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Abstract 

In the last three decades, there are numerous studies have been done that investigate some extra role behaviors, 
their antecedents, and consequences. Although their beneficial effects are widely accepted, some recent studies 
indicate that extra role behaviors have not always voluntary nature i.e. compulsory citizenship behavior. Instead, 
the studies stress that sometimes extra-role behaviors are a product of pressure. Right at this point, compulsory 
citizenship behavior-the dark side of organizational citizenship behavior-appear in the management field. Despite 
the importance of this construct in terms of its potential negative effects, interestingly, there are limited 
researches in the literature. In this context, after a literature review on the concept of compulsory citizenship 
behavior, this study provides a theoretical framework on some rarely studied predictors i.e., ethical leadership, 
servant leadership, leader-member exchange. Managerial and further research implications are provided. 
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1. Introduction 

Employee-related 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 destructive effects of employee behaviors. 
Despite such behaviors, there are also studies that investigate the nature of extra-role behaviors, their antecedents, 
and consequences. Extra-role 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 set of prosocial behaviors, they are used in the literature 
as if they are a uniform construct (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), 
employee voice, whistleblowing, prosocial organizational behaviors, organizational dissent, and helping 
behaviors are the types of extra-role behaviors (Van Dyne et al., 1995; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998; Miles et al., 
2002; Chiaburu et al., 2007). OCB, as a one of the extra-role behaviors, is defined as “individual behavior that is 
discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, 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, 1990, 1997; Smith et al., 1983; Organ & Ryan, 1995; 
Lepine et al., 2002; Peng & Zhao, 2012; Podsakoff et al., 1990, 2009; Dalal, 2005; Walumbwa et al., 2010; 
Ziegler et al., 2012). Past studies show that some of the predictors of OCB are organizational justice (Niehoff & 
Moorman, 1993; Farh et al., 1997; Moorman, 1991; Moorman et al., 1998; Podsakoff et al., 1990; Ehrhart, 2004; 
LePine et al., 2002; Netemeyer et al., 1997; Yıldız, 2015), job satisfaction (Smith et al., 1983; Netemeyer et al., 
1997), leadership styles (Alpkan et al., 2005), person-organization fit and perceived organizational support 
(Netemeyer et al., 1997). Chahahl and Mehta (2010) also emphasized that the effect of leadership style (Özşahin 
et al., 2011; Zehir et al., 2011; Ehrhart, 2004; Babcock-Roberson & Strickland, 2010; Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006; 
Deluga, 1995; Jiao et al., 2011; Kılıç et al., 2014), organizational commitment (Donaldson et al., 2000; Chen et 
al., 2002; Williams & Anderson, 1991; Schappe, 1998; Zinabadi, 2010; Yumuşak et al., 2013), personality traits 
(Kamdar & Van Dyne, 2007; Organ, 1994; Organ & Lingl, 1995; Neuman & Kickul, 1998), role clarity are also 
predictors of OCB. Given the prosocial nature of OCB, its possible contributions to organizational performance 
are not surprising. To support this notion Chahal and Mehta (2010) describe five types of performance as 
consequences of OCB namely employee satisfaction, reduced absenteeism, reduced turnover intention and 



