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Abstract
Purpose – It is increasingly important for organizations to respond effectively and promote positive
outcomes under adverse and unstable conditions. Resilience is salient because reflects the dynamic
process that enables successful results under stressful conditions. The purpose of this paper is to
investigate the potential role of team resilience as the psychological mechanism that explains how job
demands and job social resources are related to and enhance team performance.
Design/methodology/approach – Self-reported questionnaires were distributed to 1,633 employees,
nested in 275 teams from 52 Spanish small and medium enterprises. Aggregated scores were employed
for a team-level structural equation modeling analysis.
Findings – Results support a partial mediation model in which job social resources affect team
resilience, and in turn impact team performance. No significant effects were found for job demands
affecting team resilience. However, the demands× resources interaction influences team resilience, and
thus the impact of resources on team resilience was attenuated by demands. In the same way, the
demands× resources interaction influences team performance.
Research limitations/implications – Job social resources are related to team performance, but
team resilience is a significant mediator. Further research should investigate the effects of different job
demands on team resilience.
Practical implications – The results suggest that managers should focus on developing job social
resources to augment team resilience and team performance.
Originality/value – Managers could benefit from understanding how team resilience could be
developed, given that team resilience aids to achieve positive team outcomes.
Keywords Quantitative, Structural equation modelling, Team performance, Job demands,
Job social resources, Team resilience
Paper type Research paper

The current organizational environment is frequently described as more unstable,
complicated, and threatening than it has been in the past. Organizations, as well as
the individuals and the teams that they are composed of, often have to face complex
environments characterized by hyper-competition and rapid changes (Stephens et al.,
2013; Sutcliffe and Vogus, 2003). Thus, for organizations as well as their teams
and members, it has become increasingly more important to develop the ability to
effectively respond and promote positive adaptation to changes. Now then, why do
some organizations survive by adapting while others fail? Recent calls have been
addressed regarding the need to explore the potential role of variables that may have
an impact on organizational performance in crisis scenarios, especially referring to
resilience (Kaplan et al., 2012; Linnenluecke and Griffiths, 2010). In this sense, previous
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studies proposed that by developing employees’ resilience the organization will become
more adaptive and successful over time (Youssef and Luthans, 2005). In fact, the
resilience approach recognizes this need for flexibility, adaptation, and improvisation in
situations characterized by change and uncertainty, as well as the need to find inner
strengths and resources in order to cope effectively (Ganor and Ben-Lavy, 2003; Youssef
and Luthans, 2007). In the same way organizations are focussing increasingly more on
the performance of their teams (Gully et al., 2002), attention will be directed toward
identifying the characteristics and processes that elicit the synergistic benefits assumed
by team-based work structures (West et al., 2009). However, despite teams’ relevance in
the lives of organizations, little research has been conducted on team-level resilience.

Although resilience is relative and emerging in transaction with specific circumstances
(Staudinger et al., 1993), resilience developed and displayed in a certain situation will lead
to better preparation for upcoming events (Egeland et al., 1993). Therefore, establishing
which variables help the development of team resilience is essential to better prepare
teams to respond to future adverse situations. Given that resilience development is
characterized by contexts of significant adversity (Masten and Reed, 2002), a natural
starting point for research is to establish criteria for ascertaining the presence of
conditions that pose a threat (Sutcliffe and Vogus, 2003). In addition, research suggests
that resilience is facilitated by the existence and quality of interpersonal relationships
(e.g. Gittel et al., 2006; Riolli and Savicki, 2003). For example, the interactive, relational
processes among team members can facilitate (or hinder) the sharing of information,
learning processes, and the development of adaptive solutions to problems (Stephens et al.,
2013). Based on these previous evidences, and using the Job Demands-Resource ( JD-R)
model (Demerouti et al., 2001) as a guiding framework, in this study we investigated the
predicting role of collective job demands (as adverse conditions) and collective job social
resources (representing positive interpersonal relationships) on team resilience. Moreover,
we examine whether the relationship between collective job demands and social resources
with team resilience stimulated positive team outcomes, such as in- and extra-role
performance. Overall the present study aims to understand more about how collective
job antecedents drive the within-team experience to promote favorable reactions
(i.e. resilience) among teams, in order to achieve better team performance.

