeaun
3HaHUM, TaK U OTIEIIbHBIE OOCYKIAECHHBIE JIEMEHTBI:

OO0yuenue

MortuBanus

Kommencanms
BosmoxHocTH

IToaroroBska

[TponBwxkenue 1o ciyxoe
BHyTpeHHs1 KOMMYHUKAIIHS
Mmuorue npyrue
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OTOT BOIIPOC OCTAETCSI HA YCMOTPEHHE NPpoBepstolero. Bes crates
HalydcaHa HerocpeacTBeHHo it YUP, u oTBevaromumii Mor onucaTh
KakK oOlIHe 3JIEMEeHThl IPUMEHEHHUs CTaThH B IpakTuke YYP, Tak u
OCTaHOBUTb BHUMAaHME Ha JETaNSX.

BAXHO: nomkHo ObITh 00BCHEHHE, OYEMY KaKOH-TO
OOBSICHEHBIN DJIEMEHT BaXKEH.

Pacripenenenne 6amnos: 10 — nmepedncienne HanpaBICHHUHA
WCTIONIb30BaHUs; 5 0aIIOB — 0OBSICHEHUE (JTaXKe KPATKOE), JTOTHKH
npuMeHeHus; 5 6amuIoB — 00beM. BaxkHO, 4TOOBI Ha 3TOT BOMPOC
ObUI 1aH McuepnbiBatonuii oTBeT. [louepku paszHble, Kak U CTHIIb
MUCbMA, HO 4-5 KOPOTKHX NPEAJIOKEHNN — HeAocTaToYHO. OTBET




BAXHO:

1. Onpenenennbiii Habop npakTuk YYP cBsa3an ¢ 3¢ eKTHBHOCTHIO pabOTHI
¢bupmsbl. [ToaTOMY, pa3BUTHE pa3HBIX MPAKTHUK MOXKET YIYUIIUTH Nepeaady 3HaHUH.
2. JI5is OIHUX U TeX ke paOOTHUKOB MOT'YT ObITh IPUMEHEHBI MHOKECTBEHHbBIE

npakTuku YUYP. Heobsi3aTenpHO 3aroHsITh BCEX B OJHH U T€ K€ PaMKH.

JIOJDKEH OBITh HCUEPIIBIBAIOIINM, IPUMEPHO B 00BEME MOJTOBUHBI
MaIIMHOMUCHOIO JIUCTA — B TAKOM 00bEME MOKHO OTBETUTH Ha
BOIIPOC aJIeKBaTHO.

5. SAiBasOTCS JIM PACCMOTPEHHBbIE B CTaThe MP00JIeMbl AKTYAJbHBIMU IS
poccuiickuxX opranuzamnuii?

OtBetsl OyayT pa3ubiMu. Cieyer 3aMeTUTh, 4To Poccust — oHa U3 cTpaH, B KOTOPBIX
IIPOBOAMIIOCH HccieIoBaHNEe. MOKHO 11 CUNTATh CIIEIaHHbIE BHIBOJIBI B CTaThE
yHUBepcaabHbIMU A1 Poccun? [lpuHuMaroTcs apryMeHThl Kak «3a», TaK U «IIPOTUBY.

B To Bpems, kak ucciaenoBaHus B 3Toi obsactu B Poccun mmoka ere orpaHuyueHsl, He
CYIIECTBYET HUKAKHX TEOPETHUYECKHUX MPEANOCHIIOK, IPENATCTBYIOIUX OTHECEHUIO
3TOH NpobIeMbl K akTyallbHbIM B Poccun. B poccuiickux npeanpustusx, Kak 1 Be3Je,
MIOCTOSIHHO PELIAeTCs BOIPOC Nepejau 3HaHUH, TO eCTh JH00ble HalpaBJIeHus,
MO3BOJISIOIUE PELIUTH 3Ty IIpolieMy, OyayT IpUBETCTBOBAThCA. TeM He MeHee,

3¢ PEeKTUBHOCTH JTF000T0 METOAA Oy/AET 3aBUCETh OT KOHKPETHBIX 00CTOSITEIBCTB, U
TO, YTO IPUMEHUMO B OAHONH KOMIIAHUH, MOXKET OBITh HEPUMEHUMO B IPYTOH.
CTyneHThl JOKHBI IIOHATh U YKa3aTh Pa3HUILY, a HE CJIENO OTBEPraTh UiIH
INPUHUMATh KAKOW-TO METONI.

20 6amnoB

16-20 GayIoB: TOTUYECKH apTyMEHTHPOBAHHBIN OTBET C CCHIIIKOM Ha
TEOpHHU (MM UX OTCYTCTBUE) OTHOCUTEIHLHO IPUMEHEHHS
OTNMCaHHBIX METOJOB B POCCUUCKON MIPaKTHKE.

bimxe k 20: UCIIONIB3yETCSI HIMEHHO TEOPHS.

bimxe k 16: HCIIONIB3YETCSI HCKIIFOUUTENIBHO MAaTEPHAIl CTAThU.

IlosicHeHHS K OTBETAM
1. KakoBbl 0CHOBHBIE NIP00JIEMbl, paccMaTpUBaeMble B cTaTbe?

OTBeTHI Ha HepBLII\/’I BOIIPOC OaHbI HCIMMOCPCACTBCHHO B CTATHC. TpCGOBaJ'IOCb BHUMATCJIbHO IIPOYUTATDh IICPBBIC CTPAHUILIbI TCKCTA, I'/IC B ACTATIAX

00BACHAIOTCS paccMaTpuBacMbIC HpO6J'I€MBI u noHsTus. Kaxmoe cioBo B MNPUBCACHHBIX OTBETAX BAXKHO. Haan/IMep, Ba’KHO OBILIO YKa3aTtb, YTO HOBBIM

3JICMCHTOM, ITPUBHCCCHHBIM CcTaThell B 3HAHUS B HCCHC}IyeMOﬁ 001acTH ABIISIETCS HE TOIBKO PACCMOTPCHUC OpTraHU3AIIMOHHBIX MEXAHU3MOB,

YBCIMYUBAIOIINX CIIOCOOHOCTH BOCIIPMHUMATBh 3HAHUA B OpraHU3alur, HO U 3JJ€MEHTbI qu, KOTOPBIC NPUBOAAT K YBECIIMYCHUIO CIIOCOOHOCTH

BOCHPUHUMATDL 3HAHHA B OpraHU3aIuu.

