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Abstract 

Title: Building Resilient Teams: Compositional and Compilational Approaches 

Author: Regina Agassian 

Advisor: Amanda L. Thayer, Ph.D. 

Recent events surrounding the pandemic that started in 2020 have placed a premium on 

team resilience in the workplace. This thesis integrates team resilience and team 

composition research. Collective self-concept, need for closure, propensity to trust, and 

decision-making style are hypothesized to predict different facets of team resilience: 

minimizing, managing, and mending strategies (Alliger et al., 2015). These relationships 

are approached through the lens of team composition and appropriate operationalizations 

of team-level aggregation are explored to determine which team composition models are 

appropriate for predicting relationships between specific individual attributes and team 

resilience. Archival data from an experimental study was analyzed using multiple 

regression and relative weights analysis. The member highest on rational decision-making 

style was shown to impact the team resilience strategy of mending. Additionally, post-hoc 

analyses showed that the team mean of rational decision-making style impacted mending 

behaviors and that maximum propensity to trust was related to managing. These results 

indicate that the relative contribution model is a stronger predictor of team resilience than 

the team profile model, for predictors of propensity to trust and rational decision-making 

style. The results of this study can guide organizations in the selection and configuration of 

team members for high-stress teams. Sometimes one member on the team can account for 

considerable team resilience outcomes. 

Keywords: Team resilience, team composition, team profile, relative contribution, 

collective self-concept, need for closure, propensity to trust, rational decision-making style, 

workplace, work teams
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

Leaders and employees of contemporary workplaces and organizations have become key 

stakeholders in resilience. Even popular media has noted the shift, focusing more on 

establishing resilience rather than the oft used success. One podcast covering business 

owner success, titled “How I Built This,” started presenting “How I Built Resilience” 

because today, success entails resilience, which generally requires effective adaptation to 

disturbances in “the function, survival, or development of a system” (Masten, 2015). Major 

topics concerning organizational practices in the past year have ranged from perceptions of 

resilience (Ellin, 2020), the role of resilience in working from home (Carriedo et al., 2020; 

Mills & Masten, 2020), and building virtual team resilience (Sluss & Powley, 2020). 

Many best practice articles and sources urge employers to know, use, and acquire certain 

knowledge, skills, abilities, and other characteristics (KSAOs) within their organizations in 

order to form resilient work teams and employees (Sluss & Powley, 2020; Maurer, 2020). 

Team resilience is particularly valuable, with researchers underscoring the “pervasive use” 

of teams in workplaces for the last two decades (Bell, 2007, p. 595). In general, team 

resilience refers to a team’s capacity to recover after encountering a stressor (West et al., 

2009). Organizations with high-stress roles have been interested in this topic for some time 

now. In the medical field, for example, teams of nurses, doctors, and specialists are needed 

to care for patients and must be resilient in the high-pressure environments of hospitals 

(Alliger et al., 2015; Chapman et al., 2020). In fact, in 2020, 76% of healthcare providers 

indicated that the COVID-19 pandemic caused increases in job and system-level stress 

(Huffman et al., 2020).  

Additionally, in the past decade, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration 

(NASA) has become interested in building team resilience due to the demanding, long-

term nature of team-oriented work in long distance space exploration missions to harsh 

environments (Alliger et al., 2015). Likewise, military enterprises are heavily invested in 

team resilience. The United States military provides resilience training such as the Master 
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Resilience Training (MRT), which has modules for identifying character strengths (i.e., 

team composition) and strengthening relationships (Reivich et al., 2011). The Royal 

Norwegian Naval Academy (RNoNa) uses resilience training simulators to incorporate 

teamwork into their behavioral components and assess related concepts, including backup 

behavior, team orientation, and shared mental models (Mjelde et al., 2016).  

Yet, there is still no definitive research on whether team resilience can be acquired through 

selection (Kennedy et al., 2016). Bell and colleagues’ (2019) meta-analysis revealed that 

no quantitative studies based in analog environments have looked at team resilience as an 

outcome variable. Simply based on current practice and lack of convergent theoretical and 

empirical support, it is important to explore the connection between individual attributes 

and team resilience. Previously, researchers have called for a better understanding of which 

individual attributes can help build more resilient teams (Meneghel et al., 2016; Kennedy 

et al. 2016). Additionally, the studies that examine these variables tend to investigate 

individual attributes in a vacuum rather than as components of a dynamic system (Hill et 

al., 2020). This means that the fluid context in which teams exist, including the interactions 

between members of a team, are not considered. 

Team composition models are useful tools to identify the different ways in which 

individual KSAOs contribute to team processes and outcomes and to inform selection 

decisions. Team composition models are used to guide hypotheses about the quantity of 

attributes within a team, as well as predictions about the ways in which patterns of 

attributes facilitate team outcomes. Multitudes of predictors and variables have been linked 

to team outcomes through these models but few, if any, have specified team resilience as 

an outcome, with a major focus being team performance (Bell et al., 2018). In their 

overview of team resilience, Chapman and colleagues (2020) demonstrated that many 

models of team resilience do not address the dynamics of teamwork and the ways in which 

individual member attributes may interact. Even papers that do address multilevel models 

call for future research to assess individual-level attributes in various team composition 

frameworks (Gucciardi et al., 2018). 
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The present study aims to contribute to the research on team resilience and team 

composition in two ways. First, this study answers the call for an examination of specific 

characteristics to be used before or during team formation to eventually improve team 

outcomes (Bell, 2007), specifically team resilience. Second, with respect to team resilience, 

the questions posed here address categories of operationalization in team composition 

research (Bell, 2007). Overall, this study aims to extend the research on individual 

attributes at the team level of analysis to provide more insight on the distinct influence of 

KSAOs relevant to team resilience. First, a review of the relevant literature and concepts, 

including team resilience and team composition, is provided. Second, hypotheses are 

generated to propose distinct patterns between team resilience and attributes within and 

across team members. Third, the method and relevant measures from a larger study are 

detailed. Fourth, an the analysis testing the hypotheses is detailed and consequent results 

presented. Finally, there is a discussion of theoretical and practical implications, as well as 

limitations. 
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Chapter 2 

Literature Review 

Team Resilience 

Team resilience is a critical construct to study as an outcome because it occurs in specific 

contexts, which are one of the foundational influential factors in team composition (Bell et 

al., 2018). For this study, the context is one that teams can never truly control: a challenge 

or stressor. A stressor can be as brief as a lag in communication or as severe as member 

loss. Because of the role that stressors play in activating team resilience, it is frequently 

viewed from the perspective of conservation of resources (COR) theory (Stoverink et al., 

2020). Research says that according to COR theory, people use resources (e.g., social 

support) to mitigate stress and negative outcomes (e.g., higher job demands) (Hobfoll, 

1989; Meneghel et al., 2016). Thus, team resilience is an outcome relevant in the study of 

team composition contexts of stress and adversity. The upcoming sections will follow the 

evolution of team resilience definitions in the literature and related theories and constructs. 

Team Resilience as a Capacity 

The study of resilience in teams dates back to the 1980s, with research exploring the 

impact of stressors on team processes (Gladstein & Reilly, 1985). However, the specific 

construct of team resilience is not explicitly mentioned in the literature until West and 

colleagues’ (2009) study of positive organizational behavior and its impact on team 

processes and outcomes. In the scope of positive organizational behavior, West et al. 

(2009) identified team resilience as a team-level capacity that enables teams to bounce 

back from failure, setbacks, conflicts, or any other threat to wellbeing. More recent 

publications have parsed and amended West and colleagues’ (2009) definition of the team 

resilience capacity, however it has generally been noted as a high-quality definition 

(Chapman et al., 2020).  

Later, in their seminal work, Alliger et al. (2015) define team resilience as “the capacity of 

a team to withstand and overcome stressors in a manner that enables sustained 

performance; it helps teams handle and bounce back from challenges that can endanger 
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their cohesiveness and performance” (p. 177). They note that resilient teams can recover 

from challenges by returning to a normal level of performance (Alliger et al., 2015). 

Furthermore, the authors discuss the three strategies that are characteristic of resilient 

teams. Resilient teams minimize their problems at or before the onset of a challenge, 

manage stressful events as the challenge is occurring, and mend by recovering, adapting, 

and learning after the occurrence of a challenge (Alliger et al., 2015).  

Team Resilience as an Emergent State 

Diverging from the capacity concept, team resilience definitions began to include processes 

and states. Conceptualizations of team resilience as a shared belief held by the team or as a 

dynamic process are distinguished from trait theories, while continuing to utilize the basic 

descriptions of setback and recovery (Kennedy et al., 2016; Morgan et al., 2013). In line 

with COR theory, these definitions also related team resilience to the use of individual and 

collective resources and inputs to adapt to adversity (Gucciardi et al., 2018; Morgan et al., 

2013).  

To better encompass both dynamic and temporal elements, team resilience was also 

defined as an emergent state, which involves collective enduring properties that result from 

team member behaviors (Waller et al., 2016). In a recent paper, Stoverink et al. (2020) 

conceptualized team resilience as an emergent state resulting from teamwork in response to 

adversity. Their conclusion echoes those of previous frameworks such as Morgan et al.’s 

(2013) and Bowers et al.’s (2017), which identified team resilience as a second-order 

emergent state that results from other emergent states like team cohesion or shared mental 

models. In their integrative model, Gucciardi et al. (2018) agreed that team resilience is 

emergent, but an emergent outcome rather than a process or capacity because it emerges 

after exposure to a stressor as a result of person by situation interactions and follows the 

path of the team’s functioning. 

Conceptual Integration 

Many of the team resilience definitions tend to overlap with each other. For instance, the 

earlier papers agree that team resilience is a capacity (West et al., 2009; Alliger et al., 
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2015). More recently, team resilience has been characterized as an emergent state, 

involving individual attributes and their resulting team processes (Bowers et al., 2017; 

Gucciardi et al., 2018; Stoverink et al., 2020). It is important to note regardless of the 

qualifying property of team resilience as a capacity or a state, it is said to be affected by 

individual and collective inputs via both leading team process frameworks: the input-

process-output (IPO) and input-mediator-output-input (IMOI) models (Bowers et al., 2017; 

Chapman et al., 2020; Ilgen et al., 2005; McGrath, 1984).  

Beyond the discrepancy in the property of team resilience, there is some agreement that its 

existence helps teams withstand, overcome, and bounce back from a decrease in 

performance, which tends to occur due to a stressor. The stressor, serving as context, is 

often specified in the studies; it could be a nuclear power plant tube rupture or a natural 

disaster (Bonanno et al., 2010; Furniss et al., 2011). One final parallel is in the behavioral 

indicators of team resilience outcomes. Gucciardi and colleagues (2018) propose three 

trajectories that teams may follow. Resistance indicates that the team was able to overcome 

the stressor with minimal or no performance impacted. The bounce back trajectory entails a 

decrease in performance followed by quick recovery. Last, the recovery trajectory is 

longer-lasting with more gradual recovery. These are reminiscent of the Minimize, 

Manage, Mend framework (Alliger et al., 2015) because they both consider the response of 

the team to a stressor in terms of coping strategy efficiency and recovery, with 

consideration of timepoints. Stoverink et al. (2020) also integrate this framework into their 

model of team resilience by proposing that work team resilience positively influences 

minimizing, managing, and mending behaviors in teams. This approach is similar to the 

original Minimize, Manage, Mend framework, which proposes that resilient teams engage 

in these three strategies, however it does not specify any direct relationships between team 

resilience and the strategies (Alliger et al., 2015). 

Team Composition  

Team composition refers to the configuration of individual characteristics in work teams 

and their impact on team performance and effectiveness (Bell, 2007; Bell et al., 2018; 
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Mathieu et al., 2014). Individual differences on various traits, attributes, and attitudes can 

impact team processes and performance, and therefore are the foundation of team 

composition research (Bell et al., 2018). Team composition is considered a team input 

based on the IPO model of team performance, such that team member attributes impact 

intragroup processes, which impact team outcomes (McGrath, 1984). Team composition 

has been shown to influence affective, behavioral, and cognitive components of teamwork 

(Bell et al., 2018). Furthermore, team composition modeling is one way to manage 

resources in human capital management, which is based on an understanding of the 

relevance of KSAOs to organizational goals (Bell et al., 2017). 

Individual attributes researched in the past range from surface-level (e.g., race. ethnicity, 

education, tenure, or age) to deep-level (e.g., personality or values) (Mohammed & Angell, 

2004; Bell, 2007). Researchers studying deep-level traits tend to focus on general mental 

ability or personality (Barrick et al., 1998; Barry & Stewart, 1997; Humphrey et al., 2007; 

Yeh et al., 2012), but a plethora of team composition variables can be reviewed with 

respect to predicting team outcomes. A previous meta-analysis has shown that deep-level 

composition variables are related to team performance and have equal or stronger effects 

than those of team processes (Bell, 2007). This makes a strong case for investigating team 

resilience as an outcome of composition variables since team resilience entails a number of 

subdomain processes (i.e., minimizing, managing, mending) and has been theorized to 

result from individual and team-level inputs that occur in response to stressors (Alliger et 

al., 2015; Bowers et al., 2017; Gucciardi et al., 2018; Morgan et al., 2013). Furthermore, 

COR theory purports that the resources initially present in a team can be used by the team 

to demonstrate resilience upon first encounter with the stressor (Alliger et al., 2015; 

Hobfoll, 1989; Kennedy et al., 2016; Meneghel et al., 2016).  

Attributes Related to Team Resilience 

Theories of COR and team composition indicate that a team’s initial resources can appear 

in the form of human capital and individual attributes. Summaries of the literature 

emphasize that inputs, such as individual KSAOs, exist prior to team formation and 
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interact over time to determine team resilience (Chapman et al., 2020; Gucciardi et al., 

2018). These KSAOs are innumerable and notably difficult to generalize to any one team, 

context, or objective. There is background information from previous individual resilience 

literature on some associated individual inputs, e.g., coping styles, self-efficacy, optimism, 

openness, trustworthiness, emotional stability, and adaptability (Bonanno, 2016; Cacioppo 

et al., 2011; Hoopes, 2013; Kimhi, 2014; Thoern et al., 2016), and team-level inputs, e.g., 

trust, shared decision-making, and group identity (Cacioppo et al., 2011; Bowers et al., 

2017). However, few team composition frameworks exist for team resilience. 

