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Following are the characters in the video that you must watch before attempting to answer the questions. These character are a team of students working on a project.
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	Lena, a hardworking undergraduate from Germany, approaches her studies with detailed-oriented care and a consistent dedication to quality. Driven by a preference for precision and a reliance on empirical evidence, she consistently delivers exceptionally researched and thoroughly documented work.
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	Omar, an undergraduate student from Jordan whose confidence and persuasive charisma naturally draw others to him. With a natural ability to make quick decisions and a genuine talent for motivating those around him.
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	Hannah, an undergraduate student from Ireland, whose calm manner and sharp intellect are instantly recognisable. Bringing her thoughtful, detail-oriented approach to everything she does, Hannah is a researcher through and through, thriving on evidence and considered evaluation.
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	Kenji, a Japanese undergraduate student known for his calmness, reliability, and strong sense of community. Always prioritising group harmony, Kenji always offers supportive guidance on group projects.
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	Priya, an undergraduate student from India whose vibrant energy and dynamic resourcefulness are instantly recognisable. Bringing her unique blend of passion and practicality to the academic world, Priya is a natural networker and problem-solver.
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	Alex, a computer science major from Canada. Analytical, tech-savvy, and deeply practical, he approaches every academic challenge with a systematic mindset, always finding ways to streamline work using digital tools. He prefers to organise data for projects and fine-tuning workflows.





Watch the video and then answer the following ten questions within the spaces provided. Each question carries equal mark. Each answer should be a minimum of 100 words and a maximum of 150 words. Please note that the questions are grouped by topics, instead of following the timeline. You need to watch the whole video before answering the questions. Please make sure that you provide citation and references for all the relevant concepts you use in answering the questions.  

Question 1
Explain what teamwork is, give examples from the video.
	
Teamwork is the coordinated effort of a small group of people with complementary skills who share a common purpose, performance goals and mutual accountability (Katzenbach and Smith, 1993). Salas, Sims and Burke (2005) add that effective teamwork depends on behaviours such as team orientation, mutual performance monitoring, backup behaviour and adaptability, supported by shared mental models and mutual trust. The video shows several of these. Alex builds a Notion workspace, a Trello board and a parallel timeline, coordinating the group’s workflow. Omar drafts the promotional narrative and asks Lena to review it, and Lena offers to cross-reference it with the literature review criteria, which is backup behaviour. Hannah’s market analysis and Priya’s case studies feed one shared repository, while the group log is updated and the tutor contacted.













Question 2
Omar states that the team has been debating for two hours, the team members look worried. Lena intervenes and argues, Omar intervenes again. Hannah looks troubled. (timestamp: 2:00 – 2:56). Identify which of Tuckman's Stages of Team Development this part of the video represents.
	
This section represents the Storming stage. Tuckman (1965) described this stage as marked by conflict, polarisation and resistance to task demands, as members contest how the group should proceed. Tuckman and Jensen (1977) note that disagreement often centres on authority, approach and priorities. Here Omar pushes for a vote on the brand direction, arguing delay means falling behind. Lena resists, insisting that a decision needs empirical justification and a documented rationale for the grading rubric. Omar counters that over-analysis will leave them with “a flawless report on a campaign we never actually finished”. Two opposing working styles, speed versus rigour, clash directly. The group has also debated for two hours without a decision. Kenji’s attempt to smooth things over shows the tension spreading beyond the two main protagonists.












Question 3
Identify & explain which Tuckman's Stages of Team Development is the team in during the last 2 minutes of the video (timestamp 4:00 – 5:58).
	

During this period the team is in the Performing stage. Tuckman and Jensen (1977) described it as the point where the group’s structure supports task performance, roles are flexible and functional, and members direct their energy towards completing the work. Conflict has been resolved by Priya’s compromise, and the team is now working effectively. Omar and Lena trade tasks, with Omar drafting the narrative and Lena reviewing it. Hannah completes the market analysis and evaluation matrix, Priya secures two external case studies, and Alex’s timeline keeps work on schedule. Kenji updates the group log and arranges the presentation slot with the tutor. Members support each other and take pride in the shared output, closing with the Trello board “all green” and the claim that the team is “ready for submission”.












Question 4
Explain what Group Decision Making is, provide a relevant example from the video.
	

Group decision making is the process in which two or more people collectively identify and evaluate alternatives and select a course of action (Robbins and Judge, 2019). Groups can draw on more information and diverse perspectives, and members are more likely to accept the outcome. The costs include slower progress, domination by confident members and conformity pressure, which can lead to groupthink (Janis, 1972; Kerr and Tindale, 2004). Common methods include majority vote, consensus and compromise. In the video, Omar proposes a vote, but Lena refuses because the direction lacks evidence. Priya then proposes a compromise: Omar’s digital framework is approved now so the creative work can begin, while the team spends 48 hours finding data to justify it. This integrates both views, and Alex’s timeline turns the decision into action.















Question 5
Explain what Nominal Technique is, provide an example from the video.
	
