
INTRODUCTION

Organisations are part of society, playing the important role 
of meeting people’s needs as well as generating employment 
and contributing to the national economy and owners’ 
wealth. Organisations are influenced by the social milieu, 
and at the same time, they impact the social environment 
physically and culturally. Some organisations even pollute 
the social well-being (Dabhi, 2017) in their pursuit of profit 
maximisation. Profitability and efficiency are good goals, 
but they are not enough to develop the business. The goal of 
human development must inform all the ends for which the 
company is organised and run (Alford & Naughton, 2001).

Organisations are also spaces for the socialisation of people 
working in them and working for them. Thus, workplace 

culture is influenced by people who dominate and control 
the market economy of the place, and this, in turn, influences 
people who work there, of course, to the employer’s 
advantage. Thus, the workplace culture and human 
interaction are results of socialisation as much as they are 
instruments of socialisation of people who work within these 
places (Dabhi, 2005).

In the global context of organisational complexity and 
interactions with other organisations, the local and global 
economic and socio-political milieu, and pursuing its goal, 
it is critical to pay attention to the organisation’s internal 
processes and the people who work there. Organisations 
achieve their objectives through diverse task forces 
composed of work groups. Group size and workload vary 
by organisation, as does the nature of their output. However, 
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the nucleus of a group remains consistent across different 
groupings. Therefore, knowing groups, their growth 
trajectory, and performance in the organisation are vital. 
Organisations place a high value on the ability of their group 
and its members, but the functioning of organisations and 
their groups in today’s sociopolitical, environmental, and 
technological environments necessitates a closer look at 
how these groups work and develop to face challenges as a 
group (Vaida & Eraban, 2021).

Many Indian organisations have well-positioned human 
resource management units. These units arrange a variety of 
in-service and external staff training as part of their plan to 
grow the organisation’s personnel and increase productivity 
and effectiveness. Improving human interactions and 
successful group work are essential components of 
organisational management (Baker et al., 2006, Tohidi, 
2011). Organisational learning takes numerous forms and 
ways. Human relationships at work are routinely ignored for 
the sake of efficiency and productivity. In the fierce struggle 
for profit maximisation through cost-cutting and staff layoffs, 
training and group growth frequently take a backseat.

Management schools teach organisational and group 
behaviour, but the lived behavioural component of employees 
in workgroups is typically disregarded. According to 
Bradshaw and Roberts (2003), the social environment, the 
worker’s psychological requirements, and management 
approaches all have an impact on human behaviour at 
work. The theories created during the classical period are 
still relevant to modern management because they address 
concerns about social and psychological fulfilment, both of 
which are necessary for a happy work environment.

Regardless of size or location, groups are complicated and 
frequently meet issues that hinder them from working to 
their full capacity (Tartell, 2016). These workgroups embody 
the organisation’s culture, values, and desirable behaviour. 
Group formation, development, and effectiveness are all 
vital aspects of continuing training and learning. There has 
been numerous research on groups, as well as theories and 
group development procedures (Hill & Gruner, 1973). Some 
group development frameworks that organisations may use 
to develop their groups include the Hackman Model of Team 
Effectiveness, Tuckman’s model, the GRPI model (Goals, 
Roles, Processes, and Interpersonal Relationships), Group 
Psychotherapy and T-group Learning, and the experiential 
Human Process Training Laboratory (HPTL) model, among 
others.

UNDERSTANDING A WORKING 
GROUP

Sociology has given rise to the concepts of group. In 
sociology, a group is defined as people who share similar 

norms, attitudes, and expectations and interact regularly. 
Sociologists see distinctions between different types of 
groups, such as primary, secondary, in-groups, out-groups, 
and reference groups (Schaefer, 2010). The sociological 
perspective of groups helps us to understand teams in an 
organisation. Thus, a group is a tiny unit of an organisation 
that collaborates on a common goal; in this way, the 
group becomes a team in an organisational context. In the 
article, we shall use the group and team interchangeably. 
Sociologists investigate organisations primarily because 
of their influence over individuals. A substantial body of 
research demonstrates that group membership has a strong 
influence on people’s everyday behaviour (Swann et al., 
2012; Markman, 2015; Abraham, 2016). A definition sets 
a boundary and tells us what is and what may not be a 
group, as well as the nature of the group. Managers spend 
substantial time managing groups so that groups contribute 
to organisational and group goals. A team is more richly 
defined as a collection of individuals who have relations 
with one another that make them interdependent to some 
significant degree (Cartwright & Zander, 1968).

Regarding group dynamics, sociologists have long explored 
how people act in groups to bridge individual and societal 
forms of meaning-making and activity (Blumer, 1969). 
According to Robbins and Judge (2013:10), organisational 
behaviour is a field of study that investigates the impact that 
individuals, groups, and structures have on organisational 
behaviours to apply such knowledge to improve an 
organisation’s effectiveness.

