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Abstract
Objectives: Most research on the negative impact of restructuring on employees’ health considers restructuring involving
personnel reduction. The aim of this study was to explore the assumption that the type of restructuring, business expansion
versus restructuring not involving expansion (only reductions and/or change of ownership), influences its psychological responses: appraisal of the change, psychosocial working conditions and well-being after the change. Material and Methods:
The study was carried out among 857 employees that experienced restructuring in 2009 and/or 2010 and 538 employees
from companies not restructured at that time. The main variables, i.e., assessment of change in terms of personal benefits
and losses, psychosocial job characteristics and well-being were measured using a questionnaire developed in “The psychological health and well-being in restructuring: key effects and mechanisms” project (PSYRES). Results: It was found that
the employees who experienced business expansion in comparison to those who experienced exclusively change of ownership had a higher appraisal of change, while those who experienced restructuring not involving business expansion did not
differ from those who experienced change of ownership. As far as psychosocial working conditions are concerned, those
employees who experienced exclusively business expansion did not differ from those in the not restructured companies
(except for quantitative demands that were higher), while most psychosocial working conditions of the employees who
experienced restructuring not involving expansion were poorer than in the not restructured companies. Also, well-being
measures of the employees who experienced exclusively business expansion did not differ from those in the not restructured
companies (except for innovative behavior that was even higher), while well-being measure of those who experienced restructuring not involving expansion was poorer than of those in the not restructured companies. Conclusions: Restructuring
involving exclusively business expansion is not a threat to psychosocial job characteristics (except for quantitative demands)
or to employees’ well-being. Therefore, the type of restructuring should be taken into account when the restructuring –
psychological health relationship is discussed.
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INTRODUCTION
Much research has shown a negative impact of restructuring on employees’ well-being − not just of those who
lost their jobs, but also of those who survived the change
and remained in the company. These survivors pay substantial costs of the change such as more cardiovascular

