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Abstract 

Purpose: This research examined the links of proactive personality, team 
social exchange comprising leader-member exchange (LMX) and team-
member exchange (TMX), and two types of voice behavior comprising 
team-voice behavior (TVB) and organizational-voice behavior (OVB). 
Under self-determination theory, the current study proposes the 
mediating effects of team social exchange on proactive personality and 
voice behavior.  

Design/methodology/approach: This study was based on online 
questionnaire surveys from 238 Indonesian employees. A structural 
equation modeling (SEM) analysis with the bootstrapping technique was 
used to examine the hypothesized relationships.  

Findings: The current study found 1) the significant influences of 
proactive personality on both LMX and TMX; 2) the significant 
influences of proactive personality on TVB and OVB; 3) the influences 
of LMX and TMX on both TVB and OVB; and 4) the partial mediating 
effects of LMX and TMX. 

Research limitation/implications: A single-rater method in data 
collection may occur in some extents of common method variance 
(CMV). The findings contribute to the empirical evidence of the pivotal 
role of team social exchange on the relationships between proactive 
personality and two types of voice behavior.  

Practical implications: Since voice behavior may have positive impacts 
on the organization’s performance and survival, organizations may wish to 
include proactive attributes in the HRM process (e.g., selection, 
promotion) and may also want to place more attention on efforts directed 
at improving team social exchange relationships. Also, organizational 
practitioners are advised to promote team social exchange as an additional 
factor impacting voice behavior. In addition, the proposal of two types of 
voice behavior may offer a wider scope of this construct.  

Originality/value: This study proposes two types of voice behavior, 
namely team-voice behavior (TVB) and organizational-voice behavior 
(OVB) which extend the scope of this construct.  

Keywords: Proactive personality, Team social exchange (LMX and 
TMX), Team-voice behavior (TVB), Organizational-voice behavior 
(OVB), Self-determination theory. 

 

Introduction 

Employee voice behavior that relates to the extent to which employees communicate using 
suggestions, ideas, or information can have very significant impacts on the organization’s 
performance and even its continued existence (Morrison, 2011). Voice behavior is a voluntary 
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behavior that focuses on the expression of a constructive challenge with an intention to improve 
deficiencies rather than only criticize (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998; Van Dyne et al., 2003). As a part 
of the extra-role performance (LePine & Van Dyne, 1998; Morrison, 2011), voice behavior can 
help teams to accomplish teamwork by giving them the ability to share ideas, knowledge, and 
insights with other team members (LePine & Van Dyne, 1998). Prior works have examined the 
influences of various factors impacting voice behavior. Most of them have focused on contextual 
environments, for example, access to resources and strategy-related information (Fuller et al., 
2006), leadership (Guo et al., 2020), relational quality (Botero & Van Dyne, 2009; Hsiung, 2012), 
and job stressors (Ng & Feldman, 2012). Other works have investigated various personal attributes, 
including locus of control, self-esteem, emotions, and proactive personality (Grant, 2013; 
Premeaux & Bedeian, 2003; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008). 

Proactive personality refers to a dispositional construct that identifies differences among 
people in regard to the extent to which they take action to influence their work environments 
(Bateman & Crant, 1993). Proactive people express more voice behavior (Seibert et al., 2001) because 
this behavior may be a way to make meaningful impacts on their environment (Crant & Bateman, 
2000; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). Prior research, however, has only emphasized the straightforward 
effect of personality on voice behavior (Crant et al., 2011; Seibert et al., 2001). Meanwhile, scholars 
have suggested that the transformation of proactive personality into behavior should be better 
understood through assessing mediating relationships (Seibert et al., 1999; Thompson, 2005). In this 
research, it was expected the possibility of team social exchange as a mediator.  

A team social exchange, the smallest social scope where employees frequently interact in 
their daily activities, offers a unique opportunity for contributions of attitude and behavior on the 
part of team members (Detert & Burris, 2007; Morrison, 2011; Tse & Dasborough, 2008). In this 
research, it was expected that a good team exchange relationship provides open and conducive 
employment relationships which in turn enhance a sense of greater opportunity for constructive 
voice (Dundon et al., 2004). Prior studies have only been focused on the tendency of proactive 
employees to reveal their voice (Seibert et al., 2001). As a consequence, any factors that may 
improve less proactive employees in this respect have been ignored in investigations. An 
investigation of the effects of team social exchange is imperative to provide insight into how this 
factor may improve the voice behavior of both more and less proactive employees.  

