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ABSTRACT

With the increasing speed of competition, knowledgaagement has become a critical competitive weapos
process of knowledge transfer between business isnén essential aspect of knowledge managemkeetaBility to
transfer knowledge internally is one of the maimpetitive advantages of multinational corporatigNCs). In this
paper we will explore knowledge transfer and abswepcapacity in multinational corporations. We iew relevant
literature on knowledge management especially favKkedge transfer and absorptive capacity. The aihje of our
study is two fold. First, we conceptualize absagttapacity by emphasizing both ability and moidratSecond, we
explore the internal transfer of knowledge by nmaltional corporations.

Based on the literature review, the absorptive @ityaof the receiving unit is the most critical dehinant of
internal knowledge transfer in MNCs. However, thisteng literature on absorptive capacity often dat mapturing the
various facets of absorptive capacity. We sugdest absorptive capacity should be comprised of mtiployees’
ability and motivation. Both ability and motivatican facilitate knowledge transfer from other pasftshe MNC. Also,
we expect to discover that the absorptive capadfithe subsidiary facilitates transfer of knowledgem other parts of
the multinational corporations.
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INTRODUCTION

The globalizations of markets and production hasased a primary change of corporate strategy inyman
companies. The ability to create and transfer kedgé internally is one of the main competitive adages of
multinational corporations (MNCs). The MNC is catesied to be a differentiated network, where knogiets created
in several parts of the MNC and transferred tooagiinter-related units (Bartlett and Ghoshal, 198®&nceptualizing
the MNC as a differentiated network has inspirgdaent stream of research on the creation, assiomjand diffusion
of internal MNC knowledge emphasizing the role @hsidiaries in these processes (Holm and Pede2660)

The idea of MNCs as knowledge networks has bedroséed by Gupta and Govidarajan (1991). The nuga i
of their concept is that MNCs can be thought ohasetwork of multidirectional knowledge transactamong units
located in different countries. Network approachesMNCs emphasize the importance of internal trenssfof
knowledge between headquarters and subsidiariebrigdN& Ghoshal, 1997; Bartlett & Ghoshal, 1989).eThasic
premise of these approaches is that competitiveargdges can be achieved from the capability ofsfearing
knowledge to those MNC sub-units where it will isase value added. A precondition for this is thatgeographically
dispersed units are able to transfer knowledgettieroMNC units as well as to adopt knowledge gewrerdhere.
Especially subsidiaries with reference knowledgat tis valuable world-wide have to assure that Kmewledge is
available for the entire MNC (Boettcher, and Wel$y@94). This capacity of world-wide knowledge trfendecomes
essential to support transnational organizaticeeiring and to enhance the holistic perspectiNECs.

The process of knowledge transfer between busimeiss is an essential aspect of the knowledge neamagt.
The ability to transfer knowledge internally is ooethe main competitive advantages of multinaticc@porations.
The transfer of knowledge between units in the samntry is far from trivial. However, the problesh knowledge
transfer will become increasingly difficult with ggraphical and cultural distance. Multinational pmmations can
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exploit existing knowledge and combine it to explorew knowledge as their competitive advantagetstransfer of
knowledge across business units is still a chaléngnany MNCs.

Knowledge-based competition has magnified the ingpame of learning alliances as a fast and effectiag to
develop superior dynamic capabilities. To achievammpetitive advantage, firms need better quallitgpvation, and
improved efficiency. This requires a steady sedmhnew tools and management opportunities to pi@whese
competencies. However, many firms are preventech fadlopting them by organizational inertia (Welsclao and
Stoica, 2001), or a lack of absorptive capacity gBdBosch and Volberda, 1999). Also, learning-befdoing is
typically undervalued, so firms tend to underinviesthe development of absorptive capacity (Cohed kevinthal,
1994). Absorptive capacity enables the firm to @ffeely acquire and utilize external as well aeintal knowledge,
which affects the firm’s ability to innovate andagd to its changing environment and be competitive.

Past studies on MNC knowledge flows propose thatabsorptive capacity of the receiving unit is thest
significant determinant of internal knowledge tr@nsn the MNC. If subsidiaries differ in their alyptive capacity,
this affects the level of knowledge transfer betwsebsidiaries (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990). While titerature
offers multiple methods to conceptualize and op@natize absorptive capacity (Zahra and George,2p00bttle
attention has been paid to the question of whetrat,how, firms can enhance the development ofrptige capacity
through effectively knowledge transfer on MNCs.