The present study extends previous research in several ways. First, although earlier
studies have already examined resilience in the work context, the focus was mainly at the
individual level of analysis. Instead, we used aggregated scores for a team-level analysis
(cf. Referent-Shift Consensus model; Chan, 1998). Second, although earlier studies have
examined mainly psychological predictors of resilience (i.e. positive emotions, see Algoe
and Fredrickson, 2011; Meneghel et al., 2016), we also included job antecedents –
specifically, demands and resources – as potential antecedents. Finally, we proposed team
resilience as a significant psychological mechanism to link collective job demands and
resources on the one hand, and team performance on the other, giving evidence about how
stimulate positive outcomes for organizations based on team-level variables. Our results
are aimed to suggest relevant guidelines for managers and HRM practitioners to achieve
positive team performance under adverse situations, like the current crisis scenario.

Defining team resilience
In the domain of organizations and management, the concept of resilience has been used by
researchers and practitioners to refer to relatively ordinary adaptive processes when
encountering unexpected, adverse conditions that result either from large-scale disturbances
or the accumulation of several minor disruptions (Sutcliffe and Vogus, 2003). Resilience may
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be considered as much an individual characteristic as a social factor in teams or
organizations. In this study, we extend understanding of resilience, as well its antecedents
and consequences, at the team level. Consistent with social identity theory (Tajfel and
Turner, 1985), individuals identify with their team and internalize its values and norms,
which lead to homogeneity in attitudes and behavior. Evidence shows that, in a similar way
to individuals acting alone, individuals performing as teams tend to display somewhat
regular patterns of behavior and processes (Stewart, 2010). In order to provide a possible
explanation for this, Totterdell (2000) stated that “team members could respond similarly to
shared events and therefore end up feeling the same way” (p. 848) – in our case sharing the
same level of team resilience. Thus, in our study we focus on team resilience, defined as
“the capacity to bounce back from failure, setbacks, conflicts, or any other threat to
wellbeing that they may experience” (West et al., 2009, p. 253). It should be highlighted that
team resilience differs from other similar constructs like team potency and team efficacy
because these constructs may be considered antecedents or evocative of team resilience,
because “the sense of confidence generated by high levels of efficacy and potency is believed
to help teams persevere in the face of adversity” (Gully et al., 2002, p. 819).

Collective antecedents of team resilience
To test the link between collective job antecedents and team resilience we used the JD-R
model (Demerouti et al., 2001) as a guiding framework. According to the JD-R model, the
variety of psychosocial work characteristics can be classified into two broad groups,
job demands and job resources, which incorporate different specific demands and
resources depending on the context under study (detailed information can be found in
Bakker and Demerouti, 2007; Demerouti et al., 2001).

Following the propositions of the JD-R model, job demands lead to threatening and
stressful situations. Intuitively, one might suspect that job demands should not be
important in predicting team resilience. However, as noted earlier, resilience does not
refer to invulnerability in the face of stress, but rather to the ability to recover from
stressful conditions. As highlighted by different authors, implicit within the notion of
resilience is the exposure to significant threat or adversity (e.g. Luthar et al., 2000;
Powley, 2009), and thus research on resilience needs to recognize and determine the
stress or adversity encountered (Sutcliffe and Vogus, 2003). We suggest that collective
job demands (i.e. quantitative overload, role conflict, and ambiguity) are linked to
team resilience since, to a certain extent, they represent adverse conditions in the
organizational setting. That is, given that stressful situations are a key condition for
developing resilience (Masten and Reed, 2002), we posit that teams with higher job
demands (i.e. quantitative overload, role conflict and ambiguity) will report higher
resilience. In this case, because the sample held different jobs, we examine three kinds
of demands that are present across various jobs and organizations (Gruman and
Saks, 2011). Taken together, these theoretical linkages lead to the following hypothesis:

H1. Job demands are positive associated with team resilience.

