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Group’s Structure  

 The meeting was held at the Forest Acres Municipal Court. The room that the meeting 

was held in was the courtroom. The layout of this room had high desks at the front that were 

virtually unused save for the person who was recording the session. In front of these desks was a 

semicircular desk that accommodated seven people. The five council members sat behind this 

desk and an additional two people sat on the edges of either side of this desk. In front of this 

semicircular desk, there were rows of seats with a walkway down the middle. There were about 

seven rows and five columns on both sides of the walkway. Then there was a row of seating 

along the back of the courtroom and another row of seating against the right wall. There were 

two exit doors on either side, at the front of the room, another at about the center of the left wall 

and the main door was in the back right corner of the room. There was a window on the left wall 

near the front of the room. A TV to the left of the semicircular desk displayed the agenda. A 

stand near the main door held hard copies of the agenda. There were two flags at the front of the 

room, behind the high desks: an American flag and a South Carolina flag. The right and back 

walls hung framed pictures of court related things.  

The participants included the council members, Chief Sealy from the police department, 

Ms. Holloway from The Columbia Star, Jack Oliver and an acquaintance from the 

Transportation Penny Advisory Committee (TPAC) and the Finance Director, Andy. There were 

fourteen participants, all of which were white. The ages of the council members were between 

forty-five and sixty. Chief Sealy was equally aged. The rest of the participants were about in 



their late thirties. Chief Sealy sat in the front row on the left and Ms. Holloway sat in the row 

behind him. Andy sat in the front row on the right and the representatives from TPAC sat against 

the right wall. I sat against the back wall with another community member. Most of the people in 

the room were male. Ms. Ginger was the only councilwoman and Ms. Holloway was the only 

other female. 

The room was well lit and in addition to the white lighting, there was sunlight streaming 

in from the one window that the room had. The agenda of the group was as follows: invocation 

and pledge of allegiance, approval of minutes, mayor’s issues and city projects, new business, 

old business, finance director report, police chief’s report, community forum, and council items.  

Group’s Dynamics 

 Communication and interaction patterns. 

 Most of the communication in the group served the purpose of presenting information to 

the group or persuading the group. There was the occasional communication of defending 

oneself, or at least the perception of defending one’s opinion or earlier stated message. One 

could argue that there was some communication of presenting a sense of unity with the group or 

maintaining relationships.  

The patterns of interaction within this group consisted of two types that the book 

mentioned: hot seat and free floating. The latter is “when all members take responsibility for 

communicating, taking into consideration their ability to contribute meaningfully to the 

particular topic” (Toseland and Rivas, 2017, p. 73) and was observed in the group when, as noted 

in the agenda, there were topics discussed in the meeting that involved people outside of the city 

council members. Those representatives took the lead in the discussions when the time came for 

them to give a report. This was also seen when a member contributed to the discussion with a 



meaningful question or concern when another was giving a report. I observed the former, “when 

there is an extended back-and-forth between the leader and one member as the other members 

watch,” (Toseland and Rivas, 2017, p. 73) when the leader, Mayor Brunson, had questions for 

the person giving the report. I would not considered these interactions to have been “extended” 

however, and any participant would ask questions, should he/she have one, not just the mayor.  

Whenever a decision needed to be made, the mayor would say, “all in favor, say I” and 

everyone would proceed to agree. There was not one decision that was not unanimous. Before 

they would get to the point of essentially voting, any “challenges” would be presented with the 

reasons for the disconnect. These were done in the form of respectful questions that asked for 

elaboration and possible misunderstanding.  

Cohesion. 

I would say that the group was pretty cohesive and I would attribute this to how long its 

members have been working together. They made references to previous meetings and situations 

that had risen. There was the sense of teamwork, as each member contributed to the overall 

meeting and had a say in the decision making process. Though I was only present for one 

meeting and I cannot be sure, based on my observations, I would say that there was member-to-

member attraction. 

Social integration and influence. 

Every member came in with a role. The roles of those who were not on the council were 

more clear; they were there to give reports from their respective areas. The members of the 

council itself had roles as well. When they reached the items on the agenda in the new business 

and old business sections, there were certain individuals who explained the situation and what 



actions should be taken and why. The leader of the group would point out that it was his/her turn 

to speak and he/she would proceed to take the lead in the discussion. 

Group culture. 

 There were equal opportunities for all members to speak and the members gave feedback 

to ensure proper understanding. The general culture was that individuals would report when it 

was their time to and then the mayor would ask any questions. If he did not have any questions, 

other members were given the chance to ask their questions. There was a routine, that the person 

with the knowledge on a particular topic would speak, any elaboration or challenges would be 

made, and then they would vote.  

Ms. Ginger was late and the members were well aware. This led me to the conclusion that 

the culture around being late was that the member who would be late would inform the others 

prior to the meeting. I arrived a minute late because I went to the City Hall, the building behind 

the court. When I entered the room, they had not yet started and only began because, “someone 

is finally here.” From this, I concluded that it was a part of the culture to not be strict with 

starting on time and that they were accustomed to not having community members in attendance 

regularly. Their dialogue and postures were also not very formal. Many members of the council 

were slouched in their chairs, with their fingers and feet crossed. 

