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The Influence of External Environmental Factors on
Technology Transfer between Foreign MNCs and

Local Subsidiaries: Based on SCP Paradigm’
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ABSTRACT

Technology transfer from a multinational company to a local subsidiary is essential for successful
local market operations. This study aims to analyze the impact of market, cultural and institutional
environmental factors on international technology transfer and innovation performance based on
the S-C-P paradigm. We collected data from one hundred ninety-five subsidiaries of Korean parent
firms located in seventeen countries and used structural equation modeling to test hypotheses. The
analysis findings are as follow; First, both market and cultural environment directly affect international
technology transfer. However, institutional environment such as protection of intellectual property
does not affect international technology transfer. Due to the less risk of technology disclosure involved
in technology transfer within the MNE organization can be not relationship between protection of
intellectual property in the host country and the foreign subsidiary’s transfer of technology. The risk of
infringement of intellectual property is relatively low in intra-firm transfer of technology. Second, the
technology introduced from the parent company has a positive effect on the innovation performance
of local subsidiaries. This implies that multinational companies that have entered unfamiliar overseas
markets should be able to effectively transfer the inherent advantages of the parent company to their

overseas subsidiaries, and that their ability to adapt to the local environment is important.

Keywords: S-C-P paradigm, International technology transter, External environmental factors,

Innovation performance, Knowledge management
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1. Introduction

Firms entering international markets should
not only overcome but also adapt to the changes
in global market environment to compete
successfully in their global markets. Particularly,
by transferring firm-specific technology to their
foreign subsidiaries, they can gain competitive
advantages in their foreign markets. They have
to enable their subsidiaries to stabilize and make
effective use of production systems, develop new
products, and obtain quality standard in their
local markets. However, transferring technology
from the parent to the subsidiary is not easy and
automatic process, faced with various barriers
even in intra-organizational transfer. Parent
firms should be involved in the transfer process
actively and assist the subsidiaries to learn from
them effectively. A successful technology transfer
within organizational units of multinational
enterprises (MNEs) has become a central issue to
maintaining sustainable competitive advantages
(Bartlett and Goshal 1989). Thus, the study of
international technology transfer have been
considered to be one of the key areas of academic
research in international business. Previous
studies have classified international technology
transfer as inter-firm and intra-firm technology
transfer. Inter-firm technology transfer refers to

cases in which technologies are transferred to

international joint ventures or strategic alliance
partner, while intra-firm technology transfer
means that technology is transferred internally
within their organization, for example, from
the parent to the subsidiary. Most previous
studies on international technology transfer have
attempted to identify factors affecting technology
transfer performance. They have relied on a
particular theoretical paradigm and a certain
group of variables associated with the paradigm.
There are very few, if any, studies focusing on
process of international technology transfer and
using theoretical paradigm integrating existing
theories. Recently, Parent et al. (2007) and Wang
et al. (2004) attempted to show the process of
international technology transfer by developing
conceptual frameworks; however, they did not
test the process empirically.

In order to overcome the research gap of
previous research, our study set two research
objectives. First, Most of previous researches
tends to concentrate on knowledge transfer
among companies such as IJV (Inter-firm transfer).
based on these research gap, Our study focus on
the technology transfer between the headquarters
of multinational corporations and overseas
subsidiaries (Intra firm transfer). Second, we
examine the effects of environmental factors on
international technology transfer and innovation

performance based on the S-C-P paradigm of
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industrial organization theory.

2. Literature Review

2.1 Industrial Organizational Theory: S-C-P
Paradigm

The studies based on industrial organizational
theory have focused on characteristics of host
country or environment as variables to affect
international technology transfer; market
potential (Grosse 1996; Cui et al. 2006), protection
of intellectual property (Tsang 2002; McCalman
2004), cultural distance (Davidson and McFetridge
1985; Cui et al. 2006). Cui et al. (2006) examined
the environmental factors affecting international
technology transfer based on the S-C-P paradigm.
According to these studies, the dynamics of local
markets increase the technology adoption of
foreign subsidiaries. In addition, organizational
culture similarity between parent company
and subsidiary serves as a factor to promote
technology transfer. The organizational culture
difference between parent company and overseas
subsidiaries hinders mutual reciprocal cooperation
among the organization members. Fabry and
Zeghni (2003) argue that the differences in
organizational culture lead to inter-organizational
conflicts and misunderstandings. These conflicts