In a team, social exchange relationships comprise the relationship between an employee 
and his/her supervisor (labeled as “leader-member exchange”) and the relationship between the 
employee with other team members (labeled as “team-member exchange”). Leader-member 
exchange (hereafter abbreviated as “LMX”) can be defined as the quality of the supervisor-
subordinate relationship (Dansereau et al., 1975). LMX characterizes a dyadic relationship where 
members share mutual trust, respect, reciprocal influence, loyalty, liking, and sense of mutual 
obligation with their immediate supervisors (Botero & Van Dyne, 2009; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). 
A high-quality LMX relationship brings opportunities for team members to speak up, exchange 
information, and use more communication channels because they have supervisor support (Botero 
& Van Dyne, 2009). Team-member exchange (hereafter abbreviated as “TMX”), on the other 
hand, is the social exchange of an employee with his/her team members in terms of the reciprocal 
contribution of ideas, feedback, and assistance (Seers, 1989; Seers et al., 1995). It has been suggested 
that the quality of TMX is an essential factor that allows members to interact with teammates 
sufficiently, encouraging them to express their unique ways of thinking (Liao, Liu, & Loi, 2010). 
Thus, both LMX and TMX are related to the willingness of employees to communicate or express 
their thoughts (Botero & Van Dyne, 2009; Crant, 2000; Fischer et al., 2005; Morrison, 2011).  

Van Dyne and LePine (1998) emphasized “voice” as a verbal expression of employees 
within teams. Employee voice, however, may be delivered at the organizational level (Morrison, 
2011). Moreover, it is realized that the willingness of proactive people to make an impact will not 
be restricted only in the case of their teams, but also in the case of their organizations (Bateman & 
Crant, 1993). To extend the scope of voice behavior (e.g., Botero & Van Dyne, 2009; LePine & 
Van Dyne, 1998), in this research, the model used two types of employee voice. First, using the 
same property as that of Van Dyne and LePine (1998), it was labeled team-voice behavior (later 
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abbreviated as “TVB”). Second, in this study, Van Dyne and LePine (1998) voice concept was 
expanded, i.e. employee voice toward others outside his/her team or group organizational-voice 
behavior (later abbreviated as “OVB”).  

Self-determination theory was used as the basis for the research model. This theory suggests 
that an understanding of human motivation, as it relates to conducting activities, requires a 
consideration of inborn psychological needs for competence, autonomy, and relatedness (Deci & 
Ryan, 2000; Guay et al., 2000; Ryan, 1995). In brief, the objectives of the present research were to 
examine (1) the direct effect of proactive personality on voice behavior and team social exchange, 
and (2) the direct effect of team social exchange on voice behavior, and (3) whether team social 
exchange will mediate the relationships between proactive personality and employee voice behavior 
(Figure 1).  

 

 
Figure 1. The proposed research model 

 

Literature Review 

Proactive Personality and Voice Behavior 

Voice behavior is a verbal expression intended to convey improvement, not simply to complain 
(Morrison, 2011). The definition has a positive connotation with regard to verbal expressions 
because people want to make novel suggestions for change and recommend changes to products, 
standards, or procedures even when others may contradict (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998; Van Dyne 
et al., 2003). As mentioned, in the current research, voice behavior was divided into TVB and OVB. 
Based on the findings of prior research (Fuller Jr & Marler, 2009; Seibert et al., 2001), it was 
expected that there would be a positive influence of proactive personality on both TVB and OVB.  

Scholars believed that the more proactive people are, the more willing they are to improve 
their work environment (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Crant, 2000) and to have strong personal 
initiatives beyond routine and formal job requirements (Bateman & Crant, 1999; Crant, 2000). 
Moreover, as better players in a challenging working environment (Converse et al., 2012; Crant, 
2000; Seibert et al., 2001) and because of the ability to anticipate future conditions (Frese et al., 
1996), proactive employees tend to interpret acquired feedback and share it rather than ignoring 
working issues and trouble within their teams and organizations. As a result, it was expected that 
proactive employees will exhibit more TVB and OVB as compared to those who are less proactive.  

