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PROSOCIAL AND PROACTIVE SAFETY CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOUR (SCB)

Abstract

Safety citizenship behaviour (SCB) is an importaeanticipation factor in work-groups. Our
study aims to study the influence of some antedsdeinthis safety-specific dimension of
organizational citizenship. In the light of the @mt research stream that distinguishes
between prosocial vs. proactive forms of organizeti citizenship, we will investigate the
effects of the following variables: organizatiosapport for safety participation; team safety
climate; psychological ownership toward the manag@nof safety; affective commitment
toward the organization. The research was conduotedmultinational chemical industry
(N = 314). Prosocial oriented forms of SCiafety stewardshipyere mainly related to the
influence of affective dimensions of organizatiobalongingnesgaffective commitment)
On the other hand, proactive oriented forms of €4ety voiceshowed higher linkages
with the internalization of safety promotion instas (psychological ownership)The
conclusions of the article include conceptual irggiions for academic research and
managerial practice. The aim of this is to suppdotoader safety citizenship orientation by

the workforce in the management of safety relatsthinces in the workplace.

Keywords: proactivity; safety behaviour; organizationalazgnship; organizational support;

affective commitment; psychological ownership
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Prosocial and proactive “safety citizenship behaviar” (SCB):

The mediation role of affective commitment and psytwlogical ownership

1. Introduction

Organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB) is adiggy of individual behaviour at work
that has positive consequences for organizatiolns.cbncept of Organizational Citizenship
highlights factors beyond economic exchange thaulede the relationship between
individuals and their organization. The exchangmlves a willingness to cooperate, a type
of prosocial behavioural orientation and a high amigational involvement (Organ,
Podsakoff, & Mackenzie, 2006). Organizational @tighip behaviours have a major impact
on the effectiveness and efficiency of working greand organizations, thus contributing to
the overall productivity of the organization (Niets Hrivinack, & Shaw, 2009; Podsakoff,

Blume, Whiting, & Podsakoff, 2009).

Similarly, in the field of occupational safety, easch studies show that safety-
specific organizational citizenship behaviours miga related to positive safety outcomes
for organizations. These behaviours go beyond yafetnpliance and can support the
overall safety of the organization through eithisk management or accident prevention
(Curcuruto, Conchie, Mariani, & Violante, 2015). égfic organizational citizenship
behaviours include acts to protect the safety belopeople, endeavouring to prevent the
occurrence of accidents, proactively striving t@iove organizational safety systems and

general conditions of safety in the workplace (Goec2013).
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Although the importance of safety citizenship bebass is now recognized, there is
no clear typology of the different kinds of behawidhat go beyond core safety compliance.
In addition, few studies have focused on the factbat motivate different types of safety
citizenship behaviour. These limitations mean thelhaviours that are important for the
long-term safety of organizations might not be addeely recognized or managed
appropriately. Therefore, the goal of the curreatlg was to clarify the distinction between
different types of safety citizenship behavioursl adentify motivational antecedents of

these behaviours.

For instance, change-oriented OCB typologies (vadiu#iative) seem to be mainly
related to proactive actions and programs for therovement of safety systems (i.e.
analysis of potential critical events for safetikelnear-misses). On the other hand, more
affiliative-oriented OCB (protective stewardshiglping colleagues) might be more directly
associated to the reduction of negative safetyconés for the employees, like micro-

injuries and property damage in the work environinen

In the following sections we first review the exist categories of organizational
citizenship and identify links to the safety litenee. We then differentiate distal and
proximal antecedents of safety citizenship. Fina#ly empirical research conducted in a

chemical industrial plant will be presented.

2. Taxonomies of organizational citizenship behaviouand safety at work

Early research distinguished two main categorieOGB on the basis of their
relationship to théargetspecific behavioursOne set of behaviours is targeted toward other
peopleand their work activities (e.g., acts of altruisomurtesy between colleagues), the
second set is targeted toward the generganizationitself (e.g., conscientiousness; civic

virtue; sportsmanship) (Williams & Anderson, 1991).
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Subsequent research has paid greater attentiometdotus of citizenship. In
particular, researchers have distinguished OCBspittanotechange by individuals, teams
and organizations from affiliative behaviours tipabtect people and the stability of work
activities and organizational processes (Conctdé32Curcuruto & Griffin, 2016; Grant &
Parker, 2009; McAllister, Kamdar, Morrison, & Turba2007; Parker, 2014). Change-
oriented behaviours includaking-charge which involves voluntary and constructive action
by employees to facilitate organizational changes ianprovements (Morrison & Phelps,
1999, p. 403), andoice (active communication), which has been definettlas expression
of constructive challenges to the organizationalust quo with the intent to improve rather

than merely criticize" (Van Dyne & Lepine, 1998,109).

Change-oriented OCB can be distinguished fromiatifle forms of citizenship
behaviour which strengthen social relationshipshi organization. Affiliative citizenship
behaviours include prosocial, interpersonal, andpecative behaviours that contribute to
the overall effectiveness of work groups and- whagkntually result in the strengthening of
social relations within working groups and, morengally, organizatiods Among the
others, two of the most studied behaviours in ttezdture ofaffiliative OCB arehelping
and stewardship defined as a voluntary extra-role behaviour airteedupport and protect
colleagues and superiors in the fulfilment of thewrk functions (Van Dyne & Lepine,
1998). Overall, affiliative-OCBs have been hightegh as a strong predictor of job

performance by teams and organizations (Podsakaff,2009).

Affiliative OCBs have been studied more frequertlign change-oriented OCBSs in

the psychological literature. However, several satsohave recently argued the importance

YIn the remaining sections of the article we will use the expressions changing-oriented OCB as a synonym of
“proactive citizenship behaviour”. Similarly, we will use the label affiliative-oriented OCB as a synonym of
“prosocial citizenship behaviour”.
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of including change-oriented behaviours focused tbe correction of organizational

problems and the improvement of the organizatisgsiem (McAllister et al., 2007).

