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Van Knippenberg & Mell, 2016) . [fi % i% Ff 75
SR, DU BRI AR R L 4UAT R 2 AR A Y R
R Z — JFAT AR 5 TR LU A
Hb 7R 38 COAF AR (9 A8 AT LG (Morrison,
2011) , 7EFARIBFSE R, BFSEE QT M 2
A B T, RIS 0 T ST A
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— ST I A 5T 85350 T DA e A i I AR
W A R RIRR, TREGAER
UEFI4E 7R £ 5 WF 90 v — B DAk IR A5 19 0 A5
. HSREFT AR TEERKA LT
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T BRI 0 AT o B SRR
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FIATT , AHEFRATT AR L 0L T 5 o A 3 e
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FERET AR AT 8 2o Ao A B ] e 2445
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TR RIS, BIF 0 35 S TR A — 1 DG B Bk
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DA IR0 £ 5 B Sl An el 52 e 1A B A 0PE . TR
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[FE-5-9'8

HART, BATHEHE T2 X 14T BA = T i
FEAE NI T O T AT A 89 H A
HE . MR, R, PT5T
R AT BN JZ TR A2 T R A D B A R Y
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voice) ; (FET B TIEFAMBERIATBNEE 5. X Fl
IFTERL A A P BN 5 A T BA R 57 7 22 7
JE ERTLLA d i F O DR L — A
RIS, QT MR FIT RS RIS .
TEIXF B, AT BAHE 5 e S — Rl 57 T
ANAREE T A7 SR Y SR M T AR AE ;. D3 T
AT HEE A AR . XTSI
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LA RTEE H AT A A S T, A — A R
FEROLBR AL, BE AT RAFE AR, L
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(2019) | TEETE SR, (EL PO R T eI 5 25 B % 2 B 0 6
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ez % ( ) - A A5 5% B 1 Fh 45 B A AT A AT L gt AR 30 AT A RERSH L3
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5 B o
BEEENEN
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—SERIE ST B A A

NG

17

NI E B
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NI
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AT AN RSB EE R 0T #%
Ay “RIBNT, s E AT BA 22 H B R
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BAEE S RIS TR — BB GE 4598, 4 Li %%
(2017) REEHEVE S AR T A BRI, miam
il 1 D 55 AT A W R AT BA 22 4 SR O
Walumbwa 25 (2012) % P A 7 AT LA 0E
NG Podsakoff 25 (2015) K ILAIBA & =
L5 51 T B 1 T BA G880 1 A DG X A i A
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TEREFAT NI R 225 (U053 T 5 7K
BATARG HEhR2ER) , JoRRHERG . F UL
TR B AT AL 5% Y SE PR 35 1 O
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IAEAE—RRARZPE G R, BRI M 2 5 09 E m)
VERITERR R R B LS55 . AL T 5L T A
W HERAEM TR, FFEER AN ITA 5T
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T AT A B3 A S T, DA RO B 22 ) A
B AL AR X A B AR

(P9) e B3 T 1Bl Y A BA g
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AT AT BN - 4 F K (RIGY Ta s
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VA BN R TR B3 TR 55 /KO Fe a8 20 ), % A
A R = I o T e sl T
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(2013) FETEEMACILA, SRR 43400 T A1 BA
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H#5 (upward voice flow)
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FEOEFVE A R B A LHSURAE (P BA TP g 4 25 1)
IROEH ) LR g AN A BA 2 TH i AT
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FOBRAEXT T 141 BA &5t 88 1 T i ) AN TR), BHLAR T
FATIXF AN [\ BF 50 45 SR 0 G g R o
Guzman F1 Espejo (2019) JREEIRET 03 T IRy
PR BAE 35 S T I HUR AT B 35 40, MR
7M. Podsakoff 28 (2015) & ¥, HFH T ik
R G T 9 A DA g 5 5 14T BA b & 2R A
FHOC, SHFHEEB AT R,
T MAEF RGWERINE S S8 FH
TEMTBAH Y LA TEAR G, (HJ2 5 1 A b A
FHRRFTCOC; BTN [R] A H AR I Y 1] BA
BTG g UM AOCR AN, R, S
o 8 22 B BIF 9 FF ik G 12 P BA B 5% S 55 ] 52 i
HIBRGTR, H 2 AN [F] A 45 4R T BEA AL S e 1 #F
FEAE % A BN J2 T £ A A S R = T AT Y R
AR 7 TR AS () 11 8 A0 B 7 JiG I B 98 45 2R .
YFHBE 2R RS, A2 T i 2
B MESANRE R S B AR A RS, B



