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Achieving More With Less: Extra Milers’ Behavioral Influences in Teams 

Abstract 

Teams are composed of individual members who collectively contribute to team success. 

As a result, contemporary team research tends to focus on how team overall properties (e.g., the 

average of team personality and behavior) affect team processes and effectiveness, while 

overlooking the potential unique influences of specific members on team outcomes. Drawing on 

minority influence theory (Grant & Patil, 2012), we extend previous teams research by 

demonstrating that an “extra miler” (i.e., a team member exhibiting the highest frequency of 

extra role behaviors in a team) can influence team processes and ultimately team effectiveness 

beyond the influences of all the other members. Specifically, based on a field study, we report 

that the extra miler’s behavioral influences (i.e., helping and voice) on team monitoring and 

backup processes and team effectiveness are contingent upon his or her network position in the 

team, such that the member tends to have stronger influence on team outcomes when the member 

is in a central position. We also find that even a single extra-miler in a vital position plays a more 

important role in driving team processes and outcomes than all the other members do. Therefore, 

our research offers an important contribution to the team literature by demonstrating the 

disproportional influences of specific team members on team overall outcomes.   

Key words: team process, social network, helping, voice, team effectiveness 
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Achieving More with Less: Extra Milers’ Behavioral Influences in Teams 

Contemporary organizations often rely on teams for making decisions, solving problems, 

and developing creative products and services. Conventional wisdom suggests that some teams 

perform better than others do because either they are composed of better members (e.g., 

members with desirable characteristics) or they have better team processes that motivate 

members to exhibit functional behaviors toward team goal accomplishment. A substantive 

portion of extant team research assumes that team performance is determined by the majority of 

team members and thus tends to adopt a simplified model that focuses on overall team properties 

(the “sum”) rather than individual characteristics (the “parts”) (Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp, & 

Gilson, 2008). Consequently, both organizational scholars and practitioners often espouse that an 

effective way to increase team effectiveness is to improve the overall, collective characteristics 

and behaviors of the team.  

Unfortunately, this heuristic perspective on team research is based on an oversimplified 

assumption that individuals within a team tend to be interchangeable and play an equal role in 

driving team success (i.e., isomorphism, Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Challenging this assumption, 

recent research has found that individual team members can display disproportional influences 

on team outcomes, such that certain members play more critical roles in determining team 

performance than others (Humphrey, Morgeson, & Mannor, 2009). Relatedly, Grant and Patil 

(2012) proposed a theoretical model explicitly arguing that a few individuals can significantly 

change team helping norms through modeling (i.e., consistently displaying helping behavior 

towards other team members) and voice (i.e., speaking up and making constructive suggestions 

to change the status quo) behaviors. From a different lens, another recent study demonstrates the 

non-normal distribution of individuals’ performance and suggests that, if “most performance 
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outcomes are attributable to a small group of star performers, then both theory and practice must 

adjust to the substantial role played by these individuals” (O’Boyle & Aguinis, 2012, p. 106). 

Thus, taken together, it is important to recognize that teams are composed of individuals with 

unique histories, knowledge, abilities, and performance potential who may disproportionally 

influence team dynamics and outcomes (i.e., discontinuity assumption, Kozlowski & Klein, 

2000).  

Despite the aforementioned advancements, very few studies to date have empirically 

examined the disproportional influences of team members on team outcomes (Mathieu et al., 

2008). As a result, at least two important questions remain unanswered: (1) Are levels of team 

success attributable to all members’ collective efforts or just a few special team members? And, 

if so, (2) how do these specific team members contribute to levels of team success? Addressing 

these questions, we draw on Grant and Patil’s (2012) theory on minority influence to explore 

how a single team member that exhibits a high frequency of extra role behaviors (i.e., helping 

and voice) affects key team processes and team effectiveness above and beyond the influences of 

all other team members. Drawing from the common axiom that some employees are willing to 

go “the extra mile”, we refer to these select team members as “extra milers” (operationalized in 

the present study as individuals with the highest frequency of helping [i.e., the maximum helping 

member] or voice [i.e., the maximum voice member] behaviors as rated by their peers).  

We then examine how extra milers’ extra-role behaviors diffuse within the team to affect 

overall team processes and outcomes. Integrating minority influence research (Grant & Patil, 

2012) and social network theory (Kilduff & Brass, 2010), we posit that extra milers’ behavioral 

influences are contingent upon his or her unique network position in the team. Specifically, we 
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argue that the extra miler tends to affect the team to a greater extent when he or she is well 

connected with other members (i.e. occupying a central workflow position).  

The present study makes several theoretical contributions to the literature. First, we add 

to a scant, yet impactful line of scholarship that compliments the traditional view of teams 

research that the majority of team members are the primary driving force of team success. Some 

notable studies (e.g., Barrick, Stewart, Neubert, & Mount, 1998; LePine, Hollenbeck, Ilgen, & 

Hedlund, 1997; Neuman & Wright, 1999) have preliminarily advanced this rationale by 

examining the effects of team maximum/minimum values (e.g., rating scores) of given 

characteristics on team performance. However, most of these studies fall short of directly 

accounting for the characteristics of the team member responsible for these maximum/minimum 

scores. Remedying this concern, we make the case that the actual influence of these 

maximum/minimum scores is determined by the structural characteristics of the person who 

carries these scores. We use the maximum value of extra-role behavior to identify an extra-miler 

in each team, and then study how this individual’s  network position interacts with his/her 

behaviors in explaining proximal and distal team outcomes. Although our model primarily 

focuses on the influence of team members’ desirable work behaviors, its underpinnings may also 

inform the destructive effects of a single member’s undesirable work behaviors (cf. how a bad 

apple can spoil the whole barrel).  

Second, we elucidate the joint influence of the extra miler’s behavioral profile and his or 

her network position on team processes and team effectiveness. Though previous research has 

separately supported the importance of team member behaviors (e.g., Marks & Panzer, 2004; 

Van Der Vegt, Bunderson, & Oosterhof, 2006) and team member positions (e.g., Sparrowe, 

Liden, Wayne, & Kraimer, 2001; Venkataramani & Tangirala, 2010) on overall team processes 
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and outcomes, little is known regarding how central/peripheral network positions debilitate or 

magnify the influences of member behaviors. Drawing from social network theory, which argues 

that individuals develop varying levels of reputations, status, and power through social 

relationships with others (Borgatti, Mehra, Brass, & Labianca, 2009), we contend that the impact 

of an extra miler on team processes and team effectiveness is contingent upon the centrality of 

network position. In doing so, our paper sheds light on the heretofore-unexplored role of 

disproportional member influences.  

Third, our study contributes to the social network literature by examining the bottom-up 

influence of a specific member on overall team performance. This is important as previous social 

network studies have generally related individual network position to individual outcomes and 

examined how team network structure influences team outcomes without empirically 

acknowledging that individual factors might influence team outcomes (Brass, Galaskiewicz, 

Greve, & Tsai, 2004). For instance, some studies have found that overall attributes of the 

network (e.g., network density, centralization) are positively related to team outcomes (Balkundi 

& Harrison, 2006; Sparrowe et al., 2001), whereas others have found that attributes of an 

individual’s network (e.g., actor centrality) are positively related to individual outcomes (e.g. 

Scott & Judge, 2009; Sparrowe et al., 2001; Sparrowe & Liden, 2005; Venkataramani & 

Tangirala, 2010). In contrast, our study is one of the first to employ a cross-level lens that 

examines how the behaviors of a critical member disperse across the whole team.  