Research suggests change-oriented and affiliat@8might be associated with
different individual and organizational antecedersr example, change-oriented OCBs,
such as voice, are more strongly related to psychodl constructs such as self-efficacy
(Morrison & Phelps, 1999). On the other hand, affiliative aeenOCBs, such as helping
others are more related to the psychological coastf role-expectations or how much the
behaviour is typical in the organization (McAllistet al., 2007). These differences highlight
the importance of more integrated research appesatiat integrates the psychological

mechanisms specifically associated with the twonnshisters of OCBs.

We apply the concept of change-oriented and affigaOCB to the domain of
safety-related behaviours to clarify the nature safety citizenship behaviour (SCB)
(Conchie, 2013; Hofmann, Morgeson, & Gerras, 2088) potential predictors of its
different elements. Predictors identified by premaresearch include the strength of the
safety climate in work-teams (Zohar, 2008), theeektof organizational support for
employees’ initiatives (Tucker, Chmiel, Turner, Blgrovis, & Stride, 2008), the quality of
the social relationships in the workplace (Parké&ktell, & Turner, 2001), and the
psychological internalization by employees of th@tential significant contribution in the

promotion of workplace safety (Curcuruto, Mearngdyi&riani, 2016).

3. Antecedents of safety citizenship

The literature of organizational psychology andamigational behaviour describes
several antecedents and mediators that can inkugrecemergence of OCBs in the context
of safety promotion in organizations. Consistenthwecent reviews on safety research in

organizations (Christian, Bradley, Wallace, & BurkR@09; Griffin & Curcuruto, 2016), we
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first discuss more proximalerson-relatedantecedents of safety citizenship. Then we will
briefly discuss more distalituation-relatedantecedents which characterize a psychosocial
environment supporting safety citizenship. In adeoce with the model proposed by
Christian et al. (2009), person-related antecedarsexpected to yield larger relationships
with safety behaviours than situational factorsve@i the discretionary nature of safety
citizenship, we will focus on psychological stabgsindividuals, which in the literature are
frequently associated with discretional organizaidbehaviours likaffective commitment
andpsychological ownershiParker, Bindl, & Strauss, 2010). As far as theation-related
antecedents are concerned, we will focus on twdestual variables likeorganizational
supportandsafety climatewhich in past research were shown to be meanimgkdictors

of discretional safety behaviours like safety @tighip (Christian et al., 2009; Turner et al.,

2008)

Person-related antecedents. affective commitment and psychological ownership.

Research examining the exchange relationship betweganizations and employee
work conduct has shown to be reciprocal, with oizmtions that demonstrate high levels of
investment and commitment in their workforce bengji from enhanced levels of
organizational citizenship behaviour (Mearns & R&ad2008). Such research can be
interpreted in the light of the social exchangeotlie(Blau, 1964), which posits that an
individual who provides a service for another dsesn the expectation and trust that there
will be a future return for this service. Sociakbange theory has been applied extensively
to explain why employees undertake organizatioitedenship behaviours, from which the
concept of safety citizenship derives. A numbemaichanisms have been used to explain
the social exchange relationship between orgaoistiand employees. In particular,
theories of ‘affective commitment’ (Reader, Mearngpes, & Kuhaand, 2017) and

‘psychological ownership’ (Curcuruto et al., 201&ve been increasingly used to account
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for this relationship. Below we will describe thenplications for research on safety

citizenship.

Affective commitmenfccording to Hofmann et al. (2003), SCB is an esgion of
the employees’ perception of the organizationaliadoexpectations about their direct
involvement in the management of safety relatedeissinvolvement might be determined
by the interaction of different organizational farst, such as the quality of the relationship
with their direct supervisors, and the general @etion of the safety climate in the
organization. A process of social reciprocity, #iere, motivates individuals to express
support for the organization (Blau, 1964; MearnsR&ader, 2008). In other words,
employees’ safety citizenship would be a symbohd a@iscretionary way to reciprocate
high-quality relationships with supervisors, co-kens, and more broadly, with the
organization itself (Curcuruto et al., 2016; Tuckeral., 2008). In a similar way, Parker et
al. (2001) have highlighted the role of positivéeafive states toward the organization (i.e.
affective commitment) as potential psychologicaldmtors between a positive social

environment and discretionary safety behaviourglaygd by the workforce.

Psychological ownershipOther studies have highlighted the importancethef
psychological processes associated with the suNgecble definition in organizational
settings, investigating safety citizenship as dorimal facet of the expected role (Chmiel,
Laurent, & Hansezand, 2017). Particularly in highability organizations characterized by
high levels of safety culture, people more easdg their personal commitment to safety
citizenship actions as a real personal respongiblbeyond what is formally predicted as

part of their role accountabilitigSurner, Chmiel, & Wall, 2005).

Generally, the construct of psychological ownershigs been described as a

cognitive-affective construct defined as “the stat which individuals feel as though the
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target of ownership or a piece of that target isirtt and reflects “an individual’s
awareness, thoughts, and beliefs regarding thettarigownership” (Pierce, Kostova, &
Dirks, 2001).As discussed by Parker et al. (2010), this psyaiocéb state encourages a
perceived broader role orientation through whictpleryees take responsibility for activities
and problems beyond their immediate set of techmnioke tasks. In line with these
conceptual assumptions, Curcuruto et al. (2016ndahat psychological ownership related
to safety influenced change-oriented SCB, includimghaviours such as suggesting

initiatives for safety improvement and open satsEignmunication.

Situation-related antecedents. safety climate and organizational support. Two
important antecedents at a more distal level irelsdpervisor safety climate at the team
level and organizational support for safety pgofation at the higher company level. On the
one hand, a supervisor safety climate is considesséntial by scholars (Zohar, 2008) to
communicate the priority of safety management msta and values in the daily working
activities in the organization at the shop floardle(Mariani, Curcuruto, Matic, Sciacovelli,
& Toderi, 2017). On the other hand, organizaticglport for safety participation concerns
the degree whereby companies set up effective neaiahgystems and practices which
sustain open safety communication between the wor&fand their organizations (Tucker

et al., 2008).

