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Personal Workgroup Evaluation
Teamwork is a popular phenomenon in the contemporary workplace contexts. Although there are commitments that are done independently by individuals as employees, there are others that require collective efforts for success to be realized. In 2015, I worked as part of a team that was supposed to organize a corporate social responsibility (CSR) event. The culture of the company, in which I was an employee, stipulated CSR as one of its commitments and there was a major event or two in a year in connection to this undertaking.
Characteristics of the Group
Our group was an ad hoc committee, comprising of 12 individuals, that was supposed to decide and organize a CSR event that was to take place within that year, 2015. It was formed on January 5, 2015 in readiness for the event which was to take place or commence on September 15, 2015. The event could be a one-day activity or could take some days depending on the group’s decision or event of choice. After the event, the group was supposed to submit a report by November 30, 2015 in alignment with the entire project since the formation of the team to the end of the event. As such, the team was short term as its activities were to take 11 months. The group was also formal and fell within the category of a project team as it was made up of official members of the company forming a committee that was vested with power to complete the specified task and submit a report. The group had a leader to whom everybody reported issues of concern or submissions connected to the mission that yielded team formation. 
Roles of the Group Members
According to Benne and Sheats (2007) the roles of members who make up a group fall into three categories, including task, maintenance, or individual roles. 
Task roles include twelve specific undertakings that a group member(s) can assume in alignment with the goals set to be accomplished by the team. These include initiator-contributor, opinion seeker, opinions giver, information seeker, information giver, orienter, elaborator, coordinator, procedural-technician, evaluator-critic, energizer, and recorder (Benne & Sheats, 2007).
Maintenance roles are meant to maintain the cohesiveness and identity of a group and are also referred to as group building roles. Benne and Sheats (2007) enumerate seven such roles, including harmonizer, encourager, compromiser, standard setter, follower, gate keeper, and group observer.
Individual roles, also referred to as self-centered roles, are founded on the interest of an individual rather than the undertakings that necessitated the formation of the team. These include the aggressor, recognition-seeker, blocker, playboy or playgirl, help-seeker, self-confessor, dominator, and self-interest pleader (Benne & Sheats, 2007).  
Task roles 
The most conspicuous task roles in alignment with the group I was in included the coordinator, initiator-contributor, information giver, evaluator-critic, procedural-technician, and recorder. 
The group leader who was chosen by the group members also served in the role of the coordinator. Benne and Sheats (2007) suggest that the coordinator considers the ideas discussed within a group and tries to link them together in a way that one may easily judge the practicality. The coordinator also oversees the group’s activities to ensure alignment with the set goals. There were about three initiator-contributors within the group and these were the starters in offering points whenever the discussion began. They were the ring-leaders in offering novel ideas whenever a chance arose for brainstorming ideas.
Benne and Sheats (2007) perceive the information giver as an authoritative figure with some knowledge or expertise to contribute to the decision-making of the group. Our group had one individual who had vast knowledge about CSR and had also experienced the success of other companies in which he had worked. We also had an evaluator-critic whose main concern was the progress being made by the group after every meeting. The procedural-technician ensured that everything was in order, including the meeting room. The recorder kept note of everything that was said in every meeting and ensured the availability of such notes at times of need. 
Maintenance roles
 The coordinator also had the role of an encourager which seemed to be naturally occurring and one that drove the team’s interest in him as a leader. He would encourage everyone to offer a suggestion and welcomed every idea with praises as a reinforcement for others to offer theirs.
The operations of our group were faced with conflicts from time to time, particularly when a specific point of concern had to be argued out. Luckily, we had a harmonizer who was gifted in bringing conflicting parties to a line of thought that ensured the restoration of peace and the continuity of group activities.
Another maintenance role that enhanced group-work continuity was that of the gatekeeper. This individual ensured democracy in the group decision-making by encouraging active participation of everyone, particularly those who seemed passive in the course of brainstorming ideas and offering suggestions. 
The most prominent role was that of the follower as there were several individuals who fell into this category of agreeing with everything that was said in the group. Although there were some who justified their support of an idea, some did so for the sake of depicting their presence rather than as part of a thoughtful engagement. 
Individual roles  
Bennes and Sheats (2007) depict these roles as detrimental to the success of a team though they should not just be suppressed but the root cause ought to be explored. One of the individual role evidenced in our group was that of the aggressor. There were some individuals who offered their points to counter others’ opinions and boost their status as the know-it-all. This acted as a challenge as some group members, particularly those who could not defend their points, felt intimidated.
Group Stages
[bookmark: _GoBack]Our team underwent the five stages discussed by Backlund (2001), including “forming, storming, norming, performing, and transforming” (p.1). During formation, the group members were suggested by the high-ranking officers of the company and there was no objection to the number or specific individuals. Storming was experienced from the first meeting when we had to choose a leader as there were three individuals who wanted the position. The norming stage included a stipulation of rules and responsibilities for everyone. The performing stage included the engagement in the undertakings that would lead to the accomplishment of the goals set. The transformation stage is when everyone has done what he or she ought to do and entails a reflection and then resumption of the duties one is entitled to within the company.
Group norms
The company had a conference room which was the venue of all our meetings. All meetings were held on Wednesday starting 4.00 p.m. after every two weeks and punctuality was a requirement. The maximum time allowed for every meeting was two hours. 
Positive and Negative Participation Behaviors
Based on the above discussed roles, there were several positive participation behaviors. Those who engaged in task and maintenance roles were involved in positive participation behaviors, such as praising the points generated by others, keeping records for reference, harmonizing the members, and encouraging participation. The aggressor engaged in negative behaviors of despising the points of others and encouraging passivity within the group.
Communication Tools
Texting was the main method used for communication among the members. The group leader, for instance, would text everyone to remind them about a scheduled meeting one day before the reference date. Facebook was also a useful tool that enabled us to brainstorm ideas in readiness for an upcoming meeting. 
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