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ABSTRACT

This paper addresses the influence of two competienys of social identity on knowledge
integration within organizations. One view seesiao@entity primarily as a coherent
characteristic of organisations, which can lever&gewledge integration by developing
loyalty, trust, shared values and implicit norm®gkit and Zander, 1996). The opposing view
considers social identification as multiple andyfreented (Albert, Ashforth and Dutton, 2000;
Alvesson, 2000). This fragmented view emphasisesptioblematic nature of social identity
for knowledge integration. The aim of this papetigxamine these competing accounts and
to develop insight under what conditions coherespectively multiple social identities are
advantageous for knowledge integration by the coatp@ analysis of two polar case studies.
Our case studies reveal the different effects ofoaerent versus multiple identity on
knowledge integration and the need for a coherentpany-wide social identity to leverage

knowledge integration between organizational units.

KEYWORDS: case studies, knowledge integration, iplglt identities, organization theory,

organization-wide identity, social identity



INTRODUCTION

The focus of this paper is the role of social idtgnin the process of knowledge
integration within organizations. The importanceknbwledge integration to the performance
and even raison d’etre of organizations has be&elwiemphasized in recent years. Grant
(1996) explains that knowledge integration is aedieby establishing a mode of interaction
such that people’s specialist knowledge is integtatwhile minimizing the time spent
transferring knowledge between them. Knowledge tem be defined as “a property of
agents predisposing them to act in particular onstances” (Boisot, 1998: 12). Integration is
thus seen as ranging from the synthesis of indal&lspecialized knowledge into situation-
specific systemic knowledge (Alavi and Tiwana, 20@2more indirect forms of integration
based on rules and procedures — termed ‘combinatipmonaka (1994). Such integration
exists on different levels in the organization; eymwithin teams, sub-units, units or the

organization.

As with knowledge integration, the formation of Ebédentity has also been seen as a
structural characteristic of hierarchical forms. gkib and Zander (1996) argue that
organizations as opposed to markets are charaadely social identity, bonding individuals
together and providing benefits to the organizatibine concept of social identity has been
intensively studied and there are multiple defom# of this concept. In a review article,
Ashforth and Mael (1989) give a good overview o¢ ttole social identity can play in
organizatons. They provide a broad and inclusiv®act in describing social identity as “the

perception of oneness with a group of persons”.

The role of social identity in facilitating or irtiting knowledge integration has been
less widely discussed, with exceptions of the wafrKogut and Zander (1996) and Alvesson
(2000; 2001). There is consensus in the literatmreéhe existence of a relationship between
social identity and knowledge integration, but oot the exact role and function of social
identity (Kane, Argote, and Levine, 2005; Kogut afahder, 1996). We argue that social
identity has paradoxical features, which produceiexgal effects on knowledge integration.
The contribution of this paper is to explore theffects in order to support theory building
and to summarize the range of effects on knowladgggration. Two cases are added to
provide empirical illustrations on the complex amguivocal effects of social identity on

knowledge integration. Although the cases do pmwdpirical prove of our theory, these
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case indicate the complexity of social identity atid need to further investigate the

paradoxical features of social identity.

The first section presents different perspectivesacial identity theory resulting in
what we will term the integrationist’'s and fragmegidnist's views on social identity. The
next two sections analyze these two views in i@hatdo knowledge integration. The following

sections present and discuss material drawn framchsge studies.

SOCIAL IDENTITY THEORY

Although the literature on social identity theosyeixtensive, there is still considerable
conceptual vagueness (Haslam, Postmes, and Elle26#3). The concept of organizational
identity evolved from a metaphor to a predictor amdhlytical tool of behaviour in
organizations (for an overview of the conceptualeli@ment of organizational identity see
Haslam, Postmes, and Ellemers, 2003). Before exptathe outcomes of social identity, it is
useful to differentiate the concept from conceptsrganizational culture and organizational
commitment. Culture can usefully be viewed as a&ll&tr basic principles on how to behave
in the organization (Schein, 1988). Ashford and M&889) explain that commitment refers
to the beliefs in and the willingness to accept tihganization’s goals and values; social
identity is about the oneness with a group andséiiecategorization of individuals. Of course
the three concepts are closely related. Socialtitgewill result in a collective mind and a
shared understanding among the group members (Hadlal., 2003), who therefore believe
and accept the same values (i.e. the values ofirthwgp with which one identifies). This is
similar to what individuals with shared culture esammitment do. However, having shared
values is clearly a consequence of social idemtitgt not an antecedent. An individual can
adopt the shared values to fit within an organ@retl culture or can be committed to the
organizational values because it is the most apjatepbehaviour to reach ones’ personal
goals; but not necessarily because the individatgorizes oneself to a certain group. Hence,

social identity clearly has different grounds.