Group’s Leadership 

 Mayor Brunson was the official leader of the group. He took the lead in taking the votes, 

but aside from that, he was not typically speaking as the one with the information. He was not 

afraid to ask questions. He advocated for members when there was ambiguity regarding a 

situation and when he knew that one of the members may be able to effectively contribute. He 

was sitting front and center. I would argue that had he not been sitting there and had I not known 



prior to attending the meeting that I would have guessed someone else was the leader. There was 

someone who was speaking for a lot of the time at the beginning and he seemed to be very 

opinionated, but he spoke with question in his voice. I guess he understood that he was there to 

inform. He could give his input and try to persuade the other members, but he did not hold any 

power. 

Comparing and Contrasting Expectations and Observations 

Based on the agenda, I had expected that they would begin with the invocation and 

Pledge of Allegiance followed by the Approval of Minutes of the City Council Meeting held on 

August 14, 2018. I suspected that because the council has been operating as a team for many 

years, there would not be any corrections to the minutes. Though, I did not mention it in my 

proposal, I expected that this section would be led by Ms. Ginger, as it was stated on the agenda. 

It was not however, because she arrived late. 

I had suspected that the ninth item on the agenda, Community Forum, would go far less 

smoothly. This notion was developed through the history of the city council and its meetings. 

However, I was possibly the only community member. (There was someone sitting in the back 

row beside me, who did not actively participate, but who spoke to the group with a sense of 

familiarity.) If I was indeed the only community member, it would explain why there was no 

outburst from the community. I had no concern to address, though I had questions about 

particular members and their roles. I did not ask because I did not think it was appropriate timing 

or place. 

The last expectation that I included in my proposal was that the Police Chief’s report 

would be informative and there may be some recognition of members from the police department 

for exemplary work that they have done. I expected that there would be recognition for the quick 



planning and preparedness of the police department in anticipation of the storm, that there may 

also be criticism from the public regarding the fact that the inmates were not evacuated. The first 

part of this expectation was met; his report was informative in that he presented issues that need 

to be addressed. The second half of this expectation was not. The only conclusion that I came to 

was that the meeting was long after the hurricane and it was not exactly the setting for 

recognition. 

Those were the expectations that I listed, but in hindsight, after attending the meeting, I 

realized that there were lots of expectations that I just did not identify previously. I identified 

them after I found them absent. Though to a lesser degree, I somewhat expected the setting and 

overall communication to be similar to that of the city council meetings in Parks and Recreation. 

I expected that the members would be more informed and that the meeting was for the benefit of 

the community. Instead, each member was informed in their own areas and the purpose of the 

group coming together was to share their findings and make decisions about actions moving 

forward. I found this aspect to be a little unprofessional, as the members often appeared confused 

and asked questions that I assumed they should have had the answer to at that point in their 

working together. 

Personal Biases: Impact and Methods of Control 

 I felt that I went in to observe with little bias. It was a new experience for me and in that, 

I found pleasure; I enjoyed learning how things operate on the local level. After I left, as I had 

interpersonal discussions about my observations, and as I wrote this paper, I found that my 

biases grew. Looking at the cohesiveness of the group, the second reason for a member’s 

attraction to the group that the book mentions is “the resources and prestige available through 

group participation” (Toseland and Rivas, 2017, p. 79). I understood this for this group to be the 



way in which they are serving themselves. They may have started out, joined the group to make 

change, but as time progressed, they were only there  

 In my proposal, I mentioned that I believed that the members did not properly represent 

the population they are serving. Aside from the age aspect of representation, that was a false 

notion. I had mixed up Forest Acres with Dentsville. The impact that this had on me going in, 

was that I prejudged them with the expectation that they would feel entitled. I did not identify 

this as a bias before going in. Consequently, I did not take measures to control this bias, but with 

their humbleness, the group proved that it was a bias and on false terms.  

I did not expect to be the only community member and when they started the group, aside 

from mentioning that “someone was finally here” they did not acknowledge me. I guess I could 

say that I had that bias against them, the one that I attach to people who are biased towards me. I 

categorize people based on the way they view and interact with me. There are people who are 

overly friendly towards me, clearly recognizing a difference between us. I feel that they feel that 

they need to compensate this difference by being friendly and think a little less of them. There 

are those who are just friendly, who treat me like any other member in society, and to those, I 

applaud. Then there are those who are scared of me; depending on the situation, I may take 

measures to make them feel at ease. I feel sorry for this group of people. The last category of 

people that interact with me are those who I perceive have preconceived notions about me. I 

understand that in having a bias against those who are wrong about me, I am not giving them a 

chance, neither to rectify their false notions nor to show me what more their person consists of. I 

did not properly answer this section of the paper, therefore, I did not consciously plan methods of 

control. Now that I have completed this assignment, I suppose that I should not let people’s 



interactions with me allow me to belittle them to one of four categories based on my previous 

experiences.   


