Team VitalityPRIVATE 

The spirit, enthusiasm, vigor, intensity, and persistence, with which teams do their work is, nowadays, the competitive edge among organizations. Sheer technical talent is not enough. Time magazine recognized this shift in competitiveness in 1989 when it ran the cover story under the question, "Where Did the Gung Ho Go?" Janice Castro, the writer, pointed to a critical drop in employee work intensity and spirit and to a serious underlying decline in commitment and productivity. Miller (1977), ten years earlier, however, had recognized that reduced competitiveness in one of the top Fortune 500 companies in which he worked was associated with loss of "personal vitality."  

Vitalization as an Issue


Most of us are aware that the end-to-be-sought, the long-term goal of individuals, organizations, and teams is to be alive.  No other concept is more impelling for human beings, by themselves or in teams.  We come into this world wanting to be alive and few thoughts consume us more throughout our existence here. As we work in organizations, however, our aliveness--our vitality--is gradually drained from us.  If not by actual death, at least the acknowledged sense that what was once an excitement for living is being taken away.  We no longer feel energetic and enthusiastic. Our vitality is ebbing away. In a survey of 100 local companies, the Chicago Tribune (1995) reported that the most serious problem facing them in the next decade was revitalization. 


The sources of vitality are lodged in a person's perceptions. Perceptions are the means by which individuals organize and interpret their sensory impressions in order to give meaning to their environment. Boulding (1956) has called a pattern of perceptions The Image or "what I believe to be true; my subjective knowledge."  He explains that "it is this Image that largely governs my behavior." In fact, he asserts that "behavior depends on the image" (pp. 5-6).

Kinlaw (1988) applies the issue directly to our concerns when he writes:


"If managers and supervisors are going to get the best performance from their work groups, they must consider not only the actual work environment but employees' perceptions of the workplace.  Successful management requires supervisors to look beyond the real work world and adopt a perceptual model for influencing performance as well, focusing on the perceptions that have an impact on performance" (p. 38).

Positive Work Perceptions


It has been argued that individuals’ perceptions of their work context, or the system in which they work, "motivate" their behavior. A simple model of a work system indicates that there are five distinct elements involved:  the structure, the guidelines, the management practices, the work itself, and the worker.  


Hackman and Lee (n.d. circa 1980), writing for the Work in America Institute, assert that the redesign of work is an impelling approach to organization change. They claim that this new approach is based on the idea that “the work itself may be an especially powerful influence on employee motivation, satisfaction, and productivity” (p. 2).  They cited four reasons why work redesign is a positive strategy for initiating organization change:

1. Work redesign alters the basic relationship between workers and what they do on the job.

2. Work redesign directly changes behavior.

3. Work redesign provides opportunities for improving other aspects of the organization at the same time.

4. Work redesign can result in organizations that enhance, rather than depress, the growth and learning of those who work in them.


Work redesign is one way to modify the work itself so as to allow the natural enthusiasm and excitement of workers to be released, resulting in the vitalization of both individuals and the organization as a whole. Workers will choose to devote higher levels of energy to their work any time one or more elements of the work system are modified to their advantage: the work itself , the leadership/management practices, or the guidelines and structure of the organization. Any positive change in the work system enhances positive work perceptions and tends to be vitalizing to organization members, so each appropriate modification in an element of the work system may result in the same positive consequences as changes in the work itself. One structural change that has been effective in enhancing vitality is the adoption of work teams, which, of course, has entailed changes in organization policies and guidelines, in management practices, and in the work itself.


The key point to be made is, however, that changes in any element of a work system have an effect on the most important element in the system—the workers.  Changes in the work itself, plus changes in the structure—converting to teams—have a powerful effect on the way in which workers perceive their work situations.  In fact, sociotechnical systems (STS) design tends to focus on the redesign of the work itself for teams rather than for individuals,  combining together two power changes in the work system. 