www.ccsenet.org/ibr International Business Research Vol. 9, No. 2; 2016 

20 
 

loyalty. As understood from these studies, in past three decades, past researchers comprehensively investigated 
antecedents and consequences of OCB. According to the literature, employee perceptions towards to their 
organizations have a critical role in emerging of OCB. Also, the majority of studies 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 attention to voluntary nature of OCB 
(Bolino et al., 2004; 2010; Makishi, 2008; Peng & Zhao, 2012; Vigoda-Gadot, 2006; 2007; Zhang et al., 2011). 
In other words, researchers claim that OCB sometimes emerge as a result of some kind of pressure (Alkan & 
Turgut, 2015; Bolino et al., 2010; Vigoda-Gadot, 2006; 2007) and this type of OCB can be harmful for the 
organization even though it appears beneficial for organizations. Vigoda-Gadot (2006; 2007) labeled this kind of 
OCB as “compulsory citizenship behavior (CCB)”. Vigoda-Gadot (2007) defined CCB as ‘employees’ 
engagement in extra-role, but not necessarily voluntary, behaviors that are conducted under duress and not as a 
result of the self-driven good will of the individual himself/herself”. As understood from this definition CCB 
emphasizes involuntary behaviors by comparison with the conventional OCB. Moreover, in contrast to 
conventional OCB, CCB can be accepted as a source of negative employee behaviors. For instance, Peng and 
Zhao (2012) state that CCB is negatively related to the contextual performance, organizational commitment. 
Zhao et al. (2013) also state that CCB is positively related to the abusive supervision and negatively related to 
psychological safety. Supporting these studies Zhao and Peng (2014) stress the importance of the organizational 
justice as predictors of CCB. Their findings show that, in their moderated mediation model, OCB has a negative 
impact on CCB, however, this relationship is not directly but through organizational identification when 
perceived interactional justice is low. As understood from these studies there are some studies with related to the 
CCB in the literature (see Table 1), however, given the importance of this construct CCB related studies are 
interestingly limited. In light of these explanations, in this paper, we highlighted the effects of employee’s ethical 
leadership, servant leadership and leader-member exchange (LMX) perceptions on exhibiting compulsory 
citizenship behavior. Despite the importance of leaders as role models in the organizations, their role on the 
exhibiting compulsory citizenship behaviors has been interestingly underresearched. Therefore, the present study 
has three research questions: (a) is servant leadership a predictor of CCB? (b) is ethical 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 literature review on compulsory citizenship 
behavior. Then the effects of ethical leadership, servant leadership and LMX on CCBs are discussed. Lastly, 
conclusion and implications are forwarded. 

2. Theoretical Frameworks and Propositions 

Social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) suggests that behaviors are the product of perceptions and attitudes. In other 
words, there is an exchange relationship among perceptions, attitudes and behaviors. In this respect, it is easy to 
say that according to social exchange explanations the pattern of behaviors is shaped by attitudes and perceptions. 
Supportively, Yıldız 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 have a power of influence on their 
followers. Past researchers indicate that role models influence prosocial behaviors (Mayer et al., 2010; Picollo et 
al., 2010) and destructive deviant workplace behaviors (Uddin et al., 2014; Van Gils et al., 2015). In light of 
these arguments, leaders, as role models, have an important role at fostering positive behaviors (Demirtas and 
Akdoğan, 2014; Demirtas, 2015) and preventing destructive or harmful employee behaviors. In the following 
section the effects of ethical leadership, servant leaderships, and LMX on compulsory citizenship behaviors are 
presented. 

2.1 Compulsory Citizenship Behavior 

Compulsory citizenship behaviors (CCBs) are defined as the dark side of organizational citizenship behaviors. 
Although Zhang et al. (2011) categorized OCBs into four types (see Figure 1) that based on voluntary levels of 
OCBs namely altruistic, responsible, reciprocity and compulsory OCBs, their approach is more holistic 
compared with to the other researchers. According to their literature review, instrumental and compulsory 
citizenship behaviors accepted as norms when environmental changes are prevalent. In other words, when 
uncertainty dominates the organizational environment these two kinds of OCB come to the forefront as a tool to 
avoid the ambiguity. As seen from Figure 1 CCB has negative effects on both individuals and organizations. 
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Figure 1. The consequence of OCB continuum for organization and employees (Zhang et al., 2011) 

 