diseases [1], more musculoskeletal problems [2], worse
psychological well-being [3], worse self-rated health [4],
sleep problems [5,6], depression [7], increased use of medi
cations [8], increased alcohol consumption [9] and worse
functioning at work in terms of professional burnout [10],
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lack of job satisfaction [11], and increased sickness
absence [12,1,13].
The numerous studies that have found negative psychological consequences of restructuring were carried out in
conditions of company downsizing. Westgaard and Winkel’s [14] review has shown that 26 out of 34 studies of
organizations that had experienced downsizing reported
negative psychological consequences.
Only recently have the effects of different types of restructuring become the focus of attention, along with the possibility that some types may actually have positive consequences. Westgaard and Winkel [14] have shown that in
the case of restructuring involving introduction of high
performance work systems (i.e., teams with considerable
autonomy, training opportunities and benefits from intensification of work), 6 out of 10 studies reported positive
psychological effects of the change, and 2 studies reported
partly positive effects.
Loretto et al. [15] have distinguished 5 types of changes
experienced by the employees of British restructured
health care institutions; they have found that only changes associated with an increased amount of work and job
insecurity resulted in deteriorated well-being. However,
the opportunity to train and develop led to an opposite
effect: improved psychological well-being. Also Cartwright et al. [16], have observed positive effects of restructuring: after 2 British universities merged, psychological
and physical well-being of the employees of the newly created organization was better than psychological and physical well-being in the general working population.
This paper is another attempt at tackling the problem of
the relationship between different types of restructuring
and employees’ well-being. Its novelty consists in focusing
primarily on business expansion as opposed to other types
of restructuring. Previous studies paid little attention to
restructuring involving expansion. However, there is a reason to expect that business expansion has different psychological consequences than other types of restructuring, i.e.,
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it results in a different employee’s appraisal of the benefits
and losses resulting from the change, different perceived
psychosocial working conditions and different employee’s
well-being.
Before formulating the hypotheses, we will discuss the following introductory issues: a) the scale of restructuring involving business expansion in the European Union (EU),
b) appraisal of personal benefits and losses caused by
restructuring as a determinant of its psychological consequences, c) type of restructuring and psychosocial working
conditions and d) previous studies on the consequences of
restructuring involving business expansion.
Scale of restructuring involving
business expansion in the EU
Although, as mentioned earlier, studies on the psychological effects of restructuring have focused mainly on personnel reduction, actual restructuring relatively often involves
business expansion. Thus, according to the ERM (European Restructuring Monitor [17]), in 2009 and 2010, that
is, the period covered by the present study, the EU reported 2832 cases of restructuring, including 614 cases (22%)
classified as business expansion. There has been an even
stronger trend towards business expansion in the Central-Eastern Europe, which has undergone a political
transformation. The present study took place in Poland,
where ERM reported 102 out of 285 cases of restructuring
(about 36%) that involved business expansion.
Appraisal of personal benefits and losses
caused by restructuring as a determinant
of its psychological consequences
Early studies on the psychological effects of restructuring
have not considered the subjective appraisal of the consequences of restructuring of individuals. Thus, they
have disregarded the classic thesis of Lazarus and Folkman [18] that stress reaction or lack of it is a consequence
of a subjective appraisal of events. According to Lazarus
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and Folkman [18], we can assume that the consequences
of restructuring in terms of well-being depend on how an
individual appraises personal benefits and losses caused by
the change. When a positive appraisal dominates, better
well-being can be expected; whereas when a negative appraisal dominates, worse well-being is more likely.
Several recent studies have reported such outcomes. Cartwright et al. [16] have found that a positive appraisal of
personal benefits resulting from a merger was related to
better physical well-being, higher commitment to the organization, lower intent to leave and better psychosocial
working conditions, especially a greater control.
A Finnish longitudinal study on the merger of 2 companies in the distilling industry has shown that a positive appraisal of personal benefits of a merger led to less stress,
emotional exhaustion and cynicism, and greater workabi
lity [19]. Moreover, a cross-sectional analysis of a sample
of Polish companies that had undergone various types of
restructuring has shown that a positive appraisal of benefits of the change was a predictor of better employee’s
psychological well-being, that is, less stress and emotional
exhaustion and more job satisfaction, workability, work engagement, innovativeness and performance [19].
As the way restructuring is appraised is so important for
its psychological consequences, it is important to learn how
its different types are appraised, i.e., not only those involving personnel reduction, but also those involving business
expansion. We have found no study that would answer
this question. We can assume that restructuring involving
business expansion creates new perspectives not only for
the company as a whole, but also for its individual employees. Hence, we expect that restructuring involving business
expansion will be appraised better in terms of personal benefits and losses than the other types of restructuring.
Restructuring and psychosocial working conditions
Psychosocial working conditions are important mediators in the relationship between restructuring and an
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employee’s well-being. Restructuring increases job demands [20,21], job insecurity [20,22,2] and work–family
conflict [19]; it decreases task clarity [19] and thus, worsens an employee’s well-being.
However, it is not restructuring itself, but rather the personal appraisal of benefits and losses associated with it
that has an impact on the perceived job characteristics
after the change. The higher the appraisal of personal
benefits compared to losses, the higher the appraisal of
psychosocial working conditions after the change, that
is, working conditions with more control, more social
support, more role clarity and more participation in
decision-making [23].
As we expect the type of restructuring (i.e., expansion
vs. other types) to have impact on an employee’s appraisal
of personal benefits and losses, consequently, we should
expect the type of restructuring to influence the perceived working conditions. Restructuring involving business expansion should be conducive to better psychosocial working conditions compared to the other types of
restructuring.
Type of restructuring and employees’ well-being
As mentioned earlier, studies on restructuring involving
downsizing have quite clearly demonstrated its negative
effects on an employee’s well-being. However, there have
been few studies on the psychological effects of restructuring involving business expansion. Moreover, their results
are ambiguous.
In their epidemiological studies on the working population of Stockholm, Sweden, Theorell et al. [24] considered companies that had experienced increased
employment (over 8%). They have found that during
the 12-month period following the change in the number
of staff, there were fewer medically certified sick leaves
than in the stable companies. This result could be considered as an indicator of better employees’ health after
expansion. On the other hand, it can also indicate that
IJOMEH 2015;28(4)
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employees were so anxious about their jobs that they
were afraid to take sick days. The authors are inclined to
the latter interpretation, they believe that the phenomenon of presenteeism has taken place, i.e., employees
attended work despite being ill. However, it should be
noted that it is hard to decide how it really was because
the number of sick leaves is not an unequivocal marker of
well-being – it can reflect high as well as low well-being.
Additionally, in the Theorell et al.’s study [24] there were
no direct measures of well-being.
Other Swedish researchers, Westerlund et al. [25], studied
a large national sample and they have obtained different
results than the ones described above: they have found
that in the companies with increased employment, longterm absenteeism (over 90 days) was increased. However,
also in this study subjective aspects of well-being have not
been taken into account, so it is not clear what psychological effects were related to this outcome.
It thus follows, that there have been no studies on the impact of restructuring involving business expansion – as
opposed to the other types of restructuring – on psychological well-being. As we expect restructuring involving
expansion to have higher employees’ appraisal in terms
of personal benefits and, at the same time, there is empirical evidence of the relationship between appraisal of
restructuring and employees’ well-being, we assume that
restructuring involving expansion is related to better employees’ well-being than in the case of the other types of
restructuring.
AIM AND HYPOTHESES
The aim of this study was to investigate whether the type of
restructuring – business expansion as opposed to the other
types of restructuring, is significantly related to: a) subjective appraisal of restructuring in terms of personal benefits and losses, b) perceived psychosocial working conditions after the change, and c) employees’ well-being after
the change.
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IJOMEH 2015;28(4)

