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The transition to hybrid working models since COVID-19 has posed significant challenges for
organizations, particularly in securing employees’ support. This study investigates how change leadership
shapes the latter, focusing on the interplay with leader-member exchange (LMX) and organizational
identification. Using data from 282 knowledge workers across industries and ordinary least squares
regression, we show a positive relationship between change leadership and change-supportive behavior
mediated by LMX. Surprisingly, organizational identification negatively moderates this relationship,
revealing a 'ceiling effect' where highly identified employees' intrinsic motivation diminishes the impact of
change leadership. These findings provide valuable guidance for the navigation of effective change.
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INTRODUCTION

Large-scale social and economic shocks often force organizations to engage in a radical, immediate,
and profound reconsideration of the organization of work, fundamentally altering their modus operandi. In
the case of the COVID-19 pandemic, this shock resulted in a forced transition to implementing new remote
working models worldwide (Kooij, 2020; Spicer, 2020). Indeed, overnight, while working at the office was
the industry standard for most ‘white-collar’ employees, remote work became a necessary and widespread
new way of working to protect human health (Molino et al., 2020). Even though remote work is not a new
phenomenon — known since the 1970s as ‘teleworking” (Haddon & Lewis, 1994) — it was unique in its scale
and scope following the COVID-19 outbreak (Stoker et al., 2022). This unexpected but nearly ubiquitous
shift to remote work caused quite some challenges for organizations and their employees who tried to
remain productive while being forced to adapt to new emerging technologies, work patterns, business
strategies, and lifestyles (Amankwah-Amoah et al., 2021; Pradies et al., 2021; Wildman et al., 2021).

However, many organizations seemed to struggle with garnering employee support for the forced
change; an observation that fits well with existing research about the generally high failure rate of change
initiatives (Burnes, 2015). These failures are typically attributed to flaws in management practices such as
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a narrow focus on efficiency and profitability (Choi, 2011; Georgalis et al., 2015; Gill, 2002). Indeed,
scholars widely study and understand how change can be mismanaged. What is less researched in academia
and realized and/or focused on by leaders in practice is the ‘human side’, even though employee support is
a sine qua non for successful change implementation (Armenakis et al., 1993; Coch & French Jr, 1948).
Research has shown that employees’ perception of and response to change are key indicators of either the
success or failure of organizational change (Lines, 2005). Given the importance of and the consensus in the
literature about employees’ change-supportive behavior for successfully transitioning organizational
change, it becomes imperative to gain a better understanding of how change-supportive behavior can be
fostered in times of forced change (Abrell-Vogel & Rowold, 2014; Oreg & Berson, 2019). In this vein, the
effects of COVID-19 on the workplace offer a unique opportunity to investigate the process behind
influencing employees’ support of unanticipated working shifts. These shifts were, in the following years,
transitioning into planned routines when the world reached an ‘endemic’ state (Mishra, 2022), i.e. flexible
working hours and ‘work-from-home’ were not mandatory anymore.

Nevertheless, many companies maintained hybrid working models in partially remote working and
flexible working hours (Wortler et al., 2021). Recent trends indicate a reversal of this flexibility, with large
companies like Amazon announcing a ‘return to office’ (RTO) policy of five days per week starting in 2025
(Reuter, 2024). This resurgence of more rigid working patterns underscores the ongoing relevance of
understanding how leadership can influence employees’ adaptability and support for such changes,
especially in light of the hybrid models that emerged post-COVID. For this purpose, employees again
needed support from their organization to adapt to and support the new contexts and routines.

Existing literature informs us that leadership is a key predictor of employee behavior (Buil et al., 2019;
Carasco-Saul et al., 2015). For example, empirical studies show that transformational leadership is related
to employee organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) (Podsakoff et al., 1996), charismatic leadership
affects employee performance (Shamir et al., 1993), group task performance (Conger et al., 2000), and
OCB (Babcock-Roberson & Strickland, 2010), and authentic leadership impacts employee job performance
and extra effort (Avolio et al., 2004) as well as proactive behavior (Liu et al., 2018). However, a key variable
that has received limited research attention is the connection of employees’ change-supportive behavior to
change leadership. This is quite surprising given that change leadership is a construct defined as the tactical
leadership behaviors toward implementing a substantial episodic change at hand (Herold et al., 2008). Even
less researched about the link between change leadership and employees’ proactive support is the potential
effect of the relationship between leader and employee (O'Donnell et al., 2012), conceptualized as leader-
member-exchange (LMX). To deepen the understanding of the underlying inner cause-and-effect working
mechanisms taking place in this multifaceted process, this article goes a step further and additionally tests
for a possible boundary condition: organizational identification, i.e. an individual’s sense of psychological
affinity to their organization. This construct can serve as a fruitful lens through which to explore how
employees’ identities and their interface with the organizations’ identity and post-pandemic identification
processes influence their support of the shifting work routines. Given the role of change-supportive
behavior as a key factor in affecting change successfully, the current study sets out to identify its predictors
and interrelationships.

Our article combines insights from the leadership and organizational change literature, using the social
exchange theory and social identity approach as the underlying theoretical lens to develop and test our
research model. The social exchange theory is a broad conceptual paradigm that spans various social science
disciplines (Cropanzano et al., 2017; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). The paradigm treats social life as a
series of sequential transactions between two or more parties (Mitchell et al., 2012) whose relationship
influences the exchange quality (Blau, 1964). Resources are exchanged through a reciprocal process that
can be characterized — in contrast to economic exchanges which are rather quid pro quo — as open-ended
and involving greater trust (Organ, 1997). In this framework, LMX focuses on the dyadic relationship
between a leader and an employee, which might engender a shared identity, mutual trust, and employees’
desire to reciprocate this treatment by performing prosocial organizational behaviors (Gouldner, 1960). An
additional lens to examine human behavior lies in the social identity approach assumption that individuals
behave the way they do because of who they believe they are, i.e. their identity (Korte, 2007). Individuals
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have multiple selves which are personally, contextually, and socially derived (Hogg et al., 1995). As one
of many, the social self is fractured into as many selves as there are groups with which the person interacts
(James, 1890). Organizations, per definitionem, are social entities comprised of various interacting groups
(Turner, 1981). Within this collective, employees develop and sustain socially derived identities and a sense
of psychological affinity to their organization, termed organizational identification (Ashforth & Mael,
1989). Employees’ organizational identification satisfies their need for positive self-regard and reduced
uncertainty (Hogg & Terry, 2000). Hence, employees are motivated to achieve organizational goals and
might be more receptive to change initiatives promoted by their leader (van Dick & Kerschreiter, 2016).
This study proposes that the social exchange theory can be fruitfully connected to the social identity
approach. Concretely, we explore how change leadership affects employees’ responses to organizational
change, considering the mediator LMX and moderator organizational identification. So far, no study has
examined this moderated mediation model. The study by Han et al. (2018) explores the effect of LMX on
OCB-related behaviors but finds no effect on change-related OCB. Moreover, one qualitative study
provides evidence for change leadership’s relation to organizational identification without incorporating
mediators or moderators or testing the relation quantitatively (Aitken & von Treuer, 2020). Another study
links change leadership to employees’ intentions to support change (Onyeneke & Abe, 2021). The present
study addresses this theoretical gap by examining the relationship quantitatively and adding a different
dependable variable, i.e. change-supportive behavior, that has not been linked to the combined construct of
LMX and organizational identification thus far. Our article is unique in focusing not on employees’
(extensively researched) change-related psychological states, such as commitment or change readiness, but
on the behavioral aspect of change support. Within employees’ response range, it is the proactive change-
related OCB that has been shown to drive change toward success (Agote et al., 2016; Armenakis et al.,
2000; Klein & Sorra, 1996; Stouten et al., 2018). Moreover, in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic, our
study uniquely analyses which leadership behaviors helped employees to adapt to the changes in their
working environment. In this sense, our work differentiates itself from and adds to previous research on the
role of leadership within the disruptive organizational changes during the COVID-19 outbreak period, such
as e.g. lannotta et al. (2020), Bartsch et al. (2020), Thielsch et al. (2021), and Spagnoli et al. (2020). Adding
on to our theoretical contributions, we can also find several novel practical implications. We advise
organizations on a granular employee mapping regarding their organizational identification levels, paired
with targeted change leadership training and the facilitation of high-quality leader-member exchanges.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES

Change-Supportive Behavior: Employees’ Support as the Heart of Change

Change-supportive behavior is defined as “actions employees engage in to actively participate in,
facilitate, and contribute to a planned change initiated by the organization” (Kim et al., 2011, p. 1665). By
focusing on observable behavior rather than psychological states, this study addresses the active and
positive role that employees might play in supporting organizational change. Our work emphasizes active
contributions rather than passive responses and entails support for change efforts rather than individual or
general improvements. There is a paucity of empirical research examining this construct and a dearth of
theoretical models to explain employees’ change-supportive behavior (Mehboob & Othman, 2020). A
pioneering exception is the work by Herscovitch and Meyer (2002) that investigated behavioral support as
a consequence of commitment to change. The authors conceptualized it as a continuum of active resistance,
passive resistance, compliance, cooperation, and championing. Notably, only the latter refers to active
support and effective change-facilitation in the sense of change-supportive behavior. Thus, change-
supportive behavior is a practical and conceptual means of organizational change (Oreg et al., 2018;
Rafferty & Minbashian, 2019). It not only allows employees to participate in organizational change
processes but also helps reduce others’ resistance to change, minimizes confusion and insecurity, and
promotes the usefulness and urgency of the initiative both internally and externally (Chou, 2015). Despite
this importance, scholars and practitioners underline the challenges associated with ensuring such behavior
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during organizational change (Faupel & SR, 2019), underscoring the relevance of our study in exploring
its antecedents.

Change Leadership: Leaders’ Behaviors During Change Processes

Leadership is one of the most researched phenomena in the organizational context and has also become
a popular topic in the organizational change literature (Avolio & Bass, 2002). The most commonly used
definitions of leadership include motivating, influencing, enabling, or empowering others to achieve
organizational goals (Jiménez, 2018; Reed et al., 2019). For this purpose, leaders use various behaviors,
which can be classified into three broad meta-categories: task, relations, and change (Yukl, 2012). Change
leadership is a research subfield informed by the interrelationships between leadership studies and
organizational change studies, each field favoring different theoretical frameworks and methodologies
(Hughes, 2018). Change leadership tactically focuses on leadership behaviors toward implementing a
concrete episodic change at hand.

Conversely, transformational leadership (to which it is often compared) is strategic, long-term oriented,
and affects the organization beyond a specific change situation (Herold et al., 2008). In this sense, change
leadership is a less-researched, event-based construct that concentrates on the roles that managers and
change agents assume when influencing the implementation and outcomes of an organizational change. In
contrast to a linear or step-based implementation, change leaders facilitate and engage the organization
within a complex, iterative, and responsive process (Onyeneke & Abe, 2021).

In light of the evolving trends in the environments surrounding organizations that exert tremendous
forces for changes in the way people work together, it is indispensable to understand and effectively practice
change leadership (Dumas & Beinecke, 2018). As already observed by Anderson (2012, p. 326), the
“[f]lamiliar ways of working and our commonly held assumptions about work are rapidly disappearing”.
One key driver is the COVID-19 pandemic and the rapid advancement and dissemination of
communications technology and relatedly new working models. Many popular leadership models are
considered insufficient to deal with such complex and rapid change as leaders need to adapt their leadership
approaches to specific strategic change situations (Ahn et al., 2004). Within the organizational change
literature, change leadership is one of the most frequently identified change drivers (Whelan-Berry &
Somerville, 2010). Specifically, leaders must encourage the whole organization and its employees to learn,
innovate, question and experiment, seek new perspectives, and encourage participation in the change
(Burke, 2017). An extensive review of empirical, peer-reviewed journal articles by Ford and Ford (2012)
found that the literature regarding the composition of effective change leadership is still rare and
incomplete. However, the authors conclude that leaders significantly affect organizational change, an effect
which the review by Lee et al. (2015) could expand to the attitudes and behaviors of change recipients.

