Pertanika J. Soc. Sci. & Hum. 24 (4): 1557 - 1577 (2016)

/ SOCIAL SCIENCES & HUMANITIES

PERTANIKA Journal homepage: http://www.pertanika.upm.edu.my/

N\

Leadership Styles and Organisational Citizenship Behaviour:
Role Ambiguity as a Mediating Construct

Lee, K. L.'* and Low, G. T.2

"Taylor’s Business School, Taylor s University, Lakeside Campus, No 1. Jalan Taylor’s, 47500 Subang Jaya,
Selangor, Malaysia

Vesseltech Engineering Sdn Bhd, Lot 1779 and 1784, Mukim of Cheras, Jalan Balakong, Bukit Belimbing,
43300 Seri Kembangan, Selangor, Malaysia

ABSTRACT

This study aims to examine the intervening construct of role ambiguity on the causal
association between leadership and organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB) in various
industrial settings. The sample of this study involved 280 respondents from major industries
i.e. services, manufacturing, mining and construction. The results of the Pearson correlation
analysis indicate that a transformational leader has a positive relationship with OCB and
that a transactional leader has a negative relationship with OCB. Role ambiguity was
found to mediate the causal relationship between a transformational leader and OCB. Role
ambiguity is not directly linked to OCB but rather serves as a mediating variable between
transformational leadership style and OCB. From a managerial standpoint, this study
recommends that transformational leadership style should be emphasised to encourage
greater OCB. Cultivating transformationally-orientated organisation at all levels can be
done through training and development, organisational design, job design and human capital
decisions. The mediating effect of subordinates’ role ambiguity has a direct and indirect
effect on OCB. Role ambiguity functions to increase the strength of transformational
leadership on OCB. These findings show that the effectiveness of leadership styles is
mediated by subordinates’ perception of their role ambiguity. This paper adds value to
existing study in this field by testing the mediating effects of role ambiguity that directly
or indirectly affect leadership styles related to OCB.
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INTRODUCTION

The aim of this study is to examine leadership
styles on organisational citizenship behaviour
(OCB) of subordinates. Role ambiguity is
studied for its mediating effects on OCB
when exposed to different leadership
styles. Leadership style is an important
predictor as a wide body of literature records
that leadership styles have the biggest
impact on subordinates’ response to work
situations. Although studies have been done
on the relationship between leadership style
and organisational citizenship behaviour
(Podsakoft et al., 1996; Bass et al., 2003;
Boerner et al., 2007), there has yet to be
research investigating role ambiguity as
a mediator. The study was initiated to see
if there is truth in the perception that in a
given leadership style, well-structured role
identification will lead to greater OCB or
OCB itself can thrive in a less structured
situation in an environment of greater
freedom. By integrating leadership styles
with structural impression of role ambiguity
and OCB, our research can broaden the
perceptual approach to OCB by examining
the mediating effects of the role ambiguity
within the prevailing leadership styles.
This study was confined to the Malaysian
context for three reasons. Firstly, there is a
lack of empirical studies exploring role
ambiguity as a mediator. Secondly, the
study hopes to add to existing literature in
the field of organisational behaviour. Lastly,
as Malaysia is a diverse social and cultural
country we believed it would be interesting
to research its organisational culture.
The Malaysian context was chosen for
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purely practical reasons. There is no cogent
reason why this study cannot be extended
to other cultural contexts. In this study,
theoretical exploration was initiated to find a
relationship with work-related issues, if any.
Hence, the study should provide an indication
of how Malaysians in organisations
react to different leadership styles and
structural impression. The study took into
consideration the interpersonal relationship
that is founded by favourable leadership
styles and employee impression; this is
important to the success of an organisation
and is consistent with the humanistic and co-
operative work environment that is pursued
by contemporary managers.

LITERATURE REVIEW

The review was done based on the following
model in Figure 1.

Leadership Styles

Transactional leadership is established on
exchange relationship where subordinates
agree, accept or comply with their superior
so as to receive rewards, resources or
to avoid disciplinary action in return
(Podsakoff et al., 1982; Podsakoff et al.,
1990). Recently, there was extensive
empirical work on transformational
leadership, specifically on the degree to
which transformational leadership expands
the effect of transactional leadership where
various outcomes were explained. Past
researchers have helped shape existing
literature by suggesting two outcomes.
Firstly, transformational and transactional
leaders use different leadership styles to
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influence their subordinates to conform.
Secondly, transformational and transactional
leaders bring about different forms of
subordinate conformity. However, emergent
leadership style supports transformational
leadership styles in motivating subordinates
to perform above and beyond the ordinary
call of duty (Howell, 1988).

Organisational Citizenship Behaviour
(OCB)

Bateman and Organ (1983) first introduced
the construct of OCB. They suggested
Katz and Kahn’s concept (1966) of super
role behaviour. Some of the examples of
subordinate OCB are accepting additional
responsibilities and duties at work, willing
to work overtime when needed and assisting
other subordinates with their tasks (Organ,
1988; Masterson et al., 1996). Research
into organisational behaviour and social
psychology has sought to determine why
subordinates would engage in OCB (Brief
& Motowidlo, 1986; McNeely & Meglino,
1994). Research into OCB is narrowed
down to the effects of OCB on individuals,
behaviour of leaders and the performance of
the organisation (Bolino et al., 2002). Some
predictors of the outcome of OCB have
been identified, such as interpersonal trust

(Podsakoff et al., 1990), transformational
leader behaviour (Greenberg, 1988), civic
citizenship and covenantal relationship
(van Dyne, Graham, & Dienesch, 1994),
job attitudes (Organ, 1988; Shore & Wayne,
1993), organisational justice (Moorman,
1991) and task characteristics (Farh,
Podsakoff, & Organ, 1990). The outcomes
of OCB studied include perceptions of
fairness (Tepper & Taylor, 2003) and job
commitment (O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986)

Role Ambiguity

Kahn et al. (1964) suggested a definition of
the term “role ambiguity” by stating that:

Role ambiguity is a direct function
of the discrepancy between the
information available to the person
and that which is required for
adequate performance of his role.
Subjectively, it is the difference
between his actual state of
knowledge and that which provides
adequate satisfaction of his personal
needs and values. (p. 73)

In short, the elaboration of role
ambiguity offered by Kahn et al. suggests
that the concept is quite diverse. Perceived

Figure 1. Interactions of variables
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role ambiguity arises when a focal individual
feels he or she is uncertain about the relevant
information necessary to perform his or her
role. Similarly, Kahn et al. associated role
ambiguity with another concept, observing
that certain organisational positions or jobs
are characterised by greater role ambiguity
and conflict — those in which the incumbents
have to: (i) cross boundaries, (ii) produce
solutions that are innovative to non-routine
problems, and (iii) be responsible for the
task of others. The relationship between
experienced role ambiguity and affective
outcomes is expected to be influenced by
an individual’s ‘need for clarity’. In other
words, subordinates who have a low need
of clarity when experiencing role ambiguity
will not sense the aversive consequences as
forcefully as compared to subordinates who
have greater need for clarity.