Conversely, the majority of the studies about CCB try to split this construct from the conventional OCB. Despite 
the submissive understanding of OCB, which is OCB is always beneficial 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). Vigoda-Gadot’ (2006; 2007) frontier studies make an effort to construct and 
concept definition of CCB. In this respect, his studies have an important role in terms of understanding of this 
construct. In his concept definition, he draws attention to two important points about the CCB. Firstly, he states 
that if employees perceive pressure on themselves their OCBs are not as same as conventional 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 behaviors to 
employees. In other words, CCBs can be the result of some pressure sources such as themselves, family, 
manager, successful co-worker, and organizational climate (Alkan & Turgut, 2015). Supporting this notion, 
Vigoda-Gadot (2006) stresses that employees are exposed to some kind of managerial and social pressures to 
exhibit non-task behaviors in the workplace. However, these behaviors lost their voluntary nature and beneficial 
effects contrary to what is believed (Vigoda-Gadot, 2006; 2007). Secondly, CCBs 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 outcomes and predictors. Although 
there are limited studies in the literature, these studies build consensus about the negative effects of CCB on 
employees and organizations. For instance, Vigoda-Gadot (2007), in their study, investigated the relationship 
between CCB and some negative constructs such as job stress, intention to leave, negligent behavior, and 
burnout. His findings show that CCB is positively related with these behaviors. Additionally, to stress negative 
side of CCB, he also investigated the relationship between CCB and some positive constructs (i.e. innovation, 
job satisfaction, in-role performance, job autonomy participation decision making, and group level OCB). 
Similarly, his findings show that CCB is negatively related to all of these constructs except for the participation 
decision-making. On the other hand, Bolino et al. (2010) found that while citizenship pressure is a useful factor 
for boost OCBs, it is also positively related to some negative outcomes such as work-family conflict, job stress, 
work leisure conflict, and intention to quit. Zhao et al. (2014) also assert that CCB is negatively related to the 
OCB, interactional justice, and organizational identification. Peng and Zhao (2012) state that CCB is negatively 
related to contextual performance and organizational commitment. Zhao et al. (2013) also state that CCB is 
positively related to the abusive supervision and negatively related to psychological safety. As understood from 
the above-mentioned studies CCB is associated with the negative outcomes (see Table 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 influence on their followers and organizations 
(Gregory Stone et al., 2003), and since they affect extra role behaviors and organizational performance (Wang et 
al., 2005) they are important actors in organizations. When it is considered that leaders are followers-focused and 
ethical consideration-focused (i.e. servant leadership, ethical leadership) we suggest that these leaders are the 
source of positive behaviors and negative predictors of harmful behavior ie. CCBs. Also, we suggest that the 
quality of the relationship between leader and followers (LMX) is also positive predictors of prosocial or 
constructive organizational behaviors. Accordingly, we propose that if employees 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 

Alkan (2015) 

Alkan and Turgut (2015) 

 Organizational politics 

 Psychological safety 

 Pressure sources 

Compulsory Citizenship Behavior - 

Bolino et al. (2010)  Citizenship pressure Compulsory Citizenship Behavior 

 Increased OCB 

 Work-family conflict 

 Work-leisure conflict 

 Job stress 

 Turnover intention 

Zhao et al. (2014) 

 Compulsory citizenship behavior 

 Interactional justice 

 Organizational identification 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior - 

Zhao et al. (2013) 
 Psychological safety 

 Abusive supervision 
Compulsory Citizenship Behavior - 

Vigoda-Gadot (2006)            Concept definition 

Makishi (2008) 

 Gender 

 Voluntary nature of OCB or CCB 

 Type of behavior: altruistic or civic 

 Organizational Citizenship Behavior  

 Compulsory Citizenship Behavior 
- 

Peng and Zhao (2014) 

 Psychological contract violation 

 Task performance 

 Contextual performance 

 Organizational commitment 

 China tradition 

Compulsory Citizenship Behavior - 

Vigoda-Gadot (2007) 

 Job stress 

 Innovation 

 Organizational politics 

 Job satisfaction 

 Turnover intention 

 Negligent behavior 

 Group-level OCB 

 OCB 

 Task performance 

 Participation decision making 

 Autonomy 

 Status 

 Education 

 Tenure 

Compulsory Citizenship Behavior - 

Yıldız and Yıldız (2015a) A comparative approach to OCB and CCB (Literature review)  

 