B sTom Bompoce, Op110 HEAOCTATOYHO TPOCTO MEPEUUCIUTH BCE SJIEMEHTHI, Kak 3TO naeTcs B Tabmmie. Kaxapiit sn1eMeHT Obl1 0ObSCHEH B I€TaNSX,

OCHOBBIBAsACh Ha MPEAMICCTBYIOINX UCCICIOBAHUAX, BCC OHU BbIACJICHBI )KUPHBIM H_IpI/I(I)TOM I10 TCKCTY B CTATHE. HOSTOMy IPOCTO MNCPCUUCIICHHUC

3JIEMEHTOB — 3TO TOJILKO ITOJIOBHHA HAYUCIIIEMBIX 0ajlIOB.




2. Kaxkwue U3 npuBeJeHHBIX B CTaThe UCCJIeJ0BATEIbCKHX METO/I0B M BHIBO/IOB 110 Pe3yJIbTaTaM HCC/IeJ0BAHUS NPEACTABJISIOTCS BaM
CIIOPHBIMH, HEOCTATOYHO 000cHOBaHHBIMU? [Touemy?

31ech BaXKHO HAIKMCATh HE TOJIBKO KaKWe BBIBOJBI MOTYT OBITh HEOOOCHOBAHHBIMH, HO U «mmodemMy». OObsICHEHNE SBIIICTCS KIIFOUEBBIM dieMeHTOM. Eciun
OBLJIO MPOCTO HAIMCAHO «MAaJIO CTPaH OBIJIO BKIFOYEHO B OMPOCY, 3TOTO HEA0CTaTouHO. HOTIa M HEOOIBII0E KOJTUIECTBO MOXKYT OBITh aJIeKBATHBIM, €CIIN
oTOop crenad npaBwiIbHO. OOBSICHEHUE MOXKET OBITh HEJUTMHHBIM, HO JIOJDKHA OBITh BHIHA JIOTHUKA.

3. KakoBbl orpannyeHusi NpoBeJeHHOT0 Hccae10BaHus?

YacTb OTBETOB OblIa JdaHa CaMUMH aBTOpaMHu. YacTh MOKHO OBIJIO HAWTH B CTAThE. Ol"paHI/I‘-ICHI/If/'I, KakK BCCraa, MHOI'O — HCBO3MOXKHO CO31aTb NACAJIBHOC
HCCIICAOBAHUC. HOBTOMy JIFO0BIE NEepCUYUCIICHHDBIC O0OBSICHECHUS 6y,I[YT 3aCYUTAaHbI, IIPU YCJIOBUH, YTO OHHU HeﬁCTBHTCHBHO MOTI'yT OBITH OrpaHNYCHUSMMU.

Bonpocsl 4 u 5 He UMEIOT 4eTKO# cTpyKTYpbI. [T03TOMY, 3TO T€ BOIPOCHI, KOTOpBIE OyIyT OTAEIATH CHIIbHBIE OTBETHI OT clalbix. KauecTBo 0TBETOB OyneT
OTJIMYATHCS 3HAYUTEIHHO, TIO3TOMY ITPOBEPSIONINE OYIYT CMOTPETh U Ha OTBETHI, U HA 00BEM — IEHCTBUTEIILHO JIM ATO XOPOLIHA OTBET, WIIA IPOCTO
OTIIHCKA.



Introduction

Research in the area of knowledge management indicates that the ability to create and transfer
knowledge internally is one of the main competitive advantages of multinational corporations (MNCs).
The MNC is considered to be a ‘differentiated network’, where knowledge is created in various parts of
the MNC and transferred to several inter-related units (Hedlund, 1986; Bartlett and Ghoshal, 1989).
Conceptualizing the MNC as a differentiated network has inspired a recent stream of research on the
creation, assimilation, and diffusion of internal MNC knowledge emphasizing the role of subsidiaries in
these processes (Holm and Pedersen, 2000).

It has been proposed in the knowledge transfer literature that the absorptive capacity of
the receiving unit is the most significant determinant of internal knowledge transfer in MNCs
(Gupta and Govindarajan, 2000). Subsidiaries differ in their absorptive capacity, and this affects the
level of internal knowledge transfer from other MNC units. The literature, however, offers multiple
methods to conceptualize and operationalize absorptive capacity, often not capturing the various facets
of absorptive capacity. Moreover, little attention has been paid to the question of whether organizations
can enhance the creation and development of absorptive capacity. Clearly, with a few exemptions, the
characteristics of knowledge transfer and absorptive capacity have not been treated as endogenous to
organizational processes and arrangements (Foss and Pedersen, 2002). This is true in spite of the
commonly accepted idea that organizational learning is closely linked to how an organization manages
its human resources (e.g., Lado and Wilson, 1994). For instance, limited investments in training and
development may result in low levels of employee knowledge and skills, thereby inhibiting learning. In
their study of relative absorptive capacity and interorganizational learning, Lane and Lubatkin (1998)
assert that both compensation practices and organizational structures are positively associated with
absorptive capacity as well as interorganizational learning. However, our knowledge of how human
resource management (HRM) influences the absorptive capacity of a subsidiary and internal MNC
knowledge transfer is still very rudimentary.

