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Abstract 

This paper presents a Social Identity Model of Organizational Change (SIMOC) and tests this 

in the context of employees’ responses to a corporate takeover. This model suggests that 

employees will identify with the newly emerging organization and adjust to organizational 

change more successfully the more they are able to maintain their pre-existing social identity 

(an identity maintenance pathway) or to change understanding of their social identity in ways 

that are perceived as constituting identity gain (an identity gain pathway). We examine this 

model in the context of an acquisition in the pharmaceutical industry where 225 employees 

were surveyed before the implementation of the organizational change and then again 18 

months later. In line with SIMOC, pre-change identification predicted post-change 

identification and a variety of beneficial adjustment outcomes for employees (including job 

satisfaction, organizational citizenship behavior, lower depression, satisfaction with life, and 

post-traumatic growth) to the extent that either (a) they experienced a sense of identity 

continuity or (b) their supervisors engaged in identity leadership that helped to build a sense 

that they were gaining a new positive identity. Results showed a negative impact of pre-

change organizational identification on post-change identification and various adjustment 

outcomes if both pathways were inaccessible, thereby contributing to employees’ experience 

of social identity loss. Discussion focuses on the ways in which organizations and their 

leaders can better manage organizational change and associated identity transition. 
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Organizations engage in major change activities such as restructures, mergers, and 

acquisitions for a variety of reasons including achieving growth, diversification, or 

economies of scale (Ellis et al., 2009). Yet from the perspective of employees, these major 

changes are often perceived as a “critical life event” (Jimmieson et al., 2004, p.11). Indeed, 

Marks and Mirvis (2001) suggest that mergers and acquisitions (M&As) can even be 

experienced as traumatic events, and that this is especially true in the case of hostile 

takeovers. In such cases, organizational change processes have a significant negative impact 

on employees’ organizational behavior, cognition, and affect, and thus on organizations’ 

functioning following the change (for reviews see Cartwright & Schoenberg, 2006; Hogan & 

Overmyer-Day, 1994; Ullrich & van Dick, 2007; Ullrich et al., 2005). Beyond this, several 

studies have indicated that organizational changes can also have a negative impact on 

employees’ health and well-being (Amiot et al., 2006; Makri et al., 2012; Väänänen et al., 

2004; van Dick et al., 2006). Such findings have led researchers and practitioners to ask what 

processes lead to these outcomes and what leaders can do to ameliorate them (for a review 

see Cartwright & Schoenberg, 2006; Graebner et al., 2017). In this paper, we aim to explain 

how employees adjust to organizational changes by introducing and testing the Social 

Identity Model of Organizational Change (SIMOC). 

Theoretical Background to SIMOC 

One approach that provides a useful framework for exploring these issues is the social 

identity approach (SIA; Giessner et al., 2012; Haslam, 2004; Ullrich & van Dick, 2007; van 

Knippenberg et al., 2002), which comprises social identity theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 

1979) and self-categorization theory (SCT; Turner, 1985; Turner et al., 1987). Social identity 

theorists have applied the SIA to a range of organizational contexts — including those of 

organizational change — and argued that individuals define themselves not only as 

individuals (i.e., in terms of their personal identity) but also in terms of group memberships 
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bound up with organizational life (i.e., in terms of their social identity; Ashforth & Mael, 

1989; Haslam, 2004). Social identity can be defined as “that part of an individual’s self-

concept which derives from his [sic] knowledge of his membership of a social group (or 

groups) together with the value and emotional significance attached to that membership” 

(Tajfel, 1978, p. 68). The social identity approach further suggests that once individuals 

categorize themselves in terms of group memberships and relevant groups are internalized 

through the process of identification, individuals’ behavior, attitudes, and feelings will be 

determined by these group memberships (Haslam et al., 2000; van Knippenberg, 2000). 

In work contexts, individuals often experience their organization as providing them 

with a valued social identity of this form. More specifically, when people identify with an 

organization, that organization becomes a central part of their self-concept. In line with the 

social identity approach, organizational identification can be defined as “the 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; p. 

104). Such organizational identities are important because they provide employees with a 

sense of ‘who we are’ and thus with meaning, purpose, and direction (Haslam et al., 2003), as 

well as affiliation, respect and belonging (Greenaway et al., 2016; Haslam et al., 2000; van 

Dick et al., 2006). In this way, organizational identity has important implications not only for 

employees’ work-related attitudes and behavior (Riketta, 2005), but also for their health and 

well-being (Steffens et al., 2017; Steffens et al., 2018). 

Furthermore, social identity theorists argue that the self is not fixed but flexible and 

sensitive to social context (Turner, 1985). More specifically, whether (and to what extent) our 

sense of self is informed by a particular group membership and shapes our cognition, affect 

and behavior depends on the salience of a given social identity in the situation at hand (Oakes 

et al., 1994). In this regard, major organizational changes have the capacity not only to 
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increase employees’ awareness of their group membership but also, more fundamentally, to 

change the nature of organizational identity (i.e., what it means to be a member of the 

organization). Indeed, fundamental organizational changes are often seen by employees as 

threats to their organizational identity that have a significant bearing on their adjustment to 

the change (Terry et al., 2001; Ullrich et al., 2005). 

Consistent with these ideas, employees often experience major organizational changes 

as entailing a loss of their former organizational identity, and therefore as highly stressful 

events. Indeed, Marks and Mirvis (2001) have drawn parallels between employees’ reactions 

to takeovers and those that follow death and loss more generally. Supporting such claims, 

research in a range of social contexts has found that, even when change is ostensibly 

desirable and positive, associated identity change can have profound consequences for 

individuals’ mental health and well-being — as witnessed in increased levels of depression, 

burnout, and lower levels of life satisfaction (Haslam et al., 2021; Iyer et al., 2009; Jetten et 

al., 2010; Praharso et al., 2017; Steffens et al., 2016). Previous research in the M&A context 

also indicates that organizational change often results in a decreasing level of identification 

with the pre-existing organization after the change (Gleibs et al., 2008) and in low levels of 

post-merger identification with the new organization (Giessner et al., 2012; van Knippenberg 

et al., 2002). These negative consequences are exacerbated to the extent that people identify 

with groups whose identity is negatively affected by change (e.g., because the group is 

disbanded; Sani et al., 2008). This suggests that the more emotional significance individuals 

attach to their pre-existing organizational identity, the more their well-being and adjustment 

are likely to suffer if they lose that identity. 

At the same time, organizational changes — particularly M&As — also have 

implications for the adoption of a new, or the revision of an existing, social identity in the 

light of a newly emerging organization. Coming to identify with the newly emerging 
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organization can promote adjustment and well-being to the extent that it restores or even 

improves employees’ capacity to satisfy their social needs, including the need for 

affiliation, belongingness, and respect (Greenaway et al., 2016; van Dick et al., 2006). 

Indeed, in previous merger studies identification with the newly emerging organization after 

the change has been found to explain various consequences of organizational change — 

including job satisfaction (Amiot et al., 2006; Jetten et al., 2002; Jimmieson et al., 2004) and 

organizational citizenship behavior (van Dick et al., 2006; van Dick et al., 2004). What is 

more, under some circumstances, people’s identification with a pre-merger organization can 

be a catalyst for the development of identification with the newly emerging organization. For 

example, van Dick et al. (2004, 2006) found that employees’ identification with their former 

organization can be positively associated with post-merger identification with the newly 

emerging organization, in ways that support adjustment and well-being. Similarly, an 

experimental study by van Leeuwen et al. (2003) revealed a positive relationship between 

pre-merger and post-merger identification. They also found the relationship between pre- and 

post-merger identification to be positive even when there was low continuation of the pre-

merger and post-merger groups (even though it was weaker than in the condition of high 

continuation). 

To integrate these various findings and explain different trajectories following 

organizational change, the present paper seeks to set out and test the Social Identity Model of 

Organizational Change (SIMOC) that is represented conceptually in Figure 1. This 

integrative framework for understanding the impact of organizational change draws on 

general theorizing about identity change processes and builds upon the Social Identity Model 

of Identity Change (SIMIC; Haslam et al., 2008, 2021; Jetten et al., 2010). According to 

SIMIC, people derive health and well-being benefits from belonging to social groups in 

general as well as in times of upheaval and change (when these are a major source of 
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psychological resilience; Drury, 2012; Williams et al., 2019). More specifically, the model 

identifies two pathways to successful adjustment after life changes — an identity 

maintenance and an identity gain pathway (Haslam et al., 2008; Jetten et al., 2010). 

The first of these pathways takes the form of an identity maintenance pathway. Here 

people’s health and well-being are supported by their being able to maintain valued group 

memberships during life changes or transitions. However, if the change interrupts the 

connection between past and present, individuals’ sense of identity continuity will tend to be 

compromised in ways that can jeopardize their health and well-being. In part this is because 

pre-existing identities are no longer an accessible source for support and meaning (Cruwys et 

al., 2013, 2014; Sani et al., 2008). 

SIMIC’s second pathways is an identity gain pathway. Here people’s health and well-

being are supported by their being able to acquire a new identity in the context of a life 

change or transition. This is because this new identity not only furnishes them with a new 

sense of belonging, meaning and purpose, but also provides a basis for them to receive and 

benefit from new sources of support (Cruwys et al., 2014; Haslam et al., 2021; Jetten et al., 

2010). At the same time, pre-existing identities can serve as a platform for developing new 

identities after a change (Haslam et al., 2021). Therefore, both these pathways, i.e., identity 

gain and identity maintenance, suggest that successful adjustment to change can be facilitated 

by the group memberships (and associated social identities) that an individual has access to 

prior to the change. 

Yet while the SIMIC model has been shown to provide important insights into the 

identity processes and pathways that impact health in the context of general life change (e.g., 

those associated with illness, relocation, and retirement; see Haslam et al., 2021, 2019; Iyer et 

al., 2009), its usefulness as a model of adjustment to organizational change remains 

unexplored. In what follows, we review theory and evidence that speaks to the importance of 
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these two pathways for successful adjustment after organizational change before going on to 

report the findings of a study that provides an initial test of SIMOC in the context of an 

organizational acquisition.  
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Figure 1 

Conceptual Model of the Social Identity Model of Organizational Change (SIMOC) 

 

Note. The plus and minus signs indicate the impact of pre-change identification on post-change identification and adjustment. Observed 

variables are displayed in boxes with solid lines, while latent identity change processes are displayed in boxes with dotted lines.  



THE SOCIAL IDENTITY MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE 

© 2021, American Psychological Association. This paper is not the copy of record and may not exactly replicate the final, authoritative 
version of the article. Please do not copy or cite without authors' permission. The final article will be available, upon publication, via its 
DOI: 10.1037/pspi0000386 

10 

The Identity Maintenance Pathway: Sense of Continuity During Organizational Change 

During organizational changes and M&As in particular, some organizational groups 

are more likely than others to be forced to change their identity. Following the tradition of 

social identity theorizing, previous research has analyzed M&As from an intergroup 

perspective (Blake & Mouton, 1985; Gleibs et al., 2010; van Leeuwen et al., 2003) and 

suggested that the extent to which one organization dominates the integration process after a 

merger or acquisition influences employees’ experience of (dis)continuity (van Knippenberg 

et al., 2002). Here a dominant merger partner (e.g., due to its higher pre-merger status) or an 

acquiring organization will typically have more influence in the integration process and is 

more likely to define the characteristics of the post-change identity in terms of its pre-change 

identity (Giessner et al., 2006; Gleibs et al., 2008; Lupina-Wegener et al., 2014; Ullrich et al., 

2005). In line with these ideas (see also van Knippenberg et al., 2002; van Knippenberg & 

van Leeuwen, 2001), laboratory and field studies provide evidence that employees’ 

organizational membership determines how likely they are to be able to transfer their pre-

change identification to the post-change identification (Bartels et al., 2006; Gleibs et al., 

2008; Lupina-Wegener et al., 2014; van Dick et al., 2004; van Knippenberg et al., 2002). In 

this regard, a common finding in the literature is that pre-change identification relates 

positively to post-change identification for employees of the dominant merger partner or 

acquiring organization, while this is less true for employees of the subordinate merger partner 

or acquired organization (Lupina-Wegener et al., 2014).  

In this vein, van Knippenberg and colleagues (van Knippenberg & van Leeuwen, 

2001; van Leeuwen et al., 2003) argue that employees can more easily transfer their pre-

merger identification onto the post-merger entity if they have a strong sense of identity 

continuity. In line with previous research, we define identity continuity as an employee’s 

sense that their pre-existing organization is represented in the organization after the 



THE SOCIAL IDENTITY MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE 

© 2021, American Psychological Association. This paper is not the copy of record and may not exactly replicate the final, authoritative 
version of the article. Please do not copy or cite without authors' permission. The final article will be available, upon publication, via its 
DOI: 10.1037/pspi0000386 

11 

organizational change such that the post-change identity is perceived as a continuation of the 

pre-change identity (van Knippenberg & van Leeuwen, 2001). Here employees’ sense of 

continuity reflects their sense that the organizational change has had little (or no) impact on 

the nature of their organizational identity (identity maintenance) or that the organizational 

change implies significant changes to their organizational identity — to the extent that their 

former organizational identity can no longer be maintained (identity change). Consistent with 

this argumentation, SIMOC proposes that employees’ perceived identity continuity 

determines the accessibility of the identity maintenance pathway in ways that facilitate the 

transition of identification from pre- to post-change and that thereby support adjustment. 

However, as alluded to above, SIMOC extends previous work that has focused on 

maintenance of an existing identity as a way to facilitate post-change identification and 

adjustment by also introducing an alternative pathway that centers on the experience of 

identity gain.  

The Identity Gain Pathway: Identity Leadership During Organizational Change 

Even though going through major organizational changes often means that employees 

cannot maintain an existing identity, negative responses are not inevitable. Instead, the 

experience of identity change is influenced by myriad social factors including the ways in 

which leaders help employees to negotiate a change to their identity. In this regard, leading 

change and shaping employees’ perception of the change are an essential function of 

leadership (Yukl, 2006). During organizational change, leaders thus serve as an important 

source of guidance in helping employees to make sense of the transition that they and the 

organization are undergoing (Giessner et al., 2016). 

To understand what leaders can do to support employees in dealing with change to 

their organizational identity, we draw on the social identity theory of leadership (Haslam, 

Reicher, & Platow, 2020; Hogg, 2001; Hogg & van Knippenberg, 2003; Reicher, Haslam, & 
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Hopkins, 2005). This perspective conceptualizes leadership as a group membership-based 

influence process and argues that leaders’ effectiveness arises from their capacity to develop 

and manage a sense of shared social identity (i.e., a sense of ‘we’ and ‘us’). As Steffens et al. 

(2014, p. 1021) put it, leaders who engage in identity leadership facilitate their followers’ 

relationship with the organization by “developing an understanding and exemplifying what it 

means to be a member of the organization, acting as a champion for the organization and 

devising activities that bring members of the organization together”. More specifically, 

identity leadership has been argued to encompass four components whereby, to be effective, 

leaders need (1) to be seen as ‘one of us’ (to be ingroup prototypical), (2) to be seen as ‘doing 

it for us’ (to advance ingroup interests), (3) to craft a sense of ‘us’ (to develop and shape 

ingroup identity), and (4) to make ‘us’ matter’ (to create material structures that support the 

ingroup and translate the idea of “us” into lived experience; Haslam et al., 2020; Reicher et 

al., 2005; Steffens et al., 2014). Furthermore, validating this model, evidence from over 20 

countries indicates that leaders’ engagement in identity leadership has unique positive impact 

on a range of important outcomes including employees’ identification, job satisfaction, 

innovative behavior, and citizenship (van Dick et al., 2018). 

Previous research on identity leadership in the context of organizational change has 

shown that leaders who embody (i.e., are prototypical of) the defining characteristics of the 

group are more trusted and thus are especially effective in leading change (Hogg et al., 2012; 

Pierro et al., 2007; van Knippenberg et al., 2008). Focusing primarily on identity 

prototypicality, researchers have argued that those changes that are promoted by prototypical 

leaders are more likely to be perceived as identity-consistent than the same changes promoted 

by less prototypical leaders (van Knippenberg & Hogg, 2003). In this vein, previous research 

also shows that leaders can serve as agents of continuity by minimizing subordinates’ sense 

that their identity has changed in fundamental ways while simultaneously helping employees 
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see any change as a continuation of shared identity (van Knippenberg et al., 2008; Venus et 

al., 2019).  

