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Abstract

In the last three decades, there are numerous studies have been done thattégestig extra role behaviors,
their antecedents, and consequences. Although their beneficial effeetisl@lseaccepted, some recent studies
indicate that extra role behaviors have not always voluntary nature i.eulsonypcitizenship behavior. Instead,
the studies stress that sometimes extra-role behaviors are a prodregsafre. Right at this point, compulsory
citizenship behavior-the dark side of organizational citizenship behavior-apgkamranagement field. Despite
the importance of this construct in terms of its potential negativetgffagerestingly, there are limited
researches in the literature. In this context, after a literature review on the conceptpafisory citizenship
behavior, this study provides a theoretical framework on some rstadied predictors i.e., ethical leadership,
servant leadership, leader-member exchange. Managerial and further ras@dicettions are provided.
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1. Introduction

Employeerelated costs and losses take enormous part in the organizations’ budgets. Correspondingly, there are
plenty of studies that tried to uncover the way of minimizing the desteueffects of employee behaviors.
Despite such behaviors, there are also studies that investigate the nature-adlexiehaviors, their antecedents,
and consequences. Exif@e behaviors are defined as “behavior which benefits the organization and/or is
intended to benefit the organization, which is discretionary and which goes beyond existing role expectations”
(Vandyne et al., 1995). Although these behaviors refer a sebsdgal behaviors, they are used in the literature
as if they are a uniform construct (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). Organiahtttizenship behavior (OCB),
employee voice, whistleblowing, prosocial organizational behaviors, organaatissent, and helping
behaviors are the types of extra-role behaviors (Van Dyne e98b, Yan Dyne & LePine, 1998; Miles et al.,
2002; Chiaburu et al., 2007). OCB, as a one of the ealecbehaviors, is defined as “individual behavior that is
discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reveistem, and in the aggregate promotes
the efficient and effective functioning of the organization” (Organ, 1988). In the literature a great deal of studies

has been conducted on the concept of OCB (Organ, 1988, 1980,918ith et al., 1983; Organ & Ryan, 1995;
Lepine et al., 2002; Peng & Zhao, 2012; Podsakoff et al., 199®, T¥lal, 2005; Walumbwa et al., 2010;
Ziegler et al., 2012). Past studies show that some of the predictorsBod@®rganizational justice (Niehoff &
Moorman, 1993; Farh et al., 1997; Moorman, 1991; Moorman et al.; P@@8akoff et al., 1990; Ehrhart, 2004;
LePine et al., 2002; Netemeyer et al., 1997; Yildiz, 2015), job satisfaction (Smith et al., 1983; Netemeyer et al.,
1997), leadership styles (Alpkan et al., 2005), person-organizatiand perceived organizational support
(Netemeyer et al., 1997). Chahahl aviehta (2010) also emphasized that the effect of leadership style (Ozsahin

et al., 2011; Zehir et al., 2011; Ehrhart, 2004; Babcock-Robersoni&l&ird, 2010; Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006;
Deluga, 1995; Jiao et al., 2011; Kilig et al., 2014), organizational commitment (Donaldson et al., 2000; Chen et

al., 2002; Williams &Anderson, 1991; Schappe, 1998; Zinabadi, 2010; Yumusak et al., 2013), personality traits
(Kamdar & Van Dyne, 2007; Organ, 1994; Organ & Lingl, 1995; Neu&ickul, 1998), role clarity are also
predictors of OCB. Given the prosocial nature of OCB, its possibleilootidns to organizational performance
are not surprising. To support this notion Chahal and MehtaOj2@éscribe five types of performance as
consequences of OCB namely employee satisfaction, reduced absenteeisogd turnover intention and
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loyalty. As understood from these studies, in past three decades, past s¥seaniprehensively investigated
antecedents and consequences of OCB. According to the literature yeenplerceptions towards to their
organizations have a critical role in emerging of OCB. Also, the majofistudies in the literature clearly
indicate that if employees’ perceptions are positive, they develop some positive attitudes and exhibit OCBs.