The contribution of this paper is twofold. First, we contribute to the conceptualization of
absorptive capacity by emphasizing employees’ motivation as well as employees’ ability as the
important aspects of absorptive capacity. Second, while many other studies have focused on the
importance of absorptive capacity for knowledge transfer (e.g., Lyles and Salk, 1996; Lane and
Lubatkin, 1998; Lane et al., 2001), we extend these studies by exploring the types of
organizational mechanisms that increase absorptive capacity. Our approach differs from the
previously mentioned studies, as we do not just explore the impact of absorptive capacity on knowledge
transfer. We go a step further by treating the development of absorptive capacity as an
endogenous part of the model. The paper is structured as follows: in the next section, we review the
literature on MNC knowledge transfer and absorptive capacity. Based on the literature review, we
develop hypotheses on: (1) the relationship between different aspects of absorptive capacity —
employees’ ability and motivation — and the level of knowledge transfer and (2) HRM practices and
employees’ ability and motivation. Finally, we explain the methodology employed, followed by a
discussion of the results and implications of the study.

Knowledge transfer within MNCs
The interest in knowledge within MNCs, its sources and transfer, has been expanding (e.g., Gupta and
Govindarajan, 2000). MNCs are no longer seen as repositories of their national imprint but rather as
instruments whereby knowledge is transferred across subsidiaries, contributing to knowledge
development (Holm and Pedersen, 2000). A common theme in this line of research is that MNCs can
develop knowledge in one location but exploit it in other locations, implying the internal transfer
of knowledge by MNCs. Thus, the competitive advantage that MNCs enjoy is contingent upon
their ability to facilitate and manage intersubsidiary transfer of knowledge. Hedlund (1986) and
Bartlett
and Ghoshal (1989), for example, focused on how to organize and structure MNCs in order to facilitate
the internal flow and transfer of knowledge in MNCs.

Szulanski (1996) emphasized that ‘the movement of knowledge within the organization is a
distinct experience, not a gradual process of dissemination’ (p. 28). In his view, knowledge transfer is a
process of dyadic exchanges of knowledge between the source and recipient units consisting of four



stages: initiation, implementation, ramp-up and integration. While the first two stages comprise all
events that lead to the decision to transfer and the actual flow of knowledge from the source to the
recipient, the latter two stages begin when the recipient starts utilizing the transferred knowledge.
Clearly, pure transmission of knowledge from the source to the recipient has no useful value if the
recipient does not use the new knowledge. The key element in knowledge transfer is not the
underlying (original) knowledge, but rather the extent to which the receiver acquires potentially
useful knowledge and utilizes this knowledge in own operations. Knowledge transfer may lead to
some change in the recipient’s behavior or the development of some new idea that leads to new
behavior (Davenport and Prusak, 1998). This is in line with the definition of organization learning often
put forth in the literature, where organizational learning involves a change in organizational outcomes
(see Fiol and Lyles (1985) for an overview of this literature). Accordingly, we define knowledge
transfer between organizational units as a process that covers several stages starting from
identifying the knowledge over the actual process of transferring the knowledge to its final
utilization by the receiving unit. In the context of MNC, the other units are the headquarters and
other subsidiaries in the corporation, while the receiving unit is the focal subsidiary.

Knowledge transfer is not a random process and organizations can institute various
internal policies, structures, and processes to facilitate learning (Inkpen, 1998). More recently,
much of the empirical research on intra-company knowledge transfer has been focusing on different
factors that hinder or stimulate knowledge transfer (see Chapter 5 in Argote (1999) for a detailed
review). Ghoshal and Bartlett (1988) concluded that communications between organizational units
facilitate knowledge flows within MNC. Simonin (1999) suggested that knowledge ambiguity plays a
critical role as mediator between explanatory variables (e.g., tacitness, prior experience, complexity,
cultural distance, and organizational distance) and transfer outcomes. These effects were moderated by
the capacity of the firm to support learning. Gupta and Govindarajan (2000) observed that the
knowledge inflows into a subsidiary are positively associated with the richness of transmission
channels, motivation to acquire knowledge, and capacity to absorb incoming knowledge.

Szulanski (1996) studied the impediments to the transfer using a slightly different approach. He
applied all sets of factors together in an eclectic model to measure their relative impact on knowledge
transfer (internal stickiness). His findings suggest that along with causal ambiguity and relationships
between source and recipient units, the recipients’ lack of absorptive capacity is the most important
impediment to knowledge transfer within the firm. The role of absorptive capacity of the receiving unit
also stands out as the most significant determinant of knowledge transfer in a number of other studies
(e.g., Lane and Lubatkin, 1998; Gupta and Govindarajan, 2000).

Absorptive capacity

In their seminal work, Cohen and Levinthal (1990) defined absorptive capacity as the ‘ability to
recognize the value of new external information, assimilate it, and apply it to commercial ends’ (p.
128). Cohen and Levinthal (1990) assumed that a firm’s absorptive capacity tends to develop
cumulatively, is path dependent and builds on existing knowledge: ‘absorptive capacity is more
likely to be developed and maintained as a byproduct of routine activity when the knowledge
domain that the firm wishes to exploit is closely related to its current knowledge base’ (p. 150).

Building on the concept of absorptive capacity, Lyles and Salk (1996) included
international joint ventures’ (IJV) capacity to learn as an independent variable to analyze
knowledge acquisition from a foreign parent. Their results indicate that the ‘capacity to learn, mainly
the flexibility, and creativity’ (p. 896), is a significant indicator of knowledge acquisition from the
foreign partner. Taking Lyles and Salk’s conclusion as a starting point, Lane et al. (2001) refined the
absorptive capacity definition offered by Cohen and Levinthal. They propose that ‘the first two
components, the ability to understand external knowledge and the ability to assimilate it, are
interdependent yet distinct from the third component, the ability to apply the knowledge’ (p.
1156).

