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A R T I C L E

TESTING A THEORY OF SENSE OF
COMMUNITY AND COMMUNITY
RESPONSIBILITY IN
ORGANIZATIONS: AN EMPIRICAL
ASSESSMENT OF PREDICTIVE
CAPACITY ON EMPLOYEE
WELL-BEING AND
ORGANIZATIONAL CITIZENSHIP
Neil M. Boyd
Bucknell University

Branda Nowell
North Carolina State University

This study attempts to advance our understanding of the experience of
community in organizational settings by empirically testing a theory of
sense of community responsibility (SOC-R) in relation to traditional
measures of sense of community [SOC] on outcomes of employee well-being
and organizational citizenship. Findings support the notion that SOC is a
better predictor of employee well-being, while SOC-R more strongly predicts
organizational citizenship behavior. The findings add new knowledge to
the literature on the experience of community in organizations, as well as
representing an important contribution to our understanding of the factors
that drive employee action and well-being at work. C© 2017 Wiley
Periodicals, Inc.

Community psychologists have long recognized the workplace as an important commu-
nity space (Klein & D’Aunno 1986; Burroughs & Eby 1998; Chioneso & Brookins 2013;
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Pretty & McCarthy 1991; Royal & Rossi 1996; Speer et al. 2013; Zani & Cicognani 2012).
More recently, organizational scholars have likewise devoted increasing attention to the
topic of developing communities in organizational settings. Perhaps the most prominent
examples of popular press scholarship are contained in the writings of Mintzberg (2009)
and Block (2008), which provided a landscape for managers to consider creating commu-
nities at work. For example, Mintzberg noted that successful organizations usually have a
sense of community, and Block (2008) proposed that we need to consider developing an
authentic sense of community in institutional settings.

In the recent peer-reviewed literature, there is a growing consensus that community-
oriented constructs are value-added in organizational settings (Barczak, Smith, & Wile-
mon, 1987; Brytting & Trollestad, 2000; Cunha, Rego, & Vaccaro, 2014; Dessler 1999;
McBride 2006; Milliman, Czaplewski, & Ferguson, 2003; Rego & Cunha 2007; Rego,
Cunha, & Souto, 2007; Rowley, Kupiec-Teaham, & Leeming 2007). Notable among this
work is Kets de Vries (2001), who suggested that healthy organizations include a sense of
belonging, a sense of community, and a preparedness to help others. In addition, a num-
ber of scholars proposed that a sense of connection and community is a key dimension of
spirituality at work (e.g., see Ashmos & Duchon, 2000; Milliman et al. 2003), and empiri-
cally, Rego and Cunha (2008) showed that spirituality at work correlated to organizational
commitment. Their findings provided a platform for the argument that spirituality (with
the dimension of team’s sense of community) can potentially produce effects on factors like
commitment, employee well-being, organizational citizenship behaviors, performance,
and ultimately organizational-level factors that improve the longevity and health of the
firm.

Despite the growth of commentary on the role and importance of community in the
workplace in the literature to date, empirical studies are scarce (for review, see Boyd,
2014). As such, there is limited theoretical and empirical knowledge available to propel a
specific research agenda of community at work forward. The present study seeks to address
this gap, examining the relative contribution of two aspects of community experience:
sense of community (SOC) and sense of community responsibility (SOC-R) in relation to
employee well-being and organizational citizenship. In doing so, this study aims to both
advance our understanding of the role of community experience in a single organizational
setting and test theoretical propositions on the relative contributions of resource versus
responsibility aspects of community experience as put forth by Nowell and Boyd (2011,
2014).

SOC and SOC-R in Organizations

One theoretical model that has particular promise for application in organizational con-
texts is the community experience framework developed by Nowell and Boyd (2010,
2014). As Nowell and Boyd (2010) articulated (see bottom of Figure 1), traditional
measures of SOC tend to reflect an individual’s sense that their community serves as
a resource for meeting key physiological and psychological needs such as the need for
affiliation, influence, and connection (e.g., see the Sense of Community Index (Perkins,
Florin, Rich, Wandersman, & Chavis, 1990), the Sense of Community Index-2 (Chavis, Lee, &
Acosta, 2008), and the Brief Sense of Community Scale (Peterson, Speer, & McMillan, 2008).

They noted that a SOC should be positively related to community engagement and
personal well-being. Significant empirical support across a variety of community settings
backs up this proposition (Brodsky, O’Campo, & Aronson, 1999; Miers & Fisher, 2002;
Obst, Zinkiewicz, & Smith, 2002; Perkins et al., 1990; Pretty, 1990; Sonn, 2002). For

Journal of Community Psychology DOI: 10.1002/jcop



212 � Journal of Community Psychology, March 2017

Co
m
m
un

ity
Co

nt
ex
t

Se
ns
e
of

Co
m
m
un

ity
as

Re
sp
on

si
bi
lit
y

(S
O
C-
R)

Ps
yc
ho

lo
gi
ca
l

W
el
l-b

ei
ng

Co
m
m
un

ity
En

ga
ge
m
en

t

Pe
rs
on

al
Be

lie
fS
ys
te
m

N
or
m
s

Be
lie
fs

Va
lu
es

Id
eo

lo
gy

St
an
da
rd
s

Co
m
m
un

ity
Co

nt
ex
t

Se
ns
e
of

Co
m
m
un

ity
as

Re
so
ur
ce

(S
O
C)

Ps
yc
ho

lo
gi
ca
l

W
el
l-b

ei
ng

Co
m
m
un

ity
En

ga
ge
m
en

t

Ps
yc
ho

lo
gi
ca
l
an
d

Ph
ys
io
lo
gi
ca
l
N
ee
ds

Fi
gu

re
1.