ANRERFHET R F AT 0958 B3RS AR R
BAJZTH 456 AR ORIV 547 MR AR,
b W A A T Y S M, 2 AR R A
BABL 70 A5 A A 52 il AL A A0 ) — S A B2 1Y
[EE7 3 C

B, BT EFE AR AR E AT A A
B, #EEAR FEMNEFLIE (voicer) Fi
FHEZH (targets) BY—Fh ABRHE 2 H 8T H
(Detert et al., 2013; Morrison, 2011, 2014), {H
HRTREH A58 R 2 BA 500 % I8 E A28
PELL S B At 2 R ZE R REE (R RN IR,
2016) , WERAFSERHAUSOCT T B, 20
THEEF R — A HL A A 25 I 45 25 H0 R AE 1) A%
JITRE St A DGR L, IR A AR SE W ST ME L) I
e PAT A RSC O3 TB) A B3 BIME ., X P BA B 4 4
Ji T B s Z BIAR KRR IR, 58 I
WFFE 3 T 40 % B0 P A 1) 4 5 45 4 £ 5 i AT AL 7
F X T A BA G 5 1 % BEHE J) (Detert et al.,
2013; Sherf et al., 2018) ., [Hit, ZEHIBNZTH L
BRITE T AT AN T 1A BUEME 4 i B i, 3K
IR M85 G @ F N AR S AT, WH
HIBARE B2 22 [ 4 2 32 1R AT, 4 & BB FE 2
TR TS AT A, DL TR T
AN 7 P 788 B U e A e A A BA PR AT A AL
gy, BT T AT BN RO

=, MR T EIBNE BB, HETR
T3 G T IAT B 35 14 2 SCJRy BR T 11 BA I Joi 1
¥, 28T BN G S, BEE AR AL
M H #2444k bR mte, HBARL G 2
B8] Y 2% SN IE K (Tlgen et al., 2005; Mathieu
et al., 2017), AUk AR 2 o1k il 5t 19 B
5 UME LSBT AP 6] v AE i v, B <1+
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1>27 WECR, Tk, TR R Z R
AL 9 B DRI AT DA FE AR, 5 |
FE T IRNE], 51T 5 Tt DA A BB 51
P18 2y b e PR P BN 55 i 532 i 41 BA 5280 114
K (Kodowski & Ilgen, 2006, Humphrey &
Aime, 2014) . @ F X AR S 2 3 5 &
DL K g A B i AR (SR T A B AL )
IR H S 5/ 50 (Li et al., 2015; Sherf
et al., 2018) . R —FR-0F50E C &I IR TE R
2 AT AR 03 77 2 5 A BRSO T i S s, O
LI fiE sk A1 B 03 1 B B 25 0 2 T il 5t T
& X TRz AR AT REVE . SR H i OC T BA
A BB RER I T RS M S EE Bis,
B RWLG TAMRZ A2 5 BN
VIR UMESSH, ok B R, PR TE “ B
SERYPTBA” w5 IRl A2 U, B DA e A A
%30 (Humphrey & Aime, 2014) ,

M, ETHUBSERHD
1B\ 32 = 7 32 FE B%

AT AT b — A N K )
HAEZHE NG AT E 517
FEAR KRR BE 1 52 3 A B ABR OC & /Y 52
(Morrison, 2014) , A [ & H 44k 4 W 45 45y
FEAEAZS B TE Morrison (2014: 191) ff&,
AT T EETN T A b & — A AR R DL K
f S RG0S R Warsz e 7@, PO IxX skt
SHCRFRIEMRKRRRE FEm T EFITR",
PRI, A BAJZ 1B 5 R T NI R T AE— A
HIBN N &R, 75 5L 4 500 0L Tl o3 = B4
LV IO R A5 B AR A DA A B AN
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FTRA I, 7 T S5 B P A PR ) 4 i 4 AT BA 4
GUd R, R FRATOUAOHK &5 1R — Bl A5 0
s H A B AR R, 220 AT BA R B > 1A TR
PeL BT 1A S E M DL R N B R 2% 45 48 FREAIE
REMELL Sz e AT BA B9 4 A5 L, X AT BA G 1Ak R
WAL R B RERE T2 Z BRI R R,
e, BRI AT BAEA AR TR] A 5 R