Changes to teams and modifications in the work its self to accommodate teams results in adjustments of four critical cognitions or perceptions that represent the orientation of workers to their work roles (Kinlaw, 1988; Thomas and Velthouse, 1990; Kilmann, 1994; Spreitzer, 1995.
Both research (Thomas and Velthouse, 1990; Spreitzer, 1995; Spreitzer, 1996) and the experience of living in organizations (Miller, 1977; Macleod, 1985; Naisbitt and Aburdene,1985;  Bardwick, 1986; and Castro, 1989) indicate that worker dynamism and organizational effectiveness are affected by workers’ perceptions in four areas: Performance or Thomas and Velthouse’s competence; Opportunity or Thomas and Velthouse’s impact; Fulfillment or Thomas and Velthouse’s self-determination; and Expectations or Thomas and Velthouse’s meaning.  The convenience of referring to the four sets of perceptions as POFE (pofay) has led to using performance, opportunity, fulfillment, and expectations as the designations for the perceptions.  The perceptions may be defined in the following ways: 


1.
Expectations:  How well employees' feel their aspirations are being attained in the organization (Abel, 1971). This also involves the meaning of work and how it matches workers' own standards and values (Hackman and Oldham, 1980). 


2.
Opportunity: What employees think about the extent to which they can influence or have an impact in the organization (Kanter, 1976; Wheatley, 1981). This also concerns feelings of learned optimism as expressed by Seligman (1991).


3.
Fulfillment: How employees feel about the amount of autonomy and self-determination they have in the organization (Hackman and Oldham, 1980). This also concerns a sense of having a choice in how work is done.

4.      Performance: What employees think about their ability to do their work at high          levels of competence in the organization (Bandura, 1977). This is also related to          Druckman and Bjork’s (1994) concept of self-confidence.


The four perceptions are shaped by the interactions workers have with elements of the work system. The perceptions are specific to the work system in which the workers are located. Thus, workers’ perceptions may be affected to a greater or lesser degree as they move from one work system to another, with different effects occurring at different levels of intensity. 


Thomas and Velthouse (1990), especially, have argued strongly that the four perceptions combine additively to create a single construct called "psychological empowerment." If any one of the perceptions is eliminated, the overall sense of empowerment is diminished. Thus, Thomas and Velthouse argue that the four perceptions represent a fairly complete set of cognition/perceptions for defining the concept of psychological empowerment. Because empowerment is popularly associated with authorizing, commissioning, and warranting actions, rather than with the growth and development of workers, we have chosen to use the concepts of vitalization and dynamism to represent the effects of positive work perceptions.


The effect of positive work perceptions is more con anima, to act in a spirited manner or with spirit, than it is empowering.We normally associate positive work perceptions with enthusiasm, animation, and energy (Miller, 1977; Harrison, 1987; Galagan, 1988; Juechter, 1988; Hawley, 1993; Kilmann, 1994). Positive work perceptions energize workers.  Negative work perceptions tend to reveal anhedonia or "the inability to feel pleasure." Nevertheless, Thomas & Velthouse (1990) and Spreitzer (1995; 1996) have characterized a set of cognitions that are shped by a work environment and that reflect an ongoing ebb and flow of people’s perceptions about themselves in relation to their work environments. Using this multifaceted view of empowerment, vitality and empowerment may share a common set of perceptions, with empowerment leading to vitalized workers. There is little doubt that positive work perceptions underlie a sense of vitality and empowerment in the workplace. Vitality describes more precisely for us the effect of having positive work perceptions than does the term empowerment. The movement in the USA to revitalize the workforce is an effort to enhance work perceptions (Pace and Jaw, 1993).


Since the focus in the remainder of this paper is on team vitality, we shall give only a very brief summary definition of each of the four perceptions in order to provide some background for understanding team vitality.

