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CHAPTER 2 

 

 

THE DIFFERENTIAL EFFECTS OF TRANSFORMATIONAL 
LEADERSHIP ON MULTIPLE IDENTIFICATIONS AT WORK : 

A META-ANALYTIC MODEL 2 

  

                                                 
2 I am particularly thankful to Diana Boer, Astrid C. Homan, and Sven C. Voelpel for co-authoring this 
manuscript. 
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ABSTRACT 

Employees’ identifications entail a valuable asset for modern organizations and 

identification research has stressed the necessity to distinguish identifications according to 

their focus (i.e., organizational, team, or leader identification). Interestingly, 

transformational leadership (TFL) has been proposed to unfold its effects through 

transforming followers’ identifications and could thus be a powerful way to actively 

manage identification. However it remains unclear whether TFL affects identifications with 

different foci similarly or whether it predominantly influences a specific focus. To resolve 

this puzzle, we conduct three meta-analyses (k = 53; N = 15,491) and found that TFL is 

more strongly associated with leader than with organizational or team identification. 

Presenting a comprehensive model of TFL’s effects on identifications, we further show that 

the relationships between TFL and collective identifications (i.e., organizational or team 

identification) are mediated by leader identification, illustrating that relational identification 

plays a crucial role in subsequently shaping collective identifications. Implications for 

research and practice are discussed. 
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INTRODUCTION  

Identification relates employees to different aspects of their work context, such as the 

organization, the team, or the leader (i.e., foci of identification; Van Dick, 2001), and 

occurs when beliefs about another person or group become self-referential or self-defining 

(Pratt, 1998). Previous research demonstrated that identification enhances various 

organizational outcomes, such as performance, extra-role behavior, and employee retention 

(e.g., Kraus et al., 2012; Riketta, 2005), as well as well-being and satisfaction for the 

individual employee (e.g., Becker, 1992; Van Dick & Haslam, 2012). However, 

identification scholars have often stressed the importance of separating identifications 

according to their focus: It is important to know what the employee identifies with as 

identification shapes employees’ behaviors in such a way that the goals of the identification 

target are respected or internalized. Consequently, identifications with different foci have 

been shown to be related to outcomes differentially (Liu et al., 2010; Riketta & Van Dick, 

2005; Van Knippenberg & Van Schie, 2000). The question of how identification with 

different foci can be facilitated is therefore of great interest to both researchers and 

practitioners. 

Interestingly, many leadership theories argue that leaders influence their followers 

mainly by shaping their identifications (e.g., Lord et al., 1999; Reicheret al., 2005; Shamir 

et al., 1993). Especially charismatic-transformational leadership behaviors3 (hereafter 

referred to as TFL; Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978; Conger & Kanugo, 1994), which go beyond 

pure exchange relationships and produce extra-ordinary effects on followers, have often 

been empirically linked to identification, proposing identification as one important mediator 

of TFL’s effects on outcomes (e.g., Kark et al., 2003; Shamir, Zakay, Brainin, & Popper, 

2000; Walumbwa, Avolio, & Zhu, 2008). Yet, previous empirical work has not 
                                                 
3 We acknowledge that there are conceptual differences among different theories. However, they also share 
substantial conceptual overlap (House & Shamir, 1993; Van Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013). In the following, 
we will therefore use the label “transformational leadership” (TFL) in an inclusive sense, also referring to 
other charismatic-transformational leadership behaviors. 
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systematically addressed the different foci of identification. Whereas some researchers have 

argued that TFL makes employees feel as part of the larger collective and work towards the 

team’s or organization’s goal (e.g., Kark et al., 2003; Shamir, Zakay, Breinin, & Popper, 

1998), others have emphasized the dyadic relationship between the leader and the follower 

(e.g., Hughes & Avey, 2009; Walumbwa & Hartnell, 2011). The question therefore arises 

whether TFL shapes identifications uniformly or whether it is stronger associated with 

relational or collective foci of identification. 

Bringing these two streams of research together, the goal of this study is to shed light 

on the multiple relationships between TFL and identification with the leader, the team, and 

the organization in a meta-analytic framework and thus to make three important 

contributions. First, with respect to TFL, we point to the importance of distinguishing 

identification according to its focus and explore whether TFL similarly affects different foci 

of identification. In this respect, we integrate the diverging theoretical arguments (i.e., the 

collective vs. the relational reasoning) and establish leader identification as the primary 

outcome of TFL vis-à-vis collective identifications. Second, we contribute to the 

identification literature in that we explore TFL as a powerful proximal antecedent of the 

various identifications. To date, the TFL-identification relationship has only been 

considered from a leadership perspective, thereby missing the potential to use TFL for the 

management of follower’s identifications. Finally, we integrate these insights by providing 

a comprehensive model indicating how TFL consecutively influences identifications with 

the various foci under study. 

Social Identification 

The concept of social identification is grounded in the social identity theory (Tajfel & 

Turner, 1986) and links the individual to its social environment. Specifically, identifications 

partially answer the question “Who am I?” and refer to the extent to which individuals 

define themselves in terms of relationships to others or groups (Brewer & Gardner, 1996; 



CHAPTER 2 
 

43 

Cooper & Thatcher, 2010; Pratt, 1998). Two broad levels of social identifications are 

distinguished: Collective identification describes the identification with a group, whereas 

relational identification occurs when one specific other person is integrated into the self-

concept (Brewer & Gardner, 1996).  

Modern organizations offer a variety of identification targets, so-called foci, for their 

employees at both levels, such as the organization as a whole, the team, or the leader (e.g., 

Van Dick, 2001). On a conceptual level, identification implies that the unique set of values 

and goals associated with this specific focus of identification is integrated into the self and 

will guide future behavior accordingly (Ellemers & Rink, 2005). Also empirically, 

identifications with different foci are related, yet separable constructs in confirmatory factor 

analyses (e.g., Liu et al., 2010; Van Dick, Wagner, Stellmacher, & Christ, 2004), which are 

differentially related to antecedents and outcomes (Olkkonen & Lipponen, 2006; Riketta & 

Van Dick, 2005). Therefore, it is of utmost importance to take the focus into account when 

studying identification (Albert et al., 2000). Initially, researchers have only considered one 

focus of identification at a time and only recently have begun to systematically investigate 

identifications with different foci simultaneously (e.g., Johnson et al., 2006; Olkkonen & 

Lipponen, 2006; Van Knippenberg & Van Schie, 2000). We follow this line of research and 

study the three most prominent foci of identification in TFL research simultaneously: team 

and organizational identification, jointly referred to as collective identifications, and leader 

identification (relational identification). 