This could be explained following the conservation of resources (COR) theory
(Hobfoll, 1989, 2002, 2011), which suggests that employees and groups are motivated to
obtain, retain, and protect resources. A central assumption in COR theory is that people
use their resources to deal with stressful conditions and protect themselves from
negative outcomes. Accordingly, people with greater resources (e.g. more social
support from their colleagues) are less vulnerable to stress, whereas those with fewer
resources (e.g. less supportive colleagues) are more vulnerable to stress (Bakker, 2010).
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Moreover, COR theory postulates that individuals and groups strive to accumulate
resources over time, and this accumulation creates “resource caravans.” That is,
resources tend not to exist in isolation, but rather they aggregate such that, for
instance, employees working in a resourceful work environment are likely to reinforce
their own resilience. In this sense, the presence of collective resources is crucial for the
development of team resilience.

However, the exploration of how a team’s collective resources can be used to
positively adapt to adversity has been widely overlooked (Morgan et al., 2013). Previous
evidence about team and group resilience has suggested that the quality of
relationships matters for resilience (Morgan et al., 2013; Stephens et al., 2013). In this
study, we focus on two kinds of job social resources (i.e. social support climate, and
team coordination) because they can be representative of high-quality relationships
that are particularly valuable for resilience, since individuals and the teams they
comprise are better able to collectively comprehend difficult situations and figure out
the best way to deal with them (Carmeli et al., 2013). Regardless of the specific
underlying mechanisms, what is clear is that the role of relationships is clearly vital for
a team’s capacity to respond positively to adversity. Applying this logic to the study,
we suggest that job social resources (i.e. social support climate and team coordination)
develop team resilience. Therefore we propose the following:

H2. Job social resources are positively associated with team resilience.

In addition to the main effects of job demands and resources, the JD-R model proposes
that the interaction between job demands and job resources is also significant for
expected outcomes. Particularly, it suggests that job resources may buffer the negative
impact of job demands and also that job resources gain their salience when job
demands are high (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007). In this study, we based on this last
assumption and suggest that job resources gain their positive potential on resilience
particularly when teams are confronted with high job demands. In fact, is in stressful
situation when resilience needs to be developed and a strengthened relationship
between resources and resilience is expected. In line with this proposition, we argue
that job demands could moderate the relation between job resources and resilience.
Thus, we expect:

H3. Job demands moderate the positive relationship between job resources and
resilience such that when demands are high, resources have a stronger relationship
with resilience.

The mediation hypotheses on team performance
In order to investigate positive outcomes of team resilience, the following aim of this
study is to determine how team resilience is related to team performance, measured as
in-role and extra-role performance, or task and contextual performance, respectively
(Goodman and Svyantek, 1999). We assumed that team resilience has a positive
relationship with team performance because, in the same manner as individuals, highly
resilient teams are likely to be creative, adaptive to change, and persistent in dealing
with adversity (Luthans et al., 2005), and additionally they tend to use setbacks as
“springboards” or opportunities for growth (Tugade and Fredrickson, 2004). Furthermore,
we assumed that team resilience has a positive relationship with team performance because
teams with a high level of resilience are likely to come up with flexible and adaptive
responses to adversity, and thus they will be less likely to experience the potentially
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damaging effects of threatening situations. Previous evidence revealed that team resilience
is positively related with team performance measured by the supervisor (Meneghel et al.,
2016; Salanova et al., 2012). For these reasons, they improved their work performance.
Hence, we expect:

H4. Team resilience is positively associated with team performance.

In addition we formulate two mediation hypotheses, taking into account team resilience
as mediator between job demands and job social resources at one hand and team
performance at the other. In the first of them, we postulate that the relationship of job
demands to team performance is fully mediated by resilience. No direct effect is expected
between job demands and performance, and this implies that the impact of job demands
on performance is fully mediated by resilience. That is, collective job demands help to
build team resilience, which in turn increases team performance. Hence, we expect:

H5. Team resilience fully mediates the relationship between job demands and team
performance.

As pointed out in the JD-R model, the presence of job resources stimulates personal
growth and development, thus facilitating the accomplishment of work goals. Accordingly
also with COR theory proposed above, the process of accumulate resources moves
with increased strength as groups obtain resources, so they can look for new challenges,
thereby improving their performance in order to meet the organization’s assignments.
Applying this logic to the study, we suggest that job social resources (i.e. social support
climate and team coordination) develop team resilience and that both are positively related
with team performance. Therefore we propose the following:

H6. Team resilience partially mediates the relationship between job social resources
and team performance.

