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.

Decision Making Authority in MNCs: The Case of Multinationals with Subsidiaries in Malaysia

The distribution of knowledge and the associated system of decision making in multinational corporationss with operations in various countries is central to their effective management. This paper presents survey evidence of multinational subsidiaries in Malaysia that shows that knowledge and decision making is retained primarily at headquarters. Even where subsidiary management categorise their organisations as 'decentralised', their autonomy is limited to local operational matters.  In general, the more integrated the subsidiaries in the global activities of the parent, the less their autonomy.

1.
Introduction

Research into the manner in which multinational corporations (MNCs) seek to establish, maintain and build competitive advantage has progressed through stages (Ellis, 2000). Initially, Chandler (1962) introduced the basic strategy-structure paradigm that was subsequently championed by Stopford and Wells (1972). This was followed by research that focussed on identifying the key components of effective worldwide strategies (Hamel and Prahalad, 1985; Yip, 1989); co-aligning MNC strategy and structure (Egelhoff, 1982), and developing coordination and control through various forms of interorganisational arrangements (Bartlett and Ghoshall, 1989a&b). More recently, the literature has developed a more elaborate understanding of the MNC as organic entities in constantly changing global circumstances (Goshal and Nohria, 1989).  

Attention has also turned to the strategic role of subsidiaries. Gupta and Govindarajan (2002) developed a model of MNC subsidiary strategic contexts and a conceptual framework of alternative mindsets, while Birkinshaw and Morrison (1995) developed a three-item typology of subsidiary roles. This paper concentrates on the manner in which the structure and strategy of multinational corporations that have invested in Malaysia affect the autonomy of local management to develop new products, processes and markets. The factors that determine the level of autonomy afforded by MNCs to their subsidiaries in Malaysia will be analysed. Section 2 surveys the academic literature on MNC strategy and structure and the associated range of subsidiary roles. Section 3 describes the methodology and Section 4 analyses survey data collected from multinational corporations in Malaysia. Section 5 offers some conclusions.

2.
International Business Strategy and Structure 

In the first major study of the organisational structure of international firms, Stopford and Wells (1972) found that similar organisational designs were used across a variety of industries.  Based on a survey of 187 large, US manufacturing firms each having manufacturing facilities in at least six foreign countries, they observed organisational structures evolving through distinct stages over time.  The results of the survey revealed that in their first venture into the international market place, firms established relatively autonomous foreign subsidiaries.  Subsequently, the MNC created an international business division, located within the parent firm but separate from domestic operations, that controlled and coordinated the expanding international activities.  In the third stage, the MNC established either of two structures: a worldwide product division or a regional division.  A worldwide product division assumes global responsibility for a particular line of products.  Regional divisions involve regional headquarters being responsible for all the company’s activities within its geographic area (Egelhoff, 1988; Martinez and Jarillo, 1991).  

From the perspective of the ‘centralised-decentralised’ continuum, these structures can have different implications for the nature of the subsidiary’s operation. The early form of relatively autonomous subsidiaries, having some capacity to adapt processes and products to meet the different needs of local markets, and considerable scope to source inputs from local suppliers, clearly belongs in the ‘decentralised’ end of the spectrum, and is consistent with the ‘local innovator’ subsidiary type in Gupta and Govindarajan’s (1991) knowledge flow framework.  On the other hand, an MNC organised on a worldwide product basis, where the senior product manager controls all production and sales from the parent, represents a centralised organisational arrangement.  Such a subsidiary would be classified as an ‘implementor’ subsidiary in Gupta and Govindarajan’s (1991) model. A regional structure can be thought of as an intermediate case, as regional managers, being closer geographically to customers, are in a better position to adapt production processes and products on a regional and perhaps national basis.  To the extent that political and economic conditions within an area are more similar than is the case between areas, this structure leads to greater autonomy and capacity to respond to local conditions than a worldwide product division (Egelhoff, 1988; Vachani, 1999). 