CLASSIFICATION OF KNOWLEDGE

There are many ways to classify knowledge accortbniipe previously mentioned research. However ntbst
popular classification is explicit and tacit knodtge (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). Nonaka et al. (2@B#)ned explicit
knowledge as the knowledge that can be expresstmnral and systematic language and shared inaha 6f data,
scientific formulae, specifications, manuals anasoln contrast, tacit knowledge is deeply roadtedction, procedure,
routines, commitment, ideals, values and emotions.

Explicit knowledge

Mackenzie (1996) suggested that explicit knowleidgaformation or instruction that can be formuthte words
or symbols and therefore can be stored, copiedramdferred using impersonal means, such as writbenments or
computer files. Hansen et al. (1999) expressed a@Rplicit knowledge is codified, stored an access#th a high
quality, reliable, fast information retrieval systeAfter being codified, explicit knowledge assetsild be reused to
solve many kinds of problems similar to previoutuaions. Preiss (1999) stated that explicit knolgke is the
knowledge that lies in a given collection of datad aules, or can be directly deduced from thatemibn in a
reasonable amount of time.

Tacit knowledge

Tacit knowledge is knowledge that has not beenie#gl formulated and therefore cannot effectivély stored
or transferred entirely by impersonal means. Thedgwledge may not be perceived directly, but tdsimportant as
explicit knowledge. Tacit knowledge is related hygto the individual. Fleck (1996) stated that tdaiowledge is the
kind of knowledge that is wholly embodied in theliiidual, rooted in practice and experience, exggdsthrough
skillful execution and transmitted by apprenticesdund training through watching and doing formgeafning.

Globalization has created local knowledge with pté for utilization elsewhere, and informatiorcheology
has given individuals increasingly differentiatedolvledge. The inter-firm and intra-firm managemehknowledge
has been the subject of plenty of research amosméss scholars recently. Developing abilities éttdy utilize the
knowledge contained in the firm's network has beeoapparent to managers. An important finding i the
establishment of sophisticated mechanisms forrdrester of knowledge throughout the far-flung natgoof the MNC
is necessary to stay alongside in rapid internatioompetition.
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DEFINITION OF KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER

Knowledge is an elusive concept that has beenifisand defined in a variety of ways. For thepnses of this
study, we use the definition of knowledge used lpglt and Zander (1992) that incorporates both ¢fetively tacit
know-how, defined as the accumulated practicall skilexpertise that allows one to do something dingoand
efficiently; and information which accommodates mexplicit dimensions of knowledge. The conceptrafsfer is
also difficult to capture. The issue here is thatre is no definite distinction between the tranefeknowledge and the
creation of new knowledge. A literature search aév¢hat what some call knowledge combination, Kedge creation,
or learning are only other names for knowledgesfem(Bartlett and Ghoshal, 1989; Nonaka and Tahied®95). For
the purpose of this study, we use the term knovdedansfer only. Knowledge can be transferred theeior both of
the following directions: from the acquiring und the acquired unit; from the acquired unit to #uguiring unit.
Knowledge transfer in this context implies succals&howledge transfer, which means that transfeulte in the
receiving unit accumulating or assimilating new witexdge. Accordingly, we define knowledge transfatvieen
organizational units as a process that covers akbgtages starting from identifying the knowledgesrothe actual
process of transferring the knowledge to its funillzation by the receiving unit. In the conteXtMNC, the other units
are the headquarters and other subsidiaries ioatmration, while the receiving unit is the fosabsidiary.

FACTORSAFFECTING KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER

The concept of knowledge is clearly distinct fromfiokrmation. Information, which can be associatethvfacts
about the real world, is the fundament of knowledgrowledge is information combined with experiencentext,
interpretation, reflection, intuition, and creatyvi Knowledge can be seen as the capacity, embadiéue brains of
people and embedded in social practices, to irgeipformation, transforming it into fresh knowled{Davenport and
Prusak, 1998). Even though a growing number of @tkees, consultants, and management theorists paaaimed
that knowledge constitutes a major competitive ath@e for organizations, many firms have not addetheir
knowledge management objectives. Knowledge transfeot a simple process. Organizations often ddknow what
they know and have poor systems to locate ancevetithe knowledge that resides in them. The folhgwactors are
factors that affect effective knowledge transfeoiiganizations.

