With the workplace as your backdrop, identify where the concept of storming forming norming and performing (Tuckman 1965) could be of practical use and equally as importantly identify where they are unlikely to work.  

Groups: Forming, Storming, Norming, and Performing 

	The Four Stages of Group Growth: 

1. FORMING behaviours.

a. Identifying the task and how to accomplish it.
b. Deciding what is acceptable group behavior and how to handle group conflict.
c. Deciding what information needs to be gathered to tackle the task.
d. Abstract conceptual discussions or some members' impatience with these discussions.
e. No clear focus on task or problem as evidenced by irrelevant discussions.
f. Complaining about organizational problems and barriers to accomplishing the task instead of focusing on the task.

2. STORMING behaviours.

a. Arguing among group members, even if they agree on the issues.
b. Choosing sides within the group, bids for power, drawing divisional lines.
c. Tension, jealousy, lack of unity, and a perceived hierarchy.
d. Establishing unobtainable goals, increased concerns about too much work to be done.

3. NORMING behaviours.

a. Conflict avoidance in an attempt to promote harmony.
b. Friendlier discussions on a more personal level, more discussions about the dynamics of the group, begin to confide in one another.
c. More of a sense of group cohesion and esprit, more commonality of goals.
d. Establishing and maintaining realistic group parameters for behavior and performance.

4. PERFORMING behaviours.

a. Constructively changing one's self--actually changing for the betterment of the group.
b. Ability to avoid group conflict and, should conflict arise, being able to work through it.
c. Much closer identity with the group, understanding each other's strengths and weaknesses.

[taken from Air Force material and edited] 
Taken from  www.cs.wpi.edu/~dcb/courses/CS3041/Group-info2.html  




I (Dave Baigent) believe that recognising that groups that are formed for a long time could continue to storm, norm and perform throughout their lives is an important factor – I also believe that whilst the process is ongoing the more together a group is the quicker it will complete this circle of events.  So at the start the group may take some considerable time to come to the performing stage.  Once they have an established way of operating then the time taken between storming and norming can be very short.  At the same time it is important to recognise that:

 After storming the team sets its own norms (rules)

These ‘rules’ are likely to be followed because these become a potential part of the team’s norms.

Once the team have fully adopted a rule then they take ownership of it and protect it as part of their belief system/culture.

The important question for managers to ask is when this cycle of events takes place does the outcome support the objectives the team was set up for?
If not, then the outcome can become a form of resistance and managers should intervene to stop this rule becoming entrenched behaviour. 
You should now visit http://www.businessballs.com/tuckmanformingstormingnormingperforming.htm  

Then read the following which is largely taken from (Handy 1985) (1985)

Making a particular Individual objectives and roles. (Handy 1985: 182
Teams are more effective when people have the same objective.

People bring their own (hidden) agendas to groups; objectives they want to achieve in the group.  These can include:

· Protecting your own interest against the given aims of the group

· Protecting the interests of your colleagues in the group

· Impressing the boss

· Scoring off an opponent

· Making allegiances

· Covering up past mistakes

Most people cannot achieve the company’s and their own (positive or negative) agendas all the time. There has to be a trade-off.  Individuals have to: 

· take a risk, 

· accept a less than optimum outcome for themselves. 

This is more likely to happen if the group:

· can agree on a common objective; 

· trust each other.

The group will also need to:

· Talk and agree their needs

· There is an experience of trust in the group from previous occassions. 

One likely way that a group will get together is if they have a joint cause particularly a common enemy.  In these circumstances they are likely to join together (forgetting individual differences and agendas) to achieve their goal of overcoming the difficulty.  It is this sort of behaviour that can marginalize (bully) individuals who choose not to join in with the group.  Long established teams can also make a new boss into a common enemy and there is considerable support amongst those who write about group think about how this can happen (Janis 1972).
In today’s society with the emphasis on (public) value for money or (private) making a profit there should be less space for the group to develop its own agendas.  But some organisations, the police, fire, military services work in teams and if there is space they will form unofficial cultures.  These cultures will often develop in resistance to the official service culture.    In such circumstances the group may develop their own agreements about how the group operates and the amount of work they will do and how they will do it.  Mayo (1949)  recognised this and Maslow (Baigent 2007b; Maslow 1987) can be used to recognise why this might be.  This area is complicated but it is important to recognise that such informal cultures do exist and whilst modern market led management styles will attempt to colonise these cultures towards the company or service policy (Strangleman and Roberts 1999) and in the police and fire service this happens by setting core values (Prichard 2006)  it is more than possible for a separate resistant culture to still exist (Baigent 2001).  

During times of industrial conflict the group may often come closer together and it is not difficult to recognise that this is something that managers will work to avoid.  First because it disrupts the company or service and second because once the workforce recognise they can have common interests outside of those of the company.  Then workers become more difficult to manage as they spend time developing their common interests and improving relationships and trust between themselves.

Therefore, whilst managers want groups to be cohesive, they also want cohesion to be about producing the product/service.  What managers do not want is for the group to develop into an informal hierarchy that has its own goals and agendas.  The group that is so intent on supporting its own needs will often marginalise the purpose it is really there for, which is to provide a service for mangers.  In the organisational context the group should serve the organization, not itself.  (Baigent 2001; Collinson 1992; Graef 1989)
When we join a group we make choices about how we will fit-in.  However, those choices are not always made under conditions of our own choosing (Baigent 2007a).  Sometimes we make a judgement that we will give up some of our free will to the group, on occasions it will appear that we have little choice but to conform with the remainder of the group.  Some people will not even recognise that there is any choice.  On most occasions choice appears automatic, behaviour is adjusted, decisions made according to previous experience – in this way individuals learn how they are going to act and the people we work with are also able to use their experience of us to assess how we will react.  This provides for cohesive teams.  Perhaps one of the most cohesive teams in society today are the Red Arrows.  Owen (1996) has written extensively about how they form up as a team and it is interesting to consider how she saw this high profile group.  However, there is much about the way the Red Arrows pick their team that would offend equality legislation. 
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