Fundamental change leadership behaviors include developing a clear change vision, using persuasive
communication, managing internal and external information, encouraging active participation, formalizing
activities, showing concern for individuals who have trouble with the change, and implementing rites and
ceremonies (Battilana et al., 2010; Herold et al., 2008; Higgs & Rowland, 2011; Szabla, 2007). Leaders
serve as change role models through these change-related behaviors and can inspire employees (Bono &
Judge, 2004). Effective communication thereby reduces uncertainty and builds trust (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002;
Oreg et al., 2011). Moreover, involving employees in decision-making and recognizing their contributions
(Morgan & Zeffane, 2003) and ensuring that employees have the necessary resources (Shin et al., 2012)
fosters a sense of ownership and support for change. Based on these findings, we deduce the following
hypothesis:

Hypothesis #1: Change leadership is positively related to employees’ change-supportive behavior.
Leader-Member-Exchange: High-Quality Relationships Matter
The change-related behaviors of leaders are not the only leadership-related variable predicting

employees’ support. LMX theory, initially developed by Dansereau Jr et al. (1975), has been widely
researched and acknowledged as “one of the more interesting and useful approaches for studying
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hypothesized linkages between leadership processes and outcomes” (Gerstner & Day, 1997, p. 827). In
contrast to previous traditional leadership theories that assumed that leaders applied the same leadership
style to all employees, LMX proposes that leaders treat each of their employees differently based on their
relationship classification into a personal in-group or distant out-group (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Graen &
Uhl-Bien, 1995). As leaders have limited time, resources, and authority, they cannot develop similar
relations with all employees but only develop a few high-quality relationships (Bauer & Green, 1996). In
this sense, LMX focuses on the dyadic relationship between a leader and an employee and refers to its
guality of exchange as the degree of socio-emotional support and exchange of valuable resources (Graen &
Uhl-Bien, 1995).

Drawing on the social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), LMX suggests that the higher the relationship
quality between leader and employee, the more the employee feels obliged to repay the leader and the
organization (Gouldner, 1960). Leaders provide high-quality LMX employees with information exchange,
opportunities for involvement and development, and socio-emotional resources such as respect and loyalty
(Deluga & Perry, 1991; Erdogan et al., 2006; Sparrowe & Liden, 1997). Several meta-analyses attest to the
positive relationship between LMX and employees’ OCB (Dulebohn et al., 2012; Ilies et al., 2007; Martin
et al., 2016). Such a relationship engenders employees’ desire to reciprocate this treatment by performing
prosocial organizational behaviors and attitudes — including OCB, higher job performance, satisfaction, and
commitment (Breevaart et al., 2015; Scandura & Graen, 1984). In this sense, high-quality LMX employees
will engage in supportive behaviors to maintain their favorable exchange relationship with the leader. Thus,
these employees will believe that change-supportive behavior verifies their relationship with the leader and
their standing in the group. Consistent with social exchange theory, these arguments suggest the following
hypothesis:

Hypothesis #2: LMX is positively related to employees’ change-supportive behavior.

Moreover, recent research has demonstrated that LMX and change recipients’ interpretations are vital
boundary conditions to explain the direct effects of leader behaviors on employee outcomes (Armenakis &
Harris, 2009; Michel & Tews, 2016). Employees’ perceptions of leadership are socially constructed through
their interactions (Smircich & Morgan, 1982). Concretely, the proactive steps and effective communication
inherent in change leadership foster positive reciprocal exchanges between leaders and employees. As
change leaders engage in open dialogue, provide a clear vision, and actively participate in change initiatives,
they establish a foundation for trust and commitment, aligning individual and organizational goals (Burnes
et al., 2018). As has been shown in previous research, building trust with employees and demonstrating
consistency is a key element in social exchange (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Meyer et al., 2002). Showcasing
commitment and engagement can also positively influence the quality of the relationship (Kahn, 1990).
Change leaders also articulate a compelling vision for the future — so when employees perceive alignment
between their individual goals and the organizational vision promoted by change leaders, it strengthens the
social exchange, enhancing the quality of LMX (Asgari et al., 2008; Podsakoff et al., 1990). Therefore, we
deduce the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis #3: Change leadership is positively related to LMX.

Considering the arguments for Hypotheses 2 and 3, it becomes clear that LMX can be drawn on as an
important mediator in the relationship between change leadership and change-supportive behavior. By
establishing and/or enhancing positive LMX relationships, change leaders are likely to influence
employees’ behaviors, fostering a supportive stance toward organizational change. This mediating role of
LMX in translating leadership influence into desirable work behaviors has been supported in previous
research (Bhal et al., 2009; Dulebohn et al., 2012; Newman et al., 2017; Xu et al., 2012). Consistent with
social exchange theory, we suggest the following hypothesis:
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Hypothesis #4: The direct relationship between change leadership and employees’ change-supportive
behavior is mediated by LMX.

Organizational Identification: Employees’ Complex Identification Processes

Both an organization’s identity and its employees’ identification with it are crucial elements for change
implementation. Expressly, organizational change necessitates formal and informal adjustments to the
organization's and its employees' identities (Corley & Gioia, 2004; Ravasi & Schultz, 2006; Reissner,
2010). Moreover, a considerable body of academic work has proven that employees’ process of
organizational identification significantly impacts their willingness to support change efforts (Giessner,
2011; Tienari & Vaara, 2016). The organizational identity answers the question ‘Who are we as an
organization?’, reflecting its ‘fundamental essence’ and representing employees’ shared perceptions of its
central, enduring, and distinctive characteristics (Clark et al., 2010; Haslam, 2004; Pratt et al., 2016).
Derived from there, the concept of organizational identification can be defined as an individual’s sense of
psychological affinity to their employing organization — “the perception of oneness with or belongingness
to the organization” (Ashforth & Mael, 1989, p. 34) and “the congruence of individual and organizational
values” (Riketta, 2005, p. 360).

Organizational identification can best be explained with the social identity approach that comprises the
social identity theory (Tajfel et al., 1979) and self-categorization theory (Turner et al., 1987): People’s
membership in social groups forms part of their self-concept (i.e., their social identity) and accentuates
members’ perceived similarity. This accentuation reduces uncertainty because people know how to behave
and what to expect from their environment as group members. To maintain a positive social identity, people
strive for positive group member differentiation (Hogg & Terry, 2000). Thus, employees identify with their
organization to satisfy their natural need for positive self-regard and reduced uncertainty in the world. Their
salient organizational membership is a potential and significant source for this purpose. In this sense,
organizational identification helps employees make sense of their experiences, make decisions, and anchor
the self. As a moderator, we postulate that organizational identification is expected to influence the strength
of the relationship between change leadership and change-supportive behavior. This interactive effect aligns
with the idea that organizational identification is not a uniform construct but varies across individuals,
influencing how they respond to leadership behaviors (Edwards & Peccei, 2010; He & Brown, 2013).

There are several reasons for this postulated moderating influence of which we will highlight two we
find particularly striking. Firstly, high organizational identification implies a strong sense of belonging and
attachment to the organization (Dutton et al., 1994) as well as a strong alignment between personal and
organizational identities (van Dick & Kerschreiter, 2016; Van Knippenberg & Van Schie, 2000). This
alignment is expected to create a favorable context for change because the organization’s values, goals, and
norms become more salient and congruent with employees’ own, leading to a higher commitment to
organizational goals and values (Dukerich et al., 2002). This process has been confirmed by dozens of
empirical studies and corresponding meta-analyses, such as by Ashforth et al. (2008), Riketta (2005), Christ
et al. (2003), and Van Dick et al. (2006). Following this reasoning, it can be deduced that highly identified
employees perceive change initiatives as congruent with their organizational identity, values, and norms.
Therefore, organizational identification contributes to a profound dedication among employees, so that
those highly identified with the organization may be more receptive to the influence of change leaders,
resulting in a more pronounced effect on their change-supportive behavior. Conversely, at lower levels of
organizational identification, weaker alignment diminishes employees’ receptivity to change leadership,
resulting in a diminished effect on change-supportive behavior.

Secondly, effective communication is vital for successful change management. High organizational
identification contributes to a shared understanding of the organization’s vision and purpose (Brewer &
Kramer, 1986; Loi et al., 2014). This shared understanding enhances leaders’ communication effectiveness,
which in turn may lead to heightened change-supportive behavior. In contrast, low organizational
identification is linked to communication challenges, making it difficult to effectively communicate the
rationale behind proposed changes (Christensen, 2014; Jones et al., 2004; Leonard & Grobler, 2006; Scott,
2020). Employees at lower levels of organizational identification may not fully understand or appreciate
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the reasons behind the change, leading to decreased effectiveness of change leadership on change-
supportive behavior. We argue that:

Hypothesis #5: Organizational identification moderates the relationship between change leadership and
employees’ change-supportive behavior, such that the effect will be stronger (weaker) for higher (lower)
organizational identification.

Since we hypothesize that LMX mediates the relationship between change leadership and change-
supportive behavior (Hypothesis 4) and that organizational identification moderates this relationship
(Hypothesis 5), we can by extension postulate that combining the rationales behind these hypotheses leads
to a conditional indirect effect of organizational identification:

Hypothesis #6: The indirect influence of change leadership on change-supportive behavior through LMX
is stronger (weaker) for employees with higher (lower) organizational identification.

Summarizing the theoretical ideas and hypotheses above, we propose a moderated mediation model in
which LMX mediates the direct relationship between change leadership and employees’ change-supportive
behavior and organizational identification moderates this relationship (see Figure 1).

FIGURE 1
HYPOTHESIZED RESEARCH MODEL
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Study Context, Design, and Sample

This work focuses on the transition period between ‘emergency’ and ‘routine’ organizational states
after the outbreak of COVID-19, spanning the time from 2022 to 2023. This period offers a unique insight
into how change leadership can influence the proactive behaviors of employees towards change, i.e., the
transition to hybrid working models.

Snowball sampling, i.e., a non-random sampling technique where researchers intentionally select
participants based on specific criteria that are relevant to the research objectives and ask them to refer other
eligible participants, was employed as the method for this study. This approach was deemed appropriate
for capturing diverse perspectives within the specific context of individuals experiencing a transition to
remote work. In our research context, snowball sampling was particularly effective in accessing participants
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within a specific niche or shared experience (Biernacki & Waldorf, 1981). Given that the study focused on
individuals with the common experience of transitioning to remote work, snowball sampling facilitated the
recruitment of participants with relevant insights and experiences (Atkinson & Flint, 2001). The inclusion
criterion for all participants was explicitly that respondents were currently employed, regardless of their
professional position or industry, and had experienced a shift from daily office work to the option of remote
work since the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. Hence, the targeted population was knowledge workers.
The recruitment process was initiated through the authors’ professional and personal networks and extended
through various channels such as email and professional platforms like LinkedIn. Leveraging personal and
professional networks ensured a degree of homogeneity in the sample, aligning with the study’s focus on
individuals undergoing a common organizational change. Data collection took the form of a cross-sectional
online survey, administered through the Qualtrics platform. A pilot study involving five participants was
conducted to assess the survey’s feasibility and refine it based on feedback. The survey, offered in both
English and German, consisted of 32 questions across eight sections. A translation-back-translation
approach of the English scales, conducted by the native-speaking German co-author and double-checked
by a second native-speaking German colleague, ensured linguistic accuracy and cultural relevance (Brislin,
1986). Data collection spanned from November 2022 to September 2023. For data analysis, IBM SPSS
Statistics software (version 29) was employed.

Our sample comprised 282 respondents from diverse organizations with a majority (64%) female, and
an average age of 29 years (SD = 8.8). The average tenure in their current position was four years (SD =
4.4). Among the participants, 62% reported prior change experience, and 23% held managerial or leadership
roles. The sample size was determined from a pool of 352 received responses. After excluding 56
incomplete datasets and 14 with incorrect answers to control questions, a final dataset of 282 responses was
deemed usable for analysis. Regarding potential outliers, four cases were found for change leadership, eight
for change-supportive behavior, and four for LMX. To avoid data bias, these were not removed from the
data set.

Measures
Employees’ Change-Supportive Behavior

To conceptualize employees’ change-supportive behavior, the championing behavior sub-scale by
Herscovitch and Meyer (2002) was utilized. Notably, Faupel and SiiR (2019) showed that from six items,
two (“I persevere with the change to reach goals™ and “I try to overcome co-workers’ resistance toward the
change”) caused a significant difference in the measurement level between those participants who had
leadership responsibility and those who did not, which is why the authors deleted the two items. Following
their lead, the current study also employs only four items that have high composite reliability (CR = .86).
These items include “I try to find ways to overcome change-related difficulties” and “I speak positively
about the change to outsiders”, rated on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree).