Team safety climateSocial expectations concerning safety exercisedfdogal
supervisors of teams and workgroups, and other geaiz roles (e.g. line managers,
department managers, safety managers and supsjvisan influence the motivational
levels of workers’ engagement toward safety citshém initiatives (Clarke & Ward, 2006;
Conchie, 2013; Griffin & Hu, 2013; Mariani, Sold& Curcuruto, 2015). Social
expectations about safety citizenship are formalhg informally expressed in the daily

interactions between supervisors and their subateén These interactions contribute to
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creating a positive safety climate in the workgeuphich eventually affect worker

commitment to safety (Neal & Griffin, 2006; Zoharl&ria, 2005). For instance, at the shop
floor level, positive expectations for safety a#iship behaviour are expressed and
reinforced when a supervisor publicly thanks an leyge who spends time to report a
problem or to prevent a risk (Barling & Hutchins@®00; Barling, Loughlin, & Kelloway,

2002). Similarly, at the managerial level, orgatiaaal expectations for safety citizenship
can be expressed through the use of formal rewgusiatems in order to reinforce the best

spontaneous safety initiative (Neal & Griffin, 2Q@®har & Luria, 2005).

Overall, high levels of safety expectations expgds®y organizational leaders
communicate safety values and safety prioritieRiadamental norms of the organizational
life, generating and supporting high levels of saf@imate in the workplace (Griffin &
Curcuruto, 2016; Neal & Griffin, 2006; Zohar, 200&ccording to several studies, high
levels of safety commitment expressed by orgarumati leaders would eventually play a
relevant and specific motivational function on wen¥ willingness to get involved in
voluntary safety promotion acts such as SCBs (€la2k06; Conchie, 2013; Griffin & Hu,

2013).

Organizational support for safety participatioin addition to the psychological
mechanisms related to safety climate, studies hawesidered other forms of social
influence affecting workers’ propensity to engageafety citizenship (Griffin & Curcuruto,
2016; Reader et al.,, 2017). These authors arguad sipecific forms of organizational
support for safety participation are an importaghal that the company really cares about
the active involvement by the workforce in safetamagement (Tucker et al., 2008). In
other words, the construct of organizational suppar safety participation expresses the
degree whereby individuals perceive that the comaipports them in playing a proactive

role in the management of workplace safety (Tuakeal., 2008)by voicing their safety
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concerns, ideas and opinions about how to manay®hen employees perceive concrete
attention and real consideration by the companyabizeir point of view on the actual
safety management in the organization, they wilals® more motivated to reciprocate this
active listening by engaging themselves in disoreti acts of safety citizenship (Reader et
al., 2017). In this social-exchange perspectivei@portive and participative style of safety
management can be associated with a high levebrofitment by the workforce in extra-
role safety behaviours, like housekeeping (GeR602), peer-to-peer mentoring (Brondino,
Silva, & Pasini, 2012), proactive risk-reportinga(&cino, Curcuruto, Antonioni, Mariani,
Guglielmi, & Spadoni, 2015), improvement initiattevdSimard & Marchand, 1995) and

safety voice (Tucker et al., 2008).

4. Objectives and research hypotheses

Our review above outlines how affiliative and chewggiented SCBs are distinct
safety behaviours that focus on different target$ autcomes. On the one haadfjliative
SCBs are prosocial behaviours, focused mainly emtbtection of the health and safety of
colleagues, and directly oriented to supportingghtesention of accidents and injury in the
workplace (e.g. helping others do their work aslyafis possible). On the other hand,
change-oriented safety citizenship proactive behaviours are foduse improving
organizational systems, processes and contingertiegigh voluntary initiatives of
employees. These behaviours include making suggesstor safety improvement provided
to superiors, safety managers or trade unions;gémgan peer-to-peer communication to
increase colleagues’ commitment toward safety; prahctively raising concerns about

potential risks for safety.

Based on social exchange theory, our review idestifwo distinct psychological

processes that motivate the enactment SCB: afeecovnmitment toward the organization
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(Parker et al., 2001), and psychological ownersifigafety promotion (Curcuruto et al.,
2016). Both constructs are considered to be prdaxpredictors of SCBs and mediators of
the effects of distal organizational anteceders team safety climate and organizational
support for safety participation. Our study goegdoel the existing literature which is
generally focused on single psychological mediaporcesses (Tucker et al., 2008; Turner

et al., 2005)

We first propose that people who experience arfgetif affective organizational
commitment will be more motivated to engage inliative SCBs because affect generates a
concern for the well-being of others that can beieed by protecting safety conditions in
the work environment. This proposition is in linélwbroader theories that consider safety
citizenship behaviour as a way to reciprocate thaity of the social relationships between
colleagues, superiors, and more broadly, with tlgamization itself. In line with research
that identifies situational factors as more digtain behaviour compared to person-related
factors, we also propose that affective organizaicommitment will mediate the effect of
organizational support and team safety climate fGhative-oriented SCBs. Based on our

review, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis la)ndividual affective commitment toward their orggation positively
influences workers’ propensity to engageaifiliative-orientedSCBs, such as support and

protection of colleagues’ health and safety.

Hypothesis 1b)individual affective commitment toward their orgeation is a
mediator of the influence of team safety climate affiliative-oriented SCBs by the

individual.
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Hypothesis 1c) Affective commitment mediates the relationship waesn
organizational support for safety participation aaffiliative-oriented SCBs by the

individual.

Hypothesis 1d)leam safety climate is a mediator of the effedt®rganizational
support toward safety participation and individa#iective commitment toward his/her own

organization.