Finally, our work yields an empirical test of several key ideas proposed in Grant and 

Patil’s (2012) theoretical framework and, in doing so, extends their model by including team 

effectiveness criteria such as team performance and creativity. This is an important extension, as 

many modern organizational contexts expect teams to perform reliably and generate creative 
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business solutions (Madjar, Greenberg, & Chen, 2011; Van de Ven & Johnson, 2006). Further, 

diverging from previous research that treats helping and voice as end results (McClean, Burris, & 

Detert, 2013), our study investigates how extra milers’ helping and voice behaviors predict 

specific team mechanisms and outcomes. In sum, we answer important questions of how, when 

and why an extra miler contributes to team performance and creativity through his or her extra-

role behaviors. The overall theoretical model is presented in Figure 1.   

Insert Figure 1 about here 

Theoretical Development 

According to minority influence theory (Grant & Patil, 2012), helping and voice are two 

theoretical paths through which an individual can proactively influence their work unit. The 

central message of the theory is that one or a few specific members’ helping and voice behaviors 

can destabilize the team norm of just focusing on self-interest and eventually shift it to the team 

norm of helping one another. In line with this model, as well as other traditional extra-role 

perspectives (i.e., the affiliative-challenging framework of extra-role behaviors; Brief & 

Motowildo, 1986; Organ, 1988; Van Dyne, Cummings, & Parks, 1995), we focus herein on 

helping and voice as two major forms of extra milers’ behavioral influence.  

Helping is a typical affiliative extra-role behavior that builds and maintains harmonious 

interpersonal relationships and facilitates team cooperation by providing resources and efforts to 

others in need (George & Brief, 1992; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). Voice, on the other hand, is a 

challenging extra-role behavior through which individuals attempt to improve the current status 

quo by identifying problems and providing suggestions (LePine & Van Dyne, 1998; Van Dyne 

& LePine, 1998). Although helping and voice represent different aspects of extra-role behaviors, 

they are both functional behaviors that promote collective welfare. Further, in comparison to in-
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role behaviors, helping and voice are less mandated by formal job descriptions and expectations 

(Van Dyne et al., 1995) and thus are more likely to be spread across the team at one’s discretion. 

In the present study, we examine how extra milers influence team processes and 

ultimately effectiveness. We operationalize an extra miler as the individual team member that 

demonstrates the highest frequency of helping or voice behaviors based on ratings from each of 

his peers/fellow team members. This operationalize is appropriate given our theoretical lens, as it 

reflects the behavioral consistency that is likely required for changing team norms (Bandura, 

1977; Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004; Grant & Patil, 2012). Likewise, our focus on a single extra-

miler provides an ideal opportunity to uncover the specific mechanisms by which one member 

can influence overall team outcomes. It is important to note that within any given team the 

maximum helping member may or may not be the same person as the maximum voice member, 

as these behaviors are likely driven by different interpersonal and/or dispositional motives 

(Chiaburu, Oh, Berry, Li, & Gardner, 2011). For example, LePine and Van Dyne (2001) found 

that people with high agreeableness tend to engage in helping, but not in voice. As a result, we 

do not combine helping and voice, but instead advance a more precise model of the behavioral 

influence of both types of extra milers.  

Our model links an extra miler’s helping or voice behaviors to team processes. Team 

processes refer to the behavioral standard socially enforced by team members over time to 

exchange materials and information within a team (Marks, Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 2001). Team 

processes capture the collective interdependent actions as a result of coordination among all 

members, which is conceptually different from individual team member’s independent actions 

(Li, Kirkman, & Porter, 2014). For example, a behavior whereby an individual independently 

helps another teammate is conceptually different from an interdependent action in which 
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multiple members collectively share the workload and backup one another. Therefore, 

individuals can behave in line with a team process and gain social approval; violate a team 

process and receive social disapproval; challenge the existing process and eventually change it; 

or initiate a new process and help reinforce and sustain it over time (Bettenhausen & Murnighan, 

1985; Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004; Grant & Patil, 2012; Li et al., 2014; Wood, Lundgren, 

Ouellette, Busceme, & Blackstone, 1994).  

Although research has identified a number of different types of team processes, we focus 

on one of the most critical and theoretically relevant processes to guide our rationale: team 

monitoring and backup. Team monitoring and backup is defined as “assisting team members to 

perform their tasks, which may occur by (1) providing a teammate verbal feedback or coaching, 

(2) assisting a teammate behaviorally in carrying out actions, or (3) assuming and completing a 

task for a teammate” (Marks et al., 2001, p. 363). The monitoring and backup process is essential 

to team overall effectiveness because, by definition, working in a team requires at least a 

minimum level of cooperation, monitoring, and control among multiple team members, each of 

whom has unique characteristics, to strive toward common goals and conform to certain 

behavioral standards (Li et al., 2014; Ouchi, 1979). Moreover, according to Grant and Patil’s 

(2012) theory of minority influence, the team monitoring and backup process is likely influenced 

by members’ helping and voice behaviors because it contains two aspects of team helping norms: 

a) how team members develop standards for acceptable behavior and performance (e.g., norms) 

and b) how team members assist one another (e.g., helping).  

Isomorphic views of team dynamics might suggest that helping or voice by one person 

will always have an unconditional impact on team processes. Yet in a real team setting, which is 

characterized by more complex interaction patterns (Mathieu et al., 2008), some members are 
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clearly more influential than others and thus will have a disproportional impact compared to 

others enacting the same behaviors (Humphrey et al., 2009). One conceptualization that might 

explain this disproportionate impact is members’ central vs. peripheral status in their team’s 

workflow network (i.e., the flow of inputs/outputs and the interdependence among different team 

members; Brass, 1984). In essence, we argue that the presence/absence of a tie in workflow 

network can either amplify or diminish team members’ behavioral influence. Figure 2 

graphically depicts examples of two different network structures. Within these networks, each 

node (star or circle) represents a team member (with the star representing the extra miler and the 

circles represent team members other than the extra miler) and a line between two nodes 

represents a work relationship between two team members. In Figure 2a, the extra miler occupies 

a central position in the workflow network because he or she has a high accessibility to the rest 

of the team. Since the extra miler is well connected, his or her behaviors can easily diffuse across 

the team. However, in Figure 2b, the extra miler occupies a peripheral position in the workflow 

network so it is more difficult for him or her to influence the rest of the team.  

Insert Figure 2 about here 

          Based on the logic above, we argue that the behavioral influence of an extra miler is 

contingent upon his or her network centrality. In doing so, we are able to separate the influence 

of a personal attribute (e.g., behavioral profile) from a network-based attribute (e.g., network 

position). It is worth noting that being an extra miler does not necessarily mean occupying a 

central position because network centrality describes the structure of social ties in a particular 

network while being an extra miler captures high frequency on a behavioral criterion. Indeed, 

empirical findings have found only modest correlations between network-based attributes and 

personal attributes (e.g., Klein, Saltz, & Mayer, 2004), suggesting the two constructs are largely 
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independent from one another. In summary, an extra miler in a central position may display 

powerful influences on team outcomes that are beyond the influence of all the other teammates.  

Hypotheses 

          Helping is considered a desirable type of extra-role behavior at work, with a substantive 

body of research supporting its virtues. For instance, helping can improve team cohesiveness 

(Anderson & Williams, 1996; Dukerich, Golden, & Shortell, 2002), strengthen emotional bonds 

among team members (Dutton, Worline, Frost, & Lilius, 2006; Kahn, 1998) and enhance overall 

team effectiveness (George & Bettenhausen, 1990). Similarly, voice is also a desirable 

workplace behavior because it aids in early problem/opportunity identification, instigates 

functional changes, and insulates against unexpected situations (Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008; 

Weick & Sutcliffe, 2001). Despite the recognized importance of both types of extra-role 

behaviors, little is known regarding if, or how, team members’ efforts differentially influence 

team processes.   

