[bookmark: _Hlk152269009]1. Analysis of my Team Role Composition. 

This presentation will focus on: 
· Teamwork Theories (and the ways they can be categorised)
· Tuckman’s theory
· Thomas-Kilmann theory
· Belbin’s Theory 
· Analysing how all these theories (played a part in my group formation and dynamics)
· Workplace Example
· Conclusion 
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[bookmark: _Hlk152170897][bookmark: _Hlk151641261][bookmark: _Hlk151641628][bookmark: _Hlk151641433][bookmark: _Hlk152269763]Team role theories can be divided into two schools of thought: character-based, where Belbin’s (1993), Tuckman’s (1965), and Thomas-Kilmann’s (1978) theories fall, and functionality-based, like Honey’s Roles (2001).
(Coates, 2021)                    
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Tuckman
Tuckman's theory (1965), focuses on the stages that a group goes through in order to achieve a common aim.


(Carter, 2014)
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Thomas-Kilmann
[bookmark: _Hlk152271254]Thomas-Kilmann’s (1978) work focused on Conflict Resolution within teams.


(Landers, 2017)
Belbin
Belbin's theory (1993) argues that there are 9 team roles in a group based on their strengths and weaknesses.
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My group composition is as follows…
1. CF + IM
2. IM + PL
3. RI + CO
4. TW + ME
(SlideBazaar, 2023)

Analysis of my Group composition
The team forming process was really smooth, flying by the three first phases of Tuckman's theory (1965), straight into the Performing phase. Our group was well-balanced and made up of individuals who were able to prioritise thorough research and project completion over seeking attention or assuming a leadership role. Using Belbin’s Theory (1993) to analyse my team’s structure I can say that our primary traits were CF, IM, RI, and TM, while the secondary traits were IM, PL, CO, and ME. The absence of an SH saved the team from experiencing conflicts, which meant that there was no need to refer to Thomas-Kilmann's theory (1978). There was also no need for an SP in this assignment. The CO took the lead in a clear, friendly and organised manner and the IM ensured progress, while the CF drove the group towards achieving its goal. The TW smoothed over interpersonal issues, while the IM, ME, PL, and CO further strengthened the group's dynamics.
Critical Analysis of Belbin’s Self-Perception Inventory and Theory 
The accuracy of the Self-Perception Inventory results is in question, as team members have shown traits that contradict their assigned roles. This suggests that the method may be flawed and that individuals may not be honest with themselves or the test, leading to inaccurate results. For example, I can see accuracy in my traits, positives, and negatives too. But with certain members of the team, some of their traits can be easily observed and others less so.
Work Example
When working in a Nail Salon with other Techs I had to face managing decisions based on my team's characters and capabilities. Some saw themselves ready to assume certain roles and later showed difficulties performing in these particular areas. I was able to understand them better and identify more suitable roles for them where they were able to work at outstanding levels.
Conclusion.
Team role theories can be divided into character-based and functionality-based.
Through analysis of my team and the roles within it, we concluded that there is no one theory that on its own, explains how individuals work within a team.
When using Self-perception inventories to work out the team roles, the results can be flawed from the outset when taking into consideration our own perception of ourselves, it is not clear whether this is based on facts or intentions.
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Honey's Five Team Roles .

» 1. LEADER: makes sure feam has clear objectives and members are
engaged

» 2. CHALLENGER: questions effectiveness and drives for results
» 3. DOER: encourages progress and fakes on practical jobs
» 4. THINKER: produces ideas and thinks through those proposed by others

» 5. SUPPORTER: eases tension and promotes harmony
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Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument (TKI)
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BELBIN’S TEAM ROLES MODEL POWERPOINT TEMPLATE
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