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Forms of dual organizational identification within the MNC: 

An empirical investigation
Abstract
Organizational identification, and particularly dual organizational identification, has several benefits that may be particularly important in multinational corporations (MNCs). Drawing upon Vora and Kostova’s (2007) forms of dual organizational identification, we analyze interview data to empirically examine managers’ forms of identification in four Finnish MNCs. Specifically, we develop a method to quantify mentions of “we” and “they” in naturally occurring data to explore form of identification. Three different forms emerge: ‘single’ denoting identification with only one entity – either the MNC or the subsidiary – ‘partially overlapping’ denoting identification primarily with one entity, but having some identification with the other to the extent the two are viewed as overlapping; and ‘overlapping’ where they identify with both the MNC and subsidiary separately as well as perceive them as overlapping. Our findings suggest that identifying with both entities may be rare, and that at some point individuals may switch from only identifying with one entity to identifying with both. Directions for future research as well as limitations of our study are discussed.
INTRODUCTION
Organizational identification – defined as a “perception of oneness with or belongingness to an organization where the individual defines him or herself in terms of the organization(s) in which he or she is a member” (Mael & Ashforth, 1992: 104) – is considered a key means of normative control and coordination in firms, associated with benefits such as social capital creation, retention, cooperation, trust, and citizenship behaviors (e.g. Ashforth & Mael, 1996; Dutton, Dukerich, & Harquail, 1994; Kramer, 1993; Mael & Ashforth, 1992, 1995; Abrams, Ando & Hinkle, 1998). Nowhere are such benefits more important than in multinational corporations (MNCs), which due to their complexity must rely on a variety of informal mechanisms to support formal control (e.g. Edström & Galbraith, 1977; Martinez & Jarillo, 1989; Nohria & Ghoshal, 1994; Welch & Welch, 2006). 

In particular, given the likelihood that employees in a complex organization such as the MNC may identify not only with one, but rather with multiple foci in the organization (Ashforth, Harrison & Corley, 2008), the notion of dual organizational identification has received increasing attention recently. To this end, research has shown that a high level of identification amongst employees with both their own subsidiary unit and the MNC as a whole increases performance, reduces role conflict, facilitates coping among expatriates, and enhances cooperation and knowledge transfer across units (e.g. Ishii, 2012; Smale et al., forthcoming; Reade, 2001ab, 2003; Reiche, 2009; Shearman, 2013; Vora & Kostova, 2007; Vora, Kostova & Roth, 2007). 

Although the above research has contributed greatly to our understanding of organizational identification in the MNC context, we believe it is incomplete. Previous work has predominantly focused on the level, or relative magnitude, of dual identification; yet, as Vora and Kostova (2007) argue, it is not only the level of identification with one’s own subsidiary and the MNC as a whole that is of interest, but also the perceived link between the two. By this we mean the extent to which the subsidiary and MNC are experienced as essentially one versus two separate entities (Vora & Kostova, 2007). Such form of identification is a potentially significant driver of coordination in MNCs: when employees see their own unit and the MNC as one, they will make decisions and engage in behaviors that benefit both, which will enable individuals to span internal boundaries better (Barner-Rasmussen et al., 2014) and develop a global mindset (Levy, Beechler, Taylor & Boyacigiller, 2007), leading to increased organizational-level collaboration, knowledge sharing and ultimately global-local integration (Bartlett & Ghoshal, 1999). At the same time, we cannot assume that such perception of oneness is entirely straightforward in the MNC context, as a distributed organization combined with geographical, cultural and linguistic boundaries creates powerful psychological barriers that are difficult to cross (e.g. Carlile, 2004; Mäkelä, Kalla & Piekkari, 2007; Mäkelä, Andersson & Seppälä, 2012; Monteiro, Birkinshaw & Arvidsson, 2007).

This paper provides what we believe is the first empirical examination of the form of organizational identification within the MNC context. We explore the different forms of identification of 64 employees in four Finnish multinationals, who are involved in frequent inter-unit interaction across key subsidiary units in China and Russia, and the corporate headquarters in Finland. Our research contributes to the literature in several ways. First, we provide a method by which the form of identification can be assessed empirically, which allows others to follow and further develop our lead in exploring this important aspect of identification. Second, the forms of dual identification that we find in our data do not fully match the theoretical forms proposed by Vora and Kostova (2007) in the way that we expected them to, which brings us new insights and allows us to further develop their work. In what follows, we first discuss organizational identification in general and dual identification in the MNC context in particular. We then explain our data and mixed-methods process of quantifying qualitative data in order to detect empirical patterns of form of identification. We conclude by discussing our findings as well as potential contributions to theory and practice.
Theoretical Background

Organizational identification refers to a relationship between a person and an organization, and includes aspects such as a sense of belongingness, shared interests or objectives, and seeing the organization as a part of one’s self-concept (Brown, 1969; Lee 1969, 1971; Patchen, 1970). The recent surge of interest in the topic was sparked by Ashforth and Mael’s (1989) seminal article, which applied social identity and self-categorization theory to the organizational context and defined organizational identification as a cognitive construct whereby individuals perceive themselves as being linked to the organization and viewing their fate as intertwined with that of the organization.