Lane and Lubatkin (1998) further reconceptualized the concept and proposed that absorptive
capacity is a dyad-level construct — denoted relative absorptive capacity — rather than a firm level
construct. Lane and Lubatkin (1998) and later Lane et al. (2001) found support for the concept of
relative absorptive capacity. In fact, Lane and Lubatkin (1998) tested the traditional measure of



absorptive capacity of R&D as a share of sales (e.g., applied by Cohen and Levinthal, 1990) against
their own measures of relative absorptive capacity (three bibliometric-based measures of knowledge and
five knowledge-processing-similarity variables). They found that the traditional measure of R&D
spending explained only 4% of the variance in interorganizational learning, while the knowledge
similarity variables explained another 17% and the five knowledge-processing-similarity
variables explained an additional 55%. A number of significant conclusions can be drawn from these
studies. First, absorptive capacity should be understood in its context indicating that in some
instances absorptive capacity should be treated as a dyad-level construct rather than as a firm-
level construct. Second, traditional measures of absorptive capacity (e.g., R&D spending) may be
inappropriate as they only partly capture the dyadic construct. Thus, relative absorptive capacity is
‘more important to interorganizational learning than the commonly used measure of absolute absorptive
capacity’ (Lane and Lubatkin, 1998, 473) There is, however, a limitation to the generalizability of Lane
and Lubatkin’s conclusion. Both studies — Lane and Lubatkin (1998) and Lane et al. (2001) — were
conducted within the context of 1JVs where two independent companies were involved in the process of
knowledge transfer. In this study, the knowledge transfer takes place between organizational units
within the same firm, where the organizational structures, systems, practices, etc. are expected to be
more similar than between independent companies. Thus, the relative absorptive capacity is of minor
importance in the context of internal MNC knowledge transfer.

In a recent article, Zahra and George (2002) summarized representative empirical studies on
absorptive capacity. According to Zahra and George (2002), absorptive capacity has four dimensions
— acquisition, assimilation, transformation, and exploitation — where the first two dimensions
form potential absorptive capacity, the latter two — realized absorptive capacity. They argue that
more attention should be devoted to studying the realized absorptive capacity which emphasizes the
firm’s capacity to leverage the knowledge that has been previously absorbed (Zahra and George, 2002).
As put forward by Zahra and George (2002) ‘firms can acquire and assimilate knowledge but might not
have the capability to transform and exploit the knowledge for profit generation’ (p. 191). Zahra and
George (2002) criticized the existing studies for applying measures (like R&D intensity, number of
scientists working in R&D departments, etc.) that ‘have been rudimentary and do not fully reflect the
richness of the construct’ (p. 199). Such an approach neglects the role of individuals in the organization,
which is crucial for knowledge utilization and exploitation.

The aim of this paper is to add to the existing literature on absorptive capacity in two
important directions: (1) the concept: in terms of the conceptualization and measurement of
absorptive capacity, we follow the path of recent contributions (e.g., Zahra and George, 2002) and
aim our efforts at studying the firm’s capacity to utilize and exploit previously acquired
knowledge. We identify employees’ ability and motivation as the key aspects of the firm’s
absorptive capacity that in turn facilitates internal knowledge transfer; and (2) the development:
we consider different organizational practices which may contribute to the development of
absorptive capacity, thereby allowing us to examine the possible managerial influence on
absorptive capacity that is not often examined in the literature. In particular, we identify specific
HRM practices that managers might implement to develop the absorptive capacity of their
organizations.

The concept

A firm’s absorptive capacity is an organization-level construct that resides with its
employees. The absorptive capacity has two elements: prior knowledge and intensity of effort
(Cohen and Levinthal, 1990; Kim, 2001). ‘Prior knowledge base refers to existing individual units of
knowledge available within the organization’ (Kim, 2001, 271). Thus, employees’ ability, their
educational background, and acquired job-related skills may represent the “prior related knowledge’
which the organization needs to assimilate and use (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990). However, in addition
to the prior related knowledge, there should be a certain level of ‘organizational aspiration’ which
is characterized by the organization’s innovation efforts (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990). As proposed
by Kim (2001), ‘the intensity of effort refers to the amount of energy expended by organizational
members to solve problems’ (p. 271).



Employees’ intensity of effort is well studied in the cognitive process theories such as the
expectancy- valence theory of work motivation (see Vroom, 1964). Motivated employees want to
contribute to organizational effectiveness. Even though the organization may consist of individuals with
high abilities to learn, ‘its ability to utilize the absorbed knowledge will be low if employees’
motivation is low or absent’ (Baldwin et al., 1991, 52). The ability/can do factor usually denotes ‘a
potential for performing some task which may or may not be utilized’ (Vroom, 1964, 198), while the
motivation/will do factor reflects drive. The prior knowledge base (or employees’ ability) and intensity
of efforts made by the organization (or employees’ motivation) is related to the concept of potential and
realized absorptive capacity, since potential absorptive capacity is expected to have a high content of
employees’ ability while realized absorptive capacity is expected to have a high content of employees’
motivation.

The behavioral science literature suggests that both employees’ ability and motivation are
of importance for organizational behavior. To achieve a high performance at any level, both the
ability and motivation to perform effectively are needed (Baldwin, 1959). Empirical evidence supports
an interactive, not additive, effect of ability and motivation on performance (e.g., French, 1957,
Fleishman, 1958; Heider, 1958; O’Reilly and Chatman, 1994). Applying the concept of an interaction
effect of ability and motivation on the issue of knowledge transfer, we expect that a higher rating in
knowledge utilization will be achieved, if knowledge receivers have both the ability and motivation to
absorb new external knowledge.

Thus, we propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1. The interaction between employees’ ability and motivation will increase the

level of knowledge transfer to the subsidiary.

