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Executive summary 

Situation: Boston Consulting Group in April 2013 released a report stating that Denmark and 

Norway will have lost 60.000 and 24.000 manufacturing jobs by 2020 respectively. This is a huge 

value loss to the two Nordic economies. To stop this continued loss, local manufacturing 

subsidiaries need to increase their value creation for the parent MNE so that offshoring becomes the 

less value creating option. The method to increase subsidiary value creation is through subsidiary 

initiatives, i.e. independent entrepreneurial actions by the subsidiary. 

Research goal: This research tries (1) to identify whether Danish and Norwegian subsidiaries have 

realized subsidiary initiatives and whether they will realize subsidiary initiatives in the near future. 

Further the current paper analyzes (2) what aspects of subsidiary management and the headquarter-

subsidiary relationship influence the realization of subsidiary initiatives. The findings try to answer 

these inquiries and will hopefully allow a deeper understanding of the value creation through 

initiatives by manufacturing subsidiaries. 

Methodology: The research was based on a structured questionnaire answered by a total of 69 

random managers in Danish and Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries. The quantitative data 

received through the survey then was analyzed using statistical methods such as t-Tests for 

comparing groups and regression analyses to identify correlations between certain aspects. 

Findings: The research found that (1) Danish and Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries have been 

realizing and do realize subsidiary initiatives. However as history shows, the amount of subsidiary 

initiatives realized does not suffice to stop the offshoring. The current study found that as to 

increase the amount of initiatives realized, (2) subsidiaries should hire management that has held a 

corporate position before and has many years of leadership experience. Further the subsidiary 

should increase the amount of capabilities and functions conducted within the subsidiary, as well as 

the subsidiary should increase its autonomy from the headquarters whenever possible as to increase 

its opportunity to take action and thus, to realize subsidiary initiatives.. 

Subsidiaries doing this, according to the findings, will increase the amount of initiatives realized 

within. This in turn will increase the value created by the subsidiary for the parent MNE, which in 

turn will render offshoring less likely. 

These findings will allow a better understanding of value creation in subsidiaries. Further it creates 

a basis for further research on the relation of offshoring and value creation through initiatives. 
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1. Introduction 

On April 4
th

, 2013 a new report by the Boston Consulting Group (‘BCG’) (Alsén, et al., 2013) 

caused a media stir in Denmark that reached from all major newspapers to small online blogs (e.g. 

Nyhedsbureauet Newspaq, 2013; DI, 2013; Lilmoes, 2013; Bünger, 2013; Ritzau, 2013; mlp, 2013). 

The reason for the stir was that BCG in their report ‘Revitalizing Nordic Manufacturing’ (Alsén, et 

al., 2013) predicted that until 2020 Denmark would lose 64.000 of its currently 344.000 

manufacturing jobs. The publication has come at a time, after the 2008 financial crisis, when the 

employment rate occupies the Danish media and politicians desperately try macro-economic 

initiatives that hopefully will create long-lasting employment (cf. Cordsen, 2013; Eriksen, 2013; 

Langballe, 2012; Lund, 2013; Ritzau b, 2013). Consequently the prophecy of BCG about a loss of 

almost 19 percent of all Danish manufacturing jobs until 2020 not only is seen as a blow to all those 

employed in Danish manufacturing but also to the Danish government and the struggling Danish 

economy at its current state. 

Some time ago the downfall of Danish manufacturing did not seem to create much stir in the Danish 

media. The belief was strong that the tertiary sector, i.e. services, would take up all those that were 

losing their jobs within manufacturing and that the future of Denmark was to become a knowledge 

based society with a highly educated workforce (Løren, 2011). However, this currently is not the 

case, as the service sector experiences too low growth rates to balance the job losses in the industry 

(Produktivitets Komissionen, 2013). The service sector in the post-crisis years has not been able to 

catch all those who lost their manufacturing jobs. What is worse: new evidence points out that 

research and development go where production goes, thereby potentially robbing Denmark the 

future as an R&D and innovation focused economy as manufacturing flees the country (Økonomi- 

og Erhversministeriet, 2008). 

BCG identifies multiple reasons for this ‘manufacturing exodus’, of which especially two are 

responsible for the Danish job loss. The first is the extraordinary high Danish labor costs and the 

second is the currently frail Danish demand and economic growth (Alsén, et al., 2013; Ritzau, 

2013). Both negative influences lead to offshoring of Danish manufacturing jobs to cheaper and 

faster growing markets. 

Offshoring is the act of relocating certain company internal activities to a company internal or 

external actor in a foreign country (Dictionary.com, 2013). For Danish companies, offshoring is the 

main answer to the eroding cost competitiveness of the Nordics, where wages are amongst the 
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highest worldwide. So far offshoring of Danish manufacturing jobs alone has cost Denmark 55,000 

jobs between 2000 and 2010 (Copenhagen Economics, 2013) or every fifth job since 2008 (Dansk 

Arbejdsgiverforening, 2014) and is also expected to be the main reason for manufacturing job 

losses in the Danish future (Copenhagen Economics, 2013). This puts the prevention of offshoring 

at the front line when BCG in their paper round up recommendations to the government on how to 

prevent the loss of 64.000 Danish manufacturing jobs. 

Who is responsible for preventing the exodus of manufacturing jobs? As the Danish government 

tries to prevent the loss of 64.000 manufacturing jobs from happening, BCG and other voices (cf. 

(Elikofer, 2012; Okstrøm, 2013; Hyllested, 2013) offer macro level recommendations on how to do 

so, expecting the government to be the savior of manufacturing jobs. However the government can 

only provide institutions and frameworks to support manufacturing and hope that the jobs will stay 

in Denmark. The other actor usually expectantly looked at are the companies. Companies, however, 

are profit driven entities and will only keep manufacturing in Denmark if they are able to generate 

more value by staying, than by offshoring. Consequently the true actors at the center of the fight for 

manufacturing jobs in Denmark are the manufacturing subsidiaries located here. It is the 

manufacturing subsidiaries themselves that have the most opportunities to influence whether they 

are offshored or not. It is the manufacturing subsidiaries that either are able to generate a surplus 

value in Denmark or not.  

Based on the above discussion it can be concluded that subsidiaries can prevent the offshoring of 

their manufacturing jobs to low cost countries by creating value for the parent MNE. The amount of 

value created in Denmark needs to be higher than the expected value gain from offshoring the 

activities. Value as a concept here is understood in broad terms and thus is the result of adding up 

all positive and negative aspects a parent MNE sees in the respective subsidiary (cf. 

Businessdictionary.com, 2014). It thus, amongst much more, includes for example the costbase, 

efficiency, innovativeness, location, resources and capabilities present at the subsidiary. 

When is offshoring conducted? As hinted above, offshoring is conducted if more value creation is 

expected to result from offshoring than currently is created in the Danish subsidiary. 

A value increase of the subsidiary in relation to the parent MNE is achieved by the subsidiary 

increasing its worth as part of the MNE. New value creation in a subsidiary and therewith the 

subsidiary initiative is identified as “a discrete, proactive undertaking that advances a new way for 
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the corporation to use or expand its resources”. It is the “entrepreneurial process, beginning with the 

identification of an opportunity and culminating in the commitment of resources to that 

opportunity” (Birkinshaw, 1997, p. 207).  

Offshoring thus is prevented in the case that a subsidiary manages to render offshoring an 

unattractive option through increasing its contributory role to the overall MNC value creation.  

How can offshoring be avoided through subsidiary initiatives? If headquarters is not willing to 

invest into the subsidiary due to multiple reasons such as high labor costs and low demand in the 

case of Denmark, only the subsidiaries themselves can through independent actions increase their 

value creation to render offshoring unattractive. Value creation, i.e. the subsidiary’s contributory 

role to the MNC, is increased through subsidiary initiatives (Birkinshaw, et al., 1998). 

Consequently, to avoid offshoring, a Danish manufacturing subsidiary needs to successfully 

increase its value contribution to the MNC through successful subsidiary initiatives.  

1.1. The research goal 

If so many manufacturing jobs have been lost and will be lost due to offshoring, is it then possible 

that Danish manufacturing subsidiaries actively have tried to increase their value creation through 

subsidiary initiatives? Have Danish manufacturing subsidiaries actually been conducting subsidiary 

initiatives and will they conduct subsidiary initiatives in the near future? 

If subsidiaries have been conducting initiatives and support the continued realization of initiatives, 

what aspects influence how successful a subsidiary is at realizing initiatives?  

This paper’s research goal is twofold. The first research focus is to identify to what degree 

manufacturing subsidiaries have been and will successfully conduct subsidiary initiatives and 

the second goal is to identify certain drivers of the success of subsidiary initiatives. 

To ensure a greater understanding of subsidiary initiatives in Denmark, the current research will 

also look at subsidiary initiatives in Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries. This fact will 

expectedly allow to compare the situation of subsidiary initiatives in the two different, however 

very closely related countries (cf. (Hofstede, 2014) and point out similarities and differences that 

can be further looked at in the future. The research is based upon a structured questionnaire. 

Focus 1.: The first research focus identifies whether Danish and Norwegian manufacturing 

subsidiaries have been successfully conducting subsidiary initiatives in the last five years as 
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well as whether management currently is supporting the realization of subsidiary initiatives in 

the near future or not. The respective success and support rate are ranked on a Likert scale from 

one to seven, where seven is the highest rank. A ranking above the Likert scale median four is 

considered successful. The first research focus consequently looks at whether value is created by 

Danish and Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries or not. This in turn will allow the current 

research to discuss the influence of subsidiary initiatives on the future of offshoring manufacturing 

jobs. 

The second focus of the research goal tries to identify certain aspects that influence the success of 

subsidiary initiatives in the past and present. As much can influence subsidiary initiatives in one 

way or another, the research focuses on two out of three core influential areas which are the drivers 

for subsidiary evolution and subsidiary initiatives according to Rugman & Verbeke (2001)
1
. These 

two focal drivers are the subsidiary management and the parent company assignment, or the 

headquarters-subsidiary relationship (cf. Birkinshaw, et al., 1998).  

Focus 2.: The second research focus will analyze how certain types of management and 

certain headquarters-subsidiary relations drives the realization of and support for subsidiary 

initiatives or hinder it. The scope of the second research focus will be further defined in the 

methods below (see p. 28). The analysis will be done by comparing certain aspects of management 

and headquarters-subsidiary relationship with the findings of the first research focus by using 

statistical methods to identify significant differences or possible correlation of the different 

influential aspects according to Birkinshaw, et al. (1998).  Significant differences will be identified 

by P-values below the 90% threshold of 0.1 and correlation is also assumed at an ANOVA P-value 

of below 0.1.  

The findings will be used to draw inference regarding their implications for the realization of 

subsidiary initiatives and by extension how offshoring can be decreased through these same 

initiatives. 

                                                           
1
 The third driver, local environment determinism, is defined as “environmental factors” by Rugman & Verbeke (2001) 

as well as Birkinshaw & Hood (1998) and thus encompasses, again, an extremely broad spectrum of possible 

influences. Due to its complexity and the lack of data on the subject (see p. 28) it is not part of the focal study. 

Answering the above questions will allow to understand which subsidiaries are able to increase their value creation 

through subsidiary initiatives and which circumstances either support or hinder this. 
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To increase the reliability of the results of this research, the Danish data was complemented by 

Norwegian data. 

It is this papers goal to see whether subsidiary initiatives have been and are conducted by Danish 

manufacturing subsidiaries and what influences and circumstances have an impact on the level of 

subsidiary initiatives. However it is not this paper’s goal to determine the exact value that is gained 

through certain subsidiary initiatives and at what concrete point the subsidiary’s value contribution 

exceeds the expected gains from offshoring. 

1.2. Value and originality of the research 

This research will try to shed light on the landscape of subsidiary initiatives in Denmark and by 

extension Norway. Different influences and their impact on subsidiary initiatives will be analyzed 

to see which subsidiaries in which circumstances have the best opportunity to generate successful 

initiatives. The research will map out the landscape of Danish manufacturing subsidiaries 

initiatives, which will help to create a better understanding of the Danish manufacturing industry in 

general, its entrepreneurial activities as well as the degree of independent action in Danish 

manufacturing subsidiaries relative to their parent. 

The research is conducted on a quantitative basis to ensure the broadest possible understanding of 

manufacturing subsidiary initiatives in the Danish and Norwegian markets. 

As subsidiary initiatives and their surrounding influences in Denmark have not been mapped so far, 

the paper will enhance the understanding of subsidiary initiatives and what drives them and open up 

for new research within the field. 

1.3. Assignment outline 

The assignment begins with looking at the effect of offshoring on the manufacturing industry and 

why manufacturing jobs are worth fighting for and thus why Danish and Norwegian subsidiaries 

should be interested in realizing subsidiary initiatives. The below analysis will allow the reader a 

better understanding of the influence the offshoring of manufacturing activities has had on the 

Danish and Norwegian manufacturing industry.  

The following look at why manufacturing jobs are worth fighting for will deepen the understanding 

of the reader for why value creation through subsidiary initiative realization is of utmost importance 

to the local manufacturing subsidiaries. 
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The analysis is based upon multiple public national databases such as Danmarks Statistik, 

Danmarks Vækstråd, Statistisk Sentralbyråd, different ministries, Eurostat and OECD, as well as 

multiple private analyses of the two labor markets (DI & CO-industri, 2011; Copenhagen 

Economics, 2013).  

Establishing the basic foundation necessary to understand the purpose of the research, the thesis 

will continue by describing the frameworks and understandings of the concept of subsidiary 

initiatives as defined and identified by the leading researchers within the area. As such the thesis 

draws heavily from the founder of the research discipline, Birkinshaw and fellow researchers (1995; 

1997; 1998), as well as some newer researchers within the area, Ambos (2010; 2011), Bouquet 

(2008; 2009), Andersson (2003; 2008) and others (Delany, 2000; Strutzenberger & Ambos, 2013; 

Schmid, et al., 2013). 

After having created an understanding for the underlying frameworks of the research, the methods 

of the research will be presented to introduce how the research was conducted. Building the 

foundation of any research the methods are a core part. The Methods of the current research are 

based upon Handfield & Melnyk’s (1998) framework of aligned structure of the methodology. The 

Methods will look at the underlying questionnaire, how data was gathered as well as the statistical 

methods used to analyze the questionnaire in relation to the two Research Foci posed above. 

The Hypothesis are at the core of the research and the quantitative data gathered via a structured 

questionnaire is used to either prove or reject these Hypothesis to finally answer the research 

question. Knowing how the research was conducted and what data it is based upon, the different 

Hypotheses at the core of the research are presented.  

Finally having established a base of understanding how the focal Research Foci on subsidiary 

initiatives in Danish and Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries are researched (see p. 28), what 

exactly is researched (see p. 41) as well as what literature the underlying assumptions and 

understandings are based upon (see p. 21), the Findings are presented. By shortly presenting the 

statistical results and how their outcome is to be understood, the actual results of the current 

research will be presented to the reader to introduce to him/her whether Danish & Norwegian 

manufacturing subsidiaries actually have been and will be realizing subsidiary initiatives as well as 

what influences the realization of these initiatives. 
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The final part, the Discussion, will round of this paper by summing up the Findings of the research 

and by focusing on the key takeaways of this research for both subsidiary management as well as 

academia. Further the Discussion will identify future areas of research within the field of subsidiary 

initiatives, discuss closely related studies as well as it will delimit the scope of the current research. 
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2. The Danish & Norwegian manufacturing industry and the effects of 

offshoring 

As mentioned above, Denmark has lost about 5,500 manufacturing jobs annually throughout the last 

decades due to offshoring and the same is expected to happen in the current decade (Copenhagen 

Economics, 2013). Therewith offshoring is the single largest influence on the downward trend 

within manufacturing employment in Denmark. 

Denmark currently holds about 20,000 manufacturing companies employing an overall workforce 

of about 286,000, i.e. about 13 percent of the total Danish workforce (Danmarks Statistik a, 2011). 

Thereby the manufacturing industry is Denmark’s third largest employer, only behind the public 

sector and the retail & transportation sector (Danmarks Statistik a, 2011).  

Even though manufacturing in Norway does not play the same dominant role it plays in Denmark, 

also Norway has lost on average 4.000 manufacturing jobs annually over the last three decades 

(Alsén, et al., 2013). Of the current active workforce, 247,700 are employed in the manufacturing 

industry. This equals only 9.2 percent and thus is about 4 percent point lower than the Danish 

degree of employment within the manufacturing industry.  

In 2011 the Danish manufacturing industry generated revenue of about DKK 600 billion, which 

equals 33.5 percent of the total 2011 Danish GDP (Danmarks Statistik b, 2013; Danmarks Statistik 

c, 2013). Manufactured goods further represented 62.5 percent of Danish export and trumps service 

exports by about DKK 240 billion (Danmarks Statistik d, 2012).  

