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ABSTRACT

Purpose- Compulsory citizenship behaviour (CCB) is a disparate and new topic recently presented in management literature. Organizational
citizenship behaviours (OCB), being expected to have positive impact on organizational success, having been transformed to CCB as a result
of various administrative and social pressures may cause several negative results due to employers and organization. The basic problem of
studying within this framework is to reveal the relation between compulsory citizenship behaviour (CCB) -being evolved from volunteering
to obligation (Vigoda-Gadot, 2006)-and leadership styles by focusing on the negative effects of CCB within the organization. The primary
objective of our research is to establish a general framework for Compulsory citizenship behaviour in accommodation businesses sector of
Turkey and to present a perspective on how leadership affects compulsory citizenship behaviour. In this way, it is aimed to provide a
perspective to leaders to develop solution proposals.

Methodolgy- A five-item scale is benefited in the study, which is adapted by Compulsory Citizenship Behaviour Scale (CCBS) of Gadot
(2007) in order to evaluate the compulsory citizenship behaviours of the participants. Within this scope, three hypotheses are tested based
on the theoretical implications of the variables in our study.

Findings- The findings acquired within the study indicate that compulsory citizenship behaviour (CCB) has a positive relation with despotic
leadership while CCB has negative relations with transformative leadership and rewarding leadership. Additionally; there is a positive and
significant relationship between transformative leadership and rewarding leadership while a negative relation is revealed with despotic
relation. There is a negative relationship found between despotic leadership and rewarding leadership. By evaluating the findings of
regression analysis in general; it is understood that compulsory citizenship behaviour (CCB) is quite effective to explain despotic leadership,
a style of leadership that is often described as negative by employees. The environment in which CCB is developed can be achieved more
easily via this leadership style. Besides; though it has negative effect on rewarding leadership style, the mentioned effect is limited. In this
context; CCB is suggested to have significant effect on leading styles.

Conclusion- By analysing the findings; despotic leadership has a significant impact on CCB. In the context of the study; while the negative
impact of transformative leadership on CCB is detected, it is surprising that the same negative impact of rewarding leading style is limited
on CCB.

Keywords: Compulsory citizenship behaviour, citizenship behaviour, leadership styles.
JEL Codes: M10, M12, M19

1. INTRODUCTION

Organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB) topic has been studied for years within management and organization literature.
Hundreds of research held relating the issue have revealed that mentioned behaviours can produce beneficial results for
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the organization without any additional cost and the situation has caused the interest about the topic being increased much
more each day. Organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB) suggested to include the positive behaviours such as
volunteering, altruism, loyalty and helping (Organ, 1988), is taken into account as an important subject to increase the
organizational performance, effectiveness and productivity (Podsakoff and others., 2000; Turnipseed and Murkison, 1996).

But the perspective developed for organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB) over the years has not considered the
deviations sufficiently and OCB has ignored the other side of medallion. Whereas several researches reveal that the
organizational citizenship behaviours (OCB) done voluntarily within the organization may be used as a pressure tool in time
by some stronger people (boss or colleagues) even it may become a part of the mission by deviating from the basics of
volunteering (Bolino and others., 2004; Vigoda-Gadot, 2007).

The basic problem of studying within this framework is to reveal the relation between compulsory citizenship behaviour
(CCB) -being evolved from volunteering to obligation (Vigoda-Gadot, 2006)-and leadership styles by focusing on the
negative effects of CCB within the organization.

The research is designed to be composed of four parts. In the first part, literature review of OCB and leadership, in the
second part data and methodology, in the third part the findings and in the final section, conclusions were included.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. From Organizational Citizenship to Compulsory Citizenship

Organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB) is first studied by Smith, Organ and Near (1983). By this study; OCB concept is
stated as “exactly based on volunteering, helping the individuals due to organization’s interests and supporting the
organization”. Organ (1988) defines OCB in another study as “the behaviours done by individuals voluntarily also
behaviours ignored for the promotions being beyond definition”.

Organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB) is named by various forms within the literature such as “Good soldier syndrome”
(Organ, 1988; Turnipseed and Murkison, 1996), “Extra-role behaviours” (Van Dyne and Lepine, 1998), “Contextual
performance” (Motowidlo and Van Scotter, 1994) or “Prosocial organizational behaviour” (Brief and Motowidlo, 1986). In
this case OCB includes positive behaviours such as being sensitive while reacting the mistakes, solving the matters by
discussing, accomplishing the business just in time and supporting the colleagues (Kidwell and the others 1997; Podsakoff
and the others, 2000).

