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Abstract - This study involved an analysis of survey

results about perceptions of doing business. u.s.

Manufacturing managers were asked about their opiron on
the Ease of Doing Business indicators with respetti Mexico,
India, China and Singapore. The purpose is to findut about
the manager’s perceptions and determine from a sef given
variables which are significant to their opinions.Variables
used included demographics characteristics, compéitie
priorities and how challenging is to offshore divese
functions. A comparative analysis was added wherecares
for perceptions were checked against the World Bank
rankings. Findings include that managers having exgrience
with outsourcing is significant for successful comanies and
in general Time to Open a Business and Trading Acss
Border are two business indicators impacted by peeptions.
Flexibility and Cost were significant to China for trading
across border and protecting investors. Quality andelivery
were significant to Singapore for trading across baer
issues. The level of challenge to outsource asseynbtsulted
significant to China when dealing with time to opena
business and trading across border issues. A conmadive
analysis with the World Bank rankings resulted in agap
between perceptions and reality. The study is imptant
because we learned what variables not commonly fodnin
the literature are significant for doing businessm each of the
selected countries and that perceptions are not gled to the
World Bank published measures. Manufacturing compares
can now review perceptions by providing proper traning or
support to their outsourcing decision makers. It isexpected
that better outsourcing decisions can be reached dn
companies can actually realize improved benefits.

Keywords - Outsourcing, Offshoring, Ease of Doing Business,
Logistic Regression, Managerial Perceptions.

1. Introduction

Amongst the business practices that prevail indlobal

transferring activities across national borders ].[10
Additionally [10] explain that offshoring is not aew
concept since we can find evidence if its beginging
during the 1950s. Overtime the practice becamevaalke
due to different reasons being one frequently roeeti in
the literature like cost savings [14,6] and rarsorgces or
skills [6] But also companies began experiencing
unwanted situations like lack of quality and
communications issues [18] that arise from langueage
culture differences and many others such in theasacé
administrative and technical work[17] These isstien
made companies aware of the fact that the expected
benefits were not achieved. Some can be thougtitose
reported as hidden cost discussed in [18]. So ldhou
companies continue sending their business/opegtion
overseas? The question has been already answered as
continue to see that the trend of sending theiiness
operations to other countries in Asia or Latin Aroar
continues [11, 12]. Thus, it remains critical thampanies
with offshoring activities know what factors may pact
their perceptions of doing business in other coestr
Thus, in this research, perceptions in challenges,
competitive priorities and demographic charactiessare
studied to see if these are significant in how rgers
perceive the doing business in different countries.
Demographics such as age, experience with offsgorin
and, having lived abroad are used. Consideratitmsita
how challenging it is to move diverse functions
(manufacturing, assembly, It, business processesjher
countries, and considerations about competitiveripies
(quality, cost, delivery and flexibility) are inded in the
study. The countries of interest are Mexico, Chinalja
and Singapore. The doing business refers to theatuats
used by the World Bank when ranking economies. A
contrast between the perceptions of U.S. manufactur
managers and the rankings is also provided. Several

economy is international outsourcing also commonly
referred as offshoring. One of the definitions of
international outsourcing used is the strategy of

hypotheses are tested by using data collected dhrau
survey where U.S. manufacturing managers were asked
about their opinions in specific business indicataith
respect to the above countries. It is expectedithabre
is known about what factors may influence how wiakh
of countries, perhaps we would move in the rightction
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for developing our resources and better prepare for
decision making in offshoring. This paper preseats
overview of relevant literature and reasons foresteld
countries, methodology, hypotheses, analysis df datl,
conclusions.

2. Literature Review

Most of what has been written about offshoring ines

the justifications or reasons for which a compahgutd

do business in other countries. Those reasonslynain
include cost reduction [2] due to low cost of opierss in
other countries [4, 26]. For manufacturing, [274lec
cheap labor to be an incentive and provide the wage
example for US workers vs. China workers. U.S. ek
make $11-$12 per hour while their Mexican and Céene
counterparts can make $1 to $2.50 per hour. Thebes
also identify more incentives such as tariff reductand

tax breaks. [12] also attribute the movement ofrapens

to low cost countries due to globalization. And mor
recently we can read that global competivenessspiay
bigger role. When taken into the global contextisit
completely advantageous as well. [1] describesitigeof
outside resources to reinforce its position in cetitipn
and [5] explains as justification the opportunity tising
available resources. [26] also makes mention ofelfise

of access to new markets or new technologies tigist
doing business from most anywhere in the world.e Th
issue with offshoring is no longer “offshoring”ig global
offshoring. It then becomes now a supply chaintsgya
[2]. [5] explains that globalization affects thecdgons
made on manufacturing strategies and requires g@ayin
attention to outsourcing. More recently, offshgrin
practices were reported to include the managemént o
human resources as well as defining strategies that
become competitive while creating value and inniovat
as well as [21] improving service level. Whatevie t
reasons, [10] describe outsourcing as a complex
phenomenon.