Subsequently, research on organizational identification has branched out in several directions, of which one growing area of inquiry is dual organizational identification. Dual identification, an individual’s identification with two different entities simultaneously, has been explored in the literature with regard to a variety of contexts, such as an identification with a focal organization in combination with one’s profession, career, client, work group or unit (e.g. George & Chattopadhyay, 2005; Heckman, Bigley, Steensma, & Hereford, 2009; Reade, 2001ab; van Dick, Wagner, Stellmacher & Christ, 2004; van Knippenberg & van Schie, 2000; Webber, 2011). While such foci are interesting and important to explore, the context that is particularly relevant to an international business audience concerns dual organizational identification in an MNC setting. 

Perhaps the first researcher to explore organizational identification in MNCs was Reade (2001ab, 2003). She conceptualized and measured identification both in terms of the more established social identity theory perspective and a more novel values-based approach, which concerns the extent to which an individual’s values and goals match those of the organization (Reade, 2001ab). Her work examined the levels of identification among subsidiary employees with the subsidiary and the MNC as a whole, finding that employees can simultaneously identify with both, although identification is stronger with one’s local subsidiary unit than the less proximal MNC (Reade, 2001a). She also found that certain antecedent factors were associated with identification in the local unit, while others related to identification with the MNC (Reade, 2001ab). Later research has identified a number of organizational and individual level antecedents to (dual) identification in the MNC context, including career opportunities, identification as a talent, MNC-internal social interaction, prestige and distinctiveness of an entity, headquarters-subsidiary shared cognitive ground, and values-based management, among others  (Björkman, Ehrnrooth, Mäkelä, Smale & Sumelius, 2013; Reade, 2001b; Vora, Kostova & Roth, 2005; Smale et al., forthcoming).

Complementing the increasing body of MNC-related work, Vora and Kostova (2007) developed a conceptualization of dual organizational identification that consisted of two components: relative magnitude and form. Relative magnitude of dual organizational identification has to do with the extent to which individuals identify with the MNC and the subsidiary in tandem. In other words, the level of identification with each entity is measured not only in terms of their absolute levels individually, but also compared in terms of whether an individual would identify with a local subsidiary and the MNC as a whole to the same extent (ranging from low identification with both to high identification with both), or more with one than the other (i.e. identify more with the subsidiary than the MNC, or vice versa). 

Form of dual organizational identification, on the other hand, concerns the consciously or subconsciously perceived degree of overlap in a person’s identification foci (Vora and Kostova, 2007). Individuals could have what Vora and Kostova (2007) referred to as “distinct” dual organizational identification, where they identify with two entities, but separately, in that the two are cognitively seen as unrelated insofar as different subsets of goals and values may be accepted and adopted for each entity. Individuals with the distinct form of dual identification are expected to switch between their identification with each entity, sometimes identifying with the MNC and at other times with the subsidiary (regardless of their level of identification, which may or may not be similar for both entities). In contrast, “compound” dual organizational identification occurs when individuals perceive some cognitive overlap between the two identification foci. The MNC and subsidiary may be perceived as one-and-the-same in some aspects, but not others, for example in terms of values, goals or practices. Therefore, the compound form of identification would incorporate a joint part where the two foci are cognitively perceived as one, but they are also partially separate – like two partially interlinking circles (Vora & Kostova, 2007). Finally, “nested” dual organizational identification occurs when an individual simultaneously identifies with both entities and sees one as superordinate to the other. A blurring of identifications is likely to occur, in such a way that the two entities are perceived as intertwined with one another. 

