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Are Teams whose Players are More Committed to the Team More
Resilient? The Role of Intra-Group Conflict

by
Miguel A. López-Gajardo1, Tomás García-Calvo, Inmaculada González-Ponce2,
Abril Cantú- Berrueto3, Mládosich Parma-Aragón3, José Moncada-Jiménez4,
Alejandro Salicetti-Fonseca4, Juan M. Tassi1, Francisco M. Leo5
The study aimed to analyze the relationship between commitment to the team and team resilience factors
(characteristics of resilience and vulnerability under pressure), and to examine whether the task and social intra-group
conflict act as mediators between commitment to the team and team resilience factors. One hundred seventy (170) male
soccer players (16-38 years; M = 18.35; SD = 4.72) of the national teams of Argentina, Costa Rica, and Mexico
participated in the study. The path analytic model was used to test mediating pathways. First, the results revealed that
commitment to the team was positively related to characteristics of resilience and negatively to vulnerability under
pressure. Second, bootstrap mediation analysis showed that athletes’ perceptions of the task and social intra-group
conflict mediated the association between their perception of commitment to the team and team resilience factors.
Findings provide initial evidence for a link between commitment to the team and team resilience in national teams and
also suggest that intra-group conflict can improve the association between commitment to the team and team resilience.
Therefore, the main conclusion of this study is that practioners should promote players’ commitment to the team and
avoid intra-group conflicts within teams to have a resilient team that copes with problems more easily.
Key words: commitment to the team, intra-group conflict, group dynamics, team resilience, sport psychology.

Introduction
During the season or a match, sports
teams can go through some difficult moments.
The teams’ capacity to face them, resist them, and
to overcome difficult situations, known as team
resilience (Morgan et al., 2015), can determine the
achievement of a good performance (Sarkar and
Fletcher, 2014). The isolated involvement of team
players is not enough to reverse these moments of
vulnerability, the whole team’s commitment is
needed to improve collective functioning in these
situations (Morgan et al., 2013). The degree of
commitment perception of each player to the team
can determine the entire team’s predisposition

