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PREFACE

Volume 22 of Research in Occupational Stress and Well-Being (ROSWB) is focused 
on promoting theory and research concerning stress, Well-Being, and resilience 
in teams. There is widespread acknowledgment among organizational scholars 
that the modern workplace is becoming increasingly complex and characterized 
by work that requires teamwork. Moreover, there is considerable research docu-
menting how members of one’s work team can be both a source of stress and 
comfort. Consequently, our goal with this issue was to shine a spotlight on this 
critical area of research. To that end, we solicited a series of papers investigat-
ing how stress and crisis events might impact team functioning and performance 
as well as how team processes themselves might be a source of stress and Well-
Being. To that end, we are immensely grateful for the enthusiastic, thoughtful, 
and timely contributions from our author teams. We could not have done this 
without them.

Our first chapter by Rosen, Kilcullen, Davis, Bisbey, and Salas reviews the 
state of the literature concerning team resilience, laying out conceptual develop-
ments concerning resilience in individuals and in teams, and then taking stock of 
the conceptual and methodological challenges and opportunities as it pertains 
to conducting research on team resilience in the field. Our next three chapters 
concern the role of individual differences and psychological processes in team 
resilience and Well-Being. In the second chapter, Fezzey and Swab address the 
nature of trait competitiveness and its implications for individual and team-level 
stress and Well-Being, introducing a dynamic, multi-level framework for integrat-
ing current research and suggesting new paths for future discoveries. The third 
chapter by Loghman and Zahiriharsini utilizes psychological capital (PsyCap) as 
a central focus of investigation. They review the state of the literature concerning 
PsyCap as an antecedent of individual-level performance and Well-Being and 
then build toward a model of team-level PsyCap and investigating its potential as 
an antecedent factor of team Well-Being and safety. The fourth chapter by Rubin 
Rojas, Feitosa, and González-Morales concerns mindfulness and, specifically, the 
potential for mindfulness interventions to strengthen team functioning. As with 
the preceding two chapters, the authors integrate the extant literature to develop 
a dynamic, multi-level model to facilitate future research and practice.

The next two chapters in the special issue advance our understanding of the 
interplay between team performance and Well-Being by investigating how rela-
tionships within the team can serve as a driver of team member Well-Being and 
team resilience. The fifth chapter by Birnbaum and González-Morales dives 
deeper into team processes by investigating how interpersonal dynamics might 
impact work engagement by utilizing a social network perspective. In the sixth 
chapter, Bell, Castillo, Khalid, Rufrano, Traylor, and Salas review how teams 
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and team functioning in high-stakes settings can impact the physical and psycho-
logical Well-Being of team members. Specifically, they document how emotional 
contagion within teams can serve as both a promotor and inhibitor of individual 
Well-Being.

The seventh chapter by Shorey, Moran, Wiese, and Burke sets out to expand 
the conversation surrounding team resilience and how it might be best embedded 
in the broader teams’ literature. Specifically, they review conceptual definitions 
and operationalizations of team resilience in the literature, the range of outcomes 
they have been used to predict, and discuss the implications of these varying 
perspectives for future research and practice.

The final chapter of the special represents a unique case for the study of stress, 
resilience, and Well-Being at the team-level. Specifically, Bauer, Weinberger, 
Carter, and Blackwell Landon review the state of the literature concerning how 
teams on spaceflight missions manage stress and what earth-bound organizations 
can learn from advances surrounding stress management in this particularly chal-
lenging context.

The goal of this special issue of ROSWB on teams and team processes was 
to provide not only a place for documenting the many interesting and valuable 
advances being made in the teams’ literature, but also to make available a foun-
dation for future research concerning stress and Well-Being at the team level. 
Our author teams rose to the challenge, not only bringing together disparate 
topics and literatures, but also providing new models and frameworks for future 
research in this area. And, having documented and summarized the evidence of 
the importance of teams and the relationships within them for both sustained 
performance and Well-Being, we would once again thank both our author teams 
and the staff  at Emerald who worked with us to put together this very special 
volume of ROSWB.