Change Leadership

To assess change leadership, the questionnaire used the seven items adapted from Herold et al. (2008)
with high internal reliability (o = .89). Each respondent was asked to rate how extensively they perceived
their leaders to be engaged in the seven change leadership behaviors. Sample items include that the leader
“developed a clear vision for what was going to be achieved by our work unit” and “carefully monitored
and communicated the progress of the change implementation”. Employee perceptions of leadership
activities were rated on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Organizational Identification

The respondents’ level of organizational identification was measured with a 6-item scale developed by
Mael and Ashforth (1992) with high internal reliability (o = 0.87). Sample items include “When someone
criticizes (name of school), it feels like a personal insult” and “This school’s successes are my successes”.
The word “organization” was inserted instead of “school”. The six items were assessed with a five-point
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Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree). The scale was reverse-coded before
the analysis to match the other scale directions.

Leader-Member-Exchange

Employees’ perceptions of their LMX quality were assessed through the LMX-7 scale developed by
Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) with high internal reliability (o =.90). This version was chosen because the
authors recommended — in their review of LMX development over 25 years — the use of LMX-7 over all
other measures of LMX. For the German version, the German LMX-7 version translated by Schyns (2002)
was used with even higher internal reliability (o = .92). An example item is “How well does your leader
recognize your potential?” assessed with a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (low LMX) to 5 (high
LMX) with different labels.

Control Variables

Five control variables (two demographic-related and three work-related) were controlled to ensure that
extraneous factors did not influence the hypothesized effects. Consistent with previous OCB research, the
variables gender and age were controlled for as these demographics have been shown to relate to promotive
OCB (Michel & Tews, 2016; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). It can be expected that people’s change
experience might influence how much they identify with their organization and respond to changes (Nortier,
1995). Moreover, people’s working experience and status, in the form of managerial position, might
influence their behavior, as El Badawy et al. (2017) show. Moreover, past research has shown that
employees’ organizational tenure influences their change-supportive behavior (Agarwal, 2016).

Analytical Strategy

The statistical significance test by Preacher et al. (2007) using the PROCESS macro approach (Hayes,
2017) was employed to analyze the hypothesized relationships, consistent with the methods applied by
previous studies that also predict mediation and moderated mediation frameworks, such as by De Clercq
and Pereira (2021), Ma and Jiang (2018), and Helpap (2016). The PROCESS macro approach is an
observed variable ordinary least squares (OLS) and logistic regression path analysis modeling tool
specialized in mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis.

As Hypotheses 1-3 identify a set of relationships that constitute a mediation model, which is formalized
in Hypothesis 4, these hypotheses were tested by mediation analysis. We estimated the indirect effect of
change leadership on change-supportive behavior through LMX by using PROCESS macro’s Model 4. The
first step to test Hypotheses 1-3 included an assessment of the signs and significance levels of the direct
paths between change leadership and change-supportive behavior (¢’ path), change leadership and LMX (a
path), and LMX and change-supportive behavior (b path). In the second step, the interactive effect of LMX
on the direct relationship between change leadership and change supportive behavior (a*b) and the total
effect (c path) were examined to test Hypothesis 4. Hypothesis 5 was tested by moderation analysis through
PROCESS macro’s Model 1 and the overall moderated mediation, postulated in Hypothesis 6, was tested
through PROCESS macro’s Model 5. Both tests compared the effect sizes in the conditional relationships
when the moderator organizational identification was one standard deviation below its mean, at its mean,
and one standard deviation above its mean, excluding (Hypothesis 5) and including (Hypothesis 6) the
presence of the mediator LMX. For all analyses, the variables forming products were mean-centered to
decrease multicollinearity in the regression equation and create a meaningful zero point, hence improving
the interpretation (Frazier et al., 2004). In addition, bootstrapping intervals, resampling the distribution
5,000 times and thus reducing standard deviation, were employed to draw more accurate inferences from
the results (Hayes, 2017). Confidence intervals (Cls) were generated at a 95% level. This methodological
choice allowed for a robust exploration of the factors influencing employees’ change-supportive behavior.
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RESULTS

Preliminary Analyses
Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Before the hypothesis testing, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted with AMOS
(Analysis of Moment Structures) to assess how well our chosen indicators measured the latent constructs,
which is crucial in validating the scales. A four-factor CFA model was specified in line with the study
variables, and without the hypothesized relationships among them. The CFA model had a chi-square value
of 342.29 with 238 degrees of freedom, and a significant p-value of 0.00. Given the sample size (n = 282)
and the number of observed variables (24 items), a significant p-value was expected (Hair et al., 2014).
However, a close examination of absolute, incremental, and parsimonious fit indices showed that the model
had a very good fit; SRMR = 0.053, RMSEA = 0.039, GFI = 0.907, CFI = 0.969, TLI = 0.964, CMIN/DF
= 1.438. Regarding the robustness of the construct validity testing, all standardized item loading estimates,
except for the first item of change-supportive behavior (0.257), exceeded the recommended minimum
threshold of 0.5 (Barclay et al., 1995). A second CFA model, excluding this item, showed no significant
model fit improvement (chi-square = 309.94, DF = 217, p <.01; SRMR = 0.047 (A0.006); RMSEA = 0.039
(A0.000); GFI = 0.912 (A0.005); CFI = 0.972 (A0.003); TLI = 0.967 (A0.003); CMIN/DF = 1.428
(A0.010)). Hence, all the indicators proposed have been retained in the research, also to preserve content
reliability as the first item of change-supportive behavior is important for the construct (“I try to find ways
to overcome change-related difficulties.”).

Construct reliability was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability (pc). Following the
guideline by Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) that suggests 0.70 as a benchmark, we observed good reliability
as all pc values exceeded this threshold. Cronbach’s alpha was re-computed for each scale and further
supported construct reliability. Evaluating the average variance extracted (AVE) which should be greater
than 0.50, all AVE values were above this threshold in our study, indicating that 50% or more of the
variance of the construct was due to its indicators. Discriminant validity was assessed using the Fornell-
Larcker Criterion, i.e., through a comparison of the square root of the AVE to all inter-factor correlations
(Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Results indicated adequate discriminant validity as the square root of AVE for
each factor was greater than all inter-factor correlations. A summary of these results is provided in Table
1.

TABLE 1
VALIDITY, RELIABILITY, AND LATENT FACTOR CORRELATIONS

Construct Cronbach’s a pc AVE CSB CL OID LMX
CSB 172 0.803 0.541 0.736

CL .882 0.880 0.513 0.426***  0.716

oID .852 0.856 0.500 0.249***  0.180** 0.707

LMX .893 0.896 0.556 0.396***  0.618***  0.351***  0.746

Note. Change-supportive behavior (CSB), change leadership (CL), organizational identification (OID), leader-
member-exchange (LMX), composite reliability (pc), average variance extracted (AVE), **p < .01, ***p <001,
Statistics in bold and italics represent the square root of the respective AVE.

To determine common-method bias, the Common Latent Factor technique was employed (Richardson
et al., 2009). Even though the difference in the chi-squared value was significant compared to the original
measurement model (7.55 at 1 df), none of the differences in standardized regression weights were higher
than the threshold of 0.20 (Lowry & Gaskin, 2014), indicating that common-method bias was not a
substantial concern (see Table 2).
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TABLE 2
COMPARISON OF STANDARDIZED REGRESSION WEIGHTS FOR
COMMON METHOD BIAS

Standardized Regression Weight Estimate with CLF Estimate no CLF  Difference

CSB_4 ¢ CSB 0.591 0.661 0.070
CSB_3 ¢ CsB 0.892 0.93 0.038
CSB_2 ¢ CsB 0.832 0.892 0.060
CSB_1 ¢ CSB 0.152 0.257 0.105
CL_7 < CL 0.572 0.66 0.088
CL_6 ¢ CL 0.619 0.706 0.087
CL_5 ¢ CL 0.599 0.7 0.101
CL_4 < CL 0.658 0.744 0.086
CL_3 & CL 0.635 0.699 0.064
CL_2 ¢ CL 0.627 0.712 0.085
CL_1 < CL 0.694 0.786 0.092
OID_6 &< O0ID 0.499 0.575 0.076
OID_5 < OID 0.736 0.805 0.069
OID_4 & O0ID 0.645 0.735 0.090
OID_3 &< O0ID 0.577 0.653 0.076
OID_2 < OID 0.664 0.729 0.065
OID_1 ¢ OID 0.661 0.723 0.062
LMX_7 €<  LMX 0.757 0.861 0.104
LMX_6 € LMX 0.726 0.82 0.094
LMX_5 €& LMX 0.583 0.673 0.090
LMX_4 €<  LMX 0.704 0.785 0.081
LMX_3 < LMX 0.6 0.689 0.089
LMX_2 € LMX 0.658 0.77 0.112
LMX 1 € LMX 0.419 0.582 0.163

Note. Common Latent Factor (CLF), change-supportive behavior (CSB), change leadership (CL), organizational
identification (OID), leader-member-exchange (LMX).

Descriptive Analysis

The means, standard deviations, and Pearson product-moment correlations are depicted in Table 3. As
tenure did not correlate with the main variables, it was omitted from the regression analyses (Becker, 2005).
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TABLE 3
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND CORRELATIONS OF VARIABLES

Variable M SO 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 CSB 546 97 1
2 LMX 361 76 3757 1
3 CL 339 .82 405" 5B52** 1
4 OID 3.32 .89 .290™ .289** |157** 1
Control
Variables
5 Gender ? 165 .48 .160° .018 .020 26 1
6 Age 29.41 8.80 .123* -101 -097 .114 -131* 1
7 Tenure 3.67 443 .081 -064 -092 .091 -053  .596** 1
8 Change 1.38 49 -157" -110 -225*%* -048 -.007 -222** -199** 1

Experience®
9 Position © 177 42 -124* -173** -098  -194** 175** -318** -215** 277** 1

Note. N = 282. Change-supportive behavior (CSB), leader-member-exchange (LMX), change leadership (CL),
organizational identification (OID). * p <.05. ** p <.01. a1 = male, 2 = female, b 1 = yes, 2 =no, ¢ 1 = yes, 2 = no.

Hypotheses Testing
Hypotheses 1-4

Mediation. The mediation analysis for testing Hypotheses 1-4, i.e., the direct relationships between
change leadership and change-supportive behavior (Hypothesis 1), LMX and change-supportive behavior
(Hypothesis 2), and change leadership and LMX (Hypothesis 3), as well as the overall mediating influence
of LMX on the relationship between change leadership and change-supportive behavior (Hypothesis 4),
showed significant results.

TABLE 4
RESULTS OF MEDIATION ANALYSIS

Unstandardized Standardized Standard

Path B Coefficient B Coefficient Error t-value p-value
CL 2 LMX (a) 495 .535 .055 9.071 <.001
LMX - CSB (b) .288 225 .092 3.144 <.01
Direct Effect (c’) 343 .290 .898 3.917 <.001
Total effect () 486 410 .089 5.425 <.001
Indirect Effect 143 .048 95% CI [.053, .240]
(a*h)

Indirect Effect 120 .039 95% CI [.044, .199]
(a*b)

Control Variables

Gender .037 184 113 3.307 <.01
Age .018 165 .007 2.776 <.01
Change -.021 -.012 125 -.168 > .05
Experience

Managerial -.138 -.060 132 -1.049 > .05
Position

Note. N = 282. Variables forming products were mean-centered prior to analysis. Change leadership (CL), leader-
member-exchange (LMX), change-supportive behavior (CSB). 21 = male, 2 = female, ® 1 = yes, 2 =no, 1 =yes, 2 =
no.
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The findings of the analysis (see Table 4) affirm that the direct relationship between change leadership
and change-supportive behavior (¢”) is significant (= 0.290, p <.001), supporting Hypothesis 1. Moreover,
the relationship between change leadership and LMX (a) is significant (§ = .535, p < .001), supporting
Hypothesis 2, as is the relation (b) between LMX and CSB (B = .225, p <.01), supporting Hypothesis 3.
Additionally, the results show a significant and positive partial complementary mediating influence,
expressed as the indirect effect (a*b), of LMX on the relationship between change leadership and change-
supportive behavior (f =.120, 95% CI [.044, .199]), lending support for Hypothesis 4. When considering
both the direct and mediated pathways, the total effect (c) of change leadership on change-supportive
behavior is substantial (f = 0.410, p <.001). Gender (f =.184, p <0.01) and age (p = .165, p <0.01) were
found to be significant covariates in the model, suggesting their relevance in influencing employees’
responses to organizational change.

Hypothesis 5

Moderation. Even though the moderating effect of organizational identification on the relationship
between change leadership and change-supportive behavior was significant, it was negative and
contradictory to Hypothesis 5, which hence needs to be rejected.