We next propose that change-oriented SCBs will baivated by a sense of
psychological ownership through which employee$ fegponsible for the success of their
workplace and have a sense of control over the gdwrthat they can implement.
Psychological ownership involves social exchangé fegiprocation is based on more
cognitive evaluations of the organizational relasioip compared to the affective experience
of commitment. Therefore, we expect that psychalalgiownership will support more
change-oriented SCBs that are directed toward dladitg of work and the overall safety of
the organization. Studies of proactivity in orgatians (Frese & Fay, 2001; Parker,
Williams, & Turner, 2006) indicate that change ofanizational settings and daily working
conditions influence the anticipation of obstackew resistance to change, envisioning
opportunities, and planning the best course obadtiParker et al., 2010). As Griffin et al.
(2007) suggested, proactive behaviors like chamgeied SCBs are often most important
in weakly prescribed situations (Mischel, Shoda,M&ndoza-Denton, 2002), in which
individuals have high levels of discretion, goate aot tightly specified, the means for
achieving them are uncertain, and attainment icleatrly linked to rewards, as in the case
of initiating change for the improvement of safdtynder such circumstances there needs to
be a strong internal force driving the behaviouari@r et al., 2010). Psychological
ownership has been recently discussed in literatigre strong indicator of autonomous

motivation (Matic, Mariani, Curcuruto, Gonzalez, Zurriaga, 2017). As argued by
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Curcuruto et al., (2016), in the case of safetyrmtion, psychological ownership entails to
consider the improvement of workplace safety a @he’s own personal responsibility. In
other words, it would be not enough to considet Warkplace safety is a priority for the
company, and that the organization supports sgbetyicipation, to then consider that
improving safety is someone else’s responsibil@yrcuruto, Battistelli, & Mariani, 2016).
Conversely, the feeling of psychological ownerdiipsafety promotion fuels the individual
experience of personal control and responsibilityiclw enable and motivate people to
initiate changes in the work procedures, orgarorati routines and production activities in
order to make them safer and more reliable, andtea#ly creating a more sustainable work

environment (Curcuruto, Guglielmi, & Mariani, 2013)

In line with this, we report below a specific séthypotheses related to changing

oriented SCBs.

Hypothesis 2a)Psychological ownership of safety promotion instm in the
workplace positively influences the individual pemgsity to enacthanging-orientedSCBs,

like taking initiatives for safety improvement.

Hypothesis 2b)Psychological ownership of safety promotion instm in the
workplace is a mediator of the effects of team tyafdimate on individualchanging-

orientedSCBs.

Hypothesis 2c)Psychological ownership of safety promotion inst in the
workplace is a mediator of the effects of orgammed! support for safety participation and

individual changing-orienteSCBs.

Hypothesis 2dYeam safety climate in working groups is a mediafdhe effects of
organizational support and individual psychologiaalvnership of safety promotion

instances in the workplace.
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5. Methodology

Sample and procedure. The study took place in a chemical industrial eahtin
Southern Europe. This typology of industrial typplovas selected due to existing studies
which indicate chemical industries as an approprisetting for research on proactive
dynamics of safety management (Curcuruto et all52MHofmann et al., 2003; Zohar,
2008). We used a survey methodology for data didlecusing existing validated measures
with Likert scales as the template to collect sefforted answers by employees. The survey
was carried out in four plants. A research teantridiged the questionnaires in a sealed
envelope together with the survey instructions arsthort presentation letter explaining the
specific scientific research aims of the survey.ariks to the collaboration of top
management of the plants, all the questionnaires ¥ileed in and collected at the beginning
of regular bi-monthly safety meetings, periodicafigheduled in each department of the
plant. All the data was collected in the trainiregt®ons scheduled in a two-week period.
Upon delivery of the questionnaires, the completengmity of responses was assured,
explaining the explicit scientific purpose of thata collection. 314 valid questionnaires
were eventually collected (74% of the whole worgepulation). The majority of workers
were male (93.6%), with an average age of 41 ygits= 10.1). Most participants had a
high-school diploma (53.7%). The average job tenwas 12.4 years (SD = 4.5). Most
respondents worked in the production areas of thatg51.3%), the maintenance and

storage departments (22.5%), and research andogeweht functions (12.4%).
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Measures. The survey questionnaire consisted of six psychiomscales (30 items)
in order to obtain an estimation of the behaviogralpensity by individuals to engage in
affiliative and changing SCBs in their organizatiohwo scales were included in the
guestionnaire to evaluate the individual perceptidntwo distal antecedents of safety
citizenship, like team safety climate and orgamiwetl support for safety participation.
Finally, two scales were used to assess the levatglividual affective commitment toward
the organization, and the levels of psychologieahership of safety promotion instances in
the workplace. All scales administered used a ltikemmat response to five intervals, and
are briefly described below. All the psychometriogerties of the scales are reported in

Table 1.

Safety citizenship behaviourhe individual propensity to enaaffiliative-oriented
SCBswas assessed using ety stewardshipcale by Hofmann et al. (2003). Five items
assessed the propensity to exhibit altruistic behas to protect the health and safety of
other people in the workplace ("Taking actions tot@ct other members of the group from
risky situations"). Participants were asked to c¢atk the frequency with which they
engaged in that specific behaviour in the previlmus months on a Likert scale (O=never;
4=frequently). We used this time interval in ordermake our findings comparable with
previous studies which used a similar retrospediive interval in assessing behavioural
safety criteria (Zohar, 2002; Zohar & Luria, 2006)om a methodological perspective, this
appears pertinent to our research because safetgnship behaviour is relatively rare and
not frequent compared to other typologies of sabetlgaviour (safety compliance) (Burke,
Sarpy, Tesluk, & Smith-Crowe, 2002). While someof research variables are supposed to
be relatively constant and stable over time (ormatonal support for safety participation;
team safety climate) (Griffin & Curcuruto, 2016gfety citizenship behaviour focuses on

specific actions exhibited by workers. Using thetrospective time interval to assess SCBs
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will help us to address this measurement alignn&sie between our independent and
criteria research variables. Moreover, past rebearc proactive behaviour (Frese & Fay,
2001; Parker et al., 2006) showed that retrospecteif-ratings of behaviour positively

relate with the concurrent evaluations of exteotaervers rating the same behaviour.