According to self-determination theory, intrinsically motivated behavior can be influenced 
by aspects of the personality that encourage interest in the behavior itself (Deci & Ryan, 2000). 
With a higher degree of self-efficacy and perceived capacity to carry out broader work tasks (Brown 
et al., 2006; Crant, 2000), proactive employees are more confident about exhibiting voice behavior. 
Because of a tendency to control rather than be controlled (i.e., an autonomy-oriented behavior, 
Fuller Jr & Marler, 2009), highly proactive employees tend to more actively convey their thoughts 
in order to control their work environment as compared to less proactive employees. For proactive 
employees, unrewarded actions such as voice behavior (Morrison, 2011; Morrison & Phelps, 1999) 
are intrinsically encouraged by their personalities, rather than being selected behavior controlled by 
external forces (Deci & Ryan, 2000). To summarize, more highly proactive employees, as compared 
to those that are less proactive, are predisposed to deliver their voice to both others in (TVB) and 

Voice behavior 
H1a, b 

Proactive 
personality  

 

Team social 
exchanges 
TMX, LMX  

 

TVB 
 

H3a, c 

H4a, b, c, d 

OVB 

 
H3b, d 



Jurnal Siasat Bisnis Vol. 25 No. 2, 2021, 142-154 | 145 

 

outside of their teams (OVB) more frequently. Thus:  
H1a : Proactive personality will be positively related to TVB. 
H1b : Proactive personality will be positively related to OVB. 
 
Proactive Personality, Team Social Exchange, and Voice Behavior 

Proactive personality relates to some traits corresponding with how people deal with their external 
environment (Bateman & Crant, 1993). In particular, the authors found the proactive personality 
scale to be positively correlated with conscientiousness, extraversion, a need for achievement, and 
a need for dominance. Further, extraversion and the need for dominance are personal traits that 
correspond to a high need for stimulation, activity, assertiveness, quantity, and intensity in 
interpersonal interactions or in building relationships within organizations (Bateman & Crant, 
1993; Nikolaou et al., 2008). Past research has confirmed the abilities of proactive persons related 
to building relationships within organizations (Li et al., 2010; Thompson, 2005). 

According to self-determination theory, a proactive personality may correspond to a need 
for secure relatedness with other people in an environment (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Vallerand, 2000). 
Proactive individuals will adjust to dissatisfaction in interpersonal relations through pushing their 
efforts related to getting this need satisfied (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Although each supervisor or team 
member may differ in regard to their level of engaging in team social exchange (Li et al., 2010; Tse 
& Dasborough, 2008), proactive individuals are internally reinforced with regard to building and 
maintaining their relationships with everyone in their organization (Crant, 2000; Gong et al., 2012). 
This action should lead to a positive response from the other parties concerned (Fuller Jr & Marler, 
2009). Their supervisors or teammates would be expected to express their appreciation by returning 
similar responses, more or less. These positive responses from supervisors and teammates may 
lead to a positive perception of the proactive employees of the quality of team social exchange. 
Therefore, proactive employees are not only better at making relationships with their supervisors 
(LMX) and teammates (TMX) but also in developing their own perceptions about team social 
exchange quality. Thus: 
H2a : Proactive personality will be positively related to LMX. 
H2b : Proactive personality will be positively related to TMX.  

 
Every organization or unit of organization is required to have specific information 

associated with tasks (Thompson, 2005). Seibert, et al. (2001) found that the extent to which 
persons have information is influenced by the number of contacts required in organizations. A 
social exchange relationship also facilitates personal development through a learning process 
(Arthur, 1994; Botero & Van Dyne, 2009; Godshalk & Sosik, 2003; Liden et al., 1993; Major et al., 
2006) thus promoting desirable work-related behavior (Chan, 2006; Li et al., 2010). It was believed 
that a good team social exchange may offer a conducive learning environment for information 
exchange that allows employees to develop their capability and self-confidence related to effective 
TVB and OVB.  