Yet while assuring employees that ‘we will remain who we are’ can be an effective 

strategy for encouraging acceptance of change (Venus et al., 2019), there are other aspects of 

identity leadership that are also likely to help leaders manage organizational change 

effectively. In particular, leaders who engage in identity leadership can also work with 

employees’ current understanding of ‘who we are’ to develop an understanding of ‘who we 

want to be’. Here the process of envisioning a clear and bright tomorrow for the organization 

and its associated identity can facilitate employees’ identity transition from the pre-existing 

to the newly emerging organization after the change (Lupina-Wegener et al., 2014). Indeed, 

consistent with previous work on identity entrepreneurship which shows that effective leaders 

do not just embody who we are but also work to craft social categories (Reicher & Hopkins, 

1996a, 1996b), leaders are more likely to help employees deal successfully with 

organizational change if they create a sense of future identity that is both positive and 

meaningful. Moreover, leaders who engage in identity advancement by promoting the 

interests of group members (Steffens et al., 2014) may be more likely to foster subordinates’ 

sense that their group is likely to gain from the changes. By helping employees negotiate the 

changes to their identity and consolidate a sense of a positive future collective identity, 

leaders who engage in identity leadership should therefore help to ensure a successful 

transformation of employees’ sense of ‘us’ over the course of any organizational change.  

This is particularly important when the material changes that occur impact the 

organizational identity to such an extent that the sense of ‘us’ that existed prior to the change 

can no longer be maintained. Supporting this assertion, van Knippenberg et al. (2008) found 

that the positive effect of leaders’ group representativeness on group members’ willingness to 

support change was more pronounced under conditions of high discontinuity threat. 
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Similarly, Giessner (2011) showed that communicating the necessity of change was crucial 

for employees who lacked a sense of continuity and contributed to their development of 

identification with an organization after it had undergone a major change. In this way, 

identity leadership that promotes a sense of new organizational identity can facilitate 

employees’ interpretation of the identity change as an identity gain, rather than an identity 

threat or loss, and thereby increase the accessibility of the identity gain pathway. 

The Present Study 

The goal of the present study was to test SIMOC’s key propositions in a naturalistic 

field setting. Building on and extending theorising about the process of social identity 

change, SIMOC argues that changes in the sense of self that employees derive from their 

organizational membership will shape their responses to organizational change. As set out in 

Figure 1, SIMOC proposes that two dynamically interrelated identity change processes 

determine whether identification with the pre-existing organizational group serves as a 

valuable resource to support employees’ development of post-change identification and 

adjustment to organizational change: (1) social identity maintenance (vs. change), and (2) 

social identity gain (vs. loss). More specifically, employees should be more likely to adjust 

successfully to organizational change either if they can maintain their identity (via the 

identity maintenance pathway), or if they are able to change their identity (either by adopting 

a new identity or by revising their old identity) in ways that are perceived as an identity gain 

(via the identity gain pathway). Moreover, SIMOC proposes that identity leadership that 

promotes the new emerging identity may be particularly important when the identity 

maintenance pathway is inaccessible, as the identity gain pathway can compensate for this 

and protect highly identified employees from the negative consequences that result from 

identity loss. At the same time, a sense of identity continuity should serve to prevent the 
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experience of loss in the absence of identity work performed by the leaders in the 

organization. 

Advancing previous social identity theorising of organisational change processes, 

SIMOC is able to account for different trajectories following organizational change. It 

suggests that an experience of growth in response to challenges posed by a rupture of a 

valued organizational identity is most likely to arise when a new positive and meaningful 

identity can be formed (for related observations in the field of trauma, see Muldoon et al., 

2019). At the same time, it also proposes that strong identification with the pre-existing 

organization can have less positive or even negative consequences for post-change 

identification and adjustment among employees who cannot access either of the two 

pathways (i.e., if employees have a sense that they can neither maintain their valued old 

identities nor acquire positive new ones). This is because here change is likely to be 

perceived as entailing identity loss.  

On the basis of our model, we predict that the relationship between pre-change 

identification and adjustment should be positive if continuity is high (so that the maintenance 

pathway is accessible) and/or identity leadership is high (so that the gain pathway is 

accessible). However, pre-change identification should be less positively or even negatively 

related to post-change identification and adjustment under conditions of low continuity and 

low identity leadership (so that both pathways are inaccessible and employees experience 

identity loss). More formally, this analysis leads us to hypothesize a three-way interaction 

between pre-change identification, identity continuity, and identity leadership. The 

relationships between pre-change identification and post-change identification and 

adjustment should be doubly moderated by identity continuity and identity leadership. 

The present research advances our understanding of the psychological processes that 

structure employees’ responses to organizational identity change. It does this in several ways. 
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First, SIMOC provides an integrative framework that builds on, and extends, previous 

theorizing around organizational change processes. Specifically, it advances previous 

theorizing that points to a positive relationship between pre- and post-merger organizational 

identification by outlining identity maintenance and identity gain as related but distinct 

pathways to post-merger identification and adjustment. Second, the present work extends on 

a growing body of work that is concerned with the ways in which identity transitions affect 

individuals’ health and well-being (Haslam et al., 2021) by suggesting that organizational 

change involves identity change processes that have important implications for health and 

well-being. Third, the present research makes an important contribution to the leadership 

literature and the social identity theory of leadership. For while research has stressed the 

importance of leading change as a key function of leadership (Yukl, 2006), we know little 

about how leaders influence subordinates’ sense of self in times of change. While there are a 

few studies on identity prototypicality in the change context, most of the work on identity 

leadership has focused on relatively static contexts. In particular, the present research 

advances research on identity leadership that has focused on leaders’ ability to influence 

others (Haslam et al., 2020; Steffens et al., 2014; van Knippenberg, 2011), by exploring the 

role that identity leadership plays in supporting adjustment in the context of organizational 

change.  

Method 

Acquisition Context and Study Design 

The study was conducted in the context of a large acquisition by a European 

pharmaceutical company. The acquiring organization (here called Alpha) had acquired sites 

from a supplier organization (Beta). According to the financial reports of the two 

organizations, Alpha was financially more successful than Beta in the year prior to the 

acquisition, while Beta had had a more difficult year (as indicated by a decline in its market 
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value). However, the main motive for the acquisition by Alpha was to reach an 

internationally recognizable size and to strengthen its market position as an international 

market player and acquire complementary functions delivered by its former supplier. As a 

result of the acquisition, Alpha gained recognition as a group, and indeed it changed to being 

branded as an international (rather than a national) operating company. The acquired sites 

were not part of the Beta group’s core business but were complementary to Alpha and likely 

more valued in Alpha, according to one of Beta’s board of executive directors. The acquired 

Beta sites remained intact (e.g., keeping their functional organizational units such as 

compliance, IT, HR and finance), while synergies were achieved in terms of overheads. 

Therefore, the headquarters of Alpha were most directly affected by the acquisition, while 

other Alpha sites were not subjected to any changes as part of the acquisition. Hence, only 

employees from the Alpha headquarters site and the acquired Beta sites that experienced 

change participated in the present study. The vast majority of employees were white-collar 

workers, with only few blue-collar workers performing manual work in the production. 

We collected data over two waves via an online survey completed by employees of 

the Alpha headquarter and the acquired Beta sites. We used a predictive design with a time 
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lag of one and a half years between the two data collections.1 The first measurement point 

(T1) was four months after the official announcement of the acquisition and three months 

before the implementation of organizational changes due to the acquisition started. During 

this initial planning and formal combination stage (Seo & Hill, 2005), we measured 

employees’ pre-change identification. One and a half years later the operational combination 

stage of the integration had officially ended (Seo & Hill, 2005). At this post-integration time 

point (T2), we collected data on employees’ post-change identification and adjustment, as 

well as all other variables that are described in more detail below.  

Participants 

Our a-priori considerations and expectations concerning response rates and final 

sample size were based on previous longitudinal studies on post-merger identification and 

M&A studies testing similarly extensive models. On the basis of research by van Dick et al. 

(2006), we expected that about 37% of the contacted participants would respond in the first 

data collection wave (T1) and that about 33% of participants from the first data collection 

————————————————————————  

1 This study was part of a larger research project which included four measurement points. An 

overview of all measures assessed in the four measurement points can be found in the 

supplemental materials (OSF; 

https://osf.io/rcp8f/?view_only=f654da106f7a4b4391dbc80fb4a5df17). Since the focus of 

the present study was to test whether pre-change identification can predict employees’ 

adjustment, health and well-being after the change, we excluded the second and third 

measurement points where data were collected during the integration phase, and only used 

data from the first (pre-change) and fourth (post-change) measurement point. Adjustment 

outcomes which are crucial to this study were only assessed post-change at the fourth 

measurement point. Employees, who took part in the data collection before the integration 

and stayed in the sample during the integration were approached to participate in the fourth 

measurement point. To avoid confusion, in what follows, the fourth measurement point is 

labelled here as T2. 
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would respond to the follow-up survey (T2). The expectations for the follow-up response rate 

were based on a longitudinal study with a one-year time lag (total N = 157 after three waves 

of data collections) conducted by Gleibs et al. (2008) and a similar study with a two-year 

time lag (total N = 220 after two waves of data collections) conducted by Amiot et al. (2006).  

These expectations were met. Out of 1668 employees who were contacted by email, 

761 responded at the first measurement point (46% response rate in reference to the target 

sample). A total of 256 participants gave their consent to participate voluntarily and 

continued to participate until the data collection was finished 18 months later (34% follow-up 

response rate). We excluded participants who did not state their pre-acquisition 

organizational affiliation (n = 1) or who did not have an immediate supervisor (n = 30). The 

final sample consisted of 74 employees from the acquiring organization and 151 from the 

acquired organization. Of the final sample (N = 225), 72.9% of the participants were male, 

26.2% were female, and two participants chose to not state their gender. Participants were 

between 18 and 68 years old (M = 43.08, SD = 9.90). On average, they had worked for 15.71 

years (SD = 10.78) with their pre-acquisition organization and for 5.13 years (SD = 4.84) 

with their immediate supervisor. 

Ethics 

The content of the questionnaire as well as the procedure to ensure anonymity and 

confidentiality during and after the data collection were reviewed and approved (a) by a data 

privacy manager at the first author’s university, (b) an independent external data privacy 

manager as well as (c) by the organization’s employee representatives and their ethics review 

board. The Head of Communication announced to employees via e-mail that the survey was 

part of a scientific study conducted by the first author’s university. Initial emails informed 

participants about the study and included a confidentiality agreement, as well as a code for 

matching data from the measurement points, while ensuring anonymity. A few days later 
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participants received a second email including the link to the online survey from the first 

author. All participants were thanked and debriefed after the second data collection. 

Descriptive findings were disseminated in the organization’s annual report. 

Measures 

Since the acquired sites were located in different European countries, the 

questionnaire was made accessible in the three languages that were spoken in these countries 

(German, French and English). A professional translation agency translated all items from the 

original English into French using the standard procedure of translation, back-translation, and 

re-translation (see Brislin, 1970). A bilingual research assistant and the first author translated 

and back-translated the original items from English to German if there was no German 

version of the validated scales available. Any inconsistencies were resolved through 

discussion with the third author. 

We conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) in R (Version 3.4.3) using the 

lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012) to ensure the distinctiveness of the adjustment constructs 

including post-change identification measured at T2. Overall, the results of the CFA 

(reported in the supplemental material B, p. 2-6) yielded a good fit to the data for a six-factor 

model representing post-change identification, job satisfaction, OCB, depression, life 

satisfaction, and post-traumatic growth (S-B χ2 = 684.29, df = 484, p < .001; scaling 

correction factor = 1.14, CFI = . 95, RMSEA = .05 [.04, .05], SRMR = .07). After confirming 

the validity of combining the a priori defined items to their respective scale, we assessed the 

reliability of the multi-item scales and report coefficient omega (Hayes & Coutts, 2020; 

McNeish, 2018; G.-J. Peters, 2014) using the reliability function of the MBESS package in R 

(Version 4.8.0; Kelley, 2020). All scales showed high reliability. Unless stated otherwise, 

participants indicated their agreement with relevant statements on 7-point scales ranging from 

1 (“strongly disagree”) to 7 (“strongly agree”). 
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Pre- and Post-Change Organizational Identification 

We measured participants’ organizational identification with their old organization 

(i.e., Alpha for the acquiring organization and Beta for the acquired organization) before the 

integration process had started. Eighteen months after the official acquisition we assessed 

employees’ organizational identification with the newly formed organization (hereafter 

referred to Post-Alpha). At both time points we used three items from the Organizational 

Identification Scale developed by Mael and Ashforth (1992), but referred either to 

“[Alpha/Beta], the former organization before the acquisition” to assess pre-change 

identification or to “[Post-Alpha], the ‘new’ company created as a result of the acquisition of 

the Beta sites by Alpha” to assess post-change identification: “When I talk about [Alpha or 

Beta/Post-Alpha], I usually say ‘we’ rather than ‘they’”, “[Alpha’s or Beta’s/Post-Alpha’s] 

successes are my successes”, “When someone praises [Alpha or Beta/Post-Alpha], it feels 

like a personal compliment” (ω = .89 for pre-change identification, ω = .83 for post-change 

identification). 

Sense of Continuity 

Participants indicated on a four-item scale validated by Lupina-Wegener et al. (2014) 

whether they had experienced a sense of continuity of their former identity after the 

organizational change. Illustrative items are “After the acquisition [Post-Alpha] represents 

my former organization” and “After the acquisition my former organization is still clearly 

visible” (ω = .85). 

Identity Leadership 

Employees’ perceptions of their immediate supervisors’ identity leadership in relation 

to their post-change organizational identity were measured using the Identity Leadership 

Inventory (ILI; Steffens et al., 2014). Sample items include “In the light of the organizational 

changes due to the acquisition, my immediate supervisor … exemplifies what it means to be 
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a member of [Post-Alpha]” and “…develops an understanding of what it means to be a 

member of [Post-Alpha]”. A composite identity leadership score was computed by averaging 

responses to the 15 items. The reliability of the identity leadership inventory (ω = .96) was 

similar to the internal consistency of the scale found in previous studies (e.g., Steffens et al., 

2014). 

Adjustment Indicators 

In order to measure adjustment to change, we included two criterion variables 

commonly used in previous M&A studies (e.g., van Dick et al., 2006) to measure work-

related attitudes and behaviors: job satisfaction and organizational citizenship behavior 

towards the organization after the change. Two additional criterion variables were included to 

measure employees’ adjustment in terms of their health and well-being after the change. 

Drawing on studies on health and well-being during identity transitions (e.g., Cruwys et al., 

2021; Praharso et al., 2017), we measured employees’ level of depression and life 

satisfaction. To capture the extent to which individuals were able to experience growth 

following traumatic experiences, we also assessed employees’ post-change growth (Muldoon 

et al., 2017).  

Job Satisfaction. We measured job satisfaction with three items adapted from the Job 

Diagnostic Survey (Hackman & Oldham, 1975). Illustrative items are “All in all I am 

satisfied with my job” and “In general, I don’t like my job” (reversed item; ω = .84). 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB). We assessed employees’ 

organizational citizenship behavior in the new post-acquisition organization using Lee and 

Allen's (2002) eight-item OCB-O Scale. Sample items are “I keep up with developments in 

the organization” and “I offer ideas to improve the functioning of the organization” (ω = .88). 

Depression. We used the seven-item depression subscale of the DASS-21, a well-

validated short form of the 42-item Depression Anxiety Stress Scales (Lovibond & Lovibond, 
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1995), which can be used in non-clinical samples (Henry & Crawford, 2005). Sample items 

for the depression subscale are “Over the course of the past four weeks, please indicate 

whether you experienced the following: … I found it difficult to work up the initiative to do 

things” and “… I felt that life was meaningless” (ω = .93).  

Satisfaction with Life. We measured employees’ subjective well-being with the five-

item Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener et al., 1985). This measure has established 

reliability and validity and assesses life satisfaction as a cognitive-judgmental process. 

Sample items are “I am satisfied with life” and “In most ways my life is close to ideal” (ω 

= .91). 

Post-Traumatic Growth. The Post-Traumatic Growth Inventory (PTGI; Tedeschi & 

Calhoun, 1996) assesses the experience of a positive change following trauma, major crises, 

or extreme stressors. We used the Posttraumatic Growth Inventory Short Form (PTGI-SF; 

Cann et al., 2010) which has been used in a wide variety of populations. Due to the context, 

we excluded two items a-priori, which measure Spiritual change, from the original 10-item 

PTGI-SF and adapted the remaining eight items to the work context by changing the word 

“life” to “work life” and asking participants to refer to the acquisition instead of “my crisis” 

(see full adapted version of the PTGI-SF in the online supplemental material A, p.1). 

Illustrative items are “As a result of the acquisition, …I have a greater sense of closeness 

with others at work” and “…I discovered that I’m stronger than I thought I was”. Participants 

responded to these items on 6-point scales ranging from 1 (“I did not experience this change 

as a result of the acquisition”) to 6 (“I experienced this change to a very great degree as a 

result of the acquisition”; ω = .91). 

Control Variables 

We controlled for participants’ sex and age because research has shown that well-

being varies with sociodemographic variables (e.g., Diener & Shu, 1997; Keyes et al., 2002). 
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We also controlled for participants’ tenure in their pre-acquisition organization since 

identification needs time to develop. Moreover, previous research has shown that the 

relationship between pre-change identification and post-change identification is stronger 

among members of the dominant organization (who experience greater continuity; e.g., 

Lupina-Wegener et al., 2014). Therefore, to rule out the possibility that our hypothesized 

moderating effects simply reflect the influence of pre-acquisition organizational membership 

(belonging to Alpha coded as 0 and Beta coded as 1), we included the interaction between 

pre-change identification and pre-existing organizational membership as a control variable in 

the analyses of post-change identification. As shown in Figure 1, we do not assume that pre-

existing organizational membership moderates the effect of pre-change identification on 

adjustment. 