As a result, the present study draws from Stoverink et al.’s (2020) model of team resilience 

to identify the KSAOs relevant to team resilience because this model is one of the few to 

specify antecedents. An important distinction between Stoverink et al.’s (2020) model and 

the present study is that the former uses team-level sources of team resilience, while this 

study reviewed individual-level attributes at the team-level that could facilitate team 

resilience. Stoverink et al. (2020) write that team potency, team capacity to improvise, 

team psychological safety, and teamwork mental models are all theoretically linked to team 

resilience. While Stoverink et al.'s (2020) framework is used to guide identification of 

individual attributes, the proposed study does not directly test this framework, nor does it 

test the individual attributes’ relationships to the sources discussed in their paper. Figure 1 

demonstrates which individual attributes may connect to Stoverink et al.’s (2020) team 

sources. 
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First, team potency, a motivational state reflecting a team’s shared belief in being effective, 

may come about as a result of a strong group identity and collective identification (Bell et 

al., 2018; Lee et al., 2011). In the present study, the construct relevant to team resilience on 

this basis is collective self-concept. Collective self-concept indicates a need for lasting 

contribution, success, and desire to do so with the team (Johnson et al., 2006). Second, 

team capacity to improvise involves the team’s ability to generate new ideas and 

developments from past knowledge and present resources (Stoverink et al., 2020). Teams 

have been shown to perform poorly on generative tasks if they have more need for closure, 

thus team capacity to improvise may be related to need for closure (Chirumbolo et al., 

2005). Third, team psychological safety reflects that team members are comfortable in 

taking risks like voicing their opinions, and feel secure enough to trust and respect each 

other (Edmondson, 1999). Psychological safety has been shown to mediate the relationship 

between trust propensity and performance (Chughtai, 2020). Thus, there is a possibility 

that trust propensity is related to team resilience as well. Fourth, a team mental model 

refers to the shared understanding of how members are connected to each other (Mathieu et 

al., 2008). Team mental models enable team resilience by supporting decision-making, 

Decision-Making Style Mental Models 

Propensity to Trust 

Need for Closure 

Collective Self-Concept 

Individual Attributes 

Psychological Safety 

Capacity to Improvise 

Potency 

Team Sources 

Figure 1: Sources of Team Resilience and Corresponding Attributes 
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which can otherwise slow down when obstacles such as communication breakdowns occur 

(Stoverink et al., 2020). Since team mental models impact team resilience through 

decision-making, it makes sense to research the impact of decision-making styles. The 

corresponding individual attributes are reviewed below. 

Collective Self-Concept. Collective self-concept (CSC) involves the notion that an 

individual’s idea of the self  comes from the attributes they shared with a group (Brewer & 

Gardner, 1996). At the collective level, this self-concept influences individual cognition 

such that one is driven by ingroup norms and collective goals, becomes cooperative 

towards group problems, and, especially in ambiguous situations, has heightened 

perceptions of similarity with others in the group (Brewer & Chen, 2007; Brewer & 

Gardner, 1996; Lapointe et al., 2020). In a recent study on self-construal, Wu and 

colleagues (2019) found that those with interdependent (i.e., collective) self-concepts 

consistently made choices reflective of both the self and others when making choices for a 

group. In contrast, those with independent self-concepts would make choices that varied 

based on group size, such that individuals in larger groups would make choices in their 

self-interest (Wu et al., 2019). Additionally, collective self-concepts were shown to 

moderate the relationship between organizational commitment and both individually- and 

organizationally-centered citizenship behaviors (OCBI and OCBO), such that individuals 

with high affective commitment demonstrated more OCBI and OCBO if they had stronger 

collective self-concepts (Johnson & Chang, 2006). 

Constructs related to collective self-concept include collective orientation, collectivism, 

team orientation, and preference for teamwork, which are generally shown to contribute to 

better teamwork (Mohammed & McKay, 2017). One meta-analysis has shown that 

collectivism and preference for teamwork are positively related to team performance (Bell, 

2007). High team orientation has been shown to moderate the relationship between gender 

diversity and relationship conflict, such that gender diversity is positively related to 

conflict when team orientation is low (Mohammed & Angell, 2004). Overall, high levels of 

the related constructs indicate proclivity for teamwork and collective engagement for the 
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purpose of team success in tasks (Mohammed & Angell, 2004). Researchers have 

established that group achievement orientation, a subset of collective self-concept, is a 

distinct construct from individual achievement, and it is linked to engaging in group tasks 

(Forward, 1969; Lord et al., 1999). 

Need for Closure. Need for closure has been defined as “a desire for a definite answer to 

a question... rather than uncertainty, confusion, or ambiguity” (Kruglanski et al., 1993). 

Need for closure is heightened when missing information becomes too costly and the 

benefit of certainty starts to outweigh that cost, such as in stressful scenarios (Kashima et 

al., 2017). In terms of team research, need for closure has been linked to lower group 

creativity, including less fluency and elaboration of ideas (Chirumbolo et al., 2005). Need 

for closure also has profound impacts on team dynamics, particularly in stressful situations. 

For instance, past research has demonstrated that groups with high need for closure tend to 

reject contrasting opinions and are less willing to change (Kruglanski & Webster, 1991; 

Kruglanski et al., 2006). In addition, need for closure has been determined as a 

motivational factor for coping with stress (Kosic, 2002).  Specifically, it has been shown to 

influence cognitive coping styles in threatening situations, where it was related to 

information-seeking to predict events (Sollár & Vanečková, 2012). 

Propensity to Trust. Propensity to trust is an important individual difference to consider 

on the basis that there is not always time for trust to emerge in a team (Colquitt et al., 

2007). Propensity to trust describes one's “general willingness to trust others” (Costa, 2003, 

p. 608). Trust propensity and trust are distinct, but related, with the former contributing to 

initial trust, which is an emergent state that leads to knowledge-sharing and psychological 

safety climate and is related to team resilience (Costa, 2003; Costa et al., 2018; Colquitt et 

al., 2007; Varajão et al., 2021). Prior research has shown that propensity to trust leads to 

increased honesty and help offering, and is related to citizenship behaviors, task 

performance, team commitment and cohesiveness (Colquitt et al., 2007; Breuer et al., 

2016). Diversity in trust propensity leads to decreases in general trust early on in team 

formation, which can result in conflict (Ferguson & Peterson, 2015). Finally, trust 
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propensity is positively related to employees’ perceptions of social exchange with their 

managers; this relationship is strengthened when managers report higher trust propensity as 

well (Bernerth & Walker, 2009).  

Decision-Making Style. Decision-making style (DMS) is a habitual pattern of gathering 

and processing information that individuals maintain when making decisions (Scott & 

Bruce, 1995). The leading literature on DMS identifies five styles that are not mutually 

exclusive: rational, intuitive, dependent, avoidant, and spontaneous (Scott & Bruce, 1995). 

Rational decision-making implies systematic evaluation of information and outcomes. 

Intuitive decision-making is done by following a “hunch.” Dependent decision-making is 

based on the guidance and help of others. An avoidant decision-making style is that of 

evasiveness, in which the decision-maker postpones action as long as possible. 

Spontaneous decision-making is instantaneous and done in as little time as possible. 

Research on specific styles within this framework is limited, particularly as it pertains to 

teams.  

Rational decision-making seems to be the most investigated style. Rational DMSs are 

predictive of creativity and divergent thinking (Palmiero et al., 2020). Findings also 

indicate that teams high on the rational DMS tend to have better performance (Zhu et al., 

2020). Rational DMS has been positively linked to seeking out new knowledge and the 

need for cognition, which involves solving complex problems and providing meaning to 

situations (Bavoľár & Miháľ, 2019). 

However, because decision-making is highly context-specific, researchers have found it 

difficult to make any static claims about team composition outcomes. One study revealed 

that although there were no direct effects of rational DMS diversity on process conflict, 

higher rational DMS diversity resulted in more conflict when the team’s decision-making 

rule was less based on majority opinion (Fitzgerald et al., 2017). These results indicate that 

under specific conditions, rational DMS diversity has differentiating effects on team-based 

outcomes. 
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Team Composition Models 

The varying levels of these individual KSAOs is important to explore since high individual 

resilience does not reduce the occurrence of stressors, nor does it make for a highly 

resilient team (Alliger et al., 2015; Gucciardi et al., 2018). The literature has proposed that 

different configurations of individual differences result in team resilience (Gucciardi et al., 

2018). Thus, team composition models are pertinent to the extent that individual 

differences impact team responses to stressors. 

These models focus on the processes, ranging from compositional or compilational, used to 

conceptualize emergence of team-level variables based on two different assumptions 

(Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Compositional models assume that the influence of team 

members’ attributes is shared and identical across individual and team levels; thus, 

individual attributes are equally weighted (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). On the other end of 

the spectrum, compilational models assume that team members’ attributes vary according 

to numerous patterns, and therefore have different impacts on team outcomes (Kozlowski 

& Klein, 2000; Mathieu et al., 2014).  

Mathieu et al. (2014) define four specific team composition models. The first model is the 

traditional personnel-position fit model, which treats each role as independent and posits 

no interrelationships among team members and their KSAOs. The second model, the 

personnel model with teamwork considerations, builds on the traditional model by 

emphasizing the role that teamwork-related KSAOs play in team performance and 

effectiveness. The third model, the team profile, incorporates the interrelatedness of team 

members and considers team performance a distributional variable to which varying levels 

of individual KSAOs contribute collectively. The fourth model of relative contribution 

posits that the highest or lowest contributing member on a given KSAO can either improve 

or diminish the team’s performance. Bell and colleagues (2018) further elaborate team 

composition models by placing them on a spectrum, i.e., with team profile on the 

compositional end and relative contribution on the compilational end. They define a 

number of specific models which describe operationalizations of team composition 
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variables, including additive approaches, diversity indices, and relative KSAOs (Bell et al., 

2018). There is no single correct operationalization for composition variables; however 

research has shown that different methods of operationalizing the same variable are 

distinct, yet related (Barrick et al., 1998; Bell, 2007).  

Different operationalizations of attributes in team composition help to emphasize different 

and complex emergence of relevant team outcomes (Bell et al., 2018). For instance, when 

conceptualizing either surface- or deep-level diversity in team profile models there are 

three options: separation, variety, and disparity (Harrison & Klein, 2007). Separation 

diversity is based on similarity-attraction theory and thus includes attributes that can be 

conceptualized as high or low, with individuals varying along a continuum of an attribute 

(Bell et al., 2018; Harrison & Klein, 2007). Diversity as variety is based on team 

information processing theory and refers to categorical member differences on one 

attribute (Bell et al., 2018). Diversity as disparity is best conceptualized as inequality 

(Harrison & Klein, 2007). Sometimes input-output relationships can take on a single form 

across individual and team levels, making additive models a better approach for 

measurement, whereas in other cases relative KSAO models are a better fit if the question 

involves asymmetrical influences of team members (Bell et al., 2018). The utilization of 

compositional and compilational approaches ranges based on the logic provided in research 

and the variables of interest. This study investigated the influence of both perspectives on 

team resilience as an outcome. 
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Chapter 3 

Hypothesis Development 

This section will first provide rationale for the conceptual definitions of team resilience and 

team composition used. These concepts were integrated using background literature and 

team composition theory. Second, hypotheses were generated and proposed based on the 

literature review and theoretical integration. For each predictor, two models from Bell et 

al.’s (2018) framework were examined - one compositional model, the team profile model 

that weights member contributions equally, and one compilational model, the relative 

contribution model that assigns weights to certain members. Within each model, the 

predictor is linked to three team resilience strategies (Alliger et al., 2015; Gucciardi et al., 

2018). The overarching goal of this study was to examine whether individual attributes 

more strongly predict team resilience as compositional or compilational models. Figure 2 

provides a model summarizing the proposed hypotheses. 

Figure 2: Model of Hypotheses 

 

Note. Each predictor is hypothesized in relation to each of the team resilience strategies. 
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Relevant Theory 

First, it is important to specify a definition of team resilience that will be used in this study. 

An appropriate definition will portray all dimensions relevant to teamwork and best present 

the context with which to align future operationalizations. In the current study, team 

resilience follows Gucciardi et al.’s (2018, p. 729) definition that “team resilience is an 

emergent outcome characterized by the trajectory of a team’s functioning, following 

adversity exposure, as one that is largely unaffected or returns to normal levels after some 

degree of deterioration in functioning.” These authors included a robust review of team 

resilience definitions and followed the criteria for high-quality definitions by Podsakoff et 

al. (2016) (as cited in Gucciardi et al., 2018). Given the significant overlap between this 

definition and previous conceptualizations of team resilience, this study also explores 

hypotheses related to behaviors that characterize team resilience, i.e., minimizing, 

managing, mending (Alliger et al., 2015). These behaviors are included in Gucciardi et 

al.’s (2018) three trajectories (i.e., resistance, bounce back, recovery, respectively). Thus, 

there is merit in elaborating which team resilience behaviors may be related to the team 

compositions configured in this study. 

Next, it is important to establish the basis of the hypotheses in team composition literature. 

While Gucciardi et al.’s (2018) model does address team resilience within a team 

composition framework, one drawback is the lack of specification of KSAOs. As noted 

earlier, Stoverink et al.’s (2020) framework compensates in this respect, but without 

empirical support. The hypotheses relayed below will elaborate on this gap using team 

composition models to explore the relevance of individual attributes specified in the 

literature review. Specifically, the team profile and relative contribution models are of 

interest in this study. The team profile model can indicate which combinations of an 

attribute are most optimal in facilitating team resilience, particularly if the KSAOs 

explored contribute to team functioning (i.e., team resilience) rather than individual 

performance (i.e., individual resilience) (Mathieu et al., 2014). The relative contribution 

model focuses more on leading or lagging members and takes on a relative approach to 

predicting team performance (Mathieu et al., 2014). Both of these models are important in 
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the scope of team resilience because conditions of adversity can span contexts, making 

team resilience hard to predict.  

