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(FESE=) 25174 B AR ERESHTS
Absiract

This study took the self-efficacy and social influence perspectives to examine the effects of
voice self-efficacy and group voice behavior on team member voice behavior. To collect two
levels of data from different sources, two separate survey questionnaires were distributed to
group members and their leaders. A total of 74 groups and 270 members’ responses were
obtained and analyzed with HLM program. The results revealed that both voice self-efficacy
and group voice behavior were positively related to leader-report team member voice
behavior. Furthermore, the relationship between voice self-efficacy and voice behavior was
enhanced when the group voice behavior was strong. This study not only shed light on voice
behavior, but also provided a new avenue for management practice.
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= B

TESETE BTSRRI ANIE R A G AT - DURIFERE 7 U )
HFEK o Hr - B TE A R AT ZE B E A A M A 5 B R EAE TR K b
AL o 7 B L REE IS Hh [r AH A% B B B PR L [ml B B A3 - RF R AR SR Rl rE R E By s 22
Rz - 7R E - B LRV - AUMER BN FE T B A7 B AH A AR 22 (Whiting,
Maynes, Podsakoff, and Podsakoff, 2012; Ng and Feldman, 2012) - X[ » & & THIE
REEREAEAN S - SN EEEZE - B TEEED L&A A = e E B H
HOREE - —ELifF5eiaH - R B THNE R0 RIE R ES - PRI 2 2H fk il E]
B AUAEAY (Kish-Gephart, Detert, Trevino, and Edmondson, 2009; Liu, Wu, and Ma, 2009) °
Rl - SRR - BRE L& ST RIS - ZFEFZUIRE IR - AHERFZE
WERBEERMZEZZEE (e.g., Burris, Detert, and Romney, 2013; Detert and Burris, 2007;
Liang, Farh, and Farh, 2012; Liu, Zhu, and Yang, 2010 ) -

GRIESTT R » TEDIZEBE ST RIAIZEEZ (Brinsfield, Edwards, and
Greenberg, 2009; Detert and Edmondson, 2011) » EHRAT 4535 = [ = BERYIFSEHLA] (Detert
and Burris, 2007; Klaas, Olson-Buchanan, and Ward, 2012; Morrison, 2011) * A HY
W R AT s RS 22 AV AR - DAPRE Rl e — 28 AR BB E I S 1T R
WHFEHE (LePine and Van Dyne, 2001) * 41 LePine and Van Dyne (2001) FYEfF5EFEH
TARANFEFFEF » BEE eI SR E T  BEBEREEES - R EER &
T HUECH CREFUCER » 28 (AR 2 EET B T8 TFEHMRR ISR - 2B S 1T
%% (Van Dyne, Cummings, and McLean Parks, 1995) » {54l Burris, Detert, and Chiaburu
(2008) HURZEFEH - LELEREERY B L - A mfH AR IR AL AR - 28 = (SR RURZ Lo
FHAR (G B ERE - BAVETE S B TS T R E - G E BRrIRRE « FIE
DU FERIEET RS - §lA - EEZEES IV - EHAAIEE - FEHEE
B fRimE ~ DU FEIESEE - 25 BN B8 R B2 A e MR E L (Burris et al., 2008;
Detert and Burris, 2007; Liu et al., 2010) °

R NEmfE TR REATFESEE BKREGHLHM AR Z
(Morrison, 2011) » ZRHH T {E#E 2 [HHY 2 S22 A0 & B H B 2209 - AR5 DL E FRAEEHE
i (Self-efficacy) FyFLffE (Bandura, 1986) » =B DAREINVASE - R EANBBHES
RESIHUERAY - BEREENERENES TR  RIEZ ERPER KA ES - L
fREIR KA BATREST « HRE S 1T R R IR E NN E DM A EsMT Ry (Van
Dyne et al., 1995; Van Dyne and LePine, 1998) » HAJFEEE NI EH F2E (Seibert,
Kraimer, and Crant, 2001) * = 175 #2205 (Will Do) FITT Ry » 2 EIE B 722 52
HRENE R - BN S BRI HEEN - A ST MEEERAHE
- HIERE IR RTRE - AR 8 5 T At (18] S 28 FE B0 @ A2 11 72 ZE Y (Detert and
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Burris, 2007; Morrison and Milliken, 2000) » GE-TNAEST ¥ R R A A= 2 S MR R AEE - TRk
BT EAREt > MR, - R B ST REIBAR - AiF7EalE DI S B HL
fE (Voice Self-efficacy) * AIAMHE 1T REHESIFHS (Can Do) HYSTERERT
TBERFEL S - DUERIZE 2 DGR RE G IR IME AN Z 2B H 5 & - thil
AR R - FeaHbE S g & ARAAAEH CHIERR (Morrison, 2011) - HETE
BEAHMEEE - REEEEESTES TR OHEZ 2R EMEEESTRE - §l
2l Detert and Burris (2007) PUOEZe 2R/ M E B E T REE S TR » Walumbwa
and Schaubroeck (2009) DLOEEZ 2 rhy HFH B IR ST R - fEE LRSS - 35T
B T#EK (Silence) thiF EBLLLEZ2AYBHIELY) A » 140 Detert and Edmondson (2011)
ks NTZ MR - R R M R S R B ECT E (TR « ke O
SR + FTUERRFE « AT - FIICE T - M SR U2 (A R B
SRV - BRI RAYBIERE 3 BHTE (Morrison, 2011) « APk T 2 #LAkEE
EHRFEMZE YN - BT E - W2 EERTT RS BT R BRI - A3
#RIE Latané and Wolf (1981) it & EEEH 5 (Social Impact Theory) » ok {E RS B YT
Ty BB TR A7 B HoAth N E Bk B g BRI 4G R - BlE DLE B S 17 % (Group Voice
Behavior) ZKAREERL SEEIX R A ST RAVIRDT - IRIZMT & E8R R - £EET - 56
ANBRIREE SR - DIV S B G wENEL T T RIS - SE T BT
Wik, BB A/ NZIEH B ER A ER - FTH T RAREUUEREE - S RSN
DIRT - BEIRPE R EFGIRERENR - (REE 2Rt GHE - EmEHES -
FRitb.z 4N - IR EIE R T AT RAIIRGIELEEE (Johns, 2001, 2006) * A3
IRERETE B R S B BOUE B S 1T R BEERIZE - IS 2GR - BIRHEAYS
R TIRF BB - AR SHIESE T - (EAA R S ERESESR
ZyEIARLAT Ry (Trait Activate) » FHECOHY - FEAFIEE S HIBRIE L - 15 BERL IR A {E A Bf
BRELTT R A5 R AR AL (Tangirala and Ramanujam, 2008) - i& & T DAFEAFFTE Y
i IR ER R R E A R R B G SR AR - WP [ g KB BROR LA A A
o e 2 DME e RS {E(E S EEETHY /717 (Morrison, Wheeler-Smith, and Kamdar,
2011)  [KlL - AP S B WRUEERI% 0 - [FIERET IR E S T R SRR E T
E—28 T fif - B ST R E RS B U Re B IR R S T RAIRE -
ARV ELUNUEER - &5 AUFFEAE R IR S eI AR EGEY - 3805
B TN ABEEBEEMRTT I - 5 AR - e AN RHERRES: - AlgeERA
BT TER ) REEE  ERE ORISR AT R NEEER - DTS
WFZeHRET H R BER 2 = 17 5 (Tangirala and Ramanujam, 2008) > {HELEETHY 2 EE
{E MR —fi% B BRALEE - A E T B s s (E N2 S B FRIUAE (e.g., Liu, Yang, and Liu,
2012) > FHAYRFE B WAUEEE nI AT B RS E Y R B DM B S - 55 0 BEAR
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B R A& P EAN TEREN - BRREETEA-5{E5RBIE (Morrison et al., 2011) » #&
M+ s EE NS WG SR R SO - R AR E B ST 5 o Ase DAEIRR
FREIE & R B R B - BRI S T R AT R B ST - NMEN FEERE R S SR
geRe K o AR — DA E R S S - R & OB B Em e N\ S T RAIIE -
B= AERMEE XA TEaRET - bR TR R R ERERZIN - [FIRFPRET B X
BB ERE N B P e Bl 5 BE RIS I Ko 2 - Bl T ek e & (B Rl
(Meso) TFFEHIE#E (Cappelli and Sherer, 1991; Johns, 2001) ° % » EBE & EE
TS0 TEE (L (Ilgen, Hollenbeck, Johnson, and Jundt, 2005) > £E5TERH Y EHVES
= A B E BB A S SRR -