(WET (a) ), ARIMEFTHE-HEZH, &5
RZE45H (WK1 (b) ) ATBREI IO R B AN A
e AT AR G i, DLECOR TR Y
PAPMERB X AT BN 2L B (W1 (e) ),
e A BN S P AE AR 2 ( Crawford &
LePine, 2013)

B1 MEREZESXHEAREREZMBBASES TR

B2, HETWH# SRR RA 5% E
HEF 2 M DA S P A B A 5 AT A AR kT
P BASRRL0 5 Wl aek Fe AT =2 % 3R A BIF 52 11
BB LIE Y, BF5EE KR Z LA McGrath (1964)
PRI A— R B RIS
P BAJ2 1T 14 2 75 %8 AT A 25 B9 52 L ( Mathieu
et al., 2017) ., AFFE#H — M A A BA AR Bt 1Y 2
B ASEEL M EW, AE, ATNSEAELT AR
ik . Ab bR AL O E TR E R, BB
I I — Bt DT AT DL A AT BA Y
PP (RRRAE X FRATF 5T S8 % R 1 JC k48 7R 1 BA
OO H B 1 25 5, AT RE S i A A A L 52 AE A
FEMK B mA, B ZSE AT B g
VERYf# B (Crawford & LePine, 2013), WA
REZE G AT BA T 3l 9 Ak 23 R AE 25 J 0 5% T 5 1Y
AVEARAT LA, FRATTAE TG R X A BA R B 22 T
5y

MR F IR AT R TR, WIC Ik TR
TA AR 4 #EE WLAS Gnfer 78 1 BA N AT A
RO, BTk T B A S0

BEX X AR R, FRATTHE LA Humphrey A
Aime (2014) & AT BA GO 20 AP 0L AR R 4
S, RAFIEITHEFE (actor) . HERERHE
(target) . XF LR (dyadic relationship) . 1T:55
TSR AT BUVRRAE #4122 12 R I ik R AE 42 L fi
R DL 1] 1Y xF 7 E. g BRI R Y B 3 X
(subgroup, centralization, core—peripheral) LI}
REARPIBNRRIE, NI DA 53 3 1) A 26 T i
VA BA R B =2 [) 7 A 5 SR s R U S ad A, A
AR Bl 25 40 Ff 8, AT BA v 8 SRR i
BMRRME Z PR, D AR HATT PR
BT A R RRAE 32 B R A A B
BY52M ( Humphrey & Aime, 2014) . IEU Gru-



enfel F1 Hollingshead (1993 384) #5ilifY, “4
N 2 ), ETEA S E S
FEA I 5, IFRAERIAZ 7, T
OSSR BB, T, WF 5835 X 14T B2 A 0 3 it
M T W% B 5% 22 8] 9 0GR A K AAT] =22 ) . 3
TR & Tl -, X — St &, T A
WA ZE A BA N 5 N Z [ i #E 2338 1A
T, DARTBA S EBAS N Z 8] B30 AR Ry 43 BT BTG,
IF5E K 2 Py 1) O R BB % A BA 32 A 1) 52 i
XL TR T BN AT 55 At s B R
B T BA P S5 22 T) R LSS A R A A
. (Carton & Cummings, 2012) ., F AR 52 7E A
PRAAE R R I I8 — 2 1At 2 P28 45 4, 3%
S AR 245 45 H) i B8 52 W A DG 9% R AE B 5% 22 ) ) O
g, WRUGEEMEERABRRLE, DL
RZEHAT8), Had, TZER—RIBN P AEEA
F/NE T, AT REs S RO B R4, &
FOCTE TR Ao A Dk P BA T I ) 9] A 5k A — 3K
(Dougherty, 1992; Mathieu et al., 2000), [ i,
AR 70 43 B TR X 26 A BR B Bl X% 141 BA
HF IR S R, BA BT A A
BARS AL 2375 5t 25 RS AT BARR 5% 22 (8] 1 A 35 AT 2H
TR, 38 - P A P 0 i A 3 3, 4
i H BB VSR