The following hypotheses were tested:
1. Restructuring involving business expansion is appraised
better in terms of personal benefits and losses than restructuring not involving expansion.
2. Restructuring involving business expansion is related
to less stressful psychosocial working conditions than
restructuring not involving expansion.
3. Employees’ well-being after restructuring involving
business expansion is better than in the case of restructuring not involving expansion.
MATERIAL AND METHODS
Participants and procedure
The study took place in 2011. Selection of participants was
performed in 2 stages:
1. Two types of companies were selected: restructured
in 2009, 2010, or both, and not restructured at that
time. ERM’s database [17] was the starting point for
selecting the restructured sample. According to the
ERM [17], in Poland, 186 companies were restructured
in 2009 and 57 companies in 2010. Because it was not
possible to make an appointment in many of these companies within the period available for the research project, the Kompass database [26] was also used to identify
the restructured companies. There is no information on
restructuring in that database so, to assign a company
either to the restructured or non-restructured sample,
representatives of the companies’ management were
contacted by phone.
2. Employees were randomly selected from each restructured and nonrestructured company. The following principles were adopted: a) no more than 10 and 20 respondents were selected from the companies with under and
over 100 employees, respectively; b) in the companies
with over 500 employees, the respondents were selected
only from the departments that had been restructured;
c) to participate, the respondents had to have worked in
the company for at least 2 years prior to the study.
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In total, 1396 employees from 96 organizations from different economic sectors took part in the study. The sample
of employees from the restructured companies consisted
of 857 employees from 57 companies. The control group
consisted of 538 employees from 39 not restructured
companies.
Approximately 53% of the respondents were women.
All age groups were represented, with most employees
aged 31−40 (27% of all the respondents). The youngest group consisted of people under 30 (17%), the oldest
respondents were over 60 (2%). Fifty-eight percent had
completed tertiary education, 35% had completed se
condary education. Seventy-four percent had a permanent
contract, and 20% held supervisory positions.
Measures
The restructuring questionnaire developed within
the PSYRES (“Psychological health and well-being in
restructuring: Key effects and mechanisms”) project [19]
was the main measure; its scales measure all the variables
in the hypotheses.
Type of restructuring
Two blocks of multiple-choice questions determined
the type of restructuring. A general question preceded
the first block: “Have some of the following changes
of the ownership taken place in your workplace during
the past 2 years?”. The block itself consisted of five items
on the following changes: a) privatization, b) company
sold to another owner, c) company taken over by another company, d) company took over another company,
e) merger.
The second block of items was preceded with a similar general question on changes other than ownership-related.
It consisted of five items on a) outsourcing, b) personnel
reduction, c) investment for increased production, d) investment for expansion into new lines of business, e) other
significant changes. In each case, there were 4 options:
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no; yes, in 2009; yes, in 2010; I don’t know. The responses
led to the following empirical classification of restructuring types:
1. Expansion: a company experiences expansion related
to the investment for increased production, investment
for new lines of business, or both.
2. Expansion + change of ownership: a company experiences expansion (in terms of type 1) and the change of
ownership.
3. Expansion + reduction: a company experiences expansion (in terms of type 1) and reduction (in terms
of type 5).
4. Expansion + reduction + change of ownership: a company experiences expansion (in terms of type 1), reduction (in terms of type 5), and change of ownership.
5. Reduction: a company experiences personnel reduction, outsourcing, or both. Those changes were considered together because we believe outsourcing is a form
of reduction. Outsourcing always results in elimination
of certain types of activities performed inside a company, even if it there is no personnel reduction.
6. Reduction + change of ownership: a company experiences reduction (in terms of type 5) and change of
ownership.
7. Change of ownership: a company experiences change of
ownership only, with neither reduction nor expansion.
As it can be seen above, the first empirically differentiated
type of restructuring refers exclusively to business expansion, the next 3 types (2, 3 and 4) – to business expansion
mixed with other types, and the remaining 3 types – to
the restructuring not involving expansion.
Restructuring appraisal
Appraisal of restructuring was measured with a 10-item
scale preceded with a general question on what had
changed due to restructuring. The items focused on changes in a) tasks at work, b) superior, c) team, d) amount of
work, e) influence within organization, f) risk of job loss,
IJOMEH 2015;28(4)
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g) recognition, h) career prospects, i) conditions of employment, j) salary, fringe benefits, or both.
The respondents answered on a 6-point scale where
0 = no change, 1 = got significantly worse, 5 = got significantly better. Cronbach’s α for this scale was 0.91.
The scale as a whole was original, but ideas for some
questions came from the HYVIS survey [27] and
the Change Impact Factor scale [28]. The response format was similar to that in the Oreg’s Perceived Outcomes
of the Change scale [29].
Psychosocial working conditions
The 3 basic dimensions of the demand−control−support model [30], that is, quantitative demands, control
and support were measured with the Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire (COPSOQ [31]) in its Polish
version [32].
Other psychosocial characteristics were also measured. Effort-reward imbalance was measured with
a short version of the Effort-Reward Imbalance (ERI)
questionnaire [33], which was limited to 3 items that
directly measured the effort-reward imbalance. Job
insecurity was assessed with 2, slightly modified, questions derived from the Cohort Study of Social Innovation (CSI) questionnaire [34]. Task clarity was measured
with 2 scales from the medium version of the COPSOQ:
role clarity and role conflict [31]. Work-family conflict
was assessed with 2 questions derived from the CSI
questionnaire [34].
Employees’ well-being
Both negative and positive aspects of well-being were
measured. Work-related stress was assessed with a question from the Occupational Stress Questionnaire by Elo
et al. [35]. The question was as follows: “Stress means
the situation when a person feels tense, restless, nervous,
or anxious, or is unable to sleep at night because his or
her mind is troubled all the time. Do you feel that kind
694
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of work-related stress these days?”. The response scale
ranged from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much).
Emotional exhaustion was measured with a 5-item scale
derived from the UBOS burnout scale [36]. The shortened
form of the UBOS was used successfully in the Netherlands Working Conditions Survey [37]. The Cronbach’s α
of the Polish short form used in the present study was 0.83.
Intent to leave was measured with a question agreed by
the PSYRES group for the purpose of this study: “Are
you planning to be in your current workplace in five
years?”. The response scale ranged from 1 (yes, absolutely) to 5 (absolutely not). Sickness absence was assessed with a question on the number of sick days taken
in the past year.
Work engagement was measured with 3 questions from
the short version of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale
(UWES-9 [38]). Polish version of UWES has been already
used in the study of 993 Polish workers in various occupations [39]. The 3 questions used in the present study where
those that, according to Kauppinen et al. [40], correlated
best with the whole scale. The Cronbach’s α of the Polish
version of this 3-item scale was 0.85.
Job satisfaction was assessed with a question used in
the “Still Working” study [41]: “How satisfied are you with
your present work?” with a 5-point response scale, from
“very dissatisfied” to “very satisfied”.
Work ability was measured with 4-items from the Work
Ability Index by Tuomi, Ilmarinen, Jahkola, Katajarinne,
and Tulkki [42], in the Polish adaptation by Pokorski [43].
Innovative behavior was assessed with a 4-item scale
from the Netherlands Working Conditions Survey [37].
Question 1 polled the extent to which employees were
encouraged to reflect on improving their working
methods. It was derived from the QPS Nordic questionnaire [44]. Question 2 polled the amount of time
for creating new ideas. Questions 3 and 4 measured
exploratory innovation (creating new solutions) and
operational innovation (improvements of existing
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solutions), respectively, to use Jansen, van den Bosh,
and Volberda’s [45] nomenclature. The respondents
answered these questions on a 5-point Likert scale,
where 1 = never and 5 = always.
Performance was assessed with a question formulated
by the PSYRES group for the purpose of this study.
To avoid self-evaluation of performance in comparison to other employees (which could be affected by
the social approval factor), the respondents compared
their current performance, performance with that
from 1 or 2 years earlier. The respondents answered
this question on a 5-point Likert scale, where 1 = much
worse and 5 = much better.
Data analysis
Three series of regression analyses were carried out. The 1st
one aimed at testing hypothesis 1 and included one analysis with the appraisal index as a dependent variable.
The 2nd series aimed at testing hypothesis 2 and included 7 regression analyses with psychosocial working conditions as dependent variables. Depending on the analysis,
these were: quantitative demands, control, social support,
task clarity, job insecurity, work-family conflict and effortreward balance.
Finally, the 3rd series of regression analyses consisted
of 9 analyses with well-being indicators as dependent variables, i.e., respectively: stress, exhaustion, job satisfaction,
engagement, work ability, innovative behavior, performance, sickness absence, intent to leave.
Types of restructuring were predictors in all of the above
mentioned analyses. Because these were qualitative predictors, they had to be encoded in order to be incorporated into regression analyses.
In regression analysis with quantitative categories, each
category is compared separately with a reference group.
Standarized β coefficient describes the direction and
the significance of the difference between the 2 means:
a reference group and a given category means [46].
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The group that did not experience restructuring was
the reference group in the case of the 2nd and 3rd series of
regression analyses, with psychosocial working conditions
and well-being indicators, respectively. In other words,
in those analyses, the group that did not experience restructuring has been compared with groups experiencing
a given type of restructuring, that is, type 1 (expansion),
type 2 (expansion + change of ownership), type 3 (expansion + reduction), type 4 (expansion + reduction + change of ownership), type 5 (reduction) and
type 6 (reduction + change of ownership).
However, in the 1st series of regression analyses, it was
not possible to use the same reference group because
the group that did not experience restructuring – for obvious reasons – did not fill out that part of the questionnaire that referred to restructuring appraisal. So in this
case, the group that experienced the change of ownership
only, with neither reduction nor expansion, was the reference group. It was assumed that the change of ownership
is indifferent as far as a reduction-expansion dimension is
concerned. So it was a convenient frame of reference for
testing hypothesis 1.
Because the original change appraisal index had negative
values, too (from −20 to +20), it was recoded into a positive-only index (from 1 to 40).
RESULTS
Type of restructuring and its appraisal
Results of the regression analysis with restructuring appraisal in terms of personal benefits and losses as a dependent variable indicated that a type of restructuring was related to its appraisal (Table 1). It explained 9% of variance
of the appraisal (together with age that was negatively
related to the appraisal). Among the 7 types of restructuring taken into account, business expansion had the highest
regression coefficient that means it differed to the highest
degree from the reference group, i.e., from the employees
who experienced the change of ownership only.
IJOMEH 2015;28(4)
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Table 1. Multiplicative regression analysis of the relationships between the types of restructuring and their appraisals
Independent variable