and misunderstandings hinder the exchange of

information, making it difficult to communicate
internally to new information. In order to
secure a sustainable competitive advantage, it is
necessary for competitors to acquire and retain
irreplaceable resources and capabilities (Barney
1991). Therefore, in terms of protecting these core
competencies, the degree of intellectual property
rights in the local market is a very important
environmental factor. In order to reduce the risk
of technology imitation and leakage, technology
providers should internalize the market through
foreign direct investment rather than technology
transfer of market trading method (Tsang 2002).
Some studies (Davidson and McFetridge 1985;
Simonin 1999a) have examined the determinants
of technology transfer, paying attention to national
characteristics and explaining the relationship
between market uncertainty and international
technology transfer. In these studies, the
differences in geographical distance and culture,
language, laws, and institutions between home
and host countries increase uncertainty about
the local market. This uncertainty is a factor that
inhibits the entry of MNCs into overseas markets

and technology transfer.

2.2 International Technology Transfer
International technology transfer has been
classified into two types, namely inter-firm and

intra-firm transfer on the basis of characteristics
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of technology receivers. Inter-firm technology
transfer refers to cases in which technologies
are transferred to international joint ventures
or strategic alliance partner, while intra-firm
technology transfer means that technology is
transferred internally within their organization, for
example, from the parent to the subsidiary. This
study focuses on intra-firm technology transfer.
Through literature review shown in <Table 1>,
this research can identify some trends in the past
research on international technology transfer.
First, most research on international technology

transfer has discussed two types of knowledge,

technological knowledge as well as non-
technological knowledge such as management
practices, marketing or innovation know-
hows. The research focusing on technological
knowledge transfer has dealt with the technology
of products development skill, manufacturing
process and production technology (e.g., Lin
2003; Park and Ghauri 2011; Simonin 2004). On
the other hand, more literature has focused on
the issue of knowledge transfer that includes both
technological knowledge and non-technological
knowledge such as marketing, business

administration and advice about quality control.

<Table 1> Classification of literature by knowledge type and unit of analysis

Study Knowledg type Unit of analysis Sample
Technology | Knowledge
Bresman et al. (1999) | (2\r/]\/teécrieeg) MNE’s subsidiaries 42
Cuiet al. (2006) [ ] (%ﬁ%g;gg) MNE’s subsidiaries 131
Gupta & Govindarajan (2000) [ | LJJéSbaEU(rI(-)i(%? MNE’s subsidiaries 374
Minbaeva et al. (2003) [ | ijé%aau(rﬁ%e)' MNE’s subsidiaries 169
Minbaeva and Michailova (2004) | D?E{S?rk MNE’s subsidiaries 92
Noorderh#gemand Harzing (] ijé%al:;]u(rﬁ%e)' MNE’s subsidiaries 169
Park (2011) n — e v 127
Park and Ghauri (2011) [ ] (elé?gsgd) 1V 106
Grosse (1996) n South Amefica v 73
Lyles and Salk (1996) [ | ('gﬁtne%aerdy) v 78
Lane et al. (2001) n fungary v 201
Singapore,
Tsang (2002) [ | HongKong Y, 162
(entered)
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Dhanaraj et al. (2004) n fungary v 140
Thuc Anh et al. 2006) o o v 173
Perez—N(%rénge)dt etal. - (enltJéEed) LV 102
Park et al. (2012) n e v 326
Minbaeva et al. (2013) m e v 199
Simonin (1999a) [ | us Strategic alliance firms 147
Simonin (2004) [ | us Strategic alliance firms 147
Lin (2003) [ | Taiwan Strategic alliance firms 84
Lin (2007) [ | Taiwan Strategic alliance firms 109
Kotabe et al. (2003) [ | U.S, Japan Strategic alliance firms 202
Kotabe et al. (2007) [ | us Strategic alliance firms | Secondary Data
Simonin (1999b) [ | us Strategic alliance firms 151