The trend of international outsourcing will continand
many have reported the trend to include not onky th
bigger corporations but the small and medium eniggp
[12] for which international outsourcing seemed bot
longer is less attractive due to economies of sf24é.
[22] also report the practice of outsourcing byibess to
“become an ever-increasing trend in today’'s contigeti
markets” and explain that the trend may be reltdedhat
they define internal or external offshoring. Int&rn
offshoring is in part defined as keeping full owstdp and
control while external offshoring refers to allogin
independent foreigner providers controlling the ibeiss
functions. Furthermore, the report on the statethsf
industry by the International Association of Outsiing
Professionals IAOP 2010 included an outlook for

outsourcing expansion programs in companies of
surveyed members. The trend described in the report
includes the following: In January of 2009, 36 %tloé
respondents indicated that their companies were
expanding their future outsourcing programs. Themesa
year, the number was 47% and by January 2010 it was
56%. Although the report makes mention of the recen
economic crisis, it describes outsourcing trend as
expanding, clear and pervasive [11]. In a broadess, in

a report by the Banking Journal outsourcing in all
industries represents a $150 billion market today will

keep growing at a rate of 20% annually [3].

Not everything is good news about outsourcing;eher
are also reports of disadvantages. Firms that send
processes offshore do not obtain the financial fisne
expected from that activity [13]. Some companiaseh
found that the overall cost of offshored procesgresater
than before offshoring the processes even whenathe
costs may be as much as 90% lower than in U.S. [26]
Lower quality, time zone difference, culture andhiet
may increase the complexity of the offshoring pesce
together with the increased difficulty of obtainirige
expected benefits [26, 23]. Many companies have
encountered a well-documented disadvantage: thaehid
costs that result when companies fail to identifflew
outsourcing [18]. However, as long as there ismgived
economic benefit business or companies will comtinu
doing business in other countries. Hence the inapod of
learning what may contribute to perceptions toward
certain countries in terms of doing business. More
particularly if we understand if certain factor aelated
to perceptions in doing business in Mexico, Chinaja
and Singapore. Thus, the purpose of this researdbo i
contribute to the knowledge of the factors affegtin
perception of doing business in specific countrigeere is
much in the literature that has been written abmher
reasons to offshore ranging from risks, cultural
organization [8], innovation, efficiency gains agtwth
[24], etc.

2.1 Rationale for Selected Variables

In the international outsourcing literature, Mexi€thina,
and India are commonly mentioned to be important
destinations by many U.S. manufacturing companies d
to the low cost structure [16, 20]. [25] also rewiag
Mexico, India and Republic of China as low costioeg
thus attractive for business. The increasing trefd
international outsourcing includes small and medgire
industries SMEs. [7] studied the impact of offshgri
administrative and technical services for SMEs tioe
southwest area of the state of New Mexico and & th
process these authors determined that Mexico anmdaCh
together with India are commonly preferred coustfier
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SMEs in the selected region. [15] contributed ieirth
paper with an organized analysis of the expectstsdbat
U.S manufacturing systems embrace while offshoaind
they provide an analytical model to evaluate thessts
based off decisions to offshore to China and Mexico
which they identify as “the most significant destions

for outsourcing of American manufacturing...” Mexis

an important selection in this study not only beseaaf its
well-known low cost structure, but because it repres

an alternative to other countries when decisioesmaade
about bringing operations close to home. This B#kmas
near shoring. [3] recognize Mexico as a “near stgri
partner while [20] discusses how Mexico becomes
important due to increasing cost in China for dartgpe

of apparel. Singapore was selected for this stulgesit
appears in the rankings of the World Bank as thaber
one economy to do business. In the meantime, df th
offshoring trend continues, it is important to detme if
demographic characteristics are important.

[9] explains that firms having experience in offshg
outsourcing obtain benefits in the long run whea firms
look forward internationalizing. However, the expece
factor is discussed at company level but not aplee®
level. [6] identifies lack of study in competitiiactors
mentioning those of cost, quality, flexibility amilivery.
Depending on what is outsourced, the complexityegar
How challenging to offshore manufacturing, assembly
information technology and business process may ladgs
significant. However, studies of how the challengi
level perception of doing business in other coestis not
found in the outsourcing literature as such. Addilly,
the ease of doing business in China, India, Mexind
Singapore rankings from the World Bank provides
insights and creates debate for differences betwdeat
the World Bank says and the perceptions of U.S
manufacturing managers. Then an opportunity efista
comparative measure of alignment of perceptionsnfro
managers and reality taken from published scorethéy
World Bank data.