L~ STBtEReT

— SR

HEEE T8I HE A (Opinion) » 285 (Voice) 5#5% (Suggestion) FYHFSE » B
T&AE 30 ZAFEHIFERSE (Brinsfield et al., 2009) » WF5eEEMEER AP ZALEIIRE S - B2
TR IEF U P AT FE AU FR B S R 52 32 (Voice) @ BB T E R{E M AT £ R
(Grievance) 5% (Brinsfield et al., 2009; Morrison, 2011) = H{£ Van Dyne et al. (1995) FE5
ThEHRRE " BAEMER MR - S EPE TR - AR TIERE KM - T
(EERMEIIIT R, 2% - HArfERvHEIE - S uifisy - b B T HZBMEAHE &
aEIB e H AR MY - B E BRI (Detert and Burris, 2007; LePine and Van
Dyne, 1998; Morrison, 2011; Tangirala and Ramanujam, 2008; Van Dyne and LePine, 1998) °
ASCERA Morrison (2011) ¥ & —SI2EfTR N ER - KHESTTRESER « "THRT
TEAHRARYFESE - BN RR B AEE - Bt RERRE - EREEENITT R, -

P O E R AT ] - &S EAARARE - KRR EERIT R LRI - T —
EFa R - FRILZAN - @ HE T TR - RBEEEEEMERN - T
G TEAEEIHRERRET © £F Van Dyne et al. (1995) FY[ElgEER SCHL - BB A EIMTE -
A FEH T BYHE —JEBR ) (Promotive-Prohibitive) il T 8 — PkEE | (Affiliative-Challenging)
PR TEI 2R L 55 » B0 - S 1T R B A EL PR ER AU SR R - 1M ih BI[FIZE (Helping) /&2
b e BB AU SRR - WIS FT Ry (Whistle-blowing) J8 FATH R EEHkER AU SR -

HERES > HRNERERNZREEGIRE - TES RHEEEES - & BRIy
S DL TAEREABIES - #I40 Liu et al. (2010) BYBFZEEH - {8 A G2 [E] EH B & 5228
W AHFEHmEREES  MEMAFREEZER > IgH a2 masE-- -
Edmondson (2003) 534 BR ) B EEERIIERy - seE SUE S I E B R BT R0
EEEMHOMA T ER - AFHEESTTR - RIEERNES TIEEA AR - B
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EBEHEE R TERE R SRCFRAS - fEHMEREEREER - i TFER
HISEEE - SR TAF ERySCE aEEE - SEE B RERAORER - Hik - EEESTT
Ty Te 25 2 W B R O REEE FT B R 2

o EE A EEER ERUR

RIZH FAUEEE SR (Bandura, 1986) © HIEEETE - AMHIRE S EGRESERAE
FEET RAIRETIFT IR FIET - B LEhFFE8s 5 B BER R — XA R E (Trait) HAH
AR E S - AAREAE B D2 EMEREIIEHE - MANMEE(RIRIE R kB e 5
Z 7 (e.g., Miyoshi, 2012; Randle, 2012) * 58 A 1Y B K AL AEFE B — % B Ik % BE
(Generalized Self-efficacy) ° A 2L 5 AT R ERBCE(EHA - SEEHE ATRE /Y H KT
(EHE S 1T U522 (Tangirala and Ramanujam, 2008) °

ANEIFA BB —fi B FALRE - AT iR Bandura (1977, 1986) YR » i B F&K
AESy © AP B CAERELERE B UL T EHIRE E N - TR ETRAIEETT - BRI
MR B HITT Ry WO R E ARSI —TEIRRE (State) » R E H FXUEE
(Specific Self-efficacy) © AMERIIFFEHE » S EIEENE ES W TCERE TR E B IAGEH HAR
IR - BIa - BETRYFER 5 FAUEE (Newmann, Rutter, and Smith, 1989) ~ BHZ#TE
HYEE K H FRANBE (Celik and Yesilyurt, 2013) » T {E& fER GBI E 22 H AL EE (Fan,
Litchfield, Islam, Weiner, Alexander, Liu, and Kulviwat, 2013) * ASCFTAEERTHY H FXLFE
DS HIUAE (Voice Self-efficacy) fiZ » W HIEF Ry - MEE CAREST T HERTE
A R REPE R PR HVERE (Liu et al., 2012) » DR S BFFEHEIE - B B HAUGE
A -