The Norwegian industry, again playing a minor role also in terms of GDP, is responsible for about 

14 percent of the GDP (Statistisk sentralbyrå, 2013). Norway’s GDP is foremost carried by the oil 

& gas sector generating 24 percent of the GDP (Statistisk sentralbyrå, 2013). An equal difference is 

repeated when looking at the trade balance of Norway. Whereas the export of manufactured goods 

is the driver of Danish export, it again is the oil & gas industry taking this spot in Norway. Norway 

currently is a net importer of manufactured goods, importing manufactured goods worth NOK 464 

billion only topped in the trade balance by the export of oil & gas in worth of NOK 604 billion 

(Statistisk sentralbyrå, 2013). However, even though the role of manufacturing is less prominent in 

Norway, manufacturing also is an extremely important part of the Norwegian economy and is 

necessary if Norway wants to create additional pillars to rest its economy upon apart from natural 

resources.  
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BCG’s warning, that Danish manufacturing will lose about 20 percent and Norway will lose about 

10 percent of the current jobs (Alsén, et al., 2013), is a worrying notion looking at the above 

numbers. However to truly understand what impact this job loss will have on Denmark, it is 

necessary to understand what employment in the Danish manufacturing industry used to be. 

2.1. Falling employment in the manufacturing industry is nothing new 

As mentioned above, employment in the manufacturing industry has been falling for decades in 

both Denmark and Norway (see Figure 1). Between 2005 and 2012 alone the job loss within Danish 

manufacturing was 64,844. I.e. about the same amount of job losses BCG foresees for the same 

timeframe into the future (Danmarks Statistik e, 2013).  

And Denmark and Norway are not alone. Their largest trade partners, Germany and Sweden also 

have experienced a continuous decline in the industry employment share of the overall workforce 

(see Figure 1), proving that other developed countries experience the same fate as Denmark and 

Norway and have to react soon to retract some of the manufacturing located locally. 

 

Figure 1: Overall Percentage Employed in Industry (The Worldbank b, 2013) 

 

2.2. GDP and productivity has risen throughout the last decades 

Looking at the GDP development since the 1960s, when the Danish manufacturing job exodus 

began, the Danish and Norwegian GDP have grown manifold (see Figure 2). Since the 1960’s the 

GDP of both countries has risen from about 5 U.S. $ billion to 315 U.S. $ billion and 500 U.S. $ 
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billion for Denmark and Norway respectively. Consequently both economies have experienced 

decades of growth and prosperity even though manufacturing jobs were continuously offshored. 

 

Figure 2: Danish & Norwegian GDP in U.S. $ billion (The Worldbank a, 2013) 

 Looking at the above data, the loss of manufacturing jobs does not seem to have had a negative 
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3. Why manufacturing jobs are worth fighting for 

The question to the above stated findings follows: Why should Denmark and Norway be interested 

in keeping manufacturing jobs located locally?  

The simple answer is that times have changed. Manufacturing jobs are the core of every economy 

and support more jobs in other industries than any other industry. As such industries such retailing 

or transportation are greatly dependent on manufacturing. On top of this dire situation for 

manufacturing employees, the Denmark and Norway have reached a point in offshoring of 

manufacturing, where it is not only the production that is offshored, but also the product 

development. Thus Denmark and Norway are at a point where losing more manufacturing jobs to 

offshoring will lead to a decrease in knowledge which leads to a decrease in welfare, GDP and 

growth. 

The statements discussed above will be elaborated on in the following sections. 

3.1. Manufacturing jobs support more additional jobs than any other industry 

The offshoring of manufacturing activities directly create pressure on the other sectors well-being. 

As such, manufacturing companies are large consumers of services. In 2009 Danish manufacturing 

companies spent around 16 percent of their revenues on services (Danmarks Vækstråd, 2012). This 

equals more than DKK 88.4 billon or about five percent of Denmark’s total GDP in 2009 

(Danmarks Statistik b, 2013; The Worldbank a, 2013). Offshoring activities abroad, will 

consequently lead to lower consumption of local services and thus will have a negative impact on 

the revenues of the service sector. Even though manufacturing plays a less prominent role in 

Norway, the effects are the same on a smaller scale (see Statistisk sentralbyrå, 2013). 

Lower service consumption will also lead to less service jobs. According to multiple studies, 

industry jobs are a greater employment multiplier than service jobs. According to the U.S. 

Economic Policy Institute (Bivens, 2003) each manufacturing job supports almost three other jobs 

in the economy. Other numbers are more moderate however they all agree that it is manufacturing 

jobs which support services (Alsén, et al., 2013; Moretti, 2010; DI & CO-industri, 2011). This 

degree of importance attached to a manufacturing job is only logical as many services, from 

retailing over transportation to financial services greatly depend on manufacturing and could not 

exist without it. 
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3.2. A loss of manufacturing leads to a loss in R&D 

A major reason to fight for Danish and Norwegian manufacturing jobs is that the loss of 

manufacturing jobs leads to decreasing R&D investments and thus decreasing levels employment 

within R&D and of innovation (cf. Karpaty & Tingvall, 2010). According to a paper by the Danish 

department of commerce, Økonomi- og Erhvervsministeriet, currently offshoring and R&D active 

companies have offshored every fifth job between 2001 and 2006, which led to a decrease of 

private R&D investment from 2.21 to 1.96 percent of Danish GDP (see Figure 3) (cf. (Beder, 2008; 

Økonomi- og Erhversministeriet, 2008). A decrease of 0.25 percent might seem small, however 

looking at the monetary value thereof, we talk of a decrease in R&D investments of $508 million or 

DKK 2.7 billion (calculated based on GDP from (Indexmundi, 2011).  

So far three percent of all manufacturing companies have offshored R&D functions to a degree. 

However this number is expected to grow strongly, as education and technological capabilities in 

lower cost countries increases (Økonomi- og Erhversministeriet, 2008). As currently 44 percent of 

the private R&D is conducted by manufacturing companies that employ about 13 percent of the 

workforce, a continuous offshoring of R&D will actively decrease the innovativeness of Denmark 

as well as the employment within R&D (Danmarks Vækstråd, 2012). This is an issue, as Denmark 

actively has tried to increase private companies R&D investments and change the Danish economy 

into a knowledge based economy as to catch some of the job losses in manufacturing with R&D 

jobs (Undervisiningsministeriet, 2007). The above findings counteract this aim and support the 

theory that R&D and manufacturing are linked. Therefore, to keep innovation a main driver of the 

Danish economy, manufacturing jobs need to be kept in Denmark to ensure continued private 

manufacturing R&D investments and therewith the continued growth and development of Denmark 

at the forefront of the industrial nations. 

The same form of decline in private R&D can be seen in Norway (Alstadsæter & Raknerud, 2011). 

As also Norway is betting high on the knowledge society (Ville & Wicken, 2012), the loss of R&D 

is as dangerous to Norway as it is to Denmark.  
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Figure 3: R&D as Percentage of Overal GDP (Danmarks Statistik p, 2012) 

3.3. Unemployed manufacturing workers experience higher and longer 

unemployment 

The subsidiary is at the core of the current research. It is the subsidiaries employees the current 

research calls upon to stop the continued loss of offshoring through actively realizing subsidiary 

initiatives and increase the local value creation. Therefore it is of utmost importance for the current 

paper underline that these subsidiary employees personally gain much from fighting offshoring. 

The focal subsidiaries employees gain from reversing the offshore trend by the obvious, however 

extremely important fact that they will not lose their respective jobs. The loss of 64,000 

manufacturing industry jobs will have the largest impact on the many thousand individuals and 

families who will have to worry about an unsecure future.  

A job-loss puts a strain on an individual and his family. It causes stress due to the insecurity of 

future; depression due to the damage inflicted to his/her self-esteem and even impaired functioning 

or poor health due to the stress caused by unemployment (Stevens, 2012; Price, et al., 2002; 

Tsutsumi, et al., 2001; Magnus, et al., 2002; Kirchler, 1985). 

Facts support that offshoring has a negative effect on job losing employees in the long-run. It is 

especially low-skilled labor that is hit by the job loss (Økonomi- og Erhversministeriet, 2008; 

Hummels, et al., 2011). According to a study by the Danish chamber of commerce, Økonomi- og 

Erhvervsministeriet (2008), unemployment of low-skilled labor that used to employed by company 

which offshored, is on average one percent higher than of low-skilled labor that has worked in 
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companies which have not offshored. For employees that have worked for companies that have 

experienced local mass lay-offs due to offshoring, the difference is even two percent. Further the 

same negative effect is to be seen when looking at the wage level. According to Hummels, et al. 

(2011), Danish low-skill workers loose on average 21 percent of their pre-displacement earnings 

due to the offshoring of their job.  

It is therefore only natural that employees will fight to keep their jobs if possible. Therefore the 

assumption made in this paper that subsidiaries are interested in fighting the danger of being 

offshored and will try to prevent their respective offshoring through an increase in value creation 

through the use of subsidiary initiatives. 

3.4. Key takeaways 

The above findings support the importance of manufacturing to the Danish and Norwegian 

economy as a driver of the economy and a contributor to welfare. Further the above facts show what 

danger the loss of manufacturing jobs will pose to service jobs, Danish R&D or the individual him-

/herself. It is therefore important, to reverse the current course of manufacturing job losses. It is 

important to find how subsidiaries can evade the danger of offshoring to keep manufacturing jobs 

and activities located in Denmark also in the future. 

Having built a basis of understanding why it is important to increase value creation by Danish and 

Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries through initiatives as to stop the manufacturing job exodus, 

the paper will now look at the literature at the core of the thesis and the research discipline on 

subsidiary initiatives. 
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4. The literature review 

4.1. The development of the research discipline “Subsidiary Initiative”  

The concept of subsidiary initiatives can be traced back to two articles written by Birkinshaw (1995 

& 1997). Based on the understanding that an MNC is a network of semi-autonomous entities with 

different mandates that can be developed (Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1990; Hedlund, 1986; White & 

Poynter, 1990; Prahalad & Doz, 1987), Birkinshaw (1995; 1997; 1998) shifted the research focus 

on the subsidiaries and their ability to act independently from the owning parent MNC. Subsidiary 

initiatives, per definition (Strutzenberger & Ambos, 2013), are independent activities of the 

subsidiary. 

This understanding then also enables a subsidiary to have unique capabilities within the MNE, or 

subsidiary specific advantages (Rugman & Verbeke, 2001). It is the unique capabilities of the 

subsidiary, which when used successfully will lead to the development of subsidiary initiatives.   

Birkinshaw’s 1995 paper “Encouraging Entrepreneurship Activity in Multinational Corporations” 

first mentions the term subsidiary initiative, however it is Birkinshaw’s second paper 

“Entrepreneurship in Multinational Corporations: The Characteristics of Subsidiary Initiatives” two 

years later, in 1997, that truly develops the concept of subsidiary initiatives. Therein Birkinshaw 

(1997) defines the initiative as “an entrepreneurial process, beginning with the identification of an 

opportunity and culminating in the commitment of resources to that opportunity” (Birkinshaw, 

1997, p. 207). The subsidiary is defined “to be any operational unit controlled by the MNC and 

situated outside the home country” (Birkinshaw, 1997, p. 207). 

4.2. Definition of the subsidiary initiative 

Since Birkinshaw’s 1997 article on subsidiary initiatives, much research has been done on the 

subject ( (Ambos, et al., 2010; Birkinshaw, 2000; Delany, 2000; Talke, et al., 2006; Dörrenbacher 

& Geppert, 2009). It is therefore important that I update the crude definition as given by Birkinshaw 

(1997) in regards to the current state of the research on the subject. For that purpose I will use 

Strutzenberger & Ambos’ (2013) definition of a subsidiary initiative: 

“First the MNC as a context (Roth & Kostova, 2003) distinguishes subsidiary initiatives 

from corporate entrepreneurship. As knowledge has become globally dispersed, the MNC 

benefits from the innovation potential of its subsidiaries through initiatives that these units 

undertake (Dunning, 1998). In addition, these innovations are more easily transferred 
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within firm boundaries (Kogut & Zander, 1993). Second, a subsidiary initiative stretches the 

boundaries of a subsidiary’s given mandate or charter and – at least initially – it is 

conducted without headquarters’ explicit consent (Ambos, et al., 2010), which has an 

impact on the headquarters-subsidiary relationship. Third, the headquarter-subsidiary 

dynamics themselves render subsidiary initiative onto a particular phenomenon, where 

geographic distance, structural (e.g. subsidiary autonomy) as well as relational (e.g. 

headquarters attention and monitoring, normative integration) configurations of the MNC 

play an essential role. Fourth, subsidiary initiative offers subunits and their managers the 

possibility to influence corporate-wide strategy-making, having an impact beyond the 

location from which the initiative originated.” (Strutzenberger & Ambos, 2013, p. 3) 

For the purpose of this research the main body of the above criteria will define the concept of a 

subsidiary initiative apart from one aspect that is adapted to the current research. Due to the limited 

population of foreign owned manufacturing subsidiaries within Denmark and Norway, the current 

research also includes subsidiaries whose parent MNE is located within the same country, as it is 

assumed that geographic distance alone is enough to allow the subsidiary to act independently from 

the parent MNE.  

4.3. The discipline “Subsidiary Initiatives” 

Subsidiary initiatives, as a research branch, are not based in a certain academic area but rather they 

have been researched as part of multiple disciplines such as international business, strategy and 

entrepreneurship (Strutzenberger & Ambos, 2013). This has resulted in various forms of research 

with different foci and no overarching theory of subsidiary initiatives (Strutzenberger & Ambos, 

2013; Schmid, et al., 2013). 

It is possible to group the different research foci around different levels and stages within the 

conduction of a subsidiary initiative. As such researchers on the one hand have focused on the 

different conduction levels of subsidiary initiatives, namely antecedents, subsidiary initiative forms, 

implementation and outcomes (Strutzenberger & Ambos, 2013; Schmid, et al., 2013) (see Figure 4). 

On the other hand they have focused their analysis on different levels within the organization, 

namely the individual, the team, the subsidiary as organization or the MNC network (Strutzenberger 

& Ambos, 2013) (see Figure 5). Different researchers have focused on one or multiple of these foci 

(Ambos, et al., 2011; Birkinshaw, 1998; Ciabuschi, et al., 2012; Verbeke, et al., 2007), however 
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only few have researched the entire process (Ambos, et al., 2010; Birkinshaw, et al., 1998; Lee & 

Williams, 2007; Schotter & Beamish, 2011). 

 

 

Figure 4: The Subsidiary Initiative Process (adapted from (Strutzenberger & Ambos, 2013) and influenced by (Schmid, et al., 

2013) 

It has to be said that subsidiary initiative outcomes not always are positive for the initiating 

subsidiary and in the worst case can end with the closure of the subsidiary and the offshoring of its 

activities to another unit in the MNC (Reilly, et al., 2012). While this research exactly hopes that 

successful initiatives will prevent the offshoring of activities and jobs, it is important to note that 

initiatives gone wrong also can end in closure and offshoring. Consequently to prevent this from 

happening, subsidiary initiatives, as every strategic initiative, need to be well thought-through and 

analyzed to ensure the highest possible chance of success. 

Regarding the organizational levels (see Figure 5), subsidiary initiatives from the early beginning to 

overall adoption within the MNC pass different levels which reach from the individual over the 

team and subsidiary to the MNC and external network (Strutzenberger & Ambos, 2013). Research 

so far has either implicitly accepted the fact that a subsidiary initiative passes multiple phases and 

levels (e.g. Becker-Ritterspach & Dörrenbacher 2009, Boojihawon et al. 2007; Birkinshaw 1999) or 

research has focused on a specific level within the continuum without considering the other levels 

(e.g. Birkinshaw and Ridderstråle 1999, Bouquet and Birkinshaw 2008, Taggart and Hood 1999, 

Verbeke et al 2007). 
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Figure 5: Unravelling the Subsidiary Initiative Process (Strutzenberger & Ambos, 2013) 

Based on the above definition by Strutzenberger & Ambos (2013) of different aspects a research on 

subsidiary initiatives can touch, the current research, as mentioned in the chapter on methods (see p. 

28), focuses on the two dimensions within the subsidiary (see Figure 5) and within the subsidiary 

initiative process (see Figure 4). For the first research focus the two dimensions are the 

organizational level for Q1 and the individual level for Q2. Within the subsidiary initiative process, 

the first research goal focuses on the “Subsidiary Initiative Form” for Q1 and the “Antecedents” for 

Q2. The second research goal also focuses on the “Antecedents” as it focuses on conditions that 

support initiative realization. Dimension wise the second research goal focuses on the individual 

level by looking at the manager, however for the headquarters-subsidiary relationship, the second 

research focus spans two dimensions, namely the organizational and the external network by 

looking at the interplay between these two dimensions. 