Social identity is thus a process in which indivatiuclassify themselves and others in
groups and perceive oneness with a group, resuitingertain behaviour and outcomes
(Ashforth and Mael, 1989; van Knippenberg, van keipberg, Monden, and de Lima, 2002).

Ashford and Meal (1989) recognize three main comerges of organizational identity:



individuals act in congruence with the salient atp@f the identity, group formation with
strong intra-group cooperation, and reinforcing th&tinctiveness and values of the group.
Haslam et al. (2003) make the strong statement shated identity is essential for the
existence and success of communication, leaderahipp overall for the existence of
organizational behaviour. Social identity has bpertured as the instrument that results in
loyalty and altruistic behaviour towards the orgation’s aims, and that therefore should be
maximized (Brown, Humphreys, and Gurney, 2005). dogcent literature has begun to
guestion the structural view on identity, tendiogiards a more fragmentationist perspective
(Brown et al., 2005; Humphreys and Brown, 2002)s ftossible to identify two broad strands
in social identity theory literature, which we wiirm ‘integrationist’ and ‘fragmentationist’.
The integrationist camp views social identity asuténg in the attribution of employees
towards the organization and its goals (Dutton Budterich, 1991; Leana and Van Buren,
1999), emphasizing the role of social identity inceuraging employee loyalty. In the
fragmentationist perspective social identity isweéel as multiple, fragmented, processual and
situational (Brown et al., 2005; Karreman and Abas 2001). The multiple social identities
can be a source of power and conflicts reducingmi@tl beneficial effects (Humphreys and
Brown, 2002). We start from these two strands tpack the relationship between social

identity and knowledge integration.

INTEGRATIONIST VIEW ON SOCIAL IDENTITY AND KNOWLEDGE
INTEGRATION

Several researchers studying knowledge sharing kuggled with the problem of
integrating knowledge among specialists and peaopld different mindsets and goals
(Andrews and Delahaye, 2000; Argote, Ingram, Levared Moreland, 2000; Hansen, 1999).
Jarvenpaa and Staples (2001) explain that peopleowly share their knowledge with
colleagues when they consider their knowledge tthbeproperty of the organization. Other
authors discuss the problem of knowledge sharirg) iategration due to the embedded,
sticky, and tacit character of knowledge (Baumd@R9; Szulanski, 2000; Tsoukas, 1996).
Furthermore, the lack of trust as a barrier to Keoge integration is widely recognized
(Adler, 2001; McEvily, Perrone, and Zaheer, 200&a8, Newell, Scarbrough, and Hislop,
1999). Researchers have been seeking for orgamatsettings that minimize or overcome
the limitations to knowledge integration, and sbaantity has been mentioned as one of the

organizational characteristics that might be ciucidghis debate (Cabrera and Cabrera, 2002;
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Kogut and Zander, 1996). However, the integratioperspective and the fragmentationist
perspective lead to very different conclusions te tole social identity can play in

knowledge integration.

One of the most influential statements of the irdégnist view in relation to
knowledge integration is provided by Kogut and Zam@1996). They argue that social
identity plays a pivotal role in overcoming probkeiwf communication across the specialised
knowledge created through the division of laboure Thost prominent role of social identity
in knowledge integration from the integrationistrgmective is in the strong intra-group
cooperation beyond personal relationships (Ashfarid Mael, 1989). Cabrera and Cabrera
(2002) explain that people face a cooperation dibamin relation to the exchange of
knowledge when taking a relational view on knowkedgtegration; a dilemma that can be
overcome though social identity because of the es®rto the group. Through the de-
personalization in social identity, spontaneous andonditional willingness to integrate
knowledge within the group can occur, whatever ittieractions and relationships between
the individuals within the group. Thus, it is claththat salient social identity goes beyond
providing incentives for or reducing barriers tolwledge integration, but creates a context in
which limits to knowledge integration (caused bgliudual and relational considerations) are
overruled by oneness with the group. In this actoswcial identity can play a different and
more far-reaching role in knowledge integration pamed to other concepts that have been
mentioned as leveraging knowledge integration, saghkulture, organizational commitment,

social capital and trust.