Associated with the notion of regional headquarters is the notion of a regional sales mandate. A regional sales or product mandate (RPM) subsidiary is defined as one that has full responsibility for the development, manufacturing, and marketing (including export marketing) of one or more product lines for sale in a defined region (Birkinshaw, 1996; Bonin and Peron, 1986; Crookell, 1986; Roth and Morrison, 1992; Rugman and Douglas, 1996).  A consequence of possessing such a mandate is that the subsidiary gains access to parent expertise while retaining a degree of managerial autonomy (Pearce, 1989).  This arrangement sees the subsidiary playing a role that is much more like an equal partner of the MNC than a subordinate entity.  It  ensures that high value-adding activities are undertaken in the sub-unit and provides management with the opportunity to develop the mandate over time.  This type of subsidiary has considerable control over the fundamental technological thrusts that will sustain its development.  It makes decisions on the timing and direction of product development.  Furthermore, it is substantially involved in making decisions on production facilities, marketing, and distribution (Birkinshaw, 1996).  The subsidiary has a primary responsibility to act as product champion in corporate decision-making processes, especially those involving resource allocation.  While not an exact match, subsidiaries with such mandates align with Gupta and Govindarajan’s (1991) ‘global innovator’ subsidiary, having high levels of outflow of knowledge to the rest of the company and low levels of inflow.

Emerging in the mid-1980s, the ‘process school’ of research in international management criticised Stopford and Well’s (1972) portrayal of organisational structure as being too architectural and deterministic (Bartlett and Ghoshal, 1989a&b; Doz and Prahalad, 1984).  Instead of the MNC being a series of headquarters-subsidiary relationships, with headquarters possessing the greater part of the authority and initiative, the ‘process school’ of research interprets the MNC as a complicated system with reciprocal interdependencies between units in different countries (Forsgren, Pedersen and Foss, 1999). Rather than a hierarchy with subsidiaries being controlled strictly from above, this school characterises the MNC as a heterarchical institution where informal coordination mechanisms, such as corporate values and patterns of communication, replace hierarchical control.  In other words, the various parts of the MNC are conceived as a network rather than a formally structured hierarchy.  The main driving forces for change are environmental, with strategy and structure adapting to the opportunities offered in each market (Doz, 1986; Martinez and Jarillo, 1991). This interpretation allows for multiple centres of expertise around the world, each loosely coupled to the others and to external entities  (Birkinshaw, 1996; Forsgren and Pahlberg, 1992).   Such systems are perceived to offer the greater flexibility required to cope with the complexity of the multi-plant, multi-product MNCs that emerged in the 1980s (Vachani, 1999).  

The 'process school' sees managers acting on behalf of firms, constantly facing the competing imperatives of cost reduction, achieved through economies of scale, and the need to accommodate the differing demands of governments and customers in individual national markets. Cost reduction is best achieved through rationalisation of global operations, controlled at the centre. However, accommodating local demands is best achieved by giving a degree of autonomy to subsidiary managers. No unique structure provides a solution to this dilemma.  Instead, MNCs are thought to develop multifocal strategies where responsiveness and integration needs are weighed against each other for each decision separately.  The various subsidiaries might adopt different stances on the integration versus localisation dilemma. In support of this perception, researchers have found that subsidiary autonomy varies according to the decision area (Hedlund, 1981, Vachani, 1999).  Headquarters is likely to have better knowledge about strategic issues, such as global objectives, but subsidiary managers are likely to have better knowledge of operational issues with a significant local character, especially where the subsidiary supplies a specialised product into a niche market. 

In summary, the literature on organisational structures of MNCs has demonstrated the existence of both centrally controlled, hierarchical structures having knowledge concentrated at headquarters, and more devolved, decentralised, fluid structures.  Such diversity implies scope for a range of different subsidiary roles, with implications for knowledge dispersal and the level of autonomy enjoyed by local management.  To analyse these relationships, the proposed hypotheses will be tested by reference to survey data collected from subsidiaries of multinational corporations in Malaysia.