MR E PoArER im - (E AR B BOURERCE 52 B E AR R ~ 552 R DL i /& 1Y
BUTAER (Bandura, 1977) - HHFMENGEIT AL - EE AAHE EAERE T EEARE
HeeZp R EH AR - B TR A T EREN ) - HrhRUBEHIESS « 1. AMERIT R
#EfE (Bandura, 1977) » B2 AMMEERRF EH CEIERNE - THEFEENETHIE
—k% - B R E BEAEE - BINE RS EAIAIT RIEEREER - 2. AMMER
FEECTT RO HHER B - &7 H IR RS EAYR2 2 » #1201 Bandura and Cervone (1983)
HIBTFE28 B - B A H AR IR I - = EH R A& AR B AW E » TR
HIFRRE - fERFERYEEF - BAA RS EH RAEERAIA - BEEE RN ER N £ - 3. H
PIREMSEAE N A BRI - N ORYTERSUE - BIANE BRoLEERE A E B R (E A -
Horp— NBYZE S 5 PR RER S » FEE B NS - BRRERKENIRFZ B 1E - EMREREE
TIAEEFRREEEEL A 8 F  tHE - B RCRRE R ER 55— A+ B SRESNE A A5
Rf - R R NEEE Y - R BB BR A BRI E T - H R AITEER - Rt -
H AR AT R BT 2R KHY (Bandura, 1986) ©
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LS KER - SIS HIRREHE - BN B RAEE - AR s EE
(Vroom, 1964) - H{E H CHEREIR LT HIE R, - 1 H BB SRR R - KRR
#2090 T AS R e DR A - RS B e - Aliff b A mRe s
o s BIEE S I3 R - A RIS S RN EGEE R e A A - B TBERAESS Tk
AR EIRYRTEIRE - 1 RBEET AR LI RER - REE SRS - I8
AEHH BRI E - HEEPTTTRE - MRS E CEER TR E AT ET]
BT - HWEE S 175 (Venkataramani and Tangirala, 2010) » I H ¥ TIEE
=R B T ST H#sPHEE (Tangirala and Ramanujam, 2008) ° Detert and
Edmondson (2011) HYEALIFFEAT R - 8 A ZFT A RRFGEE B AHER RS - £
EEA R TR B R AT REAS & MR - LI ERF I T3 RE R B i

RS T RAVRRESEES - (AT HEthrE TR O AR ENES - 52
EHE S T RAE—F - (HALESHEE TR BHFE A - DIEREH i
AT % s 32 - ([AAFAREEEAE T8]F #5 ) REERGIEMHEEC
HE R e B R K - BT RIIAIER - NIMPREREIEERE - Hrb - HIRAEER
HCOH B CRENIRHE - E—E AR EEZEMREREEE LR - FEEEEBER
TIHEIT R - A - 8 AMHRE AR ERE - #5174 HIRAYATRE -
PRI FRAM PR LA T (B
Bx— ERETARBRELETTALIEAHER -

= FIRE ST 20 R

B 52 S 7R (Group Voice Behavior) sEfS @ FEHE S B BFEHESHIIGE -
EHE B ESERES TR - BN S BB B E SR EBCEF = X TIFE
THEZ2HAE S L AIFRREBEL EfF T BERGRRER - D F ARIHER - B
STREAHES EEEZEAHRS - AREETEEB PSRRI - & U E e
S %% (Group Voice Climate) s2-1N[FHJ (Morrison et al., 2011) » EEAR[EIZ BB E X HY
S (EAEE R TR BB E S TR - BERE S Re e —HERIE SEAE -
EERERRESIIEES > Morrison et al. (2011) BEMMbLBEES THEWES
% 22§k (Group Voice Safety Beliefs) @ B3t HYE5# = RUHE (Group Voice Efficacy) HY
FAE RS R L= A8 o AT FEAERET B2 BB R B W S 17 R 2 B E B A B &
it &g - HERES L EE S LR REESAF -

£ "B Ee, ~ TDIRE ) AERT - E1EME - ARAMENEREER
S - RERE G2 EREREN SRS - HRESTRAG 2 —EEGEER R 2ERE
(Seibert et al., 2001) » EERFFOUERAVEEZ —FE " AM88 | BZasiE - DUEIRE B I8y
BARE (Lewin, 1935) 2KE » (ERSAEAHM AT TR » FEAEAR & <2 2 H A e B A A A
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BT R - MR R E ST YT F1E = © LePine and Van Dyne (1998)
fEH - BERIKERRENES T REFEINMITZET] CHEECERES TR 82
i (E S S G R ERE - I B S TR - A LAt S E#E Gy (Latané and Wolf,
1981) Fo kL - BRANEBEEHIE ST R ENE ST RIVERTE -

FHARAT R B FEE thAA S g Y T AR AR R B 15 58 B R i B T A A R ARy
1T Ry (Cappelli and Sherer, 1991), - AMMTENHEERIEDI T » MEAREEMN SFHER
(Social Cue) » & EENEBREE R AER T HI B R B #T BB IR PRRRNY » 18 Lhit SRR R Ry
{EREENRE SR ENE - it FEE (Social Impact) &5 » —{E AT R 208 &2 F
HAMASZBRIRG IR » (ERAIFEsRaR - 2B B EIRY 2 8 (Passive Minority) » X1l
BT SEREER - TSR D B & o B (BRI 2 8 (Silence Majority) © (Mt & 522
HiEm e o 2 B DB nt & o B LB R EE - Rt S8 2 KE DL =1
TIEAESRIER] o —(EEFHEAFZ BRI (Strength; S) » 140 = #ufi7 ~ #EJ7 ~ AE
% S {20 (Immediacy; T) » st /E USSR 1R i B 22 [l RS - &
% —{EE AEL (Number; N) - ZZEF22/ D8 (Majority Influence) &5 » & R BT 4
S NERVETINRE - 1€ AR St ERE AN - FER A EAERE R i - S IR T2R
KHY - EREHER LIS TTRE - AR DCERBIBE T8N - TRt - BEH(E A H B
BT R ATRENE -

it EEE IS - BB ZLE (Minority Influence) HYJE HIJEELRE G| B 25 B 17
sEMHIE] 201 Latané and Wolf (1981) s » " BB RI(E R IHEUEAE R (K 20 3Ry
TERIR § o EARFHERENAGERF - SB— TR A - HE RS At & #78 ) ix
K At i RER B H A A SR REE BB A M - SOREFRIME RS - sB el
Fsfe » E—E/ NZERFBAE T T BRERIETAR ) BIRRE ABEESE - KREFEE
i T 102 228 B FIS SE S A [ R RETRE - I FR G A -