Transformational Leadership and Follower Identification 

The social identity approach has been applied to leadership phenomena in a wide 

variety of ways and different theories, such as the self-concept based theory of leadership 

(Shamir et al., 1993), the self-concept leadership theory (Lord et al., 1999), or the social 

identity approach to leadership (Haslam et al., 2011; Reicher et al., 2005), suggest a close 

association between leadership and follower identification (see also Van Knippenberg, Van 
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Knippenberg, De Cremer, & Hogg, 2004). More specifically, all of these theories propose 

that leaders are effective by shaping follower self-concept. For instance, Reicher et al. 

(2005) stated that “the transformative potential of leaders lies in their ability to define 

shared social identities” (p. 560). 

Transformational leaders in particular have been proposed to influence their followers 

through processes of identification and internalization (Bass, 1985, 1998). X. Wang and 

Howell (2012) argued that “the ability to influence different aspects of the followers’ self-

concept may be one of the mechanisms through which transformational leadership produces 

its effects” (p. 777). Indeed, when followers identify with another person or group of 

people, this entity becomes an important part of their self-concept. As a result, the salience 

of goals and tasks pertaining to that identity is elevated and followers are motivated to 

contribute to them in order to act in a self-consistent manner (Cooper & Thatcher, 2010).  

Transformational leadership has theoretically been argued to operate via collective 

identification (i.e., organizational or team identification) or relational identification (i.e., 

leader identification). Empirically, most prior research has investigated TFL related to 

identification with the leader, the team, or the organization separately, reporting positive 

relationships with any of these identifications (e.g., Martin & Epitropaki, 2001; Walumbwa 

et al., 2008; Walumbwa & Hartnell, 2011). Moreover, some researchers proposed that TFL 

might have dual effects (Kark & Shamir, 2007) in that it appeals to both the team and the 

individual member and enables the leader to promote relational and collective 

identifications at the same time (Kark et al., 2003). Corroborating this idea, some studies 

found indeed that TFL exhibited positive relationships to both leader and team 

identification (e.g., Kark et al., 2003; Liu et al., 2010; X. Wang & Howell, 2012; J. B. Wu, 

Tsui, & Kinicki, 2010). Our study extends this prior research by proposing differential 

effects of TFL on identifications drawing on theory from both the TFL and the 

identification literature.  
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Transformational Leadership and Different Levels of Identification 

Collective identification: Organizational and team identification. TFL is often 

proposed to derive its effectiveness from its impact on followers’ collective identification 

(e.g., Kark et al., 2003; Van Knippenberg et al., 2004). Many transformational leadership 

behaviors are directed to the group of followers as such (Kark & Shamir, 2002) and focus 

on the group as a positive and distinct entity with shared past experiences and a shared 

future (Klein & House, 1995; Mumford, 2006). By articulating a compelling vision (i.e., 

idealized influence) transformational leaders particularly appeal to followers’ needs for 

affiliation, as they provide meaning for their group of followers as a whole (Mumford, 

2006), and offer guidance by advocating a joint distal goal (Klein & House, 1995). 

Additionally, the vision serves to align followers’ values with those of the team or 

organization, while inspirational motivation emphasizes the group’s unique qualification to 

perform well (Yukl, 2013). As such, TFL highlights similarities between followers and 

enables them to realize that they are part of an attractive group that is bigger than 

themselves (X. Wang & Howell, 2012), which ultimately motivates followers to transcend 

their self-interest and pursue the goals of their team or organization (Chang & Johnson, 

2010; Kark et al., 2003; Shamir et al., 1993). In sum, TFL behaviors raise the salience of 

followers’ group membership and underscore the attractiveness of being a group member 

(Hobman, Jackson, Jimmieson, & Martin, 2011) and should thus foster collective 

identifications. 

Hypothesis 1: TFL is positively related to collective identification with (a) the 

organization and (b) the team. 

Relational identification: Leader identification. The relevance of relational 

identification with the leader in TFL processes is highlighted by both early psychoanalytic 

theories (e.g., Kets de Vries, 1988) and socio-cognitive theories (Conger & Kanugo, 1998; 

Hughes & Avey, 2009). Remarkably, the very concept of TFL stems from studying 
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outstanding leaders (e.g., Burns, 1978; House, 1977), highlighting their extraordinary 

qualities (e.g., Bass, 1998; Conger, Kanugo, & Menon, 2000; Hughes & Avey, 2009) and 

“charismatic, exemplary, and exceptional […] relation to their peers” (Cregan, Bartram, & 

Stanton, 2009, p. 704). Transformational leaders employ a highly personalized style 

through communicating their values and vision, inspiring motivation, and providing 

followers with meaning and challenges (Shamir et al., 1993; Walumbwa & Hartnell, 2011; 

Yukl, 1999). They are, for instance, proactive, change-oriented, and encourage followers to 

give up old ways of thinking (Conger & Kanugo, 1987; Walumbwa et al., 2008). 

Consequently, old guidelines and norms lose their influence and the leader serves as a new 

point of reference, which makes followers develop a strong bond with the leader. 

Furthermore, transformational leaders excellently fulfill their leadership role and “connect 

individually with the followers” (Hughes & Avey, 2009, p. 542). They pay attention to 

individual needs, offer support and consideration, and develop and empower followers 

(Bass, 1985; Shin & Zhou, 2003; Walumbwa & Hartnell, 2011). This in turn prompts 

followers to accept the leader’s role model, which implies that followers “mold their 

beliefs, feelings, and behaviors according to those of the leader” (Kark et al., 2003, p. 247). 

Thus, TFL behaviors both demonstrate the leader’s positive personal attributes and 

highlight the role-relationship between leader and follower, which jointly are the basis of 

strong leader identifications (Sluss & Ashforth, 2007). 

Hypothesis 2: TFL is positively related to relational identification with the leader. 

Comparing TFL’s Effects on Collective vs. Relational Identification. 

Most prior studies have been limited to examining identification with only one focus 

and the focus is usually not selected based on a specific theoretical rationale. The 

identification literature clearly suggests that identifications should be distinguished 

according to their foci, however it remains unclear whether TFL similarly influences these 

identifications.  
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Although TFL has been related to both relational and collective levels of 

identification, empirical research has primarily focused on the collective level (Carmeli et 

al., 2011; Hogg, 2001) and most studies have considered the link between TFL and 

organizational identification (Walumbwa et al., 2008). Yet, early theoretical reasoning on 

TFL highlighted that leader identification is likely the primary mechanism through which 

TFL operates (e.g., Conger & Kanugo, 1987). 

In line with this argument, Kark and Shamir (2002) found stronger effects of TFL on 

leader identification than on group identification in an explorative analysis. According to 

their reasoning, TFL is exhibited by – and therefore closely tied to – the leader, thus 

rendering leader identification a very proximal outcome, while collective identifications are 

more distal and should be susceptible to a larger number of other influence factors besides 

leadership behavior (paralleling the idea of the bandwidth-fidelity-dilemma in personality 

research; Cronbach & Gleser, 1965).  