          We propose there are two important factors to make such influence successful: the 

frequency of helping and voice behaviors, and the network centrality of the source of these 

behaviors. First, we focus on the extra miler’s behavioral influence to uncover the relationship 

between “part” (i.e., individual behaviors) and “whole” (i.e., team processes and effectiveness) in 

team dynamics. Theory of minority influence highlights the importance of the frequency and 

consistency of a single member’s behaviors in the influence process (Grant & Patil, 2012). Social 

learning theory also suggests that attention is the first step of social learning and repeated 

patterns of behaviors are more likely to draw others’ attention (Bandura, 1977). Broadly 

speaking, helping and voice both signal the appropriateness of going beyond one’s own 

delineated tasks for the good of the team (Schultz, Nolan, Cialdini, Goldstein, & Griskevicius, 
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2007). A high quality team monitoring and backup process involves both monitoring and backup. 

The monitoring aspect of the process is about developing acceptable behavioral standards and 

detecting deviations from this standard. The backup aspect, on the other hand, refers to engaging 

in cooperative behaviors, such as picking up slack, fixing errors and supporting each other 

(Marks & Panzer, 2004; Porter, Hollenbeck, Ilgen, Ellis, West, & Moon, 2003).  

Voice and helping functionally relate to these two different aspects and, therefore, are 

both relevant to predicting team monitoring and backup processes. In addition to the inherent 

links between extra role behaviors and team monitoring and back, theory of minority influence 

(Grant & Patil, 2012) suggests that consistently displaying helping behavior sends a clear 

message to the appropriateness of helping each other (i.e., backing up). As a result, members 

tend to reflect upon their current processes and reciprocate the helping they received from the 

extra miler. As a result, team overall process is likely improved. Similarly, repeatedly voicing the 

need of change destabilizes existing norms and pushes team members to asking questions 

regarding the current process. Therefore, all the members tend to keep a close eye on the ongoing 

team process. Essentially, these two types of behaviors positively influence the whole team’s 

problem identification process (e.g., watching out for unbalanced workload) and problem solving 

process (e.g., helping each other to achieve the common goal).  

  The second important consideration is whether the repeated behavioral pattern of helping 

or voice is influential or not. Grant and Patil’s (2012) theory suggests that the more influential 

the individual, the better the chance to change team processes. Similarly, the theory of strategic 

core proposed by Humphrey et al. (2009) finds that a person’s influence on team performance is 

largely constrained by the position (core vs. non-core) he or she holds. Consistent with these 

theoretical perspectives, we propose that the extra miler’s behavioral influence is dependent on 
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his or her accessibility to other members in the workflow network (i.e. network centrality). 

Workflow network describes the extent of team members’ dependence on a position holder for 

work-related input (Brass, 1984). A central position in the workflow network indicates that the 

member is well-connected to the rest of the team in work-related interactions (Kilduff & Brass, 

2010). We believe that workflow network centrality is an appropriate way to capture the level of 

a team member’s influence magnitude, because it is less biased than a self-reported influence 

measure or researcher-determined position importance, and it reflects both formally prescribed 

and informally emerged work relationships. As a result, the extra miler’s behavioral influences 

on team processes is likely to be amplified by the member’s central position in the team due to 

the effects of social proximity (Marsden & Friedkin, 1993; Zohar & Tenne-Gazit, 2008).  

In other words, a central extra miler often determines the quality of team monitoring and 

backup process for the team. To better illustrate how an extra miler influences team processes, 

we present hypothesized interactions between the extra miler’s behavioral influence and 

centrality on team processes in Figure 3. We expect that central extra milers are more likely to 

influence team monitoring and backup processes than peripheral extra milers. More specifically, 

the high condition of workflow centrality has a steeper slope than the low condition, because 

central members are able to change the team processes but peripheral members are not as 

influential. There is a process gain when the extra miler has high helping (or voice) and occupies 

central position and a process loss when the extra miler has low helping (or voice) and occupies 

central position. In peripheral position, an extra miler is unlikely to change the team process 

regardless of the level of helping (or voice). Thus, we predict:  

Hypothesis 1. The maximum helping member is more likely to influence team monitoring 

and backup processes if he or she occupies a central position in the workflow network.   
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Hypothesis 2. The maximum voice member is more likely to influence team monitoring 

and backup processes if he or she occupies a central position in the workflow network.  

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Insert Figure 3 about here 

 

            We have discussed that how the maximum helping member and maximum voice member 

influence team processes when he or she occupies central network positions in the workflow 

network. Next, we propose that the positive changes in team processes brought about by the 

extra miler can enhance two important team outcomes: team performance and creativity. 

Specifically, team performance is often a product of team members’ interdependent efforts 

(Mathieu et al., 2008). However, a team may fail to reach their optimal performance because 

some incompetent members are struggling to keep the pace of the team or the team has 

suboptimal distributions of workload impeding team members’ full potential (Porter et al., 2003). 

As a result, monitoring and backup behaviors among members, such as assisting less competent 

teammates and rebalancing of the workload, become a key factor improving team performance 

(Li et al., 2014).  

We further argue that the maximum helping member tends to indirectly impact team 

performance via team monitoring and backup process. The mediating mechanism of team 

processes has been widely demonstrated in studies on Input-Process-Output models (e.g., 

Campion, Medsker, & Higgs, 1993; Mathieu, Heffner, Goodwin, Salas, & Cannon-Bowers, 

2000). The monitoring and backup process is a collective phenomenon that develops over time 

from individual members’ understandings of each other’s job, willingness to seek and provide 

help, and adjustment among underutilized members (Porter et al., 2003). It facilitates task 
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completion as a team, acknowledges and addresses mistakes that may jeopardize team success, 

and helps team members develop job-related skills. As a result, team performance is improved. 

On the other hand, if the extra miler occupies a peripheral position in the workflow network, it is 

difficult for him or her to generate a great enough impact to change the shared monitoring and 

backup process. Without a mutually agreed monitoring and backup process, many of these 

spontaneous coordination efforts will not occur, and team performance will consequently be 

delayed or hindered (Barrick et al., 1998; Dickinson & McIntyre, 1997).  

In addition to team performance, we also examine team creativity as the other important 

team outcome. According to the multilevel theory of creativity (Drazin, Glynn & Kazanjian, 

1999; Woodman, Sawyer & Griffin, 1993), team creativity is not a simple average of team 

members’ creative behaviors, but a negotiated product among multiple members through 

complex social and contextual mechanisms. We believe that if the maximum voice member also 

occupies central position in social network, he or she is more likely to influence team monitoring 

and backup and subsequent team creativity. Specifically, employee voice is change-oriented and 

aims to improve the status quo by providing suggestions and identifying problems. Because of 

the change-oriented nature, voice is often considered as an initial step for generating creative 

ideas. For example, Zhou and George (2001) argue that creativity is an expression of voice. 

Similarly, a study conducted by Kay (1989) suggests that typical voice behaviors (e.g., 

“proposing new ways of doing things” and “making suggestions on how to improve things”) are 

consistent with the definition of creativity (Zhou & George, 2001). Therefore, consistent voice 

behaviors are important sources for teams generating novel ideas, particularly if the maximum 

voice member occupies a central position in workflow network that tends to accelerate the 

diffusion of new ideas.  
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Team creativity emphasizes that teams are hotbeds of creativity because team members 

are able to draw from one another’s resources, expertise and experiences to generate new ideas 

(Bain, Mann, & Pirola-merlo, 2001). However, team creativity research suggests that team 

members are unlikely to propose novel ideas if they expect their ideas to be dismissed or 

criticized by other team members (Amabile & Gryskiewicz, 1987; West & Anderson, 1996), 

which highlights that team processes play an important role in facilitating team creativity. In 

order to facilitate team creativity, it is important to have a supportive team process, such as 

monitoring and backup, that allows team members to closely interact and openly communicate 

with one another. Zhou and George (2001) tested this rationale at the individual level and found 

that coworkers’ useful feedback, helping, and support were helpful for creativity and innovation. 

