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Introduction

Subsidiaries of multinational companies (MNCs) play a vital role in 
the modern economy. A subsidiary can be defined as “any operational 
unit controlled by the multinational company and situated outside 
the home country” (Birkinshaw, 1997, 207). Bouquet and Birkins-
haw (2008a) showed that while subsidiaries are dependent on their 
corporate parent they also have sources of power and influence. The 
conventional belief of viewing the foreign subsidiary as a subordina-
te entity within the MNC has been the subject of continuing debate 
in management literature. Many researchers argue that managing a 
subsidiary effectively is not simply about carrying out the narrow 
mandate prescribed by the parent; but rather it is about fulfilling the 
current mandate in a superior way and pursuing strategic initiatives 
that add new value to the corporation (Delany, 2000). In this regard, 
subsidiaries become innovators in a fully integrated network (Di Mi-
nin and Zhang, 2010). Cantwell and Mudambi (2005) refer to this as 
a “competence-creating” role.

Subsidiary role development has been described by researchers “as a 
change in the product, value-added and market scope of a subsidiary” 
(Dörrenbächer and Gammelgaard, 2006, p. 267). The development 
of the role of a subsidiary has also been described as moving from 
“doing only what is expected” to “doing what also makes good busi-
ness sense” (Sargeant, 1990, as cited in Delany 2000, p. 227). Resear-
chers have investigated this advancement and generated typologies to 
help our understanding in this regard (Hansen et al., 2011; Delany, 
2000). For example, Delany’s (2000) research proposed an eight stage 
model for advancing the development of a subsidiary from fulfilling 
a basic mandate through to that of a strategic independent entity. 
Thus the subsidiary develops by building on previous achievements 
such that each step is a progression of the existing mandate. Progres-
sion through each of these stages demands that the subsidiary cons-
ciously and proactively develop a strategy to add value. Some of these  

strategies include value chain migration (Fennelly and Cormican, 
2006), initiative taking (Birkinshaw and Fry, 1998; Delany, 2000; Ts-
eng et al., 2004), courting headquarters attention (Birkinshaw et al., 
2006; Bouquet and Birkinshaw, 2008b), embedding itself within the 
multinational company (Heidenreich, 2012), gaining autonomy from 
headquarters (Paterson and Brock, 2002), and subsidiary entrepre-
neurship (Birkinshaw, 1997; Scott et al., 2010).

While the literature details diverse approaches that can be taken in 
order to develop the role of the subsidiary we find that much of this 
is prescriptive. We argue that it is essential to adopt a more open and 
discursive approach in order to explore and improve current prac-
tices. In reality, organisations require an integrated suite of options 
that they can tailor to their needs. In light of this our study seeks to 
understand current work practices in real world operational settings 
that promote value adding strategies. The research is descriptive 
rather than prescriptive. We provide narratives of the value added 
practices and derive an explanatory framework to enable a more em-
pirical analysis of these practices. Thus the main contribution of this 
paper is the development of an instrument that can be used to allow 
organisations to assess themselves against good practice as defined 
by the literature. As the underlying framework is explanatory rather 
than categorical we describe practices and perspectives that overlap 
as well as interact. In other words, best practice items are presented 
for analytic clarity and convenience rather than as an ontological 
separation. The instrument is them validated for levels of accuracy, 
validity and reliability by a sample of 108 respondents. Findings from 
this analysis are presented. 

Initiatives to add value

According to Schmid et al., (2014), subsidiary initiatives are proacti-
ve, autonomous and risk-taking activities that originate outside the 
home country in a foreign subsidiary of a Multinational Corporation 
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(MNC). These value driven initiatives are taken in order to advance 
or evolve the role of the subsidiaries. They are, by definition, entrepre-
neurial activities. These efforts can strengthen the subsidiary mandate 
within the MNC network by means of value-adding activities. This 
can lead to greater autonomy for the subsidiary resulting in control 
over the development of new products, manufacturing process, pe-
netration of new markets or simply the generation of new ideas that 
have applications for other parts of the global organisation. 