The current research thus spans a broad range of dimensions and thus will expectedly be able to 

offer a great insight into the subsidiary initiative landscape of manufacturing subsidiaries in both 

Denmark and Norway. The research focuses on the above dimensions as it is interested in mapping 

the landscape of subsidiary initiatives by Danish and Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries 

through empirical generalization (see p.29).  
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4.4. Framework at the core of the paper 

As further discussed in the methods (see p.32), this paper greatly draws from the paper “Building 

Firm-specific Advantages in Multinational Corporations – The Role of Subsidiary Initiative” by 

Birkinshaw, Hood & Jonsson (1998). 

The paper identified “how subsidiary companies are able to contribute to the firm-specific 

advantages of the multinational corporation” and specifically “the contributory role of the 

subsidiary and subsidiary initiative” (Birkinshaw, et al., 1998, p. 221).  

Birkinshaw, et al. (1998) in their paper were the first to define which actions are subsidiary 

initiatives. For this the authors identified MECE actions that covered all ranges of possible 

subsidiary initiatives. These five actions were: 

1. New products developed and sold internationally 

2. Successful bids for corporate investments 

3. New international business activities 

4. Enhancements to product lines which are already sold internationally 

5. New corporate investments in R&D or manufacturing (Birkinshaw, et al., 1998, p. 239) 

These five actions are at the core of the research and the current research follows Birkinshaw, et al. 

(1998) by regarding these actions as covering the complete range of subsidiary initiative types 

available.  

Additionally to the definition of the range of subsidiary initiative actions, the paper by Birkinshaw, 

et al. (1998) further propose a framework which is at the core of the current research. Amongst 

others, one of the key findings was that subsidiary management was a key influence on subsidiary 

initiatives and the current research greatly builds on this finding. Further the research identified two 

other main influences on subsidiary initiatives which are the parent-subsidiary relationship and the 

business environment (the external environment) (see Figure 6). These three main influences were 

confirmed in further papers by Birkinshaw & Hood (1998);  Rugman & Verbeke (2001) and Delany 

(2000). 
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Figure 6: Theoretical framework: Main influences on subsidiary initiatives (adapted from Birkinshaw, et al. (1998) 

Further identification of Subsidiary Management as the key influencer on subsidiary initiatives is 

the core assumption which Q2 in the first research focus is based upon. As already mentioned in the 

Research Question (see p.9), a core assumption of the current research is that the support of the 

subsidiary management for subsidiary initiatives is an indication of the actual rate of subsidiary 

initiatives that will be realized. The findings of Birkinshaw, et al. (1998) are at the core of this 

assumption. 

4.4.1. Key takeaways 

The current research is consequently based on certain aspects of the following frameworks of the 

subsidiary initiative literature: 

1. Within the Subsidiary Initiative Process, the research focuses on the Antecedents (Q2 in 

Research Focus 1 and overall Research Focus 2) and the Subsidiary Initiative Forms as to 

map the landscape of subsidiary initiatives in Denmark and Norway through empirical 

generalization. 

2. Regarding the context, the different dimensions the current research touches upon are the 

individual, by looking at the subsidiary management’s influence on subsidiary initiatives, 

the organizational level as we identify what initiatives have been realized by the subsidiary 

as a whole and finally also the external organizational level, the parent MNE, by looking at 

the relationship between the subsidiary and the parent MNE. 

3. The range of actions understood as being part of subsidiary initiatives is used as defined by 

Birkinshaw, et al. (1998). 
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4. Last but not least, the research focuses on two of the three core influencers on subsidiary 

initiatives, namely the subsidiary management (Q2 in Research Focus 1 and the 

management focus of Research Focus 2) as well as the influence of the headquarters-

subsidiary relationship (Research Focus 2). 

4.5. Other literature used 

For the purpose of the data analysis, findings from multiple researchers in multiple fields will be 

utilized. As such the analysis will include mentions of the Resource Based View introduced by 

Barney (1991) as well as multiple literature on network theory (Easley & Kleinberg, 2010; Ghoshal 

& Bartlett, 1990) and literature on psychology (Colman, et al., 1997; Schmidt, et al., 1986). The 

literature will be used to support certain inference drawn from the findings throughout the analysis. 
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5. Methods 

As the above part on the Danish and Norwegian labor market show, manufacturing is important to 

the Danish and Norwegian economies and consequently should be kept locally in the two countries 

if possible. As mentioned in the introduction (see p.11) the current research believes that 

subsidiaries at the core of not continuing to lose manufacturing jobs. It is they that have the direct 

impact on whether enough value is created locally to ensure continued local manufacturing or not.  

The method how to ensure this value creation are subsidiary initiatives. And they are at the core of 

the following research, which first tries to identify whether initiatives have been and will be realized 

and following will analyze how certain aspects of subsidiary management and the headquarters-

subsidiary relationship affect subsidiary initiatives (see p.9). 

The below part will present how the research was conducted. It is important that the research 

process, analytics and consequently the findings of this paper have a suitable scientific 

methodology. In the following sections the assignment will explore the ontological perspective of 

this research, then its congruence with the research method and research question followed by an 

outline of the data gathering process as well as the research limitations. 

5.1. Ontological perspective – The analytical view 

Research can have different understandings of the world surrounding them. The following lines will 

explain the ontological perspective of this research. According to Arbnor & Bjerke’s (1997) 

framework, three different ontological perspectives exist: 

1. The Analytical View – Reality can be described as consisting of summative components and 

thus descriptions and explanations of reality are general and absolute. The researcher seeks 

causal relations. 

2. The Systems View – Reality can be described as consisting of wholes and thus pictures of 

systems or parts thereof. These pictures are not regarded as general but valid only for 

specific systems. The researcher seeks relations between aspects of the system. 

3. The Actors View – Reality is socially constructed and consists of different levels of 

meaning. Reality is created while it is observed by the researcher. The researcher attempts to 

understand and describe ambiguous relations that are continuously reinterpreted and given 

different meanings. 
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Part one of the research goal follows the systems view by trying to give a better explanation of the 

reality by trying to identify whether subsidiary initiatives have been conducted in the past or not and 

whether subsidiary initiatives are supported by the subsidiary management or not. This is 

researched for the system of Danish and Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries and result in a final 

understanding of the reality of subsidiary initiatives within the system. 

The second research focus follows the analytical view by trying to identify causal relations between 

certain aspects of management and the headquarters-subsidiary relationship with subsidiary 

initiatives. The possibility of a causal relationship between the different aspects and subsidiary 

initiative realization and support is researched.  

The use of both the systems view and analytical view follows the research approach used by the 

early scholars of subsidiary initiatives (Birkinshaw, et al., 1998; Birkinshaw, 1997; Birkinshaw & 

Hood, 2000; etc.). Alike the current research, these early researches tried to prove the existence of 

subsidiary initiatives and what influenced these initiatives. The different texts as well as their 

underlying theories and assumptions will be more closely discussed in the literature review below. 

Given that the analytical and system view are chosen for this research paper, a deductive logic will 

be predominant. 

5.2. Research question placement and alignment with research methodology 

In the previous section the ontological origins of this paper were exploited. The understanding of 

the assignment’s point of origin is important but not enough to ensure scientific congruence in the 

entire thesis. As renowned academics have stated, it is also important to guarantee the link between 

the research purpose, research question and research methods (Handfield & Melnyk, 1998). 

Handfield & Melynk (1998) proposed a model of alignment between the purpose of research, its 

question and the structure behind it (see Table 1). 
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Table 1: Match research strategy with theory-building activities (Handfield & Melnyk, 1998) 

Purpose Research question 

1a. Discovery: uncover areas for research and 

theory development 

- What is going on here? 

- Is there something interesting enough to justify research? 

1b. Description: Explore territory 

- What is there? 

- What are the key issues? 

- What is happening? 

2a. Mapping: Identify/describe key variable 

and/or draw maps of the territory 

- What are the key variables? 

- What are the salient/critical themes, patterns, categories? 

2b. Relationship Building: Improve maps by 

identifying the linkages between variables 

and/or identify the ‘why’ underlying these 

relationships 

- What are the patterns or linkages between variables? 

- Can an order in the relationships be identified? 

- Why should these relationships exist? 

3a. Theory validation: Test the theories 

developed in the previous stages and/or 

predict future outcomes 

- Are the theories we have generated able to survive the test of empirical data? 

- Did we get the behavior that was predicted by the theory or did we observe 

another unanticipated behavior? 

3b. Theory extension/refinement: To expand 

the map of the theory and/or to better structure 

the theories in light of the observed results 

- How widely applicable/generalizable are the theories that we have developed? 

- Where do these theories apply? 

- Where don’t these theories apply? 

 

According to the authors Handfield & Melnyk (1998), three different types of contribution to 

knowledge exist within research. Researchers can enter the research within a certain field at any 

time during these three stages: 

1. Observation: Discovery and/or description – Awareness of a problem or an event creates 

the need for research and the need for an explanation for the observed. A new research 

discipline is identified and defined. According to Handfield & Melnyk (1998) observations 

are interpreted through scaling which leads to a classificatory generalization of the observed. 

“Discovery expands boundaries; description provides a portrait of the new events or 

problems” (Handfield & Melnyk, 1998, p. 327). 

2. Empirical generalization: Mapping and/or relationship building – An empirical 

generalization tries to identify the key variables and issues observed without specifying the 

actual structure of the problem. In short, it is tried to generalize from a set of observations. 

“Mapping identifies the factors that are important; and relationship building provides the 

structure” (Handfield & Melnyk, 1998, p. 327). 
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3. Turning empirical generalizations into theories: Theory validation and/or theory 

extension/refinement – “The process of taking an empirical generalization and developing it 

into a theory produces concepts and propositions that specify relationships. Theories emerge 

when the terms and relationships in empirical generalization are made more abstract by 

introducing terms that refer to non-observable constructs.’ ‘Theory must contain both how 

and why. It must also both predict and explain known empirical generalizations” (Handfield 

& Melnyk, 1998, p. 327). 

The current research tries to contribute to knowledge creation largely by focusing on empirical 

generalization. Former researchers, especially Birkinshaw and his fellow researchers (Birkinshaw, 

et al., 1998; Birkinshaw, 1997; Birkinshaw & Hood, 2000; etc.) have identified and defined the 

research discipline of subsidiary initiatives and the current research is not trying to create a new 

field of research. Instead the research tries to build upon the existing foundations by other 

researchers by trying to map subsidiary initiatives of manufacturing subsidiaries in Denmark and 

Norway thereby identifying key variables. This research is not trying to build a theory as it stops 

with identifying the key variables and will draw its findings from there. 

As mentioned above the main purpose of this research and thus also of the two parts of the research 

goal is empirical generalization via the mapping of key variables in relation to subsidiary initiatives 

of Danish and Norwegian subsidiaries. Partly this paper will also look at relationship building by 

looking at the linkages between certain variables such as the subsidiary management and the 

subsidiary initiatives. Consequently the purpose of the research is aligned with the research question 

(see Figure 7). 
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Figure 7: The aligned structure of the methodology (adapted from (Handfield & Melnyk, 1998) 

5.3. The Literature at the Core of the current Research 

To be able to understand the discipline of subsidiary initiatives, the main literature used for the 

current research were the papers of the founder of the discipline, Birkinshaw (see Birkinshaw, 1995, 

1997, 1998, 1999; Birkinshaw & Fry, 1998; Birkinshaw & Hood, 1998; Birkinshaw, et al., 1998) as 

well as other closely related papers and articles giving an overview over the discipline so far (see 

Strutzenberger & Ambos, 2013; Rugman & Verbeke, 2001). Papers and articles that were especially 

influential to the current research were especially the early articles of Birkinshaw, et al. (1998), 

Birkinshaw & Hood (1998) and Rugman & Verbeke (2001). The reason thereto being, that these 

texts identified the different kind of initiatives existing (Birkinshaw, et al., 1998) as well as the 

main influences upon the initiatives (Birkinshaw & Hood, 1998; Rugman & Verbeke, 2001). As the 

current paper’s research goal very much equals these areas identified by the former researches, they 

create the base of the current research. 

5.4. The research population 

As the research is interested in results that represent the entire Danish and Norwegian population of 

manufacturing subsidiaries, the entire population of Danish and Norwegian manufacturing 

subsidiaries from a certain size were chosen as sample population.  
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A subsidiary was defined as a company that was owned more than 50 percent by another entity. The 

owning part further had to be identified as a company, i.e. an industrial company, a global or 

domestic ultimate owner. Additionally the size limit of minimum 30 employees was set to ensure 

that the researched subsidiaries had a certain organizational set-up that would include clear 

identifiable top managerial positions. The lower limit, i.e. 30 employees, was chosen as every 

company with less employees is categorized as small businesses in the databases used (see 

orbis.com). 

Due to the small sample population of foreign owned subsidiaries in Denmark and Norway, not 

only foreign owned subsidiaries have been included in the sample but also subsidiaries owned by 

local MNCs. This fact poses a limitation to using the traditional definition of a subsidiary initiative 

which sets it in the context of a subsidiary owned by a foreign parent (cf. (Strutzenberger & Ambos, 

2013). Anyhow, due to the separate location of the local Danish/Norwegian subsidiary from its 

Danish/Norwegian headquarters, it is this research’s assumption that the difference in geographic 

location is enough to allow for the understanding of a subsidiary being a semi-autonomous unit that 

can conduct subsidiary initiatives. 

The population thus includes all Danish and Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries owned by a 

global or domestic ultimate owner listed under manufacturing companies in the Orbis or 

GreensOnline database. The databases offered an overall population of 399 Danish and 414 

Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries. The entire population was chosen as possible sample, due to 

relative small size of the Danish and Norwegian market, i.e. only the above mentioned 813 

manufacturing subsidiaries, and the relatively low response rate that is to be expected from mail 

questionnaires of 20 to 30 percent (Kaplowitz, et al., 2004).  

5.5. The questionnaire 

The data used for the current research is primary data which was part of a larger research project on 

Danish and Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries.  

The overall questionnaire was reviewed by three professors as well as a research assistant to ensure 

the right wording to achieve the right understanding. All questions were carefully developed over 

the course of a month, with multiple reviews and discussions including all parts involved. The 

questionnaire was further translated into Danish and Norwegian by a member of the research team 

and in the following was checked by two professors fluent in both Nordic languages to ensure that 

nuances in the questionnaire had been successfully translated into Danish and Norwegian as well. 
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5.5.1. Research Focus 1 – Response Types 

All questions were answered on a seven point Likert scale, seven being the highest level of 

initiative realization and support or hindrance. The Likert scale was chosen as it allows to measure 

the intensity of a respondents agreement or disagreement with the statement and thus allows varied 

answers for different levels of agreement. The seven point scale was chosen rather than the five 

point scale as it prevents respondents from being too neutral in their responses (Colman, et al., 

1997). This is important as only subjective answers will allow clear measures. 

5.5.2. Research Focus 2 –Responses Types 

Research Focus 2 offers two different response types. To questions measuring the respondents’ 

level of agreement a Likert scale alike the one used in Research Focus 1 was used, i.e. a scale 

ranging from one to seven, with seven representing the strongest level of agreement with the 

question posed (see Appendix 1). 

The second response type is defined by its categorical nature. These questions, such as demographic 

enquiries, offered the respondent a limited number of possible answers of which he/her could 

choose. Answers to such questions are defined through distinctiveness from the other possible 

responses to these questions (f.ex. a responding subsidiary manager can only have one age) (see 

Appendix 1). 

5.6. The Data collection & Research Sample 

The questionnaire was sent out as part of a larger research on entrepreneurship in Danish and 

Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries. An invitation to participate in an online questionnaire was 

sent out to the 800+ subsidiaries in the two Nordic countries identified as the population.  

The data was gathered from September to December 2013. After the initial invitation via mail, 

control calls were made regarding returning letters as well as surveys that were only partially 

completed. Finally reminding letters were sent to the sample population about 4 weeks later. The 

questionnaire received 41 responses by Danish manufacturing subsidiaries and 28 Norwegian, i.e. a 

response rate of about 8,5%.  

This research used most of the questionnaire for the research apart from a question block dealing 

with subsidiary supplier relationship and headquarters influence thereupon. This question was in 

relation to specific suppliers and headquarters and thus was of no benefit for the focal research on 

subsidiary initiatives (see Appendix 1). The main part of the questionnaire used for the subsidiary 

initiative research consisted of two question blocks. The first focused on subsidiary initiatives 
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conducted by the specific subsidiaries and the second block asked into the influence of subsidiary 

top managements influence on subsidiary initiatives (see Appendix 1). The different blocks will be 

discussed in-depth below. The remainder of the questionnaire was used to gather information on 

antecedents that influence the realization of subsidiary initiatives. 