Method
Sample and procedure
The sample consisted of 1,633 employees nested in 275 teams from 52 Spanish
companies (small and medium enterprises). In total, 35 companies belonged to the
service sector (66.3 percent of employees), 12 to industry (27.2 percent of employees),
four to construction (4.3 percent of employees), and one to agriculture (2.3 percent of
employees). The size of the teams ranged from 2 to 44 employees, with an average
of 5.94 (SD¼ 5.74). Of the participants, 55.8 percent were male, and 83.6 percent of them
had an open-ended employment contract. The average job tenure in the organization
was 6.85 years (SD¼ 6.59).

In order to collect the data, we previously contacted the key stakeholders in each
organization (i.e. CEOs, human resources managers, and risk-and-safety prevention
managers) to explain the purpose and requirements of the study. Second, we explained
that participation in this study was voluntary, that only aggregated data would be
reported, and that all identifying information would be removed. Employees were
considered to be members of a team when they had the same supervisor and interact
frequently in order to achieve common goals or purposes, and besides they had
interdependent tasks. In this sense, team supervisor can be a member of the team for
practical purpose, but he/she is responsible for the productivity and actions of team.
Such teams may be responsible for reception department within a hotel, a consulting on
work and tax law, or one of the department in a large store. In order to recognize
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membership of the team, we included a matched code number on the front page of the
questionnaires. Finally, each employee who had been in the enterprise for at least
six months was given a copy of the questionnaire, because it was found that team
resilience is related to team outcomes only after teams have had extensive prior
interaction (West et al., 2009).

Measures
The variables were measured with previously validated scales and reworded using
“teams” as a reference (Salanova et al., 2012). Internal consistency (Cronbach’s α) for the
scales reached the cut-off point of 0.70 (Nunally and Bernstein, 1994). All items
were scored on a seven-point scale ranging from 0 (never/completely disagree) to 6
(always/completely agree).

Job demands. Three job demands were measured, each composed of three items:
quantitative overload (Beehr et al., 1976; e.g. “In my team, we have more work than we
can really do”), role ambiguity (Rizzo et al., 1970; e.g. “In my team, we have disorganized
tasks”), and role conflict (Rizzo et al., 1970; e.g. “In my team, we do tasks which we do
not agree on”). α’s were 0.86, 0.83, and 0.82, respectively.

Job resources. Two job resources were measured, each composed of three items: social
support climate (Van Muijen et al., 1999; e.g. “In my team, our immediate supervisor
attends our personal problems”), and team coordination (Salanova et al., 2012; e.g.
“My team is well-coordinated”). α’s were 0.76 and 0.77, respectively.

Team resilience. Team resilience was measured with a scale composed of seven items,
each of them based on one of Mallak’s (1998) principles for implementing resilience
in organizations, for example: perceive experiences constructively, perform positive
adaptive behaviors, and develop tolerance for uncertainty. Conversely to previous
measures of team resilience (see, e.g. West et al., 2009), this scale was developed
specifically referring to teams in an organizational context. A sample item is: “In difficult
situations, my team tries to look for the positive side.” The α value was 0.83.

Team performance. We use the three-item Goodman and Svyantek (1999) scales,
reworded at the team level for both in-role (e.g. “My team performs all the functions and
tasks demanded by the job”), and extra-role performance (e.g. “We perform roles that
are not formally required but which improve the organizational reputation”). α’s were
0.83 and 0.74, respectively.

Data aggregation
All measures used have the team as the referent and aggregated scores were employed
for a team-level analysis. According to multilevel theory, these are defined as Referent-
Shift Consensus Composition (Chan, 1998), meaning that there is a shift in the referent
prior to consensus assessment. To statistically demonstrate within-team agreement
and between-team differences, we conducted several tests: the Average Deviation Index
(ADM(J )) was used to assess within-group agreement; the intraclass correlation
coefficient – ICC(1) – was used to assess reliability; and one-way analyses of variance
(ANOVA) were used to test for the existence of statistically significant differences
between teams. Conventionally, an ADM( J) equal to or less than 1 is considered
sufficient evidence of team agreement (Burke et al., 1999), whereas values greater than
0.05 for ICC(1) are considered sufficient evidence to justify aggregation (Bliese, 2000).
Moreover, an ANOVA F-value that is statistically significant is a condition that
justifies the aggregation of scores at the team level (Kenny and LaVoie, 1985). From our
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measurements, the ADM(J) and ICC(1) indices were found to range from 0.57 to 1.00
and from 0.10 to 0.25, respectively. One-way ANOVA F-values ranged from 1.66 to 2.96
( po0.001). Thus, we found empirical justification for aggregation.