As discussed above, the literature on (dual) organizational identification has expanded greatly since its initial development. In the MNC context, identification has been conceptualized and measured using both a social identity theory and a values-based approach (e.g. Reade, 2001ab; Smale, et al., forthcoming; Vora & Kostova, 2007). While previous research has also examined the identification of employees with the local subsidiary and the MNC as a whole separately, there seems to be particular research potential in examining the two in tandem (e.g. Reade, 2001ab; Smale et al., forthcoming; Vora & Kostova, 2007; Vora et al., 2007). We extend this work with an empirical examination of the form of dual organizational identification with the MNC and a focal subsidiary of 64 employees in four Finnish multinationals. We use an innovative mixed methodology in which we start from qualitative empirical material: we first quantify in order to detect empirically driven patterns of (dual) identification, which we then triangulate and validate with our qualitative understanding of the data (see Barner-Rasmussen et al., 2014 for a similar zoom-out and zoom-in approach), as discussed below.
Methodology
Data Collection
The data for this study consists of 64 interviews that were collected within a large-frame research project in four Finnish multinationals (MNCs), the overall theme of which was inter-unit knowledge and competence transfer between corporate headquarters and a focal subsidiary in Russia or China. Importantly, none of the interviewees were asked any questions about identification, but our inquiry rather focused on issues the interviewee deemed relevant to headquarters-subsidiary interaction. When reading the interviews, the way the interviewees referred to the MNC as a whole and/or the local subsidiary caught our interest – there seemed to be stark differences in how different interviewees talked about the two entities. Consequently, we started to look more systematically at how the interviewees talked about the MNC and the local subsidiary, and developed a method of coding organizational identification (see below) using the interviewees’ descriptions of headquarters-subsidiary interactions as naturally occurring data that, from the perspective of organizational identification, is both unprompted and contextualized (Barner-Rasmussen et al., 2014; Scandura & Williams, 2000).

We refer to our four MNCs as A, B, C, and D. The four companies are from different industries (process manufacturing, telecom, consumer goods, and the chemical industry), but are similar in terms of being headquartered in Finland and having a major operations in the key emerging markets of either China or Russia. As inter-unit knowledge and competence transfer was expected to be particularly vital between headquarters and subsidiaries of strategic importance, one such headquarters-subsidiary pair in each company was selected as the empirical context of the study. These subsidiaries were located in China for MNCs A and B, and Russia for MNCs C and D. Our data consists of 64 semi-structured interviews that were conducted with top, middle and line managers who were located either at corporate headquarters or the Chinese/Russian subsidiary and actively involved in the focal inter-unit interactions (see Table 1 for a summary of our data sample). All interviews, which lasted between 45 and 120 minutes, were conducted face-to-face in English, Mandarin or Cantonese by native or highly fluent interviewers. English was used in the Russian units and Finnish headquarters, as the respondents were fluent in English. In China, English was also used when appropriate, but some of the interviews were conducted in Mandarin or Cantonese, as this was the preferred language of the interviewees. The Mandarin and Cantonese interviews were subsequently translated into English to enable all researchers to code the data. All interviews were audio recorded and transcribed.
---- Insert Table 1 here ---
Data Analysis
Phase 1: Reading the data and developing a coding scheme
When reading the interview transcripts, we observed that interviewees consistently referred to corporate headquarters and the subsidiary with the pronouns “we” and/or “they.” As we were, co-incidentally, exposed to the topic of organizational identification in another research project at the time, this use of we/they struck us as highly interesting and relevant for this subject, for several reasons. One is that theoretically, individuals who identify with an organization define themselves in terms of the organization, and personalize its successes and failures (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). Thus, we might expect them to use “we” and “they” to emphasize their similarity with or difference from the organization. Second, the use of these pronouns seemed consistent with an item in Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) measure of organizational identification: “When I talk about [the firm], I usually say ‘we’ rather than ‘they.’” These observations prompted us to dig deeper, and we embarked on a systematic analysis focusing on how our interviewees used “we” and “they” in reference to the MNC and subsidiary. 
Phase 2: Coding
We started our analysis by highlighting and coding the interview transcripts for all instances where the interviewee used the pronoun “we” or associated terms (“us,” “our”, “ours”, “ourselves”) and “they” or associated terms (“them,” “their”, “theirs”, “themselves”) in reference to the subsidiary or the MNC. All other instances of these “we” and “they” oriented pronouns were excluded from our study. For example, references to departments/functions as “we” or competitors as “they” were excluded, since these neither referred to the subsidiary nor the MNC. Two additional observations were made in this process, which led us to extend the coding scheme. First, the interviewees seemed to frequently equate corporate headquarters with the MNC (e.g., “in Finland, they…”, “at headquarters, we…”); after in-depth consideration, we included these instances in the MNC category with the rationale that firm-level decisions are in almost all cases made at headquarters, thereby making it very difficult to differentiate between the MNC as a whole and its headquarters. Second, we noticed that at times, when the interviewees used the term “we”, they seemed to be referring to both the MNC and the subsidiary at the same time in a way that the two seemed intertwined or that the unit was denoted to act as an agent of the firm (e.g., “Our capabilities in China”). We coded these instances in which we considered the interviewee to be talking about or on behalf of both entities, as “we-both.” 