3. Methodology

This study was developed while using a survey koAS.
manufacturing managers their opinions about outsogr
The data was collected using a survey sent to alpsn
871 U.S managers in all manufacturing industrielse T
survey was distributed by using Qualtrics — an ranli
survey provider- and a panel of experts administrdiy
Qualtrics. The main criterion for selecting respersdwas
that these must have decision responsibilities in
outsourcing/offshoring in a manufacturing settingut of
the 871 surveys sent out, 220 were responded alyd on
163 surveys were usable. The response rate w#@$9%s8.
which is the expected to be reasonable for thie tgp

surveys. The selected respondent should be a nranage
with outsourcing responsibilities within an indystr
classified in the NAICS code 30-33. Some of theitimss

held by the respondent included operations managers
manufacturing managers, senior project manager,
information technology director, director of opéoas,
CEO, production manager, vice president of manageme
and operations, logistics manager, general manager,
supply chain manager, president, etc. The data was
collected using Excel and SPSS Version 21for tgdtie
hypotheses and any other statistical analysis. stieey
was build using Likert scale methods to score aaté r
responses.

4, Hypotheses Testing and Results

This research involves different set of variablest tmay

or may not have an effect in perceptions of doingitess

in certain countries. The research scope is limitethe
following variables: demographic characteristicsgéA
experience with outsourcing, lived abroad) of U.S.
manufacturing managers with outsourcing resporitsds)
considerations about challenges to offshoring diwer
processes (manufacturing, assembly, information
technology and business processes), and consmesati
about competitive priorities (quality, cost, deliyeand
flexibility). Additionally, the ease of doing busss
factors used in this research includes some theldNor
Bank indicators used when ranking countries. O&ly
indicators were selected for this research andetles
listed in table 1.

Table 1 Researched Variables

Backgrounc Age,

Factors Have Experience in outsourcing
Have Lived abroad
Manufacturing

Challenges to

Offshoring Assembly
Business Process
Information Technology IT
Competitive Cost
priorities Quality
position Delivery
Flexibility
Ease Of Doing Cost

Business Time to open a business
Protecting investors
Taxes

Trading across borders

The variables are the Ease of Doing Business immlisa
from the World Bank to rank economies [28], andduise
a previous study [19]. The reliability scales azparted as
follows. For Challenges to Offshoring, the Cronbach
Alpha reliability scale was 0.737 for competitive
priorities, 0.702 and for Ease of Doing Businesidators
0.877.
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Hypothesis Ha0 There is no significant relationsh
between successful companies and having experigitic
outsourcing, have experience living abroad and aft
managers with outsourcing responsibilitie:

Hypothesis HbQ U.S. manufacturing managers tl
have &perience in outsourcing, have lived abroad anc
certain age have better perception of doing busire
Mexico, China, India and Singapore than those dbatot
have experience, have not lived abroad and arertdin
age.

Hypothesis Hc0: U.S. manufaturing managers thi
think of the offshoring of manufacturing, asseml
business process and IT as more challenging wile k&
better perception of doing business in Mexico, @r
India and Singapore than those who think the offsigc
of manufacturing assembly, business process and I
less challenging.

Hypothesis HdO: U.S. manufacturing managers tl
think of their competitive priorities cost, qualitgelivery
and flexibility as being better than average oresigy will
have better perception ofioing business in Mexict
China, India and Singapore than those who thinkr-
competitive priorities are average or below.

4.1 Data Summary

This section includethe summary of collected data &

the following section presents the testing ypotheses.

The survey used to collect data is shown in Appe#/di
Table 2 depicts some demographédeut the responde
Out of the 163 response®6 managers indicated that th

Table 2 Demographics

N (Number of responders) 162
Age (Years) 20 < 31 35
31<41 66
41<51 35
51 <60 17
>60 1C
Have experience with outsourcing 14C
Average number of years of 7.5
experience
Have lived abroad 66
Average number of years lived abroad 2.94

age is within a range of 31 to 40 years mldvhich the
average age is found. TablesBows the cross tabulatit
for having experience and having lived abroad fac
Only 64 out of those that have experience outsogi

Table 3 Experience Vs. Lived Abroad
Have Lived Abroad

Yes No Total
Experience _Yes 64 76 140
Outsourcing  No 2 21 23
Total 66 97 163

have lived abroad.140 out of the 163 had sor
experience with offshoring. Of those managers Hzate
experience withoutsourcing, 30% have outsourced
Mexico, 31% to India, 46% to China. Very few he

Table 4 Experience in Selected Countri¢

Have experience in Number of %
Outsourcing to Responde| N= 163
Mexico 50 30
India 52 31
China 75 46
Singapore 7 4

experience with outsourcing to Singae (See table 4).
Out of 163 surveys used in this study, 16% of radpes
specified that heir companysize is less than 50
employees, 28% anywhere between 50 and
employees and about 55% at least 250 empl (See
Figure 1) According to responders, the classificatior
company size versus how successs the company is
shown in table 5.1t is interesting to see that out all
opinions collected, most managersught their company
is successfulHowever, none of the managers for sr
and medium companig¢kought thei companies were Not
Very Successful.