Second, previous studies that have focused
on technology transfer between parent firms
and subsidiaries (Gupta and Govindarajan
2000; Minbaeva and Michailova 2004;
Noorderhaven and Harzing 2009) were mainly
based on developed countries such as U.S, Japan,
Europe and studied the topic in the view of
technology outflow. On the other hand, some
research studying technology transfer between
international joint venture partners (e.g., Dhanaraj
et al. 2004; Lane et al. 2001; Park and Ghauri
2011) was based on emerging markets, China,
Korea, Vietnam etc., and approached the issue in
the view of technology inflow. Third, past studies

have used two types of measures of technology

transfer performance. The first type measures
quantitative performance by using amount of
technology acquired from supplier (e.g., Gupta
and Govindarajan 2000; Minbaeva 2007). For
example, Gupta and Govindarajan (2000) used
seven items such as marketing know-how,
distribution know-how, packaging and design
technology, product design, process design,
purchasing know-how, management control to
measure the performance of technology transfer.
Second type focuses on qualitative performance
such as understanding transferred knowledge
and information or contribution to improvement
of performance (Lin 2003; Szulanski 1996;

Zahra et al. 2000). For example, Szulanski
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(1996) measured the performance of technology
transfer by the speed of technology transfer and
degree of satisfaction of the recipient. Zahra et
al. (2000) measured the performance of learning
by the amount of technology transfer, degree of
understanding about transferred technology, and

speed of technology transfer.

3. Research Model and Hypothesis

3.1 Research Model

The purpose of this study is to propose a
process-oriented research model that can
comprehensively explain how the environmental

factors (market, culture, institution) affecting

the international technology transfer affect the
innovation performance of MNCs. The external
environmental factors are not controllable by the
enterprises, and from the viewpoint of industrial
organization, they provide a policy environment
that determines the competitiveness of the
enterprises (Hsu and Fang 2009).The investment
of multinational corporations makes the transfer
of technical knowledge essential. Environmental
factors such as market potential and intensity of
competition affect the investment and technology
transfer of multinational corporations. <Fig.
1> presents the proposed research model. The
research model depicts the influence of three
factors of environmental factors. (1) market

potential, and (2) compatible organizational

Structure

Market Environment

Market
Potential

Conduct

Performance

H1

Cultural Environment

Institutional Environment

H3

International

: H2
Compatible
Organizational Culture Technology Transfer

H4
Innovation
Performance

Protection of
Intellectual Properties

<Figure 1> Research Model
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culture, and (3) protection of intellectual
properties on international technology transfer
and innovation performance under the structure-
conduct-performance framework advanced
by Cui et al. (2006). In the S-C-P framework,
conduct refers to the strategy undertaken by
companies in the industry. Technology transfer
is a fundamental strategic option employed by
MNCs and technology transfer to successful
foreign subsidiaries has a direct impact on the
innovation performance of MNCs. Figure 1 shows

the research model of the above discussion.

3.2 Hypothesis

3.2.1. Market Potential

market potential of foreign market can generally
achieve high profitability and economies of scale,
so it is important to secure first mover status in
foreign markets through rapid entry into markets
with high market potentials (Caves and Mehra
1986; Sabi 1988). In addition, the overseas market,
which has a high market potential, has a high
strategic importance for the parent company.
Therefore, it will actively transfer the technology
to the subsidiary so that overseas subsidiaries
can quickly secure competitiveness. In other
words, the high potential of the local market
provides the motivation to transfer technology
quickly and effectively from the perspective of

the parent company. If the potential of the local

market is high, the local subsidiaries will also
need to introduce new technologies from their
parent companies in order to secure a competitive
position in the market as soon as possible. Market
potential of host country was found to motivate
parent firm and foreign subsidiaries in technology
transfer (Grosse 1996). Technology transfer is
more important in a highly growth market,
where increasing customer demands require
firms to continuously modify products and adjust
operation (Wang et al. 2006). Thus, I can develop
the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Market potential in the market
environment is positively related to technology
transfer between foreign MNC and local subsidiaries.

3.2.2. Compatible organizational culture

Differences in organizational culture between
parent company and local subsidiaries can cause
conflicts and misunderstandings, and these
conflicts and misunderstandings are important
factors that interfere with information exchange
and communication. In addition, if there are
procedures and norms similar to those of local
subsidiaries, the parent company can transfer
the technology more effectively based on this
reciprocal learning environment. Cui et al.
(2006) suggested that the greater the cultural
distance between the parent company and the

local subsidiaries, the less the introduction of
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internal technology. Difference of organizational
culture between parent firm and its foreign
subsidiaries becomes the cause of conflict and
misunderstanding. It can cause interruption
of information exchange and communication.
Simonin (1999a) argued that organizational
dissimilarities increased ambiguity and decreased
transferability of knowledge. Also, Lane and
Lubatkin (1998) suggested that a successful
knowledge transfer be derived from the
compatibility of organizational culture between
organizational units. So, I can assume that
similarity in organizational culture positively
affects both parent firm’s disseminative capacity
and absorptive capacity of its foreign subsidiary.