In addition, social identity indirectly leveragesidwledge integration through the
development of shared beliefs, values, mindsaist,tand loyalty. The literature suggests a
recursive relationship between the formation ofiaowentity and the development of a
dominant set of beliefs forming a collective mindkaowledge structure (Ashforth and Mael,
1989; Beyer and Hannah, 2002). This links knowlenigegration to the development of a
knowledge base, allowing the absorption and apmticaof knowledge in a new context
(Cohen and Levinthal, 1990; Kim, 1993; Kogut aneshder, 1996). Kane, Argote, and Levine
(2005) prove also that social identity is requitednake people willing to accept knowledge
from others. This is because social identity ciestgst in others and their knowledge. Trust is
very important to make people integrate their kremlge (Andrews and Delahaye, 2000; De
Cremer, Snyder, and Dewitte, 2001; Jarvenpaa aauleSt 2001; Newell and Swan, 2000).
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Social identity also influences knowledge integmatby making people loyal to the
organization (Haslam et al., 2003; Kane et al.,5200Much knowledge is developed in an
embodied or embrained form (Blackler, 1995) as humegpital. This kind of knowledge is
highly mobile since it can exit the organizationemhemployees leave. Therefore, loyalty
based on social identity is important in order ¢tain that knowledge inside the company
(Alvesson, 2001; Robertson and Swan, 2003). MonreadMeert, Ashforth, and Dutton (2000)
suggest that loyalty based on social identificatias become more important in the current
environment because corporate downsizing has dmledong-term stable employee-
employer contracts; a shift in employment relatiops that places greater reliance on identity
rather than career structures as a means of mgakey employees and their knowledge.
Furthermore, people will consider their knowledgettae property of the organization instead
of their personal property when they identify witle organization and will, therefore, accept
more readily that their knowledge should be madsglale to others (Jarvenpaa and Staples,
2001).

Summarized, the integrationist view proposes atpesrelationship between social
identity and knowledge integration based on thé éyel of cooperative behaviour inherent
of the group oneness and the development of shmeleefs, organizational knowledge, trust,

and loyalty proposition J.

This is not to say that all proponents of the irdgignist view see social identity as
operating in a purely benign way. Fiol (2001), émample, warns of the risk of social identity
leading to greater resistance to change. Ineffiateiiective behaviour and routines (among
others developed through social identity) are dlifti to change (Levitt and March, 1988; von
Krogh and Roos, 1996; Walsh, 1995). Furthermoreiasadentity creates a common filter
through which the organization or community appretsethe environment, termed ‘dominant
logic’ in the literature (Bettis and Prahalad, 1996filters information from the environment
when converted to organization or community spedifiowledge (Boisot, 1998). Hence, a
second proposition based on the integrationist viates that social identity can limit

knowledge integration through filtering knowledgeirapeding changep¢oposition 2.



FRAGMENTATIONIST VIEW ON SOCIAL IDENTITY AND KNOWLEDGE
INTEGRATION

Karreman and Alvesson (2001) question in theirrfragtationist view the chance that
employees will associate primarily with an orgatimawide social identity. Effective
knowledge integration in organizations required thés integration is not limited to a sub-
group of the organization. The benefits for knowedntegration through social identity
mentioned above exist when there is a coherenalsioentity (Kane et al., 2005). However, a
coherent organization-wide identity is only one $ible scenario. Large companies are seen
to encompass a range of more or less fluid idestitieveloped by units or workgroups
(Alvesson, 2000; Ashforth, 1989; Araujo, 1998). VEnippenberg and van Schie (2000)
explain that people prefer to identify with smallgroups with a sufficient level of
distinctiveness, and with groups that have charatites similar to the individuals’ identities.
Hence, organizations can have: 1) one company-gsod&l identity without sub-group social
identities (termed coherent identity); 2) multiptecial identities, e.g. different social
identities in each unit, possible in coexistencéhvd company-wide social identity; or 3)
members do not identify with the organization atyéaor sub-groups, but predominantly with
external groups, such as professional associatibesaudit associations or associations of

advisors.

This second scenario is highly plausible becausewvibrkgroup identity is expected to
be stronger than the organization-wide social ite{¢an Knippenberg and van Schie, 2000;
van Knippenberg, 2003). This is because workgr@spsmaller and more similar to personal
identities, and within the organization the workguadentity becomes salient in contrast to
the other workgroup identities. In this second sciex) the beneficial effects of social identity
on knowledge integration are limited to the unit workgroup level (Ellemers and Van
Rijswijk, 1997). It is well-known that groups inganizations, such as work units, will favour
the group even when this might harm others outfidegroup (Tajfel and Turner, 1979), e.g.
by integrating knowledge within only the group. dddition, different social identities can
even be a source of conflict between units (Child Rodriguez, 2003). This, in turn, strongly
deteriorates the relationships between the grouphke organization and, hence, knowledge
integration between these groups. Thus, sociattitgenill have a beneficial effect on intra-
group knowledge integration, and at the same tineate limits to inter-group knowledge
integration, potentially overruling the benefitssafcial identity for the group. Social identity



is then, from an organization point of view, notlyomabsent as a superior mechanism for
eliminating knowledge integration barriers buttlsough reinforcing the social identities of
the groups within the organization and especialakimg the different mindsets more salient,
a knowledge integration barrier in itself. Strorajient sub-group social identities will thus
create inter-group behaviour that decreases kngeledtegration between groups, such as
viewing the integration in relational instead ofcisd terms, distrusting the knowledge,
disloyalty to other groups, and emphasising difier@indsets. As a consequence, multiple

identities can result in sub-optimal knowledge gnétion.