Mutual support between parties exists in LMX and TMX relationships (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 
1995; Seers, 1989). Self-determination theory suggests that although relational support is not 
strongly necessary to facilitate intrinsic motivation in people, it remains an intrinsic motivation that 
encourages their expression (Deci & Ryan, 2000). In contrast, a sense of helplessness or a lack of 
environmental support leads to a lack of such motivation (Ryan, 1995). A high quality of team 
social exchange can promote voice behavior because it maintains a positive signal that voice is both 
welcome and supported (Detert & Burris, 2007; Morrison, 2011; Seers, 1989; Van Dyne et al., 
2008). Such conditions also offer optimal challenges, opportunities for promoting feedback, and 
more freedom from demeaning evaluations from others (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Furthermore, a high-
quality team social exchange not only makes communication that challenges the status quo less 
risky (Crant, 2000; Gong et al., 2012) but also improves information accumulation as an important 
source of ideas for effective voice.  

Prior literature on this topic has also suggested that support from supervisors and co-
workers enhances individual autonomy (Van Mierlo et al., 2006). In a supportive environment, 
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performing TVB and OVB is more likely an interesting activity and is derived autonomously (Deci 
& Ryan, 2000). Moreover, since a sense of autonomy is important for extra-role tasks such as voice 
behavior (Deci & Ryan, 2000), it was believed that the higher the quality of team social exchange 
relationships, the more employees will be willing to convey their TVB and OVB. Thus: 
H3a : LMX will be positively related to TVB. 
H3b : LMX will be positively related to OVB. 
H3c : TMX will be positively related to TVB. 
H3d : TMX will be positively related to OVB. 
 

As mentioned above, a proactive personality includes characteristics that encourage the 
development of team social exchange (Hypothesis 2), and team social exchange shapes a pleasant 
environment for voice behavior (Hypothesis 3). It was thus expected that the influences of 
proactive personality and voice behavior to be mediated by team social exchange. The argument is 
in line with prior literature suggesting that (1) highly proactive personalities correspond with the 
ability to build relationships in any form within organizations (Crant, 2000; Fuller Jr & Marler, 
2009; Li et al., 2010; Thompson, 2005) and (2) these good interactions, in turn, offer a supportive 
atmosphere for employees that plays a pivotal role in developing spontaneous voice behavior 
(Gong et al., 2012).  

For proactive employees, involvement in exchange relationships within organizations is 
intended to help them acquire more information as a result of networking (Fuller Jr & Marler, 2009; 
Gong et al., 2012; Thompson, 2005) thus improving perceptions related to self-competence and 
autonomy. Further, these feelings of competence and autonomy are fundamental motivators for 
conducting activities (Deci & Ryan, 2000) that, in turn, encourage employees to exhibit voice 
behavior. This study proposed that the effect of proactive personality on TVB and OVB should 
be also mediated by LMX and TMX. Since this study previously hypothesized that proactive 
personality has a direct influence on TVB and OVB (Hypothesis 1), therefore the mediating effects 
of LMX and TMX to be more likely to be partial rather than full. Thus: 
H4a : LMX will partially mediate the relationship between proactive personality and TVB. 
H4b : LMX will partially mediate the relationship between proactive personality and OVB.  
H4c : TMX will partially mediate the relationship between proactive personality and TVB. 
H4d : TMX will partially mediate the relationship between proactive personality and OVB.  
 

Methods 

Participants and Procedure  

The participants in this study were alumni of an Indonesian college. They were working in various 
companies. An Indonesian questionnaire was administrated. The target participants were 
geographically dispersed throughout regions in Indonesia, therefore the online questionnaire 
survey was considered to be an appropriate method. Initially, the online survey was distributed to 
900 selected alumni of the university and 242 gave responses. Four participants were found to have 
submitted double responses. Finally, a total of 238 usable data were used. Fifty four percent of the 
participants were male. The average age was 31 years, and 48% of the participants were married. 
All participants had received an undergraduate degree, and 27% of them had also completed a 
master’s degree. This indicated that the participants were relatively well-educated. The average job 
experience, organizational tenure, and team tenure were 6.95, 4.61, and 3.23 years, respectively. 
Most of the participants were front-line employees (47.9%), 23.9% were supervisors, 20.2% were 
middle managers, and only 8% held top management positions.  

 
Measures 

Proactive personality. Ten items of proactive personality scale used in Seibert, et al. (1999) was 
originally consisting of 17 items (Bateman & Crant, 1993). A sample item is “I am constantly on the 
lookout for new ways to improve my life.” Participants indicated their responses on a 5-point scale 
ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). The Cronbach’s alpha for this measure was .89. 