Expectations

Most of us started working with the anticipation and hope that what we were doing would lead to continued advances in income, position, status, responsibility, or other benefits.  Reid and Evans (1983) have observed, for example, that "people begin their careers hopeful that they will be continually promoted" (p. 86).  As we live and work in organizations, promises are both kept and fail, leading to met and upset expectations.  Expectations represent what people think will happen to them.  Promises are the assurances that lead to expectations.  When we are assured that something will happen, we are led to expect it to happen. Thus, one major factor that reveals or reflects work vitality is a person's reactions to how well his or her expectations have been met by the organization where the person works.

Fulfillment

One of the reasons why unmet expectations lead to such negative consequences on employees is the keen sense that failed expectations is a sign of an unfulfilled life.  A fulfilled life is one in which the individual is able to do things in unique and creative ways. Macleod (1985) reported that many employees "think of the work place in ways that are remarkably analogous to the way one might describe a prison.  It is a place that they tolerate only because they feel they are compelled to.  They `escape' at quitting time, on weekends, for vacations--and ultimately, when they retire.  Many, including some in highly paid professional and executive positions, would ruefully admit that the term `wage slave' describes them all too accurately" (p. 215).  But, she concludes, "surely employers can find ways to make it [fulfillment] happen, not only for their own sake but also for the sake of better working effectiveness, productivity, and corporate success" (p. 218).

Opportunity

Opportunity is the perception that we are able to advance or move ahead in the organization. Opportunity may be the most powerful of the four perceptions since it has such potentially devastating consequences when not present.  For opportunity to exist, conditions must be favorable for the attainment of a goal.  Thus, if you are employed in an organization and there are few or no conditions that are favorable for you to achieve a goal, we may say that you lack opportunity. Abel (1970), for example, found that to fill a position successfully in the organization that he was studying, it was necessary for prospective applicants to meet certain norms and exhibit particular stylistic tendencies.  As employees understood and displayed the styles and met the norms, they were more likely to be promoted.  Individuals who were promoted to top positions in the organization exhibited styles that showed self-confidence, cheerfulness, boldness, and independence.  Employees who were most capable at identifying the relevant norms and in displaying appropriate styles were most likely to be promoted. Perceptions that employees have opportunity in an organization are critical to vitalized work.

Performance

Perceptions of performance have to do with employees' views of how well they can do their jobs in the organization. Perceptions are concerned less with actual performance and more with one's image of performance.  Bandura (1977) uses the term "self-efficacy" to describe the belief that one has in being able to execute a specific task successfully or competently in order to achieve a certain outcome. Perceptions of performance, as encompassed in the concept of self-efficacy, are considered some of the most influential factors on the behavior of people in everyday situations, especially at work.  A growing body of evidence suggests that people's perceptions of their ability to perform is the most critical factor in achievement.  Since perceptions of performance are judgments about our capabilities to accomplish some goal, these perceptions are intimately connected with vitality in our work lives. The work perceptions of team members affect the vigor with which teams function. Positive work perceptions release the energy of team members; negative work perceptions stifle their energy.


Team Vitality Inventory
The Team Vitality Inventory (TVI) is an instrument that provides an insightful look at the perceptions of team members. It was developed as part of a research program designed to identify the factors that facilitate feelings of enthusiasm, vigor, and animation at work (Pace & Jaw, 1993). The Team Vitality Inventory provides a measure of the strength of the four critical perceptions as well as the overall feeling of vitality of team members. Thus, participants are instructed to think of their team as a whole as they complete the TVI. It has been used in both controlled simulations and in professional team-building workshops. The data are quite consistent in both settings: Teams who have higher scores on the TVI are also rated as performing more effectively on team tasks.

Development of the TVI


The Team Vitality Inventory is an adaptation of a longer instrument called The Work Perceptions Profile, developed to measure workers’ perceptions in a work setting. Each primary idea in the WPP was identified and the main items used to measure them were recorded and phrased in the language of teams.  The completed instrument consisted of 20 items and was administered to university students working in teams. A Cronbach Alpha test was run on successive administrations of the TVI over a period of months, with scores ranging between .70 and .85. After some modifications in wording, a final administration was run with an Alpha score of .87. The instrument was considered sufficiently reliable to use in measuring perceptions in teams.