Peter D. Harms and Chu-Hsiang (Daisy) Chang
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CHAPTER 1

MEETING THE CHALLENGE OF 
TEAM RESILIENCE IN THE FIELD

Michael A. Rosena, Molly Kilcullena,b,  
Sarah Davisa, Tiffany Bisbeyc and Eduardo Salasb

aJohns Hopkins University, USA
bRice University, USA
cThe George Washington University, USA

ABSTRACT

The practical need for understanding and improving team resilience has 
increased, and more research is needed to provide an evidence-base for guid-
ing organizational practices and policies. In this chapter, the authors highlight 
what we see as critical challenges and opportunities for advancing the science 
of team resilience. We focus on conceptual and methodological challenges 
involved in conducting field-based research on team resilience, as the authors 
believe field-based research is a particularly critical approach for advancing 
the science of team resilience. The authors first provide a brief review of recent 
theoretical work in defining team resilience. Then the authors describe key 
challenges that must be managed in field studies seeking to refine and capital-
ize on this critical area of research to provide solutions capable of support-
ing individual, team, and organizational outcomes. These challenges include 
defining trajectories of resilient team performance, understanding the con-
sequences of repeated episodes of team resilience, formal specifications of 
events precipitating resilient team performance, measuring the event appraisal 
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and communication process, and adopting measurement methods with high 
temporal resolution. Finally, the authors provide directions for future research 
to address these gaps.

Keywords: Team resilience; unobtrusive measurement; field research; team 
dynamics; team performance measurement; communication analyses; 
computational linguistics

INTRODUCTION
It is difficult to state clearly the magnitude of  concurrent trends disrupting 
work and life in recent years. Impending and ongoing technological revolutions  
(Yang & Gu, 2021), climate change (Fiedler et al., 2021), political polarization 
(Levin et al., 2021), wealth (Zucman, 2019) and health inequalities (Bor et al., 
2017), workforce shortages in critical industries (Zhang et al., 2020), and the 
trailing edge of  a global pandemic (Jiskrova, 2022; Peters et al., 2022) have cre-
ated unique conditions which have heightened the salience of  resilience as a 
capacity critical for survival. Listing these forces does little to convey the lived 
experience of  them, or the way they impact and interact with work life. Stressors 
and adverse events abound, and individual, team, organizational, and societal 
resources to respond are strained. The science of  teams can contribute solutions 
to navigating the manifestations of  these challenges in daily work, at least within 
the bounds of  organizations relying on collaborative work structures. Team resil-
ience has matured greatly in recent years, with several important reviews and 
theory-building efforts (Gucciardi et al., 2018; Hartwig et al., 2020; Stoverink 
et al., 2020) advancing the field by highlighting the diverse ways in which team 
resilience has been studied and offering compelling conceptual integrations to 
inform future studies.

As the need for understanding and improving team resilience has increased, 
so too has the attention in the organizational and social sciences. However, more 
is needed to provide an evidence-base for guiding organizational practices and 
policies. To that end, we highlight here what we see as critical challenges and 
opportunities for advancing the science of  team resilience. Our focus in this 
chapter is on conceptual and methodological challenges involved in conduct-
ing field-based research on team resilience. Understanding the complexity of 
social phenomenon like team resilience requires multi-method approaches, but 
we believe that field-based research is a particularly critical approach for advanc-
ing the science of  team resilience given its temporal nature. As such, we have 
three goals in this chapter. First, we provide a brief  review of  recent theoreti-
cal work in defining team resilience. Second, we describe key challenges that 
must be managed in field studies seeking to refine and capitalize on this critical 
area of  research to provide solutions capable of  supporting individual, team, 
and organizational outcomes. Third, we provide directions for future research 
to address these gaps.
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CONCEPTUAL ADVANCES IN TEAM RESILIENCE
In this section, we provide a brief  overview of some of the key conceptual 
advances in team resilience in recent years. Specifically, we discuss its origins as an 
individual-level construct and recent theoretical frameworks for understanding 
team-level resilience.