5ZArr B EE AR, O sh S A L
BN — A3 fk AR, T2 AR TIOUL A 2
BRS04 B PR B Y 2 TR A BR L El, LA
J e T T 1) 25 b B = %ok AL BA 32 A 1) 52 i
XA T 5T F MBI ME AR
P, WP RS B Y, WEEAA
[ A R TR RO R T, 2 AT BA AL B 22 ] — e
BRER Y, FR, XSmRS TR
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MRS X ORI R L Y “ kiR R &
X7 (methodological relationalism) FIHE& . %
X E R R A, AT T G TERY
e RN MR BRI R AL, MR TEA
] 56 2% 55 P IS A (person—in—relations) Y
SRR KRR P EE A (persons—in—
relation) 7 (Ho & Chiu, 1998 353) . [Hitk, Hl
BATOW SIS L A A Bl T FAT 1A b B A UG S v
HALATBA B A Z [ B PR B3l , 8 0% T 5 %
B HEA T BAZ TR OF5E b, B A 9 B i
VERUHE AT 250 Hb B0 e D0 T 55 Gl 5 g A A2
AR,

H, ETHAHSERAN
INEEZS R

ARk, Bl A M PR AR A ROk A %
ZAEMRHIE , N BRI R BA G AR X Al i
T AR SR B B (Edmondson, 2018), fEiX
FEOL T, DRI 0 Z [ 22 5. &2
PRI B 51 1) SO . 3 Ry SRR AIE 1) 4% G AT BA
PR R B MO Z A 2 O 3 APk
(843 BT A0 A A AN ) 14 1 e 85 3 1T A i, 5% 114
HEE S, 07 H AT LARE B B AT FE 43 R A AT BA AL
GUHAI BN DME T RE , TCIR 2 X A B 24 B A
TR A EAEEAE L, TR,
FATE N UF = A AT REMBF 55 07 1), DAk — 2
e B H AT

(—) MWEHX T ER . BF LA S
AT 3P

P BASOUR 31 25 40 R 5 22 3T 1 BT P A 07
ZIE R E S AR, TR A BA PN AR B A 4 2
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2, TERCSERE B pr X seat S R #F 1T R
A BA BIpVE (9 0] B8 %2 M ( Humphrey & Aime,
2014) . WIRTATE, CAAMRBETRATES
P12 (25 A0 R AE LA S I BA B 5% 18] 1) 2 75 5
AR ey 52 e T BAAT &6t . B0, Perlow Fl Re-
penning (2009) K, b5 T2 WHEME b0 5
R THFEmAEM AR TES, BIMES
LG K 255 W S U 0 IR R W S, R
Sherf 45 (2018) JFIA @ F N —F APRE
gy, (EAATE T R S AR A B T AR,
JEIY BT AR T — A B T g
AT EEE A S A A BAAE 0 DA S T BA B, 31X
SERFF SR A U T WF 5 A BA B A G A 1
TPk, PN S S5 A AR 09 2 AE— A FH BRI,
B Z IAVHE B 43 = R M R LI — Bk 2 B 8h
B, AR T BB B G el AR B T DA G Bk
BEA R AR E AT BB A SR PP
SEA R A B AL S B A R, (R, Bl
XTI K 20 a5 A5 R R S —Fh AT A2
H, FSHRAR R, ZMT @& FEN AR
AT RIA,

PR BB 58 T LN 35 47 S 1 X% A PR B
SRR &, 8 5 42 P A0 TR] A 8
SEK, BRAREE TS AT kB 2 B 8h i
IS T AN R, S5 A DVER Gk, FRATT
YONBIFFE T LA SR 5 B B 45 PR AR A 4 .
A HE (voice centralization) | HE A% L/ A
I 2% 4548 (voice core—periphery) , AR E /1N
¥ (voice sub-grouping) , HLARIE, #F
AR S AT A L 28 DL AN IS 22 KRR b 4
TR ALY . 24T oA Bl 53 # H ) He e
—ABCE AL R R R DR
s4—

