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1. Overview
This supplementary file presents the anonymised case-level data matrix for the 35 multinational automotive subsidiaries included in the study. For each case, the matrix provides key descriptive characteristics (ecosystem, tier level, company size, subsidiary age, headquarters country, respondent profiles) as well as the number of interviews conducted, the salience of each analytical dimension, and a brief qualitative note summarising the most distinctive feature of each case.
Headquarters countries are reported in aggregated form to preserve anonymity while reflecting the international diversity of the sample. All firm names and identifying details have been removed. Firms are designated by anonymised identifiers (E01–E35).
2. Sample Composition
Table A. Distribution of headquarters nationality
	Headquarters country
	Companies
	%

	France
	11
	31%

	Germany
	7
	20%

	Japan
	5
	14%

	United States
	5
	14%

	Italy
	2
	6%

	Spain
	2
	6%

	China
	2
	6%

	Turkey
	1
	3%

	Total
	35
	100%



The sample reflects the actual structure of Morocco’s automotive supplier base, which is predominantly composed of European subsidiaries (particularly French and German groups), with a significant presence of Japanese and American firms, and a growing but still limited share of Chinese and Turkish investments.
3. Case-Level Data Matrix
The following matrix presents the complete case-level data. The four analytical dimensions are:
D1: Decision-right asymmetries and non-autonomous local execution
D2: Categorical delegitimation and identity tension
D3: Metric invisibility and the non-recognition of local value
D4: Organisational reproduction and the stabilisation of subordinate roles

Salience is indicated as: ● High — ◐ Moderate — ○ Low/Absent
Respondent profiles: PM = Purchasing Manager; SB = Senior Buyer; PB = Project Buyer; IB = Indirect Buyer; DB = Direct Buyer.
	Firm
	Ecosystem
	Tier
	Size
	Age
	HQ
	N
	Profiles
	D1
	D2
	D3
	D4
	Key observation

	E01
	Wiring
	Tier 1
	>1,500
	>10 years
	Japan
	2
	PM, SB
	●
	●
	◐
	●
	Respondents described being completely excluded from sourcing decisions despite proximity to local suppliers

	E02
	Wiring
	Tier 1
	500–1,500
	5–10 years
	Germany
	2
	PM, DB
	●
	◐
	●
	◐
	Site uses a detailed KPI system focused exclusively on cost savings; other contributions not formally tracked

	E03
	Wiring
	Tier 1
	>1,500
	>10 years
	Japan
	2
	PM, SB
	●
	●
	◐
	●
	Respondents reported feeling that their expertise was disregarded because of their location in Morocco

	E04
	Wiring
	Tier 2
	500–1,500
	5–10 years
	France
	2
	PM, IB
	●
	◐
	●
	◐
	Some autonomy reported on indirect purchases; direct categories entirely managed by headquarters

	E05
	Wiring
	Tier 1
	500–1,500
	>10 years
	United States
	2
	PM, PB
	●
	●
	●
	●
	Respondents described situations where limited autonomy and low recognition were both present over time

	E06
	Wiring
	Tier 2
	<500
	<5 years
	Turkey
	1
	PM
	◐
	○
	◐
	○
	Recently established subsidiary; purchasing function not yet fully structured; limited interaction with headquarters

	E07
	Wiring
	Tier 1
	>1,500
	5–10 years
	Japan
	2
	PM, DB
	●
	◐
	◐
	●
	Respondents noted that no senior figure at headquarters advocated for the local purchasing function

	E08
	Wiring
	Tier 2
	500–1,500
	5–10 years
	Germany
	2
	PM, SB
	●
	●
	●
	◐
	Respondents reported being formally referred to as "local support" in group communications

	E09
	Wiring
	Tier 1
	500–1,500
	>10 years
	France
	2
	PM, IB
	●
	◐
	●
	●
	Respondents described a situation where unrecognised contributions led to reduced investment in the function