Table 5 Company Size Vs Success Le

Company Siz
How successful  Small Mediur Large
is the company <50 50<25( >25(C Total

Not Very

Successful 0 0 2 2
Somewha

Successful 11 9 9 29
Successful 14 21 43 78
Very Successfi 2 16 36 54

Total 27 46 90 163

= |arge 55%
Mediam 28%
= Zrmall 16%

4.2 Hypotheses Esting andDiscussions

In testing the hypotheses, a significance levé&%fwas
used. The first hypothesis is as follow

4.2.1 Hypothesis Ha0

Hypothesis HaO:There is no significant relationsh
between successful companaslhaving experience with
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outsourcing, have experience living abroad and afge
managers with outsourcing responsibilities.

Discussion A logistic regression analysis was
performed with the Successful Company as dependent
variable and, Have Experience with Outsourcing, éeHav
Experience Living Abroad and Age of Managers as the
predictors. The logistic regression model does not
determine if there is significant relationship, teed the
test may reports probabilities of a company being
successful increasing each time a manager hasr eithe
experience with outsourcing, has lived abroad asthér
age is above average age. The model significantly
predicted probabilities of the outcome in the remeo
variable. The Omnibus Chi-square = 8.803, df= 3 p
0.05. The Hosmer and Lemeshow test show a p-vdlue o
0.983 indicating the data is a good fit to the nmodée
Wald factor for having experience is 8.345 and dlels
for a company being successful increases when agean
has experience with outsourcing by a factor of 2.85%%

Cl 1.628 and 12.72) being this variable the oneifgant
at 0.004. Tables 6 through 8 show the output tepor

4.2.2 Hypothesis HbO

Hypothesis Hb0: U.S. manufacturing managers thae ha
experience in outsourcing, have lived abroad armdadr
certain age have better perception of doing businies
Mexico, China, India and Singapore than those dbatot
have experience, have not lived abroad and arerntdin

Table 7 Hosmer and Lemeshow Test
df Sig.
4 .983

Steg
1

Chi-squar
.395

age.
Binary logistic regression was used. A binary ldgis
regression model is appropriate when the dependent

Table 8 Variables in the Equation

Step £ 95% C.1.for

B S.E.| Wald | df | Sig. | Exp(B) EXP(B)

Lower
.369

Upper
2179

-.109| .453 .058 .810 .897

Lived Outside
the US

Has 1.516| .525| 8.345 .004| 4552 1.628| 12727
Experience
with
Outsourcing
Age * .009 | .430 000 1| .984] 1.009
Constant 258 .792 206f 1] .744] 1.295
a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: Lived OutsidetBe Has Experience Wit
Outsourcing, Age.
*Age has been recoded to be binary above the medidrat and below the

median score

434 2.343

variable is a dichotomous variable. In this thisegathe
dependent variable is the scores of the World Bank
indicators that were coded either as a zero iktteee was
below or equal to the median and a 1 if the scoas w
above the median. The regressors were Age, Have
Experience with Outsourcing and Have Lived Abroad.
Age is included in the analysis and is coded aarlifior
above average and below average. Table 9 shows the
outputs of the logistic regression models for whibke
models were good as shown in the Omnibus test, and
where the regressor is significant and actually lmamised

to predict the probabilities for increasing or dmsing
values of the dependent variable.

Discussion We can argue regression models can be
used to understand the chances of a change in the
dependent variable due to a change in the regressor
variables. The change occurs for the Time to Open a
Business and Trading Across Border. Their alphads
than 0.05 for both. Time to Open a Business isl lse
to describe the interpretation of the results. Tenibus
Chi Square is 12.207 with p<0.05 (0.007). The Hasme
and Lemeshow test shows the data is a good fiheo t
model at Chi = 1.336 and Sig = 0.885. A higher gabfi
the significance of the test is desirable. The dMakttor
for the regressor variable Has Lived Abroad is 18.2
The regressor is significantat= 0.001. Then we can say
that the chances of a U.S. manufacturing manager