Collective Self-Concept 

Teams face challenges and suffer from damage to team processes and performance because 

of introspection, heightened self-focus, and individualism (Alliger et al., 2015; West et al., 

2009). Following this logic, the personnel model with teamwork considerations (Mathieu 

et al., 2014) and the additive team profile model (Bell et al., 2018) could demonstrate that a 

collective self-concept prevents introspective behavior and is indicative of a proclivity for 

wanting one’s team to succeed, resulting in higher levels of team resilience. Because of the 

associated emphasis on group tasks, group goals, and shared problems, teams with higher 

collective self-concept may be more eager to assess team readiness to handle a stressor, 

plan for contingencies together, and be available as social resources, which are minimizing 

and managing behaviors. Additionally, the relationships between collective self-concept, 

and citizenship and cooperative behaviors means that these teams are more likely to engage 

in mending actions which entail interpersonal processes, debriefs, and appreciation. The 

hypotheses relating to this compositional view of collective self-concept are: 

Hypothesis 1a: Team-level CSC will be positively related to minimizing behaviors. 

Hypothesis 1b: Team-level CSC will be positively related to managing behaviors. 

Hypothesis 1c: Team-level CSC will be positively related to mending behaviors. 

These generally positive relationships may not hold true in a relative contribution model. 

For instance, a team with one member who is high on collective self-concept and maintains 

the related motivation may not be able to influence the rest of the team to act from this 

perspective. They alone cannot possess the CSC necessary to sustain minimizing strategies. 

Thus, it will be the lowest-CSC member who will cause the decline of minimizing, 

potentially because they would put strain on the team’s social resources. On the other hand, 

if team members are low or moderate on collective self-concept, it does not mean they will 

neglect task-relevant managing behaviors such as following procedure during a challenge. 
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A member who is low on CSC is still capable of completing their task. Consequently, it 

will be the score of the highest-CSC member that will impact managing behaviors, since 

they could be expected to not only complete their task but consider the team’s wellbeing 

and goals. In terms of mending behaviors, a low collective self-concept member can bring 

down the entire team’s educational and adjustment processes if they do not cooperate, 

particularly if they possess important information, meaning team mending behaviors may 

decrease. Thus, it follows that: 

Hypothesis 2a: Team CSC as measured by the lowest-CSC member will be 

negatively related to minimizing behaviors. 

Hypothesis 2b: Team CSC as measured by the highest-CSC member will be 

positively related to managing behaviors. 

Hypothesis 2c: Team CSC as measured by the lowest-CSC member will be 

negatively related to mending behaviors. 

Need for Closure 

In their discussion of team resilience, West et al. (2009) highlight the importance of 

malleability and openness to development. Conversely, need for closure has been discussed 

as the antithesis to creativity and innovation because of intolerance of ambiguity. 

Furthermore, need for closure could contribute to a team’s brittleness which might cause it 

to suffer more during stress (Stoverink et al., 2020). However, research has also found that 

need for closure can encourage specific monitoring styles to anticipate adverse events. 

For minimizing behaviors, high separation on need for closure means that there would be 

different mechanisms for anticipating stressor events, and more willingness to monitor 

team readiness. For managing behaviors, more separation on need for closure could benefit 

the team if some members adhere to procedure, while others lower on the variable generate 

ways and resources with which to handle the problem. These differences have been 

observed as positive forms of coping in elite sports teams, in which members emphasize 

the importance of being able to challenge each other under pressure (Morgan et al., 2013). 

Finally, with mending, members need to be open to learning, adjusting, and debriefing, but 

need for closure has been associated with adherence to group norms and resistance to 
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change (Kruglanski et al., 2006). Thus, more separation on need for closure could provide 

room for contrasting opinions. These hypotheses are summarized as follows: 

Hypothesis 3a: High team-level separation on need for closure will be positively 

related to minimizing behaviors. 

Hypothesis 3b: High team-level separation on need for closure will be positively 

related to managing behaviors. 

Hypothesis 3c: High team-level separation on need for closure will be positively 

related to mending behaviors. 

In contrast to need for closure diversity, a high- or low-need for closure team member 

could impact team resilience in less consistent ways. High need for closure in one member 

could be detrimental to the resilience of the team because it implies lower willingness to 

change, thus hampering cooperation, team planning, and decision-making early on during 

the minimizing phase. However, because the need for closure acts as a motivational factor 

to reduce discomfort with ambiguity (Kosic, 2002), a member high on need for closure 

may assist significantly during the managing phase by assessing the team’s responses or 

maintaining standard procedure. In terms of mending, the decreased elaboration of ideas 

and low willingness to change associated with need for closure (Chirumbolo et al., 2005; 

Kruglanski et al., 2006) could originate from a member high on need for closure who may 

not want to adjust old procedures. 

Hypothesis 4a: Team need for closure as measured by the member with the highest 

need for closure will be negatively related to minimizing behaviors. 

Hypothesis 4b: Team need for closure as measured by the member with the highest 

need for closure will be positively related to managing behaviors. 

Hypothesis 4c: Team need for closure as measured by the member with the highest 

need for closure will be positively related to mending behaviors. 

Propensity to Trust 

Social resources and social interactions (e.g., loyalty and trust) have been related to team 

resilience (Meneghel et al., 2016; Morgan et al., 2013). Being accepting of others and 

having the proclivity to trust them can lead to a team that fosters respect and feels safe 



 

 

20 

 

enough to communicate. Thus, high propensity to trust may lead to the psychosocial 

processes involved in cultivating team trust, resulting in citizenship behaviors, whereas a 

low or even diverse propensity to trust can contradict that process. Indeed, Rempel et al. 

(2001) found that highly trusting individuals expressed more optimism and consideration 

for others when problem-solving, which diminished the significance of negative events; all 

important features in team resilience. Importantly, trust propensity diversity maintains a 

negative relationship to performance even when mean trust propensity is controlled 

(Ferguson & Peterson, 2015), therefore this study further explores the effects of this 

diversity.  

In terms of minimizing, teams with low separation on trust propensity can vocalize 

concerns more. In teams with low trust propensity members, low separation may cause 

collaborative contingency planning, initiated not by trust but rather by caution since 

members are unlikely to trust each other right away. In team with high propensity to trust 

members, low separation would likely facilitate interpersonal relations and facilitate 

communication based on attitudinal similarity (Harrison et al., 1998). Either way, low 

separation in propensity to trust could have positive minimizing outcomes. Less separation 

diversity in propensity to trust could also mean that members are open with their 

assessments of response, freely voice chronic stressors (reducing long-term stress), and ask 

for back-up; this would not work for a highly separated group during the managing 

phase.Thus, less separation diversity in propensity to trust could mean that members will 

exhibit these strategies to a greater extent. Finally, because trust seems to be an underlying 

characteristic at the mending stage of team resilience involving appreciation, recognizing 

risk points, and conducting debriefs, low separation on trust propensity will be needed. The 

hypotheses reflecting this logic are: 

Hypothesis 5a: Low team-level separation on propensity to trust will be positively 

related to minimizing behaviors. 

Hypothesis 5b: Low team-level separation on propensity to trust will be positively 

related to managing behaviors. 
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Hypothesis 5c: Low team-level separation on propensity to trust will be positively 

related to mending behaviors. 

Individual members may also impact team resilience. Even in dyadic relationships, an 

individual member’s propensity to trust may impact perceptions of social exchange 

(Bernerth & Walker, 2009). Based on this, and since trust propensity is an early indicator 

of trust, the highest trust propensity member may impact minimizing because of their 

efforts to voice early alerts and conduct inquiries into the team’s capacity level. In contrast, 

during the managing phase, when teams experience more pressure, the lowest trust 

propensity member could cause lags in performance because the team would be missing a 

social resource or worse, engaged in a conflict that occurred because other members felt 

they were not participative enough (e.g., lacking back-up or citizenship behavior). 

Furthermore, during the mending phase, when open communication is important for 

learning and recovery, the lowest trust propensity member could engage in more muted 

behavior so as to avoid conflict (Rempel et al., 2001), which would be a long-term 

detriment to the team. It follows that: 

Hypothesis 6a: Team propensity to trust as measured by the member with the 

highest propensity to trust will be positively related to minimizing behaviors. 

Hypothesis 6b: Team propensity to trust as measured by the member with the 

lowest propensity to trust will be negatively related to managing behaviors. 

Hypothesis 6c: Team propensity to trust as measured by the member with the 

lowest propensity to trust will be negatively related to mending behaviors. 

Decision-Making Style 

Key differences between individual- and team-level conceptualizations of resilience lie in 

shared decision-making and group mindset during process loss (Morgan et al., 2013; 

Stoverink et al., 2020). Rational decision-making style has been linked to creativity and 

better team performance (Palmiero et al., 2020). Adopting a rational DMS early on results 

in better team performance (Zhu et al., 2020). Therefore, if members are all similar in this 

style, it could improve anticipation of challenges, and monitoring of resources and 

readiness during the minimizing stage. Having less separation would also mean that the 



 

 

22 

 

team can maintain standard procedures and assess the challenge logically and 

systematically when managing. Finally, since rational decision-makers prefer consensus 

and seek new knowledge (Bavoľár & Miháľ, 2019; Fitzgerald et al., 2017), and mending 

requires learning from experience and adjusting procedures, low separation diversity in the 

rational style will aid in the mending process. These hypotheses can be summarized as 

follows: 

Hypothesis 7a: Low team-level separation on rational DMS will be positively 

related to minimizing behaviors. 

Hypothesis 7b: Low team-level separation on rational DMS will be positively 

related to managing behaviors. 

Hypothesis 7c: Low team-level separation on rational DMS will be positively 

related to mending behaviors. 

On the other hand, these relationships to team resilience will look different based on a team 

member’s relative contribution. During initial strategizing in the minimizing phase, the 

member with the highest rational DMS could contribute to strategy formulation in response 

to a challenge. A team would also benefit if one member was prone to seeking complex 

problems, thus the highest rational DMS member would also assess whether the team’s 

response is working, and if not, how it can be improved. Last, since members with high 

rational DMS have a proclivity towards new knowledge, the entire team can benefit since 

they want more feedback and debriefing information. Therefore: 

Hypothesis 8a: Rational DMS as measured by the member with the highest 

rational DMS will be positively related to minimizing behaviors. 

Hypothesis 8b: Rational DMS as measured by the member with the highest 

rational DMS will be positively related to managing behaviors. 

Hypothesis 8c: Rational DMS as measured by the member with the highest rational 

DMS will be positively related to mending behaviors. 

Team Composition Models 

Certain composition models may be better at predicting the relationship between individual 

attributes and team resilience based on the predictor-criterion relationship of focus. It has 
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already been established that different methods of operationalization (i.e., different models) 

serve as moderators because they have small correlations when expressing a single team 

composition trait (Barrick et al., 1998; Bell, 2007). These considerations are included in 

the following hypotheses about the team profile and relative contribution models as they 

related to team resilience strategies in this proposal.  

CSC and propensity to trust will have stronger relationships to minimizing under the 

compositional hypotheses based on previous theory and findings that the nature of such 

traits is collective and contributes to team processes equally rather than in a weighted 

fashion (Bell, 2007; Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Accordingly, CSC and propensity to trust 

will be strongly related to minimizing behaviors such as enabling communication early on, 

paying attention to team readiness, and addressing known vulnerabilities (Alliger et al., 

2015) because of a shared understanding and belongingness to a team. The same cannot be 

said for rational DMS, which tends to emerge through compilation because it approaches 

discontinuity as a team-level variable. For instance, there are no direct effects of rational 

DMS diversity on team conflict, unless the decision power of one person is introduced into 

the scenario (Fitzgerald et al., 2017). This more closely mirrors the relative contribution 

model. Need for closure will also be more strongly predicted by the relative contribution 

model because diversity on this attribute, while potentially useful, would probably cause 

discord within the team. 

Managing outcomes are markedly different from minimizing because the defining tasks in 

the managing stage are individually-based, although they do contribute to overall team 

processes. For example, team members should recognize distress, ask for help, provide 

updates, and continue their responsibilities as needed. Importantly, one action is to “defer 

to team members with the most relevant experience or expertise” (Alliger et al., 2015, p. 

181). The individual tasks needed in this strategy could mean that the member highest or 

lowest on an attribute could influence team performance. Furthermore, the relative 

contribution models of need for closure and rational DMS will be most strongly related to 

managing outcomes because they are reflective of the traits necessary to complete these 

tasks in the face of high stress.  
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Last, the compositional approach will be the most appropriate to use when predicting 

mending outcomes. Since mending entails collective work like debriefing, adjusting team 

procedures, and addressing friction points, the individual attributes should be weighted 

equally at the mending stage since all members should be involved in analyzing and 

rectifying performance in light of a stressor for successful future outcomes. The 

comparisons between the effects of team composition model types on attribute-outcome 

relationships are summarized below. 

Hypothesis 9a: Compositional models will explain more variance in minimizing 

strategies for CSC and propensity to trust whereas the compilational models will 

explain more variance for need for closure and rational DMS. 

Hypothesis 9b: Compositional models will explain more variance in managing 

strategies for CSC and propensity to trust whereas the compilational models will 

explain more variance for need for closure and rational DMS. 

Hypothesis 9c: Compositional models will explain more variance in mending 

strategies for CSC, need for closure, propensity to trust, and rational DMS as 

compared to the same individual attributes in compilational models.  
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Chapter 4 

Method 

Archival data from a larger study was used to test the hypotheses above. The purpose of 

the original experiment was to study the influence of team composition on team outcomes 

and processes over time, including the role of environmental stressors on team resilience, 

and factors associated with team recovery rates. The original study design was a 2 

(Governance: Self vs. Mission Control) by 2 (Debrief vs. Control) mixed model with fixed 

and time-varying covariates. The governance manipulation assigned Mission Control as 

either a leader or a team member at the start of the experiment. The debrief manipulation 

was administered after the second of three rounds of gameplay and provided half the teams 

with a structured debrief prior to Phase III, while the other half had no structured debrief 

and watched a video. These manipulations were part of the original study but were not 

considered as the governance manipulation did not statistically influence the variables of 

interest in the present study, and the outcome variables used will be from Phase II, prior to 

the debrief manipulation. 

Participants 

Data were collected from 248 student participants from a large southeastern university. 