TABLE 5

RESULTS OF MODERATION ANALYSIS
Predictor Unstanda_ro_lized Standard t-value p-value

B Coefficient Error
Intercept 3.811 .555 6.865 <.0001
CL 425 .085 4.998 <.001
OID 224 .070 3.191 <.01
CL * OID Interaction -.170 077 2.217 <.05
Term
Control Variables
Gender 301 112 2.682 <.01
Age 017 .006 2.679 <.01
Change Experience -.062 123 -.503 > .05
Managerial Position -.101 133 -.763 > .05

Note. N =282. Table entries represent unstandardized parameter estimates due to statistical restrictions in moderation
analysis by PROCESS. Variables forming products were mean-centered prior to analysis. Change leadership (CL),
organizational identification (OID). a 1 = male, 2 = female, b 1 = yes, 2 = no, ¢ 1 = yes, 2 = no.

The results (see Table 5) show a significant negative moderating interaction effect between change
leadership and organizational identification on change-supportive behavior (B= -.170, p < 0.05). This
negative interaction suggests that as organizational identification increases, the positive impact of change
leadership on change-supportive behavior decreases; the opposite effect was postulated. Examining the
conditional effects of change leadership at different values of organizational identification reveals nuanced
dynamics. The Johnson-Neyman analysis identifies a significant region for organizational identification
below 1.099, highlighting specifically low levels of organizational identification where the interaction
effect is pronounced. The control variables gender (B =.301, p < 0.01) and age (B = 0.017, p < 0.01), show
significant effects, implying that females and older employees tend to exhibit higher change-supportive
behavior.
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FIGURE 2
MODERATING EFFECT OF ORGANIZATIONAL IDENTIFICATION ON THE
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CHANGE LEADERSHIP AND
CHANGE-SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOR
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Results of the simple slope analysis (Aiken & West, 1991) conducted to understand better the nature
of the moderation effect of organizational identification are shown in Figure 2. The results indicate that at
a low level of organizational identification, the impact of change leadership on change-supportive behavior
is much stronger (B = .576, p < .001) in comparison to the mean level of organizational identification (B =
425, p <.001) and high organizational identification (B = .275, p < .05). As the level of organizational
identification increases, the strength of the relationship between change leadership and change-supportive
behavior decreases.

Hypothesis 6

Moderated Mediation. The overall moderated mediation model, i.e., the postulated conditionally
indirect effect, was significant, though the interaction effect of organizational identification again proved
negative, so Hypothesis 6 cannot be accepted.
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TABLE 6
RESULTS OF MODERATED MEDIATION ANALYSIS

Unstandardized Standard

Paths B Coefficient Error tvalue p-value
CL 2 LMX (a) 495 .055 9.071 <.0001
LMX = CSB (b) 217 .089 2.417 < .05
Direct Effect (c’) .326 .092 3.533 <.001
Indirect Effect (a*b) .108 .045 95% CI [.017, .164]
CL * OID Interaction -.157 .074 -2.123 <.05
Term

Control Variables

Gender .305 12 2.741 <.01
Age .019 .007 2.970 < .01
Change Experience -.069 123 -.557 > .05
Managerial Position -.049 131 -.377 > .05

Note. N =282. Table entries represent unstandardized parameter estimates due to statistical restrictions in moderation
analysis by PROCESS. Variables forming products were mean-centered prior to analysis. Change leadership (CL),
leader-member-exchange (LMX), change-supportive behavior (CSB). a 1 = male, 2 = female,b 1 =yes,2=no,c1 =
yes, 2 = no.

The results (see Table 6) revealed a significant mediating influence of LMX in the relationship between
change leadership and change-supportive behavior (B = 0.108, 95% CI [0.017, 0.164]). Moreover, the
interaction between change leadership and organizational identification significantly negatively moderated
the relationship with change-supportive behavior (B = -0.157, t = -2.123, p < .05), hence leading to a
rejection of Hypothesis 6. The highest order unconditional interaction (X*W) was found to be significant
(F=4.507,dfl =1, df2 =273, p <.05), further indicating the significance of the interaction between change
leadership and organizational identification. Thereby, conditional effects at different values of
organizational identification suggested a significant interaction effect below the threshold value of
organizational identification at 0.683, so the moderating effect of organizational identification appears to
be only significant at lower levels. Specifically, probing the interaction effect at three levels of the
moderator shows that at a low level of organizational identification (B = .465, p < .001), the relationship
between change leadership and change-supportive behavior is much stronger in comparison to the mean
level of organizational identification (B = .326, p < .001), where it is attenuated. At a high level of
organizational identification, the interaction effect is not only nearly flat but also not significant (B = .187,
p = 1.21). Hence, as the level of organizational identification increases, the strength of the relationship
between change leadership and change-supportive behavior decreases. In summary, the results suggest a
nuanced relationship between change leadership and change-supportive behavior depending on the level of
organizational identification. While the positive relationship between change leadership and change-
supportive behavior is strong at lower organizational identification levels and remains significant at the
mean level, it diminishes and becomes non-significant at higher levels of organizational identification.
Control variables demonstrated that gender (B = 0.305, t = 2.741, p < .01) and age (B = 0.019,t=2.970, p
< .01) were significantly associated with change-supportive behavior.

DISCUSSION

Our article addresses the overall research question of how leaders can foster active behavioral support
from their employees during change, forming an integral part of the transition to hybrid ‘New Work’
models. While the effect of leadership on employee behavior has been studied earlier, to the best of our
knowledge no studies have analyzed the underlying mechanisms of LMX and organizational identification
in the context of change-related predictor (change leadership) and outcome (change-supportive behavior)

44 Journal of Organizational Psychology Vol. 24(4) 2024



variables. The potential mediating role of the relationship quality between leader and employee was
analyzed as one explanation of how leaders influence their subordinates. This mediation was proposed to
be moderated by employees’ organizational identification. Our approach addresses researchers’ call for a
more nuanced analysis of the different antecedents of employees’ behavior (Dumas & Beinecke, 2018) and
equips leaders with some best practices in change management.

In this study, all postulated direct relationships could be proven, with change leadership significantly
influencing employees’ change-supportive behavior (Hypothesis 1) and demonstrating a direct relationship
with LMX (Hypothesis 2). Employees who perceived their leader to display change leadership also showed
greater proactive support and increased LMX relationship quality. Additionally, LMX had a direct relation
with change-supportive behavior (Hypothesis 3), indicating that LMX quality influenced how much
employees supported the ongoing change initiative. Apart from the direct relationships, LMX mediated the
connection between change leadership and change-supportive behavior (Hypothesis 4). Hence, LMX is
essential to creating proactive employee behavior supporting organizational change. Contrary to what we
hypothesized, this study could not prove the positive moderating role of organizational identification
(Hypotheses 5 and 6) but revealed a negative moderation effect of organizational identification on the
relationship between change leadership and change-supportive behavior. The effect was especially
pronounced for employees with high organizational identification. This suggests that change leadership
effectiveness varies with employee identification levels, emphasizing the need for leaders to focus on
maintaining high-quality relationships in high-organizational identification environments.

These novel findings can be explained in the following way: On the one hand, at high levels of
organizational identification, employees already exhibit a strong alignment with organizational goals (Mael
& Ashforth, 1992). The pronounced identification with the organization implies a high level of
commitment, making additional efforts by leaders, as initially proposed in Hypothesis 5, seem redundant.
Employees with high organizational identification are intrinsically motivated to support organizational
changes due to their strong alignment with the organizational identity, which may lead to a ‘ceiling effect’
of additional change leadership efforts (Dukerich et al., 2002). The depth of commitment in high
organizational identification scenarios enhances employees’ intrinsic motivation to engage in extra-role
behaviors like change-supportive behavior (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Additionally, at high levels of
organizational identification, the non-significant effect of change leadership on change-supportive
behavior, as proposed in Hypothesis 6, can further be attributed to the influence of high-quality LMX.
Research has proven that leaders are ‘entrepreneurs’, ‘impresarios’, and ‘custodians’ of the organizational
identity (Haslam & Ellemers, 2011; Schinoff et al., 2016). In a high-quality LMX, the leader might provide
a sense of security and bond to the organization, as high LMX implies a robust relationship where the leader
is perceived as an effective representative of the organization (Eisenbeiss et al., 2008). This sense of security
diminishes the need for additional change leadership efforts, as the leader is already seen as a trustworthy
and effective communicator of the organizational vision and goals (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). Moreover, the
exchange relationship provides employees with the motivation to reciprocate positive leader-member
interactions through extra-role behaviors, such as change-supportive behavior (Breevaart et al., 2015). On
the other hand, at low levels of organizational identification, employees may lack a strong sense of security
and identification with the organization, leading to a void during organizational changes (Ashforth & Mael,
1989). Change, in such situations, represents instability and uncertainty. Leaders, through effective change
leadership behaviors, act as anchors providing guidance and stability during turbulent times (Van
Knippenberg et al., 2007). In the absence of an organizational anchor, i.e., organizational identification,
employees are more receptive to explicit change leadership behaviors as they strongly seek direction and a
sense of purpose. This anchoring effect of change leadership in low organizational identification scenarios
is reinforced by the concept of a leader as a sense-maker during change (Aitken & Von Treuer, 2014).
Leaders, through their change-oriented behaviors, fill the void of uncertainty and provide a clear narrative
that aids employees in making sense of the change, thereby fostering change-supportive behavior (Maitlis
& Sonenshein, 2010). The lack of a strong internalized organizational identity at low organizational
identification levels intensifies the need for explicit change leadership to serve as guiding principles (Corley
& Gioia, 2004; van Knippenberg, 2016). Additionally, the absence of a robust organizational anchor in low
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organizational identification conditions accentuates the impact of change leadership, making the behaviors
of leaders more influential in shaping employees’ change-supportive behavior.

Theoretical Implications

This article builds upon and contributes to the existing literature by providing several novel empirical
implications that establish a clear link between the previously rather separate research areas of leadership,
organizational change, social identity, and social exchange.

Firstly, this research responded to the call of Herold et al. (2008) to examine the influence of leadership
behaviors on change participants’ reaction to and support of change by proving the direct relationship
between change leadership and employees’ change-supportive behavior, thereby advancing this emerging
domain of leadership research. While other concepts, such as transformational leadership, are well
developed, less is empirically verified about the change-related tactic behaviors that successful leaders
display during change and how these affect employees (Hughes, 2018). Hence, this study contributes to
research by empirically validating the relevance of change leadership in influencing employee behavioral
response to change. As such, the herein-verified construct of change leadership not only allows researchers
to gain insights about what constitutes effective management practices but also proves that these practices
directly affect employee outcomes. These practices include developing a clear vision for the future,
advertising the reason for the change, building coalitions, empowering employees, and constantly
communicating the progress (Herold et al., 2008). Thereby, this study extends the findings of Onyeneke
and Abe (2021) who could not prove a direct effect of change leadership and only investigated employees’
attitudinal outcomes. Moreover, by exploring change leadership as the dependent variable, this study
answered the call for further research from Dumas and Beinecke (2018). In their meta-analytical review of
hundreds of peer-reviewed journal articles on change leadership over 16 years, these authors stressed the
academic need for more empirical evidence of change leadership as an adaptable, complex, and situational
leadership style. Furthermore, exploring employee support for change in the form of behavioral dimensions
allowed us to uncover the empirical link between change leadership and proactive support. Unearthing this
relationship progresses related research a step closer to predicting overt employee behavior toward change.