2.2 Ethical Leadership 

Ethical conduct and ethical dimension (moral) of the leadership become visible since prominent ethical scandals 
are seen in nearly every organizations such as business, government, and even 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 interpersonal relationships, and the promotion of 
such conduct to followers through two-way communication, reinforcement, and decision-making”. Ethical 
leaders are defined as honest, caring, trustworthy, proactive and principled role models, who make fair and 
balanced decisions, communicate with their followers about ethics, and set clear ethical standards (Brown & 
Trevino, 2006, p. 597; Mayer et al., 2009). Indeed, ethical leaders are perceived as fair since their approach to 
ethics based on justice insight (Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2011). On the other hand, social learning theory (Bandura, 
1977; 1986) is a theoretical basis for understanding ethical leadership because leaders affect the ethical actions of 
followers by means of modeling (Brown et al., 2005). Ethical leadership is an essential leadership behavior. 
Therefore, ethical leaders promote ethical behavior and initiate efforts to hinder unethical practices (Yukl, 2002). 
In line with this explanation, since ethical leaders are possible source of rewarding positive behaviors such as 
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engaging in helping behaviors to assist colleagues, employees will be more prone to provide help to other 
employees when assistance is needed (Mayer et al., 2009). Thus, given the importance of ethical leadership, 
leaders need to better understanding of ethical issues (Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2011). Especially, top managers 
should be ethical leader; otherwise the effects of ethical leadership will not spread in the organizations (Trevino 
et al., 2000). 

There are many empirical studies in the literature that investigate the relationship between ethical leadership and 
its positive consequences. For example, Brown et al. (2005) found that ethical leadership was positively related 
to consideration behavior, honesty, trust in the leader, interactional fairness, socialized charismatic leadership, 
and abusive supervision. Also, they determined that ethical leadership is positively 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 negative impact on turnover intention. 
Walumbwa and Schaubroeck (2009) found that the leader personality traits of agreeableness and 
conscientiousness were positively associated with ethical leadership. Additionally, they 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 intention. Also, they determined that ethical 
leadership leads to greater affective organizational commitment and less turnover intention by shaping ethical 
climate. Results from Demirtas’s (2015) study showed that ethical leadership has both direct and indirect effect 
on work engagement (positively) and organizational misbehavior (negatively). Mayer et al. (2009) found a 
negative relationship between both top management and supervisory ethical leadership and group-level deviance, 
and a positive relationship with group-level OCB. Also, they determined that supervisory ethical leadership 
mediated the effects of top management ethical leadership on group-level deviance and OCB. Brown and 
Trevino (2006, p. 596) proposed that ethical leadership is positively related to follower ethical decision-making, 
satisfaction, motivation and commitment and prosocial behavior, whereas it is negatively related to 
counterproductive behavior.  

As a consequence of positive effects of ethical leadership, employees will have positive attitudes and behaviors 
toward their leaders. Since ethical leaders transmit high moral standards to employees, they encourage their 
followers to behave ethically in work-related processes and work context (Walumbwa & 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 citizenship behaviors. Similarly, Blau’s (1964) 
social exchange theory suggests that behaviors are the product of perceptions and 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 employee behaviors we propose that 
ethical leadership is a one of the preventive predictors of CCB. In this context, it 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, is an ethical 
perspective on leadership. Servant leaders serve others and satisfy their needs as a priority (Greenleaf, 1977; 
1996; 2002). Servant-leaders are value-and character-driven people who are performance and process oriented 
(Page & Wong, 2000). Greenleaf Center for Servant-Leadership (Smith, 2015, 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 development and well-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 of people, and community building. Then, 
Barbuto and Wheeler (2002) defined servant leadership with the 11 characteristics as adding calling 
characteristic-the natural desire to serve others. 