In order to ensure the quality of our coding and thereby the outcome validity of our study, we viewed the triangulation of investigators as highly important (Andersen & Skaates, 2004). To ensure inter-coder reliability, we started the coding process in such a way that the four co-authors of this paper separately coded one interview transcript from each company (i.e., four people independently coded the same four interviews). We then discussed and debated our codes one by one, until we reached consensus on how to code instances of “we” and “they” in the four pilot transcripts. The resulting coding rules were followed carefully with subsequent interviews. Each of the four researchers focused on one company, coding interviews from that firm, in order to maximize contextual understanding. We met frequently throughout this coding phase, and all uncertainties and questions about how to code specific instances were resolved jointly. For particularly challenging interviews, we returned to our initial process of all researchers coding a specific transcript separately, and then discussing the results together in order to reach consensus on how the interview should be coded.
Phase 3: Categorizing
All “we” and “they” instances were then entered into associated columns (MNC-we, MNC-they, subsidiary-we, subsidiary-they, we-both) of an excel spreadsheet for each individual interviewee, together with the respective quotes to maintain a chain of evidence. The individual “we” and “they” instances were then summed up to get total frequency counts of MNC-we, MNC-they, subsidiary-we, subsidiary-they, and we-both, for each individual. The MNC and focal subsidiary total counts were further simplified in such a way that we deducted the total “they” count from the total “we” count (i.e., total “we” minus total “they” for each unit). At the end of this process, we had three different total counts, one for MNC total (which was either positive [we > they] or negative [they > we]), one for the local subsidiary total (again positive or negative) and one for the we-both total (only positive, as we did not observe any instances of they-both).

As suggested by Hannah & Lautsch (2011), this approach of autonomous counting provided us with a way of getting an overview of and detecting patterns in our data. The patterns of the three totals varied significantly between the individuals, and we found that we were able to classify interviewees into three distinctive categories that we label as single, partially over-lapping and overlapping. The categories were identified based on the quantitative frequency counts, and we also triangulated the quantitative data carefully with our qualitative understanding of the individuals to validate the categorizations. Tables 2 through 4 show the final counts of MNC-we, MNC-they, subsidiary-we, subsidiary-they and we-both for the individuals in each category.
---- Insert Tables 2, 3 and 4 here ---
To be noted, we had three outliers in our sample. Two individuals were excluded for specific reasons: one had only recently joined the organization, and did not identify with either entity; another individual was fired shortly after the interview took place, and seemed to be disengaged with the organization. The profile of the third individual (in MNC B) did not fit into any of the three categories, but is an illuminative case which we discuss in our Findings section.

In sum, we identified three forms of organizational identification in the MNC context, which will be discussed in more detail in the Findings section below. 

Findings
We found three distinctive patterns of identification in our data, which we now discuss in more detail. The first group consisted of individuals who had a positive total count for one entity (either MNC or subsidiary), a negative total for the other, and no or very few (2 or less) observed instances of we-both. In other words, they predominantly referred to one of the focal entities as “we,” the other entity as “they,” and had none or very few instances of referring to both simultaneously as “we.” Thus, they appeared to see the MNC and subsidiary as separate, identifying only with the entity cognitively closest to them (typically subsidiary for the subsidiary employees, and MNC for headquarters employees), with very little or no evidence of overlap in their identification. We call this first group ‘single’, as they do not seem to display dual organizational identification.

This first category consisted of 27 individuals in total (42% of all individuals in our data set): 16 subsidiary employees (34% of all subsidiary employees) and 11 headquarters employees (65% of all HQ employees), making it the largest of the three categories we observed. Although these individuals are actively involved in HQ-subsidiary interaction, they nevertheless seem to make a clear cognitive distinction between the two entities, and typically identify with the one closest to them. For example, a subsidiary interviewee from MNC D who identified with the subsidiary, but not the MNC, noted “…we work together with the Finnish side ’cos they have identical goals and so we work in the same direction with them.” In this quote, the MNC, despite having similar goals to the subsidiary, is viewed as a “they” in identification terms. We illustrate this form of identification in Figure 1. 