Jurnal Siasat Bisnis Vol. 25 No. 2, 2021, 142-154 | 147 

 

 LMX. LMX was assessed with the 7-item scale proposed by Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995). 
A sample question is “How well does your leader understand your job problems and needs?” 
Participants indicated their responses on a 5-point scale ranging from not a bit (1) to a great deal 
(5). Another sample is “How well does your leader recognize your potential?” for which their 
responses ranged from not at all (1) to fully (5) (see Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995, the authors used 
different answer formats for each question). The Cronbach’s alpha for this measure was .85. 

 TMX. TMX was assessed with the 10-item scale developed by Seers, Petty, and Cashman 
(Seers et al., 1995). A sample item is “How well do other members of your team recognize your 
potential?” This scale was measured on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1) very little extent to 
(5) very great extent. The Cronbach’s alpha for this measure was .79. 

 TVB. TVB was assessed with the original 6-item scale of Van Dyne and LePine (1998). A 
sample item is “I develop and make recommendations concerning issues that affect this 
workgroup.” This scale was measured using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree 
(1) to strongly agree (5). The Cronbach’s alpha for this measure was .77. 

 OVB. The original scale of Van Dyne and LePine (1998) was modified to measure the 
extent to which employees engage in voice behavior on behalf of others in their organizations. Like 
the original one, this scale consisted of 6 items. A sample item is “I speak up and encourage others 
outside the group to get involved in issues that affect this organization.” This scale was also 
measured using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). The 
Cronbach’s alpha for this measure was .83. 

All measures were validated. There were a total number of 39 items making up the main 
variables. Factor loadings for the items ranged from .45 to .84, representing acceptable loadings in 
the sample size of more than 200 (Hair et al., 2010). A test of a five-factor measurement model 
showed that each item satisfactorily related to its respective factor, with standardized estimates 
ranging from .33 to .80 (all significant at p<.001). The goodness-of-fit outputs for the five-factor 
model were χ2 = 841.20[633], χ2/df =1.33, CFI = .95, RMSEA = .04. The measurement model 
demonstrated satisfactory fit indices (Kline, 2005). Since the Cronbach’s alphas of all variables 
exceeded the minimum requirement (.70), all items were used in further analyses.  

 

Result and Discussion 

Table 1 shows the means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations among the variables. 
Significant associations of TVB with proactive personality (r = .48, p<0.01), LMX (r = .28, p<.01), 
and TMX (r = .47, p<.01) were found. Similarly, OVB had significant associations with employee 
proactive personality (r = .47, p<.01), LMX (r = .33, p<.01), and TMX (r = .41, p<.01). A high 
correlation between TVB and OVB was found (r = .84, p<.01). This indicates that employees with 
more voice in their teams also expressed more voice for others outside the teams. 
 

Table 1. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations 

Variable M  SD 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Proactive personality  4.05  .48 (.89)     
2. LMX  3.70  .61 .14* (.85)    
3. TMX 3.88  .43 .45** .27** (.79)   
4. TVB  4.16  .46 .48** .28** .47** (.77)  
5. OVB 4.09  .50 .47** .33** .41** .84** (.83) 

Note. N = 238; *p<.05, two-tailed; **p<.01, two-tailed; Cronbach’s alphas are shown in the parentheses.  

  
Hypotheses Testing 

In order to find support for all of the hypotheses, a bootstrapping technique using the AMOS 
program was applied (Preacher et al., 2007). Bootstrapping is a nonparametric approach that 
imposes no assumptions according to distribution shape (Dust et al., 2014). When multiple 
mediators are applied, this technique is not only suitable, but also offers more convenient, precise, 
and parsimonious measurement (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). Table 2 shows the results for the 
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regression weights, standard errors, critical ratios, and significances of the hypothesized paths. The 
hypothesized model with standardized regression weights is shown in Figure 2.  
 

Table 2. Estimation of the Regression Weights in the Hypothesized Model 

 
Estimate S.E. C.R. p Standardized 

Estimate 

LMX  Proactive personality .091 .045 2.017 .044 .164 

TMX  Proactive personality .443 .086 5.153 *** .619 

TVB  Proactive personality .206 .079 2.612 .009 .254 

OVB  Proactive personality .259 .078 3.313 *** .315 

TVB  LMX  .175 .102 1.713 .087 .119 

OVB  LMX .290 .110 2.652 .008 .196 

TVB  TMX .626 .151 4.141 *** .551 

OVB  TMX .382 .110 2.652 .002 .333 

Note. N = 238, ***p<.001.  