In the third scenario, with the dominance of exérsocial identities, identification
processes of the organizational members undermabdnefits organizations tend to have in
protecting their knowledge (Liebeskind, 1996; Spand 996). Such external identification,
for example, may mean that knowledge flows moredirgawithin such professional
communities than it does within the source orgditna- indeed, may even be transferred to
other organizations by this route (Alvesson 2006ovh and Duguid, 2001). The loyalty
inherent in social identity that has indirect pesit effects on knowledge integration,
according to the integrationist’s view, becomesagamthreat to the organization’s knowledge
integration and even knowledge protection when miggdional members categorize

themselves in external groups and are, therefooeg toyal to these groups.

In summarizing, applying the fragmentationist viemknowledge integration leads to
the conclusion that the benefits for knowledgegrdaéon typically ascribed to the influence
of social identity become a threat to the knowledgegration in organizations when sub-
identities or identities of external groups domiakhis results in the following proposition:
social identity is a barrier to knowledge integoatin the organization when sub-identities or
external identities dominate over a coherent comnade identity proposition 3. Figure 1
summarizes the positive and negative effects ofabadentity on knowledge integration in
different scenarios. The dotted line indicates eurgive relationship between knowledge
integration and the development of social idenfitiirough knowledge integration, groups
can develop a stronger social identity, which imthielps in furthering knowledge integration
in the group (Child and Rodriguez, 2003).

Insert Figure 1 about here
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CASE ILLUSTRATIONS

Data collected using case study research illustedddionships between social identity
and knowledge integration. The data are not useestopropositions or to provide a thorough
case study on the process of social identity. Wecssl two cases based on theoretical
sampling: namely, a small entrepreneurial compaTgus a large merged company. Hence,
two polar types of companies that, according to lttexature (Fiol, 2001), can result in
distinctive social identities. The small entrepremed company is a Belgian publishing
company with a staff of 40 people and here inditads the advertising case study. The
second case study, here indicated as the finarsm stady, was the audit department of a
Belgian bank in a larger international financiabgp. Hence, the first case encompassed one
whole organisation; while the second case refevrdyg to a part of a very large organization.
However, this part, the audit department was latigan the advertising company is the first
case study. The same concepts were studied inwhbecases but the methods of data
collection were different to be more adapted to plagticular company context. There is
triangulation in both studies on the level of theasurement instruments (Jick, 1979), namely

by combining interviews, questionnaires, and docquraealysis.

Data were collected in the advertising case stydylphistorical data collected since
the founding of the company through years of coatpem between the research department of
two of the authors and the case company; 2) faervrews (of 1.5h to 2h each) with each
member of the management team, leading one of dboe rhain departments; and 3) an
additional questionnaire completed by the 34 emg®sy The interviews and experiences
based on cooperation between the researchers antbthpany were the main data source.
They explained the working and position of the camp the way knowledge was integrated
and described the values, norms, and social igeotithe organization. Social identity was
thus assessed by open questions on the existerméajroups, the existence of a coherent
identity, and the extent to which members assooith the coherent identity and with
external groups. The questionnaire provided interg@sadditional evidence on the existence
and way of knowledge integration and the extenwlioch the members have shared values,
trust, goals, and mental models, that can be taflex of a coherent social identity. Each
member of the organization (who worked more thaedmonths in the company) filled out a
5-point Likert scaled questionnaire. The questiirenanquired about specific potential
impediments on knowledge integration and was péria darger quantitative study on
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knowledge integration in different organizationeeSappendix 1 for the list of variables and

the descriptive statistics.

The complexity of the Finance case required thafomased our data collection much
more. The best way to achieve this was by closdlgwing the working of the organization
but in a non-obstructive way. Data were therefakected by following a project team that
worked during two months on the testing of a newitaprocedure. Data were collected by
interviewing the people from the team (seven peapdee interviewed for 1h to 2h), by
attending all four team meetings, by analyzingofficial internal documents concerning the
project, and by joining two audit interviews in thield that were part of the project. The
interviews were open and probed for knowledge natiéégn issues, existence of coherent and
multiple social identities, and the level of iddéictition with these social identities. The
documents provided evidence of the existence ahdbknowledge integration, the existence
of routines, and the changing of routines. Therui¢sv data were taped, transcribed, and
coded. Statements on social identity were codeddas whether or not they referred to each
of the different scenarios of social identity tikah exist in organizations and the impact this
social identity has on the development of trustalty, resistance to change, and other issues
outlined in figure 1, and in this way, on knowledgéegration. Furthermore, we asked for
explanations on the observations made during tlegeqr and background information on
previous experiences, incidents, and changes. &idra members were from different units of
the organization and from different pre-merger argations. Functions and positions of the
interviewees that we quote cannot be revealeddofigdentiality reasons. The limited number
of people involved in this data collection did radiow us to make generalizations on social
identities in this organization; nonetheless, tatagrovided us with a good illustration of the

relationship between multiple social identities &ndwledge integration.
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IDENTITY ASKNOWLEDGE INTEGRATION FACILITATOR