In the present sample, Cronbach alpha shows a gaiadbility of the scale (.90).
Individual propensity to enact changing-orientedBS@as assessed using a five-item scale
of safety voie proposed by Tucker et al. (2008), with conteealated to taking initiative to
actively promote the improvement of safety aspecthe workplace (for example, "Discuss
with colleagues and superiors how to improve safethe workplace"). Again, participants
were asked to indicate the frequency with whichytlemgaged in that specific safety
behaviour in the previous four months on a Likealsc(O=never; 4=frequently). In the

present sample, Cronbach alpha was .92.

Affective commitment for the organizatiéour items of Vandenberghe, Bentein and
Stinglhamber (2004) were used to measure the diomnsof individual affective
commitment toward the organization they were wagkifor (1=strongly disagree;
5=strongly agree). An example of the item is: "Tlhigganization means a lot to me

emotionally". In this study, the scale present&t@nbach's alpha of .85.

Psychological ownership for safety promotieras assessed with four items by
Curcuruto et al. (2016). The scale was designeslvabuate the extent to which individuals
feel the safety programs in the organization araething they personally own, rather than
somebody else’s concern, like the direct superyigsade union or safety manager in the
plant. An example of the items is: "It would be @érsonal interest to me if workers’
initiatives for safety were not encouraged” (1=sgly disagree; 5=strongly agree). In the

current research sample, the scale presented Gitoslzpha of .88.
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Team safety climatéA nine-item version of the questionnaire by Zohad Luria
(2005) was used to measure the individual percepifosafety commitment by the direct
supervisors in the supervision of safety relatepeets of the daily work activitiésThe
items were selected according to the study by h(2007) on the internal properties of
the original questionnaire. Examples of the item: 8y boss.. frequently tells us about
the hazards in our work” (1=strongly disagree; Ergjly agree). In the present sample, the

scale presented a Cronbach's alpha of .91.

Organizational support for safety participatiomhree items by Tucker et al. (2008)
were used to investigate employees’ perceptiontaheusupport by the organization toward
a participative approach of safety management mgsten the promotion of safety,
investigating aspects like the active attentioerngployees’ proposals, reporting actions, and
expression of concerns for safety related issuaseXample of the item is: "Employees are
encouraged to voice their safety concerns". Inpghesent sample, the scale presented a

Cronbach's alpha of .84.

Data analysis. To assess the reliability of the measures relatedur research
variables, we calculated the Cronbach's alpha.cbneelations between the variables were
performed by the calculation of Pearson's r. Thedgess of the measurement model was
assessed through the following cut-off indices,cluhivere considered as useful criteria to
assess the fit of the statistical model with the@ieical data:y?2 ratio (< 3.0), CFIX .95) and

RMSEA (< .08) (Byrne, 2001). Finally, the study tbe direct and mediation hypotheses

’ The team safety climate measure is subject to grouping effects, so the interclass correlation coefficient ICC2
was estimated at the beginning of our analysis, as recommended by LeBreton and Senter (2008). ICC2 is an
interrater reliability index used in social sciences to justify the aggregation of individual measures as
aggregated indicators of collective group phenomena, with values equal to (or above) 0.70 considered as
acceptable to justify the aggregation of individual measures.

Given preliminary agreements with the trade unions of the company, we were able to associate
every questionnaire only at the department level of the company. Therefore, the ICC2 index was estimated
with an overall sample of fifteen department units which embedded the 314 participants. However, the ICC2
eventually estimated with this sample of aggregated units was not so high (.56) to justify the aggregation of
the individual measures provided by the participants.
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was achieved by path analysis with structural egoamodels, using the method of
maximum likelihood parameter estimation. The sigaiice of indirect effects was tested
with the bootstrapping method (5000 samples. laenf confidence: .95) (Shrout &

Bolger, 2002). Statistical analyses were performvid the software M-Plus.

6. Results

Preliminary analysis. The psychometric goodness of our measurementimade
preliminarily tested and verified through structugquation models using confirmative
factor analyses (Byrne, 2001).We useaximum likelihood estimatido derive
measurement model factor loadings. Factor analy@educted on our questionnaire items
confirmed the presence of six latent factors ofraeasurement mode{d / df = 1.91, CFI =
.95, RMSEA = .06). The table in appendix 1 repdemss loading for every psychometric

factor of our research model.

Moreover, in order to demonstrate that our measenemodel was the one most
suitable to our empirical data, we specified twieralative models in order to compare the
goodness of our hypothesized model against twa ethrecurrent measurement models
which could have been hypothesized on alternatweeptual bases from the literature. In
alternative model ive combined the items of the two organization&eedent factors:
team safety climate and organizational supporsébety participation. However, this first
concurrent model did not obtain satisfactory fdiges §2 / df = 2.37, CFl = .92, RMSEA =
.08).Then we raalternative model 2yhere wecombined all the items of affiliative and
changing-oriented SCB dimensions in a single géfactor of safety citizenship. Once
again, this concurrent model proved to be not aaiegior our datay / df = 2.84, CFl =

.88, RMSEA =.09).
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Finally, since we used only self-report measuresaoross-sectional research
design, it was verified whether the statisticaiamace associated with common method bias
might be a threat to our statistical analysishis perspective, we applied the Harman test to
see if a single method factor can explain all theance in our data (Podsakoff, MacKenzie,
Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). The CFA showed that thanflices are not adequate for a single
model factor ¢2/df = 8.36; CFI = .45, RMSEA = .19)herefore we concluded that the
variance explained by our statistical analyses tmgh be distorted in a significant way by
methodological biases related to the usage ofreplirt measures (Podsakoff et al., 2003).
Based on these preliminary results, correlatiortysea and verification of our research

hypotheses are described below.

