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	Student name:
	NUR AMIRAH HAZIRAH BINTI HASAN
	Student ID number:
	2436789

	Programme:
	INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS 

	Module:
	Contemporary Challenges: Making a Difference

	Module code:
	MWBA4000
	[bookmark: _q42orw4dvuc]Contribution to Overall Module Assessment (%):
	100%

	Lecturer:
	Emma Roberts
	Internal Verifier:
	Vic Saunders

	Assignment Title:
	Group Presentation with supporting material (max 4 in a group)
	Word count (or equivalent):
	5 mins each plus 1,500 words supporting material

	Submission deadline:
	 Monday 24th August  2026 (23.55/ 11.55pm British Summer Time BST)
	Return date of provisional marks & written feedback:
	21st September 2026

	Submission method:
	All written assessments, where practical and possible, must be submitted via Turnitin unless otherwise instructed by the Lecturer. (Please DO NOT put this assessment specification into Turnitin or it will match many similarities with other students’ submissions.)
Alternative submission method (if applicable):
Late submission of the assessment will result in a late penalty mark:
Work which is submitted up to 1 week late will be capped at 40% for the first attempt and will be awarded a mark of 0% for re-assessment. Late submission penalties may be lifted only if there is an approved extenuating circumstances claim.
Work submitted more than 1 week late will be considered as a non-submission and will not be marked. The work may be considered as a submission for reassessment if offered by an Examining Board or if there is an approved extenuating circumstances claim. 

	Academic honesty / referencing:
	Academic honesty is required. In the main body of your submission you must give credit to authors on whose research and ideas your work is based. Append to your submission a reference list that indicates the books, articles, etc. that you have used, cited or quoted in order to complete this assessment. 
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SECTION 2

Our group of four set out to explore how global teams tackle complex problems, using the title “The significance of the global team in effective problem solving.” We structured our presentation to flow logically: starting with macro-level wicked problems and international contexts, moving into structured problem-solving and design thinking, looking at emotional intelligence and new technologies, and finally wrapping up with a reflective look at our own teamwork. Across all our segments, we realized that modern challenges are simply too big for any single office or nation to handle on its own; they require a synchronized, culturally smart global team effort.

My part of the presentation focused specifically on structured problem-solving, namely, the four stages of design thinking (investigating, defining, proposing, evaluating) and why interdisciplinary thinking is non-negotiable. On my slides, I broke down how global teams use these tools to escape linear problem-solving traps and handle cross-border friction. I also made sure to critique these models honestly, highlighting how things like fast-moving markets or strict corporate hierarchies can break down even the best-laid design frameworks if leaders aren’t paying attention.

My contribution connects directly with the rest of the team’s work. The wicked problems my teammates talked about in the opening set the chaotic scene that design thinking is meant to organize. Furthermore, the cross-functional, interdisciplinary teamwork I discussed ties straight into our third member’s focus on emotional intelligence and ethical tech use, because you cannot successfully deploy tools like artificial intelligence without cross-functional safety and oversight. 

Finally, the operational hurdles and critical views I raised provided the exact kinds of real-world friction our fourth member needed to analyze using Gibbs’ reflective cycle.

Ultimately, my section bridges the gap between high-level theory and boots-on-the-ground execution. It shows that frameworks like design thinking are only as good as the trust, psychological safety, and cultural awareness the team builds along the way. Solving problems globally isn’t just about following a rigid manual; it’s about orchestrating diverse human perspectives to turn messy dilemmas into practical breakthroughs.


SECTION 3

Taking a step back to critique our group’s core ideas reveals some sharp academic debates, especially around whether tools like design thinking actually work everywhere. While management textbooks love to pitch design thinking as a silver bullet, many scholars point out that it can slow teams down terribly in fast-moving global markets where you need to make decisions overnight. On top of that, design frameworks assume a flat, open workplace where anyone can speak up. In reality, working across high-power-distance cultures means junior employees might just nod along instead of challenging a senior leader’s flawed idea. This matches my own view that treating management models like rigid religion usually leads to superficial corporate theater rather than actual results. Throughout this project, I had to use a lot of critical thinking to sift through these contradictions, relying on active listening and conflict management to smooth out our team disagreements. When we hit roadblocks, I tried to ground our decisions in a healthy mix of academic theory and the messy reality of international teamwork.

Handling a critical reflection on a group task means staying honest about where things worked and where we stumbled as a team.


SECTION 4

Reflecting on how our group pulled this assignment together gives us a clear window into how team dynamics actually work in practice, using Graham Gibbs’ reflective cycle to guide the process.

At the start, we were tasked with creating a video presentation and written notes on global problem-solving, but we quickly faced some classic group hurdles regarding task allocation, scheduling logistics, and trying to weave four different writing styles into one smooth academic voice. Honestly, I felt pretty anxious and overwhelmed by the sheer size of the assignment at first, but once we broke the work into clear chunks and started leaning on practical tools like design thinking and reflective frameworks, that anxiety turned into genuine momentum and teamwork.

Looking back, our team had some great highs and a few bumpy moments, with our biggest strength being our mix of backgrounds and perspectives, which made our arguments much richer, though we definitely hit some friction early on when trying to merge our different communication styles. This experience proved just how vital core teamwork skills like critical thinking, conflict management, and tactical influencing really are, as critical thinking kept us from swallowing management buzzwords whole while conflict management saved us when we had conflicting ideas about our arguments.

Ultimately, our group turned early logistical chaos into a strong, cohesive project by staying open-minded and emotionally intelligent, driving home the point that global teamwork fails without mutual respect and psychological safety.

Moving forward into future group projects, I will ensure we set up clear communication rules from day one, lean even harder into healthy academic debate, and stay flexible when plans inevitably shift.
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