HANB E F a2 s rhot (WHE 2
(a) )o BFHPOMESFRARHBAE B RF HIRCE,
PRI P RE 24 3 AT BA S 53 FR B o = A, OF
HAZM A ASTRL . >4 51 8 75 DL R A 7 PAT A
GO o3Iy, ATBARE O AT LA A H o325 T A
ANRIFE B AR, B 5 A5 S o
O (WIE 2 (b) ). HIBASA B9 L/ 51
EREER O RE R T A BER T O AT BB A — 4
BB U AN T B # X LA T Bl
et 2 8 AR /45 38 DA 2 % #%  (Borgatti & Everett
1999: 375) (W2 (¢) ), HBIBAEA L/
AN S5 R, P B A% O B B AT LG g A
PR B 345 A Z AR AR MR B, JF HiX SE 24
AR BT LATEAZ O B 5% 22 8] 5 AT 8 R0 i e
DIKBER e 252 BB G AL, 5 /N - 1
FAAE ARG B AN AR TE 0L T A R Y . &
AR FRER, 5L TAE /N A B 43
EEE, THEAC KM, MAEEA SN
SATFIRHR, ZERI AN AT ie (WK 2
(d) ). X TRHEL 2L /N P8 5 ] RE 2 52 il 141
BARLRE . Rk B 5 0] LASE aet 35 o 5 - FR00 5
SR, W HrEEE X TR RN K,
FEATBAR 3 2 18] (4 L gl AN A] JE i 1 AN e ) 5
gy, EZSE T BB A R

() T PG 53 B b 48 5 o AT B AT
FUaeRIEEAL)

DA A BA 35 T 5 1 — DR e g 7 T3 2L B
FEIRAREE T AT BA B 53 19 [) Joa PR AR, A A AT BA
53X T BA M R 2 e 2 [ B ) . ) B
TE52 W BN A 00 D T & 5 4 T 45 Y 7R
(Humphrey & Aime, 2014), iX F 3 F 6 44
(isomorphism) PRI WARAAT A A BA iz AR 1Y 5



(a) B

(b) AR

(o) BB H M ZE 45 (d) TREARSE

B2 BB\ 5Z EE S BRI EE ST

BRI, P BA A 53 % 1T B 3 22 R A BA A 00 1
SEMAAR AR R AR A, 28 i D3 6 A BAGZ 1E h
RAFEE L /E] (Mathieu et al., 2008) , 4
SRR, ok BT AT LASSE 517 8l RRAE
FARE FRAEFIXT 7 OC R ARAE, IR AZHEUh 4B
PH BN SR 75 % A1 BA A R 5
HARTR, Kok i B 52 7T LA 23 #9141 BA
PH S &, 40T 5 T 7E B AL 25 I 45 o
MO, X4, MEAFWEF R (s
KA 2ANZIE, EF W R4 T
BN RCPE R S m , flhn, Ak AN [ 423 I 45
(L E Y 51T AT R 48 G AN [ 915 895 U5 DL K 5%
U7 S P 1 A 3 e 2 ST N 173 21 £ ]
HET T B 5 Al i 5 A TR S
Tk 5 T 22 18] (4 8 5 5 3h % P BA R 5 i A
FR, Hk, RIEEEE 7 B AL 5L 2 [H]
(0 5 B Al T BB A BA P B A B e Y
S, AN, ARSI BRI 45 B
X Mg BRI E R SR,
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RARGHEAFAEE LA BB B 5 B & TE B
M, BAEERINETEE “FRIA” (sub-
group) , — > NI A AL 5 SN R Y
FRA A EEES (Ingram & Zou, 2008), T
TR AT B 5% ELAT v B A ARBLE Al A e T
RTAHFE AR B oA AR A5 23 Ff /)
Rl xS R 7 A B S s e e, G O AT B 4
A BAMIZE”  (ingroup bias) , EVATBA K, 5
NEACI/NEFHREACHES, ®H
HEKP NS S (WA 3) . XA E 5]
23 B BN P B AL L A S Y SEUAR SR
(Carton & Cummings, 2012; Crawford & LePine,
2013), 50 A BA B O3 5 B 22 A i B i et A
2, HlE A AR 2] TG ) (Pillemer &
Rothbard, 2018 5RAEFFIBHEAT, 2009) . 44
[ /INRE - P4 49 18 03 P DA Z I r R =, A
FH A AR B MR 0L s AR, BRI
AT AR 9 AT BA 5 K FEE ) D AT A 3 ) i
HRRHEIAE 2 A A i, Rtk, Gk o b, %
BT AT E M E bR e B R 2% i
WHFE# T LA 3E 43 2% IR A B 5t 1 22 Sk, R
W OB G X BN ORI 22 ( Carton &
Cummings, 2012) ,