In addition to above-mentioned studies, recent research interest draws attentbmntary nature of OCB
(Bolino et al., 2004; 2010; Makishi, 2008; Peng & Zhao, 2012; \4g@ddot, 2006; 2007; Zhang et al., 2011).
In other words, researchers claim that OCB sometimes emerge as a resule dfirsbrof pressure (Alkan &
Turgut, 2015; Bolino et al., 2010; Vigoda-Gadot, 2006; 2007) andtypes of OCB can be harmful for the
organization even though it appears beneficial for organizations. Vigadat (2006; 2007) labeled this kind of
OCB as “compulsory citizenship behavior (CCB)”. Vigoda-Gadot (2007) defined CCB a%mployees’
engagement in extra-role, but not necessarily voluntary, behdkigrare conducted under duress and not as a
result of the selfiriven good will of the individual himself/herself”. As understood from this definition CCB
emphasizes involuntary behaviors by comparison with the conventional ®©B:over, in contrast to
conventional OCB, CCB can be accepted as a source of negative emmbge®its. For instance, Peng and
Zhao (2012) state that CCB is negatively related to the contextual pemflrmarganizational commitment.
Zhao et al. (2013) also state that CCB is positively related to the abupe@erision and negatively related to
psychological safety. Supporting these studies Zhao and Peng &fs$) the importance of the organizational
justice as predictors of CCB. Their findings show that, in theulereted mediation model, OCB has a negative
impact on CCB, however, this relationship is not directly but throagyanizational identification when
perceived interactional justice is low. As understood from these studies theoearstadies with related to the
CCB in the literature (see Table 1), however, given the importahtieis construct CCB related studies are
interestingly limited. In light of these explanations, in this paper, we bigeld the effects of empjee’s ethical
leadership, servant leadership and leader-member exchange (LMX) perceptiandibiting compulsory
citizenship behavior. Despite the importance of leaders as role models in éinézations, their role on the
exhibiting compulsory citizenship behaviors has been interestinglyneséarched. Therefore, the present study
has three research questions: (a) is servant leadership a predictor ofif @B&thical leadership a predictor of
CCB, and (c) is the leader-member exchange (LMX) predictors of CCB?

The paper proceeds in the following manner. It begins with a literatwiew on compulsory citizenship
behavior. Then the effects of ethical leadership, servant leadership and LNDCB® are discussed. Lastly,
conclusion and implications are forwarded.

2. Theoretical Frameworks and Propositions

Social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) suggests that behaviors are thetffggerceptions and attitudes. In other
words, there is an exchange relationship among perceptions, attitudeshanibrs. In this respect, it is easy to
say that according to social exchange explanations the pattern of befmstaped by attitudes and perceptions.
Supportively, Yildiz et al. (2015a; 2015b) assert that positive perceptions trigger positive behaviors via positive
attitudes or vice versa. On the other hand Yukl (2002) state that leaders haweraop influence on their
followers. Past researchers indicate that role models influence prosocial behdeiges ¢t al., 2010; Picollo et
al., 2010) and destructive deviant workplace behaviors (Uddin et al., 20145iMaget al., 2015). In light of
these arguments, leaders, as role models, have an important role at fguisitivg behaviors (Demirtas and
Akdogan, 2014; Demirtas, 2015) and preventing destructive or harmful employee behaviors. In the following
section the effects of ethical leadership, servant leaderships, and LMdtmpulsory citizenship behaviors are
presented.

2.1 Compulsory Citizenship Behavior

Compulsory citizenship behaviors (CCBs) are defined as the darkfsidgamizational citizenship behaviors.
Although Zhang et al. (2011) categorized OCBs into four types (seesFiguhat based on voluntary levels of
OCBs namely altruistic, responsible, reciprocity and compulsory O@Rs; approach is more holistic
compared with to the other researchers. According to their literature reviewniestal and compulsory
citizenship behaviors accepted as norms when environmental changes are prevaldmr words, when
uncertainty dominates the organizational environment these two kir@S®fcome to the forefront as a tool to
avoid the ambiguity. As seen from Figure 1 CCB has negative effiedioth individuals and organizations.
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Figure 1. The consequence of OCB continuum for organizatioemptbyees (Zhang et al., 2011)