All supplemental materials, survey measures, R scripts, as well as additional analyses 

and results are available on the Open Science Framework (OSF; 

https://osf.io/rcp8f/?view_only=f654da106f7a4b4391dbc80fb4a5df17). 

Results 

Subject Attrition and Sensitivity Analysis 

Because the study had a predictive design with a time lag of one and a half years 

between the two data collection points and also had strict participant exclusion criteria, we 

had a considerable dropout rate. To test whether the dropout led to non-random sampling, we 

used a binary logistic regression analysis to assess the probability of staying in the final 

sample or leaving after responding to the first survey as a function of T1 measures of sex, 

age, tenure, pre-acquisition organizational membership, and pre-change identification. The 

results of the binary logistic regression analysis indicated that the probability of dropout was 

slightly decreased by tenure in the pre-acquisition organization (Exp(B) = -.02, p = .02), but 

was not affected by participants’ sex (Exp(B) = .20, p = .33) or age (Exp(B) = .01, p = .33). 
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Most importantly, results showed that neither pre-acquisition organizational membership 

(Exp(B) = .17, p = .41) nor pre-change identification (Exp(B) = .02, p = .76) predicted 

dropout. The results of this analysis suggest that the validity of our findings is unlikely to be 

affected by systematic dropout. 

For the test of SIMOC, we held the sample size constant across the separate analyses 

by list-wise excluding missing observations in key variables of our model. This resulted in a 

sample size of 177 and consequently 164 degrees of freedom for the analyses testing the 

proposed three-way interaction. To address the statistical power underlying these analyses, 

we conducted a sensitivity analysis. We used this procedure because post-hoc power analysis 

can be misleading if performed on data that have already been collected (Zhang et al., 2019). 

Results of the sensitivity analysis showed that the minimum detectable effect size partial eta 

squared was .05, setting statistical power to 80% and assuming 164 degrees of freedom in the 

regression analyses for each outcome separately, which are shown in the online supplemental 

material C (p. 7-14). This meant that our analysis was able to detect effects equal to 5% of 

the variance unaccounted for by the other variables. These correspond to small-to-medium 

effects according to Cohen’s classification of conventional effect sizes (Cohen, 1973). 

Regarding the capacity for multi-group CFA to validate the composition of a general 

adjustment factor (as presented below), our sample size can be considered as reasonable and 

sufficient given our rather high level of communalities (here, three out of four above .60) 

according to MacCallum et al. (1999). Under such conditions, even studies with sample sizes 

of 60 participants tend to obtain high congruence between sample factors and population 

factors (MacCallum et al., 1999). 

For the multi-group SEM testing the key propositions of SIMOC, we used maximum 

likelihood estimation with robust (Huber-White) standard errors (MLR) and the Satorra-

Bentler scaled test statistic (Satorra & Bentler, 1988, 1994). The latter has been found to be 
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effective for the correction of models with non-normally distributed data in small to moderate 

samples (Chou et al., 1991; Hu & Bentler, 1999). Regarding the power for the multi-group 

SEM analyses, it is worth noting that the fit index RMSEA is relatively independent of the 

sample size (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003).  

Preliminary Analysis of Differences between Organizations 

Table 1 displays means, standard deviations (SD), and bivariate correlations of the 

adjustment outcomes and predictor variables in our model for the full sample (N = 225). As 

expected, sense of continuity and identity leadership were associated with most adjustment 

outcomes (except post-traumatic growth). Also in line with our expectations, post-change 

identification was significantly related to job satisfaction, OCB, depression, and satisfaction 

with life, as well as post-traumatic growth. 

To explore the impact of the organizational group an employee belonged to before the 

change on the predictor and moderators of our model, we first compared employees from 

Alpha and Beta on measures of pre-change identification, sense of continuity, and perceived 

identity leadership. Pre-change identification was considerably lower among Beta employees 

(MOrgB = 3.58, SD = 1.75), than among Alpha employees (MOrgA = 5.34, SD = 1.22, t(197.15) 

= 8.77, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 1.10), possibly reflecting the fact that the acquired Beta sites 

were not part of the Beta group’s core business, and these employees had lower status within 

their former Beta group. Replicating previous findings (e.g., van Knippenberg & van 

Leeuwen, 2001), Beta employees reported a significantly lower sense of continuity than 

Alpha employees (MOrgA = 4.81, SD = 1.66; MOrgB = 3.73, SD = 1.29, t(112.27) = 4.79, p 

< .001, Cohen’s d = .74). Even though not explicitly stated by SIMOC, we explored whether 

Alpha and Beta employees differed in ratings of their immediate supervisor’s identity 

leadership after the integration. Results indicated that employees in the acquired and 

acquiring organization perceived their supervisors to engage to a similar degree in identity 
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leadership by promoting the new emerging organizational identity (MOrgA = 5.09, SD = 1.23; 

MOrgB = 5.13, SD = 1.22, t(138.76) = -.24, p = .81, Cohen’s d = -.03). Hence, we can assume 

that supervisors in both organizational groups were likely perceived to provide a similar 

amount of support to their employees to help them gain a sense of new identity. 

Additionally, we explored differences in the trajectories of organizational 

identification from pre- to post change in employees of Alpha and Beta. Results of a 

repeated-measures ANOVA revealed a significant interaction effect for organizational 

identification as a function of pre-acquisition organizational membership (Alpha vs. Beta) 

and time (pre-change T1 vs. post-change T2), F(1, 223) = 61.78, p < .001, η2(partial) = .14. 

This significant interaction indicated that despite experiencing lower continuity, 

identification increased more strongly from pre- to post-change among Beta employees than 

among Alpha employees, such that post-change identification was higher among Beta than 

among Alpha employees after the integration (MOrgA = 4.74, SD = 1.35; MOrgB = 5.21, SD = 

1.40, t(142.37) = -2.42, p = .02, Cohen’s d = -.34). Similar trajectories of identification were 

reported by Edwards et al. (2017). If sense of continuity was the only cause of post-change 

identification and uniformly lower among Beta employees, the observed increase in Beta 

employees’ identification would be surprising. However, these findings are consistent with 

our model in indicating that employees’ perception of identity continuity is not the only 

contributor to post-change identification and that the development of post-change 

identification can also be influenced by other factors such as supervisors’ identity leadership. 

In summary, preliminary analysis identified differences between the organizational 

groups, Alpha and Beta, that are mostly in line with previous research. Consequently, this 

difference in the identification transfer from pre- to post-change by organizational group 

must be modelled in the analyses testing SIMOC in the current sample. For accurate results, 

we report all analyses involving post-change identification separately for Alpha and Beta. It 
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is nevertheless important to point out that this research was not designed to examine group 

differences, but to test the key proposition of SIMOC that there are two interdependent 

pathways in operation for members of both organizations. Other than the differences in the 

relationship between pre- and post-change identification, we do not expect (and do not find) 

the hypothesized effect to be different for Alpha and Beta. 
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Table 1  

Means, Standard Deviations, and Bivariate Correlations Between Variables (N = 225) 

 Variables 
Alpha Beta 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
M SD M SD 

1. Identity Continuity  4.81 1.66 3.73 1.29          

2. Identity Leadership 5.09 1.23 5.13 1.22 .19**         

3. Pre-change Identification 5.34 1.22 3.58 1.75 .19** .12        

4. Post-change Identification 4.74 1.35 5.21 1.40 .16* .37*** .03       

5. Job Satisfaction 5.50 1.32 5.72 1.12 .23*** .38*** -.02 .53***      

6. OCB 4.88 1.16 5.19 1.12 .19** .40*** .03 .58*** .51***     

7. Depression 2.13 1.22 2.45 1.52 -.27*** -.14* .01 -.41*** -.64*** -.30***    

8. Satisfaction with Life 5.36 1.33 4.84 1.39 .17* .17* .15* .29*** .48*** .33*** -.54***   

9. Post-traumatic Growth 1.96 1.01 2.35 1.19 -.05 .11 .04 .24*** .09 .32*** -.04 .04  

10. Organizational group (Alpha = 0, Beta = 1) -.34*** .02 -.46*** .16* .09 .13 .11 -.18* .16* 

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, *** p<.001. OCB = Organizational Citizenship Behavior. 
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Testing the SIMOC 

The main analyses followed four steps to test SIMOC which were all carried out 

within a multi-group structural equation modelling (SEM) analytical framework (using the 

lavaan package for R, Version 0.6-7; Rosseel, 2012). This allowed us to efficiently test 

whether the proposed relationships can be assumed to be identical across Alpha and Beta. In 

the first step, we estimated a latent “adjustment” variable using the scales of the adjustment-

related measures as indicators. In the second step we added pre-change identification, 

continuity, identity leadership, and all interactions including the hypothesized three-way 

interaction as predictors. In line with guidelines for determining model fit (Hooper et al., 

2008; Hu & Bentler, 1999), we used a combination of fit indices, including the Satorra-

Bentler scaled chi-square (S-B χ2), Comparative Fit Index (CFI > .90), Root Mean Square 

Error of Approximation (RMSEA < .08), and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual 

(SRMR < .08) to evaluate overall model fit as acceptable and the Akaike Information 

Criterion (AIC) and the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) to compare the models (where 

lower AIC and BIC indicate better model fit). In the third step, we plotted the three-way 

interaction to facilitate interpretation and conducted simple-slope difference tests to 

determine whether the slope in the low continuity–low identity leadership condition (i.e., 

where no pathway is accessible) differed significantly from the other slopes. The fourth and 

final step explored whether post-change identification mediated the relationship between pre-

change identification and adjustment, as depicted in Figure 1.  

Specification of a Latent Adjustment Factor 

In the interest of a clear exposition of our results, we estimated a latent adjustment 

variable using the scale means of the adjustment-related measures as indicators. While being 

well aware that these measures reflect theoretically distinct constructs which can also be 

studied in their own right, we focus in our model on adjustment where similar relationships 
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are expected across the variables (see Tables SM3-8 in the supplemental material C for 

separate results by outcome variable). A one-factorial model estimating a latent adjustment 

construct based on the observed variables of job satisfaction, organizational citizenship 

behavior, depression, satisfaction with life with equal loadings across groups was found to 

have a good fit after we excluded post-traumatic growth from the composition (S-B χ2 = 9.57, 

df = 7, p =.21; scaling correction factor = 1.18, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .07 [.00, .17], SRMR 

= .05). Indeed, post-traumatic growth is conceptually distinct from the other adjustment 

outcomes (job satisfaction, OCB, depression, and satisfaction with life) in that it measures 

direct positive change after adversity and hence it seems likely that it would be experienced 

in a qualitatively different way. Accordingly, we treated post-traumatic growth as a separate 

outcome variable in subsequent analyses. 

Analyses of Three-way Interactions: Multi Group SEM 

In the second step, we tested the key hypothesis of SIMOC that continuity and 

identity leadership jointly moderate the effect of pre-change identification on post-change 

identification as well as on general adjustment to organizational change and post-traumatic 

growth. To test the proposed three-way interaction and examine whether the proposed 

relationships differ by organizational group membership, we performed multi-group 

structural equation modelling (SEM) using the lavaan package in R (Version 0.6-7; Rosseel, 

2012). Although investigating differences between employees of Alpha and Beta was not the 

focus of the present study, we chose this method because it allowed us to model the potential 

differential in identification transfer between Alpha and Beta that has been identified 

theoretically and empirically in previous work (e.g., van Knippenberg & van Leeuwen, 2001) 

as well as to investigate whether further model parameters differ between the two 

organizational groups. All variables were standardized before building the interaction terms. 

Prior to the final step exploring the proposed mediation (Step 4 below), post-change 
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identification was treated as a dependent variable. We regressed the three outcome variables 

adjustment, post-traumatic growth, and post-change identification on the predictors (pre-

change identification, continuity, and identity leadership) and the two-way (pre-change 

identification x continuity, pre-change identification x identity leadership, and continuity x 

identity leadership) and three-way interactions (pre-change identification x continuity x 

identity leadership). To improve model fit, we allowed for three residual correlations, namely 

between organizational citizenship behavior and post-traumatic growth, organizational 

citizenship behavior and post-change identification, and between depression and satisfaction 

with life, because scales contained items with similar words or phrases. This model yielded 

an acceptable fit (S-B χ2 = 85.11, df = 55, p = .006; scaling correction factor = .89, CFI = .94, 

RMSEA = .07 [.04, .10], SRMR = .05, AIC = 2627.36, BIC = 2852.86).  

We then constrained the effects of the predictor variables and their interactions to be 

equal across the two organizational groups except for the effect of pre-change identification 

on post-identification, which is known to be contingent on organizational dominance (van 

Knippenberg & van Leeuwen, 2001). The resulting model still had an acceptable fit (S-B χ2 = 

114.21, df = 75, p = .002; scaling correction factor = .87, CFI = .92, RMSEA = .07 [.04, .10], 

SRMR = .06, AIC = 2610.57, BIC = 2772.55). A comparison between the constrained and 

unconstrained models using a chi-squared difference test indicated that making further 

distinctions in parameter estimates between Alpha and Beta did not result in better model fit 

(ΔS-B χ2 (20) = 28.94, p = .09). In fact, the AIC and BIC were both lower for the constrained 

model and thus the constrained model was favored over the unconstrained model. These 

findings indicate that the coefficients do not vary by organizational group (except for the 

theoretically expected relationship between pre-change identification and post-change 

identification). The results of the multi-group SEM analysis for the constrained model can be 

found in Table 2. Replicating the identification transfer differential between the dominant and 
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the dominated organization found in previous studies (van Knippenberg & van Leeuwen, 

2001), the effect of pre-change identification on post-identification was significant and 

positive for employees of the acquiring group Alpha and less positive and not significant for 

employees of the acquired group Beta. Above and beyond this effect, the multi-group SEM 

analysis provided consistent support for the hypothesized three-way interaction of pre-change 

identification x continuity x identity leadership on post-change identification (β = -.16, p 

=.04), as well as adjustment (β = -. 14, p =.03), and post-traumatic growth (β = -.17, p =.002). 

Separate regression analyses for the measures combined in the latent adjustment variable 

(i.e., job satisfaction, OCB, satisfaction with life, and depression) yielded generally the same 

results, and are presented in the online supplemental material C (p. 7-14). 
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Table 2 

Parameter Estimates of the Constrained Multi-group Structural Equation Model 

    Response to Organizational Change 
  Post-change Identification   Adjustment   Post-traumatic Growth 

    b SE z p   b SE z p   b SE z p 

Pre-change Identification  
Alpha .53 .17 3.11 .002 

 

.06 .06 1.02 .31 
  

.17 .08 2.10 .04 
Beta .04 .08 0.43 .67   

Continuity   .17 .09 1.97 .05  .23 .07 3.29 .001  .05 .07 0.74 .46 

Identity Leadership   .31 .07 4.21 < .001  .29 .06 4.97 < .001  .12 .07 1.76 .08 

Pre-change Identification x 
Continuity 

 .12 .09 1.43 .15  .09 .06 1.44 .15  .07 .07 1.10 .27 

Pre-change Identification x 
Identity Leadership 

 .05 .08 0.68 .50  .13 .06 2.20 .03  -.02 .08 -0.28 .78 

Continuity x Identity Leadership  -.04 .08 -0.48 .63  -.10 .06 -1.61 .11  .02 .06 0.34 .74 

Pre-change Identification x 
Continuity x Identity Leadership  

  -.16 .08 -2.06 .04  -.14 .06 -2.13 .03   -.17 .05 -3.07 .002 

Note. N = 177 (nAlpha = 57, nBeta = 120). Unconstrained parameter estimates for the effect of pre-change identification on post-change 

identification are shown in bold.
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Follow-up Analyses of Interactions 

In the third step, we conducted follow-up analyses on the three-way interaction effect 

and focused specifically on the condition of low continuity–low identity leadership, where we 

expected the most unfavorable responses. To facilitate interpretation of the three-way 

interactions, we plotted the simple slopes (Figure 2) using the standardized variables at all 

combinations of low (one standard deviation below the mean) and high levels (one standard 

deviation above the mean) of the moderating variables. What stands out here is the slope of 

the low continuity–low identity leadership condition represented by the solid bold line, which 

indicates the effect of pre-change identification on outcomes among participants for whom 

neither of the two pathways were accessible. For post-change identification, we created 

separate plots for Alpha and Beta in light of the fact that the relationship between pre-change 

identification and post-change identification differed as a function of organizational group 

membership (as reported earlier). 

As can be seen in Figure 2, the same pattern was found repeatedly across adjustment, 

post-traumatic growth, and post-change identification for both organizations. More 

specifically, for employees of Alpha, the relationship between pre-change identification and 

post-change identification was positive and significantly different from zero in all but the 

low–low condition (see Table 3 for numerical results regarding the simple slopes). 

