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1 INTRODUCTION

“For many years, multinational corporations couldrapete successfully by exploiting scale
and scope economies or by taking advantage of iieqerns in the world’s good, labour and
market capital. But these ways of competing ardomger profitable as they once were.”
(Hansen & Nohria, 2004, pp. 22) They now competebasis of international resources,
global coverage and relative parity.

Hansen & Nohria (2004) pleaded in their empiridadg of 107 executives of multinational
enterprises (MNE’s) on the willingness and abitaycollaborate, that the focus of MNE’s has
changed from classical economic advantages of socabew strategies of collaboration and
knowledge sharing. Collaboration between businesiss wf a MNE can have several
advantages namely: cost savings, better decisidingaincreased revenue through sharing
of expertise etc. (Hansen & Nohria, 2004). HanseNdria’'s (2004) article is based on the
theory of ‘collaborative advantage,” posed by Hurh&l996) and recently renewed by
Huxham & Vangen (2013). The theory of collaboratdyantage reflects the positive side of
collaboration, where people and organizations wogether to increase their benefits, instead
of the often-negative definition of collaboratiosed in WWII (Huxham & Vangen, 2013).

Huxham & Vangen (2013) explain in their book abmatnaging collaborative advantage, that
it is important to understand collaboration becaz@iboration is happening, collaboration is
valuable and collaboration is difficult. Collabaaat is happening, because firms use strategic
alliances, joint ventures, public-private partngsshand more to collaborate across regions,
and even across borders (Huxham & Vangen, 2013h&ux 1996). Collaboration is taken in
the wide sense of the word, meaning it comprisestefr-organizational collaboration and
intra-organizational collaboration (Huxham & Vange2013). Firms try to collaborate
because collaboration can create financial benefitd can increase efficiency. Better
coordination of the organization’s network and neaikccess are examples of benefits created
by collaboration (Huxham & Vangen, 2013; Huxham9@p At last, collaboration can be
difficult. Difficulties with collaborating are comptualized by Huxham (1996) and Huxham
& Vangen (2013) as ‘collaborative inertia’. Thenecollaborative inertia is used when the
apparent rate of work output from collaboratiomlstructed considerably compared to what
a casual observer expects it to be able to acliiesregham, 1996; Huxham & Vangen, 2013).

In 1996, Huxham (1996) notified factors that cafeetf collaboration namely, differences in
aims, procedures, culture and language. Years lditegham’s (1996) study other researchers
added important factors as network relations (T2401; Argote & Ingram, 2000),
information technology (Cairncross, 2001; Ambos &Mos, 2008; Mithas et al., 2012) and
institutional differences (Kostova & Roth, 2002p &ddress previous factors, the MNE needs
a proper organizational network that increasesabolation by making the right links
between members of that network and tasks that teebd fulfilled in that network (Argote

& Ingram, 2000; Tsai, 2001).
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Finding the right person for the right task witdnMNE’ network often requires searching
within the network, covering business units in npldt countries. But Beugelsdijk &

Mudambi (2013) point out in their study on MNE'’s &asrder-crossing multi-location

enterprises, that so called ‘discontinuities’ (¢ertbox) can affect collaboration between
countries and regions.

Discontinuities also referred to as ‘spatial distiomities’ or ‘distances’, is a term in
economic geography and international business mamagt that refers to the spatial
variation between countries, often characterizedjbyggraphic, cultural, institutional
and economic factors. These discontinuities haea Ibelated to subsets of economics
like foreign direct investment (FDI), location dgicin, exports, entry mode decisions and
many more (Beugelsdijk & Mudambi, 2013).

Hansen & Nohria (2004) point out in their study avéating collaborative advantage, that
discontinuities can reduce collaboration when attargtics of management and employees
differ between countries. Thereby, cultural disean hamper knowledge transfer between
countries, which can have a negative effect orabollation (Lucas, 2006). As Beugelsijk &
Mudambi (2013) refer to in their definition of d@tinuities, the term includes different
factors. In most literature these factors are efgrred to as discontinuities, but as distance
(Ambos & Ambos, 2009; Zaheer & Shonaka, 2012; Luc&®6). Because of the previous
point, this thesis will use distance as the mafarral for terms similar to discontinuities.

Research into collaboration of MNE’s and the effettistance on collaboration has been
conducted, but several reasons point out the reeal different approach to these studies. For
example, many studies (Minbaeva, 2007; Lucas, 26@&tova & Roth, 2002; Easterby-
Smith, 2008) focus on only one or two distances ttmpede collaboration. Some research
uses national averages to compare differencedlabooation between subsidiaries of MNE’s
(Beugelsdijk & Mudambi, 2013; Ambos & Ambos, 2009xulanski (1996) pointed out that
research focuses on inter-organizational collabmratwhile knowledge within the MNE’
network is just as valuable, can create competiidgantage (because the knowledge is
internal and not accessible to others), but is aleme to barriers. Van Wijk et al. (2008)
added in their meta-analytic article about interd antra-organizational networks, that intra-
organizational networks might even be more sudokeptd distances like culture than inter-
organizational networks. But still, in those prexscstudies only culture is taken into account
as a primary distance that affects collaboratioistddce may affect collaboration in a basic
sense, but studies emphasize the specific imp@tahmtra-organizational collaboration to
MNE success. In the end promotion of collaboratimiweenbusiness units can have a
positive effect for MNE’s and if managed properlgnccreate a competitive advantage,
because intra-organizational knowledge is managecde neasily than inter-organizational
collaboration (Szulanski, 1996; Hansen & Nohria)£20

Previous paragraphs introduce some advantagesdliaboration can have for a firm, but to
collaborate with other business units, distanceaftett collaboration. As the name implies,
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MNE’s have business units in more than one coursing may need to collaborate
internationally. MNE’s can be vulnerable to theeetf of distance because of cross-border
collaboration (international collaboration betwdasiness units). And before collaboration
can be initiated, business units need to identifyeetise, and need to be able to leverage the
knowledge that comes with collaboration (Tsai, 200b overcome the negative effect of
distance and leverage the positive factors thatctfthe collaboration of business units,
research into these distances can be helpful to BINE

Because of incomplete coverage of distances inr cthalies, measurement differences of
distances in other research, a difference betwaen-iand intra-organizational collaboration,
a specific effect of cultural distance on intraamizational collaboration and usefulness of
Intra-Multinational International Collaboration (IK) research for MNE’s, this study has
been initiated. The study conducts research detret of a MNE and tries to create a model
that captures the possible effects of multiple aisiquities and barriers on ‘intra-

multinational international collaboration’. The maesearch question of this thesis is:

To what extent do distance and other barriers affetra-multinational international
collaboration of ARCADIS, how and why; and how datance and barriers be overcome?

Intra-multinational international collaboration idefined as the collaboration between
employees of business units in one country, witlplegees of business units in other
counties. The business units are all in the same&aMietwork and comprise of service
offices that execute consultancy work. In this thesollaboration comprises of sharing
knowledge with international colleagues (Yadang)3)0and project collaboration between
international colleagues. The term ‘intra-multioagl international collaboration’ in the text
is abbreviated to IMIC. IMIC can be reached througther personal contact or virtual
collaboration using information technology (IT) (Aws & Ambos, 2009; Ardichvili et al.,
2006). Results of this thesis are based on datlectedl at several business units and
employees ofthe environment department of a global engineemmgl consultancy firm
called ARCADISARCADIS is located in more than ten countries aogtecs North- and
South America, Europe, Middle East, Australia arsibA
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To answer the main question, six partial questienge been formulated:

Partial questions:

1. What are the incentives for IMIC, according to therature?

2. Which distances and other barriers can theoretichlhve a positive or negative effect
on IMIC?

3. To what extent are business units of ARCADIS ootkting internationally,
according to leading managers representing businests of ARCADIS?

4. To what extent are employees of ARCADIS collahagatiternationally, according to
employees of ARCADIS?

5. Which distances and barriers are affecting IMIC hint ARCADIS according to
leading managers representing business units arploy®es, and how?

6. Which solutions for reduced collaboration can iefigce the effect of distance and
barriers on IMIC within ARCADIS according to empeg?

7. To what extent can IT leverage or reduce the effestance and barriers on IMIC
within ARCADIS?

1.1 ACADEMIC AND SOCIETAL RELEVANCE

Research about collaboration and distance has ddcos different aspects. Sometimes
research focuses on collaboration as a whole (Hax&a/angen, 2013) or on collaboration
between different organizations (Easterby-SmitlQ&0but rather often research focuses on
knowledge transfer (Ambos & Ambos, 2009; Argote &grdam, 2000; Szulanski, 1996).
Knowledge transfer can be an incentive for, a padr a result of collaboration (Szulanski,
1996; Casson, 1987), but the term does not inchdeactual ‘working together’ of parties
which collaboration does include, and thereforéuays concerning collaboration might have
different outcomes than a study about knowledgestea. Distance has been measured in
empirical studies on cultural distance (Hofsted®7t9Yoo et al.,, 2012; Wu, 2006) and
institutional distance (Chao & Kumar, 2010; Xu & €dhkar, 2002) or literature studies
incorporating multiple distances (Ghemawat, 200&udrelsdijk & Mudambi, 2013; Lucas,
2006; Zaheer & Shonaka, 2012), but hardly everrkasarch tried to incorporate cultural,
institutional, geographic distances and other besrin an empirical study about IMIC, and
measure the possible effect of distance and bamreiMIC.

From a societal perspective, this thesis mighinkereésting for MNE’s searching to maximize
the use of their internal knowledge or MNE’s thavé trouble identifying and leveraging the
knowledge already present in the company (Argotegiam, 2000; Tsai, 2001). This thesis
emphasizes the sometimes hampering internationl@booation of MNE’s and empirically
explores the distances and barriers that might axikin a MNE’ network. Once MNE’s can
locate these distances and barriers, they willile # either leverage or reduce the effect
caused by the discontinuities and barriers, toei®e the collaborative efficiency of the MNE
(Hansen & Nohria, 2004; Ambos & Ambos, 2009; Szekan1996).
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For this research the environment department of ARIS is researched due to access to
resources within the environment department andp@@dion of this department. The
empirical research consists of two parts. Firglyyveys are spread among leading managers
of 12 countries, to map out the international dmdl@tion with other ARCADIS business
units. International business units consist of ey mergers and acquisitions (M&A'’s) and
already existing ARCADIS business units. Secondlyemployee survey measures different
distances between

The thesis has the following structure. Sectiom2grises a theoretical framework describing
how IMIC originates and explains how and why fastare affecting IMIC. Section 3
describes the methodology used to research IMIChawd to map out distances within the
MNE’ network. Section 4 consists of empirical resudf the effect of distance and barriers to
IMIC, testing the hypotheses derived from the te&oal framework, using data collected
through surveys. Concluding remarks are made inic®e& concerning the effect distance
and barriers have on IMIC, and policy recommendsatiare given to ARCADIS.
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2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

2.1 PREVIOUS RESEARCH CONCERNING COLLABORATION

The introduction pointed out that collaboration t&nobstructed by distance and that this can
impede the goal of having a collaborative advantager other MNE’s (Beugelsdijk &
Mudambi, 2013; Huxham & Vangen, 2013). Nowadays theory is more widely accepted,
but thinking about MNE strategy and collaborati@vantages started earlier. Therefore this
thesis first wants to answer the following partjakestions:

“What are the incentives for IMIC, according to tlterature?” and
“Which distances and other barriers can theoretigdlave a positive or negative
effect on IMIC?”

Years ago researchers were already aware of tree oflelistance and barriers between
business units of an organization. In 1976 Buclée@asson pointed out in their book about
the theory of the MNE, that the transfer of infotmoa is not costless. ‘In order to

successfully transfer information between businests, personnel responsible for encoding
and decoding must have similar backgrounds or opénaa similar environment, otherwise
misunderstandings will arise because the implgsuanptions of the decoder will differ from

those of the encoder’ (Buckley & Casson 1976 in o Zander, 1993 p. 629). Additional

costs will also be made because of economic, saridl linguistic dissimilarities between

regions (Buckley & Casson, 1976). In 1987 Cassomaeded the theory of Buckley and
Casson (1976) about the MNE in a general theotli@behaviour of a MNE in space.

Buckley & Casson (1976) where one of the first dinp out the implications that arise when
firms in different countries try to exchange knoslde. Knowledge is described as know-how,
which is divided in know-what, know-who and beingekvn (Casson, 1987). Casson (1987)
pointed out that factual knowledge could help wshccessful problem solving, while
knowing who can supply missing information and itifgmg who is willing to trade
information can create partnerships. Casson’s (L8&ement on know-how and becoming
trading partners, pointed out that knowledge cdaddan incentive for inter-organizational
collaboration.

Years later, Szulanski (1996) wrote in his emplratady about stickiness of knowledge, that
organizations often try to exchange best-practigiglsin their own network. Best-practices
according to Szulanski (1996) are ‘the firm's region of an internal practice that is
performed in a superior way in some part of theanization and is deemed superior to
internal alternate practices and known alternatmgiside the company’ (p. 28). These best
practices are often transferred through the indi@idor partly in collaborative social
arrangements (Szulanski, 1996). In Szulanski's §198ticle collaboration is happening
together with knowledge transfer. Szulanski (1986¢s see impediments for the transfer of
knowledge, pointing out that absorptive capacitfture and the ‘tacitness’ of knowledge can
cause problems for the transfer of knowledge. Tasi refers to how hard it is to articulate
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and codify a domain of knowledge (e.g. send knogdgdPolanyi, 1967), while absorptive
capacity refers to the ability to assimilate anglgpnew knowledge successfully (e.g.
receiving knowledge) (Szulanski, 1996). Absorptie@pacity is often connected to the
previous knowledge of a firm (Szulanski, 1996).héligh Buckley & Casson (1976) were
pioneers in identifying barriers in the exchange&iwbdwledge, Szulanski (1996) is often the
first cited source of researchers who identify digauities in collaboration and knowledge
transfer.

Research concerning distance consists of topi¢sthhorate both on knowledge transfer and
collaboration, and the two are often combined aslé®®ki (1996) also pointed out in
previous paragraphs. Casson (1987) showed that ledges can be an incentive to
collaboration, but other researchers also use lenyd and collaboration together as shown
by the following referrals. Inkpen & Pien (2006)iped out in their case study about inter-
organizational collaboration and knowledge trandfetween a Chinese and Singaporean
company, that an alliance is the ideal platform learning. Differences in knowledge can
cause strategic complementarity and can be leverdmgeugh collaboration (Inkpen & Pien,
2006). Santoro et al. (2006) describe in their wtabout intra-organizational collaboration
and knowledge sharing in network organizationst, the amount of knowledge in a network
organization should be leveraged through the sauoidl technological collaboration of the
geographically distributed networks. Collaborateomd knowledge sharing can be subject to
hinder, because of differences in background asthnices between the people that interact
with each other, and this needs to be overcomectease performance (Santoro et al., 2006).
At last, Muscio (2006) points out in his researtiow the impact of absorptive capacity on
inter-organizational collaboration, that to acqnowledge that is dispersed among different
business units, collaboration can be the key tainbthe different kinds of knowledge.
Summarizing, collaboration is bridging differeninés of knowledge and people between
different business units.

As previous referrals point out, knowledge transkeowledge sharing, knowledge exchange
and collaboration are often used in combinatiorhwiach other or are sometimes even used
interchangeably. This thesis therefore uses lileeattoncerning knowledge transfer and
collaboration to fund IMIC and factors that afféetiC. All previously named terms will be
used in citations, but in this thesis will all adsls possible factors that affect collaboration.
But to address the factors that affect IMIC, thiesis first has to explore incentives for IMIC,
to see if incentives that make IMIC happen arecidi@ by distance and barriers.
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2.2 INCENTIVES FOR IMIC

According to the literature, proximities can stiguel collaboration. (Boschma, 2005; Knoben
& Oerlemans, 2006). Proximities refer to factoratffonce in the vicinity of an organisation,
can influence collaboration. Knoben & Oerleman90@0and Boschma (2005) pointed out in
their literature review about intra- and inter-argational collaboration and proximity, that
different types of proximity can influence collabton positively. Figure 1 shows the outline
of the different proximities. The next paragrapletly explains the different proximities in
the figure presented below.

Proximity

Organizational Technological
Proximity Proximity

Geographic

Proximity

Cognitive Institutional Cultural Social
Proximity Proximity Proximity Proximity

Figure 1 Proximities that affect Inter-organizational collaboration (based on Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006

According to Boschma (2005) and Knoben & Oerlem@@96) cognitive distance stands for
the way that people acquire and interpret knowledgkin an organization. The way that
people interpret and acquire knowledge differs leetworganizations within the same country
or between organizations that are dispersed aaldBsent countries. Boschma (2005)
explains that these differences in skills and kmolge are more easily overcome when the
sort of knowledge of one organization and the ebrbutine within an organization is closer
related to that of another organization. Knoben &l1€mans (2006) say that similarities in
knowledge (e.g. specialized in similar practicesan cincrease inter-organizational
collaboration. Multinational enterprises can havitaof different business units and these
business units can be almost separate organizatwihsseparate specialized knowledge.
Once these business units are specialized in siprigctices, they can start collaborating to
increase those practices.

Institutional proximity is another factor that cduincrease collaboration. Boschma (2005)

and Knoben & Oerlemans (2006) both describe irgiital proximity as a proximity that
consists of two parts. The first part has comprefasorms and values of a country, region or

10
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organization. Examples are taboos, customs, toaditetc. (Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006). The
second one comprises of formal institutions likedand regulations either present in nations
or organizations. Both Boschma (2005) and Knoberm®é&lemans (2006) point out that
institutional proximity has a lot of factors thakaambiguous with organizational proximity
and point out that especially rules and regulatioas differ among nations, but that these
rules and regulations can differ again within oligations.

Again, cultural proximity is another factor thatncancrease collaboration once similar
(Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006). Similarities in culluraits can increase the ease that people
interact with each other and start collaboratingthBBoschma (2005) and Knoben &
Oerlemans (2006) show that cultural proximity hais lof similarities with the norms and
value aspect of institutional proximity. Thereforastitutional proximity and cultural
proximity are to some extent ambiguous.

According to Boschma (2005) and Knoben & Oerlem@®06) social proximity has to do
with the amount of social interaction and sociddtiens between different organizations, as
well as the strength of these relations and intemag. Close relations and a high level of
interaction can increase interactive learning amckeiase collaboration (Boschma, 2005;
Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006). Although social proxymg sometimes used as a separate
proximity, it has similarities with cognitive praxity (similarities in knowledge and practices
increase social interaction) and cultural proxinggynilarities in norms and values strengthen
social relations) and therefore is to some extariguous with these proximities.

Another proximity, technological proximity, is seexs a separate factor by Knoben &
Oerlemans (2006). Technological proximity, accogdio Knoben & Oerlemans (2006), has
to do with the differences in knowledge betweenaaigations. Because of the difference
between the sorts of knowledge of organizationsy thave less absorptive capacity to the
knowledge of the other organization. Lower absegitapacity means that differences in
prior knowledge can make it harder to collaboratecertain subjects. On the one hand
Knoben & Oerlemans (2006) say that technologicaixionity is different than cognitive
proximity, since cognitive proximity has to do withfferent routines within organizations
and different interpretations of factors by emplkeseOn the other hand Boschma (2005)
implements technological proximity into cognitiveogimity, saying different routines create
different knowledge and practices and thereforeoitve capacity decreases once
organizations differ in routines and knowledge. Bbschma (2005) is believed, the
technological proximity described by Knoben & Oerbns (2006) is ambiguous with
cognitive proximity.

Finally, geographic proximity has no ambiguity wéhy other proximity, since it is based on
the physical distance between organizations, nstion regions that supposedly would
influence interactive learning and collaborationogBhma, 2005; Knoben & Oerlemans,
2006).

Comparing these proximities to other literaturevghithat Knoben & Oerlemans (2006) write
about proximities, while other studies often addréstances (Xu & Shenkar, 2002; Ambos

11
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& Ambos, 2008; Zaheer & Shomaker, 2012). Examplediterature are that a smaller
geographic distance would increase collaboratiamvden different parties, because of the
ease of communication and similar times zones (Bedgk & Mudambi, 2013; Sj6holm
1996). Smaller cultural distance can stimulate atmiration, due to understanding each
other’'s needs and having similar contexts (Luc@962 Knoben & Oerlemans 2006; Bhagat
et al.,, 2002). While the same cultural traits canrease the chances for collaboration,
institutional similarities (e.g. same rules andulagons) can reduce the effort needed to
collaborate with each other in different countr{i€hao & Kumar, 2012; Kostova & Roth,
2002). Boschma (2005) and Knoben & Oerlemans (286§)hasize in their literature review
of proximity and collaboration that institutionaloximity increases collaboration because of
similar procedures and similar rules that easeabolation within spaces confined by those
rules.

Other factors can either positively or negativelifeet inter- and intra-organizational
collaboration. More diverse business units witraaér absorptive capacity could increase
successful collaboration between employees of tHmssiness units (Szulanski, 1996;
Minbaeva, 2007; Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006). If empeés of business units are willing to
ask for help and motivated to help, collaboratietw®een business units increases (Hansen &
Nohria, 2004; Minbaeva, 2007). If employees embradermation technology to bridge
distance, collaboration could increase (Ambos & As12008; Kim & Kankanhalli, 2009).
And at last, if employees of a MNE interact sogiallith other employees of other business
units (e.g. Vvisits, training involving multiple ®Brnational teams and international
committees), knowledge gets more easily shared antaboration is stimulated
(Noorderhaven & Harzing, 2009).

Summarizing, smaller geographic distance, smalitual distance and smaller institutional
distance, larger absorptive capacity, increasechntdogical adaptation and positive
willingness and motivation and increased sociagraxttion are most often put forward as
incentives for creating collaboration. In the nearagraphs, distance and other factors that
are used in this thesis are explained in more Idetad their possible effect on IMIC is
highlighted.