C
om

pa
ri

so
n

of
SO

C
-R

an
d

SO
C

m
od

el
s

w
it

h
ou

tc
om

es
.

So
ur

ce
:N

ow
el

l&
B

oy
d

(2
01

0)

Journal of Community Psychology DOI: 10.1002/jcop



Sense of Community and Community Responsibility in Organizations � 213

example, SOC has been found to predict outcomes like psychological well-being (David-
son & Cotter, 1991; Peterson, Speer, & McMillan, 2008; Pretty et al., 1996; Prezza & Pacilli,
2007), as well as community engagement, political participation, and civic involvement
(Albanesi, Cicognani, & Zani, 2007; Brodsky, O’Campo, & Aronson, 1999, Hughey, Speer
& Peterson, 1999; Peterson et al., 2008; Prezza, Pacilli, Barbaranelli, & Zampatt, 2009).

Nowell and Boyd (2010) proposed SOC-R as complementary to SOC, arguing that
it represented a different and undertheorized aspect of experiencing community. They
define SOC-R as a feeling of duty or obligation to protect or enhance the well-being
of a group and its members. It is distinguished from traditional measures of SOC in
its emphasis on feelings of obligation to a community rather than perceptions of what
one gets from a community. SOC-R theorizes that individuals develop personal values,
norms, ideals, and beliefs through being embedded in various institutions (e.g., families,
churches, schools, neighborhoods, social groups) that they carry with them into new
settings (see top of Figure 1). These a priori belief structures interact with specific aspects
of a given setting and, in some cases, can evoke sentiments of duty and obligation for
individuals as they seek to reconcile who they perceive they are in a given setting and
their normative beliefs about what a person like them should do in such a setting. Once
developed, SOC-R perceptions are posited to increase engagement in that setting (Nowell
& Boyd, 2010, 2014; Boyd & Nowell, 2014).

The community experience framework further posits that SOC and SOC-R will have
differential effects. SOC, with its emphasis on community as a resource for meeting one’s
needs, is hypothesized to be the stronger predictor of indicators related to psychological
happiness and well-being. However, the relationship of SOC to community engagement
is theorized to be more attenuated for SOC because, according to the underlying model,
SOC would drive engagement to the extent that individuals felt that such engagement
would ultimately increase needs fulfillment. Conversely, Nowell and Boyd (2010) posit
that SOC-R, with its emphasis on the desire to create psychological congruence between
identity and behavior, will have a relatively stronger direct effect on engagement with a
community relative to SOC. At the same time, the dissonance that is theorized to drive
behavior in SOC-R is likely to have an attenuated relationship to happiness and well-being,
likely mediated through engagement efforts.

Preliminary support for the basic propositions of Nowell and Boyd’s resource and
responsibility framework was found by Nowell and Boyd (2014) in a recent study that
looked at both SOC and SOC-R in the context of community collaboratives. They empir-
ically demonstrated that resource versus responsibility experiences of community were
unique constructs to each other, and they showed discriminant validity between each
other on measures of satisfaction with the group and engagement in leadership action
within a collaborative network setting. In particular, the findings demonstrated that SOC
was the strongest predictor of general satisfaction, whereas SOC-R was the stronger pre-
dictor of higher order engagement and uniquely predicted leadership. Finally, this work,
in conjunction with theoretical justifications for construct distinction (Boyd & Nowell,
2014), has helped to clarify that SOC-R is different from related organizational constructs
with more general referents (e.g., organizational commitment and identity), and “other
regarding” constructs like civic engagement, social responsibility, and public service mo-
tivation, because SOC-R describes the unique relationship of an individual to a specific
community in which they are embedded. Other prosocial constructs are not designed
with such context-specific referents.

Because empirical research on community experiences at work is in its infancy, we
believe it is important to continue to both determine that SOC-R is empirically distinct
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from SOC and test and refine the ability of these constructs to produce discriminant
validity on criteria of interest. In this case, we focus specifically on two outcomes of
concern to the field: employee psychological well-being and organizational citizenship.
Psychological well-being is a construct of obvious interest to the field of community
psychology because improving the human condition is core to the values of our field. Given
that humans spend a considerable portion of their lives in “organizational communities”
(Boyd & Angelique, 2002), understanding how community experiences at work influence
well-being is a pertinent question.

Organizational citizenship should also be of interest to community psychologists be-
cause of its focus on “extra role” behavior. It has been defined as “individual behavior that
is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and that
in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the organization" (Organ, 1988,
p. 4). As Williams and Anderson (1991) note, organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs)
can be directed toward individuals (OCBIs) or the organization as a whole (OCBOs). To-
gether, OCBIs and OCBOs represent engagement in helping behaviors toward others and
the organizational entity as a collective.

