
Presentation review
This reflection evaluates my contribution to a group presentation that applied the design thinking framework to address the future issue of declining fan engagement in sport. This reflection discusses how the group collaborated during the project, the working practices we adopted, how challenges and conflicts were managed, and how decisions were reached. Relevant teamwork and management theories are used to underpin the evaluation of these processes.
Our group collaborated using a combination of shared digital tools and in-person communication. A shared PowerPoint document was created to allow all group members to contribute to the presentation simultaneously, edit content and monitor overall progress. Digital collaboration tools are widely recognised as effective tools for coordinating teamwork and ensuring transparency when multiple individuals are contributing to a single project (Leonardi, 2021). By working within a shared document, the group avoided issues associated with multiple file versions and ensured all members could access and update the work when necessary.
Alongside digital collaboration, most discussions took place during scheduled class sessions where ideas were shared and developed collectively. Face-to-face communication proved particularly valuable for discussing complex ideas and resolving uncertainties quickly. Media richness theory suggests that communication channels which allow immediate feedback, such as in-person discussions, are more effective for collaborative problem-solving than text-based communication methods (Daft and Lengel, 1986). These discussions were useful during the early stages of the project, when the group explored potential solutions to declining fan engagement.
However, while collaboration was relatively effective during the initial stages of idea generation, the distribution of work became less balanced as the project progressed towards the creation of the final presentation. Some members contributed less content than others, which required more active members of the group to undertake additional work to ensure the presentation was completed. This imbalance may have been partly influenced by limited communication outside of scheduled class sessions. This experience reflects the concept of social loafing, which occurs when individuals exert less effort when working collectively because responsibility is shared across the group (Latané, Williams and Harkins, 1979). In hindsight, establishing clearer expectations for individual contributions and arranging more structured collaboration outside class time could have improved overall team effectiveness.
Within the group, I adopted a leadership and coordination role to help organise the project and maintain progress. One of my first actions was to create the shared PowerPoint document and grant access to all members so the group had a single platform for developing the presentation. I also organised the overall structure of the assignment and coordinated how the design thinking model would be applied within our project. The design thinking process typically involves five stages: empathise, define, ideate, prototype and test (Brown, 2008). To distribute the workload efficiently, group members were allocated sections of the model. 

During the development process, it became apparent that not all members were contributing equally. One member did not attend meetings or provide any input to the project. To ensure that the presentation could still be completed to an appropriate standard, I took responsibility for completing the testing stage of the design thinking process in addition to my original sections. 
My contribution to organising tasks and ensuring the quality of the final presentation can be understood through Belbin’s Team Role Theory (1981). My key roles reflected aspects of both the Coordinator and Completer Finisher roles. The coordinator role involves organising team activities and ensuring the group understands its objectives, while the Completer Finisher role emphasises attention to detail and ensuring the final work is completed to a high standard. This was evident when I reviewed the presentation before submission to ensure consistency and coherence. During this process, I standardised fonts, improved slide design, removed unnecessary information and ensured that the presentation flowed logically as a unified piece of work rather than appearing as separate sections produced by different individuals.
Differences of opinion arose during the ideation stage when the group was selecting which solution to develop, as each member proposed different ideas. Rather than dismissing suggestions immediately, we discussed each proposal and evaluated its advantages and limitations in relation to our research and the assignment objectives. Through this process, less feasible ideas were gradually eliminated, and the group reached decisions through collective discussion and consensus. Major decisions were only finalised once all members agreed, including the final prototype presented in our work. This collaborative approach reflects the norming stage of Tuckman’s group development model (1965), where teams begin to resolve disagreements and work more cohesively towards shared goals.
Overall, the group project demonstrated several effective collaborative practices, including the use of shared digital tools, face-to-face communication and collective decision-making. My contribution focused primarily on organising the structure of the project, coordinating tasks and ensuring the final presentation met the required academic standard. However, the experience also highlighted common challenges associated with group work, particularly unequal participation and limited communication outside scheduled sessions. If the project were repeated, implementing clearer task allocation, establishing structured deadlines for individual contributions and arranging additional meetings outside of class would likely improve collaboration and ensure a more balanced workload across all group members.
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