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INTRODUCTION
Scholars (Wenger, McDermott, Snyder, 2002) argue that communities of practice can activate, enable and support informal social networks, knowledge sharing, and development of common objectives among people. Furthermore, the existence of a relationships network, among actors and within an organization, which enhances the ability to assimilate knowledge and to create a common vision, represents the most significant condition for the development of social capital. 

These can be seen as reasons why communities of practice have been often defined as “an engine for the development of social capital” (Lesser, Storck, 2001: 833). As some empirical research demonstrates, through the processes of creation and development of social capital, communities of practice can produce significant outcomes in terms of performance, at both individual and organizational levels.

This paper explores a further advantage in creating and developing social capital, which consists in emphasizing the potential contribution of PR/corporate communication to the performance of communities of practice. Indeed, social capital theories emphasize the role of some strategic components of PR which are almost neglected by the traditional studies about communities of practice. 

In the first part of the paper we will explore the role of social capital within communities of practice and potentialities of PR for the development of social capital. The IULM Master community of practice will be analyzed in the second part of the paper. The social capital embedded in the community will be measured and some insights for the enhancement of the role of PR within the community will be offered. 
1. THEORY DEVELOPMENT
Academic literature devotes a great deal of attention to understanding which kind of value is created by communities of practice, and which features of communities are more significantly associated to the creation of value, for both individual members and for the organization as a whole. To this end, Lesser and Storck (2001) state that to really understand how communities of practices create organizational value, it is essential to think of a community as a developer of social capital. The first section describes the relation between social capital and communities of practice. The second section explores the potentialities of PR for the development of social capital embedded in communities of practice.   
1.1. Communities of practice and social capital
Communities of practice are formed by people engaged in a process of collective learning in a shared domain of human endeavor. More precisely, they “are groups of people who share a concern, a set of problems, or a passion about a topic, and who deepen their knowledge and expertise in this area by interaction on a ongoing basis” (Wenger, McDermott, Snyder, 2002:4). Members are brought together by joining in common activities and by “what they have learned through their mutual engagement in these activities” (Wenger 1998:2). The shared practice among members represents the specific feature which differentiates a community of practice from a community of interest or a more generic geographical community. “Communities of practice can provide organizations with a way to capture tacit or implicit knowledge by connecting people with similar interests, allowing them to capture information and make it accessible to the organization at large” (Hemmasi, Csada, 2009:263).
Wenger (1998:2) defines the three dimensions that constitute each community of practice (figure 1): 

a) what it is about—its joint enterprise as understood and continually renegotiated by its members; 

b) how it functions—the relationships of mutual engagement that bind members together into a social entity 

c) what capability it has produced—the shared repertoire of communal resources (routines, sensibilities, artifacts, vocabulary, styles, etc.) that members have developed over time.

The great importance attributed to communities of practice by recent studies is due to the fact that they are tools that enable processes of value creation and they are useful instruments to improve organizational performance (Wenger, 2004).

Figure 1: the dimensions of a community of practice
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Source: Wenger, 1998:73
They provide value to organizations because they play an important role in the day-to-day activities of organizations (Lesser, Prusak, 1999; Lesser, Stork, 2001). “One of their key functions is to build social capital among organizational members, which in turn enables community members to more effectively manage their organizational knowledge”(Lesser, Prusak, 1999:7). As Lave and Wenger state “communities among practitioners create a direct link between learning and performance, because the same people participate in communities of practice and in teams and business units” (1991:4). 
Communities of practice and performance

The performance created by a community of practice can be assessed at almost three different levels, as illustrated in figure 2. 
The first level is represented by the internal effectiveness which considers the meeting of the community initial objectives, such as stimulating exchange of ideas and experiences among members, leveraging participation and people involvement (Cothrel, Williams, 1999). The second and the third levels consist of the external efficacy, which can be defined as the meeting of needs and expectations of the community’s stakeholders, such as its members and the organization (Lesser, Everest, 2001; Cothrel, Williams, 1999). The benefits provided by the community to its members can be assessed for instance by “the degree to which the community had helped members to come up with new ways of doing their job, become more innovative, adopt new best practices, improve their performance, enhance their productivity” (Hemmasi, Csada, 2009:268). 
Figure 2: the levels of effectiveness of a community of practice
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Finally, the third and top level of effectiveness lies in the value provided by the community to the organization. Examples of the most frequently monitored indicators are the increase of the speed of problem solving, reduction of time-to-market of solutions, percentage of exchange of knowledge management assets, degree of satisfaction with community support (Raimann et al., 2000; Cross et al., 2006). 