B3 RIAHSMERHLETNR
P ol IN: R



RI AT AT @A AA L H— L TR S HIAA

(=) BNILHPIL% S8 w455 brbd ek
w1 R VA BN AT P 158 i

OB A PE R A 19 A BT 7E T 41 I 1 BAIB 1
(< PRAET, JE LSBT A BA R 5t 22 8] Y A BR E
3, fREA AR AT A A A ar 2 w1 AT B 5
Z IR A, B s e A BB A, X
TN B 43 BT AN AN 3L P A B 5% 22 Tl
M T, T B A AT 22 18] Y 56 &R
FEIE, Carton Al Cummings (2012) PR 1]
FERFSE A BAAKBE RS, R 1% 25 4 1 BA b (1 2 FOR
[Fi) S A0 g X 4% 235 g LA Bt AT AR, T2 X 14T BA
IBYEME M, WX — g &, BEE5N
R A T H B 5R A H#F 45, DRE A
JOA B3 AT Ay AT 5 e AT BA AR A A5 5 LR
FERIE (WK 4),

K4 (a) FEIRAYR ARG BT AR/
M AT 55 M 4 (LR R ), B 4 (b)
PR T BB AR B 5 U 5 450 (LA
LARFR), ME 4 (o) IRERTHMELE
B Z G I R AR, BRI R 23 N 45 1T
BURIASS AR IR, (FLR 0 25 76 52 M 11 B K BE B m]

PR — & B B AME . AE 55 W45 S e i) 2 1
W ER TR AR5 IR, T
B 2% 51 22 S 11 o AT BA S A A H R S8 A e
BAETE R PRI R . R, [R) 22 A )
2% 5 T LA G b S e A AR 7 Gy R A A R
T, MRS (Crawford & LePine, 2013;
Zammit et al., 2016) , 81 8% WAy e A A R
S AAT A RLRE P X e GE SRR IE S B
AL, FATHT LA S 5% 2 e 1A Ak B i 2k
WAy JE R . Edmondson (1999 379) X H Hij i)
VAT AR 5T BORAR AL TR ME RO PEAY . < BUFE A BE IS
BEAY o 2 T B H B i R AN
IR (4 E 2y 2 T ] I A P [ 34 100 58 7 A
PHBAILZE A 15 A, DA S 3k 26 A DA 235 ) 2 75 7 1E
H Feaim A6 6 25 R AR, AT AR 1A 15 B AR
LT L, DROUR 25 40 SEL I 2 o R AT BA
BB Z 18] B EL B P 2%, AT LA Bl FAT 3R AT BA
BRG] e AT 55 B D BT A R Y B T
(BFETULAE S 1), XL 5451 X
S AT AT BADIMERY
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TG 3 5 R S B AT RE A 5w, DT Ay g
— A S 0 e A5 B IAT B PN 51 TR EL Bl DA
PERTAGT R 27 FRAT Ay B IX b DA A7 AL 14
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Unpacking the Influence of Employee Voice on

Team Effectiveness

—A Micro—dynamic Perspective
Limei Zhang' Jian Liang’
(1. Antai College of Economics and Management, Shanghai Jiao Tong University ;

2. Advanced Institute of Business, Tongji University)

Abstract: As the environment becomes uncertain and dynamic, organizations increasingly need a team—based structure to le-
verage team members’ diverse expertise and realize the synergistic benefit of teamwork ( Humphrey & Aime, 2014; Kozlowski &
Tlgen, 2006; Van Knippenberg & Mell, 2016) . Voice behavior—the expression of work—related ideas and suggestions ( Morrison,
2011, 2014) -is a key channel for transforming group members’ expertise onto the team level (Detert et al., 2013 ; Sherf et al.,
2018) . Due to the importance of voice, scholars have paid ample attention to the employee voice ( Morrison, 2014 ; Chamberlin et
al., 2017) . Recently, this line of research has focused on analyzing how team member voice influences team effectiveness. A key
challenge for researchers is how to operationalize voice behavior at the team level and unpack its effect on team outcomes. Unfortu-
nately, various perspectives existed in the literature and resulted in inconsistent, even conflicting, research findings. Such a situa-
tion has prevented the development of voice research.