Based on this discussion, we can hypothesize:

Hypothesis 2: Compatible organizational culture
in the cultural environment is positively related to
technology transfer between foreign MNC and local
subsidiaries.

3.2.3. Institutional Environment

Market uncertainty stems from country
risk, demand variation in market, government
regulation, frequent policy changes, and
infringement of intellectual property rights.
Particularly, protection of intellectual property
rights is very important factor in technology
transfer (McCalman 2004). In the case of critical

technologies that play a key role in the operation

of the company, there is a stronger tendency to
choose the way of transferring internal technology
(Davidson and McFetridge 1985). The results
of this study show that in a well-established
market, the introduction of new technologies and
the motivation for learning will have a positive
impact on the transfer of technology from the
parent company. This research assume that
the protection of intellectual property rights of
host country will increase foreign subsidiary’s
motivation of learning external new technology
and adapting it to local environment. Based on

this discussion, I can hypothesize

Hypothesis 3: Protection of intellectual properties in
the institutional environment is positively related to
technology transfer between foreign MNC and local
subsidiaries.

3.2.4. International Technology Transfer

Technology transfer performance depends on
local adaptation and availability of technology
at the head office (Van Wijk et al. 2008). The
technological innovation of a local subsidiary is
to utilize the technical knowledge transferred
from the MNCs HQ in accordance with local
characteristics, thereby enhancing the quality
competitiveness or improving existing products
(Guan et al. 2006). Strengthening the competitive
environment of products requires creation of

new customer value. The production and supply
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of competitive products ultimately depends on
the technological innovation of the multinational
company (Garcia-Morales et al. 2007). However,
technological innovation is difficult because the
technology knowledge from the MNCs HQ is
distributed in various structural elements (Van
Wijk et al. 2008).For example, they are located
within a mix of human resources or the tangible
knowledge they possess or the specificity of their
technical equipment, and the various elements
of these various factors. Moreover, if the implicit
form of knowledge is customary in ordinary job,
transferring to a local subsidiary is more difficult.
In the process of transferring technology from
the MNC HQ, absorbing the technical knowledge
inherent in various factors and leaving it as
an achievement can enhance the capability of

developing new products (Kim and Inkpen 2005).

<Table 2> Sample characteristics

Based on this discussion, I can hypothesize

Hypothesis 4: International technology transfer
between foreign MNC and local subsidiaries is
positively related to innovation performance of local
subsidiaries.

4. Research Method

4.1 Sample and Data Collection

The purpose of this study is to identify
determinants of technology transfer performance
from the parent firm to its subsidiaries in a
Korean case. Thus, this study used Korean MNEs
having headquarters in Korea and established
subsidiaries in overseas. The sample frame
consisted of firms listed in the Directory of

Korean Firms Going International published

Country Number (%) Country Number (%)
China 93 477% Textile 46 23.6%
Vietnam 60 30.8% Electricity and electronics 46 23.6%
Indonesia 12 6.2% Parts of automobile 27 13.8%
us 6 31% Machine and equipment 26 13.3%
Mexico 4 21% Chemicals 20 10.3%
India 3 1.5% Groceries 6 31%
Host Slovakia 3 1.5% Paper manufactures 6 31%
- Industry
country Russia 2 1.0% Household products 5 2.6%
Thailand 2 1.0% Furniture manufactures 4 21%
Turkey 2 1.0% Shipbuilding 1 0.5%
Poland 2 1.0% Steel and metal 1 0.5%
Malaysia 2 1.0% Etc 7 3.6%
Etc 5 2.6% Total 195 100%
Total 195 100%
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by the Korean Trade Investment Promotion
Agency (KOTRA). The study used a survey which
focused on managers of foreign subsidiaries of
Korean manufacturing MNEs. Our final sampling
population contained 1,121 foreign subsidiaries.
I received 210 responses as a response rate of
17.3 percent. 15 responses were unusable due to
missing data. After removing unusable responses,
195 questionnaires were retained for our analysis.
Table 3 presents profiles of foreign subsidiaries in

our sample.