perceiving the Time to Open a Business in Mexiso a
Table 9 Model Output for Binary Logistic Regressior
Country .
World Bank Omnibus Hosmer and Regressor
. Test Lemeshow Test
Indicators
Chi Sig Chi Sig o Exp(B) Wald Cl 95%
MEXICO
Time to Opena 12.207 0.007 1.336 0.885 Have lived 0.001 3.181 10.215 1.564-6.467
Business abroad
Trading Across 8.708 0.033  1.320 0.858 Age 0.008 2.735 7.085 153087
Border
INDIA
Time to Opena 12.115 0.007 1.016 0.907 Experience witf.003 0.202 8.565 0.069-0.590
Business Outsourcing
CHINA
Time to Open a 12.136 0.007 0.638 0.959 Experience with.024 0.323 5.080 0.121-0.863
Table 6 OnfRUIBESSsts of Model Coefficients Outsourcing
Age 0.028 0.457 4.841 0.227-0.918
Protecting Ip¢hitegluagbgl df 0.422Si9.2.402  0.662 Age 189.00.419 5.641 0.205-0.859
Trading Pcrosg, 6,446  0.092  QJ7p 0.996 Age 0.012 0.394 6.256 001807
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Table 11 Logistic Regression Output For HypothesisicO
By Country and Challenging Factor Regressors

COUNTRY  INDICATOR Omnibus Nagelkerke R Hosmer and  Regressor Sig Exp(B)
Test Square Lemeshow
China 1. Trading Chi =13.107 0.119 Chi=8.440 1.Assembly 0.016 3.603
Across Sig 0.011 Sig0.208  2.Busness 0015  0.373
Border
Processes

very difficult or most difficult increases by actar of
3.181 (Exp(B), 95%CI 1.641-6.467) if the manages ha
lived abroad. Similarly, the chances of a U.S.
manufacturing manager perceiving Trading AcrossiBor
with Mexico as being difficult or very difficult trease by
a factor of 2.735 (Exp(B), 95% CIl 1.304-5.737hiétU.S.
manufacturing manager is above average age or é&d®ve
years old. See table 2. Thus, the null hypothesis i
accepted for Time to Open a Business and Tradingsc
Borders since having lived abroad and being ofdedge
increases the chances for a high score. The iet@tpn
has to be careful because higher score in theseeisd
usually mean very difficult or most difficult notetier.
The researcher cannot reject or accept the nulbthgsis
for the other 3 ease of doing business indicatiorseswe
did not have good predictive models to use. Theethr
business indicators are Cost, Pay Taxes and PFraect
Investors. For the not so good models, most ofotltput
for Omnibus test was not significant. However, aller
when variables were entered into the models, tvaean
increase on predictive capacity and can be eabiigirmed
from the classification table output. The Hosmed an
Lemeshow test mostly yielded a high valuepdfClose to
1). The same analysis could be done for eacheobther
listed indicator for the specific countries. Intgtegly, all
countries had at least one significant indicatom A
additional analysis was also performed. Since eé&pee
was significant variable in a successful companyenvh
outsourcing, several logistic models were run ®isany
of the indicators were significant to a companynbei
successful or not with outsourcing. These modeds thad
Success as a dependent variable and the indicators
regressors. For this data set, none of the indisat@re
significant.

4.2.3 Hypothesis HcO

Hypothesis HcOU.S. manufacturing managers that think
of the offshoring of manufacturing, assembly, basm
process and IT as more challenging will have aebett
perception of doing business in Mexico, China, é&ndihd
Singapore than those who think the offshoring of
manufacturing, assembly, business process and l&sas
challenging.

Logistic regression models were run with the depand
variables being the ease of doing business indisaidhe
indicators were transformed to binary variableshwat
value of 0 if a score of less than or equal to ritedlian
and a 1 if the score is greater than the mediare Th
categorical variables are how challenging is tcsoutce
manufacturing, assembly, information technology or
business process. These were coded as binary beariab
where 0 corresponded to the regressor variablexyaal
or less than challenging, and, 1 as very challengin
extremely challenging. Tables 10 and 11 show thstmo
significant outputs of the regression models.

Discussion. Table 10 presents the output for those
models where the business indicator is the depénden
variable but the analysis used the total scorengivecach
indicator for all countries. For example, the Cesbre
was calculated using all the scores provided by all
mangers for all countries. Cost was not analyzed by
country but as total score. The variable was coaed
dichotomous variable where a zero is given if theres is
at and below the median value and a 1 if the score
above median value. Interestingly, Assembly redulte
significant and if a manager thinks Assembly isyver
challenging or extremely challenging , the chancks
manager thinking that Trading Across Border wilvba
higher score in general will increase by a factb d4
(Exp(B)). The last score in table 10 bottom lineugng
the overall score per country as opposed to busines
indicator. Thus, scores for all indicators wereledi to
obtain an overall score for each country. If a ngana
thinks that Assembly is very or extremely challemgithe
chances are that the scores given to China areigi
increase by a factor of 3.625(Exp(B), 95%CI 1.498.9If
a score increases, the reader has to rememberathat
increase in the score of an indicator means veficulit
or most difficult and not necessarily better.