At the team level, when members actively provide feedback, help one another, and optimize 

team workload, they are more likely to collaborate, share, and bounce ideas off each other to 

generate novel solutions. Thus, we propose that the maximum voice member has an indirect 

effect on team creativity through the process of monitoring and backup. This mechanism is 

stronger when the voice member is more prominent in workflow network.          

Hypothesis 3. The interactive effect of the maximum helping member’s behavior and 

centrality in the workflow network influences team performance through team 

monitoring and backup processes, such that the helping member tends to have a stronger 

indirect effect on team performance when he or she is in a central position rather than in a 

peripheral position.  

Hypothesis 4. The interactive effect of the maximum voice member’s behavior and 

centrality in the workflow network influences team creativity through team monitoring 

and backup processes, such that the voice member tends to have a stronger indirect effect 
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on team creativity when he or she is in a central position rather than in a peripheral 

position.  

Method 

Sample and Data Collection 

We collected data from manufacturing teams working for a large petrochemical company 

in China as a part of a broader data collection effort. The company’s product lines include: 

refined oil products, petrochemicals, synthetic resins, and synthetic fiber polymers. Each product 

line performed its own planning, managing and manufacturing functions. The company used 

work teams to accomplish various functional responsibilities. 

We invited 104 teams to participate in the study. Team supervisors were first asked to 

complete a supervisor survey. Next, supervisors distributed the employee survey to their 837 

respective team members. In an effort to protect against undue bias, employees returned the 

surveys in sealed envelopes directly to research assistants. We sought to encourage employee 

participation by offering a gift valued at approximately five dollars to all survey respondents. We 

obtained responses from all 104 supervisors and 739 team members (for a response rate of 

88.3%). The average team size was 7.2 (range of two to 19 members). We eliminated teams with 

only two members as well as those with less than an 80% team response rate for our analysis. 

This resulted in a final sample of 87 teams (Individual N = 659 members). 

Measures 

Team members evaluated their team’s monitoring and backup process, social network 

structure (i.e., workflow centrality [how often the rater relied on each co-worker for work related 

inputs]), and the helping and voice behaviors for each member of their team. To facilitate 

accurate and complete responses, each team member’s survey contained a list of all members’ 
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names (provided by the company’s human resources department). Team supervisors rated the 

team’s performance and creativity. With the exception of the team performance and social 

network questions, all study items used a seven-point Likert-type scale (ranging from 1 = 

“strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree”). The surveys were translated from English to 

Chinese and back to English following the standard translation and back-translation procedures 

(Brislin, 1986). 

Team monitoring and backup. Members rated their team’s monitoring and backup 

processes using three items from the team process scale developed by Mathieu and Marks (2006), 

which is based on the conceptualization of Marks et al. (2001) and used in recent team studies 

(Kukenberger, Mathieu, & Ruddy, 2012).  The three items are: “In this team we actively work to 

develop standards for acceptable team member performance”, “In this team we actively work to 

balance the workload among our team members”, and “In this team we actively work to assist 

each other when help is needed.” Cronbach’s alpha was .81. Team members’ responses were 

aggregated at the team level. To determine whether aggregation was appropriate, we calculated 

intra-class correlation coefficients (ICC (1) and ICC (2)). ICC (1) indicates the proportion of 

variance in ratings due to team membership, whereas ICC (2) indicates the reliability of team 

mean differences (Bliese, 2000). We also tested whether average scores differed significantly 

across teams (indicated by an F test from a one-way analysis of variance [ANOVA] contrasting 

team means on each variable). ICC (1), ICC (2), and respective F-values were .13, .52, and F (87, 

564) = 2.07, p < .01. While we note that this ICC(2) value of .52 is lower than the .70 value that 

is sometimes recommended for aggregation, the ICC(2) value is dependent on the ICC(1) value 

and the group size (Bliese, 1998). Our ICC(2) value is compatible to previously reported values 
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in studies with the similar group size (Brown & Trevino, 2006; Hofmann & Jones, 2005; Ilies, 

Wagner, & Morgeson, 2007; Zhang, Hempel, Han, & Tjosvold, 2007).  

Helping. Individuals’ helping behavior was measured using two items from Farh, Zhong, 

and Organ’s OCB scale (2004). Farh, Hackett, and Liang (2007) shortened the original scale to a 

3-item helping/altruism scale, which is intended to capture work related helping behavior in the 

workplace. This three-item scale included a measure “Helps new employees adapt to their 

workload”, which was not used in this study because new members rarely joined the teams 

(fewer than 6% employees were newcomers). Therefore, team members were asked to rate the 

helping behavior of each of their coworkers based on the two following characteristics: “initiate 

help to co-workers who have heavy workload” and “willing to help co-workers solve work-

related problems”. Cronbach’s alpha was .93. Because multiple coworkers rated the focal team 

member’s helping behavior, we further calculated ICCs to assess inter-rater reliability. 

Specifically, ICC (1) and ICC (2) were .22 and .70. For the purpose of testing our hypotheses, 

the score of the individual with the maximum co-worker rated helping behavior was selected as 

the helping extra miler.  

Voice. Individuals’ voice behavior was measured using two items from the PRC OCB 

scale developed by Farh et al. (2004).  Farh et al. (2007) used these two items to represent 

employee voice behavior. Team members were asked to rate the voice behavior of each of their 

coworkers based on the following two characteristics: “raise suggestions to improve procedures 

of one’s job” and “bring forward suggestions that contribute to the development of the unit”.  

Cronbach’s alpha was .92. Similarly, ICC (1) and ICC (2) were .26 and .74. Again to test our 

hypotheses, the member with highest voice rating in a team was chosen as the voice extra miler 

within the team.  
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Team performance. Team performance was rated by the team supervisor using an 8-item 

scale developed by Barrick et al. (1998), which was used in manufacturing teams. The items 

were rated using a 7-point scale (1 = somewhat below requirements, 7 = consistently exceeds 

requirements). Rated items included aspects that tap team routine tasks, such as planning and 

allocation, knowledge of tasks, quality of work, quantity of work, commitment to the team and 

overall job performance. Cronbach’s alpha was .92. 

Team creativity. Team creativity was rated by the team supervisor using a 5-item 

modified version of Zhou and George’s (2001) creativity scale.  Items were rated using a 7-point 

Likert-type scale (1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree). Sample questions included “in my 

team, team members come up with new and practical ideas to improve performance” and “in my 

team, team members often have a fresh approach to problems”. Cronbach’s alpha was .91. 

Network centrality measures.  We used a social network approach to evaluate the 

workflow centrality of the team members. Team members were provided a list including all their 

teammates and asked to rate each of their team members’ workflow by answering the following 

question about each team member: “To what degree do you rely on this person to provide you 

with inputs to your job?”. Team members used a 5-point frequency scale (1= not at all, 5 = very 

much) to rate these measures.   

 Normed in-degree workflow centrality scores were computed for each member using 

UCINET 6 for Windows (Borgatti, Everett, & Freeman, 2002). In-degree centrality measures 

centrality based on the individual being reported as focal by another team member. Normed 

centrality scores were used to adjust the members’ centrality scored for team size thereby 

allowing the comparison of centrality scores across teams of varying sizes. Higher normed in-

degree centrality scores represent that a person has a more central position within the team. As 
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such, an individual with a higher normed in-degree workflow centrality provides more work 

inputs to other members of his team. The range of the network centrality for the maximum 

helping individuals is:  37.5 – 100. The range of the network centrality scores for the maximum 

voice individual is: 45.0 – 100.  

