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Abstract
In this paper, we explore the influence mechanism of compulsory citizenship behavior. The article
explores the relationship between organizational justice and compulsory citizenship behavior in
the view of social exchange theory. With regression analysis of 260 samples, we find that organizational justice has a significant effect on compulsory citizenship behavior. Meanwhile, psychological security plays a part in mediating the effect.
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1. Introduction
Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), as a spontaneous behavior of employees, is not forced by working
manual nor explicitly pointed out in the normal compensation system. But it can improve the effectiveness of
the organization operation [1]. Lots of studies have shown that OCB plays a constructive role in employee job
performance and organizational efficiency [2], so managers tend to expect employees to show more OCB in the
work [3]. However, the pressure from managers is likely to lead to employees’ involuntary OCB [4]. For example, under abusive supervision, employees will be forced to implement OCB in order to improve the organizational efficiency. In this case, the original voluntary and spontaneous behavior is evolved into a false and passive
OCB [5] [6]. Vigoda [7] defines this false and passive OCB as Compulsory citizenship behavior (CCB) in the
redefinition of OCB boundary, that is involuntary OCB showed by the staff under the pressure of subject, object
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and organizational environment. It will not improve the organizational performance. Instead, it will bring a series of adverse effects on organization [7].
Most of existing research thought the influence factors of CCB and OCB are the same, they just work or manifest in a different way [8]. In recent years, scholars have been more and more interested in issues of fairness in
the field of industrial and organizational psychology [9]. Studies have shown that employees’ feeling about organizational justice significantly affect their motivation to perform OCB, and with the spontaneity of OCB [10].
When employees are treated unfairly, their citizenship behavior is likely to be involuntary. Therefore, Vigoda [7]
points out that organizational justice may have a significant effect on CCB, but it has not been empirically
tested.
Zhao [10] points out that, in general, negative behaviors tend to have a greater significance compared with the
positive behaviors. In this respect, the study on CCB may be more meaningful than on OCB. Although this concept is put forward in the western cultural background, some scholars point out that employees may show more
CCB in the Chinese cultural context because they are more likely to promote to leaders’ demand with cultural
heritage of complying with the leadership [11]. Therefore, the study on CCB in China has more realistic significance. Past studies on CCB mainly focus on the result variables [12], so there are few studies focused on influence factors. In view of this, we discuss the influence and function mechanism of organizational justice on
CCB in China. It will help us to understand the causes of CCB and provide direction for the prevention and control of CCB.

2. Organizational Justice and CCB
Organizational justice refers to the judgment, perception and feelings of organizational justice from employees.
It is divided into distributive justice, procedural justice, interpersonal justice (leadership justice) and information
justice. From the perspective of social exchange theory, in the process of the exchange of individuals and organizations, employees perceive whether they are treated fairly or not in organization distribution, leadership,
information, procedures and other aspects. And the employee’s OCB is a return willing act based on social exchange [13]. Employees who were treated fairly will trust and be satisfied with the company and they will perform more OCB in return [14]. In contrast, employees who were treated unfairly will generate resentment and
anger [15] and reduce the trust and identity of the company [16]. In this case, the staff may well refuse to do
something beyond duties which is good for organization. But if he or she refuses to perform the desired behavior,
he or she is likely to lose the chance of promotion and even the job [17]. In order not to harm more personal interests, employees may have to join in the fun on occasion, so as to show the CCB. On the other hand, it was
proved by a number of studies that organizational justice has great effect on OCB [14]. In view of the same influence factors of the two, we can speculate that organizational justice has a significant effect on CCB.
Hypothesis 1: Organizational justice has a significant effect on CCB.