and involvement to overcome difficult situations
and to reduce the weakness under pressure
(Morgan et al., 2015).
Although commitment to the team has
been identified as one of the variables to explain
levels of team resilience (Morgan et al., 2013), to
our knowledge, there are hardly any studies
which have tried to explain this relationship.
Therefore, considering that team resilience is one
of the psychological constructs which has been
positively related with an increase in team
performance (Meneghel et al., 2016; Morgan et al.,
2016) and a key determinant of optimal collective
functioning (Decroos et al., 2017), it would be
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interesting to determine a possible antecedent
which may help explain the levels of team
resilience in team sports.
Team resilience
Team resilience was defined as “a
dynamic, psychosocial process which protects a
group of individuals from the potential negative
effect of the stressors they collectively encounter”
(Morgan et al., 2013). To examine this construct in
greater depth, Morgan et al. (2013) proposed a
framework to profile the resilient characteristics of
elite sports teams based on the opinion of highperformance athletes. Specifically, team resilience
is made up of a series of features which can be
grouped in two large factors (Decroos et al., 2017;
Gorgulu et al., 2018, López-Gajardo et al., 2021):
(a) characteristics of resilience or the team’s ability
to overcome adversity; and (b) vulnerability
under pressure, which is considered as the team’s
inability to overcome difficult situations. These
two factors emanate from the four principal
dimensions which have been identified to
represent the construct of team resilience (Morgan
et al., 2013): (a) group structure, referring to the
communication among players, the established
roles within a group and the shared vision in
tense moments; (b) knowledge which refers to the
groups’ improvement after suffering a setback; c)
social capital which refers to the emotional links
among teammates; and d) collective efficacy
which comprises players’ perceptions as a team to
face competition.
Within each of these dimensions there are
different variables which are considered
promoters of team resilience. Specifically, this
study focused on the variables underlying the
category of collective efficacy. Among them there
is the commitment to the team, which was
cataloged in a Morgan et al.’s (2013) study as one
of the facilitating variables of team resilience
because it promoted a greater predisposition in
the whole group to face competition confidently.
Commitment to the team can be defined as a
person’s loyalty towards an organization or a
group (Meyer and Alien, 1991). This variable has
been previously identified as an essential factor to
achieve a good resilient profile in team sports
(Holt and Dunn, 2004), and to be capable of facing
problems and vulnerability moments (Dimmock
et al., 2005; Zurita-Ortega et al., 2018). In fact,
commitment to the team has been used as a key
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strategy in interventions to improve the
characteristics of resilience and to reduce the
vulnerability under pressure (Morgan et al., 2019).
Therefore, commitment to the team could
improve team resilience in collective sports. When
players show an unconditional predisposition
towards the team, with great engagement and
commitment, they will be more willing to seek
solutions or exceed themselves to serve the group
and overcome adversity.
The present study
Even though Morgan et al. (2013)
established and analyzed the characteristics which
make up team resilience, there are hardly any
quantitative studies which have corroborated the
relationship between facilitating variables (i.e.,
commitment to the team) and resilience (Glantz
and Sloboda, 2002; Luthar et al., 2000; Morgan et
al., 2019; Wagstaff et al., 2017). In fact, some
researchers have pointed out the need to deepen
our knowledge of different protective factors (i.e.,
stressful and adaptive) of team resilience (Morgan
et al., 2013, 2019). Specifically, in the sports
context, Morgan et al. (2017) pointed out to the
importance of increasing knowledge of the
contextual enablers that promote team resilience,
which would be a great advance for study of team
resilience (Morgan et al., 2013, 2019). Therefore, in
line with the conceptual framework of team
resilience and prior studies which have provided
descriptive information about the factors that can
help teams to resist adverse situations (Decross et
al., 2017; Morgan et al., 2013), the first aim of this
study was to examine the relationship between
commitment to the team and team resilience.
Based on this objective and the existing scientific
literature, the following hypothesis was
formulated:
Hypothesis 1: Commitment to the team will be
positively related to the characteristics of resilience,
and negatively associated to vulnerability under
pressure.
Following Fletcher and Sarkar’s (2013)
affirmations, team resilience is related to other
variables which can hinder the influence of
variables that protect team resilience (i.e.,
commitment to the team), preventing their
protective action. Thus, Morgan et al. (2013)
indicated the importance of analyzing stressful
factors which can alter the effect of protective
factors (i.e., commitment to the team) of team

http://www.johk.pl

by Miguel A. López-Gajardo et al.
resilience. Decross et al. (2107) showed how teams
conflicts, defined as “a dynamic process that
occurs between interdependent parties as they
experience negative emotional reactions to
perceived disagreements and interference with
the attainment of their goals” (Barki and
Hartwick, 2004), could be negatively associated
with team resilience. Specifically, they found a
negative relationship between intra-group
conflicts and the characteristics of resilience and a
positive
relationship
between
intra-group
conflicts and vulnerability under pressure
(Decross et al., 2017). Therefore, considering that
intra-group conflicts are traditionally related to
the worsening of collective functioning (Fletcher
et al., 2012; Leo et al., 2015; Paradis et al., 2014;
Tabei et al., 2012), we expected that when teams
were in difficult situations, previous intra-group
conflicts could worsen the situation (Decross et
al., 2017).
Also, considering the negative link
between the levels of commitment and intragroup conflicts found in the organizational
context (Bishop et al., 2000; Lee et al., 2018), intragroup conflicts could function as a mediating
variable in the relationship between commitment
to the team and team resilience. Specifically,
commitment to the team was negatively related to
two intra-group conflict factors (Lee et al., 2018):
task conflicts, i.e., cognitive problems about
disagreements
between
team
members
concerning objectives, strategies and opinions,
and social conflicts, i.e., emotional tension
encompassed within an atmosphere of negative
emotions (Paradis et al., 2014). In this sense, the
second objective of the study was to analyze
whether intra-group conflicts could mediate the
relationship between commitment to the team and
team resilience. Thus, following this objective and
previous studies, the next hypothesis was
formulated:
Hypothesis 2: Intra-group conflict (task and
social) will be a mediator in the relationship between
commitment to the team and team resilience.