Replicating previous findings (van Knippenberg & van Leeuwen, 2001), for employees of 

Beta the effects of pre-change identification on post-identification were smaller and actually 

negative in the low-low condition (b = -.30, p = .01). The results for adjustment and post-

traumatic growth did not differ significantly between Alpha and Beta. In line with specific 

predictions by SIMOC, under low continuity (indicating identity change) the slope was 

significant and positive when identity leadership was high (b = .23, p = .009), but was 

significant and negative when identity leadership was low (b = -.30, p < .001). For post-
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traumatic growth, the slopes were in the same direction as found for adjustment but were not 

significantly different from zero.
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Figure 2  

Three-way Interaction Plotted at Conditional Values (+/- 1 SD) of Pre-change Identification, 

Continuity, and Identity Leadership 

 

Note. C = Continuity, IL = Identity Leadership.

●

●

−2 −1 0 1 2

−2
−1

0
1

2

Group: Alpha
Pre−Change Identification

Po
st
−C

ha
ng

e 
Id

en
tif

ic
at

io
n

Low C / Low IL
Low C / High IL
High C / Low IL
High C / High IL

●

●

−2 −1 0 1 2
−2

−1
0

1
2

Group: Beta
Pre−Change Identification

Po
st
−C

ha
ng

e 
Id

en
tif

ic
at

io
n

●

●

−2 −1 0 1 2

−2
−1

0
1

2

Pre−Change Identification

Ad
ju

st
m

en
t

●

●

−2 −1 0 1 2

−2
−1

0
1

2

Pre−Change Identification

Po
st
−T

ra
um

at
ic

 G
ro

w
th



THE SOCIAL IDENTITY MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE 

© 2021, American Psychological Association. This paper is not the copy of record and may not exactly replicate the final, authoritative 
version of the article. Please do not copy or cite without authors' permission. The final article will be available, upon publication, via its 
DOI: 10.1037/pspi0000386 

38 

We also conducted simple-slope difference tests (Dawson & Richter, 2006) to 

determine whether the slope of the low continuity–low identity leadership condition (no 

accessible pathway) is significantly more negative than the slopes resulting from the 

moderating variables identity leadership or continuity (or both) being conditioned to a high 

value. Results of the theoretically relevant slope difference tests are reported in Table 4 (for 

completeness, the remaining comparisons are reported in the supplemental material D, p. 15). 

As can be seen, the majority of slope differences were significant (shown in bold), providing 

additional support for our key hypothesis. Specifically, the slopes of the relationship between 

pre-change identification and outcome variables were indeed more negative when no 

pathway was accessible (low identity leadership and low continuity) compared to the slopes 

where one or both pathways were accessible. The slopes for participants for whom either the 

maintenance or the gain pathway was accessible (Comparison 4 in Table 4), did not differ 

from each other for all outcomes, suggesting that neither of the two pathways is more 

beneficial than the other. In sum, then, the results of the multi-group SEM analyses and the 

simple slope tests supported SIMOC’s key hypothesis that both pathways need to be taken 

into account to predict employees’ response to change, and that pre-change identification can 

have a detrimental effect on adjustment if none of the identity pathways is accessible.
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Table 3  

Estimates for Slopes Between Pre-change Identification and Outcomes at Conditional Values 

of Identity Leadership and Continuity 

  b SE z p 
CI 95% 
[LL, UL] 

Post-change identification       

Low C and low IL Alpha .20 .17 1.16 .25 [-0.14, 0.53] 
Low C and low IL Beta -.30 .12 -2.46 .01 [-0.54, -0.06] 
Low C and high IL Alpha .63 .18 3.47 .001 [0.27, 0.98] 
Low C and high IL Beta .13 .13 0.97 .33 [-0.13, 0.38] 
High C and low IL Alpha .77 .21 3.71 <.001 [0.36, 1.17] 
High C and low IL Beta .27 .17 1.57 .12 [-0.07, 0.61] 
High C and high IL Alpha .54 .17 3.25 .001 [0.22, 0.87] 
High C and high IL Beta .05 .15 0.30 .76 [-0.25, 0.34] 
Adjustment       

Low C and low IL  -.30 .09 -3.48 <.001 [-0.46, -0.13] 
Low C and high IL  .23 .09 2.60 .009 [0.06, 0.41] 
High C and low IL  .15 .12 1.34 .18 [-0.07, 0.38] 
High C and high IL  .14 .10 1.45 .15 [-0.05, 0.33] 
Post-traumatic Growth       

Low C and low IL  -.05 .12 -0.40 .69 [-0.29, 0.19] 
Low C and high IL  .24 .13 1.77 .08 [-0.03, 0.50] 
High C and low IL  .43 .18 2.43 .02 [0.08, 0.77] 
High C and high IL  .05 .15 0.34 .73 [-0.24, 0.33] 

Note. N = 177. Significant estimates are shown in bold. IL = Identity leadership, C = 

Continuity. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.  

 



THE SOCIAL IDENTITY MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE 

© 2021, American Psychological Association. This paper is not the copy of record and may not exactly replicate the final, authoritative version of the article. Please do not copy or cite without authors' permission. The 
final article will be available, upon publication, via its DOI: 10.1037/pspi0000386 

40 

Table 4  

Results of t-Tests of Slope Differences: Comparing the Relation Between Pre-change Identification and Outcome Variables (a) when 

Continuity and Identity Leadership is Low and (b) when Continuity and/or Identity leadership is High 

Slope pairs  

Post-change Identification  Adjustment  Post-traumatic Growth 

∆ p 95% CI 
[LL, UL] 

 
∆ p 95% CI  

[LL, UL] 
 

∆ p 95% CI  
[LL, UL]    

Holding identity leadership (IL) constant low, 
does continuity (C) matter?            
1 low C and low IL minus high C and low IL -.57 .004 [-0.96, -0.18]  -.45 .001 [-0.73, -0.17]  -.48 .02 [-0.88, -0.07]              
Holding continuity (C) constant low, does  
identity leadership (IL) matter?            
2 low C and low IL minus low C and high IL -.43 .009 [-0.75, -0.11]  -.53 <.001 [-0.76, -0.29]  -.28 .10 [-0.62, 0.05]              
Mixed conditions            
3 low C and low IL minus high C high IL -.35 .05 [-0.70, 0.01]  -.44 .001 [-0.69, -0.19]  -.10 .60 [-0.46, 0.27] 
4 high C and low IL minus low C and high IL .14 .50 [-0.27, 0.56]  -.08 .59 [-0.36, 0.20]  .19 .39 [-0.24, 0.62] 

Note. N = 177. ∆ = Standardized coefficient of Slope A minus coefficient of Slope B. Significant difference between Slope A and Slope B are 

shown in bold. Differences between slopes are positive (negative) when Slope A is larger (smaller) than Slope B. IL = Identity leadership, C = 

Continuity. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.
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Analyses of Mediation 

In the fourth and last step, we built on the constrained model from Step 2 to test the 

proposed mediating effect of post-change identification on both adjustment (as depicted in 

Figure 1) and post-traumatic growth (again using the lavaan package in R). As in the 

previous analyses, we modelled the two-way interaction between pre-change identification 

and organizational group membership by freeing the parameters for this relationship across 

groups. The overall fit of the mediation model (Figure 3) was acceptable (S-B χ2 = 128.08, df 

= 77, p < .001; scaling correction factor = .87, CFI = .90, RMSEA = .08 [.06, .11], SRMR 

= .06). Path coefficients of the mediation model are reported in the supplemental material E 

(p. 16). Although the chi-square difference test indicated a better fit of the unconstrained 

mediation model ΔS-B χ2 (25) = 51.66, p = .001, the information criteria, which also take into 

account model parsimony, favored the constrained model (constrained model: AIC = 

2618.53, BIC = 2774.16, vs. unconstrained model: AIC = 2628.51, BIC = 2863.54). 

Acknowledging that the fit of the mediation model is not optimal, we nevertheless 

proceeded by estimating the indirect effects of pre-change identification on adjustment and 

post-traumatic growth via post-change identification at selected conditional values of 

continuity (+/- 1 SD) and identity leadership (+/- 1 SD), using bootstrap confidence intervals 

(1000 bootstraps). Indirect effects under the various conditions for employees of Alpha and 

Beta can be found in Table 5. As expected, the indirect effects of pre-change identification on 

adjustment and post-traumatic growth were positive and significant for employees of Alpha 

as long as they could perceive continuity of their pre-existing identity (so that the identity 

maintenance pathway was accessible) and/or perceive high identity leadership to develop a 

new identity (so that the identity gain pathway was accessible). However, under conditions of 

low continuity and low identity leadership (where no pathway was accessible), this positive 

indirect effect became smaller and non-significant. For Beta employees, the indirect effects 
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were not significant at any combinations of low and high moderator values. However, in line 

with our expectations, the indirect effects for Beta employees were positive as long as at least 

one pathway was accessible, but became smaller and even negative in the low–low condition.
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Figure 3 

Multi-group SEM of the Effects of Pre-change Identification, Continuity, and Identity Leadership on Adjustment Mediated by Post-change 

Identification 

 

Note. *** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05. For presentation purposes, only significant standardized regression coefficients are shown (except 

the non-significant direct effect of the three-way interaction on adjustment and the effect of pre-change identification on post-change 

identification for Beta employees). Coefficients for the direct three-way interaction effects (in bold) on adjustment and post-traumatic growth 

are shown in brackets and their total effects outside the brackets. ID = Identification, OCB = Organizational Citizenship Behavior.  
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Table 5 

Indirect Effects of Pre-change Identification on Adjustment at Conditional Values of Moderators (Constrained Mediation Model) 

Conditions 
Low Continuity (-1 SD)  High Continuity (+1 SD) 

Low Identity  
Leadership (-1 SD) 

 High Identity 
Leadership (+1 SD) 

 Low Identity  
Leadership (-1 SD) 

 High Identity  
Leadership (+1 SD) 

 bc 
boot 
SE 

95% CI 
[LL, UL] 

 bc 
boot 
SE 

95% CI 
[LL, UL] 

 bc 
boot 
SE 

95% CI 
[LL, UL] 

 bc 
boot 
SE 

95% CI 
[LL, UL] 

Adjustment Alpha .08 .08 [-0.08, 0.22] .21 .10 [0.03, 0.42] .26 .11 [0.09, 0.53] .18 .07 [0.04, 0.33] 
Beta -.10 .06 [-0.22, 0.003] .03 .05 [-0.07, 0.15] .08 .09 [-0.06, 0.28] .003 .06 [-0.11, 0.10] 

Post-traumatic 
Growth 

Alpha .04 .05 [-0.04, 0.15] .11 .07 [0.001, 0.27] .13 .08 [0.01, 0.32] .09 .05 [0.003, 0.21] 
Beta -.05 .04 [-0.13, 0.003] .02 .03 [-0.04, 0.08] .04 .05 [-0.03, 0.17] .002 .03 [-0.06, 0.06] 

Note. Significant indirect effects are printed bold. SD = Standard deviation. bc = Beta coefficient of indirect effect. Boot SE = bootstrapped 

standard error. CI = bias-corrected confidence interval based on 1000 bootstrap samples; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit. 
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Discussion 

Understanding employees’ adjustment to organizational changes is becoming 

increasingly important in today’s rapidly changing business environment. Adjusting to 

organizational changes — especially major ones such as takeovers — can be psychologically 

challenging. The present research sought to address the key question of how organizations 

can build employees’ bond with the new organization that materializes in the wake of 

organizational change as well as facilitate their psychological adjustment and functioning. 

Building on social identity theorizing, we proposed that significant organizational changes 

entail identity transitions and thus affect employees’ sense of belonging (Haslam et al., 

2021). More particularly, we introduced a Social Identity Model of Organizational Change 

(SIMOC) that specified two interdependent pathways to successful adjustment (identity gain 

and identity maintenance) and provided a prospective examination of predictions derived 

from the model.  

Key findings showed that when employees identified strongly with their 

organizational group before the change this had important benefits for their adjustment when 

they either experienced identity continuity (thereby having access to an identity maintenance 

pathway) or worked with a leader who helped them adopt a new identity or revise their 

former identity in ways that they perceived as entailing identity gain (thereby providing 

access to an identity gain pathway). As proposed by the social identity theory of leadership 

(Haslam et al., 2011; Hogg, 2001; van Knippenberg & Hogg, 2003), the degree to which 

leaders promoted an understanding of the emerging organization’s identity as identity gain 

facilitated their ability to adjust in the aftermath of the change. Importantly, when pre-

existing identities could not be maintained, adjustment to organizational change was 

determined by the extent to which employees’ supervisors helped to create and promote a 

new positive and meaningful organizational identity. 
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It is also noteworthy that the impact of the organizational change on employees’ lives 

varied significantly as a function of differences in their pre-existing identification and 

associated concerns. Employees who identified highly with their organization before the 

change had much to lose and were most concerned about whether their pre-existing identity 

would continue to exist. If a change to their pre-existing identity seemed inevitable, they 

showed the greatest sensitivity to their supervisors’ identity leadership. These high-identifiers 

were also most able and willing to adjust to the change when their supervisor engaged in 

identity work around creating a new or reinventing the pre-existing identity. However, highly 

identified employees responded most negatively to the change when they were not able to 

maintain a sense that their valued pre-existing identity would endure and when their 

supervisor failed to provide them with guidance around the new emerging identity.  

One might argue that the very existence of employees for whom both pathways are 

inaccessible presents something of a puzzle because these employees are most likely to leave 

the organization (Mael & Ashforth, 1995; Sani, 2005). However, it is conceivable that 

employees who have previously been highly identified with their organization are more loyal 

to the organization even in the face of adverse changes (e.g., Avanzi et al., 2014; van 

Knippenberg et al., 2007), and so might stay even though leaving the organization might be 

on their minds. More generally, we think that there are a range of reasons why people may 

stay in an organization after major organizational changes even if they cannot maintain their 

old social identity or acquire a new one (not least, the need to remain employed). 

Importantly, though, regardless of whether or not people may eventually leave the 

organization, our findings suggest that their inability to maintain or acquire a meaningful 

organizational identity is likely to have significant adverse implications for their 

organizational behavior and well-being. In line with this argument, our results showed a 

consistent pattern across multiple adjustment outcomes, affecting not only employees’ job 
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satisfaction and organizational citizenship behavior but also their life satisfaction and levels 

of depression, as well as their sense of growth following the adversity of the change. These 

findings highlight the importance of identity leadership that helps employees who remain 

with the organization after disruptive changes in gaining a new positive and meaningful 

identity. This helps to offset the negative consequences of the identity loss that results when 

employees cannot maintain their valued pre-existing organizational identity in the context of 

organizational change. 

Furthermore, additional mediation analysis supported SIMOC’s proposition that post-

change identification is a key identity process in this transition. Here our results indicated 

that, at least among employees of the dominant organization, as long as one moderator was 

high (a sense either of continuity facilitating identity maintenance or of supervisors’ identity 

leadership facilitating identity gain), employees’ pre-change identification was a valuable 

resource that contributed to their adjustment to the change by increasing their identification 

with the newly emerging organization. 

We would also like to note that we replicated previous findings on the identification 

transfer differential between the dominant and subordinate organizational group in this 

acquisition setting (e.g., Lupina-Wegener et al., 2014). In other words, the relationship 

between pre-change identification and post-change identification may generally be lower for 

employees from the subordinate group. This speaks to the need to bear in mind the 

organizational group that an individual identifies with and its structural characteristics (e.g., 

status), especially when testing or applying SIMOC in an intergroup context. Above and 

beyond this variation, this initial test of SIMOC suggests that the two interdependent 

pathways operate for both employees of the dominant and the subordinate organizational 

group. This suggests that SIMOC can be treated as a generic model of organizational change. 
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Implications for Theory and Practice 

By introducing SIMOC, we provide an integrative framework for explaining how 

M&As and other major organizational changes generally impact organizational members’ 

work-related behaviors and attitudes, as well as their health and well-being in response to the 

organizational change. Previous models that have been developed in the M&A context have 

focused primarily on continuity of the pre-existing identity and demonstrated a positive 

relationship between pre-merger identification and post-merger identification for employees 

who can maintain their identity (e.g., van Knippenberg & van Leeuwen, 2001; van Leeuwen 

et al., 2003). This previous work has not highlighted the possibility that employees’ pre-

change identification can have a negative impact on their response to change. However, 

social identity theorizing (in particular, the work on identity continuity by Sani and 

colleagues, 2008) suggests that individuals who derive part of their self-concept from their 

pre-existing social groups will feel most affected by the change and respond most negatively 

to the extent that the change compromises their sense of identity continuity. SIMOC can 

integrate these possibilities and findings by pointing to the importance of a second, identity 

gain pathway, and the role of leadership in these unfolding dynamics. The present findings 

suggest that both identity maintenance and gain pathways need to be considered if we want to 

explain when negative consequences result from organizational changes and to understand 

why employees’ pre-existing identification can still relate positively to their adjustment and 

well-being despite a lack of identity continuity.  