Lesser and Storck (2001) state that social capital represents a crucial concept to understand how communities of practices create organizational value. Focusing on social capital means thinking of not just the network itself, nor the links among people within a community, but also of the resources that are created by those links. These resources are valuable assets because they contribute to the enhancement of the organizational performance (Leana, Pil, 2006; Adler and Kwon, 2002, Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998). Social capital embedded in communities of practice “leads to behavioural change – change that results in greater knowledge sharing, which in turn positively influences business performance” (Lesser and Storck, 2001:833). This is the reason why only through the processes of creation and development of social capital, both internal and external, communities of practice can produce significant organizational outcomes. 

Correspondingly, communities of practice are important to the functioning of any organization, but they become crucial to those who recognize social capital as a key asset. The existence of a network of relationships, among actors and within an organization, which enhances the ability to assimilate knowledge and to create a common vision, represents the most significant condition for social capital development. By developing connections among practitioners, fostering relationships that build a sense of trust and mutual obligation, and creating a common language and context that can be shared by community members, communities of practice serve as generators of social capital. This social capital, in turn, creates an environment with a positive impact on business performance (Lesser e Storck, 2001). Knowledge spread by social capital is created, shared, organized, revised, and passed on within and among communities. In other words, it is through communities that knowledge is "owned" in practice (Wenger, 1998).
In line with a growing body of research in the field, social capital can be described as the lowest common denominator of all the networks, norms and values existing among individuals within an organization. Social capital has received great attention in the literature and has been studied at multiple levels, including individual (Burt, 2000), organizational (Nahapiet, Goshal, 1998) and societal (Putnam, 1993). The central argument in the social capital theory is that social networks create resources that enhance the goodwill of both individuals and organizations. At the organizational level, the emphasis is on the actual or potential benefits that the organization accrues from the engagement of its members in collective actions on an ongoing basis. In other words, social capital is the result of social networks, norms and trust that facilitate cooperation and coordination to benefit both the people involved and the organization. Social capital has been seen as an important source of competitive advantage to organizations because it is a catalyst for innovation, human and intellectual capital. 
1.2. The role of PR for the development of social capital
The analysis of social capital embedded within communities of practice gives a further advantage, which has significant research implication for the communication management of organizations. Indeed, scholars argue that PR plays a crucial role in the process of development of the social capital (Hazleton, Kennan, 2000; Fussell et al., 2007). As a consequence, adopting a social capital perspective can help researchers to highlight the contribution of PR to the effectiveness of a community of practice. 