As Podsakoff et al, (2009) mention in a recent meta-analysis of OCB, “one of the main
reasons for the interest in OCBs is that they are expected to be positively related to mea-
sures of organizational effectiveness” (p 122). Their study found support for this premise,
indicating that OCBs are related to individual-level outcomes (e.g., managerial ratings
of employee performance, allocation of rewards), withdrawal-related measures (e.g., em-
ployee turnover intentions, actual turnover, and absenteeism), and organizational-level
outcomes (e.g., productivity, efficiency, reduced costs, customer satisfaction, and unit-
level turnover). Therefore, understanding how SOC and SOC-R predict OCBs may have
important implications for understanding mechanisms that produce additional key indi-
vidual and organizational outcomes. However, despite significant theoretical justification
to suggest the psychological experience of community would be critical to understanding
employee well-being and organizational citizenship, no studies have investigated these
relationships to date.

Testing SOC Versus SOC-R

As noted earlier, one empirical study has been conducted to test the Nowell and Boyd
(2010) community experience framework and the findings were consistent with the the-
oretical propositions of the model. In their study of a collaborative public health network
(Nowell & Boyd, 2014), SOC and SOC-R were found to be related yet unique constructs.
We will attempt to replicate this finding by proposing the following hypothesis:

H1: SOC will be a related but unique construct relative to SOC-R.

In addition, we test the core propositions of Nowell and Boyd’s (2010, 2014) commu-
nity experience framework. Specifically, the following hypotheses are proposed:

H2: SOC will be a stronger predictor of psychological well-being relative to SOC-R.
H3: SOC-R will be a stronger predictor of OCBs relative to SOC.

Research has found preliminary support for this latter hypothesis (e.g., Nowell &
Boyd, 2014), but it is important to note that some recent studies also support the inverse
hypothesis. Specifically, studies have shown that employees adopt more OCBs for recip-
rocating (e.g., see Coyle-Shapiro, 2002; Organ & Paine, 1999) toward their organizations
and leaders. Thus, counter to our hypothesis, it is plausible that employees might adopt
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more OCBs as a way to reciprocate toward an organization that provides resources to them.
If OCB is driven more by dynamics of reciprocity, rather than responsibility, then the
resource-oriented SOC may prove to be a stronger predictor of OCBs.

Finally, the present study also seeks to expand upon existing research by testing me-
diation and moderation effects that are potentially present in the community experience
framework (Nowell & Boyd, 2010). Because the model does not identify if mediation or
moderation will occur, an exploratory empirical assessment will be conducted on these
types of effects. SOC is expected to predict both psychological well-being and commu-
nity engagement behaviors. However, for individuals with high SOC, OCBs might also
occur as a function of an employees’ psychological well-being. For example, as affiliation,
influence, and connection needs are fulfilled, the employee may feel improved psycho-
logical well-being, which in turn could increase the probability that the employee will
subsequently take action to improve the well-being of the organizational community.

Therefore, the following exploratory hypotheses are proposed:

H4a: The relationship between SOC and OCBs will be mediated by psychological well-
being.

H4b: The relationship between SOC and OCBs will be moderated by psychological
well-being.

Within the SOC-R model, a direct relationship between well-being and SOC-R cannot
be assumed because it is most likely mediated or moderated by community engagement.
As Nowell and Boyd (2010) noted, the indirect relationship between SOC as responsibility
and well-being is consistent with cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger, 1964) because
inaction on the part of the individual creates an uncomfortable psychological state that the
person seeks to ameliorate. To resolve the dissonance, one can either fit one’s behavior
to be in line with one’s attitudes or change one’s attitudes to be in line with one’s
behavior. Dissonance theory relies on the premise that alignment between what a person
believes and values and how they act contributes to positive mental well-being. Thus,
the relationship between SOC-R and psychological well-being will likely be mediated or
moderated by OCBs.

Therefore, the following exploratory hypotheses are proposed:

H5a: The relationship between SOC-R and psychological well-being will be mediated by
OCBs.

H5b: The relationship between SOC-R and psychological well-being will be moderated
by OCBs.

A final goal of the study is to investigate if the findings of Nowell and Boyd (2014)
can be extended into a single organizational context. Commentary on the replication of
this issue will be provided in the discussion section. In summary, the present study aims
to advance our understanding of (a) the uniqueness of SOC versus SOC-R and (b) the
predictive capacity of SOC and SOC-R on untested measures of psychological well-being
and community engagement, as well as (c) extending our knowledge of how members
experience and engage in organizational settings.

METHOD

Sample and Procedures

The study was conducted in a large healthcare system in the Eastern United States. A
survey was administered to all employees via an e-mail, which was sent by a representative
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of the human resources department. At the request of the human resources department,
the study concluded after one reminder. A total of 1,522 employees received the e-mail
prompt; we obtained complete data for all items collected from 369 subjects (24.24%
response rate). This response rate is consistent with those found in organizational survey
studies, and is this is especially true in settings where response-enhancing techniques
are minimized by formal administrative structures or rules (Anseel, Lievens, Schollaert,
& Choragwicka, 2010). However, driven by concerns over selection bias, we ran a series
of comparative analyses aimed at investigating systematic differences in demographics
between our respondent sample and the sample population. Analysis failed to find signifi-
cant differences on full-time and part-time status, gender, race, education, organizational
tenure, or organizational role (all ps > .05). We are therefore confident that our resulting
sample is representative of our sample population.

Of the participants, 93% were full-time employees, 83.2% were female, and 97% were
Caucasian (all others < 1%). Participants ranged in educational levels from high school
diplomas to doctorate degrees (high school diploma, 21.5%; associate’s, 25.3%; bache-
lor’s, 33.7%; master’s, 15.4%; PhD/JD/MD, 4.1%), and on average they were employed
for 14.83 years (standard deviation [SD] = 11.77; min/max, 1/45). The majority of par-
ticipants were project and program staff members (67.4%) or midlevel administrators
(24.2%), while fewer respondents were directors or head administrators in the system
(8.4%).