Conversely, the majority of the studies about CCB try to splitcthistruct from the conventional OCB. Despite
the submissive understanding of OCB, which is OCB is alwayefloéal for organizations was previously
questioned by Bolino et al.’s (2004) study, there are limited researches have been done about the negative results

of CCB up until now (see Table 1). Vigodadot’ (2006; 2007) frontier studies make an effort to construct and
concept definition of CCB. In this respect, his studies have an impoodianinrterms of understanding of this
construct. In his concept definition, he draws attention to two impgtants about the CCB. Firstly, he states
that if employees perceive pressure on themselves their OCBs are noheassaonventional OCB. As
remembered Organ’s a series of studies (1988; 1990; 1997) conventional OCB has a voluntary nature and OCBs

are the product of the “will”. While conventional OCB stresses the will, CCB refers imposing OCB bekauwior
employees. In other words, CCBs can be the result of some gressurces such as themselves, family,
manager, successful co-worker, and organizational climate (Alkan &ufTu2@15). Supporting this notion,
Vigoda-Gadot (2006) stresses that employees are exposed to some kiadagferial and social pressures to
exhibit non-task behaviors in the workplace. However, these behavibthidir voluntary nature and beneficial
effects contrary to what is believed (Vigoda-Gadot, 2006; 2007). Sec@@Bs are seen as a kind of extra-role
behaviors, however, the roots of these behaviors are not based on “self-driven will”. Therefore, CCBs can be
seen as an illusion in terms of being good citizenship.

Past researchers indicate that CCB is positively related to some negative oucahpeedictors. Although
there are limited studies in the literature, these studies build consensus abmgatinve reffects of CCB on
employees and organizations. For instance, Vigoda-Gadot (2007), irstingdyt investigated the relationship
between CCB and some negative constructs such as job stress, nntent&ave, negligent behavior, and
burnout. His findings show that CCB is positively related with thesevimeisa Additionally, to stress negative
side of CCB, he also investigated the relationship between CCB andpssitiee constructs (i.e. innovation,
job satisfaction, in-role performance, job autonomy participation decisiaking, and group level OCB).
Similarly, his findings show that CCB is negatively related to fathese constructs except for the participation
decision-making. On the other hand, Bolino et al. (2010) fahatdwhile citizenship pressure is a useful factor
for boost OCBs, it is also positively related to some negative outcorlesasuwork-family conflict, job stress,
work leisure conflict, and intention to quit. Zhao et al. (2014) also assert @&tinegatively related to the
OCB, interactional justice, and organizational identification. Peng and Zhao) (@@l that CCB is negativel
related to contextual performance and organizational commitment. Zhao e®18) @so state that CCB is
positively related to the abusive supervision and negatively related toobsyical safety. As understood from
the above-mentioned studies CCB is associated with the negative oufsem@&able 1).

Given the limited studies in the literature, it has overlooked that employees’ intention to exhibit CCBs may differ
depending on their leadership perceptions. Since leaders have an influghe@ éoilowers and organizations
(Gregory Stone et al., 2003), and since they affect extra role ibehawnd organizational performance (Wang et
al., 2005) they are important actors in organizations. When it is consitiatddaders are followers-focused and
ethical consideration-focused (i.e. servant leadership, ethical leadership) wet shggdsese leaders are the
source of positive behaviors and negative predictors of harmful ioetiav CCBs. Also, we suggest that the
quality of the relationship between leader and followers (LMX) is also positigdictors of prosocial or
constructive organizational behaviors. Accordingly, we propose thatpfogees LMX quality is high, those
employees may not prone to exhibit CCBs.
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Table 1.Compulsory citizenship behaviors related studies

Source Antecedents Behavior Consequences

e Organizational politics
Psychological safety Compulsory Citizenship Behavior -
Pressure sources

Alkan (2015)
Alkan and Turgut (2015)

e Increased OCB

o Work-family conflict
Bolino et al. (2010) o Citizenship pressure Compulsory Citizenship Behavior o Work-leisure conflict

¢ Job stress

e Turnover intention

e Compulsory citizenship behavior
Zhao et al. (2014) e Interactional justice Organizational Citizenship Behavior -
e Organizational identification

Psychological safety

Zhao et al. (2013) . . Compulsory Citizenship Behavior -
e Abusive supervision
Vigoda-Gadot (2006) Concept definition
e Gender o . . .
. ¢ Organizational Citizenship Behavior
Makishi (2008) ¢ \/oluntary nature of OCB or CCB -