Methods
Participants
The study participants included 170 male
soccer players, with an age range between 14 and
38 years (M = 18.35, SD = 4.71). Athletes were team
members of eight national teams, of which seven
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were youth teams (from U16 to U21) and one elite
team (n = 1), from Argentina (n = 2), Costa Rica (n
= 2), and Mexico (n = 4). On average, players had
represented their countries for a total of 6.62 times
(SD = 6.58), and 20 players were participating in
their first callup to the national team.
Instruments
Commitment to the team. To measure
athletes’ perceptions of commitment to the team
in the season, a Spanish version of the KUT
Commitment Scale (KUT: Klein et al., 2014) was
used. This scale has a total of four items (e.g.,
“How committed are you to the team”). Players
responded to all items on a 5-point Likert-type
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree). This scale was adaptated to the
Spanish language according to the strategy
proposed by Hambleton (2005). First, concerning
the Content Validity Index (Lynn, 1986), all the
items were translated from English into Spanish
by four experts on sport psychology and using
instrument validations. Each of the experts’
contributions were assessed and agreed upon,
and the final content for the questionnaire was
selected. Second, a bilingual translator translated
it back to the English language, obtaining a high
degree of agreement between both versions. A
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was run to
test the validity, demonstrating an adequate
model fit to the data, i.e., scores greater than .90
for the incremental indexes of CFI and TLI
(Bentler and Bonett, 1980; Schumacher and
Lomax, 1996) and values less than .06 for the
RMSEA and .80 for the SRMR (Hu and Bentler,
1999) were considered acceptable: χ2 = 2.822, df =
2, p = .243, CFI =.99, TLI = .98, RMSEA = .04, 95%
CI [.00, .15], SRMR = .02. Regarding the factor
loadings of the global factor, adequate values
were obtained in all cases (λ = .61 – .90). In
addition, commitment to the team showed
adequate values of internal consistency (α = .90, ω
= .92; Knapp and Mueller, 2010; Nunnally and
Bernstein, 1994).
Intra-group conflict. To measure
athletes’ perceptions of intra-group conflict
during the season, the Spanish version of the
Intragroup Team Conflict Scale (ITCS; Tekleab et
al., 2009) developed by Leo et al. (2015) was used.
This instrument has a total of six items divided
into two factors: task conflict (3 items, e.g., “How
frequently were there conflicts about ideas on
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your team?”) and social conflict (3 items, e.g.,
“How frequently was there emotional conflict
among members on your team?”). Players
responded to all items on a seven-point scale
ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (always). A CFA was
performed to check the validity of the structure,
showing an adequate model fit, χ2 = 14.468, df = 8,
p = .070, CFI = .97, TLI = .95, RMSEA = .06, 95% CI
[.00, .11], SRMR = .03. Factor loading values were
adequate for the task (λ = .51 – .74) and social
conflict (λ = .54 – .81). Moreover, each dimension
demonstrated adequate levels of internal
consistency (task conflict, α = .72, ω = .70; social
conflict, α = .77, ω = .73; Knapp and Mueller, 2010;
Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994).
Team Resilience. To measure athletes’
perceptions of team resilience, the Spanish version
of the Characteristics of Resilience in Sports
Teams Inventory (CREST; Decross et al., 2017)
developed by López-Gajardo et al. (2021) was
used. This instrument uses the stem: “In the last
stage, when my team was under pressure…”,
which is then followed by 20 items corresponding
to two factors: characteristics of resilience (12
items, e.g., “I felt that I could count on other
members of the team”) and vulnerability under
pressure (8 items, e.g., “the team did not believe
in its ability to withstand pressure”). Players
responded to all items on a 7-point Likert-type
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree). A CFA was conducted to check
the validity, showing an adequate model fit, χ2 =
265.197, df = 169, p < .001, CFI = .92, TLI = .92,
RMSEA = .05, 95% CI [.04, .06], SRMR = .05. Factor
loading values were adequate for characteristics
of resilience (λ = .51 – .72) and vulnerability under
pressure (λ = .55 – .80). Moreover, internal
consistency values were adequate (characteristics
of resilience, α = .90, ω = .85; vulnerability under
pressure, α = .86, ω = .81; Knapp and Mueller,
2010; Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994).
Procedures
The study received the Bioethics
Committee's approval from the first author´s
university (239/2019). All participants were
treated according to the American Psychological
Association's ethical guidelines (2019) regarding
consent, confidentiality, and anonymity of
responses. A cross-sectional design was used. The
questionnaires were supplied during one of the
national team concentrations during the sports
season.
Journal of Human Kinetics - volume 81/2022
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The main researcher contacted the sport
psychologist of the national teams to explain the
study’s objectives and to ask for the teams’
participation in the project. Upon approval to
participate in the study, the research assistants
provided each individual with a letter of
information and a consent form (to be signed by
the participant and, if under the age of 16, by a
parent/guardian). Participants completed the
questionnaires in the locker room before a
training session. The questionnaires were
completed individually, typically within 15-20
min, in the absence of their coach, supervised by
the research assistants, and under no distracting
conditions (This study was conduced together
with another study examining different group
dynamic variables in sport.).
Data analysis
All statistical analyses were performed
with Mplus version 7.3 (Muthén and Muthén,
1998–2017). In the main analyses, structural
equation modelling (SEM) was used to test
mediating pathways. Indirect effects were tested
using the bias-corrected bootstrap method (10000
samples with 95% bias-corrected confidence
intervals (CIs); MacKinnon et al., 2004) with the
maximum
likelihood
procedure
(ML;
bootstrapping is unavailable when using MLR
estimation). This currently represents the most
effective way to identify mediated relationships,
given the asymmetry of their theoretical
distributions (Cheung and Lau, 2008). If the CI
did not include “zero,” the mediated relationship
was considered to significantly differ from zero
(Intraclass correlation coefficients for each
subscale were not above .10, indicating that the
between-team variance was low (Hox, 2010).
Furthermore, the number of teams was very low
(k = 8), which is problematic for more complex
multilevel analyses. As recommended by
McNeish and Stapleton (2016), we used fixed
effects modelling to address the issue of nonindependence by partialling out the effect of
group membership. This involved creating seven
dummy variables based on group membership (k
– 1) and including them in each mediation
model.).