However, subsidiary initiative taking was recently labelled a “trou-
blesome and little-understood concept” (Ambos et al., 2010, p.1100). 
The literature also provides evidence of intra-organizational conflict 
between headquarters and subsidiaries concerning the issue (Blaze-
jewski and Becker-Ritterspach, 2011; Schotter and Beamish, 2011). 
Some studies have found that subsidiary managers’ motives and in-
terests are not necessarily aligned with those of the MNC (Ambos and 
Schlegelmilch, 2007; Boussebaa, 2009). In other words, subsidiaries 
may seek to advance their role in such a way that it conflicts with 
the overall strategy of the MNC. In light of this, obstacles may lie in 
the path of subsidiaries who try to pursue new initiatives. It has been 
noted that local initiatives can be either applauded or condemned by 
headquarters as oftentimes initiatives are seen as empire building. To 
this end Birkinshaw and Fry (1998) state that the “combination of ou-
tright opposition, internal competition, and passive indifference are a 
challenging set of obstacles for the initiative champions” (Birkinshaw 
and Fry 1998, p. 54).  Consequently, it may be challenging to ensure 
that essential and sufficient resources are available to implement their 
strategies. 

Many studies have examined initiative taking as a means of achie-
ving the added value required for subsidiaries to progress in their 
role (Hansen et al., 2011; Wang and Suh, 2009). Suggested approa-
ches to increasing the legitimacy of the subsidiary can be categorised 
under two broad approaches; (a) enhancing the subsidiaries profile 
and (b) pursuing new opportunities. Enhancing the profile focuses 
on improving credibility, image and reputation within the MNC and 
showcasing the unique factors of the subsidiary.  Identifying and pur-
suing new opportunities may include developing new products and 
processes, moving into strategically important markets and establis-
hing collaborative partnerships with other peer subsidiaries (Bouquet 
and Birkinshaw, 2008). Conducting research and development is a 
highly regarded method of securing role development. Mudambi et 
al., (2007) established the link between research and development 
output, as calculated by the number of patent citations and “increased 
subsidiary self-determination and enhanced teamwork” (Mudambi et 
al., 2007 p. 453). Delany (2000) concurs with this view, asserting that 
the multinational company will benefit from supporting and facilita-
ting initiative taking at the subsidiary as it maximises the benefits of 
its skills and expertise.  However, he warns that subsidiary initiative 
taking is only a successful long-term strategy for the subsidiary if it 
results it value-added activities contributing to the operations of the 
parent MNC. Reilly et al., (2012) also believe that subsidiaries should 
align their initiatives with the strategy being pursued by headquar-
ters. This maximises transparency between headquarters and the  

subsidiary ensuring trust and confidence is developed. Thus a “mu-
tually interdependent relationship is enabled which facilitates incre-
mental subsidiary growth” (Reilly et al., 2012, p. 9). 

There is no consensus among researchers as to the best way to pursue 
subsidiary initiative taking in order to secure role development and 
high value added activities however several schools of thought exist on 
how to pursue it. After a synthesis of the literature we identified four 
potential strategies for subsidiary role development. These factors are 
descriptive and explanatory and are not mutually exclusive. Thus when 
considered together they form the basis of an integrated framework to 
guide practitioners in their quest to advance or evolve their role.

Fulfil the mandate 

Paterson and Brock, (2002) assert that mandates of MNC subsidiaries 
have evolved as a distinct field of research and many studies have been 
conducted in this domain. For example, Zeschky et al., (2014) exa-
mine the types and levels of mandates in a MNC environment while 
Hansen et al., (2011) empirically investigate the evolution of mandate 
trajectories in developing economies. Many studies explore how the 
host country environment shapes mandates of subsidiaries (Bevan et 
al., 2004; Luo, 2005). More recently Sofka, et al., (2014) have conside-
red how knowledge is protected in this environment.