Table 11 shows some of the significant outputs when
considering manufacturing, assembly, information
technology, and business processes in terms of
challenging level. The analysis was done using the
independent variables of how challenging is to auttse
manufacturing, assembly, information technology and
business process and the dependent variables Wwere t
business indicators. A model was run for each atdic
for each country and the one that could be usetthds
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model where the dependent variable is Trading Acros
Border for China and how challenging is to outseurc
Assembly as the significant regressor. This reduiltethe
following: if a U.S. manufacturing manager thinks
Assembly to be very challenging or extremely chajiag
the odds that a manager would think of Trading Asro
Border for China as very difficult or most diffi¢ul
increase by a factor of 3.603 (Exp(B)). The cosidn
then should be that the null hypothesis is accepiéé
reader must be reminder that a higher score meamns v
difficult or most difficult and not necessarily bt

4.2.4 Hypothesis HdO

Hypothesis HAOU.S. manufacturing managers that think
of their company’'s competitive priorities cost, tiya
delivery and flexibility as being better than awggaor
superior will have better perception of doing besm in
Mexico, China, India and Singapore than those vhiirakt
their company’'s competitive priorities are average
below.

Like in previous sections, logistic regression nisde
were run with the dependent variables being the eds
doing business indicators. The indicators were
transformed to binary variables with a value off @hie
score is less than or equal to the median and fattiei
score is greater than the median. The categorarédhles
were competitive priorities of cost, quality, deliy and
flexibility. Those were coded as binary variable end
zero corresponded to the regressor variables amgee
and less than average and, a 1 as better thangavera

superior. Tables 12 and 13 show the most significan
outputs of the regression models.

DiscussionFrom table 12 we can see that the regressors
Flexibility and Cost were significant for China. &ity
and Delivery are significant for Singapore. Theistig
regression outputs provided the following: the asnof
a U.S. manager perceiving Trading Across Bordeth wi
China as being very difficult or most difficult irease by
a factor of 2.424 Exp(B), if the manager perceitieast
Flexibility in their company as being better tharemage
or superior.  Similarly, the chances of a manager
perceiving Protecting Investors as being very cliffi or
most difficult increases by a factor of 2.290 Exp(Bthe
manager thinks Cost in their company is better than
average or superior. For Singapore, the chancea of
manager thinking Trading Across the Border is very
difficult or most difficult are increased by a factof
5.660 Exp(B) and 0.145Exp(B) if the manager thinks
Quality and Delivery respectively are above average
superior average. The null hypothesis for the Eliith
respect to Trading Across Border and Protectings$hws
is accepted and we can conclude that a higher dsore
given to the indicators. However, keep in mind tinest
have to be very careful at interpreting higher scdfor
the indicators, it means very difficult or mostfitifilt and
does not necessarily mean better. For China, thdem
run for the other three indicators; Paying TaxesstGnd
Time to Open a Business did not have good predictiv
capacity and mostly the regressors output showeldeto
non-significant. The interpretation for Singaporeuld be
along the same lines and for Mexico and India,eveere
no significant regressors.
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Table 12 Logistic Regression Output For Hypothesis HdO
By Country and Competitive Priority

COUNTRY  INDICATOR Omnibus Nagelkerke R Hosmer and  Regressor Sig Exp(B)
Test Square Lemeshow
China 1. Trading Ch_i =7.107 0.067 Ch_i =4.096 1Flexibility 0.042 2.424
Across Border Sig 0.130 Sig 0.393
2. Protectin Chi = 3.548 0.036 Chi=6.447
ventors Sig 0.471 sigo.168 1 Cost 0.064 2.290
. 1. Trading Chi =0.008 0.134 Chi=1.899  1.Quality 0.007 5.660
Singapore  Across Border Sig 0.863 2. Delivery 0.008 0.145

In table 13, the output corresponds to the analysis
performed by adding all the scores related to exdhe
indicators for all countries. The Cost listed undee
INDICATOR column is the sum of all the scores fayst
for all countries. As in previous sections, theresgor
Cost (as competitive priority) is significant teetmdicator
Cost (World Bank Indicator) at p=0.036. The regoess
Quality is significant for Protecting Investors @t0.044.

No model for total by country was reported as nosmes
found to be very good or that the regressors wauwed to

be significant.  Flexibility and cost are competti
priorities found in relocation decisions researd. [
Testing the hypothesis allowed us to see those are
significant in perceptions towards China and Simgap
and to specific indicators of Cost, Pay Taxes aratefet
Investors.