This model of leadership emphasizes power sharing, fulfilling the needs of others first and focusing on the 
development of employees as far as possible (Greenleaf, 2015). Additionally, servant leadership leads to positive 
outcomes for organizations (individual and organizational). The positive impact of the servant leader affects 
employees to behave successfully and consequently contribute to their experience of positive emotions and 
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successful behaviors (Dannhauser, 2007). Krekeler (2010) revealed that conscientiousness and agreeableness 
traits were positively associated with servant leadership. Hunter et al. (2013) found that leader agreeableness was 
positively related to servant leadership. Demirel et al. (2013) found strong and positive relationships between 
servant leadership and the quality of municipal services. Results from Rivkin et al.’ (2014) study showed that 
servant leadership is positively related with employees’ psychological health. Uru Sani et al. (2013) and Dal and 
Corbacioglu (2014) found a positive relationship between the servant leadership and the leader-member 
exchange. Barbuto and Wheeler (2002) also found that servant leadership is positively related with 
transformational leadership, leader-member exchange, motivation to perform extra effort, 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 leadership and organizational citizenship behaviors 
and individual performance. Vondey (2010) found that servant leadership partially predicts organizational 
citizenship behaviors. In addition to this result, he determined that person-organization fit and organizational 
identification partially moderate the relationship between servant leadership behavior and organizational 
citizenship behavior. Barbuto and Wheeler (2002) proposed that servant leadership might affect other positive 
organizational outcomes, such as organizational citizenship behavior and other measures of performance. On the 
other hand, servant leadership affects negatively certain negative perceptions, emotions and behaviors. Orlan, 
and Di Natale-Svetnicka (2013) found that servant leadership negatively correlating with competitive and 
avoidance conflict management strategies, while positively correlates with collaborative, accommodating, and 
compromising conflict management strategies. Rivkin and colleagues’ study showed that servant leadership is 
negatively related to emotional exhaustion and depersonalization (job strain). Also, they determined a negative 
relationship between servant leadership and ego depletion, and need for recovery (day-level indicators of strain). 
Han (2014) determined that as length of time working with the same supervisor 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 a negative relationship with turnover 
intentions and disengagement. Additionally, they determined that service climate (at the group-level) mediated 
the effects of servant leadership on follower turnover intentions, helping and sales behavior. 

Social learning theory (Bandura, 1977, 1986) has been used to explain the relationship of servant leadership with 
employees’ attitudes and behaviors (Yıldız & Yıldız, 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 attitudes, values and behaviors by giving 
attention to them of which attractive and reliable models (Brown & Treviño, 2006, 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 use any pressure toll as a performance booster 
method. Taking into account all of these explanations, since servant leaders have a positive influence on their 
followers, and since their followers perceive their leaders positively they will more prone to exhibit positive 
behaviors and avoid from harmful or undesired behaviors. It follows that: 

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 investigated in 1972 (Zand, 1972; Schriesheim et 
al., 1999). The exchange process in LMX was used to describe higher-quality exchanges based on trust (Deluga, 
1994, p. 318; Schriesheim et al., 1999, p. 76), i.e. conveying appropriate information, allowing mutuality of 
influence, promoting self-control and abstain from abuse of the vulnerability of others (Zand, 1972). In this 
respect, the mutually reinforcing of trust laid the foundations of social exchange in time (Brower et al., 2000; 
Whitener et al., 1998). LMX quality describes how effective leadership relationships improve between binary 
“partners” in and between organizations (e.g., leaders and followers, team members and teammates, employees 
and their competence networks, joint venture partners, suppliers networks, and 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 mutual outcome instrumentalities and (e) 
producing conceptions of environments, cause maps, and value (Scandura, Graen, & Novak, 1986, p. 580)”. 
LMX focuses on the benefits of high-quality individual relationships between leaders and followers (Hunt, 2014). 
According to Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995, p. 225), the development of LMX theory has four stages: “Is the 
discovery of differentiated dyads (Stage 1); is the investigation of characteristics of LMX relationships and their 
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organizations implications (e.g., outcomes of LMX) (Stage 2); is the description of dyadic partnership building 
(Stage 3); and is the aggregation of differentiated dyadic relationships to group and network levels (Stage 4), 
respectively.”  