12
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2.3 DISTANCE AT THE BUSINESS UNIT LEVEL

The next three sections discuss the effect of tineet distances, geographic, cultural and
institutional distance on Intra-multinational Imational Collaboration (IMIC). In this
research all of the upcoming distances are basetbusiness unit (BU) scale (physical
distance between countries where business unitslogaged, cultural distance between
Business units and institutional distance of caaatwhere Business units work in) and could
have either a positive or a negative effect on IMIC

2.3.1 GEOGRAPHIC DISTANCE

Geographic distance usually gets measured by tdkingrude distance of a country’s capital
city or geographic middle respectively to the otbaeuntries (Beugelsdijk & Mudambi, 2013).

Large geographic distance can affect the flow tdrmation between countries, and therefore
affect IMIC negatively. Storper & Venables (2004t out in their literature study of face-

to-face contact and the urban economy, that spat@imity or small geographic distance

improves information flows by recombining knowledged transferring best practices.
Storper & Venable’s (2004) article mainly describesamples of inter-organizational

knowledge sharing, but these examples also appigtta-organizational collaboration. The

reason for easy knowledge sharing comes with tfferehce between codified and tacit
knowledge. Whereas codified knowledge can be temred by written means, tacit

knowledge is transferred through experience aneé-fadace communication (Storper &

Venables, 2004). Because of the need for facede-tommunication, smaller geographic
distance can increase collaboration, because raoitekhowledge can be shared.

Another explanation of the effect of geographictatise on collaboration comes from
Ghemawat (2001), who points out that ‘geographstagice, for instance, affects the costs of
transportation and communications, so it is ofipaldr importance to companies that deal
with heavy or bulky products, awhose operations require a high degree of coordamat
among highly dispersed people or activities’ (p. Bdr ARCADIS this would mean that
coordinating their employees across the globe cbeltbme troublesome, and IMIC would
hamper across distant countries (Ghemawat, 200d9rdihating would become especially
difficult because of the differences in time zoaes the complexity of identifying knowledge
that increases with geographic distance (Daft agtgkl, 1986; Cyert and March, 1992).

Collaboration between business units can be acdsingol through the use of information
technology (technological communication methodsy dace-to-face contact (personal
communication methods). Geographic distance care havdifferent influence on both
mechanisms (Ambos & Ambos, 2009). The study of Amil#& Ambos (2009) about
communication mechanisms and distance, shows #gwgrgphic distance has a significant
negative effect on knowledge transfer via perseoaimunication methods between business
units, but have hardly any effect on knowledge dfan via information technology.
According to Ambos & Ambos (2009) information teohogy can be accessed almost 24
hours a day. Geographic distance is an importagibifan collaboration and Dastidar &

13
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Zaheer (2009) even think it is has the biggest ochpan collaboration, because of the
difficulty to have personal contact.

|2.3.2 CULTURAL DISTANCE

‘Cultural distance’ is often seen as an inhibitbircomplications for knowledge transfer and
collaboration (Easterby-Smith, 2008; Ambos & Amb2808; Lucas, 2006; Moller & Svahn,
2004). In this thesis cultural distance is defimsdhe degree to which cultural norms in one
country are different from those in another courfkggut & Singh, 1988). Cultural distance
is based on the concept of cultural dimensionstedeby Geert Hofstede in 1980 (Hofstede,
2001), since this is one of the most often citedhme@s when researching cultural differences
between actors. Hofstede’s (2001) national cultuliahensions consist of five different
concepts: power distance, individualism/collectivis masculinity/femininity, uncertainty
avoidance and long-term orientation. Lucas (2006ated a conceptual framework for the
first four cultural dimensions, connecting the dimsens to the process of knowledge
transfer. Lucas (2006) didn’'t explain why he dida&e long-term orientation as a factor for
knowledge transfer. Long-term orientation is thgrde to which employees value long-term
goals and a pragmatic approach versus a short-teomrg normative approach (Wursten et al,
2014). Long-term orientation hasn’t been connetderbllaboration in previous studies and is
seen as an extra cultural dimension, by Geert Hdésitself (Hofstede, 1991). Yoo et al.
(2011) and Wu (2006) both analysed cultural distame the MNE level, and only used the
first four dimensions of Hofstede’s cultural dimems. The table below defines the main
cultural dimensions that are studied.

Cultural Dimension Definition
Power Distance (PD) Power Distance (PD) is based on the inequality leeop
perceive. The inequality fosters a notion of degewne
that may be large or small.
Individualism/Collectivism (IC) | Individualism/Collectivism (IC) is the degree oflfsg
interest of people. It reflects the concerns ofivilaial
and group interests within a workgroup.
Masculinity/Femininity (MF) Masculinity/Femininity is the willingness to pronegt
societal values. In masculine societies, results an
rewards are priority, while feminine priorities teno
prioritize compromises and negotiation.

Uncertainty Avoidance (UA) Uncertainty Avoidance (UA) is the reluctance to Idea
with ambiguity and is directly related to the williness
to embrace change.

Table 2-1 Cultural dimensions defined (Hofstede 199 Hofstede 2001; Lucas 2006)

The cultural dimensions affect collaboration infaiént ways. A literature review of
Easterby-Smith (2008) about intra- and inter-orgatinal collaboration, pointed out that
differences in culture affect intra-organizatiokabwledge transfer negatively. According to
Lucas (2006) PD, IC, MF and UA all have their sfieanfluence on knowledge transfer,

14
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either positive or negative. Van Wijk et al. (20@8%kn think that culture has more influence
on intra-organizational collaboration than on irgeganizational collaboration. The reason
for the additional effect of culture on intra-orgaational collaboration could be sought in the
authority differences that exist within a MNE (Walns, 2007). The authority difference can
create a bigger power distance, but this will lszaissed in more detail in the next paragraph.
The next paragraphs elaborate on the differentulltdimensions and their effect on
collaboration.

POWER DISTANCE (PD)

Power distance can either stimulate or inhibitadmdiration (Ardichvili et al., 2006; Moéller &
Svahn, 2004). Cultures with a small PD for exampée a more participative approach and
this approach allows free exchange of ideas (LU2@36), whilst cultures with a large PD see
their subordinates as acquirers of knowledge idstéacreators. This will either lead to total
acceptance of knowledge sharing or total resistdhaeas, 2006). Moller & Svahn (2004)
add in their study about knowledge sharing andenteural business networks, that large PD
increases communication and knowledge sharing nithé business unit, while small PD
increases the cross-organizational communicatiah kemowledge sharing between business
units. Collaboration between cultures with diffgrggpower distances has different effects.
Lucas (2006) and Mdller & Svahn (2004) pointed thét business units who both have a
large PD often engage in knowledge sharing, becdhse business units will make
compromises, which will (if done correct) benefdtlb business units. Engagement of large
PD business units in knowledge transfer with siR&ll business units often happens (Lucas,
2006), unless a small PD business unit has notmemgficial to offer to a large PD business
unit (Ardichvili et al., 2006). Hierarchical tiesabe an important role in the collaborative
approach of business units. Large PD business aftga think that they can do what they
want, because they already have a good positiohinvihe intra-organizational network
(Lucas, 2006; Mdllers & Svahn, 2004).

INDIVIDUALISM/COLLECTIVISM (IC)

In individualistic cultures, people are usually vém by self-interest (Lucas, 2006). In
individualistic cultures people will only engageknowledge transfer when they can benefit
from the exchange (Lucas, 2006). Collectivisticunds on the other hand, are driven by the
notion that group inclusion in knowledge transtemore important and that knowledge is a
property of the MNE (Lucas, 2006). Moéller & Svah2004) have a different viewpoint,
saying that collectivistic cultures rather stayhait organizational boundaries and within a
smaller group of people, while individualistic auks have no problems with crossing
organizational boundaries and communicating wityoae in the organization. Individualists
therefore exchange knowledge with anyone that nbghiseful to them. Another explanation
for the collaboration of collectivistic and indiwdlistic cultures can be found in the following
contrast. On the one hand, Ardichvili et al., (2086d in their empirical study about cultural
influences on virtual collaboration (collaboratitmough the use of IT), that individualistic
cultures more often engage in virtual collaboratimtause they interpret the context more
freely. Because of the free interpretation, indinl$ are more likely to accept written and
codified knowledge. On the other hand collectigistultures need an actual face-to-face
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explanation, which can be related to the envirortraed is supported by other people in their
community (Bhagat et al., 2002). The effect of IQuid positively and negatively affect
IMIC, and differs between personal and virtual abbration.

MASCULINITY/FEMINITIY (MF)

Although not many articles about collaboration @utture point out a significant impact of
MF on collaboration, Lucas (2006) argues that mlasewcultures are probably less inclined
to collaborate than feminine cultures. Rather tik@sculine cultures, that have a ‘winner takes
all perspective’; feminine cultures promote coofiera(Lucas, 2006). Self-interest is, similar
to the aspect of individualism, an incentive follamoration in masculine cultures. If an
overly masculine business unit sees a possible ndalya in collaborating with another
business unit, then the business unit will engagecallaboration (Phene et al., 2005).
Feminine cultures are already open to collaboranod will try to search for possible
compromises between two parties (Phene et al., 2803 ucas, 2006).

UNCERTAINTY AVOIDANCE (UA)

Business units with weak UA are usually anxiouswtark in new, challenging working
environments, either technological or physical @&k et al., 2004). This could decrease
virtual and physical collaboration with a businesst that has high UA and that therefore
disregards new and challenging environments. L{2866) has a similar argument saying
that business units with a high UA will avoid makiohanges and will be less aggressive in
their search for new ways of doing things. Luc&30@) compares the high UA business units
with weak UA business units, who welcome changeakMgA business units are tied to the
thought that there must be a better way of doinggth (Lucas, 2006). Weak UA business
units searching for new ways to do things, can keablusiness units that have best-practices
to offer, and therefore might incentivize collaktaa (Szulanski, 1996; Lucas, 2006).

LANGUAGE

Besides the basic cultural dimensions of Hofstedsearchers often address language as a
barrier (when different) or a facilitator (when gian) of collaboration and knowledge transfer
(Ambos & Ambos, 2009; Zaheer et al., 2012). Theymdurce found that contradicts this
argument is made by Schomaker in Zaheer et al.2)20d Zaheer et al. (2012), Schomaker
points out that closely related language could Hemier to collaboration and knowledge
transfer, because people expect similar cultugtstrwhen they speak the same language.
Expecting similar cultural traits, because of aikimlanguage could lead to underestimating
the ease of collaboration. Lucas (2006) showed #ititough Canada and the United States
both speak English, they have different culturait$rand collaboration still hampers between
the two. According to the literature (Zaheer et 2D12; Ambos & Ambos, 2009; Lucas,
2006) language can have positive and negativetsftact IMIC and is an interesting factor to
study in this thesis. In this study, the effectasfguage on IMIC is included under the subject
cultural distance.

16



The effect of distance and other barriers on IMIC

2.3.3 INSTITUTIONAL DISTANCE

According to the empirical study of Kostova & RA@®002) about organizational structure
and institutional effects of a MNE located in teyuntries, institutional distance comprises of
regulatory, cognitive and normative components. Tagulatory component consists of
particular laws and rules that have their effecttlom behaviour of people in a region. The
cognitive component consists of shared knowledge ather cognitive categories like

stereotypes, and the normative component compnigsess and values of a country/region
(Kostova & Roth, 2002). North (1991) phrases ifadiéntly saying that institutions create
formal and informal constraints, whereas formalst@ints consist of laws, constitutions and
property rights, while informal constraints are marormative (North, 1991). In a study
about institutional distance and international fipgrformance, Chao & Kumar (2012) put
emphasis on the effect of the regulatory (formalnponent of institutional distance, since
the cognitive (informal) component is ambiguoushwitictors of cultural distance (Chao &

Kumar, 2012). Since the norms and values compaofemnistitutional distance overlaps with

cultural distance (Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006), timssis limits itself to the regulatory

(formal) component of institutional distance.

Formal institutions can be ranked in several wagsluding through property rights and

contract enforcement statistics (Frances, 2004¢0/ting to Frances (2004) in her literature
review on the effect of institutions on firms antbeomic growth, formal institutions shape
the environment in which firms operate. These fdrmatitutions have an influence on

human capital of firm's employees and the exchasfgenowledge across firms. Exchanges
between two parties can be costly and if these angds are not supported by any law,
transactions can be a risk and costly (North, 19BHigrefore to reduce firm’s uncertainty in
knowledge and economic transactions (e.g. projetalmoration), strict property rights and

low contract enforcement help in that process (E&an2004; Rodrik, 2003).

According to Szulanski (1996) best practices witkimowledge transfer are an incentive for
collaboration, but if knowledge can’'t be implemehta different countries because of
institutional distance, this might impede collatima efforts (Chao & Kumar, 2012).
Kostova & Roth (2002) add that maintaining an eguadlity of work in all environments is
important for MNE’s, and adopting local practicesneeded to implement the same set of
skills in different regions. To implement the sas& of skills in every region the MNE will
attempt to leverage practices on a global basisusedthe worldwide network of business
units to gain global integration at one hand, wistienulating local adaptation on the other
(Kostova & Roth, 2002). Collaboration seems a ga@y of achieving the goals of global
integration and local adaptation, but differenaesnititutional distance could decrease that
effort. Zaheer (2012) points out that institutidit® UNCTAD?, Transparency International
and the World Bank Group offer insight into instikunal characteristics of countries, hence
firms can use that knowledge to improve practices.

! United Nations Conference on Trade and Developrfvemtv.unctad.org)
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Boschma (2005) and Knoben & Oerlemans (2006) mentat institutional distance can
occur between countries, but also between orgaoradtunits. Institutions within countries
can either positively or negatively affect collaswon, but differences in institutions within
the organization can also influence collaboratioraipositive or a negative way (Boschma,
2005; Knoben & Oerlemans, 2006). For example badnitial and economic arrangements
between business units of a MNE could impede cotlibn when transactions between
different business units become too cumbersomeeapdnsive (Boschma, 2005; Knoben &
Oerlemans, 2006). An example of national institigidhat effect collaboration could be
regulations regarding foreign workers. If MNE atesble to send employees across borders
because of regulations, social interaction andabollation could be hampered (Kostova &
Roth, 2002). Organizational and national institmsiothus can both affect collaboration
negatively.

2.4 OTHER BARRIERS TO IMIC (BUSINESS UNIT LEVEL)

The previously discussed discontinuities are ofteantry/region specific (Beugelsdijk &
Mudambi, 2013). This section identifies two otharriers that might hinder IMIC namely,
specialization and business unit age. Both baraern business unit level.

|2.4.1 SPECIALIZATION (ABSORPTIVE CAPACITY)

Business units that are too specialized in a spepifactice can have a negative effect on
international collaboration due to the lack of apswe capacity of other business units
(Szulanski, 1996; Minbaeva 2007; Chang et al. 20ABsorptive capacity, defined as ‘the
firm’'s level of prior related knowledge’ (p. 128y iCohen & Levinthal (1990) in their
empirical study on absorptive capacity of an Amarienanufacturing sector, can reduce the
efficiency of knowledge transfer or even inhibitokviedge transfer, if one of the parties is not
able to absorb the knowledge that is transferretieém (Szulanski 1996; Chang et al. 2012).
As noted earlier by Szulanski (1996) an incentimedollaboration is the existence of a best
practice in another part of the MNE. The best pcacknowledge can be tacit of nature and
require social interaction and thus collaboratiomoag people to transfer (Szulanski, 1996),
but if the receiving party is not in the positiohleveraging the knowledge, collaboration is
not feasible (Minbaeva 2007; Szulanski, 1996). &dvsetudies argue that large absorptive
capacity has a positive effect on knowledge trangld¢inbaeva 2007; Szulanski, 1996;
Easterby-Smith, 2008). Minbaeva (2007) also pomis that there is a cognitive aspect of
absorptive capacity, namely willingness and moidratSince this is on the individual level,
willingness and motivation will be covered in thesgynated section 2.4.

Minbaeva (2007) pointed out in her empirical stadpout knowledge transfer between 169
subsidiaries of an international company, that giise capacity is often measured in R&D
expenditures as a percentage of total sales asutexedy Cohen & Levinthal (1990)
(Szulanski, 1996; Tsai, 2001; Muscio, 2007). But ab firms have R&D expenditures.
Chang et al. (2012) in their empirical study ab@xpatriate knowledge transfer and
subsidiary absorptive capacity of 162 subsidiatisg, a measure more applicable to all kinds
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of firms, by interviewing leading managers abouittiperception of employees capabilities of
absorbing knowledge within their business unit.

2.4.2 BUSINESS UNIT AGE

A final factor mentioned in literature at the biess unit level is ‘business unit age’. Business
unit age is defined as the time that the businegssualready part of the MNE’ network. The
internal network of a MNE can be expanded by airgetip a new plant, merge with- or
acquire a company (Bauer & Matzler, 2014). BaueMatzler (2014) point out in their
empirical study about mergers and acquisitions (M&Auccess that strategic
complementarity, cultural fit and degree of intégna can have an effect on the success an
M&A has within a MNE. The effect can be caused hg differences in organizational
culture, which consists of directives, administatiand other operational processes
(Chatterjee et al., 1991) and these differencesvdmt M&A’s and the MNE can cause
collaboration to hamper. Proper preparation of geagquired subsidiaries can overcome the
effect of differences in organizational culturet biten it takes a few years for a subsidiary to
completely integrate into a MNE network. Busineagauthat are set up by employees of the
MNE often already have a better connection to titernal network (Bauer & Matzler, 2014)
and therefore can have a positive impact on cotitlim. Previous paragraphs show that
differences in organizational culture of newly aicgd business units can possibly affect
IMIC negatively (once recently acquired) and therefbusiness unit age is taken into account
in this thesis.

2.5 EFFECTS OF EMPLOYEES ON IMIC AT THE INDIVIDUAL LEVE

Employee behaviour might have an effect on IMICrt@la factors like willingness and
motivation, technological adaptation and sociaknattion could have an impact on IMIC
(Hansen & Nohria, 2004; Kim & Kankanhalli, 2009; dtderhaven & Harzing, 2009). The
following paragraphs discuss the three previougsdtiactors.

|2.5.l WILLINGNESS AND MOTIVATION

As previously mentioned in the section about altseprapacity at the business unit level,
willingness and maotivation (at the individual ley& send or receive knowledge can impede
knowledge transfer (Minbaeva 2007). Hansen & NofR@04) linked willingness to transfer
knowledge of employees directly to a lack of catletion, when discovering employees that
were not willing to either help or seek help or enotivated to help, but were not able to
help out, because of a lack of collaborative opputies and tools. Minbaeva (2007) made a
list consisting of possible reasons why employeesilev withhold knowledge from other
colleagues in (other) business units and thus \itereativated or willing to share that
knowledge (Table 2-2).

19



The effect of distance and other barriers on IMIC

Reasons to withhold knowledge from other colleagues

Potential loss of value, bargaining power, andguton of individual competitive advantage
due to a strong feeling of personal ownership efabcumulated, “hard won” knowledge.
Reluctance to spend time on knowledge sharing. Keadge senders may not be interested in
knowledge sharing since the time and resourced seih could be invested in activities that

are more productive for the individual.
Fear of hosting “knowledge parasites”. Knowledgedsgs may be reluctant to share their
knowledge with someone who has invested little oreffort in his/her own knowledge
development.
Avoidance of exposure. By not sharing knowledgelividluals protect themselves from
external assessments of the quality of their kndgae
Strategy against uncertainty. Due to the uncestahtthe knowledge receiver’s perceptipn
and interpretation of shared knowledge, knowledgiedsers may be highly cautious about
revealing the relevant knowledge.
High respect for hierarchy and formal power. Knayge senders may be reluctant to share
crucial knowledge for fear of losing a positionpoivilege and superiority.

Table 2-2 Reasons for withholding knowledge (Huste& Michailova, 2002 pp. 65-67; Minbaeva & Michailova, 2004 pp. 668;
Minbaeva 2007 pp. 577-578)

The reason to withhold knowledge from other peopithin the MNE impedes knowledge
transfer between different business units (Hustddi&hailova, 2002; Minbaeva, 2007). This
thesis shows whether similar reasons apply to IMd@d points out if willingness and
motivation to collaborate internationally differetiveen the employees of different business
units of the MNE.

2.5.2 USER RESISTANCE OF TECHNOLOGY

Scholars say IT has reduced the difficulty of comioation over distance (Mithas et al.
2012; Ambos & Ambos, 2009). Cairncross (2001) epkzaded in his study about distance
and IT that the ‘death of distance’ would occur,amag distance would no longer be a
significant barrier to communication and knowledgnsfer. Ambos & Ambos (2009) point
out that firms, who effectively use IT infrastruayuhave increased performance compared to
firms that do not use IT infrastructure in the tigiay, and IT does decrease the effect of
distance as recalled by Cairncross (2001). Althougihg IT can increase performance and
coordination (Mithas et al. 2012), Tanriverdi (2p@®ints out in his study about IT and
knowledge management, that IT can be a signifiteep in knowledge management and
coordination, but shouldn't be seen as the solaitisol to problems in knowledge
management and coordination. Collaboration by sggaknowledge can be done by sharing
codified knowledge with colleagues, but once knalgke is tacit of nature, IT won't be of
help, since tacit knowledge needs to be transfegethce-to-face contact and experiences
people (Storper & Venables, 2004; Polanyi, 1967).

Apart from the beneficial effects of IT on distanaeodified knowledge transfer and
coordination, employees can in turn have negatifexieon the possible benefits of IT (Kim
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& Kankanhalli, 2009; Ambos & Ambos, 2009). Kim & Kianhalli (2009) point out in their
empirical study of user resistance on informatigsteam implementation among employees of
a global IT service company that users of IT cdheeiaccept or resist technology. Resisting
the use of a specific technology is also callegrugsistance’ (Kim & Kankanhalli, 2009).
User resistance usually happens when employeesr ditlal the technology not useful or the
technology difficult to use (Kim & Kankanhalli, 200 If for some reason business units
within countries have a high level of user resistamo technology, virtual collaboration
between countries decreases (Ardichvili et al.,6300he decrease in virtual collaboration
will have a diminishing effect on IMIC.