Resilience in Individuals

The concept of resilience has been applied in various contexts and defined across 
conceptual levels (i.e., individual, team, and organization), resulting in a diverse 
set of definitions. Resilience is typically used to refer to the capacity of a person, 
team, or system to maintain functioning in the face of challenges and recover or 
bounce back from those challenges (Hodgson et al., 2015; Scheffer et al., 2018). 
Specifically, past work has defined resilience as the capacity of systems to suc-
cessfully handle disturbances (Gomes et al., 2014), a capacity that teams require 
in order to overcome crises (Rodríguez-Sánchez et al., 2015), and the ability for 
individuals, groups, and organizations to absorb stress brought on by challenges, 
recover functioning, and grow from the adversity (Stephens et al., 2013). While 
resilience is most often characterized as an ability, it is also defined in terms of an 
individual or team’s attitude, such as resilience being defined as a belief  shared 
by the team that it can cope with disruptions (Maynard & Kennedy, 2016) or a 
shared belief  held by the team that it can respond to challenging events, recover 
from setbacks, and thrive (Kennedy et al., 2016).

The vast majority of existing literature has considered resilience at the indi-
vidual level (Hartmann et al., 2020; King et al., 2016), either considering it as a 
stable personality trait (Shin et al., 2012; Wanberg & Banas, 2000), a state-like, 
trainable capacity (Luthans, 2002), or a process (McLarnon & Rothstein, 2013). 
Despite conceptual similarities between individual, team, and organizational 
level resilience, scholars recommend that team constructs require considera-
tion at both the lower and higher levels, as well as examination of the cross-level 
similarities and differences for these collective constructs (Kozlowski & Klein, 
2000). Reviews on the topic of resilience recognize that while the function of 
resilience may be consistent across the organizational, team, and individual levels 
(i.e., bouncing back via adversity, detection, sensemaking, strategy formulation, 
and strategy execution), the structure of each level and resources necessary to 
promote resilience at each level vary (Stoverink et al., 2020). While much has 
been discovered at the individual level, there still exists a dearth of research 
examining the phenomenon of resilience beyond that, to that of the collective or 
team level (Estrada et al., 2022).

Team Resilience

Work teams operating in changing environments will likely experience adver-
sity at some point in their lifecycle and this adversity will have an impact on 
important team processes and subsequently team performance. However, existing 
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research on team resilience is inconsistent, with resilience being conceptualized, 
defined, and operationalized in varying ways throughout the literature (Hartwig 
et al., 2020). This diversity in conceptualization of team resilience indicates that 
field has yet to fully coalesce around what team resilience is or how to measure or 
improve it. As such, team resilience remains at an intermediate level of maturity, 
where many constructs exist, but have not been fully integrated, though recent 
theoretical work has begun to address these issues.

Multilevel models of team resilience have been developed to offer concep-
tual clarification between individual, team, and organizational level resilience 
(Gucciardi et al., 2018; Hartwig et al., 2020). Gucciardi et al. (2018) conceptual-
ize team resilience as distinct from individual resilience in that it operates at the 
team level, is exhibited via interactions among team members, is characterized 
by performance indices representative of collective goals/objectives, and there 
is a team objective that is organizationally relevant. Multilevel models of team 
resilience depict the inputs or antecedents to adversity, the emergent states that 
develop and processes that the team engages in after adversity, and the subse-
quent team outcomes. These concepts have been organized into team resilience 
input factors, resilient team processes, mediating team states, and team resilience 
outcomes (Hartwig et al., 2020). Team resilience input factors include individual-
level factors (e.g., communication skills, team orientation), team-level factors 
(e.g., collective job demands, group structure, team adaptability, team norms), 
and contextual factors (e.g., leadership, organizational support, organizational 
culture). Team processes such as communication, cooperation, and coordination 
are related to team resilience, as well as minimizing behavior (e.g., anticipating 
challenges, addressing risks, preparing for adverse events), managing behavior 
(e.g., managing stress, seeking support), and mending behavior (e.g., learning 
from experience, recovering from a challenge) (Alliger et al., 2015). Mediating 
team states involved in team resilience include cohesion, psychological safety, 
team trust, and collective efficacy, while team resilience outcomes are categorized 
under health, performance, and team functioning (Hartwig et al., 2020).