Fit indices
In order to test the hypotheses, we used structural equation modeling (SEM) by AMOS
19.0 (Arbuckle, 2010). Maximum likelihood estimation methods were used by
computing the absolute and relative indices of goodness-of-fit (Marsh et al., 1996),
i.e., the χ2 goodness-of-fit statistic and the root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA), as well as the normed fit index (NFI), the incremental fit index (IFI), the
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), and the comparative fit index (CFI). Values below 0.06 for
RMSEA indicate a good fit. For the remaining indices, values greater than 0.90 indicate
a good fit, whereas values greater than 0.95 indicate superior fit (Hu and Bentler, 1999).

Results
Descriptive analyses
Table I shows means, standard deviations, aggregation statistics, and correlations of all
the study variables. Most of the correlations are significant and in the expected direction.
However, there was an unexpected result consisting in the negative correlations between
job demands and resilience. We also include the team size, as control variable, in the
descriptives and correlations showed. The correlation is mostly significant and negative
with all study variables.

Because data were self-reported from one source, there are potential concerns
that the results might be influenced by common method variance. Using AMOS 20.0, we
conducted a Harman’s one-factor test (Podsakoff et al., 2003), which failed to demonstrate
a single factor. The results revealed a poor fit of the one-factor model to the data:
χ2(350)¼ 2,014.492; RMSEA¼ 0.132; NFI¼ 0.483; IFI¼ 0.530; TLI¼ 0.446; CFI¼ 0.523.
To confirm these results, additional analyses were performed following the procedure
recommended by Podsakoff et al. (2003). This approach involves adding to the
researcher’s theoretical model a first-order factor with all of the measures as indicators.
The results revealed that the model fit improved, although none of the path coefficients
corresponding to relationships between the indicators and the general method factor
were significant. This finding suggested that while method bias may be present, it do not
significantly affect results or conclusions (Conger et al., 2000).

Hypothesis testing
According to Brown (2006), in cases in which it may be necessary to use single
indicators in a SEM, measurement error can be readily incorporated into a dimensional
indicator by fixing its unstandardized error to some non-zero value, calculated on the
basis of the measure’s sample variance estimate and known psychometric information.
Thus, we fixed the unstandardized error of the indicator of resilience with the formula:
variance× (1-α).

To compute SEM, we used the aggregated database. First, two competitive models
were tested. We tested our full mediation research model (M1). This model tested the
fully mediating effects of team resilience between job demands – resources on one hand
and performance on the other. The results of M1, as depicted in Table II, show that the
fully mediating model fits the data well. The path from job resources to resilience
was positive and statistically significant (H2), as was the path from resilience to team
performance (H4). However, the path from job demands and resilience was not
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statistically significant (H1). Then, we tested a competitive partial mediation model
(M2) that allowed direct paths from job demands to performance (H5); and job
resources to performance (H6). Model 2 had a statistically better fit than M1, Δχ2M1−M2
(2)¼ 11.512, po0.01. Thus, Model 2, which is represented graphically in Figure 1, was
the best-fitting model.