5. World Bank Rankings vs U.S.
Manufacturing Managers Perceptions

The World Bank provides reports of the ease of goin
business and ranks 183 economies based on many
indicators. This research used only 5. See tableld.
previous reports [19], World Bank indicators were
normalized for purpose of being compared to the
perceptions U.S. manufacturing manager may have. In
this research, the researcher presents means amdhsad
deviations of the scores (Table 14) but also, ansarg of

the World Bank rankings and their corresponding
indicators (Table 15). Because no standardization o
transformation of data is done in this section, the
discussion is centered on the magnitude of diffezen
between the score provided by the U.S. managershend
World Bank rankings. The analysis in this sectien i
important because it connects the perceptions redlity

and allows us to compare perceptions to existing.da
Once we learn about what factors are significangaoh
country in previous sections we can now compareeho
perceptions to an already existing published measur

Table 13 Logistic Regression Output For HypothesisldO
Total by Business Indicatorand Country

INDICATOR Omnibus Test Nagelkerke Hosmer and Regressor Sig Exp(B)
R Squar Lemeshov

1. Cost Chi 5.928 0.052 Chi 6.330 1.Cost 0.036 2.301
Sig 0.205 Sig 0.387

2. Time to open a Chi 1.516 0.014 Chi4.711

Busines: Sig0.82¢ Sig0.45:

3. Pay Taxes Chi 8.356 0.073 Chi 1.160 1. Flexibility 0.079 0.468
Sig 0.079 Sig 0.949

4. Protecting Chi 8.493 0.074 Chi 1.182 1. Quality 0.044 2.890

Investors Sig0.7¢ Sig0.947

5.Trading Across Chi 1.674 0.015 Chi 5.456

the Border Sig 0.796 Sig 0.363

BY COUNTRY

Overall India Chi=6.144 0.05 Chi= 3.205 1. Quality 0.072 2.538
Sig 0.189 Sig 0.524 95%Cl=

0.92(-7.C
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Table 14 Summary of Means and Std. Deviation of Eaof Doing Business Indicator

Mexica India Chine Singapor Mean Std. Dev
Cost 2.13 2.48 2.95 291 2.616
1.19:2 1.1¢ 1.24% 1.25% 0.77¢
Time to Open a Business 2.37 2.62 2.99 2.93 2.727
1.194 1.085 1.349 1.18 0.774
Protecting Investors 2.74 2.78 291 2.75 2.796
1.279 1.127 1.273 1.141 0.796
Paying Taxe: 2.2 2.5¢ 2.81 2.8¢€ 2.63¢
1.103 1.095 1.189 1.174 0.835
Trading Across Border 2.17 2.76 2.80 2.84 2.6398
1.222 1.08 1.22 1.082 0.847
Means per Country 2.29 2.59 2.79 2.83
Std. Deviation per Country 894 794 0.911 0.84

N=152

Discussion You can observe that all the mean scores of
the manager’'s perceptions obtained from the suwene
between 2 and 3. The survey asked managers todgrovi
their opinions of the World Bank indicators. Theay
was in fact a limitation since the only possiblerss
given to the managers to choose would vary betwieen
and 5. A 1 is the easiest and a 5 being the méfstudi.

But, there were no extremes for any of the mearesci
see in table 15 that Singapore is the number coroesy
and Mexico is ranked 39. If you observe the mdtatde

14, bottom line), Mexico has the lowest mean score
making it the easiest country to do business, hewev
Singapore has the highest score of 2.83 makindpet t
hardest. In the World Bank rankings, a smaller @auch

as the one for Singapore translates into bettegtw&n
China and Singapore, the gap is big. China is ra#k@0.
The difference in rankings between Singapore anidaCh
is huge and when compared to the manager’s peocepti
the gaps seems very small considering that the ezne

for China is 2.79 and for Singapore is 2.83. Ifae@sider
the rankings per indicator, all indicators have eryv
similar mean between 2.616 for Cost and 2.796 for
Protecting Investors (right most column). The dtad
deviations are between 0.77 and 0.84 which isyrettch

the same for all of them. If we consider the Wdslank
rankings, the Time to Open a Business for Indid84,
and for Singapore is 2, the difference is big oagain

and the score provided by the survey do not seem to
provide a reasonable difference within its rangeatTis,
even if the survey values limit the choice betw&end 5,

we can understand that a difference between a 2agnd
would be at least noticeable. Due to the scores, th
manager’'s perceptions do not seem to indicate ge lar
difference on the ease of doing business between
countries. The results from the survey show adzg
between the World Bank rankings and the perceptidns
the manufacturing managers. The researcher essmat
that for this research the information presentedhia
tables will suffice to show that there is differerfeetween
perceptions and reality. Further work needs to bagmd
statistical proof needs to be developed. However, f
purposes of this research, the last section is used
illustrate the gaps in perception given that maetdrs
than the traditional ones are now found to be &ipanit.
Once the logistic regression helped us to determimeh
variables were significant to the manager’s peioept it

was necessary to compare these perceptions to some
existing measure. Because the study found thefisignt
factors, and that there is a gap with an alreadyligtu
measure, better plans, programs, information can be
gather and provided to our managers so they caieach
better outsourcing decisions. It is important tckenalear
that the ranking selected is for China (Subnatijonil
means few important cities were included in thelysmis