--- Insert Figures 1, 2 and 3 here ---

The only exception to this is the one individual whom we classified as an outlier. This individual from MNC B referred to both entities predominantly as “we”, but had very few instances of referring to both simultaneously as “we”. Similar to the other individuals in this category, this interviewee appears to make a cognitive distinction between the MNC and the subsidiary, but in contrast to the above category, he identifies with both the MNC and subsidiary – just separately. This profile fits the distinct form of identification as depicted by Vora and Kostova (2007). We need more research to validate this finding, but together with the above it suggests that whilst Vora and Kostova’s (2007) proposed distinct form of dual organizational identification can occur, at least based on our data, it seems to be rare. 

The ‘partially overlapping’ category (n = 18; 28% of all individuals in the data set) also had a positive overall count for one entity (either MNC or subsidiary) and a negative for the other, but this was combined with more than two observations of we-both. In other words, while they predominantly used “we” in reference to one entity (again the one in which they were located) and “they” for the other, they also had a substantial number of instances where they used “we” to simultaneously refer to both the subsidiary and MNC, suggesting a degree of overlap between the two foci of identification. 12 subsidiary employees (26% of all subsidiary employees) and six headquarters employees (35% of all HQ employees) belonged to this category. We consider the form to be similar to Vora and Kostova’s (2007) compound form of dual identification, but with an important distinction. Vora & Kostova viewed the compound category as consisting of identification with two entities separately, with a partially overlapping part. In contrast, in our data, individuals with a ‘partially overlapping’ form identify with one organizational identity – either the MNC or subsidiary – but not with the other, and only experience identification with that other one insofar as the two units are seen as embedded. For example, a respondent from MNC C’s subsidiary in Russia said “… [the] Financial Director of [MNC C], I see that he understands it cos when he discusses with me about our development in Russia…” In this quote, the development that he refers to is in the interest of both the subsidiary unit and the MNC. Thus, the ‘partially overlapping’ form that we find in our data looks as follows: “MNC-we – we-both – subsidiary-they” or “subsidiary-we – we-both – MNC-they”. This finding suggests that identification may begin with one entity and expand to the other entity, to the extent that the two are viewed as essentially being the same, rather than separately identifying with both entities beyond an overlap. We illustrate this form of dual identification in Figure 2 above. 

Lastly, the third category that we detected in our data had a positive total score (i.e. we > they) for both entities and a non-zero score for we-both (n = 16; 25% of all individuals in the data set). 16 subsidiary employees (34% of all subsidiary employees), but no headquarters employees belonged to this category. In this ‘overlapping’ category, individuals appear to switch between identities to a certain degree, and also display substantial overlap between the two. In some cases the overlap could be considered so extensive that one identification could be seen as embedded in the other (e.g., we coded 240 instances of we-both, but only 10 MNC-we and 24 subsidiary-we for one subsidiary employee from MNC B). Further, what is interesting is that even if the subsidiary is embedded within the MNC in terms of organizational structure, in terms of identification, this may not always be the case. Rather, we see a primary identification with one entity, be that the subsidiary or the MNC, and a secondary identification with the other. The primary identification is typically with the most proximate entity, but in the case of five subsidiary employees, the primary identification was, in fact, with the MNC. This seemed to be driven by significant background in or exposure to the MNC as a whole (four of the five individuals were expatriates and one had spent considerable time in the headquarters).

Discussion
In this paper, we set out to empirically examine different forms of organizational identification that exist in MNCs. We believe this is a notable contribution, as despite the potentially significant relevance of the form of identification for outcomes such as boundary spanning and the development of a global mindset at the individual level, and MNC-internal collaboration and knowledge sharing at the organizational level, we are not aware of previous empirical research on the topic beyond Vora & Kostova’s (2007) theoretical work. 

This study provides some initial steps in that direction. We developed an approach for empirically determining the form of organizational identification of managers through an in-depth analysis of 64 interviews with managers located in the HQ and a major Chinese/Russian subsidiary of four Finnish MNCs. Comparing the references to the MNC and subsidiary as “we” and “they” across the interview transcripts, we categorized the respondents into three different forms of identification: single, partially overlapping, and overlapping. This is important, as rather than starting with pre-defined categories, our approach used an inductive method that focused on the way our interviewees talked about the MNC and the focal subsidiary, detecting data-driven patterns that were validated through a triangulation of quantitative frequency counts and qualitative understanding.
The largest category we derived from our data consisted of employees with ‘single’ identification, who not only saw the two entities as separate but also identified with only one entity. Given that such one-sided identification was the most common form of identification in our sample, we surmise that dual organizational identification cannot be automatically presumed in the MNC context – even frequent interaction did not appear to lead to dual identification in almost half of the cases we observed. The results of our study suggest that single, rather than dual identification may be the base case, or typical form of identification, in MNCs. 