Measures

SOC as resource. The Brief Sense of Community Scale (BSCS; see Peterson, Speer, McMil-
lan, 2008) measured SOC. The BSCS normally uses the referent of a neighborhood,
and thus the scale was modified so all items referenced the respondent’s organization or
members of the organization. A 7-point Likert-type response option format ranging from
1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree) was used for all items (e.g., “My organization helps
me meet my goals”). Cronbach’s alpha for SOC was .936.

SOC-R. A six-item scale, previously developed and used by Nowell and Boyd (2014), with
modifications to the referent (i.e., an organization and co-workers) measured SOC-R. All
SOC-R items used a 7-point Likert-type response option format ranging from 1 (strongly
agree) to 7 (strongly disagree) (e.g., “I am always ready to help out people in my organization
even if it creates hardship for me”). Cronbach’s alpha for SOC-R was .819.

OCBs. The Organizational Citizenship Scale, developed by Williams and Anderson
(1991), measured OCBs. Seven items measured OCBI (e.g., “I help others who have
heavy workloads,” “I take time to listen to co-workers problems and worries,” “I go out of
my way to help new employees”), and seven items measured OCBO (e.g., “I conserve and
protect organizational property,” “I adhere to informal rules designed to maintain order,”
“I take undeserved work breaks”) All items were measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale
ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree). Cronbach’s alpha was .817 for OCBI
items and .706 for OCBO items.

Psychological well-being. The 12-item General Health Questionnaire (GHQ-12; Goldberg
& Williams 1988; Lesage, Martens-Resende, Deschamps, & Berjot, 2011) measured psy-
chological well-being. The GHQ-12 is a self-report measure of psychological morbid-
ity, intended to detect psychiatric disorders in community settings and nonpsychiatric
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contexts. The GHQ-12 is a well-known instrument for measuring minor psychological dis-
tress, and it tends to be more useful when adapted in a work context serving as a general
indicator of distress and/or potential problems. Items included statements like, “I have
been feeling unhappy and depressed,” “I am able to concentrate,” “I am able to enjoy
day-to-day activities,” and “I feel that I can’t overcome difficulties.” Cronbach’s alpha was
.882 for the GHQ-12 scale.

Item and Factor Structure

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) in IBM SPSS Amos (version 21) was conducted to
validate the item structure for each of the measures, determine if factors were structurally
unique, and rule out potential problems with common-method bias. In relation to this
latter issue, Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, and Podsakoff (2003) note several procedural
remedies to common-method concerns, including measuring the predictor and criterion
factors from different sources or at different times. They also note that these methods often
cannot be completed because they require a linking procedure between the measures
that can compromise anonymity. We were not able to execute either method because the
healthcare system imposed constraints on these techniques due to serious concerns of
respondent anonymity. However, we were able to implement other procedural remedies
that Podsakoff et al. (2003) suggest, including counterbalancing question order and
refining scale items (e.g., we used validated scales, concise item construction, avoided
double barrels, and used different scale endpoints).

Moreover, we ran a statistical remedy for potential common-method bias. First, a CFA
was computed with each of the five latent factors and their corresponding items. The CFA
measurement model showed that items loaded significantly onto their respective factors
(see Table 1) and an overall examination of indices showed acceptable model fit: root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = .048, comparative fit index (CFI) =
.912, incremental fit index (IFI) = .902. The findings revealed that items appropriately
loaded on each of the measures and all factors were structurally unique.

Next, a second CFA was computed with a common latent factor linked to every item
across all scales and to each of the five latent factors and their corresponding items. The
change in standardized regression estimates was computed, and three of the items for the
SOC scale were found to significantly deviate (> .2) from the original model. No other
items for any variables showed significant changes in standardized regression estimates.
The second CFA measurement model showed that items loaded significantly onto their
respective factors (see Table 1) and overall examination of indices showed acceptable
model fit: RMSEA = .049, CFI = .909, IFI = .904. The findings revealed that items
appropriately loaded on each of the measures and all factors were structurally unique.
Results of hypothesis testing that are presented next all used the common method bias
adjusted composites that were produced in the second CFA.

RESULTS

Descriptive statistics and Pearson correlations were analyzed for all major variables in the
study and they are presented in Table 2.

The analysis revealed that respondents reported above-average perceptions of both
SOC and SOC-R. This finding suggests that the organization was perceived to fulfill spe-
cific needs of respondents, and that it represents a community setting for which employees
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Table 1. CFA Measurement Model Structure of all Variables in the Study

Factor SE SE with CLF

Factor 1–Sense of Community (SOC)
My organization helps me meet my goals. .82 .80
I can get what I need from this organization .92 .25
I feel like a member of my organization. .93 .78
I belong in my organization. .87 .76
I have a say about what goes on in my organization. .81 .16
People in my organization are good at influencing each another. .67 .54
I feel connected to my organization. .91 .74
I have a good bond with others in my organization. .72 .32

Factor 2–Sense of Community Responsibility (SOC-R)
It is easy for me to put aside my own agenda in favor of the greater good of

my organization.
.78 .71

When volunteers are needed by my organization, I feel like I should be one
of the first to step up

.73 .60

I feel it is my duty to give to my organization without needing to receive
anything in return