It is a common observation that groups rarely remain as 
static entities; they change over time as people change 
and also through training interventions. We now discuss 
the group building frameworks or models for group 
development.

GROUP DEVELOPMENT MODELS 
AND THEIR SCOPE

Early human history shows that groups were at work in food 
gathering and other tasks. So, workgroups have existed for 
hundreds of years, even when the definition of a group was 
not developed. Merely understanding groups and models 
does not make groups, and more so a performing group 
(Katzenbach & Smith, 1993). The understanding needs the 
backing of the organisation, the willingness of team members 
and facilitators, and the investment of time and energy.

Group development frameworks and interventions are used 
in several situations with increasing diversity, inclusion, 
gender safety and protection policies, and changing labour 
laws (The Industrial Relations Code, 2020) as both a regular 
team-building exercise and when organisations experience 
change or challenge. The ability of organisations to be skilled 
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at high-performance teams is a major key to competitive 
advantage and may very well determine the future success 
or failure of many organisations (Warrick, 2014). The 
payoffs of teamwork have been documented and affirmed 
(see Katzenbach & Smith, 1993; LaFasto & Larson, 2001; 
McShane & Von Glinow, 2010). Currently, work teams are 
increasingly studied by virtue of the advantages they have 
in an organisational setup. However, a team does not appear 
overnight but must be promoted and built over a period, 
focusing on its task at hand and the relations built around the 
work and group members (Raluca & Romulus, 2016).

Group formation does not happen in isolation. The 
membership, structure, and activities keep changing to 
adjust to internal changes or external demands (Worchel, 
1992). Therefore, team development is not just a one-size-
fits-all endeavour (Tibbs & Apperson, 2024) or a one-time 
affair but an ongoing exercise. Organisation scholars have 
suggested (Pareek, 2004; Vaida & Serban, 2021), and others 
have mentioned, some models such as the Johari Window, 
Tuckman’s stages of development model (Tuckman, 1965), 
and David Kolb’s Experiential Learning Cycle (a four-stage 
model), among others.

Individuals in an organisation may be helped by one-on-one 
counselling, hand-holding, workshops, or collective training 
inputs and learning experiences. The group development 
model may use instruments and techniques that will cater 
to the needs, such as role clarification and responsibilities; 
improve relationships among members; explore creative 
solutions; improve motivation, communication, and co-
operation; and reduce conflicts. In effect, team development 
recognises the individual and the team as a whole to improve 
aspects of teamwork such as goal setting, communication, 
conflict resolution, problem solving, accountability, and 
motivation (Coursera, 2024). Let us briefly discuss selected 
approaches to group development.

TUCKMAN’S MODEL OF GROUP 
DEVELOPMENT

‘Tuckman’s Five Stages of Team Development’ approach is 
well known, where Bruce W. Tuckman (1965) distinguished 
four key phases. Most theories of organisational group 
development focus on identifying a sequence of evolution 
that groups go through from the moment they are created 
until their dissolution. To explain the process of group 
formation, most publications rely on the model developed 
by Tuckman and subsequently completed (Tuckman & 
Jensen, 1977). The stages described are forming, storming, 
norming, performing, and adjourning. This approach, with 
its phases or stages, helps teams review themselves and can 
assist team members in completing tasks both individually 
and collectively. These phases allow teams to evaluate and, 
if needed, modify their structure. These phases also serve 

as a road map to achieve the group’s goal or objective. The 
speed at which teams move through these stages depends on 
many factors, including the expectations of team members, 
individuals on the team, leadership, and the team’s overall 
goal. However, we must note that these are not linear, 
sequential stages but sometimes overlapping.

The model has been taken over and developed over the years 
in various approaches in management theory and in theory 
on organisational behaviour, and includes five (originally 
four) stages or phases in the evolution of a group (Coulter, 
2005). The model has been empirically tested (Runkel et 
al., 1971), and the findings confirmed the four-stage model; 
however, there has been doubt about whether the results may 
not be reliable because of the researchers’ methodology. 
The bulk of the literature from 1965 to the present has been 
theoretical in nature. It is also argued in favour of the model 
that empirical research was not primarily concerned with 
testing already existing models (Tuckman & Jensen, 1977). 
The theocratic framework of this model certainly helps 
understand group and heir dynamics as they evolve.