3. The Mediating Role of Security
Studies have pointed out that the cognitive and emotional state of employees can be used as bridge between organizational environment, leadership behavior and their result variables [18] [19]. Psychological security refers
to a kind of subjective psychological feeling that members dare to express their own intentions without threat to
their position in the organization and future career [20]. It reflects the employees’ perception of working environment and atmosphere and is closely related to whether they are worried about their interests in the workplace
[21]. Organizational justice coterminous with the personal interests of the employees, so, as one of the important
forecast source of staff behavior [3], psychological security may act as mediator between organizational justice
and CCB.
Social information processing theory believes that social environment the man lives in provides a variety of
social information which will affect his attitude and adjust his behavior. So people’s attitudes and behavior is
not only depended on their own needs and goals, but also on the surrounding environment. Fair organization environment means reasonable resource allocation (distributive justice), open and transparent assessment selection
mechanism (procedural justice), fair treatment from the leader (leadership justice; information justice) etc., and
it can build a good interpersonal relationship and enterprise atmosphere [22]. Employees get a higher psychological security in a open and tolerant environment [20] because they needn’t to worry about the negative impact
on their own interests even if they do not perform what they are expected to do. As a result, it reduces the gener-
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ation of CCB. While the organization lacks of fair distribution system (distributive justice), the rights of account
and participation (procedural justice) and fair treatment from the leadership (leadership justice; information justice), it will aggravate the sense of powerlessness as the staff think that their interests cannot be guaranteed. At
this time, CCB may act as a political social tool [23] to deal with adverse environment and prove his value by
creating a good image through working harder [24]. So psychological security may act as a mediator of the relationship between organization justice and CCB.
Hypothesis 2: psychological security acts as a mediator of the relationship between organization justice and
CCB.

4. Method of Data Collection
We used The Questionnaire Star to collect the data. 260 employees from different enterprise participated in the
study (male = 165, female = 95, average). The sample cottecting via internet met the demand of Convenience
(non-probability) sampling technique.
A 22-item scale developed by Ya Liu, Li Rong and Ye Li [25] was used to measure organizational justice.
The scale includes four dimensions: distributive justice, procedural justice, leadership justice and information
justice. 3 items of the original questionnaire were deleted according to the result of confirmatory factor analysis.
A 3-item scale developed by May was used to measure employees’ psychological security. The scale includes
just one dimension. The scale’s alpha reliability in this study is 0.801. A 5-item scale developed by Vigoda [17]
was used to measure CCB. The scale includes just one dimension. 1 item of the original questionnaire was deleted according to the result of confirmatory factor analysis. The scale’s alpha reliability in this study is 0.832.

5. Analyses and Results
5.1. Reliability Analysis
We used confirmatory factor analysis to estimate composite reliability while used Delta to estimate its standard
error. So we cannot only get the point estimates of composite reliability but also the error range of the estimation,
thus providing a more accurate assessment of the quality of the test. The results showed that composite reliability of all scales is above 0.8. And the low limit of 95% confidence interval is below 0.75 (Table 1).

5.2. Mediation Test
We used spss 13.0 and liserl to process the data. The means, standard deviation and correlation coefficients of
the study variables are shown in Table 1. The correlation coefficients indicated that organizational justice and
its all dimesions were correlated with CCB. This pattern of results partially satisfied the first condition of mediation (Table 2).
To evaluate the other condition for mediation, we use latent variable modeling to analyze the relationship
among variables. We built a 4 single-factor CFA model corresponding the 4 dimensions of organizational justice.
Then we composited the scores of each dimension according to the means. As a result, we got 4 significant indicators of organizational justice including leadership justice, distributive justice, information justice and procedural justice.
Table 1. Composite reliability and confidence interval of each scale.
Scale

Number of items

Composite reliability

95% Confidence interval

Leadership justice

5

0.908

[0.890, 0.925]

Distributive justice

4

0.882

[0.858, 0905]

Information justice

4

0.911

[0.893, 0.928]

Procedural justice

6

0.878

[0.855, 0.901]

Psychological security

3

0.801

[0.759, 0.843]

CCB

5

0.832

[0.799, 0.865]
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics and correlations among study variables (n = 260).
Variable