In order to explore the role of PR in the development of social capital, we need to consider it as a multidimensional construct which consists of the following dimensions: structural, relational and cognitive (Nahapiet, Ghoshal, 1998). Obviously,  these three dimensions work together to facilitate information transmission and to develop relationships among community members. Each dimension will be associated to a specific component and goal of PR. 
The structural dimension of social capital describes the connections among actors; in other words whom they share information with and how frequently. Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) state that such information flows enhance the organizational members’ ability to assimilate knowledge. Information sharing facilitates collective learning because it encourages the use of reflective dialogue and collaborative discussions instead of formal documented practices. In making the distinction between the structural and the relational dimensions of social capital, Nahapiet and Ghoshal relied on Granovetter's (1992) distinction between structural and relational embeddedness. “(…) Structural embeddeddness concerns the properties of a social system and of a network of relations as a whole. The term describes the impersonal configuration of linkages between people or units”( Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998:244). Hazleton and Kennan (2000) identify three components of structural dimension that affect the potential of communication in social capital: referral, timing and access. 
Referral indicates “the network processes that provide information to actors about availability and accessibility of (…) ties” (Hazleton, Kennan, 2000:82). PR can facilitate information sharing of competences and knowledge embedded in the community, and support the collection and maintenance of knowledge generated by the community. If community members know where information can be retrieved or who possesses a specific competence, they are more willing to be actively engaged in the community. 
Access “describes the opportunity to send and receive messages as well as knowledge of the appropriate network channels to use in communicating” (Hazleton, Kennan, 2000:82). A community is successful if each member has ready access to each other. In this case, PR can be conceived as leadership communication and play a pivotal role in helping the community to be successful, in providing adequate resources for its proper functioning, in identifying and removing obstacles (Hemmasi, Csada, 2009). 
Timing regards the network’s efficiency; that is the speed with which people can interact. Obviously, timing is enhanced if PR contributes to design and develop a community environment and a technology infrastructure which supports and facilitates interactions. 
We can conclude by saying that the structural dimension of social capital highlights the role of PR as a facilitator of information-sharing processes about the community’s members, the network itself and the organization. 
The relational dimension of social capital refers to assets, such as trust and reciprocity, which are rooted in relationship networks. This dimension "(…) describes the kind of personal relationships that people have developed with each other through a history of interactions" (Nahapiet, Ghoshal, 1998:242). The relationships based on trust facilitate collaborative behaviors and collective action. Regarding their relationship to the structural aspects of social capital, trusting relations allow the transmission of more as well as richer and potentially more valuable information. Company members who trust one another are more likely to exchange sensitive information that is not available to others outside the circle of trust (Leana, Pil, 2006). Mutual trust within employees enables an environment of collaboration and exchange that can benefit both organizations and the individuals who work in them (Sabel, 1993). 
PR can develop trust and reciprocity by motivating members to be active players within the community. PR ensures that their efforts will be recognized by the organization and that they will benefit from sharing their experiences and knowledge within the community. For instance, communication efforts can be devoted to highlighting the innovations created by the community which have been applied by the organization. In this way, PR can support a direct and continuous link between community and the organization itself. Another example of communication contribution consists of organizing ceremonies to celebrate members’ accomplishments or storytelling which reinforces best practices. 
We can conclude by saying that the relational dimension of social capital highlights two  goals of PR, which is to integrate and assimilate community members and promote people’s commitment, also through symbolic activities (Belasen, 2008).  
The cognitive dimension of social capital, which is embodied in attributes like a shared code or a shared paradigm, facilitates a common understanding of collective goals and proper ways of acting in a social system by members. This attribute of social capital actually captures the essence of what Coleman described as "the public good aspect of social capital" (1990:315). Inside a community of practice, a shared vision and/or a set of common values facilitate individual and group actions and accrue benefits for the entire organization (Tsai, Ghoshal, 1998). According to Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) to have common goals, shared values and expectations enhances community integration and creates a sense of general responsibility. Leana and Van Buren define this phenomenon associability or "the willingness and ability to define collective goals that are then enacted collectively" (1999:542). 
In this case, PR can create and reinforce the sense of identity of the community, help members to identify a common way of behaving in the day-to-day activities, gather and interpret the relevant information in the professional context, identify problems and find adequate solutions. As Hazleton and Kennan (2000) specify, a further goal of communication can be “behavior regulation (83)”, that is the process through which the behaviors of various community members are shaped in relation to common goals and objectives. 
Finally, the cognitive dimension of social capital emphasizes PR’s role in the process of co-creation of meanings (Tench, Yeomans, 2006), which develops a strong sense of belonging among community members and enhances the organizational performance. The role of developing a shared reality, also called the constitutive role of communication (Belasen, 2008), can stimulate people to become ambadassors of the goals and values of the community outside it. 
The above conceptualization represents a first step of reflection on the role of communication in the process of development of social capital for the enhancement of the effectiveness of communities. These reflections comprise a significant starting point for the gathering and interpretation of data collected about the IULM Master community, described in the next part of this article.  

2. THE CASE STUDY
The adoption of a social capital perspective to emphasize and define the role of PR within communities of practice, has significant implications for communication measurement. Indeed, as Fussell (2007) argues, social capital offers a concept and a series of dimensions capable of demonstrating the indirect impact of communication on the organizational performance. The experience of the IULM Master community of practice, described in the section 2.1, provides some significant insights in that direction. First, measures of social capital embedded in the community are developed (2.2). Then data collected among community participants, during the months of January and February 2010, are interpreted referring to the theoretical framework above. Finally, the limitations of this study and the further steps of this research are discussed (2.3). 