B 7 Bl DS A ASORs H R (Target) HIARDEAYN - ik & ETEEH Em th 45 HH 55 — Tt & iy
BNRVIEE o & HEE IR AR - it S @R EE R SIS0 AR B T
J3%#/]\ (Latané and Wolf, 1981) = fi{fILLES IS EE B I BB 52 - ERG R
N EIE NNy - BRBIREERIESIIEE S N - HEREERARESHIEE - &5
ERX R BRI S 1T Ry Wil Ry e PRER 45 sl HE R I RYERER - 15 [ EE I & m e -
WAERR R A TRy Eh{E - A M H 2R & #7088 f (Baltes, Bauer, Bajdo, and Parker,
2002) © ART - EEE ANBUEZE - B L ATRER B M TR RSO E D -
RS -

bt E R A i 2 T T Rt AT RE RIS AR AE Y — (I [E B2 # (Latané and Wollf,
1981) - i ESK e B (7 1E B & BE TR EmIRE - 7R DA AMCR HAZRGIRTL T - B AR
ST RIEZE - [AAESHIB BV - BeEEAES TR DIrEESE MR EE
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B - IR R E RS - E R SRR - AR E T -
PRI + ASRAFZEHRHE DL T %
W= BReETIFARERGESIFALEANS -

P9~ FERRE ST 2 I SRR

HEREME AR EHEE REEGHEES - CERRME T EARRAES - G
AlATRERR S T AT R3R¥R (Johns, 2001) » BRI DUE AN - thn] DLE B A 15
ZHAERRIZE (Johns, 2006) o FEIFAMETGm T BERRE S 1T RAERER - S EIFRATRF
B E A S HISEERIAZ A AF R - DURFEE(L3EER (Trait Activation Theory) Fy
FLAE (Tett and Burnett, 2003; Tett and Guterman, 2000) > AP HERHES TR - 2
VS S [ TR B B M 5 (Relevant Situation) ©

BEELFE - SLME A BE 5 O BRVERE - SRERBIE RS T R 2 EERIREE N e
FrERE - FPEH(LHEGRIEL - SR —E T MER - INEREEET » EEE
LT R - ARRENTRETE " AR, - ZEEEENEREKGEE - §1
- BHYCERERAA - AR EE N R R YRR T Ry - MM R R R E Y
B Mg IR - R - FEWEHE T 2 FEE(LEHR T EREERE T HE 1%
5 BEMIER - RURRETRIEHAEZRT B S S BB AR R TG o 17E {E 8
% 0 IR HE Murray (1938) FYTR - M5 E S S 35 AT (Press) (B RYRFE i
AT Ry - I fEH AT DR R AR R IR IE R - A el B NRE - DA
STRINE @ &EBEBENES T REDE - BB ENE KBRS - BT
NS B IR EERIRIA -

HIEA R ETE L EmEE E IS EENE ? Tett and Guterman (2000) F Tett and
Burnett (2003) & - MZEAME GG - 55— S HEF R ERIEE  (Weak
to Moderate Situation) ° Tett and Burnett (2003) DA—{f RLEYA EIFIFEREH - &/ F]
FiE EPBERIFLEER - RIS RN A - e 2R UERE BT - AR LI 2 Mischel
(1968) A5 [E 1R (Strong Situation) » [EHEHFEHL T HE HEEAINE - IRH T E
ThE E - FEREEA R ERMEUNT R Bt AEESEE (Weak
Situation) » ¥ FHEERYYMEBNE BCEEIRT - ERHEZRA B SFBHIK < 25 {EEH
RiFE - B AEERBEEER - fla0 » AFJESR (EEE) BN EsK (95168 ) %
W KT DEFFE - RETE BB 8 st 226 T8 R FFRA & PRI 2
INFEIEESREANESK - g BRGEMERIEE - AR TRSEMENE LME - BRKFET
%D EFFFRTREAEREN - LAMRNES T RIS @ EBREATE BT
TEAEPREREITT R - BIRGIEE - MG S B EH RS T R ERR
BRI ERY
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R Rl B 7 B A e R B R - FE s SR A BB R rh e
NHERAE R - AR S HBSGEE - AR EIMRRRIBSR - 4 et
R M RHE R - IR - (R EIBE S T Rt B R (E BR A S 1T R AR BIAR -
BRI T B A FTRERIFRIR - [OZ - E e E B E R A e E R B SR R
BB RO E AR TRERIN LTI R - Faez 2Ia i) - EMREER E SRR TR
HEC @ 5I#HEZESTR - Kt - AUTFERRH DU ERER
BR=ERESITAREBRAETET ARARALETITHNHRMKE

S \MRLE
— ~ WS LR A

AFERAEFEER - Z@PGRAR AR & - R HE TERIREAR 32 R - IR
TS ERE S T REE A E - B E 2 AREE @ it FEREE IS
EEE - Al - BB 3 A DL B AR R R -

T THEREE R - 2Pt seE B B - W FEREEE ERPE#RIiEE
5B o WFPEE R AR SRR GERS - SRR IR B e A E R - FER A
T —EAREE - HfhaEa@ o EEERA - TEMS - LRETRE (DIE
t&Esy) - TEEEEBFEAERER  BIRNNES TR - LEERRENESTT
By o AR EEWARTEEN®S ERIRERE (AB,C+) - IEMER B HIENKE » &
Z e N E MR IEHERE - TEEHESKRERFINSIEE « DUk ERESH &
HIRE S IR - A FE LU 8 B 2 EHBE UG R IF AT o EIRAHERY BB g X
WO RHTEEEREE - WIS BE R BREE - FI - R ERIEE AN 8%
e BEAFRMENHE - B THSEERES 5 Ee i N ERNER - —(IHEHE
EIMTE —{E T E ISR - DAECR(E A FRAL -

IRIE DUERIWFEEU - B S E R i B A =S S 175 (e.g., Burris et
al., 2008) + Fyi¥op FAE (A 4G B B C AR RIE S - HEUE ST RENE FESE
18 R/ N2 FEIR ] (Range Restriction) » [ B 1 %8 X L A e 8 1 1 e 4 B A (B 1Y
RE (Sackett, Lievens, Berry, and Landers, 2007) » {ERIESZENRT - FAMGE & E#EHEG
WAL EE B CLRA PR I ER S - SRS A B2 B » DUR AL EE H CLRA MR AH S R =B -
HERAHS CEL D - ERER - Mt ARSI REBEEER t1=591,p<.001) - &5
TR BIFRHEZE (SD = 1.17) BT HHRY/E S WFSCAHE » 40 : Morrison et al. (2011) HYF4E
SD = 1.42; Tangirala and Ramanujam (2012) HJ#/f%% > SD = 1.13; Burris et al. (2013) I
7% > SD=1.14 -

AR R TGS 170 (EEER 680 7k BAETTIAES » [mMg 128 {EEEX 441 L
ETER P2 EICERER R 75.3% E Ty 64.9%  FIRENME (—2EEE - 7
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BRETREMEE - TEHEEWLEFAEETBEENEENMERT - FERESHE)
% - HEFERRIER 74 HEIB 270 (78 - BREERE 57.8% - HRZEAENA
BUEBIRS » FAMBR TIERME EREE RS ABCD (5240 » e e E I E R G
ERERE—EE T E R EEENWAL - EERE o R EEARENSERE - AT
PR Goodman and Blum (1996) HI%EER » DI IEMOR KR EEL (FIFREEAREC R 0 -
BRERAET R 1) TR ATEE 1T (Logistic Analysis) © FE{EAE X - PEH]
HERE - #5 HEAEE - LRESTTRYEEZREEARE  EEEKEX - £
EER  BMERE  FF - LDREFES TR EEEERERAEE - SRR
AR EA K -