Means

SD

1

2

3

1. Leadership justice

4.34

0.862

2. Distributive justice

3.86

0.968

0.36**

3. Information justice

3.84

0.995

0.46**

0.69**

4. Procedural justice

3.69

0.930

0.39**

0.59**

0.65**

5. Organizational justice

3.92

0.763

0.65**

0.81**

0.86**

4

5

6

0.80**

6. Psychological security

3.96

0.905

0.23**

0.26**

0.33**

0.32**

0.38**

7.CCB

3.88

0.912

−0.24**

−0.26**

−0.28**

−0.25**

−0.34**

0.325

0.404

b1

−0.39**

0.554

b2

b3

0.821 0.772 0.668
0.702

0.339

x1

x2

f2
0.546
0.813

0.171

0.473

0.911
x3

−0.396

0.401
1.000

−0.199

f1

d1

0.450

d2

0.550

0.839
0.742

0.740

0.671
f3

0.820

d3

0.327

d4

0.487

0.716

0.726

x4

Figure 1. The Mediation model of psychological security. f1 = organizational justice; f2 = psychological security; f3 = CCB; x1 = leadership justice; x2 = distributive justice; x3 = information justice; x4 = procedural justice.

At last, this study established mediation model of psychological security. Path coefficient of the mediation
model was shown in Figure 1. The model fitting index met the recommended standard (χ2 = 63.574, df = 41,
RMSEA = 0.046, SRMR = 0.033, CFI = 0.98, NNFI = 0.974). The direct effects and total effects of organizational justice on CCB are −0.199 and −0.358 respectively. So the intermediary effects are −0.159. Meanwhile,
the result of Bootstrap showed that the 95% confidence interval of intermediary effects was (−0.225, −0.063)
excluding 0. The percentage of intermediary effects in total effects is −0.159/(−0.358) = 44.4%.
So we find that organizational justice has a significant effect on compulsory citizenship behavior; meanwhile,
psychological security plays a part in mediating the effect (Figure 1).

6. Discussion
It has been widely recognized that OCB has promoting effect on team work and organizational operation [2].
However, CCB, as the “dark side” of OCB, has a negative impact on organization. Commercial competition of
modern society has been more and fiercer. Modern organization has to maximize its efficiency by all means.
Organizations with high citizenship behavior often have the whip hand, thus managers may ignore the feeling of
employees and force them to perform CCB [7]. This study explores the relationship between organizational justice and CCB as well as the mediating effect of psychological security. The results show that organizational justice plays an important role in shaping the psychological security of employees and CCB and organizational justice influences CCB through psychological security. The results of the study have the following theoretical and
practical significance.
First of all, the past study focuses on the positive perspective of OCB, but this study focuses on the “dark side”
of OCB, that is, CCB. Employees with high OCB are not always the “good soldier” and they are probably the
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“good actor” of the organization. This will help us to deepen the understanding of OCB. Secondly, this study
helps managers to recognize the two-sword effects of OCB and learn to arouse the voluntary citizenship behavior while avoid compulsory citizenship behavior. Finally, the empirical research verifies the existence of CCB
in the Chinese context and explores the antecedent variables of CCB. By confirming the impact of organizational justice on CCB, it can provide theoretical guidance of further control and reduction of CCB.
Social exchange theory thinks that when employees receive good treatment, they will do something good for the
company to pay back, like, take the initiative to help colleagues. So enterprise managers should care more about
the subordinates and establish a good working environment to create an atmosphere of “civil society”, so as to
stimulate the enthusiasm of employees to implement the civil behavior. Beside, in order to reduce CCB, enterprises should enhance organizational justice through changing their concepts, improving the performance appraisal system, establishing scientific position management, and so on. Leadership justice has a special meaning
in Chinese cultural background. To reduce CCB, it is particularly important for managers to pay attention to the
communication with employees and leader-member relations.
The dark side of OCB has special significance; future research may continue exploring the mechanism of
CCB. Though we have learned that organizational justice plays an important role in shaping the CCB of employees, the influence factors of CCB still need further study.
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