Our first case study, the advertising case, caddseribed as a young entrepreneurial
firm that has published job-advertising paperseih@96. It was able to grow very fast and to
conquer its main competitor in four years. Hard kva@nd fighting for the smallest
advertisement were seen as important ingredientiseim success. In this advertising case it
appeared to be quite easy to develop a coheremtitideFirst, the advertising company was
small (van Knippenberg and van Schie, 2000). Secetrdng identities exist often when
identities are more salient, which was the casee.hefaslam et al. (2003) argue that
competition is a source for salient social identitgcause it makes the identity more
distinctive and salient compared to the identiésther groups. Here, the identity is clearly
based on competition with another organization. Gfrthe key managers described the social
identity she associated with dkeep on fighting to be the best and remain thahesnother
interviewee explained that the identity was based ao common ‘enemy’, their main
competitor:“We pay attention when new people come in, becaugseere the underdog, real
challengers, but new people now come to work fanaxket leader and thus in a total
different situation but we stimulate the fighterentality”. Yet another used the term
‘rebellion’ to picture the identity. Narratives and communarat here about the fighter’s
metaphor, are developing a social identity (Karneraad Alvesson, 2001). Third, the identity
needs to be spread and transmitted to new memAshdofth, 1989). The entrepreneur and
his team of five key people seemed to be effectieansferring the strong company identity.
New recruits were socialized to identify with théghters’ mentality’: “There is exemplary
behaviour by the seniors, the others follow autacadly without any further communication
on this exemplary behavidurThis was also illustrated by the following staent of another
one of those key people: “®/drum this mentality in, to keep fighting even tfer smallest
advertisement.” Leaders can be ‘entrepreneurs of identity’: strpnghfluencing the
development of social identity, and social identgymediating the leadership effectiveness
(Haslam et al., 2003; van Knippenberg, van Knipgegb De Cremer, and Hogg, 2004).
However, because of the large role of the key peapt the entrepreneur in this organization,
they could destabilize the organization and itergircoherent identity when leaving (Albert
and Whetten, 1985). Furthermore, this advertizirganization is successful, a winning team,
making organizational members proud of the orgdimaawhich is another source for strong
social identity (Haslam et al., 2003). Young sust@sstart-ups are typically characterized by

strong homogeneous identities (Fiol, 2001).
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The fact that the advertising company was locatedree site and that the employees
all had to work closely together might have beewtlar reason for the existence of a
coherent organizational identity. However, literatus not clear about whether or not
geographical proximity is important for social idiéy development, and several empirical
studies even prove that geographical dispersiormitmigcrease social identity (Marks and
Lockyer, 2005). Finally, due to the strong taskerdependency in this organization, a
situation in which the whole organization can bensidered as the relevant workgroup,
overruling the existence of the four official workgps, might have occurred. Hence,
workgroup identity and organizational identity seehto coincide.

The identification of the employees with this compand its working style led to a
high level of informal coordination and discourbeough the socialisation of shared ways of
thinking (Humphreys and Brown, 2002). This idextfion gave people a common goal,
which resulted in very low rivalry and in high ldsef trust and cooperation; a situation that
is required for a high level of knowledge integoati Clearly, more and strong cooperative
behaviour to reach the common organizational gt#, development of organizational
knowledge in implicit routines and mental modele aaused by a strong coherent social
identity. A high level of knowledge integration wasached, and this occurred seemingly

spontaneously, not enhanced by formal systemscentives.

This is confirmed by the correlation in the quaxtiite data between the variables of
common knowledge, informal coordination, and traustl the variable knowledge integration
(see appendix 1). The existence of a strong sadaltity was also demonstrated by the
results of the questionnaire. Items in the questme related to —but not measuring- social
identity have high average scores on the 5-poiales¢ such as: “My colleagues would make
personal sacrifices for our organization” (3.94)can realise my personal professional goals
in my job” (3.71), and “The goals of the departmeme consistent with my personal
professional goals” (3.65). Furthermore, the qoestaire data indicated high scores on the
variables of common knowledge, mental models, traistl goal congruence and a low score
on politicking. An especially high correlation ihet questionnaire data between the variables
politicking (-), knowledge withholding (-), trustt), goal congruence (+), and common
knowledge (+) indicated the potential role of idgnin reducing opportunistic behaviour

towards knowledge integration. However, shared alenbdels, which are a consequence of
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a strong social identity, do not correlate highlithsknowledge integration, although the
literature assumes such a relationship (Kogut aart&r, 1996). This particular finding does
not confirm the relationship between social idgnéihd knowledge integration; however, the
other findings do confirm the relationship. Overale can state that there is a dominance of
an organization-wide social identity with a postigffect on knowledge integration through
the development of loyalty (among the senior peoplest, and organizational knowledge.
Hence, combining qualitative and quantitative entefrom the advertising case supports our

first proposition.