 Control Variables. Because team size may affect team processes, we controlled for team 

size. A set of control variables were also included so that we could analyze the impact the extra 

miler’s influence and network position beyond the average team influence and team network 

effects.   

In order to assess the relationship between the extra miler’s behaviors (beyond the team’s 

average behaviors) and team outcomes, we controlled for the mean of the team score (except the 

extra miler’s behavior score) and the standard deviation of the team score on the behavior of 

interest. For example, when analyzing the relationship between the maximum voice member’s 

behavior and the team monitoring and backup process we calculated the mean voice behavior 

score for everyone on the team with the exception of the maximum voice member and used the 

team mean voice score as a control.  It is also likely that there is variability in the dispersion of 

voice behaviors across teams.  For example, some teams may have low variability with all of the 

members exhibiting approximately the same level of voice behaviors and other teams may have 

higher variability with largely different scores among members. The amount of variability in 

voice behaviors may influence team processes, so we also controlled for the standard deviation 

of the voice behavior across teams. Similarly, when analyzing the relationship between helping 

and team monitoring and backup we controlled for the mean team helping score (minus the 

maximum helping member’s behavior) and the standard deviation of helping behavior. 
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Because both the centralization and the density of the networks may influence processes, 

we also controlled for these network characteristics in our analysis (Sparrowe et al., 2001). 

Centralization indicates whether a network is centralized around a small number of members 

within the team (Kilduff & Brass, 2010). Network density is assessed by dividing the actual 

number of social ties in the network by the maximum number of ties possible (Kilduff & Brass, 

2010) and represents the cohesiveness of the network.  

 

Results 

Descriptive Results  

Table 1 presents means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations for the variables used 

in the study. As mentioned above the maximum helping member may not be the same person of 

maximum voice member, we thus created two separate datasets including the individual with 

maximum helping and maximum voice, respectively1. In our sample sixty of the 87 teams (69% 

of the teams) reported the same person as the maximum helping member and voice member. 

 

Insert Table 1 about here 

Confirmatory Factor Analyses   

We first conducted a series of confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) using LISREL 8.8 

(Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1993) to evaluate the measurement model that was used and compare 
                                                 
1 We created the dataset used for the helping analysis by first identifying the individual on each team with the 
highest mean co-worker rated helping behavior score (the maximum helping member).  If more than one member on 
the team had an equally high helping score then one of these members was randomly chosen (a subsequent analysis 
using the non-selected high scoring individuals did not significantly change the results). We used the workflow 
centrality score for this maximum helper along with the team mean score for backup process and the supervisor 
rated task performance measures in the analysis. We used a similar process to create the dataset for the voice 
analysis (selecting the team member with the highest co-worker rated voice score and using that individual’s 
workflow centrality in the analysis). 
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competing measurement models. The results of the CFA analysis are presented in Table 2. 

Because of the small sample size resulting from focusing on the team level, we created three 

parcels for the team performance and team creativity constructs. The hypothesized measurement 

model was a five factor model with the following constructs: voice behavior, helping behavior, 

team backup processes, team performance, and team creativity. This model displayed acceptable 

fit, χ2 (55) = 66.68, p < .01; comparative fit index (CFI) = .99, root-mean-square error of 

approximation (RMSEA) = .05, standardized root-mean residual (SRMR) = .05. Chi-squared 

difference tests confirmed that the proposed model fit better than the three alternative models 

that were tested. The first alternative model was a four factor model where the voice and helping 

behavior indicators were assumed to load on the same higher order factor (contextual behaviors), 

Δ χ2 (4) = 19.82, p < .01; CFI = .97, RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .05. The second alternative model 

was also a four factor model, but in this model the team performance and team creativity 

outcomes were modeled as a single performance outcome Δ χ2 (4) = 136.19, p < .01; CFI = .86, 

RMSEA = .17, SRMR = .09. The final model was a three factor model where contextual 

behaviors, team backup process, and outcomes were each considered to be latent factors Δ χ2 (7) 

= 155.74, p < .01; CFI = .84, RMSEA = .17, SRMR = .10.2 

 

Insert Table 2 about here 

 

Tests of Moderation 

 Hypotheses 1 and 2 were tested using hierarchical ordinary least squares (OLS) 

regression. We first present a baseline model (Model 1) and then create three additional models 
                                                 
2 Because we focus on examining the discriminant validity at the construct level, we used helping and voice items 
from all team members’ responses in CFAs. The results remain unchanged if we use helping and voice items from 
individuals with maximum helping and voice.  
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for comparison purposes. We created the baseline model by entering the extra miler’s behavior 

and network position score, as well as the following controls: team size, centralization and 

density of networks, and team dispersion of the predictor behavior. The second model adds the 

average team helping or voice behavior score of the remainder of team (everyone except the 

extra miler). Comparing Model 2 to Model 1 shows the incremental validity of including the 

behaviors of the remainder of the team beyond that of the extra miler.  We then created the third 

model, which adds the interaction of the extra miler’s helping/voice behavior and that 

individual’s workflow centrality. Comparing Model 3 to Model 2 indicates the incremental 

validity of having the extra miler in the central position beyond that of the remaining team 

members’ behaviors. We then created a fourth model which removed the helping scores of the 

team. Comparing Model 4 to Model 3 indicates the amount of variance in team monitoring and 

backup impacted by removing the average team helping/voice score.   

 Table 3 reports the results for helping behaviors on team monitoring and backup 

(Hypothesis 1).  Model 1 includes the main effects of the maximum helping member’s behavior 

and his/her workflow centrality as well as the following controls: team size, workflow 

centralization, workflow density, and helping dispersion. These terms account for approximately 

19% of the variance in team monitoring and backup.  The addition of the helping score of the 

remainder of the team (Model 2) did not account for a significant amount of additional variance 

in the team’s monitoring and backup process (ΔR2=.01, p >.05). The interaction of helping 

behaviors and workflow centrality (Model 3) was significant (β = .22, p < .05) and explained an 

additional 7% of variance in team monitoring and backup processes (ΔF [1,78] = 7.70, p < .05). 

Thus, workflow centrality significantly moderated the relationship between helping behavior and 

team monitoring and backup. Results from Model 4 reveal that removing the average helping 
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score of the remainder of the team did not significantly influence the amount of variance in team 

monitoring and backup that was accounted for (ΔF [1,79] = .85, p > .05).  

Because removing the remaining team members’ mean score did not influence the 

variance and in an attempt to limit the use of unnecessary controls, Model 3 was used to test 

further moderated mediations. The results of the moderation analysis are presented in Figure 4a3, 

which depicts the interaction of helping behaviors and workflow centrality at one standard 

deviation above and below the mean. Simple slope analysis indicates that when the maximum 

helping member was in a central rather than a peripheral position, his or her helping behavior 

was more strongly related to team monitoring and backup process (β = .35, p < .01 vs. β = -.05, 

ns). These results support Hypothesis 1. 

 

Insert Table 3 and Figure 4a about here 

 

 Table 4 reports the results for voice behaviors on team monitoring and backup 

(Hypothesis 2). The main effects of the maximum voice member’s behavior and his/her 

workflow centrality as well as the control variables (Model 1) account for approximately 29% of 

the variance in team monitoring and backup processes. Adding the average voice behavior score 

of the team (Model 2) does not account for a significant amount of additional variance (ΔR2=.02, 

p >.05). The interaction of voice behaviors and workflow centrality (Model 3) was significant (β 

= .14, p < .05) and accounted for an additional 7% of variance beyond the main effects of voice 

                                                 
3 When testing our model, we included several controls to check the robustness of our results. Although including 
the controls did not influence the significance of the interaction term, the control variables did impact the 
coefficients of first other predictors (i.e., centrality and behavior), which shifted the shape of the interaction because 
of multicollinearity. For example, in the presence of team meaning helping, the coefficient of maximum helping 
became negative. As a result, the multicolinearity effect could influence the accurate interpretation of the 
moderating effects. Therefore, we plotted the interactions without controls in both Figures 4a and 4b.  
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and workflow centrality and controls presented in Model 2 (ΔF [1,78] = 8.11, p < .05).  Once 

again, removing the average voice behavior score of the remainder of the team (Model 4) did not 

significantly influence the variance in team monitoring and backup processes (ΔF [1,79] = 1.28, 

p > .05). Simple slope analysis (based on Model 3) suggests that when the maximum voice 

member was in a central rather than a peripheral position, his or her voice behavior was more 

strongly related to team monitoring and backup process (β = .43 p < .01 vs. β = .12, ns, Figure 

4b). These results support Hypothesis 2. 