To assess the mediating paths, the Sobel (1988) test was used. Results from this test
supported the mediating role of resilience between job resources and team performance,
z¼ 4.66, po0.001. However, the mediating role of resilience between job demands and
team performance was not supported, z¼ 0.90, p¼ 0.37. We also performed the four
steps for testing for mediation proposed by Baron and Kenny (1986). According to
these steps: first, the independent variables should be related to the dependent variable;
second, the independent variables should be related to the mediator; third, the mediator
should be related to the dependent variable, controlling for the independent variables;
and fourth, for full mediation, the effect of the independent variables on the dependent
variable is reduced to non-significance when the mediator’s effect on the dependent
variable is taken into account. If the fourth condition is not met, partial mediation is
concluded. As previously noted, the Sobel test did not support the mediating role of
resilience between job demands and team performance, and the paths from job

Model χ2 df RMSEA NFI IFI TLI CFI Δχ2

M1 38.005 17 0.067 0.953 0.973 0.955 0.973
M2 26.493 15 0.053 0.967 0.985 0.972 0.985 M1−M2(2)¼ 11.512, po0.01
M3 63.152 24 0.077 0.924 0.952 0.926 0.951
M4 45.500 22 0.062 0.945 0.971 0.952 0.971 M3−M4(2)¼ 17.652, po0.001
M5 30.518 19 0.047 0.963 0.986 0.973 0.986 M4−M5(3)¼ 14.982, po0.005
Notes: n¼ 275 teams. χ2, Chi-square; df, degree of freedom; RMSEA, root mean square error of
approximation; NFI, normed fit index; IFI, incremental fit index; TLI, Tucker-Lewis index; CFI,
comparative fit index

Table II.
Results of mediated

and moderated
SEM analyses
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demands to team resilience/performance were not significant, so we do not report the
results of Baron and Kenny’s steps for the job demands paths, but only for job resources.
There was a significant positive effect of job resources on performance, β¼ 0.56, po0.001,
and on resilience, β¼ 0.60, po0.001. When both job resources and resilience were
included as predictors in the regression equation, job resources still predicted performance,
β¼ 0.27, po0.05, as did resilience, β¼ 0.48, po0.001. These results suggest that the
effect of job resources on performance was partially mediated by resilience.

Finally, to explore the validity of the moderation hypothesis (H3), we conducted
MSEM in order to test the first stage moderation model (Edwards and Lambert, 2007).
The procedure outlined by Ping (1995), as reported in Cortina et al. (2001), was followed
to conduct the analyses. A significant interaction effect is supported when the path
coefficient from the latent interaction factor to the latent endogenous factor is
significant. Our MSEM analysis included three exogenous latent factors (job demands,
job resources, and their interaction), a mediating latent factor (team resilience), and an
endogenous latent factor (team performance). Table II (M3) reports the results of this
analysis. The interaction factor showed a weak but statistically significant path in
the unexpected direction, γ¼−0.14, po0.05. Overall, the fit of Model 3 was not
really adequate. This misfit was mainly due to the substantial relationship between
the interaction factor and its component factors, which were not eliminated by the
preliminary centering operations (Cortina et al., 2001). Thus, we freed all the covariance
between the latent exogenous factors in Model 4 (M4). As a result, the fit of the model
substantially improved and the path from the interaction factors to resilience showed a
greater effect, γ¼−0.20, po0.01.

Finally, we tested a direct effect and first stage moderation model (Edwards and
Lambert, 2007), where job demands further moderated the direct relationship between
job resources and team performance (Model 5). The procedure outlined by Ping (1995)
was followed once again to conduct the analyses. Building upon the previous
moderation analysis, we estimated all the covariance between the latent exogenous
factors in this analysis. Table II (M5) reports the results of this analysis. The interaction
factor showed a statistically significant path to performance, γ¼−0.18 po0.05, as well
as to resilience, γ¼−0.20, po0.001. The results of M5, which is presented graphically
in Figure 1, showed the double moderating effect of job demands: on both the job
resources-resilience and the job resources-performance relationships. The simple-slope
analysis showed the double moderating effect of job demands: on both the job
resources-team resilience (Figure 2) and the job resources-team performance relationships
(Figure 3). It is interesting to note that job demands, resources, and their interaction
explain 47 percent of the variance of resilience (R2¼ 0.47), which in turn explains
56 percent of the variance of performance (R2¼ 0.56). Analyses were repeated controlling
all the variables for team size, and all substantive significant effects remained significant
(details available on request from the authors).