The primary use of the TVI has been to track changes in vitality over time during simulations and workshops as participants engaged in team projects. Over a period of three years, the TVI was administered following each stage in a work system simulation required as part of courses for seniors in organizational behavior and graduate students in Engineering Management taking organizational behavior.

Use in Simulations


The simulation involved the creation of a company called Ace Motivational Products (AMP) that produced motivational posters for use in company work areas and lunchrooms. Eight roles were part of the simulation: The President, Archibald Charles Exeter (“Ace”);  an OD Specialist, who administered and scored the TVI; Poets and their supervisor; Artists and their supervisor; Framers and their supervisor; Quality Control Specialists and their supervisor; Supplies Specialists and their supervisor; and a Customer who rated the saleability of products and presented awards to high performing individuals and teams.


The simulation was divided into three rounds beginning with traditional work rules and controlling management, moving to traditional work but with delegating management, and concluding with multi-functional teams and employee involvement management. Following rounds 1 and 2, a management meeting was held, conducted by President Ace, where modifications were introduced and approved and then communicated to the workers in team meetings. The TVI  was administered by the OD Specialist following each round. Workers completed the instrument while supervisory attended the management meeting; supervisors completed the TVI while the OD Specialist complete a T-bar exercise with employees concerning their hopes and fears and likes and dislikes. The instruments were [image: image1.wmf]Figure 3. Pearson Correlations 
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An early analysis portrayed the scores for each round in the form of a histogram to show the frequency density of scores for fifty participants. As Figure 1 shows, the scores shifted significantly toward the higher and positive end of a five-point scale following each round. Figure 2 shows the same pattern for a different simulation, with mean scores making a significant leap between the second round (delegating management) and the third round (multi-functional teams); in this simulation, a fourth round was held in which a new work system of Altruistic Teams was installed. Teams were responsible
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for assisting one another to produce more. During that period, vitality scores were the highest.


During a number of the simulations, a more comprehensive analysis of data was completed, calculating correlation’s between self-rating of effectiveness, TVI scores, rounds, and number of posters produced (see Figure 3). Output increased with each change in structure and management style (R = .82); TVI scores increased with increases in output (R = .67), and ratings of effectiveness increased with increases in output (R = .65).  Figure 4 indicates that mean vitality scores had statistically significant increases with each succeeding round, indicating that changes in the work itself, the structure of the organization, and in management style appeared to have a positive effect on team vitality scores.  On the other hand, Figure 5 shows that with each successive round and the attendant changes in the work, structure, and management style, output per person also had statistically significant increases.   
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Use in Workshops


The Team Vitality Inventory was used to track changes in vitality among teams of working professionals during a team-building workshop. Four teams of between six and eight participants each consisting of both workers and managers in industry completed the TVI following phases in the workshop. Participants were given tasks to accomplish in teams, after which they reported on the status of the work of their teams and what they had accomplished. The workshop continued for five days, and data were gathered during sessions on Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday during four time periods.  Figure 6 portrays the pattern of scores for each team for the four reporting periods over the four days. Figure 7 shows the rank order of teams as they were rated by other teams on the quality of  their products.





Team Vitality Inventory


Scale
   Team


Average Scores

____________________________________________________________


5
 


4             7-1
4.07
  4.00 7-1
4.26  TBU
4.57 TBU


3            TBU
3.81
  3.57 TBU
3.50  TOT
3.83  TOT


2             AP
3.47
  3.30  AP
3.32  7-1
3.67  7-1


1           TOT
3.43
  3.26  TOT
3.21  AP
3.01  AP

______________________________________________________________



     Monday
   Tuesday
Wednesday
Thursday



      1:50 pm
   6:00 pm
   12:15 pm
2:15 pm



      Adm  1         Adm 2               Adm 3           Adm 4

______________________________________________________________




Figure 6  Scores at Four Different Times

The data are a bit complex, but the scores tended to track the feelings of teams and how others felt 

about the quality of their products.  For example, Team 7-1 was ranked first on product quality at