Results
Descriptive statistics
Table 1 shows the means, standard
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task (path a; β = -.30, p < .001) and social intragroup conflict (path a; β = -.24, p < .001). Second,
task and social intra-group conflicts were
negatively associated with characteristics of
resilience (path btaskconflict; β = -.29, p < .001; path
bsocialconflict; β = -.30, p < .001) and positively related
to vulnerability under pressure (path btaskconflict; β =
.37, p < .001; path bsocialconflict; β = .33, p < .001). Third,
commitment to the team was positively related to
the characteristics of resilience (path c´; β = .37 –
.38, p < .001) and negatively associated to
vulnerability under pressure (path c´; β = -.20 – .23, p < .001). Finally, there was a significant
indirect effect of task and social intra-group
conflict in the relationship between commitment
to the team and characteristics of resilience
(βtaskconflict = .09, p = .006, 95 % CI [.03, .15];
βsocialconflict = .07, p = .035, 95 % CI [.01, .14]) and
vulnerability under pressure (βtaskconflict = .11, p =
.004, 95 % CI [-.18, -.04]; βsocialconflict = .08, p = .026, 95
% CI [-.15, -.01]). Specifically, the direct positive
effect of commitment to the team on the
characteristics of resilience increased with the task
and social conflicts’ negative prediction on the
characteristics of resilience. Also, the direct
negative effect of commitment to the team on
vulnerability under pressure increased with the
task and social conflicts’ positive prediction of
vulnerability under pressure.