Rizzo et al. (1970) in support of the
work of Kahn et al. went on to expand
the definition of role ambiguity. Rizzo
et al. (1970) defined role ambiguity as
an individual who is in a position where
he or she does not have clear directions
on the expectations of the role given
to him or her by the organisation. The
lack of understanding of the behavioural
expectations that are held for the role
and predictability of the outcomes of role
behaviour (House & Rizzo, 1972) is likely
to lead to an individual’s experiencing role
ambiguity (Jackson & Schuler, 1985).

Besides behavioural outcomes being
“unpredictable,” Rizzo et al. (1970) added a
second component to their definition: “a lack
of the existence or clarity of behavioural
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requirements, often in terms of inputs from
the environment which would serve to
guide behaviour and provide knowledge
that the behaviour is appropriate” (pp.
155-156). This modification is significant
because the scale they developed measures
role ambiguity operationalisation in most
empirical research. The two components
comprise the scale ‘unpredictability’ and
‘information deficiency’.

Pearce (1981) and Cooper et al. (2001)
commented that role ambiguity arises due
to insufficient information required to enact
the role. Therefore, “certain information
is required for adequate role performance
in order for a person to conform to the
role expectations held by members of
this role set” (Kahn et al., 1964, p. 22).
However, it has been proposed that
role ambiguity is generated by one of
several conditions i.e. a lack of required
information, a lack of communication
of existing information or the receipt of
contradictory messages from different role
senders (Kahn et al., 1964). In the past,
there have been many correlational studies
to examine role ambiguity in the context
of a series of antecedents (i.e. propensity
to leave, organisational commitment,
tension or anxiety, job involvement, job
satisfaction, job performance, boundary
spanning, participation in decision-making,
formalisation and individual characteristics)
and consequences (i.e. job satisfaction,
performance, tension and employee
turnover).

Based on role theory, role ambiguity is
a result of subordinates who adopt coping
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behaviour in an effort to resolve problems
or use defense mechanisms to change real
situations and as a result, subordinates avoid
stress. As such, role ambiguity will cause
a subordinate to be dissatisfied with his or
her role in the organisation (Rizzo et al.,
1970). It is clear that the consequences and
effects of role ambiguity thus have potential
cost implications to organisations. High
employee turnover and low performance are
evident, but also the true cost of attitudinal
variables is also now understood (Mirvis &
Lawler, 1977, Cascio, 1982).

This view has been reinforced by
empirical findings where research has been
centred on examining the effects of role
ambiguity, and findings have started to
reveal the cost of role ambiguity. Kahn et
al. (1964) and other theorists (Rizzo et al.,
1970; Miles, 1976, 1980; ) have proposed
that when role ambiguity is high several
unfavourable psychological effects will
follow. Such effects are likely to influence
the effectiveness of an organisation as role
ambiguity occurs when subordinates are
not sure of how to perform given tasks.
Among these effects are tension, stress,
hostility, dissatisfaction, low productivity,
performance and turnover (Merton, 1957;
Kahn et al., 1964; Rizzo et al., 1970; Katz
& Kahn, 1978).

Subsequently, a significant amount
empirical research on role stress has
revealed that when role ambiguity is high,
both the individual and the organisation’s
results are unfavourable (Kahn et al., 1964;
House & Rizzo, 1972; Miles, 1975, 1976;
Miles & Perreault, 1976; Morris et al., 1979;
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Hamilton, 2002; Slatterya et al., 2008).
Bedian and Armenakis (1981) have found “a
causal relationship between role ambiguity
and increased tension, frustration, anxiety
and propensity to leave .” Role ambiguity
has also been suggested to be correlated
with low levels of motivation, quality of
work life, individual and group productivity,
organisational commitment and an increase
in withdrawal behaviour (Blau, 1981; van
Sell et al., 1981; Fisher & Gitelson, 1983;
Dougherty & Pritchard, 1985; Jackson &
Schuler, 1985; Luthans, 1989; Onyemah,
2008).

The study of role ambiguity is still
important for organisations, especially when
issues such as diversity, globalisation and
competitive pressure are evident. Ultimately,
in order to guarantee that the organisation
is successful, superiors and subordinates
need role clarity. Subordinates who are
experiencing low levels of role ambiguity
may be working on tasks that are not parallel
to the organisation’s missions and objective
and are unaware they are doing so (van Sell
et al., 1981). Singh and Bhandarker (1983)
once stated that “managerial role clarity is
viewed as one of the basic requirements for
organisational effectiveness .” They further
stated that “managers suffering from role
ambiguity are invariably observed to be pre-
occupied with trivial organisational chores
.” As a result based on role theory, high
levels of role ambiguity will unlikely reduce
subordinates’ satisfaction levels. In an even
worse scenario, it increases work anxiety,
distorts reality and produces less effective
work outcomes (Rizzo et al., 1970).
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This study specifically explored role
ambiguity rather than role conflict to
establish the causal relationship between
the variable and its antecedents and
consequences. There were several reasons
for the choice of role ambiguity over role
conflict, namely: (i) role ambiguity is an
important concept in role theory and in the
path-goal theory of leadership; (ii) of all
role concepts, role ambiguity has received
the most study; (iii) in contrast to role
conflict, role ambiguity is more responsive
to managerial intervention and thus the
implementation of programmes aimed at
diminishing role ambiguity is relatively
less difficult, and (iv) studies involving role
ambiguity have yielded inconsistent results,
prompting greater research incentive.

HYPOTHESISED RELATIONSHIPS

Leadership Styles and Organisational
Citizenship Behaviour
Literature is extensive on transformational
leadership i.e. that it affects subordinates’
OCB (Podsakoff et al., 1990; Howell &
Avolio, 1993; Lowe et al., 1996; Geyer
& Steyrer, 1998). Graham (1988) has
suggested that “the most important effect
of transformational leadership behaviour
is the ability to promote extra-role
behaviours.” Podsakoff et al. (1990) was
in support of Graham’s view and suggested
further that “the most important effects
of transformational leaders should be on
extra-role performance, rather than in-role
performance.”

Transformational leadership is said
to “lift ordinary people to extraordinary
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heights” (Boal & Bryson, 1988) and to
effect subordinates to “do more than they are
expected to do” (Yukl, 1989) and “perform
beyond the level of expectations” (Bass,
1985). House, Landis and Umberson (1988)
responded that these leaders motivate their
subordinates to “perform above and beyond
the call of duty .” Thus, transformational
leadership may have a crucial effect on
extra-role behaviour of OCB that is discrete
in nature, which does not altogether follow
subordinates’ formal role requirements.