2.5.3 SOCIAL INTERACTION

As Breschi & Lissoni (2003) argue in their empiticgtudy about mobility and social
networks, social interaction in the form of meeteach other can increase the exchange of
knowledge and best practices between employeesdBid@mven & Harzing (2009) reflect the
effect of social interaction on intra-organizatibkaowledge sharing and come to the
conclusion that social interaction between empleyg®sitively influences interaction
between business units. Stimulating contact betwemployees could therefore have a
positive effect on IMIC.

Zakaria et al. (2004) add that difference acrodtu@s can have their effect on intra- and
inter-organizational collaboration, but often theltferences can be overcome by gaining
trust. Trust is gained by knowing each other, arelipus contact can therefore influence
trust between two people (Zakaria et al., 2004)last, Williams (2007) points out in her
literature study to construct a threat model foerirorganizational collaboration, that trust can
work as a positive factor in relationships thaklaathority. Collaborating across boundaries
often creates situations where relationships diaity are missing, and can therefore hamper
collaboration. By gaining trust and contacting eater up front, information will be shared
more freely, people will not need to monitor eatieo and previous contact will increase the
feeling of sharing risk (Williams, 2007; Curral &dge, 1995).

2.5.4 CONTROL VARIABLES AT THE INDIVIDUAL LEVEL

Besides the previously described factors, IMIC vailbo be controlled for the individual
factors gender, age and degree of foreignness.g€eamd age have not been studied on their
possible effect on collaboration, but have beendistl for technological adaptation
(Ardichvili et al. 2006; Morris et al. 2005). Virdli collaboration is often used when crossing
large distances and uses technology to connectognegs (Ardichvili et al. 2006). Morris et
al. (2005) point out in their empirical study ofngler and age differences in technological
adaptation, that the rapidly developing technolaimarket and the increasingly aging
workforce has a negative impact on technologicapgation. Older employees more often
resist the use of technology and could therefotaloorate less, because of the exclusion of
virtual collaboration (Morris et al. 2005 & Ardictivet al. 2006). Wang et al. (2009) also
point out in their empirical study of gender, agel aobile learning technology that the older
generation has more difficulty in adapting to temlogy than the younger generation.
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Gender did not have any effect on technologicaptadeon according to Morris et al. (2006)
and Wang et al. (2009) proved that gender onlyerfted technological adaptation for the
female counterparts in older generations. Wangl.e{2809) noted that it was slightly
significant and pointed out that gender probablgsidt have any effect on technological
adaptation. This thesis will therefore not suspgatder to affect collaboration, because it
could possibly affect virtual collaboration.

The last control variable is ‘degree of foreignneBegree of foreignness is the degree to
which employees consider themselves foreign ovedt the country they work in. Slangen
(2011) described in his study on communication asthblishment entries, that acquired
business units with native staff often creates @ wersus them’ perspective. This perspective
creates a lack of communication between the aadjditesiness unit and the parent firm. A
lack of communication could also mean no collaborabetween the acquired business unit
and the rest of the MNE. Slangen (2011) says tbatyncreated business units with MNE
foreign staff will communicate more with the MNHan employees of a recently acquired
subsidiary, because of familiarity and previousesignce with the MNE. Cultural distance
might also be smaller when a subsidiary in anotieemtry only has foreign employees that
are not native in their country of residence. Dego¢ foreignness is therefore used as a
control variable.

2.6 LEVERAGING OR REDUCING THE EFFECT OF DISTANCE ANDARRIERS

Certain aspects of collaboration and communicatiixe, sharing codified knowledge and
having social interaction with distant colleaguleaye gotten easier because of IT, but like
Tanriverdi (2005) pointed out in his study, it istra solution to all problems. A new era of
enterprise 2.0 technologies is introduced to irseeollaboration between internationally
dispersed business units, hence trying to overcoldeproblems with IT. Enterprise 2.0
technologies are technologies that are based owebe saying they are free of any software
and purely used on the Internet (Bughin, 2007).oAding to Alberghini et al. (2013) and
Bughin (2007), new software like ‘enterprise socimtworks® and technologies like
conference calling do increase the collaboratiore af MNE's. Despite enterprise 2.0
technologies, discontinuities and other barriers sl have an impact on several aspects of
collaboration, which cannot always be overcome byHansen & Nohria, 2004; Ambos &
Ambos, 2009).

For example when knowledge has a high degree a@héss, it becomes harder to transfer
with IT, and MNE’s must consider bringing peoplawiacit knowledge to places where it is
needed (Chang et al. 2012; Argote & Ingram, 20B@nging knowledge to places could be
done by sending expatriates to other countries evtiexr MNE is located (Chang et al. 2012),
or providing training programs to spread knowletigeveen different business units (Argote
& Ingram, 2000), which would all fall under persboammunication mechanisms (Ambos &
Ambos, 2009).

2 An Enterprise Social Network is a social networktbe Internet to connect workers of the same compad
thereby create an environment where employeesdeamify and leverage knowledge within the company.
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At last, studies often find that management istaking care of employees that withhold or
resist to collaborate and thus are not willing astinated to increase the collaboration of a
MNE (Lucas, 2006; Hansen & Nohria, 2004; Minbaetrale2004). Lucas (2006) points out
that proper management of business units, congistindividualism/collectivism,
masculinity/femininity, and barriers comprising $lkeecultural traits, should be handled in time
by senior management in order to reduce cultuisthdce. Hansen & Nohria (2004) advise
senior management to watch employees’ willingnessraotivation to help and be helped by
others, in order to stimulate collaboration. Minbaet al. (2004) point out that, hiring senior
managers with a different cultural background argdeegence can reduce the barriers for
collaboration across borders and between diffezahitires within the MNE, because of their
understanding of the different cultures. Differenéthods and technologies to reduce the
effect of discontinuities and barriers are presediterature, but it is not clear whether and if
so, how MNE’s are affected by these methods artfthtdogies. This thesis tries to clarify the
use and effect of the previous methods and techredp by both interviewing senior
management and collecting data on the employeesifusllaboration technologies.

2.7 CONCLUSION

After reading the previous paragraphs, you can tbay slowly scholars came to the

conclusion that competing on sheer size and saae dot always make an MNE the market
leader (Buckley & Casson, 1976). More often havlmg ability to use all the knowledge that
is present in your MNE and successfully sharing kim@wledge with knowledge transfer and
project collaboration does increase MNE'’s succé&aulanski, 1996; Hansen & Nohria,

2004). At the beginning of this chapter the questio

“What are the incentives for IMIC, according to tlterature?”

was raised. To study the incentives for IMIC, tthissis first needed to know the academic
research revolving around international collaboratiAfter thorough literature reviews this
thesis can say that Szulanski, 1996 is often redeto as the starting point of what seems to
be literature regarding international collaboratamd effects of distance and barriers on that
international collaboration. But since Buckley & $5an (1976) already pointed out that
MNE’s have trouble using the knowledge that is enésn their globally dispersed company,
they can be seen as the real starting point fernational collaboration research regarding
MNE’s. Casson (1987) also wrote a more detailedkboo “The MNE theory” which
elaborated more on ways how MNE's collaborate affitulties regarding collaboration that
can be noticed.

Szulanski (1996) later on showed that there ar@icebarriers to international collaboration,
which reduce the effectiveness and successfulrfaateonational collaboration. This opened
up a whole new field of research regarding distanaad barriers to intra- and inter-
organizational collaboration. Finally scholars @drto combine the different distances to find
the most important factors that influence collaliora
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The most commonly found distances and barriers Hasen described in the previous
theoretical framework. Boschma (2005) and Knobe@&lemans (2006) showed that several
proximities (small distances) could be incentives fnter-organizational collaboration.
Boschma (2005) and Knoben & Oerlemans (2006) djatsined 6 proximities that influence
international collaboration namely, cultural, itgtional, cognitive, social, technological and
geographic distance. Boschma (2005) and Knoben ge®ans (2006) also found that some
distances are ambiguous and should be researchiedaxe. Eventually a selection of cultural
distance (Hofstede, 1991), institutional distari€estova & Roth, 2002), geographic distance
(Storper & Venables, 2004) is made to cover effetistances on IMIC. Once distances are
reduced, and similarities arise between two differbusiness units of an MNE, these
similarities become incentives for IMIC. A set odrbers can still obstruct incentives for
IMIC, but with factors like IT and proper managerethese barriers can be conditioned.
Therefore, when distances are small and thereeavebarriers or barriers are conditioned,
incentives for IMIC arise more easily.

The second partial question that can be answered is

‘“Which distances and other barriers can theoretichthve a positive or negative effect on
IMIC?’

The selection is based on extensive literatureevesi Boschma (2005) and Knoben &
Oerlemans (2006) posed several proximities that seen as incentives to IMIC.

Organizational proximity however is ambiguous adaay to Boschma (2005) and Knoben &
Oerlemans (2006). To reduce the chance of studsimjjar distances and proximities, a
selection of distances and barriers has been mtde, are often cited as affecting
collaboration and knowledge sharing in academesdiure. At the Business Unit (BU) level
high geographic distance can affect IMIC negativelgcause of the difficulty in connecting
employees face-to-face (Storper & Venables, 2088)h cultural distance can affect IMIC

negatively, because of contradicting goals as e&xgdain paragraph 2.3.2 (Lucas, 2006).
High institutional distance can affect IMIC negally, because of risk bearing of the party
that starts economic transactions with a countay ias a lacking institutional system.

Barriers at the BU level that affect IMIC are spdiziation, which can pose a threat to IMIC
when absorptive capacity of one of the Businestsusilow. Therefore that BU is unable to
absorb best practices of other Business units BH@ Will hamper (Szulanski, 1996). Low
business unit age can have a negative affect o |ldécause of few connections with other
Business units and newness of the network andipeacbf the MNE (Bauer & Matzler,
2014).

On at individual level, low willingness and motiat to collaborate can affect IMIC

negatively, when employees rather keep knowledgéhémselves than share knowledge
(Hansen & Nohria, 2004). Thereby, willingness anatiwation to collaborate can decrease
when there are no opportunities to connect witrelomployees (Hansen & Nohria, 2004).
High user resistance can decrease IMIC, when erapkglo not adapt technology that is used
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to collaborate with other international employeé&#itlias et al. 2012; Ambos & Ambos,
2009). More social interaction can have a posiéffect on IMIC, due to the possibility to
create trust and get to know each other’s capsiliNoorderhaven & Harzin, 2009; Breschi
& Lissoni, 2003). All previous factors are citedesf in research regarding distances, barriers
and international collaboration, and are therefaken into account in this study.

2.8 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The theoretical framework leads to the concepttaahéwork shown irFigure 2 First of all,
the factors within theed circlecomprise of distances between operational commesniBU
level) that affect IMIC. These are allstancesand measured at the BU level and therefore
located together. Othdparriers (green circl¢ also affect IMIC. Thesdbarriers are not
considered distances, but do have an effect on IBtiCording to the literature. Therefore
these barriers are located together. The otherelbsuare split up in barriers consisting on the
business unit leveldark blug and on the individual levelight blue) and are not necessarily
country specific. Distances and barriers can affstC on the national, business unit and
individual level, but this effect is conditioned b}y and other methods that could have an
impact on IMIC plue circlg. These conditional factors are checked, becawsg ¢an both
have an effect on the individual and on the busingst (BU) level.

Different units of analysis (business unit and widlial level) are used in this study, in order
to cover different factors that influence intra-tmetional international collaboration (IMIC).
On the business units level, leading managers aacuéve directors might be influenced by
other factors than the employees on the indivitieagl. On the business unit level, decisions
are made with a different goal than on the indigidevel. For example, a business unit that
does not want to collaborate with another busingss which is situated in a country with
poor institutions. That might be a reason for trenagement of a business unit to be reluctant
in collaboration, while employees are wiling andtiveated to collaborate with that business
unit. To find differences in factors that matter foe business unit level and for the individual
level, this thesis is divided between those urisnalysis.
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Figure 2 Conceptual Framework
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2.8.1 HYPOTHESES

The theoretical framework explained why severaltdiesc affect IMIC. In the empirical
literature these factors were not always measumedthe MNE level or measured for
collaboration, but on national scale and for knalgke transfer. Because of the lacking
knowledge as result of the scarce literature, tihesis reflects the factors mentioned in the
conceptual framework on ARCADIS, which is used asase in this thesis. The following
hypotheses have been set up based on the literature

1. High cultural, institutional and geographic distam@re negatively associated with
IMIC (business unit level)

2. High specialization (low absorptive capacity) isgag@vely associated with IMIC
(business unit level)

3. Employees that interact socially with internatior@dlleagues are more inclined to
IMIC than employees that are not socially interagtiwith international colleagues
(individual level)

4. Employees that use available technology to collateowvith international colleagues
are more inclined to IMIC than employees that rssischnology to collaborate with
other international colleagues (individual level)

5. Employees that are wiling to share knowledge witieointernational colleagues and
are motivated to help other international colleaguse more inclined to IMIC than
employees that do not want to share knowledge amdhat want to help other
international colleagues (individual level)

6. Employees with a high degree of Power Distance (BD)Jncertainty Avoidance
(UA), Masculinity (MF) and Collectivism (IC) are ske inclined to IMIC than
employees with a low degree of PD, UA, MF and idigidual level)
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3 METHODOLOGY

3.1 DATA COLLECTION

This thesis conducts empirical research with a tip@saire for leading managers and an
employee questionnaire as primary source of engpidata. Hypotheses have been deduced
from theory, to point out relationships betweerotlyeand the collected data (Bryman, 2012).
Research in this thesis is quantitative, with statl analysis of the data and through
categorization of answers to open questions.

Due to the fact that leading managers pointed loat ¢loing an in-depth interview would
require too much of their time and due to the taet interviewee’s were dispersed across
several time-zones, this thesis has chosen to l6oa@apletion questionnaires. According to
Byman (2012) self-completion questionnaire, comgdcein-depth interviews, save time and
money in the research process. Although in-depirnirews have the ability to dig deeper
into the knowledge of the interviewee, by askindlofw-up questions, self-completion
guestionnaires can compensate this to some extesgMeral open questions (Bryman, 2012).

The self-completion questionnaires in this thesisgrise of multiple-choice questions and
open questions. The next paragraph explains baths#if-completion questionnaire for
leading managers and the employee questionnaird Ssf-completion questionnaires for
leading managers and the employee questionnaire lbeen confined to people working for
the environment department of ARCADIS (the ARCADBdBvironment department will be
further referred to as ARCADIS). Researching thérerMNE would take to much time,
which was not available for this thesis and theeefine Environment department has been
chosen, because of promised support and curretdatenAs me

3.2 THE RESEARCHED MULTINATIONAL ENTERPRISE: ARCADIS

In this thesis Intra-multinational internationalllaboration (IMIC) is researched for the
multinational enterprise (MNE) ARCADIS. ARCADIS &n originally Dutch company that
started out in 1888 as Heidemaatschappij. Nowadagsone of the leading global natural
and built asset design and consultancy firms andwasking on projects regarding
engineering, design application, consultancy andagament services (ARCADIS, 2014 A).
Employee count in 2013 was over 22.000 and ARCABAS over 300 offices in more than
40 countries (and growing). In this thesis the emwnent department of ARCADIS is
researched which has over 3000 employees. Othartdegnts like Buildings, Infrastructure,
Water and Management services are not taken itmuat in this study. ARCADIS is a MNE
that works in Operational Communities (further dsbreviated as OpCo), which usually
consist of several offices in a country or in sorases (for example the Middle East) in a
region. Since OpCo’s are similar to the definitiomsiness unit in academic literature, this
thesis will further refer to business units (BUjtiad of OpCo’s. A business unit is therefore
seen as ARCADIS as a whole in one country (like ARCS Brazil, ARCADIS Canada etc.)
The main Business units within the Environment dispant are USA, Canada, Brazil, Chile,
UK, the Netherlands, Belgium, France, Germany, dndihe Middle East and Asia
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(ARCADIS, 2014 A). The figure below shows the ambwh offices of all ARCADIS
departments per geographic location. The figurenshthat a large part of the offices are
located in the USA and Europe.
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RTH
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Atlanti
o AFRICA :
@ SOUTH @ a
ea

o AME
Pacific
Ocean Ocear AUSTRALIA

Figure 3 Global offices of ARCADIS (ARCADIS, 2014 B

3.3 LEADING MANAGERS QUESTIONNAIRE

First of all, self-completion questionnaires amdegding managers in 12 countries/regions
are developed in order to map collaboration of st five years between different
countries/regions where the ARCADIS environmentadigpent is located. The questionnaire
uses predefined statements and a few open questoonellect data. In this thesis, self-
completion questionnaires are useful, becausestdradardized answers range that can later
be compared between different Business Units (B#Hyrhan, 2012). Thereby, the chosen
leading managers are spread across different ttmeszand have demanding jobs, and similar
leading managers in Canada, the UK and the Netidslgaid they preferred to fill out the
questionnaire in their own time. Leading managesgetknowledge of the employees working
in their business unit, because the questionnardgams questions regarding absorptive
capacity of their employees and willingness andivatibn. After consult with several senior
managers of Canada, the UK and The Netherlands,sanme global knowledge leaders
(people responsible for the international commurofythe environment department) a
selection of senior managers and directors has imeele. This selection of leading managers
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was advised by the global knowledge leaders andibrseénanagement, because of their
extensive knowledge of employees working in theisibess unit and the overall view of
international projects that they have. This setectf leading managers is made by ARADIS,
which could create a bias, due to the fact thatitep managers might not be chosen
objectively. However getting advised on the setettf leading managers was the only way
to create a decent data pool on short notice.

The questionnaires collect information of leadingnagers about collaboration consisting of
knowledge sharing and project collaboration betwegsiness units. The table below shows
the leading managers that were selected and wheseap their business unit (Table 3-1).
Names are not shown, since anonymity was guararttedtiese leading managers. The
highlighted green cells show leading managers tieaponded to the self-completion
guestionnaire.

Leading managers representing different Business s

Response (Red = No, Green = Yes)

Leading Manager (Denver, EA group)

BU - Unites States Leading Manager (Philadelphia EA, group)
Leading Manager (Portland, SEC group)
Leading Manager (Toronto, EA group)

PU - Canada Leading Manager (Toronto N&A group)

BU - Brazil Lead?ng Manager (Sao Paulo, EA group)
Leading Manager (Sao Paulo, EA group)

BU - Chile Leading Manager (Santiago, EA group)

Leading Manager (Santiago, EA group)
Leading Manager (Arnhem, EA group)
Leading Manager (Arnhem, N&A group)
Leading Manager (Brussels, EA group)
Leading Manager (Brussels, BIO group)
Leading Manager (London, EA group)
BU - United Kingdom Leading Manager (London, ENV
Construction)

Leading Manager (Paris, EA group)
Leading Manager (Lyon, EA Group)
Leading Manager (Cologne, EA group)
Leading Manager (Darmstadt, EA group)
BU - Poland Leading Manager (Warsaw, EA group)
Leading Manager (Muscat, EA group)
Leading Manager (Abu Dhabi, EA group)
Leading Manager (New Delhi, EA group)
Leading Manager (Mumbai, EA group)

BU - The Netherlands

BU - Belgium

BU - France

BU - Germany

BU - Middle East

BU - India

Table 3-1 Population of leading managers that respaled to the questionnaire (EA=Environmental Assessemt, N&A= Noise and
Air, SEC=Strategic Environmental Consulting, BIO=Biodiversity) (N=24)
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The questionnaires to leading managers of busin@$s were send as attachment to a formal
letter of the author to invite leading managerpddicipate in this research project. The point
that letters were written and signed by the authht create a non-response, since leading
managers do not want to share knowledge of ARCADI® an independent researcher.
Therefore emails were send on behalf of the gldmawledge leaders of the ARCADIS
environment department, in order to increase tepamse-rate and to reduce the chance that
contacted leading managers would not categorizeethail as unimportant. Within the
guestionnaire, information about international @lodration is collected with the ‘roster recall
method’. The roster recall method consists of avigh all actors (in this thesis leading
managers that represent a business unit of ARCADI®)e network, and asks interviewees
about the existence, importance and the givenioekttip actors have with each other BU
(Giulliani & Pietrobelli, 2011).

The first part of the leading managers questioenaansisted of the roster recall method. All
12 business units are listed in the first parthed guestionnaire and leading managers are
asked three questions per business unit relatédetdrequency of IMIC between the two
Business units (often, sometimes or never), theé sbrcollaboration that is happening
(knowledge sharing, project collaboration or bathyl the reason for existing or non-existing
collaboration. The leading managers questionnanebe found in Appendix E.

Next to the sort and degree of collaboration, gitsee capacity of business units of
ARCADIS is measured with questions developed bynghet al. (2012) regarding abilities
and skills of their employees regarding knowledgelementation. Answers to the questions
show whether the leading managers of a businesghink their employees are capable of
implementing international knowledge in businesst. uRollowing the part of absorptive
capacity comes a part of the questionnaire, whiméep questions to the leading managers
about the willingness and motivation of the empksyen their business unit. Questions
comprise of reasons to withhold knowledge from ptt@leagues, motivation to work abroad
and willingness to help other colleagues. The goesaire ends with an open question where
the leading managers can write additional commeiits regard to the current influences on
IMIC and possible improvement of IMIC.

3.3.1 NON-RESPONS OF THE LEADING MANAGERS QUESTIONNAIRE

The actual questionnaire was sent in May 2014 dcsthection of 24 leading managers. Of the
24 contacted leading managers, 15 leading managtuslly filled out the questionnaire
representing their business unit (BU). Part ofrtbha-response of the leading managers could
be explained by the job positions of the contadtedliing managers. Most of the contacted
leading managers were senior managers or membdise afxecutive board of one of the
Business units of ARCADIS. People in these pos#timteive a lot of emails per day, which
can result in the email on the IMIC questionnairelieg on the bottom of the leading
managers inbox. Thereby, other managers said thailseare categorized on importance and
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guestionnaires often end in a pile of emails waslimportance. To reduce the chance that
the questionnaire would end up in an endless piless important emails, the questionnaire

was sent on behalf of a global knowledge leaderef@¢ leading managers responded within

the first month, but eventually it took several neder emails and a few phone calls to reach
the 15 filled out questionnaires in July 2014. Liagdmanagers that were contacted in the

USA and Germany never responded to any of the wrsn which created a non-response on
for these Business units. Eventually leading marsagepresented 10 of the 12 contacted

Business units, which accounts for a responseofé8%.