3. Hypotheses

Following the process school's emphasis on flexibility, it is expected that operational  decisions require significant local knowledge, especially where the local environment is markedly different to that of the parent, and where the local environment is volatile. This suggests that subsidiary managers will have knowledge that is appropriate for making operational decisions, rather  than decisions that involve the development of strategy.

Hypothesis 1: Subsidiary autonomy will be higher for operational decisions than for strategic decisions. 

Stopford and Well's (1972) categories of administrative structures suggests that multinational corporations that adopt a centralised rather than a devolved administrative structure will concentrate knowledge at heaquarters and grant less autonomy to subsidiaries.

Hypothesis 2: The more centralised the organisational structure of the multinational corporation, the less the subsidiary’s autonomy.

Egelhoff's (1988) and Vachani's (1999) analysis of regionally structured multinationals suggests that subsidiaries of MNCs with regional divisions will have greater autonomy than subsidiaries of firms with product divisions.

Hypothesis 3:  Subsidiaries that are categorised as being part of MNCs with regional divisions enjoy more autonomy than subsidiaries that are part of MNCs organised into product divisions.

Subsidiaries that are more thoroughly integrated into the network of sub-units that form the multinational corporation, in the sense that they purchase and/or sell a relatively large share of the purchases/sales from/to the parent and/or other subsidiaries might be expected to enjoy less autonomy. Tight control may be essential in order to ensure that the value adding of the various sub-units is capable of being brought together to form the finished product.

Hypothesis 4: The more integrated the subsidiary is in the operations of the multinational corporation, the less the subsidiary's autonomy.

The process school's position that decision-making should be apportioned so as to achieve the best balance of cost effectiveness and local responsiveness suggests that firms that sell specialised products into niche markets, competing on the basis of their responsiveness to local market conditions, will be a focal point of knowledge and enjoy greater autonomy than subsidiaries selling into commodity markets.

Hypothesis 5: The more specialised the subsidiary's product, the greater the subsidiary's autonomy.

The notion of what Birkinshaw (1996) and Rugman and Douglas (1996) describe as regional mandates, exclusive rights within the MNC to selling a product into the region, implies greater autonomy for subsidiaries with such mandates than subsidiaries that sell into the host market exclusively.

Hypothesis 6: Subsidiaries possessing the exclusive right to sell one or more product lines into a region will have greater autonomy than firms that do not possess such mandates.

4.
Methodology

A search of the literature, summarised in the previous section, directed the production of a seven page questionnaire.  The questions were designed to ascertain the demographic characteristics of subsidiaries (age, location of ownership, industry, nature of business), the initial and current mode of entry, initial grounds for choosing the Malaysian location, and the current view as to why the subsidiary remains there. Questions also investigated the structure of the MNC, the level of autonomy enjoyed by local management, and whether any special co-ordinating or marketing roles were granted to the subsidiary.  The preliminary instrument was evaluated using interviews with three multinational subsidiaries and then revised.  The final version of the questionnaire was mailed to the chief executive officers of 527 subsidiaries of foreign MNCs in Malaysia.  Following a second mailing, 71 subsidiaries responded. Discriminant function analysis, logistic regression, canonical correlation, multiple regression and ANOVA were used to expose relationships between individual variables and sets of variables.

5.
Results
5.1
Characteristics of the respondents

Table 1 specifies the frequency of participating organizations in various industry categories.  The frequency is similar to that displayed by aggregate foreign direct investment (FDI) in Malaysia (Government of Malaysia, 1999).

Table 2 presents the profile of organizational size as measured by workforce size in the sample. This shows a reasonable representation of small, medium and large subsidiaries.