Descriptive and correlations statistics Correlation statistics are reported in Table
1. Although the correlation between the two typasgof affiliative andchangingoriented
SCBs is high, equal to .57, this is not so highoasupport a concurrent research hypothesis
of substantial identity between the two categoridss statistical correlation is still higher
than those with the remaining variables. Some efcibrrelation values reported in the table
seem to provide support for statistical effects tofal mediation, rather than partial
mediation (Preacher & Hayes, 2004). This concenescorrelations between team safety
climate and affiliative SCBs (hypothesis H1b), ametween organizational support for
safety participation and the two typologies of SGBgpothesis H1c and H2c). In all these
cases, the correlations between the organizatemtalkcedents (organizational support; team

safety climate) and the two categories of SCBsat@ppear to be statistically significant.



PROSOCIAL AND PROACTIVE SAFETY CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOUR (SCB)

Hypothesis verification. The path model presented in Figure 2 illustrétes
regression indices for all our hypothesized caefatts. As the two categories of SCBs
presented a significant high level of statisticairelation, we had to specify a correlation
between the error factors associated with thesecategories. In this way, we obtained an
adequate statistical goodness of our mogek 20.11; df = 742 / df = 2.91; CFI: 96;
RMSEA: 07. On this basis, in the following paradrapve will discuss the consequent

statistical results in more detail.

Affiliative-oriented SCB hypotheses. The affective commitment toward the
organization is found to influence the employeespensity to enadiffiliative SCBs (.29)
(Table 3). This result provides support to hypoithelda. The affective commitment is
influenced by both the distal antecedents’ orgdimnal support (.25) and team safety
climate (.23). The inclusion in the model of direffects between organizational support
andaffiliative SCBs §2 = 19.41, df = 7), or between team safety clinaateaffiliative
SCBs {2 = 20.05, df = 7), does not make significant iny@ments to the goodness of the
model. In the light of this, we can assume stati$support for the indirect nature of the
mediation effects between team safety climateadhithtive SCBs(H1b), and between
organizational support for safety participation affdiative SCBs(H1c). In addition,
statistical findings highlight the direct effect@fganizational support on team safety
climate (.53). This result, together with the effetteam safety climate on affective
commitment, supports the verification of our hypstisH1d, with organizational support
indirectly impacting on affective commitment (.1hyough the partial mediation by team
safety climateA summary of all the direct, indirect and total negsion effects related to

affiliative SCBs and affective commitment is reported in T&ble

Changing-oriented SCB hypotheses. Looking to the second set of our research

hypotheses, we found support for the direct etbggbsychological ownership toward safety
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management anchanging-orientedCBs (.28). This result provides support to hypsih
H2a. Psychological ownership is influenced by orgaiireal support for safety
participation (.16) and team safety climate (.21h)e inclusion in the model of a direct effect
between organizational support arftthnging-orientedCBs 2 = 21.17, df = 7), and
between team safety climate actthnging-orientedCBs 2 = 20.01, df = 7) does not
provide any statistically significant improvemeatdur research model. We can therefore
assume a statistical verification for a total madrafunction of psychological ownership
between organizational support (hypothed2b) and team safety climate withanging-
orientedSCBs (hypothesdd$2¢). Finally, we found support for an indirect eff¢0) by
organizational support for safety participationgsychological ownership for safety
promotion(H2d), through the partial mediation of team safety alien Mediation analyses
tests are described and reported in Table 2. kiratl overall summary of all the direct,
indirect and total regression effects relatedhtanging-orientedCBs and psychological

ownership is reported in Table 3.

Insert here Figure 2, Table 2 and 3

7. General discussion and conclusions

This research was developed to investigate orgaoizd antecedents and psychological
drivers of safety citizenship behaviour (acronynCB$, as a discretionary behaviour
supporting the promotion of safety in the workplacethe light of the recent literature on
organizational citizenship, we hypothesized difftiad effects of contextual antecedents

(organizational support for safety participatioeamn safety climate) and psychological
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constructs (psychological ownership; affective catnmant) on distinct categories of SCB.
More specifically, different influence mechanismereshypothesized affecting two different
types of SCBs: on the one haraffiliative oriented SCBs, which are meant to be pro-
socially focused, and aimed at protecting the heatid safety of colleagues from risks and
hazards (e.g. stewardship behaviour; risk warni@g).the other hand;hanging-oriented
SCBs, which are meant to be focused more on pragctdynamics, and aimed at
improving safety-related issues (e.g. expressifigtys&oncerns; providing suggestions for

improvement).

Conceptual contributionsOverall, the hypotheses were verified by the erogiri
results, although the variance of the two main disnens of SCBs was found to be
substantially low. The results of our factor anal/seem to support the recent theoretical
tendencies inherent in general OCBs, which disisigat least two macro-categories of
organizational citizenship behaviour in terms ofgee of change produced in the
organization (affiliative VS change-oriented). Irdd&ion, our path analysis model
confirmed that, at least in the specific organal domain of safety management, these
major categories of OCBs are differently associatgd particular psychological mediation
processes (affective commitment; psychological aatmp). Affiliative-oriented SCBs were
found to be directly influenced by the levels ofeafive commitment to the organization.
This appears theoretically founded in the lightleé social-exchange literature (Mearns &
Reader, 2008; Parker et al., 2001). In this petspecSCBs emerge as a discretionary way
for employees to reciprocate the quality of thewrkvexperience in the organization to
which they feel a genuine feeling of belongingngsséfective commitment). This
discretionary commitment by employees will be cstesitly directed with the perception
that they have of organizational support for safyticipation and with the perception of

safety climate in their working teams. In turn, th8uence of psychological ownership on
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changing SCBs appears consistent with the litegzatdirrole-orientation (Curcuruto et al.,
2016). Workers who perceive a high level of safgipnate and organizational support will
tend to develop higher role boundaries in relatiorsafety management (Zohar, 2008),
along with perceptions of greater influence, cdidholity and personal responsibility over
specific safety related issues. Therefore, thel/appear more likely to express and exhibit
behaviours of personal initiative and safety vdmexpress their suggestions, expectations

and concerns about safety in the workplace.