5.7. The Questions at the Core of the research – Research Focus 1 

The two core questions of the research are directly taken from the paper by Birkinshaw, et al. 

(1998) and were only slightly adapted to fit the current research (see Appendix 2 & Appendix 1). Due 

to their major role for the research, they shortly will be introduced here including the abbreviations 

that will be used to refer to the questions throughout the remainder of the paper. 

The core question on realized subsidiary initiatives, with the abbreviation Q1, was: 

Q1. To what extent have these activities occurred over the last 5 years? 

Q1.1 New corporate investments in R&D or manufacturing attracted by your subsidiary. 

Q1.2 New products developed that were then sold internationally. 

Q1.3 Successful bids for corporate investments in your subsidiary. 

Q1.4 Enhancements to product lines which are already sold internationally. 

Q1.5 New international business activities, first developed in your subsidiary (e.g., new 

     export business to markets). 

Q1 is used for to identify whether subsidiary initiatives have been conducted successfully as it 

successfully covers all “the various manifestations of subsidiary initiative” (Birkinshaw, et al., 

1998, p. 231) and thus is MECE, mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive (Rasiel, 1998).  

The second core question regarding subsidiary management’s current support of subsidiary 

initiatives has been more loosely influenced by the original questions asked by Birkinshaw, et al. 

(1998) to fit our research purpose with a clear focus only on subsidiary initiatives and the top 

management influence. The second core question asked for the current research (Q2) was: 

Q2. How frequently do you personally … 

Q2.1 …generate creative ideas that support the above activities? 

Q2.2 …promote and champion ideas that support the above activities in your subsidiary? 

Q2.3 …try to improve procedures that support the above activities in your subsidiary? 

Q2.4 …try to install new work methods that are more effective in bringing about the above 
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      activities in your subsidiary? 

Q2.5 … try to implement solutions to pressing organizational problems that hinder your 

     subsidiary from succeeding in the above activities? 

The focus for Q2 was directed at the subsidiary top management, as the management, not the 

subsidiary employees or the parent MNC’s management, according to Birkinshaw, et al. (1998), is 

the main influencer on subsidiary initiative. As it is impossible to measure the successful realization 

of initiatives for the near future, measuring the overall support of the largest influencer of subsidiary 

initiatives, the subsidiary top management, is assumed to offer an approximate insight into whether 

subsidiary initiatives are conducted in the near future. The importance of management for 

subsidiary initiatives has been discussed in the following literature review. 

5.7.1. Data analysis of Research Focus 1 

Q2 in the Research Focus 1 is divided into two separate parts. Q2.1 to Q2.4 all study the degree of 

subsidiary management support for initiatives. Due to the similarity in the sub questions research 

focus, Q2.1 to Q2.4 will often throughout the research be referred to as a group, i.e. management 

support for subsidiary initiatives. Q2.5 however analyses the hindrance of subsidiary initiatives by 

management and thus measures the opposite of what Q2.1 through Q2.4 measure. As a result of the 

distinct research focus of Q2.5, this sub question is analyzed as a separate entity from the remaining 

Q2 sub questions (Q2.1 – Q2.4).  

The data was analyzed in Excel (see Excel file “Data – Final”). First descriptive statistics were used 

to get an oversight over the data gathered.  Thereby looking at the mean as well as the confidence 

interval - given by the confidence level - it was possible to draw general inference on the data. This 

permitted the researcher to assess whether subsidiary initiatives have been conducted successfully 

and whether initiatives have actively been supported or hindered by subsidiary top management 

(see Figure 8).  

Second, data of Q1 and Q2 was compared by the means of a t-Test. This was done to see whether 

the current management support is significantly different from the amount of initiatives realized in 

the past. This insight will hopefully allow the researcher to assess whether the rate of realized 

subsidiary initiatives can be expected to change in the near future or not (see Figure 8).  
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The same approach was used to compare Danish manufacturing subsidiaries to Norwegian 

manufacturing subsidiaries. The result of the t-Test would identify whether subsidiary initiatives are 

rated significantly different in the two countries or not. If yes, it would be interesting to assess the 

possible differences and if not, the Norwegian and Danish data would be treated as a single sample 

group for the further analysis (see Figure 8). 

 

Figure 8: Structure of analysis - Research Focus 1 

 

5.8. Additional Data used from the Research on Danish & Norwegian 

Manufacturing Subsidiaries – Research Focus 2  

The data used for Research Focus 2 is based on the research on entrepreneurship in Danish and 

Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries. The questionnaire which this data is drawn from 

consequently was not developed to fit the current research on subsidiary initiatives. Nevertheless, 

the questionnaire was able to offer insights into how subsidiary initiative realization is affected by 

two of the major influencers identified by Birkinshaw, et al. (1998) and Rugman & Verbeke (2001). 

The additional data received from the research on entrepreneurship in Nordic manufacturing 

subsidiaries mainly focused on the responding subsidiary management’s demographics as well as 

the overall headquarters-subsidiary relationship. Both subsidiary management and the headquarters-

subsidiary relationship, according to Birkinshaw & Hood (1998) and Rugman & Verbeke (2001), 

are main influencers on subsidiary initiatives. Consequently information regarding both, offer 

valuable insights into what different aspects of subsidiary management and the headquarters-
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subsidiary relationship influence subsidiary initiatives. The analysis will therefore hopefully offer a 

greater in-depth understanding of what aspects have led to successful initiative realization in the 

past and/or current initiative support. This understanding is important to draw inferences and offer 

advice on the future of subsidiary initiatives in Denmark and Norway. 

A third main influence on subsidiary initiatives according to Birkinshaw & Hood (1998) and 

Rugman & Verbeke (2001) is the external business environment. Due to lack of data regarding this 

third main influence, its influence on the initiatives of Danish and Norwegian subsidiaries is not 

analyzed. 

The different questions that were asked as part of the research on entrepreneurship in Nordic 

manufacturing subsidiaries and that were also used for the current research can be seen in the 

Appendix (see Appendix 1). They will be further discussed in the hypothesis chapter of this thesis 

(see p.41). 

5.8.1. Data Analysis of Research Focus 2 

As the research’s interest is in identifying in what way the additional data influences the results of 

Q1 and Q2, the data mainly was analyzed using two statistical methods to draw inference. In case of 

categorical variables, t-Tests were conducted to compare the different groups. For nominal variables 

measured on a metric Likert scale, regression analyses were conducted. For the regression analyses 

the different aspects of the headquarters-subsidiary relationship were used as independent variable, 

while Q1 and Q2 were used as dependent variables (see Figure 9). Comparing groups allows the 

identification of significant differences between the different groups analyzed. A significant 

difference between two groups allows drawing inference on the specific characteristics measured 

and their influence on the respective initiative analyzed. A confidence level of 95% was used both 

for the t-Tests as well as the regression analyses to assure significance. 

To assess the degree of correlation identified by the regression analysis, the correlation 

measurement R was used. The interpretation of the correlation R will based upon the understanding 

of  Weber & Lamb (1970) as well as Mason, et al. (1983). Thus an R value of 0.35 or below will be 

regarded to represent weak correlations, 0.36 to 0.67 represents moderate correlations and strong 

correlations are identified at R values above 0.67 (Weber, et al., 1970; Mason, et al., 1983). To 

ensure that a true correlation was the case the residual plots/scatterplots of the respective regression 

analysis were taken into account (see Excel file “Data – Final”).  
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The current dissertation does not focus on the single different subsidiary initiatives but chooses to 

focus on the total realization of all of these initiatives. Consequently this research will not look at 

how subsidiary management and the headquarters-subsidiary relationship influence each and every 

single separate subsidiary initiative or initiative support. Rather the current paper will focus on how 

the two influencers affect subsidiary initiatives overall and the overall initiative support. This will 

be done by using the overall mean of Q1 and Q2
2
 (f.ex. the overall mean of Q1.1 through Q1.5) for 

the analysis rather than using the single sub questions’ means. 

 

Figure 9: Structure of analysis - Research Focus 2 

5.9. Limitations 

This study presents several limitations. The most significant is probably that all the information is 

directly gathered from the subsidiary top managers. Consequently a bias is possible, as subsidiary 

management might perceive themselves and/or their subsidiary more or less successful in 

conducting subsidiary initiatives than they truly are. The current research due to its overall limited 

scope and limited resources lacks control mechanisms (such as a questionnaire to be filled out by 

the parent or employees) to ensure unbiased responses. This bias might be especially strong when 

subsidiary managers have to rank their importance for the overall innovativeness of their subsidiary 

as this will be a very personal measurement of personal actions. Nevertheless it is the researchers 

believe that the conscious level shift from a focus on the organizational level to an individual level 

focus will ensure that managers contemplate on their answers which will minimize the possible 

personal bias. The conscious shift will be achieved through specific wording of the questions that 

either clearly focus on the individual or organizational level (see Appendix 1).  For the purpose of 

drawing conclusions, the managers’ responses are assumed to be objective. 

A second limitation is that subsidiary managers only responded a structured questionnaire and thus 

the reasoning behind their response can only be estimated. Qualitative interviews with managers 

                                                           
2
 With exception of Q2.5 due to this question’s different focus. Q2.5 as mentioned above will be analyzed separately. 
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might have solved this lack of insight into the underlying understanding of the questionnaire by 

subsidiary managers. However, an additional qualitative study is out of the scope of the current 

paper. The assumption is made, that current Danish and Norwegian manufacturing subsidiary 

managers will understand and answer the questionnaire correctly and unbiased. The validity of the 

assumption is based on the thorough tests regarding the understanding of the subsidiary initiative 

questionnaire conducted by Bikinshaw , et al. (1998) questionnaire as well as the thorough sense-

check conducted by multiple academics on the current questionnaire. 

The missing analysis of the third major influence on subsidiary initiatives, the external environment 

(Birkinshaw, et al., 1998; Rugman & Verbeke, 2001), is a further limitation of the current study. 

Due to the limited data of the research on entrepreneurship in Danish and Norwegian manufacturing 

subsidiaries, of which the current research on subsidiary initiatives is part, the current research is 

not able to look into the degree of influence of the external business environment and will leave this 

to other researchers. 

Further, the inclusion of locally owned subsidiaries might also pose a bias in the outcomes, as 

locally owned subsidiaries might not have the same autonomy and opportunity to conduct 

subsidiary initiatives as foreign owned subsidiaries have (Strutzenberger & Ambos, 2013; 

Birkinshaw, et al., 1998). However, the geographic different locations of parent and local subsidiary 

allow for different subcultures as well as difficulties in controlling the actions done. Consequently 

this limitation is not expected to have a significant bias impact on the responses received. 

Yet another limitation is that this research is not able to measure the exact value generated by 

subsidiary initiatives for the parent MNC. Instead this paper only bases its understanding of the 

amount of successful subsidiary initiatives on the relative perception of the subsidiary management. 

This is a limitation as the basic assumption of this paper is that offshoring is not conducted when 

the perceived value created by a subsidiary equals or exceeds the value gain expected by offshoring. 

However this research does not identify the point when subsidiary value creation equals offshoring 

value gains but only whether initiatives have happened and whether they will happen in the future. 

It is not enough to ensure that the initiatives conducted in the past and to be conducted in the future 

will generate enough value to avoid offshoring of the focal subsidiaries. Nevertheless it is this 

papers assumption that every subsidiary initiative will increase the value generated by the specific 

subsidiary and thus decrease its chance of being offshored. 
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6. Hypotheses 

Now that the research and its boundaries have been defined, the following section will define the 

different hypotheses that will be researched to respond to the overall research question. The 

hypothesis will be ordered according to what Research Focus they will help to answer to. 

6.1. Hypothesis – Research Focus 1 

Research Focus 1 is concerned with subsidiary initiatives and their realization in the past as well as 

the possible realization of subsidiary initiatives through active management support in the near 

future.  

As mentioned in the methods (see p.28), to answer this Research Focus, the current research will 

first look at whether Danish and Norwegian subsidiaries are conducting subsidiary initiatives or not. 

Looking at the current state of offshoring of manufacturing jobs in Denmark as well as Norway, it is 

not expected to see that Danish or Norwegian subsidiaries are very actively conducting subsidiary 

initiatives. As identified in the introduction, initiatives are thought to create value (cf. Birkinshaw, 

et al., 1998) and as manufacturing jobs have been and are continuously offshored (Alsén, et al., 

2013), the subsidiaries do not seem to have created enough additional value for their parent MNC 

that would render offshoring unproductive. Consequently subsidiaries are not expected to have 

realized subsidiary initiatives actively. Therefore the first hypothesis is as follows: 

Hypothesis 1.1: Danish and Norwegian subsidiaries are only conducting little subsidiary initiatives 

(Q1). This is identified by a mean ranking below the Likert scale median of 4. 

As subsidiary management is the main influencer on realization of subsidiary initiatives (cf. 

(Birkinshaw, et al., 1998; Delany, 2000; Rugman & Verbeke, 2001) and the degree of 

manufacturing jobs offshored is not expected to decrease in the near future, subsidiary management 

is not expected to support the realization of subsidiary initiatives actively. Subsidiary management 

is however expected to implement subsidiary hindering solutions as this would add to the 

explanation of lacking subsidiary initiatives. 

Hypothesis 1.2:  

a. Management of Danish and Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries do not actively support 

the creation of subsidiary initiatives (Q2). This is identified by a ranking below the Likert 

scale median of 4. 
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b. Management of manufacturing subsidiaries does actively implement hindering solutions to 

the same subsidiary initiatives (Q2.5). This is identified by a ranking of above 4. 

As the situation of offshoring manufacturing jobs is not improving (see p.14), no significant 

difference between the overall level of subsidiary initiatives realized (Q1) and the overall level of 

support for the initiatives (Q2) is expected. However a significant difference is expected to be found 

between the degree of subsidiary initiatives realized (Q1) and the degree of initiative hindrance 

(Q2.5) as this supports the offshoring of manufacturing jobs and hinders value creation. 

Hypothesis 1.3:  

a. No significant difference between the realized subsidiary initiatives (Q1) and the support of 

initiatives (Q2).  

b. A significant difference is expected between Q1 and the implementation of initiative 

hindering solutions (Q2.5). 

As management is one of the main influencers on subsidiary initiatives (Birkinshaw, et al., 1998), it 

is also interesting to see whether the realization of subsidiary initiatives (Q1) in any way is 

influenced by and correlated with the current support of subsidiary management, i.e. the more 

supportive management currently is of subsidiary initiatives, the more initiatives were realized in 

the past five years. In case of no change in the subsidiary management in the past few years, a 

correlation between initiative support and the realization of initiatives would support the notion that 

management actively influences the realization of subsidiary initiatives. 

Hypothesis 1.4: 

a. Management support of subsidiary initiatives (Q2) is positively correlated with the past 

realization of subsidiary initiatives (Q1). 

b. The implementation of initiative hindering solutions (Q2.5) is negatively correlated with the 

past realization of subsidiary initiatives (Q1). 

The above hypothesis will allow to analyze whether manufacturing subsidiaries have been and in 

the near future will actively realize subsidiary initiatives thus allowing to offer an answer to the 

Research Focus 1.  

6.2. Hypothesis – Research Focus 2 

As mentioned in the methods (see p.28) and Literature Review (see p.21), management and the 

headquarters-subsidiary relationship are two of the major influences on subsidiary initiatives (cf. 
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Birkinshaw, et al., 1998). The additional data gained from the research on entrepreneurship in 

Danish and Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries which the current research on subsidiary 

initiatives was embedded in, mainly offers insight into the responding managers’ demographics as 

well as into different aspects of the headquarters-subsidiary relationship. The hypotheses developed 

below focus on identifying whether and how these different aspects influence the past (Q1) and near 

future (Q2) realization of subsidiary initiatives. 

6.2.1. The influence of Management Demographics on Subsidiary Initiatives  

According to Birkinshaw, et al. (1998), management is the major influencer of subsidiary 

initiatives. As such it is interesting to know what kind of management realizes more subsidiary 

initiatives than others. The research on entrepreneurship in Danish and Norwegian manufacturing 

subsidiaries which the focal research on subsidiary initiatives is embedded in, offers insights on the 

demographics of the responding subsidiary management. As management demographics are proven 

to have a direct influence on strategic decision making in firms (Wiersema & Bantel, 1992; 

Hambrick, et al., 1996) it is expected that the below demographics also will influence whether 

subsidiary initiatives were and will be realized or not. 

The following management demographics’ influence on subsidiary initiative realization is 

researched: Age, work experience, experience working abroad, leadership experience as well as 

whether the respondent has held a corporate position before or not. The hypotheses are based on the 

assumption that experience in general increases performance (Schmidt, et al., 1986). Increased 

experience thus enables subsidiary management to understand the importance of subsidiary 

initiatives to increase the value creation in the subsidiary intrinsically. Consequently the more 

experienced the respective manager is, the higher the amount of subsidiary initiatives realized in the 

past five years and the higher the support for subsidiary initiatives is. However the level of 

hindrance is lower the more experienced the manager.  