	E10
	Wiring
	Tier 2
	<500
	<5 years
	United States
	2
	PM, IB
	○
	◐
	◐
	○
	Smaller subsidiary with less formalised governance; respondents reported some flexibility in local decisions

	E11
	Wiring
	Tier 1
	500–1,500
	5–10 years
	Japan
	2
	PM, SB
	●
	●
	◐
	●
	Respondents described difficulty being taken seriously in interactions with distant headquarters

	E12
	Wiring
	Tier 2
	500–1,500
	>10 years
	France
	2
	PM, DB
	●
	◐
	●
	◐
	Respondent described having gradually accepted the boundaries of the role and stopped seeking to expand it

	E13
	Interiors
	Tier 1
	>1,500
	>10 years
	France
	2
	PM, SB
	●
	●
	●
	●
	Large, mature subsidiary with highly qualified team; respondents reported persistent constraints despite professionalisation

	E14
	Interiors
	Tier 1
	500–1,500
	5–10 years
	France
	2
	PM, PB
	●
	◐
	●
	◐
	Project buyer described a significant mismatch between qualifications obtained and tasks actually performed

	E15
	Interiors
	Tier 1
	>1,500
	>10 years
	United States
	2
	PM, SB
	●
	●
	◐
	●
	Respondents reported not being invited to the site management committee despite their functional responsibilities

	E16
	Interiors
	Tier 2
	500–1,500
	5–10 years
	Germany
	2
	PM, IB
	◐
	●
	●
	◐
	Indirect buyer expressed frustration that only cost savings were acknowledged as a valid contribution

	E17
	Interiors
	Tier 1
	500–1,500
	>10 years
	France
	2
	PM, DB
	●
	◐
	◐
	●
	Respondent observed that headquarters had limited interest in redistributing decision-making authority

	E18
	Interiors
	Tier 2
	<500
	<5 years
	Spain
	1
	PM
	◐
	○
	●
	○
	Small subsidiary with a flat local organisation; fewer occasions for internal status differentiation

	E19
	Interiors
	Tier 1
	500–1,500
	5–10 years
	United States
	2
	PM, SB
	●
	●
	●
	◐
	Respondents noted that the supply chain function received more recognition than purchasing for comparable contributions

	E20
	Interiors
	Tier 2
	<500
	5–10 years
	Italy
	1
	PM
	◐
	◐
	○
	◐
	Smaller firm where performance evaluation was less formalised; fewer structured KPIs in place

	E21
	Interiors
	Tier 1
	500–1,500
	>10 years
	France
	2
	PM, IB
	●
	◐
	●
	●
	Respondent described considering leaving the function or the sector as a response to the constraints experienced

	E22
	Metal
	Tier 1
	500–1,500
	>10 years
	France
	2
	PM, DB
	●
	◐
	●
	◐
	Respondent described investing effort in developing local suppliers but receiving no recognition in group reports

	E23
	Metal
	Tier 2
	<500
	5–10 years
	Spain
	1
	PM
	◐
	●
	◐
	◐
	Respondent reported that the local production team viewed purchasing as a purely administrative function

	E24
	Metal
	Tier 1
	500–1,500
	5–10 years
	Germany
	2
	PM, SB
	●
	●
	●
	●
	Respondents described headquarters controlling all purchasing categories without exception

	E25
	Metal
	Tier 2
	<500
	<5 years
	China
	2
	PM, DB
	○
	◐
	●
	○
	Recently established subsidiary with a governance model still being defined; headquarters involvement less formalised

	E26
	Metal
	Tier 1
	>1,500
	>10 years
	France
	2
	PM, PB
	●
	◐
	◐
	●
	Respondent noted that the local general manager did not prioritise expanding the scope of the purchasing function

	E27
	Metal
	Tier 2
	500–1,500
	5–10 years
	Italy
	1
	PM
	◐
	○
	●
	◐
	Respondent described a less hierarchical relationship with headquarters compared to other firms in the sample

	E28
	Batteries
	Tier 1
	500–1,500
	<5 years
	China
	2
	PM, SB
	●
	◐
	●
	◐
	Recent investment with a centralised governance approach still being adapted to the local context