Mitchell et al., (1997) posit that “power, legitimacy and urgency” are 
important to ensure that subsidiaries are seen as worthy of attention. 
Fulfilling a mandate well helps a subsidiary to achieve legitimacy and 
is a powerful tool in role development. The literature contends that 
subsidiaries should fulfil the mandate specified by headquarters to the 
very best of their ability (Hansen, et al., 2011; Reilly et al., 2012). For 
example, Birkinshaw et al., (2006) state that it is important to “be a 
good citizen” and delivering what is required is a good way of achie-
ving this. Reilly et al., (2012) takes this a step further and states that 
not only should subsidiaries fulfil the mandate but they should ensure 
that they are compliant with the strategy of headquarters and pursue 
all opportunities that align with this strategy. 

However, fulfilling the mandate and maintaining compliance with 
headquarters’ mandate while important is not sufficient to ensure role 
development. Researchers emphasise the importance of finding ways 
of taking control; this involves finding ways of working outside of the 
formal structure of the multinational company and involves a higher 
levels of risk (Bouquet and Birkinshaw, 2008a). Fennelly and Cormi-
can (2006) explored value chain migration in Irish medical device 
companies. Their work described “charter extension” as a method of 
role development; they found that in order to achieve this, the subsi-
diary must not only do the job assigned to them but also be proactive 
in making headquarters aware of their key capabilities and skills. 

Leadership 

The literature provides evidence to suggest that there is often ten-
sion or conflict between leadership in the subsidiary and leaders in 
headquarters in the MNC (Blazejewski and Becker-Ritterspach, 2011; 
Boussebaa, 2009). However, Schotter and Beamish, (2011) assert that 
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research has “struggled to acknowledge the magnitude and comple-
xity of intra-organizational conflict coordination” and the “roles that 
individual managers play” (Schotter and Beamish, 2011, p. 243). Lea-
ders in the subsidiary are often motivated to evolve the role of the 
subsidiary into a more innovative and value adding entity (Ambos 
and Schlegelmilch, 2007) while leaders in the headquarters are eager 
to ensure that subsidiaries concentrate on fulfilling their mandate. 

To move towards value adding initiatives it is imperative that mana-
gers shift their mind-set from one of subservience to the corporate 
headquarters to one of initiative taking in order to exploit its impor-
tance within the multinational company network (Delany 2000). Bir-
kinshaw and Fry (1998) found that subsidiaries that are successful 
in developing new roles have a champion with the talent to identify 
this business opportunity and drive it forward. Many other authors 
suggest that leaders should adopt an entrepreneurial perspective and 
become catalysts for change (see Garcia-Pont et al., 2009; Yamin and 
Andersson, 2011). To this end the literature provides evidence to 
show that leaders in subsidiaries have forged independent relation-
ships within and beyond the corporate network to explore and ex-
ploit potential innovative opportunities (Di Minin and Zhang, 2010; 
Schotter and Beamish, 2011; Jindra, et al., 2009). Other entrepreneu-
rial leaders have developed ideas using subsidiary resources without 
headquarters knowledge and then presented these developments to 
headquarters once they have demonstrated their viability (Birkins-
haw and Fry, 1998; Delaney, 2000).

Attention seeking 

Subsidiaries must publicise their strengths and capabilities to 
headquarters in order to gain attention. Researchers have looked 
at how to attract attention or sell issues to management (Dutton 
and Ashford, 1993) and the importance of this communication to 
the strategic direction of the multinational company and the ove-
rall competitiveness (Dutton et al., 1997). The relationship between 
the subsidiary and headquarters is essential in gaining attention for 
the subsidiary. Strategic isolation is often a problem for subsidiaries 
which are based far from headquarters and whose abilities do not 
form a strategically important part of the value chain or are not in 
a strategically important section of the value chain (Bouquet and 
Birkinshaw, 2008b). 