Similarly, the correspondence of focus (Van Dick et al., 2004) in identification 

research suggests that the effects of identification on outcomes are strongest when 

identification and the outcome correspond in level. Extending this reasoning to antecedents 

of identification, the strongest associations can be expected when antecedent and 

identification share the same focus. In this respect, TFL corresponds with leader 

identification in focus and should thus shape identification with the leader more strongly 

than identification with the team or the organization. 

In fact, it might seem self-evident that leader identification is a more proximal 

outcome of TFL than collective identifications and that TFL exhibits the strongest 

association with leader identification. Nevertheless, given that research on TFL has focused 

almost exclusively on collective identifications, it is essential to direct research attention to 

leader identification as a primary outcome. Taken these arguments together, we revive the 

leader as an important focus in TFL and propose that TFL has stronger effects on relational 
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identification than on collective identifications. 

Hypothesis 3: TFL is more strongly related toleader identification than to 

 (a) organizational identification and (b) team identification. 

Leader Identification Mediates the Effect of TFL on Collective Identification 

Extending the reasoning above, relational identification might drive the effects of TFL 

on more collective identification foci. Supporting this proposition, TFL’s positive effects on 

outcomes have been argued to emerge in followers’ relation to their leader, rather than 

stemming from the leadership behavior per se (Conger et al., 2000; Klein & House, 1995). 

In fact, TFL is characterized by a strong emotional relationship between leader and 

followers (Cregan et al., 2009), in which leaders serve as important sensegivers (Epitropaki, 

2013). As such, the relationship with the leader serves as a lens through which the whole 

work experience is perceived (Seers & Graen, 1984): Leaders represent the collective to the 

individual follower (Eisenberger, Stinglhamber, Vandenberghe, Sucharski, & Rhoades, 

2002), act on behalf of the organization (Carmeli et al., 2011), and are responsible for 

integrating the individual into the team and the organization (Lord & Brown, 2001). 

Consequently, identification with leader might be necessary to shape more collective foci of 

identification.  

Furthermore, Lord et al. (1999) have suggested that leadership sequentially 

contributes to identification development with different foci. Whereas interpersonal 

concerns and relational identifications are considered first, collective identifications are 

developed thereafter based on relational identification. Similarly, Carmeli et al. (2011) 

contended that relational identification with the leader fosters perceptions of oneness with 

the organization. That is, followers need to incorporate the leader first, before the leader’s 

mission for the group also becomes part of the self-concept and is effective in shaping 

collective identifications. Leader identification can thus be considered a prerequisite for the 

leader’s ability to shape followers’ collective identifications through TFL. We therefore 
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posit a meditational role of relational identification in the relationship between TFL and 

collective identifications.  

Hypothesis 4: Leader identification mediates the relationships between TFL and 

identification with (a) the organization and (b) the team. 

METHOD  

We conducted three separate meta-analyses to test our hypotheses: a preliminary 

meta-analysis addressing interrelations between identifications with the different foci and 

two main meta-analyses investigating associations between TFL and identifications. First, 

the preliminary analysis was conducted to examine the association strength between 

identifications under study (i.e., organizational identification, team identification, and 

leader identification). Moderate correlations would provide additional evidence for the 

underlying assumption that identifications with different foci are indeed distinct. Second, a 

meta-analysis on overall TFL and identification foci served to test our hypotheses (Meta-

Analysis 1) and was used for the main data analysis. Finally, we cross-validated these 

results and explore potential differential effects of subfacets of TFL on identifications 

(Meta-Analysis 2), as TFL is composed of the subfacets idealized influence, inspirational 

motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration. 

Literature Search and Inclusion Criteria 

Preliminary meta-analysis: Identifications with different foci. We conducted a 

literature search to identify studies reporting on the intercorrelations among identifications. 

First, we searched for relevant literature combining the key words organizational 

identification, organisational identification, work group identification, team identification, 

unit identification, relational identification, and leader identification in a multi-database 

search (Academic Search Premier; Business Source Premier; EconLit; PsycInfo). This 

literature search produced 289 results. Furthermore, we searched for additional information 



MANAGING IDENTIFICATION AT WORK 

50 

on these relationships using the same key words in Google Scholar and sent a request to 

share data via the Academy of Management’s “Organizational Behavior Division Listserv”. 

Of the retrieved studies we excluded all papers that did not study the variables of 

interest to our meta-analysis as well as theoretical or review papers. We included studies 

reporting at least one association between identifications with the organization, the team, or 

the leader (e.g., correlation, regression coefficients, or path coefficients). If necessary 

statistical information was not provided, the missing information was requested from the 

corresponding author. In total, 26 studies with k = 29 samples were included in this 

preliminary meta-analysis (N = 8,397). Identification was most frequently measured by 

Mael and Ashforth’s (1992, 1995) scale. Researchers usually used parallel versions of the 

same scale to assess identifications with different foci (i.e., replace the word “organization” 

by “team” or “leader”). 

Meta-Analyses 1 and 2: TFL and identification. We searched for relevant literature 

using the same search strategy as outlined above, but this time including leadership as an 

additional keyword. This initial multi-database search produced over 1,600 results. The 

inclusion criteria paralleled the ones described above. We thus included studies that 

reported at least one relationship between TFL and identification with the organization, the 

team, or the leader.4 A total of 48 studies with k = 53 samples were included in these two 

meta-analyses. The studies’ sample sizes ranged from 50 to 945, resulting in a total sample 

of N =15,491. 

Again, most studies assessed identification using Mael and Ashforth’s (1992, 1995) 

scale. Single studies used different identification measures, such as scales developed by 

Smidts, Pruyn, and Van Riel (2001) or Ellemers, Kortekaas, and Ouwerkerk (1999). TFL 

was most commonly studied using the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ; Bass 
                                                 
4 We later excluded two additional papers that initially fit our selection criteria. We excluded a paper by 
Epitropaki (2003) from our analysis as the data provided was the same as in the paper by Epitropaki and 
Martin (2005). Additionally, we did not include the data from Humphrey (2012) as all provided correlations 
with organizational identification were in counter-intuitive direction (e.g., negative correlation with OCB and 
positive correlation with laissez-faire). 
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& Avolio, 1995). Other TFL measures included the scales by Podsakoff, MacKenzie, 

Moorman, and Fetter (1990) or by Conger and Kanugo (1994, 1998). The majority of 

studies used follower ratings (89%) to assess TFL, whereas the remaining studies used 

experimental manipulations or other ratings. None of the studies relied on leader self-report 

ratings. 

Whereas some studies reported an overall TFL measure, others stated relationships 

between subfacets of TFL and identification. Recently, researchers have voiced some 

concern about the overall TFL concept as such and suggested that different subfacets of 

TFL might affect outcomes differentially (Van Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013). We therefore 

conducted two separate meta-analyses on (1) associations between overall TFL and 

identification (Meta-Analysis 1) and (2) associations between the subfacets of TFL and 

identification (Meta-Analysis 2). For the first meta-analysis, 37 studies with 41 samples 

were coded (N = 13,075), whereas 16 studies with 17 samples (N = 3,245) were coded for 

Meta-Analysis 2. Of these, five studies and samples reported both the relationship of 

overall TFL and TFL subfacets with identification and were included in both datasets.5 

Coding 

We distinguished identifications according to their focus. Consequently, we coded 

identification with the organization, the team (including work group and work unit), and the 

leader (including supervisor) as separate variables for all three meta-analyses. 