By translating the Social Identity Model of Identity Change (Haslam et al., 2008, 

2021; Jetten et al., 2010) into a model of organizational change, the present research 

highlights the importance of identity changes in the organizational context and extends 

previous leadership and change management literature. More specifically, our findings imply 

that organizations need to manage the accessibility of the identity maintenance and gain 
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pathways to facilitate the identity transition and prevent employees from losing their sense of 

‘who we are’. As observed here, this is something leaders can do by creating, representing, 

advancing and embedding a new ‘sense of us’ for the organization after the change (Haslam 

et al., 2011; Reicher et al., 2005; Steffens et al., 2014).  

In supporting these ideas, the present research contributes to a growing body of 

research pointing to the influence of identity leadership on employees’ health and well-being 

(Steffens et al., 2018) while also extending this by providing initial evidence for the 

effectiveness of identity leadership in promoting employees’ adjustment to organizational 

change. Moreover, here it appears that leaders who help employees to regain a sense of 

belonging can even foster a sense of growth from adversity after a stressful, potentially 

traumatic change (for related arguments in the clinical domain, see Muldoon et al., 2019). 

Indeed, even if an acquisition is positive on a material level (as it was in this acquisition 

setting, as described in the Method section), employees still need to figure out what the new 

identity is about and what it means to embrace it. In line with this point, our findings indicate 

that identity leadership was important for the identity transition process in both of the 

organizations that we studied (i.e., both Alpha and Beta). Here, then, identity leadership 

predicted employees’ adjustment above and beyond pre-existing organizational group 

membership, suggesting that it always has at least some bearing on employee outcomes. In 

this way, the present work has important implications for our understanding of the role of 

leadership in managing change processes. In particular, in line with Giessner and colleagues' 

(2016) observation that middle- and lower-levels managers will often be more likely to be 

perceived as ‘one of us’ than members of the distant top management, the present research 

indicates that immediate supervisors are well placed to develop employees’ understanding of 

what it means to be a member of the emerging organization as they go through a process of 

change (Yukl, 2006).  
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These findings also have a range of practical implications for organizations seeking to 

manage organizational change and associated identity processes. In line with SIMOC, it 

appears that this is not necessarily a context where ‘one size that fits all’, but rather that 

organizations can make use of different strategies that focus, where relevant and applicable, 

on either the maintenance or the acquisition of a valued social identity. As specified by 

SIMOC, the effectiveness of these strategies will depend on employees’ identification with 

their pre-existing organization as well as their perception of the nature of the change. In this 

regard, a starting point for practitioners might be to first evaluate the extent to which the 

organizational change affects (and is perceived as affecting) fundamental organizational 

attributes such as its mission, strategies, structures, and core values. If small changes to these 

aspects of identity content are observed, then strategies that highlight ‘who we were and will 

continue to be’ seem most likely to be effective for highly identified members (as also 

suggested by Venus et al., 2019). However, if disruptions to organizational identity are 

expected, then leaders need to answer questions about ‘who we want to be’ in the future for 

those highly identified members if they want to promote their engagement with, and 

adjustment to, the change. From a practical standpoint, organizations might here look to 

develop leaders’ identity leadership capacity by providing them with tools to constructively 

engage with team members in times of change (e.g., Haslam et al., 2017; Peters et al., 2013). 

Indeed, efforts to foster leaders’ ability to help employees to regain a sense of belonging as 

they negotiate the loss of a previous, valued identity would seem to be critical for any 

organization that is interested in facilitating employees’ adjustment.  

Limitations and Future Research  

Despite its theoretical and empirical contribution, the present research also has 

important limitations which provide interesting starting points for future research. 
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First, over the course of the 18-month data collection period we saw a considerable 

drop out of participants resulting in a rather small sample size — in part a reflection of the 

fact that this type of research is logistically challenging to conduct. However, the sample of 

177 complete responses in this test of SIMOC lies within the typical range of sample sizes for 

M&A studies (Gomes et al., 2020). Moreover, we addressed the issue of statistical power 

using a sensitivity analysis, which indicated that we are able to detect small-to-medium 

effects with a probability of 80%, but not effects smaller than .05. These findings suggested 

that in light of our study’s sample size we would have sufficient power to detect average 

effect sizes of cultural differences on M&A integration outcomes (η² = .16) reported in a 

meta-analysis by Stahl and Voight (2004) and even smaller effects relating to organizational 

group membership on post-change identification (η² = .05) as reported by Gleibs et al. 

(2008). Nevertheless, we acknowledge that the size of our sample limits our ability to detect 

small effects and is also responsible for rather wide confidence intervals. However, as noted 

by Kenny and Judd (2019), effects are likely to be heterogenous across settings and 

participants, calling into question the value of “the definitive large N study in an effort to 

establish whether a given effect exists or not” (p. 587). We suggest that the value of our 

theoretical model, which was supported across a range of dependent variables, should now be 

explored further across a new range of settings and participants. 

 In a similar vein, the unequal sample sizes (such that the Alpha sample was only half 

the size of the acquired Beta sample) complicated conclusions about potential effects of 

status differences. While we considered the impact of pre-change organizational group on the 

identity transfer as discussed above, given the sample sizes, we were not in a position to test a 

four-way interaction involving this variable. Although it would be interesting to investigate 

group differences more systematically, this is a task for future research, noting that our model 
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should apply to everyone experiencing change, whether in a dominant group (such as Alpha 

here) or a subordinate one (such as Beta). 

Second, we cannot draw causal inferences due to the correlational nature of our 

design. Future research should therefore test SIMOC using experimental and/or intervention 

procedures with the goal of examining issues of causality and ruling out alternative 

explanations. Another limitation of our design was that we did not measure and thus could 

not control for the levels of the adjustment outcomes before the change. To provide greater 

insight into the process of change (e.g., assessing how changes in predictor variables affect 

subsequent changes in outcomes) and to replicate the mediating effect of post-change 

identification, there would therefore be value in future work that collects longitudinal data on 

all constructs across three or more measurement points (Edwards et al., 2017). 

Third, although the present research tested SIMOC using separated measurement 

points of independent and dependent variables, common method variance (CMV) among the 

self-report measures could have artificially increased the relations between variables 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003). However, the main purpose of this initial test of the SIMOC was to 

establish the hypothesized interaction effect. Common method bias cannot produce an 

artificial interaction effect — “on the contrary, finding significant interaction effects despite 

the influence of CMV in the data set should be taken as strong evidence that an interaction 

effect exists” (Siemsen et al., 2010, p. 470; see also Evans, 1985; McClelland & Judd, 1993). 

That said, there is clearly scope for future studies to collect multimodal data, such as 

objective data on employees’ performance, health, and turnover rates (noting that, for legal 

and other reasons, this was not possible in the present study). In further work, there would 

also be value in extending the relationships investigated here — for example, by examining 

additional indicators of adjustment including physiological and behavioral indicators (e.g., 

cortisol for an index of stress; see Haslam & Reicher, 2006). In relation to the measurement 
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of the variables in the present study, we would note too that our model focuses on specifying 

how leadership of a single identity fosters responses to M&As and thus, our measure of 

identity leadership captures the promotion of one common organizational identity. However, 

people may have varying intersectional identities and so it will be a task for future work to 

examine how leaders can manage multiple identities or nested identities within a 

superordinate identity in the context of organizational change. 

Fourth, although the observed patterns support SIMOC’s key proposition of two 

interdependent but separate pathways to successful adjustment, we did not measure identity 

maintenance and identity gain (or loss) directly. To provide more specific insights into these 

core transition processes of SIMOC, future work should include measures of identity 

maintenance, identity gain and loss (as in Haslam et al., 2008). In addition, qualitative data 

should explore employees' subjective interpretation and sense-making of the change 

processes and experience of identity formation dynamics under conditions of varying levels 

of continuity and identity leadership, including potential changes over time. While employees 

who managed change via the identity gain pathway would be expected to experience similar 

levels of adjustment as employees who took the identity maintenance pathway, they might 

have experienced the identity transition in qualitatively different ways. Clearly, then, further 

research is needed to explore the identity transition processes more closely. 

Finally, because our study was tested in the context of a single acquisition the 

generalizability of our findings remains to be established in other contexts. Mergers and 

acquisitions are complex events that vary significantly in regard to a range of important 

structural characteristics (e.g., the status or dominance of the partners, the collective history 

of the organization). Accordingly, it would be valuable for future research to examine the 

degree to which the patterns observed in the present research are also found in other merger 

contexts as well as in the context of a broader range of other organizational changes (e.g., 
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relocations, restructures). While SIMOC describes the general processes that employees can 

experience during an identity transition, we imagine that the accessibility of the different 

pathways may be very different across different types of integration patterns following a 

merger (Giessner et al., 2006; Gleibs et al., 2013; Makri et al., 2012). 

The extent to which the pre-existing organizational group membership affects the 

accessibility of the different pathways likely depends on the integration pattern. If mergers 

follow an assimilation pattern, where one organization clearly dominates the other and thus 

the dominating organization experiences limited impact on their identity, it is likely to be the 

case that employees of the dominant organization will experience identity maintenance. In 

contrast, in these circumstances the employees of the dominated merger partner, who have to 

adjust to the new organization, will be more likely to find themselves on an identity gain 

pathway — providing their leaders promote the new identity. However, in an integration 

pattern (where employees of both merger partners give up their pre-existing identity to form a 

new one), both may follow the identity gain pathway if their leaders promote the new 

identity, while in a separation pattern, both merger partners may be more likely to follow an 

identity maintenance pathway. As a result, investigating whether the strength of the different 

pathways varies as a function of merger integration patterns with varying levels of dominance 

during the integration process would be an interesting way to establish the generalizability of 

the predictions made by SIMOC and to identify potential boundary conditions. 

Conclusion 

No death, no doom, no anguish can arouse the surpassing despair which flows from a 

loss of identity. (Lovecraft, 1943) 

In the present work, we introduced a new integrative framework in the form of the 

Social Identity Model of Organizational Change (SIMOC) to explain how major 

organizational changes affect employees’ relationship with a new emerging organization and 
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their adjustment to change. Results from a predictive study that examined employees’ 

unfolding experiences of an organizational acquisition provided support for the key 

predictions of this model. Specifically, they show that employees’ ability to adjust to major 

organizational change is enhanced if they have access to an identity maintenance pathway 

and/or an identity gain pathway. In this our findings indicate that if employees believe their 

identity is unlikely to endure after organization change, then it becomes critical for leaders to 

make sense of, and champion, an understanding of what the new emerging identity stands for. 

However, if neither the identity maintenance or identity gain pathway is accessible, 

then organizational change is likely to undermine not only employees’ constructive 

engagement with the change but also their health and well-being. Here, then, SIMOC — and 

the data that support it — suggest that the key task for leaders who want to support their 

employees through organizational change is to mitigate its potential to engender a devastating 

sense of identity loss.

  



THE SOCIAL IDENTITY MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE 

© 2021, American Psychological Association. This paper is not the copy of record and may not exactly replicate the final, authoritative 
version of the article. Please do not copy or cite without authors' permission. The final article will be available, upon publication, via its 
DOI: 10.1037/pspi0000386 

56 

References 

Amiot, C. E., Terry, D. J., Jimmieson, N. L., & Callan, V. J. (2006). A longitudinal 

investigation of coping processes during a merger: Implications for job satisfaction and 

organizational identification. Journal of Management, 32(4), 552–574. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206306287542 

Ashforth, B. E., & Mael, F. (1989). Social identity theory and the organization. Academy of 

Management Review, 14(l), 20–39. https://doi.org/10.2307/258189 

Avanzi, L., Fraccaroli, F., Sarchielli, G., Ullrich, J., & van Dick, R. (2014). Staying or 

leaving: A combined social identity and social exchange approach to predicting 

employee turnover intentions. International Journal of Productivity and Performance 

Management, 63(3), 272–289. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-02-2013-0028 

Bartels, J., Douwes, R., De Jong, M., & Pruyn, A. (2006). Organizational identification 

during a merger: Determinants of employees’ expected identification with the new 

organization. British Journal of Management, 17, 49–67. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-

8551.2006.00478.x 

Blake, R. R., & Mouton, J. S. (1985). How to achieve integration on the human side of the 

merger. Organizational Dynamics, 13(3), 41–56. https://doi.org/10.1016/0090-

2616(85)90029-4 

Brislin, R. W. (1970). Back-translation for cross-cultural research. Journal of Cross-Cultural 

Psychology, 1(3), 185–216. https://doi.org/10.1177/135910457000100301 

Cann, A., Calhoun, L. G., Tedeschi, R. G., Taku, K., Vishnevsky, T., Triplett, K. N., & 

Danhauer, S. C. (2010). A short form of the posttraumatic growth inventory. Anxiety, 

Stress and Coping, 23(2), 127–137. https://doi.org/10.1080/10615800903094273 

Cartwright, S., & Schoenberg, R. (2006). Thirty years of mergers and acquisitions research: 

Recent advances and future opportunities. British Journal of Management, 17, 1–5. 



THE SOCIAL IDENTITY MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE 

© 2021, American Psychological Association. This paper is not the copy of record and may not exactly replicate the final, authoritative 
version of the article. Please do not copy or cite without authors' permission. The final article will be available, upon publication, via its 
DOI: 10.1037/pspi0000386 

57 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2006.00475.x 

Chou, C.-P., Bentler, P. M., & Satorra, A. (1991). Scaled test statistics and robust standard 

errors for non-normal data in covariance structure analysis: A Monte Carlo study. 

British Journal of Mathematical and Statistical Psychology, 44(2), 347–357. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8317.1991.tb00966.x 

Cohen, J. (1973). Eta-squared and partial eta-squared in fixed factor ANOVA designs. 

Educational and Psychological Measurement, 33(1), 107–112. 

Cohen, J., Cohen, P., West, S. G., & Aiken, L. S. (2002). Applied multiple 

regression/correlation analysis for the behavioral sciences (3rd ed.). Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203774441 

Cruwys, T., Dingle, G. A., Haslam, C., Haslam, S. A., Jetten, J., & Morton, T. A. (2013). 

Social group memberships protect against future depression, alleviate depression 

symptoms and prevent depression relapse. Social Science and Medicine, 98, 179–186. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2013.09.013 

Cruwys, T., Haslam, S. A., Dingle, G. A., Jetten, J., Hornsey, M. J., Desdemona Chong, E. 

M., & Oei, T. P. S. (2014). Feeling connected again: Interventions that increase social 

identification reduce depression symptoms in community and clinical settings. Journal 

of Affective Disorders, 159, 139–146. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2014.02.019 

Cruwys, T., Ng, N. W. K., Haslam, S. A., & Haslam, C. (2021). Identity continuity protects 

academic performance, retention, and life satisfaction among international students. 

Applied Psychology, 70(3), 931–954. https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12254 

Dawson, J. F., & Richter, A. W. (2006). Probing three-way interactions in moderated 

multiple regression: Development and application of a slope difference test. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 91(4), 917–926. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.4.917 

Diener, E., Emmons, R. A., Larsen, R. J., & Griffin, S. (1985). The satisfaction with life 



THE SOCIAL IDENTITY MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE 

© 2021, American Psychological Association. This paper is not the copy of record and may not exactly replicate the final, authoritative 
version of the article. Please do not copy or cite without authors' permission. The final article will be available, upon publication, via its 
DOI: 10.1037/pspi0000386 

58 

scale. Journal of Personality Assessment, 49(1), 71–75. 

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4901_13 

Diener, E., & Shu, M. E. (1997). Subjective well-being and age: An international analysis. 

Annual Review of Gerontology and Geriatrics, 17(1), 304–324. 

https://doi.org/10.1891/0198-8794.17.1.304 

Drury, J. (2012). Collective resilience in mass emergencies and disasters. In J. Jetten, C. 

Haslam, & S. A. Haslam (Eds.), The social cure: Identity, health, and well-being (pp. 

195–215). Psychology Press. 

Edwards, M. R., Lipponen, J., Edwards, T., & Hakonen, M. (2017). Trajectories and 

antecedents of integration in mergers and acquisitions: A comparison of two 

longitudinal studies. Human Relations, 70(10), 1258–1290. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726716686169 

Ellis, K. M., Reus, T. H., & Lamont, B. T. (2009). The effects of procedural and 

informational justice in the integration of related acquisitions. Strategic Management 

Journal, 30(2), 137–161. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.728 

Evans, M. G. (1985). A Monte Carlo study of the effects of correlated method variance in 

moderated multiple regression analysis. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 

Processes, 36(3), 305–323. https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(85)90002-0 

Fox, J., & Weisberg, S. (2019). An R companion to applied regression (3rd ed.). Sage. 