From this understanding the following hypotheses were derived: 

Hypothesis 2.1:  

a. Age and thus experience is positively correlated with the realization of subsidiary initiatives 

(Q1). 

b. Age is positively correlated with the current support for subsidiary initiatives (Q2).  

c. Age is negatively correlated with the amount of initiative hindering solutions (Q2.5) 

implemented. 
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Hypothesis 2.2:  

a. Work experience is positively correlated with the realization of subsidiary initiatives (Q1). 

b. Work experience is positively correlated with the current support for subsidiary initiatives 

(Q2). 

c. Work experience is negatively correlated with the amount of initiative hindering solutions 

(Q2.5) implemented. 

Hypothesis 2.3:  

a. Work experience abroad is positively correlated with the realization of subsidiary initiatives 

(Q1). 

b. Work experience abroad is positively correlated with the current support for subsidiary 

initiatives (Q2). 

c. Work experience abroad is negatively correlated with the amount of initiative hindering 

solutions (Q2.5) implemented. 

Hypothesis 2.4: 

a. The amount of subsidiary initiatives realized (Q1) is expected to be significantly different 

for management that has held a corporate position before and those that have not.  

b. The support for subsidiary initiatives (Q2) by subsidiary management is expected to be 

significantly different for management that has held a corporate position before and those 

that have not.  

c. Having held a corporate position before is not expected to lead to a significant difference in 

the implementation of initiative hindering solutions (Q2.5). 

Hypothesis 2.5: 

a. Leadership experience is positively correlated with the realization of subsidiary initiatives 

(Q1). 

b. Leadership experience is positively correlated with the current support for subsidiary 

initiatives (Q2). 

c. Leadership experience is negatively correlated with the amount of initiative hindering 

solutions (Q2.5) implemented. 

6.2.2. The Influence of Headquarters-subsidiary Relationship on Subsidiary Initiatives 

As identified by Birkinshaw, et al. (1998) and other scholars (Rugman & Verbeke, 2001 and others) 

the headquarters-subsidiary relationship influences subsidiary initiatives. The questionnaire on 
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entrepreneurship in Danish and Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries, in which the core questions 

of Research Focus 1 were embedded in, offers insights into the responding subsidiaries relation to 

their headquarters (see Appendix 1). Thus offering a unique insight into what aspects of the 

relationship actually do influence subsidiary initiatives and which do not.  

Bouquet & Birkinshaw (2008) found that subsidiaries are more and more willing to use their power 

to create strategic change. Consequently large influence of a specific subsidiary on its owning MNC 

is expected to result in high amounts of subsidiary initiatives realized and supported as subsidiaries 

with more power have more opportunity to create change. At the same time less hindering solutions 

to initiatives are expected as the respecitve subsidiaries due to their overall power will not have to 

implement hindering solutions if not pressed otherwise. This leads to the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 2.6:  

a. The influence of the subsidiary on the parent MNC is positively correlated to realized 

subsidiary initiatives (Q1). 

b.  The influence of the subsidiary on the parent MNC is positively correlated to the support of 

subsidiary initiatives (Q2). 

c. The influence of the subsidiary on the parent MNC is negatively correlated with the amount 

of initiative hindering solutions (Q2.5) implemented. 

As found by Birkinshaw, et al. (1998) building on the Resource Based View (Barney 1991), the 

presence of specialized capabilities, i.e. subsidiary specific advantages, is expected to be positively 

correlated to the initiatives realized as well as the management support given. Specialized 

capabilities are consequently expected to offer advantages for the realization of subsidiary 

initiatives as well as they are expected to give the manager greater insight into certain areas which 

should allow him/her to be more supportive of initiatives. On the other hand specialized capabilities 

are expected to be negatively correlated with initiative hindering solutions as the specific 

knowledge will allow to circumvent more initiative hindering solutions.  

The questions at the base of the following hypothesis focus on whether a subsidiary is 

entrepreneurial or not (based on the question whether the subsidiary is recognized as a center of 

excellence or has the specific task to be entrepreneurial; see Appendix 1) or what different functions 

the subsidiary is able to perform (i.e. development, marketing & purchasing activities; see Appendix 
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1). The response to these questions shows whether the subsidiary has the capability to perform the 

respective actions. 

Hypothesis 2.7: 

a. Subsidiaries that have specialized capabilities (are recognized as a center of excellence 

and/or have received the specific task to be entrepreneurial) significantly differ in their 

ranking of subsidiary initiatives realized. 

b. Subsidiaries that have specialized capabilities significantly differ in their ranking of 

management support given to subsidiary initiatives. 

c.  Subsidiaries that have specialized capabilities significantly differ in their ranking of 

management support given to hindering solutions implemented. 

Hypothesis 2.8: 

a. The subsidiaries’ level of specialized capabilities (in marketing, purchasing and product 

development) is positively correlated to realized subsidiary initiatives (Q1).  

b. The subsidiaries’ level of specialized capabilities is positively correlated to the support of 

subsidiary initiatives (Q2).  

c. The subsidiaries’ level of specialized capabilities are negatively correlated with the amount 

of initiative hindering solutions (Q2.5) implemented. 

The next question analyzes the subsidiaries autonomy relative to their headquarters. Ghoshal & 

Bartlett (1990) identify that subsidiary power is increased by subsidiary autonomy. Power in turn 

can be used to push for the realization of subsidiary initiatives. Consequently more subsidiary 

autonomy is put equal with more subsidiary power, which in turn relates to more subsidiary 

initiatives realized. Consequently it is expected, that higher subsidiary autonomy relates with higher 

levels of subsidiary initiatives realized and supported, but lower levels of hindering solutions 

implemented. 

The opposite then holds true for high levels of MNC involvement in the subsidiary. High 

involvement would lead to less autonomy, which also would lead to less independent actions 

(Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1990), i.e. less subsidiary initiatives, however more hindering solutions 

implemented. 

Hypothesis 2.9: 

a. The perceived autonomy is positively correlated to realized subsidiary initiatives (Q1).  
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b. The perceived autonomy is positively correlated with the support of subsidiary initiatives 

(Q2). 

c. It is negatively correlated with the amount of initiative hindering solutions (Q2.5) 

implemented. 

Hypothesis 2.10:  

a. The active headquarters involvement in the subsidiary is negatively correlated to realized 

subsidiary initiatives (Q1). 

b. The active headquarters involvement in the subsidiary is negatively correlated to the support 

of subsidiary initiatives (Q2). 

c. It is positively correlated with the amount of initiative hindering solutions (Q2.5) 

implemented. 

The above hypotheses will hopefully allow the researcher to answer both Research Focus 1 and 

Research Focus 2. Based on literature about subsidiary initiatives or closely related topics, the 

hypotheses are founded in well supported concepts. These hypotheses will be at the basis of the 

analysis trying to answer the two research foci. 
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7. Analysis 

The analysis, to begin with, will describe the respondents’ demographics. The demographics will 

allow to understand whom the responders were and what type of respondents are at the base of the 

current research.  

The Demographics will be followed by the statistical analysis of the findings made in relation to the 

research foci. The two research foci and the respective hypotheses will be analyzed separately in 

two different parts. 

As Denmark and Norway have not proven to be significantly different in terms of subsidiary 

initiatives (see Appendix 3), the two countries will be analyzed together as one throughout the 

remainder of the analysis.  

7.1. Demographics 

The following part will shortly describe the respondents’ demographics to paint a picture of the type 

of subsidiary managers that responded to the questionnaire. 

Of the 813 final send-outs, 69 replied with a completed questionnaire. Of these the demographics 

are the following: 41 replies were from subsidiaries in Denmark and 28 from Norwegian 

manufacturing subsidiaries.  

All respondents were male and employed in leading positions within the subsidiary. The titles 

ranged from CEO, CFO, COO, Marketing Manager, General Manager, Plant manager to Sales 

Manager (see Excel file “Data – Final”). 

Education wise, all respondents had a tertiary degree ranging from Bachelor’s, over engineers and 

Masters to PHDs (see Figure 10).  
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Figure 10: Educational level of the respondents (see Excel file "Data - Final") 

The subsidiary managers’ age was between 36 and 64 (see Figure 11), with work experience ranging 

from 8 to 42 years (see Figure 12) and between 5 to 40 years of leadership experience (see Figure 13) 

with the average being 20.3 years. Most of the management had experienced working outside their 

home country for varying degrees and up to 33 years, with the bulk, 17 respondents, however never 

working outside their home country at all (see Figure 14). Further 56 of the managers have had a 

position in the corporate headquarters (see Excel file “Data – Final”).  

The demographics show that the research has covered a broad range of subsidiary managers 

representing different ages, levels of experience and education. The research consequently should 

be able to give a representative analysis of the subsidiary initiative situation in Danish and 

Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries. 

 
Figure 11: Age distribution (see Excel file "Data - Final") 
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Figure 12: Work experience of respondents (see Excel file "Data - Final") 

 
Figure 13: Leadership experience of respondents (see Excel file "Data - Final") 

 
Figure 14: Workexperience abroad of respondents (see Excel file "Data. - Final") 
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7.2. Repetition of the core research questions 

Due to the negative impact on the reading flow of the thesis, it was decided that the core research 

questions were to be shortened to abbreviations such as Q1.2 for the third sub question of the first 

core question. 

As the below questions however are at the core of the research they will shortly be repeated below 

as to make the understanding of the following analysis easier for the reader.  

The first question, Q1, is: 

To what extent have these activities occurred over the last 5 years? 

Q1.1 New corporate investments in R&D or manufacturing attracted by your subsidiary. 

Q1.2 New products developed that were then sold internationally. 

Q1.3 Successful bids for corporate investments in your subsidiary. 

Q1.4 Enhancements to product lines which are already sold internationally. 

Q1.5 New international business activities, first developed in your subsidiary (e.g., new 

     export business to markets). 

The second question, Q2, is: 

How frequently do you personally … 

Q2.1 …generate creative ideas that support the above activities? 

Q2.2 …promote and champion ideas that support the above activities in your subsidiary? 

Q2.3 …try to improve procedures that support the above activities in your subsidiary? 

Q2.4 …try to install new work methods that are more effective in bringing about the above 

      activities in your subsidiary? 

Q2.5 … try to implement solutions to pressing organizational problems that hinder your 

     subsidiary from succeeding in the above activities? 

For more information on the questions please refer back to methods part (see p.28). 
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7.3. Findings; Research Focus 1 

The below analysis of the findings responding to Research Focus 1 will work through the different 

hypotheses proposed. It will be rounded of by an overview of the key findings and their 

implications as well as an overview of the results regarding the respective hypotheses. 

7.3.1. Q1 – Subsidiary initiatives realized in the last 5 years 

The following section analyzes Q1 in-depth and takes a separate look at the five sub questions as 

introduced in the methods (see p.28). 

The findings show that both Danish and Norwegian subsidiaries have been conducting subsidiary 

initiatives in the last five years. An overall mean of 4.5 for overall Q1
3
 (see Table 2) shows that 

management is confident to rank their subsidiaries’ respective performance in conducting 

subsidiary initiatives above the median rank of four on the Likert scale ranging from one to seven. 

Even when looking at the sub questions of Q1 separately, none of the means are below the Likert 

scale median of 4.  

The confidence interval for Q1 overall is between 4.1 and 4.8 and thus the population mean will 

with a 95% chance fall within these two values. Consequently Danish and Norwegian managers 

will in general rank their subsidiaries success in subsidiary initiative realization above the Likert 

scale median of four and consequently above the moderate success indicated at the rank 4.  

The distribution has a skew to the left, as the mean is higher than the median of all possible 

rankings. The skew enforces the finding of the mean, that subsidiaries on average rank their success 

in initiative realization above the Likert scale median of four. 

Thus, based on the above findings, Hypothesis 1.1 is not supported (see Table 2).  Thus, contrary to 

the expectations, subsidiary initiatives were conducted actively by the Danish and Norwegian 

manufacturing subsidiaries. 

Looking at the different confidence intervals of the sub questions, some have a lower bound below 

the median of 4 and thus the population means might support the Hypothesis 1.1 for these sub 

questions. Consequently subsidiary management ranks the success of different initiatives at 

different levels. However for the Hypothesis 1.1 the current research focuses on the overall 

confidence interval which is above 4. 

                                                           
3
 The overall mean of Q1 was calculated by taking the mean of all the sub question means. The same method holds 

true for calculating the overall mean of Q2. 
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The difference between the evaluations of Q1.1, Q1.2 and Q1.5 relative to Q1.4 is proven by a 

statistically significant difference at a two-tailed significance level of 0.05 (see Table 3). As such the 

sub questions Q1.1, i.e. attracting new corporate investments for R&D or manufacturing, Q1.2, i.e. 

developing new products for the international market and Q1.5, i.e. the development of new 

international business activities, all have confidence intervals with a lower bound of below 4. Q1.4, 

i.e. enhancements to international product lines, however has a lower bound confidence interval of 

4.5. Consequently Danish and Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries are overly capable of 

enhancing already existing international product lines than they are at developing new products, 

international business activities, or attracting investments. Q1.3, i.e. successful bids for corporate 

investments, is not significantly different from any of the other means (see Table 3). 

The above findings do not match the expected results. As described in the Hypotheses, Danish and 

Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries were not expected to have realized many subsidiary 

initiatives. The reason for this being, that manufacturing job were continuously offshored and thus 

the local subsidiaries apparently were not able create enough additional value through initiatives to 

render offshoring unattractive.  

A possible explanation for the discrepancy between the above findings and the expected ones might 

be that Danish and Norwegian subsidiaries focus on realizing the low value adding subsidiary 

initiatives, in this research incremental innovation (Q1.4), rather than radical innovation. 

Incremental innovation creates less value than successful radical innovation (Q1.2 & Q1.5) (Dewar 

& Dutton, 1986). Thus, even though subsidiaries realize many initiatives they might not create 

enough additional value to render offshoring unattractive. Consequently subsidiaries should try to 

realize more radical innovations rather than only focusing on continued incremental innovations to 

create the additional value needed. 
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Table 2: Q1 overall statistics (see Excel file “Data – Final”) 

 

            Table 3: Q1 t-Test results (see Excel file “Data – Final”) 

Q1 P-values (two-tail) Q1.1 Q1.2 Q1.3 Q1.4 

Q1.2 0,139792 

   Q1.3 0,47131 0,0413 

  Q1.4 0,013494 0,00185 0,179152 

 Q1.5 0,576285 0,23393 0,212683 0,018856 

 

7.3.2. Q2 – Current management support for subsidiary initiatives 

As with Q1, the following part will analyze Q2 in-depth and take a separate look at the five sub 

questions and consequently respond to the Hypothesis 1.2. 

Both Danish and Norwegian subsidiary management are supportive of subsidiary initiatives. The 

overall mean of Q2 is 5.5
4
 (see Table 4) and thus management is convinced that they are very 

actively supporting subsidiary initiatives. Hypothesis 1.2.a. thus can be rejected.  

As Q1, the distribution of Q2 is skewed to the left. The skew enforces high means of above 5.0 and 

thus enforces that management believes in their support of subsidiary initiatives. 

                                                           
4
 The Q2 overall statistics presented do not include Q2.5 as Q2.5 analyzes how often management hinders the 

realization of subsidiary initiatives in their respective manufacturing subsidiary. Consequently Q2.5 goes against the 
remaining Q2 questions and thus needs to be analyzed separately. 

Q1 Q1.1 Q1.2 Q1.3 Q1.4 Q1.5

Mean 4,46    4,45    4,09    4,61    4,87    4,30    

Standard Error 0,17    0,24    0,22    0,22    0,20    0,22    

Median 4,6       5,0       4,0       5,0       5,0       5,0       

Mode 4,0       6,0       4,0       6,0       6,0       6,0       

Standard Deviation 1,40    1,99    1,85    1,82    1,67    1,81    

Sample Variance 1,95    3,96    3,40    3,30    2,79    3,27    

Kurtosis -0,63   -0,95   -0,90   -0,65   -0,32   -0,91   

Skewness -0,48   -0,51   -0,23   -0,73   -0,70   -0,46   

Range 5,4       6,0       6,0       6,0       6,0       6,0       

Minimum 1,0       1,0       1,0       1,0       1,0       1,0       

Maximum 6,4       7,0       7,0       7,0       7,0       7,0       

Sum 308      307      282      318      336      297      

Count 69        69        69        69        69        69        

Confidence Level(95,0%) 0,34    0,48    0,44    0,44    0,40    0,43    

CI Upper bound 4,80    4,93    4,53    5,05    5,27    4,74    

CI Lower bound 4,13    3,97    3,64    4,17    4,47    3,87    



 Copenhagen Business School, 2014 

Daniel Ruff 

 

55 
 

The confidence interval of Q2 reaches from 5.2 to 5.7 (see Table 4). The confidence level of Q2 

thus is much more narrow and significantly higher located on the Likert scale than the Q1 

confidence interval (see 

Table 6). Danish and Norwegian subsidiary management thus is much more actively trying to 

support the realization of subsidiary initiatives than would be expected when looking at the true 

realization rates of the past. Consequently Hypothesis 1.3.a. is not supported. 