BB NEOR 9.95 A - SR B 3.65 (L8 - FERISEIIFE T 43
% 0 BB 77.03% 5 BRI FE Ry 33 Bk 0 SBIEEEAE 69.63% ; BRB@HI-E
FERy 6.94 F » PHFERLEFE Sy 4.69 4 -

A FTEHIE R A EE (Nested) ERIBIRFE » Ryl on ERIER FH LB 537 10 & S
ST R B AR LA YRR (Kozlowski and Klein, 2000) » 3588 HLM PUETTHT -
TEERH TR0 E (Centering) 458 | » FHFA NI ZE [FIHRF B 8 5 B 13 ¢ g 2R B 3=3%
X UK T RATFRETR - SER B a s (R 28 ELREER - 2009 ; Hofmann
and Gavin, 1998 ) - 1E{A#EE XA+ (ME (Group Mean Centering) * 3l jA B B & X
R RH SEE2 BAH SEYS 22 B R TE A R YA R ] - DA RGEE SRR VE [F] g B S T Y 22
OAFRIRG -

T SRR R
(—) Z2Ti13

HEE1TRRERA Morrison (2011) FYESR @ B LIEFEBARVRR-E - ERIGEHAKEL
HAGEE - Bt zEEE - EREEZENTTR - /& E - $RA] LePine and Van
Dyne (1998) FT#EIVETR - HEEIEZ - IR CEREETHE - € 1 (JEET
FE) 27 (FFEFRE) » HPEEEEE  SAEBERRE : e EE e
ZBTFEBRGEE - BEHRHES ) M TERAHE - B EERAEE - B
EaREELIEHBAR2H G, - EREE o [HE 94 -
(=) 2% A &KAH

TS EHIRUEEREA Liu et al. (2012) FYESE » (EE2FEE M AT DA AR Ry 2
i o A BB EA B A ARAN TR PRy » Heldas Hals s - fefrE L JRERA
Liu et al. (2012) i ENES - FEHEES > DErCEREETHE > %1 (JE
WARE) 27 GERREE) » HPE&UE—EE - AEEER © T IReEmRAE
B TEE B E REAEE | A1 T EBEALEE R ER - REGRNWERSgEFED
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By BEREE a BHR .96 -
(=) BEZTITS

EEESTHREEERZFRERIESIER - EXAYHIERH LePine and
Van Dyne (1998) HYE S 1T RESR * DL Chan (1998) FrigHIZ2Z B2 (Referent Shift)
A HEERFFEEENERESHE - SAEE - T RAVE R G $
B TEEREE - BEHRBES ) M TEREMCHE - HRPEERRE - 'Y
EHxgREE R AR 2HEN ,  EREE o BHR 91 -
(wg) ¥EHl%A

AR FCE B AFEAIRFFCEEIR - FEH— LRI R BB I - (EHS g RIS - DME
IHFFERET - B TEZREHES TR - EFEg HIRMEEREN T E B
A —ERLERAELE - BRI ERRH 8 - B LREEHEEFERENTE
RS TR (Morrison, 2011) » fEEMERE AR E T » BRAFRGEFRE - H
EWEREN T BB E TR - FRILZAN - TSR - BRI RS IR 2
Bl [ A AR R BRFE R O IS A - HETE AR S 1T R (LePine and
Van Dyne, 1998) - BEIBFFE T H - FACEBAKRITRE - A ] RER RS B A BE (R 1T M 5 %
BAETAEHE @RS T RIVEES] - HEMFAHEE TMHES T (Near and Miceli, 1996) °
T B AR R A MEE R B R L RER g 2 - REIRSEE R B —(E RS A - d i
EREEBBATE - RERAEZSEEARG A H A - 1558 S H BRI SR E A RE
FJ5E S (Latané and Wolf, 1981) » #E LePine and Van Dyne (1998) BIRFZEH /R F5 HEIR% A
/NEHZEE R EFERE - I - AR B T E LR E B LEEE - MR
TEFER - BBRAEET]ATEH -

B2~ ERDITERIGR

— ~ tHBH 5

P = (E =B R R TR AT - AR - AR CRIFFe R Eal) /Y
HIEEBC TR (¢ = 462.76; df = 186; CFI = .94; GFI = .86; NFI = .91; RMSEA = .07) 4
A B IRl I R B EE TR 1R - B¥ANER 1 -

& 1 BEERSIE S IR B

HEIER X2 df NG CFI GFI NFI RMSEA
R 1 (S FHFAER) 46276 186 - 0.94 0.86 0.91 0.07
A 2 (EE TR ) 1267.47 188  804.70**  0.78 0.60 0.75 0.15
A 3 (BATFEE) 2559.58 189  1292.12***  0.51 0.39 0.50 0.22

FE B AMEZETFRE R 2 S ERE ST ARBEARS TR EE I SHERESTA
BAZETA « LURES BIFINEE -
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2 Ry AW S IER I REME A R AR R - FHER 2 T A - (B A RER S
BTHEAR "@#E1Tk, B T ESHIEEE ) 2EFAMEER =38, p<.01) HEd "3
FEE ) - "EHBIEEE ) RIEMER r= 26, 27, p < .01) » FRE LD -
DAHERR IR S BB AGE AR S 1T RE ARV TEE - S B FREeH " HEEE |
FEE TAEEE ) 2IEMAMER r=.20,p<.0l;r=.15,p < .05) » FoRELIFEILFERFRY
R B GE BEADEFIRGERE S » S8 TFFEEEE - A E OREfE
EEMEREE R - BB RAYER Sy - BRI EE S 2 IEAERT (r = .23, p < .05) » AJRE
Bl EF R - SR RO AR -