Giessner, S. R. (2011). Is the merger necessary? The interactive effect of perceived necessity 

and sense of continuity on post-merger identification. Human Relations, 64(8), 1079–

1098. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726711406979 

Giessner, S. R., Horton, K. E., & Humborstad, S. I. W. (2016). Identity management during 

organizational mergers: Empirical insights and practical advice. Social Issues and Policy 

Review, 10(1), 47–81. https://doi.org/10.1111/sipr.12018 



THE SOCIAL IDENTITY MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE 

© 2021, American Psychological Association. This paper is not the copy of record and may not exactly replicate the final, authoritative 
version of the article. Please do not copy or cite without authors' permission. The final article will be available, upon publication, via its 
DOI: 10.1037/pspi0000386 

59 

Giessner, S. R., Ullrich, J., & van Dick, R. (2012). A social identity analysis of mergers and 

acquisitions. In D. Faulkner, S. Teerikangas, & J. J. Richard (Eds.), The handbook of 

mergers and acquisitions (pp. 474–494). Oxford University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199601462.003.0019 

Giessner, S. R., Viki, G. T., Otten, S., & Terry, D. J. (2006). The challenge of merging: 

Merger patterns, premerger status, and merger support. Personality and Social 

Psychology Bulletin, 32(3), 339–352. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167205282151 

Gleibs, I. H., Mummendey, A., & Noack, P. (2008). Predictors of change in postmerger 

identification during a merger process: A longitudinal study. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 95(5), 1095–1112. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.5.1095 

Gleibs, I. H., Noack, P., & Mummendey, A. (2010). We are still better than them: A 

longitudinal field study of ingroup favouritism during a merger. European Journal of 

Social Psychology, 40(5), 819–836. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp 

Gleibs, I. H., Täuber, S., Tendayiviki, G., & Giessner, S. R. (2013). When what we get is not 

what we want: The role of implemented versus desired merger patterns in support for 

mergers. Social Psychology, 44(3), 177–190. https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-

9335/a000102 

Gomes, E., Alam, S., Tarba, S. Y., & Vendrell-Herrero, F. (2020). A 27-year review of 

mergers and acquisitions research in 27 leading management journals. Strategic Change, 

29(2), 179–193. https://doi.org/10.1002/jsc.2320 

Graebner, M. E., Heimeriks, K. H., Huy, Q. N., & Vaara, E. (2017). The process of 

postmerger integration: A review and agenda for future research. Academy of 

Management Annals, 11(1), 1–32. https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2014.0078 

Greenaway, K. H., Cruwys, T., Haslam, S. A., & Jetten, J. (2016). Social identities promote 

well-being because they satisfy global psychological needs. European Journal of Social 



THE SOCIAL IDENTITY MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE 

© 2021, American Psychological Association. This paper is not the copy of record and may not exactly replicate the final, authoritative 
version of the article. Please do not copy or cite without authors' permission. The final article will be available, upon publication, via its 
DOI: 10.1037/pspi0000386 

60 

Psychology, 46(3), 294–307. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2169 

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1975). Development of the job diagnostic survey. Journal 

of Applied Psychology, 60(2), 159–170. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0076546 

Haslam, C., Haslam, S. A., Jetten, J., Cruwys, T., & Steffens, N. K. (2021). Life change, 

social identity, and health. Annual Review of Psychology, 72(1), 635–661. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-060120-111721 

Haslam, C., Holme, A., Haslam, S. A., Iyer, A., Jetten, J., & Williams, W. H. (2008). 

Maintaining group memberships: Social identity continuity predicts well-being after 

stroke. Neuropsychological Rehabilitation, 18(5–6), 671–691. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09602010701643449 

Haslam, C., Steffens, N. K., Branscombe, N. R., Haslam, S. A., Cruwys, T., Lam, B. C. P., 

Pachana, N. A., & Yang, J. (2019). The importance of social groups for retirement 

adjustment: Evidence, application, and policy implications of the social identity model 

of identity change. Social Issues and Policy Review, 13(1), 93–124. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/sipr.12049 

Haslam, S. A. (2004). Psychology in organizations: The social identity approach (2nd ed.). 

Sage. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446278819 

Haslam, S. A., Powell, C., & Turner, J. C. (2000). Social identity, self-categorization, and 

work motivation: Rethinking the contribution of the group to positive and sustainable 

organisational outcomes. Applied Psychology, 49(3), 319–339. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1464-0597.00018 

Haslam, S. A., & Reicher, S. D. (2006). Stressing the group: Social identity and the unfolding 

dynamics of responses to stress. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(5), 1037–1052. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.5.1037 

Haslam, S. A., Reicher, S. D., & Platow, M. J. (2020). The new psychology of leadership 



THE SOCIAL IDENTITY MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE 

© 2021, American Psychological Association. This paper is not the copy of record and may not exactly replicate the final, authoritative 
version of the article. Please do not copy or cite without authors' permission. The final article will be available, upon publication, via its 
DOI: 10.1037/pspi0000386 

61 

(2nd ed.). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351108232 

Haslam, S. A., Steffens, N. K., Peters, K., Boyce, R. A., Mallett, C. J., & Fransen, K. (2017). 

A social identity approach to leadership development; The 5R program. Journal of 

Personnel Psychology, 16(3), 113–124. https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000176 

Haslam, S. A., van Knippenberg, D., Platow, M. J., & Ellemers, N. (2003). Social identity at 

work (1st ed.). Psychology Press. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315784137 

Hayes, A. F., & Coutts, J. J. (2020). Use Omega rather than Cronbach’s alpha for estimating 

reliability. But…. Communication Methods and Measures, 14(1), 1–24. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/19312458.2020.1718629 

Henry, J. D., & Crawford, J. R. (2005). The short-form version of the Depression Anxiety 

Stress Scales (DASS-21): Construct validity and normative data in a large non-clinical 

sample. British Journal of Clinical Psychology, 44(2), 227–239. 

https://doi.org/10.1348/014466505X29657 

Hogan, E. A., & Overmyer-Day, L. (1994). The psychology of mergers and acquisitions. In 

L. Cooper & I. T. Robertson (Eds.), International review of industrial and 

organizational psychology (Vol. 9). Wiley. 

Hogg, M. A. (2001). A social identity theory of leadership. Personality and Social 

Psychology Review, 5(3), 184–200. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0503_1 

Hogg, M. A., & van Knippenberg, D. (2003). Social identity and leadership processes in 

groups. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 35, 1–52. 

Hogg, M. A., van Knippenberg, D., & Rast, D. E. (2012). The social identity theory of 

leadership: Theoretical origins, research findings, and conceptual developments. 

European Review of Social Psychology, 23, 258–304. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2012.741134 

Hooper, D., Coughlan, J., & Mullen, M. R. (2008). Structural equation modelling: Guidelines 



THE SOCIAL IDENTITY MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE 

© 2021, American Psychological Association. This paper is not the copy of record and may not exactly replicate the final, authoritative 
version of the article. Please do not copy or cite without authors' permission. The final article will be available, upon publication, via its 
DOI: 10.1037/pspi0000386 

62 

for determining model fit. The Electronic Journal of Business Research Methods, 6(1), 

53–60. https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.12.1.58 

Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure 

analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling, 

6(1), 1–55. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118 

Iyer, A., Jetten, J., Tsivrikos, D., Postmes, T., & Haslam, S. A. (2009). The more (and the 

more compatible) the merrier: Multiple group memberships and identity compatibility as 

predictors of adjustment after life transitions. British Journal of Social Psychology, 

48(4), 707–733. https://doi.org/10.1348/014466608X397628 

Jetten, J., Haslam, S. A., Iyer, A., & Haslam, C. (2010). Turning to others in times of change: 

Social identity coping with stress. In S. Stürmer & M. Snyder (Eds.), The psychology of 

prosocial behavior (1st ed., pp. 139–156). Wiley-Blackwell. 

Jetten, J., O’Brien, A., & Trindall, N. (2002). Changing identity: Predicting adjustment to 

organizational restructure as a function of subgroup and superordinate identification. 

British Journal of Social Psychology, 41(2), 281–297. 

https://doi.org/10.1348/014466602760060147 

Jimmieson, N. L., Terry, D. J., & Callan, V. J. (2004). A longitudinal study of employee 

adaptation to organizational change: The role of change-related information and change-

related self-efficacy. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 9(1), 11–27. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.9.1.11 

Kelley, M. K. (2020). Package ‘ MBESS ’ (pp. 1–189). 

http://nd.edu/~kkelley/site/MBESS.html 

Kenny, D. A., & Judd, C. M. (2019). The unappreciated heterogeneity of effect sizes: 

Implications for power, precision, planning of research, and replication. Psychological 

Methods, 24(5), 578–589. https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000209 



THE SOCIAL IDENTITY MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE 

© 2021, American Psychological Association. This paper is not the copy of record and may not exactly replicate the final, authoritative 
version of the article. Please do not copy or cite without authors' permission. The final article will be available, upon publication, via its 
DOI: 10.1037/pspi0000386 

63 

Keyes, C. L. M., Shmotkin, D., & Ryff, C. D. (2002). Optimizing well-being: The empirical 

encounter of two traditions. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82(6), 1007–

1022. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.1007 

Lee, K., & Allen, N. J. (2002). Organizational citizenship behavior and workplace deviance: 

The role of affect and cognitions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(1), 131–142. 

https://doi.org/10.1037//0021-9010.87.1.131 

Lovecraft, J. P. (1943). The dream-quest of unknown Kadath. Arham House. 

Lovibond, P., & Lovibond, S. (1995). The structure of negative emotional states: Comparison 

of the Depression Anxiety Stress Scales (DASS) with the Beck Depression and Anxiety 

Inventories. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 33(3), 335–343. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/0005-7967(94)00075-U 

Lupina-Wegener, A. A., Drzensky, F., Ullrich, J., & van Dick, R. (2014). Focusing on the 

bright tomorrow? A longitudinal study of organizational identification and projected 

continuity in a corporate merger. British Journal of Social Psychology, 53(4), 752–772. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12056 

MacCallum, R. C., Widaman, K. F., Zhang, S., & Hong, S. (1999). Sample size in factor 

analysis. Psychological Methods, 4(1), 84–99. https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.4.1.84 

Mael, F., & Ashforth, B. E. (1992). Alumni and their alma mater: A partial test of the 

reformulated model of organizational identification. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 13(2), 103–123. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030130202 

Mael, F., & Ashforth, B. E. (1995). Loyal from day one: Biodata, organizational 

identification, and turnover among newcomers. Personnel Psychology, 48(2), 309–333. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1995.tb01759.x 

Makri, E., Hantzi, A., & Antoniou, A.-S. (2012). Merger integration patterns, status of pre-

merger organizations, stress, and employee health post-combination. Journal of 



THE SOCIAL IDENTITY MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE 

© 2021, American Psychological Association. This paper is not the copy of record and may not exactly replicate the final, authoritative 
version of the article. Please do not copy or cite without authors' permission. The final article will be available, upon publication, via its 
DOI: 10.1037/pspi0000386 

64 

Business Studies Quarterly, 4(2), 113–127. 

Marks, M. L., & Mirvis, P. H. (2001). Making mergers and acquisitions work: Strategic and 

psychological preparation. The Academy of Management Executive, 15(2), 80–94. 

www.jstor.org/stable/4165737 

McClelland, G. H., & Judd, C. M. (1993). Statistical difficulties of detecting interactions and 

moderator effects. Psychological Bulletin, 114(2), 376–390. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.114.2.376 

McNeish, D. (2018). Thanks coefficient alpha, we’ll take it from here. Psychological 

Methods, 23(3), 412–433. https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000144 

Muldoon, O. T., Acharya, K., Jay, S., Adhikari, K., Pettigrew, J., & Lowe, R. D. (2017). 

Community identity and collective efficacy: A social cure for traumatic stress in post-

earthquake Nepal. European Journal of Social Psychology, 47(7), 904–915. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2330 

Muldoon, O. T., Haslam, S. A., Haslam, C., Cruwys, T., Kearns, M., & Jetten, J. (2019). The 

social psychology of responses to trauma: Social identity pathways associated with 

divergent traumatic responses. European Review of Social Psychology, 30(1), 311–348. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2020.1711628 

Oakes, P. J., Haslam, S. A., & Turner, J. C. (1994). Stereotyping and social reality. 

Blackwell Publishing. 

Peters, G.-J. (2014). The alpha and the omega of scale reliability and validity: Why and how 

to abandon Cronbach’s alpha and the route towards more comprehensive assessment of 

scale quality. The European Health Psychologist, 16(2), 56–69. 

https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/h47fv 

Peters, K., Haslam, S. A., Ryan, M. K., & Fonseca, M. (2013). Working with subgroup 

identities to build organizational identification and support for organizational strategy: A 



THE SOCIAL IDENTITY MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE 

© 2021, American Psychological Association. This paper is not the copy of record and may not exactly replicate the final, authoritative 
version of the article. Please do not copy or cite without authors' permission. The final article will be available, upon publication, via its 
DOI: 10.1037/pspi0000386 

65 

test of the ASPIRe model. Group & Organization Management, 38(1), 128–144. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601112472368 

Pierro, A., Cicero, L., Bonaiuto, M., van Knippenberg, D., & Kruglanski, A. W. (2007). 

Leader group prototypicality and resistance to organizational change: The moderating 

role of need for closure and team identification. TPM - Testing, Psychometrics, 

Methodology in Applied Psychology, 14(1), 27–40. 

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method 

biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and recommended 

remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879–903. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-

9010.88.5.879 

Praharso, N. F., Tear, M. J., & Cruwys, T. (2017). Stressful life transitions and wellbeing: A 

comparison of the stress buffering hypothesis and the social identity model of identity 

change. Psychiatry Research, 247, 265–275. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2016.11.039 

Reicher, S. D., Haslam, S. A., & Hopkins, N. (2005). Social identity and the dynamics of 

leadership: Leaders and followers as collaborative agents in the transformation of social 

reality. The Leadership Quarterly, 16(4), 547–568. 

Reicher, S. D., & Hopkins, N. (1996a). Seeking influence through characterizing self-

categories: An analysis of anti-abortionist rhetoric. British Journal of Social Psychology, 

35(2), 297–311. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1996.tb01099.x 

Reicher, S. D., & Hopkins, N. (1996b). Self-category constructions in political rhetoric; an 

analysis of Thatcher’s and Kinnock’s speeches concerning the British miners’ strike 

(1984-5). European Journal of Social Psychology, 26(3), 353–371. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(199605)26:3<353::AID-EJSP757>3.0.CO;2-O 

Riketta, M. (2005). Organizational identification: A meta-analysis. Journal of Vocational 



THE SOCIAL IDENTITY MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE 

© 2021, American Psychological Association. This paper is not the copy of record and may not exactly replicate the final, authoritative 
version of the article. Please do not copy or cite without authors' permission. The final article will be available, upon publication, via its 
DOI: 10.1037/pspi0000386 

66 

Behavior, 66, 358–384. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2004.05.005 

Rosseel, Y. (2012). Lavaan: An R package for structural equation modeling. Journal of 

Statistical Software, 48(2), 1–21. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02 

Sani, F. (2005). When subgroups secede: Extending and refining the social psychological 

model of schism in groups. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 31(8), 1074–

1086. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167204274092 

Sani, F., Bowe, M., & Herrera, M. (2008). Perceived collective continuity and social well-

being: exploring the connections. European Journal of Social Psychology, 38(2), 365–

374. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.461 

Satorra, A., & Bentler, P. M. (1988). Scaling corrections for chi-square statistics in 

covariance structure analysis. In American Statistical Association 1988 proceedings 

ofthe business and economic section (pp. 308–313). American Statistical Association. 

Satorra, A., & Bentler, P. M. (1994). Corrections to test statistics and standard errors in 

covariance structure analysis. In A. von Eye & C. C. Clogg (Eds.), Latent variables 

analysis: Applications to developmental research. (pp. 339–419). Sage. 

Schermelleh-Engel, K., Moosbrugger, H., & Müller, H. (2003). Evaluating the fit of 

structural equation models: Tests of significance and descriptive goodness-of-fit 

measures. Methods of Psychological Research, 8(2), 23–74. http://www.mpr-online.de 

Seo, M.-G., & Hill, N. S. (2005). Understanding the human side of merger and acquisition: 

An integrative framework. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 41(4), 422–443. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886305281902 

Siemsen, E., Roth, A., & Oliveira, P. (2010). Common method bias in regression models with 

linear, quadratic, and interaction effects. Organizational Research Methods, 13(3), 456–

476. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428109351241 

Stahl, G. K., & Voight, A. (2004). Meta-analyses of the performance implications of cultural 



THE SOCIAL IDENTITY MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE 

© 2021, American Psychological Association. This paper is not the copy of record and may not exactly replicate the final, authoritative 
version of the article. Please do not copy or cite without authors' permission. The final article will be available, upon publication, via its 
DOI: 10.1037/pspi0000386 

67 

differences in mergers and acquisitions. In Academy of Management Proceedings (pp. 

I1–I5). Academy of Management. https://doi.org/10.5465/ambpp.2004.13863275 

Steffens, N. K., Haslam, S. A., Reicher, S. D., Platow, M. J., Fransen, K., Yang, J., Ryan, M. 