Samples including associations between overall measures of TFL and identification 

were coded into Meta-Analysis 1. For Meta-Analysis 2, we coded four distinct subfacets of 

TFL, namely idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and 

individualized consideration (cf. Van Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013). Scales measuring 

vision (articulation), ideological emphasis, role model, exemplary behavior, and acceptance 

                                                 
5 An overview of the studies included in the three meta-analyses is not presented due to space limitations but 
can is included in the appendix of this dissertation. 
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of group goals were coded as idealized influence. Scales including high performance 

expectations, inspirational communication, and self-sacrifice were coded as inspirational 

motivation. The intellectual stimulation subfacet contained subscales of engaging in 

unconventional behavior and not maintaining the status quo. Finally, supportive leadership 

behaviors, personal recognition, sensitivity to members’ needs, and individualized support 

were subsumed under individualized consideration. 

For all studies, we coded study and sample characteristics such as study method (e.g., 

survey, experiment), design (cross-sectional vs. longitudinal), and level of analysis 

(individual vs. group), number of participants, response rate, male percentage, mean age, 

and mean organizational tenure as well as first author’s affiliation and year of publication. 

We used Pearson’s correlation coefficient r to code the relationships of interest. When other 

statistics were provided, the effect size was transformed into r (
errdfF

F

+
=r , Rosenthal 

& DiMatteo, 2001).  

The first author coded all studies and resolved any ambiguities with co-authors 

through consensus. Additionally, a second trained independent rater coded about 10% of 

the samples (study characteristics and effect sizes) from all datasets, resulting in 91% inter-

rater agreement.  

Study Characteristics 

Preliminary meta-analysis. Table 2.1 presents an overview of the study 

characteristics for the preliminary meta-analysis. The majority of the included studies were 

cross-sectional surveys conducted in business environments. The research was published 

between 1994 and 2013 and about half of them had a European first author affiliation. 

Participants were on average 37.01 years old (SD = 7.12), and had an organizational tenure 

of 5.67 years (SD = 3.71). The samples consisted on average of 54% men (SD = 25%) and 

had a response rate of 56% (SD = 21%). 
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Table 2.1 

Summary of Study Characteristics for Preliminary Meta-Analysis on Intercorrelations 

among Identifications with Different Foci (k = 29) 

Variable Value SD Min Max 

Year of publication 2007 5.07 1994 2013 

Age 37.01 7.12 24.0 46.0 

Male Percentage  54% 25% 4% 88% 

Response rate 56% 21% 27% 90% 

Organizational tenure 5.67 3.71 0.1 13.6 

Affiliate author 

North America 

Europe 

Others 

 

5 

15 

9 

   

Type of study 

Survey 

Others 

 

29 

0 

   

Level of Analysis 

Individual 

Group 

 

27 

2 

   

Sector 

Business 

Other  

 

18 

11 

   

Design 

Cross-sectional 

Longitudinal 

 

29 

0 

   

Parallel Instruments 

Same scales used 

Different scales used 

 

23 

6 

   

Note. For categorical variables, numbers in tables represent frequencies of reports for 

the variables. 
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Table 2.2 

Summary of Study Characteristics for Meta-Analysis 1 (MA 1; k = 41) and 2 (MA 2; 

k = 17) on the relationships between Transformational Leadership and Identification 

Variable Dataset M SD Min Max 

Year of Publication MA 1 

MA 2 

2009 

2006 

4.70 

5.71 

1992 

1992 

2014 

2013 

Age MA 1 

MA 2 

35.79 

38.37 

5.91 

8.76 

21.80 

20.00 

47.50 

45.80 

Male Percentage  MA 1 

MA 2 

52% 

64% 

24% 

28% 

5% 

17% 

92% 

100% 

Response rate MA 1 

MA 2 

66% 

65% 

20% 

19% 

26% 

36% 

96% 

79% 

Organizational tenure MA 1 

MA 2 

7.19 

7.67 

3.67 

4.85 

1.6 

2.5 

15.0 

15.3 

Affiliation of First 

Author 

North America 

Europe 

Others 

MA 1 

13 

16 

12 

MA 2 

4 

9 

4 

  

Type of Study a 

Survey 

Others 

MA 1 

41 

0 

MA 2 

13 

3 

  

Level of Analysis b 

Individual 

Group 

MA 1 

37 

5 

MA 2 

15 

2 

  

Sector a 

Business 

Other 

MA 1 

29 

10 

MA 2 

10 

5 

  

Design 

Cross-sectional 

Longitudinal 

MA 1 

30 

11 

MA 2 

15 

2 

  

Note. For categorical variables, numbers in tables represent frequencies. a The frequencies 

do not add to 41 (MA 1) or 17 (MA 2) as not all studies reported the respective 

information. b One study analyzed the data both on the individual and group level. 
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Meta-Analyses 1 and 2. Table 2.2 shows the study characteristics pertaining to 

identification and TFL (Meta-Analyses 1 and 2). As can be seen from the table, both 

datasets are comprised mainly of survey studies (Meta-Analysis 1: 100%; Meta-Analysis 2: 

81%), were primarily conducted in the business context (Meta-Analysis 1: 74%; Meta-  

Analysis 2: 67%), and used cross-sectional designs (Meta-Analysis 1: 73%; Meta-Analysis 

2: 88%) The studies were published between 1992 and 2014 and first authors came roughly 

in equal parts from North America, Europe, and other parts of the world. The overall 

samples had a mean age between 35 and 40 years and had worked for their organization for 

about 7 years. The samples contained slightly above 50% males and yielded average 

response rates around 65%. 

Data Analysis 

Overall effect sizes. We calculated sample size weighted effect sizes (r) using 

random effects models. Additionally, we corrected raw correlations for the reliability of the 

respective scales (
yx

xyr

αα *
rcxy = , Spearman, 1904) and calculated an attenuated random 

effect size for each association. Following common meta-analytic procedure, we assessed 

the homogeneity of effect sizes and in case of heterogeneity, sources of variability are 

assessed in moderator analyses. The overall effect sizes allowed the evaluation of 

Hypotheses 1 and 2 and served as input information for further analyses in meta-analytic 

structural equation modeling testing hypotheses 3 and 4. 

Meta-analytic structural equation modeling (MASEM). As Hypotheses 3 and 4 

propose more complex models, meta-analytic structural equation modeling (MASEM) was 

conducted. MASEM combines classical meta-analysis with structural equation modeling, 

which allows, among others, for a direct comparison of paths’ strengths or the testing of 

complex models with several interdependent outcomes (Geiser, 2010). Furthermore, 

structural equation modeling enables researchers to simultaneously take correlations among 
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study variables into account, thus counterbalancing potential endogeneity effects 

(Antonakis, Bendahan, Jacquart, & Lalive, 2010).  