Team resilience is distinct from the concept of team adaptation, as team adap-
tation focuses on the ability of a team to adapt, while the main function of team 
resilience is to bounce back from adversity and persist over time (Stoverink et al.,  
2020). While it’s possible for the team to bounce back by adapting to new circum-
stances brought on by an event, adaptation is not the only response to adversity 
and is not always the optimal response (Christian et al., 2017; Johnson et al., 
2006; Stoverink et al., 2020). Stoverink and colleagues argue that team adapt-
ability provides a strategy for teams to overcome adversity, contributing to, but 
distinct from, resilience.

THE ROLE OF FIELD RESEARCH IN ADVANCING TEAM 
RESILIENCE RESEARCH

The broad interdisciplinary science of teams has employed a wide range of 
methods over past decades to develop and test theories. Controlled laboratory 
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experiments, quasi-experimental field research, cross-sectional and cohort stud-
ies, purely qualitative studies, and agent-based and other computational modeling 
approaches among many others have contributed to our understanding of teams. 
That same methodological triangulation will be key to advancing team resilience 
research; however, we argue that two features of team resilience as an area of 
inquiry heighten the importance of field research for team resilience, particularly 
at this phase of maturation. First, team resilience is inherently temporal, and 
the timescales involved (e.g., days, weeks, months) may preclude study in more 
controlled experimental settings commonly used to research teams over shorter 
timescales (e.g., hours). As detailed in the challenges below, there are important 
unanswered questions about temporal phenomenon in team resilience including 
how long a team must persist in the face of setbacks to be considered resilient. 
However, it is likely that resilience over shorter and longer timescales may be 
different in nature, and both may be of interest to researchers and of practi-
cal importance to organizations. Second, team resilience requires the team to 
experience an adversity. Experimental studies provide control over these adverse 
events, but they limit the magnitude of events teams can be exposed to and the 
personal investment of team members in the outcomes. For these reasons, field 
research can provide critical information to refine and mature frameworks of 
team resilience.

Field research is not a monolithic approach, however, and Edmondson & 
McManus’ treatment of methodological fit in field research (Edmondson & 
McManus, 2007) provides a valuable framework for evaluating the types of field 
research that may be most beneficial for team resilience. Considering team resil-
ience as a topic of intermediate maturity, appropriate field research questions 
may focus on connecting established and new concepts, using quantitative and 
qualitative data, with exploratory analyses yielding provisional theories that may 
integrate previously distinct literatures. The conceptual and methodological chal-
lenges and opportunities discussed below are in service of these aims of matur-
ing the science of team resilience through questions asked and answered in the 
field. For example, a field study of team resilience within a healthcare setting 
could involve team members in a high intensity unit (e.g., a unit caring for criti-
cally ill patients, with high patient turnover) employing experience sampling and 
unobtrusive measures (e.g., physiological sensing and activity or location track-
ing systems), and administrative data (i.e., records of patient status, procedures 
and transfers) to understand the types of events and configurations of events that 
elicit resilient performance, and the interaction patterns that promote or inhibit 
resilience and associated outcomes over prolonged periods of time.