Secondly, the study reinforces the available literature purporting that LMX is considered an important
construct that can yield a range of positive outcomes for individuals and organizations alike (Dulebohn et
al., 2012; Gerstner & Day, 1997; Martin et al., 2016). The concept of LMX has long been recognized as a
critical factor in understanding leader-employee relationships. This study significantly contributes to the
theoretical landscape by exploring the role of LMX in the context of organizational change. Thereby, the
findings affirm the direct influence of change leadership on LMX, highlighting the integral role of leaders
in shaping high-quality exchanges with their followers during times of change. This finding connects and
builds on prior research about other leadership styles that are linked to LMX, such as the findings about
transformational leadership by Nandedkar and Brown (2018) or servant leadership by Newman et al.
(2017). Beyond this, and even more importantly, we demonstrate what the study by Yukl et al. (2009) could
not: change-oriented aspects of leadership behavior have indeed a significant influence on the quality of
LMX. Adding on to that, our empirical evidence emphasizes the dynamic nature of LMX, not only as an
outcome of effective leadership but also as a precursor to employees’ behavioral responses to change.
Specifically, by establishing the direct relationship between LMX and change-supportive behavior, this
research underscores the importance of fostering positive leader-member relationships for promoting
proactive support for organizational change, hence advancing the understanding of how the quality of these
exchanges influences employees’ willingness to actively engage in change initiatives. This outcome extends
prior findings about the linkages between LMX and extra-role behavioral outcomes in diverse research such
as by Michel and Tews (2016), Harris et al. (2014) and Bhal et al. (2009). Hence, our article proposes that
there is more to leadership in implementing change, such as hybrid working models, than simply the effect
of the leadership behaviors, such as change leadership, and change-related outcomes, such as change-
supportive behavior (Ford et al., 2021). The study goes a step further and argues that concerning behavioral
outcomes and the influence of change leadership thereon, the unique characteristics of LMX make
individuals perceive that their leader is not just initiating change but is personally invested in their growth,
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well-being, and success. This identification of LMX as a mediator between change leadership and change-
supportive behavior enhances the theoretical understanding of the underlying processes through which
leadership behaviors translate into tangible outcomes. The mediating role emphasizes the significance of
the relational aspect between leaders and employees in mediating the impact of leadership on employees’
change-supportive behavior. Despite the ample existing research on LMX, this study is among the very few
that investigated and found a statistically significant mediating role of the variable between two behavioral
constructs, making this role a novel finding. The mediation effect signifies that the positive influence of
change leadership on employees’ proactive support for change is not solely a direct result of leadership
behaviors but is intricately linked to the quality of the relationship established between leaders and
employees, with LMX serving as a facilitator of this crucial connection. In other words, the effectiveness
of change leadership in eliciting proactive support is, to a significant extent, channeled through the strength
and positivity of the leader-member exchanges. The dynamic and positive interactions shaped by LMX
create a foundation that amplifies the impact of change leadership, emphasizing the relational dimension as
a critical conduit for translating leadership efforts into tangible employee behaviors that actively support
and drive organizational change. Thus, we were able to broaden the knowledge about LMX in both
leadership and behavioral sciences realms and contribute to refining and expanding existing theories on
LMX;, shedding light on its multifaceted role in the context of organizational change.

Thirdly, this study introduces significant theoretical implications about the influence of employees’
organizational identification. The unanticipated negative moderation effect challenges prior assumptions
and offers new insights into the nuanced dynamics of organizational identification during change. Our
findings indicate that at low levels of organizational identification, the impact of change leadership on
change-supportive behavior is pronounced but as organizational identification increases, the strength of the
effect diminishes. This counters the anticipated positive moderation effect, highlighting the need for a
refined understanding of how strong organizational identification may influence the effectiveness of change
leadership. The rejection of Hypotheses 5 and 6 challenges conventional wisdom and prompts a
reconsideration of the assumed positive relationship between organizational identification and the
effectiveness of change leadership. Our findings suggest that as employees develop a stronger sense of
identification with their organization, the impact of specific change leadership behaviors becomes less
influential in shaping their change-supportive behaviors. Moreover, the non-significant effect at high
organizational identification levels, when considering LMX as a mediator, emphasizes the complexity of
the relationship between organizational identification, LMX, and change leadership. It also suggests that
the influence of organizational identification on the effectiveness of change leadership might be contingent
on the quality of leader-member exchanges and that the effect of change leadership on change-supportive
behavior through LMX as a mediator is more effective when organizational identification is low. The
unexpected findings regarding organizational identification moderation challenge traditional assumptions
and pave the way for a deeper exploration of the intricate connections between organizational identification,
LMX, and change leadership during organizational change initiatives.

Practical Implications

This study also has several implications for organizations, their HR departments, and leaders. If these
stakeholders seek to foster employees’ proactive change support during transitions such as moving to hybrid
working practices, the influencing patterns leading to such behavior need to be adequately understood and
acted upon, whereby the present findings can assist.

From a practical standpoint, our findings underscore the critical importance of aligning change
strategies with the distinct levels of employees’ organizational identification to optimize the impact of
change leadership and LMX. This practical implication not only enhances the effectiveness of
organizational change initiatives but also offers a cost-efficient approach by directing training efforts to the
segments where they would yield the most significant returns. The first practical element involves a
meticulous evaluation of the company-wide organizational identification levels and a more granular
approach to conducting an employee mapping of organizational identification, potentially per department
or team. By understanding the organizational identification landscape within the organization,
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organizations can gain insights into the diverse levels of commitment, allegiance, and identification among
their workforces. This involves the strategic identification of highly identified individuals or teams who
already showcase a strong alignment with organizational values and those with lower identification levels.
This identification of organizational identification levels should become the cornerstone for tailoring
change strategies. When organizational identification is low, targeted training initiatives in change
leadership are imperative to bridge the gap and foster employee support (Luo et al., 2016). On the other
hand, high organizational identification segments may require less intensive change leadership efforts, as
the intrinsic motivation to support organizational changes is already prevalent (Mael & Ashforth, 1992).
For this purpose, HR departments should utilize surveys, interviews, or already existing organizational data
to capture employees’ organizational identification. Once the assessment is complete, the workforce should
be segmented based on the organizational identification levels, e.g., into two groups of lower and higher
identified segments. Building upon organizational identification evaluation and employee mapping, the
next step would be to craft tailored change strategies that align with the identified organizational
identification segments. Recognizing that highly identified teams and lower identified teams may respond
differently to change initiatives, organizations can optimize their resources by tailoring their approaches
accordingly. For higher-identified teams, the organization should emphasize continuity and alignment. It
should focus on communicating how the proposed changes align with existing organizational values and
contribute to the long-term goals. Highlighting the preservation of the organizational identity becomes a
key aspect. For lower-identified teams, on the other hand, targeted change leadership becomes central;
training initiatives should concentrate on equipping leaders with skills that engage, involve, and motivate
employees actively.

The second practical element focuses on targeted change leadership enablement. Recognizing that only
a minute fraction of organizations may have organizational identification levels averaging plus one standard
deviation, it is imperative to equip leaders with the necessary skills to effectively lead their teams through
change. Here, the key lies in enabling leaders to adapt their leadership style to their individual employees,
involving them in every step of the change — as subsumed under the umbrella construct ‘change leadership’.
In the first place, leaders should comprehend the impact and influence of their behavior on the change
recipients and hence the overall change success (Jaleha & Machuki, 2018; Wren & Dulewicz, 2005).
Concretely, leaders need to be aware of their actions and recognize that their employees are not just passive
followers but must be actively involved in the change (Luo et al., 2016). Through leader development
initiatives, companies can offer their leaders specific training to learn the skills and behaviors associated
with change leadership (Algatawenah, 2018; Michaelis et al., 2009). Thereby, leaders will not only
understand the positive effect their leadership has on employees’ change-supportive behavior but also learn
how to engage, involve, motivate, and encourage an entire workforce through their behavior. For this
purpose, organizations, i.e., their management and HR departments, can draw on a multitude of training
programs and educational methods, such as coaching, action learning, and 360-degree feedback (Day &
Dragoni, 2015; Day & Harrison, 2007). Content-wise, such training programs should focus on each aspect
of change leadership. The seven items that define change leadership can be clustered into three sub-
dimensions: communication, networking, and implementation support. A different workshop could be set
up for each component. The first workshop about ‘communication before change implementation’ would
focus on developing a clear vision for employees’ future, portraying the purpose behind the change, and
creating a case of urgency. The second workshop would have ‘networking’, i.e., how the leader can build
a coalition to support the change, as the central theme. Networking techniques could include formal weekly
check-in meetings in which the change is discussed to foster connection or informal events such as
afternoon drinks and lunch meetings. In the third and final workshop, the focus would be on the actual
‘change implementation process’. This training would include leaders’ empowerment of their employees,
i.e., providing them with the information and skills necessary to cope with the change, monitoring and
communicating the progress of the implementation, and ways to give individual attention to those
employees who struggle with the change. Importantly, as learning new behaviors does not happen
overnight, an appropriate time frame should be provided during these kinds of interventions (Herold et al.,
2008). In this vein, it must be acknowledged that change leadership is not the panacea for change success

48  Journal of Organizational Psychology Vol. 24(4) 2024



and optimized employee behavior. Organizations should evaluate this leadership style, in line with other
actions, based on individual company characteristics as well as internal and external demands. Moreover,
once the organization has successfully mastered the ubiquitous shift to hybrid working models, it should
verify which leadership style fits the new status quo best, i.e., foster adaptive leadership (Kniffin et al.,
2021).

Moving forward, the third element for organizations to consider is the facilitation of high-quality
leader-member exchanges. Extending the aforementioned strategies to incorporate high-quality LMX
practices becomes paramount for building robust relationships between leaders and employees, ensuring
that the positive impact of change leadership endures throughout various organizational transitions (Dirks
& Ferrin, 2002). To help leaders develop such relationships, organizations should best develop an
employee-centric culture that encourages information sharing, feelings of respect and trust, autonomy, and
mutual support (Michel & Tews, 2016). Typical elements of an employee-centric culture include
educational and medical incentives, extensive maternal and paternal leaves, fostered teamwork to achieve
results, and community relations programs such as donating to charity or clean-up activities (De Roeck et
al., 2016). Creating an employee-centric culture also involves organizing parties that include employees
and their families to instill an atmosphere of oneness (Bonsu, 2020), which again links to organizational
identification. Lastly, creating an employee-centric organization requires effective communication to
ensure information dissemination through frequent information sharing between diverse departments and
levels of the hierarchy (Men & Yue, 2019). For this purpose, the top management should also share
information with lower-echelon employees and allow bottom-up opinions to form strong relationships
(Bonsu, 2020). Following from there, high-quality LMX relationships have the proper space to develop
(Lee et al., 2020). Within the leaders’ responsibility to then foster these relationships (Moye & Henkin,
2006), they should not expect all employees to respond similarly to their influence attempts but instead
assume that employees whom they trust, respect, and like more will, in turn, be more receptive to their
change leadership and more motivated to reciprocate as a result in the form of change-supportive behavior
(Michel & Tews, 2016). Specifically, leaders can enhance employees’ feelings of competence and control
by allowing them to be more involved, providing opportunities to participate in decision-making processes,
and encouraging new ideas and continuous improvement (Erttirk, 2010). Moreover, leaders should support
their employees in solving work-related problems, recognize their development potential, and invest time
and effort in building employees’ skills and knowledge by empowering them to learn new and innovative
talents for their growth (Zhao et al., 2019).

Our study’s emphasis on the moderating role of organizational identification suggests that different
levels of organizational identification require distinct change strategies. These findings resonate with the
idea that one-size-fits-all approaches may not be optimal, urging organizations to embrace flexibility in
their change management endeavors. By seamlessly integrating organizational identification evaluation,
employee mapping, tailored change strategies and change leadership training, thereby keeping an eye on
the implementation timeframe and not neglecting the importance of ongoing engagement, organizations
can strategically position themselves to navigate the complexities of current change and the ones to come.
This approach not only optimizes the impact of change leadership and LMX but also ensures that training
efforts are directed where they are most needed, resulting in a more efficient and impactful change
management process.

Limitations and Further Research Avenues

As inherent to every form of empirical research, the present study exhibits several limitations. Firstly,
the data was collected through snowball sampling, starting within the authors’ professional and personal
networks. While this approach led to a relatively fast data collection, it also constrained the generalizability
of the main findings. As people within one’s close network typically display similar characteristics, this
may result in a selection bias of the sample. Moreover, the anonymity of the data could hurt the validity
and truthfulness of the responses. Additionally, the lack of control for nationality or industry limits the
study's generalizability, as these variables might have also influenced the results. Hence, the study cannot
draw conclusions about cultural or industrial differences. Also, the sample size (n = 282) can lead to lower
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statistical power and may cause a type Il error (Burns & Burns, 2013). Lastly, the sample showed an
imbalanced gender distribution (female = 64%) and is relatively young (M = 29 years) with a rather short
tenure (M = 4 years). Derived from there, future research should target a larger, more diverse, and objective
population, thereby enhancing possible generalizations of study findings.

Secondly, the data was gathered using only self-reported measures from a single source. This approach
bears the potential limitation of common method bias. Specifically, there could be a bias in the relationship
between the different variables as respondents tend to overestimate their behaviors and attitudes (Jakobsen
& Jensen, 2015). Even though the results of the Latent Common Factor approach and the correlation matrix
suggest no such bias, it cannot be entirely ruled out. Especially the sample’s high level of change-supportive
behavior could be a case of such lenient self-assessment. However, as the constructs of organizational
identification and LMX are based on self-views, this self-reporting is considered adequate for our study.
To counteract this limitation, future studies are advised to use multiple respondents to increase the
assessment’s accuracy by pairing employees with their respective leaders to validate their perceptions of
change leadership and change-supportive behavior.