The development

Existing literature has paid little attention to how absorptive capacity is created and developed in the
firm, rather taking for granted that this process does occur. To understand the sources of a firm’s
absorptive capacity, Cohen and Levinthal focused on ‘the structure of communication between
the external environment and the organization, as well as among the subunits of the organization,
and also on the character and distribution of expertise within the organization’ (p. 132). These
factors emphasize environmental scanning and changes in R&D investments but pay very little
attention to other internal organizational arrangements and their role in absorptive capacity
creation and development. For example, little is known about how managerial practices may increase
absorptive capacity and help diffuse knowledge inside the firm. The few studies that have included
organizational characteristics (e.g., Lane and Lubatkin, 1998; Gupta and Govindarajan, 2000) call for
further research on ‘the learning capacities of organizational units,” ‘organizational mechanisms to
facilitate knowledge transfer,” etc. Based on our definition of absorptive capacity as being related to
both employees’ ability and motivation, we intend to treat the development of absorptive capacity
endogenously by identifying the organizational mechanisms (HRM practices), which shape the
organization’s absorptive capacity.

HRM practices
In his influential study of the impact of ‘high performance work practices’ on organizational turnover,
productivity and corporate financial performance, Huselid (1995) factor-analyzed a number of HRM
practices into two categories: those mainly influencing employees’ abilities and those impacting
employees’ motivation. Huselid (1995) emphasized the interactive effect of HRM practices that
influence ability and motivation. Similar results have been obtained by researchers who have clustered
HRM practices into ‘bundles’ examining practices which influence the employees’ ability and those that
impact employees’ motivation (e.g., Arthur, 1994; Ichniowski et al., 1997; Delaney and Huselid, 1996).
As emphasized by Huselid (1995), HRM practices influence employees’ skills and
competencies through the acquisition and development of a firm’s human capital. The competitive
advantage knowledge. In addition, performance appraisal (or performance management) systems
provide employees with feedback on their performance and competencies and provide direction for
enhancing their competencies to meet the needs of the firm. An integrated part of most performance
appraisal systems is also the establishment of objectives and targets for the self-development and
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training of employees. There is also extensive evidence that investment in employees’ training
enhances the human capital of the firm, generally leading to a positive relationship between employee
training and organizational performance (e.g., Delaney and Huselid, 1996; Koch and McGrath, 1996).
Thus, we propose:
Hypothesis 2. Competence/performance appraisal and training are positively related to
employee abilities.

‘The effectiveness of even highly skilled employees will be limited if they are not motivated to perform’
(Huselid, 1995, 637). In this context, several HRM practices may influence individual performance
by providing incentives that elicit appropriate behaviors. Such incentive systems may include
performance-based compensation and the use of internal promotion systems that focus on
employee merit and help employees to overcome invisible barriers to their career growth (Huselid,
1995). Most studies have included performance- based compensation as a component of high
performance HRM practices (e.g., Arthur, 1994; Huselid, 1995; MacDuffie, 1995; Delery and Doty,
1996).

While from an expectancy theory point of view it is the existence of a clear linkage between
individual effort and reward that matters, from an equity theory (and organizational justice) perspective
the main question is whether employees perceive that they receive the rewards that they are
entitled to based on their contribution to the organization. Both perspectives would lead us to
expect a positive relationship between performance-based compensation systems and employee effort.
Promoting employees from within the firm is likely to provide a strong motivation for employees to
work harder in order to be promoted (Pfeffer, 1994; Lepak and Snell, 1999). In addition, a philosophy
of internal promotion indicates that a firm has decided to invest in its employees and is thus committed
to them. Previous research has shown that employees are more motivated when they are informed
about the firm. Sharing of information on, for example, of the firm is dependent on the existence
of human resources with relevant competence profiles. An analysis of the competencies needed for
different positions — together with an analysis of the firm’s current pool of employee competencies —
helps the organization hire people with the desired skills and strategy and company performance
conveys to the employees that they are trusted. Further, it is important that employees are informed so
that they can use the knowledge that resides in the firm to its fullest potential (Pfeffer, 1998). As a
result, extensive intra-organizational communication is also likely to contribute to employees’
motivation. Based on the arguments presented above, we propose.

Hypothesis 3. Performance-based compensation, merit-based promotion and internal

communication are positively related to employees’ motivation.
The conceptual model is presented in Figure 1.

Absorptive Capacity

Training —»
Hy 7| Employees’
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performance appraisal
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Figure 1 Conceptual model.

Data and method
This paper examines foreign-owned subsidiaries located in three host countries: Finland, Russia,
and USA. These countries are different, for example, in terms of history, culture, and management
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style, making it a perfect sample for testing whether the proposed hypotheses on intra-organizational
transfer of knowledge apply across the different contexts. The subsidiaries sampled have their MNC
HQs located in five home countries: Sweden, Germany, Japan, USA, and Finland. We chose these
countries because they were among the more active investors in Russia and Finland while still
representing a reasonably diverse sample including countries from each of the triad regions of North
America, Europe, and Asia.

Lists of subsidiaries of firms with headquarters in Japan, Germany, Sweden, and Finland
operating in the USA were obtained from the foreign commercial sections of the respective embassies
in the USA. In all, 320 subsidiaries were randomly selected from the lists and HRM managers or
General Managers of the subsidiaries were contacted via telephone and asked if they would participate
in the study. Of these, 28 did not meet the age or size sampling criteria. This resulted in a base
sampling of 292 firms in the USA. These 292 firms were sent a questionnaire and non-respondents were
contacted up to three times at 2-week increments resulting in 79 responses or a 27% response rate. In
Finland, 188 firms were contacted which met the size and age sampling requirements and a similar
procedure to that employed in the USA to obtain 62 responses or a 33% response rate. In Russia,
however, where there is little tradition of completing questionnaires and much worry about
disclosing information, interviews were set up with the managers during which time managers
were asked to complete the questionnaires. In a few cases, at the manager’s request, the questionnaire
was left with the manager and collected a few days later. In Russia 100 of the 357 contacted firms,
which met the size and age sampling conditions, took part in the study (a 28% response rate).