Overall, we believe that the findings from the pr@sresearch entail a few
conceptual advancements for the substantive th@oigocial exchange and role orientation
research paradigms. First, our results show thatpirceptions of organizational support
affect organizational citizenship through two disti internal psychological processes
(psychological ownership; affective commitment), endas previous literature on social
exchange tends to focus only on the role of affectommitment (Reader et al., 2017). At
the same time, our findings provide new insightstlwegories of proactive role orientation
(Curcuruto et al.,, 2016), which were investigated aur present study in terms of
“psychological ownership”, in line with former sted on proactivity in organizations
(Parker et al., 2006). More precisely, our studpvples empirical support to better
understand the distinctive and unique impact ofr@agtive role orientation toward the
management of workplace safety. Our findings shotheatl checking for the psychological
effects of affective commitment and changing oeenforms of safety citizenship are
associated uniquely with psychological ownershiper@ll, we showed both affective
commitment and psychological ownership presentimtiste links with complementary
forms of safety citizenship, supporting a composledinition of the safety citizenship

construct.
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Moreover, our results can also stimulate furthdtecion on safety citizenship
research in the light of the theory of the regulafocus of Higgins (2000), which contrasts
promotion versus prevention forms of motivation focus. The psychological preses
associated with affiliative oriented SCBs (protegticolleagues) can be seen as the
expression of a preventive motivation approach tdveafety management, with respect to
safeguarding the welfare of colleagues and the tiomoag of the organization and
supporting safety systems and procedures in placethe other hand, the psychological
processes associated with changing oriented SCasin@g concerns and suggestions)
appears as the expression of a promotive motivapproach toward safety management.
Although safety behaviours are mainly associatedthia literature with a preventive
motivational focus (Wallace & Chen, 2006), it midig possible that certain organizational
contexts characterized by a high positive safeityatie associated with adequate levels of
psychological ownership can facilitate the expm@ssof a complementary promotion-
oriented focus. This can be especially true in warktexts characterized by high levels of
job autonomy, participative decision-making anccdéionary planning of activities of work
activities, as is the case of the chemical comgarsting our study (Zohar, 2008). Future
studies could better investigate whether in sudsiechnical systems with high-reliability
processes, the management of workplace safety dmailchore easily associated with a
promotion oriented focus. This would assume sadsty positive and crucial value for the
strategic management and achievement of the gdatheoindividuals and teams, and
eventually for the mission of the organization @jParker, Totterdell, & Hagger-Johnson,

2012; Higgins, 2000; Hollnagel, 2014).

Limitations and future researcisome limits of the present study should be pdinte
out, from both a theoretical and methodologicahpaif view. From a conceptual point of

view, we focused our attention on a limited setantecedents of safety citizenship. For
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instance we did not take into consideration indmaidantecedents like individual trait-
dispositions, safety knowledge or the subjectivecggtion of risks and hazards in the
workplace, which may affect the emergence of sadpgcific forms of organizational

citizenship behaviour (Christian et al., 2009; eegt al., 2009).

Second, it might be assumed that the levels ofetifiects of the psychological
mediators considered here (affective commitmentycipslogical ownership), can be
significantly moderated by the levels of other pmjogical variables related to social
aspects of the working groups (e.g. psychologie#ty; cohesion among group members;
co-workers trust; leader-member exchange) (Matial ¢t2017; Parker et al., 2001). Or in
relation to other psychological dimensions congegrthe job-design of work activities of
individuals and teams (e.g. degree of interdeper&lasi roles and tasks; perception of
voluntariness and decision-making autonomy) notrotled in this study and that may exert
restraints on the exercise of discretionary behasidike safety citizenship (Griffin &

Curcuruto, 2016; Parker, 2014; Parker et al., 2001)

From a methodological point of view, the first waaks is that this study was based
on a cross-sectional and not longitudinal resedesign. Consequently, a certain degree of
caution appears necessary with the interpretatigdheofindings when we attempt to infer
causal links between the present variables. Secthl, research data was collected
exclusively through a self-report questionnaireetevf previous studies (Curcuruto et al.,
2015) have showed that SCBs are effectively assatiaith observable and measurable
organizational safety outcomes (near misses; ptppmages), the validity of self-report
measures is always threatened by bias inhereheinige of a single method to detect all of
the research variables. However, this potentiad bias been partially controlled by the use

of the Harman test.
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Practical implications for managerial programs inganizations.

In terms of practical implications, the findingsggest that supervision training and
participative safety programs aimed at improvingoaganization’s safety performance can
be most effective if they are targeted at speaétety citizenship behaviours. Given that
both classes of behaviour (affiliative and changemted SCBs) play an important and
complimentary role in promoting safety (Curcurutoag, 2015), interventions or training
initiatives that focus too heavily on the entirasd of behaviours, or on those behaviours
unrelated to the outcome, may observe minimal iwvgments. From a managerial
perspective, organizations may increase changetede SCBs by investing in
communication strategies by team supervisors tbhetisf on stimulating and reinforcing
employees to go above and beyond mandatory safehaviburs when they offer
meaningful safety related feedback (Saracino eR@l5). Similarly, public reward systems
for raising suggestions about safety, for exampiald provide employees with a visible
demonstration of managerial support and recognitign top management for their
commitment to safety communication (Geller, 2008).contrast, research on job design
suggests that affiliative oriented SCBs may be nediectively promoted by focusing on the
social aspects of teamwork (Parker, 2014). Fromaaagerial perspective, organizations
may increase affiliative-oriented SCBs by trainifigam supervisors in managing
psychosocial aspects of workgroups, reinforcingriiépendence, cohesion, and peer-to-
peer communication. All this serves to enhance alutwst and a positive psychological
atmosphere in the workgroup (Frese & Fay, 2001k @Qutcome of this may be an increase
in prosocial efforts like engaging in affiliativeC8s, such as looking out for the safety of

others when carrying out job tasks.
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Table 1: Descriptive, correlation, reliability sstics (Cronbach’s alpha) (N = 314)