Past researchers have asserted that
the relationship between transformational
leadership and OCB is positive. As a result,
transformational leadership is directly
linked to high levels of subordinates’ OCB
across various settings (Graham, 1988;
Podsakoff et al., 1990; Whittington, 1997;
Geyer & Steyrer, 1998; Podsakoff et al.,
2000; Goodwin et al., 2001; Wang et al.,
2005). For example, Podsakoff et al. (1990)
and Podsakoff et al. (1996) concluded that
the relationship between transformational
leader behaviour (i.e. articulating a vision,
role modelling, intellectually stimulating
employees and communicating high
performance expectations) and subordinates’
OCB is positive.

In comparison, transactional leadership
may not trigger extra-role behaviour because
subordinates’ behaviour is likely to be based
on the reward received after a particular
task is done (Podsakoff et al., 1990).
Transactional leadership “is explicitly
designed to clearly define and reward in-role
performance instead of extra-role behavior”
(Podsakoff et al., 1990). A transactional
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leader is negatively related to subordinates’
OCB. This is because a transactional
leader is largely based on an economic
exchange (Pillai, Schriesheim, & Williams,
1999). If the relationship between superior
and subordinate is primarily focussed on
economic exchange, the superior will not
appreciate when a subordinate performs
more than what is required. Hence, the
contributions of the subordinate towards
the organisation will solely be in agreement
with the compensation or reward system. As
such, hypotheses for this study were based
on theoretical and empirical background as
stated below:

Hypothesis la: A transformational
leader will have a positive
effect with OCB.

Hypothesis 1b: A transactional
leader will have a negative
effect with OCB.

Role Ambiguity

Transformational leadership behaviour
influences subordinates by seeking
clarification in their understanding of what
the leader intends them to achieve, which is
important because leaders who clarify the
role expectation may reduce ambiguity. For
instance, transformational leaders clarify the
employees’ roles by articulating a vision
to inspire the subordinates to pursue goals
(MacKenzi et al., 2001). Transformational
leaders regard that clarification of the term
‘vision’ is important in the transformational
leadership process. As a result, the following
relationship was expected.
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Hypothesis 2a: The relationship
between transformational
leadership and subordinates’
role ambiguity is negatively
correlated.

Transactional leaders may decrease role
ambiguity. The plausible explanation for
this is that transactional leader behaviour
involves providing immediate feedback on
subordinates’ job performance, which should
increase the subordinates’ understanding of
their roles in the organisation (Kohli, 1989).
Sims and Szilagyi (1975) have commented
that leader-contingent punishment behaviour
“is related to satisfaction through his or her
ability to reduce perceived role ambiguity
.... .7 Past research has sustained this
expectation that relationship between
contingent punishment of transactional
leadership or task-orientated leadership
is negatively related to role ambiguity
(Bateman et al., 1983; Podsakoff et al.,
1984; Luthans, 1989; MacKenzie et al.,
2001; Podsakoff et al., 2006). Thus, the
following relationship was expected:

Hypothesis 2b: The relationship
between transactional
leadership and subordinates’
role ambiguity is negatively
correlated.

Role Ambiguity and Outcome

Theoretically, a high level of role ambiguity
impedes the opportunity of a person
to perform effectively and efficiently
(Kahn et al., 1964). Unfortunately, the
relationship between role ambiguity and
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job performance is unclear. Although
some studies have demonstrated a negative
relationship between role ambiguity and
job performance (Behrman et al., 1981;
Behrman & Perreault, 1984; Lysonski,
1985; Fried et al., 1998; Beehr et al.,
2000; Stordeur et al., 2001; Onyemah,
2008), other studies indicated weak or
no relationship (Schriesheim & Murphy,
1976; Jackson & Schuler, 1985). Although
no definite conclusions can be drawn, the
inconsistencies in previous results indicate
that the “literature clearly lacks theoretical
and empirical integration” (Fry et al., 1986).

In addition, role ambiguity has
been found to negatively influence in-
role performance in a number of studies
(Jaworski & Kohli, 1991; Brown & Peterson,
1993). In fact, Churchill et al. (1985) stated
that salesperson performances were more
strongly related with role perceptions. This
is because when salespeople are clear about
what is expected they can better focus on the
necessary objectives and as a result achieve
higher performance. Higher performance
can be inferred to extra-role behaviour
(Borman & Motowildo, 1997). Hence,
unclear expectations due to role ambiguity
may cause lower performance. Thus, the
next relationship was expected:

Hypothesis 3a: Subordinates’
organisational citizenship
behaviour is suspected to reduce
as role ambiguity increases.
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Role Ambiguity as Mediator of
Transformational Leadership Style and
Outcome

In explaining the importance of role
ambiguity as an intervening variable
between various job conditions and job
outcomes role theory provides a strong
conceptual framework (Kahn et al., 1964).
There is some evidence supporting the
possibility of role ambiguity as a moderator
or mediator variable on the relationship
between leadership style and subordinates’
outcomes. A number of studies have
suggested that role ambiguity does moderate
the relationship such that under conditions
of high role ambiguity, higher levels of
initiating structure and consideration
become more important (House, 1971;
Weed et al., 1976). Yet, others have found
that role ambiguity is not such a moderator
(Schriesheim & Murphy, 1976).

The dispute is made that role ambiguity
as an intervening variable occurs because
role ambiguity represents a situational
factor that is within a superior’s domain
of influence. When role ambiguity
increases there is a greater dependency on
information and feedback that can clarify the
appropriateness of one’s action (Dobbins et
al., 1990). Hence, when role ambiguity is
high, the superior is more important because
the role clarifying information and feedback
available from the superior becomes more
significant (Kerr & Jermier, 1978; Howell et
al., 1986; Abdullah & Kassim, 2011; Judeh,
2011; Madera et al., 2013; Salmon, 2013;
Sahadev et al., 2015). On the other hand,
when role ambiguity is low, role-clarifying
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information from the superior becomes
less important. Hence, the relationship
between leadership and OCB is stronger
when role ambiguity is high and weaker
when role ambiguity is low. In addition, the
transformational leader is able to decrease
role ambiguity by clarifying a person’s role
(Churchill et al., 1985; Jaworski & Kohli,
1991). Based on this rationale, the following
relationship was expected.

Hypothesis 4: There is a mediating
effect of role ambiguity between
transformational leader and
OCB.

RESEARCH METHOD AND DESIGN
Sampling Design

The sample selection for this study comprises
executives, managers and professional
people in services, manufacturing, mining
and construction companies located mainly
in the Klang Valley, Malaysia. This sample
was selected for two reasons. Firstly,
major industries were selected in order
to represent the major sphere of activities
in Malaysia. These industries are among
the more dominant industries in Malaysia
that contribute significantly to the Gross
Domestic Product (GDP) and employment.
It is also believed that the power of the
theoretical framework would be increased
substantially if the predicted relationships
between leadership styles, downward
influence tactics and OCB were observed in
a more diverse industrial setting. Secondly,
samples were drawn only from companies
who employed more than 35 employees, in
order to include only organisations where
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a more formalised structure and system
of supervision and interactions were more
likely to exist and function (Hall, 1977).