2.1. THE IULM MASTER COMMUNITY

The Executive Master in Public Relations was launched in 2003 by IULM University together with the most significant professional Italian PR associations, such as Ferpi and Assorel. The Master is addressed to PR practitioners and recent graduates in the field of public relations and corporate communication. Lessons are focused on a broad range of topics, such as interpersonal and written communication, public speaking, event planning, media relations, measurement and evaluation, internal communication, crisis communication, public affairs, ethics and CSR communication. 
The results of the Master are constantly monitored. Every year, the number of Italian and multinational companies who have become partners of the Master has increased (from eight in 2003 to sixteen in 2009) as well as the number of participants (from 25 in 2003 to 30 in 2009). The overall satisfaction expressed by participants about the Master program has continuously grown (from 4,06 in 2003 to 4,72 in 2009 on a maximum score of 5). Year after year the increasing satisfaction rate has generated a positive word-of-mouth process by participants. These are simple indicators that testify why the Master can be considered a successful educational program in the field of public relations in Italy. 
Two factors are always cited by participants as critical for the success of the Master. The first one is the quality of the Faculty which comprises both academic and professional teachers with significant experience in the field of public relations. The second one is the fact that Master has always functioned as a “real community of practice”, where participants are constantly stimulated to exchange professional experiences, to share knowledge and to enact participative learning. It was this second critical success factor, that encouraged IULM university to create a “virtual community of practice” in 2006 where the participants of the Master could remain in touch with each other and extend their learning experience beyond the classrooms. Through this community, knowledge development can be continuous and fluid.    
The IULM Master virtual community of practice (figure 4) has three main sections: a library, a forum and a job posting section. In the library section, community members can share documents and papers dealing with PR and the communication profession. In the forum, online conversations are stimulated among members about their professional experiences, to gain advice from colleagues and to share their best practices. Finally, the job posting section deals with new opportunities for professional development. The IULM virtual community satisfies the main critical success factors suggested by scholars, such as the adoption of user-friendly technologies, the use of netiquette and a common sense of purpose.   
Figure 4: the dimensions of the IULM community of practice
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Source: elaboration from Wenger (1998:73)

2.2.  MEASURES AND DATA COLLECTION 
Sample and data collection
Data were collected among participants in the Executive Master in Public Relations at IULM University from 2006 to 2009 (N=107). Redemption rate was 58,8%. 73% of respondents were female and 27% were male. In the period of interviews, all the respondents were still working in the public relations field. Data collected revealed that 17,5% were employed in a company; 69,8% in an agency, and 12,7% were free-lance. Regarding the age of the participants, 31,7% were less than thirty years old; 60,3% were between the age of 30 to 45; 7,9% were more than 45 years old. Data were collected through telephone interviews. SPSS version 16.0 for Windows was used for the data analysis. 

Measures

The researchers asked respondents to rate their answers on a four-point Likert scale (1=strongly disagree; 4=strongly agree). The questionnaire consisted of 18 questions (Appendix 1). Eight questions were designed to measure the dimensions of social capital identified by Nahapiet and Goshal (1998) - structural, relational and cognitive – described in the previous section of the paper.  
Ten questions were included to measure internal and external effectiveness of the community of practice. Three questions were designed to measure the benefits at the individual level, more precisely the degree to which the community has helped the respondents to improve their work performance and to become more innovative. Two questions assess the impact of the community on the organizational outcomes, by monitoring the degree to which the respondents were willing to generate a positive word-of-mouth and finally the level of satisfaction with the Master’s experience. 

2.3.  RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Results
As reported in table 1, the most significant results concern the relational dimension of social capital which comprises trust and reciprocity. Respondents feel a high level of trust about the competencies belonging to other members (Mean=3,09; s.d.=0,6). They also feel confident in sharing their best practices within the community (Mean=3,50; s.d.=0,6). Results are a bit different concerning reciprocity (Mean=2,75; s.d.=0,7). The values are lower regarding structural and cognitive dimensions of the social capital. In particular, respondents attribute a low value to timing, which indicates the network’s efficiency (Mean=2,36; s.d.=0,9) and to the dimension of access to other members in the community (Mean=2,63; s.d.=0,7). Higher values are attached to reciprocity (Mean=2,75; s.d.=0,7) and to cognitive dimension (Mean=2,96; s.d.=0,7).            