3.4 EMPLOYEE QUESTIONNAIRE

In the formal letter to the leading managers of tRdBusiness units, the leading managers are
also asked to distribute an employee questionraimeng their employees. The employee
guestionnaire is attached as a link to a websiterav the questionnaire can be filled out.
Access to the website is provided by the commuiticadepartment of ARCADIS USA. Due

to the fact that this thesis is an external resgamanagement of ARCADIS did not want the
guestionnaire to be distributed via global emaimd& spend on an external questionnaire is
deemed as lost time for the company and there@ading managers were initially asked to
distribute the employee questionnaire to at le@gpebple within their BU. The number of 20
people is chosen to at least receive a solid ammiurgisponses per BU, and as a compromise
to the executive management of ARCADIS, to redune spend on the questionnaire.

In the end the Netherlands, Canada and Belgiumtsergmployee survey to respectively 94,
120 and 54 employees, while Brazil and Chile distied it among respectively 20 and 20
employees. The Technical Knowledge Institute (TKF ARCADIS USA, which also
provided access to the survey website, posted rtifdogee survey on a website, which is
accessed frequently by approximately 120 employdese employees are all connected to
the environment department of ARCADIS). Other legdnanagers did not respond with an
estimate of the amount of employees that were cteda Responses for employees in these
Business units were not as high as for the prelyodescribed Business units. If a rough
estimate of 20 employees is maintained for the f&ss units that did not respond to the
guestion regarding contacted employees, the anwwuntacted employees is approximately
500. After 3 months 167 employees responded tgtlestionnaire, accounting for a response
rate of 33,4%. The questionnaire can be found ipefglix F.

The employee questionnaire starts out with a shtaduction of the goal of the research and
a definition of international collaboration to iatluce the employees with the intra-
multinational international collaboration and tdfide certain definitions. The first question
asks if employees often collaborate with otherrimaéonal colleagues and which creates an
immediate dependent variable for this researchenMards questions are posed regarding
opportunities to collaborate internationally, teglugies increase international collaboration,
willingness and motivation to collaborate internatilly and the ease of identifying
knowledge within ARCADIS.
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After the introductory questions regarding cultudatance, a section of questions based on
the cultural dimensions of Hofstede (Hofstede, 20QLestions of the official questionnaire
of Hofstede are developed for calculating countrgrages and not for the individual or MNE
level. Since this thesis studies ARCADIS, the qoesiaire needs to be applicable to the
individual level (and if needed can be aggregatedhe BU level). As Yoo et al. (2011)
explained: ‘using national averages can cause egialb fallacy when applied to the
individual level. That is why measuring culturahdinsions on the individual level gives a
more detailed view of cultural dimensions withisgecific group’ (p. 195). Groups are in this
case similar to ARCADIS Business units. Yoo et(2D11) and Wu (2006) addressed the
cultural dimensions of Hofstede in a new way, anthlcreated questionnaires for cultural
dimensions on the individual and MNE level. Bothegtionnaires have increased reliability
and better psychometrical vafuihan the standard national cultural dimensionslafstede.
The questionnaires can be used on the individudl MNE level, to show the effect of
cultural dimensions on work related subjects (Ybalg 2011; Wu, 2006).

Values for cultural distance are measured per @lldimension power distance (hierarchical
atmosphere in your working environment), uncertaavoidance (the need for clear rules and
regulations for work), masculinity (masculine anesult drive culture in the working
environment) and collectivism (group welfare befonelividual welfare). Every cultural
dimension can then be used on the individual lemefggregated to create averages per BU.
After the questions regarding cultural distancepleryees were asked if they deem their level
of English sufficient for working on internationgbrojects. Since all international
communication and international projects are exatuh English, having a good English
proficiency seems an important factor. Literatuls gointed out that language could be a
factor of influence on IMIC (Ambos & Ambos, 2009%lzeer et al. 2012).

Besides asking leading managers about the willisgraad motivation to share knowledge
and collaborate internationally, employees are a@sked a series of questions regarding
willingness and motivation to collaborate with imtational colleagues. This information can
be used at the individual level, while informatiohthe leading managers can be used at the
BU level. To measure the willingness and motivatiorcollaborate of employees, questions
are based on the survey used in the study of Hafgdohria (2004). Although rather old,
this article is still often cited regarding willingss and motivation (Nold Il & Herbert, 2012;
Ramthun & Matkin, 2012).

In addition to other factors, user resistance ofit@logy is measured on the individual level
with questions regarding the IT currently in usenffoyees are asked about the IT that is
currently available to employees within ARCADIS.efémployee questionnaire finishes with
some open questions asking for employee’s opireganding barriers that might exist in the

% psychometrical value, is the value created byissucbvering knowledge, abilities, attitudes, paesity traits
and educational measurement (Yoo et al. 2012)
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international collaboration network of ARCADIS apdssible solutions to these barriers that
they may pose to the executive board of ARCADIS.

Some general questions are asked regarding theoteatiables gender, age and degree of
foreignness “considering yourself more foreign ative to the country where you work in”.
In the literature gender and age are studied veigfand to technological adaptation (Morris et
al. 2005 & Ardichvili et al. 2006, Wang et al. 2Q08.ccording to the literature, technological
adaptation is related to collaboration (Kim & Kankalli, 2009), and therefore these control
variables are included in this study. Thereby bdargign in the country where you work in
might influence the ability to connect with otheudtness units of the MNE (Bauer &
Matzler, 2014) and therefore degree of foreigninessbeen included in the control variables.
Employment time has not been studied with regarcbt@boration, but has been included in
this study of Intra-Multinational International Qaboration (IMIC). The possibility exists
that previously stated control variables explainl@Mand if not taken into account, can
decrease the reliability of the logistic regressaoalysis (Bryman, 2012).

|3.4.1 NON-RESPONSE OF THE EMPLOYEE QUESTIONNAIRE

Table 3-2 shows the response rate as part of laofotantacted employees.

Business Unit Responses of Total employees Response percentage
employees contacted per BU
USA 38 120 32
The
Netherlands 30 o4 32
Canada 29 120 24
Belgium 20 54 37
Brazil 17 20 85
Chile 17 20 85
India 6 20 30
Poland 4 ? ?
France 1 ? ?
Middle East 1 ? ?
Other 1 ? ?
Germany 0 ? ?
Total 165*

Table 3-2 Responses to the employee questionnairer ppusiness unit (* 2 responses did not include tHgU where they work for)

As mentioned before, the employee questionnaisgtéshed to a formal letter to the chosen
leading managers that represent selected Businegds af ARCADIS. Some leading
managers did respond to the leading managers gneatie and distributed the employee
guestionnaire, but others only answered the leadimgnagers questionnaire or only
distributed the employee questionnaire. If respoaséd the distribution of questionnaire
regarding are added up per BU the following tabigioates.
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BU that responded to BU that distributed employee
the leading managers guestionnaire
guestionnaire Yes No
Yes 6 4 10
No 1 1 2
Total 7 5 12

Table 3-3 Response and distribution of questionnagés by business units of ARCADIS

Distribution of the employee survey is dependenth@nleading managers that represent their
BU and therefore part of the non-response can paieed by not distributing the employee
guestionnaires by these leading managers. Sometieaging managers distributed the
employee questionnaire, but a low response followeédse leading managers were requested
to send a reminder to their employees. In someso@3ale, Brazil) this increased the amount
of responses, but sometimes response still didnootase (UK, Middle East, India, Poland).
Leading managers that did not respond to emailsiesiqng them to distribute the
guestionnaire were also sent a reminder email. iBecaf the non-response by some leading
managers data regarding certain business unitsn@usr and the USA) is missing. Thereby,
some of the leading managers did not distribute éh@loyee questionnaire (Germany,
Middle East, France and UK), which also createmsa in data for certain Business units.

All emails requesting distributions of questionesairare send by global knowledge leaders
and the leading managers in charge of those emgdasent reminders to employees. For the
USA, response is dependent on employees visitieg Tkl Environment website. After
notification on the TKI website, the employee gigstaire was online for a limited amount
of time (1 month) and therefore could be misseddayain employees of the ARCADIS USA
business unit. This can also account for a nonerespregarding employees in the USA.

3.5 OPERATIONALISATION AT THE BUSINESS UNIT LEVEL

In this thesis a lot of different units of analysise used, which means that factors are
measured on different spatial levels. To asses®ffieet of the different factors on IMIC,
factors have been split up in three different uoftanalysis. Cultural distance is measured at
the business unit (BU) level, which is one wholemional community of ARCADIS (for
example ARCADIS Brazil or ARCADIS Canada). ThesesiBass units work in their national
environment, which is influenced by institutionaistdnce, that differs per country and
geographic distances from one BU headquarter tthan®U, headquarter. On the business
unit level, specialization and business unit age assessed, as well as willingness and
motivation of employees in that business unit. Ehe®asures account for an entire business
unit, based on the perception of leading managetkabd business unit. At last factors like
user resistance, willingness and motivation, soicidraction and cultural distance (again)
together with the control variables gender, agedeutee of foreignness are measured on the
individual level.
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|3.5.1 OPERATIONALISATION OF INTRA-MULTINATIONAL INTERNATIONAL

| COLLABORATION (IMIC) AT THE BUSINESS UNIT (BU) LEVHE

Collaboration between the different Business uwitere ARCADIS is situated is measured
with the roster recall method (Giulliani & Pietrdlne2011). The results of the roster recall
method are shown in Table 3-5. Table 3-4 showsdliag method of IMIC used in Table
3-5. In Table 3-5 the left column shows the BU dfieh the leading managers filled out the
guestionnaire. Perceived IMIC ties (ties that agecpived by Business units) are shown in
columns of Table 3-5. Received IMIC ties (IMIC tipsrceived by other Business units) are
shown in the rows of Table 3-5. Where as one BUhigerceive an IMIC tie, another BU
might not perceive that IMIC tie. This due to tleetfthat Business units are represented by
leading managers which cannot always know all IMiE3 that are present. For example,
business unit the Netherlands perceives IMIC tigh whe business units of Belgium and
Brazil. The business unit of Belgium also perceities IMIC tie with business unit the
Netherlands and therefore the Netherlands alsavecéhat IMIC tie. Business unit Brazil on
the other hand does not perceive an IMIC tie with Netherlands and therefore there is a
difference between perceived IMIC ties and receirBAC ties for business unit the
Netherlands.

Both perceived and received IMIC ties are taken sxtcount, to see if Business units score
higher on IMIC if rated by them rather than by atBeisiness units. The total numbers on the
bottom row and right column show the amount of greeores that are either given by
Business units or received of other Business units.

Description

Collaboration happens often and both in forms objgmt collaboration and
knowledge sharing.
Collaboration happens sometimes and either onlytha form of project
collaboration or in both projects collaboration &mbwledge sharing.

Collaboration happens sometimes and only irfahm of knowledge sharing.
Collaboration isn’'t happening between the twontaas.

X No response.
Domestic collaboration is not researched in thesis

Table 3-4 Explanation of different IMIC ratings
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Table 3-5 IMIC between ARCADIS Business units (N=12

The above table shows differences between the nuofb®IC ties perceived by Business
units and the number of IMIC ties received by otRaesiness units (for example, the UK rates
4 Business units as an ‘Often’ IMIC tie, while tH& only gets rates once as an ‘Often’ IMIC
tie). If IMIC ties are split up between IMIC tiegnqeeived by Business units and IMIC ties
received of Business units, the following tableyorates (able 3-§. Positions are based on the
highest number of ‘Often’ rated cells. If that nuenlis equal for several business units, the
number of cells that are rated ‘Sometimes’ or ‘Hiaad no IMIC’ are decisive. This selection
procedure in IMIC ties eventually originated in T&@B-6, which shows the numbers of IMIC
ratings and the IMIC rankings of the different imess units of ARCADIS.
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Perceived IMIC ties
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Received IMIC ties
Business units Often IMIC Sometimes IMIC  Hardly or no IMIC
. USA 4
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. Canada
. France
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. Germany
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11. Poland
12. Chile
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Table 3-6 Perceived and received IMIC ties *Non-rgmonse (N=12)

Table 3-6 shows that for example the UK perceive®ften IMIC’ ties, it only receives 1
‘Often IMIC’ tie of other business units. Businassit The Netherlands on the other hand,
shows ‘Often IMIC’ ties are perceived and receiwvedhe same number namely 3. To see if
there is a significant difference between perceiaed received IMIC ties a Spearman’s
correlation test has been performed.

IMIC on the business unit level has been measuiddthe roster recall method. Using this
method, the thesis eventually computes two scordMIC, namely ‘perceived IMIC ties’
and ‘received IMIC ties’ (as shown in the abovelgabTo see if a business unit (BU)
perceives more IMIC than it receives; the two valbave been tested on a relation to each
other using the Spearman’s correlation coefficiest. Results of Spearman’s correlation
coefficient (Table 3-7) show that, a higher ratiog IMIC ties perceived; is positively
associated to IMIC ties received (p: .022 and lowdl upper interval are respectively .160
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and .926 which shows that gaining one rank in peeceIMIC has a positive relation to
gaining a rank in received IMIC). Perceived ancereed IMIC ties are therefore associated
positively to each other.

IMIC Given

Correlation coefficient .709
Sig. (2-tailed) .022
N 10
IMIC Received Bias -.053
Std. error .184
Lower interval .160
Higher interval 926

Table 3-7 Spearman's Correlation coefficient for gien and received IMIC tie$

The two IMIC scores are positively associated, Whieeans that rankings of perceived and
received IMIC ties are not assigned in a random,veay therefore both can be used for
analysis. This thesis however, argues that otheingss units might forget having an IMIC
tie with a BU, while that BU is sure that thereas IMIC tie between them. Therefore
perceived IMIC ties are used in this thesis for dnalyses regarding the effect of distances
and barriers to IMIC and when during the analyseseferred to IMIC, it will refer to
perceived IMIC ties.

3.5.2 OPERATIONALISATION OF DISTANCES AT THE BUSINESS UNILEVEL

To analyze the effect of the different distancesligd in this thesis on IMIC, all distances
have been assigned ranks. Operationalization oditierent distances is explained in the
following paragraphs.

CULTURAL DISTANCE

To analyze cultural distance at the business engl| employee responses on the individual
level have to be aggregated to the business uret.|Business units have previously been
assigned ranks (Table 3-6) based on their IMICezdBince there is a difference between the
numbers of filled out employee questionnaires pesiress unit, five business units have been
chosen for analysis of distance at the businesdavsl.

The chosen business units are spread across tifieert continents and have the highest
number of responses and can be used to createuah assessment. Although the business
unit of the USA did have a sufficient number ofpesses to the employee questionnaire (38),
IMIC at the business unit level could not be cadted due to the non-response of Business

*The test has been excluded of IMIC rankings forldl8& and Germany, since leading
managers in those business units did not respotie teurvey. Relations between perceived
and received rankings of the USA and Germany worddte an error in the correlation test
and influence the outcomes and reliability.
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units to the leading managers questionnaire (whigplies the dependent variable at the BU
level). Therefore the USA business unit has beerluded from the analysis regarding
distance at the BU level. Responses to the emplqyestionnaire per chosen BU are shown
in the table below.

Chosen business units based on employee respon Employee Response

BU - The Netherlands 30
BU - Canada 29
BU - Belgium 20
BU - Chile 17
BU - Brazil 17
Total 113

Table 3-8 Chosen business units for the cultural giance analysis on the business unit level

At the business unit level, scores for culturatatise (1-5 ranging from strongly disagree to
strongly agree) have been aggregated per cultursrsgion (added up and divided by the
total number of responses). These aggregated smpessent cultural distance per business
unit of ARCADIS. Ranks that have been assignedéochosen business units are based on
the scores shown in Table 3-9.

A first look at Table 3-9 shows no large differemdsetween the business units. Standard
deviations are small, which means that employeesviry business unit are quite like-
minded. To see if any of these cultural dimensiafisence IMIC on the business unit level,
different business units have to be assigned airmgrikased on their score regarding the
cultural dimension. Table 3-10 shows the rankinfjgw@ry business unit on the 4 cultural
dimensions.
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Business unit F_’ower Uncgrtalnty Masculinity = Collectivism
distance Avoidance
Mean 2.21 3.56 1.66 3.56
BU - Belgium Std. dev. 572 .376 .593 .552
N 19 20 19 20
Mean 2.09 4.2 1.7 3.6
BU - Brazil Std. dev. 462 .354 741 .566
N 16 17 16 17
Mean 2.1 3.69 1.52 3.07
BU - Canada | Std. dev. 480 438 .608 .651
N 29 27 29 27
Mean 2.45 3.69 1.81 3.46
BU - Chile Std. dev. .383 .641 .585 .650
N 16 16 17 17
Mean 1.93 3.16 1.75 3.23
Net:eurlf;m ds Std. dev. .304 .538 .556 446
N 30 30 30 29

Table 3-9 Mean scores of cultural dimensions per dsen business unit

Power Uncertainty

Cultural dimension . : Masculinity Collectivism
distance Avoidance

BU - Belgium 2 3 4 2

BU - Brazil 4 4 3 1

BU - Canada 3 1 5 5

BU - Chile 1 2 1 3

BU - Netherlands |5 5 2 4

Table 3-10 Rankings of cultural dimensions of theedected business units
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INSTITUTIONAL DISTANCE

For institutional distance, ranks regarding propaights and contract enforcement are
derived from two databases namely the Internatiétrapberty Rights Index (IPRI) (IPRI,

2013) and the Enforcing Contract database (WorldkBgroup, 2013). The rankings of
property rights and contract enforcement are showrable 3-11.

Business Unit Property Right Index Rank Contract Enforcement Rank

[
w

The Netherlands
Canada

United Kingdom
Belgium

France

Chile

Poland

Brazil

Middle East
India

OO N[O OB WN
O NP N OO

[EE
o
[EY
o

Table 3-11 BU rankings regarding property rights ard contract enforcement (IPRI, 2013, World Bank Groyp, 2013)

GEOGRAPHIC DISTANCE

To see if geographic has any specific effect onGMéabsolute distance in kilometers is
measured between main business unit headquarté&kRGADIS. The same table as Table
3-5 is taken, but this time the absolute amounkittimeters between the business unit
headquarters of the contacted leading managetatexdswithin the cells.

BR CH

645 | 303 | 324 | | | | |

Table 3-12 Geographic distances between contactedREADIS Business units
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Once ranks are assigned to the geographic distéorceevery single business unit of
ARCADIS studied in this thesis, the Table 3-13 mages. All distances have been measured
in kilometers between the contacted business u@itse a distance between two business
units is smallest compared to the other distanited,distance will be assigned rank 1. The
furthest distance in kilometers between two businests is assigned rank 9. This procedure
of ranking geographic distance is done separatelg\fery business unit.

Rank CA BR CH UK NL BE FR PL IN ME

1 UK CH BR BE BE NL BE NL ME IN

2 BE CA CA FR UK FR UK BE PL PL
3 NL FR FR NL FR UK NL FR NL NL
4 FR UK UK PL PL PL PL UK BE BE
5 PL BE BE CA ME ME ME ME FR FR
6 CH NL NL ME CA CA CA IN UK UK

7 BR PL PL IN IN IN IN CA CA CA
8 ME ME ME BR BR BR BR BR BR BR
9 IN IN IN CH CH CH CH CH CH CH

Table 3-13 Ranks of geographic distance between busss units that responded to the questionnaire (1slosest, 9=furthest)

3.5.3 BARRIERS AT THE BUSINESS UNIT LEVEL
On the business unit level two different factorsvendbeen taken into account, namely
specialization and business unit age.

SPECIALIZATION

First of all, specialization, based on the abswveptiapacity of business units, is measured. In
the leading managers questionnaire, managers egpigg their business unit are asked to
rate their employees on a 5 point Likert-scaledlosorptive capacity through a of statements.
The questionnaire can be found in Appendix E. Tdwilts and the statements are shown in
the Table 3-14.
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Business Units

Employees have : BE BR CA CH FR IN ME NL PL UK
The ability to acquire
new knowledge and 4.5 5 4 3 4.5 5 4 4 4 5
achieve targets

A clear vision of strategy
and implementation of | 3.5 5 2 4 4 4 1 3 3 4
that strategy
Technical competency tp
implement new 4.5 4 5 3 4 4 4 4 4 5
knowledge

Skills to implement
practices

Skills to convert
international knowledge
The ability to exploit
new knowledge within | 4.5 4 3.5 4 4 4 4 4 5 5
ARCADIS
Total (Max=30) 255| 27 | 215 21 | 24| 25| 21| 23| 23 28
Mean 4.25| 45 | 3.58| 3.5 4 | 417 3.5 | 3.83| 3.83| 4.67

4.5 4 3.5 3 4 4 4 4 4 5

4 5 3.5 4 3.5 4 4 4 3 4

Table 3-14 Absorptive capacity of ARCADIS businesanits scale 1-5 (N=10)

BUSINESS UNIT AGE

Leading managers have also been asked if theinéssiunit is acquired in the last three
years. Since fairly few business units that areeaeshed were recently acquired by
ARCADIS (3), this factor has only been describegkddl on the answers of leading managers
to the open questions in the leading managers iquasire. The time that is passed between
the acquisition of a business unit and the presantthis thesis called business unit age.

|3.5.4 CONCLUSION OF OPERATIONALISATION ON THE BUSINESS UN

| LEVEL

On the business unit, distances and barriers Habeen transformed into rankings for either
the 10 business units that responded or the 5 nHms®ness units for cultural distance. Only
for business unit age there was no possibility nalyze the data, because of the lacking
amount of recently acquired business units in tlected data.