Participants were randomly assigned into 83 teams, consisting of 3 members each (one 

team had 2 members). Of the initial 83 teams, 70 were retained because they had 

corresponding observer ratings for Phase II. One team was removed from further analysis 

because it consisted of only one member, leaving the final sample at 69 teams consisting of 

206 participants. Of the participants, 49% were male and 51% were female. The mean age 

of the participants was 20 (SD = 2.77). The majority of the sample was White (51%), 23% 

was Hispanic or Latino, 14% was Black, 8% was Asian, 1% was Middle Eastern, and 2% 

of the sample was grouped as Other. Of the participants in the sample, 58% were students, 

26% were employed at least part-time, and 16% noted they were not employed. 

Participants were recruited via SONA and offered course credits, and also via flyer 

advertisements offering monetary compensation. 
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Procedure 

The participants were placed into teams to role-play as three-person flight crews operating 

a spacecraft while in radio contact with a confederate in a separate room acting as “Mission 

Control.” Prior to starting the experiment, the participants were assigned to roles of 

“Engineer,” who reallocated energy from one system to another based on desired energy 

levels, and repaired damage, “Helm,” who controlled navigation, speed, and docking the 

ship, and “Weapons,” who chose the weapons, fired them, and enabled a protective shield. 

The “Mission Control” was a confederate who served as an information source. Depending 

on the condition, the team was told they were a leader or a team member. This 

manipulation did not have differential impact on the team resilience outcomes between 

conditions. 

Participants answered a pre-measure survey and were trained on their assigned individual 

roles, as well as team functioning, using an interactive training module. Participants were 

trained to communicate with headsets and use keyboard commands to open “radio” 

channels to speak with one or more team members.  

Each team participated in three consecutive phases of the role-play. In Phase I they 

navigated from one point to another with the task of avoiding obstacles, while destroying 

enemy spacecrafts. This was followed by a survey measuring teamwork perceptions. Then, 

starting in Phase II, participants had to follow and provide support to a second ship amidst 

environmental challenges posed by barriers in their path, which were introduced half-way 

through Phase II and continued into Phase III. Another teamwork perceptions survey was 

administered after Phase II. Finally, in Phase III they traveled back to their original starting 

point in Phase I, while avoiding obstacles in a minefield and destroying enemy spacecrafts.  

Teams experienced challenges at each phase of the experiment based on the scenarios 

described above. Although there were no differentiating stressor and control conditions, as 

part of the survey, participants were asked to answer questions gauging their perceptions of 

how challenging the scenarios were (e.g., “This team’s purposes are so challenging that 
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members have to stretch to accomplish them.”). Audio and video (screen captures) were 

recorded to allow researchers to review and rate team interactions. 

Measures 

Because the measures for the original experiment were collected at the individual level, 

participant scores were be aggregated to the team level in this study. The original measures 

can be found in the appendices.  

Collective Self-Concept 

The five-item Group Achievement Focus subfacet of Selenta and Lord’s (2005) 15-item 

Levels of Self-Concept scale was used to measure collective self-concept (see Appendix 

A). Items used anchors of 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree. Examples include 

“I feel great pride when my team or group does well, even if I’m not the main reason for its 

success” and “Making a lasting contribution to groups that I belong to, such as my work 

organization, is very important to me.” The Cronbach's alphas of the original subscales 

were Comparative Identity, α = .90; Concern for Others, α = .74; and Group Achievement 

Focus, α = .60 (Johnson et al., 2006). In this study, the Group Achievement Focus subscale 

had reliability of α = .78, which was better than that of the original. To maintain a group 

level of analysis, responses on this measure were expressed as a mean for each team based 

on past meta-analytic findings of strong relationships between mean values and attitudes 

(e.g., teamwork preference, collectivism) and team performance (Bell, 2007; Bell et al., 

2018). 

Need for Closure 

The 42-item Need for Closure scale developed by Kruglanski et al. (1993) was used to 

measure need for closure (see Appendix B). Items used anchors of 1 = Completely 

Disagree to 7 = Completely Agree. Examples include “I do not usually consult many 

different opinions before forming my own view” and “I dislike questions which could be 

answered in many different ways.” The original Cronbach's alpha of this scale was α = .84 

(Webster & Kruglanski, 1994). In the present study, similar reliability was achieved at α = 

.82. Because this is an individual disposition, rather than an attitude, members can vary on 
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need for closure and still complement each other (Humphrey et al., 2007). To reflect 

separation diversity on this measure, responses were expressed as a standard deviation 

(Harrison & Klein, 2007). 

Propensity to Trust 

One portion of the 40-item Trust Inventory scale developed by Couch et al. (1996) was 

used to measure propensity to trust. The 20-item subset measuring propensity to trust is in  

Appendix C. Items used anchors of 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree. 

Examples include “I tend to be accepting of others” and “I have few difficulties trusting 

people.” The Cronbach's alpha of the Generalized Trust subscale was α = .91 (Couch et al., 

1996). The Cronbach's alpha of this measure in the present study was α = .86. To reflect 

separation diversity on this measure, responses were expressed as variance (Harrison & 

Klein, 2007). 

Decision-Making Style 

A subfacet of Scott and Bruce’s (1995) Decision-Making Style Questionnaire was used to 

measure rational DMS (see Appendix D). The Rational DMS subscale contained four 

items, including “I make decisions in a logical and systematic way” and “My decision 

making requires careful thought.” Items used anchors of 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = 

Strongly Agree. The average Cronbach's alpha of the Rational subscale was α = .81 (Scott 

& Bruce, 1995). In this study, the reliability of the scale was moderate at α = .70. To reflect 

separation diversity on this measure, responses were expressed as variance (Harrison & 

Klein, 2007). 

Team Resilience 

Team resilience was measured using a five-item questionnaire that was assessed via self-

report and observational ratings, as well as a behavioral observation scale (BOS) that was 

developed for the purposes of the original experiment and completed at the end of each 

phase. Three of the five items on the questionnaire are reflective of the minimizing, 

managing, and mending strategies, while the other two are more general (see Appendix E). 

The three relevant items are “How effectively did the team handle stress and frustration 
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during the Mission Phase?”, “How effective was the team in managing their resources 

during the Mission Phase?”, and “How effectively did the team rebound from any negative 

effects from the challenge?” These items used anchors of 1 = Completely Ineffective to 5 = 

Very Effective. Both observers and participants completed this questionnaire, however the 

primary team resilience measure used in this study was the BOS. 

The BOS was developed by subject matter experts trained on the topic of team resilience, 

based on Alliger et al.’s (2015) Minimize, Manage, Mend framework. The scale contained 

those three dimensions with six items each, asking about the extent of minimizing, 

managing, and mending behaviors exhibited by the team (see Appendix F). For 

minimizing, an example item is “Effectively maintained situational awareness of emerging 

challenges so that approaching dangers were identified as soon as possible.” For managing, 

an example item is “Recognized when a team member was unable to perform a function 

effectively and provided backup/support.” For mending, an example item is “Reflected on 

the challenge to determine how best to work together and handle future challenges.” This 

scale used anchors of 1 = Not at All to 3 = To A Very Great Extent. 

To use this BOS, observers were trained on the definitions of resilience, team resilience, 

and team resilience strategies, which are included in Appendix G. They held a discussion 

to come to a mutual understanding of these concepts. During training, observers were 

given sample content from the pilot sessions to code, first individually and then, as a 

group. Next, they discussed the ratings to account for discrepancies and disagreements in 

observations, which included any items with a score difference larger than 1. After this 

training, observers coded ten experimental sessions independently and established 

sufficient interrater reliability. Once experimental sessions began, two observers were 

randomly assigned to participant teams to ensure counterbalancing across observations. 

This study only used ratings from Phase II since it occurred before the debrief 

manipulation before Phase III, but after the team had established some baseline 

performance in Phase I. 
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Control Variables 

One important construct to distinguish in this study is individual resilience, since it may be 

related to team resilience, but is not a predictor of interest. In this study, individual 

resilience is represented by ego resiliency, the ability to change and return to the one’s 

characteristic level of ego-control, the balance between impulsivity and inhibition, after 

being presented with a stressor (Block & Kremen, 1996). Ego resiliency was measured 

using Block and Kremen’s (1996) Ego Resiliency Scale (ER89). The original 14-item scale 

had a Cronbach’s alpha of .76. In the present study, only six items from this scale were 

used and achieved an alpha of .75 (see Appendix H). Items used anchors of 1 = Does Not 

Apply at All to Disagree to 4 = Applies Very Strongly. Some example items are “I quickly 

get over and recover from being startled” and “I enjoy dealing with new and unusual 

situations.” 

In addition to a potential control of individual resilience, team means were considered 

because they tend to interact with diversity operationalizations (Bedeian & Mossholder, 

2000). Team means of each predictor were calculated prior to hypothesis testing to be used 

as control variables if needed. 
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Chapter 5 

Analysis 

Data Preparation 

First, the data were screened for erroneous or missing data points using visual scans, 

frequency analyses, and boxplot assessments. Of the cases that contained missing data or 

outliers, one was removed prior to hypothesis testing because pre-survey data were not 

available for the participant, leaving 247 cases for preliminary analysis. Participant 

responses missing demographic data (e.g., age or race) were retained because that data was 

not relevant to the current study. Items within measures were recoded as needed.  

Next, initial assessments of the participants’ data were conducted to determine the 

normality of the sample’s distribution and the reliability of the scales (see Table 1). The 

skewness and kurtosis were evaluated and indicated that the distribution was fairly 

symmetrical given a sample size less than 300. The reliability of the measures is reported 

in Table 1 as well; all predictor and control measures have moderate to high reliability for 

this study. 

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics of Individual-Level Predictors 

Variables M SD Skewness Kurtosis α 

CSC 3.41 0.81 -0.17 -0.31 .78 

Need for Closure 4.47 0.50 -0.03 -0.45 .82 

Propensity to Trust 3.54 0.48 -0.41 0.65 .86 

Rational DMS 3.99 0.57 -0.53 0.97 .70 

Ego Resiliency 3.18 0.49 -0.19 -0.46 .75 

Note. N = 247. 

Preliminary Analysis 

Preliminary analyses were conducted prior to starting hypothesis testing. The first set of 

analyses were conducted to determine whether control variables would be needed during 

hypothesis testing. First, to understand whether the teams experienced the simulation as 

challenging, a t-test was conducted on challenge perception questions from both Phase I 
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and Phase II. The comparison was not statistically significant, t (68) = 0.68, p = .50, thus 

Phase I was not more challenging than Phase II, and the outcome variables from Phase II 

could be used for further analysis. Another t-test was used to determine whether the 

governance manipulation, i.e., Mission Control as leader vs. Mission Control as 

information source, had any effect on team resilience. The test revealed no significant 

differences on obsever ratings of minimizing, t (68) = 0.19, p = .85, managing, t (68) = 

0.57, p = .57, or mending, t (68) = 0.59, p = .56. There were also no significant correlations 

between role type and team resilience as measured by the participant questionnaire, 

indicating that member role did not have to be controlled for in further analysis.  

In the following set of analyses, predictor variables were aggregated to the team level. 

Within the team profile models, team collective self-concept was represented as a mean; 

team need for closure, team propensity to trust, and team rational DMS were represented as 

standard deviations. Operationalizing team-level variables as standard deviations is 

appropriate in exploring the relationships between team homogeneity and team outcomes 

(Barrick et al., 1998). For the relative contribution models, team-level variables were 

represented by the minimum or maximum predictor score in each team. These 

operationalizations are appropriate in exploring the relationship between one member’s 

disproportionate influence on team outcomes (Barrick et al., 1998).  

To support the use of the team resilience outcome variables (i.e., observer BOS ratings), 

within-group agreement was assessed using rwg. All of the ratings assessed reached a cutoff 

value above .70 (James et al., 1984), thus the observer ratings were used as the primary 

measure of team resilience. The results of this preliminary analysis are reported in Table 2. 

Team resilience composites for minimizing, managing, and mending strategies were 

computed after support for aggregation was found. 
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Table 2: Within-Group Agreement and Descriptive Statistics for Observer Ratings 

 rwg  Team-Level Composites 

Variables M SD Variance  M SD 

Minimizing 0.93 0.06 .004  2.33 0.52 

Managing 0.97 0.04 .002  2.26 0.45 

Mending 0.94 0.06 .004  1.89 0.51 

Note. Data for rwg is derived from nine teams which received ratings from more than one 

observer. 

Next, correlations of the team-level variables, determined using the Pearson correlation for 

interval scale variables (Scherbaum, 2006), and descriptive statistics were run to provide 

insight into the relationships between predictors, control variables, and team resilience 

outcomes. The results in Table 3 indicated no significant correlations between the team 

mean of ego resiliency and any of the outcome measures (i.e., minimizing, managing, 

mending). These correlations were also used to guide the input of team means as control 

variables in hypothesis testing. For example, the team mean of each variable seemed to be 

strongly related to the relative contribution models of these variables, and therefore needed 

to be controlled in tests of the relative contribution model. The team means of propensity 

to trust and rational DMS were also moderately correlated with the team profile models of 

those variables. 