Compulsory Citizenship Behavior
» Type of behavior: altruistic or civic * P y P

* Psychological contract violation
o Task performance
Peng and Zhao (2014) e Contextual performance Compulsory Citizenship Behavior -
« Organizational commitment
o China tradition

e Job stress

e Innovation

« Organizational politics

¢ Job satisfaction

o Turnover intention

* Negligent behavior
Vigoda-Gadot (2007) : g:;p'level ocB Compulsory Citizenship Behavior -

o Task performance

 Participation desion making

e Autonomy

o Status

e Education

e Tenure

Yildiz and Yildiz (2015a) A comparative approach to OCB and CCB (Literatuvéere)

2.2 Ethical Leadership

Ethical conduct and ethical dimension (moral) of the leadership become visiblgpgindeent ethical scandals
are seen in nearly every organizations such as business, gomgranteeven religious organizations (Brown &
Trevino, 2006). Ethical leadership refers to “the actions, talks, and other behaviors which consist of appropriate
norms” (Demirtas, 2015). According to Brown et al. (2005) ethical leadership is defined as “the demonstration of
normatively appropriate conduct through personal actions and intemperstationships, and the promotion of
such conduct to followers through two-way communication, reinfoecg, and decisiomaking”. Ethical
leaders are defined as honest, caring, trustworthy, proactive and prin@f#gethodels, who make fair and
balanced decisions, communicate with their followers about ethics, and seetblieal standards (Brown &
Trevino, 2006, p. 597; Mayer et al., 2009). Indeed, ethical leadenseaceived as fair since their approach to
ethics based on justice insight (Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2011). Ontiee band, social learning theory (Bandura,
1977; 1986) is a theoretical basis for understanding ethical leadershigsbdeaders affect the ethical actions of
followers by means of modeling (Brown et al., 2005). Ethical leadeishgm essential leadership behavior.
Therefore, ethical leaders promote ethical behavior and initiate efforts to hindecahpthttices (Yukl, 2002).
In line with this explanation, since ethical leaders are possible sourevarding positive behaviors such as
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engaging in helping behaviors to assist colleagues, employees willob® prone to provide help to other
employees when assistance is needed (Mayer et al., 2009). TWars,thie importance of ethical leadership,
leaders need to better understanding of ethical issues (Shapiro & Stefkk¥dh. Especially, top managers
should be ethical leader; otherwise the effects of ethical leadership will nod sprib@ organizations (Trevino
et al., 2000).

There are many empirical studies in the literature that investigate the relationshipnbetives leadership and
its positive consequences. For example, Brown et al. (2005) founethitzd! leadership was positively related
to consideration behavior, honesty, trust in the leader, interactional fairoeidized charismatic leadership,
and abusive supervision. Also, they determined that ethical leaderghisiively associated with outcomes
such as perceived effectiveness of leaders, followers’ job satisfaction and dedication (willing to give extra effort

to one’s job or contextual performance), and their willingness to report problems to management. Elci et al.
(2012) state that ethical leadership and leadership effectiveness have a negaizteon turnover intention.
Walumbwa and Schaubroeck (2009) found that the leader personality trfaitagreeableness and
conscientiousness were positively associated with ethical leadership. Additioihely determined that
followers’ perceptions of psychological safety were partially mediated the relationship between ethical
leadership and followers’ voice behavior. Demirtas and Akdogan (2014) found that ethical leadership had both
direct and indirect effects on affective commitment and turnover intenditso, they determined that ethical
leadership leads to greater affective organizational commitment and less turriengorinby shaping ethical
climate. Results from Demis’s (2015) study showed that ethical leadership has both direct and indirect effect

on work engagement (positively) and organizational misbehaviomijuety). Mayer et al. (2009) found a
negative relationship between both top management and supervisorylettdeaship and group-level deviance,
and a positive relationship with group-level OCB. Also, they determinedsthmrvisory ethical leadership
mediated the effects of top management ethical leadership on group-leisicdeand OCB. Brown and
Trevino (2006, p. 596) proposed that ethical leadership is positialied to follower ethical decision-making,
satisfaction, motivation and commitment and prosocial behavior, whereas riegatively related to
counterproductive behavior.