β coefficients

Type of restructuring

1

business expansion only
1. expansion (N = 147)

0.23***

business expansion and other changes
2. expansion + change of ownership (N = 77)

0.07

3. expansion + reduction (N = 220)

0.15*

4. expansion + reduction + change of ownership (N = 92)

0.12*

no business expansion
5. reduction (N = 170)

–0.06

6. reduction + change of ownership (N = 64)

–0.04

Control variable
gender

–0.00

age

–0.14***

education

–0.03

R

2

0.09

The group that experienced change of ownership only, with neither reduction nor expansion (N = 60) was the reference group in the regression model. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.
R2 – the percent of the dependent variable explained by the model; β – standardized regression coefficient.
1

In other words, appraisal of benefits in relation to losses
caused by restructuring involving business expansion, was
significantly higher than the analogical appraisal of restructuring involving the change of ownership only.
Two other types of restructuring involving business expansion in which expansion was mixed with other changes (reductions or reductions plus ownership changes –
group 3 and 4, respectively) were also appraised higher
than the reference group. However, in this case, regression coefficients were a bit lower (p < 0.05) than
in the group with pure business expansion (p < 0.001).
The remaining group involving expansion, in which
expansion was mixed with the change of ownership
(the group 2), did not differ significantly from the refe
rence group.
The two types of restructuring not involving business
expansion (exclusively reductions or reductions plus
the change in ownership – group 5 and 6, respectively)
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IJOMEH 2015;28(4)

did not differ significantly in their appraisals from
the reference group. In other words, appraisal of bene
fits and losses were similar in the case of restructuring involving exclusively changes of ownership and in
the case of other types of restructuring not involving
business expansion.
Summing up, restructuring involving pure business expansion had the highest appraisals, the 2nd place – as
far as appraisals of personal benefits and losses are concerned – belonged to the restructuring involving expansion mixed with other changes such as reductions or ownership changes (out of the 3 types of restructuring of that
kind, in 2 types appraisals were higher than in the reference group). Restructuring types not involving business expansion, i.e., exclusively reductions, exclusively
changes of ownership or reductions mixed with changes
of ownership, had the lowest appraisal of personal benefits in relation to losses.
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Type of restructuring
and psychosocial working conditions
Results of regression analyses with 7 psychosocial working conditions as dependent variables revealed that all
types of restructuring were associated with higher quantitative demands in comparison to the reference group,
i.e., the group of employees who did not experience restructuring. The remaining psychosocial working conditions were variously associated with restructuring depending on its type.
Restructuring involving pure business expansion (group 1)
was significantly related to the above mentioned quantitative job demand only. Relationships between expansion
and all the remaining job characteristics turned out to be
insignificant.
The three types of restructuring involving business expansion mixed with other changes (groups: 2, 3 and 4) were
significantly related to 2 to 5 job characteristics. So, in
the case of restructuring involving expansion mixed with
ownership changes (group 2) differences in relation to
the reference group were: higher job demands and lower
effort-reward balance. And in the case of business expansion mixed with reductions (group 3), differences were
additionally: lower task clarity, higher job insecurity and
higher work–family conflict.
A similar situation was in the case of restructuring involving expansion mixed with reductions and ownership changes (group 4) – differences were the same as in
group 3 described above except for effort-reward balance
that was insignificant.
The 3 types of restructuring not involving business expansion differed from the reference group to the highest extent. It especially applied to pure reductions (group 5 – Table 2) where all 7 job characteristics included in the study
were poorer than in the reference group: higher demands,
lower control, lower social support, lower task clarity,
higher job insecurity, higher work–family conflict and
poorer effort-reward balance.

ORIGINAL PAPER

Summing up, it can be said that all the types of restructuring have been associated with poorer psychosocial
working conditions in comparison to the not restructured companies. However, in the case of pure business expansion it concerned only 1 job characteristic.
In the case of business expansion mixed with other
changes, it concerned from 2 to 5 job characteristics that
means 3.7 on average. And in the case of restructuring
not involving expansion – from 5 to 7 job characteristics
that means 6 on average.
Type of restructuring and employees’ well-being
Regressions with well-being measures as dependent variables revealed that in the case of pure business expansion, 1 measure – innovative behavior – had more desirable level than in the reference group (group 1 – Table 3).
All the remaining well-being measures did not differen
tiate expansion from the reference group.
In the case of business expansion mixed with other
changes (groups 2, 3 and 4 – Table 3) either no differences in well-being measures in comparison to the reference group were found (it concerns group 2) or only
few differences in the positive as well as in the negative
direction. So, in the case of expansion mixed with reductions (group 3) these negative differences referred to
higher stress and exhaustion, lower work ability. However, 1 positive difference was also revealed: higher innovative behavior. Then, in the case of business expansion mixed with reductions and changes of ownership
(group 4), 1 difference in the negative direction was
revealed – higher stress, and 1 difference in the positive
direction – higher performance.
In the case of restructuring not involving business expansion (groups 5, 6 and 7 – Table 3) poorer well-being measures were found in comparison to the reference group.
It referred to majority of the well-being measures taken
into account except for sickness absence that was an insignificant variable in all the restructuring groups. So, in the
IJOMEH 2015;28(4)
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0.20***
0.12***