These correlations also provided insights on the relationships between the predictor 

variables and the team resilience variables. Propensity to trust as a relative contribution 

model was slightly correlated with managing. Rational DMS was found to be moderately 

related to mending in both the relative contribution model and the team profile model. It is 

important to note that the rational DMS team mean was used as a control variable for 

hypothesis testing, but emerged as a correlate of mending, while the original diversity 

operationalization did not.
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Table 3: Team-Level Correlations of All Variables 

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

1. Ego 

Resiliency 
3.22 0.29                    

2. CSC Team 

Profile 
3.40 0.51 -.02                   

3. CSC RC 

Minimum 
2.73 0.72 -.02 .85**                  

4. CSC RC 

Maximum 
4.06 0.57 .01 .73** .36**                 

5. NFC Team 

Mean 
4.47 0.31 -.25* .45** .39** .35**                

6. NFC Team 

Profile 
0.45 0.20 -.01 .12 -.00 .28* .10               

7. NFC RC 

Minimum 
4.03 0.37 -.19 .33** .36** .12 .82** -.45**              

8. NFC RC 

Maximum 
4.88 0.39 -.22 .41** .32** .37** .85** .55** .49**             

9. PTT Team 

Mean 
3.56 0.26 .39** -.09 -.15 .01 -.18 .01 -.14 -.11            

10. PTT Team 

Profile 
0.44 0.24 -.02 .04 .01 .09 -.03 .31** -.18 .11 -.34**           

11. PTT RC 

Minimum 
3.14 0.40 .26* -.08 -.10 -.05 -.07 -.17 .05 -.11 .83** -.78**          

12. PTT RC 

Maximum 
3.97 0.29 .29* -.11 -.17 .03 -.16 .25* -.25* .01 .61** .49** .14         

13. RDMS 

Team Mean 
3.99 0.36 .22 .12 .05 .10 .12 .01 .12 .13 -.09 -.02 -.03 -.07        

14. RDMS 

Team Profile 
0.45 0.29 .23 .08 -.02 .19 -.03 .02 .00 -.02 .17 .18 .03 .26* -.24*       

15. RDMS RC 

Minimum 
3.58 0.50 .01 .05 .02 .01 .12 .01 .09 .11 -.20 -.09 -.07 -.23 .83** -.70**      

16. RDMS RC 

Maximum 
4.41 0.38 .30* .13 -.04 .24* .06 .06 .06 .10 .01 .13 -.06 .11 .75** .41** .34**     
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17. Minimizing 2.33 0.52 -.03 -.04 .01 -.01 -.20 -.10 -.11 -.21 -.06 .11 -.08 .08 .09 .02 .07 .11    

18. Managing 2.26 0.45 .09 .02 .05 .02 -.06 -.15 .03 -.13 .08 .20 -.06 .25* .13 .11 .04 .19 .81**   

19. Mending 1.89 0.51 .06 .09 .04 .12 -.06 -.08 -.03 -.10 .03 .17 -.06 .20 .35** .11 .19 .44** .62** .75**  

Note. N = 69, *p < .05, **p < .01. RC = Relative Contribution, CSC = Collective Self-Concept, NFC = Need for Closure, PTT  = Propensity to Trust, 

RDMS = Rational Decision-Making Style.
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Results 

Hypothesis testing was conducted using general linear modeling. The assumptions of 

linearity, absence of multicollinearity, independence of residual values, homoscedasticity, 

and absence of influential cases for multiple regression were met, and the team resilience 

strategies were regressed on the four predictors (CSC, need for closure, propensity to trust, 

rational DMS) twice, one regression per team composition model. Depending on the 

evidence from the correlation tables above, ego resiliency and predictor team means were 

input first to control for individual resilience and and any potential interactions with 

diversity operationalizations (Bedeian & Mossholder, 2000). 

The first iteration of regressions tested Hypotheses 1 through 8. Hypotheses 1a through 1c 

stated that team-level CSC would be positively related to minimizing, managing, and 

mending behaviors. The tests of these hypotheses had no control variables since ego 

resiliency was not related to CSC and the team profile model for this predictor was already 

conceptualized as a mean. As shown in Table 4, Hypothesis 1a through Hypothesis 1c 

were not supported.  

Table 4: Multiple Regression of Collective Self-Concept Team Profile 

Hypothesis Variables (X/Y) b  t F R2 

1a CSC-M/Minimizing -.04 -.04 -0.33 0.11 .00 

1b CSC-M/Managing .02 .11 0.16 0.03 .00 

1c CSC-M/Mending .09 .09 0.71 0.51 .01 

Note. N = 69, CSC-M = Collective Self-Concept Mean. 

Hypothesis 2 shifted to the relative contribution model of CSC. The results of the 

regressions testing this set of hypothesis can be found in Table 5. To test these hypotheses, 

the team’s mean on CSC was introduced as a control variable. Hypothesis 2a, stating that 

team CSC as measured by the lowest-CSC member will be negatively related to 

minimizing behaviors, was not supported. Hypothesis 2b, stating that team CSC as 

measured by the highest-CSC member will be positively related to managing behaviors, 
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was not supported. Hypothesis 2c, stating that team CSC as measured by the lowest-CSC 

member will be negatively related to mending behaviors, was not supported.  

Table 5: Multiple Regression of Collective Self-Concept Relative Contribution 

Variables b  t F R2 

2a. CSC-RC/Minimizing      

Model 1    0.11 .00 

      Team Mean -.04 -.04 -0.33   

Model 2    0.29 .01 

      Team Mean -.18 -.18 -0.75   

      CSC Minimum .12 .16 0.68   

2b. CSC-RC/Managing      

Model 1    0.03 .00 

      Team Mean .02 .11 0.16   

Model 2    0.01 .00 

      Team Mean .02 .02 0.10   

      CSC Maximum .00 .00 0.01   

2c. CSC-RC/Mending      

Model 1    0.51 .01 

      Team Mean .09 .09 0.71   

Model 2    0.41 .01 

      Team Mean .20 .20 0.85   

      CSC Minimum -.09 -.13 -0.57   

Note. N = 69, RC = Relative Contribution. 

Hypotheses 3a through 3c stated that high team-level separation on need for closure would 

be positively related to minimizing, managing, and mending behaviors. There were no 

control variables included in the testing of these hypotheses. The results in Table 6 indicate 

that these hypotheses were not supported. High separation on need for closure as a team 

profile model is not positively rated to minimizing, managing, or mending strategies. 

Table 6: Multiple Regression of Need for Closure Team Profile 

Hypothesis Variables (X/Y) b  t F R2 

3a NFC-SD/Minimizing -.27 -.10 -0.86 0.73 .01 

3b NFC-SD/Managing -.35 -.15 -1.26 1.60 .02 
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3c NFC-SD/Mending -.21 -.08 -0.67 0.45 .01 

Note. N = 69, NFC-SD = Need for Closure Standard Deviation. 

Hypothesis 4a through Hypothesis 4c stated that team need for closure measured as a 

maximum would be negatively related to minimizing, positively related to managing, and 

positively related to mending. A control of the teams’ means on need for closure was used 

because of the correlations reported in Table 3. As shown in Table 7, Hypothesis 4a 

through Hypothesis 4c were not supported. 

Table 7: Multiple Regression of Need for Closure Relative Contribution 

Variables b  t F R2 

4a. NFC-RC/Minimizing      

Model 1    2.68 .04 

      Team Mean -.33 -.20 -1.64   

Model 2    1.59 .05 

      Team Mean -.09 -.06 -0.24   

      NFC Maximum -.22 -.17 -0.72   

4b. NFC-RC/Managing      

Model 1    0.21 .00 

      Team Mean -.08 -.05 -0.45   

Model 2    0.87 .03 

      Team Mean .28 .19 0.81   

      NFC Maximum -.33 -.29 -1.24   

4c. NFC-RC/Mending      

Model 1    0.22 .00 

      Team Mean -.09 -.06 -0.47   

Model 2    0.43 .01 

      Team Mean .17 .10 0.43   

      NFC Maximum -.24 -.19 -0.79   

Note. N = 69. NFC-RC = Need for Closure Relative Contribution. 

Hypotheses 5a through Hypothesis 5c stated that low team-level separation on propensity 

to trust would be positively related to minimizing, managing, and mending behaviors. In 

the tests of these hypotheses the team mean was correlated with the team profile model and 

thus used as a control variable (see Table 3). As the results in Table 8 show, there was no 
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support for positive relationships between the separation diversity on propensity to trust 

and minimizing, managing, or mending.  

Table 8: Multiple Regression of Propensity to Trust Team Profile 

Variables b  t F R2 

5a. PTT-SD/Minimizing      

Model 1    0.28 .00 

      Team Mean -.13 -.06 -0.53   

Model 2    0.46 .01 

      Team Mean -.06 -.03 -0.23   

      PTT-SD .23 .11 0.81   

5b. PTT-SD/Managing      

Model 1    0.38 .01 

      Team Mean .13 .08 0.62   

Model 2    2.20 .06 

      Team Mean .28 .16 1.26   

      PTT-SD .48 .25 2.00   

5c. PTT-SD/Mending      

Model 1    0.05 .00 

      Team Mean .05 .03 0.22   

Model 2    1.26 .04 

      Team Mean .19 .09 0.73   

      PTT-SD 44 .20 1.57   

Note. N = 69, PTT-SD = Propensity to Trust Standard Deviation. 

Hypothesis 6a, stating that team propensity to trust represented by the maximum score will 

be positively related to minimizing behaviors, was not supported. Hypothesis 6b, stating 

that team propensity to trust represented by the minimum score will be negatively related 

to managing behaviors, was not supported. Hypothesis 6c, stating that team propensity to 

trust represented by the minimum score will be negatively related to mending behaviors, 

was not supported. Both team mean and ego resiliency were controlled for in these 

analyses. The results of these regression are reported in Table 9. 
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Table 9: Multiple Regression of Propensity to Trust Relative Contribution 

Variables b  t F R2 

6a. PTT-RC/Minimizing      

Model 1    0.28 .00 

      Team Mean -.13 -.06 -0.53   

Model 2    0.91 .03 

      Team Mean -.37 -.18 -1.18   

      PTT Maximum .35 .19 1.24   

6b. PTT-RC/Managing      

Model 1    0.38 .01 

      Team Mean .13 .08 0.62   

Model 2    1.77 .05 

      Team Mean .68 .39 1.82   

      PTT Minimum -.42 -.38 -1.77   

6c. PTT-RC/Mending      

Model 1    0.05 .00 

      Team Mean .05 .03 0.22   

Model 2    0.75 .02 

      Team Mean .48 .24 1.12   

      PTT Minimum -.33 -.26 -1.21   

Note. N = 69, PTT-RC = Propensity to Trust Relative Contribution. 

Hypothesis 7a through Hypothesis 7c predicted that low team-level separation on rational 

DMS would be positively related to minimizing, managing, and mending behaviors. The 

team mean on rational DMS was correlated with the team profile model, thus it was used 

as a control variable. Table 10 indicates that Hypothesis 7a and Hypothesis 7b, stating that 

low separation on rational DMS would be positively related to minimizing and managing, 

were not supported. Hypothesis 7c stating that low separation diversity on rational DMS 

would be positively related to mending, was not supported (ß = .21, p = .08), however there 

was evidence that a rational DMS team profile model could still be used to predict 

mending outcomes when operationalized as the team mean. Furthermore the team mean on 

rational DMS accounts for 12% of variance in mending behaviors, F (1, 68) = 9.28, p = 

.003. Although the model testing the team profile operationalization of rational DMS is 
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significant, separation diversity on rational DMS as a predictor of mending does not 

contribute to predicting mending outcomes. 

Table 10: Multiple Regression of Rational Decision-Making Style Team Profile 

Variables b  t F R2 

7a. RDMS-SD/Minimizing      

Model 1    0.49 .01 

      Team Mean .12 .09 0.70   

Model 2    0.29 .01 

      Team Mean .14 .18 0.75   

     RDMS-SD .07 .04 0.32   

7b. RDMS-SD/Managing      

Model 1    1.16 .02 

      Team Mean .17 .13 1.08   

Model 2    1.27 .04 

      Team Mean .21 .16 1.33   

      RDMS-SD .22 .15 1.17   

7c. RDMS-SD/Mending      

Model 1    9.28** .12 

      Team Mean .50 .35 3.05**   

Model 2    6.38** .16 

      Team Mean .57 .40 3.43**   

      RDMS-SD .36 .21 1.78   

Note. N = 69, RDMS-SD = Rational Decision-Making Style Standard Deviation, ** p < 

.01. 

Hypothesis 8a and Hypothesis 8b stated that rational DMS as measured by the highest 

scoring member would be positively related to minimizing and managing behaviors. These 

hypotheses were not supported (see Table 11). Hypothesis 8c, predicting that rational DMS 

as measured by the member with the highest score would be positively related to mending 

behaviors, was supported. The analysis testing Hypothesis 8c was significant, F (2, 68) = 

7.87, p = .001. The regression showed this model accounted for a moderate amount of 

variance, 19%, in mending behaviors, and that rational DMS in the relative contribution 

model contributed to an 7% increase in incremental variance (R2 = .07, p < .05; ß = .40, p 
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< .05), over and above the team mean. Thus, the highest rational DMS member of a team 

predicts the mending strategies the team enacts, even more than the team mean. 

Table 11: Multiple Regression of Rational Decision-Making Style Relative 

Contribution 

Variables b  t F R2 

8a. RDMS-RC/Minimizing      

Model 1    0.49 .01 

      Team Mean .12 .09 0.70   

Model 2    0.39 .01 

      Team Mean .01 .01 0.05   

     RDMS Maximum .14 .10 0.55   

8b. RDMS-RC/Managing      

Model 1    1.16 .02 

      Team Mean .17 .13 1.08   

Model 2    1.30 .04 

      Team Mean -.04 -.03 -0.17   

      RDMS Maximum .25 .22 1.20   

8c. RDMS-RC/Mending      

Model 1    9.28** .12 

      Team Mean .50 .35 3.05**   

Model 2    7.87** .19 

      Team Mean .07 .05 0.31   

      RDMS Maximum .53 .40 2.41*   

Note. N = 69, RDMS-RC = Rational Decision-Making Style Relative Contribution. * p < 

.05, ** p < .01. 

Hypotheses 9a and 9b, comparing the utility of team composition models in predicting 

minimizing and managing, could not be tested because of a lack of support for the 

underlying hypotheses. Hypothesis 9c stated that compositional models would explain 

more variance in mending strategies for CSC, need for closure, propensity to trust, and 

rational DMS as compared to the same individual attributes in compilational models. Only 

the team composition models of rational DMS could be tested for this hypothesis.  

To determine which team composition model would emerge as a stronger predictor of 

mending outcomes, a relative weights analysis (RWA) was conducted (Tonidandel & 
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LeBreton, 2011). The team’s mean on rational DMS was included in this analysis as the 

team profile model because of the significant finding in the test of Hypothesis 7c. The 

results of the RWA are reported in Table 12. Overall rational DMS accounts for 19% of 

variance in mending behaviors. The relative contribution model of rational DMS 

contributes to 68% of that variance, whereas the team profile model of rational DMS 

contributes to 32%. This indicates that the maximum rational DMS member in a team 

accounts for a majority of variance in team mending strategies, which refutes Hypothesis 

9c. 