	E29
	Batteries
	Tier 1
	>1,500
	5–10 years
	Japan
	2
	PM, DB
	●
	●
	◐
	●
	Respondent reported that headquarters associated the Moroccan location with limited capabilities

	E30
	Batteries
	Tier 2
	<500
	5–10 years
	Germany
	2
	PM, IB
	●
	◐
	●
	◐
	Small site operating under strict compliance requirements with group-level procedures

	E31
	Batteries
	Tier 1
	<500
	<5 years
	France
	1
	PM
	◐
	●
	◐
	○
	New subsidiary; respondent expressed frustration with a role scope that was entirely defined by headquarters

	E32
	Powertrain
	Tier 1
	>1,500
	>10 years
	France
	2
	PM, SB
	●
	●
	●
	●
	Long-established subsidiary where respondents described persistent and recurring situations across different aspects of their work

	E33
	Powertrain
	Tier 1
	>1,500
	>10 years
	Germany
	2
	PM, DB
	●
	◐
	●
	●
	Respondent described actively trying to demonstrate value through concrete initiatives to gain recognition

	E34
	Powertrain
	Tier 1
	500–1,500
	5–10 years
	United States
	2
	PM, PB
	●
	●
	◐
	◐
	Project buyer reported being brought into projects only at an advanced stage, after key decisions were made

	E35
	Powertrain
	Tier 2
	500–1,500
	>10 years
	Germany
	2
	PM, IB
	◐
	●
	●
	◐
	Indirect buyer described having formal responsibilities that did not translate into actual decision-making authority



4. Summary of Dimension Salience
Table B. Salience of analytical dimensions across the sample (N=35)
	Dimension
	High (●)
	Moderate (◐)
	Low/Absent (○)

	D1: Decision-right asymmetries
	25
	8
	2

	D2: Categorical delegitimation
	16
	16
	3

	D3: Metric invisibility
	21
	13
	1

	D4: Organisational reproduction
	15
	15
	5


5. Cross-Tabulation of Salience by Sample Characteristics
This section presents the distribution of high-salience ratings across key sample characteristics to identify potential patterns. These cross-tabulations are presented for descriptive purposes only and do not imply statistical generalisation. Given the qualitative nature of the study and the limited number of cases in each sub-category, these figures should be interpreted as indicative rather than definitive. These descriptive comparisons are intended to support analytical interpretation rather than to establish causal relationships.
Table C. Proportion of high-salience cases by tier level
	Tier level
	D1 High %
	D2 High %
	D3 High %
	D4 High %

	Tier 1
	21/22 (95%)
	12/22 (54%)
	12/22 (54%)
	15/22 (68%)

	Tier 2
	4/13 (30%)
	4/13 (30%)
	9/13 (69%)
	0/13 (0%)



This distribution should be interpreted cautiously, as the identification of D4 depends on the co-occurrence of multiple mechanisms rather than on a single observable feature.
Table D. Proportion of high-salience cases by ecosystem
	Ecosystem
	D1 High %
	D2 High %
	D3 High %
	D4 High %

	Wiring
	10/12 (83%)
	5/12 (41%)
	6/12 (50%)
	6/12 (50%)

	Interiors
	6/9 (66%)
	4/9 (44%)
	6/9 (66%)
	4/9 (44%)

	Metal
	3/6 (50%)
	2/6 (33%)
	4/6 (66%)
	2/6 (33%)

	Batteries
	3/4 (75%)
	2/4 (50%)
	2/4 (50%)
	1/4 (25%)

	Powertrain
	3/4 (75%)
	3/4 (75%)
	3/4 (75%)
	2/4 (50%)


Table E. Proportion of high-salience cases by headquarters region
	HQ Region
	N
	D1 High %
	D2 High %
	D3 High %
	D4 High %

	Western Europe
	22
	15/22 (68%)
	8/22 (36%)
	17/22 (77%)
	8/22 (36%)