) 2 Fi98 - SEERAERRE

BEy FiHE EEEE 1 2 3 4 5

{EPNE=RA

1. HEFE 4.69 5.40 -

2. MBEIIEEE 6.94 7.07 75**

3. BRI 1.30 0.46 .01 .06

4. S BB 4.89 0.94 .20** 15* -.10 (.96)

5. #BE1TE 4.98 1.17 .26** 27 -.07 .38** (.94)
EIBxfE R

1. TEFHR 42.89 10.65

2. ERFFRE 9.95 2.74 .23*

3. EFEEITH 5.44 0.81 .21 .05 (.91)

EEEARRN=270 BEBFERN=74; {FIRAEE o; 43 1 1= 8 HEFEF - LEIEFE -
FREL "HF, 55 p<.05*p<.01°

EHETTREREEEERT - JCLL HLM FYZREA (Null Model) W& 4B IE 1Y 888 S AR o
FRIRR DA BT PRI TE - R A8 T R AR A8 L1 oy Rt N B RH AT 52 > DI T
FRALC BB TE J2 5 A B S K O AH R s SR AT S T R 0 #T - il SRat BH - S
1T R IH A FEREFREL (Intra-Class Correlation; ICC (1)) £y .32 - #EEEEEFTAGERY .12
(James, 1982) > HEIZSFHEEIIEE (ICC (2) {HE .63 - AL Glick (1985) Al
HY .60 » FFEETIES G RS T EOGRAF -

o (B

(B — (RIE(E G RS HESUREE B TS TR EIEMER - BRI EX 7
A S B RRERT AR B TS TR (v = .46, p < .001) - [AlBL - (B —
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BFF - B R R HERBEA - B — AR T 40% ZSHEA R
(EPNEREDE-E YRR

&I Hofmann (1997) #Y HLM 734720 By il - 15X — sy S 8= (U ) £
HFEE - RRESTTREERE X EEEERER (¢ = 284.11, p < .001) * fE{EA]HE
RO R R e g - AL AT DA RS (e — - (R IR EE A S TR B TES
TTh 2 EERE - R TR - ERES T REEE R TRIES TR (v = 49,
p <.001) - AL - (% RS - MBI — - B Tin ARy 8 (Hugh 2 B
HEITR) BT 36% A —rREyERRE XAV (7,) o U AR E R 5
S (U) RHE (¢ = 195.25, p < .001) > h280E - RoRbR TEIRES TR - 4
Aol NS 1T R IVBE BRI R EIIFAE -

A —AORERIERE RS (U)) RGEEE - B ANES BB S TR
BELRT - (FAEE B E R G SR TERI 2 (2 = 137.46, p < .001) » (AL - AT DUROA E
fg R FRETEE - BpRs R = - B S AEERES TR mE TS HRAEEHEE
BETRIRENE - AR5 ERES T RIVFRESEREEEN (v = 22,p <
05) o HIRINIE A Z - A= AR RS (2R S BRI GEEE R ST R
HAER) fERET 28% 1= —HAYEB G RAYE R (¢ ) -

THRETETE T MBI S 1T R AYFRETRER » K2 Aiken and West (1991) AU - DA
EE—(E e 2 A B AR E - a0E | R - BEEBEE RS TT R (GRS
EHER—(EfEgEE) - B TS HRAGEEEE ST RIREEER - F - HEE=
JERSSRY - AR > BERFAORSE R R R IERYEE BB (U,) RUT(E (¢ = 119.36, p < .01)
MEFHE  HRBRTEBEES TR WEEBEr] HETE AR S B IRAGEEE ST
T BRI B B g R A2 gy -
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* 3 EERERESIER

I 2oy il B — L Fa v BERX=
HiEE1E 4.96*+* 2.76** 2.96** 2.87*
e EA IR
HIrEHEFE 0.03 0.02 0.02
HEIIEFE 0.03 0.02 0.02
EREEIMER 0.06 -0.04 -0.02
el - ERREIR
FEFH 0.01 0.01
ERxFR1E 0.05 0.05
FHR
EE BHEREE 0.46*** 0.47*** 0.47***
EXEE1TE 0.49*** -0.72
PBETR
EE B
x BEREEITE 0.22*
(EBRER)
R? 40 .36 .28
BERE 819.79 768.46 758.58 756.44

5 T EARREIRIRAER/ O - WHERBRE R EIRE TS B EREIELE PO EBERERERR
REZEHIREEGRE R BAFER - * p < .05, ** p<.01,*** p<.001 -
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—o— BEKESTA
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f - SRS

— ~ WESERS B i

AWHFELLE P e B FE Bk & s BRI A [FIRFERET A B R B R A S 1T
TR - oA R E - (M AEE NI (E S 2T EIRYIRE K £ Z — (Bandura and
Locke, 2003) * {E AR S B FAAAERGE S » #kaE T 8fe B A E R - & B 15T
i B CRE 40 F2 {1 B B A5 Ry e i - B Z&E 4= £ #8E) 7 (Human Agency) (Bandura,
2001) » thEt 2 A\ G EEMIE R E R ENERE - WAHE B CHES A B EA B
ik EMAERS T RIESE - & B THRES T RE[ENEEHE LI BARE#EH
RKEPITIZER - FHEIIEHAST R o SR TF & Bandura (1986) HYEEL - A
A H Pt mempe EeF AR & ~ RHAGIE BT AR TE) » ACEREERAIAFEN R - BT
Eff=mERE S HINEE - BEAESEFEZERES TR - EMe s s A
BT -

AR - AHFE DAt g TR YR EL (Latané and Wolf, 1981) @ £ E B - R amiF iy
HEWR (EBERESTTR) » SEAESTRAIEZE - U - BEBRE S
BETRE - EANBEHRRES TR - ST 2 IR HE e E xR+ - —
fie N AP 7 R R 17 B 35 PR B 77 R 0 7T 2 A 1 AR I A B 52+ (EL2 S B R H o A F T
EREF - BB S 2 EM MR o R - E MBS E Ay SR - BT DA
PR L B R B e B R S AT RENE - FHEIBR LG ABEE S - & I EE
BRI - HERFRR Eg BB ESESTR K2 HEBERNVES TR -
W B AR SRR AR RE - R L EBRAI R B AR S BV ST R -

&R AWFe DI E E (L Em AV EREL (Tett and Burnett, 2003; Tett and Guterman,
2000) #EH - REREEE S 2 ERES T RIVRGEIA SR - BRI T AR EAE =Y
BEMTREN K2 mENEKES R EEELIRAVE S B RER - RESEE
A HIAERSE - A BIIME AN S R R A BB B B PR 5 17 R HU RS - B ETERE
B S R E A - SEERE RIE A ES B e - MAERSEST R -

TEWSEEIRN T TH » B B K Z BT DAt & 2SR G R Bl - SR S 1T &
A B BRI & 22 #1177 Fy (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005) » ANHFZE DAt & s 13 &m0 3
H=E) 8RS (Bandura, 2001) - E TS HE - SHEHRECHIRGEER - BEARE S E/H
EONIIT R - (HIE S ARG » BT rE AR ERER > MMNMEEAREE
FEAIRTRE o DU EER A W 9E U RE B R H#E G U Y (Tangirala and Ramanujam,
2008) » AR » AT EREREE S BRI E RS TT R E » (R E B HRXAEE
1L/ S HIBHIFER -