We followed the two-step MASEM procedure proposed by Cheung and Chan (2005). 

First, the pair-wise correlations are established meta-analytically. The resulting correlation 

matrix of all variables is then used in structural equation modeling. Consequently, we used 

all meta-analytically generated correlations (identifications with the leader, the team, and 

the organization, and TFL) as well as the harmonic mean calculated from the overall 

sample sizes associated with each meta-analytic correlation as input information, following 

recent suggestions by Landis (2013).6 Within this MASEM framework, we then tested 

Hypotheses 3 and 4. 

To test Hypothesis 3 we fitted a model in which all three identifications are regressed 

on TFL simultaneously and calculated Wald Chi-square tests to assess whether the 

associations between TFL and the three forms of identification are equally strong. If the test 

is significant, the null-hypothesis (two paths are of equal strength) will be rejected and 

Hypothesis 3 would be supported. For Hypothesis 4, we tested a structural model in which 

leader identification mediates the effects of TFL on organizational and team identification 

and assessed the overall fit as well as indirect effects of TFL on organizational and team 

identification via leader identification (Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007). Additionally, we 

report 95% confidence intervals for indirect effects using a Monte Carlo simulation 

(MacKinnon, Lockwood, & Williams, 2004; Selig & Preacher, 2008), which provides a test 

of whether leader identification mediates the associations between TFL and collective 

identifications. 

                                                 
6 The result patterns remain stable when performing the same analyses based on attenuated correlations 
instead of raw correlations as effect sizes. 
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RESULTS 

Meta-Analytic Correlations  

Preliminary meta-analysis. The pooled correlations among identifications with 

different foci show that they are indeed only moderately related (Table 2.3) as all three 

meta-analytic correlations are of medium size (Cohen, 1992). Identifications with the three 

foci thus appear to be related but distinct constructs that warrant further investigation. 

Furthermore, two of the three meta-analytic correlations were heterogeneous  

 (Q[df = 7] = 25.22, p < .001 and Q[df = 21] = 182.02, p < .001). Thus, we conducted 

moderator analyses to test whether study characteristics, such as year of publication, study 

design, or response rate, could account for some of the heterogeneity. These moderator 

analyses indicated that some study characteristics, such as sample age or year of 

publication, might act as moderators (maximal β = .79). However, when controlling for the 

significant moderators via a multiple regression procedure, the meta-analytic correlations of 

interest did not change substantially (all ∆r < .07), so that we used the raw effect sizes for 

further analyses.7  

Meta-Analysis 1. All pooled correlations between overall TFL and identification with 

all three foci were positive and the corresponding 95% confidence intervals (CI) excluded 

zero, thus attesting to the statistical significance of the meta-analytic correlations (Table 

2.3). The results indicate that TFL had medium sized effects on organizational and team 

identification and a large effect on leader identification, respectively (Cohen, 1992). Thus, 

Hypotheses 1 and 2 received support.  

As all three correlations were heterogeneous (all Qs > 21.44, all ps < .03), we again 

conducted moderator analyses to assess potential moderating effects of the coded study 

characteristics. The results revealed once more that controlling for the influence of 

                                                 
7Complete results of the moderator analyses for heterogeneous effects are not included due to space 
limitations and can be obtained upon request.. 
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Table 2.3  

Overview over the Meta-Analytic Correlations including Associated Number of 

Samples, and Total Sample Sizes, 95% Confidence Intervals, and Attenuated Mean 

Effect Sizes 

Study Relationship k N ES r      95% CI ES rc 

Preliminary meta-analysis on intercorrelations among identifications with different foci 

Org id – Team id 22 5753 .41 .33 .49 .49 

Org id – Leader id 8 2443 .47 .39 .55 .54 

Team id – Leader id 5 2053 .50 .44 .56 .58 

Meta-Analysis 1 on the relationship between overall TFL and identification 

Overall TFL – Org id 27 7669 .37 .32 .42 .43 

Overall TFL – Team id 12 4728 .34 .30 .38 .39 

Overall TFL – Leader id 13 4909 .60 .53 .68 .66 

Meta-Analysis 2 on the relationship between subfacets of TFL and identification 

I-influence – Org id 5 1407 .33 .28 .38 .38 

I-influence – Team id 5 1398 .33 .26 .40 .39 

I-influence – Leader id 4 1618 .57 .45 .70 .66 

I-motivation – Org id 6 1632 .33 .26 .39 .40 

I-motivation – Team id 7 1643 .34 .24 .44 .40 

I-motivation – Leader id 4 1618 .49 .39 .60 .59 

I-stimulation – Org id 5 1559 .28 .23 .33 .36 

I-stimulation – Team id 4 1327 .18 .07 .30 .24 

I-stimulation – Leader id 3 1075 .46 .40 .52 .63 

I-consideration – Org id 7 1879 .32 .26 .38 .36 

I-consideration – Team id 4 1327 .30 .25 .35 .35 

I-consideration – Leader id 5 1809 .56 .45 .66 .62 

Note. i-influence – idealized influence; i-motivation – inspirational motivation;  

i-stimulation – intellectual stimulation; i-consideration – individualized consideration;  

org id – organizational identification; team id – team identification; leader id – 

identification with the leader. 
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significant moderators via multiple regression did not change the effect sizes of interest 

substantially (all ∆rs < .01).  

Meta-Analysis 2. To cross-validate the results, we calculated meta-analytic 

correlations between subfacets of TFL and identification and explored potential differential 

effects of TFL’s subfacets on identification. Again, all pooled correlations were positive 

and 95% CIs excluded zero, demonstrating the statistical significance of the effects (Table 

2.3). The effect sizes for subfacets of TFL and identification tend to be slightly smaller than 

for overall TFL, exhibiting small to medium sized effects on organizational and team 

identification and medium to large effects on leader identification, respectively (Cohen, 

1992). In line with Meta-Analysis 1, these results support Hypotheses 1 and 2. With respect 

to subfacets of TFL, no apparent differences in the correlation patterns were detected when 

evaluating the effect sizes and the corresponding 95% CIs. 

Heterogeneity tests demonstrated that five of the twelve effect sizes were 

heterogeneous (significant Qs > 12.28, significant ps < .01). As for the other meta-analyses, 

we conducted moderator analyses of the study characteristics. When statistically controlling 

for significant moderators, the meta-analytic correlations of interest again did not change 

substantially (all ∆r < .07).  

