Answers to reviewers’ comments
We would like to thank you very much for yourthe insightful comments, and for the time and effort you have takendedicated to helping us improve our manuscript. We have followed all your suggestions, have found them ofwhich were  great importance and immensely helpful in significantly improving the paper. Below, we provide our detailed responses (C = comment, A = answer).
Responses to Reviewer #1: 
C-1: I do not feel like the structure of the introduction/literature actually review serves the overall research question (what are sources and outcomes of social identities in this context?) and exploratory approach to answering this question. 
a.      The authors focus on the dynamics of in-group and out-group leadership as a source of social identity - but the research was exploratory, and these themes emerged as a result (but see also point 2). Shouldn't this connection to the literature on leadership actually be included as an interpretation of (exploratory) findings? 
b.      Furthermore, the research question relates both to sources and outcomes; however, the structure and flow of the introduction/literature review does not really reflect this twofold aim of the study (outcomes are preseted more as an addendum that an area of interest). 

[bookmark: _GoBack]A-1: We have reorganized the whole entire paper, reviewing, and editing it thoroughly, in order to answer address the two issues raised. TIn order to answer 1 (a), we removed the details on the SIT of leadership from the Iintroduction and Lliterature Rreview sections and embedded it as part of into the Ddiscussion section to explain the results indicated in the findingsobtained, in line with Rreviewer 1’s last notionsuggestion, “The interpretation of the results (together with theoretical and practical implications) could be presented more clearly as such in the discussion.”

T  In order to answer 1(b), we reorganized the Abstract introduction and the Introduction abstract to make sureensure that the twofold purposes isare presented clearly. Wee do feel that it is nowour paper now better reflectingpresents the research question and methodology better.
C-2: The authors state multiple times that the interaction of in- and out-group leadership forms social identities. I have difficulties to understand where exactly the interaction of in- and out-group leadership emerges as a theme. For example, I did not find quotes in the result section that explicitly relate to the process how in- and out-group leadership interact to form the (dominant) departmental identity. Still, the conclusion posits a „comprehensive perspective (...) on delicate relations". In my reading, the impact of both types of leadership are indeed discussed individually (the impact of the in-group leader in more depth and more convincingly), but not their interaction.

A-2: We thank Reviewer 1 for this insightful comment. We have rewritten the relevant parts highlighted in yellow in the document – the Abstract, Introduction, Literature Review, Discussion, Contribution, Limitation and Conclusion sections – and omitted the notionsdiscussions about interaction.
C-3:. I understand why the authors discuss interventions to improve relations and cooperation between departments and agree that this should be addressed as practical implication. However, I would expect that such practical implications are deduced from the results of the study. The authors derived three sources of (potentially problematic) departmental identity, but do not primarily address these sources as potential leverage points for interventions.
A-3: We have rewritten the Ppractical Iimplications section. We believe that it is now it is morebetter attached to theintegrated into the paper, enhancing the paper’s overall flow. 
C-4:  The conclusion seems to relate to yet another aspect of social identity - the level of abstraction in social categorization or multiple/nested identities („This study has clarified the layers of social identity (...) and how they serve as different circles of belonging", p. 30).
A-4: We have decided to omit delete this statement in order to maintain the core essence of our paper. 