Thirdly, as only variables at the individual level of analysis were examined, investigating boundary
conditions within a multilevel study could add valuable insights. For instance, future research could explore
work climate, social support, or diversity on the team level and learning culture on the organizational level,
thereby enhancing knowledge about the social context in which employees actively support change (Tran
& Choi, 2019). Relatedly, the nature of the control variables’ influence, especially the effects of gender and
age, would be insightful to investigate in the future. A possible starting point could be the work by Hackett
et al. (2018), who investigated the effect of gender on the relationship between transformational leadership
and OCB and showed that differences in societal expectations and underlying motivation combine to make
leadership of lesser importance to OCB among females than males. Similarly, the present analyses showed
that although LMX was a significant mediator, the direct relationship between change leadership and
change-supportive behavior was also significant. This finding implies that there might be other individual-
level variables that influence this relationship and need investigation, such as trust and job satisfaction
(Nasra & Heilbrunn, 2016), psychological empowerment and proactive personality (Newman et al., 2017),
emotional intelligence (Khalili, 2017), or perceived organizational support (Asgari et al., 2008).

Fourthly, reverse causality between the different tested variables cannot be ruled out (Hughes et al.,
2018). For instance, some employees may identify more strongly with their organization because they
actively support the change it is going through. Furthermore, based on academic theory and evidence, it
was assumed that LMX and change leadership influence employees’ proactivity. However, it is also
possible that change-supportive behavior influences the leader’s treatment of employees, so the variables’
relationship could be reciprocal. This raises important concerns regarding the direction of causality
(Lazarus, 2003). Since the answers are a recollection of past events and perceptions, memory bias might
have inflated the results. Hence, scholars should examine alternative theories to inductively comprehend
this study’s findings related to the relationship between LMX and change leadership. Moreover, change
processes, especially ones such as a broad organizational transition to new working models, often take time,
and employees’ and leaders’ behaviors and perceptions might change between the beginning of the
transition and its end. A future longitudinal study could explain the variables’ development over time.

CONCLUSION

Many myths exist about change: it comes from control about every managerial detail; its prediction is
possible; it begins at the top — to name only a few (Dawson, 1997; Jarrett, 2003). Instead, change often has
unanticipated consequences and is enabled bottom-up through front-line employees. In change situations,
the order is emergent and not hierarchical. This implies that researchers have to move from a ‘puzzle
solving’ to a ‘mystery solving’ perspective as the organizational members, i.e., leaders and employees,
iteratively interact within the system so that new working patterns emerge over time (Dumas & Beinecke,
2018). Facilitating this process requires a form of a ‘container’ to hold it all together, i.e., address
differences and hurdles, amplify communication, motivate and engage employees, and strengthen the
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overall relationships and identification processes. Our article proposes that this ‘container’ is impersonated
by the leader and his/her related change leadership behaviors. Adapting to temporary crises and successfully
managing the subsequent long-term transitions towards new organizational states — such as the
implementation of hybrid working models — hinges on the proactive support of every employee involved.
Considering typically high failure rates of change programs, the question arose whether and which
leadership behaviors can effectively foster such support and meet employees’ needs. The results of our
study suggest that change leadership is suitable for facilitating the transition, working partially through
LMX. This work addressed other authors’ calls for a new practical framework and empirical evidence of
change leadership. The key to changing is to transform from a hierarchical, leader-centric management to
one that is participative and employee-centric. Creating such a culture that supports interpersonal
engagement, leading, and development of people affected by the change should be the organizations’ focus
to enable change success. In summary, our article meaningfully contributes to an enhanced understanding
of change leadership and employees’ behavioral response to their organizations’ transition to new ways of
working — thus providing valuable insights for research and practice. Our findings reinforce and link the
social exchange theory and social identity approach and consummate leadership and organizational change
literature.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We would like to thank Irina Nikolova and Therese Grohnert for their valuable contributions to this
paper through their meticulous and insightful reviews.

REFERENCES

Abrell-Vogel, C., & Rowold, J. (2014). Leaders’ commitment to change and their effectiveness in change
— A multilevel investigation. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 27(6), 900-921.

Agarwal, P. (2016). Building adaptable organisations: Role of personality and organisational tenure in
change-oriented organisational citizenship behaviour. International Journal of Strategic Change
Management, 7(1), 67-86.

Agote, L., Aramburu, N., & Lines, R. (2016). Authentic leadership perception, trust in the leader, and
followers’ emotions in organizational change processes. The Journal of Applied Behavioral
Science, 52(1), 35-63.

Ahn, M., Adamson, J., & Dornbusch, D. (2004). From leaders to leadership: Managing change. Journal
of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 10, 112-123.

Aiken, L.S., & West, S.G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and interpreting interactions. Sage
Publications, Inc.

Aitken, K., & Von Treuer, K. (2014). Organisational and leadership competencies for successful service
integration. Leadership in Health Services, 27(2), 150-180.

Aitken, K., & von Treuer, K. (2020). Leadership behaviours that foster organisational identification
during change. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 34(2), 311-326.

Algatawenah, A.S. (2018). Transformational leadership style and its relationship with change
management. Business: Theory and Practice, 19, 17-24.

Amankwah-Amoah, J., Khan, Z., Wood, G., & Knight, G. (2021). COVID-19 and digitalization: The
great acceleration. Journal of Business Research, 136, 602-611.

Anderson, D.L. (2012). Organization Development: The Process of Leading Organizational Change (2nd
ed.). Sage Publications, Inc.

Armenakis, A.A., & Harris, S.G. (2009). Reflections: Our journey in organizational change research and
practice. Journal of Change Management, 9(2), 127-142.

Armenakis, A.A., Harris, S.G., & Mossholder, K.W. (1993). Creating readiness for organizational
change. Human Relations, 46(6), 681—-703.

Journal of Organizational Psychology Vol. 24(4) 2024 51



Armenakis, P.A.A., Harris, S.G., & Feild, H.S. (2000). Paradigms in organizational change: Change agent
and change target. In Handbook of Organizational Behavior, Revised and Expanded (pp. 653—
710). Routledge.

Asgari, A., Silong, A.D., Ahmad, A., & Samah, B.A. (2008). The relationship between transformational
leadership behaviors, organizational justice, leader-member exchange, perceived organizational
support, trust in management and organizational citizenship behaviors. European Journal of
Scientific Research, 23(2), 227-242.

Ashforth, B.E., Harrison, S.H., & Corley, K.G. (2008). Identification in organizations: An examination of
four fundamental questions. Journal of Management, 34(3), 325-374.

Ashforth, B.E., & Mael, F. (1989). Social identity theory and the organization. Academy of Management
Review, 14(1), 20-39.

Atkinson, R., & Flint, J. (2001). Accessing hidden and hard-to-reach populations: Snowball research
strategies. Social Research Update, 33(1), 1-4.

Avolio, B.J., & Bass, B.M. (2002). Manual for the multifactor leadership questionnaire (Form 5X).
Mindgarden.

Avolio, B.J., Gardner, W.L., Walumbwa, F.O., Luthans, F., & May, D.R. (2004). Unlocking the mask: A
look at the process by which authentic leaders impact follower attitudes and behaviors. The
Leadership Quarterly, 15(6), 801-823.

Babcock-Roberson, M.E., & Strickland, O.J. (2010). The relationship between charismatic leadership,
work engagement, and organizational citizenship behaviors. Journal of Psychology, 144(3), 313—
326.

Barclay, D., Higgins, C., & Thompson, R. (1995). The partial least squares (PLS) approach to casual
modeling: Personal computer adoption ans use as an Illustration. Technology Studies, 2, 285-3009.

Bartsch, S., Weber, E., Bittgen, M., & Huber, A. (2020). Leadership matters in crisis-induced digital
transformation: How to lead service employees effectively during the COVID-19 pandemic.
Journal of Service Management, 32(1), 71-85.

Battilana, J., Gilmartin, M., Sengul, M., Pache, A.-C., & Alexander, J.A. (2010). Leadership
competencies for implementing planned organizational change. The Leadership Quarterly, 21(3),
422-438.

Bauer, T.N., & Green, S.G. (1996). Development of leader-member exchange: A longitudinal test.
Academy of Management Journal, 39(6), 1538-1567.

Becker, T.E. (2005). Potential problems in the statistical control of variables in organizational research: A
gualitative analysis with recommendations. Organizational Research Methods, 8(3), 274-289.

Bhal, K.T., Gulati, N., & Ansari, M.A. (2009). Leader-member exchange and subordinate outcomes: Test
of a mediation model. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 30(2), 106-125.

Biernacki, P., & Waldorf, D. (1981). Snowball sampling: Problems and techniques of chain referral
sampling. Sociological Methods & Research, 10(2), 141-163.

Blau, P.M. (1964). Exchange and power in social life. Wiley.

Bono, J.E., & Judge, T.A. (2004). Personality and transformational and transactional leadership: A meta-
analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(5), 901.

Bonsu, S. (2020). Creating an employee-centric culture in organizations. International Journal of
Business Management and Economic Review, 3(1), 276-284.

Breevaart, K., Bakker, A.B., Demerouti, E., & Van Den Heuvel, M. (2015). Leader-member exchange,
work engagement, and job performance. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 30(7), 754-770.

Brewer, M.B., & Kramer, R.M. (1986). Choice behavior in social dilemmas: Effects of social identity,
group size, and decision framing. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 50(3), 543.

Brislin, R.W. (1986). The wording and translation of research instruments. In W.J. Lonner, & J.W. Berry
(Eds.), Field methods in cross-cultural research (pp. 137-164). Sage.

Buil, I., Martinez, E., & Matute, J. (2019). Transformational leadership and employee performance: The
role of identification, engagement and proactive personality. International Journal of Hospitality
Management, 77, 64-75.

52 Journal of Organizational Psychology Vol. 24(4) 2024



Burke, W.W. (2017). Organization change: Theory and practice. Sage Publications.

Burnes, B. (2015). Understanding resistance to change—building on Coch and French. Journal of Change
Management, 15(2), 92-116.

Burnes, B., Hughes, M., & By, R.T. (2018). Reimagining organisational change leadership. Leadership,
14(2), 141-158.

Carasco-Saul, M., Kim, W., & Kim, T. (2015). Leadership and employee engagement: Proposing research
agendas through a review of literature. Human Resource Development Review, 14(1), 38-63.

Choi, M. (2011). Employees' attitudes toward organizational change: A literature review. Human
Resource Management, 50(4), 479-500.

Chou, P. (2015). Transformational leadership and employee’s behavioral support for organizational
change. European Journal of Business and Management, 7(3), 110-122.

Christ, O., Van Dick, R., Wagner, U., & Stellmacher, J. (2003). When teachers go the extra mile: Foci of
organisational identification as determinants of different forms of organisational citizenship
behaviour among schoolteachers. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 73(3), 329-341.

Christensen, M. (2014). Communication as a strategic tool in change processes. International Journal of
Business Communication, 51(4), 359-385.

Clark, S.M., Gioia, D.A., Ketchen Jr., D.J., & Thomas, J.B. (2010). Transitional identity as a facilitator of
organizational identity change during a merger. Administrative Science Quarterly, 55(3), 397—
438.

Coch, L., & French, J.R., Jr. (1948). Overcoming resistance to change. Human Relations, 1(4), 512-532.

Conger, J.A., Kanungo, R.N., & Menon, S.T. (2000). Charismatic leadership and follower effects.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 21(7), 747-767.

Corley, K.G., & Gioia, D.A. (2004). Identity ambiguity and change in the wake of a corporate spin-off.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 49(2), 173-208.

Cropanzano, R., Anthony, E., Daniels, S., & Hall, A. (2017). Social exchange theory: A critical review
with theoretical remedies. The Academy of Management Annals, 11, 1-38.

Cropanzano, R., & Mitchell, M.S. (2005). Social exchange theory: An interdisciplinary review. Journal of
Management, 31(6), 874-900.

Dansereau Jr., F., Graen, G., & Haga, W.J. (1975). A vertical dyad linkage approach to leadership within
formal organizations: A longitudinal investigation of the role making process. Organizational
Behavior and Human Performance, 13(1), 46-78.

Dawson, P. (1997). In at the deep end: Conducting processual research on organisational change.
Scandinavian Journal of Management, 13(4), 389—405.

Day, D.V., & Dragoni, L. (2015). Leadership development: An outcome-oriented review based on time
and levels of analyses. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational
Behavior, 2(1), 133-156.