  
Hypothesis 1 expected that proactive personality will be positively related to TVB (H1a) and OVB 
(H1b). As presented in Table 2 and Figure 2, proactive personality was positively related to TVB 
(β = .25, p<.01) and to OVB (β = .32, p<.001). The results supported H1a and H1b. Hypothesis 
2 expected that proactive personality will be positively related to LMX (H2b) and TMX (H2b). The 
results indicated that proactive personality had a positive impact on LMX (β = .16, p<.05) and on 
TMX (β = .62, p<.001). Both H2a and H2b were supported. Hypothesis 3 suggested that LMX 
will be positively related to TVB (H3a) and OVB (H3b). The result showed the significant effects 
of LMX on TVB (β = .12, p<.1) and OVB (β = .20, p<.01). Hypothesis 3 also proposed that TMX 
will be positively related to TVB (H3c) and OVB (H3d). The findings demonstrated that there were 
significant effects of TMX on TVB (β = .55, p<.001) and OVB (β = .33, p<.01). The results thus 
provided support for H3a, H3b, H3c, and H3d.  
 

 
Note. N = 238. † p<.1, * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001. R2 = multiple correlation. 

 
Figure 2. The Hypothesized Model with Standardized Regression Weights 

 
Hypothesis 4 proposed that LMX would partially mediate the relationship between 

proactive personality and TVB (H4a) as well as the relationship between proactive personality and 
OVB (H4b). This study also proposed that TMX would partially mediate the relationship between 
proactive personality and TVB (H4c) as well as the relationship between proactive personality and 

OVB (H4d). As shown in Table 2 and Figure 2, proactive personality → LMX, LMX → TVB, and 

LMX → OVB path estimates were significant. As also shown, proactive personality → TMX, TMX 

→ TVB, and TMX → OVB path estimates were also significant. Table 3 shows that the indirect 
effect of proactive personality on TVB was .36 (p<.001, 95% CI = [.22, .57]) and on OVB was .23 
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(p<.01, 95% CI = [.09, .42]). Since proactive personality was found to directly affect both TVB 
and OVB, the mediating effects of LMX and TMX were partial (Baron & Kenny, 1986). Therefore, 
the results supported H4a, H4b, H4c, and H4d. A goodness-of-fit test of the proposed structural 
model exhibited satisfactory fit indices: χ2 = 844.70[633], χ2/df =1.33, CFI = .95, RMSEA = .04.  

 
Table 3. The Results of the Bootstrapping Analysis 

Variable LMX TMX TVB OVB 

Direct effects of proactive personality .16* .62*** .25** .32*** 
Direct effects of LMX  - - .12† .20** 
Direct effects of TMX - - .55*** .33** 
Indirect effects of proactive personality via LMX (= .16 x βLMX) a  - - .02 .03 
Indirect effects of proactive personality via TMX (= .62 x βTMX) b  - - .34 .20 
Indirect effects of proactive personality (a + b) - - .36*** .23** 
95% bootstrapped CI for the indirect effect (2000 resamples)  - - (.22, .57) (.09, .42) 

Note. †p<.1, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, CI = confidence interval. 

 
Discussion 

The current study aimed to examine both the direct and indirect effects of proactive personality 
on IVB and OVB. The study included teams LMX and TMX as moderators. A total of 238 pieces 
of matched data from two waves of surveys 4 months apart were used in the analyses. It was found 
the positive influences of proactive personality on TVB and OVB. These results were in line with 
prior studies indicating the importance of employees’ proactive personality levels in explaining their 
voice behavior (Fuller Jr & Marler, 2009). Moreover, it was found the positive influences of 
proactive personality on LMX and TMX. These findings are consistent with prior research 
suggesting the link of this type of personality with people’s social behavior (Fuller Jr & Marler, 
2009; Li et al., 2010; Thompson, 2005). In this research, it was discovered that the effect size of 