Discussion
The main purpose of the study was to recognize team resilience as a psychological
mechanism that explains how teams deal with collective job demands and job
resources, in order to achieve better performance. The results of SEM and MSEM
analyses partially supported our hypotheses, indicating that job social resources were
positive related with team resilience (supporting H2), whereas job demands were not
(not supporting H1). However, it was shown that job demands operate as a significant
moderator in the model tested, but not in the expected direction (not supporting H3). In
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fact, the impact of job resources on team resilience was attenuated when there are high
job demands, while we expected that it was strengthened. Moreover, the results showed
that team resilience was positive related with team resilience (supporting H4) and also
partially mediates the effects of job resources on team performance (supporting H6),
whereas it does not mediate the effects of job demands on team performance
(not supporting H5).

Theoretical contribution
The findings of this study are important for research in several ways. First, our study
contributes to the emerging field of research that has shifted away from individuals
toward the study of groups and teams resilience. In fact, in recent times team resilience
has emerged as an important concept in business and organizational psychology and
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researchers have begun to study how groups and teams respond favorably to adverse
events (Morgan et al., 2013), mainly with the aim of investigate the processes that elicit
team effectiveness (West et al., 2009).

Second, we focus on studying job antecedents of team resilience in the organizational
context, whereas usually research is focussed more on psychological antecedents, as
collective positive emotions, collective efficacy and team learning (Meneghel et al., 2016;
Sutcliffe and Vogus, 2003). However, from HRM point of view, there is a need to determine
also organizational related factors in order to act on them and our paper attends to this
gap. In this sense, the results not only indicated that job social resources are related to
team performance, but also added team resilience as a significant mediator. Thus, this
study provides evidence that job social resources and team resilience are important in
eliciting organizations’ desirable outcomes such as team performance. This result is in
accordance with previous studies carried out at the individual level, especially referring to
the importance of positive relationship and support for resilience development (Gittel et al.,
2006). In accordance, HRM needs to focus both at the individual and team level in order to
foster resilience in the work context and thus increase positive outcomes for the
organizations (i.e. individual and team performance).

Then, the findings indicated that, in contrast to our expectations, job demands do not
directly impact team resilience. This finding is surprising because in the process of
resilience the experience of adversity is important in order to enhance resilience (Luthar
et al., 2000) and even the correlations were significant and moderate in magnitude.
However it may suggest that, for work teams, high levels of job demands might create an
opportunity for developing future levels of resilience while at the same time diminishing
current levels of resilience. This result also might suggest that the relationship between
job demands and team resilience may be curvilinear, as an inverted U-shape, and for this
reason teams with low or high jobs demands were not able to develop resilience in face of
adversity. In this sense, the teams with higher levels of resilience are those which have
medium job demands. Both these possible explanations need to be further investigated
and more research needs to be carried out in this sense. Finally, taking into account the
distinction between challenges and hindrance demands (for a meta-analysis, see Crawford
et al., 2010), we used job demands belonging to both categories and for this reason the
relationship could not be significant. We argue that only challenging demands might be
related to resilience, because they are usually perceived as opportunities to learn, achieve,
and demonstrate the type of competence that tends to get rewarded. Taking into account a
greater number of job demands in both categories, future research should investigate the
effects of these categories on resilience in order to understand how the results may differ.

Nevertheless, moderation analyses revealed a significant effect of job demands
on the relationship between job resources and team resilience, as well as between job
resources and team performance. Specifically, the impact of job resources on team
resilience is attenuated when there are high job demands, suggesting that job demands
do impact team resilience but the nature of their impact depends on other factors such
as the amount of resources. These findings seem to call for more research, particularly
because the JD-R model originally suggested that job resources gain their motivational
potential particularly when employees are confronted with high job demands
(Bakker and Demerouti, 2007). A possible explanation is given by models of effort and
energy regulation, which suggest that high demands require a high degree of effort
investment (Hockey, 1997) and subsequently drain energy resources. Consequently,
job demands reduce a person’s energy level over time, thus initiating a “loss spiral”
(Hobfoll, 2001) that reduces personal resources.
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Finally, we focussed on studying whether team resilience in response to adversity
may contribute to the overall functioning of the team, as proposed by Stephens and
colleagues (2013). The results showed that team resilience is related to team
performance, underlining the fact that a high level of team resilience might lead to the
best performance, in accordance with previous studies carried out at the individual
(e.g. Luthans et al., 2005; Youssef and Luthans, 2007) and the team level (Meneghel et al.,
2016). This finding is especially important because confirm that teams with a high level
of resilience are likely to show high level of performance, reasonably because they come
up with more flexible and adaptive responses to adversity, and additionally they tend
to use setbacks as challenges or opportunities for growth (Carmeli et al., 2013).
Altogether, this finding seems to call for more research into team resilience, particularly
because teams play a crucial role in achieving important organizational outcomes
(Kaplan et al., 2012; West et al., 2009). These results can be employed by managers and
HRM practitioners as relevant guidelines to achieve positive team performance under
adverse situations.