3. expansion + reduction

4. expansion + reduction + change
of ownership

0.11***
0.08**

6. reduction + change of ownership

7. change of ownership

0.01

–0.10***
0.05

education
0.04

–0.00

–0.15***

–0.04

–0.04

–0.06*

–0.09**

–0.03

–0.01

–0.03

0.04

Social
support

0.06

–0.03

0.09**

–0.08**

–0.13***

–0.09**

–0.14***

–0.06*

–0.16***

–0.05

–0.03

Task
clarity

0.05

–0.07*

0.01

0.05

0.07**

0.11**

0.16***

0.10***

0.10***

0.02

–0.05

Job
insecurity

0.03

0.07*

–0.03

0.11***

0.06*

0.08**

0.06*

0.07*

0.11***

0.03

0.05

0.05

0.06

–0.01

–0.04

–0.14***

–0.11***

–0.21***

–0.04

–0.07*

–0.07*

0.00

5 (–)

6 (–)

7 (–)

4 (–)

5 (–)

2 (–)

1 (–)

Significant
Work-family Effort-reward
β coefficients2
conflict
balance
[n]

2

1

The group that did not experience restructuring (N = 458) was the reference group in the regression model.
Number of psychosocial job characteristics in a given type of restructuring that differ significantly in comparison to the reference group: “–“ less desirable scores than in the reference group.
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.
Abbreviations as in Table 1.

2

R

0.02

–0.05

age

–0.07*

0.02

–0.07**

–0.01

–0.01

–0.06*

0.05

–0.02

–0.02

0.02

Control

gender

Control variable

0.15***

5. reduction

no business expansion

0.07*

0.11***

Quantitative
demands

2. expansion + change of ownership

business expansion + other changes

1. expansion

business expansion only

Type of restructuring1

Independent variable

Table 2. Multiplicative regression analysis of the perceived job characteristics after the change depending on the type of restructuring (β coefficients)
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0.077*
0.076**

3. expansion + reduction

4. expansion + reduction +
change of ownership

0.059*
0.086**

6. reduction + change
of ownership

7. change of ownership

0.004

0.010
0.020

education
0.060

–0.083**

0.033

–0.075**

–0.130***

–0.144***

–0.153***

–0.029

–0.050

–0.051

0.025

0.03

–0.002

0.049

–0.143***

–0.085**

–0.058*

–0.062*

0.046

–0.008

0.008

0.043

Job
Engagement
satisfaction

0.003

0.042

–0.157***

–0.034

–0.065*

–0.040

–0.041

0.016

–0.064*

–0.045

–0.017

Work
ability

0.070

0.131***

0.046

0.051

–0.087**

–0.107***

–0.067*

0.038

0.103***

0.039

0.091**

0.090

–0.006

–0.258***

–0.020

–0.005

–0.101***

–0.061*

0.088**

0.026

0.036

0.037

–0.003

0.025

–0.010

–0.016

–0.016

0.011

0.040

–0.007

0.053

–0.014

–0.004

Innovative
Sickness
Performance
behavior
absence

0.040

0.081**

–0.132***

0.076**

0.028

0.078**

0.071*

–0.021

0.026

0.028

0.003

Intent
to leave

6 (–)

6 (–)

6 (–)

1 (–) and 1 (+)

3 (–) and 1 (+)

0

1 (+)

Significant
β coefficients2
[n]

2

1

As in Table 2.
Number of well-being measures in a given type of restructuring that differ significantly in comparison to the reference group: “–“ less desirable scores than in the reference group; “+” more
desirable scores than in the reference group.
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.
Abbreviations as in Table 1 and 2.