Day, D.V., & Harrison, M.M. (2007). A multilevel, identity-based approach to leadership development.
Human Resource Management Review, 17(4), 360-373.

De Clercq, D., & Pereira, R. (2021). Taking the pandemic by its horns: Using work-related task conflict
to transform perceived pandemic threats into creativity. The Journal of Applied Behavioral
Science, 57(1), 104-124.

De Roeck, K., EI Akremi, A., & Swaen, V. (2016). Consistency matters! How and when does corporate
social responsibility affect employees’ organizational identification? Journal of Management
Studies, 53(7), 1141-1168.

Deluga, R.J., & Perry, J. (1991). The relationship of subordinate upward influencing behaviour,
satisfaction and perceived superior effectiveness with leader—member exchanges. Journal of
Occupational Psychology, 64(3), 239-252.

Dienesch, R.M., & Liden, R.C. (1986). Leader-member exchange model of leadership: A critique and
further development. Academy of Management Review, 11(3), 618-634.

Dirks, K.T., & Ferrin, D.L. (2002). Trust in leadership: Meta-analytic findings and implications for
research and practice. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(4), 611.

Journal of Organizational Psychology Vol. 24(4) 2024 53



Dukerich, J.M., Golden, B.R., & Shortell, S.M. (2002). Beauty is in the eye of the beholder: The impact
of organizational identification, identity, and image on the cooperative behaviors of physicians.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 47(3), 507-533.

Dulebohn, J.H., Bommer, W.H., Liden, R.C., Brouer, R.L., & Ferris, G.R. (2012). A meta-analysis of
antecedents and consequences of leader-member exchange: Integrating the past with an eye
toward the future. Journal of Management, 38(6), 1715-1759.

Dumas, C., & Beinecke, R.H. (2018). Change leadership in the 21st century. Journal of Organizational
Change Management, 31(4), 867-876.

Dutton, J.E., Dukerich, J.M., & Harquail, C.V. (1994). Organizational images and member identification.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 239-263.

Edwards, M.R., & Peccei, R. (2010). Perceived organizational support, organizational identification, and
employee outcomes: testing a simultaneous multifoci model. Journal of Personnel Psychology,
9(1), 17.

Eisenbeiss, S.A., van Knippenberg, D., & Boerner, S. (2008). Transformational leadership and team
innovation: Integrating team climate principles. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(6), 1438.

El Badawy, T.A., Trujillo-Reyes, J.C., & Magdy, M.M. (2017). The demographics’ effects on
organizational culture, organizational citizenship behavior and job satisfaction: Evidence from
Egypt and Mexico. Business and Management Research, 6(1), 28-41.

Erdogan, B., Liden, R.C., & Kraimer, M.L. (2006). Justice and leader-member exchange: The moderating
role of organizational culture. Academy of Management Journal, 49(2), 395-406.

Ertlrk, A. (2010). Exploring predictors of organizational identification: Moderating role of trust on the
associations between empowerment, organizational support, and identification. European Journal
of Work and Organizational Psychology, 19(4), 409-441.

Faupel, S., & SUR, S. (2019). The effect of transformational leadership on employees during
organizational change — an empirical analysis. Journal of Change Management, 19(3), 145-166.

Ford, J.D., & Ford, L.W. (2012). The leadership of organization change: A view from recent empirical
evidence. In A.B. Shani, W.A. Pasmore, & R.W. Woodman (Eds.), Research in Organizational
Change and Development (pp. 1-36). Emerald Group Publishing Limited.

Ford, J.K., Lauricella, T.K., Van Fossen, J.A., & Riley, S.J. (2021). Creating energy for change: The role
of changes in perceived leadership support on commitment to an organizational change initiative.
Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 57(2), 153-173.

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D.F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable variables
and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(1), 39-50.

Frazier, P.A., Tix, A.P., & Barron, K.E. (2004). Testing moderator and mediator effects in counseling
psychology research. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 51(1), 115.

Georgalis, J., Samaratunge, R., Kimberley, N., & Lu, Y. (2015). Change process characteristics and
resistance to organisational change: The role of employee perceptions of justice. Australian
Journal of Management, 40(1), 89-113.

Gerstner, C.R., & Day, D.V. (1997). Meta-Analytic review of leader-member exchange theory:
Correlates and construct issues. Journal of Applied Psychology, 82(6), 827.

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.

Gill, R. (2002). Change management - or change leadership? Journal of Change Management, 3(4), 307—
318.

Gouldner, A.W. (1960). The norm of reciprocity: A preliminary statement. American Sociological
Review, pp. 161-178.

Graen, G.B., & Uhl-Bien, M. (1995). Relationship-based approach to leadership: Development of leader-
member exchange (LMX) theory of leadership over 25 years: Applying a multi-level multi-
domain perspective. The Leadership Quarterly, 6(2), 219-247.

54 Journal of Organizational Psychology Vol. 24(4) 2024



Hackett, R.D., Wang, A.C., Chen, Z., Cheng, B.S., & Farh, J.L. (2018). Transformational leadership and
organisational citizenship behaviour: A moderated mediation model of leader-member-exchange
and subordinates’ gender. Applied Psychology, 67(4), 617-644.

Haddon, L., & Lewis, A. (1994). The experience of teleworking: An annotated review. International
Journal of Human Resource Management, 5(1), 193-223.

Hair, J., Black, W., Babin, B., & Anderson, R. (2014). Multivariate Data Analysis (vol. 7). Pearson
Education Limited.

Han, Y., Sears, G., & Zhang, H. (2018). Revisiting the “give and take” in LMX. Personnel Review, 47(2),
555-571.

Harris, T.B., Li, N., & Kirkman, B.L. (2014). Leader—-member exchange (LMX) in context: How LMX
differentiation and LMX relational separation attenuate LMX's influence on OCB and turnover
intention. The Leadership Quarterly, 25(2), 314-328.

Haslam, S.A. (2004). Psychology in Organizations. Sage.

Haslam, S.A., & Ellemers, N. (2011). Identity processes in organizations. In Handbook of identity theory
and research (pp. 715-744). Springer.

Hayes, A.F. (2017). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis: A
regression-based approach (2 ed.). Guilford Publications.

He, H., & Brown, A.D. (2013). Organizational identity and organizational identification: A review of the
literature and suggestions for future research. Group & Organization Management, 38(1), 3-35.

Helpap, S. (2016). The impact of power distance orientation on recipients’ reactions to participatory
versus programmatic change communication. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 52(1),
5-34.

Herold, D.M., Fedor, D.B., Caldwell, S., & Liu, Y. (2008). The effects of transformational and change
leadership on employees’ commitment to a change: A multilevel study. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 93(2), 346.

Herscovitch, L., & Meyer, J.P. (2002). Commitment to organizational change: Extension of a three-
component model. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(3), 474.

Higgs, M., & Rowland, D. (2011). What does it take to implement change successfully? A study of the
behaviors of successful change leaders. Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 47(3), 309-335.

Hogg, M.A., & Terry, D.I. (2000). Social identity and self-categorization processes in organizational
contexts. Academy of Management Review, 25(1), 121-140.

Hogg, M.A., Terry, D.J., & White, K.M. (1995). A tale of two theories: A critical comparison of identity
theory with social identity theory. Social Psychology Quarterly, 255-269.

Hughes, D.J., Lee, A,, Tian, AW., Newman, A., & Legood, A. (2018). Leadership, creativity, and
innovation: A critical review and practical recommendations. The Leadership Quarterly, 29(5),
549-569.

Hughes, M. (2018). Reflections: Studying organizational change leadership as a subfield. Journal of
Change Management, 18(1), 10-22.

lannotta, M., Meret, C., & Marchetti, G. (2020). Defining leadership in smart working contexts: A
concept synthesis. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 556933.

llies, R., Nahrgang, J.D., & Morgeson, F.P. (2007). Leader-member exchange and citizenship behaviors:
A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(1), 269-277.

Jakobsen, M., & Jensen, R. (2015). Common method bias in public management studies. International
Public Management Journal, 18(1), 3-30.

Jaleha, A.A., & Machuki, V.N. (2018). Strategic leadership and organizational performance: A critical
review of literature. European Scientific Journal, 14(35), 124-149.

James, W. (1890). The consciousness of self, principles of psychology. In Hutchins, R.M. (Ed.), Great
Books of the Western World. Encyclopaedia Britannica.

Jarrett, M. (2003). The seven myths of change management. Business Strategy Review, 14(4), 22—-29.

Jiménez, M. (2018). Leadership style, organizational performance, and change through the lens of
emotional intelligence. Foundations of Management, 10(1), 237-250.

Journal of Organizational Psychology Vol. 24(4) 2024 55



Jones, E., Watson, B., Gardner, J., & Gallois, C. (2004). Organizational communication: Challenges for
the new century. Journal of Communication, 54(4), 722—750.

Kahn, W.A. (1990). Psychological conditions of personal engagement and disengagement at work.
Academy of Management Journal, 33(4), 692-724.

Khalili, A. (2017). Transformational leadership and organizational citizenship behavior: The moderating
role of emotional intelligence. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 38(7), 1004—
1015.

Kim, T.G., Hornung, S., & Rousseau, D.M. (2011). Change-supportive employee behavior: Antecedents
and the moderating role of time. Journal of Management, 37(6), 1664—1693.

Klein, K.J., & Sorra, J.S. (1996). The challenge of innovation implementation. Academy of Management
Review, 21(4), 1055-1080.

Kniffin, K.M., Narayanan, J., Anseel, F., Antonakis, J., Ashford, S.P., Bakker, A.B., ... Choi, V.K.
(2021). COVID-19 and the workplace: Implications, issues, and insights for future research and
action. American Psychologist, 76(1), 63.

Kooij, D.T. (2020). The impact of the Covid-19 pandemic on older workers: The role of self-regulation
and organizations. Work, Aging and Retirement, 6(4), 233-237.

Korte, R. (2007). A review of social identity theory with implications for training and development.
Journal of European Industrial Training, 31, 166-180.

Lazarus, R.S. (2003). Does the positive psychology movement have legs? Psychological Inquiry, 14(2),
93-109.

Lee, A., Lyubovnikova, J., Tian, A.W., & Knight, C. (2020). Servant leadership: A meta-analytic
examination of incremental contribution, moderation, and mediation. Journal of Occupational
and Organizational Psychology, 93(1), 1-44.

Lee, A., Martin, R., Thomas, G., Guillaume, Y., & Maio, G. R. (2015). Conceptualizing leadership
perceptions as attitudes: Using attitude theory to further understand the leadership process. The
Leadership Quarterly, 26(6), 910-934.

Leonard, A., & Grobler, A.F. (2006). Exploring challenges to transformational leadership communication
about employment equity: Managing organizational change in South Africa. Journal of
Communication Management, 10(4), 390-406.

Lines, R. (2005). The structure and function of attitudes toward organizational change. Human Resource
Development Review, 4(1), 8-32.

Liu, Y., Fuller, B., Hester, K., Bennett, R.J., & Dickerson, M.S. (2018). Linking authentic leadership to
subordinate behaviors. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 39(2), 218-233.

Loi, R., Chan, KW., & Lam, L.W. (2014). Leader—-member exchange, organizational identification, and
job satisfaction: A social identity perspective. Journal of Occupational and Organizational
Psychology, 87(1), 42-61.

Lowry, P.B., & Gaskin, J. (2014). Partial least squares (PLS) structural equation modeling (SEM) for
building and testing behavioral causal theory: When to choose it and how to use it. IEEE
Transactions on Professional Communication, 57(2), 123-146.

Luo, W., Song, L.J., Gebert, D.R., Zhang, K., & Feng, Y. (2016). How does leader communication style
promote employees’ commitment at times of change? Journal of Organizational Change
Management, 29(2), 242—-262.

Ma, X., & Jiang, W. (2018). Transformational leadership, transactional leadership, and employee
creativity in entrepreneurial firms. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 54(3), 302-324.

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.

Maitlis, S., & Sonenshein, S. (2010). Sensemaking in crisis and change: Inspiration and insights from
Weick (1988). Journal of Management Studies, 47(3), 551-580.

Martin, R., Guillaume, Y., Thomas, G., Lee, A., & Epitropaki, O. (2016). Leader—member exchange
(LMX) and performance: A meta-analytic review. Personnel Psychology, 69(1), 67-121.

56 Journal of Organizational Psychology Vol. 24(4) 2024



Mehboob, F., & Othman, N. (2020). Examining the links leading to behavioral support for change: An
expectancy theory perspective. International Journal of Social Sciences and Economic Review,
pp. 1-8.