Among a small group of employees there was a Igofpe turnover by people
voluntarily leaving the company. Each time new peapent through a social identification
process that took up several months (Ashforth am@IM1989). One manager statédou
need to work here a while to ‘feel’ what the otbepartments want; this is not possible if you
only worked here for a year, you need to have sewhheard more”’ Hence, knowledge
integration through the loyalty social identity sad was not present among these employees
because their identification process took more thayear. High employee turnover rates
might seem to be in conflict with the very salisotial identity that can be observed in this
advertising case (Ashforth and Mael, 1989). Thimauer was indeed the weak link in this
organization’s social identity. However, the turaowas situated among a small number of
people that were on a low level in the organizatod mostly young, especially among the
newcomers. Newcomers had to identify themselves whis very salient organizational
identity or they would not last long in the orgaatipn. This confirms again the strength of the
identity and the impact on members’ behaviour. Gnerviewee mentionedSomeone who
has not that style will not stay long or will no¢ fallowed to stay long, one has to fit.in
Hence, people leave the organization because dfalency of the identity, conflicting with
their individual identities, or simply because tirganization cannot meet all the individuals’
career expectations. Two of the interviewed depamtmheads also claimed that they
identified with external groups as well, namely weésigners and journalists. However,
identification with these groups was mentioned as$ that important, but more as an

additional information source.
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Finally, according to the literature, a coherertigladentity can also limit knowledge
integration because of inflexibility and knowledditering. However, the organization
demonstrated a high level of adaptability to envinental changes. Furthermore, none of the
strategic changes, such as the launching of artiawdlai paper for a specific audience or
offering similar advert services via a website, leadflicted with the identity characteristics
in the organization yet. Day to day decisions hade flexible. A decision made can be
changed within half an hour again, but this is #teength of our organizatidras indicated
by an interviewee. However, these are only min@nges within a fixed framework. Hence,
we can not confirm the second proposition on thgatiee impact of an organization-wide
social identity. The implicit rules and values deped within the social identification process
in the advertising company remained stable durmgstrategic changes, which was even a
major success factor for this organization. Orgatndnal change and social identity
development are closely interwoven, and changelghmiviewed in terms of identity shifts
(Jabri, 2004). Hence, the labels of the identitnaed the same but the identity might
nevertheless have been evolved due to the innevaiitions (Gioia, Schultz, and Corley,
2000). Gioia et al. (2000) state that underneatsdHabels identity is continuously evolving

during daily work processes.

FRAGMENTED IDENTITIESIN THE FINANCE COMPANY

Many of the abovementioned characteristics werarlgiaifferent for our finance case
study, the audit department of a financial groupe Tinancial group was the result of a
merger between two banks with quite different oigational cultures. It was composed of
geographically dispersed units with low levels afrkflow integration. This, together with its
conglomerate features, seemed to have encouragegordhferation of identities and clearly
the dominance of workgroup identities (Ashforth avidel, 1989; van Knippenberg and van
Schie, 2000).

Mergers are likely to destroy previous identiti€Shild and Rodriguez, 2003).
Nonetheless, the pre-merger social identities estibted to some extent in our case study. An
interviewee and a member of the project team s&ld have to deal with the reality that we
are not yet a real team and everyone’s thinking esrftom their own backgroundOne
auditor mentioned: “W have to be honest, the backgrounds of the twaique companies