The resulting data set consists of 62 subsidiaries operating in Finland, 100 subsidiaries operating
in Russia, and 79 subsidiaries operating in the USA for a total of 241 participating subsidiaries.
However, due to missing data, only 168 observations were used in our data analysis (55 subsidiaries
in Finland, 81 in Russia, and 32 in USA). On average, the subsidiaries were existence for 15 years with
173 employees of which seven were expatriates. Further, on average, each MNC had subsidiaries in 40
different countries.

In all, 70% of our respondents were general managers or deputy general managers and
30% of our respondents were HR managers. No significant differences in responses were found
between these subgroups and thus following Guest (1997) the questionnaires were combined into one
data set for analysis. In total, 26% of the respondents were under 30 years old, 33% were between 30
and 39, 32% were between 40 and 49, and 9% over 50 years old.

A careful process was used to develop the questionnaire for this study. The items/scales used in
the study drew on established research (Gardner et al., 2001; Huselid, 1995; Wright et al., 1998; Zander,
1991). In addition, five experts were asked to review the questionnaire and provide feedback. The
questionnaire was then administered to 10 managers (not part of the sampling frame) to obtain their
feedback before development of the final questionnaire. The questionnaire was administered in English
in the USA and Finland and respondents in Russia had the option of using an English or Russian
version. The Russian version was validated for accuracy using a translation backtranslation procedure.

Following Podsakoff and Organ (1986), we used the Harman’s one-factor test to examine the
extent of common method bias in our data. A principal component factor analysis reveals there are 10
factors with an eigenvalue 41, which together account for 69% of the total variance. The presence of
several distinct factors combined with the relatively low amount of variance explained by the first factor
and second factor (only 15 and 12%) indicates that the data do not suffer from common method
variance (Podsakoff and Organ, 1986).

Measures
All data used in the analysis were from the administered questionnaire and all variables were
standardized prior to the development of indices.

Transfer of knowledge. We define the level of knowledge transfer based on the level of
knowledge utilization by the recipients assuming both acquisition and use of new knowledge.
Accordingly, the subsidiaries were asked to what extent they utilize knowledge from the parent
company and from other MNC units. The questions used a five-point Likert-type scale, where 1
indicates no use of knowledge and 5 indicates substantial use of knowledge (alpha=0.64).
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Employees’ ability. This construct captures employees’ potential and ability. It is not a measure
of an individual ability, but a measure of the overall ability of subsidiary’s employees. This construct
was measured by asking respondents to assess the quality of the subsidiary’s employees relative to that
of its competitors in: overall ability, job-related skills, and educational level. Respondents indicated this
on seven-point Likert-type scales ranging from 1=‘far below average’ to 7=‘far above average’
(alpha=0.77).

Employees’ motivation. This construct consists of five items. In the same vein, this is a measure
of the overall motivation of a subsidiary’s employees and not the individual motivation. Two items
asked respondents to assess the quality of the subsidiary’s employees relative to those of its competitors
on motivation and work effort using seven-point Likert-type scales (ranging from 1=‘far below average’
to 7=‘far above average’). Three items were measured using a five-point scale (ranging from 1=strongly
disagree to 5=strongly agree), where respondents were asked to indicate: (1) whether the employees
behave in ways that help company performance; (2) whether employees contribute in a positive way to
company performance; and (3) whether the subsidiary, compared with the parent company, has a highly
motivated group of employees (alpha=0.75).

Training. The extent to which subsidiaries apply training is measured through two items
capturing the number of days of formal training managerial and nonmanagerial employees, respectively,
receive annually (alpha=0.83).

Competence/performance appraisal. An index examining the extent to which competence/
performance appraisal is used in the subsidiary is used. One item measures the proportion of the
workforce that regularly receives a formal evaluation of their performance (in per cent), another
measures the proportion of jobs where a formal job analysis has been conducted (in percent), and the
final item measures the proportion of new jobs for which a formal analysis of the desired personal
skills/competencies/characteristics is carried out prior to making a selection decision (in percent)
(alpha=0.66).

Merit-based promotion. The importance of internal promotion schemes is measured by an index
comprised of three five-point Likert-type scale items. The first item measures whether qualified
employees have the opportunity to be promoted to positions of greater pay and/or responsibility within
the subsidiary (1=no opportunities and 5=many opportunities), the second item measures whether the
subsidiary places a great deal of importance on merit for promotion decisions
(1=not at all and 5=to a large extent), and the third item measures the extent to which upperlevel
vacancies are filled from within (1=not at all and 5=to a large extent) (alpha=0.63).

Performance-based compensation. This three-item scale captures the extent to which
compensation is performance-based. One item measures the proportion of employees who have the
opportunity to earn individual, group or company-wide bonuses (percent), and two items ask the
respondents to indicate whether the company uses performance-based compensation (1=not at all and
5=to a large extent) and whether the compensation systems are closely connected to the financial results
of the subsidiary (1=not at all and 5=to a large extent) (alpha=0.61).

Internal communication. The extent to which exchange of information is promoted within the
organization is measured through a scale comprised of three items (all on five-point scales). The items
capture communication flows between: (1) employees in different departments, (2) non-managerial
employees and managerial employees, and (3) the HR department and the top management team (1=not
at all and 5=to a large extent) (alpha=0.72).