proactive personality → TMX was much more salient as compared to proactive personality → 
LMX (review Figure 2). This was probably a matter of culture. Supervisors in a high power distance 
culture, as characterized by our research context, tend to be more comfortable with maintaining 
status differences with their subordinates (Botero & Van Dyne, 2009). Although it has been 
theorized that proactive employees have a strong initiative to form close relationships with their 
supervisors, most supervisors may tend to keep such relationships somewhat distant. This situation 
might in turn deteriorate employees’ perception of the quality of dyad relationships with their 
supervisors. Among team members, in contrast, no power difference issue was found to exist. In 
addition, characterized by a collectivistic culture (i.e., a tendency of looking after each other in 
exchange for loyalty, Hodgetts & Luthans, 2000), the initiatives of proactive employees to try to 
have better relationships with their teammates was very well reciprocated. Further investigations 
of this evidence may be needed.  

Positive influences of LMX and TMX on both types of voice behavior were found. This 
evidence disclosed the roles of team social exchange on employee voice behavior (see Botero & 

Van Dyne, 2009). The effect size of LMX → TVB, however, was somewhat weak in regard to 

comparing the effect size of LMX → OVB. A reasonable explanation for this is that high-quality 
LMX employees might feel that their supervisors are the ones who have the authority to “bail them 

out” for any actions they take (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). The reason why the LMX → TVB was 
marginally significant was because in the high power distance culture, team leaders might tend to 
dominate communication in teams or be less likely to offer many opportunities for members to 
speak up. We found that the effects of TMX on both types of voice behavior were significant. 
Contrary to the effects of LMX, the effects of TMX were stronger on TVB as compared to OVB. 
The results demonstrated that a conducive TMX relationship has a very significant impact on TVB.  

Also, the study established the mediating effects of LMX and TMX between proactive 
personality and voice behavior. The findings demonstrated that the indirect effects of proactive 
personality on TVB and OVB via LMX and TMX were significant. This study, again indicated that 
the mediating effects of TMX were stronger than those of LMX. Overall, the findings suggest an 
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important role of team social exchange on the relationship between proactive personality and voice 
behavior.  

According to self-determination theory, the sources of intrinsic motivation can consist of 
both internal and contextual factors. It was suspected that the influences of team social exchange on 
voice behavior may differ between low- and highly-proactive employees. To seek findings about this 
notion, we conducted additional regression analysis. The data was split based on low/highly proactive 
personality levels according to the mean for proactive personality score (mean score of all samples = 
4.05). We found 143 participants could be grouped as low-proactive employees and 95 participants 
were grouped as highly-proactive. One-way ANOVA analysis showed that there was a significant 
difference between low- and highly-proactive mean scores (F-value = 430.50, p<.001).  

By using each of the data sets, LMX and TMX were regressed on TVB, and then on OVB. 
Gender, age, education, organizational tenure, and level of management were included in all models 
as controls (LePine & Van Dyne, 1998). As shown in Table 4, all coefficients were significant for 

the low-proactive group. For the highly-proactive group, the LMX → TVB link was not significant. 
The major results demonstrated that the positive influences of team social exchange on voice 
behavior were more robust for the low-proactive group. For this group, environmental context, 
i.e., team social exchange, could be the main factor influencing their voice behavior. In contrast, 
the additional findings demonstrated that for the highly-proactive employees, both team social 
exchange and personality may be important determinants of their voice. In the case of highly 
proactive employees, however, their personalities may be dominant. The findings implied that 
highly-proactive employees are not only more able to build exchange relationships, but also they 
may contribute to enhancing the perceptions of all team members about the quality of the exchange 
relationship that in turn improves the willingness of all members to express voice.  

 
Table 4. Effects of Team Social Exchange on Voice Behavior: Low versus Highly Proactive Group 

  Standardized beta and significance 

 N LMX→TVB LMX→OVB TMX→TVB TMX→OVB 

Low-proactive employees 143 .19 (.017) .30 (.000) .33 (.000) .21 (.010) 
High-proactive employees 95 .16 (.122) .18 (.086) .28 (.011) .23 (.040) 

Note. N = the number of samples. The numbers in the parentheses indicate the significances. To simplify 
the table, the coefficients of the controls were not reported.  

