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1. What were the key differences in how the students functioned at the beginning versus the end of the project?
At the beginning of the project, the students behaved like a group, not a team. They divided tasks individually, worked separately, and had minimal communication. Their sections did not align, and the business plan lacked cohesion. This reflects the Forming and Storming stages of Tuckman’s model, where roles are unclear, expectations differ, and conflict begins to emerge. Members also showed individual behaviours that created tension: Josh missed deadlines, Sophie dominated discussions, and Amira avoided conflict. By the end of the project, they transitioned into a team, working collaboratively with shared goals, regular meetings, and mutual support. Priya’s leadership helped them move into the Norming and Performing stages, where communication improved, roles became clearer, and members used each other’s strengths. As a result, they produced a unified and effective business plan.


2. What characteristics made them a group at first, and what changes helped them become a team?
Initially, the students displayed characteristics of a group: individual goals, independent working, unclear roles, and limited communication. They lacked shared purpose and interdependence, which aligns with Morgan’s definition of a group as people who share something in common but do not necessarily work collaboratively. Their behaviour also reflected early Tuckman stages, where uncertainty and lack of structure are common. They became a team when Priya encouraged collaboration, regular meetings, and shared goals. They began using each other’s strengths—Liam’s analytical skills, Josh’s creativity, Sophie’s enthusiasm, and Amira’s organisation. These changes reflect the Norming stage, where trust develops, and the Performing stage, where members work interdependently toward a common goal. Clear communication, shared responsibility, and coordinated effort transformed them into a functioning team.


3. If you were part of this team, what strategies would you suggest early on to avoid the initial problems?
To avoid the early problems, I would suggest implementing clear team roles, using Belbin’s Team Roles model to assign responsibilities based on strengths. For example, Priya as Coordinator, Liam as Monitor Evaluator, Josh as Plant, and Amira as Implementer. Establishing shared goals and expectations from the beginning would ensure alignment. Regular meetings and progress check‑ins would improve communication and prevent sections from becoming disconnected. I would also recommend creating a team contract outlining deadlines, communication rules, and conflict‑resolution methods. Using collaborative tools such as shared documents would help maintain cohesion. Encouraging open communication and psychological safety would reduce conflict avoidance and dominance issues. These strategies would help the team move more quickly from Forming to Norming, preventing the misalignment and tension seen in the case study.


4. Using Tuckman’s model, explain the stages the team went through in the case study.
The team began in the Forming stage, where members met, divided tasks, and worked independently. There was uncertainty, limited communication, and unclear expectations. They then entered the Storming stage when they reconvened and realised their work did not align. Tensions rose, and some members felt others had not contributed equally. Conflict emerged due to missed deadlines, dominance, and differing working styles. With Priya’s leadership, the team moved into the Norming* stage, establishing shared goals, meeting regularly, and recognising each other’s strengths. Trust and cooperation increased. Finally, they reached the Performing stage, where they collaborated effectively, communicated openly, and produced a strong, unified business plan. The case study does not explicitly show the Adjourning stage, but the team successfully completed their task, indicating they reached high performance.


5. Using Belbin’s Team Roles, identify the likely roles each student played.
Based on the case study, Priya acted as the Coordinator, guiding the team, motivating others, and keeping the group focused. Josh fits the Plant role, generating creative ideas but struggling with deadlines. Liam is the Monitor Evaluator quiet but analytical, identifying flaws and improving the plan. Sophie demonstrates characteristics of a Resource Investigator or Shaper enthusiastic and sociable, but sometimes dominating discussions. Amira appears to be an Implementer, organised, structured, and preferring independent work. The team initially lacked balance because roles were not recognised or coordinated, leading to conflict and misalignment. Once Priya encouraged collaboration and structure, the team began using these roles more effectively, improving performance. Belbin’s model highlights how diverse strengths contribute to team success when managed well.


6. What communication problems were present in the early stages of the project?
The team experienced several communication problems early on. There was lack of communication, as members worked independently without coordinating their sections. This led to misalignment and inconsistency in the business plan. There were also barriers to communication, such as Sophie dominating discussions, which may have discouraged quieter members like Liam from contributing. Amira’s dislike of conflict may have caused her to avoid raising concerns. Josh’s missed deadlines created frustration and reduced trust. The team lacked clear channels for communication, such as regular meetings or shared documents. These issues reflect common barriers identified by Robbins and Coulter, including poor listening, unclear expectations, and emotional reactions. Without structured communication, misunderstandings grew, contributing to tension and poor teamwork.


7. How could the team have improved communication earlier in the project?
The team could have improved communication by establishing regular meetings from the beginning to discuss progress and align their work. Using shared digital tools, such as collaborative documents, would have ensured transparency and consistency. Setting clear expectations for deadlines and responsibilities would reduce misunderstandings. Encouraging equal participation through structured discussions would prevent dominance and ensure all voices were heard. Applying active listening techniques, such as summarising and clarifying, would improve understanding. Creating a psychologically safe environment would help members like Amira feel comfortable raising concerns. Using a communication model such as Schramm’s Interactive Model would emphasise feedback and two‑way communication, helping the team identify issues early. These strategies would strengthen cohesion and reduce conflict.


8. What types of conflict emerged, and how could the Thomas‑Kilmann model explain them?
The team experienced task conflict when their work did not align and relationship conflict when tensions rose over missed deadlines and uneven contributions. Using the Thomas‑Kilmann model, Sophie’s dominating behaviour suggests a Competing style, pushing her ideas strongly. Amira’s avoidance of conflict reflects an Avoiding style, which may have prevented early resolution of issues. Josh may have used Accommodating, agreeing with ideas but failing to meet deadlines. Priya demonstrated a Collaborating style by encouraging shared goals and teamwork. The team improved once collaboration became the dominant approach. The model shows that conflict styles influence team dynamics, and effective teams use collaboration to address issues constructively.


9. What factors contributed to the team eventually becoming effective?
Several factors contributed to the team becoming effective. Priya’s leadership helped establish structure, shared goals, and regular meetings. Members began recognising and using each other’s strengths, aligning with Belbin’s emphasis on balanced roles. Improved communication reduced misunderstandings and increased trust. The team developed norms, such as meeting regularly and reviewing each other’s work, which reflects Tuckman’s Norming stage. They also became more interdependent, supporting each other rather than working individually. Motivation increased as they saw progress, and conflict reduced as roles became clearer. These factors helped the team reach the Performing stage, where they collaborated efficiently and produced a strong business plan.


10. What lessons about teamwork can be learned from this case study?
The case study highlights several key lessons about teamwork. First, effective teams require clear communication, shared goals, and regular interaction. Working independently without coordination leads to misalignment and conflict. Second, understanding team roles helps members use their strengths and reduce weaknesses. Third, conflict is natural but must be managed constructively using collaboration rather than avoidance or dominance. Fourth, leadership plays a crucial role in guiding the team through development stages. Finally, teamwork improves when members trust each other, support one another, and commit to a common purpose. The LaunchPad Project shows that teams do not become effective automatically—they require structure, communication, and mutual respect.
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