Control variables

Subsidiary age. Subsidiary age was included as a control variable since older subsidiaries tend
to be more autonomous and thus more innovative (e.g., Foss and Pedersen, 2002). More innovative
subsidiaries might be less dependent on knowledge from other parts of the MNC. On the other hand,
more innovative subsidiaries may also be more interesting as knowledge exchange partners for other
MNC units. Subsidiary age is measured as the number of years the subsidiary has operated in the host
country.

Subsidiary size: Following the same logic as the subsidiary age variable, larger subsidiaries may
acquire less knowledge from other MNC units than smaller subsidiaries because they are able to
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generate more knowledge themselves. Subsidiary size is measured as the logarithm of the total number
of employees in the subsidiary.

Relative size of subsidiary compared to the rest of the corporation: This variable measures the
strategic importance of the subsidiary. Following Birkinshaw and Hood (1998) and Holm and Pedersen
(2000), it is expected that the larger the relative size of the subsidiary compared to the rest of the
corporation, the stronger strategic position the subsidiary will gain in the MNC. A stronger strategic
position allows better access to knowledge and other resources in other parts of the MNC.

Relative size is measured as the number of employees in the subsidiary divided by the total number of
employees in the MNC.

Share of expatriates: Expatriates are used in MNCs as vehicles for knowledge transfer from
other MNC units to the focal subsidiary where the higher number of expatriates in a subsidiary, the
more knowledge may be transferred (Downes and Thomas, 2000; Bonache and Brewster, 2001).
Therefore, we controlled for the relative number (in per cent) of expatriates in the subsidiary.

Strategic mission: As pointed out by Lyles and Salk (1996), a clear understanding and sharing
of the mission statement facilitates knowledge transfer since employees understand what knowledge is
important. In order to control for this variable, we asked the respondents to indicate to what extent the
subsidiary has a clear strategic mission that is well communicated and understood at every level
throughout the organization. The respondents indicated this on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1=not not at
all to 5=very much.).

Cultural relatedness: Lane and Lubatkin (1998) argue that absorptive capacity is a dyad-level
construct dependent on the similarities/differences of both source and recipient firms in terms of
knowledge bases, organizational structures and compensation practices, and dominant logic. We control
for the cultural relatedness between the home country of the MNC and the host country of the
subsidiary by applying the Kogut and Singhindex based on Hofstede’s four dimensions of cultural
difference (Kogut and Singh, 1988).

Home and host country: We expect that difference in local environments — economic, political,
technological and socio-cultural — affect the process of knowledge transfer. Therefore, we control for
the home country of the MNC (Finland, Germany, Japan, Sweden, and USA) as well as the host country
of the subsidiary (Finland, Russia, and USA).

Industry: Following Gupta and Govindarajan (2000), we control for industry characteristics
since some industries are more global and apply a higher level of knowledge transfer among MNC
units. We group the subsidiaries into six industries: Metal & Electronics, Food, Pulp & Paper,
Chemicals, Financial service, Wholesale & Retail, and Hotel & Transportation.

Results
The three hypotheses may be summarized in three basic equations:

1. Employees’ ability=Competence/Performance appraisal + Training +Error

2. Employees’ motivation=Merit-based Promotion +P erformance-based compensation +
Internal Communication + Error

3. Transfer of knowledge = Employees’ ability + Employees’ motivation + Employees’
ability*Employees’ motivation + Controls + Error However, as the above equations represent decisions
that are interdependent, the use of single equation models may yield biased results and obscure
interesting theoretical possibilities. It is also possible that the joint optimization of all decisions involved
may lead to the suboptimization of one or more individual decisions. Statistically, the interdependence
is indicated by the high correlation between the error terms of the three equations. The appropriate
model to estimate these decisions is a three-stage least square model that circumvents the problem of
interdependence by using instrument variables (the exogenous variables) to obtain predicted values of
the endogenous variables (in our case, knowledge transfer, employees’ ability, and employees’
motivation). As the scales of the variables varied considerably, all variables were standardized (mean=0
and standard deviation=1) before analysis.

As expected, there is a relatively high correlation between the three host country dummies (-
0.34, 0.28, and -0.67) and between the cultural relatedness variable and the country dummies (both host
and home-country dummies). This can largely be explained by the way these measures are constructed.
However, none of the other correlation coefficients indicated the possibility of multicollinearity (i.e., r >
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0.5), (Hair et al., 1995). Moreover, running the models with some of the correlated variables omitted
had no effect on the explanatory power of the main variables. Therefore, we concluded that the results
are very stable in terms of the different specifications of the model (see Table 3).

Table 3 The three-stage least squares estimation of a simulta-
neous equation model

Employees” Employees” Transfer of
ability mativation knowledge
Intercept —-0.1 —0.01 —0.0
—(0.07) (—0.07) (—0.09)
Training 018
(0.07)==
Performance 01
appraisal (0.06}
Promaotion 0.08
(—0.07)
Performance-based 0.21
compensation (0.07)===
Communication 0.29
(0_0?:'***
Ability 0.9
(—0.73)
Mativation 0.31
(—0.44)
Ability*motivation 0.33
(0.12)==
Controls
Age of subsidiary 0.03(0.12)
subsidiary size 0.07(0.12)
Share of expratiates —0.110.12)
Relative size of 0020011
subsidiary
Strategic mission —0.11(0.14)
Cultural relatedness 0.02(0.29)
Home-country yes®
dummies (four)
Host-country yes®
dummies (twao)
Industry dummies yes®
(five)
F-value 5.34™" 18.00™ 1.84"
s 0.06 0.25 0.22
N 167 167 167

** *and +, significant at 0.1, 1, 5 and 10%, respectively.

“Indicate that dummies for home country (four) and host country (two)

and industries (five) are included in the model, although, the 11
parameters is not shown in the table.