As a main assumption of the current research paper is that management support is an approximation 

of how many initiatives will be realized, the significantly higher initiative support compared to the 

realized level of subsidiary initiatives in the last five years, should result in a future increase in 

subsidiary initiatives realized.  

Comparing the sub questions, a significant difference at a significance level of 95% (see Table 5) 

exists between Q2.1, i.e. the generation of initiative supporting ideas, and the remaining sub 

questions. Consequently subsidiary management puts significantly less focus on developing ideas 

than on promoting and championing ideas, i.e. Q2.2, trying to improve supportive procedure, i.e. 

Q2.3, installing more effective work methods for subsidiary initiative success, Q2.4, and even less 

than management implements hindering solutions to subsidiary initiatives, Q2.5.  

At the other end of the spectra is Q2.4. With the highest mean of Q2, namely 5.8 (see Table 5) Q2.4 

is significantly higher than the remaining Q2 sub questions. Management thus puts most effort in 

trying to install new methods that are more effective in bringing about subsidiary initiatives and 

least effort into generate initiative supporting ideas themselves. 

The explanation for the management focus on installing more effective work methods for initiative 

success rather than coming up with ideas themselves might lie in the fact that manufacturing 

management sees their main task in “planning and allocating resources” as well as “managing group 

performance” (Karut, et al., 2005) rather than in the generation of ideas. Top level management 

regards itself as an administrative tool for their employees and thus management rather tries to 

create a good environment for the realization of subsidiary initiatives than they focus on coming up 

with ideas. This task is given to the employees, who are responsible for conducting the actual 

operations and thus have the necessary knowledge to actually put subsidiary initiatives into motion 

by bringing ideas to the top management.  
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Q2.5, i.e. the implementation of solutions that hinder the success of subsidiary initiatives is not 

significantly different from overall Q2 with a mean of 5.5 (see Table 4) and thus subsidiary 

management as often as it tries to support the realization of subsidiary initiatives, hinders the 

successful realization. Further Q2.5 is significantly different than Q1. Consequently Hypothesis 

1.2.b, as well as 1.3.b, are supported. Q2.5 is an outlying question within Q2 (which is why it is not 

included in the calculations regarding overall Q2), as it focuses on the frequency with which 

subsidiary management implements solutions that hinder the successful realization of subsidiary 

initiatives. All other Q2 sub questions deal with subsidiary management support. However as the 

below tables shows (see Table 4 & Table 5), Q2.5 does not significantly differ from the other sub 

questions of Q2. 

The high levels of management support for subsidiary initiatives are a good sign for manufacturing 

activities in Denmark and Norway, as the increased support should lead to increased numbers of 

initiatives that should allow more manufacturing jobs to stay locally. This especially should be the 

case if the manufacturing subsidiaries focus on high value creating initiatives such as radical 

innovation. The high levels of hindering solutions implemented, however drag down the realization 

rate to be expected.  

Table 4: Q2 overall statistics 

 

Q2 overall Q2.1 Q2.2 Q2.3 Q2.4 Q2.5

Mean 5,464975845 5,086957 5,463768 5,703704 5,768116 5,534884

Standard Error 0,125907309 0,14265 0,146833 0,225288 0,137175 0,186323

Median 5,5 5 6 6 6 6

Mode 5,5 5 6 6 6 6

Standard Deviation 1,045864658 1,184944 1,219688 1,170628 1,139465 1,221803

Sample Variance 1,093832883 1,404092 1,487639 1,37037 1,29838 1,492802

Kurtosis 3,577056017 0,745419 1,420254 2,593226 2,960895 2,995531

Skewness -1,127118734 -0,33637 -1,01519 -1,3886 -1,1846 -1,23476

Range 6 6 6 5 6 6

Minimum 1 1 1 2 1 1

Maximum 7 7 7 7 7 7

Sum 377,0833333 351 377 154 398 238

Count 69 69 69 27 69 43

Confidence Level(95,0%) 0,251244124 0,284655 0,293001 0,463085 0,273729 0,376015

CI Upper bound 5,716219969 5,371611 5,756769 6,166789 6,041845 5,910899

CI Lower bound 5,213731722 4,802302 5,170767 5,240619 5,494387 5,158868
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Table 5: Q2 t-Test results 

Q2 P-values (two-tail) Q2.1 Q2.2 Q2.3 Q2.4 Q2.5 

Q2.2 0,000408944 

   

 

Q2.3 0,000123298 0,487849 

  

 

Q2.4 0,00000004 0,014204 0,014746 

 

 

Q2.5 0,029921216 0,70838 0,374352 0,007804  

Q2     0,653416 

 

Table 6: t-Test comparison between Q1 and Q2, Q2.5 

 

7.3.3. The correlation of initiatives realized (Q1) and management support (Q2) 

As Table 7 shows, the past realization of subsidiary initiatives has a moderate positive impact, which 

is statistically significant, on the support of management for the subsidiary initiatives with an R of 

0.56. An R
2
 at 0.28 supports the reliability of the correlation through a relatively high goodness of 

fit in the current study. Consequently Hypothesis 1.4.a. is supported.  

In the case that subsidiary management has not changed within the last five years, the correlation 

supports the findings by Birkinshaw, et al. (1998) that management influences the realization of 

subsidiary initiatives.  

In any case, these findings tell that management of subsidiaries, which were successful at realizing 

subsidiary initiatives in the past, currently are more supportive of subsidiary initiatives than 

management of subsidiaries, which were not as successful. Based on this paper’s assumption that 

management support is an approximation for the amount of subsidiary initiatives that will be 

realized, Table 7 also shows that subsidiaries that were successful in the past also will be successful 

t-Test: Paired Two Sample for Means

Q1 Q2 Q1 Q2.5 Q2 Q2.5

Variable 1 Variable 2 Variable 1 Variable 2 Variable 1 Variable 2

Mean 4,46           5,46           4,43           5,42           5,47           5,42           

Variance 1,95           1,09           1,96           1,70           1,12           1,70           

Observations 69 69 67 67 67 67

Pearson Correlation 0,51           0,33           0,60           

Hypothesized Mean Difference0 0 0

df 68 66 66

t Stat -6,66          -5,19          0,38           

P(T<=t) one-tail 0,00           0,00           0,35           

t Critical one-tail 1,29           1,29           1,29           

P(T<=t) two-tail 0,00           0,00           0,71           

t Critical two-tail 1,67           1,67           1,67           
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at realizing initiatives in the future as they have capable management that is supportive of 

subsidiary initiatives. 

Hypothesis 1.4.b. however is not supported. Consequently the amount of initiative hindering 

solutions implemented by management is not related to the amount of subsidiary initiatives realized 

in the past five years. In other words, hindering solutions to initiatives are independent of the 

realization of subsidiary initiatives realized in the past. This tells that no matter how supportive the 

subsidiary management is of initiatives, they have to implement on average the same amount of 

initiative hindering solutions and consequently that the amount of initiative hindering solutions 

must be influenced by something else but the degree of initiative success.  

Table 7: The correlation of initiatives realized and management support (see Excel file “Data – Final”) 

 

 

7.3.4. Key Findings and their implications; Research Focus 1 

To conclude, the outcome of Research Focus 1 is the following (see Table 8 for an overview of the 

Hypotheses researched): 

1. Subsidiary initiatives have actively been realized by Danish and Norwegian manufacturing 

subsidiaries even though manufacturing jobs have been continuously offshored. 

a. Implication: Nordic subsidiaries seem to focus on initiatives that realize low value, such as 

incremental innovation. Focusing on initiatives that create more value, such as radical 

innovation, would increase the overall level of value created through subsidiary initiatives 

significantly and thus expectedly decrease offshoring. 

SUMMARY OUTPUT SUMMARY OUTPUT

Q1 vs. Q2 Q1 vs Q2.5

Regression Statistics Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,53          Multiple R 0,39          

R Square 0,28          R Square 0,15          

Adjusted R Square0,22          Adjusted R Square0,08          

Standard Error 0,92          Standard Error 1,23          

Observations 69 Observations 69

ANOVA Q1 vs. Q2 ANOVA Q1 vs. Q2.5

df SS MS F Significance F df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 20,54        4,11          4,81          0,00                    Regression 5 17,02        3,40          2,24          0,06                    

Residual 63 53,84        0,85          Residual 63 95,62        1,52          

Total 68 74,38        Total 68 112,64     
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2. Management actively supports the realization of subsidiary initiatives. Management support is 

significantly higher than the realization rate of the last five years. Consequently more 

subsidiary initiatives should be realized in the near future. 

a. Implication: More initiatives realized will mean an increased level of value creation, which 

should decrease the amount of manufacturing jobs offshored. 

3. Management also actively implements initiative hindering solutions that will hinder the degree 

of initiative realization.  

a. Implication: Initiative hindering solutions obviously will have the opposite effect of 

management supporting initiative realization and thus will negatively impact the realization 

of initiatives. However it is not possible to say how big this influence will be in the current 

research. Consequently additional research is needed. 

4. The current management support for initiatives is correlated with the amount of successful 

subsidiary initiatives in the past.   

a. Implication: Management truly plays an active role in the realization of subsidiary 

initiatives. Consequently it is important to have management that understands the 

importance of subsidiary initiatives and supports their realization actively. Also this 

correlation supports the use of management support for initiatives as an approximation of 

the rate of subsidiary initiatives that will be realized in the near future. 
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Table 8: Summary of findings for research focus 1 

 

 

7.4. Findings; Research Focus 2 

The below section will first look at the influence of management demographics on subsidiary 

initiatives by looking at the hypotheses 2.1 through 2.5. Thereafter, the analysis will focus on the 

influence of the headquarters-subsidiary relationship on the realization of subsidiary initiatives by 

looking at the remaining hypotheses 2.6 through 2.10. Each subsection will be rounded off by an 

overview of the respective hypotheses outcomes.  

7.4.1. The Influence of management demographics on subsidiary initiatives 

As Table 9 below shows, management demographics, in general, do not influence the past levels of 

subsidiary initiatives, the current support for subsidiary initiatives, nor the amount of initiative 

hindering solutions. P-values of the ANOVA analyses in general were high, whereas the correlation 

measured through R as well as the strength of association measured through R
2
 were extremely low.  

As such Hypothesis 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3 are rejected as a total (see Table 9). Thus demographic variables 

such as age, work experience and work experience abroad had no influence whatsoever on the 

realization of subsidiary initiatives in the past, management support of initiatives or hindering 

solutions. 

Content Support definition Status

1.1

Subsidiary initiatives have not been realized 

substantially (Q1)

Mean of under Likert scale 

median 4. Not supported

1.2 a

Management does not support realization of 

initiatives (Q2)

Mean of under Likert scale 

median 4. Not supported

b

Management does implement initiative hindering 

solutions (Q2.5)

Mean of above Likert scale 

median 4. Supported

1.3 a

No significant difference between the realized 

subsidiary initiatives (Q1) and the support of 

initiatives (Q2). P-value above 0.05 Not supported

b

A significant difference is expected between Q1 

and the implementation of initiative hindering 

solutions (Q2.5). P-value below 0.05 Supported

1.4 a

Management support of subsidiary initiatives (Q2) 

is positively correlated with the past realization of 

subsidiary initiatives (Q1).

P-value below 0.05, 

positive R square Supported

b

The implementation of initiative hindering 

solutions (Q2.5) is negatively correlated with the 

past realization of subsidiary initiatives (Q1).

P-value below 0.05, 

negative R square Not supported

Hypothesis
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Only Hypothesis 2.4 and 2.5 were partly supported (see Table 9).  

Hypothesis 2.4: As such, subsidiaries with top management that have held a corporate position 

before thus have been significantly more successful at realizing subsidiary initiatives in the past five 

years than other subsidiaries (Hypothesis 2.4). Subsidiaries with management that have not held a 

corporate position before, with a mean of 3.8, have been less successful at realizing subsidiary 

initiatives in the last five years than their counterparts have at a mean of 4.6 (see Table 10). 

However, a corporate position did not influence the level of support for subsidiary initiatives, nor 

the amount of initiative hindering solutions implemented (see Table 10). 

A possible explanation for why subsidiary managers that have held a corporate position before are 

so successful at realizing their subsidiary initiatives within the parent MNC might be due to a 

personal network of the subsidiary manager within the headquarters. Working directly in the 

corporate headquarters will have enabled the manager to gain contacts, understand the organization 

and its institutions as well as it will have allowed the manager to identify the key decision makers 

and influencers. As such, networks create social capital for individuals (Burt, 1992; Bourdieu, 

1985), it creates status (Podolny, 1993), it creates value for the connected nodes and offers the 

connected nodes a favorable position in common negotiations (Easley & Kleinberg, 2010). All this 

will help the respective manager when trying to realize different subsidiary initiatives within the 

parent MNC, be they the attraction of corporate investments or the promotion of a locally developed 

product for the international markets. Consequently management does not have to increase the 

amount of realized subsidiary initiatives through initiative support (Q2), but rather the network is 

enough to allow more initiatives to be successfully realized. The network seemingly lowers the 

barriers for the realization of subsidiary initiatives in the MNC. 

Consequently subsidiary management that wishes to increase the amount of successful initiatives 

should try to either gain a close nit network within the headquarters or the subsidiary management 

should try to attract a second in command from the headquarters who could support the subsidiary 

in terms of the headquarters-subsidiary relationship with his/her personal network. Both should 

increase the amount of initiatives realized.  

Hypothesis 2.5: Looking at the influence of leadership experience, the P-value given in the 

ANOVA analysis for Q2, i.e. the current management support for subsidiary initiatives, is with the 
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result of 0.01 far below the threshold of 0.05 (see Table 9) and thus management experience truly is 

correlated to the levels of management support. 

The correlation at an R value of 0.29 is low as it is below the determined threshold of 0.35 (see 

definition p.38). Consequently Leadership experience only has little influence on the respective 

management support of subsidiary initiatives. The low correlation is also shown by the low R
2
, 

which shows that the regression line only improves the prediction of leadership experience relative 

to management initiative support by about 8% (see R
2
 in Table 9) relative to predicting the values 

using the mean. 

It seems that subsidiary management with increased leadership experience more and more 

understands the importance of subsidiary initiatives for value creation and thus the subsidiary’s 

position of the subsidiary initiative within the MNC. However Hypothesis 2.5.a. is not supported. 

Leadership experience thus has no direct correlation with the actual amount of subsidiary initiatives 

realized in the last five years. This discrepancy shows that leadership experience brings increased 

understanding for the importance of subsidiary initiatives; however it does not automatically offer 

the tools to increase the degree of realized initiatives. Thus subsidiary management needs to be 

educated how more initiatives can be realized. The current paper hopefully might help to bridge this 

gap by offering increased insights into what influence subsidiary realization. 

Hypothesis 2.1, 2.2 & 2.3: These hypotheses show that neither age, nor general work experience, 

nor work experience abroad is measurably correlated to subsidiary initiatives shows that it is not 

any demographic variable that has an impact on subsidiary initiative realization and support. Instead 

it is specific demographic variable that give the subsidiary a specific advantage relative to other 

subsidiaries in relation to initiatives. As such general experience through age or general work 

experience does apparently not offer any insights into the importance of subsidiary initiatives. 

Instead demographic variables that can be explained by initiative influencing aspects such as an 

improved relationship to headquarters through a personal network or longtime experience as a 

leader dealing with value creation on a daily basis influence subsidiary initiatives. 
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Table 9: The Influence of Management Demographics - Results 

 

Table 10: The influence of a corporate position on subsidairy initiatives (see Excel file "Data - Final") 

 

 

7.4.1.1. Key Findings and Implications; Research Focus 2 – Managerial Demographics 

The key findings regarding the influence of management demographics on subsidiary initiatives are 

the following (for an overview of the respective hypotheses, please refer to Table 11): 

1. Management that has had a corporate position before has realized more subsidiary initiatives 

throughout the last five years than management that has not held a corporate position. 

a. Implication: The existence of a personal network within the headquarters seems to enable the 

respective subsidiary management to realize more initiatives with less barriers. Subsidiary 

management thus should try to increase and deepen their personal network to the headquarters 

or they should try to attract someone from the headquarters as second in command to help 

manage the relationship. 

2. Leadership experience increases the level of management support for subsidiary initiatives, 

however not the amount of initiatives realized in the last five years. 

a. Implication: Management with leadership experience knows of the importance of value 

creation and thus initiatives; however it seems they lack tacit tools to truly have had an impact 

on initiative realization in the past.  