LMX theory proposes that leaders do not use the identical style in coping with all subordinates. Instead, they 
develop a different type of exchange with each subordinate (Liden & Maslyn, 1998). The model of LMX in 
terms of the subordinate roles, and the quality of the LMX, is separated into two basic groups: The in-group and 
the out-group. The in-group is defined by high trust, interaction, support, formal/informal rewards, members’ 
attitudes toward the job, the amount of time and energy invested in the job by subordinates and fewer job 
problems. The out-group relations are established strictly on the basis of official rules, policies, authority 
relations, and contracts, and hence the out-group is defined by low trust, interaction, support, and rewards 
(Dienesch & Liden, 1986, pp. 621-622). Therefore, the quality of the relationship between leader and member is 
better than the out-group because the in-group relations are not only based on formal agreements and obligations 
in a contract (Uru Sani et al., 2013; Liden & Maslyn, 1998). Consequently, 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 relationships with other stakeholders (Graen & 
Uhl-Bien, 1995; Greenleaf, 1996; Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006). In this aspect, LMX is an important antecedent of 
managerial problem-solving effectiveness (Zand, 1972). 

Social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and the norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960) have been used to explain the 
relationship of leader-member exchange with employees’ attitudes and behaviors (Settoon et al., 1996). In the 
literature, a wide range of studies concerned with LMX has been conducted. Graen and Novak (1982) 
investigated the effects of leader-member exchange on productivity and satisfaction. In Scandura and Graen’s 
work (1986) the initially low-LMX group showed significant contributions in productivity, job satisfaction, and 
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 satisfaction, commitment, role clarity, and 
member competence. Settoon et al. (1996) found that leader-member exchange related to organizational 
citizenship and in-role behaviors. Wayne et al. (1997) found that leader linking and expectations of an employees 
and dyad tenure were positively related to LMX quality (antecedents). Besides, they determined that LMX was 
positively associated with performance and organizational citizenship behaviors (consequences). Wang et al. 
(2005) showed that leader-member exchange fully mediated the relationships between transformational 
leadership and task performance and organizational citizenship behaviors. Also, Barbuto and Wheeler (2002) 
found that leader-member exchange positively affects extra effort and employee satisfaction. On the other hand, 
LMX was associated with certain negative perceptions, emotions and behaviors in the literature. For example, 
Graen et al. (1982) found that LMK was negatively associated with employee turnover. 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 and turnover intentions. Boies and Howell 
(2006) found that LMX was negatively related to team conflict. 

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

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

 

 

 

 

 

 

, 

Figure 2. Theoretical model 
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Servant Leadership 
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Compulsory Citizenship Behavior 
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3. Conclusion 

Leaders are important actors in organizations in terms of their effects on followers and organizations. Similarly, 
their relationship with the followers is one of the most important issues for organizations. Correspondingly, the 
quality of this relationship is also one of the key determinants of employee behaviors. In this paper, we 
developed a theoretical model, which was filtered from the current leadership and CCB literature. Based on 
existing literature, we noticed that the role of leadership styles and the quality of LMX in the emergence of 
CCBs have been overlooked. In this respect, to develop some theoretical propositions 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 a theoretical model that might be useful for managers, 
practitioners, and academicians. 

The present study begins with the defining the construct of CCBs and the relevant literature review. After 
defining ethical leadership, servant leadership, and LMX constructs their proposed effects on CCBs was 
formulated. In order to simplify proposed relations, proposed theoretical model was visualized in Figure 2. As a 
theoretical paper, the main aim of this study is to uncover the potential predictors of CCBs. 