Information Technology

IT can increase knowledge transfer by extendingiticividual's reach beyond formal communicationebn
Computer networks and electronic bulletin board$ discussion groups create a forum that facilitatagact between
the person seeking knowledge and those who may &eoess to the knowledge. Video technologies cam etthance
knowledge transfer.

Systems and Procedures

Knowledge is only valuable if it is appropriatecarate, and accessible. Successful knowledge &ansfuires
systems, methods, and procedures. These systemma@atiures constitute what a user wants or neeklsaw, how
knowledge should be created, collected, storedshaced and the responsibilities for the process.

Culture

Organizational culture is increasingly recognizedaafactor in promoting intellectual assets. Celtshapes
assumptions about what knowledge is worth exchanglefines relationship between individual and aizgtional
knowledge, determining who is expected to contpacific knowledge, as well as who must share isoAlculture
shapes the processes by which new knowledge itedrdagitimated, and distributed in organizations.
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KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER WITHIN MNCS

The interest in knowledge within MNCs has been sltated with huge research potential in the lastadec
(Gupta and Govindarajan, 2000). MNCs can develapkedge in one location and exploit it in otherdtions, which
imply the internal transfer of knowledge by MNC#uB, the competitive advantage that MNCs could tlgends on
their ability to facilitate and manage inter-sulisig transfer of knowledge. Szulanski (1996) emptexs that
knowledge transfer is a process of dyadic exchanfjgeowledge between the source and recipiensuAipparently,
pure transmission of knowledge from the sourceht® recipient is valueless if the recipient does usd# the new
knowledge. Knowledge transfer may lead to some gasiin the recipient’'s behavior and/or the develepnof some
new ideas that lead to new behavior (DavenportRmgak, 1998). More recently, much of the empiriesearch on
intra-company knowledge transfer has been focusmglifferent factors that hinder or stimulate kneelde transfer.
Ghoshal and Bartlett (1988) concluded that commatiios between organizational units facilitate kremlge flows
within MNC. Gupta and Govindarajan (2000) obsertieat the knowledge inflows into a subsidiary aresifpeely
associated with the richness of transmission cHapnmaotivation to acquire knowledge, and capaciyabsorb
incoming knowledge.

CHARACTERISTICS OF KNOWLEDGE FLOWS

With reference to the characteristics of knowleflges it can be distinguished between objectiveexperiential
knowledge (Penrose, 1959) respectively explicittasit knowledge (Polanyi, 1966). Objective or éxiplknowledge
refers to knowledge that can be articulated eitleebally or in writing and thus can be transmittedormal, systematic
language. In contrast to explicit knowledge, exgetial or tacit knowledge is implicit, non-verbad: and therefore
difficult to formalize and transfer it to othersse it is embedded in individual experiences analires personal
beliefs, perspectives and value systems (Hedludd\mmaka, 1993; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995)

These two forms of knowledge require different naagbms of transfer. Experiential or tacit knowledga be
best exploited through personal transfer mechanigkasthe international transfer of managers anobgl teams.
Foreign delegations allow transfer of knowledgé tha sender may be unaware of to require trusttione between the
sender and the receiver, and need to be adaptiffeécent cultures, laws, and business practicdsb&@ teams may
also act as interfaces and boundary-spanners hetiierent MNC units (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990pmposed of
managers from different countries they are arguebe efficient mechanisms to exchange tacit knogdedetween
geographically dispersed subsidiaries and to taémst into a form that is appropriate to the sfiedocal conditions
(Ghoshal et al., 1994). Harzing (2001) suggestat ¢ékpatriates are not only seen as an instrunoecortrol foreign
subsidiaries but also as a mechanism to transfbnieal and management know-how as well as orgtaoid culture.

On the contrary, explicit or objective knowledgeniwre likely to be transferred through written deotronic
modes (Pedersen et al., 2003). Written and eldctrodes are able to transfer large amounts of, datech are not
possible to be transferred through face-to-faceramtions. Also, it may result in high costs witergonal transfer
mechanisms, such as travel expenses of foreigigakes. Through written and electronic modes, Kedge transfer
could be done more precisely because information meadigitalized and individual perceptions aresliisely selective.
Moreover, the storage of information in an eledzdiorm allows permanent access irrespective otspéime and
context.