Research Instruments

Leadership styles. Fourteen items of the
Transformational Leadership Behaviour
Inventory (TLI) and seven items of the
Leader Reward and Punishment (LRP) by
Podsakoff et al. (1990) was applied in this
study.

Role ambiguity. The present study
employed a six-item scale developed
by Rizzo et al. (1970) to measure role
ambiguity. In fact, 85% of previous studies
have applied the role ambiguity tool
developed by Rizzo et al. (1970) according
to Jackson and Schuler (1985) and Tubre
and Collins (2000). Secondly, it seems to
have adequate construct reliability and
validity, which all support the continuous
use of this scale (House et al., 1983). The
reported Cronbach Coefficient Alpha levels
of'the Rizzo et al. (1970) (RHL) scale range
from 0.65 to 0.82, while Nicholson and Goh
(1983) demonstrated a=0.84 for both role
conflict and role ambiguity. In this study,
the researcher made the decision to use the
RHL scale that suit the purpose of this study,
which demands less computing effort and
analysis.

Organisational Citizenship Behaviour
(OCB). In the present study, the researcher
decided to adopt the OCB instrument
developed by Smith et al. (1983) and
measure it as a global construct. This
instrument consisted of seven items on
the altruism and compliance dimension.
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The two-dimensional view of OCB was
chosen over the broad categories of OCB
due to its popularity in earlier studies
conducted by Smith et al. (1983). In a
test of the scale produced by Smith et al.
(1983), Alpha Coefficients of 0.88 and
0.85 were reported, respectively. Jones and
Schaubroeck (2004) reported the reliabilities
of the two measures as being 0.79 (altruism)
and 0.80 (compliance) for the employee-
rated measures.

The OCB scales were completed by the
respondents themselves, who were asked
to rate on a seven-point scale with anchors
ranging from “never” (1) to “always”
(7) where they have engaged in these
citizenship behaviours. Examples of sample
items for the OCB are “I help others with
their work when they have been absent
even when I am not required to do so”; “I
volunteer to do things not formally required
by the job”; “I take the initiative to orient
new employees to the department even
though it is not part of my job description”;
“I willingly attend functions not required by
the company management, but which help
its overall image.”

Data Analysis Procedure

Path Analysis was the primary statistical
technique used. The secondary technique
used was correlational analysis.

RESEARCH RESULTS AND
DISCUSSION

Respondents’ Characteristics

From the total of 1,500 questionnaires sent,
a total of 293 responses were received,
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with data from 280 of those completed
questionnaire being usable. The response
rate was 19.5%. The sample selection for this
study comprised executives, managers and
professionals in services, manufacturing,
mining and construction companies located
mainly in the Klang Valley, Malaysia.

Scales Validation

The internal consistency reliability
coefficients for all the scales were
satisfactory (Nunnally, 1978). All the scales
had coefficient Cronbach’s Alpha greater
than 0.78.

Hypotheses Testing

Hl1a & H1b: Leadership and organisational
citizenship behaviour. Hypothesis Hla
expected a transformational leader to have
a positive effect with OCB. The positive
relationship between transformational
leadership and OCB is in the hypothesised
direction. Table 1 shows there was a
relationship between transformational
leadership and OCB (r=0.64, p<0.01). The
path analysis result in Table 2 (f=0.343,
p<0.005) also confirms this relationship.
These results are similar to past research
studies (Ferres et al., 2002; Schlechter &
Engelbrecht, 2006) that definitely show
that relationship between transformational
leadership and OCB is positive. The
relationships between leadership and
OCB were empirically studied and it was
concluded that transformational leadership
was consistently associated to subordinates’
higher level of OCB (Podsakoff et al.,
1990; Lowe et al., 1996; Wang et al., 2005).
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With this strong conceptual support, it can
be said that transformational leaders do
motivate their followers to exhibit extra-
role behaviours. This is in line with a study
conducted by MacKenzie et al. (2001),
who commented that the transformational
leadership style influences salesperson to
perform “above and beyond the call of
duty .”

Hypothesis H1b expected that a
transactional leader would have a negative
effect with OCB. Correlation results
in Table 2 showed that the relationship
between a transactional leader and OCB
(r=-0.52, p<0.01) is in fact negatively
associated. Although it seems logical, this
relationship was not confirmed by the path
analysis results in Table 3. Paradoxically,
transactional leadership style did not seem
to influence OCB in a negative way. The
direct effect of transactional leadership
on OCB was too weak and insignificant
to lend support for hypothesis Hlb. A
transactional leader adopts a hard approach,
which is expected to be ineffective in
increasing subordinates’ OCB. However,
the inconclusive findings point to the fact
that the relationship between transactional
leadership and OCB is possibly more of an
indirect relationship. This result is somewhat
different from the work of Yammarino
and Bass (1990), who commented that
transactional leadership is favourable
when subordinates have attitudinal and
behavioural responses; however, it fails to
evoke subordinates’ voluntaristic initiative
to go beyond the normal call of duty.

Pertanika J. Soc. Sci. & Hum. 24 (4): 1557 - 1577 (2016)

H2a & H2b: Leadership styles and
role ambiguity. Hypothesis 2a predicted that
the relationship between transformational
leadership and subordinates’ role ambiguity
would be negatively correlated. Both the
correlational result (Table 2; r=-0.60,
p<0.01). The path analysis result (Table
3; B=-0.660, p<0.005) lends support to
Hypothesis H2a. The negative relationship
between transformational leadership and
subordinates’ role ambiguity is in the
hypothesised direction. Stating it in another
way, transformational leadership promotes
role clarity. This is a more likely outcome as
the transformational leader tends to clarify
the employees’ role by articulating a vision
to inspire them to achieve the organisation’s
common goals. This result supports the
previous finding by Teas (1983), whose
results indicated that leader consideration
is statistically significant to salespeople’s
perception of role ambiguity. However, a
study by MacKenzie et al. (2001) reported
that only the core transformational leader
behaviours were negatively related to role
ambiguity and that there was no relationship
between high performance expectations and
individualised support on role ambiguity.