3. Age, work experience, and work experience do not influence subsidiary initiatives in any way. 

Q1 Q2 Q2.5

Hypothesis Demographics measured ANOVA P-value R R2 ANOVA P-value R R2 ANOVA P-value R R2

2.1 Age 0,55                          0,07      0,01      0,10                          0,20      0,04      0,32                          0,12      0,02      

2.2 Work experience 0,97                          0,00      0,00      0,18                          0,16      0,03      0,28                          0,13      0,02      

2.3 Experience abroad 0,49                          0,09      0,01      0,33                          0,12      0,02      0,62                          0,06      0,00      

2.4

Corporate Function

(Categorical variable) 0,04                          0,37                          0,66                          

2.5 Leadership experience 0,83                          0,03      0,00      0,02                          0,29      0,09      0,25                          0,14      0,02      

t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances

Q1 Q2 Q2.5

Yes No Yes No Yes No

Mean 4,61          3,82          5,54          5,13          5,45          5,23          

Variance 1,81          2,18          0,82          2,30          1,45          2,69          

Observations 56 13 56 13 56 13

Hypothesized Mean Difference-            -            -            

df 17,00        14,00        15,00        

t Stat 1,79          0,93          0,45          

P(T<=t) one-tail0,05          0,18          0,33          

t Critical one-tail1,74          1,76          1,75          

P(T<=t) two-tail0,04          0,37          0,66          

t Critical two-tail2,11          2,14          2,13          
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a. Implication: Not every kind of experience impacts initiatives. Rather the experience needs to 

be connected to the concept of initiatives, be it through a network or through direct leadership 

experience where value creation is part of the success criteria. 

Table 11: Summary of findings for research focus 2, management influence on subsidiary initiatives 

 

Content Support definition Status

2.1 a

Age is positively correlated with the realization of 

subsidiary initiatives (Q1).

P-value below 0.05, 

positive R Not supported

b

Age  is positively correlated with the current 

support for subsidiary initiatives (Q2). 

P-value below 0.05, 

positive R Not supported

c

Age is negatively correlated with the amount of 

initiative hindering solutions (Q2.5) implemented.

P-value below 0.05, 

negative R square Not supported

2.2 a

Work experience is positively correlated with the 

realization of subsidiary initiatives (Q1).

P-value below 0.05, 

positive R Not supported

b

Work experience is positively correlated with the 

current support for subsidiary initiatives (Q2).

P-value below 0.05, 

positive R Not supported

c

Work experience is negatively correlated with the 

amount of initiative hindering solutions (Q2.5) 

implemented.

P-value below 0.05, 

negative R square Not supported

2.3 a

Work experience abroad is positively correlated 

with the realization of subsidiary initiatives (Q1).

P-value below 0.05, 

positive R Not supported

b

Work experience abroad is positively correlated 

with the current support for subsidiary initiatives 

(Q2).

P-value below 0.05, 

positive R Not supported

c

Work experience abroad is negatively correlated 

with the amount of initiative hindering solutions 

(Q2.5) implemented.

P-value below 0.05, 

negative R square Not supported

2.4 a

The amount of subsidiary initiatives realized (Q1) 

is expected to be significantly different for 

management that has held a corporate position 

before and those that have not. P-value below 0.05 Supported

b

The support for subsidiary initiatives (Q2) by 

subsidiary management is expected to be 

significantly different for management that has 

held a corporate position before and those that 

have not. P-value below 0.05 Not supported

c

Having held a corporate position before is not 

expected to lead to a significant difference in the 

implementation of initiative hindering solutions 

(Q2.5). P-value above 0.05 Not supported

2.5 a

Leadership experience is positively correlated 

with the realization of subsidiary initiatives (Q1).

P-value below 0.05, 

positive R Not supported

b

Leadership experience is positively correlated 

with the current support for subsidiary initiatives 

(Q2).

P-value below 0.05, 

positive R Supported

c

Leadership experience is negatively correlated 

with the amount of initiative hindering solutions 

(Q2.5) implemented.

P-value below 0.05, 

negative R square Not supported

Hypothesis
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7.4.2. The influence of headquarters-subsidiary relationship on subsidiary initiatives 

As with the management demographics, only few aspects of the headquarters-subsidiary 

relationship actually do influence subsidiary initiatives (see Table 12). Again P-values are mostly 

above the relevant significant level of 0.05 and the correlation R is low.  

However in the case of the influence of headquarters-subsidiary relationship, more Hypotheses are 

partly supported by the findings. Out of the five hypotheses, 2.6 and 2.10 can be rejected as a 

whole. 

Hypotheses 2.7
5
, 2.8 and 2.9 are partly supported. The hypotheses show that both the specific 

capabilities of the subsidiary as well as the degree of subsidiary autonomy have an impact on 

subsidiary initiatives.  

Hypotheses 2.7: Looking at the capability to be entrepreneurial, which is at the core of Hypothesis 

2.7, the findings show that it increases the level of realized subsidiary initiatives in the past five 

years (Q1) statistically significantly (see Table 12). Consequently subsidiaries that have the 

capabilities to be entrepreneurial also have the capabilities to realize subsidiary initiatives.  

That the capabilities to be entrepreneurial influence the degree of initiative realization fits well with 

the understanding that subsidiary initiatives are entrepreneurial actions by the subsidiary 

(Birkinshaw, 1995).  Subsidiary initiatives are entrepreneurial actions within an MNC (Birkinshaw, 

1995) and thus require entrepreneurial actions by the subsidiary. Further the task to be 

entrepreneurial implicitly invites to try new unknown areas and again initiatives mirror 

entrepreneurship by focusing on new paths. 

Consequently to increase the amount of subsidiary initiatives a subsidiary realizes, it needs to attract 

entrepreneurial capabilities as to be able to identify more opportunities and finally also realize more 

opportunities. To be able to unleash this entrepreneurial talent, subsidiaries first need to create 

institutions that support entrepreneurial actions by for example installing “new work methods that 

that are more effective in bringing about the above activities” (Q2.4) in the subsidiary. As Seshadri 

& Tripathy (2006) and Birkinshaw, et al. (1998) state, leadership is at the core of entrepreneurship 

                                                           
5
 Specific Capabilities 1 consists of the categorical variables looking at whether the subsidiary has the capabilities to be 

recognized as a center of excellence, to receive the specific task to be entrepreneurial or none of both. Consequently 
this part of the analysis has been done by using t-Tests to compare the different groups. 
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and subsidiary initiatives within the firm and thus only if management is supportive of 

entrepreneurship and actively supports it, initiatives will be realized.  

Hypothesis 2.8: The Hypothesis 2.8 looks at the correlation between the capabilities to conduct 

certain business activities, such as development, marketing and purchasing, and the subsidiary 

initiatives. Hypothesis 2.8.a. is supported by the findings as Table 12 below shows and consequently 

the functional capabilities as well as the entrepreneurial capabilities have a measurable influence. 

As shown by an R of 0.45, functional capabilities have a moderate correlation to subsidiary 

initiative realization in the last five years with a goodness of fit, R
2
; of 0.2 (see Table 12). 

As already presented by the Resource Based View introduced by Barney (1991), as well as the 

research on Subsidiary Specific Advantages conducted by Birkinshaw, et al. (1998), the more 

different and complementary capabilities, the more value can be created through entrepreneurship. 

Consequently subsidiaries should try to attract as many different functions to their respective 

location as possible as to gather many different capabilities. Having the different capabilities allows 

the subsidiary to draw on multiple expertise for the realization of subsidiary initiatives.  

Hypothesis 2.9: Last, but not least, the degree of subsidiary autonomy also is correlated to the 

realization of subsidiary initiatives in the past five years, thus supporting Hypothesis 2.9.a. With a 

moderate correlation of 0.4 and a relatively high goodness of fit for the current research of 0.16 (see 

Table 12), subsidiary autonomy truly impacts whether subsidiary initiatives were realized or not. 

As implied by the word itself, increased autonomy allows for more actions without being controlled 

by the headquarters. As initiatives by definition are actions which at least at the beginning are 

unknown to the headquarters, autonomy truly supports the realization of initiatives. 

Autonomy obviously is difficult to influence as its degree is often decided by the headquarters, 

however the current research shows that autonomy is worth taking if a subsidiary wants to increase 

the amount of initiatives it realizes.  

Hypothesis 2.6 & 2.10: Against expectations neither the influence of the subsidiary on the 

headquarters, analyzed in Hypothesis 2.6, nor the support of headquarters for the subsidiary, 

analyzed in Hypothesis 2.10, had a measurable impact on subsidiary initiatives in any way (see 

Table 12). Especially it was expected that subsidiary influence on the headquarters would have a 

strong impact on the subsidiary initiatives as the increased influence would equal increased power 
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according to Ghoshal & Bartlett (1990). In contrast to the expectations however this power must be 

used otherwise than for the realization of subsidiaries.  

Headquarters support was expected to have a negative influence on subsidiary initiatives as it was 

regarded to be the opposite of subsidiary autonomy. Instead it is found that support of headquarters 

has no influence whatsoever on subsidiary initiatives. 

Regarding initiative hindering solutions: In both parts of the Research Focus 2, i.e. the management 

demographics’ influence, as well as the influence of headquarters-subsidiary relationship on 

subsidiary initiatives, initiative hindering solutions were statistically not influenced at all. 

Consequently these initiative hindering solutions have to be influenced by other aspects than the 

subsidiary management or the headquarters-subsidiary relationship. The missing influence that is 

not analyzed at all in the current research is the external environment and often it is the external 

environment that enforces actions which hinder the realization of entrepreneurial dreams due to 

pressing organizational issues. Resources might be relocated away from initiative projects due to 

crisis or the environment simply allows for no initiative due to a financial crisis or alike.  

To find which aspects influence the hindrance of subsidiary initiatives, more research has to be 

conducted, such as looking at the influence of the external environment. 

Table 12: The Influence of Headquarters-Subsidiary Relationship - Results 

 

7.4.2.1. Key findings and implications; Research Focus 2 – Headquarters-subsidiary relationship 

The key findings regarding the influence of management demographics on subsidiary initiatives are 

the following (for an overview of the respective hypotheses, please refer to Table 13): 

1. Having the capabilities to be entrepreneurial in the subsidiaries increases the amount of realized 

initiatives. 

a. Implication: As management is the main influencer on overall entrepreneurship in a 

subsidiary (Seshadri & Tripathy, 2006; Birkinshaw, et al., 1998), management needs to create 

Q1 Q2 Q2.5

 Relationship aspects

 measured ANOVA P-value R R2 ANOVA P-value R R2 ANOVA P-value R R2

Influencer role 0,10                          0,30      0,09      0,26                          0,25      0,06      0,40                          0,21      0,05      

 Specific Capabilities 1

(Category variable) 0,00                          0,07                          0,15                          

Specific Capabilities 2 0,00                          0,45      0,20      0,33                          0,22      0,05      0,54                          0,18      0,03      

Subsidiary autonomy 0,04                          0,40      0,16      0,28                          0,34      0,11      0,63                          0,26      0,07      

HQ involvement 0,20                          0,46      0,22      0,65                          0,37      0,13      0,72                          0,35      0,12      
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a subsidiary culture that supports the realization and creation of entrepreneurial activities such 

as subsidiary initiatives.  

2. Having additional functional capabilities located within the subsidiary increases the level of 

subsidiary initiatives realized. 

a. Implication: Subsidiary management should try to attract as many different business functions 

and activities to the subsidiary as the increased presence of different and complementary 

capability increases the amount of initiatives realized and thus the value creation. 

3. The more autonomous the subsidiary operates the more subsidiary initiatives it realized within 

the past five years. 

a. Implication: Subsidiary initiatives will only be realized when the decision to pursue them is 

taken autonomously within the subsidiary. Consequently it is necessary that the subsidiary is 

able to act in an autonomous manner to be able to truly increase the respective value creation 

through subsidiary initiatives. 

4. Headquarters’ support and the influence of the subsidiary on the headquarters do not influence 

subsidiary initiatives. 
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Table 13: Summary of findings for research focus 2, HQ-subsidiary relation influence on subsidiary initiatives 

 

 

Content Support definition Status

2.6 a

The influence of the subsidiary on the parent MNC is positively 

correlated to realized subsidiary initiatives (Q1).

P-value below 0.05, 

positive R Not supported

b

The influence of the subsidiary on the parent MNC is positively 

correlated to the support of subsidiary initiatives (Q2).

P-value below 0.05, 

positive R Not supported

c

The influence of the subsidiary on the parent MNC is negatively 

correlated with the amount of initiative hindering solutions 

(Q2.5) implemented.

P-value below 0.05, 

negative R square Not supported

2.7 a

Subsidiaries that have specialized capabilities (are recognized 

as a center of excellence and/or have received the specific task 

to be entrepreneurial) significantly differ in their ranking of 

subsidiary initiatives realized. P-value below 0.05 Supported

b

Subsidiaries  that have specialized capabilities significantly 

differ in their ranking of management support given to 

subsidiary initiatives. P-value below 0.05 Supported

c

Subsidiaries that have specialized capabilities do not 

significantly differ in their ranking of management support 

given to hindering solutions implemented. P-value above 0.05 Supported

2.8 a

The subsidiaries’ level of specialized capabilities (in marketing, 

purchasing and product development) is positively correlated 

to realized subsidiary initiatives (Q1). 

P-value below 0.05, 

positive R Supported

b

The subsidiaries’ level of specialized capabilities is positively 

correlated to the support of subsidiary initiatives (Q2). 

P-value below 0.05, 

positive R Not supported

c

The subsidiaries’ level of specialized capabilities are negatively 

correlated with the amount of initiative hindering solutions 

(Q2.5) implemented.

P-value below 0.05, 

negative R square Not supported

2.9 a

The perceived autonomy is positively correlated to realized 

subsidiary initiatives (Q1). 

P-value below 0.05, 

positive R Supported

b

The perceived autonomy is positively correlated with the 

support of subsidiary initiatives (Q2).

P-value below 0.05, 

positive R Not supported

c

It is negatively correlated with the amount of initiative 

hindering solutions (Q2.5) implemented.

P-value below 0.05, 

negative R square Not supported

2.10 a

The active headquarters involvement in the subsidiary is 

negatively correlated to realized subsidiary initiatives (Q1).

P-value below 0.05, 

negative R square Not supported

b

The active headquarters involvement in the subsidiary is 

negatively correlated to the support of subsidiary initiatives 

(Q2).

P-value below 0.05, 

negative R square Not supported

c

It is positively correlated with the amount of initiative 

hindering solutions (Q2.5) implemented.

P-value below 0.05, 

positive R Not supported

Hypothesis
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7.5. Key takeaways 

The above analysis shows that Danish and Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries, against 

expectation, actively have been realizing subsidiary initiatives and management actively is 

supporting the current realization of subsidiary initiatives (see Table 8).  

As jobs continuously were and are offshored, subsidiaries in Denmark and Norway are not creating 

enough value through the realized subsidiary initiatives to render offshoring unattractive. To change 

this, manufacturing subsidiaries need to, where possible, increase their focus on more value adding 

initiatives such as radical innovation. 

Further the support of subsidiary management and the realization of subsidiary initiatives are 

related. To increase the amount of subsidiary initiatives realized, it is important that subsidiary 

management actively supports the realization of initiatives (see Table 8). 

Looking at what aspects of management demographics and the headquarters-subsidiary relationship 

influence the realization of subsidiary initiatives, it is especially four aspects that were found. 

First, management that has held a corporate position was able to realize more subsidiary initiatives, 

possibly by using the network they have in the corporate headquarters. Second (see Table 11), 

management with leadership experience understands the importance of subsidiary initiatives and 

thus is more supportive of them than management with less experience (see Table 11). Third, having 

additional capabilities in relation to other subsidiaries increases the amount of subsidiary initiatives 

realized (see Table 13). The additional capabilities add to the subsidiary specific advantages that 

enable the firm to act on multiple inputs that subsidiaries with less capabilities are not able to react 

upon. Finally, subsidiary autonomy increases the amount of subsidiary initiatives realized (see Table 

13). The autonomy allows subsidiaries exactly to act more freely and thus enables them to realize 

more initiatives unknown to the headquarters. 

Successful subsidiaries in realizing initiative thus manage to have management which understands 

the importance of initiatives and supports them actively. The top management further has worked in 

the headquarters before and is able to use this network to realize more initiatives by managing the 

corporate politics using the network. Additionally the headquarters allows the subsidiary to act 

autonomously as this allows to pursue initiatives independently. Finally the successful subsidiaries 

in realizing subsidiary initiatives have been able to gather multiple complementary capabilities 
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within their organization, which allows the subsidiary to draw on multiple expertise for the 

realization of the initiatives. 