The Nominal Group Technique (NGT) is a structured group decision-making method designed to give every member an equal voice (Delbecq, Van de Ven and Gustafson, 1975). Members first generate ideas silently and individually, then share them in turn (round-robin) without debate, clarify the ideas together, and finally rank or vote privately, so the group’s choice combines individual judgements. It is intended to limit domination by confident members and conformity pressure (Delbecq et al., 1975). The video does not show a full NGT, but parts of it appear. Omar’s call to “just vote and move” resembles the final voting step, but it skips silent idea generation and clarification. Kenji’s suggestion that everyone introduce themselves and share expectations resembles the round-robin stage, since it gives quieter members space to contribute.














Question 6
What (Thomas-Kilmann model) conflict mode does Priya use when she states "We do not have to choose between being brilliant or being thorough.", and she supports Omar’s framework while giving Lena 48 hours to verify the data? (timestamp 3:20 – 3:36)
	
Priya uses the Compromising mode. The Thomas-Kilmann model maps conflict behaviour on assertiveness and cooperativeness, and compromising sits at an intermediate level on both: each party gives up something to reach a mutually acceptable, expedient solution (Thomas and Kilmann, 1974; Thomas, 1992). Priya says “What if we compromise?” and splits the difference. Omar gets his digital campaign framework greenlit today, so creative brainstorming can start, while Lena gets 48 hours to find the data points that justify it. Neither gets everything: Omar accepts that the framework needs validation, and Lena accepts starting before the evidence is complete. Her framing has a collaborative tone, but the result is a partial concession by both sides, which defines compromise rather than collaboration.
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Question 7
When the debate between Omar and Lena peaks, Hannah responds by "shrinking back slightly in her chair" and softly trailing off as she is spoken over. Using the Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode, identify and describe Hannah's conflict mode in this scene. (timestamp 2:00 - 2:45)
	
Hannah’s mode is best described as Avoiding. In the Thomas-Kilmann model, avoiding is low in both assertiveness and cooperativeness: the person sidesteps the conflict, postpones it or withdraws without pursuing their own or the other party’s concerns (Thomas and Kilmann, 1974; Thomas, 1992). As Omar and Lena’s exchange peaks, Hannah withdraws physically by shrinking back in her chair, and her contribution trails off when she is spoken over. The tentative “maybe we could just look at these notes instead” (if this is her line) redirects attention away from the dispute rather than addressing it. She states no position, though her evidence-based expertise is relevant to Lena’s argument. This is passive rather than cooperative, so it differs from accommodating, where she would actively give way to the others’ wishes.













Question 8
Identify which Belbin roles Alex and Priya might be demonstrating (e.g., Plant, Implementer, Coordinator, Specialist, Monitor Evaluator, etc.) and explain them with relevant examples from the video.
	
Alex shows the Implementer role, with Completer Finisher traits. Belbin (2010) describes Implementers as practical, organised people who turn ideas into workable plans. Alex sets up the Notion workspace and Trello board, maps a “strict parallel timeline” with hour-by-hour boundaries, and reports the board “all green” and on schedule. This also reflects the Completer Finisher’s concern for deadlines and follow-through.
Priya shows the Resource Investigator role, with Coordinator tendencies. Resource Investigators are outgoing networkers who explore outside opportunities and bring in external contacts and ideas (Belbin, 2010). Priya offers to find real-world examples such as Zomato and viral social loops, and secures two external agency case studies. Her compromise gets both Omar and Lena working towards a shared goal, reflecting the Coordinator’s consensus-seeking style (Belbin, 1981).





















Question 9
Identify which Belbin roles Omar and Lena might be demonstrating (e.g., Plant, Implementer, Coordinator, Specialist, Monitor Evaluator, etc.) and explain them with relevant examples from the video.
	
Omar mainly shows the Shaper role, combined with Plant traits. Belbin (2010) describes Shapers as dynamic, challenging and driven to push the team to act. Omar proposes going big, then presses for a vote (“let’s just vote and move”), overrides disagreement to keep momentum, and warns about falling behind. His idea of an immersive, AI-personalised campaign also reflects the Plant’s creativity and unconventional thinking.
Lena mainly shows the Monitor Evaluator role, with Completer Finisher traits. Monitor Evaluators are sober, critical thinkers who weigh options before committing (Belbin, 2010). Lena cites Section 3.2 of the handbook, refuses to vote without empirical justification and wants a systematic review. As a Completer Finisher, she offers to cross-reference Omar’s draft with the literature review criteria and handle the final edits, showing her attention to detail and quality control.






Question 10
After watching the video, decide which Belbin role you would naturally take in this team and why would you take that role?
	
I would naturally take the Coordinator role. Belbin (2010) describes Coordinators as calm, confident chairs who clarify goals, draw out others’ contributions and delegate fairly. The video shows why the team needed one early: for two hours Omar and Lena argued from fixed positions while Hannah withdrew, and nobody clarified objectives or included quieter members. I would restate the shared goal, invite each person to speak, as Kenji tried to do, and match strengths to tasks: Omar’s creative drive, Lena’s and Hannah’s research rigour, Alex’s planning and Priya’s external networking. I tend to listen before deciding, which suits resolving a speed-versus-quality dispute without taking sides. A risk is over-delegating, so I would take on some tasks myself and check others’ workloads
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