Hypothesis 2b predicted that the
relationship between transactional
leadership and subordinates’ role ambiguity
would be negatively correlated. The
correlational result in Table 2 and path
analysis result in Table 3 showed that
transactional leadership was not related to
subordinates’ role ambiguity. This result
seems to support the findings of a study
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conducted by MacKenzie et al. (2001)
that the contingent reward characteristic
of transactional leadership is not related
to role ambiguity, and only the contingent
punishment aspect of transactional leadership
is negatively related to role ambiguity (B=-
0.20, p<0.01). Moreover, Kohli’s (1985)
study on the effects of supervisory reward
and punishment behaviour commented
that “punishment may have a negative
impact on role ambiguity primarily when
a leader is indiscriminately punitive .”
The different effect of supervisory reward
and punishment behaviour has nullified
its effect on subordinates’ role ambiguity.
Hence, Hypothesis H2b, which predicted
that transactional leadership and role
ambiguity was negatively correlated, was
not confirmed. Again, the result showed
the potential benefit of conceptualising
transactional leadership as a multi-
dimensional construct.

H3: Role ambiguity and OCB.
Hypothesis 3 posited that subordinates’
organisational citizenship behaviour would
be reduced as role ambiguity increased.
Both the correlational result (Table 2; r=-
0.60, p<0.01) and the path analysis result
(Table 3; p=-0.342, p<0.005) lend support
for Hypothesis H3. Thus, the result seems to
agree with the conventional reasoning that
role ambiguity impedes the opportunity of a
person to perform effectively and efficiently
(Kahn et al., 1964). Other research findings
(Walker et al., 1977; Behrman et al., 1981;
Behrman & Perreault, 1984; Lysonski,
1985) have also demonstrated a negative
relationship between role ambiguity and
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performance. Although the conclusion
here is not entirely equivocal (as in the
contradicting result of Brief and Aldag
(1976) and Jackson and Schuler (1985),
there is clearly more empirical evidence
to suggest the simple conclusion that
the lack of role ambiguity ensures better
performance (including extra-role) as one
is more certain about what is expected to
be accomplished. Hopefully, the decrease
in role ambiguity will lead to an increase
in organisational commitment and task
performance and ultimately, increase the
employees” OCB level (MacKenzie et al.,
1998; Tubre & Collins, 2000; MacKenzie
etal., 2001).

H4: Role ambiguity as mediator between
transformational leadership and outcome.
Hypothesis 4 predicted the mediating effect
of role ambiguity between transformational
leader and OCB. The direct relationships
between transformational leadership and
role ambiguity (f=-0.660, p<0.005) and
between role ambiguity and OCB (p=-
0.342, p<0.005) were both in a negative
direction and significant. In Table 4 and
Figure 2, the mediation effects of role
ambiguity can be seen as significant at the
0.001 level for path X1 (Transformational
leadership) — X2 (role ambiguity) —
X3 (OCB). The indirect effect of role
ambiguity, which is the product of -0.660x-
0.342=0.225 makes a positive contribution.
This finding asserts that transformational
leadership has a direct relationship with
subordinates’ OCB and that this relationship
is mediated by role ambiguity. In relation
to the direction of effect, it would appear
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Figure 2. Indirect effects through a mediator.

Table 1

Correlations Among Key Variables

-0.342
X2: Role —>
Ambiguity (0.065)
(sb)

X3:
Organizational
Citizenship

Variables Means S.D. 1 3 4
1 Transformational Leader 4.57 1.17 1.00
2 Transactional Leader 3.56 1.52 -0.76**  1.00
3 Role Ambiguity 2.97 1.07 -0.60%*  (0.41%* 1.00
4 Organisational Citizenship 4.67 1.30 0.64**  -0.52%*  -0.60** 1.00
Behaviour
Table 2

Multiple Regression Analysis

Dependent and independent variables

Regression coefficients

Path coefficients

OCB

Transformational
Transformational

Transactional
Role Ambiguity
RZ

F

Df

Role Ambiguity
Transformational
Transactional

R2

F

Df

0.0380(0.83)

-0.100(0.057)
-0.413(0.065)
0.476
85.554%%%
3,279

0.604(0.067)
-0.060(0.052)
0.353
77,1375
2,279

0.343%**

-0.177
20,3425

-0.660***
-0.085

#£p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.005
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Table 3
Path Analysis Result

Measurement path ~ Before mediator

After mediator
t-statistic

t=(ab)/V (b2sa>+aZsb?)

Regression  Standard Regression  Standard
coefficient errors coefficient errors
A sa b sb
X1 — X2 — X3 -0.660 0.052 -0.342 0.065 4.860%**

Degrees of freedom=N-1=280
* p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.001

that role ambiguity serves to reduce the
strength of the relationship between
transformational leaders and OCB. In other
words, transformational leadership will
generally reduce role ambiguity, and this
will lead to an increase in OCB (MacKenzie
et al., 2001). Transformational leaders by
their attempt to provide followers with
a clearer perspective on their work may
actually reduce employees’ role ambiguity.
Nonetheless, role ambiguity will always
be present in any organisational setting
as it represents a complex interplay of
contradicting thoughts in the minds of
individuals. The present result seems to
acknowledge the contention made by
several researchers that leadership style
effectiveness is very much dependent on
the role situation (Fiedler, 1967; House &
Dessler, 1974; Weed et al., 1976).

MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS

The study provides a number of clear
managerial implications. The findings show
that a leader would practise transformational
leadership. The transformational leadership
style seems to invoke a superior-subordinate
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power difference in the influence network.
Transformational leadership can be nurtured
by recognising the development needs of
the subordinate mainly through training
in mentoring. The transformational leader
should also promote integrative problem-
solving superior-subordinate relationship
and not win-lose relationships, which lead
to detrimental results. By adapting such
practices coupled with an open feedback
system, an increase in subordinates’ work
productivity will be seen in the organisation.
The transformational leadership style, being
flexible, can be adapted by organisations that
are facing rapid environmental change. The
mediating effect of role ambiguity has shed
light on how the variable provides indirect
effects on leadership styles and its outcome.
This indicates that a transformational leader
deals with role ambiguity to induce higher
OCB — the more reason why this style must
be emphasised.

FUTURE DIRECTION

By appealing to the leadership of
management, this model offers the
theoretical foundation for future researchers
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to make comparisons on the effectiveness
of different leadership styles with OCB
(cf. Podsakoff et al., 2000; Walumbwa et
al., 2008). This study concludes that the
tendency of subordinates to have high levels
of OCB comes from the transformational
leader’s request, which is more interesting
and encouraging as compared to that of the
transactional leader. Future studies should
consider other constructs like motivation
and commitment that are more indicative
of organisational performance.