are totally different, the mentality, the way ointing are fundamentally differéntBrown
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and Starkey (2000) explain that people tend to rakfexisting identities even when those
identities become dysfunctional and prevent orgetiiral change. Van Knippenberg et al.
(2002) mention that specific merger-related facw@ifect the existence and shape of post-
merger social identities. They argue that iderdftpre-merger organizations can be continued
partly in the post-merger organization, resultingirong in-group bias. However, when there
is a dominant one in the two merging organizationembers of the dominated organization
feel that they are really in a different organiaatwith a discontinuity in the social identity.
The project leader and project supervisor were ftbm biggest one of the two merged
companies, while the other four members in the gutojeam were from the smaller pre-
merger company. The larger pre-merger organizat@minated in the number of people but
also in the working methods and the systems coip@d the larger pre-merger organization
into the new merged organization. Following theriture (van Knippenberg et al., 2002; van
Leeuwen, van Knippenberg, and Ellemers, 2003),shigild result in a stronger in-group bias
and a continuation of the social identity of thenilwating one of the merged companies. Our
limited data does not allow us to judge whethenair this was the case in our finance case
study. The data indicated that in the project tdamth identities (of the dominant and
dominated organizations) were equally salient. Wheaple from the different pre-merger
companies had to cooperate, it clearly took some tiefore both sides became fully open to
each other and to share information and knowle@gewas illustrated in the following
statement of a team membelt i more waiting and not completely committingeself. You
notice that we still operate as if two differentmguanies. The ones from x know each other
and if one from y comes in, he needs to be judgéard they tell him somethingHe also
explains that in some larger departmétiigre are still ‘blocks’ formed by the two origiha
companies”.Another team member mentioned that when you mmetva person of uncertain
background, you still were able to determine frotmiok part of the pre-merged company he
or she came from just by the way he or she commateic and behavedThe way of
communicating shows from which side [original comipa] he comes'This is a situation
that will take a lot of time to change, and migindere for a long time among the older
employees, as was stressed by the project leatter.mianager of the central audit unit at
headquarters emphasized that among the young am@meloyees, a nascent identification
with the new merged company was present but wagtao marginal to be effective. The
possibility for the development of a new identitgsweduced by the uncertainty arising from

the changing situation in the company’s market anghnizational restructuring. Identity
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gives certainty and continuity, but the developnaritientity needs time. In highly emergent

environments strong social identity cannot be gasitablished (Fiol, 2001).

The subgroup identities were also a source of mir{fAshforth and Mael, 1989). One
team member mentionetThere is a difference in style, a more direct coumication style in
the company where | come from; you have to takeitito account because if you don't, it
generates conflicts and you end up in a conflictagion which is not really dramatic but it
happens from time to timeThere was, for example, a conflict between thgegtsupervisor
and the manager of one of the local units. Thisflmbrwas about the responsibility and
workload for the local units in the project. Themixers of the project team considered it as
very typical for cooperation with that particularitt One team member emphasized the rather
difficult communication:“*You have seen the problems in our project groupome from
local departments who make trouble about issueslwhre things that they should not be
bothered about. And that is constantly like thagttis because those people simply still
function differently, still in the old way of wonkj”. Hence, the latter indicated that the
communication problems were situated in the coation of the different pre-merger

identities.

However, the same interviewees emphasized thdieim smaller units, which were
also mixed pre-merger groups, such conflicts weeeat;“There is open communication and
there are no conflicts, except in the beginningldkems occur more between different larger
groups and regions and among the department headlgliin the different local units social
identity was stronger, resulting in more fluent amdormal sharing of knowledge.
Interviewees did not mention many typical charastes of the audit department or the bank
in global with which they could have identified. Wever, we did observe the expression of
social identities related to the particular job avatk processes. For example, the people who
followed internal audit training identified with d@h training group. We had our little group
with all people who followed the same training cmuifor internal auditor and we had to
work on an assignment and there was real openrggss] communication, no barriers at
all”. Hence, workgroup identities dominated pre-mergeganizational identities. Sub-
identities created through the merger became oelgvant when people from different
regions and workgroups had to cooperate. The tlas&rates the scenario in which multiple
social identities of sub-groups are dominant. Défeé identities can cause conflicting norms,

goals, and visions as confirmed in the case stadiforth and Mael, 1989). The interviewees
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confirmed this by emphasizing the different jargdveadquarters mentality versus local
cultures, different views on how to execute andiddivthe work in the project, and the
different goals of the project. Hence, we did nbserve the development of values, trust,
organizational knowledge, and loyalty based onaddentity in this Finance case. On the
contrary, the multiple social identities were reidgcthe development of such company-wide

values and were even a source of conflict.

Knowledge integration between regions was very #&rrand occurred strictly
following the hierarchical paths. In answering tipgestion of whether or not there were
informal rules, one of the team members answéied; everything is written down in a very
detailed way, so you know exactly what is expeéteoh your work”. A need for more
knowledge integration was strategically recogniaad attempts were made through training
and projects involving people from different unitowever, those inter-unit projects did not
succeed in crossing the existing mental boundasied were therefore not leveraging
knowledge integration as intended. The team memirenstioned that intense knowledge
integration only occurred within the own workgrowjih which they identified. Even putting
people in a project group, such as the one we edudidid not guarantee knowledge
integration, especially when the team members céom groups with different social
identities (Child and Rodriguez, 2003). The devaiept of trust in the team, followed by the
creation of a dominant social identity in the grpup required first. Clearly, our third

proposition on the dominance of sub-group iderditseillustrated here.