To address this issue, we first reviewed previous research on the relationship between team member voice and team effective-
ness. Based on this review, we summarized five different approaches to conceptualize and operationalize voice behavior at the team
level, including a) Operationalizing team member voice as managerial reports, or manager—rated voice. This is the most direct and
simple way to operationalize voice behavior at the team level ; b) Operationalizing voice as the shared beliefs about speaking up be-
havior in groups. This operationalization requires a high level of consensus among group members about theirvoice behaviors;
¢) Operationalizing team member voice as the aggregation of individual voice behavior to the team level. This perspective does not
require the consensus among group members, but largely ignores the interactions among group members; d) Measuring the structur-
al attributes of employee voice within teams. This perspective takes into account the nonuniform voice patterns amongst team mem-
bers. However, it is a static analysis without examining how a specific structure was evolved; e) Using representative members’
voices to measure voice within a group. This approach paid attention to individual characteristics amongst team members, but it did
not consider the dynamic organizing pattern among peer members within the team.

Buildingon the analyses of the five approaches, we pointed out three limitations in the current voice research at the team level.
First, existing research has inconsistent definitions and operationalizations of team member voice. Thus, it becomes difficult for re-
searchers to explain the contradictory results about the relationship between team member voice and team performance outcomes.
Thus, the line of literature needs a widely accepted understanding of voice behavior at the team level before moving forward. Sec-

ond, previous research largely ignored that voice is an act of dyadic communication in nature. As a consequence, there is a lack of
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attention on how team members interact with each other to contribute their unique expertise to the team level, which is the key to
understand how individuals’ voice behavior influences team effectiveness. Third, previous research generally adopts the assumption
of team homogeneity. Researchers viewed team member voice as a static explanatory variable and did not consider the heterogeneity
amongst members in contributing their valuable ideas to the collectives.

Recognizing the above limitations, we propose the micro—dynamic perspective to investigate the effect of team member voice on
team effectiveness. To better explain team effectiveness, Humphrey and Aime (2014) argued that researchers cannot view the team
as a “black=box” . Instead, they need to focus on the dyadic interaction between group members, and combine the characteristics
of actor, target, and dyadic relationship to explain teamwork. The micro—dynamic perspective is consistent with the social charac-
teristics of teamwork and the dyadic interpersonal nature of employee voice. Drawing upon such an interactive perspective, the in-
teractions among team members in the voice process are the key to understanding team effectiveness. By digging into the dyadic in-
teractions within the group, researchers can build valid knowledge about the effect of employee voice at the team level.

In the end, we propose three promising directions for future research following the micro—dynamic perspective: First, we sug-
gest that scholars should focus on the structure of employee voice within teams. By highlighting the dyadic nature of employee
voice, we propose that certain voice structures (i.e., voice centralization, voice core—periphery, and sub-—grouping) are the
results that emerged from dyadic interactions among group members. By tracking how team members communicate with each other,
it is possible to understand how individual members’ expertise is integrated and contributes to team performance outcomes;
Second, given that previous research was mainly based on the homogeneity assumption among team members, we propose the future
research should combine the characteristics of voice senders and receivers to analyze the function of employee voice on team effec-
tiveness. For example, future research can take the different positions of each member in social networks into account, and exam-
ine how voice flows within different dyads influence team effectiveness. Third, the essence of the micro—dynamic perspective is to
uncover the “black box” of the team process and explain how individuals interact with each other to influence team functioning.
Thus, we suggested that future research combine multiple networks within teams (i.e., the formal task network and the informal
voice flow networks) , and provide a nuanced understanding of the effect of employee voice at the team level.

Key Words: employee voice; the micro—dynamic perspective ; interpersonal interactions; team effectiveness
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