Birkinshaw et al., (2006) categorised attention as a resource into 
three groups “top down or bottom up”, “directive or supportive” and 
“instrumental”. Top down or bottom up is a straightforward method 
of communication, either it is sought by subsidiary management 
(bottom up) or is part of the formal review structure, e.g. annual re-
views, metrics (top down). Directive or supportive refers to the extent 
to which the headquarters may be looking to learn about the subsi-
diary (supportive) or due to concerns it may have (directive). Ins-
trumental refers to internal communications, and symbolic refers to 
communications to stakeholders. Birkinshaw et al., (2006) posit that 
bottom up, supportive and symbolic are the types of attention that a 
subsidiary should strive to achieve.  

It is important to note that the overarching goal of attention seeking 
is to gain an advantage rather than having an adverse effect on the sub-
sidiary. Bouquet and Birkinshaw (2008b) noted that excessive attention 
can have a negative impact, leading to an overestimation of the perfor-
mance of the subsidiary and placing an unnecessary burden on resources. 
Ambos et al., (2010) found that in order to succeed, subsidiary initiatives 
required attention, however this attention in turn negativity affected the 
autonomy of the subsidiary. Although overall, pursuing initiatives seems 
to be more beneficial to the subsidiary than staying below the radar.

Autonomy 

Birkinshaw and Hood, (1998) posit that subsidiaries should have 
some level of autonomy over their decision making and resources. 
However, in practice, different types of subsidiaries enjoy different 
levels of autonomy (Persaud, 2005). Zeschky et al., (2014) propose a 
typology that identifies four levels of autonomy in R&D subsidiaries. 
They argue that the degree of technology and market orientation in-
fluences the type of mandates and level of autonomy. According to 
Young and Tavares, (2004) the level of autonomy experienced by the 
subsidiary depends on the degree to which decision making is centra-
lized. While the subsidiary seeks for more autonomy oftentimes the 
MNC is eager to maintain a tight control over decisions and resources 
as they fear that too much autonomy will lead to empire building and 
maverick management teams pursuing pet projects that do not align 
with corporate strategy (Paterson and Brock, 2002).

Other researchers link the level of autonomy granted to trust between 
the subsidiary and headquarters. This trust is usually gained by fulfi-
lling a mandate well (Bouquet and Birkinshaw, 2008a; Delany, 2000; 
Mitchell et al., 1997). Tavares and Young (2006) assert that subsidia-
ries can develop and leverage distinct capabilities and thereby alter 
their role and mandate within the MNC organization. 

Research Methodology

Developing the instrument
A deductive methodology was used in this study in order to provide 
an empirical estimate of each theoretical determinant. The approach 
taken to developing the instrument was based on that used by Voss et 
al., (1994) and DeVellis (2012). This process begins with the develop-
ment of a model that is grounded in best practice literature and then 
operationalizing this through specific tangible items that can assess 
current versus best practice. Worthington and Whitaker, (2006) posit 
that it is inherently difficult to measure that which is ill-defined there-
fore it was essential to start with a clear conceptual understanding of 
our model. This model of value adding strategies was developed using 
a top down approach. It comprised a detailed synthesis of the relevant 
literature which enabled us to identify and classify four core elements 
from the overall conceptual framework i.e. (a) Fulfilling the mandate, 
(b) Leadership, (c) Attention seeking, (d) Autonomy.  Subsequently a 
bottoms-up approach was used to develop specific statements which 
characterised best practice in each of the categories based on the  
literature (Chisea et al., 1996; Voss et al., 1994). Table 1 presents  
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Table 1: Items on the scorecard

Item measured Supported by

The subsidiary does not just what is expected by headquarters but what makes bu-
siness sense

Achcaoucaou et al., 2014; Bouquet and Birkinshaw, 2008a; Bevan et al., 
2004; Luo, 2005; Sargeant, 1990

The subsidiary builds on previous achievements such that each step is a progression 
of the existing mandate Zeschky, et al., 2014; Hansen et al., 2011; Balogun et al., 2011; Delany, 2000

The subsidiary fulfils the mandate of the company e.g. manufacturing excellence Reilly et al., 2012; Hansen, et al., 2011; Mitchell et al., 1997