.66 .54

I am always ready to help out people in my organization even if it creates
hardship for me

.61 .61

I often feel an obligation to do things that benefit my organization even if my
costs outweigh any personal benefit I may receive

.61 .64

One of the best things I can do to improve my organization is to be of service
to my co-workers

.54 .49

Factor 3–Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (OCBIs)
I help others who have been absent from work .64 .63
I help others who have heavy workloads .66 .65
I assist my supervisor with his/her work (when not asked) .58 .53
I take time to listen to co-workers problems and worries .67 .66
I go out of my way to help new employees .69 .68
I take a personal interest in other employees .69 .65
I pass along information to other coworkers .58 .54

Factor 4–Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (OCBOs)
My attendance at work is above the norm .61 .48
I give advance notice when I am unable to come to work .62 .51
I take undeserved work breaks (R) .73 .68
I spend a great deal of time with personal phone conversations (R) .68 .66
I complain about insignificant things at work (R) .59 .55
I conserve and protect organizational property .70 .69
I adhere to informal rules designed to maintain order .67 .66

Factor 5–Psychological Well-Being (GHQ-12)
I have been feeling unhappy and depressed .79 .67
I constantly feel under strain .61 .56
I have been losing confidence in myself .74 .66
I have been feeling reasonably happy (R) .71 .64
I have lost sleep over worry .58 .54
I am able to concentrate (R) .57 .58
I have been thinking of myself as worthless .68 .58
I have been able to face problems (R) .60 .57
I am able to enjoy day-to-day activities (R) .80 .75
I feel capable in making decisions (R) .59 .58
I feel that I can’t overcome difficulties .52 .51
I feel like I am playing a useful part in things (R) .60 .54

Note. CFA = confirmatory factor analysis; SE = standardized estimates; SE with CLF = SE with common latent factor;
SOC = sense of community; SOC-R = sense of community responsibility; OCB = organizational citizenship behavior;
OCBI = OCB directed toward individuals; OCBO = OCB directed toward organizations GHQ-12 = General Health
Questionnaire.
Significant estimate deviations from model without common latent factor are in bold (> .2).
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Major Study Variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5

1. SOC 5.10 1.23 ——
2. SOC-R 5.09 0.99 .378 ——
3. OCBI 6.07 0.63 .292 .487 ——
4. OCBO 6.33 0.59 .172 .356 .422 ——
5. Psychological well-being 5.57 0.91 .393 .290 .358 .327 ——

Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation; SE = standardized estimate; SOC = sense of community; SOC-R = sense
of community responsibility; OCB = organizational citizenship behavior; OCBI = OCB directed toward individuals;
OCBO = OCB directed toward organizations.
N = 369. All correlations significant at p < .001.

feel responsible. Moreover, participants frequently reported engaging in OCBs toward the
organization and its members. Finally, respondents reported that their psychological well-
being was generally high. A Pearson’s correlation showed that SOC and SOC-R exhibit a
moderate significant positive relationship (r = .378, p < .001). This correlation supports
the notion that both SOC and SOC-R tap into a common phenomenon related to the
experience of community; however, the moderately low correlation suggests that respon-
sibility and resource aspects of that experience are distinct. This finding in combination
with the results of the CFA measurement model appear to lend support for H1 that SOC
and SOC-R are unique constructs.

Moreover, both SOC and SOC-R showed a significant bivariate correlation to psycho-
logical well-being, but SOC demonstrated a stronger correlation (r = .393, p < .001)
compared to SOC-R (r = .290, p < .001). Both SOC and SOC-R also were significantly
correlated to OCBs, but SOC-R showed stronger correlations (r = .487, p < .001 for OCBI;
r = .356, p < .001 for OCBO) compared to SOC (r = .292, p < 001 for OCBI; r = .172,
p < 001 for OCBO). These two results provide initial impressions that are consistent
with H2 and H3. Finally, OCBs were moderately and positively correlated with each other
(r = .422, p < 001), and this was also true for psychological well-being and OCBs (r =
.358, p < .001 for OCBI; r = .327, p < .001 for OCBO).

Tests of Major Hypotheses

Next, several hypotheses were tested using structural equations modeling (SEM) in IBM
SPSS Amos (version 21) to determine if SOC and SOC-R predicted outcomes in accor-
dance with theory development in the literature. Direct effects were assessed for SOC
and SOC-R on psychological well-being (see Table 3). Consistent with hypothesis 2, SOC
exhibited a slightly higher direct effect compared to SOC-R, although both constructs
were significant. Next, to determine if the direct effects were significantly different, two
path models were compared. The first model freely estimated the coefficients of SOC
and SOC-R, and the second model constrained the coefficients to be equal. A chi-square
difference test (X2 = 3.229, p = .072) showed that the models (and thus the coefficients)
approached a statistical difference from each other. These results lend some support for
H2 by indicating that SOC appears to be a slightly better predictor of well-being relative
to SOC-R.

Direct effects were assessed for SOC and SOC-R on OCBOs and OCBIs (see Table 3).
Consistent with H3, SOC-R showed a significantly higher direct effect (X2 = 7.653,
p = .001 and X2 = 4.665, p = .001) compared to SOC on OCBOs and OCBIs, even
though both constructs were statistically significant.