2

∆R

0.032

0.065*

age

0.021

–0.040

–0.008

0.070*

0.041

0.043

0.020

0.071*

–0.012

–0.012

Exhaustion

gender

Control variable

0.125**

5. reduction

no business expansion

0.024

0.010

Stress

2. expansion + change
of ownership

business expansion + other
changes

1. expansion

business expansion only

Type of restructuring1

Independent variable

Table 3. Multiplicative regression analysis of well-being after the change depending on the type of restructuring (β coefficients)
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case of pure changes of ownership (group 7), higher levels
of stress and emotional exhaustion, also lower levels of job
satisfaction, engagement, work ability and innovative behavior were revealed. Similarly, in the case of pure reductions (group 5) the negative differences referred to higher
stress and intention to leave, also to lower: job satisfaction,
engagement, innovative behavior and performance.
Summing up the results concerning well-being, it should
be said that only restructuring involving pure business
expansion was related exclusively to a positive indicator
of well-being, namely a higher level of innovative beha
vior. And it was not related to any negative indicator of
well-being. In turn, business expansion mixed with other
changes was related to both, some undesirable well-being
indicators (1–3 indicators in the negative direction) and
some desirable ones (the latter concerned innovative behavior or performance level). On the other hand, the types
of restructuring not involving business expansion were related exclusively to the undisareble well-being measures in
comparison to the reference group (each type of this kind
related to 6 negative indicators)
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
The study made it possible to compare reactions of the employees that experienced various types of restructuring with
special attention to a differentiation between restructuring
involving business expansion vs. restructuring not involving
expansion (but only reduction and/or change of ownership).
Thanks to such an attitude it made it possible to verify the
thesis that a type of restructuring is a factor influencing its
psychological consequences. This kind of analysis seemed
to be especially important in the current situation when the
vast majority of published psychological research has been
focused on restructuring involving personnel reduction. As
a consequence, reports on destructive effects of restructuring on an employee’s health dominated [e.g., 8,47].
Hypotheses of this study were based on the assumption
that restructuring involving business expansion should
700
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be differentiated from the other types of restructuring
because business expansion widens a company’s scope of
activities, thereby, it also creates better opportunities for
action and personal development for an individual employee. The results have confirmed the hypotheses.
Following hypothesis 1, it was revealed that indeed restructuring involving business expansion is associated with
a higher assessment of benefits in relation to losses in comparison to restructuring involving ownership change only.
The latter did differ from restructuring involving exclusively personnel or/and activity reduction in this respect.
High assessment of benefits in relation to losses were especially clear in the case of pure business expansion. It is
interesting that also in the cases when business expansion
was mixed with reductions and additionally with changes
of ownership – a profit and loss account was more desirable for an employee than in the case of changes of ownership only, without business expansion. It might prove that
only certain elements of business expansion – even when
it is mixed with other changes – create a situation that is
positively assessed by an employee.
Following hypothesis 2, psychosocial working conditions after restructuring involving business expansion
were better than after restructuring not involving expansion. Such a conclusion is justified by the result indicating that psychosocial job characteristics after business expansion were the same as in the not restructured
companies, except for one only. However, in a group
of employees who experienced only reductions and/or
changes of ownership, 5 to 7 job characteristics were
less desirable than in the not restructured companies.
It referred to higher quantitative job demands, job insecurity, work-family conflict and lower: task clarity,
effort-reward balance, and sometimes also lower social
support and control.
The results related to business reduction are in line
with the previous studies, which have shown the impact
of reduction on such psychosocial working conditions
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as: job insecurity, and demands [20,22,4]. However, so
far there have been no studies on the impact of expansion on psychosocial working conditions. The results
of this study showed that generally, working conditions after business expansion were not poorer than in
the not restructured companies. Quantitative demands
were the only exception: the employees who experien
ced business expansion perceive them as higher than
the employees who did not experience restructuring.
So, even the employees after restructuring involving
expansion pay certain costs of change, mainly in terms
of higher work quantity. However, these costs are lower than in the case of the other types of restructuring.
It is likely that these additional costs are an effect of
the change itself, even of the change that is highly appraised and which in the long term probably leads to
more satisfying working conditions.
Hypothesis 3, assuming that employees’ well-being after
restructuring involving business expansion is higher
than after restructuring not involving it, has also been
confirmed. The results indicating that there were no
significant differences in well-being measures between
the employees who experienced exclusively business
expansion and those with no restructuring at all, with
only 1 exception concerning innovative behavior (higher
in business expansion group) prove it. On the other
hand, in the group that experienced restructuring not
involving business expansion, 6 well-being measures
were less desirable than in the reference group, i.e., not
involving restructuring.
Those employees reported higher stress and lower: engagement, job satisfaction, innovative behavior, and sometimes also – depending on a particular group – higher exhaustion and intent to leave and lower work ability and
performance. These results are in accordance with other
reports on poor well-being of the employees after restructuring involving ownership changes or/and personnel reductions. However, this research provides supplementary
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evidence that poor well-being does not refer to the employees who experienced exclusively business expansion.
Innovative behavior is worth special attention as it is
the only well-being indicator that showed a more desirable
level after business expansion than in the case of the not
restructured group. Existing literature explains a number of circumstances that foster workplace innovation,
e.g., job complexity, role expectations regarding creativity
and innovation, employees’ autonomy, positive work climate, supervisory support, transformational leadership, or
organizational resources [48]. The present study suggests
that undertaking changes aiming at growth or expansion