Due to the limited amount of time for this studyIC at the BU level sometimes showed
differences between given and received IMIC tidse @ifferences could be explained, once
follow up interviews were held with the leading ragers that represented the Business units.
Because of the absence of these follow up interwiegrtain data might be missing. Future
research should consider the possible differencdatia regarding IMIC ties.
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3.6 OPERATIONALISATION ON THE INDIVIDUAL LEVEL

3.6.1 OPERATIONALISATION OF IMIC AT THE INDIVIDUAL LEVEL

To create a dependent variable for the analysésli® on the individual level, employees
have to rate the following stateméhtften collaborate with other international cobgues
of ARCADIS”with a 5 point Likert-scale. Employees can ansvier statement regarding
IMIC on a five point Likert scale, ranging fromrshgly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’.

3.6.2 DISTANCE AND BARRIERS AT THE INDIVIDUAL LEVEL

Previous factors have all been analyzed based @mpéhception of leading managers and
therefore business units that collaborate inteonatly with each other, but on the individual
level employees themselves have directly been aslyedt IMIC.

Factors like social interaction, user resistanadingness and motivation, age, gender, time
employed and degrees of foreignness are measuredgth different statements. Some of
these factors consist of several questions, whigplagn different outcomes. Social
interaction, willingness & motivation and user stance are measured with statements that
are answered on a 5-point Likert-scale. Age, gelather time employed were all measured
with multiple-choice questions containing differeategorical answers.

3.7 STATISTICAL ANALYSES

|3.7.1 SPEARMAN’'S RANK CORRELATION TEST ON THE BUSINESS UN

| LEVEL

Researched distances and barriers on the busimissewel all contain rankings. These
rankings are related to IMIC rankings that wereiwdel from the leading managers
guestionnaire using a Spearman’s rank correlagsh Cultural distance on the business unit
level is related to IMIC on the business unit lefeglthe 5 chosen business units based on the
total number of responses to the employee questimrRanks for geographic distance and
institutional distance on the business unit level ralated to IMIC ranks for the 10 business
units that responded to the leading managers questire. The Spearman’s rank correlation
test contains values regarding significance (béd® means a significant relation) and upper
and lower variables. Upper variables are usedgmas direction to the relation between two
factors (for example between IMIC and institutiodadtance) once the rank of one factor is
gaining one rank. The lower shows a similar refegiop, but then for when the factor is
lowered by one.
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3.7.2 LOGISTIC REGRESSION ANALYSIS ON THE INDIVIDUAL LEVE

For distance and barriers on the individual lelagjstic regression analyses can be used to
explain the effect of distance and barriers on diependent variable of IMIC. Answers
regarding the dependent variable have been comibiméstrongly agree’ and ‘agree’, which
form the part of employees that do often collal®iaternationally and ‘neutral’, ‘disagree’
and ‘strongly disagree’ for employees that do ritérocollaborate internationally. Combining
the answers in this way creates a binary depenckmdble that can be analyzed with a
logistic regression.

3.8 CONCLUSION

By addressing selected leading managers of ARCAidSness units, data was collected for
analyses on the business unit level. Although ¢ladihg managers questionnaire was send on
behalf of the global knowledge leaders of ARCAD38Il the signature of the researcher on
the accompanied formal letter might have reduceddhal response on the leading managers
guestionnaire. In the end Germany and the USA didespond at all to the leading managers
guestionnaire, which creates a bias in the ovelah, by not including the knowledge of
these two business units (which are of importandbe overall ARCADIS network).

Thereby leading managers were selected based ckntdvdedge of senior management of
ARCADIS the Netherlands and Canada. The selecttilg managers could be chosen by
the senior management to increase a positive owctamcertain answers. However, a
complete random selection of leading managers weaossible, since leading managers
needed to have certain knowledge in order to answestions. This thesis did not know
which leading managers had that knowledge up fodthelp was therefore essential.

The distribution of the employee questionnaire waquested from the same leading

managers that were contacted for the leading masagesstionnaire. The data collection

showed a similar pattern as the collection of datathe business unit level where certain

business units did not respond. Help from outdigdéading managers took care of employee
response for the USA, which still provided a resgmoan the individual level for that business

unit. A different more secure method of distribgtithhe employee questionnaire might have
resulted in a higher response rate.

The employees that did fill out the employee questaire did this on the Internet. First of all
most of the questions had no missing answers, sp@stions were not answered. This could
be because of a technical error, but although thestgpnnaire was completely anonymous,
employees still might think answering certain gioes have negative consequences.

Second of all, some questions had a high degre®laitral’ answers. For the statement
regarding usefulness and ease of use regardingriafmn technology the number of neutral
answers was quite high. This could point to thestjae not being specific enough. Within
ARCADIS a lot of information technology facilitieare present, but questions regarding
information technology in common might not coverimigns about specific information
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technology. This might have also been the caseotioer questions. In the end 167 of the
approximately 500 employees did fill out the emgleyuestionnaire.
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4 DISTANCE AND BARRIERS ON THE BUSINESS UNIT LEVEL:
DO THEY REALLY MATTER FOR IMIC?

4.1 INTRA MULTINATIONAL INTERNATIONAL COLLABORATION (IM IC)

Following chapter answers the partial questionddsying several distances and barriers to
IMIC on the business unit level.

To what extent are business units of ARCADIS cotkting internationally,
according to leading managers representing Busine#s and employees of
ARCADIS?

Which distances and barriers are affecting IMIChwit ARCADIS according to
leading managers representing business units, amd?h

Rankings of geographic, cultural and institutiodatance are related to ranks of IMIC with a
Spearman’s rank correlation test.

4.2 THE EFFECT OF DISTANCE ON IMIC ON THE BU LEVEL

4.2.1 GEOGRAPHIC DISTANCE

According to several scholars, geographic distdra® a significant effect on collaboration
between business units (Business units) (Ghema&08at,; Ambos & Ambos, 2009; Knoben
& Oerlemans, 2006).

To test if there is any relationship between thekiregs of IMIC and the rankings of
geographic distance between business units, ar8paa correlation test has been executed.
The results of the test are shown in the tablevioeldhe numbers are based on business units
where leading managers responded to the questierarad are rebelled off to IMIC between
Business units.

Table 4-1 shows that ranks of two business ungarding IMIC are significantly related to
ranks of geographic distance, namely Canada andKhi@@-value is respectively .000 and
.025). The Spearman’s correlation test points loait higher rankings regarding geographic
distance are positively related to IMIC rankingpar scores of 1.00 for Canada and .948 for
the UK). Business units that are located furthemfiCanada and the UK are still positively
related to IMIC with these business units (loweres of .652 for Canada and .167 for the
UK). Geographic distance is positively associatetMIC for Canada and the UK. Large or
small geographic distances are both related pe$itio IMIC for Canada and the UK,
because a higher rank (e.g. closer) on the geoigrdigtance rankings also means a higher
ranking on the IMIC rankings. The other way aroarldwer rank on the geographic distance
rankings (e.g. further) still means a slightly reghank on IMIC rankings for the UK and
Canada. For the other studied business units, gpbgrdistance is not associated to IMIC.
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Large geographic distance according to Ghemaw#&l(?@astidar & Zaheer (2009) and
Storper & Venables has a negative effect on intevnal collaboration or related knowledge
transferring activities. This thesis shows thatrfarst of the business units geographic
distance is not associated to IMIC and for the Wid &anada it is even positively associated
to IMIC. Although the outcomes differ, this thebis specified the research on intra-
multinational collaboration where the other stud@sised on inter-multinational
collaboration (Ghemawat, 2001; Dastidar & Zahe8609. Therefore a difference might exist
between the two kinds of collaboration regardingitifluence of geographic distance.

Geographic Distance
CA BR CH UK NL BE FR PL IN ME

Correlation 903 | .309 | .273|.697 | .529 | .503 | .527| .273 -322 -.333
Sig. .000|.385 | .446 | .025 | .116 | .138 | .117| .446| .364 .34}
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
Bias’ - -.011| -.010] - -.039| -.050| -.042 -.032 .004 .00b

% .034 .052

— | Std. error .089 | .366 | .392 | .192 | .267 | .257 | .249| .304] .390 .40L
Lower .652 | -.542| -.616| .167 | -.086| -.105| -.059 -.38% -946 -.963
Upper® 1.00 | .888 | .888 | .948 | .925 | .875 | .887| .765 .528 .528

0

Table 4-1 Relationship of IMIC and geographic distace (N=Business units of ARCADIS that responded tihe questionnaire)

4.2.2 CULTURAL DISTANCE

Table 4-2 shows the test results of the Spearmaoiselation test for the 4 cultural
dimensions Power Distance (PD), Uncertainty Avoaar(UA), Masculinity (MF) and
Collectivism (IC). Every cultural dimension has igngficance score that is above the 95%
confidence interval (Sig. > 0.05). This means nohthe ranks of the cultural dimensions is
associated to the ranks of IMIC. The fact that @#man’s rank correlation has been
executed for only 5 business units could creat@as for this test and therefore point to non-
significant relations. Still, in this thesis no asmtion between the different cultural
dimensions on the business unit level and IMIC ddod found.

® Bias is a value that controls for natural biasesearchers that perform the Spearman’s correltiin

® Upper and lower scores refer to the relation efttho rankings that are tested in the Spearmamigletion
coefficient test. Upper refers to a relation witle bther factor once a rank is one step highedgvthé lower
score refers to the relation of two ranks onceréimd is one step lower.
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Power Uncertainty Masculinity Collectivism
distance avoidance
Correlation | --500 .100 -.700 -.700
Sig. 391 .873 .188 .188
N 5 5 5 5
L§) Bias .052 -.068 .098 .025
- Std. error 448 .643 428 405
Lower -1.000 -1.000 -1.000 -1.000
Upper 577 1.000 .685 .598

Table 4-2 Spearman's rank correlation test for cultiral distance and IMIC

LANGUAGE

In this thesis as a part of cultural distance, legg is also taken into account. Leading
managers were asked if they thought different laggs influenced IMIC. Leading managers
from business units where English is not the ndanguage (Chile and Brazil, the
Netherlands), answered that language had an irdéuen IMIC.

One reason is that reports are usually writtemértative language and employees that have
to work on projects in another country might havevork in the native language of that
country. Once that language is not spoken, prajetaboration is hardly possible (with the
exception of a few global projects where Englisthes main language for reports). Sharing
codified knowledge also has to be done in Engltaring codified knowledge might need
translation of documents, which takes time andetioee hampers IMIC. Another reason for
lacking IMIC is due to the fact that not all empé&g have a sufficient English proficiency.
Leading managers of Chile, Brazil, France and thth&rlands point out that not all
employees have a sufficient English proficiencytwk on international projects (Appendix
A).

|4.2.3 INSTITUTIONAL DISTANCE

Institutional distance is measured, using the tmstinal Property Rights Index (IPRI) (2013)
and the Contract enforcement statistics of the WBdnk Group (2013). The two databases
are only based on formal institutions, since infakrmstitutions have a big overlap with
cultural distance. Table 4-3 shows the resulthefSpearmans’s rank correlation test, for the
relation between rankings of ARCADIS Business umitel property rights and contract
enforcement rankings of the countries where thasgri®ss units operate in.

Table 4-3 shows that the rankings (Table 3-11)roperty rights are the only rankings that
have a significantly positive relation to the rards of IMIC (p: .003). Higher IPRI ranks are
positively related to IMIC ranks, while lower IMI@nkings also have a slightly positive
association with ranks on the IPRI. The resultsistiwat there is a positive relation between
IMIC and property rights meaning having strong by rights is positively related to IMIC.
Gaining one rank on the international property t8ghdex also means increasing 0.95 ranks
on the IMIC rankings.
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Property Rights Contract Enforcement

Correlation | .830 515
Sig. .003 128
N 10 10
% Bias -0.56 -0.44
— | Std. error 134 234
Lower 403 -.169
Upper .950 .823

Table 4-3 Spearmans rank correlation for instituticnal distance

As previously discussed institutional distance rigéive a negative effect on IMIC through
formal institutions of countries where businesgsipperate in, but institutional distance can
also have a negative effect through organizatiamgtitutions (Boschma, 2005; Knoben &
Oerlemeans, 2006). Looking at the answers of tadihg managers questionnaire, 8 leading
managers representing business units mentionedrma & institutional distance within
ARCADIS that according to them has a negative efbecIMIC of business units (Appendix
A).

Because of the extensive descriptions regardingtutienal distance in the questionnaire,
responses regarding organizational institutionstiagice are categorized into three groups:

» Administrative/accounting institutions consist dbw8 procedures regarding project
approval, tax rates that are applied to internafiovork, visas, currency calculations
and contracting regulations;

» Billability is a percentage that covers the workealrs per employee that actually
create revenue (e.g. work on projects for clients);

* Hourly rates are set per business unit and theabskill level of the employee.

Most of the organizational institutions are redidiven, which means they require certain
percentages to be met by a business unit. Theutistis are similar per business unit, but
every business unit of ARCADIS has their own goad iset percentage that has to be met.

This thesis did not quantify organizational indiinal distance in the employee questionnaire
because of the emphasis on formal institutiondhéresearched literature. Therefore scores
regarding organizational institutional distanceraarcreate aggregated business unit averages
to analyze. However, concerns of leading managgmesenting business units do show that
organizational institutional distance is a pointiterest in the field of IMIC. Although the
IPRI and the Contract enforcement index are redigblurces of institutional distance between
countries, these are measures that do excludercéstanal institutions like environmental,
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social and economic legislations. As one of thédiacthat affect IMIC, institutional distance
has only been partly researched in this thesistaltiee limited scope and time of this study.

4.3 THE EFFECT OF BARRIERS TO IMIC

4.3.1 SPECIALIZATION

A previous study of ARCADIS (2013) showed that greet of the Environment department

had different expertise in different business urtitspertise like noise & air and biodiversity

knowledge was not present in every business umiiclwcould create specialized business
units who are not able to absorb different knowéedge to the limited absorptive capacity of
that business unit.

Asking leading managers that represent business about specialization and IMIC resulted
in all responding leading managers saying businegsspecific practices have an influence
on IMIC. Leading managers say that although prastigften have a similar name, they still
differ a lot between Business units. The differeaften had to do with rules and regulations
regarding specific practices (in this case envirental law).

Next to different expertise, absorptive capacityuldo also influence the effect of
specialization on IMIC.

Table 4-4 shows that IMIC rankings are not assedidb rankings of absorptive capacity
(p: .138). Rankings of absorptive capacity diffeeeldt, and this might be due to the fact that
leading managers rather rate their Business uniislayees high, than low. Giving a low
absorptive capacity ranking to your employees mgitaw a certain disability of your BU to
other executives of ARCADIS. Scores are still bagedhe perception of leading managers
and questions regarding the absorptive capacityhinbg seen as threatening if ratings are
low. Another explanation might be that questionsgub for absorptive capacity were to
general and more specific questions pinpointedpecializations within Business units might
have given different results. Summarizing, leadimgnagers do think that specialization has
an effect on IMIC, but the Spearman’s rank coriefattest results in no significant
association between IMIC and absorptive capacity.

Absorptive capacity

Correlation .503
Sig. .138
N 10
2 |Bias ~.059
— | Std. error 374
Lower -.423
Upper .960

Table 4-4 Spearman's rank correlation test betweetMIC and Absorptive capacity
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|4.3.2 BUSINESS UNIT AGE

Questions regarding business unit age are askén ilrading managers questionnaire and in
the employee questionnaire. The leading managesstiQanaire pointed out that 3 of the
business units are part of a recently acquired emyppy ARCADIS, meaning that the
subsidiary was acquired within the last 3 yearse BRCADIS subsidiary (SENES) has
business units in Canada, India and the Middle.Eastding managers of all 3-business units
pointed out that collaboration between the busingsts of Canada, India and the Middle
East is present, because of the fact that they aleeady connected before the acquisition.
Being part of the same network of interconnectesir®ss units apparently has a positive
effect on IMIC.

Once the IMIC is compared for the newly acquiredibess units and other business units a
few differences can be seen. Canada and Indiadoiowledge the fact that they still have
to get fully integrated into the network of ARCADI&Isiness units, but they are feeling
collaboration ties are getting stronger, accordotheir response on the open questions of the
leading managers questionnaire (Appendix A). Theirtass unit in the Middle East has
somewhat more difficulties fitting into the netwook business units, mainly because other
business units who are already present in the Mid@istern region. The transition period of
1,5 year (Senes, 2014) shows that preparation etgunired company needs time and newly
acquired companies do not fit into the network o$ihess units immediately. Canada might
be the exception to previous statement, since éneyanked second on the amount of IMIC
ties. No significant effect can be calculated fosibess unit age, since there are not many
newly acquired firms in this study and a statidtaraalysis would create unreliable results.

4.4 CONCLUSION EFFECTS ON IMIC AT THE BUSINESS UNIT LBAM

At the start of this chapter two partial questioveye posed regarding the effect of distance
and barriers on IMIC on the business unit leveleSeghquestions can now be answered for the
part with regard to business units.

To what extent are business units of ARCADIS cotkting internationally,
according to leading managers representing business of ARCADIS?

The results of the roster recall method shows tBasiness units of ARCADIS are
collaborating internationally to some extent, bamng business units are showing a slight lag
in IMIC. Especially Chile, Poland and India are kg IMIC according to their IMIC
rankings (Table 3-6). Chile, Poland and India ated low on both the rankings for given an
received IMIC, which shows that other Businessgjriiut also their own leading managers
admit that there is not so much IMIC. Germany isp&cial case in this analysis. Other
business units admit to not collaborating with Gansnthat often, and Germany itself did not
even respond to the different surveys regardingCIM?®revious explanation might point to a
certain absence that Germany is showing in the or&tveof interconnected ARCADIS
business units. Sadly, no specific distances aidyarcan be appointed to the lack of IMIC in
Germany due to the non-response of the BU to testgunnaires.
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Which distances and barriers are affecting IMIChantARCADIS according to
leading managers representing Business units andagmees, and how?

Distance that affect IMIC on the BU level are noarnoawed down to geographic distance and
institutional distance. Geographic distance is fpadly associated to IMIC on the BU level
for the Business units Canada and the UK. This tipesirelation shows that, higher
geographic distance is not necessarily negativahted to IMIC on the BU level. The other 8
Business units did not show any association betwd€C and geographic distance.
Institutional distance is also associated posiivehce measured with the International
Property Rights Index (IPRI). Although it is a sigzant positive relation, the IPRI does not
include all institutions of a country where ARCADIftisiness units operate in and therefore
poses a certain bias. Due to the fact that orgaorm institutional distance has not been
included in the study, also this part has not baeslyzed with regard to IMIC on the BU
level.

The hypotheses regarding distance on the busimgssam now be tested.

= High cultural, institutional and geographic distaacs negatively associated with
IMIC (business unit level)

- High cultural distance on the business unit lesy&lot associated with IMIC.

- High geographic distance on the business undl lsveither not associated to
geographic distance or positively associated tddNtir the UK and Canada. This
shows that Ghemawat (2001) and Dastidar & Zahé¥¥9Pwere not completely right
regarding the negative effect of geographic distamtinternational collaboration,
although their research consisted of inter-mulioreat| collaboration and this study is
regarding intra-multinational international collabbon.

- High institutional distance is negatively asstamgto IMIC, which coheres with the
literature of Kostova & Roth (2002), Boschma (20863 Knoben & Oerlemans
(2006).

Barriers to IMIC, like specialization and businesst age, are not associated to IMIC on the
BU level. Specialization measured with absorptiapacity and business unit age did not
show any significant relation to IMIC, but leadintangers representing Business units do say
specialization is a point of interest, which migiftuence IMIC. Thereby, leading managers
of a recently acquired subsidiary pointed out tafser 1,5 years, their Business units are
getting integrated in the greater ARCADIS networkdaare starting to collaborate
internationally more often.
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The hypotheses regarding the effect of distancinemusiness unit level can now be tested.

High specialization (low absorptive capacity) igya@vely associated with IMIC
(business unitevel)

- High specialization is not associated to IMICievhdoes not cohere with relevant
literature of Szulanski (1996), Minbaeva (2007) &fdng et al. (2012) who said that
specialization had a negative effect on collaboratAgain these scholars did not
study intra-multinational international collabomatibut inter-multinational
collaboration and/or knowledge transfer, which migitovide a reason for the
differences in outcomes.
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5 INDIVIDUAL EFFECTS ON IMIC

5.1 IMIC ON THE INDIVIDUAL LEVEL

Next to the leading managers questionnaire, empkyeave been asked if they often
collaborate with international colleagues (e.g.Wlsalge sharing and/or project collaboration)
Figure 4shows the results of the question regarding IMM@ce you look at the chart, you can

see that 47 % disagrees or strongly disagreesthatistatement regarding IMIC. Almost half

of the respondents hardly collaborate with intaomatl colleagues. The fact that employees
hardly collaborate internationally and previous @\vtles, might point to a very small group of

people that fulfill the international projects aatbwledge sharing activities.

| often collaborate with international
colleagues of ARCADIS

B | often collaborate with
international colleagues

M | hardly or do not collaborate

Figure 4 IMIC according to employees (N=167)

This chapter will answer the following partial gtiess regarding the effect of distance and
barriers on IMIC on the individual level:

= To what extent are employees of ARCADIS collabhagatiternationally, according to
employees of ARCADIS?

= Which distances and barriers are affecting IMIChitARCADIS according to
employees of ARCADIS, and how?

= Which solutions for reduced collaboration can iefhce the effect of distance and
barriers on IMIC within ARCADIS according to empdeg?

= To what extent can IT leverage or reduce the etfesttnce and barriers on IMIC
within ARCADIS?
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Several factors like willingness & motivation tolletorate, user resistance of technology,
social interaction with other international colleag, cultural dimensions on the individual
level and control variables are taken into accautitis chapter. The following paragraphs
describe outcomes of the employee questionnairéaptor.

5.2 RESULTS OF THE EMPLOYEE QUESTIONNAIRE

5.2.1 WILLINGNESS AND MOTIVATION

Willingness and motivation can be an incentive on impediment to IMIC. If employees
are willing to share their knowledge and are mag&dao seek help once knowledge is absent,
collaboration ties will more easily arise (HanseiN&hria, 2004).