CONCEPTUAL CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES  
IN FIELD-BASED TEAM RESILIENCE RESEARCH

The brief  review above highlights an active and rapidly evolving area of  research. 
Multi-level theories of  team resilience have taken form in recent years, but much 
remains to be done. Field research is a critical tool for advancing the science of 
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team resilience as the concept takes time to play out (more time than is usually 
practical in lab-based research), and requires an adverse event or events that 
disrupt the normal work process, the frequency and intensity of  which may be 
limited in prospective experimental studies. While field research has its unique 
challenges in general, it can allow for higher fidelity research including the abil-
ity to consider the dynamic environment in which a team performs (Mathieu  
et al., 2018). Despite the argued benefit of  field-based research for advancing the 
science of  team resilience, there remains several conceptual challenges for con-
ducting this type of  research in the real-world. These challenges include defining 
the markers of  resilience and the timeline that is needed to capture resilience, 
considering the potential cumulative effect of  resilience on the individual or 
team, and identifying the adverse event(s) and pre-existing conditions that elic-
ited the resilient team response. Challenges and opportunities are summarized 
in Table 1.

Table 1.  Summary of Team Resilience Challenges, Their Relevance for Field 
Research, and Future Research Directions.

Team Resilience Challenge Relevance to Field Research Future Directions

Defining trajectories of resilient 
team performance

Field studies can capture a 
wide range of performance 
patterns within and across 
teams, and over longer 
time scales than may be 
feasible in more controlled 
environments.

Define trajectories (patterns of 
team resilience over time) 
and archetypes (patterns of 
trajectories across teams) 
using conceptually grounded 
dimensions of resilience 
(e.g., resistance, elasticity, 
latitude).

Understanding the consequences 
and costs associated with 
repeated episodes of team 
resilience

Repeated exposure to 
adversity creates “wear and 
tear” on individuals (and 
likely teams) stemming 
from repeated “hits,” 
lack of adaptation or 
habituation to stressors, 
insufficient recovery, 
and insufficient response 
from one team member 
requiring compensatory 
responses from others. 
These conditions may be 
challenging to replicate 
meaningfully outside of  
field settings.

Explore relations between 
multi-level benefits and costs 
of repeated episodes of 
resilience team performance, 
as well as identifying 
protective factors and 
processes.

Formal specifications of the 
events eliciting resilient team 
performance

Experiments provide control 
over the events teams’ 
experience; field studies 
require methods to capture 
and classify types and 
configurations of adversity 
teams overcome.

Drawing from event-system 
theory, advance a taxonomy 
of events precipitating 
resilient team performance, 
comprising event strength, 
space, and time.
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Team Resilience Challenge Relevance to Field Research Future Directions

Measuring event appraisal and 
communication processes

Sophisticated communication 
analysis methods have 
been developed and 
validated in controlled 
environments; their 
translation to field settings 
would provide researchers 
with a greatly expanded 
toolbox for understanding 
communication processes in 
team resilience.

Develop new and translate 
existing open and closed 
vocabulary approaches to 
analyzing communication 
and interactions in team 
resilience processes and 
validate their application to 
detecting changes in team 
interaction patterns in field 
settings.

Methods with higher temporal 
resolution

Wearable and environmental 
sensors can augment 
traditional methods 
to unpack temporal 
dynamics of resilient team 
performance without 
imposing additional burdens 
on participants engaged in 
real work.

Explore measurement fit 
between team resilience 
constructs and unobtrusive 
measures including team 
physiological dynamics, 
emotional contagion and 
synchrony, and burstiness  
of interaction patterns.