We add to this that the interviewees in our second ‘partially overlapping’ category also referred to one of the entities (MNC or subsidiary) as “we” and the other as “they”, but this was then combined with an overlapping element of “we-both”. They also had one primary identification foci, and only identified with the other unit when there was a sense of overlap between the two. Taken together, these findings suggest that employees may not start with two distinct identifications (one with the MNC and one with a subsidiary, as per Vora and Kostova's (2007) distinct form of identification), but rather a primary one that may expand to include the other. What is more, there seems to be a point at which a switch or flip occurs from a person predominantly referring to the other entity as “they,” to referring to it as “we.” At what point, and why, this switch from “they” to “we” occurs, is an interesting and potentially highly important question which we will focus on in the next stage of the research process (see below). Once this switch has taken place, another – ‘overlapping’ – category emerges, in which the other entity is now also referred to in “we” terms, and there is notable perceived overlap between the two entities (as depicted by “we-both” references).

If we compare our empirical findings with the theoretical conjectures of Vora & Kostova (2007), we see encouraging similarities but also some interesting differences and new insights. First, as already discussed above, it seems that employees do not start with two separate identifications which then start partially overlapping, as per Vora & Kostova’s (2007) distinct and compound forms, but rather identify with one foci and then gradually start seeing aspects of oneness that expand until a qualitative switch takes place and the other entity is also referred to as “we”.  
Second, these distinctive categories seemed to be combined with different levels of identification within each foci, as depicted by notable differences in the totals counts of “we”, “they” and “we-both” between and within the form-based categories. For example, the largest score for “we-both” in the “overlapping” category was 240 and the lowest was 11. Although any comparison of level or magnitude of identification between individuals must be taken with extreme caution (as the length of interview and talkativeness will influence the number of mentions), there are also interesting differences in relative within-person magnitude that warrant future study (i.e., the relative differences between the number of times the same person refers to MNC, subsidiary, or both together in a particular interview). Nonetheless, the interaction between form and magnitude represents a key next step in our or others’ inquiry.

Third, and related to above, although we depict the forms as three distinctive categories, like Kostova & Roth (2007) we also recognize that they may lie on a continuum ranging from no overlap to different degrees of partial overlap and all the way to one being nested within the other. As discussed above, we make two interesting observations with regard to this dynamic. One is that the nestedness of identification does not necessarily follow organizational structure, in that an organizationally smaller and/or subordinate entity (in this case, the subsidiary) is not necessarily nested in the organizationally larger and/or hierarchically superior one (in this case, the MNC), but the relationship rather seems such that an individual has a primary identification in which the secondary one is embedded. The other – to us the most intriguing – observation related to the continuum is that it may, in fact, be punctuated with switching points at which the change between form occurs. The question that then follows is: at what point and why? 

These findings lend us to consider both the limitations of our approach, and some important next steps in the project that is still ongoing. In terms of limitations, perhaps the most obvious relates to our measure of form of identification. Although our approach provided a unique approach to examine the form of identification, there is the question of whether we are capturing MNC or headquarters identification. We found in our initial analysis that the interviewees typically referred to the headquarters as the primary agent of the MNC; however, it is also a unit within the MNC and further work is required to distinguish the two. Another issue is that our interviews concerned knowledge/competence transfer, and different issues related to this topic came up in the discussion, ranging from human capital to inter-unit trust. This limits our ability to generalize the actual number of “we” and “they” responses across interviewees. Interviewees’ mentioning of the units could have varied due to interview questions, individuals’ own loquaciousness, and language differences. That being said, given that we focus on within-person rather than between-person differences, we are confident that our approach is capturing the form of identification. Yet another limitation is the sample and the scope of this study. The sample comprised Finnish MNCs and these firms’ subsidiaries located in either China or Russia, and findings may vary in other MNCs with subsidiaries in other countries. The scope of this study was limited to forms of (dual) identification among subsidiary and MNC units using the cognitive conceptualization of organizational identification (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). We did not explore other conceptualizations, such as relative magnitude, disidentification, or affective aspects of identification (e.g. Besharov, 2014; Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004; van Dick et al., 2004; Vora et al., 2007), or other foci of identification, such as career, client, or work group identification (e.g. George & Chattopadhyay, 2005; van Dick et al., 2004). 