 

Insert Table 4 and Figure 4b about here 

 

Tests of Moderated Mediation 

 To test Hypotheses 3 and 4 we used an SPSS macro (PROCESS) designed by Hayes 

(2013). The PROCESS macro allows testing moderated mediation models to explore the 

conditional indirect effects as recommended by Edwards and Lambert (2007). The PROCESS 

macro also uses bootstrapping to estimate the indirect effects, which is preferred to the Sobel test 

(Baron & Kenny, 1986) because bootstrapping overcomes the problem of non-normality 

violations (Hayes, 2009; Preacher & Hayes, 2008). 

 Table 5 reports the results for Hypothesis 3. Results from the bootstrapped data show that 

at one standard deviation above the mean on our moderator variable (workflow centrality) the 

conditional indirect effect is significant (β = .16) and 95% confidence interval does not include 

zero (95% CI [.03, .33]). In contrast, at one standard deviation below the mean the conditional 

indirect effect is small (β = .01) and the confidence interval does contain zero (95% CI [-

.07, .11]). Therefore, in support of Hypothesis 3, the team monitoring and backup process 
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mediated the impact of helping behavior on team performance when the individual had high 

workflow centrality. 

 Table 6 reports the results for Hypothesis 4. The bootstrapped data show that at high 

levels of workflow centrality the conditional indirect effect is non-significant as the 95% 

confidence interval contains zero (95% CI [-.07, .27]). Similarly, at low levels of workflow 

centrality the conditional indirect effect is also not significant (95% CI [ -.02, .14]). Therefore, 

Hypothesis 4 is not supported.  

 

Insert Tables 5 and 6 about here 

 

Additional Analyses 

We also examined the spillover effects of the maximum voice member’s behavior on 

team performance and the maximum helping member’s behavior on creativity by running two 

additional models.  First, we examined whether the interactive effect of the voice member’s 

behavior and workflow centrality influenced team performance through team monitoring and 

backup. We again used the PROCESS macro to test the spillover model. The conditional indirect 

effects were consistently non-significant at low levels of workflow centrality (β = .02, 95% CI [-

.02, .14) and at high levels of workflow centrality (β = .07, 95% CI [-.07, .27]), suggesting that 

voice did not indirectly related to team performance. Second, we examined whether the 

interactive effect of the maximum helping member’s behavior and workflow centrality 

influenced creativity through team monitoring and backup. The conditional indirect effects were 

non-significant at low levels of workflow centrality (β = .01, 95% CI [ -.06, .08]) but significant 

at high levels of workflow centrality (β = .11, 95% CI [ .07, .27]). The results indicate an 
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unexpected spillover effect of the maximum helping member on team creativity through the team 

monitoring and backup process, but only when the member occupies a central workflow position. 

Discussion 

Building upon minority influence theory (Grant & Patil, 2012) and social network 

research, we extended the traditional focus on the effectiveness of the “whole” team properties to 

a focus on an extra miler’s influence (e.g., a “part” of the team) on team overall outcomes. We 

argued that the extra miler contributes to a larger proportion of team effectiveness than does the 

rest of the team. We posited that team members’ personal attributes (e.g., behaviors) and 

network-based characteristics (e.g., centrality) are both important determinants of their 

influences in the team. Specifically, we supported a moderated mediation model, in which the 

extra miler’s helping and voice behaviors and his or her position in the team (i.e. workflow 

network centrality) jointly influence the team monitoring and backup process, ultimately 

positively influencing overall team performance and team creativity, respectively. The results are 

consistent with our theoretical arguments that team effectiveness is not always a product of the 

average efforts of all the members, but rather a consequence of a few specific members’ 

idiosyncratic actions, especially when these members occupy central positions in team networks. 

Below, we discuss some key implications for theory and practice, and point out new directions 

for future research. 

Theoretical Implications 

The findings suggest several important implications for team research. First of all, our 

study complements the dominant perspective in team research that individuals contribute equally 

to team overall properties by demonstrating the disproportional influences of specific members 

on team overall outcomes. Our approach is consistent with a popular principle (i.e., the Pareto 
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principle, also known as the 80-20 rule) employed in multiple disciplines such as economics, 

marketing, and computer science. The principle suggests that for many events, roughly 80% of 

the effects come from 20% of the causes. Similarly, in organizational research, O’Boyle and 

Aguinis (2012) have empirically demonstrated that individual performance distributions are 

highly skewed whereby a small portion of outstanding performers contributes the majority of 

productivity. For example, they found that the top percentile contributes to 10 % of the 

productivity, and the top 5% of employees derive 26% of the output. Therefore, it becomes 

critically important to pay attention to the influence of key members in teams. As indicated by 

our findings, as little as one member could profoundly influence team overall processes and 

effectiveness, particularly when the member is well connected in the team workflow network. 

Importantly, we demonstrated that the joint influence of the extra miler’s behavior and network 

position explained much more variance in team processes than the  other members’ aggregated 

behavior did. Therefore, the results of our research suggest a more complete paradigm of teams 

research; in addition to examining the average influence of team members, researchers need 

consider the disproportional influence of the vital few actors in teams.  

Second, continuing the effort of integrating two disconnected research streams (i.e., team 

research and social network research), we proposed a structural network contingency (i.e. 

network centrality) that is largely overlooked in the current operationalization of team properties. 

The traditional approach to operationalize team properties based on maximum or minimum 

scores rarely considers the personal profiles of the members occupying those maximum or 

minimum scores. The meta-analysis of different operationalization of team composition 

variables on team effectiveness found inconsistent effects of maximum and minimum scores on 

team effectiveness (Bell, 2007). The significant interaction between the extra miler’s behaviors 
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and workflow network centrality found in our study shed a light on the mixed meta-analytic 

findings. Our result of 7% incremental variance contributed by the interaction indicates that the 

extra miler’s network position in the team greatly alters his/her contribution to the overall team 

effectiveness. In other words, for a team where other team members are less dependent on the 

extra miler (i.e. the most frequent helping member) in terms of work related tasks, the influence 

of the maximum helping member on overall team outcomes is less profound.  

 Third, building upon minority influence theory (Grant & Patil, 2012), we empirically 

supported two key paths (e.g., helping and voice) whereby an extra miler influences team overall 

processes and effectiveness. In addition to testing key ideas proposed in their theory, we 

extended the original model in several important ways. Drawing on social network theory, we 

theorized and tested the important role of the extra miler’s workflow centrality in amplifying 

team members’ behavioral influences on team outcomes. Our findings that the extra miler’s 

contribution is above and beyond the rest of the team demonstrate the importance of behavioral 

consistency in the minority influence process. Last but not the least, we extended the original 

model by empirically testing not only the positive effects on team processes but also on 

performance consequences of the extra milers’ influences. Specifically, we included two key 

aspects of team effectiveness, team performance and team creativity, as unique consequences of 

extra milers’ helping and voice actions.   