deviations, reliability analysis, and correlations of
the variables under investigation of all the
participants. All scales had acceptable internal
consistency (α > .70 and ω > .70; Knapp and
Mueller, 2010; Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994) and
correlations showed positive relationships
between commitment to the team and
characteristics of resilience (r = .46) and negative
relationships between commitment to the team
and vulnerability under pressure (r = -.31) and
intra-group conflict factors (r = -.24 − -.30).
Furthermore, intra-group conflict factors were
positively correlated with vulnerability under
pressure (r = .38 −.42) and negatively with the
characteristics of resilience (r = -.39 − -.40).
Main analysis
SEM was used to examine the relationship
between commitment to the team and team
resilience, and the mediating role of intra-group
conflict in the relationship between commitment
to the team and team resilience in four separate
models. Commitment to the team was included as
an independent variable, two factors of intragroup conflict (task and social conflict) as
mediators, and team resilience factors as two
dependent variables (characteristics of resilience
and vulnerability under pressure). Figure 1 shows
the standardized results of the four models. First,
the results revealed that commitment to the team
showed significant negative relationships with

Table 1
Means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations of the variables under investigation

1. Commitment to the team
2. Task team conflict
3. Social team conflict
4. Characteristics of team resilience
5. Vulnerability under pressure

M

SD

1

4.85

.32

-

2.19

1.12

-.30**

-

2.06

1.04

-.24**

.75**

-

6.11

.63

.46**

-.40**

-.39**

-

2.36

1.16

-.31**

.42**

.38**

-.59**

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01.
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Figure 1
The mediating (indirect) effects of team conflict in the relationship between commitment to the
team and team resilience
*
**
***
Note. p < .05, p < .01, p < .001; a = a direct path from the independent variable to the
mediator; b = a direct path from the mediator to the independent variable; c´ = a direct
path from the independent variable to the independent variable; ab = an indirect effect
path from the independent variable to the independent variable; c = a total effect path
from the independent variable to the independent variable.

Discussion
The present investigation had a dual
objective: a) to analyze how commitment to the
team was associated with team resilience in team
sports, and b) to examine whether intra-group
conflicts
© Editorial Committee of Journal of Human Kinetics

could mediate this relationship. In general, the
results of this study were consistent with the
theoretical postulates established by Morgan et al.
(2013) and supported all of the hypotheses
presented in this study. Specifically, higher levels
of commitment to the team were associated with
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higher perceptions of team resilience. At the same
time, when players perceived less task and social
intra-group conflicts, team resilience’s values
were higher.
Analyzing each hypothesis step by step,
Hypothesis 1 postulated that commitment to the
team would be positively related to the
characteristics of resilience, the positive factor of
team resilience, and negatively to vulnerability
under pressure, the negative factor of team
resilience. The results supported this hypothesis,
showing a positive correlation between
commitment and the characteristics of the team
resilience factor. Also, the correlation between the
variable of commitment to the team and the
negative factor of resilience, vulnerability under
pressure, was negative. In team sports, there are
clear indicators which show this positive
association between commitment to the team and
team resilience. In fact, this result confirms the
theory about the characteristics and factors of
team resilience elaborated by Morgan et al. (2013).
Therefore, the importance attached to players’
commitment when coping with stressful
situations and thus, achieving higher resilience
levels is remarkable (Zurita-Ortega et al., 2018). In
other words, commitment to the team and team
resilience are two fundamental aspects which
must be developed correctly to achieve success
(Holt and Dunn, 2004). Therefore, to increase
team resilience when difficult situations emerge
during competitions, commitment to the team
should be promoted in all players so that they
continue working in practice sessions and
matches to achieve team goals during the season
(Morgan et al., 2019).
Hypothesis 2 stated that the intra-group
conflict would mediate the relationship between
commitment to the team and team resilience.
Firstly, the results showed that commitment to the
team was negatively related with the task and
social intra-group conflict. These results coincide
with the findings of previous research in the
organizational context (Bailey, 2000; Lee et al.,
2018). Secondly, the results also showed that the
task and social intra-group conflict were
negatively associated to characteristics of
resilience and positively to vulnerability under
pressure. This finding coincides with previous
investigations, showing that fewer conflicts
promote higher levels of characteristics of
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resilience, or vice versa (Decroos et al., 2017;
López- Gajardo et al., 2020). Thirdly, the
association betwenn commitment to the team and
characteristics of resilience and vulnerability
under pressure increased via task and social intragroup conflicts. Therefore, players who perceived
higher levels of commitment to the team, and
also, lower task and social intra-group conflicts
within the teams, showed higher levels of
characteristics of resilience in the groups. Also,
players who perceived lower levels of
commitment to the team perceived higher
conflicts in the team, which helped explain the
higher levels of vulnerability under pressure.
Therefore, it seems that intra-group conflict acts
as a mediator between the players’ commitment
and their ability to cope with adversities in team
sports, supporting Hypothesis 2 of the study.