The preferred mechanisms of knowledge transfer immeed previously are presented in figure 1.
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Personal transfer Written and electronic
mechanisms transfer mechanisms

Tacit knowledge ——— b Subsidiary l—  Explicit knowledge

Figure 1: The preferred mechanisms of knowledge transfer
ABSORPTIVE CAPACITY

Organizational units differ in their ability to &sélate and replicate new knowledge gained fronemdl sources.
Cohen and Levinthal (1990) labeled such ability “absorptive capacity”.Cohen and Levinthal (1990)firckd
absorptive capacity as the ability to recognize thkie of new external information, assimilateaid apply it to
commercial ends. Lane et al. (2001) refined theodiive capacity definition offered by Cohen andvinghal. They
propose that the first two components, the abibityinderstand external knowledge and the abilitgssimilate it, are
interdependent yet distinct from the third compdnéme ability to apply the knowledge. In the recessearch, Zahra
and George (2002) summarized representative erapsiadies on absorptive capacity. According tarthabsorptive
capacity has four dimensions — acquisition, asatioih, transformation, and exploitation — where firet two
dimensions from potential absorptive capacity, tdiger two — realized absorptive capacity. Theyuarghat more
attention should be devoted to studying the redliabsorptive capacity which emphasizes the firmapacity to
leverage the knowledge that has been previouslyrbbd (Zahra and George, 2002).

For the purposes of this paper, we add to theiegiditerature on absorptive capacity especiallytfee concept
of absorptive capacity. In terms of the concephadion and measurement of absorptive capacity,imeoar efforts at
studying the firm's capacity to utilize and explpiteviously acquired knowledge. Also, we identifie temployees’
ability and motivation as the key aspects of then's absorptive capacity that in turn facilitatedeimal knowledge
transfer.

DEVELOPING SUBSIDIARY ABSORPTIVE CAPACITY

The concept “absorptive capacity’has been maingdue capture a company’s ability to recognizeinaitate,
and apply external knowledge to commercial endshé@oand Levinthal, 1990). Zahra and George (2068tized
existing studies for applying measures, such as R&tBnsity, number of scientists working in R&D de&pnents,
which have been rudimentary and do not fully refibe richness of the construct. They neglect the of individuals
in the organization, but their ability is crucialrfknowledge utilization and exploitation at thegamizational level.
Moreover, current measures may be too occupied thigthability to recognize and assimilate externadwledge but
neglect the role of the receiving unit’s abilitygat knowledge into commercial use.

Existing literature has paid little attention tovhabsorptive capacity is created and developetérfitm, rather
taking for granted that this process does occurufigerstand the sources of a firm’s absorptive @apaCohen and
Levinthal (1990) focused on the structure of comitation between the external environment and tigarzation, as
well as among the subunits of the organization, als® on the character and distribution of expertisthin the
organization. These factors emphasize environmentaining and changes in R&D investments but pitg &ttention
to other internal organizational arrangements aed tole in absorptive capacity creation and depelent.

Minbaeva et al. (2003) suggest that focusing onleyegs’ ability in a subsidiary to use knowledgetlas key
aspect of a subsidiary’s absorptive capacity thatiin enables a subsidiary to benefit from intekmawledge flows.
Also, only when MNC employees can identify valuakf®owledge by searching topics or knowledgeablénpas in
other MNC-units, they usually utilize knowledgelws (Mahnke and Venzin, 2003; Kautz and Mahnk€)3}0By
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contrast, when an individual's knowledge search awdess is complicated, for example, because atiequa
communication channels are not available and knidydesearch is complex, knowledge use from othets umill
decrease accordingly.

ELEMENTSOF ABSORPTIVE CAPACITY

There are four different but complementary dimemsicof absorptive capacity: acquisition, assimilatio
transformation, and exploitation. These four eletmenust progress chronologically. Acquisition i&fided as the
ability to recognize, value, and acquire externadwledge that is critical to a firm's operationsafle and Lubatkin,
1998; Zahra and George, 2002). Welsch, Liao, amic&®t(2001) define it as the generator of knowleflwethe
organization. Acquisition depends on prior investtagprior knowledge, intensity in terms of the &hifity to develop
new connections, speed of a firm’s efforts to aexakternal knowledge, and strategic direction.