As a consequence of positive effects of ethical leadership, employees will dstreepattitudes and behaviors
toward their leaders. Since ethical leaders transmit high moral standards to esapliney encourage their
followers to behave ethically in work-related processes and work contextniWiahui & Schaubroeck, 2009, p.
1276). Therefore, from social learning theory’s view, while ethical leadership style will produce positive
outcomes e.g. extra-role behaviors, it will decrease compulsory citizdmshgviors. 8nilarly, Blau’s (1964)
social exchange theory suggests that behaviors are the product gftipescand attitudes. In light of these
theoretical foundations, since employees’ ethical leadership perceptions has an influence of their behaviors and
since ethical leadership related studies prove the positive effect of it on emgdefaviors we propose that
ethical leadership is a one of the preventive predictors of CCB. In thisx¢oih follows that:

Proposition 1:Ethical leadership is negatively related to the compulsory citizenship behaviors.
2.3 Servant Leadership

In consequence of changes in leadership theories, a new leadership style, which is introduced the term “servant
leadership” emerged. Servant-leadership, firstly proposed by Robert K. Greenleaf in 1970, isethital
perspective on leadership. Servant leaders serve others and satisfy theiasnaegsority (Greenleaf, 1977;
1996; 2002). Servant-leaders are value-and character-driven peopleemperfarmance and process oriented
(Page & Wong, 2000). Greenleaf Center for Servant-Leadershiph(S20it5, p. 4), defines servant leadership
as “increased service to others; a holistic approach to work; promoting a sense of community; and the sharing of
power in decision making.” According to Page and Wong (2000), a servant leader is “a leader whose primary
purpose for leading is to serve others by investing in their develdpamehwell-being for the benefit of
accomplishing tasks and goals for the common good.” Spears (1995) identified 10 major leadership
characteristics based on Greenleaf’s (1977) study: Calling, listening, empathy, healing, awareness, persuasion,
conceptualization, foresight, stewardship, commitment to the growth ofepem community building. Then,
Barbuto and Wheeler (2002) defined servant leadership with the 11 chatiasteais adding calling
characteristic-the natural desire to serve others.

This model of leadership emphasizes power sharing, fulfiling the nefedthers first and focusing on the
development of employees as far as possible (Greegleh$). Additionally, servant leadership leads to positive
outcomes for organizations (individual and organizational). The positive ingbabe servant leader affects
employees to behave successfully and consequently contribute texpeiience of positive emotions and
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successful behaviors (Dannhauser, 2007). Krekeler (2010) revealed rtisateatiousness and agreeableness
traits were positively associated with servant leadership. Hunter et al. (@0fad)that leader agreeableness was
positively related to servant leadership. Demirel et al. (2013) foundgstmod positive relationships between
servant leadership and the quality of municipal services. Results from Rivkin et al.” (2014) study showed that
servant leadship is positively related with employees’ psychological health. Uru Sani et al. (2013) and Dal and
Corbacioglu (2014) found a positive relationship between the servardgrdbgdl and the leader-member
exchange. Barbuto and Wheeler (2002) also found that servant lead@shipsitively related with
transformational leadership, leader-member exchange, motivation to perfivaneffort, employee satisfaction,
and organizational effectiveness. Washington (2007) found that employees’ perceptions of their immediate
supervisors’ servant leadership were positively related to employees’ job satisfaction and organizational
commitment. Rimes (2011) found a positive relationship between the pastor’s servant leadership style and
members’ affective and normative organizational commitment. Uru Sani et al. (2013) found that leader-member
exchange and trust mediate the relationship between servant leadershipaaichtiogal citizenship behaviors
and individual performance. Vondey (2010) found that serleadership partially predicts organizational
citizenship behaviors. In addition to this result, he determined that perganization fit and organizational
identification partially moderate the relationship between servant leadership bebhadoorganizational
citizenship behavior. Barbuto and Wheeler (2002) proposed that sézadership might affect other positive
organizational outcomes, such as organizational citizenship behavior and other nafgsenfesmance. On the
other hand, servant leadership affects negatively certain negative perseptimtions and behaviors. Orlan,
and Di Natale-Svetnicka (2013) found that servant leadership negativeblatiog with competitive and
avoidance conflict management strategies, while positively correlates withamalleve, accommodating, and
compromising conflict management strategies. Rivkin and colleagues’ study showed that servant leadership is
negatively related to emotional exhaustion and depersonalization (job silam)they determined a negative
relationship between servant leadership and ego depletion, and neecbfary (day-level indicators of strain).
Han (2014) determined that as length of time working with the samengsor increases, perceptions of
employees’ servant leadership decrease. Hunter et al. (2013) found that leader extraversion was negatively
related to servant leadership. They found that servant leadership has aenegjationship with turnover
intentions and disengagement. Additionally, they determined that servicecl{at the group-level) mediated
the effects of servant leadership on follower turnover intentleipjng and sales behavior.