Finally, our research is still ongoing, and we are currently turning our inquiry towards the antecedents of what causes individuals to be in a specific category. We have begun this next phase by running initial cross-tabulations with the three categories and potential individual- and organizational-level factors that could play a role. At the individual-level, these include gender, hierarchical position, expatriate status and location (HQ or subsidiary). Of these, gender and hierarchical position were not significant, but we find significant differences for expatriate status (p < 0.001) and location (p < 0.05). All the individuals in the “overlapping” category were located in the subsidiary, whereas the other two categories had people from both HQ and subsidiary locations. This makes sense from the perspective that subsidiary employees are more likely to be exposed to headquarters goals and values (Smale et al., forthcoming), but does not fully explain the differences between the ‘single’ and ‘partially overlapping’ categories. Also, most but not all expatriates were in the ‘overlapping’ category.  

Of potential organizational-level antecedents, we cross-tabulated the three categories with company (p < 0.001) and subsidiary location (China vs. Russia) (p < 0.001), both of which were significant. All the individuals in the ‘overlapping’ category were from MNCs A or B, which are also the ones that were located in China. While the geographical location can play a role, we believe firm strategy may be a more relevant determinant of these results, and a particularly interesting one. MNCs A and B are more globally integrated and have broader international exposure than MNCs C and D, who seemed to adopt more ethnocentric mindsets. The inconclusive individual-level findings and intriguing organizational-level ones have led us focus the next step of our analysis on organizational level antecedents. To this end, we have gone back to our interview transcripts with a deeper, more traditionally qualitative, focus on what the respondents talk about when they talk about the ‘other’ entity, as it is with their reference to the ‘other’ entity where the interesting differences are to be found. We hope that this next step of the analysis will help us discover new insights with regards to the interesting questions that the first stage of the analysis raised.
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TABLES AND FIGURES
Table 1
	Company
	Headquarters
	Subsidiary
	Total

	MNC A
	3
	13
	16

	MNC B
	5
	12
	17

	MNC C
	8
	11
	19

	MNC D
	1
	11
	12

	TOTAL
	17
	47
	64


Table 2. Category 1: Single identification

	 
	 
	 
	References to MNC
	References to Subsidiary
	 

	Company
	Employee location
	Expat
	WE
	THEY
	Total
	WE
	THEY
	Total
	WE-both

	MNC C
	Subsidiary
	No
	0
	45
	-45
	295
	0
	295
	0

	MNC D
	Subsidiary
	No
	5
	35
	-30
	168
	0
	168
	0

	MNC C
	Subsidiary
	No
	0
	18
	-18
	166
	0
	166
	0

	MNC C
	Subsidiary
	No
	1
	9
	-8
	165
	0
	165
	0

	MNC D
	Subsidiary
	No
	4
	28
	-24
	160
	0
	160
	1

	MNC D
	Subsidiary
	No
	1
	20
	-19
	160
	0
	160
	1

	MNC D
	Subsidiary
	No
	1
	22
	-21
	153
	0
	153
	2

	MNC D
	Subsidiary
	No
	0
	10
	-10
	143
	0
	143
	1

	MNC D
	Subsidiary
	No
	0
	33
	-33
	124
	0
	124
	0

	MNC C
	Subsidiary
	No
	0
	25
	-25
	71
	0
	71
	2

	MNC C
	Subsidiary
	No
	1
	38
	-37
	43
	0
	43
	2

	MNC D
	Subsidiary
	Yes
	7
	23
	-16
	34
	1
	33
	1

	MNC A
	Subsidiary
	No
	0
	21
	-21
	23
	0
	23
	0

	MNC D
	Subsidiary
	No
	0
	5
	-5
	23
	0
	23
	0

	MNC C
	Subsidiary
	No
	0
	5
	-5
	21
	0
	21
	1

	MNC A
	Subsidiary
	Yes
	157
	0
	157
	0
	12
	-12
	0

	MNC A
	Headquarters
	No
	434
	0
	434
	0
	14
	-14
	1

	MNC C
	Headquarters
	No
	386
	0
	386
	0
	24
	-24
	0

	MNC B
	Headquarters
	No
	303
	1
	302
	0
	25
	-25
	0

	MNC C
	Headquarters
	No
	240
	0
	240
	0
	18
	-18
	0

	MNC B
	Headquarters
	No
	235
	0
	235
	1
	11
	-10
	0

	MNC B
	Headquarters
	No
	217
	0
	217
	0
	26
	-26
	1

	MNC D
	Headquarters
	No
	222
	0
	222
	0
	10
	-10
	1

	MNC C
	Headquarters
	No
	129
	0
	129
	0
	6
	-6
	0

	MNC C
	Headquarters
	No
	117
	8
	109
	0
	29
	-29
	2

	MNC A
	Headquarters
	No
	96
	2
	94
	0
	11
	-11
	0

	MNC A
	Headquarters
	No
	68
	0
	68
	0
	3
	-3
	0

	Outlier
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	MNC B
	Subsidiary
	No
	65
	3
	62
	33
	0
	33
	2