Dimension M SD a 1 2 3 4 5 6

Affiliative-oriented SCB(stewardship) 3.02 97 90 --

Changing-oriented SC@oice) 3.08 1.04 .92 57**  --

Affective commitment 3.88 1.01 .85 .39** 22%* -
Psychological ownership 3.79 .89 .88 .13* .35 20**  --
Team safety climate 3.43 .98 .91 .11* .03ns .32** .24* -

Organizational support for participation 3.66 1.04 .84 .05ns .08ns .37** .21** 59** --

Note: * p <.05; * p <.01
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Table 2: Test of indirect mediation effects (N 4Rleffect size, standard error (SE), lower andenmonfidence intervals

Mediation hypothesis description Effect SE Lower Upper
size Cl Cl
Hypothesis 1b A5 .03 .10 24

Team safety climate affecadfiliative orientedSCBs by individuals via the affective commitmesward

the organizatiortotal mediation hypothesis)

Hypothesis 1c .10 .04 A2 27
The perception of organizational support for safesticipation affects individualffiliative orientedSCBs

via the affective commitment toward the organizaftotal mediation hypothesis)

Hypothesis 1d 14 .03 .07 .25
The perception of organizational support towar@tggparticipation influences individual affective

commitment via the perceived team safety clinjpsatial mediation hypothesis)

Hypothesis 2b A2 .03 .06 19
Team safety climate influences individedlanging-orientedCBs via psychological ownership of safety

promotion instance@otal mediation hypothesis)

Hypothesis 2c A1 .04 .06 A7
The perception of organizational support for safesticipation affects individualhanging-orientecCBs

via psychological ownership of safety promotionameegtotal mediation hypothesis)

Hypothesis 2d .10 .04 .04 13
The perception of organizational support for safeticipation affectpsychological ownership of safety

promotion instancega the perceived team safety climgpartial mediation hypothesis)

Indirect effects tested with bootstrapping meths@DQ samples. Interval of confidence: .95)



PROSOCIAL AND PROACTIVE SAFETY CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOUR (SCB)

Table 3: Summary of regression effects (N = 31#4al effects, indirect effects, total effects

Criteria variables

Affiliative SCB Affective Changing SCB Psychological
Antecedents . . . .
(stewardship) commitment (voice) Ownership
Hypothesis Hypothesis
Direct effects la 2a
Org. support for participation -- 23** -- 16**
Team safety climate -- 25%* -- 21%*
Affective commitment 31 - - -
Psychological ownership - -- .28** --
Hypotheses Hypothesis Hypotheses Hypothesis
Indirect effects 1b & 1c 1d 2b & 2c 2d
Org. support for participation 15 14 A2 10
Team safety climate .10 -- A1 -
Affective commitment - - - -
Psychological ownership -- -- -- --
Total effects
Org. support for participation .15* 37 12* 26%*
Team safety climate .10* 25%* A1 21%*
Affective commitment 31 -- -- -
Psychological ownership - -- 28** --
Total explained variance .10 .18 .08 A3

Note: * p < .05; ** p < .01. Indirect effects testwith bootstrapping method (5000 samples. Interfveonfidence: .95)



PROSOCIAL AND PROACTIVE “SAFETY CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOUR” (SCB)

Psychological

Changing-oriented

Organizational
support for safety
participation

Figure 1.Research model: organizational antecedents andhpegical mediators of SCBs
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PROSOCIAL AND PROACTIVE “SAFETY CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOUR” (SCB)

Appendix 1: Preliminary psychometric analysis: éadbading indices (N = 314)

Item description

FI F2 F3 F4 F5 F6

Affiliative oriented SCB — Stewardship behaviour

... To protect team members from risky situations

... Look out for the safety of other team members

... Protecting fellow team members from safety hazard
... To prevent other team members from being injured
.. To stop violations to protect the well-being dhers

Changing oriented SCB — Voice behaviour

... To discuss new ways to improve safety

... To report if a colleague breaks any safety rules

... To inform the union/boss when | notice a workdraz
... To make suggestions about how safety can be wegro
.. To ask a colleague who is doing something untsastop

Affective commitment toward the organization
... This company is very important to me

... I really feel I belong to this company

... lam really proud to be part of this company
... | feel emotionally related to this company

Psychological ownership for safety promotion

... To be personally engaged in the promotion oftgafe
... To be personally concerned about stimulatingtgafe
initiatives

... To be personally open to new ways to manage)safet
... To be personally committed to safety programs

Organizational support for safety participation

.84
.80
T7
A2
.69
.85
.84
.83
.80
A2
91
.85
2.8
.75
.83
.81
A7
.75

.76

... The company takes safety ideas by employeesustyi .82

... Employees are encouraged to voice their safatgarms .79

... Employees’ safety concerns are addressed quickly 73

Team safety climat@y direct supervisor)

... Spends time helping us to learn to see problerag\iance .87
... Frequently tells us about the hazards in our plaide .84
... Reminds workers who need reminders to work safely .81
... Says a “good word” to workers who pay attentiosafety T7
... Discusses how to improve safety with us

... Makes sure we follow all the safety rules 2.7
... Uses explanations (not just compliance) to gablect safely .69
... Is strict about working safely when we are ticecstressed .64
.. Frequently checks if we are all obeying the safeles .61
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