Social learning theory (Bandura, 1977, 1986) has been used to explatatiemship of servant leadership with
employees’ attitudes and behaviorgYildiz & Yildiz, 2015b). Social learning theory accounts for why some
individual characteristics of the leader and situational effects are related to followers’ perceptions of a leader as a
servant leader. According to social learning theory, individuals learn attitudess\ald behaviors by giving
attention to them of which attractive and reliable models (Brown & Tred@06, p. 597). Given the servant
leaders’ interaction with the followers and positive and trust-based relations with the followers, it is easy to say
that they give importance to the wellbeing of others and do not uspressure toll as a performance booster
method. Taking into account all of these explanations, since servant leadees asiéve influence on their
followers, and since their followers perceive their leaders positively whiéynore prone to exhibit positive
behaviors and avoid from harmful or undesired behaviors. It folloats th

Proposition 2:Servant leadership is negatively related to the compulsory citizenship behaviors.
2.4 Leader-Member Exchange (LMX)

The construct of leader-member exchange (LMX) was firstly investigaté€7s (Zand, 1972; Schriesheim et
al., 1999). The exchange process in LMX was used to describe highey-gualianges based on trust (Deluga,
1994, p. 318; Schriesheim et al., 1999, p. 76), i.e. conveyippppate information, allowing mutuality of
influence, promoting self-control and abstain from abuse of theesability of others (Zand, 1972). In this
respect, the mutually reinforcing of trust laid the foundations of segidhange in time (Brower et al., 2000;
Whitener et al., 1998). LMX quality describes how effective leadership relatisnshjgove between binary
“partners” in and between organizations (e.g., leaders and followers, team members and teammates, employees
and their competence networks, joint venture partners, suppliersrkefvand so forth) (Graen & Uhl-Bien,
1995). LMX is “(a) a system of components and their relationships (b) involving both members of a dyad (c)
involving interdependent patterns of behavior and (d) sharing mouw@ome instrumentalities and (e)
producing conceptions of environments, cause maps, and value (Scandura, Graen, & Novak, 1986, p. 580)”.
LMX focuses on the benefits ofdit-quality individual relationships between leaders and followers (Hutg)20
According to Graen and Uliien (1995, p. 225), the development of LMX theory has four stages: “Is the
discovery of differentiated dyads (Stage 1); is the investigation of characseoELMX relationships and their
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organizations implications (e.g., outcomes of LMX) (Stage 2); is the descradtidyadic partnership building
(Stage 3); and is the aggregation of differentiated dyadic relationshipsup gnal network levels (Stage 4),
respectively.”

LMX theory proposes that leaders do not use the identical style in ceqitim@ll subordinates. Instead, they
develop a different type of exchange with each subordinate (Lidéaglyn, 1998). The model of LMX in
terms of the subordinate roles, and the quality of the LMX, is separatesvintmasic groups: The in-group and
the out-group. The igroup is defined by high trust, interaction, support, formal/informal rewards, members’
attitudes toward the job, the amount of time and energy invested inkhgyjsubordinates and fewer job
problems. The out-group relations are established strictly on the dfasifficial rules, policies, authority
relations, and contracts, and hence the out-group is defined byrdety interaction, support, and rewards
(Dienesch & Liden, 1986, pp. 621-622). Therefore, the qualithefelationship between leader and member is
better than the out-group because the in-group relations are ndisselgt on formal agreements and obligations
in a contract (Uru Sani et al., 2013; Liden & Maslyn, 1998). Caresgtty, in LMX theory, high-LMX leaders
(at the time called “in-group”), develop trusting and reciprocal useful relationships with employees (e.g., respect,
obligation), while servant leaders develop strong supportive relationshipsothiér stakeholders (Graéh
Uhl-Bien, 1995; Greenleaf, 1996; Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006). Inahect, LMX is an important antecedent of
managerial problem-solving effectiveness (Zand, 1972).