Many dimensions belonged to organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB) are observed to be researching topics while
studying the literature. It is stated by Podsakoff (2000) that nearly 30 dimensions of OCB are studied. One of the most
important studies herein; Organ (1988) defines the 5-dimensional structure of organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB) as
kindness, altruistism, being conscientious, gentility and civil virtue. Besides the 2-dimensional study by Williams and
Anderson (1991) is benefited in common.

Gadot (2006) debates the concept of compulsory citizenship behaviour (CCB) by questioning the border between the
success of organization and feeling obliged to work in order to achieve organizational success for employees. Gadot, by
arguing about the compulsory citizenship behaviour (CCB) due to the compulsive chief, states that compulsive behaviours
can affect organizatinal behaviours in negative manner such as work stress or burnout. Gadot (2006), stating that
behaviours occurred by force cannot be defined as organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB) because it is based on the
individual’s volunteering preference, mentions the concept of compulsory citizenship behaviour (CCB).

Gadot (2006: 85) defines the compulsory citizenship behaviour (CCB) as “Doing some behaviours being on the basis of
volunteerism coercible, due to forcing; as a result of the pressure within organization,”. In other words; these behaviours
can be called as CCB when the individual have to display prosocial behaviours in the business environment. For the
formation of compulsory citizenship behaviour (CCB); obedience of employees are required to environmental conditions
besides they have to show positive behaviours beyond their role out of duty (Gadot, 2007). Certainly; every kind of
behaviours beyond role are not to be evaluated as compulsory citizenship behaviour (CCB). If an employee accepts,
someone else’s duty while his/her absence voluntarily or helps him/her for any matter willingly; this type of behaviour
cannot be described as CCB. However; whether an employee has to display that kind of behaviours due to the pressure via
boss / the chief or if he/she is obliged to do so, compulsory citizenship behaviour (CCB) can be mentioned. As an example, if
boss or the chief forces any employee to work on his/her own also request them to train a new colleague at the same time
that kind of behaviour can be defined as CCB. As a result; the employee has to set balance between his/her own duty’s
necessities and the request by the chief.

An aggressive manager or coercive persuasion behaviour within the literature are admitted as the basic premise of
compulsory citizenship behaviour (CCB) (Gadot, 2006). According to Tepper (2000: 178) aggressive manager behaviour is
defined as “the manager's hostile attitude by verbal or varied behaviours without physical contact”. That kind of behaviours
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are observed to be displayed to subordinates for the managers who are anxious about losing their jobs and cannot dare to
face negative consequences (Tepper and the others, 2004). Encouraging the organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB)
within the organization in order to create a positive working environment and obtain high productivity is quite important.
However; expressing this situation intensively and forcing the employees makes organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB)
to be transformed into compulsory citizenship behaviour (CCB).

By his research relating the outputs of CCB; Gadot (2007) studies the relationship between compulsory citizenship
behaviour (CCB) of several teachers working in Israel and various organizational outputs such as job stress and their
satisfaction. Most of the participants stated that they feel enormous pressure to display CCB. The findings of Gadot indicate
that compulsory citizenship behaviour (CCB) may be more common within business environment than they are suggested.
Gadot (2007) finds out that compulsory citizenship behaviour (CCB) is positively correlated with the variables such as job
stress, organizational policy, intention to leave work and burnout while CCB has negative correlation with innovation, job
satisfaction and business performance. In this framework; the aim of the study is contributing the developing literature of
the field by studying the dynamics of compulsory citizenship behaviour (CCB) within another culture and sector.

2.2. Leadership and Compulsory Citizenship Relation

Even if leadership studies analyse mostly the relations between manager and subordinates, the leaders are not managers as
well. According to Akgemici (1997) leadership can be defined as leading and managing specific people or groups to achieve
their goals. Morden (1997) concludes that leadership is doing business via others. Leadership is a dynamic process including
the influencing of individuals in order to contribute the others and groups to achieve their duties. The mentioned
influencing will be absolutely justified and reasonably accepted by those who react positively to the leadership process.

Observing various leadership styles within the literature is possible. Leadership styles are the main reasons for the
individual supporting to design their own attitudes (Larson and Kendrith, 1974). Researchers are in the exertion of
classifying in the context of leadership theories. One of the most observed classifying is being held due to group’s size, their
situation and their understanding and behaviours. In this study; especially transformative, despotic (autocratic) and
rewarding leadership styles are studied.