Journal of Community Psychology DOI: 10.1002/jcop



220 � Journal of Community Psychology, March 2017

Table 3. Direct Effects of SOC Versus SOC-R

Path Direct effects X2 Difference test
Path SE p

SOC to PWB .257 (.0001) 3.229, p = .072
SOC-R to PWB .225 (.0001)

SOC to OCBO .099 (.008) 7.653, p < .001
SOC-R to OCBO .511 (.0001)

SOC to OCBI .469 (.0001) 4.655, p < .001
SOC-R to OCBI .565 (.0001)

Note. SE = standardized estimate; SOC = sense of community; PWB = psychological well-being; SOC = sense of
community; SOC-R = sense of community responsibility; OCB = organizational citizenship behavior; OCBI = OCB
directed toward individuals; OCBO = OCB directed toward organizations.
Total R2: PWB, 12.7% (SOC = 7.7%; SOC-R = 5.0%); OCBI, 58.8% (SOC = 21%; SOC-R = 36.9%); OCBO, 28.0%
(SOC = 1.1%; SOC-R = 26.9%).

Mediation tests. Two mediation hypotheses were tested using SEM in IBM SPSS Amos (ver-
sion 21) see Table 4. Tests of indirect effects of SOC for OCBOs and OCBIs via its influence
on well-being were nonsignificant. Therefore, contrary to H4a, psychological well-being
did not mediate the relationship between SOC and OCBs. Tests of indirect effects for
SOC-R on psychological well-being via its influence on organizational citizenship were
significant, indicating full mediation in accordance with H5a.

Moderation tests. Two moderation hypotheses were also tested using SEM in IBM SPSS
Amos (version 21). In the first iteration, the interaction of SOC x well-being on OCBI was
nonsignificant (p = .314), and the interaction was removed from the model (see Table 5).
The model was run again, and the interaction of SOC x well-being on OCBO was signifi-
cant (p = .029). Model fit was excellent (X2 = .972, p = .324; CFI, .97; IFI, .980; RMSEA,
.022). Next, the interaction of SOC x well-being on OCBO was graphed (see Figure 2).
The visual representation of the interaction shows a very minimal moderation effect of
psychological well-being on OCBO. As psychological well-being increases, the relationship
between SOC and OCBOs slightly increases. In summary, no moderation exists for OCBIs
and minimal moderation exists for OCBOs. H4b was partially confirmed.

Table 4. Mediation Effects of Psychological Well-Being and OCBs

Path Direct effects
SE p

Indirect effects
SE p

SOC – PWB – OCBO .099 (.008) .079 (.343)
No mediation

SOC – PWB – OCBI .469 (.0001) .036 (.481)
No mediation

SOC-R – OCBO – PWB .225 (.0001) .176 (.0001)
Full mediation

SOC-R – OCBI – PWB .225 (.0001) .147 (.0001)
Full mediation

Note. SE = standardized estimate; SOC = sense of community; PWB = psychological well-being; SOC = sense of
community; SOC-R = sense of community responsibility; OCB = organizational citizenship behavior; OCBI = OCB
directed toward individuals; OCBO = OCB directed toward organizations.
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Table 5. Moderation Effects of Psychological Well-Being and OCBs

Path Standardized estimate SE CR P

SOC – PWB – OCBI −.036 .028 −.986 .324
SOC – PWB – OCBO .070 .025 2.183 .029

Partial moderation

SOC-R – OCBO – PWB −.072 .048 −1.185 .236
SOC-R – OCBI – PWB .025 .030 .624 .533

No moderation

Note. SE = standardized estimate; CR = critical ratio; SOC = sense of community; SOC-R = sense of community
responsibility; PWB = psychological well-being; OCB = organizational citizenship behaviors; OCBI = OCB directed
toward individuals; OCBO = OCB directed toward organizations.

Figure 2. Moderation of psychological well-being on SOC-OCBO relationship.

Last, we examined the possibility of moderation of OCBs on the relationship between
SOC-R and well-being (H5b). Results did not find evidence of significant moderation for
either OCBOs or OCBIs. Therefore, OCBs did not moderate the relationship between
SOC-R and psychological well-being. Final model fit was excellent (X2 = .895, p = .408;
CFI, .98; IFI, .99; RMSEA, .015). H5b was not confirmed.

DISCUSSION

The validation of the community experience framework in a single organizational setting
makes an important contribution to the literature in its efforts to understand the role of
community in organizational settings. This study provides the first empirical investigation
into the differential predictive capacities of resource and responsibility aspects to the
experience of community in understanding outcomes of well-being and organizational
citizenship in workplace contexts. This work advances theory by clarifying the mechanisms
and relationships by which responsibility and resource aspects of community connect to
important employee outcomes. Overall, the findings supported the basic propositions of
the community experience framework and demonstrated its applicability to the workplace
context.
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Findings were remarkably consistent with the Nowell and Boyd’s (2014) collaborative
network study in demonstrating that SOC and SOC-R are separate and unique constructs
that have the ability to predict employee psychological well-being and community en-
gagement outcomes. In addition, the data showed that both SOC and SOC-R had a
significant unique effect in predicting psychological well-being, but SOC was a slightly
better predictor of well-being compared to SOC-R. Although this finding was consistent
with the Nowell and Boyd (2010) model, these factors approached significance only as
distinct predictors of well-being and, in total, were able to account for a modest 12.7% of
the variance of psychological well-being. The present findings suggest that resource and
responsibility aspects of the experience of community show better additive effects in pre-
dicting psychological well-being than individual discriminant prediction. Although SOC
appears to be able to predict multiple measures of psychological well-being (job satisfac-
tion vs. a measure of psychological distress), future research should continue to investigate
and clarify the capacity of SOC and SOC-R in predicting various states of psychological
well-being.