HIR - ARtoe RGP e B 2R S 8 H - Br TEARIRETIE 224t - BT
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RAES TR B A RE IR AU - PR E T LEERER ST R LAER - & - K
WFFELAES I R IR Feasat - BRRT IR IS R EHERE T /AR MMl s isemd
R EE R KRG - 08 A OB SR s - T BB B 2 B R R R Y
ARRERUZEE > [BIFE T S TR/ B B B IR (Morrison et al., 2011) » DARH
BT 7€ o A HE L TR SR ISR A BRI SR EL (] A\ AL BN E RS [ KIS 5 -

2~ WEFE BRI B AR SR SE G

BE T — (@ FE 2535/ (McGrath, 1982) » DU AT FE A2 (E R HIHEITRR
BH - WHE RS -

B L[EG1EE S (Common Method Variance; CMV) & —1{[E 5 & 52 2 Hk B Y
o AWFFEAENE AT R ERERAIER S - R FE A B BREL B R E - HEAFEIRIERY
Ekl - DUBEBHER A TTREE 4 CMV IYTET 5 STRIBE R EAERASE » Bhg2F]
CMV FREFTE22E (Evans, 1985; Lai, Li, and Leung, 2013) » {H7E BB X =519
47 RBEIRES T RERBESTR - R TEERES - B'gH CMV HEERE -
SR » ABFFELA Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, and Podsakoff (2003) Bi— /57 A F AL
(Single-Method-Factor Approach) » {fE#EI: [ 7 - 2B CMV BER 2
% - B ST RITEA SRR E N ST RAVES - FRILZIE - 1RYZ Lai et al. (2013)
HUZERR - PR 0.1 BB 7K HAERRET - RE A XURHEAR CMV MR A —GRAY AT REME - [AlIt:
AFRHIFER - ZF] CMV BB T K -

AhfFe R R It A 72X - DAR— {5 R R PR SR P B TH RSk} - TEERE#TH
HIBAEETE - A H T MR n R R BRI B R C T S S B A SO T S R
i (Lai et al., 2013) HYMEFRE o (B35 B A 72 M0 R R R HEGm - AN E 09 R R ME
(Schwab, 2005) ° ZEFEERENIIT - AL E R B R TR » DB eI RO 2 T
ST RN - tht EFH RO BEREEE - DM E maitsteat
RETH 28 Hh B se BIH R AR BA AR -

AWHFE EERARE 5 PR RE T am Bl it & TR P B - BRRS (A B BORE B R (51
HESTT RIS & THIRER T A FERa#IE - B4 BG4I -
RIS L R 2 il — LL VB AT s B8 T - (Il BIFHE (e.g., LePine and Van Dyne,
1998) + FAHE B L FAEZ (Morrison, 2011) » FE4EHS (Near and Miceli, 1996) 54
T o R - —LLE B T R RN A RIS &R R » MoRREE TS - B - BERXIP R
REE ~ FEEE RIS EEREE BRI RS o IR0 - B AR 502 B A fitd 15 AR
— i TAEER - it — A FRIER I El TR/ N - B AmEE R EE TR 2 B AL
R (—FLE) - il EAeEER LRSS - B OE BT
ERFREERE ST R AN S 1T RRIEERE -
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ST RIEZRS - G REWFEL AR (Blau, 1964) FBESH B3
B ERRE THES TR RS A TR - A DR
B3 (Hobfoll, 1989) /el - FARHIS (T2 T 15 (B A ss ETksif - s 16y
FAKIE (Ng and Feldman, 2012) - HEZE (R BT FERER AT JERAE RS & 52
% - B R R S T B B ECR - DU R R B R R S SR TR
SRR » DU B ARTERE S 1T b R -

Sth o AR S TR - (RFSEIRE R B TR B SE - 411 Liu et al. (2010)
FIRTERTE - HES I S e TR S B T 2B B AR R DA S B T
B S T - BRI SRR SRS R -

= HHEM

TEEFER L - BB MATEE TESHERIMEE - EE THRIBECE
WAHRIHEHAERRIEZRR - fti AT EEH & TSR s R - A
TEREAKER o AR - IR E IAAREFER (Bandura, 1997) Pl - 5 iE H FAUEER AJ AL
R Y B ] DL B ORE BA R £ B (Mastery Experience) ~ B X 15 & (Vicarious
Modeling) * IE[AHYIIFEER AR (Verbal Persuasion) » DLz 4F B Bl [ FL AR RE (Physiological
and Affective States) * & B # 7] DLFE HHSE) ~ fRiifeasnyis) - SR AR AL amaseE -
FEE THFHEREES - KRS AE SR - EETHSIT - TEAZEE
CIBERYIEMIEEE - SR L ERS RIS 1T R - — T EMGEEZ A B TR S TR » AR
R HAh & TRV UREE - #0027 DU ARG (L B TS H R AmeERy 5= -

HESEENRZ sl 25 A E8EH EHE S HHE
(Burris, 2012) » DAE# BHEMIBLIOPREMEEL S - &< FEREIZBE - Efe T8
ERYEHE » DAl H RS ral s Bk - MR S AR R R s - Alg <X
BHIRREHIERN - EMEERHERTENG TER&EFHE - bl - FEHEET
HIAIRER 2T EER - B T BETEREATFENER e THEFE, ~ T
TR ) AEIRE - thEFEE & TArERICEE I ZE =0 LRARE S T E -
MHI5E T HCRE S B IREE -

B FEBREEAHE - EERIBEEN > F—ERESEHgE R 1E
FRETTEN MR ERE - KL - EEH L - A[F] Klaas et al. (2012) FTERAVETTESHY
EETE (Voice Legitimacy) @ & Al ¥ HHlm i fEskrubh] - SRS —(HE S EHIEE
- DlsgBHA R B - s E S B RSGEEIE A RHES -
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Why Speak Up? The Effects of Voice Self-Efficacy and Group Voice

Behavior on Individual Voice Behavior

Mei-Yu Yang, Associate Professor, Department of Business Administration, Chihlee Institute of
Technology

Yu-Tsung Ke, Master, Institute of Resource Management and Decision Science, National Defense
University

1. Purpose/Objective

Voice behavior has been recognized as a proactive and beneficial behavior for teams
and organizations. However, employees are more likely to keep silent because challenging
the status quo has potential risks. Therefore, finding the antecedents of voice behavior is a
primary research stream. In this research line, the three existing perspectives consider
individual differences, employees’ affects toward their teams or organizations, and the
situational perspectives. In the current study, we take both individual and situational
viewpoints into consideration.