	North America
	5
	4/5 (80%)
	4/5 (80%)
	2/5 (40%)
	2/5 (40%)

	East Asia
	7
	6/7 (85%)
	4/7 (57%)
	2/7 (28%)
	5/7 (71%)

	Other
	1
	0/1 (0%)
	0/1 (0%)
	0/1 (0%)
	0/1 (0%)


Note: These patterns should be interpreted with caution given the limited number of cases in each regional category. The sample was designed for analytical depth within the Moroccan automotive context, not for cross-national comparison.
6. Emerging Patterns
Dimension 1 (decision-right asymmetries) was the most pervasive mechanism across the sample. This reflects the structural centralisation of purchasing decisions in multinational automotive supply chains rather than a coding artefact. The automotive industry is characterised by tightly controlled supplier relationships and group-level contract management, which structurally concentrates decision rights at headquarters level. The few cases where D1 salience was low (E10, E25) corresponded to recently established or smaller subsidiaries with lighter governance frameworks, consistent with the observation that centralisation intensifies as subsidiaries mature and become more integrated into group processes.
Dimension 2 (categorical delegitimation) showed more variation across firms. Low salience was observed in cases where respondents described a less hierarchical relationship with headquarters (E27) or where the subsidiary was too recently established for clear patterns to have formed (E06, E18). The data suggest possible variation across headquarters origins, though this observation should be treated with caution given the small number of cases per category.
Dimension 3 (metric invisibility) was widespread but showed variation linked to the sophistication of local evaluation systems. The single low-salience case (E20) corresponded to a small firm with a less formalised evaluation framework, where the absence of metrics was less problematic because expectations were also lower.
Dimension 4 (organisational reproduction) was most salient in firms where the other three dimensions were simultaneously present at high levels, consistent with the interpretation that organisational reproduction may operate as a reinforcing mechanism. Low-salience cases (E06, E10, E18, E25, E31) were typically recently established subsidiaries where recurring patterns had not yet had time to consolidate.
These observations remain indicative and should be interpreted in light of the qualitative and context-specific nature of the study.
Tier level appeared to be associated with variation in the intensity of all four dimensions. Tier 1 suppliers tended to show higher salience across D1–D4, possibly reflecting more formalised governance structures associated with direct relationships with OEMs. However, this observation should be interpreted cautiously given other co-varying factors (size, age).
Subsidiary age was associated with higher D4 salience, consistent with the expectation that recurring organisational patterns require time to develop and consolidate. This observation remains tentative given the cross-sectional design of the study.
7. Methodological Notes
Salience ratings were assigned based on the analytical coding conducted in NVivo 14 (see Supplementary File 2 for the complete codebook). The assessment reflects the density and depth of relevant codes identified in each firm’s interview data, interpreted in the context of the respondent’s accounts. These ratings are inherently interpretive and should be understood as analytical summaries rather than precise measurements.
Headquarters countries are reported in aggregated form to preserve anonymity while reflecting the international diversity of the sample. The combination of ecosystem, tier level, size, and headquarters country could potentially enable identification of specific firms in Morocco’s automotive sector; accordingly, these characteristics are presented at a level of generality that balances transparency with confidentiality.
The number of interviews per firm ranged from 1 to 2 (average: 1.8). Firms with a single interview were typically smaller organisations (fewer than 500 employees) or more recently established subsidiaries where only one purchasing professional was available. Respondent profiles are indicated using abbreviations (PM = Purchasing Manager; SB = Senior Buyer; PB = Project Buyer; IB = Indirect Buyer; DB = Direct Buyer) to reflect the diversity of purchasing roles captured across the sample.
The qualitative notes in the “Key observation” column are intended to provide a brief, non-exhaustive summary of the most analytically distinctive feature of each case. They are derived from the coded interview data and should be read in conjunction with the detailed findings presented in the manuscript.
The case-level summaries presented in this file are descriptive in nature and do not constitute independent analytical claims beyond those developed in the main manuscript.