About 55% of the organisations were organized according to regional divisions, 27% according to a global matrix, and 12% according to product divisions.   The questionnaire asked respondents to rate, on a 5-point scale, the importance of various locational advantages to the MNC both when it first invested in Malaysia and at the present time. The responses indicate that the most important reasons for choosing Malaysia as the site for their activities were, in order of importance, Malaysia's political stability, economic stability, access to Malaysian markets and Malaysia's skilled workforce.  

5.2
Autonomy

The first issue relates to whether subsidiary autonomy varies with the managerial decision-making involved.  Respondents were presented with a list of 17 business activities and asked to rate the degree to which decisions pertaining to each activity are undertaken by the subsidiary or parent company.  Each activity was rated on a 5 point Likert scale, where 1 represented decisions undertaken entirely by the subsidiary, and 5 represented decisions undertaken entirely by the parent company. Table 3 displays a summary of the respondents' answers.  This indicates that the level of autonomy varies with the area of decision-making concerned.  In general, it was found that parents tend to control financial decisions relating to major projects, international marketing, and new product development, whereas subsidiaries tend to have authority for approving finance for minor projects, implementing industrial relations policy,  setting wage rates, and domestic marketing. This finding provides some support for Hedlund's (1981) and Vachani's (1999) assertion that rigid divisions of decision-making are avoided by multinational corporations.  The mean scores displayed in the table suggest that decisions that relate to achieving economies of scale tend to be made centrally, and those that offer the best returns in local responsiveness tend to be made by the subsidiary.  Hence, some initial support for the first hypothesis was found. It appears that subsidiaries tend to have more autonomy over operational than strategic decisions.  Interestingly, no decision area was seen as falling exclusively within the jurisdiction of either the parent or the subsidiary.  Rather, all decision-making involved a degree of collaboration with both parent and subsidiary having influence.

Responses to the questions relating to autonomy were scaled to determine whether they could be categorised into groups. Four scales were generated.  The items and level of internal consistency associated with each group of items is provided in Table 4.   For all four groups of items, Cronbach’s alpha either exceeded or approached 0.7.  Nevertheless, the two scales in which internal consistency is less than 0.7 must be considered with caution, especially in relation to non-significant results. The first scale includes items that pertain to marketing, such as designing packaging, domestic marketing, and so forth.  The second scale comprises items that relate to product strategy, such as developing new products and selecting production technology.  The third scale includes price setting, wage setting and determining workforce size, and is titled 'local operations'.  The final scale includes items that correspond to relations, both public and industrial.  The scaling supports the expectation that various areas of decision-making are perceived by multinational management to be alike.  For example, industrial and public relations, both involving interaction with local stakeholders, are addressed with similar mixes of central and local managerial authority.

The determinants of autonomy will now be assessed. The first issue concerns whether or not autonomy is contingent upon whether the MNC operates a centralised or decentralised structure.  Respondents were presented with the three types of organisation: decentralised federations, coordinated federations or centralised hubs (Bartlett and Ghoshall, 1989a&b).  A decentralised federation was defined as an organisation where each subsidiary has a high degree of autonomy.  A co-ordinated federation is where the subsidiary is more dependent on the parent company than in a decentralised federation and is subject to more control.  A centralised hub is where the parent pursues a global strategy and is involved in most of the subsidiary’s decision-making. Respondents categorised their subsidiaries as decentralised federations in 50% of cases, coordinated federations in 27% of cases and as centralised hubs in 23% of cases.
A discriminant function analysis was conducted to ascertain whether or not the four elements of autonomy differ for subsidiaries that were classified as either part of a decentralised federation, co-ordinated federation or centralised hub.  Only the first discriminant function attained significance, Wilks  = .76, 2 (8) = 16.72, p < 0.05. To identify the aspects of autonomy that are responsible for these effects, Table 5 presents the rotated structure matrix associated with the first dimension.  According to this output, marketing and product strategy are the principal elements of autonomy that vary across the three types of organisation.  Specifically, the scores on this scale are lowest for the decentralised federations (mean = 1.60), indicating greater autonomy.  These scores are higher for coordinated federations, and higher still for centralised organisations, reflecting greater parental control. In short, subsidiaries associated with centralised hubs tend to have less autonomy in relation to marketing and product strategy.  Other types of decisions do not vary with the level of centralisation.  Hence, the second hypothesis is partly supported, in that in regard to marketing and product strategy, the more decentralised the organisational structure, the greater the autonomy of the subsidiary.  