Assimilation refers to the firm’s ability to absodxternal knowledge. Zahra and George (2002) definas a
firm’s routines and processes that allow it to ustbnd, analyze, and interpret information fromeexal sources.

Transformation refers to the firm’s ability to déwe routines that facilitate combining existing kvledge with
newly acquired and assimilated knowledge. Transétion can be achieved by adding or deleting knogéecbr
interpreting existing knowledge in a different way.

Exploitation refers to the routines that allow fgro refine, extend, and leverage existing competeior create
new ones by incorporating acquired and transforkremvledge into its operations (Zahra and Georg®220it can
also refer to a firm’s ability to apply new exterfkaowledge commercially to achieve organizatioobjectives (Lane
and Lubatkin, 1998).

FACTORSAFFECTING ABSORPTIVE CAPACITY

Broadly speaking, there are two factors affectiffgra’s absorptive capacity. One factor is interfadtors, such
as organizational structure, culture, human resounanagement practices, R&D spending, prior knogéebase,
employees’ level of education and knowledge as aliheir background, and cross-cultural commuiticathe other
one is external factors, which include externalWlealge environment and a firm’s position in knovgechetworks.

Internal Factors

Prior related knowledgénas a positive effect on absorptive capacity beediupresents the ability to perform its
three main activities: acknowledge the value of k@owledge, assimilate it, and apply it to commareinds (Cohen
and Levinthal, 1990). To ease the assimilation e fkknowledge, the firm needs previous knowledgé ithalosely
related to the new one (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 198Borptive capacity is path-dependent, resultirmmf the
cumulative nature of knowledge (Cohen and Levinti&90), and, thus, is influenced by the contributof past
experience to the organizational memory (ZahraGedrge, 2002).

Individual absorptive capacityargely depends on the collective absorptive cidyaaf a firm’'s individuals,
though not a simple addition of these (Cohen andritkal, 1990). How well a firm can aggregate th#edent
absorptive capacities of its employees is deterdthibg its combinative capabilitieSthe level of education and
academic degrees of employedfects absorptive capacity through the knowledggmilation phase (Vinding, 2000).
Employees with higher levels of education in aipatar area are usually better able to absorb neswledge in that
field.

Diversity of backgrounds and knowledg®vides two advantages in favor of absorptiveacip. It increases the
chance the new knowledge will be somewhat reladekhbwledge already in the firm, facilitating itssamilation. It
also provides a variety of perspectives from whiglprocess the acquired knowledge, leading to neseaations,
linkages, and innovation (Cohen and Levinthal, )9%ntekeepersre important to absorptive capacity. They are
specialized roles present both within organizatishere they serve as boundary spanners betwedinrttie subunits,
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as well as outside the organization where theyfate with its external knowledge environment (Gohed Levinthal,
1990). Moreover, the absorptive capacity of a fammain gatekeepers enhances the process of ortjan&dearning.

Organization structureaffects the dissemination of absorptive capa@igsemination involves transferring the
acquired knowledge to all parts of the organizatidence, the firm's structure should maximize thevement of
knowledge through formal and informal networks (®¥¢dl, Liao and Stoica, 2001). A functional organasl
structure permits a high efficiency of absorptibnt a limited scope and flexibility of absorptioBagr, Bosch and
Volberda, 1999). Functional structure increases dffect of specialization, which creates communcatoarriers
between the different departments.

An organizational structure allows the maximum amoaf communication among various subunits improaes
firm’'s absorptive capacity. A firm has to enhanhe greatest communication between the knowledgduping and
knowledge using subunits. Also, to improve abswegtcapacity the organizational structure shouldniglate
bureaucracy, because it slows down responsiveeskange and innovation. The structure should &k flexible,
adaptable, dynamic, and participative.

Cross-functional communicaticsreates opportunity for the internal transfer nbWledge within the firm. Better
internal communication enhances social integrati@thanisms, which lower the barriers to informasbaring and
increase the efficiency of assimilation and transfation capabilities (Boer, Bosch and Volberda, %99

Organizational culture especially the distribution of power, also hasagrinfluence on absorptive capacity.
When a knowledge-sharing culture is encouraged, itimkes employees willing to share different infation and
further create new ideaQrganizational inertiastates that organizations tend to stick to thgisting strategies and
have a natural tendency to resist changes (Welsab, and Stoica, 2001). This is the main impedimena firm’'s
ability to respond and adapt to changes in itsrenment and is a common obstacle to the use offeered knowledge
(Davenport and Prusak, 1998).