In contrast, SOC-R appeared to consistently predict organizational citizenship better
than SOC. These findings provide additional empirical support for the propositions put
forth by Nowell and Boyd (2010) that a values-based SOC-R would be a stronger driver of
behavioral action taken on behalf of an organization and/or in support of its members.
An additional finding is that, in general, community constructs were better able to predict
OCBIs compared to OCBOs (58.8% vs. 28% total variance explained, respectively). This
is an interesting finding and may relate to the fact that the development of a community
experience tends to occur within proximal relationships to other individuals at work com-
pared to the entirety of the organization, which is more distal to the action of community
development within organizations. For example, performing OCBIs to help coworkers
might require the individual to pay attention to coworker needs, provide personal sugges-
tions, engage in direct one-on-one interaction with the coworker, and handle potential
resentment that could arise if the helping behavior was ultimately unwanted (Neilsen
et al., 2012).

Several exploratory mediation and moderation tests also revealed some interesting
findings that extend our knowledge in this area. Specifically this study found some evi-
dence that the relationship of SOC to organizational citizenship is influenced by increased
well-being. Although the results indicated that psychological well-being does not medi-
ate the relationship between SOC and any community engagement behaviors, a partial
moderation effect was found for well-being on OCBOs. The effect of SOC on OCBOs was
also very weak, and thus it is reasonable to conclude that psychological well-being, as mea-
sured in the present study, does not affect the relationship between SOC and community
engagement in any meaningful way. Again, future research should continue to investigate
and monitor the capacity for well-being measures to affect the relationship between SOC
and behavioral engagement in organizations.

For SOC-R, Nowell and Boyd (2010) stated that responsibility aspects of community
experiences develop as a function of the interaction between the organizational con-
text and the belief systems of employees as they enter and work in the organization.
Consistent with the logic of person–environment fit (e.g., Kristof-Brown & Guay, 2011),
if the organization provides a context in which a sense of responsibility can flourish,
then an employee would be expected to increase engagement in that setting. Once en-
gaged, the psychological well-being of the individual would be stimulated because one’s
actions would be congruent with one’s beliefs (Festinger, 1964). Findings are consis-
tent with this theory: The relationship between feelings of community responsibility and
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psychological well-being is mediated by taking action to enhance the community, thereby
bringing cognitive identity and action into alignment.

In addition to testing theory, the findings showed that both SOC and SOC-R are
predictive of key outcomes in a workplace setting. This is an important finding because
it emphasizes that community constructs are applicable in organizational settings (Boyd,
2014; Boyd & Angelique, 2007, 2002) and demonstrates that community constructs likely
have significant exportation capabilities in work contexts. In addition, from an organiza-
tional perspective, these findings add an important construct to the field of management
(Boyd & Nowell, 2014) and show managers that SOC and SOC-R are factors that are
important in the milieu of organizational life.

SOC-R, in particular, appears to have widespread potential to those who are inter-
ested in stimulating a workforce that is engaged and responsible to the needs of their
coworkers and the organization. Cohen (2007) argues that employees enter organizations
with normative predispositions toward social responsibility. When supported by an orga-
nization and management culture that enhances employee social responsibility values,
prosocial behavior can result. Thus, when organizations congruently stimulate employee
responsibility values, employees will likely engage in OCBs.

The present findings are consistent with Smith, Organ, and Near (1983), who con-
firmed that OCB is an exhibition of prosocial disposition propensity; Finkelstein (2006),
who indicated that employees’ prosocial value can influence their OCB; and Grant and
Mayer (2009), who found that individual’s prosocial motivation is predictive of citizen-
ship behavior (such as voice). However, the present findings are distinctive from this
research because they demonstrate the connection between a sense of responsibility and
a particular organizational referent while situated within the referent. Previous research
focused on prosocial dispositions that are within the individual as they enter the organi-
zation. However, what is not known at this time is what contextual factors serve to evoke
a sense of responsibility for a given workplace. This will be an important area for future
research.

Although not directly assessed in the present study, the findings may lend credence to
the notion that a SOC-R can occur as a function of organizational context and managerial
antecedents. This is a promising direction for future research because OCB scholars
appear to have achieved a general consensus that OCB is the outcome of the interaction
between individuals and organizational contextual variables. For example, Lavelle, Rupp,
and Brockner (2007) noted that when employees perceive organizational justice and
high quality leader–member exchange relationships, they actively engage in OCB on
the basis of a positive reciprocity norm. Although the notion of SOC-R does not rely
on reciprocity and social exchange theory logics, it certainly is possible that SOC-R can
be stimulated by organizational antecedents. Finally, considering that OCB consistently
correlates with employee performance, retention, and other important organizational
outcomes (Podsakoff, Whiting, Podsakoff, & Blume, 2009), SOC-R holds promise as a
factor that may influence additional critical employee and organizational outcome factors.
This area of inquiry has the potential to bear important fruit for scholars and managers
in the future.