The second issue concerns whether or not autonomy is contingent upon the organisational structure of the MNC. A one-way MANOVA was conducted to ascertain whether or not the measures of autonomy varied across the structures of MNCs.  In particular, three structures were compared: regional divisions, product divisions, and global matrices.  The sample size for other structures was not sufficient to include them in the analysis.  Pillais’ trace was used to accommodate the possibility of heterogenous covariance matrices.  This analysis, however, revealed that MNC structure did not influence autonomy, F(8, 106) = 1.46, p > 0.05. Hence, the third hypothesis was not supported: subsidiaries categorised as being part of MNCs having regional structures were no more autonomous than those that were part of MNCs with product divisions or matrix structures.  This might be interpreted in a number of ways.  It may be that regional headquarters, being located physically closer to the subsidiary than the parent, control subsidiaries under their preview as least as closely as those coming under the authority of central product managers.  Alternatively, it may be that relatively few of the respondents had regional headquarter roles where autonomy might be expected to be higher.
The third issue concerns whether or not autonomy is contingent upon the degree to which the organisation is integrated with the parent and other non-Malaysian subsidiaries.  Integration was assessed according to the degree to which the subsidiary purchased from, and sold to, the parent company and other subsidiaries.  To investigate this relationship, a canonical correlation analysis was undertaken.  Autonomy in marketing, production strategy, wage, price and employment setting, and relations constituted the first set of variables.  The second set entailed four variables: the percentage of purchases derived from the parent company, the percentage of purchases derived from other non-Malaysian subsidiaries, the percentage of total sales dedicated to the parent company, and the percentage of total sales dedicated to other subsidiaries.

The first canonical correlation attained significance, r(16) = .582, p < 0.01.  None of the remaining coefficients, however, reached significance.  Table 6 demonstrates that subsidiaries that sell a high proportion of products to their parent company tend to be granted less autonomy in relation to marketing, and to a lesser extent, public and industrial relations.  Integration with other non-Malaysian subsidiaries, by contrast, did not seem to be significantly related to autonomy.  This is consistent with the literature dealing with the 'rationalised integrated' subsidiary form (Birkinshaw and Morrison, 1995), and confirms the fourth hypothesis.  Subsidiaries in this form of MNC organisation may specialise in production of particular components or may perform a complete stage in a vertically integrated production process on behalf of its parent.  Such activities have to be controlled by the parent sufficiently to ensure that the output of the subsidiary is compatible with that of other elements in the production chain. Individual subsidiaries may have no marketing function, their output being taken up by other subsidiaries or the parent for further value-adding.  The last entity in the value chain is more likely to have the external marketing function.

The next issue concerns whether or not autonomy relates to specificity of products.  That is, greater autonomy may be granted to subsidiaries that sell specialised products into niche markets, as opposed to subsidiaries that sell commodities into competitive markets.  Products sold into competitive markets are subject to relatively greater cost pressure, suggesting that parent organisations will assume greater central control so as to maximise economies of scale. Those sold into niche markets possess greater product differentiation and reduced price elasticity and may therefore be expected to be subject to less cost pressure than subsidiaries supplying commodities.  They must be responsive to consumer demands.  Subsidiaries selling niche products may therefore be expected to enjoy more autonomy than those that sell commodities. 