Regarding studying the employees’ characteristics, most researchers are interested in
what characteristics or traits the employees with high voice behavior have. These researchers
consider voice behavior to be a “will do” behavior, a matter of the individual’s will.
However, the employee’s will to speak out depends first on whether the employee has
constructive ideas and suggestions. Drawing on Self-efficacy Theory (Bandura, 1986), we
consider the voice behavior as a “can do” behavior, and we use voice self-efficacy as the
proxy to examine how one’s beliefs of her own ability to have constructive suggestions affect
her voice behavior.

In terms of the situational perspective, researchers focus on how employees perceive
whether their environment is safe enough for speaking up in the initial stage. Recently,
researchers have been gradually investigating in environment predictors directly, especially
the leadership. In the current study, we examine how the group phenomenon impacts team
members’ voice behaviors. Based on Social Impact Theory (Latané and Wolf, 1981), we use
group voice behavior as the proxy to represent the occurrence of voice behavior in a group to
examine the “social impact.”

In addition, based on Trait Activation Theory (Tett and Burnett, 2003; Tett and
Guterman, 2000), situational cues may activate relative traits for an individual to perform.
We argue that group voice behavior will enhance the relationship between voice self-efficacy
and voice behavior.

In sum, the first purpose of this study is to explore the antecedents of voice behavior
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from ability and social influence viewpoints; the second is to examine the interactional effect

of situation and ability on voice behavior.

2. Design/Methodology/Approach

To avoid possible Common Method Variance (CMV) bias, we collected data from two
sources. Team members responded to the voice efficacy questionnaire, and team leaders
answered questions regarding overall group voice behavior and four team members’ voice
behaviors. To prevent the problem of range restriction in voice behavior, we asked team
leaders to select both members with high and low relation quality. The results showed that
we did avoid range restriction because the standard deviation of voice behavior in our
sample was similar to samples in recent research (e.g., Morrison et al., 2011; Tangirala and
Ramanujam, 2012; Burris et al., 2013).

The final sample consisted of 270 acceptable respondents, nested in 74 teams. The team
size ranged from four to 15, with a mean size of 9.95 members. Among the respondents,
69.63 percent were male, average age was 33 years old, average work tenure was 6.94 years,
and average work tenure within this team was 4.69 years.

Since the data were nested in nature, we applied HLM to test our hypotheses. We first
estimated the null model (i.e., model with no predictor) for our outcome variables (Voice
Behavior) to check whether there was enough variance in each level. Significant variance of
Level 2 indicated that there were potential predictors that could be added in Level 2.

To examine the cross-level interaction effect, we took into account the “centering”
decisions. Following the recommendation of Hofmann and Gavin (1998), group centering
and reintroducing the group mean into the higher level is appropriate for testing incremental
and interactional research questions. To understand how much variance was explained by
each new added predictor, we calculated the R-square between models, and we provided the

deviance to assess model fit.

3. Findings
The results of a null-model revealed that the Intra-Class Correlation (ICC (1)) was .32
for voice behavior, which indicated that 32% of variance resided in inter-groups. The
reliability of the individual mean (ICC (2)) was .63. These results substantiated that HLM
would be an appropriate method to test our multilevel hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1 proposed that individuals’ voice self-efficacy were positively related to
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their voice behavior. First, to remove the possible contamination effects of the relationship
between the predictor and the outcome variable, we entered several control variables (i.e.,
work tenure within team, tenure, gender at individual 1, and age and team size at the group
level). In Table 2 Model 1, the results showed voice self-efficacy was positively related to
voice behavior (y = .46, p < .001). Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was supported. Compared to the
null model, voice self-efficacy explained 40% of the individual variance (U ).

Hypothesis 2 proposed that group voice behavior was positively related to individual
voice behavior. We added group variables to Model 1, creating Model 2. The results showed
that group voice behavior was positively related to voice behavior (y = .49, p < .001), which
indicated that the differences of group average voice behavior was explained by the overall
group voice phenomenon. Hence, Hypothesis 2 was supported. Compared to Model 1,
group-level variables explained 36% of the group variance (7).

Hypothesis 3 proposed that the relationship between individuals’ voice self-efficacy and
their voice behavior would be stronger when group voice behavior was high. We added a
cross-level interaction term in Model 3, and the interaction effect was significant. Following
the suggestion of Aiken and West (1991), we drew the interaction effect as Figure 1, which
indicated that group voice behavior did activate individuals with high voice self-efficacy to

speak up. Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was also supported.

4. Research Limitations/Implications

This study does have several limitations. One is the Common Method Variance (CMV)
problem. Although we collected data from both team members and team leaders to avoid the
CMV in individual level, the relationship between group voice behavior and individual voice
behavior might have some degree of CMV. We followed Podsakoff et al. (2003) suggestion
of testing how serious the problem was in the models. Using the single-method-factor
approach, we found that the group voice behavior was significantly related to individual
behavior after controlling CMV. In addition, according to the suggestion of Lai et al. (2013),
using 0.1 significant level might reduce the possibility threat of Type I error. Therefore, we
were confident that the results were free from CMV threat.

Second, our data was cross-sectional. While cross-sectional data prevented errors during
data collection, it might not be used for testing the causal relationship. Third, although we
had controlled several potential variables while testing our hypotheses, we might have

missed some group characteristic variables, such as the tenure of the leader as a leader in this
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team and how long this team had been working together. However, all of the work teams we
approached were regular functioning teams, and all leaders had led for at least one year. So
we believe that the results would be the same, even if we controlled those variables.

Our findings have several implications. First, since self-efficacy can be built from
mastery experience, vicarious modeling, verbal persuasion, and vicarious modeling,
managers have several ways in which they can build group members’ voice self-efficacy. For
example, managers can openly encourage members to speak up or create opportunities for
members to voice their opinions. Second, managers can run regular meetings by asking
members to speak up in turn to produce the legitimacy of speaking up. This not only
provides a role model of voice behavior, but also enhances the social impact from other team
members. Third, managers should be trained to be willing to accept challenges from their
subordinates. Members will choose to be silent if they conclude that their managers are not
open-minded to take advice or will retaliate against challengers. Finally, employees should
also be trained to act properly while speaking up, which may include being respectful and

polite, especially when challenging the status quo.

5. Originality/Contribution

The contribution of the current study is three-fold. First, unlike prior research which
recognized speaking up as a social reciprocal behavior (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005), this
study takes the human agency perspective (Bandura, 2001) to directly test the relationship
between voice self-efficacy and speaking up. This study extends the boundary of specific
self-efficacy theory into voice behavior. Second, we respond to prior researchers’ calls to
investigate in group-level circumstance, and we find that individual voice behavior is
associated with group voice behavior. In other words, an individual’s behavior is shaped by
his group members. Third, we adopt a cross-level research design to test individual and
group-level predictors, as well as the cross-level interaction effects, which enriches our

understanding of “speaking up” behavior.
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