Once employees are asked about their willingneskadoe knowledge, a clear pattern arises of
rather sharing knowledge than keeping it to yo@i(®2% agrees or strongly agrees compared
to 3% that disagrees or strongly disagrees) arneratsking for help than solving problems
yourself (79% either disagrees or strongly disagteethe statement compared to 7% that
either agrees or strongly agrees). The resultsotioecessarily show that knowledge is shared
internationally or help is asked outside of the,But does show that employees are open
for collaboration in general.

Although employees are willing to collaborate, thmight not have the opportunity or even
worse the possibility to collaborate. Employees evasked if there was enough media to
share knowledge on and if there were enough oppitigs to work on international projects.
In this study knowledge sharing and project coltabion are the building blocks of IMIC and
to have IMIC at its full extent, both factors hawebe easily executed. Employees do think
there are enough media to share knowledge witleaglles (52% either agrees or strongly
agrees compared to 18% that either disagreesamgtyrdisagrees). On the other side, people
do not have enough opportunities to work on inteonal projects (57% disagrees or strongly
disagrees compared to 22% that either agreesamgtyragrees). If people are asked if they
would rather keep their work confined to their oawuntry and the domestic market, 82%
either strongly disagreed or disagreed with thatestent. Willingness to work in other
countries is present within ARCADIS.
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If opportunities for IMIC arise for some reasonerih still can be a problem regarding
identification of expertise (Tsai, 2001) and makusge of the expertise that is present within
the MNE (Hansen & Nohria, 2004; Tsai, 2001). Emplkey were asked if it is hard to identify
knowledge that is present within ARCADIS and ifist hard to make use of expertise
possessed by international colleagues at ARCADIBe majority of the employees at
ARCADIS think that knowledge is hard to identify5(% agrees compared to 20% that
disagrees) and employees find it hard to make usexpertise that is possessed by
international colleagues within ARCADIS (54% agreempared to 19% that disagrees).

5.2.2 USER RESISTANCE OF TECHNOLOGY

Employees of a MNE can resist using the technotbgyis present for reasons like difficulty
of use or finding the designated technology nofulg&im & Kankanhalli, 2009; Ardichvilli

et al., 2006). If data regarding technological issespected, the employee’s opinion of the IT
that is present within ARCADIS becomes visible.

According to employees of the ARCADIS, IT is notcassarily easy to use, but a large
amount of the answers is in the category ‘Neu(@9%). Part of this result can be assigned to
the fact that ARCADIS has a very large IT infrasttwre. Employees might have difficulties
with one part of the IT infrastructure, while eggilsing another part. Still, 38% noted that IT
used for sharing knowledge and collaborating orepts is not easy to use, while 23% of the
employees was positive about the ease of IT usage.

Ambos & Ambos (2009) and Mithas et al. (2012) adse@ointed out that IT can be very
useful for collaboration, crossing large distan@wl sharing codified knowledge, and
apparently employees of the ARCADIS agree with ¢hststements. 70% of the respondents
agreed or strongly agreed to the statement thiatavicollaboration (collaborating by using IT
tools) is useful for project collaboration and krneglge sharing. 30% of the respondents
either disagreed or strongly disagreed on thers&téregarding virtual collaboration.

To test whether employees are embracing newly im@hed technologies for collaboration
(opposed to resisting new technology), employeesaaked if they are often collaborating
through the newly implemented enterprise socialvogkt called ‘Yammer'. On Yammer,
employees are able to request specific knowledugresknowledge and identify knowledge
that is present within ARCADIS.

Sadly, Yammer (implemented 1 year ago) is not ofteed, according to the data. Only 18%
of the respondents frequently use Yammer, while &8s not make use of Yammer that
often or even never uses Yammer. User resistancdd aoot be assigned to specific
employees of certain Business units, but it do@svsthat new technologies are not always
adopted as fast, or at all, as one might think.
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The results show that employees do find virtualatmration useful, but are not inclined to
adopting new information technologies Literaturesipg that information technology can
help in the process of increasing internationallataration (Ambos & Ambos, 2009;
Tanriverdi, 2005; Mithas et al. 2012) might be eotr but employees still have to be open for
information technology that is implemented for ablbration. That is currently not the case
within ARCADIS.

5.2.3 SOCIAL INTERACTION

According to the literature previous contact andefto-face contact increases trust and
collaboration (Storper & Venables, 2004; BreschLi&soni, 2003; Noorderhaven & Harzing,

2009; Zakaria et al., 2004). Employees of the ARCAvere asked if previous contact

stimulated future contact with these colleagues Tésults of the employee questionnaire
point out that respondents think that previous acintwith colleagues stimulates future
collaboration with those colleagues (80%).

5.2.4 CULTURAL DISTANCE ON THE INDIVIDUAL LEVEL

As previously discussed in paragraph 2.3.2, cdltdistance is aggregated to BU level, to
compare different countries on cultural distancd #me association with IMIC. To see if
cultural distance has an effect on IMIC, it is alaken into account on the individual level.
Every cultural dimension has been implemented @nltigistic regression, to show whether
PD, UA, MF and IC have a significant influence &HiC on the individual level.

5.3 ANALYZING RESULTS

Analysis in this chapter is done using logisticresgion analyses with IMIC on the individual
level as the dependent factor. Before the logistgression analysis has been computed,
factors have been tested for multicollinearity. Baf the added factors had a value above
.800 for collinearity with other factors as shownAppendix C.Table 5-1andTable 5-2show

the results of the logistic regressions that hagenbmade for the individual factors that
influence IMIC.

In the logistic regression is strived for parsimpmeaning factors are excluded that hardly
have an effect on the model. Barriers and distahe¢ are strongly non-significant are
stepwise excluded from the logistic regression rhddaoking at the Pearson’s coefficient,
non-significant factors are excluded until the Beats coefficient is not decreasing any more
(but is increasing). In the end the stepwise exolydf factors results in a few factors that are
still included in the logistic regression, whichnche analyzed on significance and either
positive or negative influence on IMIC.

During the process of excluding factors ‘degredooéignness’ had a very high ‘Odds ratio’
which can point out to an error in the analysisceodata is scarce for that variable. The
variable can point to a significant relationshipilehactually being insignificant (Bryman,
2012). Although degree of foreignness is signiftaarthe first step, it has been excluded due
to the scarce lack of diversion in the answersy(dnpeople admitted feeling foreign in the
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country where they work in), to previous explanatregarding the error in ‘Odds ratio’ and
due to the fact that the reliability of the logistiegression increased (lower pearson’s chi
square value) after excluding this variable.

Logistic Regression Step 1

S.E. Wald

Significance

Willingness and motivation
Identify knowledge 331 .003 .958 .983
Ability to leverage 337 7.987 005+ 386
knowledge
Solve problems yourself 310 .087 767 1.096
Share knowledge .355 .582 446 .763
Preference to work in 346 2.145 143 602
the Domestic market
User resistance
IT is easy to use .299 1.986 159 .656
Virtual collaboration .335 .051 .821 .927
Yammer .664 .538 463 1.628
Cultural distance
Power distance 617 2.808 .094* .356
Uncertainty avoidance 466 527 468 1.403
Masculinity 464 .024 .876 .930
Collectivism 510 .900 343 1.622
Language 254 243 .622 1.133
Other factors
Social interaction 342 .054 .816 1.083
Foreignness 1.580 8.384 .004*** 97.060
Male 576 5.548 .018** .258
Age 273 449 .503 .833
Acquisition 627 128 721 .799
Time employed .228 1.164 281 1.279
Constant 4.084 1.227 .268 92.115
. _ Log-
N=167 C%’;g;gre' likelihood:
' 112.424

Table 5-1 Logistic regression results step 1*p< 0.%*p<0.05, ***p<0.01
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Logistic Regression Step 2

Factor S.E. Wald Significance

Willingness and motivation

Ability to

leverage 237 11.659 .00 x** 445

knowledge

Share knowledge 267 448 .503 .836

Preference to

workiin the 281 6.041 014* 502

Domestic

market

User resistance

IT is easy to use .209 2.247 134 731

Yammer 549 482 .488 1.464

Cultural distance

Power distance .503 4.984 .026** .325

uncertainty 397 1.758 185 1.693

avoidance

Collectivism .387 .009 .926 .965

Other factors

Male 464 4.905 .027** .358

Time employed .183 1.870 172 1.284

Constant 2.951 2.828 .093* 142.867

. ) Log-
N=167 Cr;'fg;jre' likelihood:
' 141.840

Table 5-2 Logistic regression results step 2 *p< D, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

5.3.1 WILLINGNESS AND MOTIVATION

As table 5-1 and 5-2 show, the ability to leverggeake use of) the knowledge of
international colleagues significantly affects IMIEmployees were asked if they found it
hard to make use of knowledge possessed by inienmahtcolleagues of ARCADIS. When
employees find it harder to leverage internatidaawledge, the odds of IMIC are getting
lower according to the ‘Odds-ratio’ (Exp.B) thathslow 1. The same explanation accounts
for results regarding the ‘I rather keep my workfooed to my own country and the domestic
market’ statement. When employees are not willmgvork abroad, and rather keep work
confined to the domestic market, the odds of IMI€ getting lower. Hansen & Nohria (2004)
explained in their empirical research that factbeg lower motivation of employees (like the
ability to leverage knowledge) and willingness €likvillingness to work abroad) do
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negatively affect international collaboration. Alfor ARCADIS, results show that lower
willingness and motivation have a negative effectMIC.

5.3.2 USER RESISTANCE OF TECHNOLOGY

The logistic regression analysis, which can be doumrable 5-1andTable 5-2 does not point
out any significant factors for user resistancdechnology. Apparently, finding IT hard to
use, finding virtual collaboration useful for cdilaration and using Yammer as a way to
connect with international colleagues does notuatice the chances of IMIC. Literature
shows that IT can help out on international collation (Ambos & Ambos, 2009; Tanriverdi,
2005; Mithas et al. 2012), but in this empiricalidst none of the factors regarding user
resistance of technology affect IMIC. To make IT rkwowith regard to international
collaboration, user resistance first has to be avee.

There was no question that asked why informatiarhrielogy was hard to use or why
information technology was useful, but answers e bpen questions in the employee
guestionnaire provided answers of 10 people (NLjeCRISA) explaining why people have
difficulties with technology that is used to coltahte internationally (Appendix D). They
noted that there is a lack of knowledge regardwitaborative technologies and that there are
too many tools currently present, which makes rdh@ choose and know which one is
actually useful and used by many people. Accortintpose 10 employees there is no need
for more technology; just more attention needset@aid to the use of these technologies.

5.3.3 SOCIAL INTERACTION

Results of the logistic regression analysiable 5-) show that social interaction has no
significant effect of increasing the chances of MION the one hand the statement regarding
social interaction is positive, employees mighhkhihat social interaction helps, but on the
other hand, 57% of the employees think there arefet® opportunities to work on
international projects and 56% of the employeesktitiis hard to identify knowledge within
ARCADIS. Social interaction therefore might not kaa relevant effect on IMIC, although
further research still has to prove this.

5.3.4 CULTURAL DISTANCE ON THE INDIVIDUAL LEVEL

Table 5-1 and Table 5-2 show the 4 cultural dimensions that are includedthe logistic
regression analysis. Masculinity is excluded atdbeond step, since that cultural dimension
was already highly insignificant in the first stefpthe analysis.

Table 5-2shows that power distance is significant in baép < and 2 of the logistic regression
analysis. Collectivism is highly insignificant inep 2.Table 5-2shows that higher power
distance reduces the chance on IMIC (Exp.B: .3@3), therefore high power distance has a
negative effect on IMIC. This is in line with théekature of Lucas (2006) and Mdller &
Svahn (2004), saying that smaller PD increasess@ayaganizational and international
collaboration, while high PD increases collabormatwith factor in close vicinity, but has a
negative effect on international collaboration. Emgpes that are working in an environment
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that is less hierarchical, meaning relations betweanagement and employees are less tense
and strict, are more inclined to IMIC.

LANGUAGE
In the employee questionnaire employees are alseda$ they think their English is of a
sufficient level for international collaboration.

As described in paragraph 4.2.2, leading managjerk that some of their employees have a
lacking English proficiency, employees who filledtdhe questionnaire think that their level
of English is sufficient for international projec@nly 19 people think that their English is not
sufficient for working on international projectsn€e the language factor is implemented in
the logistic regression analysis on the individesakl, it does not show any significant effect
on IMIC.

When employees are asked what they thought weteréathat affect IMIC, 21% responded
that culture and mainly language is of influenceldiC (Appendix D). Ambos & Ambos
(2009), Zaheer et al. (2012) and Lucas (2006) de=ttrthat language has an effect on
international collaboration, but in this thesispydaage does not have a significant effect on
IMIC.

5.3.5 CONTROL FACTORS

The logistic regression analysis also included soomdrol factors, namely gender, age, time
employed and degree of foreignness. Of previous émuntrol factors only males have a
significant positive effect on increasing the chanaf IMIC happening. 55% of the
respondents were male, and 45% of the responde&mésfemale.

Table 5-2shows that male has an odds ratio of .358 medrengy male (O is rated male and 1
is rated female in the questionnaire) increasexhiamce of IMIC. Morris et al. (2006) and

Wang et al. (2009) pointed out that gender didhaste an effect on technological adaptation
and virtual collaboration. Although previous twopasts are part of this thesis, it is not
actually studied. This thesis shows that within RIS males have a positive effect on

IMIC.
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5.4 SERENDIPITY! ORGANIZATIONAL INSTITUTIONAL DISTANCE ON THE
INDIVIDUAL LEVEL

Organizational institutional distance is not codernm the employee questionnaire, but

answers to the open questions in the employee iqueaire, showed that employees see

organizational institutional distance as an impesimto IMIC. Therefore this specific

institutional distance is also covered on the irdiial level.

While the leading managers mainly mentioned biligbiand international hourly rates
differences as a barrier to IMIC, the respondefit$he® employee questionnaire had a more
mixed opinion (Figure 5). 32% of the employees nogr@d administrative and accounting
procedures as a barrier to IMIC. Most often empésyeaid that procedures regarding
approval of international projects are slow. Thgretifferent tax rates, arranging working
visas, currency conversions and contracting probleath slowed down the process of
international projects. Because of institutionst telew down the process of international
projects, employees said that they get demotiviatetiart working on international projects.

Institutional barriers within ARCADIS

B Administrative/accounting
H Billability goals

u Differences in hourly rates for
international projects

H Did not mention institutional
factors

Figure 5 Institutional distance within ARCADIS accading to employees (143 of 167 responded)

Another barrier (mentioned by 27 % of the employied answered the open question) that
falls under organizational institutional distance the billability of different ARCADIS
Business units. Executive management of every B&J deatain goals that have to be met,
regarding revenue and profitability. These goatsteanslated into a set percentage of hours
and revenue that have to be met per employee. Bedaternational projects often carry
additional cost (working across different Busines#s, one BU has to take the lead) and one
of the Business units has to be responsible foptbgct (e.g. baring all the risks), billability
and revenue are often less than for domestic pgroj&enployees mentioned that working on
domestic projects will keep you on schedule forrybiliability and therefore, working on
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international projects is de-motivated. This cookda reason for reduced IMIC. Goals that are
set by executive management actually create bsrrfier employees to work on the
international level, because of a set of rulesragdlations regarding billability.

The last factor that is mentioned by employeesnisrnational hourly rates. Working on
international projects often requires a set of pedmm different Business units. Every BU
has their own hourly rates, but these rates diéatively. For example, if work has to be
done in South — America (where rates are lower) padple from the USA and the
Netherlands (where rates are higher) have to wodether with people of Chile, rate
differences come into play. To get hired by theriyou will need to set a profitable price,
but with relatively expensive rates of the USA aheé Netherlands compared to Chile,
international collaboration could be a de-motivgtiactor in proposing for a project. Without
international experience, expertise might be mgséam the projects, but if you would include
that international experience, prices are too high.

Organizational institutional distance is not impéted in the employee survey, but because
open questions created room for employees to exghesr concerns, employees did pose
organizational institutional distance as a threatMIC. No significant effect can be derived
from this data, but further research might be dblg@rove that organizational institutional
distance has a significant effect on IMIC.
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5.5 POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS FOR THE EFFECT OF DISTANCE ANDARRIERS

TO IMIC ACCORDING TO EMPLOYEES
In the employee questionnaire, employees were @itplasked to propose possible solutions
for effects of distances and barriers to IMIC (EaBt3). Answers to the open questions
regarding solutions to reduced IMIC have beendittecertain categories. These solutions are
shortly explained in the following paragraphs.

STIMULATING AND RECOGNIZING INTERNATIONAL EFFORTS

The most often mentioned solution (by 20% of theleyees) is one regarding stimulation
and recognition. Employees say that because ofraepgoals regarding billability and
profitability, executive management per businesg impursuing these goals separately.
International projects often carry extra costs ardd more effort, because of a distributed
workforce, risk baring, mixed cultures and finahddferences between business units. The
chance of failure is bigger and failure would meansk of not making your goals. According
to employees executive management is thereforé ealeful in taking on big international
projects and do not necessarily stimulate theseskiof projects. To increase IMIC and
especially the point of international project cbbaation, employees think that executive
management of business units should stimulatenatenal projects among their employees
and the overall ARCADIS executive management shaelcbgnize business units for
pursuing international projects. This way a projecin’'t be a possible risk of not reaching
your goals, but a chance to get recognized for Whatbeen achieved.

UNDERSTANDING AND UNIFORMITY OF INFORMATION TECHNOIOGY

18% of the respondents to the employee questiomrssrd that IT is useful for virtual
collaboration, but not always easy to use. Idemigknowledge also is a significant factor of
influence on IMIC and especially identifying knowtge can be made easier through tools as
enterprise social networks as mentioned by Albergkt al. (2013). To better identify
knowledge within the network of ARCADIS employeesbetter understanding of the IT
infrastructure is needed according to the emplayEesployees also mentioned that not all
business units had the same set of tools and Fheat exposure, which creates problems
when collaboration is initiated through certainlgpdut not everybody, is able to use these
tools. Conformity of IT and tools is needed accogdito employees to increase virtual
collaboration. Thereby training in the several dTifities might increase the amount of people
using the IT infrastructure and creates awarenkdgferent functionalities.

UNIFORMITY IN GLOBAL PROCEDURES

Other solutions mentioned could be categorized wurglebal procedures. 17% of the
employees mentioned there is a need to create rroiydoetween the different business units
regarding hourly rates regarding international @ctg, agreements for the movement of
people across business units, quicker procedugesdiag international projects and a global
policy for ARCADIS. Although creating uniformity iprocedures between the different
business units can be a very difficult task, empésydo think something needs to be done
regarding procedures and international hourly redescrease IMIC.
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ORGANIZING MORE SOCIAL EVENTS

14% of the employees think that social events migbtease IMIC. Contact can be made
through IT tools, but employees think that actaakfto-face interaction through social events
creates trust and increases collaboration. Havimge-fo-face contact also creates the
opportunity to exchange valuable (tacit) knowledge creates awareness of knowledge that
is present within ARCADIS as a whole. Employees tioerthat there are social events where
international colleagues meet to get acquainted exuthange knowledge, but these social
events often have restrictions regarding seniofityainly for high level management
positions) or the opposite meaning it is just famiprs. A large group of employees therefore
gets excluded from social events. Social eventhowit entry restrictions would be an
incentive to share knowledge, strengthen ties batvimisiness units and increase IMIC. The
solution brought by the employees is in coherenttk the ideas of Chang et al. (2012) and
Argote & Ingram (2000) that said to increase calla@tion and knowledge sharing (especially
tacit knowledge) you will need to bring knowledge places where it is needed, by
connecting employees face-to-face through socehisy

TRAINING ON INTERNATIONAL PROJECTS MANAGEMENT

In the paragraph on stimulation and recognitionalgioof executive management were
mentioned regarding the pursuit of internationabjgets. Mainly because international
projects are more difficult to manage, executivenaggement rather pursues projects on the
domestic market. 11% of the employees think thaiedousiness units facilitate training for
large international projects, the risk of failusereduced and executive management might
tend to pursue more international projects. Of seuhis solution needs to go hand in hand
with other solutions to increase the feasibilitytlas training.

MANAGERS FROM DIFFERENT CULTURES IN EVERY BUSINESSNIT

The last solution mentioned by 8 % of the employedsch supposedly could reduce cultural
distance between different business units arenatemal managers. Employees said that
experienced managers in a business unit know thé&ingp environment in their country.
They know how to respond to certain situations kmow how to handle the culture that is
present in that country. If you would either mixmagers of different countries in every BU
or distribute managers with a lot of internatioemperience across the different business units
cultural distance might be reduced. These managgsbe your first point of contact for
doing business with other business units and cams@&d/ou on subjects regarding IMIC.
Hansen & Nohria (2004) and Minbaeva (2004) empleatiie importance of international
managers to bridge cultural distance and to stitautdernational collaboration.

STIMULATE ENGLISH IN THE WORKING ENVIRONMENT

6 % of the employees (all based in South Ameribajktthat English should be stimulated.
South American employees mentioned that in padrdolisiness units where English is not of
a sufficient level; English should be practicedhe working environment. Some employees
also pointed out that help from international cafjees (if they for example are in Chile or
Brazil for an international project) could improteeir English skills. Since English is the

main language for international projects and irdgomal social interaction, stimulating
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English practice in business units where the le¥énglish is not sufficient, might indirectly
increase IMIC. Employees said that an improved lleMe English gives people more
confidence to start a conversation, share theinkerdge and ask for help.

SUPPORT GROUPS FOR INTERNATIONAL PROJECT OPPORTUNS

As an addition to the training on international jpod management, 6 % of the employees
mentioned support groups. Since setting up annat@mal team of professionals and creating
the framework for an actual project on internati@tale is laborious and requires knowledge
of several business units and expertise presetitose business units, employees proposed
support groups. These groups are standby for iatiemal opportunities and can immediately
pursue such projects. Having the support groupsdbtameans that the initial first step of
offering your service to the client takes less tiamel effort, which also reduces extra costs
and loss of efficiency. Since reduced efficienayet loss and extra costs are all inhibitors of
reaching executive goals, reducing the chance esetffactors will stimulate employees and
management to pursue international projects.
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Solutions to distance and barrier according to emmlyees of ARCADIS

Solution Score | % | Description

Stimulating and recognizing 30 20 | International goals instead of operation comity goals,

international efforts recognition for international efforts, stimulatioh
international projects by operation community mamagnt.