CONCLUSION

This research aimed to explore the
effectiveness of leadership styles
when dealing with role ambiguity and
its consequences on OCB. It has been
suggested that in order for subordinates to
perform beyond their call of duty, a superior
must adopt an appropriate leadership
style. The findings support those of past
researchers, who commented that in order
to achieve greater subordinate OCB,
superiors should be more inclined to adopt
transformational leadership rather than
transactional leadership. When investigating
role ambiguity, this study found that
role ambiguity was able to mediate the
relationships between leadership styles and
OCB. The presence of correlation shows the
relevance of leadership style in promoting
subordinates” OCB in organisation. Such
behaviour should have great practical
significance and thus, should be promoted
in an organisation. The finding also supports
the contention that subordinates’ role
ambiguity has a direct and indirect effect on

Pertanika J. Soc. Sci. & Hum. 24 (4): 1557 - 1577 (2016)

the outcome, serving to increase the strength
of transformational leadership on OCB.
This result seems to support a widely held
assertion that the effectiveness of leadership
depends very much on the situation at hand
(Fiedler, 1967; House & Dessler, 1974;
Weed et al., 1976).

REFERENCES

Abdullah, J. B, & Kassim, J. (2011). Instructional
leadership and attitude towards organizational
change among secondary schools principals
in Pahang, Malaysia. Procedia — Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 15, 3304-3309.

Bass, B. M. (1985). Leadership and Performance
beyond Expectations. Free Press, New York.

Bass, B. M., Avolio, B. J., Jung, D. 1., & Berson, Y.
(2003). Predicting unit performance by assessing
transformational and transactional leadership.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(2), 207-218.

Bateman, T. S., & Organ, D. W. (1983). Job satisfaction
and the good soldier: The relationship between
affect and employee “citizenship”. Academy of
Management Journal, 26(4), 587-595.

Bateman, T. S., Strasser, S., & Dailey, R. C. (1983).
Toward proper specification of the effects of
leader punitive behavior: A research note.
Journal of Management, 8, 83-93.

Bedian, A. G., & Armenakis, A. A. (1981). A path-
analytic study of the consequences of role
conflict and ambiguity. Academy of Management
Journal, 24(2), 417-424.

Beehr, T. A., Glazer, S., Nielson, N. L. & Farmer,
S. J. (2000). Work and nonwork predictors
of employees’ retirement ages. Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 57,206-25.

Behman, D. N., & Perreault, W. D. (1984). A role
stress model of the performance and satisfaction
of industrial salespersons. Journal of Marketing,
48, 9-12.

1571



Lee, K. L. and Low, G. T.

Behrman, D. N., Bigoness, W., & Perreault, W. D.
Jr. (1981). Sources of job-related ambiguity
and their consequences upon sale persons’ job
satisfaction and performance. Management
Science, 27(11), 1246-1260.

Blau, G. (1981). An empirical investigation of job-
stress, social support, service length, and job
strain. Organizational Behavior and Human
Performance, 27(2), 279-302.

Boal, K. B., & Bryson, J. M. (1988). Charismatic
leadership. In J. G. Hunt, B. R. Baliga, H.
P. Dachler, & C. A. Schriesheim (Eds.). 4
phenomenological and structural approach.
Emerging leadership vista. (pp. 11-28).
Lexington, New York.

Boerner, S., Eisenbesiss, S. A., & Griesser, D.
(2007). Follower behaviour and organisational
performance: The impact of transformational
leaders. Journal of Leadership and Organisational
Studies, 13(3), 15-26.

Bolino, M. C., Turnley, W. H., & Bloodgood, J. M.
(2002). Citizenship behaviour and the creation
of social capital in organizations. Academy of
Management Review, 27(4), 505-523.

Borman, W., & Motowildo, S. (1997). Task
performance and contextual performance: The
meaning for personnel selection research. Human
Performance, 10(2), 99-109.

Brief, A. P., & Aldag, R. J. (1976). Correlates of role
indices. Journal of Applied Psychology, 61(4),
468-472.

Brief, A. P., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1986). Prosocial
organisational behaviours. Academy of
Management Review, 11(4), 710-725.

Brown, S., & Peterson, R. (1993). Antecedents and
consequences of salesperson job satisfaction:
Meta-analysis and assessment of causal effects.
Journal of Marketing Research, 30(1), 63-77.

1572

Cascio, W. F. (1982). Costing human resources. The
financial impact of behavior in organisations.
Ken Publishing: Boston.

Churchill, G. A. Jr., Ford, N. M., Hartley, S. W., &
Walker, O. C., Jr. (1985). The determinants
of salesperson performance: A meta-analysis.
Journal of Marketing Research, 22, 103—118.

Cooper, C. L., Dewe, P. J., & O’Driscoll, M. P. (2001).
Organizational stress: A review and critique.
California: Sage.

Dobbins, G. J., Cardy, R. L., & Platz-Vieno, S. J.
(1990). A contingency approach to appraisal
satisfaction: An initial investigation of the joint
effect or organizational variables and appraisal
characteristics. Journal of Management, 16(3),
619-632.

Dougherty, T. W., & Pritchard, R. D. (1985). The
measurement of role variables: Exploratory
examination of a new approach. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 35(2),
141-155.

Farh, J., Podsakoff, P. M., & Organ, D. (1990).
Accounting for OCB: Leader fairness and
task scope versus satisfaction. Journal of
Management, 16(4), 705-721.

Ferres, N., Travaglione, T., & Connell, J. (2002). Trust:
A precursor to the potential mediating effect of
transformational leadership. International
Journal of Organisational Behaviour, 5(8),
242-263.

Fiedler, F. E. (1967). A theory of leadership
effectiveness. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Fisher, C. D., & Gitelson, R. (1983). A meta-analysis
of the correlates of role conflict and ambiguity.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 68(2), 320-333.

Fried, Y., Ben-David, H. A., Tiegs, R. B., Avital, N.,
& Yeverechyahu, U. (1998). The interactive
effect of role conflict and role ambiguity on
job performance. Journal of Occupational and
Organizational Psychology, 71(1), 19-27.

Pertanika J. Soc. Sci. & Hum. 24 (4): 1557 - 1577 (2016)



Leadership Styles and Organisational Citizenship Behaviour

Fry, L., Futrell, C., Parasuraman, A., & Chmielewski,
M. (1986). An analysis of alternative causal
models of salesperson role perceptions and work-
related attitudes. Journal of Marketing Research,
23, 153-163.

Geyer, L., & Steyrer, J. M. (1998). Transformational
leadership and objective performance in banks.
Applied Psychology: An International Review,
47(3), 97-420.

Goodwin, V. L., Wofford, J. C, & Whittington, J. L.
(2001). A theoretical and empirical extension
to the transformational leadership construct.
Journal of Organisational Behaviour, 22(7),
759-774.

Graham, J. W. (1988). Transformational leadership:
Fostering follower autonomy, not automatic
followership. In J. G. Hunt, B. R. Baliga, P. H.
Dachler, & C. A. Schriesheim (Eds.). Emerging
leadership vistas (pp. 73-79). Lexington, MA:
Lexington Books.

Greenberg, J. (1988). Cultivating an image of justice:
Looking fair on the job. Academy of Management
Executive, 2(2), 155-157.