Headquarters recognise the subsidiary for its potential contribution to innovation 
and new ideas Fennelly and Cormican, 2006; Birkinshaw and Hood, 2001

The subsidiary delivers on  its key responsibilities Reilly et al., 2012; Fennelly and Cormican, 2006, Mitchell et al., 1997

The subsidiary’s leadership team defines the local strategy Birkinshaw et al., 2006; Delany 2000

The subsidiary’s leadership team spends significant time building relationships 
within and beyond the corporate network

Schotter and Beamish, 2011; Di Minin and Zhang, 2010; Jindra,et al., 2009; 
Cantwell and Mudambi, 2005

The subsidiary’s leadership team acts in an entrepreneurial way and is a catalyst for change Yamin and Andersson, 2011; Garcia-Pont et al., 2009

The subsidiary looks at ways of increasing its bargaining power Schotter and Beamish, 2011; Birkinshaw et al., 2006

The subsidiary’s leadership team actively pursues strategic initiatives which go be-
yond the mandate dictated by headquarters Bouquet and Birkinshaw, 2008a;  Fennelly and Cormican, 2006; Delany, 2000

The initiatives pursued by the subsidiary’s leadership team at the subsidiary add 
value to the organization as a whole Reilly et al., 2012; Delany, 2000

The subsidiary’s leadership visits other corporate sites in the network Delany, 2000

The subsidiary’s leadership team pursues initiative taking rather than solely imple-
menting headquarters defined strategies

Yamin and Andersson, 2011; Garcia-Pont et al., 2009, Birkinshaw et al., 
2006

The subsidiary is proactive in making headquarters aware of its key capabilities and skills Fennelly and Cormican, 2006

The subsidiary’s leadership team looks for attention from headquarters in order to 
gain an advantage Birkinshaw et al., 2006;  Dutton et al., 1997

The subsidiary’s leadership team designs strategies that allow the subsidiary to in-
fluence the amount and type of attention they receive from headquarters Birkinshaw et al., 2006, Dutton et al., 1997

Headquarters supports initiative taking at the subsidiary Wang and Suh, 2009; Delany, 2000

The subsidiary takes risks with the aim of increasing its importance within the mul-
tinational network Schmid et al., 2014; Ambos et al., 2010; Bouquet and Birkinshaw, 2008a

The subsidiary pursues activities in its local market e.g. looking for opportunities 
with local suppliers, partnerships with local universities etc. Cantwell  and Iguchi, 2005; Birkinshaw, 1997; Ghoshal and Bartlett, 1990

The subsidiary enhances the way the multinational organisation learns e.g. sharing 
skilled employees, lessons learned, transferring knowledge Sofka, et al., 2014; Tavares and Young, 2006; Birkinshaw, 1997

The subsidiary works outside the formal structure of the multinational company e.g. 
projects are implemented without formal reviews from headquarters Ambos et al., 2010; Bouquet and Birkinshaw 2008

Resources are made available by the subsidiary’s leadership team to allow initiative 
taking by employees Birkinshaw et al., 2006

The subsidiary has a high level of autonomy over its decision making Zeschky, et al., 2014; Birkinshaw et al., 2006; Young and Tavares, 2004

The subsidiary has control over key strategic decisions for particular activities (e.g. 
R&D, manufacturing, marketing) in the value chain Jindra, et al., 2009; Birkinshaw et al., 2006; Young and Tavares, 2004

Autonomy is targeted as an important goal for the subsidiary Ambos et al., 2010; Birkinshaw et al., 2006

these statements. Likert-type scales are one of the most commonly 
used item formats in to gauge levels of agreement with an item (De-
Vellis, 2012; Allen and Seaman, 2007). Consequently this was emplo-
yed in our study in order to allow potential respondents to assess the 

level of importance for each item. In order to avoid extremes and to 
allow for a greater differentiation a five point Likert scale was used to 
assess the extent to which an individual agrees or disagrees with each 
statement. 
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Face Validity