The present work also indicates that managerial efforts to make the workplace
a setting that meets workers social–psychological needs for inclusion, influence, and
membership can have a positive effect on worker’s psychological health. Psychological
health of employees is an area of concern for organizational scholars and practicing
managers alike. This suggests an opportunity for managers to create greater opportuni-
ties for affiliation, influence, and connection needs of employees through an array of
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management interventions. And as need fulfillment resources are provided by thought-
ful organizational design, employees will psychologically benefit and behaviorally act
in ways that advance and satisfy their needs and the goals of the organization. The
present findings are consistent with Wilson, DeJoy, Vandenberg, Richardson, and Mc-
Grath (2004), who showed that health and well-being are directly affected by em-
ployee perceptions of their organization and employee attitudes toward their work-
place climate. In addition, they are consistent with Rego, Souto, and Cunha (2009),
who demonstrated that a spirit of camaraderie among workers is predictive of affective
well-being.

Moreover, the findings are consistent with Judge and his colleagues (Judge & Bono,
2001; Judge, Locke, Durham, & Kluger, 1998), who found that psychological percep-
tions of work were one of the primary causes of job satisfaction (one of the most com-
mon measures of employee well-being in the organizational literature), and Brooke,
Russell, and Price (1988), who claimed that job satisfaction reflects an individual’s gen-
eral attitude toward the job, stemming from the gratification of needs and wants. Be-
cause job satisfaction and psychological well-being consistently predict employee turnover
(Griffeth, Hom, & Gaertner, 2000; Kinicki, McKee-Ryan, Schriesheim, & Carson, 2002;
Price, 1977, 2001; Wright, & Bonett, 2007) and are somewhat related to employee per-
formance (Baptiste, 2008; Bowling, 2007; Judge & Bono, 2001), the present findings
show promise for future explorations into the relationship between SOC and important
individual and organizational outcomes.

Limitations

Interpretation of the findings from this study must take into account a few possible lim-
itations. One limitation is that the cross-sectional nature of the data does not allow for
causal inference. However, in organizational field settings, which are important spaces
for organizational research, it is uncommon for the researcher to have the ability to ma-
nipulate independent variables to ascertain direct effects on dependent variables. The
present study was designed to investigate relationships and prediction in a field setting
where experiences of community could naturally develop without intervention of the
researcher. With that said, this research agenda could benefit from future studies that ex-
plore community constructs in controlled laboratory settings that mimic organizational
conditions, via quasi-experimental studies in field settings or in more naturalistic field
settings that involve longitudinal research in which fewer extraneous factors could be
controlled. It should be noted that there are benefits as well as difficulties in execut-
ing these types of studies, and that corroboration across various studies that employ
different research methods will likely be the necessary course to advancing this area of
research.

Second, the measures in the study were based on a single method of data collec-
tion. In this regard, we implemented procedural remedies including counterbalancing
the order of survey items and refinement of scale items. Moreover, we ran appropriate
statistical remedies for potential common-method bias, including CFA techniques and
the computation of common latent factor analysis, which resulted in the use of common
method bias adjusted composites. Because the pattern of findings is consistent with both
the theoretical propositions of the community experience framework (Nowell & Boyd,
2010) and the community collaboratives study by Nowell and Boyd (2014), our confidence
in the present findings is increased.
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Directions for Future Research

With an eye to the future, the introduction and validation of the community expe-
rience framework to the workplace setting suggests several important directions for
future research. The current research provides support for the idea that organizations
are important community contexts. However, where a person works is not the only
community context of importance to them. Indeed, people are nested in multiple
community settings simultaneously. It is reasonable to assume that they will not feel
equal levels of responsibility or community in all of them. Therefore, a future area of
inquiry could evaluate how SOC and SOC-R vary across people nested within the same
workplace and within individuals across organizational settings in which they are nested.
The psychology behind where and how people identify the boundaries that define
their perceived realms of community and responsibility is an interesting area for future
research.

Moreover, if SOC is a driver of psychological well-being, and responsibility is a driver
of organizational citizenship behavior and engagement with these variables leading to out-
comes like turnover, absenteeism, and performance, then future studies should explore
how managers can design workplace settings to evoke a SOC and SOC-R perceptions.
Future work in this area will hopefully lead to prescriptions of how managers can build
communities at work.

At the moment, the research agenda on community experiences in organizations
needs to focus on validating the convergent validity of SOC and SOC-R factor structures
and testing discriminant validity of these constructs on key employee and organizational
outcomes. Once that has been clearly established, a next step will be to understand how
SOC and SOC-R act in relation to established constructs in the field of management. Boyd
and Nowell (2014) proposed that SOC and SOC-R are distinct concepts to organizational
identity, organizational commitment, social capital, team cohesion, and psychological
contracts. Empirical verification that SOC and SOC-R produce differential and useful
prediction of important organizational and human outcomes compared to common
management constructs will be an important step in future studies.

As this work continues, it is conceivable that enhancements to model development for
a variety of psychological constructs can be achieved. This work could help to verify both
antecedents and consequences of psychological constructs, as well as helping managers
to determine how a series of psychological constructs can assist in producing healthy
workplaces where employees thrive and at the same time produce significant outcomes
for organizations.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the psychology that serves as the bedrock of an individual’s SOC and SOC-
R for a community in an organizational context is new, yet it has significant theoretical
and practical implications for organizational scholars and practicing managers. More-
over, this study provides an important contribution to advancing our understanding of
the factors that drive members’ willingness to give of themselves toward collective aims
in workplace contexts. Finally, the present study advances our understanding of the pre-
dictive capacities of SOC and SOC-R on important human and organizational outcomes.
The study shows that they are likely distinct concepts which have separate etiologies
and function in determining how members experience and engage in organizational
settings.
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