2.2.1. Transformative Leadership

It is one of the most effective leadership styles. Transformative leadership style is observed to be closely related with
individual’s development in the cause of analysing the literature (Celik, 1999). Transformative leaders create a relationship
that can transform employees into leaders and the leaders into ethical value followers through their mutual understanding
and appropriate environment (Sosik ve Shelley, 1997). The transformative leaders try to teach their followers the
importance of taking their interests on the second plan in the name of the interests of the group or business. By enhancing
the self-confidence, competence and effectiveness of followers, they have a positive impact on self-promotion, motivation
and job performance (Jung and Avolio, 1999).

2.2.2. Despotic Leadership

Despotic leadership within the literature is identified with an oppressive and aggressive attitude. Subordinates cannot do
anything without an exact order of their despotic leader. The leader, on his own, is the only decision maker (Altun, 2000).
Despite of being an old style of leadership, it still maintains its validity today. Both the management and the decision-
making authorities are solely belonged to the leader.

According to Bakan and Biyukbese (2010) it has utilities such as meeting the expectations of the group members within the
autocratic and bureaucratic societies additionally allowing the leader to make more efficient and faster decisions by
providing them an independent movement area owing to having faith and confidence; while despotic leadership may cause
the leader to behave extremely selfish also it may result a decline in the motivation, job satisfaction and creativity of group
members by not allowing them to express themselves. Despotic leadership often leads to repressed anger and hostilities
which is reducing performance and job satisfaction (Baumgartel, 1957).

2.2.3. Rewarding Leadership

Transactional (rewarding, interacting) leadership is defined as leaders who motivate their employees always on reward
basis (Burns, 1978). The typical characteristic of rewarding leaders is setting goals, clarifying the relationship between
reward and performance, and providing constructive feedback to employees (Jung ve Avolio, 1999).

Though the type of leadership subject is often discussed within the literature; the most common view admitted by
management scientists states that the leadership type is detected due to organizational environment, the structure of
management and the duties, conditions and characteristics of the leader. In the recent studies, leadership styles have been
associated with many different variables. Chapman (1975) studies the styles of women and men leaders, Delbecq (1964)
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analyzes managerial leading types, Helmich and Paul (1975) examine leadership styles and the needs of the leaders,
Rotemberg and Saloner (1993) study on leadership and incentives.

Several organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB) studies figure out findings about the relation between leader’s attitudes
and OCB factors. The leadership styles are revealed to help setting stronger reciprocal relations in the business within the
mentioned studies (Graham, 1990). Podsakoff and the others (2000) have a study analyzing the relationship between
organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB) and leading styles. According to the results; there is a negative relationship
found between directing leadership and OCB also a positive one between supporting leadership style and OCB (Euwema
and the others, 2007).

Although the relation between organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB) and leading styles are studied; any study has not
been met about the relationship between leadership styles and compulsory citizenship behaviour (CCB). The aim of this
study is studying the relations between leadership styles and compulsory citizenship behaviour (CCB) to meet the
mentioned need within the literature.

Compulsory citizenship behaviour is a quite new topic within both national and international literature. Thus; the amount of
studies about the subject is reasonably limited. The only applied research relating the topic is held by Gadot (2007) on a
group of teachers in Israel; a positive correlation is revealed within the study between compulsory citizenship behaviour
(CCB) and job stress, organizational politics, intent to leave work, negligent behavior and burnout furthermore the CCB
concept is found to have negative correlation with innovation, job satisfaction, group-level, OCB and duty performance. In
this framework; several variables as leading styles, that Gadot (2007) has not studied their relations with CCB, are analyzed
in this research in order to reveal the relations between leadership styles and compulsory citizenship behaviour (CCB). The
hypothesis formed in this framework are as follows:

Hypothesis 1: There is a positive relationship between despotic leadership and CCB.
Hypothesis 2: There is a negative relationship between transformative leadership and CCB.
Hypothesis 3: There is a negative relationship between rewarding leadership and CCB.

3. DATA AND METHODOLOGY

An amount of 635 working people from various accommodation businesses are participated in the study. The participants
herein are between 18 and 63 ages (Average=26.96 and Standard Deviation=7.73); their duration spent in the firm is
between 1 and 33 years (Average=4.70 and Standard Deviation=5.65). 36.2% of the participants are women and 63.7% are
men. Data obtained from those 635 questionnaires were analysed through the SPSS statistical packet program and three
proposed relations were tested through regression analyses

A five-item scale is benefited in the study, which is adapted by Compulsory Citizenship Behaviour Scale (CCBS) of Gadot
(2007) in order to evaluate the compulsory citizenship behaviours of the participants. Marking of the participants about
what extent they agree relating the expressions mentioned in the forms on Five-point Likert scale (1- | never agree; 5- |
completely agree) is requested. Reliability coefficient of the scale (Cronbach alpha) is measured as .94 within the study.

4. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS

The correlation findings acquired within the study indicate that compulsory citizenship behaviour (CCB) has a positive
relation with despotic leadership (r=.54, p>.01) while CCB has negative relations with transformative leadership (r=-.19,
p>.01) and rewarding leadership (r=-.12, p>.01). Additionally; there is a positive and significant relationship (r=.59, p>.01)
between transformative leadership and rewarding leadership while a negative relation (r=-.23, p>.01) is revealed with
despotic relation. There is a negative relationship (r=-.19, p>.01) found between despotic leadership and rewarding
leadership. The results of the analysis are illustrated in Table 1.

Table 1:Averages, Standard Deviation and Correlations

Variables Average | Std. Dev. 1 2 3 4
1.Compulsory citizenship 2,88 0,89 (0,91)

2.Transformative leadership 3,76 0,79 -0,19** (0,89)

3. Rewarding leadership 3,68 0,90 -0,12** | 0,59** (0,88)

4. Despotic leadership 2,48 0,97 0,54** | -0,23** | -0,19** | (0,90)
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In order to detect the effect of CCB on dependent variables; hierarchical regression analysis is held in the study. Firstly; the
demographic variables such as “age” and “duration spent in the firm” are included in the study at the first stage within the
regression analysis and their effects are controlled. At the second stage; the effect of CCB are examined.

Table 2: Compulsory Citizenship Behavior Regression Results

Variables 8 R?
Stage 1 0,02
Age -0,09*

Duration spent in firm -0,05

F 3,551%*

Stage 2 0,31
Age -0,07

Duration spent in firm -0,08

Transformative leadership -0,07*

Rewarding leadership 0,02

Despotic leadership 0,52***

F 40,582%**

Hypothesis 1 tests a positive relation between CCB and despotic leadership. The findings reveal that despotic leadership has
a significant effect on CCB (B = .52, p >.001). Hence; Hypothesis 1 is accepted.

Hypothesis 2 tests a negative relationship between CCB and transformative leadership. According to the results obtained;
transformative leadership has a negative effect on CCB (B =-.07, p <.10). Consequently; Hypothesis 2 is accepted.

Hypothesis 3 tests a negative relationship between CCB and rewarding leadership. Due to the findings; it is revealed that
rewarding leadership has not a significant effect on CCB (B = -.07, p <.10). So that Hypothesis 3 is rejected.

By evaluating the findings of regression analysis in general; it is understood that despotic leadership is quite effective to
explain compulsory citizenship behaviour (CCB), a style of leadership that is often described as negative by employees. The
environment in which CCB is developed can be achieved more easily via this leadership style. Besides; though it has
negative effect on rewarding leadership style, the mentioned effect is limited. In this context; leading styles is suggested to
have significant effect on CCB.

5. CONCLUSION

The basic aim of the study is to reveal the relation and reciprocal interaction of compulsory citizenship behaviour (CCB) -a
limited studying topic- with various leadership styles. Within the study held via reliable and valid scales detected; the single
factor structure of organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB) scale and 3-factors structure of other scales are confirmed.
According to the results of correlation analysis; a positive relation exists between CCB and despotic leadership besides there
are negative relations between CCB and transformative also rewarding leadership styles. Furthermore due to the findings;
positive and significant relations exist between transformative and rewarding leadership styles besides there is a negative
one between transformative and despotic leading style. Additionally a negative relationship exists between despotic and
rewarding leadership.

By analysing the regression findings; although it is not surprising that despotic leadership has a significant impact on CCB
which is perceived as negative by employees (B = .52, p > .001), revealing herein the explanation ability of CCB about the
mentioned leading style is important. In other words; that kind of working environment -in which CCB can develop and
provide itself a legitimate basis- may be obtained by that leadership style. Owing to the findings acquired; it is concluded
that CCB would be met frequently in the working environment where the despotic leadership is concerned.

As it is mentioned at the beginning of the study; general acceptance within the literature is as follows: Compulsory
citizenship behaviour (CCB) has positive relations with the leadership and attitude styles perceived as negative notions
further CCB has negative relationship with the leading and attitude styles which are perceived as positive. In the context of
the study; while the negative impact of transformative leadership on CCB is detected, it is surprising that the same negative
impact of rewarding leading style is limited on CCB.
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The study include several limitations. The most important limitation is the problem of generalization issue. Because the
sample benefited within the study includes solely a certain amount of middle level managers. A research including a more
expanded sample will provide better results. Further studies are to examine the limitation of rewarding leadership style
effect on CCB’s by benefiting an expanded sample.
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