4.2 Measures

This paper classifies international technology
transfer into two categories: quantitative and
qualitative transfer. Quantitative transfer
measures the extent to which foreign subsidiary
acquire technology from its parent firm (Kotabe
et al. 2007, Park and Ghauri 2011). Technology
included product and manufacturing technologies.
Qualitative transfer measures the degree of
successful transfer of technology from the parent
firm, which includes the degree of understand
and utilization of transferred technology, and
the extent of its contribution to performance (i.e.
improvement of productivity, quality, and new
product development) (Szulanski 1996; Perez-
Nordtvedt et al. 2008). Innovation performance
though the international technology transfers were

measured as the degree to which the received

technology (1) contributed to the productivity
improvement, (2) the contribution to the quality
improvement, and (3) the contribution to the
product development and improvements (Guan
et al. 2006; Garcia-Morales et al. 2007; Hsu and
Fang 2009). Market potential of host country was
measured by two items indicating (1) market size
(potential) and (2) potential of growth (Agarwal
and Ramaswami 1992). Protection of intellectual
properties was measured by three item
indicating the degree of (1) institutional policy, (2)
government restriction against infringement of
intellectual properties, (3)protection of intellectual
properties in market (Reddy and Zhao 1990).
Compatible organizational culture was measured
by three items indicating the degree of similarity
in (1) organizational culture, (2) management
style, (3) process of decision-making (Simonin

1999b; Katsikeas et al. 2009).

5. Results

5.1 Reliability and validity of Measures

This research ran a confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) to assess reliability and validity of measures
and the final results after a measurement
purification process are shown in Table 3 and 4.
Five measures were dropped because of their

low standardized loading on the constructs. The
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CFA results for the first-order factors indicate an
acceptable fit (x2(21)=27.584(p=0.152), GF1=0.970,
NF1=0.979, TLI=0.991, CFI=0.995, RMSEA=0.040).
Also, the CFA results for second-order factors
indicate that the measurement model shows
a good fit ((x*(11)=34.082(p<0.001), GFI=0.957,
NF1=0.966, TLI=0.954, CF1=0.976).

The most of fitness indexes such as GFI, NFI,
CFI, and RMSEA show the indexes have a good
fit to the model. The results in Table 3 and 4
show that all standardized loading are significant
(p<0.001) and greater than 0.7, which indicates the
measures achieve adequate levels of convergent
validities (Bagozzi and Yi 1988). This research
calculated composite reliabilities (CR) to assess
the reliability of each construct. All CR values

presented in Table 3 and 4 are greater than 0.7,

<Table 3> CFA results of the first-order factors

and AVE exceed 0.5 which means all measures

achieve reliabilities.

5.2 Non-response and common method
bias check

This research compared early and late
respondents in terms of organizational
characteristics (subsidiary’s size and age, parent
firm’s degree of internationalization, and etc.) to
test non-response bias and observed no significant
differences. This suggests that non-response
bias does not exist. A risk of common method
variance may exist because this research asked
respondents to subjectively assess variables by
their perceptual judgments (Chang et al. 2010). To
address this issue, This research, first, conducted

a Harman’s Sing-factor analysis, where common

Construct Measure Standardized loading CR AVE
MKP 1 0988

Market potential 0.828 0.662
MKP 2 0722
Ccoc1 0919

Compatible organizational culture 0914 0752
coCc?2 0.947
PIP1 0963

Protection of intellectual properties 0.951 0.807
PIP 2 0.945
IPF 1 0.892

Innovation performance IPF 2 0.850 0.851 0.671
IPF 4 0.813

X*(21)=27584(p=0.152), GFI=0.970, AGFI=0.936, NFI=0.979, TLI=0.991, CFI=0.995, RMSEA=0.040

All standardized loadings are significant at p<0.001
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<Table 4> CFA results of the second-order factors

Second order level First order Measure Stalg(g?jﬁged CR AVE
Degree of DTT1 0.812
techig transfer DTT 2 0957 0840 | 0725
| first order Extent of utilization SLLJJ ; gzij 0.879 0784
't”et‘;rfgl'ggjl | EFF 1 0.851
transfer Effectiveness EFF 2 0.949 0.897 0744
EFF 3 0.809
second order PTT1 0779
PTT 2 0.827 0.866 0.586
PTT 3 0.832

x*(11)=34.082(p=0.001), GFI=0.957. AGFI=0.889, NFI=0.966, TLI=0.954, CFI=0.976

All standardized loadings are significant at p<0.001

method variance was indicated by the emergence
of a single factor that accounts for a large portion
of the variance in factor analysis. However,
no such single factor emerged. The first factor
accounted for 34.4 percent of total variances.
Second, I followed a procedure recommended by
Cote and Buckley (1987). Thus, I can conclude that
the common method variance is not a significant

problem in our analysis.