Finally, previous research has suggested that helping and voice represent discrete natures 

of extra-role behavior (i.e., affiliative versus challenge-oriented) and hence tend to result in 

unique consequences (McAllister, Kamdar, Morrison, & Turban, 2007; Van Dyne, Kamdar, & 

Joireman, 2008). For example, helping behavior facilitates group cohesion and hence may 

suppress dissent expressions that challenge the status quo. However, some other studies argue 
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that both helping and voice are functional actions, which tend to have positive influences on 

different aspects of team effectiveness. In other words, helping may have a spillover effect on 

team creativity and voice may influence team performance. Based on our supplementary 

analyses, the maximum helping member in a central position had an indirect effect on team 

creativity performance via team monitoring and backup process, but the voice member had no 

spillover effect on team performance. This finding is also consistent with Grant and Patil’s 

speculation that “when members are willing to engage in helping, they are more likely to offer 

new perspectives that facilitate problem-solving and creativity” (2012, p. 561). However, it is 

unclear why voice behavior had limited impact on team effectiveness. This may be related to our 

specific research setting such that in the Chinese society, behaviors that challenge the status quo 

may not be well received (Liang, Farh, & Farh, 2012).  

Managerial Implications 

We suggest several actions that managers can take to increase team effectiveness. First, 

and most importantly, managers should be aware of the disproportional contributions of team 

members to team performance. As suggested by our study, a central member’s helping and voice 

behaviors have much stronger effects on team processes and ultimately team effectiveness than a 

peripheral member’s behaviors and possibly the rest team members’ behaviors. This is consistent 

with similar findings in other related areas such as economics, marketing, and performance 

management that a minority of inputs contributes to a majority of outcomes (Koch, 1999; 

O’Boyle & Aguinis, 2012). We therefore suggest team leaders pay special attention to these vital 

few and assist them in positively influencing team performance.  

Second and related, to fully capitalize on the extra miler’s behavioral influences, 

managers should take actions to enhance the member’s position in the team and make sure the 
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member has frequent opportunities to interact with others. For example, some teams may not be 

able to take advantage of members’ frequent extra-role actions because these members are 

isolated in the teams. Previous research has suggested that leaders can leverage their followers’ 

influences by developing high quality relationships with them (Sparrowe & Liden, 2005). As a 

result, managers can proactively increase the extra miler’s opportunities to interact with others 

and centrality in the teams.   

Finally, as numerous studies have suggested, team processes play a vital role in driving 

team performance (LePine, Piccolo, Jackson, Mathieu, & Saul, 2008) and team leaders are 

expected to optimize team processes. Our research suggests a new way to enhance team 

collaboration and interactions. In line with Grant and Patil’s (2012) work on minority influence, 

team leaders can work with key minority members to positively influence team overall dynamics. 

For example, managers may consider providing feedback, support, and positive reinforcement to 

encourage a few members’ challenging behaviors.  

Limitation and Future Research 

Although most of our hypotheses were supported, certain limitations should be addressed 

in future research. First, we conducted our study in China, which may limit the generalizability 

of our findings. However, recent research across different disciplines and areas has suggested 

highly consistent findings across different societies (e.g., Chen, Tjosvold, & Liu, 2006; Kirkman, 

Chen, Farh, Chen, & Lowe, 2009), which alleviates some of this concern. It is still important to 

note the potential influences of the research setting on our results. Specifically, Chinese society 

has been described as high collectivism (i.e., beliefs emphasizing the priority of group goals over 

individual goals; Hofstede, 1980). As a result, the influence of minority members on team 

dynamics could be constrained by high collectivism orientation because employees may feel 
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uncomfortable challenging team established processes and norms. Therefore, our hypothesis tests 

could be considered as conservative. Importantly, our research is based on a general theoretical 

framework (Grant & Patil, 2012) with many assumptions based on Western organizational 

studies, but tested in a specific setting. Therefore, our approach helps validate the theory in a 

broad scope.  

Second, as we used a cross-sectional design, we cannot draw definitive conclusions about 

causality. Longitudinal research is therefore necessary, and causality can also be strengthened by 

experimental or quasi-experimental work (Grant & Wall, 2009). For example, future researchers 

can employ a longitudinal research design to underpin the reciprocal relationships between the 

extra miler’s influence on team processes and the effect of team dynamics on the extra miler’s 

status in the team.  

Third, our study takes an actor focused perspective by examining the extra miler’s 

behavior and network position. However, as Grant and Patil (2012) proposed, characteristics of 

other members of the work unit (e.g., agreeableness and openness) may also affect the minority 

influencing process. Therefore, future research could consider the role of other members in 

shaping team processes and team effectiveness. For example, the relationship between the extra 

miler and other teammates may be a key factor determining the degree to which the team accepts 

the extra miler’s behavioral influence.  

Fourth, one strength of our research is to consider both the frequency of specific 

behaviors and the source of the behavior (e.g., whether a behavior is performed by a central or 

peripheral member). As mentioned previously, a team member can exhibit positive or negative 

influences on team outcomes. In the present study, drawing on Grant and Patil’s theory of 

minority influence, we exclusively focused on two functional behaviors, helping and voice, as an 



Running Head: ACHIEVING MORE WITH LESS 34 

initial step to incorporating a social network perspective into team research. Our approach can be 

extended to examining the joint effect of a member’s network position and the member’s 

detrimental impact (e.g., bad apple influence, Kish-Gephart, Harrison, & Trevino, 2010) on team 

dynamics and effectiveness. A number of studies have indicated that shirking, social loafing and 

free-riding could significantly reduce team members’ motivation and team effectiveness 

(Kidwell & Bennett, 1993), particularly in highly interdependent teams where individuals’ 

contributions cannot be easily recognized (Kahai, Sosik, & Avolio, 2003; Liden, Wayne, 

Jaworski, & Bennett, 2004). It would be interesting to examine how a member’s free-riding 

behavior influences team coordination and how the behavior spreads through the team via social 

ties among members. 

For example, previous research has examined how social loafing behaviors (i.e., 

intentionally withholding effort) reduce team performance (Albanese & van Fleet, 1985; Kameda, 

Tsukasaki, Hastie, & Berg, 2011; Karau & Williams, 1993). Building on our framework, 

scholars may further investigate the interactive effect of a member’s social loafing behavior and 

the member’s position on team outcomes. Specifically, if a member intensively interacts with 

others in a team, the member’s social loafing actions are particularly detrimental to the team. 

This is because other members who frequently interact with the “shirker” tend to reduce their 

efforts to maintain a balanced reciprocity in team interactions (Emerson, 1976; Mitchell, 

Cropanzano, & Quisenberry, 2012). In contrast, a member who does not often interact with 

others tends to have limited impact on others even if he or she engages in social loafing behavior.  

Conclusion 

Both conventional wisdom and theoretical reasoning has suggested the disproportional 

influences of a few key inputs, causes, and individuals on a system’s overall outputs, 
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performance, and effectiveness. However, team research has not fully embraced this key idea. 