Social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and the norm of reciprocity (Geul#i960) have been used to explain the
relationship of leademiember exchange with employees’ attitudes and behaviors (Settoon et al., 1996). In the
literature, a wide range of studies concerned with LMX has been conductech &rdeNovak (1982)
investigated the effects of leadaember exchange on productivity and satisfaction. In Scandura and Graen’s
work (1986) the initially low-LMX group showed significant contribusoin productivity, job satisfaction, en
supervisor satisfaction. Deluga (1994) found that LMX quality was positively associated with subordinates’
organizational citizenship behaviors. Gerstner and Day’s (1997) study indicated positive relationships between
LMX and job performance, satisfaction with supervision, overall satisfactiommitment, role clarity, and
member competence. Settoon et al. (1996) found that leader-member gexaledated to organizational
citizenship and in-role behaviors. Wayne et al. (1997) found that lealdlergliand expectations of an employees
and dyad tenure were positively related to LMX quality (antecedents).eBesity determined that LMX was
positively associated with performance and organizational citizenship behéamsequences). Wang et al.
(2005) showed that leader-member exchange fully mediated the relatiorsttipeen transformational
leadership and task performance and organizational citizenship behaviors. AlsgtoBard Wheeler (2002)
found that leader-member exchange positively affects extra effort andyem@atisfaction. On the other hand,
LMX was associated with certain negative perceptions, emotions and bshavibe literature. For example,
Graen et al. (1982) found that LMK was negatively associated with empioye®/er. Dulebohn et al. (2012)
determined that negative affectivity and neuroticism are negatively related with LMX. Gerstner and Day’s (1997)
study showed negative relationships between LMX and role conflict andvéurimbentions. Boies and Howell
(2006) found that LMX was negatively related to team conflict.

As a result of exchange positive relationships both with organizationsranediate superiors, employees will
have positive attitudes and behaviors toward leaders who trust to thdayesgpand deal with them. While
higher-quality exchanges on the basis of social exchange theory andrtheofireciprocity will produce
positive outcomes, such as organizational citizenship behaviors, they will decorapalsory citizenship
behaviors. In this context, the following proposal was formulated:

Proposition 3:Leader-member exchange is negatively related to the compulsory citizéeslaiviors.

P1

Ethical Leadership \

S

Servant Leadership P2 Compulsory Citizenship Behavior
/
Leader-Member Exchange

Figure 2. Theoretical model
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3. Conclusion

Leaders are important actors in organizations in terms of their effiedtdl@wvers and organizations. Similarly,
their relationship with the followers is one of the most importaneisgor organizations. Correspondingly, the
quality of this relationship is also one of the key determinants of gewlbdehaviors. In this paper, we
developed a theoretical model, which was filtered from the current leadershipGiditerature. Based on
existing literature, we noticed that the role of leadership styles and the mqfalitvX in the emergence of
CCBs have been overlooked. In this respect, to develop some theoretpasifwos that draw attention to
CCBs, Blau’s (1964) social exchange theory shed light on our propositions. By highlighting the role of leaders
and their relations with the followers, this study provides ar#imal model that might be useful for managers,
practitioners, and academicians.

The present study begins with the defining the construct of CCBghendelevant literature review. After

defining ethical leadership, servant leadership, and LMX constructs their spbpifects on CCBs was

formulated. In order to simplify proposed relations, proposed ¢tieal model was visualized in Figure 2. As a
theoretical paper, the main aim of this study is to uncover the potential predit@CBs.

After the reviewing current literature, the present paper tried to give an atossigrh research questions: (g) |
servant leadership a predictor of CCB? (b) Is ethical leadership a predi@@Bg and (c) is leader-member
exchange (LMX) predictors of CCB? Based these research questions we try to close the gaps in the CCB’s
literature. Of course, this study is not established on the empirical kmyiver, its proposed relations based on
robust theoretical and empirical studies. To close these gaps, we firstly iatexbtige past researches, their
findings and theoretical rationales, and then try to see the big picture of TBmain motivation of this study
began with the realizing the negative relationship between OCB and C@Bdé&/Gadot, 2007; Zhao et al.,
2014). After the realizing this inverse relationship, we investigated that fabttrs are important for the
emergence of OCBs. To do this, we investigated CCBs related studiestamdided the studied predictors of it.
After the determination 0€CBs’ predictors, we compared these predictors with the OCBs’ predictors. This
comparison show that CCBs related studies mostly focused on tlseneresurces that accepted as root cause of
CCBs (Bolino et al., 2010; Vigoda-Gadot, 2006, 2007; Alkan, 2@lkan & Turgut, 2015; Zhang et al., 2011;
Peng & Zhao, 2012; Zhao et al., 2014; Zhao et al., 2013). Inethiect, we focused on the factors that might be
a source of pressure. Grojean et al. (2004) state that leaders have afpofieenze on organizational climate.
Therefore, we propose that some kind of leadership styles i.e. servasishepdethical leadership and their
interaction with the followers may rasp or minimize the pressure on gegsoln other words, these leadership
styles focused on employees and give importance to intimate relagtween leaders and their followers.