Overall, the results indicate that the
model including all three equations works
well, explaining almost one third of the
observed variation in the knowledge
transfer (weighted R?=0.32). This R?
statistic has been corrected for the fact that
the regression sum of squares and the error
sum of squares do not sum to the total
corrected sum of squares in methods using
instrument variables where first-stage
predicted values are substituted for
endogenous regressors. Therefore, the
overall R* value might be larger than the R?
values for each of the three equations. The
system weighted R? value is the best
measure of the overall goodness of fit of
the model. We turn now to the tests of our
explanatory hypotheses.

Hypothesis 2 posited a positive
relationship between
competence/performance appraisal and
training (HR practices) and subsidiary
employees’ ability. This hypothesis is
largely supported (see column 1; Table 3).
Training has a significantly relationship
with employees’ ability (P<0.01). The
effect of performance appraisal on
employees’ ability is marginally significant
(P<0.10). This indicates that investments in
HRM practices (e.g.,training) directly aim
at developing and upgrading the skills of
the workforce have a stronger effect on
employees’ ability than the indirect (long-
term) practice of competence and
performance appraisal. Since the variables
have been standardized, the two parameters
0.18 and 0.10, respectively, also indicate a
substantial difference in the effects of these
two variables on employees’ ability.

Hypothesis 3 examined the
relationship between merit-based
promotion, performance-based
compensation, and internal communication
(HR practices) and employees’ motivation.

Only two variables had a significant positive relationship lending some support for the hypothesis (see
column 2; Table 3). The two variables — performance-based compensation and internal communication
— are highly significant (P<0.001) determinants of employees’ motivation. An improvement in
employees’ motivation is more associated with the use of performance-based compensation and
information sharing within the organization rather than with merit-based promotions.
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Hypothesis 1 is concerned with two aspects of subsidiary absorptive capacity, ability and
motivation, and their interaction effects as a facilitator of knowledge transfer in MNCs. While the main
effects of both employees’ ability and employees’ motivation are positive but non-significant, the
interaction effect between these two variables is highly significant (P<0.001; see column 3; Table 3).
This indicates that neither employees’ ability nor motivation by themselves is sufficient to facilitate
knowledge transfer. The significant interaction of motivation and ability shows that in order to facilitate
knowledge transfer both aspects of absorptive capacity — ability and motivation of employees’— are
needed. It turns out that none of the control variables in the model are significant.

Concluding comments

This paper addresses the relationship between MNC subsidiary HRM practices, absorptive capacity, and
knowledge transfer. We found overall support for the argument that the absorptive capacity of the
subsidiary facilitates transfer of knowledge from other parts of the MNC. The greater the absorptive
capacity, the higher the level of knowledge transfer. Moreover, and perhaps the most important finding
of this study, we find that both aspects of absorptive capacity (ability and motivation) need to be present
in order to optimally facilitate the absorption of knowledge from other parts of the MNC. Employee
ability or motivation alone does not lead to knowledge transfer. These results fall in line with recent
contributions like Zahra and George (2002) who distinguish between potential absorptive capacity (with
an expected high content of employees’ ability) and realized absorptive capacity (with an expected high
content of employees’ motivation). While much prior research on absorptive capacity has only focused
on the ability aspect o absorptive capacity, our results indicate that ability is necessary but not sufficient.

There exists a large and growing body of research on the relationship between HRM and
organizational performance (see Becker and Gerhart, 1996; Guest, 1997; Becker and Huselid, 1998). In
particular, previous research has bundled different HRM practices into two main categories: those
determining employees’ ability and those determining employees’ motivation. However, we diverge
from previous work on HRM and firm performance by integrating the research on knowledge transfer
within the MNC. The results of our study indicate that investments in employees’ ability and motivation
through the extensive use of HRM practices contribute to MNC knowledge transfer. Employees’ ability
and motivation constitutes the firm’s absorptive capacity, which is seldom treated as an endogenous
variable in the literature. While pre previous studies have paid little attention to how absorptive capacity
is created and developed in the firm, the implication of our results is that managers can improve the
absorptive capacity of their organizations by applying specific HRM practices oriented towards
employees’ ability (training and performance appraisal) and employees’ motivation (performance-based
compensation and internal communication).

Future research should collect data from multiple respondents to minimize the risk of common
method bias. The validity of the current data on employees’ ability and motivation was limited due
to the use of only one respondent per subsidiary, a weakness in most international research.
Future research should also examine the possibility of a lagged effect of investments in HRM on
employees’ competencies and motivation, and knowledge transfer. Finally, examining other
factors of knowledge transfer such as the relationship between the parties involved, the sender’s
characteristics, and the characteristics of the knowledge transferred can extend the present
model. While this study makes important contributions to our understanding of the relationship between
HRM, employees’ ability and motivation, and knowledge transfer in the MNC, clearly, additional
research is needed to further develop the field of knowledge management.

IMoxanyiicTa, 0TBeThTe HA MOCTABJIEHHbIE BONPOCHI:

1. KakoBbl OCHOBHBIE IPOOJIEMBI, pacCMaTpUBAEMBbIE B CTaThe?

2. Kakue 13 npuBeICHHBIX B CTaThe UCCIIEA0BATEIbCKIX METOI0B U BBIBOJIOB 110 pE3ybTaTaM
UCCIIeIOBaHU IPECTABIIAIOTCS BaM CIIOPHBIMH, HEIOCTaTOYHO 000CHOBaHHbIMU? [Touemy?

3. KakoBbl OrpaHMYeHHUs IPOBEICHHOTO UCCIIEA0BAaHUA?

4. KakoBbl HanpaBiieHHsl ucronb30BaHus HR-MeHekepaMu pe3ysibTaTOB 3TOrO UCCIIEA0BaHUA?

5. SIBnsiroTCA 1M PaCCMOTPEHHBIE B CTAThe MPOOJIEMBI aKTYaJIbHBIMU 711 POCCUMCKUX OpraHu3anuii?
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