Ranking of Teams by Other Teams on Quality of Product
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TBU
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TOT


4
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Figure 7  Rank Order of Ratings of Product Quality

Product 5, the first administration of the TVI, and they scored highest on the TVI. At that same time, Team TBU was ranked number two and they also scored second highest on the TVI. Team AP was ranked third and scored third highest; Team TOT was ranked fourth and scored fourth highest.


At administration Two, Team 7-1 was ranked second but scored highest on the TVI, although the score was lower than at administration One. Team TBU was ranked third and Team TOT continued to be ranked fourth.  Team 7-1 was ranked consistently as either number one or two, although its TVI scores were either number one or number three in order.


Figure 7 shows that Team AP started at the fourth rank at Product 1, but them moved to rank three at Administration One, then to Rank one at Administration Two, continued at Rank One at Administration Three, but dropped again to Rank 4 at Administration Four. The TVI scores did not follow that pattern very well. Team AP had the third highest score at Administration One and was ranked third in product quality, but moved to first rank for Administrations two and three, although the TVI scores remained second lowest and then dropped to the lowest point and remained there through Administration Four.  Although ranked One, the TVI scores were the lowest at Administration Three.


Team TOT shows an interesting pattern. It was initially ranked number two on product quality, but by the Fifth Product and through the Eighth Product, it was ranked fourth and moved to only third ranking for the Final Product.  At the same time, its TVI scores were lowest for Administrations one and two, but at Administration three and four, the scores moved upward, but, nevertheless, they were several tenths below the highest scoring team, TBU.  Although Team TOT started badly in product quality ratings and with low TVI scores, its enthusiasm gradually increased.


Team AP is a bit of an anomaly, starting with TVI scores near the bottom and ending with the lowest scores. On the other hand, at Administration One, it was ranked third on product quality, but moved into first place for two administrations, then ended back in fourth place at the final Adm. 



Although TVI measures were taken only at Product 5, 6 8, and 11, the general patterns shown at those points seemed to confirm that overall the scores reflected quite accurately the quality of work perceptions held by teams at the moment.  Although Team AP was ranked progressively higher for product quality, it did not reflect enthusiasm for its work, while Team 7-1 had the consistently highest scores on the TVI, which was reflected in their consistent ranking in the one and two orders.  The TBU team had the highest TVI scores across all Administrations with a 3.81, 3.57, 4.26, and 4.57, although they were consistently ranked in the number three spot.  The AP Team was the most puzzling, with progressive higher rankings for product quality, but consistently low scores on the TVI, although observations of the AP team at work verified the low TVI scores as accurate. The TOT Team also had only moderate TVI scores of 3.43, 3.26, 3.50, and 3.83, although they did get progressively higher scores.

Conclusions


We can conclude from this data that in a controlled simulation where work system elements are systematically varied, the TVI scores consistently follow and predict the productivity of participants. When larger number of products are created, TVI scores are higher.


On the other hand, in a workshop where participants are working professionals, TVI scores tend to be less predictive of quality rankings of team products, but that the scores do tend to reflect the attitudes of team members as they vary from product to product. For example, Team AP had consistently lower scores (3.47, 3.30, 3.21, 3.01) and the spirit of Team AP consistently decreased throughout the workshop. On the other hand, Team TOT had TVI scores that also increased although it was ranked consistently low in product quality.


All teams had lower TVI scores between Administration One and Administration Two, but during Administration Three, an inverse relationship occurred. That is, TVI scores for Team 7-1 and Team AP went down but TVI scores for Teams TBU and TOT went up, although the rankings for product quality went down. Product quality rankings for all Teams were the same at Administrations Two and Three, although TVI scores for those Administrations varied considerably.