Table 1.  (Continued)

Defining Trajectories of Resilient Team Performance

Resilience is inherently dynamic. Demonstrating resilience requires experience of 
and reactions to events. Additionally, persistence, an inherently temporal concept, 
has been identified as a key feature differentiating team resilience from team adap-
tation, the latter requiring only a change after adversity but not sustained effort 
following that change. Less formally, it has been posited that true team resilience 
may require overcoming many obstacles or setbacks in sequence, concurrently, 
or both (Hartwig et al., 2020). Anyone can overcome one or two setbacks, but 
only resilient teams can consistently survive and thrive in response to repeated 
adverse events (Alliger et al., 2015). Therefore, to understand or measure team 
resilience, some form of longitudinal approach is necessary. However, it is not 
clear how much is enough. How much time do you need to know that you have 
observed resilience? Answering these basic questions is key to advancing the sci-
ence of team resilience. Any single approach to a complex phenomenon like team 
resilience will be limited, but, with few exceptions (e.g., NASA’s long-duration 
spaceflight exploration analog environments; Bell et al., 2019), evaluating teams 
over long time frames in controlled experimental environments that have been 
the bedrock of much the science of teams is impractical as these designs are 
often limited to timeframes of hours, and these processes may play out over days, 
weeks, or longer.

Team trajectories (i.e., patterns of performance over time; Mathieu & Rapp, 
2009) have been used to unpack temporal dynamics within teams, and more 
recently, the idea of “archetypes” of team performance trajectories (i.e., patterns 
of change over time across teams; Quigley et al., 2018) has been introduced to 
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help support theorizing about temporal phenomena in teams. Applying these con-
cepts to team resilience research involves conceptual and empirical approaches 
for more clearly defining and measuring attributes of team resilience trajecto-
ries (Kazi et al., 2020). Three separate components of resilience trajectories have 
been defined in the broader systems science, including resistance, elasticity, and 
latitude (Hodgson et al., 2015). Resistance is the inherent ability that a person or 
system has to deflect disturbances (Hodgson et al., 2015). For example, an indi-
vidual might be more resistant to burnout in high-stress work environments than 
others. Elasticity refers to the rate at which a person or system recovers after expe-
riencing a challenge (Grimm & Wissel, 1997). When teams experience conflict or 
a setback, how quickly they bounce back and resume normal functioning deter-
mines their elasticity. Latitude is the distance from the stable state to a tipping 
point, past which the person or system moves back to the original stable state 
or to a new state of stability (Hodgson et al., 2015). Essentially, the smaller the 
latitude, the higher the risk of the team tipping into unfavorable states when faced 
with disturbances. For example, a research team with low latitude would likely be 
less likely to resubmit a manuscript to another journal after facing a rejection. 
Resistance, elasticity, and latitude can all be considered together to characterize 
a team’s resilience trajectory. For example, team cohesion has been hypothesized 
to be a mediating team state in theories of team resilience (Hartwig et al., 2020). 
A highly cohesive team may be unaffected by disturbances (high resistance) and 
have a low risk of tipping into an unfavorable state when they do experience a 
disturbance (large latitude), but if  significant conflict happens the team may be 
slow to recover to their baseline cohesive state (elasticity).

Building from these and other concepts, descriptive work on what team tra-
jectories look like as they encounter and manage adverse events in real-world 
settings could inform theory and measurement approaches. Central to this, is the 
use of a common language to describe the features of these trajectories (e.g., 
resistance, elasticity, and latitude) that allow for comparison across settings and 
contexts.

Exploring the Consequences and Costs Associated with  
Repeated Episodes of Team Resilience

Research on teams often focuses on the team performance episode (i.e., “…dis-
tinguishable periods of  time over which performance accrues and feedback is 
available,” p. 359), typically comprising several input, process, and outcome 
cycles (Marks et al., 2001). However, teams facing environments requiring resil-
ience may repeatedly experience acutely or chronically stressful conditions. This is 
a relatively unexplored area of team resilience. In the biological sciences, allosta-
sis is defined as the process an organism employs to return to a homeostatic state 
after experiencing a perturbation. This process is analogous to resilience, and 
the amount of wear and tear that an individual accumulates from exposure to 
repeated stress and strain – known as allostatic load – has been shown to have a 
direct effect on human health and performance (McEwen, 1998). More recently, 
the concepts of collective or social allostatic load (Davaslioglu et al., 2019, 2021; 
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