Blau’s (1964) social exchange theory suggests that there is an exchange relationship among employee
perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors. Briefly, this theory points that behaveoa kind of response to their
perceptions. In light of this theory, it is easy to say thatripleyee perceptions towards to their leaders are
positive, they develop OCBs or other positive and constructive behaVekig into account all of these
indicators, we propose that negative perceptions of employees towards teatieis may also be predictors of
CCBs. Also, as stated previously, the quality of the relationship betleselers and followers is also an
important factor for positive employee attitudes and behaviors (Hunt, B@l4ga, 1994; Gerstner & Day, 1997;
Settoon et al., 1996; Wayne et al., 1997; Wang et al., 2005). There@savpropose that if the quality of
LMX is high, employees may feel less pressure on themselves becdlisdrabt-based relations (Deluga, 1994,
p. 318; Brower et al., 2000; Whitener et al., 1998) and good levehpéthy, in turn, they will more prone to
OCBs than the CCBs.

By means of this study, we believe that it will be beneficial for practitiomeasagers, and academicians who
work in management field. Organizations may take actions to limityressm employees. To the extent that
authoritarian leaders who see their power as a pressure tool to performanceirig employees may realize
that pressure is not always a useful instrument to increase outpotisetrwords, employee focused leaders (i.e.
servant leadership and ethical leadership) should be taken as a role model.eMaveoalso believe that by
means of this study wéraw leaders’ attention to their relations with the followers and their pressure sources. By

this means, we believe that time, cost, and competition related pressures woulddoct toeir human-driven
approaches. Instead, organizations should provide an organizationalwiibee OCB behaviors are the product
of their good will. With this aim, leaders should not be outputdedy instead some positive attitudes such as
organizational commitment and psychological ownership should be boddtedover, positive employee
perceptions towards to organizational climate, ethical climate, organizational cultureoedd. Is& provided
(Orucu & Yildiz, 2012; El¢ & Alpkan, 2006; 2009; Yidiz & Yildiz, 2015). In the directions of these
explanations, further researches should investigate the some perceptionstiical climate, organizational
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justice, organizational culture and organizational climate) on CCB behavidditiohally, further researches
should also investigate the effects of other leadership styles onb@&@diors e.g., authoritarian, authentic,
transformational, transformational leadership etc. In addition to these future reskaciions, further
researches also investigate some negative attitudes on the CCBs e.g. moral dissrtig&fetourse, there are
also some possible negative outcomes of CCBs’ such as low-level performance, deviant workplace behavior, and
unethical behaviors. Further researchers should also investigate these pegsitile mutcomes.

Despite the strengths of this study, there are some limitations as well., Firgtis study, we investigated the
effects of servant leadership, ethical leadership and LMX on the employees’ CCBs theoretically. Therefore,
investigating this model empirically will convey the purpose of shigly one step beyond. Secondly, the other
types of leadership were not discussed in this study, further resedrobés tsickle all types of these behaviors
partially or collectively to reach a holistic view about the effect of leadershipGBs. Thirdly, in this study we
investigated only leaders role on the emergence of CCBs. Howeees, dhe numerous organizational and
individual level factors that may affect CCBs. In this respect, further ressasisbald investigate the role of big
five personality to uncover which personality traits are more prone toiegi@iBs. Fourthly, the present paper
focuses on the direct relationships. In order to reach more detailed ititorrabout the model and overcome
the direct relationship blindness, furthesearches should investigate some perceptions and attitudes” mediator
and moderator roles to discover tacit relations. Last but not least, as aforestbmtimve, despite the robust
theoretical nature of it, it will fulfil its primary purpose when tested empiridalljurther researchers.
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