We can also conclude that in a workshop setting, the ratings of product quality tends to be less predictable than in simulations using university students. At the same time, TVI scores tend to reflect participant attitudes toward what they are doing somewhat accurately in both settings. That is, when workshop teams were not working very smoothly, their TVI scores tended to decrease and when they were working smoothly, their TVI scores tended to increase.


One final observation about TVI scores may be important.  The TVI score for the highest scoring team at each Administration was 4.00 or higher. The second highest scores were between 3.50 and 3.83. The third highest scores, with one exception, were below 3.5 and above 3.00. The fourth highest scores or lowest scores were between 3.43 and 3.00.  Thus, we might conclude that Teams that experience vitality tend to score above 4.0; the next level of experience is represented by scores in the range of 3.50 to 3.9. The next level of vitality appears to be represented by scores between 3.30 and 3.49. The final level is 3.30 and lower.
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Team Vitality Inventory

Instructions:  On the answer sheet, fill in the bubble (circle) that corresponds with the way that you feel about the team in which you are currently working.  Do not try to analyze the statements, but think about how you feel at this time. Read each statement, but answer as quickly as you can.

1.
All team members recognize this team as being vital.






Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
Agree

2.
This team creates products and/or services that are of great value.






Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
Agree

3.
This team provides all members with opportunities to excel.






Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
Agree

4.
This team anticipates that its members will achieve their goals and aspirations.






Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
Agree

5.
This team encourages its members to do their work in unique and clever ways.






Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
Agree

6.
This team expects to surpass its former goals and accomplishments.






Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
Agree

7.
This team encourages all members to do their work at the highest levels of technical skill they are capable of.






Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
Agree

8.
This team anticipates meeting the individual needs of its members.






Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
Agree

9.
Members of this team have committed themselves to pursuing its goals with vigor.






Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
Agree

10.
This team expects to find answers and challenge the status quo.






Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
Agree

11.
This team learns, grows, and develops from the work it does.






Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
Agree

12.
This team encourages its members to engage in various functional activities to achieve its goals.






Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
Agree

13.
This team supports important values, has a great future vision, and mobilizes energy to solve problems.






Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
Agree

14.
This team encourages individual team members to improve their skills.






Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
Agree

15.
This team values individual and unique contributions from each member.






Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
Agree

16.
This team enjoys working together.






Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
Agree

17.
This team works so that its members will be successful and rewarded for what they do.






Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
Agree

18.
This team gives responsibility to all members and allows them to share in supervising themselves.






Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
Agree

19.
This team believes in constantly fighting team decay and lost vitality.






Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
Agree

20.
This team prizes highly skilled team members.






Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
Agree


Team Vitality Inventory Scoring Procedures

The Team Vitality Inventory may be scored in two ways:

1. Calculate the mean score by summing the values across all scales and dividing by 20. The mean score will be a value between 1.00 and 5.00.


Values or mean scores may be interpreted in the following manner:



Mean scores between 4.21 and 5.00 are consider high.



Mean scores between 3.21 and 4.20 are considered average.



Mean scores between 1.00 and 3.20 are considered low.

2. Calculate the means scores for each of the sub-factors (POFE & V) measured by the


TVI. Again, the mean scores will be values between 1.00 and 5.00, with scores between




4.21 and 5.00 considered high,




3.21 and 4.20 considered average, and




1.00 and 3.20 considered low.


P or performance perceptions are revealed by calculating the sum of the values for




items  2, 7, 12, and 20 and dividing by four.


O or opportunity perceptions are revealed by calculating the sum of the values for




items 3. 11, 14, and 17 and dividing by four.


F or fulfillment perceptions are revealed by calculating the sum of the values for




items 5, 15, 16, and 18 and dividing by four.


E or expectations perceptions are revealed by calculating 




the sum of the values for items 4, 6, 8, and 10 and dividing by four.


V or overall vitality perceptions are revealed by calculating the sum of the values for items 


1, 9, 13, and 19 and dividing by four.
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