5.3 Results of structural equation
modeling

Table 5 shows the standardized estimates of
coefficients of hypothesized paths as a result of
the structural equation modeling. The model’s
goodness of fit indices are x2(50)=87.144(p=0.001),
x2/DF=1.743 GF1=0.928, NF1=0.946, IF1=0.976,

TLI=0.968, CFI=0.976, RMSEA=0.062, which
indicate the model achieve a good fit.

As shown in Table 5, Hypothesis 1 was
supported (0.234, p <0.05) as market potential
positively affected international technology
transfer. And compatible organizational culture
(0.256, p <0.005) positively affects international
technology transfer. However, protection
intellectual properties and international
technology transfer is found not to be significant
(0.031, p>0.05). Thus, hypothesis 1 and 2 is
supported, but hypothesis 3 is not supported.
Finally, International technology transfer
positively affects innovation performance of
local subsidiaries (0.522, p <0.001), suggesting

hypothesis 4 was supported.
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<Table 5>. Results of structural equation modeling

Hypothesis Path oath oot P
H1 Market potential = International technology transfer 0.234* 0.050 Supported
H?2 Compatible organizational culture — International technology transfer 0.256** 0.005 Supported
H3 Protection intellectual properties = International technology transfer 0.031 0.841 | Not Supported
H4 International technology transfer — Innovation performance 0.522** | 0.001 Supported

x*(50)=87144(p=0.001), x2/DF=1.743, GFI=0.928, NFI=0.946, IFI=0.976, TLI=0.968, CFI=0.976, RMSEA=0.062

***p<0.001, **p<0.01, *p<0.05, tp<0.1, two tailed-test

6. Discussion and conclusion

This research aims to identify factors that
influence performance of international technology
transfer under the S-C-P paradigm advanced by
Cui et al. (2006). This study explains the process
of technology transfer between the parent firm
and local subsidiaries. This research tested the
hypotheses by using 195 foreign subsidiaries
of Korean MNEs as a sample and obtained
the following results. First, Market potential,
Compatible organizational and protection of
intellectual properties of the host country
positively influences international technology
transfer.

First, Market potential of the host country and
compatible organizational between HQ and local
subsidiaries positively influences international
technology transfer. However, protection of
intellectual property does not affect international
technology transfer. Due to the less risk of

technology disclosure involved in technology

transfer within the MNE organization there
can be no relationship between protection of
intellectual property in the host country and the
foreign subsidiary’s transfer of technology. The
risk of infringement of intellectual property is
relatively low in intra-firm transfer of technology.
Second, International technology transfer
positively affects innovation performance of
local subsidiaries. This study contributes to the
existing literature on international technology
transfer on the following grounds. First, this
research provides a theoretical framework which
can explain a whole process of international
technology transfer from the parent firm to its
foreign subsidiary based on environmental factors
under the advanced S-C-P paradigm by Cui et al.
(2006). Second, this study attempts to identify the
determinants of technology transfer in the view
of technology outflow in Korea MNEs, which are
a successful example of emerging market MNEs.
Most previous studies have focused on technology

transfer between IJVs or strategic alliance partners
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or in developed countries such as USA, Japan, or
European countries.

There are some limitations in this study.
First, the data are collected from the foreign
subsidiaries. Because the performance of
international technology transfer is also affected
by characteristics of parent firms and relationship
between the two entities, the data should be also
gathered from the parent firm to draw the whole
picture of technology transfer process more
accurately. However, it is very hard in reality to
gather all the data from both parent firm and
its subsidiaries. So, I did a survey to expatriate
managers who have previous experience of
working in the parent firm before dispatching to
the foreign subsidiaries. Second, this study used
Korean MNEs in various industries as a sample.
This research attempted to control industry
characteristics by including industry type (capital-
intensive versus labor-intensive industry) as a
controlling variable. However, I cannot make sure
full reflection of differences among industries in
the analysis. I hope to all these limitations will be

overcome in the future research on this topic.
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