Table 15 Current Rankings and Scores for the Easef @oing Business

Mexico India China Singapore
World Bank Ranking 39 142 90 1
Cost 67 158 128 6
Time to Open a Business 108 184 11 2
Protecting Investol 62 7 132 3
Paying Taxes 120 156 37 5
Trading Across Borders 98 126 32 1

NOTE: The overall ranking provided in the 2015 rgmhows the current rankings and the ones

showed in the table

(http://www.doingbusiness.org/~/media/GIAWB/Doing%&Gsiness/Documents/Annual-

Reports/English/DB15-Chapters/DB15-Report-Overvisif)

The scores were taken from the 2014 report fhitp://www.doingbusiness.org/rankings
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and the ranking according to the World Bank it esgints
an average of those cities. There is another fawdarg
China which ranks Taiwan, China as number 19.

6. Limitations and Future Studies

This study intended to include data form managene w
identified their companies to be small, medium angé.
However, due to the small number of respondents for
small firms, the size of the firm was not includiedthe
analysis as a covariate. Additionally, the conrmecti
between indicators and a successful company was not
established in this research as explained in tipothesis
HaO section where several models were run but mate
acceptable predictive capacity. This is left fortufe
research. Further analysis should be done in owdsau

but it is important that compilation about more dfie

data from countries is available. For example, nvooek
needs to happen as to what to outsource and toewher
Additionally, future research may include analysif
getting access to new competencies as drivers for
outsourcing decisions. The comparative analysisgutiie
World Bank rankings should be considered as initial
research and was used because data was availatble an
perhaps better comparative measures should beopedel

7. Conclusions

This study includes different variables than the
commonly studied in the literature. These variables
included demographic characteristics, challenges to
offshore diverse functions and competitive priesti The
results provided knowledge of important perceptians
significant to business indicators for doing busevith
Mexico, India, China and Singapore. Because we doun
what factors are significant, we can now pay aitento
these factors and perhaps train, develop, findtadla
information or simply develop a better support egstfor
manufacturing managers with outsourcing decisitihs.
expected that the more managers know the better the
decisions regarding outsourcing. Thus, manufacgurin
companies would benefit from understanding othetois
that the traditionally studied and better outsauyci
outcomes can be expected. Perhaps, better retutimeon
investments.

Findings include that a manager having experiente w
outsourcing is a significant factor for companikattare
successful. In general, Time to Open a Business and
Trading Across Border are two of the business sitics
that were impacted by perceptions. In a more sigecif
note, the core competencies of Flexibility and Geste
significant to China when trading across border &rd
protecting investors. Quality and Delivery arendfigant
to Singapore for trading across border issues.epéom
of how challenging to outsource is assembly redulte

significant to China in terms of time to open aibass
and trading across border issues. Finally, a coatipe
analysis with the World Bank rankings resulted igeao
between perception and reality. This is importaetause
the perceptions for doing business in each of étected
countries are not aligned to the known publishedsuees

of the World Bank. Then, perhaps reviews of peticagt
can facilitate better knowledge. By doing so, ieipected
that better outsourcing decisions can be reachetl an
companies can actually realize improved benefits.
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Appendix A. Survey

1. Do you have experience in outsourcing /offshoriffgfou have

experience, how many years?

Have you ever lived outside of the U.S.?

What is your age?

Evaluate how you consider the following by selegtimot

challenging, low challenging, challenging, very lwging or

extremely challenging for each. Manufacturing, esbly, IT,

Business Processes

5. How successful is your company?

6. Is your company : Small (less than 50 employeesydim (more
than 50,less than 250) or Large (more than 250 @repk)

7. Indicate your opinion for the following about hovowr company
compares to its competition in your industry, orglabal basis
considering by selecting poor, below average, aeerhetter than
average, superior or do not know.

1) Cost, 2) Quality, 3) Delivery and 4) Flexibility

8. For each of the indicators below, indicate on desofl to 5, with
1 being the easiest and 5 being the most diffidotljcator of a
particular country with respect to doing businesé.i Each rating
should be separate and not dependent on how yed wather
countries.

PO

Ease of Doing Business Mexico | India | China| Singaporg

Cost to open a business
* Legal fees
» Process costs to start
operations in dollars
Time to open a business
« Time it takes to process
all paper work that
allows for operations in
days
Protecting Investors
» Transparency of
transactions
Ability of shareholders
to hold officers and
directors responsible for]
misconduct
Liability of directors for
miss use of company
assets
Paying taxes
» Easy of filing
* Incentives and taxes
after a period of grace
Trading Across Border
* Documents to export
Time to export(days)
Cost to export (per unit
of transport-container)
Documents to import
« Time to import(days)
Cost to import (per
unit of transport-
container)