Table 12: Relative Weights Analysis of Rational DMS in Predicting Mending 

Variables Raw RWA RW as % of R2 

Rational DMS Maximum .13 68% 

Rational DMS Mean .06 32% 

R2
 .19  

 

Post-Hoc Analyses 

The results of the correlations and hypothesis tests revealed some insightful trends that 

were not hypothesized about, but merit further exploration. The correlations concerning 

propensity to trust and team resilience strategies in Table 3 show that there is a weak 

correlation between the maximum propensity to trust and managing. This relationship was 

not initially tested because the relationship in Hypothesis 8b called for a regression of 

managing on propensity to trust as a minimum. Therefore, a correlation analysis was 

conducted to investigate the relationship between propensity to trust as a maximum and 

team managing strategies. The results reported in Table 13 show that the propensity to trust 

maximum is slightly correlated with managing and that the team mean can be considered 

as a control variable. 
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Table 13: Post-Hoc Correlations with Propensity to Trust 

Variables 1 2 3 4 

1. PTT-RC Maximum     

2. PTT Team Mean .61**    

3. Ego Resiliency .29* .39**   

4. Managing .25* .08 .09  

Note. N = 69, PTT-RC = Propensity to Trust Relative Contribution. * p < .05, ** p < .01. 

The regression investigating the relationship between propensity to trust as a maximum 

and managing did not yield a significant model, F (3, 68) = 1.70, p = .18. However, the 

propensity to trust maximum did emerge as a significant coefficient in this model, ß = .32, 

p < .05. A second regression without the control variables yielded a result of F (1, 68) = 

4.35, p < .05, with the maximum propensity to trust member accounting for 6% of variance 

in managing. 

Given this insight into how the team mean could impact predictability of propensity to 

trust, and the previous research that team means can interact with diversity 

operationalizations, another analysis was conducted to investigate the interactive effects of 

the team mean and diversity of propensity to trust. These regressions showed no evidence 

of main or interaction effects of the propensity to trust mean or diversity composites on 

team resilience outcomes of minimizing, F (3, 68) = 0.98, p = .41; managing, F (3, 68) = 

1.73, p = .17; and mending, F (3, 68) = 0.84, p = .48. This could be a result of problems 

with homoscedasticity for these tests (see Appendix I). 
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Chapter 6 

Discussion 

The aim of this study was to explore the relationship between individual attributes and 

team resilience, and the impact team composition models may have on these predictive 

relationships. Specifically, this study investigated the relationships between collective self-

concept, need for closure, propensity to trust, and decision-making style with respect to 

behavioral indicators of team resilience (i.e., minimizing, managing, and mending). These 

relationships were examined through both the team profile and relative contribution team 

composition models to better understand which models produced stronger relationships.  

The main findings of this study pertained to rational DMS as a predictor of mending. The 

results indicate that the team member highest on rational decision-making style, per the 

relative contribution model, can influence the mending behaviors displayed by the team. 

While a relationship between rational DMS diversity and mending was not supported, the 

analysis did reveal that the team’s mean on rational DMS was significantly related to 

mending behaviors. This is consistent with previous findings relating rational DMS to 

better team performance and seeking new knowledge, which is useful during the mending 

phase (Palmiero et al., 2020; Zhu et al., 2020). Finally, these results indicate that the 

relative contribution model is a stronger predictor of the relationship between rational 

DMS and mending outcomes as compared to the team profile model, although the team 

mean proved to be a more appropriate operationalization than team diversity.  

The other hypotheses relating CSC and need for closure to team resilience were not 

supported. This could indicate that team profile models of specific attributes may not be 

relevant to early team resilience indicators, especially considering that even the team 

means of three of the four predictors (excluding rational DMS) were not correlated to the 

outcome variables of interest. Perhaps most surprising was the lack of support for 

predictions regarding need for closure, which ostensibly relates to the behaviors a team 

responds to a stressor with, since it has been shown to influence coping styles in during 

threatening situations. In general, meta-analytic findings have shown that personality and 
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values tend to have stronger relationships to team performance in field settings as opposed 

to lab settings (Bell, 2007), indicating there is stil a possibility these variables may be 

correlates in a practical setting. 

The results from the relative contribution models were more promising, but equally 

difficult to connect to team resilience outcomes. While CSC and need for closure followed 

similar trends in relative contribution as they did in the team profile analyses, relative 

contribution analyses of propensity to trust and rational DMS revealed that the members 

highest on these traits tended to pull managing and mending outcomes, respectively, in a 

positive direction. The post-hoc analysis of the propensity to trust maximum indicates that 

attributes that could contribute to team processes are still stronger predictors as a function 

of individual members rather than the diversity of that team or the team as a whole. 

Finally, these results could serve as evidence that individual attributes pertaining to 

personality and attitudes, such as those used in this study, are suitable predictors of both 

task-based aspects of team resilience, such as managing, and interpersonal aspects, such as 

mending. 

Implications 

This study has the potential to influence how organizations will select team members for 

high-stress teams. Since selection in high-stress teams tends to function in swiftly rotating 

member candidate pools, time, especially time for training, is limited. Therefore, it may be 

useful for such organizations to consider individuals high on propensity to trust and 

rational decision-making style. Organizations looking to improve task-based and 

interpersonal functioning by increasing managing and mending strategies on their teams 

can benefit from selecting just one member who is high on these two traits. 

In situations in which teams are under duress from the formation of the team and onward, 

considering rational decision-making at the point of selection could aid teams in their long-

term strategic actions after facing a stressor since mending strategies are meant to influence 

future actions. The results of this study also indicate that deferring to the member with the 

highest rational decision-making style can positively impact the behaviors the team takes 



 

 

47 

 

after dealing with a stressor, although a generally high team score on rational DMS can 

still positively influence mending outcomes. Additionally, a member who is prone to 

higher trust can influence the rate at which teams manage a stressor, perhaps because they 

allow members to take action without question and added stress. 

Finally, the results of this study can guide team training for team resilience outcomes since 

they elaborated that rational decision-making is relevant to team mending strategies. Based 

on the type of team resilience strategies the team wants to improve, they may seek the 

guidance of the highest-scoring member on rational DMS or propensity to trust. 

In terms of theoretical and research implications, this study has addressed the need to 

explore underlying attitudinal variables in team diversity research and added to the 

category of team composition literature that addresses multiple dimensions (Jackson et al., 

2003). These findings add to the literature on deep-level diversity and team composition, 

indicating that relative contribution models may be stronger predictors of team resilience, 

particularly with respect to members who are highest on specified attributes. Additionally, 

the nonsignificant results show that team means and team diversity are not always 

appropriate operationalizations of team-level phenomena. These results show that the team 

resilience construct still needs to be refined so that there is clarity in drawing connections 

to individual attributes. Certainly, this study functions as a call to more empirical testing of 

team resilience. Researchers should structure studies around realistic stressors and track 

performance trajectories starting from baseline performance all the way to recovery to 

ensure that conclusions are drawn about the emergent outcome that is team resilience. 

Limitations 

The first limitation of note in this study is the use of Stoverink et al.’s (2020) four sources 

of team resilience without statistical linkage to these sources from the team to the 

individual level. There are few empirical studies on team resilience, thus their paper was 

one of the few to highlight potential antecedents of team resilience. However, there were 

no experimental studies conducted on this topic in the team literature. As a result, the 

present study used their paper are theoretical rationale for the predictor variables chosen, 
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but these were logical rather than empirical choices. The predictors in the study could have 

been other individual attributes found to be linked to team potency, mental models, etc. 

This can partially explain why there were nonsignificant findings in the present study. 

A second limitation of this study is that the role of time is not explored, although it is 

relevant in team performance contexts, along with some of the variables considered (e.g., 

propensity to trust). Given the application of experimental conditions to the three phases in 

the archival study, this kind of research would have been difficult. Yet, a study considering 

the role of time in performance of the team would have been insightful to the extent that it 

would provide information about how team resilience strategies unfold over time with new 

stressors. Additionally, longitudinal team data are preferred for team outcome research 

questions such as the ones posited in this study, but the archival experiment was conducted 

over the course of hours rather than weeks, months, or years. 

Third, although the IMOI model is a more favorable approach in both team composition 

and team resilience research because of its ability to capture team dynamics better, this 

study adhered more closely to the IPO framework since it does not account for a feedback 

loop from the predictor variables (Bowers et al., 2017). In combination with the previous 

point about time, a better understanding of team resilience could have been gained if this 

feedback loop was considered. For instance, mending tends to focus on lessons learned and 

improving future performance, which should impact subsequent instances of dealing with 

stressors, and therefore minimizing and managing behaviors.  

Fourth, there were limitations that came about as a result of the archival nature of the data. 

The fidelity of gameplay may not have induced adequate perceptions of stress in the 

participants, as evidenced in how challenging they felt the tasks were. Therefore, 

participants did experience some obstacles and team resilience was measured, however a 

true stressor may not have been present, which results in conceptual overlap in team 

performance and team resilience. Additionally, the primary outcome measure in this study 

was not highly discriminating since it was based on a three-point scale. The means for all 

three outcome variables were close to M = 2, with minimizing and managing particularly 
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close to each other, making variability in team outcomes difficult to asses. These could be 

some of the reasons that there were nonsignificant results. 

Sample size was also a limitation that could not be accounted for in this study. An apriori 

power analysis was conducted using G*Power to determine the ideal sample needed for 

hypothesis testing that would produce a medium effect size (.15) with an alpha of .05. The 

resulting recommendation was that for regressions using three predictors (i.e., ego 

resiliency control, team mean control, variable of interest), a sample of 77 teams would 

yield an adequate power of .80. However, after teams data were removed during data 

preparation, the final sample size was at 69 teams. The post-hoc power analyses from these 

results were considerably lower. For instance, the regression analysis of the team profile 

model of need for closure, yielded a small effect size (.05) and a weak power (.31). 

Future Directions 

Future research can expand on the findings linking rational DMS to mending and 

propensity to trust to managing. These relationships merit a closer look to better 

understand why a relative contribution model predicted mending better than a team profile 

model. Similarly, future studies can posit and explore why the propensity to trust of the 

highest member is related to managing, as opposed to the team mean or diversity on this 

trait. The unanswered questions of the present study can be summarized as why isn’t team 

diversity on these attributes related to team resilience outcomes, given the underlying 

theory of similarity attraction? Future studies should explore what aspects of individual 

attributes, aside from surface- and deep-level distinctions, play a role in team composition 

modeling.  

Although this study considered a variety of predictor variables, it was missing key 

theoretical and statistical linkages to team processes and outcomes. Future studies can 

consider the relationship of these variables prior to linking them to team resilience 

specifically. In particular, collective self-concept and need for closure should be researched 

more, as they appear to be important to team functioning and resilience in the literature, 

respectively, but evidenced no relations to team resilience in this study. As opportunities to 
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incorporate multiple predictors into team composition models arise through better 

statistical processing, future research should consider more complex team composition 

models. For example, rational DMS is just one style of five, and it could be useful to 

understand the diversity of styles in one team. In this line of research, researchers can 

explore whether the findings pertaining to rational DMS hold up when other decision-

making styles are considered. 

Research on the team composition-team resilience relationship should incorporate time 

variables and focus on longitudinal designs as described above. Observing teams over a 

longer period of time will answer more in-depth questions, particularly about adequate 

stressors and the performance trajectories which characterize team resilience. For instance, 

one could look at how these compositional variables impact the brittleness of teams over 

time or even incorporate physiological measures stress responses, which could contribute 

to the team resilience research. Additionally, the stressors from the archival study can be 

best described as acute, thus future research should explore the relationships between 

predictors and team resilience over a longer period of time to determine whether they have 

similar relationships to responses to chronic stressors. A key consideration here would be 

to ask if the relationships between propensity to trust, rational decision-making, and team 

resilience hold up in experiments that have more fidelity to high-stress work environments. 
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Bavoľár, J., & Miháľ, Š. (2019). Decision-making styles and information search - the 

relationships with need for cognition and curiosity. Psychologie a Její Kontexty / 

Psychology & Its Contexts, 9(2), 27–36. 

Bedeian, A. G., & Mossholder, K. W. (2000). On the use of the coefficient of variation as a 

measure of diversity. Organizational Research Methods, 3(3), 285-297. 

Bell, S. T. (2007). Deep-level composition variables as predictors of team performance: A 

meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(3), 595–615. 

http://dx.doi.org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.595 

Bell, S. T., Brown, S. G., Colaneri, A., & Outland, N. (2018). Team composition and the 

ABCs of teamwork. American Psychologist, 73(4), 349–362. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000305 

Bell, S. T., Brown, S. G., & Mitchell, T. (2019). What we know about team dynamics for 

long-distance space missions: A systematic review of analog research. Frontiers in 

Psychology, 10, 811. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00811  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2015.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2015.05.003
http://dx.doi.org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1037/0021-9010.83.3.377
http://dx.doi.org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1037/0021-9010.83.3.377
http://dx.doi.org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1037/0021-9010.83.3.377
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.82.1.62
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.82.1.62
http://dx.doi.org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.595
http://dx.doi.org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.595
http://dx.doi.org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.595
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000305
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000305
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000305


 

 

52 

 

Bell, S. T., Brown, S. G., & Weiss, J. A. (2017). A conceptual framework for leveraging 

team composition decisions to build human capital. Human Resource Management 

Review, 28(4), 450-463. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2017.06.003 

Bell, S. T., Villado, A. J., Lukasik, M. A., Belau, L., & Briggs, A. L. (2011). Getting 

specific about demographic diversity variable and team performance relationships: A 

meta-analysis. Journal of Management, 37(3), 709–743. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310365001 

Bernerth, J. B., & Walker, H. J. (2009). Propensity to trust and the impact on social 

exchange: An empirical investigation. Journal of Leadership & Organizational 

Studies, 15(3), 217–226. https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051808326594 

Block, J., & Kremen, A. M. (1996). IQ and ego-resiliency: Conceptual and empirical 

connections and separateness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70(2), 

349–361. https://doi-org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1037/0022-3514.70.2.349 

Bonanno, G. A. (2016). Resilience in the face of potential trauma. Current Directions in 

Psychological Science, 14(3), 135–138. https://doi-

org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1111/j.0963-7214.2005.00347.x 

Bonanno, G. A., Brewin, C. R., Kaniasty, K., & Greca, A. M. L. (2010). Weighing the 

costs of disaster: Consequences, risks, and resilience in individuals, families, and 

communities. Psychological Science in the Public Interest, 11(1), 1–49. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100610387086 

Bowers, C., Kreutzer, C., Cannon-Bowers, J., & Lamb, J. (2017). Team resilience as a 

second-order emergent state: A theoretical model and research directions. Frontiers in 

Psychology, 8, 1360. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01360 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2017.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2017.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310365001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310365001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310365001
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051808326594
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051808326594
https://doi-org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1111/j.0963-7214.2005.00347.x
https://doi-org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1111/j.0963-7214.2005.00347.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100610387086
https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100610387086
https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100610387086
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01360
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01360


 

 

53 

 

Breuer, C., Hüffmeier, J., & Hertel, G. (2016). Does trust matter more in virtual teams? A 

meta-analysis of trust and team effectiveness considering virtuality and 

documentation as moderators. Journal of Applied Psychology, 101(8), 1151-1177. 