Theoretical and practical implications
This work contributes to the current body
of knowledge which supports the team resilience
construct. In fact, it brings new knowledge and
solid evidence of the framework to examine
characteristics of team resilient in sports teams,
previously formulated by Morgan et al. (2013).
Accordingly, recommendations or proposals are
drawn from the above conclusions to put them
into practice in a real context of play. For example,
thanks to this research, we might have observed
some antecedents related to team resilience.
Therefore, to increase team resilience, we
recommend the technical bodies and sports
psychologists to encourage commitment to the
team in all the players. In addition, another key
recommendation for the professionals of this
sport is to pay special attention to the problems
which can emerge within the group, to reduce the
number of group conflicts and therefore, increase
the team’s ability to overcome adversities during
competition. In general, the protective origin of
team resilience should help teams use this
characteristic as a defense against adverse
circumstances, and help players use these
circumstances as opportunities to develop and
optimize the team’s collective functioning
(Morgan et al., 2013).

Conclusions,
research

limitations

and

future

The results show that to have a resilient
team that copes with problems more easily,
players’ commitment to the team is essential. In
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turn, intra-group conflicts (task and social) can
also be decisive for team resilience, as problems in
team sports can make it difficult to overcome
adversities and they increase vulnerability under
pressure even when the players’ commitment to
the team is high.
Despite the study's contribution to the
knowledge of team resilience, it is important to
acknowledge some of the limitations of this study.
First, as we used a cross-sectional design, we
cannot make causal conclusions nor test
fluctuations in the variables at other times of the
season. However, this study was carried out with
national teams of several countries that are
difficult to access and can offer results in contexts
associated with performance that have not been
extensively analyzed. Likewise, for future studies,
we recommend integrating longitudinal studies to
be able to analyze the possible relationships with
other interesting group variables in social
investigation. Similarly, one could examine how
team resilience fluctuates during a season.
Therefore, keeping in mind the conceptual
framework elaborated by Morgan et al. (2013),
future studies should attempt to demonstrate the
relationship between other variables and help
explain team resilience more exhaustively.
The second limitation is the number of
participants, as in the present study, the sample
was small and all participants were male soccer
players from national teams. Therefore, these

Commitment to the team and team resilience
findings do not allow considering the nesting of
participants in their groups and performing a
multilevel analysis, or a generalization to female
soccer, to other sports, or other contexts
(university, recreational, or club teams). In this
case, we recommend obtaining a larger sample to
perform a multilevel analysis. Previously, Morgan
et al. (2015) indicated that to increase knowledge
of team resilience, it must be “operationalized and
evaluated differently at different levels of
analysis”. Also, for future works, it would be
interesting to analyze team resilience variables
associated with other team sports or other
competitive levels, in both genders, to better
generalize the results obtained.
On the other hand, for future studies, it
would be useful to perform different
interventions on team resilience in different
contexts, to understand how sports teams
function in various environmental factors and
with different athletes. In fact, much more
information is needed about the sociocultural
influences of resilience to better understand this
construct (Fletcher and Sarkar, 2013; Sarkar and
Fletcher, 2014). In this sense, it would also be
useful to explore team resilience taking into
account individual characteristics, contextual
aspects, and the structure it presents (Morgan et
al., 2017).
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