To assess this dimension, respondents rated the degree of specificity on a 5-point Likert scale, where 1 represented highly specialised products and 5 represented commodity products.  A multiple regression was then undertaken, where degree of specialisation constituted the criterion variable and autonomy in marketing, production strategy, wage, price and employment setting, and relations constituted the predictors.   Table 7 presents the output that emerged from this regression analysis.  None of the four elements of autonomy related to specialisation. Hence, the fifth hypothesis is not supported by the analysis.

The final issue related to whether or not autonomy is contingent upon whether the subsidiary is conferred sole responsibility for selling products to regional markets.  Subsidiaries given mandates over sales to regional markets might be expected to also receive autonomy to carry out this role.  A logistic regression was undertaken to assess whether or not the various elements of autonomy, designated as the predictors, depend on whether or not sole responsibility was granted, designated as the criterion.  Table 8 reports the outcome of this analysis. It was found that subsidiaries granted responsibility for selling to regional markets were more likely to be bestowed autonomy in relation to marketing. Hence, the sixth hypothesis was supported in part: subsidiaries with regional mandates enjoy greater autonomy in relation to marketing but not in relation to other areas of management.

The same process was conducted to ascertain whether or not autonomy is contingent upon whether the subsidiary was bestowed primary responsibility for selling certain products to international markets or conferred responsibility for coordinating regional subsidiaries.  These forms of responsibility, however, did not relate to autonomy. 

To recapitulate, autonomy was influenced by the degree of integration of the subsidiary with its parent's operations, whether the MNC had a centralised structure and whether the subsidiary had responsibility for regional markets.  However, responsibility for coordinating regional subsidiaries or for supplying one or more product lines to international markets, was not associated with autonomy, nor were subsidiaries producing products designed for niche markets or those that were part of MNCs structured into regional divisions. 

7.
Conclusion

Multinational subsidiary roles vary, ranging from production-only branch plants through to quasi-autonomous operations with worldwide innovation, manufacturing and marketing rights.  Survey results of multinational subsidiaries in Malaysia demonstrate that decision making is complex.  No rigid rule applies to the division of authority over decision-making.  While both subsidiary and parent management have input into all areas, some issues, primarily the strategic ones, fall mainly into the realm of parent management, and other issues, mainly operational, tend to be the responsibility of subsidiary managers.   

The results also provide evidence that subsidiary autonomy does in fact vary according to the management structure of their parents' international activities. Subsidiaries that are part of MNCs whose international operations were described as decentralised federations gave more autonomy to subsidiary management. However, this autonomy was limited, relating only to marketing and product strategy.  Subsidiaries in MNCs that could be classified as decentralised federations enjoyed no greater autonomy in other aspects of management than did those that were part of centralised hubs. 

Regionalised organisational structures are perceived as an attempt by MNCs to respond more effectively and therefore more competitively to the varying demands of customers and other stakeholders in each market, the regional structure being seen as a compromise between giving full autonomy to each subsidiary and having centralised control.  However, the survey did not reveal any greater level of autonomy for subsidiaries of MNCs with regional structures.  

The level of integration of the MNC's component parts clearly impacts on the level of autonomy enjoyed by the subsidiaries.  The more integrated the MNC’s global operations, the more controlled the subsidiary.  This result suggests the presence of subsidiaries that conform to the rationalised-producer model. Such subsidiaries must be subject to central control to ensure that their output can be integrated successfully into subsequent value-adding activity of the parent or other subsidiaries. Such subsidiaries are expected to be large in scale, producing part of a product destined for the global market.

Finally, some elucidation of the situation in Malaysia should be made.  Malaysia is a developing economy in which  managerial talent is in short supply.  Multinational parent companies may grant less autonomy in these circumstances than may apply in more developed economies.  Similarly, Malaysia had been subject to significant economic turmoil in the period immediately prior to the distribution of the questionnaire.  Multinational corporations with investments in the region have been faced with considerable dislocation and loss.  These circumstances may lead to a reduction in the autonomy conferred on local management.  Nevertheless, the survey has demonstrated that the particular organisational characteristics of the MNC affect the decion-making role of the subsidiary.
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Table 1. Sample profile of industry categories.