Brewer, M. B., & Chen, Y. R. (2007). Where (who) are collectives in collectivism? 

Toward conceptual clarification of individualism and collectivism. Psychological 

Review, 114(1), 133-151. 

Brewer, M., & Gardner, W. (1996). Who is this “we”? Levels of collective identity and self 

representations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71(1), 83–93. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.1.83 

Briggs, S.R. and Cheek, J.M. (1986), The role of factor analysis in the development and 

evaluation of personality scales. Journal of Personality, 54: 106-148. https://doi-

org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1986.tb00391.x 

Cacioppo, J., Reis, H., & Zautra, A. (2011). Social resilience: The value of social fitness 

with an application to the military. The American Psychologist, 66(1), 43–51. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021419 

Carriedo, A., Cecchini, J. A., Fernández-Río, J., & Méndez-Giménez, A. (2020). 

Resilience and physical activity in people under home isolation due to COVID-19: A 

preliminary evaluation. Mental Health and Physical Activity, 19, 100361. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mhpa.2020.100361 

Chapman, M. T., Lines, R. L. J., Crane, M., Ducker, K. J., Ntoumanis, N., Peeling, P., 

Parker, S. K., Quested, E., Temby, P., Thøgersen-Ntoumani, C., & Gucciardi, D. F. 

(2020). Team resilience: A scoping review of conceptual and empirical work. Work & 

Stress, 34(1), 57–81. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2018.1529064 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.1.83
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.1.83
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.1.83
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021419
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021419
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021419
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mhpa.2020.100361
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mhpa.2020.100361
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mhpa.2020.100361
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2018.1529064
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2018.1529064


 

 

54 

 

Chirumbolo, A., Mannetti, L., Pierro, A., Areni, A., & Kruglanski, A. W. (2005). 

Motivated closed-mindedness and creativity in small groups. Small Group Research, 

36(1), 59–82. https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496404268535 

Chughtai, A. A. (2020). Trust propensity and job performance: The mediating role of 

psychological safety and affective commitment. Current Psychology. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-01157-6 

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. New York, NY: 

Routledge Academic 

Colquitt, J. A., Scott, B. A., & LePine, J. A. (2007). Trust, trustworthiness, and trust 

propensity: A meta-analytic test of their unique relationships with risk taking and job 

performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(4), 909–927. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.4.909 

Costa, A. C. (2003). Work team trust and effectiveness. Personnel Review, 32(5), 605–622. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/00483480310488360 

Costa, A. C., Fulmer, C. A., & Anderson, N. R. (2018). Trust in work teams: An 

integrative review, multilevel model, and future directions. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 39(2), 169–184. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2213 

Couch, L. L., Adams, J. M., & Jones, W. H. (1996). The assessment of trust orientation. 

Journal of Personality Assessment, 67(2), 305. 

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa6702_7 

Edmondson, A. (1999). Psychological safety and learning behavior in work teams. 

Administrative Science Quarterly, 44(2), 350–383. https://doi.org/10.2307/2666999 

Ellin, A. (2020, December 17). Special report: Why developing resilience may be the most 

important thing you can do for your well-being right now. Everyday Health. 

https://www.everydayhealth.com/wellness/state-of-resilience/. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496404268535
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496404268535
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-01157-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-01157-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-01157-6
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.4.909
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.4.909
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.4.909
https://doi.org/10.1108/00483480310488360
https://doi.org/10.1108/00483480310488360
https://doi.org/10.1108/00483480310488360
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2213
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2213
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa6702_7
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa6702_7
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa6702_7
https://doi.org/10.2307/2666999
https://doi.org/10.2307/2666999
https://www.everydayhealth.com/wellness/state-of-resilience/


 

 

55 

 

Ferguson, A., & Peterson, R. (2015). Sinking slowly: Asymmetry in propensity to trust 

predicts downward trust spirals in small groups. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 

100(4), 1012-1024. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000007 

Fitzgerald, D. R., Mohammed, S., & Kremer, G. O. (2017). Differences in the way we 

decide: The effect of decision style diversity on process conflict in design teams. 

Personality and Individual Differences, 104, 339–344. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.08.030 

Forward, J. R. (1969). Group achievement motivation and individual motives to achieve 

success and to avoid failure. Journal of Personality, 37(2), 297. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1969.tb01746.x 

Furniss, D., Back, J., Blandford, A., Hildebrandt, M., & Broberg, H. (2011). A resilience 

markers framework for small teams. Reliability Engineering & System Safety, 96(1), 

2–10. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2010.06.025 

Gladstein, D. L., & Reilly, N. P. (1985). Group decision making under threat: The tycoon 

game. Academy of Management Journal, 28(3), 613-627. 

Gucciardi, D. F., Crane, M., Ntoumanis, N., Parker, S. K., Thøgersen‐Ntoumani, C., 

Ducker, K. J., Peeling, P., Chapman, M. T., Quested, E., & Temby, P. (2018). The 

emergence of team resilience: A multilevel conceptual model of facilitating factors. 

Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 91(4), 729–768. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12237 

Harrison, D., & Klein, K. (2007). What’s the difference? Diversity constructs as 

separation, variety, or disparity in organizations. Academy of Management Review, 

32(4), 1199-1228. https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2007.26586096 

https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.08.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.08.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.08.030
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1969.tb01746.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1969.tb01746.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1969.tb01746.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2010.06.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2010.06.025
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12237
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12237
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12237
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2007.26586096
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2007.26586096


 

 

56 

 

Harrison, D. A., Price, K. H., & Bell, M. P. (1998). Beyond relational demography: Time 

and the effects of surface- and deep-level diversity on work group cohesion. Academy 

of Management Journal, 41(1), 96–107. 

Harrison, D. A., Price, K. H., Gavin, J. H., & Florey, A. T. (2002). Time, teams, and task 

performance: changing effects of surface- and deep-level diversity on group 

functioning. Academy of Management Journal, 45(5), 1029–1045. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/3069328 

Hill, Y., Den Hartigh, R. J., Cox, R. F., De Jonge, P., & Van Yperen, N. W. (2020). 

Predicting resilience losses in dyadic team performance. Nonlinear Dynamics, 

Psychology, and Life Sciences, 24(3), 327-351. 

Hobfoll, S. E. (1989). Conservation of resources: A new attempt at conceptualizing stress. 

American Psychologist, 44(3), 513–524. 

Hoopes, L. L. (2013). Developing personal resilience in organizational settings. In V. R. 

Pulla, A. Shatté, & S. Warren (Eds.), Perspectives on coping and resilience (pp. 79 - 

99). Authorspress Global Network. 

Huffman, E. M., Athanasiadis, D. I., Anton, N. E., Haskett, L. A., Doster, D. L., Stefanidis, 

D., & Lee, N. K. (2020). How resilient is your team? Exploring healthcare providers’ 

well-being during the COVID-19 pandemic. The American Journal of Surgery, 

S0002-9610(20)30570-5. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amjsurg.2020.09.005 

Humphrey, S. E., Meyer, C., & Ilgen, D. (2007). Trait configurations in self-managed 

teams: A conceptual examination of the use of seeding for maximizing and 

minimizing trait variance in teams. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(3), 885–

892. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.885 

https://doi.org/10.2307/3069328
https://doi.org/10.2307/3069328
https://doi.org/10.2307/3069328
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amjsurg.2020.09.005
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.885


 

 

57 

 

Ilgen, D. R., Hollenbeck, J. R., Johnson, M., & Jundt, D. (2005). Teams in organizations: 

From input-process-output models to IMOI models. Annual Review of Psychology, 

56, 517–543. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.56.091103.070250 

Jackson, S., Joshi, A., & Erhardt, N. (2003). Recent research on team and organizational 

diversity: SWOT analysis and implications. Journal of Management, 29(6), 801–830. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-2063_03_00080-1 

James, L. R., Demaree, R. G., & Wolf, G. (1984). Estimating within-group interrater 

reliability with and without response bias. Journal of Applied Psychology, 69(1), 85-

98. 

Johnson, R. E. & Chang, C.-H. (2006). “I” is to continuance as “We” is to affective: The 

relevance of the self-concept for organizational commitment. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 27(5), 549–570. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.364 

Johnson, R. E., Selenta, C., & Lord, R. G. (2006). When organizational justice and the self-

concept meet: Consequences for the organization and its members. Organizational 

Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 99(2), 175–201. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2005.07.005 

Kashima, E. S., Greiner, T., Sadewo, G., Ampuni, S., Helou, L., Nguyen, V. A., Lam, B. 

C. P., & Kaspar, K. (2017). Open- and closed-mindedness in cross-cultural 

adaptation: The roles of mindfulness and need for cognitive closure. International 

Journal of Intercultural Relations, 59, 31–42. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2017.05.001 

Kearney, E., Gebert, D., & Voelpel, S. C. (2009). When and how diversity benefits teams: 

The importance of team members’ need for cognition. Academy of Management 

Journal, 52(3), 581–598. https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2009.41331431 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.56.091103.070250
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-2063_03_00080-1
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.364
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.364
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2005.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2005.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2005.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2017.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2017.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2017.05.001
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2009.41331431
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2009.41331431


 

 

58 

 

Kennedy, D. M., Landon, L. B., & Maynard, M. T. (2016). Extending the conversation: 

Employee resilience at the team level. Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 

9(2), 466–475. http://dx.doi.org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1017/iop.2016.41 

Kimhi, S. (2014). Levels of resilience: Associations among individual, community, and 

national resilience. Journal of Health Psychology, 21(2), 164-170. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1359105314524009 

Kosic, A. (2002). Need for cognitive closure and coping strategies. International Journal 

of Psychology, 37(1), 35–43. https://doi.org/10.1080/00207590143000153 

Kozlowski, S., & Klein, K. (2000). A multilevel approach to theory and research in 

organizations: Contextual, temporal, and emergent processes. In K. J. Klein & S. W. 

J. Kozlowski (Eds.), Multilevel theory, research, and methods in organizations: 3-90. 

San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Kruglanski, A. W., Pierro, A., Mannetti, L., & De Grada, E. (2006). Groups as epistemic 

providers: Need for closure and the unfolding of group-centrism. Psychological 

Review, 113(1), 84–100. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.113.1.84 

Kruglanski, A. W., & Webster, D. M. (1991). Group members' reactions to opinion 

deviates and conformists at varying degrees of proximity to decision deadline and of 

environmental noise. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 61(2), 212-225. 

Kruglanski, A. W., Webster, D. M., & Klem, A. (1993). Motivated resistance and openness 

to persuasion in the presence or absence of prior information. Journal of Personality 

and Social Psychology, 65(5), 861–876. 

http://dx.doi.org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1037/0022-3514.65.5.861 

 

 

http://dx.doi.org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1017/iop.2016.41
http://dx.doi.org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1017/iop.2016.41
https://doi.org/10.1177/1359105314524009
https://doi.org/10.1177/1359105314524009
https://doi.org/10.1177/1359105314524009
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207590143000153
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207590143000153
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.113.1.84
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.113.1.84
http://dx.doi.org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1037/0022-3514.65.5.861
http://dx.doi.org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1037/0022-3514.65.5.861
http://dx.doi.org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1037/0022-3514.65.5.861


 

 

59 

 

Lapointe, É., Vandenberghe, C., Ben Ayed, A. K., Schwarz, G., Tremblay, M., & 

Chenevert, D. (2020). Social comparisons, self-conceptions, and attributions: 

Assessing the self-related contingencies in leader-member exchange relationships. 

Journal of Business & Psychology, 35(3), 381–402. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-

019-09628-9 

Lee, C., Farh, J., & Chen, Z. (2011). Promoting group potency in project teams: The 

importance of group identification. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 32(8), 1147–

1162. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.741 

Lord, R. G., Brown, D. J., & Freiberg, S. J. (1999). Understanding the dynamics of 

leadership: The role of follower self-concepts in the leader/follower relationship. 

Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 78(3), 167–203. 

https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1999.2832 

Masten, A. S. (2015). Pathways to integrated resilience science. Psychological Inquiry, 

26(2), 187–196. https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2015.1012041 

Mathieu, J. E., Maynard, M. T., Rapp, T., & Gilson, L. (2008). Team effectiveness 1997-

2007: A review of recent advancements and a glimpse into the future. Journal of 

Management, 34(3), 410–476. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308316061 

Mathieu, J. E., Tannenbaum, S. I., Donsbach, J. S., & Alliger, G. M. (2014). A review and 

integration of team composition models: Moving toward a dynamic and temporal 

framework. Journal of Management, 40(1), 130–160. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313503014 

Maurer, R. (2020, November 11). Managers: Be upfront with staff to build workplace 

resilience. Society for Human Resource Management. Retrieved from: 

https://www.shrm.org/hr-today/news/hr-news/pages/managers-be-upfront-with-staff-

to-build-workplace-resilience.aspx 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-019-09628-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-019-09628-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-019-09628-9
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.741
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.741
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1999.2832
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1999.2832
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1999.2832
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308316061
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308316061
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313503014
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313503014
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313503014
https://www.shrm.org/hr-today/news/hr-news/pages/managers-be-upfront-with-staff-to-build-workplace-resilience.aspx
https://www.shrm.org/hr-today/news/hr-news/pages/managers-be-upfront-with-staff-to-build-workplace-resilience.aspx


 

 

60 

 

McGrath, J. E. (1984). Groups: Interaction and performance (Vol. 14). Englewood Cliffs, 

NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Meneghel, I., Martínez, I. M., & Salanova, M. (2016). Job-related antecedents of team 

resilience and improved team performance. Personnel Review, 45(3), 505–522. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-04-2014-0094 

Mills, K., & Masten, A. (Hosts). (2020, April). The role of resilience in the face of 

COVID-19 (No. 64). [Audio podcast episode]. In Speaking of psychology. American 

Psychological Association. https://www.apa.org/research/action/speaking-of-

psychology/human-resilience-covid-19 

Mjelde, F. V., Smith, K., Lunde, P., & Espevik, R. (2016). Military teams—A demand for 

resilience. Work, 54(2), 283–294. https://doi.org/10.3233/WOR-162298 

Mohammed, S., & Angell, L. C. (2004). Surface- and deep-level diversity in workgroups: 

Examining the moderating effects of team orientation and team process on 

relationship conflict. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25(8), 1015–1039. 

http://dx.doi.org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1002/job.293 

Mohammed, S., & McKay, A. S. (2017). Selection for team membership: Complexity, 

contingency, and dynamism across multiple levels. In J. L. Farr and N. T. Tippins 

(Eds.), Handbook of Employee Selection (2nd edition, pp. 812-832). New York: 

Routledge (Taylor & Francis Group).https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315690193-37 

Morgan, P. B. C., Fletcher, D., & Sarkar, M. (2013). Defining and characterizing team 

resilience in elite sport. Psychology of Sport and Exercise, 14(4), 549–559. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2013.01.004 

Palmiero, M., Nori, R., Piccardi, L., & D’Amico, S. (2020). Divergent thinking: The role 

of decision-making styles. Creativity Research Journal, 32(4), 323–332. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2020.1817700 

https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-04-2014-0094
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-04-2014-0094
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-04-2014-0094
https://www.apa.org/research/action/speaking-of-psychology/human-resilience-covid-19
https://www.apa.org/research/action/speaking-of-psychology/human-resilience-covid-19
https://doi.org/10.3233/WOR-162298
https://doi.org/10.3233/WOR-162298
http://dx.doi.org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1002/job.293
http://dx.doi.org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1002/job.293
http://dx.doi.org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1002/job.293
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315690193-37
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2013.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2013.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2013.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2020.1817700
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2020.1817700
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2020.1817700


 

 

61 

 

Reivich, K. J., Seligman, M. E. P., & McBride, S. (2011). Master resilience training in the 

U.S. Army. The American Psychologist, 66(1), 25–34. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021897 

Rempel, J. K., Ross, M., & Holmes, J. G. (2001). Trust and communicated attributions in 

close relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 81(1), 8. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.1.57 

Scherbaum, C.A. (2006). A Basic guide to Statistical research and discovery: Planning 

and selecting statistical analyses. In F. T. Leong & J. T. Austin, J. T. (Eds.), The 

psychology research handbook: A guide for graduate students and research 

assistants. Sage. 

Scott, S., & Bruce, R. (1995). Decision-Making Style: The development and assessment of 

a new measure. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 55(5), 818-831. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164495055005017 

Selenta, C., & Lord, R. G. (2005). Development of the levels of self-concept scale: 

Measuring the individual, relational, and collective levels. Unpublished manuscript. 

Sluss, D., & Powley, E. (2020). Build your team’s resilience — from home. Harvard 

Business Review. Retrieved from https://hbr.org/2020/04/build-your-teams-resilience-

from-home 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Collective Level of Self-Concept Scale 

Selenta, C., & Lord, R. G. (2005). Development of the levels of self-concept scale: 

Measuring the individual, relational, and collective levels. Unpublished manuscript. 

Group Achievement Focus Subscale Items 

1. Making a lasting contribution to groups that I belong to, such as my work organization, 

is very important to me. 

2. When I become involved in a group project, I do my best to ensure its success. 

3. I feel great pride when my team or group does well, even if I’m not the main reason for 

its success. 

4. I would be honored if I were chosen by an organization or club that I belong to, to 

represent them at a conference or meeting. 

5. When I’m part of a team, I am concerned about the group as a whole instead of 

whether individual team members like me or whether I like them. 

 

Scale Anchors 

1 = Strongly Disagree 

2 = Somewhat Disagree 

3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree 

4 = Somewhat Agree 

5 = Strongly Agree 
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Appendix B: Need for Closure Scale 

Kruglanski, A. W., Webster, D. M., & Klem, A. (1993). Motivated resistance and openness 

to persuasion in the presence or absence of prior information. Journal of Personality 

and Social Psychology, 65(5), 861–876. https://doi-org.portal.lib.fit.edu/10.1037/0022-

3514.65.5.861 

1. Even after I've made up my mind about something, I am always eager to consider a 

different opinion. RC 

2. I dislike questions which could be answered in many different ways. 

3. I feel irritated when one person disagrees with what everyone else in a group believes. 

4. When considering most conflict situations, I can usually see how both sides could be 

right. RC 

5. When thinking about a problem, I consider as many different opinions on the issue as 

possible. 

6. I prefer interacting with people whose opinions are very different from my own. RC 

7. I always see many possible solutions to problems I face. 

8. I do not usually consult many different opinions before forming my own view. 

9. I like to have friends who are unpredictable. RC 

10. When dining out, I like to go to places where I have been before so that I know what to 

expect. 

11. I don't like to go into a situation without knowing what I can expect from it. 

12. I think it is fun to change my plans at the last moment. RC 

13. I enjoy the uncertainty of going into a new situation without knowing what might 

happen. RC 

14. I prefer to socialize with familiar friends because I know what to expect from them. 

15. I dislike unpredictable situations. 

16. I don't like to be with people who are capable of unexpected actions 

17. When faced with a problem I usually see the one best solution very quickly. 

18. When I go shopping, I have difficulty deciding exactly what it is that I want. RS 

19. I tend to put off making important decisions until the last possible moment. 

20. I usually make important decisions quickly and confidently. 

21. I would describe myself as indecisive. RC 

22. I tend to struggle with most decisions. RC 

23. When trying to solve a problem I often see so many possible options that it's confusing. 

24. I think that having clear rules and order at work is essential for success. 

25. I find that a well ordered life with regular hours suits my temperament. 

26. I hate to change my plans at the last minute. 

27. My personal space is usually messy and disorganized. RC 

28. I believe that orderliness and organization are among the most important characteristics 

of a good student. 

29. I think that I would learn best in a class that lacks clearly stated objectives and 

requirements. RC 

30. I find that establishing a consistent routine enables me to enjoy life more. 

31. I enjoy having a clear and structured mode of life. 
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32. I like to have a place for everything and everything in its place. 

33. I dislike the routine aspects of my work (studies)." RC 

34. I don't like situations that are uncertain. 

35. I feel uncomfortable when I don't understand the reason why an event occurred in my 

life. 

36. When 1 am confused about an important issue, I feel very upset. 

37. In most social conflicts, I can easily see which side is right and which is wrong. 

38. I like to know what people are thinking all the time. 

39. I dislike it when a person's statement could mean many different things. 

40. It's annoying to listen to someone who cannot seem to make up his or her mind. 

41. I feel uncomfortable when someone's meaning or intention is unclear to me. 

42. I'd rather know bad news than stay in a state of uncertainty. 

 

Scale Anchors 

1 = Completely Disagree 

2 = Disagree 

3 = Somewhat Disagree 

4 = Neither Agree nor Disagree 

5 = Somewhat Agree 

6 = Agree 

7 = Completely Agree  
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Appendix C: Propensity to Trust Scale 

Couch, L. L., Adams, J. M., & Jones, W. H. (1996). The assessment of trust orientation. 

Journal of Personality Assessment, 67(2), 305. 

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa6702_7 

Propensity to Trust Items 

1. I tend to be accepting of others. 

2. My relationships with others are characterized by trust and acceptance. 

3. Basically I am a trusting person. 

4. It is better to trust people until they prove otherwise than to be suspicious of others until 

they prove otherwise.  

5. I accept others at “face value.”  

6. Most people are trustworthy. 

7. It is better to be suspicious of people you have just met, until you know them better. RC 

8. I make friends easily.  

9. Only a fool would trust most people. RC 

10. I find it better to accept others for what they say and what they appear to be.  

11. I would admit to being more than a little paranoid about people I meet. RC 

12. I have few difficulties trusting people.  

13. Basically, I tend to be distrustful of others. RC 

14. Experience has taught me to be doubtful of others until I know they can be trusted. RC 

15. I have a lot of faith in the people I know.  

16. Even during the “bad times,” I tend to think that things will work out in the end.  

17. I tend to take others at their word. 

18. When it comes to people I know, I am believing and accepting.  

19. I feel I can depend on most people I know.  

20. I almost always believe what people tell me.  

 

Scale Anchors 

1 = Strongly Disagree 

2 = Somewhat Disagree 

3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree 

4 = Somewhat Agree 

5 = Strongly Agree  

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa6702_7
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa6702_7
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa6702_7
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Appendix D: Rational Decision-Making Style Scale 

Scott, S., & Bruce, R. (1995). Decision-Making Style: The development and assessment of 

a new measure. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 55(5), 818-831. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164495055005017. 

Rational DMS Items 

1. I double check my information sources to be sure I have the right facts before making 

decisions. 

2. I make decisions in a logical and systematic way. 

3. My decision making requires careful thought. 

4. When making a decision, I consider various options in terms of a specific goal. 

 

Scale Anchors 

1 = Strongly Disagree 

2 = Somewhat Disagree 

3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree 

4 = Somewhat Agree 

5 = Strongly Agree 

  

https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164495055005017
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164495055005017
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164495055005017
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Appendix E: Team Resilience Questionnaire 

1. How effective was the team in handling the challenge?  

1 = Completely Ineffective 

2 = Somewhat Ineffective 

3 = Neither Effective nor Ineffective 

4 = Somewhat Effective 

5 = Very Effective 

 

2. How effectively did the team handle stress and frustration during the Mission Phase? 

1 = Completely Ineffective 

2 = Somewhat Ineffective 

3 = Neither Effective nor Ineffective 

4 = Somewhat Effective 

5 = Very Effective 

 

3. How effective was the team in managing their resources during the Mission Phase? 

1 = Completely Ineffective 

2 = Somewhat Ineffective 

3 = Neither Effective nor Ineffective 

4 = Somewhat Effective 

5 = Very Effective 

 

4. How effectively did the team rebound from any negative effects from the challenge? 

1 = Did not recover; showed substantial loss of cohesion/trust 

2 = Did not recover; showed slight loss of cohesion/trust 

3 = Recovered; regained prior level of cohesion/trust 

4 = Recovered; showed slight increase in cohesion/trust 

5 = Recovered; showed substantial increase in cohesion/trust  

 

5. Items varied by phase. 

a. [Post Phase I] In your opinion, how ready is your team to successfully 

complete the next phase? 

b. [Post Phase II] In your opinion, how ready is the team to successfully 

complete the third Phase of the mission? 

c. [Post Phase III] In your opinion, how ready would this team be to 

successfully complete another mission if we asked you to do so? 

1 = Not at all ready 

2 = Slightly ready 

3 = Somewhat ready 

4 = Substantially ready 

5 = Very ready 
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Appendix F: Team Resilience BOS 

Using the following scale, indicate the extent to which the following behaviors were 

exhibited by the team during the phase. 

 

1 = Not at All 

2 = Somewhat 

3 = To a Very Great Extent 

 

Minimize 

___ Effectively maintained “situational awareness” of emerging challenges so that 

approaching dangers were identified as soon as possible 

___ Built team cohesion prior to encountering challenges (or in between challenges) by 

making “deposits” that built/maintained trust 

___ Vocalized concerns constructively rather than avoiding them or overreacting 

___ Reacted promptly to developing situations based on quick triage 

___ Quickly matched the urgency of the response to the severity of the challenges (i.e., 

neither over-reacting nor under-reacting) 

___ Team members encouraged each other to speak up  

 

Manage 

___ Reduced stressors and addressed threats by monitoring the situation and intentionally 

following procedures appropriate to the situation 

___ Acquired and maintained an honest appraisal throughout the challenge including harm, 

current and possible performance degradation and damage 

___ Recognized when a team member was unable to perform a function effectively (e.g., 

overloaded, addressing another need, lack of knowledge/skill) and provided 

backup/support 

___ Provided sufficient status updates to team members 

___ Provided sufficient status updates to “mission control”  

___ Appropriately deferred to individuals who had necessary expertise and information 

 

Mend 

___ Monitored fellow team members for signs of stress (e.g., voiced concerns, appeared 

agitated) and provided appropriate support as needed 

___ Celebrated successes  

___ Quickly reestablished an appropriate pace of operations (e.g., moving from 

“emergency” mode to “normal” mode) 

___ Successfully reassigned roles/responsibilities within the team as needed to be prepared 

to go forward 

___ Vocalized appreciation for helpful actions taken by team members during the stressful 

event 

___ Reflected on the challenge to determine how best to work together and handle future 

challenges 
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Appendix G: BOS Training Definitions 

Resilience 

● Ability of an entity to undergo a difficult situation without lasting damage and 

emerge, relatively quickly, in a state more or less equivalent to that with which it 

began. 

● Ability to withstand a negative event and rebound to normal or near-normal 

functioning 

● Ability to function effectively in an environment under poor conditions 

 

Team Resilience 

● The collective ability of the team to withstand and overcome challenges in a 

manner that maintains its health and resources, and enables rapid recovery and 

ongoing viability. 

 

Team Resilience Strategies 

● Minimize: Identify and avoid stressors where possible; address unavoidable 

stressors prior to or early in occurrence. 

● Manage: Handle stressors during occurrence, guide their evolution and control 

their effects as much as possible. 

● Mend: Recover from stress, adapt to a new state as necessary and embrace new 

opportunities as possible 
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Appendix H: Ego Resiliency Scale 

Block, J., & Kremen, A. M. (1996). IQ and ego resiliency: Conceptual and empirical 

connections and separateness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70, 349–361.  

Please respond to the following questions using the rating scale below. 

Does not apply at 

all 

Applies slightly, if at 

all 

Applies somewhat Applies very 

strongly 

1 2 3 4 

 

1. I quickly get over and recover from being startled.  

2. I enjoy dealing with new and unusual situations. 

3. Most of the people I meet are likeable. 

4. I like to do new and different things. 

5. My daily life is full of things that keep my interested. 

6. I get over my anger at someone reasonably quickly. 
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Appendix I: Assumption Tests for Post-Hoc Regressions 

Residual Scatterplot – Minimizing 

 
 
Residual Scatterplot – Managing 
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Residual Scatterplot - Mending 

 