Understanding and uniformity of| 27 18 | Better understanding of IT-infrastructurebgll conformity

information technology in IT, training in IT facilities, better expertisimder.

Uniformity in global procedures 25 17  Internatiorgual rates, international agreement for the
movement of people, quicken procedures, ONE ARCAD
Policy.

Organizing more social events 20 14  More face-te-fateraction events without constraints
regarding age/seniority etc.

Training international project 16 11 | Training in large international project magagnt, non-

management billable practice, training in collaboration tools.

Managers from different cultures 12 8 Mix managers from different operation commiesiin

in every business unit departments with the same expertise, increaseraliltu
awareness by mixing management positions.

Stimulate English as main 9 6 Stimulate English practice in non-English warki

language in the working environments and create where needed English urse

environment

Support groups for international | 9 6 Create support groups that are accessiblat@miational

project opportunities proposals, support groups that are ready to traughort
groups that are globally billable.

Number of different responses | 148 100

to the open question regarding
solutions to reduce IMIC

N=167 (response rate 89%)

Table 5-3 Solutions to distance and barriers accordg to employees
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5.6 CONCLUSION EFFECT ON IMIC AT THE INDIVIDUAL LEVEL

After all previous paragraphs, the partial questitimat are posed at the start of this chapter
can now be answered starting with:

To what extent are business units of ARCADIS coikting internationally,
according to leading managers representing Busine#s and employees of
ARCADIS?

Employees are collaborating to some extent, alth@ukarge part (47%) is saying they are not
often collaborating with international colleagu86% does say they are often collaborating
with international colleagues. To explain currévitC within ARCADIS, several factors have
been tested on their effect on IMIC, which gives tpportunity to answer the second partial
guestion:

Which distances and barriers are affecting IMIChantARCADIS according to
employees of ARCADIS, and how?

Certain individual factors do influence IMIC. Paragh 5.2.1 shows that employees of
ARCADIS are willing and motivated to collaborateytlhhey are not sure how to leverage
(make use of) the knowledge that is present withéncompany. Thereby, few employees are
willing to work abroad. Most of the employees ratfteus on the domestic market instead of
pursuing international projects, most likely beaawo$ their families. Both factors regarding
willingness and motivation have a significant negaeffect on IMIC. Thereby, high power
distance has a significant negative effect on IMKhowing that strong hierarchical
environments are negatively influencing IMIC. Figamales have a positive effect on IMIC
in contrast to females. The following hypotheseas maw be tested for individual factors.

1. Employees that interact socially with colleagues arore inclined to IMIC than
employees that are not socially interacting witHezgues (individual level)

Employees that interact socially with internatiocalleagues are not more inclined to
IMIC, than employees that are not socially interagt

2. Employees that use available technology to collatewith international colleagues
are more inclined to IMIC than employees that rissischnology to collaborate with
other international colleagues (individual level)

Employees that use available technology to collateowith international colleagues

are not more inclined to IMIC than employees tlesist technology to collaborate
with international colleagues.

3. Employees that are willing to share knowledge vather international colleagues
and are motivated to help other international catiees are more inclined to IMIC
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than employees that do not want to share knowleshgkedo not want to help other
colleagues (individual level)

Employees that are willing to share knowledge witer international colleagues and are
motivated to help other international colleagues aot more inclined to IMIC than
employees that do not want to share knowledge antbtiwant to help other colleagues.

The hypotheses show that none of the posed hypmsthiss accepted and therefore
literature did not cohere with this empirical studBeasons for non-coherence are the
point that intra-multinational international coltafation is not studied in any of the
literature and most of the time inter-multinationabllaboration or international
knowledge transfer is studied. These are similpjests, but never completely the same.

To find out if employees might have explicit iddaasovercome reduce IMIC, the following
partial question is answered.

Which solutions for reduced collaboration can iefice the effect of distance and
barriers on IMIC within ARCADIS according to empeg?

The most often mentioned solution to the effeatlisfance and barriers on IMIC according to
employees is stimulation and recognition by the ag@ment of ARCADIS business units.
Employees think that current management is not wtiimg employees to pursue big
international projects. Often these projects conith Varge responsibility and a certain risk
for the pursuing BU. Therefore; management rathesyes domestic projects according to
employees. Promoting stimulation and recognitiomiaccordance with literature of Hansen
& Nohria (2004) that pointed out that managemenbufth stimulate international
collaboration among employees to increase theirpatitive advantage in the long run.

The second most often mentioned solution for reducellaboration is to increase the
understanding of the current IT infrastructure WitARCADIS. Employees pointed out that
they find collaborative IT is not that easy to uBeaployees need more training in the tools
that can increase IMIC, to actually start workinghwinternational colleagues more often.
Until now employees said that it is not clear whainfrastructure is available with regard to
collaboration. Ambos & Ambos (2009), Tanriverdi (&) and Mithas et al. (2012) pointed
out that IT can help increase international coltabion, but is not the sole solution to
problems regarding international collaboration. Eogpes might perceive lagging IT as an
impediment to IMIC, but in the end, increasing ifrastructure only partly increases IMIC.

The third most often mentioned solution for reduacadlaboration is global procedures.
Employees pointed out that internationally diffgrimourly rates are a big inhibitor of IMIC.
Some rates are simply too expensive for other Egsinunits of ARCADIS to make a
profitable offer to clients. Thereby, goals wittgaed to billability and profitability make it
hard for employees to pursue big international guigj, since these projects often require a
sharp offer, which might not be as profitable as domestic projects. Other solutions have
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been put forward, but employees of ARCADIS mentibmpeevious three solutions most
often.

To what extent can IT leverage or reduce the effstance and barriers on IMIC
within ARCADIS?

The paragraph on user resistance of technology shitvat employees of ARCADIS do think
that a better understanding of the current IT Btftecture can increase IMIC. Although
employees have this perception, previous attengptonnect employees with international
colleagues with enterprise social networks (likenyiger) are still not entirely adopted by the
employees of ARCADIS. Thereby, Kim & KankanhallO@) and Ambos & Ambos (2009)

pointed out that IT can support people in collabora but it is no complete solution to

problems regarding international collaboration &mbwledge sharing. Therefore IT can
support employees of ARCADIS in their collaboratimd knowledge sharing activities, but
will not completely reduce the hampering collabiomat
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6 CONCLUSION

Previous chapters show that Intra-Multinationaginational Collaboration (IMIC) has many
factors that might influence it's success. Diffdremits of analysis have to be taken into
account and even then some parts come short iaiexg effects on IMIC. At the beginning

of this thesis the following main question was fbse

To what extent do distance and other barriers affedra-multinational international
collaboration of ARCADIS, how and why; and how d&tance and barriers be overcome?

To answer the main question, partial questions l@en formulated to give a proper insight
into IMIC.

The first partial questionWhat are the incentives for IMIC, according to titerature?’ has
been answered in the theoretical framework. Ingeatfor IMIC are important for this thesis,
but firstly the origin of IMIC had to be studiedhd& theoretical framework showed that
Buckely & Casson (1976) were the first scholarscomduct an elaborate study on the
multinational enterprise (MNE), showing that mudtflonal enterprises have a large network
of interconnected firms. Although these firms weomnected in some way, they still noted
difficulties in sharing knowledge across borderd anross large distances. Szulanski (1996)
later showed that barriers to international collaltion exist and they have to be addressed, in
order to make international collaboration succdsffuckley & Casson (1976) and Szulanski
(1996) can be seen as the founders of literatgarding IMIC and distances and barriers that
affect IMIC. They tried to understand they way ihigh multinational enterprises act across
the globe, and what kind of pitfalls multinatioreadterprises had to deal with, before success
could be granted. Buckley & Casson (1976) and $wskia(1996) pointed out that by linking
global knowledge and operations, a multinationakgaise could beat competitors not by
sheer scale and size, but by efficient knowledgeagament. Previous statement was later
embraced by Hansen & Nohria (2004).

But to completely understand IMIC, you need to knatvat the incentives for IMIC are.
Boschma (2005) and Knoben & Oerlemans (2006) coedbiifferent proximities that were
of influence on inter-organizational collaboratighithough IMIC not exactly the same as
inter-organizational collaboration, Knoben & Oerbam (2006) pointed out that incentives
for inter-organizational collaboration could alse bised for IMIC. Incentives for IMIC
therefore were cultural proximity, institutional gamity and geographic proximity, but
instead of proximities, distances were taken ia ghudy, in order to link up to other literature
(Lucas, 2006; Kostova & Roth, 2002; Ghemawat, Bl & Mudambi, 2013; Ambos &
Ambos, 2009). Distance is in previous literaturgareling international collaboration the
exact opposite of proximity; whereas distance tteshow that there might be a negative
effect, and proximity try to prove a possible pesiteffect of vicinity on collaboration.

Besides the incentives for IMIC, other literatu@stbeen analysed to see whether there are
more barriers to IMIC, than the previously assigmgigraphic, cultural and institutional
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distance (Hansen & Nohria, 2004; Minbaeva, 2007ar@het al. 2012; Storper & Venables;
Bauer & Matzler, 2014; Kim & Kankanhalli, 2009). &lguestioriWhich distances and other
barriers can theoretically have a positive or nagateffect on IMIC?can be answered after
extensive literature reviews. Literature showedt thegh cultural distance, institutional
distance, geographic distance, specialization andblusiness unit age could have a negative
effect on the business unit level of IMIC, whilgghiuser resistance of technology, low social
interaction, low willingness and motivation and iaghigh cultural distance could have a
negative effect on IMIC on the individual level. Gime business unit level distances and
barriers affect the whole business unit (e.g. sdvemployees); whereas on the individual
level, factors only affect one individual and migitt have the same effect on a business unit
as a whole.

To actually empirically study the different distascand barriers to IMIC, ARCADIS has
been researched on IMIC. The second quesfian what extent are business units of
ARCADIS collaborating internationally, according teading managers and employees of
ARCADIS?was therefore raised. To empirically study IMICaimultinational enterprise like
ARCADIS, the empirical research was divided in tifferent units of analysis, namely the
business unit level and the individual level. Tleults at the business unit level show that
there is a divide between the amounts of IMIC itregvery business unit according to leading
managers. Business units like the UK, Canada amdNétherlands do have a lot of IMIC ties
(respectively 7, 7 and 6 ties prove IMIC), but Imesis units like Chile and India and the
Middle Eastern region do not have that many IMKS firespectively 1, 4 and 1 ties that prove
IMIC). There are therefore factors that influenbe extent of IMIC between the different
business units of ARCADIS.

On the individual level, employees were asked Iltoofit a questionnaire. The questionnaire
posed many statements. IMIC was derived from arsteethe statemeritoften collaborate
with international colleagues of ARCADIS6% of the employees agreed to this statement,
while 47% disagreed. Research at the businesslaagsshowed that not every business unit
is collaborating that often with other businesstaimithin ARCADIS, and on the individual
level, results show that it is the same on theviddial level. Less than half of the responding
employees often collaborate with other internati@odieagues of ARCADIS.

To find the underlying causes that influence IMt@e following question is asketVhich
distances and barriers are affecting IMIC within BRDIS, according to leading managers
and employees, and how®n the business unit level geographic, cultural estitutional
distances have been studied on their effect on IMBEsides geographic, cultural and
institutional distances, barriers like specialiaatand business unit age have also been studied
for their effect on IMIC at the business unit lev@uestionnaires filled out by leading
managers provide data to represent the differesinbas units of ARCADIS.

On the business unit level geographic distancenig positively associated to IMIC of the

business units in the UK and Canada. A larger ggiigc distance is positively associated to
IMIC in the UK and Canada, showing that a largeswraller geographic distance between
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business units does not negatively relates to IMI@hese business units. Cultural distance
did not have any association with IMIC on the bassiunit level. Cultural distance is the
difference between certain cultures that can podiereat to IMIC. Institutional distances,
which are the differences in institutional framelof countries where ARCADIS business
units operate in, is associated with IMIC for thesdected business units Brazil, Belgium,
Canada, Chile and The Netherlands. The results shatwa high ranking on the International
Property Rights Index (IPRI), has a positive relatwith IMIC in comparison to a low
ranking, which has a negative relation to IMIC. v more property rights, which is
associated to a stricter more solid institutiongtem relates positively to IMIC (Frances,
2004; Rodrik, 2003). According to Frances (2004y d&wodrik (2003) the international
property rights index is a reliable source of tbefal regulations in a country and therefore
this thesis concludes that high institutional distais negatively associated with IMIC.

The barriers to IMIC on the business unit level laogh of no influence on in this empirical
research. Specialization (measured by absorptipacity) has no association with IMIC and
business unit age is no reliable, due to limitedg®es and acquisitions. Leading managers of
Canada and India do say they increasingly stagetaonnected to the network of ARCADIS
business units, but that it still needs some tifather research on this topic might show a
significant relation of business unit age with IMIC

On the individual level of this empirical study,veeal factors have been analysed on
statistical significance, namely cultural distaned]ingness and motivation, user resistance
of technology, social interaction, degree of foneigss, gender, age, degree of foreignness
and time employed. Willingness and motivation ofpdoyees consisted of a combination of
factors. Willingness to work abroad is a factort thignificantly influences IMIC negatively.
Employees that rather keep their work confinecheodomestic market and their own country
have a negative effect on IMIC. Thereby, the peeztidifficulty to leverage the knowledge
of international colleagues has a significant negatffect on IMIC. This disability in
leveraging knowledge of ARCADIS employees might &eale-motivator of IMIC at the
individual level, although exact information regaglwillingness to work abroad and ability
to leverage knowledge has yet to be shown.

Cultural distance on the individual level, whichbased on the four cultural dimensions of
Hofstede (power distance, uncertainty avoidancecoiaity and collectivism) in comparison

to cultural distance on the business unit leveksdbave an effect on IMIC. High power
distance has a negative effect on IMIC. The negag¥fect of high power distance on
international collaboration was already predicted Lucas (2006) and Mdller & Svahn

(2004), but they did not study the effect on IMIEaving a more hierarchical atmosphere in
your business unit, apparently de-motivates emgsy® work outside of their close

environment and therefore affects IMIC in a negatay, as mentioned by Lucas (2006).

The last factor in this empirical research thaifi;mfluence on IMIC at the individual level is

gender. According to this thesis males have a ipeséffect on IMIC. Previous research
never related gender to international collaboratadtihough research did predict that feminine
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cultures might be more open to collaboration th@scenline societies (Lucas, 2006; Phene et
al. 2005). This thesis shows that the culture &CADIS employees is predominantly
feminine and therefore males might act in a mordalorative way that supports
compromises instead of individualistic, result dnvbehaviour (Lucas, 2006; Mdller &
Svahn, 2004).

The other factors social interaction, user resttanlegree of foreignness and age do either
not have a significant effect on IMIC or in the easf degree of foreignness are not fit for
analysis. Social interaction might not influencel@in this empirical research, since the
statement is posed kind of obvious. ‘Previous adntath international colleagues increases
future collaboration with international colleagudses not cover the load of social interaction
completely. A more fitting question would have bdenask if they have had contact with
international colleagues and if that contact inseektheir collaboration with those colleagues.
Now the question is less informative and might stodw the true effect of social interaction
on IMIC.

User resistance had a similar problem with questitiat might be posed to commonly, not
specifying on tools for collaboration, but just @k the broader question regarding

‘information technology’. Future research could @pequestions regarding organizational

information technology, by actually pointing ouftsere and tools to rate on usefulness and
ease of use. Degree of foreignness could not lediseto the limited data set.

During the empirical research answers on the opmstepns in the employee questionnaire
provided a different perspective of a possibleaftd organizational institutional distance on
IMIC. On the individual level, employees pointedtdbat rules and regulations around
billability, international hourly rates and extereiprocedures for international projects
reduced the efficiency and motivation to pursueermational projects. The effect of
organizational institutional distance could nottaken into account in this research, because
the framework is based on literature that mostlgraslsed formal institutional distance
instead of organizational institutional distancefteA reading the answers to the open
guestions in the employee questionnaire, orgawizatiinstitutional distance does seem to be
a relevant factor in research regarding IMIC. Faitstudies might provide more detailed
information regarding the effect of organizatiometitutional distance on IMIC.

Finally the partial research questioWghich solutions for collaboration can influenceeth
effect of distance and barriers on IMIC within ARQ@A according to employees&hd ‘To
what extent can information technology leverageeoiuce the effect distance and barriers on
IMIC within ARCADIS?'were posed to highlight ways to reduce the negagifects of
distances and barriers and increase IMIC. Liteea{tim & Kankanhalli, 2009; Ambos &
Ambos, 2009; Mithas et al. 2012; Tanriverdi, 20@8)posed information technology as a
good source of increasing international collaboratiwithin multinational enterprises.
Thereby changes in management (motivate employews racognizing efforts) and
introducing international managers (of differentitures) into your working environment
might help international collaboration thrive (Aligline et al. 2013; Bughin 2007; Ambos &
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Ambos 2009; Tanriverdi 2005). Employees do agrdé wieviously stated scholars, saying
that increased usage and understanding of infoomagichnology (mentioned by 22% of the
employees) can increase IMIC, as well as introdyaternational managers (mentioned by
10% of the employees). Thereby employees think thahagement should stimulate and
recognize business units or employees that purgeenational projects and try to work with
international colleagues (mentioned by 24% of thwleyees). Employees see support and
training for working on international projects as additional advantage. A solution for
regarding global procedures is much wanted by eyegl®, reducing procedural time and
levelling out international hourly rates. Althouglobal procedures do sound like a good idea,
different institutions and economic climates makeaird for multinational enterprises to fulfil
this wish.

Employees do find virtual collaboration a usefulywaf collaborating with international

colleagues, but not all employees are using thernmétion technology infrastructure as
intensive as others. With an increased effort mintng and making people aware of
information technology that is present within ARCIED employees think it could make a
difference. The use of the recently implementedgi#si 2013) enterprise social network
Yammer within ARCADIS, does show new IT is not éasidopted, and has no effect on
IMIC.

After answering all partial questions, this thesisa answer the main research question:

To what extent do distance and other barriers affetra-multinational international
collaboration of ARCADIS, how and why; and how datance and barriers be overcome?

Distance and other barriers do negatively affeciMout not every distance or barrier has a
similar effect on IMIC. On the business unit legaly high institutional distance is negatively
associated to IMIC for ARCADIS. Working in an eromment with strict rules and
regulations affects IMIC positively. Previous poaduld be explained by the reduced risk in
well-regulated countries where business units dpena

The most significant effects on IMIC can be found tbe individual level. The ability to
leverage knowledge of international colleagues wafiltingness to work abroad do affect
IMIC in a negative way. Employees simply do not knleow to use the knowledge of other
international employees. Thereby some of them dosee the need to work abroad, since
working in the domestic market is enough for théfigh power distance affects IMIC in a
negative way. Highly hierarchical atmospheres gaate a negative attitude towards IMIC, if
employees are only motivated to work for their dwsiness unit. Working in a more or less
free working environment, where employees can putlair own projects with less pressure
of management could increase IMIC. Organizatiomatitutional distance seems to be a
relevant individual factor that could effect IMI@ ia negative way, but further empirical
research with statistical analyses must prove theaasignificant effect of it on IMIC.
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The disability to leverage knowledge of internatibrolleagues, the reluctance to work
abroad and high power distance have in commontliggt can be overcome by changes in
management and procedures. Information technolagyhelp out on the previous factors, but
cannot overcome previously mentioned individuatdess Helping employees to connect with
international colleagues through events might proseful for leveraging each other’s
knowledge, but these social events do have to gantsed by the management. Explaining
the benefits of working abroad, motivating emplsy/eework abroad for a limited amount of
time, or even collaborating with international ealjues through the use of information
technology can increase IMIC. To decrease the tetietigh power distance, management
can try to be less strict and soften hierarchiesl, tso employees are more open to suggesting
other ways of doing things.

DISCUSSION

In this study several factors have been researconetheir effect on IMIC. Literature not
always cohered with the empirical findings in tktsidy. One of the reasons for the non-
coherence of the empirical findings with acadeniierdture might be the fact that intra-
multinational international collaboration is a nel&finition that has not often been used
before. Intra-organizational collaboration is clgselated to intra-multinational international
collaboration, but that definition also includedl@boration within the same country. Inter-
organizational collaboration and knowledge transiere to closely related definitions that
were often studied, but those definitions are mohgletely the same and can therefore create
a difference in outcomes.

Differences in cultural distance on the business eannot be related to empirical literature,
since the used empirical literature is based oat@mal scale and studies on the business unit
level were conceptual frameworks with no empiricita. Nevertheless, the empirical
analyses for cultural distance on the businessleva was based on a very limited number of
business units which could have a negative effecth®@ Spearman’s correlation test and
provide unreliable outcomes.

Social interaction and user resistance of inforamatiechnology might not have shown a
similar effect on IMIC as the academic literatusecause of the non-specific formulation of
the statements. This might have cause respondemist find a proper answer in accordance
with their opinion.

Non-response on the questionnaires

During this study, several business units of ARCBDhave been studied, although not all of

the business units responded to the questionrthiaésvere send to them, because of the non-
response of several business units. Germany ant)8#e never responded to the leading

managers questionnaire, which excluded these lassinmits for all the analyses on the

business unit level.

Leading managers of the studied business units vespgested to distribute the employee
guestionnaires among their employees. While leaciagagers of the Netherlands, Canada
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and Belgium distributed the employee questionn@ireore than the requested minimum of
20, Chile and Brazil distributed the questionnaoe20 people. This could cause a bias for
Brazil and Chile, if leading managers of these mess units only sent the employee
guestionnaire to employees that would fill out theestionnaire in a positive way. Showing
off their collaborative approach.

Answers to regarding cultural distance, willingnemsd motivation to collaborate and
language are prone to this bias. Cultural distamzkwillingness and motivation pose several
statements that could be seen as a negative attitmehrds senior management and therefore
employees might fill out the answers to these statés more positive than they actually
think. Although anonymity has been promised, emgésymight still think one way or the
other, the results of the questionnaire will finavay to their management. This might have
consequences for them. Employees might also bereshaf their low English proficiency,
which inclines them to answer that question redyiyositive in stead of answering honestly.