Subsidiaries should thus try to emulate these aspects in their own organization as to increase the 

value creation and thus render offshoring unattractive.  
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8. Discussion 

8.1. Paper summary 

The manufacturing job exodus proclaimed by BCG (Alsén, et al., 2013) as well as the following 

analysis of the Danish and Norwegian labor market and especially the focus on manufacturing jobs, 

led to the question how local manufacturing subsidiaries can avoid this fate. The answer, the current 

paper assumes, is to increase the value creation of the manufacturing subsidiary as to render 

offshoring an unattractive option due to the increased local value creation, which is achieved 

through subsidiary initiatives. This in turn led to the research question for the current research. 

The research question is twofold, with the first focus being on the identification whether Danish and 

Norwegian manufacturing units have realized subsidiary initiatives in the past or not and, further, 

whether subsidiary initiatives will be realized in the near future or not. The second part was 

determined by using the support of subsidiary top management for initiative realization as an 

estimation of subsidiary initiatives.  

The second focus of the research goal then looked upon what specific aspects influence the 

realization and support of initiatives. Here the focus is with two of the major influences as identified 

by Birkinshaw et al. (1998), namely the influence of management and headquarters-subsidiary 

relationship on the realization and support of subsidiary initiatives. These insights will be used to 

make assumptions on how initiative creation in the future can be increased by the focal subsidiaries. 

Let us after this short summary of the thesis now look at the different research foci, the respective 

findings and what conclusions can be drawn from them. 

8.2. Managerial implications & recommendations 

The below part will focus on the key influencing variables on subsidiary initiatives identified in this 

research and what can be done to emulate these in a specific subsidiary. The managerial 

recommendations found by this paper on how to use subsidiary initiatives to decrease the chance of 

being offshored are the following: 

1. Both Danish and Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries have actively conducted subsidiary 

initiatives in the past and will continue to do so in the near future. The offshoring of 

manufacturing jobs however continues and is not expected to lessen. Consequently the 

initiatives realized by the Danish and Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries create too little 

value to render the offshoring of manufacturing unattractive. Subsidiaries seem to focus on 
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low value creating initiatives, rather than high value creating subsidiaries. It is therefore 

recommended that subsidiary management should begin to focus increasingly on high value 

adding initiatives such as the development of new products or business activities, i.e. radical 

innovation, rather than only improving existing products through incremental innovation. 

This should increase the value creation of subsidiaries and thus should decrease the overall 

level of manufacturing jobs offshored. 

2. Management support for subsidiary initiatives influences how many initiatives are realized. 

Consequently management needs to actively support the different initiatives to increase the 

realization rate of initiatives. 

3. Management that has had a corporate position before has realized more subsidiary initiatives 

throughout the last five years than management that has not held a corporate position. A 

probable explanation is that the focal management was able to build a network within the 

headquarters during his/her time there. Consequently it seems advisable to try and improve 

the network subsidiary management has within the headquarters as to maximize the 

realization of subsidiary initiatives within the subsidiary. 

4. Gathering multiple different and complementary capabilities also increases the amount of 

subsidiary initiatives realized. Consequently subsidiary management should try to attract as 

many different functions and areas of business to the subsidiary as possible. 

5. Finally increased subsidiary autonomy also leads to increased levels of initiative realization. 

Consequently subsidiaries only are able to conduct entrepreneurial actions such as initiatives 

if they themselves take action, which is why it is recommended that subsidiary management 

actively supports increased autonomy from the parent MNC and takes independent action, if 

and when possible, to realize subsidiary initiatives. 

Realizing the above implications and recommendations within a subsidiary expectedly will increase 

the amount of subsidiary initiatives realized. This in turn will increase the value creation of the 

subsidiary and the high levels of value creation will decrease the probability of being offshored. 

8.3. Contribution to academia 

Throughout this assignment, different frameworks and theories about subsidiary initiatives were 

applied and put together to create the final basis on which the current research is built. The 

researcher has observed that each of the theories were extremely useful in tackling the two Research 

Foci and only by using multiple sources of theory the current research was  able to be made.  
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As such, modern definition of the concept subsidiary initiatives (Strutzenberger & Ambos, 2013) 

together with early research on the matter (Birkinshaw, et al., 1998; Birkinshaw & Hood, 1998; 

Rugman & Verbeke, 2001) were used together to create a base for this research. 

Thus, one of the main recommendations for academia arising from this study is therefore, that it is 

beneficial to use multiple different researches that are closely connected to try to create a strong 

foundation for research that continuously expands the focal discipline into the unknown. 

As previously described, the current research focused on empirical generalization through the 

mapping of subsidiary initiatives in Danish and Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries to identify 

important factors as well as to identify certain relationships (Handfield & Melnyk, 1998). Again, 

the use of multiple frameworks applied together made this possible. 

8.3.1. Related Research 

Closely related to Birkinshaw, Hood & Jonsson’s (1998) paper “Building Firm-Specific 

Advantages in Multinational Corporations: The Role of Subsidiary Initiative”, the current research 

found similarities but also differences to this core paper within the discipline on subsidiary 

initiatives. Even though the research focus of the paper by Birkinshaw, et al. (1998) had a broader 

focus on firm-specific advantages and also researched correlation between broader defined and 

overarching aspects, much of the research still focused on subsidiary initiatives. As such the current 

research identified that subsidiary initiatives are conducted by the focal subsidiaries. Birkinshaw, et 

al. (1998) in their research also found proof that initiatives were conducted by the subsidiaries at the 

core of their research.  

Yet another similarity between the two researches is that both the current research and the research 

by Birkinshaw, et al. (1998) prove the important fact of specialized resources and capabilities.  

Nevertheless differences in the results are also to be noted. The current research did not identify the 

strong impact on subsidiary initiatives by the headquarters-subsidiary relationship or the influence 

of management demographics, as expected according to the research done by Birkinshaw, et al. 

(1998), Birkinshaw & Hood (1998) and Rugman & Verbeke (2001).  An explanation to this 

difference might be that Birkinshaw, et al. (1998) as well as the other researches, clearly focused on 

leadership skills, whereas the current research due to data limitations only took management 

demographics, not however their skills into account.  
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All in all, however, the two different researches, Birkinshaw, et al. (1998) and the current research, 

agree on the main point: Subsidiary Initiatives are realized by subsidiaries. 

8.3.2. Additional research to be made 

It would be interesting to see further research done on three things. First it would be interesting to 

conduct another research on factors that possibly influence the realization on subsidiary initiatives. 

As the current research shows, only little of the researched aspects truly affects subsidiary 

initiatives directly and thus a greater in-depth understanding of possible influences would enrich the 

understanding of subsidiary initiatives in both Denmark and Norway.  

Second, additional research is needed on the concrete matter of how much value subsidiary 

initiatives actually create. A study in this area would enable scholars to create a direct link back to 

the very starting point of the current research by estimating how much additional value needs to be 

created to render the expected value gain from offshoring the less attractive option.  

Finally, further research is needed to support the above given implications for subsidiary 

management recommendations. As such it would be interesting to identify the reason why 

management with a former position in headquarters is able to generate more subsidiary initiatives 

than another manager.  

8.4. Delimitation of Study and Scope 

The limitations and scope of the research are implicit to the current research itself. As such the 

current research simply focuses on researching whether subsidiary initiatives are realized in the two 

focal markets or not. This paper does not identify which initiative is more valuable than the other. 

Based on the starting point of the paper, i.e. the offshoring of manufacturing jobs due to too little 

value creation, the identification of true value creation of subsidiary initiatives would add 

immensely to the understanding of what subsidiary initiatives actually are capable of. 

The current research is a starting point in the right direction by showing the existence of subsidiary 

initiatives and by identifying some of the aspects influencing subsidiary initiatives. However due to 

lack of data as well as time constraints, the current research was not able to expand the current 

research that far. 

Yet another limitation of the study due to lack of data is the possible influence on subsidiary 

initiatives by different aspects that were researched. Many more possible influences can be 

researched. One of these aspects, which deserves future attention of researchers, is the third main 
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influence on subsidiary initiatives identified by Birkinshaw, et al. (1998) as well as Rugman & 

Verbeke (2001), namely the influence of the external business environment. 

8.5. Concluding remarks 

The goal of the research was to first identify whether Danish and Norwegian manufacturing 

subsidiaries have realized and are realizing subsidiary initiatives or not and second what aspects of 

the subsidiary management demographics and the headquarters-subsidiary relationship influence 

the realization of subsidiary initiatives. Through the use of quantitative data gathered through a 

structured questionnaire as well as the analysis of the data gathered using statistical methods the 

research goal hopefully was fulfilled and resulted in the knowledge that Danish and Norwegian 

subsidiaries do realize subsidiary initiatives as well as what the key influences on their realization 

are.  

The positive influences on the realization of subsidiary initiatives as found by this research, were 

management that had a corporate position before as well as management that had many years of 

leadership experience. Furthermore, a subsidiary having multiple different capabilities as well as 

increased autonomy of the subsidiary have shown to increase the realization of subsidiary 

initiatives. 

By answering the research question, this paper is able to shed light on the landscape of subsidiary 

initiatives in Danish and Norwegian manufacturing subsidiaries and it is hoped that these findings 

can create a base for further research in this direction as to understand the subject of subsidiary 

initiatives. Further it is hoped that some of this improved understanding can shed light on how a 

continued exodus of manufacturing jobs can be halted in the future, so that Denmark and Norway 

will not continuously loose manufacturing industry and with that the R&D tied thereto. 
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10. Appendices 
 

Appendix 1: Questionnaire on Danish & Norwegian subsidiaries incl. questions on subsidiary initiatives 

 

Welcome to the questionnaire on  

 

Entrepreneurship in Nordic Manufacturing Subsidiaries 

 

 

We guarantee full anonymity. 

 

There are no right or wrong answers. Please be candid! 

 

Please remember to click "Finish" when you have answered the last question. 

 

Demographics: 

What is your age? 

__________ 

What is your gender? 

(1)  Male. 

(2)  Female. 

What is your highest degree? (E.g., PhD, MBA, Cand. Merc., Ingeniør, MA/MSc, BSc/BA) 

____________________________________________________________ 

How many years of work experience do you have? 

General work experience. __________ 

Work experience outside your 

home country. 

__________ 

Work experience in leadership 

positions. (E.g., teamleader) 

__________ 

 

What is your current position? (E.g., CEO, General Manager, Plant Manager) 

____________________________________________________________ 

Have you worked in a corporate function already? 

(1)  Yes. 

(2)  No. 
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Headquarter Support: For manufacturing units the relationship to headquarters is important. How do 

you feel about your HQ? 

 Not at 

all true 

  Neutral   Very 

true 

The HQ provides you with 

choices and options. 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

The HQ understands the way 

in which you operate in the 

subsidiary. 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

It is easy for you to openly 

discuss important issues with 

the HQ. 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

The HQ conveys confidence 

in your ability to do well. 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

The HQ makes sure that you 

clearly understand your role 

within the 

firm.   

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

The HQ encourages you to 

discuss and ask questions on 

important 

issues. 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

The HQ trusts you, and the 

way you do things. 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

The HQ addresses your 

requests fully and carefully. 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

The HQ takes into serious 

consideration how you would 

like to do 

things.   

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

The HQ 

tries to understand your 

perspective before suggesting 

new ways to do things. 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

Subsidiary autonomy: Please, state to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements. 

 Strongly 

disagree 

  Neutral   Strongly 

agree 

Your subsidiary and the HQ 

share the same values. 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

There are many joint task 

forces (e.g., project groups) 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  
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 Strongly 

disagree 

  Neutral   Strongly 

agree 

comprising 

your subsidiary managers and 

HQ executives. 

Your 

HQ invests a lot of effort to 

establish a common corporate 

culture. 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

The HQ routinely reviews 

how your subsidiary spends its 

budgets. 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

The HQ sets detailed 

performance goals. 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

When the HQ evaluates your 

performance, it is focusing 

strongly on financial 

performance and KPIs. 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

 

The following activities characterize entrepreneurship within your subsidiary. 

 

Q1: To what extent have these activities ocurred over the last 5 years? 

 Never      Plentiful

ly 

New products developed that 

were then internationally sold. 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

Successful bids for corporate 

investments in your 

subsidiary. 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

New international business 

activities, first developed in 

your subsidiary (e.g., new 

export business to markets). 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

Enhancements to product lines 

which are already sold 

internationally. 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

New corporate investments in 

R&D or manufacturing 

attracted by your subsidiary. 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  
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Q2: How frequently do you personally ... 

 Never   Once in 

a while 

  All the 

time 

...generate creative ideas that 

support the above activities? 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

...promote and champion ideas 

that support the above 

actitivities in your subsidiary? 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

...try to improve procedures 

that support the above 

activities in your subsidiary? 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

...try to install new work 

methods that are more 

effective in bringing about the 

above activities in your 

subsidiary? 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

...try to implement solutions to 

pressing organizational 

problems that hinder your 

subsidiary from succeeding in 

the above activities? 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

 

 

Specific capabilities 1: Please check if the following applies. 

 Yes No 

Your subsidiary is formally 

recognized as a center of 

excellence. 

(1)  (2)  

Your subsidiary has been 

given the explicit task by the 

HQ to be entrepreneurial. 

(1)  (2)  

 

Specific capabilities 2: How much of the following functions are carried out within your subsidiary? 

 All is done at the CHQ or by 

other subsidiaries of the firm 

  You run all of these 

activities 

Marketing 

/ Sales activities. 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

Product 

development activities. 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

Purchasing activities. (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  
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Contributory role: How much influence does your subsidiary have on corporate-wide decisions? 

 

 No influence at all    Very high influence 

Corporate 

product portfolio. 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

Investments 

in corporate-wide production. 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

Long-term 

corporate objectives. 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  

 

 

Thank you very much for your participation! 

If you would like to receive a report of the results of this study, please chose your prefered format 

below: 

(1)  Via mail. 

(2)  Via e-mail: __________ 

Appendix 2: Original questions regarding subsidiary initiatives used by Birkinshaw, Hood & Jonsson (1998) 

To what extent have the following activities occurred in your subsidiary over the past 10 years? (1=never; 

5=plentifully) 

1. New products developed in (e.g.) Sweden and then sold internationally 

2. Successful bids for corporate investments in Sweden 

3. New international business activities that were first started in Sweden 

4. Enhancements to product lines which are already sold internationally 

5. New corporate investments in R&D or manufacturing attracted by Swedish management 
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Appendix 3: Denmark and Norway compared in terms of subsidiary initiatives (see Excel file “Data – Final) 

 

t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances

Q1 overall Q1.1 Q1.2 Q1.3 Q1.4 Q1.5

DK NO DK NO DK NO DK NO DK NO DK NO

Variable 1 Variable 2 Variable 1 Variable 2 Variable 1 Variable 2 Variable 1 Variable 2 Variable 1 Variable 2 Variable 1 Variable 2

Mean 4,70          4,12          4,68          4,11          4,34          3,71          4,88          4,21          5,02          4,64          4,58          3,93          

Variance 1,76          2,10          3,72          4,25          3,33          3,40          2,76          3,95          2,62          3,05          3,17          3,40          

Observations 41 28 41 28 41 28 41 28 41 28 40 28

Hypothesized Mean Difference0 0 0 0 0 0

df 55 56 58 51 55 57

t Stat 1,67          1,17          1,39          1,45          0,92          1,44          

P(T<=t) one-tail0,05          0,12          0,08          0,08          0,18          0,08          

t Critical one-tail1,30          1,30          1,30          1,30          1,30          1,30          

P(T<=t) two-tail0,10          0,25          0,17          0,15          0,36          0,15          

t Critical two-tail1,67          1,67          1,67          1,68          1,67          1,67          

Q2 overall Q2.1 Q2.2 Q2.3 Q2.4 Q2.5

DK NO

Variable 1 Variable 2 Variable 1 Variable 2 Variable 1 Variable 2 Variable 1 Variable 2 Variable 1 Variable 2 Variable 1 Variable 2

Mean 5,57          5,31          5,17          4,96          5,63          5,21          5,61          5,44          5,88          5,61          5,60          5,15          

Variance 0,85          1,45          1,20          1,74          1,09          2,03          1,24          1,64          1,06          1,65          1,27          2,28          

Observations 41 28 41 28 41 28 41 27 41 28 40 27

Hypothesized Mean Difference0 0 0 0 0 0

df 48 51 46 50 49 45

t Stat 0,99          0,68          1,34          0,55          0,93          1,32          

P(T<=t) one-tail0,16          0,25          0,09          0,29          0,18          0,10          

t Critical one-tail1,30          1,30          1,30          1,30          1,30          1,30          

P(T<=t) two-tail0,33          0,50          0,19          0,59          0,36          0,19          

t Critical two-tail1,68          1,68          1,68          1,68          1,68          1,68          