The audit department of the finance company faceda need for change. Because
of the weak company-wide identity, we expected lesistance to change (Fiol, 2001). Yet
here the identities were nonetheless constraitiagequired change. The sub-identities were
hard to integrate and to adapt to changes. Morealiferent social identities can change
separately from each other and from the weak cogpadbe identity, resulting in a deviation
between those identities of which some are conilicwith the strategic direction of the
organization. Moreover, we noticed that althougénitty was evolving, it did not always
change in the direction the organization likedoitevolve. Consequently, social identities
might no longer support the global strategy anchdsecome a barrier instead of a benefit to
the organization. Hence, resistance to chance @sidl sdentity deviating from organizational

goals are a characteristic of a multiple identitgamization as well, providing an additional
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barrier of multiple social identities on knowledg&egration not yet recognized in the

literature.

CONCLUSION

The claim that knowledge integration is crucial flee rationale and performance of a
firm has long been discussed (Lam, 2000; Spen®96;1Teece, 1998; Tsoukas, 1996). The
dominance of an organization-wide social identigs fclear benefits for the integration of
knowledge between units in organizations. Howewsr,illustrated by our case, multiple
identities weaken the positive relationship betwsecial identity and knowledge integration.
In particular, many multiple identities hinder aveacall organizational identity, and thus the
development of company wide trust, common knowledged loyalty as mechanisms to
enhance knowledge integration. Thus, it must beharsiged that social identity is a mighty
but dangerous instrument for knowledge integratibncan be a superior instrument in
overcoming most barriers to knowledge integratiout, can also increase barriers to a level
that knowledge integration becomes impossible. @&eclopment of an organization-wide
identity is not evident and the diversity of sule+itities within one organization is mostly
large (Humphreys and Brown, 2002). Social identibyistruction is an ongoing process in
organizations, in which tensions between individgabup and organization identities arise,
and, hence, the existence of a dominant identitynistable, making the effects of social
identity on knowledge integration unpredictabletioa organizational level. Our cases did not
confirm the expected negative consequences of @arephsocial identity through the creation
of a filter and change resistance. In fact, thesgative consequences were more present in the

multiple identity scenario.

However, our data illustrating these conclusioreslamnited and suffer from the usual
limitations to case study research (Scandura arltlavis, 2000). Neither of our two cases
experienced the dominance of external social itlesti An interesting extension of our
research would be the inclusion of a case with thisl social identity scenario. Further
research is also required, in particular, on thestigpment of identity itself, and why similar
companies can exhibit large differences in thengtie and situated character of their
identities. It would be interesting to look at imtediate forms between pure organizations
and pure market relations. Can a strong identitydé&eeloped in network organizations or

even among parties engaged in long-term marketactitig? Our case studies ‘explored’ the
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role of social identity in knowledge integratiorurther research could go in depth into this
issue. What kind of knowledge is most affected aat is the most optimal level of social
identification from a knowledge integration stamtl®wing a balance between integration and
flexibility? Overall, our study suggests that theler of social identity in knowledge
integration, though currently under-explored, reprégs an important challenge for future

research.
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APPENDIX |:

Descriptive statisticsfor the questionnaire data in de advertising case.

The questionnaire in the advertising case studysored the following variables: politicking,
shared mental models, common knowledge, formal iafa@mal coordination, trust, goal
congruence (between individual and organizationa&lg), knowledge withholding and
knowledge integration (informal and formal) measuire the questionnaire are relevant here

because they are related or influenced by socssmitity.

A few scales were adopted from existing questiasaithe others were newly developed.
The scale on politicking and part of the scalerosttwere adapted from Devos et.al. (2001).
The other trust items were adapted from Spreitner Mishra (1999). Questions on mental
models were partly adapted from Millward and JeHri(2001). Questions on common
knowledge were partly adapted from Szulanski (1996 scale on formal coordination was
based on Miller (1986). The questionnaire was pstedd in a professional firm where it

indicated a high level of construct validity

Means, standard deviations, intercorrelations ammhi@ach alphas (in italic).

Mean St o @ B @ 6 6 O 6 0
dev.
politicking 256 0.69 0.77
shared mental models 3.43 0.46 -0.12 0.64
common knowledge 385 0.38 -0.38* 0.02 0.62
formal coordination 2.93 0.66 -0.17 0.52**  0.40* 0.76
informal coordination 350 046 -040* -0.01 0.63* 0.39* 0.71
trust 3.93 0.50 -0.69** -0.06 0.68* 0.17 0.44* 0.91
goal congruence 3.73 0.60 -0.71* 0.02 0.40* 0.02 0.41* 0.59** 0.73

knowledge withholding  2.18 0.56 0.72** -0.15 -0.61* -0.37* -0.30 -0.70** -0.54** 0.76
knowledge integration 3.11 048 -037* -0.15 0.40* 0.13 0.57* 0.41* 0.31 -0.42* 0.75

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level @ted)
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {2Hed)
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