One of the last important things to note is thajaoizational institutional distance has not
been taken into account in this thesis. During litezature review of IMIC, distance and
barriers to collaboration, only formal institutidrdistance was often noted. Organizational
institutional distance has obviously been reseatrdbe but this thesis did not focus on that
particular subject. Answers to the open questidnbe different questionnaires showed that
employees and leading managers do think organmadtiostitutional distance is a big
inhibitor of IMIC.

The actual framework regarding effectson IMIC

To have a visual representation of distance andepsrthat effect IMIC, the conceptual
model is once more included, with affecting factonduded (Figure 6). Figure 7 shows that
on the business unit level, geographic distance iastitutional distance are associated to
IMIC. Institutional distance is negatively assoedit which means a lower rankings on
institutional distance is related to lower rankimggarding IMIC. Geographic distance on the
other hand is only positively associated to IMIC flee UK and Canada. Apparently the UK
and Canada are not prone to larger geographicndessa since those larger distances are still
positively associated to IMIC rankings.

On the individual level low willingness and motiwat negatively affects IMIC. Low
willingness to work abroad negatively affects IMMZhile the ability to leverage knowledge
within ARCADIS, lowers motivation to IMIC. Large ttural distance, and in this empirical
study only for a large power distance, has a negatffect on IMIC. Employees working in
more hierarchical environments are less inclinetMi& than employees that are working in
a freer, less hierarchical environment. At lasteadlave a positive effect on IMIC, showing
that the male gender is more inclined to IMIC thiae female gender.

When employees of ARCADIS are asked if they coubdepsolutions for reduced IMIC,

especially managerial methods are proposed. Aaugrdo employees of ARCADIS,
management should stimulate and recognize intemaltiefforts of employees and business

79



The effect of distance and other barriers on IMIC

units. By recognizing and stimulating internatioatibrts, employees will be more inclined to
pursue these projects. Thereby procedures regandiegational projects and international
agreements between business units have to be adampre easily. At the moment
employees think procedures are specified per bssinait and not on a global level, which
increases the time and cost of pursuing internatiprojects. At last employees of ARCADIS
pose an increased understanding of informationntdolgy and a more uniform set of
information technologies across all business umiight provide a vital asset to increase
IMIC. At the moment employees of ARCADIS are comdswvith all information technology
that is present and the way in which to use whatrelogy.

Eventually the figure with affecting factors of I@loriginates.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendations for scholars

With regard to the research methodology, this thesiuld recommend future scholars to use
the roster recall method in an earlier stage of gtuely. What this thesis showed is that
perceived and received IMIC ties can differ, beeanfsthe perception of leading managers. A
leading manager might need to be remembered of doME ties. Sometimes not all
collaboration ties are noted immediately and follay interviews could reduce the
differences between given and received collabaraties, to increase the reliability of the
data.

Thereby, organizational institutional distance mstthesis has not been covered in an
analytical way, due to the fact that was not codeneth one or more statement in the
guestionnaire. Future research should implemenamizgtional institutional distance in
studies regarding intra-multinational internationallaboration, since employees and leading
managers of ARCADIS noted it as an inhibitor of raatultinational international
collaboration.

Recommendations for ARCADIS
For ARCADIS the following recommendations mightdfeuse.

* This thesis came to the conclusion that employéesR€CADIS have a hard time to
leverage knowledge of international colleagues.sThaictor also proved to be a
negative influence on intra-multinational interoatl collaboration. To improve this,
training in relevant expertise on several contiseahd social events could help
employees to leverage knowledge of internationiéagues.

* Another comment by 24% of the employees of ARCABISat international projects
should be stimulated and recognized by the managentemployees feel that
management of their business unit rather pursueeesiic projects than international
projects because of the reduced risk one businegshas to bear. Agreements
apparently do not share the risks of an internatigmmoject and according to the
employees this might de-motivate management toupurgernational projects, which
reduce intra-multinational international collabavat

* According to 20% of the employees, global proceslusgould simplify the
international collaboration on projects. Especi&lburly rates that differ significantly
are a problem for proposing to international prtgeeith colleagues of a variety of
business units. Although it is hard to find a baknn hourly rates and global
procedures and effort by the management can béuhedymd will give employees the
much wanted recognition and stimulation they negoursue international projects.

« The last recommendation is regarding the currenforimation technology
infrastructure at ARCADIS. 22% of the employees st they are not familiar with
all the information technology that is present withARCADIS. More training
regarding collaborative technologies would incredd&C according to employees.
Thereby, reducing the amount of similar tools foflaboration could reduce user
resistance of technology according to employeeSREADIS.
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Description

Employee
characteristics have
influence on
collaboration

Why?

Country specific practices
culture and language

Specialization, culture,
language, no capacity for
international projects.

Specialization of practices
and cultural differences

Specialization, hardly
international projects,
employees don’t want to
travel, no capacity

Specialization, and hardly
any international projects

Influence of language

Y/N

Why? Other language English level isn’t Creates opportunities. Not sufficient English Employees haven't got
sufficient Everyone is open but not | proficiency. sufficient English skills to

everyone wants to leave work on international
the country for a long time projects.

Acknowledge effort of| Y Y Y and N Y Y

ARCADIS into

collaboration?

In what way X Virtual networks, strategig Collaboration efforts on a | Strategy, regional teams, | Virtual collaboration

global purchases

more senior level.

value propositions

networks and collaboration
groups. Not enough budget
though
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M&A? N N Y N N
Employees degree of | Native Native Native Native Native
foreignness

Years with BU 14 10 1 1.5 6
Other additions? No Rates and tax issues. Collaboration is ad hoc andInitial investments in No

Respect each others cultu

revery much based on who
you know. ARCADIS
works as a international
company not a global oncg
(BU structure is bad)

collaboration

Description

Employee
characteristics have
influence on
collaboration

Why? Specialization, cultural Specialization Specialization, for some @ Specialization, no capacity  Specialization, no cépa
characteristics language barrier unplanned costs that aren|t
recovered.
Influence of language N N Y Y Y
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Why?

English proficiency is
good.

English is spoken, but
Arabic is the country’s
language.

A number employees
haven't got a sufficient
level of English
proficiency to work
internationally

Not enough staff for
ongoing projects

Native language creates
opportunities outside the
domestic market

Acknowledge effort of
ARCADIS into
collaboration?

In what way Online platforms, businessRecently acquired, but no| More international Sharing of knowledge VPLs, GKNs, The Cube
collaboration efforts and | clear vision has been set. | business opportunities arg between Business units
integration of newly Collaboration efforts aren’t created. Online platforms
acquired company made.

M&A? Y Y N N Y

Employees degree of | Native Foreign Native Native Native

foreignness

Years with BU 1 1 16 6 3

Other additions?

More effort into
competency mapping and
then collaboration will
happen.

No collaboration efforts,
little sympathy of other
offices in ME, no clear
future vision.

More social interaction,
face-to-face, technologica
adaptation, similar rates,
no BU goals, willingness
to invest time

Difference in rates are a
limiting factor
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APPENDIX B: CULTURAL DISTANCE MEASURES

Description

Power Distance

Population

Mean

Managers should make most decisions without canguubordinates. 166 1.86
It is frequently necessary for a manager to uskagity and power when dealing with subordinates. 616 | 2.16
Managers seldom ask for the opinion of other engesy 166 2.82
Subordinates should not disagree with management. 163 1.85
Managers should not delegate important tasks torduiates 167 1.96
Average PD| 2.13
Uncertainty Avoidance
It is important to have job requirements and irgtams spelled out in detail, so that employeesagwknow what they 166 331
are expected to do. '
Managers expect workers to closely follow instroe$i and procedures. 166 3.58
Rules and regulations are important because tHegninvorkers what they organization expects of them 166 3.78
Standard operating procedures are helpful to eneglopn the job. 164 3.88
Instructions for operations are important for engpks on the job. 166 3.92
Average UA| 3.69
Masculinity
Meetings are usually run more effectively when anneads them. 166 1.79
It is more important for men to have a professia@aker than it is for women. 166 1.51
Men usually solve problems with logical analysisinaen usually solve problems with intuition. 167 al.
Solving organizational problems usually requiresative, forcible approach that is typical of men. 167 1.62
It is preferable to have a man in a higher-levdifpan rather than a woman. 166 1.42
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Average

ME 1.65
Individuals should sacrifice self-interest for g@up. 165 3.09
Individuals should stick with the group even thrbulifficulties. 166 3.63
Group welfare is more important than individual aeds. 165 3.52
Group success is more important than individuatess. 166 3.71
Individuals should only pursue their goals aftengidering the welfare of the group. 167 3.10
Group loyalty should be encouraged even if indigidypals suffer. 167 3.05

Average IC | 3.35
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APPENDIX C: MULTICOLLINEARITY
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Dc\;c::it'c 224 | 200| .034| 181 -127 -121 .099 -0B1 .0B3 40.4 -108| -020| -055 -088 1| -095 -193 -104 .0p2.033 | -.044| -.025
Social i y |
" | 129 | o008| .225| .040| .139 .02 -072 .036 .0p8 -015036 | -128| .128| .038| -09% 1| -02d2 090 120 -Q52038 | .007
Interaction
Language | .041| -073 .102 .00B -049 .043 .010 -043046 | -121| .035| -002 .09 .018 -193 -0p2 1 254 -119| -o084| .077| .059
Foref”"es 332 | -o058| .115| -00d .007 -116 -028 .039 '176.014 | .061| -012| .028] .07 -114 .090 -0p5 026.016 | -109| .082
Time 074 | .022| -o64| .005| .099 -10k -023 084 .04 92.0 .017 | .062| .032| .181] .022 120 -119 .0p6 I -.018081 | -.260
employed
Gender | -219| -002 .10d -204 -300 018 .1p2 -010038 | .020| .068| .003 .03 .012 033 -052 -Q84016.| -018| 1 | -179| .047
Age 050 | -015| -041 104 089 096 .012 .042 102-062| .002| -063 .071 -o00L -044 -038 .0f7 940.081| -179| 1 | .064
M&A | -108 | 059 | .012| -106| -06d 139 .12y -122 310 -032| .100| -042 041 -02F -045 .047 .059 .082.260 | .047| .064| 1
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APPENDIX D: ANSWERS TO OPEN QUESTION BY EMPLOYEES

Barriers to IMIC mentioned by employees

Barrier Score | % | Description Total
Institutional
Administrative/Accounting 48 32 Administration pgperation community, tax rates, visas for

international work, currencies, contracting probdem

Billability 40 27 | Goals set by management to repuaifitability flow through
in billability goals for employees. This can impede
collaboration, because certain goals might not be m 114
Work rates 26 18 International hourly rates aréedint per operation

community, which results in high rates for certaperation
communities and loss of feasibility for internatibn
collaboration.

Culture 31 21] Cultural differences between openatiommunities, but 31
mainly language barriers

=

Finding expertise 25 ¥ No knowledge where to Brgertise within the internal | 25

network of ARCADIS.

Technology 10 7| Lack of knowledge of technologles tould increase 10
collaboration. Hard to choose technology to useabse
there are so many.

Specialization 7 5| Country specific expertise @aqpices are not transferable [t
other countries, which collaboration

Social interaction 6 4| No previous contact and lafckust reduce international | 6
collaboration

(0%

Geographic distance 4 Time zones due to larggrgphic distance between 4
operation communities and business units hamper

collaboration.
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Willingness Due to personal circumstancesjmgiiess to work abroad | 3
for a period of time is not preferred.

M&A Recent acquisition and reduced integratiamper 2
collaboration
Responses by employees regarding barriers 202

N=143
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APPENDIX E: LEADING MANAGERS QUESTIONNAIRE

§= ARCADIS

Questionnaire for Leading Managers of ARCADIS: Country collaboration
profiles

Thank you for cooperating m this short questionnaire. This questionnaire will be nsed
for a study that maps out mtemational collaboration of different business units of
ARCADIS. The study is primarily confined to the enviromment department, and eventually
pomts out if there are certam factors that affect collaboration within the international
network of ARCADIS’ business units.

In this questionnaire collaboration is defined as either:

1. Project Collaboration with other employees of ARCADIS business units

2. Enowledge sharing activities to expand best practices among ARCADIS employees
3. Or both of the above

Your cooperation n this questionnaire will help ARCADIS to either leverage positive

factors that influence mtemational collaboration or reduce barmiers to international collaboration.
Your answers and cooperation in this questionnaire will be completely anonymons

m this sady. Open questions can be answered with elaborate explanations as you wish.
(textboxes have unlimited space); the questions on the 5-pomnt Likertscale

(answers between strongly disagree and strongly agree) only need one of the 3 posed

answers checked.

Thank you,
Best regards,

Matthijs Engelbert van Bevervoorde, ARCADIS The Netherlands
Matthiys. engelbertvanbevervoordef@arcadis.nl
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APPENDIX F: EMPLOYEE QUESTIONNAIRE

Questions are rated on a 5 point Likert scale,asnétated different

1. | often collaborate with ARCADIS colleagues in atleeuntries

2. ltis hard to identify knowledge that is presenthin ARCADIS

3. ltis hard to make use of expertise and knowledggs@ssed by international
colleagues at ARCADIS

4. There are a lot of media and opportunities to skaosvledge with colleagues within
ARCADIS

5. There are enough opportunities to collaborate tarmational projects with other
employees

6. | would rather solve problems related to work miyen ask for help

7. 1 would rather share knowledge related to work waiters, than keep it to myself

8. Information technology that is used to share kndgéeand collaborate on projects is
easy to use

9. Virtual collaboration (through the use of IT) isefigl for project collaboration and
knowledge sharing

10.1 often use Yammer to collaborate with other empks/

11.1 would rather keep my work confined to my own ciyrand the domestic market

12.Previous contact with colleagues, stimulates futaéaboration with those colleagues

Cultural Dimensions
Power distance

13.Managers should make most decisions without cangutubordinates

14.1t is frequently necessary for a manager to uskaity and power when dealing with
subordinates

15.Managers seldom ask for the opinions of other eygas

16. Subordinates should not disagree with management

17.Managers should not delegate important tasks tordutates

Uncertainty avoidance

18.1t is important to have job requirements and irtans spelled out in detail, so that
employees always know what they are expected to do.

19.Managers expect workers to closely follow instroie and procedures.

20.Rules and regulations are important because thHiegninvorkers what the
organisation expects of them.

21. Standard operating procedures are helpful to eneglopn the job

22.Instructions for operations are important for engples on the job

Masculinity

23.Meetings are usually run more effectively when anneads them.

24.1t is more important for men to have a professiaaaker than it is for women to have
a professional career.

25.Men usually solve problems with logical analysiginaen usually solve problems with
intuition.

26. Solving organisational problems usually requiresetive, forcible approach that is
typical of men.

27.1t is preferable to have a man in a high level fasirather than a woman.
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Collectivism
28.Individuals should sacrifice self-interest for @up.
29.Individuals should stick with the group even thrbulifficulties
30. Group welfare is more important than individual azds.
31.Group success is more important than individuatess.
32.Individuals should only pursue their goals aftensidering the welfare of the group.
33. Group loyalty should be encouraged even if indigidyoals suffer

Categorical questions (multiple choice, not Likeriscale)

34.My English is of a sufficient level for working onternational projects within
ARCADIS.

35.In what country/region are you working for ARCADIS?

36.Do you consider yourself more native or more fandigthe country's operation
community you work for?

37.How long are you already working for ARCADIS or aofethe ARCADIS
companies? (as in the amount of years that youpeom is part of ARCADIS)

38.What is your gender?

39.What is your age?

40.Was the business unit where you work for acquingdbbmerged with ARCADIS
within the last 3 years?

Open questions

41.Is there a reason why you would not like to collabe internationally or share
knowledge with international colleagues? Why?

42.Do you think that barriers to international colledtion exist within the global
ARCADIS network? Why, and what barriers do you eigee?

43.How do you think possible barriers to internatioo@llaboration could be overcome?
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f2 ARCADIS

Questionnaire for Leading Managers of ARCADIS: Country collaboration
profiles

Thank you for cooperating in this short questionnaire. This questionnaire will be used

for a study that maps out international collaboration of different business units of
ARCADIS. The study is primarily confined to the environment department, and eventually
points out if there are certain factors that affect collaboration within the international
network of ARCADIS’ business units.

In this questionnaire collaboration is defined as either:

1. Project Collaboration with other employees of ARCADIS business units

2. Knowledge sharing activities to expand best practices among ARCADIS employees
3. Or both of the above

Your cooperation in this questionnaire will help ARCADIS to either leverage positive

factors that influence international collaboration or reduce barriers to international collaboration.
Your answers and cooperation in this questionnaire will be completely anonymous

in this study. Open questions can be answered with elaborate explanations as you wish.
(textboxes have unlimited space); the questions on the 5-point Likertscale

(answers between strongly disagree and strongly agree) only need one of the 5 posed

answers checked.

Thank you,
Best regards,

Matthijs Engelbert van Bevervoorde, ARCADIS The Netherlands
Matthijs.engelbertvanbevervoorde@arcadis.nl




The next questions will map out collaboration between your country and business units in
other countries. At every named country an answer regarding the next three points will be
required.

1. Degree of collaboration (never, sometimes, often)
2. Kind of collaboration (knowledge sharing, project collaboration or both) and,
3. The reason why there is or isn’t collaboration between your country and the posed country.

UNITED STATES
Degree of collaboration:

Never Sometimes Often
Kind of collaboration:
Project Collaboration Knowledge Sharing Both

Reason for existing/non-existing collaboration:

CANADA

Degree of collaboration:

Never Sometimes Often
Kind of collaboration:

Project Collaboration Knowledge Sharing Both

Reason for existing/non-existing collaboration:

BRAZIL
Degree of collaboration:

Never Sometimes Often
Kind of collaboration:
Project Collaboration Knowledge Sharing Both

Reason for existing/non-existing collaboration:

CHILE
Degree of collaboration:

Never Sometimes Often

Kind of collaboration:

Project Collaboration Knowledge Sharing Both

Reason for existing/non-existing collaboration:




UNITED KINGDOM
Degree of collaboration:

Never Sometimes
Kind of collaboration:
Project Collaboration Knowledge Sharing

Reason for existing/non-existing collaboration:

THE NETHERLANDS
Degree of collaboration:

Never Sometimes
Kind of collaboration:
Project Collaboration Knowledge Sharing

Reason for existing/non-existing collaboration:

BELGIUM
Degree of collaboration:

Never Sometimes
Kind of collaboration:
Project Collaboration Knowledge Sharing

Reason for existing/non-existing collaboration:

GERMANY
Degree of collaboration:

Never Sometimes
Kind of collaboration:
Project Collaboration Knowledge Sharing

Reason for existing/non-existing collaboration:

Often

Both

Often

Both

Often

Both

Often

Both



FRANCE
Degree of collaboration:

Never Sometimes
Kind of collaboration:
Project Collaboration Knowledge Sharing

Reason for existing/non-existing collaboration:

POLAND

Degree of collaboration:

Never Sometimes

Kind of collaboration:

Project Collaboration Knowledge Sharing

Reason for existing/non-existing collaboration:

MIDDLE EAST
Degree of collaboration:

Never Sometimes
Kind of collaboration:
Project Collaboration Knowledge Sharing

Reason for existing/non-existing collaboration:

INDIA

Degree of collaboration:

Never Sometimes

Kind of collaboration:

Project Collaboration Knowledge Sharing

Reason for existing/non-existing collaboration:

Often

Both

Often

Both

Often

Both

Often

Both



Following statements will be answered with one of the options below every statement. Unless told
otherwise.

2. Project employees working at the business units in my country, have the ability to acquire new
knowledge and achieve the ARCADIS’ targets

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

3. Project employees working at the business units in my country, have a clear vision of ARCADIS’
strategy for the business units in my country, and know what needs to be done to achieve
that vision

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

4. Project employees working at the business units in my country have the technical competency to
absorb knowledge from within the ARCADIS global network

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

5. Project employees working at the business units in my country have the necessary skills
to implement the preferred practices of ARCADIS

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree




Project employees working at the business units in my country have the necessary skills to
convert international ARCADIS practices to the level and characteristics of my country's practices

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Project employees working at the business units in my country have the ability to exploit new
knowledge within the ARCADIS network.

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

When faced with problems, our employees often ask for help outside of their business unit.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

When faced with problems, our employees strive to solve the problems by themselves.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree



10.

There is a prevailing attitude in our unit that employees ought to solve their problems
themselves.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
11. Our employees do not share their knowledge in fear of becoming less valuable to ARCADIS,
because of standardizing the knowledge.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
12. Do you think country characteristics regarding employees and practices have an influence on
international collaboration?
Yes
No
13. Why would country characteristics have an influence on international collaboration? (Check
all boxes that are applicable)
We have country specific practices
We hardly work on international projects
We haven’t got the capacity to work on international projects
A big part of our employees don’t want to travel for work
Other namely:
14. Does your country’s native language influence international collaboration within ARCADIS?

Yes

No



15. Why does/doesn't your countries native language influence international collaboration within ARCADIS?
(Check all boxes that are applicable)

Our native language creates opportunities for ARCADIS outside of our domestic market

Our employees haven’t got sufficient English skills to work on international projects for
ARCADIS

Other, namely:

16. ARCADIS puts a lot of effort in increasing international collaboration between different
ARCADIS countries. Do you notice the effort that ARCADIS is putting into collaboration
strategies?

Yes

No

17. In what way do you notice the effort that ARCADIS is putting into international
collaboration?

18. Was the business unit where you work for acquired by, or merged with ARCADIS within the
last 3 years?

Yes

No

19. Are employees at your countries business units mainly native or foreign?

Native

Foreign

20. How many years do you already work for ARCADIS? And has it been for the same division
and business unit all the time?

21. Are there other things you want to share, regarding international collaboration between
business units of ARCADIS?

22.ForwhatOpCoareyou working for ARCADIS?

Belgium
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