Men, L.R., & Yue, C.A. (2019). Creating a positive emotional culture: Effect of internal communication
and impact on employee supportive behaviors. Public Relations Review, 45(3), 101764.

Meyer, J.P., Stanley, D.J., Herscovitch, L., & Topolnytsky, L. (2002). Affective, continuance, and
normative commitment to the organization: A meta-analysis of antecedents, correlates, and
consequences. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 61(1), 20-52.

Michaelis, B., Stegmaier, R., & Sonntag, K. (2009). Affective commitment to change and innovation
implementation behavior: The role of charismatic leadership and employees’ trust in top
management. Journal of Change Management, 9(4), 399-417.

Michel, J.W., & Tews, M.J. (2016). Does leader—-member exchange accentuate the relationship between
leader behaviors and organizational citizenship behaviors? Journal of Leadership &
Organizational Studies, 23(1), 13-26.

Mishra, M. (2022, September 14). End of COVID pandemic is 'in sight' -WHO Chief. Thomson Reuters.

Mitchell, M.S., Cropanzano, R.S., & Quisenberry, D.M. (2012). Social exchange theory, exchange
resources, and interpersonal relationships: A modest resolution of theoretical difficulties. In
Handbook of Social Resource Theory (pp. 99-118). Springer.

Molino, M., Ingusci, E., Signore, F., Manuti, A., Giancaspro, M.L., Russo, V., . .. Cortese, C.G. (2020).
Wellbeing costs of technology use during Covid-19 remote working: An investigation using the
Italian translation of the technostress creators scale. Sustainability, 12(15), 5911.

Morgan, D., & Zeffane, R. (2003). Employee involvement, organizational change and trust in
management. International Journal of Human Resource Management, 14(1), 55-75.

Moye, M.J., & Henkin, A.B. (2006). Exploring associations between employee empowerment and
interpersonal trust in managers. Journal of Management Development, 25(2), 101-117.

Nandedkar, A., & Brown, R.S. (2018). Transformational leadership and positive work outcomes: A
framework exploring the role of LMX and distributive justice. International Journal of
Organization Theory & Behavior, 21(4), 315-327.

Nasra, M.A., & Heilbrunn, S. (2016). Transformational leadership and organizational citizenship behavior
in the Arab educational system in Israel: The impact of trust and job satisfaction. Educational
Management Administration & Leadership, 44(3), 380-396.

Newman, A., Schwarz, G., Cooper, B., & Sendjaya, S. (2017). How servant leadership influences
organizational citizenship behavior: The roles of LMX, empowerment, and proactive personality.
Journal of Business Ethics, 145(1), 49-62.

Nortier, F. (1995). A new angle on coping with change: Managing transition! Journal of Management
Development, 14(4), 32—46.

Nunnally, J.C., & Bernstein, 1.H. (1994). Psychometric Theory. McGraw-Hill.

O'Donnell, M., Yukl, G., & Taber, T. (2012). Leader behavior and LMX: A constructive replication.
Journal of Managerial Psychology, 27(2), 143-154.

Onyeneke, G.B., & Abe, T. (2021). The effect of change leadership on employee attitudinal support for
planned organizational change. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 34(2), 403-415.

Oreg, S., Bartunek, J.M., Lee, G., & Do, B. (2018). An affect-based model of recipients’ responses to
organizational change events. Academy of Management Review, 43(1), 65-86.

Oreq, S., & Berson, Y. (2019). Leaders’ impact on organizational change: Bridging theoretical and
methodological chasms. Academy of Management Annals, 13(1), 272-307.

Oreg, S., Vakola, M., & Armenakis, A. (2011). Change recipients’ reactions to organizational change: A
60-year review of quantitative studies. Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 47(4), 461-524.

Organ, D.W. (1997). Organizational citizenship behavior: It's construct clean-up time. Human
Performance, 10(2), 85-97.

Journal of Organizational Psychology Vol. 24(4) 2024 57



Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., & Bommer, W.H. (1996). Transformational leader behaviors and
substitutes for leadership as determinants of employee satisfaction, commitment, trust, and
organizational citizen. Journal of Management, 22(2), 259-298.

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Moorman, R.H., & Fetter, R. (1990). Transformational leader
behaviors and their effects on followers' trust in leader, satisfaction, and organizational
citizenship behaviors. The Leadership Quarterly, 1(2), 107-142.

Pradies, C., Aust, ., Bednarek, R., Brandl, J., Carmine, S., Cheal, J., ... L&, J.K. (2021). The lived
experience of paradox: How individuals navigate tensions during the pandemic crisis. Journal of
Management Inquiry, 30(2), 154-167.

Pratt, M.G., Schultz, M., Ashforth, B.E., & Ravasi, D. (2016). Organizational identity: Mapping where
we have been, where we are, and where we might go. In The Oxford Handbook of Organizational
Identity (pp. 1-19). Oxford University Press.

Rafferty, A.E., & Minbashian, A. (2019). Cognitive beliefs and positive emotions about change:
Relationships with employee change readiness and change-supportive behaviors. Human
Relations, 72(10), 1623-1650.

Ravasi, D., & Schultz, M. (2006). Responding to organizational identity threats: Exploring the role of
organizational culture. Academy of Management Journal, 49(3), 433-458.

Reed, B.N., Klutts, A.M., & Mattingly, T.J. (2019). A systematic review of leadership definitions,
competencies, and assessment methods in pharmacy education. American Journal of
Pharmaceutical Education, 83(9).

Reissner, S.C. (2010). Change, meaning and identity at the workplace. Journal of Organizational Change
Management, 23(3), 287-299.

Reuter, D. (2024). Amazon drops the hammer on remote work and orders employees back to the office 5
days a week starting in January. Business Insider. Retrieved September 18, 2024, from
https://www.businessinsider.com/amazon-ceo-return-to-office-mandate-5-days-week-2024-9.

Richardson, H.A., Simmering, M.J., & Sturman, M.C. (2009). A tale of three perspectives: Examining
post hoc statistical techniques for detection and correction of common method variance.
Organizational Research Methods, 12(4), 762-800.

Riketta, M. (2005). Organizational identification: A meta-analysis. Journal of Vocational Behavior,
66(2), 358-384.

Scandura, T.A., & Graen, G.B. (1984). Moderating effects of initial leader—member exchange status on
the effects of a leadership intervention. Journal of Applied Psychology, 69(3), 428.

Schinoff, B.S., Rogers, K.M., & Corley, K.G. (2016). How do we communicate who we are. In M.G.
Pratt, G., Schultz, M., Ashforth, B.E., & Ravasi, D. (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of
Organizational ldentity (pp. 219-238), Oxford University Press.

Schyns, B. (2002). Uberpriifung einer deutschsprachigen Skala zum Leader-Member-Exchange-Ansatz
[Testing a German scale for the Leader-Member-Exchange-Approach]. Zeitschrift fur
Differentielle und Diagnostische Psychologie, 23(2), 235-245.

Scott, M.E. (2020). Identifying barriers to organizational identification among low-status, remote
healthcare workers. Communication Studies, 71(4), 685-698.

Shamir, B., House, R.J., & Arthur, M.B. (1993). The motivational effects of charismatic leadership: A
self-concept based theory. Organization Science, 4(4), 577-594.

Shin, J., Taylor, M.S., & Seo, M.-G. (2012). Resources for change: The relationships of organizational
inducements and psychological resilience to employees' attitudes and behaviors toward
organizational change. Academy of Management Journal, 55(3), 727-748.

Smircich, L., & Morgan, G. (1982). Leadership: The management of meaning. Journal of Applied
Behavioral Science, 18(3), 257-273.

Spagnoli, P., Molino, M., Molinaro, D., Giancaspro, M.L., Manuti, A., & Ghislieri, C. (2020).
Workaholism and technostress during the COVID-19 emergency: The crucial role of the leaders
on remote working. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 620310.

58 Journal of Organizational Psychology Vol. 24(4) 2024



Sparrowe, R.T., & Liden, R.C. (1997). Process and structure in leader-member exchange. Academy of
Management Review, 22(2), 522-552.

Spicer, A. (2020). Organizational culture and COVID-19. Journal of Management Studies, 57(8), 1737—
1740.

Stoker, J.1., Garretsen, H., & Lammers, J. (2022). Leading and working from home in times of COVID-
19: On the perceived changes in leadership behaviors. Journal of Leadership & Organizational
Studies, 29(2), 208-218.

Stouten, J., Rousseau, D.M., & De Cremer, D. (2018). Successful organizational change: Integrating the
management practice and scholarly literatures. Academy of Management Annals, 12(2), 752—-788.

Szabla, D.B. (2007). A multidimensional view of resistance to organizational change: Exploring
cognitive, emotional, and intentional responses to planned change across perceived change
leadership strategies. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 18(4), 525-558.

Tajfel, H., Turner, J.C., Austin, W.G., & Worchel, S. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict.
In Worchel, W.G.A.S. (Eds.), The Social Psychology of Group Relations (pp. 33-47). Brooks-
Cole.

Thielsch, M.T., Roseler, S., Kirsch, J., Lamers, C., & Hertel, G. (2021). Managing pandemics—demands,
resources, and effective behaviors within crisis management teams. Applied Psychology, 70(1),
150-187.

Tienari, J., & Vaara, E. (2016). Identity construction in mergers and acquisitions. In M.G. Pratt, M.
Schultz, B.E. Ashforth, & D. Ravasi (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Organizational Identity (pp.
455-473), Oxford University Press.

Tran, T.B.H., & Choi, S.B. (2019). Effects of inclusive leadership on organizational citizenship behavior:
The mediating roles of organizational justice and learning culture. Journal of Pacific Rim
Psychology, 13, el7.

Turner, J.C. (1981). The experimental social psychology of intergroup behaviour. In J.C. Turner & H.
Giles (Eds.), Intergroup Behaviour. Blackwell.

Turner, J.C., Hogg, M.A., Oakes, P.J., Reicher, S.D., & Wetherell, M.S. (1987). Rediscovering the social
group: A self-categorization theory. Blackwell.

van Dick, R., Grojean, M.W., Christ, O., & Wieseke, J. (2006). Identity and the extra mile: Relationships
between organizational identification and organizational citizenship behaviour. British Journal of
Management, 17(4), 283-301.

van Dick, R., & Kerschreiter, R. (2016). The social identity approach to effective leadership: An
overview and some ideas on cross-cultural generalizability. Frontiers of Business Research in
China, 10(3), 363.

van Dyne, L., & LePine, J.A. (1998). Helping and voice extra-role behaviors: Evidence of construct and
predictive validity. Academy of Management Journal, 41(1), 108-119.

van Knippenberg, D. (2016). Making sense of who we are. In M.G. Pratt, M. Schultz, B.E. Ashforth, &
D. Ravasi (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Organizational Identity (pp. 335-350). Oxford
University Press.

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), 457-4717.

van Knippenberg, D., & Van Schie, E.C. (2000). Foci and correlates of organizational identification.
Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 73(2), 137-147.

Whelan-Berry, K.S., & Somerville, K.A. (2010). Linking change drivers and the organizational change
process: A review and synthesis. Journal of Change Management, 10(2), 175-193.

Wildman, J.L., Nguyen, D.M., Duong, N.S., & Warren, C. (2021). Student teamwork during COVID-19:
Challenges, changes, and consequences. Small Group Research, 52(2), 119-134.

Journal of Organizational Psychology Vol. 24(4) 2024 59



Wortler, B., Van Yperen, N.W., & Barelds, D.P. (2021). Do blended working arrangements enhance
organizational attractiveness and organizational citizenship behaviour intentions? An individual
difference perspective. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 30(4), 581—
599.

Wren, J., & Dulewicz, V. (2005). Leader competencies, activities and successful change in the Royal Air
Force. Journal of Change Management, 5(3), 295-3009.

Xu, E., Huang, X., Lam, C.K., & Miao, Q. (2012). Abusive supervision and work behaviors: The
mediating role of LMX. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 33(4), 531-543.

Yukl, G. (2012). Effective leadership behavior: What we know and what questions need more attention.
Academy of Management Perspectives, 26(4), 66-85.

Yukl, G., O'Donnell, M., & Taber, T. (2009). Influence of leader behaviors on the leader-member
exchange relationship. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 24(4), 289-299.

Zhao, H., Liu, W., Li, J., & Yu, X. (2019). Leader—-member exchange, organizational identification, and
knowledge hiding: The moderating role of relative leader-member exchange. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 40(7), 834-848.

60 Journal of Organizational Psychology Vol. 24(4) 2024