The relationship betweeR&D spendingand absorptive capacity seems to be bi-directiatzdorptive capacity
influences the direction and intensity of R&D (Vind, 2000), and the more R&D the more efficienisitn acquiring
external knowledge. A firm’'s ability to exploit exhal knowledge is often a byproduct of its R&D (€a and
Levinthal, 1990) Human resource management practiegs another variable that affects the degree t@twaifirm
can acquire and assimilate new knowledge. Thesetipea include interdisciplinary workgroups, qualitircles,
systems for the collection of employee proposalanmed job rotation, delegation of responsibilitytegration of
functions, and performance-related pay. Recruiiga common practice that many firms use to imprdver
competencies, and therefore the absorptive capaaitybe enhanced by hiring the right people. Mogeoreward
systems are another important issue that couldawepabsorptive capacity by motivating continuouwséng.

External Factors

The external knowledge environmeist important to absorptive capacity. A knowledgeating company
operates in an open system in which it constamtlgracts with its outside environment by exchandingwledge
(Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1999)osition in the knowledge networktso affects absorptive capacity. By overlapping
networks, firms are better able to absorb innoeafivactices due to the sharing of information (ArtAnd Defillippi,
1994).

Absorptive capacity is one of the most importantedainants of the firm’s ability to acquire, asdae, and
profitably utilize new knowledge-intensive pracscé&kKnowledge alone is not enough. A firm needsdwgehtools to
exploit and appropriate this knowledge embeddekeiw organizational innovations. Developing the ferabsorptive
capacity by developing its primary elements, eacividual’'s absorptive capacity, is essential.

The subsidiaries of the MNCs can develop their giis@ capacity by the following methods. Firstnfs should
promote a culture that is open to change. Secamds £tan build physical and virtual knowledge mapkeces such as
intranets so each subsidiary and every employeegeatiogether and communicate with each other.olilev allow
adequate time and space for knowledge acquisiti@ation and sharing. Third, each subsidiary caluéte knowledge
sharing as a criterion of performance evaluationis Wwill discourage knowledge-hoarding culturest theevent the
successful implementation of knowledge managenmétidtives.
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CONCLUSIONS

To develop best practice reports on valuable kndgdecreated in leading subsidiaries, local expeottedge is
centrally codified and documented so that othesislidry can improve their performance based on lb@acking and
the application of new solutions. While explicitdmedge sharing is enabled through best practiceadimer reports,
and learning systems, knowledge sharing in varlouswvledge teams complements such efforts, but témdecus
more on tacit knowledge exchange. Interdisciplinggms often integrate knowledge that is existgrhrsgely from
and dispersed across functions in the MNC (Gra®®6). Thus, by educating employees across subgit@indaries
and through specific language codes, their memibersase their ability to combine and blend a wgrad knowledge
across the MNC's subsidiaries (Kogut and Zande®2).9

Teamwork in knowledge teams does not only educatsulasidiary’s employees, it also enhances their
involvement to better utilize knowledge inflows rinoother team members, which are employed at othiesidiaries.
Through integrating knowledge of individual comnmtynmembers, teams may not only blend knowledgeghisi
beyond what individual members may achieve (Lauesah Mahnke, 2001). Moreover, new knowledge devakm
may also be stimulated by conversations and larggbaged learning in teams. As a result, knowledgms influence
a subsidiary’s absorptive capacity through incregshe ability of subsidiary’s employees to shanewledge in social
interaction.

In contrast to prior empirical studies that seeknwestigate knowledge absorption between firms, ¢hrrent
study was interested in intra-firm knowledge flopetween MNC subsidiaries. Accordingly, following Mdaeva et al.
(2003), we conceptualized a subsidiary’s absorptimpacity and developed a model to capture thatyatahd
motivation of employees to learn from other unitghie MNC. Apparently, absorptive capacity, defimed] measured
in this way opens new avenues for further researcthe influence of various antecedents on abs@mapacity as
well as on the impact of knowledge transfer on MNCs
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