	Category
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Manufacturing
	21
	30

	Primary production
	5
	7

	Transport and communication
	5
	7

	Commercial services
	12
	17

	Hotel, travel, and entertainment
	2
	3

	Trading
	9
	13

	Building and public works
	1
	1

	Other industries
	15
	21


Table 2. Sample profile of organizational size

	Number of employees
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Less than 25
	12
	18

	25 – 99
	12
	18

	100-299
	12
	18

	300-999
	15
	22

	1000-1999
	8
	12

	More than 2000
	9
	13

	
	
	


Table 3. Mean and standard deviation of the ratings associated with level of decisions for various activities.  Note that 1 denotes subsidiary only and 5 denotes parent only.  

	Activity
	Mean
	Std

	Approving finance for major projects
	4.13
	.96

	International marketing
	3.77
	1.38

	Developing new products
	3.54
	1.34

	Regional coordination
	3.29
	1.09

	Selecting production technology
	3.21
	1.28

	Regional marketing 
	3.10
	1.25

	Designing packaging
	3.03
	1.47

	Developing public relations policy
	2.64
	1.32

	Monitoring and controlling quality
	2.44
	1.14

	Setting prices
	2.32
	1.40

	Implementing public relations policy
	2.15
	1.18

	Developing industrial relations policy
	1.97
	1.07

	Determining the number of employees
	1.96
	1.07

	Approving finance for minor projects
	1.95
	1.19

	Implementing industrial relations policy
	1.73
	.96

	Domestic marketing 
	1.67
	1.19

	Setting wage rates 
	1.64
	1.00


Table 4.  Items and level of Cronbach’s Alpha associated with each scale pertaining to autonomy.

	1. Marketing
	2. Product strategy
	3. Local operations
	4. Relations

	· Designing packaging

· Domestic marketing

· Regional marketing 
· International marketing
	· Selecting production technology

· Developing new products

· Regional coordination
	· Setting prices

· Setting wage rates

· Determining the number of employees
	· Developing public relations policy

· Implementing public relations policy

· Developing industrial relations policy

· Implementing industrial relations policy

	Alpha = .76
	Alpha = .67
	Alpha = .67
	Alpha = .79


Table 5.  Rotated structure matrix associated with the first discriminant function.

	
	Marketing
	.63
	

	
	Product strategy
	.57
	

	
	Local operations
	-.41
	

	
	Relations
	.14 
	


Table 6.  Cross loadings pertaining to the first canonical correlation.

	Autonomy
	Cross-loadings
	
	Integration
	Cross-loadings

	Marketing
	.62
	
	Purchases – parent
	.17

	Product strategy
	-.04
	
	Purchases – other
	.48

	Local operations
	.01
	
	Sales – parent
	.92

	Relations
	.37
	
	Sales – other
	-.15


Table 7  Output associated with the multiple regression that relates product specialisation to autonomy.

	Variables
	B
	SE
	t

	Constant
	2.14
	.74
	2.9*

	Marketing
	.16
	.23
	.72

	Product strategy
	.08
	.25
	.31

	Local operations
	.09
	.26
	.37

	Relations
	.01
	.22
	.04


* p < 0.05 

Table 8.  Output associated with the logistic regression that relates responsibility for regional markets to autonomy.

	Variables
	B
	SE
	Wald

	Marketing
	-1.29
	.48
	7.28**

	Product strategy
	-.04
	.41
	.01

	Local operations
	4.34
	.49
	.80

	Relations
	-.19
	.39
	.26

	Constant
	2.82
	1.35
	4.34*


NB. Model 2 (4) = 15.53, p < 0.05, * p < 0.05, p < 0.01
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