Comparing the Strength of Meta-Analytic Correlations between TFL and 

Identifications 

Meta-Analysis 1: Overall TFL. First indications supporting Hypothesis 3 can be 

found in Table 2.3: the meta-analytic correlation of overall TFL and leader identification is 

larger than the ones between overall TFL and organizational or team identification, and the 

95% CIs around the respective pooled effect sizes do not overlap. Furthermore, we 

statistically tested the hypothesis by conducting separate Wald Chi-square tests in MASEM 

to compare the strength of TFL’s associations with (a) organizational identification versus 

leader identification and (b) team identification versus leader identification. Results show 
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that the relationship between overall TFL and leader identification is stronger than the 

relationship between overall TFL and organizational identification (χ2(1) = 195.04, 

p < .001) and between overall TFL and team identification (χ2(1) = 269.21, p < .001), thus 

supporting Hypothesis 3. 

Meta-Analysis 2: Subfacets of TFL. As can be seen from Table 2.3, the associations 

between subfacets of TFL and leader identification are stronger than the corresponding 

ones to team or organizational identification, and the 95% CIs do not overlap in three of the 

four cases. The results of the Wald Chi-square tests in MASEM show that for all four 

subfacets the pooled correlation with leader identification is significantly larger than the 

ones with team or organization identification (all χ
2(1) > 47.53; all ps < .001). Taken 

together these results offer strong support for Hypothesis 3. Again, based on these results, 

no evidence indicating differential patterns of TFL’s subfacets was found. 

Mediation Analysis in Meta-Analytic Structural Equation Modeling 

Meta-Analysis 1: Overall TFL. We tested the proposed overall model (Hypothesis 

4), stating that leader identification mediates the relationship between TFL and 

organizational identification as well as the relationship between TFL and team 

identification. We first specified the model to contain the paths from TFL to leader 

identification and from leader identification to team and organizational identification. The 

overall fit was satisfactory (χ2(2) = 61.51, RMSEA = .09, SRMR = .03, TLI = .95, 

CFI = .99), even though the RMSEA is slightly above the recommended cut-off criteria of 

.08 (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). However, the RMSEA might be misleading when the 

degrees of freedom are small as in our model (Kenny, Kaniskan, & McCoach, 2011). The 

proposed overall model can therefore be regarded as acceptable. All path coefficients of the 

model (.47 to .60; all ps < .001) and both indirect effects (TFL to organizational 

identification: 0.28; p < .001, 95% CI [0.26, 0.30]; TFL to team identification: 0.30, 

p < .001, 95% CI [0.28, 0.32]) were substantial, thus supporting Hypothesis 4. 



CHAPTER 2 
 

61 

 

Furthermore, we explored additional direct effects of TFL on team or organizational 

identification, which would indicate partial mediation. As the models are nested, we used 

the Chi-square difference test to examine the superiority of the model when the direct path 

is added. Figure 2.1 shows the final model pertaining to overall TFL and identification, 

which exhibited a better fit when the direct path from TFL to organizational identification 

was added (χ2(1) = 12.40, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .01, TLI = .98, CFI = 1.00; ∆χ2/ ∆df = 

49.12, p < .001). An additional direct path from TFL to team identification did not improve 

model fit (χ2(1) = 58.12, RMSEA = .12, SRMR = .03, TLI = .91, CFI = .99; ∆χ2/ ∆df  = 

3.40, p = .07).  

Meta-Analysis 2: Subfacets of TFL. We performed the same analyses using the four 

subfacets of TFL instead of the overall TFL measure. Hence, we tested TFL’s indirect 

effects on team and organizational identification via leader identification first and then 

checked for additional direct effects on team and organizational identification. The results 

indicate that leader identification mediates TFL’s relationships with team and 

organizational identification also for the four subfacets of TFL. Again, as Figure 2.2 

 

Figure 2.1. Results of the structural model of the effects of overall transformational 

leadership (TFL) on organizational and team identification via leader identification.  

N = 3713, ** p < .001. Both indirect effects are significant and small to medium sized 

(TFL � organizational identification: point estimate: 0.24**, 95% CI: [0.21; 0.26]; 

TFL � team identification: point estimate: 0.30**, 95% CI: [0.28; 0.32]). 
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No model fit computable, df = 0, N = 1929; indirect effects: No model fit computable, df = 0, N = 1769; indirect effects: 

TFL � organizational identification: 0.24**, 95% CI: [0.21; 0.27]; TFL � organizational identification: 0.20**, 95% CI: [0.17; 0.23]; 

TFL � team identification: 0.26**, 95% CI: [0.23; 0.30]. TFL � team identification: 0.24**; 95% CI: [0.21; 0.27]. 

  
No model fit computable, df = 0, N = 2065; indirect effects: χ2(1)= 1.61, RMSEA = .02; SRMR = .01; TLI = 1.00; CFI = 1.00;  

TFL � organizational identification0.20**, 95% CI: [0.17; 0.23]; N = 2066; indirect effects: 

TFL � team identification: 0.22**, 95% CI: [0.19; 0.24]. TFL � organizational identification: 0.24**; 95% CI: [0.21; 0.27]; 

 TFL � team identification: 0.28**; 95% CI: [0.25; 0.31]). 

Figure 2.2. Results of the structural model of the effects of transformational leadership’s subfacets on organizational and team identification via 

leader identification.  

Note. * p < .01; ** p < .001 
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illustrates, all paths pertaining to the indirect effect are medium to large (Cohen, 1992) and 

significant. All hypothesized indirect effects are small and significant (TFL subfacets to 

organizational identification via leader identification: 0.20-0.24, ps < .001, 95% CIs [0.17-

0.21; 0.23-0.27]; TFL subfacets to team identification via leader identification: 0.22-0.28, 

ps < .001, 95% CIs [0.19-0.25; 0.24-.31]). As for the overall TFL model, the additional 

direct paths from TFL to organization identification are (very) small (.08 to .13). Moreover, 

a second direct path from TFL to team identification emerged as significant with (very) 

small effect sizes (-.06 to .13) for 3 of the 4 models. While we found positive direct effects 

of idealized influence and inspirational motivation on team identification, the direct effect 

of intellectual stimulation on team identification was negative. In sum, the four mediation 

models of TFL’s subfacets support Hypothesis 4 and cross-validate our results found for 

overall TFL 

Alternative models. First, we tested a model in which overall TFL predicted leader 

identification, which in turn predicted team identification and subsequently led to 

organizational identification (Alternative 1). This model reflects the nested structure of the 

several identifications moving from more proximal to more distal foci of identification (i.e., 

the leader is part of the team, which is part of the organization; cf. Ashforth & Johnson, 

2001). This model did not fit the data well (χ2(3) = 504.87, RMSEA = .21, SRMR = .12, 

TLI = .74, CFI = .87). Second, we followed prior findings regarding TFL’s parallel 

influence on leader and team identification (Kark et al., 2003; X. Wang & Howell, 2012; J. 