TABLE 1: social capital dimensions of IULM Master community
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Regarding the levels of community’s effectiveness, we observe a high level of satisfaction about the Master experience (Mean=3,71; s.d.=0,4) and a good willingness to activate positive word-of-mouth about the master experience (Mean=3,59; s.d.=0,6). Lower values are attributed to the levels of exchange and participation among members (Mean=2,64; s.d.=0,8). In particular, participants declare that community offers a lot of extra-professional opportunities, such as the possibility of being invited to events and meetings by other participants. In contrast, the community seems to be less effective in stimulating members to exchange their professional experiences, to collect other people’s advice and to support members in finding new job opportunities. 

Table 2: the level of performance of IULM Master community 
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Finally, respondents declare a high level of satisfaction with the community experience (Mean=3,04) and that the community has helped them to improve their work performance (Mean=2,81) and to become more innovative (Mean=2,85). Obviously, these values can be significant if they are monitored over a longer period of time. In this case, we have compared them with the values associated to the face-to-face community to which respondents belong by participating in Master lessons. These results are reported between brackets in the table 1 and 2. Even if all the evaluations about the virtual community are lower than face-to-face one, the comparison can be useful to indicate the most critical challenges.      
Finally, we examined the most significant correlations between the dimensions of social capital and all indicators of the effectiveness of the community. Results are reported in Table 3. The strongest correlations are among the referral item which belongs to the structural dimension of social capital and all of the community’s effectiveness indicators. 

Table 3: correlations among social capital dimensions and community’s performance (Pearson index) 
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The relational dimension of social capital, which consists of trust and reciprocity, shows high correlations with benefits for individual members of the community. In particular, both trust and reciprocity, are associated with high levels of innovation in the members’ jobs as a consequence of the community experience.    

In contrast, the cognitive dimension of social capital shows very strong and positive correlations with outcomes at the organizational level. In other words, the higher the sense of identity of community members, the higher the satisfaction with the Master experience and the willingness to suggest it to other colleagues and friends. 
Discussion
Through analysis of the data, we can observe that social capital embedded in the virtual community is not yet as developed as in the real community. This of course has to do with the youthfulness of the IULM virtual Master community which makes it difficult to compare the social capital dimensions over an adequately long period of time. Temporal comparisons could have been useful to monitor the correlations between the variations of social capital dimensions and the implementation of different communication efforts. For this reason, we can consider this paper a first step of collection of data which will be very useful in the near future, when they will be monitored over a longer period of time. We have also to consider that longevity of a community is a crucial element in the development process of its social capital. 
Otherwise, some meaningful insights for the management of PR can be obtained by the analysis of correlations between social capital dimensions and performance measures. The most significant result is that the structural dimension of community of practice is not strongly correlated with the performance indicators. In other words, the form in which the community has been built seems to be weakly associated with the success indicators of the community itself.  

Only the referral dimension of social capital can be considered a crucial factor of success because it is highly correlated with all levels of community performance. In this case, communication obviously has a compelling role in disseminating information about competencies and knowledge embedded within the community in order to support members in looking for information and  to stimulate their engagement.  
With reference to reciprocity which is highly correlated with individual benefits of community members, we can emphasize the symbolic role of communication with the aim of celebrating the practitioner who for instance gave the best advice for improving the Master, or who shared the most significant best practices or again who reached the most brilliant results on the professional side. 
Regarding the cognitive dimension, which is more associated with the impact of the community on the Master’s performance rather than individual benefits, communication could be focused on the development of the community sense of identity. For instance, more guidelines and practical advice about daily work, such as drafts of communication plans or evaluation methods, could be published in the library and members could be invited to apply them. This result also indicates that the higher the activation of processes of co-creation of meanings and shared culture among members, the higher the contribution of the community to organizational performance. This confirms the role of the constitutive dimension of communication, which is generally neglected by the traditional studies about communities of practice.

CONCLUSIONS

This paper develops a conceptual contribution to the topic of measurement of PR impact on the performance of communities of practice. We first argue that communities of practice create value by developing social capital (Lesser, Storck 2001). We then underline that social capital can be enhanced by PR, in terms of informational, symbolic and constitutive components. Finally, we conclude that social capital offers a series of dimensions capable of demonstrating the indirect link of communication to the organizational performance of a community of practice. 