Validity is the primary concern in developing items for instruments. 
Items or statements must reflect the instruments intent (DeVellis, 
2012). Poorly worded items may introduce possible sources of error va-
riance (Worthington and Whitaker, 2006). Face validity is particularly 
important for unexamined scale items in particular such as ours (Hardes-
ty and Bearden, 2004). Face validity is a subjective test which attempts to 
assess the extent to which an instrument actually measures the concept it 
purports to measure. In other words, it reviews the relevance of a test as 
it appears to test participants. It is lauded to have merit even though it is 
very subjective (Haladyna, 2004; DeVon et al., 2007). Consequently, a pi-
lot study was conducted with experts in the area. This involved assessing 
the relevance and appropriateness of the proposed instrument as well as 
the grammar, syntax, organization, and logical flow (after DeVon et al., 
2007; DeVellis, 2012).  Suggestions for improvement were incorporated 
and edits were made to the instrument as a result.

Content Validity

Voss et al., (1994) state that content validity as an important consi-
deration when assessing tools such as audits and scorecards. Content 
validity measures the degree to which a sample of items or statements, 
when taken together, “constitute an adequate operational definition of 
a construct” (Polit and Beck 2006, p. 490) or “the extent to which an 
instrument adequately samples the research domain of interest when 
attempting to measure phenomena” (Wynd et al., 2003, p. 509). The 
content validity ratio proposed by Lawshe (1975) formed the basis for 
our analysis. This method involves soliciting the opinions of subject 
matter experts (n=7) on the items in a survey. They are asked to rate 
each item on the scorecard from “essential”, “useful” or “not neces-
sary” on a three point scale. According to Lawshe (1975), if more than 
half the reviewers indicate that an item is essential, that item has some 
content validity. In light of this, only items that reached this target 
remained on the scorecard and the remaining items were removed.

Construct Validity

Construct validity measures the internal consistency of the instru-
ment. Internal consistency explains the degree to which the items in 
a survey measure a similar concept (Tavakol and Dennick, 2011).  In-
ternal consistency is derived from the correlations between different 
items on the same test. It is used to assess whether several items that 
propose to measure the same general construct (e.g. fulfil the manda-
te, attention seeking, leadership, autonomy) produce similar scores. 
Cronbach’s alpha provides a method of measuring construct validi-
ty or the internal consistency of a scale (Hensley, 1999). The higher 
the calculated value of Cronbach’s alpha the more reliable the survey 
(Santos, 1999). Nunnally (2010) indicated 0.7 as an appropriate relia-
bility co efficient, although different authors have proposed different 
cut off points for this value, 0.7 is the most widely accepted in the 
literature (Nunnally, 2010; Cortina, 1993; Hensley, 1999) and conse-
quently this value was employed in our study. To ensure that the test 
was applied correctly guidance from the ‘tau equivalent model’ was 
followed (Tavakol and Dennick, 2011). 

Manufacturing subsidiaries of American MNCs operating in the 
Medical Device industry in Ireland were targeted to generate data to 
measure the construct validity of the instrument in this study. The 
rationale for this selection was that such organisations were opera-
ting in a comparable market with similar challenges and our goal was 
to maintain an element of homogeneity in the sample. Probability 
sampling where each member of the population had a “known and 
usually equal chance of being included in the survey” was used in 
this research (Lewis et al., 2012, p. 261). The sample was random and 
stratified in order to ensure that it was representative of the popula-
tion and to minimise selection bias. The use of strata “ensures high 
homogeneity within each stratum and heterogeneity between strata” 
(Forza, 2002, p.165). The two strata selected were engineers/techni-
cians/scientists and managers. Each of these strata mutually exclusive 
following best practice (DeVellis, 2012). Proportional allocation was 
not undertaken. The instrument was distributed to 750 individuals 
in total. The instrument was accompanied by a cover letter detailing 
the rationale and goals of the survey. This letter stated that the results 
were for research purposes only and encouraged the participants to 
be as open and as frank as possible in order to minimise subject bias. 