B. Wu et al., 2010) and examined whether TFL simultaneously fosters leader and team 

identification (Alternative 2). As employees directly interact with both their leader and their 

team in their everyday work experiences, identification with these two foci might in turn 

shape employees’ organizational identification. Again, the results indicated a poor model fit 

(χ2(3) = 836.36, RMSEA = .27, SRMR = .13, TLI = .57, CFI = .79). We thus conclude that 
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Table 2.4  

Overview over Model Fit Indices for Proposed Indirect Model and Alternative Models 

 χ
2 df RMSEA SRMR CFI TLI N 

Overall TFL        

Proposed Model 61.51 2 0.09 0.03 0.95 0.99 3713 

Alternative 1 504.87 3 0.21 0.12 0.74 0.87 3713 

Alternative 2 836.36 3 0.27 0.13 0.57 0.79 3713 

Idealized influence        

Proposed Model 18.11 2 0.07 0.02 0.98 0.99 1929 

Alternative 1 248.44 3 0.21 0.11 0.74 0.87 1929 

Alternative 2 420.92 3 0.27 0.13 0.56 0.78 1929 

Inspirational 

motivation 

       

Proposed Model 55.57 2 0.11 0.04 0.91 0.97 2065 

Alternative 1 302.14 3 0.22 0.12 0.67 0.84 2065 

Alternative 2 424.12 3 0.26 0.12 0.54 0.77 2065 

Intellectual stimulation        

Proposed Model 24.27 2 0.08 0.03 0.95 0.99 1769 

Alternative 1 236.20 3 0.21 0.10 0.69 0.84 1769 

Alternative 2 553.71 3 0.32 0.16 0.26 0.63 1769 

Individualized Consideration 

Proposed Model 12.73 2 0.05 0.02 0.98 1.00 2066 

Alternative 1 259.42 3 0.20 0.11 0.74 0.87 2066 

Alternative 2 498.78 3 0.28 0.13 0.51 0.75 2066 
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the tested alternative models do not explain the data better than our proposed model and 

enhance the confidence in our results. 

Finally, we also tested the two alternative models for the subfacets of TFL. As for the 

overall TFL dataset, neither of the alternative models fit the data better than the 

hypothesized model (see Table 2.4 for an overview). Consequently, the results of the 

subfacets’ models underscore the proposed indirect effects of TFL on team and 

organizational identification via leader identification. 

DISCUSSION 

Much TFL research has theoretically and empirically linked TFL to identification as a 

way to attain the effects of TFL on distal outcomes (Conger & Kanugo, 1987; Shamir et al., 

1993), rendering identification a proximal consequence of TFL. However, it has remained 

unclear whether TFL similarly influences identifications with different foci, even though 

the distinction of identification foci has been strongly advocated by identification 

researchers. Furthermore, understanding how proximal antecedents can be used to actively 

manage employees’ identifications is a crucial endeavor for researchers and practitioners in 

order to benefit from the multiple positive outcomes associated with identification. 

Combining the lines of identification research and TFL research, our meta-analysis sheds 

new light on the relationships between TFL and identification with the organization, the 

team, and the leader. Although TFL is positively associated with all three foci of 

identification and thus apt to shape identifications with different foci, it is most strongly 

related to leader identification. Furthermore, our results demonstrate that leader 

identification (partially) mediates the effects of TFL on collective identifications, 

suggesting that leader identification acts as a mechanism through which leaders are able to 

influence collective identifications. Supplementary analyses show that these results also 

apply to the four subfacets of TFL with essential similarities in the result patterns for the 

different subfacets. 
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Theoretical Implications 

Our meta-analysis summarizes the large body of research findings on TFL and 

identification and provides insights into the complex consequences of TFL. In this respect, 

the proposed model indicates that TFL primarily shapes leader identification, which then in 

turn affects collective types of identification, such as team and organizational identification. 

These meta-analytic results are in line with Lord et al.’s (1999) proposition that leadership 

usually shapes relational identifications before collective identifications. Furthermore, they 

corroborate exploratory analyses demonstrating a mediating effect of leader identification 

on the relationship between TFL and collective identification (Carmeli et al., 2011; 

Hobman et al., 2011), whereas they differ from prior research showing parallel effects of 

TFL on leader and team identification (Kark et al., 2003; Lian et al., 2011; Liu et al., 2010; 

X. Wang & Howell, 2012; J. B. Wu et al., 2010). Consequently, the presented findings 

offer a novel integration of TFL’s effects on identification into a comprehensive model and 

enable a better understanding of the multiple processes triggered by TFL. Through 

highlighting leader identification as the mediating mechanism, the results suggest that the 

focus on the leader prominent in early work on TFL (e.g., Burns, 1978; Conger & Kanugo, 

1987) should be revived and stress the dyadic dimension of TFL. In particular, our results 

call for a shift from focusing on collective identification to broader approaches 

underscoring the importance of relational identification with the leader.  

The presented model could also guide researchers in carefully selecting a focus of 

identification to study depending on their research question and the expected underlying 

process. More specifically, research on TFL’s dyadic processes and outcomes might want 

to focus on leader identification. Collective identification, in contrast, is needed when 

collective effects are the main focus of the research question (cf. Van Dick et al.’s [2004] 

work on the correspondence of focus in identification). Whenever it is feasible, however, 

we would recommend considering multiple foci of identification simultaneously in order to 
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capture the complex processes involved. 

Furthermore, we followed Van Knippenberg and Sitkin’s (2013) recent call to 

specifically consider the subfacets of TFL by cross-validating our results with a second 

dataset of associations between subfacets of TFL and identifications. The general model, 

which entails leader identification as the mediator between TFL and collective 

identifications, also emerges for all four subfactes of TFL with path coefficients of similar 

strength, rendering us very confident in this finding. However, contrary to other research 

(e.g., Hobman et al., 2011; X. Wang & Howell, 2012), our results show only limited 

evidence for differential effects of TFL’s four subfacets, as the four models only differed 

slightly with respect to the additional direct effects of TFL subfacets on collective 

identifications. Interestingly, some prior research has associated group-focused TFL 

exclusively with team identification (at the team level) and individual-focused leadership 

only with leader identification (Tse & Chiu, 2014; X. Wang & Howell, 2012; J. B. Wu et 

al., 2010). Whereas this implies two mutually exclusive paths of distinct subfacets, our 

results hint at a more complex relationship between group-focused and individual-focused 

aspects of TFL and identification. Yet, these results should be treated with caution, as the 

number of primary samples, on which the effect sizes are based, is small. Therefore, more 

research that specifically focuses on TFL’s subfacets or group-focused vs. individual-

focused TFL is needed to further explore communalities and differences in their influence 

on identifications. 

Furthermore, the presented findings also make important contributions with respect to 

the social identity approach to leadership (Haslam et al., 2011). First, our meta-analyses 

channel back the large body of research on TFL and identifications to inform about TFL-

identification relationships. Thereby, the findings provide meta-analytic support for the 

suggestion that leadership affects follower identification (Lord et al., 1999). Second, our 

results refine this approach by highlighting different foci of identification, as TFL does not 
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affect identification with the leader, the team, and the organization equally. Consequently, 

identification foci need to be distinguished in order to adequately represent the effects of 

leadership on identification. 