After the reviewing current literature, the present paper tried to give an answer to such research questions: (a) Is 
servant leadership a predictor of CCB? (b) Is ethical leadership a predictor of CCB, and (c) is leader-member 
exchange (LMX) predictors of CCB? Based on these research questions we try to close the gaps in the CCB’s 
literature. Of course, this study is not established on the empirical logic, however, its proposed relations based on 
robust theoretical and empirical studies. To close these gaps, we firstly investigated the past researches, their 
findings and theoretical rationales, and then try to see the big picture of CCBs. The main motivation of this study 
began with the realizing the negative relationship between OCB and CCB (Vigoda-Gadot, 2007; Zhao et al., 
2014). After the realizing this inverse relationship, we investigated that what factors are important for the 
emergence of OCBs. To do this, we investigated CCBs related studies and determined the studied predictors of it. 
After the determination of CCBs’ predictors, we compared these predictors with the OCBs’ predictors. This 
comparison show that CCBs related studies mostly focused on the pressure sources that accepted as root cause of 
CCBs (Bolino et al., 2010; Vigoda-Gadot, 2006, 2007; Alkan, 2015; Alkan & Turgut, 2015; Zhang et al., 2011; 
Peng & Zhao, 2012; Zhao et al., 2014; Zhao et al., 2013). In this respect, we focused on the factors that might be 
a source of pressure. Grojean et al. (2004) state that leaders have a power of influence on organizational climate. 
Therefore, we propose that some kind of leadership styles i.e. servant leadership, ethical leadership and their 
interaction with the followers may rasp or minimize the pressure on employees. In other words, these leadership 
styles focused on employees and give importance to intimate relations between 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 behaviors are a kind of response to their 
perceptions. In light of this theory, it is easy to say that if employee perceptions towards to their leaders are 
positive, they develop OCBs or other positive and constructive behaviors. Taking into account all of these 
indicators, we propose that negative perceptions of employees towards to their leaders may also be predictors of 
CCBs. Also, as stated previously, the quality of the relationship between leaders and followers is also an 
important factor for positive employee attitudes and behaviors (Hunt, 2014; Deluga, 1994; Gerstner & Day, 1997; 
Settoon et al., 1996; Wayne et al., 1997; Wang et al., 2005). Therefore, we also propose that if the quality of 
LMX is high, employees may feel less pressure on themselves because of the trust-based relations (Deluga, 1994, 
p. 318; Brower et al., 2000; Whitener et al., 1998) and good level of empathy, in turn, they will more prone to 
OCBs than the CCBs. 

By means of this study, we believe that it will be beneficial for practitioners, managers, and academicians who 
work in management field. Organizations may take actions to limit pressure on employees. To the extent that 
authoritarian leaders who see their power as a pressure tool to performance improving employees may realize 
that pressure is not always a useful instrument to increase outputs. In other words, employee focused leaders (i.e. 
servant leadership and ethical leadership) should be taken as a role model. Moreover, we also believe that by 
means of this study we draw leaders’ attention to their relations with the followers and their pressure sources. By 
this means, we believe that time, cost, and competition related pressures would not conduct their human-driven 
approaches. Instead, organizations should provide an organizational milieu where OCB behaviors are the product 
of their good will. With this aim, leaders should not be output-focused; instead some positive attitudes such as 
organizational commitment and psychological ownership should be boosted. Moreover, positive employee 
perceptions towards to organizational climate, ethical climate, organizational culture etc. should be provided 
(Orucu & Yıldız, 2012; Elci & Alpkan, 2006; 2009; Yıldız & Y ıldız, 2015). In the directions of these 
explanations, further researches should investigate the some perceptions (e.g., ethical climate, organizational 
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justice, organizational culture and organizational climate) on CCB behaviors. Additionally, further researches 
should also investigate the effects of other leadership styles on CCB behaviors e.g., authoritarian, authentic, 
transformational, transformational leadership etc. In addition to these future research directions, further 
researches also investigate some negative attitudes on the CCBs e.g. moral disengagement. Of course, 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 possible negative outcomes.  

Despite the strengths of this study, there are some limitations as well. Firstly, in this 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 this study one step beyond. Secondly, the other 
types of leadership were not discussed in this study, further researches should tackle all types of these behaviors 
partially or collectively to reach a holistic view about the effect of leadership on CCBs. Thirdly, in this study we 
investigated only leaders role on the emergence of CCBs. However, there are numerous organizational and 
individual level factors that may affect CCBs. In this respect, further researches should investigate the role of big 
five personality to uncover which personality traits are more prone to exhibit CCBs. Fourthly, the present paper 
focuses on the direct relationships. In order to reach more detailed information about the model and overcome 
the direct relationship blindness, further researches should investigate some perceptions and attitudes’ mediator 
and moderator roles to discover tacit relations. Last but not least, as aforementioned above, despite the robust 
theoretical nature of it, it will fulfil its primary purpose when tested empirically by further researchers. 
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