K., Jetten, J., Peters, K., & Boen, F. (2014). Leadership as social identity management: 

Introducing the Identity Leadership Inventory (ILI) to assess and validate a four-

dimensional model. Leadership Quarterly, 25(5), 1001–1024. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2014.05.002 

Steffens, N. K., Haslam, S. A., Schuh, S. C., Jetten, J., & van Dick, R. (2017). A meta-

analytic review of social identification and health in organizational contexts. Personality 

and Social Psychology Review, 21(4), 303–335. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868316656701 

Steffens, N. K., Jetten, J., Haslam, C., Cruwys, T., & Haslam, S. A. (2016). Multiple social 

identities enhance health post-retirement because they are a basis for giving social 

support. Frontiers in Psychology, 7. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01519 

Steffens, N. K., Yang, J., Jetten, J., Haslam, S. A., & Lipponen, J. (2018). The unfolding 

impact of leader identity entrepreneurship on burnout, work engagement, and turnover 

intentions. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 23(3), 373–387. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/t68066-000 

Tajfel, H. (1978). Differentiation between social groups: Studies in the social psychology of 

intergroup relations. Academic Press. 

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In W. G. 

Austin & S. Worchel (Eds.), The social psychology of intergroup relations (pp. 33–47). 

Brooks/Cole. 

Tedeschi, R. G., & Calhoun, L. G. (1996). The Posttraumatic Growth Inventory. Journal of 

Traumatic Stress, 9(3), 455–471. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02103658 



THE SOCIAL IDENTITY MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE 

© 2021, American Psychological Association. This paper is not the copy of record and may not exactly replicate the final, authoritative 
version of the article. Please do not copy or cite without authors' permission. The final article will be available, upon publication, via its 
DOI: 10.1037/pspi0000386 

68 

Terry, D. J., Carey, C. J., & Callan, V. J. (2001). Employee adjustment to an organizational 

merger: An intergroup perspective. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27(3), 

267–280. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167201273001 

Turner, J. C. (1985). Social categorization and the self-concept: A social cognitive theory of 

group behavior. In E. J. Lawler (Ed.), Advances in group processes (Vol. 2, pp. 77–122). 

JAI Press. 

Turner, J. C., Hogg, M. A., Oakes, P. J., Reicher, S. D., & Wetherell, M. S. (1987). 

Rediscovering the social group: A self-categorization theory. Basil Blackwell. 

Ullrich, J., & Dick, R. van. (2007). The group psychology of mergers & acquisitions: Lessons 

from the social identity approach. In C. L. Cooper & S. Finkelstein (Eds.), Advances in 

mergers and acquisitions (Vol. 6, pp. 1–15). Emerald Group Publishing Limited. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S1479-361X(07)06001-2 

Ullrich, J., Wieseke, J., & van Dick, R. (2005). Continuity and change in mergers and 

acquisitions: A social identity case study of a German industrial merger. Journal of 

Management Studies, 42(8), 1549–1569. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-

6486.2005.00556.x 

Väänänen, A., Pahkin, K., Kalimo, R., & Buunk, B. P. (2004). Maintenance of subjective 

health during a merger: The role of experienced change and pre-merger social support at 

work in white- and blue-collar workers. Social Science and Medicine, 58(10), 1903–

1915. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2003.08.010 

van Dick, R., Lemoine, J. E., Steffens, N. K., Kerschreiter, R., Akfirat, S. A., Avanzi, L., 

Dumont, K., Epitropaki, O., Fransen, K., Giessner, S., González, R., Kark, R., Lipponen, 

J., Markovits, Y., Monzani, L., Orosz, G., Pandey, D., Roland-Lévy, C., Schuh, S., … 

Haslam, A. (2018). Identity leadership going global: Validation of the identity 

leadership inventory across 20 countries. Journal of Occupational and Organizational 



THE SOCIAL IDENTITY MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE 

© 2021, American Psychological Association. This paper is not the copy of record and may not exactly replicate the final, authoritative 
version of the article. Please do not copy or cite without authors' permission. The final article will be available, upon publication, via its 
DOI: 10.1037/pspi0000386 

69 

Psychology. https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12223 

van Dick, R., Ullrich, J., & Tissington, P. A. (2006). Working under a black cloud: How to 

sustain organizational identification after a merger. British Journal of Management, 17, 

69–79. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2006.00479.x 

van Dick, R., Wagner, U., & Lemmer, G. (2004). Research note: The winds of change — 

Multiple identifications in the case of organizational mergers. European Journal of 

Work and Organizational Psychology, 13(2), 121–138. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320444000038 

van Knippenberg, D. (2000). Work motivation and performance: A social identity 

perspective. Applied Psychology, 49(3), 357–371. 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/1464-0597.00020 

van Knippenberg, D. (2011). Embodying who we are: Leader group prototypicality and 

leadership effectiveness. Leadership Quarterly, 22(6), 1078–1091. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.09.004 

van Knippenberg, D., & Hogg, M. A. (2003). A social identity model of leadership 

effectiveness in organizations. Research in Organizational Behavior, 25(03), 243–295. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-3085(03)25006-1 

van Knippenberg, D., van Dick, R., & Tavares, S. (2007). Social identity and social 

exchange: Identification, support, and withdrawal from the job. Journal of Applied 

Social Psychology, 37(3), 457–477. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2007.00168.x 

van Knippenberg, D., van Knippenberg, B., & Bobbio, A. (2008). Leaders as agents of 

continuity: Self continuity and resistance to collective change. In F. Sani (Ed.), Self-

continuity: Individual and collective perspectives (pp. 175–186). Psychology Press. 

van Knippenberg, D., van Knippenberg, B., Monden, L., & Lima, F. (2002). Organizational 

identification after a merger: A social identity perspective. British Journal of Social 



THE SOCIAL IDENTITY MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE 

© 2021, American Psychological Association. This paper is not the copy of record and may not exactly replicate the final, authoritative 
version of the article. Please do not copy or cite without authors' permission. The final article will be available, upon publication, via its 
DOI: 10.1037/pspi0000386 

70 

Psychology, 41(2), 233–252. https://doi.org/10.1348/014466602760060228 

van Knippenberg, D., & van Leeuwen, E. (2001). Organizational identity after a merger: 

sense of continuity as the key to postmerger identification. In M. A. Hogg & D. J. Terry 

(Eds.), Social identity processes in organizational contexts (pp. 249–264). Psychology 

Press. 

van Leeuwen, E., van Knippenberg, D., & Ellemers, N. (2003). Continuing and changing 

group identities: The effects of merging on social identification and ingroup bias. 

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29(6), 679–690. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203251210 

Venus, M., Stram, D., & van Knippenberg, D. (2019). Visions of change as visions of 

continuity. Academy of Management Journal, 62(3), 667–690. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2015.1196 

Yukl, G. (2006). Leadership in organizations (6th ed.). Pearson Prentice Hall. 

Zhang, Y., Hedo, R., Rivera, A., Rull, R., Richardson, S., & Tu, X. M. (2019). Post hoc 

power analysis: Is it an informative and meaningful analysis? General Psychiatry, 32(4). 

https://doi.org/10.1136/gpsych-2019-100069 

 

 



SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS 

© 2021, American Psychological Association. This paper is not the copy of record and may not exactly replicate the final, authoritative 
version of the article. Please do not copy or cite without authors' permission. The final article will be available, upon publication, via its 
DOI: 10.1037/pspi0000386 

1 

A. An Adapted Version of the Post-Traumatic Growth Inventory Short Form  

(PTGI-SF) 

We adapted the PTGI-SF to the work context by changing the word “life” to “work”. 

Due to the adaption, we excluded the two items of the factor Spiritual change from the 

original 10-item PTGI-SF described by Cann et al. (2010, p.130). In the current study, we 

referred to the acquisition respectively organizational change instead of “my crisis”. 

Instruction:  

When answering the following questions, think about your work life after the [organizational 

change]. Please make your response on the following 6-point scale: 

As a result of the acquisition…  

1. ... I changed my priorities about what is important in my work.  

2. ... I have a greater appreciation for the value of my own work. 

3. ... I am able to do better things with my work. 

4. ... I have a greater sense of closeness with others at work. 

5. ... I established a new path for my work. 

6. ... I know better that I can handle difficulties. 

7. ... I discovered that I’m stronger than I thought I was. 

8. ... I learned a great deal about how wonderful people at work are. 

Responses were made on the following 6-point scale:  

1 = I did not experience this change as a result of the organizational change  

2 = I experienced this change to a very small degree as a result of the organizational change 

3 = I experienced this change to a small degree as a result of the organizational change 

4 = I experienced this change to a moderate degree as a result of the organizational change 

5 = I experienced this change to a great degree as a result of the organizational change 

6 = I experienced this change to a very great degree as a result of the organizational change  
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B. Confirmatory Factor Analysis:  

Confirming the Distinctiveness of Adjustment Measures 

To ensure that the scales that measured adjustment outcomes including post-change 

identification at T2 represent distinct constructs, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis 

(CFA) in R (Version 3.4.3) using the lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012). A six-factor model 

representing post-change identification, job satisfaction, OCB, depression, life satisfaction, 

and post-traumatic growth was tested, whilst allowing for residual correlations between items 

of the same scale suggested by modification indices. This six-factor model showed a good fit 

to the data (S-B χ2 = 684.29, df = 484, p < .001; scaling correction factor = 1.14, CFI = . 95, 

RMSEA = .05 [.04, .05], SRMR = .07), and was preferred over a one-factor model with all 

items loading on one factor (Δχ2 (15) = 698.98, p < .001), or a two-factor model with one 

factor representing organizational-related outcomes and one factor representing health and 

well-being related outcomes, Δχ2 (14) = 450.58, p < .001. Overall, the results of the CFA 

confirmed the distinctiveness of the constructs post-change identification, job satisfaction, 

OCB, depression, life satisfaction, and post-traumatic growth, and the validity of combining 

the a priori defined items into their respective scale. Table SM1 shows the reported six-factor 

model (Model A; reported in the manuscript) and two alternative models B and C. In Table 

SM2, we report the factor loadings (standard errors) for the six-factor model (Model A) and 

for a 34-item one-factor model (Model C). Factor correlations and residual correlations for 

the six-factor model are shown in Figure SM1. 

Additionally, Table SM1 reports the fit indices for a one-factor adjustment model 

with the adjustment-related outcomes as indicators (Model D and E). Model E, which uses 

the scales as indicators and excludes post-traumatic growth from the composition, yielded a 

good fit to the data and was used for the main analyses in the manuscript. For Model E, factor 

loadings and standard errors can be found in Table SM2. 
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Table SM1 

Results of Confirmatory Factor Analyses for Adjustment Outcomes (CFA) 

 

  

A: 34-
items six-
factor 
model* 

B: 34-items 
two-factor 
model (work 
and 
wellbeing 
factor) 

C: 34-items 
one-factor 
model 

D: One-
factor 
adjustment 
model with 
scales as 
indicators 

E: One-
factor 
adjustment 
model with 
scales as 
indicators 
(excluding 
PTG)* 

Satorra-Bentler χ² 684.29 1612.34 4509.66 27.72 9.57 
df 484 498 561 5 7 
Scaling correction 
factor 

1.14 1.18 1.24 1.07 1.18 

Robust CFI .95 .73 .64 .90 .99 
Robust RMSEA .05 .11 .13 .17 .07 
Robust RMSEA CI [.04; .05] [.10; .12] [.12; .13] [.11; .23] [.00; .17] 
Robust SRMR .07 .15 .16 .07 .05 

Note. *Reported in the manuscript. PTG = Post-traumatic growth; CI = Confidence interval.
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Table SM2 

Unstandardized Loadings (Standard Errors) and Standardized Loadings for Six-Factor (A) and One-Factor (C) Confirmatory Model of 

Adjustment-Related Outcomes Including Post-change Identification, as well as One-Factor Adjustment Model (E) 

 

Model A:  

34-items six-factor 

model 

 Model C:  

34-items one-factor 

model 

 Model E:  

one-factor 

adjustment model 

Item Unstd. SE Std.  Unstd. SE Std.  Unstd. SE Std. 

Post-change Identification         - - - 

When I talk about Post-Alpha, I usually say “we” rather than “they”. 1 (-) .70  1 (-) .58     

Post-Alpha’s successes are my successes.  1.09 (.15) .80  0.72 .17 .43     

When someone praises Post-Alpha, it feels like a personal 

compliment.  
1.21 (.13) .88 

 
0.9 .13 .54     

Job Satisfaction         1.20 .15 .79 

All in all I am satisfied with my job.  1 (-) .83  1.17 .15 .75     

In general, I don’t like my job. (recoded) 0.73 (.10) .69  0.79 .14 .58     

In general, I like working here.  0.90 (.08) .86  0.99 .12 .72     

Organizational Citizenship Behavior         0.84 .13 .66 

I attend functions that are not required but that help the 

organizational image.  
1 (-) .37 

 
0.57 .17 .28     

I keep up with developments in the organization.  1.54 (.28) .65  0.64 .16 .38     

I keep up with developments in the organization.  2.06 (.43) .86  0.94 .15 .56     

I show pride when representing the organization in public.  2.09 (.44) .86  1.02 .16 .60     

I offer ideas to improve the functioning of the organization.  1.11 (.23) .47  0.24 .18 .15     

I express loyalty toward the organization.  1.22 (.24) .72  0.47 .14 .39     

I take action to protect the organization from potential problems.  1.46 (.29) .75  0.5 .14 .39     

I demonstrate concern about the image of the organization.  1.79 (.37) .85  0.68 .16 .46     
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Table SM2 (continuing) 
   

 
   

    

Item Unstd. SE Std.  Unstd. SE Std.  Unstd. SE Std. 

Depression         1 (-) .84 

I couldn't seem to experience any positive feeling at all.  1 (-) .86  -1.39 .22 -.79     

I found it difficult to work up the initiative to do things.  0.86 (.07) .74  -1.28 .22 -.73     

I felt that I had nothing to look forward to.  1.10 (.05) .89  -1.5 .24 -.80     

I felt down-hearted and blue.  1.12 (.06) .90  -1.54 .26 -.82     

I was unable to become enthusiastic about anything.  0.98 (.06) .85  -1.40 .21 -.81     

I felt I wasn't worth much as a person.  1.06 (.08) .75  -1.55 .25 -.73     

I felt that life was meaningless.  0.63 (.07) .71  -0.90 .17 -.67     

Satisfaction with Life         0.91 .10 .79 

In most ways my life is close to ideal.  1 (-) .96  1.02 .16 .64     

The conditions of my life are excellent.  0.84 .07 .80  0.91 .16 .56     

I am satisfied with life.  1.02 .05 .98  1.06 .17 .67     

So far I have gotten the important things I want in life.  0.81 .08 .73  0.80 .16 .49     

If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing.  0.84 .09 .67  0.95 .18 .49     

Post-traumatic Growth         - - - 

... I changed my priorities about what is important in my work. 1 (-) .58  -0.30 .18 -.18     

... I have a greater appreciation for the value of my own work.  1.29 .17 .83  0.37 .12 .26     

... I am able to do better things with my work.  1.28 .14 .83  0.27 .12 .18     

... I have a greater sense of closeness with others at work.  1.24 .15 .77  0.39 .13 .25     

... I established a new path for my work.  1.14 .16 .68  0.11 .16 .07     

... I know better that I can handle difficulties.  1.27 .16 .85  0.22 .12 .15     

... I discovered that I’m stronger than I thought I was.  1.16 .19 .76  0.07 .14 .06     

... I learned a great deal about how wonderful people at work are.  1.08 .16 .76  0.24 .10 .18     

Note. (-) indicates that the standard error was not estimated. – indicates that this scale was not included in the composition. SE = Standard Error; 

Unstd. = Unstandardized factor loadings; Std. = Standardized factor loadings. 
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Figure SM1 

Factor Correlations and Residual Correlations of the Six-factor Confirmatory Model of Adjustment-Related Outcomes Including Post-change 

Identification 

 

Note. OIg = Post-change Identification, Sat = Job Satisfaction, OCB = Organizational Citizenship Behavior, DepD = Depression, LS = 

Satisfaction with Life, PTG = Post-traumatic Growth
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C. Tables for Step-by-step Regression Models for all Outcome Variables (Table SM3-8) 

To examine our hypothesis, we additionally conducted multiple regression analyses 

using the lm-function from the car-package in R (Fox & Weisberg, 2019) to fit our model for 

post-change identification and each outcome variable (job satisfaction, OCB, depression, life 

satisfaction, and post-traumatic growth) separately. We z-standardized all continuous 

variables, so that resulting coefficients can be interpreted comparably (i.e., so that an increase 

of one standard deviation in the predictor resulted on average in one standard deviation 

increase in the criterion variable). Following the recommendations by Cohen et al. (2002), we 

calculated the interaction terms using standardized variables before entering them into the 

regression analyses.  