These reflections guide the interpretation of the initial data collected about the IULM Master community. In particular what emerges from the case analysis is that the relational and cognitive dimensions of social capital have the most significant correlations with the indicators of effectiveness of a community of practice. 
In other words, these results suggest that PR goes beyond the traditional role of facilitating information-flows traditionally highlighted by communities of practice studies. First, concerning the relational dimension of social capital, PR practitioners should pay greater attention to develop symbolic components to celebrate the contributions which community members give, to ensure that their efforts will be recognized by the organization and that they will benefit from sharing their experiences and knowledge. Symbolic components of PR will be highly associated with the benefits perceived by the individual members. Second, concerning the cognitive dimension of social capital, PR efforts should support the development of a shared identity, of behavior regulation to shape the behaviors of various community members in relation to common goals and objectives. The constitutive component of PR can strongly enhance the community’s performance, rather than influencing the individual level of effectiveness.   
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APPENDIX 1: QUESTIONNAIRE


[image: image3.emf]Thinking of the IULM Master community (both face - to - face and virtual) to which you belong  ,  please attribute   a score   from  1( I strongly disagree )  to   4  ( I strongly agree )  to the following  statements       Face - to - face  community  Virtual  community   A ccess : I feel  free to talk with people in the community  about  difficulties  I have with my job (Fussell, 2006)     T iming : I’ve heard professional news long before I hear  them from my colle a gues (Fussell, 2006)     Referral : I feel connected to people with interests simil ar to  mine (….)     T rust :   I don’ feel comfortable sharing best practices with  other members’ community (Hammasi, 2009)     Trust:   Most people in this community are willing to share  their ideas honestly (Krisra, 1999 )     Reciprocity :  I know people in the c ommunity who can help  me get the information I need (Fussell, 2006)     Share : Members’ of the community share the same  professional vision (Leana, 2006)     Share :  I have many interests in common with the other  members of the community (Leana, 2006)     Exch ange:   This community offered me a lot of extra - professional opportunities (participation to events,  new  friends,…)     Exchange:   If I wanted to change  work, I’m sure that the  community  can offer a good support to  me      Exchange:   I found trough the commun ity, all the  information (that) I needed     Exchange:   I took advantages from sharing my best practices  within the community     Exchange:   I took advantages from sharing my difficulties  with other members     Wom :  I’m willing to suggest the Master experience  to my  colleagues     Master satisfaction :  I feel satisfied with the Master  experience ((Hammasi, 2009)     Community satisfaction :  I feel satisfied with the community  experience (Hammasi, 2009)    Individual p erformance :  The community helped me to  improve my  job performance (Hammasi, 2009)     Individual innovation :  The community helped me to come  up with new ways of doing my job (Hammasi, 2009)       
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Thinking of the IULM Master community (both face-to-face and virtual) to which you belong , please attribute a score from 1(I strongly disagree) to 4 (I strongly agree) to the following statements  


		

		Face-to-face community

		Virtual community



		Access: I feel free to talk with people in the community about difficulties I have with my job (Fussell, 2006)

		

		



		Timing: I’ve heard professional news long before I hear them from my colleagues (Fussell, 2006)

		

		



		Referral: I feel connected to people with interests similar to mine (….)

		

		



		Trust:  I don’ feel comfortable sharing best practices with other members’ community (Hammasi, 2009)

		

		



		Trust:  Most people in this community are willing to share their ideas honestly (Krisra, 1999)

		

		



		Reciprocity: I know people in the community who can help me get the information I need (Fussell, 2006)

		

		



		Share: Members’ of the community share the same professional vision (Leana, 2006)

		

		



		Share: I have many interests in common with the other members of the community (Leana, 2006)

		

		



		Exchange: This community offered me a lot of extra-professional opportunities (participation to events,  new friends,…)

		

		



		Exchange: If I wanted to change  work, I’m sure that the community can offer a good support to me 

		

		



		Exchange: I found trough the community, all the information (that) I needed

		

		



		Exchange: I took advantages from sharing my best practices within the community

		

		



		Exchange: I took advantages from sharing my difficulties with other members

		

		



		Wom: I’m willing to suggest the Master experience to my colleagues 

		



		Master satisfaction: I feel satisfied with the Master experience ((Hammasi, 2009)

		

		



		Community satisfaction: I feel satisfied with the community experience (Hammasi, 2009)

		



		Individual performance: The community helped me to improve my job performance (Hammasi, 2009)

		

		



		Individual innovation: The community helped me to come up with new ways of doing my job (Hammasi, 2009) 
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