The values of alpha all exceeded 0.842 suggesting a strong internal 
consistency among the items being examined. It essentially showed 
that for each construct analysed, the respondents who tended to se-
lect strongly agree and agree for one question were also inclined to 
select strongly agree and agree for the other questions. Equally res-
pondents who picked strongly disagree and disagree for one question 
tended to select similar scores for related question/s. This illustrates 
the reliability of the scorecard.

Discussion

Auditing has been championed as a useful exercise by a number of 
authors (Voss et al., 1994; Cormican and O’Sullivan, 2003). The sco-
recard allows organisations to gauge where they are in relation to best 
practice, identifying areas in which they are performing well and op-
portunities for improvement (Cormican and O’Sullivan, 2003). Such 
practices can also provide a company with a baseline to help review 
the company’s continuous improvement initiatives. The instrument 
developed is an example of academic research being used to underpin 
improvements in identifying issues in business and driving progress 
(Chiesa et al., 1996).

The scorecard was created around research-based statements (Voss 
et al., 1994). Each item was designed to capture best practice for sub-
sidiaries looking to secure role development and higher value added 
activities. It is a tool to allow an organisation to assess current versus 
best practice.  Using proven theoretical concepts to evaluate the sco-
recard improved its integrity and this research employed face validity, 
content validity and construct validity. Findings from this analysis 
lead to the modification of certain items and the removal of others.

The scorecard presented here serves as a template. In order to im-
plement the scorecard it should be customised to the organisation 
in question. To do this a case analysis could be undertaken to assess 



J. Technol. Manag. Innov. 2019. Volume 14, Issue 1

ISSN: 0718-2724. (http://jotmi.org)
Journal of Technology Management & Innovation © Universidad Alberto Hurtado, Facultad de Economía y Negocios. 30

which of the strategies is being pursued and then a scorecard with 
only the relevant sections should be distributed. For both questions 
the subsidiary name must be included in order to adapt the questions 
to the case study organisation in question. The examples provided in 
certain questions should also be customised to the case study in ques-
tion. For example, in question twenty six the example of manufactu-
ring should be replaced with an example that accurately captures the 
mandate of the case study company being examined.

The overarching objective of this study has been to deepen our un-
derstanding of subsidiary role development. Our research analyses 
best practice for subsidiaries seeking to secure role development 
and higher value added activities in a dynamic networked environ-
ment through an open discursive perspective. Our work focused on 
identifying essential constructs and generating an integrated fra-
mework and operationalizing this in the form of a self-assessment 
instrument. This tool was then tested in a real world environment. 
This allows organizations to assess themselves against best practi-
ce as defined by the literature. Hence we respond to recent calls to 
investigate practical solutions and bridge the gap between theory 
and practice. From the survey results, it is clear than on the whole 
the instrument developed is accurate, reliable and valid. While it 
was specifically designed to be used as a standalone audit tool; there 
is potential for this survey to be rolled out across all subsidiaries 
in the multinational company. It could be used to benchmark both 
within multinational companies and between different subsidiaries 
and within industries. The tool can also be used to reassess the orga-
nisation once improvements have been made to establish if they have 
had the desired impact. 

Our analysis makes important contributions to technology manage-
ment research. Our findings contribute to research on subsidiary role 
evolution by identifying and testing critical constructs. Prior research 
recognizes that critical elements are essential to success and our fin-
dings add to this debate. These results allow us to advance the general 
theoretical development of the field and to empirically test previous 
explanations as to how subsidiaries of multinational corporations can 
generate innovative value adding strategies. These findings are use-
ful in furthering our understanding of how implement best practice. 
Hence, this study is of managerial relevance to subsidiary managers. 
Certain limitations of this study should be noted. This study focused 
solely on multinational subsidiaries operating in the medical techno-
logy industry in a small open economy i.e. Ireland. Consequently, the 
context of this study is quite specific and the explanatory power of our 
findings may be limited to this particular industry or country. Future 
studies could strive to address this deficit.
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