Hamilton, P. C. (2002). 4 comparison of faculty
role ambiguity and role conflict at freestanding
and component community and technical
colleges in West Virginia. (Doctor of Education
Dissertation). West Virginia University.

House, J. S., Landis, K. R., & Umberson, D.
(1988). Social relationships and health. Science,
241(4865), 540-545.

House, R. J. (1971). A path goal theory of leader
effectiveness. Administrative Science Quarterly,
16, 321-338.

House, R. J., & Dessler, G. (1974). The path-goal
theory of leadership: Some post-hoc and a
priori tests. In J. Hunt & L. Larson (Eds.).
Contingency approaches to leadership (pp.
29-55). Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois

University Press.

Pertanika J. Soc. Sci. & Hum. 24 (4): 1557 - 1577 (2016)

House, R. J., & Rizzo, J. (1972). Role conflict and
ambiguity as critical variables in a model of
organization behavior. Organistional Behaviour
and Human Performance, 7(3), 467-505.

House, R. J., Schuler, R. S., & Levanoni, E. (1983).
Role conflict and ambiguity scales: Reality or
artifacts? Journal of Applied Psychology, 68(2),
334-337.

Howell, J. M. (1988). Two faces of charisma:
Socialized and personalized leadership in
organizations. In J. A. Conger & R. N. Kanungo
(Eds.). Charismatic leadership (pp. 213-236).
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Howell, J. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1993). Transformational
leadership, transactional leadership, locus
of control, and support for innovation: Key
predictors of consolidated-business-unit
performance. Journal of Applied Psychology,
78(6), 891-902.

Howell, J. P., Dorfman, P.W., & Kerr, S. (1986).
Moderator variables in leadership research.
Academy of Management Review, 11(1), 88—102.

Jackson, S. E., & Schuler, R. S. (1985). A meta-
analysis and conceptual critique of research on
role ambiguity and role conflict in work settings.
Organizational Behaviour and Human Decision
Processes, 36(1), 16-78.

Jaworski, B. J., & Kohli, A. K. (1991). Supervisory
feedback: Alternative types and their impact
on sales people’s performance and satisfaction.
Journal of Marketing Research, 28(2), 190-201.

Jones, J. R., & Schaubroeck, J. (2004). Mediators of
the relationship between race and organizational
citizenship behavior. Journal of Managerial
Issues, 16(4), 505-527.

Judeh, M. (2011). Role ambiguity and role conflict
as mediators of the relationship between
socialization and organizational commitment.
International Business Research, 4(3), 171-181.

1573



Lee, K. L. and Low, G. T.

Kahn, R., Wolfe, D., Quinn, R., Snoek, J., &
Rosentbal, R. (1964). Organizational stress:
Studies in role conflict and ambiguity. New
York: Wiley.

Katz, D., & Kahn, R. L. (1966). The Social Psychology
of Organisations. New York: Wiley.

Kerr, S. I., & Jermier, J. M. (1978). Substitutes for
leadership: Their meaning and measurement.
Organizational Behaviour and Human
Performance, 22(3), 375-403.

Kohli, A. K. (1985). Some unexplored supervisory
behaviours and their influence on salespeople’s
role clarity, specific self-esteem, job satisfaction
and motivation. Journal of Marketing Research,
22(4), 424-433.

Kohli, A. K. (1989). Effects of supervisory behavior:
The role of individual differences among
salespeople. Journal of Marketing, 53(4), 40-50.

Lowe, K. B., Kroeck, K. G., & Sivasubramaniam,
N. (1996). Effectiveness correlates of
transformational and transactional leadership:
A meta-analytic review of the MLQ literature.
Leadership Quarterly, 7(3), 385-425.

Luthans, F. (1989). Organizational behaviour (5" ed.).
McGraw-Hill Inc, USA.

Lysonski, S. (1985). A boundary theory investigation

of the product manager’s role. Journal of

Marketing, 49(1), 26-40.

MacKenzie, S. B., Podsakoff, P. M., & Ahearne,
M. (1998). Some possible antecedents and
consequences of in-role and extra-role
performance. Journal of Marketing, 62, 87-98.

MacKenzie, S.B., Podsakoff, P. M., & Rich, G. R.
(2001). Transformational and transactional
leadership and salesperson performance.
Academy of Marketing Science Journal, 29(2),
115-135.

Madera, J. M., Dawson, M., & Neal, J. A. (2013).
Hotel managers’ perceived diversity climate and

1574

job satisfaction: The mediating effects of role
ambiguity and conflict. International Journal of
Hospitality Management, 35, 28-34.

Masterson, S. S., Lewis, K., Goldman, B., & Taylor,
M. S. (1996). Integrating justice and social
exchange: The differing effects of fair procedures
and treatment on work relationships. Academy of
Management Journal, 43(4), 738-748.

McNeely, B. L., & Meglino, B. M. (1994). The role
of dispositional and situational antecedents
in prosocial organisational behaviour: An
examination of the intended beneficiaries
of prosocial behaviour. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 79(6), 836-844.

Merton, R. K. (1957). Social theory and social

structure. New York: Free Press.

Miles, R. H. (1975). An empirical test of causal
inference between role perceptions of conflict
and ambiguity and various personal outcomes.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 60(3), 334-339.

Miles, R. H. (1976). Role requirements as sources
of organizational stress. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 61(2), 172-179.

Miles, R. H. (1980). Macro organizational behavior.
Santa Monica, CA: Goodyear.

Miles, R. H., & Perrault, W. D. (1976). Organizational
role conflict: Its antecedents and consequences.
Organizational Behavior and Human
Performance, 17(1), 19-44.

Mirvis, P. H., & Lawler, E. E. (1977). Measuring the
financial impact of employee attitudes. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 62(1), 1-8.

Moorman, R. (1991). Relationship between
organizational justice and organizational
citizenship behaviours: Do fairness perceptions
influence employee citizenship. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 76(6), 845-855.

Morris, J. H., Steers, R. M., & Koch, J. L. (1979).
Influence of organization structure on role

Pertanika J. Soc. Sci. & Hum. 24 (4): 1557 - 1577 (2016)



Leadership Styles and Organisational Citizenship Behaviour

conflict and ambiguity for three occupational
groupings. Academy of Management Journal,
22(1), 58-71.

Nicholson, P. J. Jr., & Goh, S. W. (1983). The
relationship of organization structure and
interpersonal attitudes to role conflict and
ambiguity in different work environments.
Academy of Management Journal, 26(1),
148-155.

Nunnally, J. C. (1978). Psychometric theory (2nd ed.).
New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

O’Reilly, C., & Chatman, J. (1986). Organisational
commitment and psychological attachment:
The effects of compliance, identification, and
internalization on prosocial behaviour. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 71(3), 492—499.

Onyemah, V. (2008). Role ambiguity, role conflict,
and performance: Empirical evidence of an
inverted-u relationship. Journal of Personal
Selling & Sales Management, 28(3), 299-313.