Table 3. Category 2: Partially overlapping identification
	 
	 
	 
	References to MNC
	References to Subsidiary
	 

	Company
	Employee location
	Expat
	WE
	THEY
	Total
	WE
	THEY
	Total
	WE-both

	MNC C
	Subsidiary
	No
	2
	6
	-4
	296
	0
	296
	3

	MNC D
	Subsidiary
	No
	0
	29
	-29
	222
	0
	222
	31

	MNC C
	Subsidiary
	No
	3
	41
	-38
	213
	0
	213
	26

	MNC C
	Subsidiary
	No
	0
	21
	-21
	189
	1
	188
	3

	MNC D
	Subsidiary
	No
	0
	15
	-15
	153
	0
	153
	7

	MNC A
	Subsidiary
	No
	0
	23
	-23
	147
	0
	147
	36

	MNC A
	Subsidiary
	No
	1
	20
	-19
	130
	0
	130
	27

	MNC D
	Subsidiary
	No
	5
	19
	-14
	124
	0
	124
	31

	MNC C
	Subsidiary
	No
	12
	62
	-50
	113
	0
	113
	43

	MNC A
	Subsidiary
	No
	0
	7
	-7
	49
	0
	49
	10

	MNC B
	Subsidiary
	No
	5
	82
	-77
	40
	0
	40
	144

	MNC B
	Subsidiary
	No
	0
	25
	-25
	11
	4
	7
	8

	MNC C
	Headquarters
	No
	256
	0
	256
	0
	59
	-59
	10

	MNC C
	Headquarters
	No
	254
	2
	252
	1
	29
	-28
	4

	MNC C
	Headquarters
	No
	254
	0
	254
	0
	9
	-9
	6

	MNC C
	Headquarters
	No
	205
	0
	205
	0
	23
	-23
	8

	MNC B
	Headquarters
	No
	145
	0
	145
	9
	30
	-21
	48

	MNC B
	Headquarters
	No
	85
	3
	82
	0
	16
	-16
	41


Table 4. Category 3: Overlapping identification
	 
	 
	 
	References to MNC
	References to Subsidiary
	 

	Company
	Employee location
	Expat
	WE
	THEY
	Total
	WE
	THEY
	Total
	WE-both

	MNC B
	Subsidiary
	No
	14
	4
	10
	24
	0
	24
	240

	MNC B
	Subsidiary
	No
	2
	3
	-1
	31
	0
	31
	154

	MNC B
	Subsidiary
	No
	50
	12
	38
	150
	0
	150
	69

	MNC B
	Subsidiary
	No
	63
	2
	61
	85
	0
	85
	40

	MNC A
	Subsidiary
	Yes
	5
	0
	5
	191
	0
	191
	36

	MNC A
	Subsidiary
	Yes
	41
	8
	33
	71
	9
	62
	34

	MNC B
	Subsidiary
	No
	18
	6
	12
	71
	0
	71
	22

	MNC B
	Subsidiary
	Yes
	39
	25
	14
	44
	1
	43
	18

	MNC B
	Subsidiary
	No
	9
	0
	9
	95
	0
	95
	16

	MNC A
	Subsidiary
	Yes
	2
	0
	2
	65
	0
	65
	16

	MNC B
	Subsidiary
	Yes
	14
	16
	-2
	57
	0
	57
	11

	MNC A
	Subsidiary
	Yes
	96
	0
	96
	14
	14
	0
	145

	MNC B
	Subsidiary
	Yes
	48
	2
	46
	12
	0
	12
	93

	MNC A
	Subsidiary
	No
	67
	1
	66
	29
	0
	29
	47

	MNC A
	Subsidiary
	Yes
	188
	0
	188
	21
	0
	21
	41

	MNC A
	Subsidiary
	Yes
	77
	0
	77
	0
	0
	0
	37


Figure 1. Single identification

Figure 2. Partially-overlapping identification


Figure 3. Overlapping identification
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