To examine the key hypothesis of SIMOC that both pathways need to be taken into 

account to predict responses to organizational change, we tested a model including the 

proposed three-way interaction, while controlling for potential confounding variables (pre-

existing organizational membership), the main effects of pre-change identification, continuity, 

identity leadership, as well as their two-way interaction effects (pre-change identification x 

pre-existing organizational membership, pre-change identification x continuity, and pre-

change identification x identity leadership). We specifically included the interaction between 

pre-existing organizational membership and pre-change identification because previous 

findings (e.g., van Knippenberg & van Leeuwen, 2001; van Leeuwen et al., 2003) indicated 

that pre-merger identification had a stronger effect on post-merger identification for 

employees of the dominant pre-merger (or acquiring) organizational group than employees of 

the dominated pre-merger (or acquired) organizational group, which was indeed confirmed 

here (b = -.53, p = .007). In Table SM3-8, we report the results of the regression analyses for 

Model 1 including only the main effects of continuity and identity leadership as well as the 

control variables, Model 2 including the two-way interaction effects, and Model 3 including 
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the three-way interaction for post-change identification and each of the five adjustment 

outcomes. The hypothesized three-way interaction between pre-change identification, identity 

leadership, and identity continuity was significant for post-change identification (b = -.16, p 

= .03), OCB (b = -.22, p < .001), depression (b = .20, p = .009), life satisfaction (b = -.16, p 

= .03), post-traumatic growth (b = .17, p = .02), and marginally significant for job satisfaction 

(b = -.13, p = .06). In sum, we had found consistent and robust2 support for the proposed 

three-way interaction.

————————————————————————  

2 To test the robustness of our findings we also controlled for the effect of employees’ 

perceived status of their organization before the change. The additional regression results (N 

= 171) indicated that the effect of the hypothesized three-way interaction remained largely 

unchanged after controlling for perceived pre-change organizational status (Post-change 

Identification: b = -.14, p = .046; job satisfaction: b = .11, p = .12; OCB: b = -.19, p = .006; 

depression: b = .18, p = .03; satisfaction with life: b = -.11, p = .17; PTG: b = -.14, p = 

.06). These results suggest that our findings are not explained by the perceived status of the 

organizations before the change. 
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Table SM3 

Results of Regression Analyses for Post-change Identification 

Variables  Post-change Identification 
   

Model 1 
 

Model 2 
 

Model 3 

  
 Beta SE p  Beta SE p  b SE p 

(Intercept) 

 

.13 .09 .16  .12 .09 .19  .12 .09 .17 

Gender 

 

-.05 .07 .52  -.05 .07 .46  -.03 .07 .67 

Age 

 

.04 .09 .65  .06 .09 .53  .08 .09 .38 

Tenure 

 

.01 .10 .92  .01 .09 .94  -.01 .09 .94 

Organizational Membership 

 

.76 .19 <.001  .80 .20 <.001  .84 .20 <.001 

T1 Pre-change Identification 

 

-.03 .09 .74  .01 .09 .94  .02 .09 .86 

T2 Continuity 

 

.10 .08 .18  .10 .08 .18  .14 .08 .07 

T2 Identity Leadership 

 

.31 .07 <.001  .31 .07 <.001  .35 .07 <.001 

Organizational Membership x T1 Pre-change Identification 

 

-.54 .19 .006  -.48 .20 .01  -.53 .20 .007 

T1 Pre-change Identification x T2 Continuity 

 

    .10 .07 .18  .10 .07 .16 

T1 Pre-change Identification x T2 Identity Leadership 

 

    .07 .07 .29  .02 .07 .77 

T2 Continuity x T2 Identity Leadership 

 

        .01 .07 .86 

T1 Pre-change Identification x  
T2 Identity Leadership x T2 Continuity 

 

        -.16 .07 .03 

R2   .22, p < .001  .23, p < .001  .26, p < .001 

D R2    .02, p = .17  .02, p = .08 

Note. Missings were excluded listwise to facilitate model comparison. N = 177. b = standardized regression coefficient;  

SE = Standard Error. R2= explained variance, DR2 = change in explained variance in comparison to the previous model. 
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Table SM4 

Results of Regression Analyses for Job Satisfaction 

Variables  Job Satisfaction 
   

Model 1 
 

Model 2 
 

Model 3 

  
 Beta SE p  Beta SE p  b SE p 

(Intercept) 

 

.10 .09 .25  .07 .09 .39  .08 .09 .35 

Gender 

 

-.01 .07 .88  -.02 .07 .74  .00 .07 .94 

Age 

 

-.03 .09 .74  -.01 .09 .95  .01 .09 .89 

Tenure 

 

.20 .09 .03  .19 .09 .04  .18 .09 .05 

Organizational Membership 

 

.41 .19 .03  .43 .19 .02  .45 .19 .02 

T1 Pre-change Identification 

 

.01 .09 .90  .04 .09 .63  .05 .09 .57 

T2 Continuity 

 

.20 .07 .01  .20 .07 .005  .25 .08 .001 

T2 Identity Leadership 

 

.38 .07 .00  .39 .07 <.001  .42 .07 <.001 

Organizational Membership X T1 Pre-change Identification 

 

-.14 .19 .47  -.07 .19 .69  -.11 .19 .57 

T1 Pre-change Identification X T2 Continuity 

 

    .06 .07 .38  .08 .07 .26 

T1 Pre-change Identification X T2 Identity Leadership 

 

    .21 .07 .002  .18 .07 .01 

T2 Continuity X T2 Identity Leadership 

 

        -.05 .07 .48 

T1 Pre-change Identification X  

T2 Identity Leadership X T2 Continuity 

 

        -.13 .07 .06 

R2   .25, p < .001  .30, p < .001  .32, p < .001 

D R2    .05, p = .003  .02, p = .15 

Note. Missings were excluded listwise to facilitate model comparison. N = 177. b = standardized regression coefficient;  

SE = Standard Error. R2= explained variance, DR2 = change in explained variance in comparison to the previous model. 
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Table SM5 

Results of Regression Analyses for Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) 

Variables  OCB 
   

Model 1 
 

Model 2 
 

Model 3 

  
 b SE p  b SE p  b SE p 

(Intercept) 

 

.13 .09 .13  .12 .09 .16  .13 .08 .11 

Gender 

 

-.06 .07 .35  -.07 .07 .27  -.04 .07 .51 

Age 

 

.24 .09 .01  .26 .09 .005  .29 .09 .001 

Tenure 

 

-.04 .09 .65  -.05 .09 .62  -.06 .09 .46 

Organizational Membership 

 

.46 .19 .01  .52 .19 .006  .55 .18 .003 

T1 Pre-change Identification 

 

.0002 .08 .99  .05 .09 .59  .06 .08 .49 

T2 Continuity 

 

.19 .07 .009  .19 .07 .008  .26 .07 <.001 

T2 Identity Leadership 

 

.41 .07 <.001  .41 .07 <.001  .46 .07 <.001 

Organizational Membership X T1 Pre-change Identification 

 

-.07 .19 .69  .0003 .19 .99  -.05 .18 .77 

T1 Pre-change Identification X T2 Continuity 

 

    .13 .07 .07  .16 .07 .02 

T1 Pre-change Identification X T2 Identity Leadership 

 

    .10 .07 .15  .05 .07 .46 

T2 Continuity X T2 Identity Leadership 

 

        -.09 .07 .20 

T1 Pre-change Identification X  

T2 Identity Leadership X T2 Continuity 

 

        -.22 .07 <.001 

R2   .28, p < .001  .31, p < .001  .36, p < .001 

D R2    .03, p = .04  .05, p = .003 

Note. Missings were excluded listwise to facilitate model comparison. N = 177. b = standardized regression coefficient;  

SE = Standard Error. R2= explained variance, DR2 = change in explained variance in comparison to the previous model. 
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Table SM6 

Results of Regression Analyses for Depression 

Variables  Depression 
   

Model 1 
 

Model 2 
 

Model 3 

  
 Beta SE p  Beta SE p  b SE p 

(Intercept) 

 

.01 .10 .88  .04 .10 .65  .03 .10 .72 

Gender 

 

-.08 .08 .30  -.07 .08 .37  -.09 .07 .21 

Age 

 

-.003 .10 .98  -.03 .10 .78  -.06 .10 .57 

Tenure 

 

-.02 .10 .83  -.01 .10 .93  .01 .10 .93 

Organizational Membership 

 

.01 .21 .96  -.01 .21 .96  -.04 .21 .85 

T1 Pre-change Identification 

 

.02 .10 .80  -.01 .10 .95  -.02 .09 .86 

T2 Continuity 

 

-.22 .08 .009  -.22 .08 .007  -.28 .08 <.001 

T2 Identity Leadership 

 

-.11 .08 .15  -.13 .08 .09  -.18 .08 .02 

Organizational Membership X T1 Pre-change Identification 

 

.05 .21 .80  -.01 .21 .96  .04 .21 .84 

T1 Pre-change Identification X T2 Continuity 

 

    -.05 .08 .48  -.08 .08 .31 

T1 Pre-change Identification X T2 Identity Leadership 

 

    -.22 .07 .004  -.17 .08 .03 

T2 Continuity X T2 Identity Leadership 

 

        .06 .08 .45 

T1 Pre-change Identification X  

T2 Identity Leadership X T2 Continuity 

 

        .20 .07 .009 

R2   .08, p = .09  .13, p = .009  .17, p = .002 

D R2    .05, p = .007  .04, p = .03 

Note. Missings were excluded listwise to facilitate model comparison. N = 177. b = standardized regression coefficient;  

SE = Standard Error. R2= explained variance, DR2 = change in explained variance in comparison to the previous model. 
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Table SM7 

Results of Regression Analyses for Satisfaction with Life 

Variables  Satisfaction with Life 
   

Model 1 
 

Model 2 
 

Model 3 

  
 Beta SE p  Beta SE p  b SE p 

(Intercept) 

 

-.08 .10 .42  -.08 .10 .41  -.07 .10 .46 

Gender 

 

.08 .08 .27  .08 .08 .30  .10 .08 .18 

Age 

 

.09 .10 .38  .10 .10 .34  .12 .10 .24 

Tenure 

 

.01 .10 .94  .01 .10 .94  -.01 .10 .94 

Organizational Membership 

 

-.17 .21 .43  -.14 .21 .51  -.12 .21 .58 

T1 Pre-change Identification 

 

.07 .09 .48  .09 .10 .38  .09 .10 .33 

T2 Continuity 

 

.07 .08 .41  .07 .08 .41  .12 .08 .16 

T2 Identity Leadership 

 

.18 .08 .02  .18 .08 .02  .22 .08 .007 

Organizational Membership X T1 Pre-change Identification 

 

-.12 .21 .58  -.09 .21 .69  -.13 .21 .55 

T1 Pre-change Identification X T2 Continuity 

 

    .06 .08 .47  .08 .08 .32 

T1 Pre-change Identification X T2 Identity Leadership 

 

    .03 .08 .71  -.01 .08 .93 

T2 Continuity X T2 Identity Leadership 

 

        -.06 .08 .46 

T1 Pre-change Identification X  

T2 Identity Leadership X T2 Continuity 

 

        -.16 .08 .03 

R2   .09, p = .03  .10, p = .06  .12, p = .03 

D R2    .004, p = .68  .03, p = .09 

Note. Missings were excluded listwise to facilitate model comparison. N = 177. b = standardized regression coefficient;  

SE = Standard Error. R2= explained variance, DR2 = change in explained variance in comparison to the previous model. 
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Table SM8 

Results of Regression Analyses for Post-traumatic Growth 

Variables  Post-traumatic Growth 
   

Model 1 
 

Model 2 
 

Model 3 

  
 Beta SE p  Beta SE p  b SE p 

(Intercept) 

 

.19 .09 .05  .19 .09 .05  .19 .09 .04 

Gender 

 

-.22 .07 .004  -.22 .07 .003  -.20 .07 .008 

Age 

 

.15 .10 .12  .16 .10 .10  .19 .10 .05 

Tenure 

 

-.18 .10 .07  -.18 .10 .07  -.20 .10 .04 

Organizational Membership 

 

.64 .20 .002  .68 .20 .001  .73 .20 <.001 

T1 Pre-change Identification 

 

.09 .09 .33  .12 .09 .20  .13 .09 .16 

T2 Continuity 

 

-.003 .08 .97  .00 .08 .97  .03 .08 .70 

T2 Identity Leadership 

 

.14 .07 .06  .14 .07 .06  .19 .08 .01 

Organizational Membership X T1 Pre-change Identification 

 

-.07 .20 .71  -.03 .20 .90  -.09 .20 .65 

T1 Pre-change Identification X T2 Continuity 

 

    .10 .08 .20  .09 .08 .23 

T1 Pre-change Identification X T2 Identity Leadership 

 

    .02 .07 .80  -.05 .08 .51 

T2 Continuity X T2 Identity Leadership 

 

        .07 .08 .39 

T1 Pre-change Identification X  

T2 Identity Leadership X T2 Continuity 

 

        -.17 .07 .02 

R2   .16, p < .001  .17, p < .001  .20, p < .001 

D R2    .01, p = .38  .03, p = .04 

Note. Missings were excluded listwise to facilitate model comparison. N = 177. b = standardized regression coefficient;  

SE = Standard Error. R2= explained variance, DR2 = change in explained variance in comparison to the previous model. 
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D. Simple Slope Difference Tests 

Table SM9 

Complete Results of t-Tests of Slope Differences: Comparing the Relation Between Pre-change Identification and Outcome Variables 

(a) when Continuity and Identity Leadership is Low and (b) when Continuity or Identity leadership is High 

Slope pairs 

A minus B  

Post-change Identification 
 

Adjustment 
 

Post-traumatic Growth 

∆ p 95% CI 

[LL, UL] 

 

∆ p 95% CI  

[LL, UL] 

 

∆ p 95% CI  

[LL, UL]    

Holding identity leadership (IL) constant, does 
continuity (C) matter?            

1 low C and low IL minus high C and low IL -.57 .004 [-0.96, -0.18]  -.45 .001 [-0.73, -0.17]  -.48 .02 [-0.88, -0.07] 
5 low C and high IL minus high C and high IL .08 .65 [-0.27, 0.43]  .09 .46 [-0.15, 0.33]  .19 .31 [-0.17, 0.54] 

  
           

Holding continuity (C) constant, does  
identity leadership (IL) matter?            

2 low C and low IL minus low C and high IL -.43 .009 [-0.75, -0.11]  -.53 <.001 [-0.76, -0.29]  -.28 .10 [-0.62, 0.05] 

6 high C and low IL minus high C and high IL .22 .30 [-0.20, 0.65]  .01 .93 [-0.27, 0.30]  .38 .09 [-0.06, 0.82] 

  

           

Mixed conditions            

3 low C and low IL minus high C high IL -.35 .05 [-0.70, 0.01]  -.44 .001 [-0.69, -0.19]  -.10 .60 [-0.46, 0.27] 

4 high C and low IL minus low C and high IL .14 .50 [-0.27, 0.56]  -.08 .59 [-0.36, 0.20]  .19 .39 [-0.24, 0.62] 

Note. N = 177. ∆ = Standardized coefficient of Slope A minus coefficient of Slope B. Significant difference between Slope A and Slope B are 

shown in bold. Differences between slopes are positive (negative) when Slope A is larger (smaller) than Slope B. IL = Identity leadership, C = 

Continuity. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit. 
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E. Parameter Estimates of Multi-Group SEM Analysis 

Table SM10 

Path Coefficients of the Constrained Multi-Group SEM Model Testing the Mediation 

    b SE z p 
Adjustment      
Post-change Identification  .32 .07 4.69 <.001 
Pre-change Identification  .02 .05 0.41 .68 
Continuity  .17 .06 3.07 .002 
Identity Leadership  .18 .05 3.45 .001 
Pre-change Identification X Continuity  .04 .05 0.87 .39 
Pre-change Identification X Identity Leadership  .12 .05 2.35 .02 
Continuity X Identity Leadership  -.09 .05 -1.68 .09 
Pre-change Identification X Continuity X 
Identity Leadership   -.09 .05 -1.79 .07 
Post-traumatic Growth      
Post-change Identification  .16 .07 2.32 .02 
Pre-change Identification  .15 .08 1.91 .06 
Continuity   .02 .07 0.24 .81 
Identity Leadership   .07 .07 0.97 .33 
Pre-change Identification X Continuity  .05 .07 0.75 .45 
Pre-change Identification X Identity Leadership  -.04 .08 -0.45 .66 
Continuity X Identity Leadership  .03 .06 0.46 .64 
Pre-change Identification X Continuity X 
Identity Leadership   -.14 .05 -2.69 .007 
Post-change Identification      

Pre-change Identification Alpha .58 .16 3.55 <.001 
Beta .02 .09 0.19 .85 

Continuity  .16 .09 1.76 .08 
Identity Leadership  .31 .08 3.89 <.001 
Pre-change Identification X Continuity  .12 .09 1.33 .19 
Pre-change Identification X Identity Leadership  .04 .08 0.52 .61 
Continuity X Identity Leadership  -.04 .09 -0.42 .67 
Pre-change Identification X Continuity X 
Identity Leadership   -.16 .08 -1.94 .05 

Note. In the constrained model, all parameter estimates are assumed to be equal except for the 

relationship between pre-change and post-change identification.  