Organ, D. W. (1988). Organisational citizenship
behaviour: The good soldier syndrome.

Lexington, MA: Lexington Books.

Pearce, J. L. (1981). Bringing some clarity to
role ambiguity research. The Academy of
Management Review, 6(4), 665—674.

Pillai, R., Schriesheim, C. A., & Williams, E. S.
(1999). Fairness perceptions and trust for
transformational and transactional leadership:
A two-sample study. Journal of Management,
25(6), 897-933.

Podsakoff, P. M., Bommer, W. H., Podsakoff, N. P., &
MacKenzie, S. B. (2006). Relationships between
leader reward and punishment behavior and
subordinate attitudes, perceptions, and behaviors:
A meta-analytic review of existing and new
research. Organizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processes, 99(2), 113-142.

Podsakoff, P. M., Mackenzie, S. B., & Bommer, W.
H. (1996). A meta-analysis of the relationships

Pertanika J. Soc. Sci. & Hum. 24 (4): 1557 - 1577 (2016)

between Kerr and Jermier’s substitutes for
leadership and employee job attitudes, role
perceptions and performance. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 81(4), 380-399.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Morrman,
R. H., & Fetter, R. (1990). Transformational
leader behaviours and their effects on followers
trust in leader satisfaction and organisational
citizenship behaviours. Leadership Quarterly,
1(2), 107-142.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Pain, J. B,
& Bachrach, D. G. (2000). Organisational
citizenship behaviours: A critical review of
the theoretical and empirical literature and
suggestions for future research. Journal of
Management, 26(3), 513-565.

Podsakoff, P. M., Todor, W. D., Grover, R. A., &
Huber, V. L. (1984). Situational moderators of
leader reward and punishment behaviours: Fact
or fiction? Organisational Behaviour and Human
Performance, 34(1), 1-63.

Podsakoff, P. M., Todor, W. D., & Skov, R.
(1982). Effects of leader contingent and non-
contingent reward and punishment behaviours
on subordinate performance and satisfaction.
Academy of Management Journal, 25(4), 810—
821.

Rizzo, J. R., House, R. J., & Lirtzman, S. 1. (1970).
Role conflict and ambiguity in complex
organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly,
15(2), 150-163.

Sahadev, S., Purani, K., & Malhotra, N. (2015).
Boundary spanning and the marketing function
in organizations: Concepts and empirical studies.
Cham, Switzerland: Springer International
Publishing AG.

Salmon, S. (2013). Role ambiguity as a mediator of
the effect of integrative management information
on managerial performance: An empirical
study in Australia. International Journal of
Management, 30(1), 175.

1575



Lee, K. L. and Low, G. T.

Schlechter, A. F., & Engelbrecht, A. S. (2006).
The relationship between transformational
leadership, meaning and organisational
citizenship behaviour. Management Dynamics,
15(4), 2—-16.

Schriesheim, C. A., & Murphy, C. J. (1976).
Relationships between leader behaviour and
subordinate satisfaction and performance: A
test of some situational moderators. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 61(5), 634—641.

Shore, L. M., & Wayne, S. J. (1993). Commitment and
employee behaviour: Comparison of affective
commitment and continuance commitment.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 78(5), 774-780.

Sims, H. P, Jr., & Szilagyi, A. D. (1975). Leader
reward behavior and subordinate satisfaction
and performance. Organizational Behavior and
Human Performance, 14(3), 426-438.

Singh, P., & Bhandarker, A. (1983). Managerial
role: The need for clarity. ASCI Journal of
Management, 13, 35-56.

Slatterya, J. P., Selvarajanb, T., & Angersonc, J.
E. (2008). The influences of new employee
department practices upon role stressors and
work-related attitudes of temporary employees.
The International Journal of Human Resource
Management, 19 (12), 2268-2293.

Smith, C. A., Organ, D. W., & Near, J. P. (1983).
Organizational citizenship behavior: Its nature
and antecedents. Journal of Applied Psychology,
68(4), 655-663.

Stordeur, S., D’hoore, W., & Vandenberghe, C. (2001).
Leadership, organizational stress, and emotional
exhaustion among hospital nursing staff. Journal
of Advanced Nursing, 35(4), 533-542.

Teas, R. K. (1983). Supervisory behavior, role stress
and the job satisfaction of industrial salespeople.
Journal of Marketing Research, 20(1), 84-91.

1576

Tepper, B. J., & Taylor, E. C. (2003). Relationships
among supervisors’ and subordinates’ procedural
justice perceptions and organizational citizenship
behaviours. Academy of Management Journal,
46(1), 97-05.

Tubre, T. C., & Collins, J. M. (2000). Jackson and
Schuler (1985) revisited: A meta-analysis
of the relationships between role ambiguity,
role conflict and job performance. Journal of
Management, 26(1), 155-169.

Van Dyne, L. V., Graham, J. W., & Dienesch, R. M.
(1994). Organizational citizenship behaviour:
Construct redefinition, measurement and
validation. Academy of Management Journal,
37(4), 765-802.

Van Sell, M., Brief, A. P., & Schuler, R. S. (1981).
Role conflict and role ambiguity: Integration of
the literature and directions for future research.
Human Relations, 34(1), 43-71.

Walker, O. C., Jr., Churchill, G. A., Jr., & Ford, N. M.
(1977). Motivation and performance in industrial
selling: Present knowledge and needed research.
Journal of Marketing, 14(2), 156—168.

Walumbwa, F. O., Wu, C., & Orwa, B. (2008).
Contingent reward transactional leadership,
work attitudes, and organizational citizenship
behavior: The role of procedural justice climate
perceptions and strength. Leadership Quarterly,
19(3), 251-265.

Wang, H., Law, K. S., Hackett, R. D., Wang, D., &
Chen, Z. H. (2005). Leader-member exchange
as a mediator of the relationship between
transformational leadership and followers’
performance and organisational citizenship
behaviour. Academy of Management Journal,
48(3),420-432.

Weed, S., Mitchell, T., & Moffitt, W. (1976).
Leadership style, subordinate personality and
task type as predictors of performance and
satisfaction with supervision. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 61(1), 58—66.

Pertanika J. Soc. Sci. & Hum. 24 (4): 1557 - 1577 (2016)



Leadership Styles and Organisational Citizenship Behaviour

Whittington, J. L. (1997). An integrative model  Yukl, G. (1989). Managerial leadership: A review

of transformational leadership and follower of theory and research. Yearly Review of
behavior. (Dissertation). University of Texas at Management, 15(2), 251-289.
Arlington.

Yammarino, F. J., & Bass, B. M. (1990).
Transformational leadership and multiple levels
of analysis. Human Relations, 43(10), 975-99.

Pertanika J. Soc. Sci. & Hum. 24 (4): 1557 - 1577 (2016) 1577