Finally, our results also contribute to the identification literature. The meta-analytic 

correlations between identifications with different foci are of medium size and 

heterogeneous. This finding corroborates the understanding that identifications with 

different foci are related, yet separable constructs (e.g., Van Dick, 2001). Hence, the 

question arises how identifications with different foci converge (Sluss and Ashforth, 2007). 

Interestingly, our presented model offers a first answer to this question by suggesting that 

relational identification enables the leader to shape collective identifications (Howell & 

Shamir, 2005). This implies that a transformational leader can, for instance, transmit his or 

her own organizational and team identification to followers (Schuh, Zhang, Egold, Graf, 

Pandey, & Van Dick, 2011) and might thus align followers’ leader, team, and 

organizational identifications through the same leadership behavior. Finally, our meta-

analysis draws the attention of identification scholars and practitioners to transformational 

leadership as a crucial antecedent to actively shape employees’ identifications. 

Limitations and Future Research 

While our presented research contributes valuable insights by meta-analytically 

combining the available research findings on TFL’s impact on identification with different 

foci within a broader, overarching model, it also has several limitations that should be 

noted. First, our analyses are based on primary research that is mostly survey data, and no 

causal inferences can be drawn from it. However, several reasons suggest that common 

method bias is unlikely the primary driver of the results. First, our hypotheses were 

carefully derived from existing research on TFL and identification. Second, when 

controlling for study design (cross-sectional vs. longitudinal) as a moderator, the obtained 

meta-analytic effect sizes were not altered substantially. Finally, common method bias 
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cannot account for differential effects (Van Knippenberg & Sleebos, 2006). Nevertheless, 

additional multi-wave longitudinal field studies or (quasi-)experimental work should be 

conducted to further validate this model.  

Future research could, for instance, study newly built teams across several time 

points, thus not only testing the validity of the proposed model but also shedding further 

light on the temporal development of identifications. This would be particularly interesting 

as prior research has demonstrated that it takes time for TFL to unfold its effects on 

followers (e.g., Hoffman, Bynum, Piccolo, & Sutton, 2011), while similarly identification 

has been argued to develop over time (e.g., Jones & Hamilton Volpe, 2011; L. G. E. Smith 

et al., 2013). Applying these thoughts to the presented model and drawing on Lord et al.’s 

(1999) proposition that leader identification is developed earlier than collective 

identifications, it might first take time to build up leader identification. Once established, 

leader identification might already affect outcomes specifically associated with it (e.g., 

speaking up to the leader; Liu et al., 2010). However, only after leader identification has 

developed, collective identifications can be shaped over time and can then affect behaviors 

such as extra-role behavior towards the team (e.g., Riketta & Van Dick, 2005). 

Another limitation of the present study is that we were not able to account for the 

nested structure of organizations, teams, and leaders. Three prior studies that have reported 

parallel effects of TFL on team and leader identification have applied multi-level modeling 

techniques (Kark et al., 2003; X. Wang & Howell, 2012; J. B. Wu et al., 2010). We 

acknowledge that relationships at one level do not necessarily generalize to another level in 

an isomorphic way (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Further research is thus called for to 

investigate whether the presented model also holds for different levels of analysis and 

should attempt to integrate our results with the prior ones by testing a model in which (a) 

leader identification mediates TFL effects on collective identifications and (b) 

identifications with different foci differentially affect outcomes (potentially at different 
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levels). 

Finally, the meta-analytically calculated effect sizes were heterogeneous. On the one 

hand, heterogeneity indicates that our data captures a wide range of employee populations, 

which can also be seen from the study characteristics. As we still find a strong and robust 

model, this speaks in favor of both the validity and generalizability of the presented 

findings. On the other hand, heterogeneity also signals that moderators might influence the 

effects sizes. In this regard, statistically controlling for significant moderators did not 

notably alter the resulting effects sizes. Thus, study characteristics are unlikely the most 

important source of the observed heterogeneity of effects and other moderators, such as 

interindividual differences or context variables, might have an effect on the presented 

relationships. With respect to interindividual differences, people differ in their general 

tendency to conceptualize their self at the individual, interpersonal, or collective level 

(Cooper & Thatcher, 2010; Epitropaki, 2013). People who tend to conceptualize their self 

more strongly at the interpersonal or collective level might be especially receptive to TFL’s 

influences on these particular identifications, thus exhibiting stronger relationships between 

TFL and identifications (cf. Epitropaki & Martin, 2005). Context variables could also have 

a strong impact on organizational or team identification per se, thus limiting the potential of 

TFL to shape these collective identifications. A positive organizational image and 

organizational prestige, for instance, foster organizational identification (Bartels et al., 

2007; Wan-Huggins et al., 1998), so that TFL could lose its potency to further influence it 

directly. In sum, even though our robust model should hold across a wide variety of 

circumstances and work realities, potential moderators and boundary conditions warrant 

further investigation. 

Building on our model, another fascinating direction for future research would be to 

further explore the role of changes in leadership. One question of interest might be whether 

collective identifications become independent of the particular leader once established and 
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thus survive the exodus of the leader or whether they are bound tightly to the person and 

thus rely on the leader (identification) to persist. 

Finally, our results provide important empirical evidence for the social identity 

approach to leadership as our research explicitly focused on TFL’s ability to shape 

followers’ identifications. Yet, the social identity approach to leadership can be regarded as 

a meta-theory that is not limited to TFL. Therefore, future research should explore whether 

similar effects occur for different sets of leader behavior. Some scattered evidence for 

identification as a mediator of other leadership styles and outcomes (e.g. Sluss et al., 2008; 

Van Quaquebeke & Eckloff, 2010; L. Wu et al., 2010) make this a promising avenue for 

future research and call for a systematic investigation of leadership effects on 

identifications with different foci.  

Conclusion 

TFL is supposed to transform followers’ self-concepts, and could thus constitute an 

important way to actively foster employee identification. Although primary research has 

supported a general positive association of TFL with identification, it has not systematically 

addressed identification with the leader, the team, and the organization simultaneously. 

Shedding light on this complex interplay between TFL and identifications through meta-

analyses, we found that TFL is more strongly associated with leader identification than with 

collective (i.e., organizational or team) identification and offer a comprehensive model in 

which leader identification mediates TFL’s effects on collective identifications. Our 

research therefore highlights TFL as an important tool to shape followers’ identifications 

and provides substantial evidence in support of the social identity approach to leadership. 

Furthermore, the results illustrate that TFL might influence outcomes through relational 

and/or collective identifications. With this model we call for a systematic approach to the 

different foci of identification as different mechanisms of leadership effectiveness and aim 

to stimulate more research on the complex interplay between leadership and identifications. 
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