Therefore, drawing on minority influence theory, our research examines the critical role of the 

extra miler in influencing team overall dynamics and outcomes.  We hope that our study will 

catalyze future research to further explore the complex interplay between the “parts” and the 

“whole” of the team, and eventually generate a better understanding of team effectiveness.    
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Table 1 
Correlation Matrix and Descriptive Statistics 

 
M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Team Size 7.61 4.47 
      

 
2. Workflow Centralization 0.19 0.11 -.29* 

     
 

3. Workflow Density 3.42 0.63 -.42* -.04 
    

 
4. Team Performance 5.16 0.87 .11 -.12 .14 

   
 

5. Team Creativity 5.35 0.88 .12 -.08 .08   .52* 
  

 
6. Monitoring Backup Process 5.72 0.50 -.11  .17   .25*   .28* .18 

 
 

7. Helping (Max) 5.93 0.61 -.10 .12   .58* .12 -.05 .38*  
8. Helping Dispersion 0.39 0.24 -.05   .34* -.42* - .24*   -.34*    -.11    -.12 
9. Helping team partial mean 5.32 0.74 -.14     -.11  .73*   .21* .12 .37* .82* 
10. Workflow Centrality Helping 76.04 14.30   -.33*      .11  .66* .03     -.15     .10 .41* 
11. Voice (Max) 5.81 0.65 -.09 .16  .56* .17 .06 .44* .80* 
12. Voice Dispersion 0.36 0.20 -.07   .43* -.32*     -.18 -.33*    -.23*    -.14 
13. Voice team partial mean 5.21 0.75 -.11     -.06  .67*   .24* .18 .49* .74* 
14. Workflow Centrality Voice 77.71 13.84 -.44* .12 .67* .01 -.14 .05 .36* 

Note. Workflow Centrality Helping = Workflow centrality of the team member with the highest helping rating; Workflow Centrality Voice = Workflow 
centrality of the team member with the highest voice rating 
N = 87. *p<.05 
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Table 1 (Cont.).  
Correlation Matrix and Descriptive Statistics 

 
M SD 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. Team Size 7.61 4.47  
     2. Workflow Centralization 0.19 0.11  
     3. Workflow Density 3.42 0.63  
     4. Team Performance 5.16 0.87  
     5. Team Creativity 5.35 0.88  
     6. Monitoring Backup Process 5.72 0.50  
     7. Helping (Max) 5.93 0.61     

  8. Helping Dispersion 0.39 0.24     
  9. Helping team partial mean 5.32 0.74    -.58*    
  10. Workflow Centrality Helping 76.04 14.30    -.18  .42*     

11. Voice (Max) 5.81 0.65    -.25*  .76*   .43*    
12. Voice Dispersion 0.36 0.20     .60* -.46* .05    -.09   
13. Voice team partial mean 5.21 0.75    -.46*  .88*   .35* .88*  -.50*  
14. Workflow Centrality Voice 77.71 13.84    -.24* .42*   .87* .37* .04 .30* 

Note. Workflow Centrality Helping = Workflow centrality of the team member with the highest helping rating; Workflow Centrality Voice = Workflow 
centrality of the team member with the highest voice rating 
N = 87. *p<.05 
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Table 2  
Results of Confirmatory Factor Analyses 
Model Descriptions χ2  df Δ χ2 CFI RMSEA SRMR 
Baseline Five factors: voice, helping, monitoring and 

backup, performance, team creativity 66.68 55  .99 .05 .05 

Model 1 Four factors: contextual behaviors, monitoring and 
backup, performance, team creativity 86.50 59 19.82* .97 .07 .05 

Model 2  Four factors: voice, helping, monitoring and 
backup, overall performance 202.87 59 136.19* .86 .17 .09 

Model 3 Three factors: contextual behaviors, monitoring 
backup, overall performance 222.42 62 155.74* .84 .17 .10 

*p<.01
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Table 3  
Regression Results Predicting Team Monitoring and Backup From Max Helping member 
Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Constant 5.76*   5.75* 5.69*    5.70* 
Team Size -.02 -.01 .00 -.01 
Workflow Centralization .09   .10 .11  .10 
Workflow Density .04   .01 .02  .05 
Helping Dispersion -.06   .02 -.01 -.09 
Helping (Max) .18*   .05 -.01 .11 
Workflow Centrality -.12 -.10 -.09 -.11 
Team Helping Mean (rest 
members)    .19 .17  
Helping (Max) X Workflow 
Centrality     .22*    .22* 
R2 .19   .20 .27  .27 
Adjusted R2 .13   .13 .20  .20 
F 3.14*   2.84* 3.66* 4.07* 
∆R2  .01 .07a .01b 

∆F  1.02 7.70*a .85b 

Notes. *p<.05; a compares M3 with M2, b compares M3 with M4; Helping (Max) = the member with the highest 
helping rating, Team Helping Mean (rest members) = the mean score of all the team members except the member 
with the highest helping rating 
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Table 4 
Regression Results Predicting Team Monitoring and Backup From Max Voice member 
Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Constant 5.73 5.72* 5.67* 5.68* 
Team Size -.05 -.03 -.02 -.04 
Workflow Centralization .10 .12* .12* .10 
Workflow Density -.01 -.05 -.02 .01 
Voice Dispersion -.14* -.02 -.02 -.12* 
Voice (Max) .23* -.04 .01 .24* 
Workflow Centrality -.08 -.05 -.06 -.08 
Team Voice Mean (rest 
members)  .32 .27  
Voice (Max) X Workflow 
Centrality   .14* .14* 
R2 .29 .31 .37 .36 
Adjusted R2 .24 .25 .31 .31 
F 5.51* 5.01* 5.80* 6.41* 
∆R2  .02 .07a .01b 

∆F  1.72 8.11*a 1.28b 

Notes. *p<.05; a compares M3 with M2, b compares M3 with M4; Voice (Max) = the member with the highest voice 
rating, Team Voice Mean (rest members) = the mean voice score of all the team members except the member with 
the highest voice rating 
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Table 5 
Regression Results for Conditional Indirect Effects Maximum Helping Member on Performance 
Predictor B SE t p 
Constant 2.36 1.13 2.08   .04* 
Size   .13   .11 1.12 .27 
Work density   .08   .15   .56 .58 
Work centralization -.06   .10  -.53 .59 
Helping dispersion -.13   .11          -1.15 .25 
TMB   .49   .20  2.48   .02* 
Helping max member -.04   .13  -.29 .77 
Work centrality Boot Indirect 

Effect 
Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI 

 Conditional Indirect Effect at Work Centrality = M ± 1 SD  
- 1 SD .01 .04 -.07 .11 
M .08 .04  .02 .21 
+ 1 SD .16 .07  .03 .33 
Note. N=87. Bootstrap sample size = 1000. Level of Confidence Interval = 95%. TMB = Team Monitoring and 
Backup. Work Centrality = Workflow Centrality 
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Table 6 
Regression Results for Conditional Indirect Effects Maximum Voice Member on Creativity 
Predictor B SE t p 
Constant 4.22 1.24 3.41 .00 
Size .12 .11 1.08 .28 
Work density .03 .14 .19 .85 
Work centralization .08 .11 .71 .48 
Helping dispersion -.29 .11 -2.51 .01 
TMB  .20 .22 .92 .36 
Helping max member -.04 .13 -.28 .78 
Work centrality Boot Indirect 

Effect 
Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI 

 Conditional Indirect Effect at Work Centrality = M ± 1 SD  
- 1 SD .02 .04 -.02 .14 
M .05 .06 -.04 .19 
+ 1 SD .07 .08 -.07 .27 
Note. N=87. Bootstrap sample size = 100. Level of Confidence Interval = 95%. TMB = Team Monitoring and 
Backup. Work Centrality = Workflow Centrality 
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Figure 1. Overall Model 

Note: the dashed line indicates that the maximum helping member may not be the same person 
as the maximum voice member 
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Figure 2a. Extra miler in central network position  

 

    

Figure 2b. Extra miler in peripheral network position  

Figure 2. Graphical Illustration of Extra Miler’s Position in Central and Peripheral Networks 
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Figure 3. Hypothetical Moderating Effect of Workflow Centrality on the Relationships between 
Helping (voice) behaviors and Team Monitoring and Backup Process. 
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Figure 4a. Moderator Analysis of Workflow Centrality on the Relationship between Helping 
Behaviors and the Team Monitoring and Backup Process. 

 

Figure 4b. Moderator Analysis of Workflow Centrality on the Relationship between Voice 
Behaviors and the Team Monitoring and Backup Process. 
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