Implications for practice
In terms of practical implications, our results present a number of potential applications
and encourage initiatives to make managers and HRM practitioners pay closer
attention to the well-being of their teams. First, they need facilitate and enhance
positive relationships and coordination among team members. For example, it has been
shown that face-to-face meetings can allows individuals and team members to feel more
connected with their co-workers (Warkentin et al., 1997). It could also be important to
develop respectful interaction, defined as face-to-face, on-going dialogs rooted in trust,
honesty, and self-respect (Weick, 1993) because they are a key factor enabling
collaboration (Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011). In addition, they can involve team members in
finding solutions to work problems and challenges, encourage them to problem solve
and stimulate suggestions from all employees.

Second, managers and HRM practitioners concerned with slowing down demanding
aspects of work could assess teams’ workloads to ensure that they match their skills
and capacities. Moreover, they could be especially incisive in creating fluid team-based
work and job design, and in generating broader job descriptions, while managers could
also attempt to clarify team (and employee) roles and responsibilities. In addition, as an
example, it was also shown that congruence between the values of employees and
organizations might reduce role ambiguity and role conflict (Edwards and Cable, 2009).
Thus, managers and HRM practitioners might invest energy and resources to assess
value congruence when hiring job applicants, engage in socialization tactics to modify
the values of new employees in the direction of the cultural values of the organization,
and ensure that organizational communication is regular, open, and consistent
(Cable and Judge, 1997; Cable and Parsons, 2001; Edwards and Cable, 2009).

Limitations and future research
Although our study findings pointed to some noteworthy conclusions, our methods
suffered from limitations that should be addressed in future research. First, we use a cross-
sectional design, whereas studies in a longitudinal way are necessary in order to establish
causal relationships. Thus, future researches are strongly encouraged to examine the
relationships between the study variables over time, in order to add validity to our
findings. Second, our study is open to the typical criticisms of single-source, self-report
data, especially for team performance measure. Although our tests fail in showing a
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significant common method effect, this may introduce a bias so that in future studies it
would be interesting to include another measurement source. For example, team
performance may be collected from teams’ supervisors or drawn from the performance
appraisal system. Nevertheless, the high level of agreement among the workers in the
same team – assessed by ICC(1), ADM(J), and one-way ANOVAS – is a strength in this
sense, because it shows that there is agreement among the teammates’ perceptions.

A final limitation of the present study is its lack of generalizability to the entire
working population, because we used a convenience sample. Although, we believe
that a sample of 275 teams from different business sectors is a good achievement,
in the future the results need to be replicated in different and broader samples.
In addition, it would be interesting to study the relationship proposed in more
specific sample, for example attending to the economic sector or sub sector. In fact,
such kind of demands and/or resources could be more or less relevant depending
to the context under study and, for these reason, specific job antecedents could be
deeper studied.

Finally, future studies need to address deeper attention at the relationship between
job demands and resilience development. As discussed above, the lack of direct
significant relationship may be due to different reason (i.e. time interval, no linear
relationship, type of job demands analyzed), and in this sense more investigation
is needed.

Conclusion
The main objective of resilience is to find unknown inner strengths and outer resources,
thereby allowing workers to be more skilled so that problems can be overcome and the
organization can thrive and flourish despite adversity. Our findings suggest that
managers and HRM practitioners could benefit from understanding how team
resilience could be developed given that team resilience aids to achieve positive team
outcomes. Furthermore, we believe that this study makes an interesting contribution to
the resilience literature by providing evidence for its applicability at the team level in
the organizational context.
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