 
This study provides several implications for theory. First, the present study integrated and 

examined the links of proactive personality, LMX, TMX, TVB, and OVB. In the present research, 
team social exchange should be the first major contribution. The findings augmented the factors 
affecting voice behavior. Second, this research provided empirical evidence of the links among (1) 

proactive personality → TMX and (2) TMX → voice behavior. Some of the links included in this 

study have been assessed by other scholars, i.e., proactive personality → LMX, proactive 

personality → voice behavior (i.e., the influences of proactive personality on voice behavior and 
LMX, e.g., Botero & Van Dyne, 2009; Fuller Jr & Marler, 2009; Li et al., 2010). However, the 
findings should offer a unique perspective of voice behavior for this research analyzed two types 
of voice behavior. The idea of investigating TVB and OVB should be the second major 
contribution of this study since it delivers a wider perspective of employee voice. Third, it extended 
the use of self-determination theory in voice behavior. From the lens of this theory, it explained 
how personality traits and team social exchange could be self-determining with regard to employee 
voice. Forth, it delivered new insights through demonstrating the unique influences of proactive 
personality on LMX, TMX, TVB, and OVB, as well the unique influences of LMX and TMX on 
TVB and OVB.  
 

Conclusion 

Managerial Implications 

Some implications for practice may also be useful to record. Since this research indicated that 
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proactive employees tend to perform more TVB and OVB than less proactive employees, 
organizations can benefit from proactive personalities through their constructive ideas because 
such ideas are needed to improve organizational learning ability and innovation (Morrison, 2011) 
related to dealing with changing and challenging business environments (Fuller Jr & Marler, 2009). 
Moreover, proactive employees are inclined to voice organizational scope, they may contribute to 
organizational development. Through their constructive ideas and concerns, proactive employees 
may help organizations keep their adaptive posture. More specifically, organizations within creative 
industries can create proper recruiting, selecting, promoting, and staffing processes involving 
proactive criteria that might become necessary. In addition, the findings suggest that team social 
exchange provides significant contributions related to increasing employee TVB and OVB. Leader 
and member roles in developing LMX and TMX are crucial. Various training programs intended 
to provide them with interpersonal skills might be very useful. Through managing team social 
exchange relationships, organizations may also derive constructive ideas from less proactive 
employees.  
 
Limitations and Directions for Future Research  

This study contains some limitations of this research. First, the study employed a single-rater 
method. Future research could address this issue by involving both multiple times and raters. For 
example, supervisors or unit managers can be considered as parties who may be able to assess the 
level of proactive behavior on the part of employees. Second, LMX was only assessed by 
subordinates. Since LMX represents employee-supervisor relationships, the information may not 
depict the actual conditions of such relationships. Future research should involve supervisors in 
measuring LMX. Third, almost 48% of the participants were front-line employees. This may have 
resulted in a lack of generalizability. Future research could employ participants who hold higher 
positions in their organizations.  

Future research also could address the following suggestions to expand the research 
findings. Cultural profiles of employees should be taken into account since it relates to the 
psychological process influencing how expectations and sensitivity relate to social exchanges in 
organizations (Thomas et al., 2003). For example, prior research has examined the influence of 
cultural profiles on voice behavior (Fischer et al., 2005). In a narrower scope, organizational 
cultures could be also considered since they influence how employees cope with difficulties of 
external adaptation and internal integration and that are taught to employees as the adjusted way 
to perceive, think, and feel in relation to the faced difficulties (Hodgetts & Luthans, 2000, p. 169). 
Leadership styles have been investigated as factors impacting employees’ motivation for 
improvement-oriented voice (Detert & Burris, 2007; Hsiung, 2012). It would be fruitful if future 
research could explore leader personality (e.g., proactive personality, the Big Five Model of 
personality) or other leadership styles (e.g., authoritarian, paternalistic, participative) as to whether 
they encourage or hinder employee voice. Investigating the effect of leader-follower personality 
congruence on voice behavior might be also interesting (Zhang et al., 2012). In addition, 
determining how to enhance the voice behavior of less proactive people may still become a 
flourishing research question. In addressing this issue, some potential factors that could be 
considered are team norms, team size, and team composition. Lastly, future research could explore 
specific outcomes of TVB and OVB. A meta-analytic study has previously established the impacts 
of voice behavior on various individual outcomes (Ng & Feldman, 2012). Future research may 
expand the outcomes of voice behavior through wider scopes, i.e., at the team/organizational level. 
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