of the current scope of activity may play a role in enhancing employees’ innovative behavior.
We can wonder why innovative behavior turned to be
the only indicator demonstrating better well-being of the
employees who experienced business expansion, while
all the other well-being indicators did not differentiate
these employees from the reference group. It is likely
that the reasons of that are similar to those mentioned in
the context of psychosocial job characteristics.
One reason is the high cost of adaptation to change even if
this change is positively appraised. Adaptation to change
always requires the effort to learn the new and to adopt to
the new conditions. In other words, it requires additional
psychological costs that can decrease subjective well-being
in the short run.
The 2nd reason could be the short time between the restructuring and measuring the employees’ responses. It is
likely that in the long term the employees would adapt to
the new situation better, they would appreciate the positive aspects of expansion and the impact on their wellbeing would be clearer.
Macro trends in working conditions and employees’ wellbeing in societies where restructuring of companies, especially expansion, constitute intensive support for this
interpretation. Poland is one of these societies. According to the European Restructuring Monitor from 2004,
IJOMEH 2015;28(4)
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May 1 until now, there were 1741 restructuring cases in Poland including numerous cases of expansion: 1216 (70%).
Also, the results of the subsequent European Working
Condition Surveys [12] have shown that a number of
psychosocial working conditions were perceived better.
The good example is the 2010 survey which has shown that
the perceived employees’ control over their own job was
higher than in the 2005 survey: more respondents claimed
that they had control over choosing working methods
(change from 62.6% to 66%) and control over task order
(change from 62.4% to 64.6%). Also, employees’ wellbeing had improved in many dimensions. Satisfaction with
the working conditions increased (15.6% very satisfied
in 2005, 19.5% in 2010) as well as the sense of a job well
done (83.2% and 85% always or usually satisfied, respectively). Therefore, it is possible that positive consequences
of expansion are more apparent in the long term.
LIMITATIONS AND STRENGTHS
The limitation of the present study consists in its crosssectional design. Restructuring appraisal as well as perception of psychosocial working conditions and wellbeing were assessed at a single point after restructuring.
We had no measures before restructuring and longer
time after it. No assessment before restructuring made
it impossible to learn what changes in the analysed parameters took place in individual groups. Thus, it is not
clear whether differences in the employees’ reactions
were really the effect of a given type of restructuring or
other uncontrolled factors. On the other hand, no assessment longer time after restructuring made it impossible
to find out to what extent the responses were temporary
or stable, and if they evolved over time, in what direction they evolved. Have the differences between groups
decreased over time or have they increased? The present
study does not allow us to answer this important question.
Another limitation of the study is the fact that the data on
the types of restructuring came from self-reports. Hence,
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they were not objective. Therefore, it cannot be ruled out
that at least some respondents could have been affected
by other types of restructuring which they were aware of.
This weakness can paradoxically be also the strength of
the study, because it means that only those cases of restructuring were considered that the respondents noticed
(and felt). An objective change introduced by top management, especially in large organizations, does not always
reach the bottom of the organization and it does not always change working conditions. This is why it is difficult
to expect psychological effects of such changes. If we are
interested in psychological effects, it is better to focus on
the noticed and felt changes.
The strength of the study consists in the fact that it considers a wide range of restructured organizations, distinguished on that basis business expansion and others types
of restructuring, and compares those types with the same
set of instruments. This made it possible to go beyond
the frequently asked question whether restructuring is associated with negative psychological effects, and to focus
on a more specific question – what types of restructuring are or are not associated with negative psychological
effects.
PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS
In practice, it is important that this study confirmed
previous results that restructuring involving change of
ownership and business reduction was related to significantly worse psychosocial working conditions and employees’ well-being. Hence, such cases of restructuring
require careful psychosocial risk management during the
change. It puts additional responsibilities on managerial
staff, HR and OSH specialists, as well as on the organizations’ medical services. They should – each within
their scope – conduct a systematic assessment of psychosocial risk, especially during periods of restructuring
involving reductions and change of ownership, and an assessment of health effects of the changes. They should
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also undertake activities reducing the negative impact of
these types of restructuring on working conditions and
employees’ well-being.
Good practices in this area [19] show that these activities should focus on ensuring good communication within
the organization (bottom – top), employees’ participation in the change process, and different forms of social
(e.g., additional employees’ meetings) and organizational support (e.g., vocational training adjusting skills
to the change). Medical services play an important role
not only through participation in a psychosocial risk assessment (assessing its health aspects), but also through
providing preventive measures, such as staff stress management trainings, promoting a healthy lifestyle and physical activity, or counseling mental health problems that
may develop in the period of restructuring [49,50].
Another important outcome of this study is that restruc
turing involving business expansion only is not a threat to
psychosocial working conditions or well-being (in com
parison to the not restructured companies) with the exception of quantitative work demands. Therefore,
reducing an excessive increase in the amount of work is
an important recommendation that managers responsible for this type of restructuring should consider. Last
but not least: business expansion can act as a stimulus for
employees’ innovative behavior.
Because business expansion is associated with the increased workload too, social partners (i.e., managers,
HR professionals, occupational safety and health (OSH)
services) should be aware of this hazard, and carry out
psychosocial risk assessment before, during and after
the change. They should also undertake corrective and
preventive actions mentioned above in the context of toxic
forms of restructuring. However, especially in the case
of business expansion, these measures should be accompanied by a clear message to the employees about new
chances and opportunities that they face. It may facilitate
their acceptance and faster adaptation to the change.
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