Goals, Roles, Processes, and Interpersonal 
Relationships (GRPI) Model

The GRPI model is a basic framework for group development 
and for reviewing group effectiveness. The model is once 
again theoretical and helps us to understand and divide the 
group into four major layers in well-functioning work groups. 
The GRPI model was created by organisational theorist Dick 
Beckhard to aid in the diagnosis of team dysfunction (Tartell, 
2016). The GRPI model visualises four key organisational 
components categorised into a pyramid-shaped hierarchy 
(Hajdari & Njomza, 2024). The model has a premise that 
interpersonal relationships are important in the group, and 
the commonly called ‘people problems’ are actually design 
problems. Simply put, the model informs us that a group 
effort is towards achieving goals, while the efforts, namely, 
who does what, the role allocation in the group, and how 
work and decisions flow in the group, are the processes. If 
these four layers are well designed and taken care of, one 
can prevent a substantial number of interpersonal frictions.

Morton Deutsch’s work examines how co-operative or 
competitive aims influence whether disagreements result 
in constructive growth or destructive, harmful effects. He 
argues that disagreement is natural in groups and, when 
facilitated well through co-operation, may be beneficial 
(Deutsch, 1973). It must be noted that although conflict 
drains the energy of the group, “however, conflicts are not 
necessarily dysfunctional” (Pareek, 2004: 511).

The model provides a crucial framework for examining a 
group and how it functions, as well as some guidance for 
more successful dispute resolution. Aside from the four 
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layers, other internal and external elements influencing 
organisations and groups include social identity, culture, 
gender orientation, systems, and so on (Dabhi, 2008, 2017). 
Moreover, goals, roles, processes, and relations are not static 
and have different perspectives of group members and thus 
dialogue among group members and facilitation becomes 
important. Overemphasis on goals, roles, and processes 
may not address trust deficits and exclusion in the diverse 
groups. For a workshop, this model may help provide some 
clarifications and understanding of group layers, but not the 
healing of entrenched interpersonal conflicts. GRPI will 
provide a complementary training methodology. A method 
to facilitate is important, and the model alone does not 
provide that methodology.

Group Psychotherapy

Group psychotherapy developed from psychotherapy. Group 
therapy was one of the first approaches used as an attempt 
to close the psychotherapy treatment gap. Group therapy 
was adopted as a treatment approach in the period after the 
Second World War, when there was a sudden increase in the 
number of clients who required mental health services but 
not enough practitioners to provide these services.

The basic principles of psychotherapy trace the common 
thread in all psychotherapy approaches: behavioural, 
cognitive, psychodynamic, strategic, and humanistic, 
and define this ‘essence’ as a set of essential principles 
(Cummings, 2000). Group psychotherapy is widely used in 
medical settings and organisations. Reid (1980) emphasises 
the concept of repair, which is the release of emotional 
energy that allows the participants to efficiently adapt to 
their social and emotional environments. Reid also describes 
the characteristics that therapists must possess, noting that 
those in training have special challenges.

The American Psychological Association recently 
recognised group psychotherapy as a distinct specialty 
(Whittingham et al., 2021). Group therapy draws on 
psychotherapy, in which one or two therapists deal with 
several participants at once. Group psychotherapy is 
implemented in different types, but it is usually performed 
in a group of eight to 10 participants. The role of the 
facilitator is to guide and manage the group’s conversation 
or problem solving to promote personal growth and 
positive behavioural change. In addition, paying attention 
to cohesion and group process is an important part of 
the group therapist’s skillset (Malat et al., 2024). Core 
elements include the group leader’s role in fostering group 
cohesion; receptive and expressive aspects of empathy; and 
interpersonal feedback and interpreting communication 
that might be nonverbal, implicit, or explicit (Mahon & 
Leszcz, 2017).

The group members assist one another by leading, offering 
constructive criticism, and offering helpful guidance and 
support (Malat et al., 2024). The group works together to 
enhance each individual’s strengths and self-awareness. 
Evidence suggests that group psychotherapy is as 
successful as individual psychotherapy; thus, this method 
has the potential to be less expensive and increase access 
to psychotherapy in underprivileged communities (Riedl 
et al., 2023; Groenewald et al., 2019). It is also suggested 
that it is widely used as an intensive treatment modality to 
address psychological issues, especially those involving 
unsatisfactory interpersonal patterns. Group therapy is 
also used in a more structured manner to address negative 
cognition and unsatisfactory interpersonal relations, to learn 
skills such as assertiveness, and for psychoeducational 
purposes (MacKenzie, 2002).

The major difference between individual therapy and 
group therapy from a process viewpoint is the presence of 
a range of relationships rather than the single relationship 
of individual therapy. This makes groups a more complex 
treatment system and has led to the idea of therapy through 
the group process rather than therapy of the individual in 
the group or therapy provided solely by the leader. The role 
of a leader in a group is quite a different task from the role 
of the individual therapist. The leader must be monitoring 
each member as well as the general climate of the group 
(MacKenzie, 2002).

The limitation of group therapy is that it has greater potential 
for leader dependency (Ladwig et al., 2014; Linden, 2013). 
It focuses on one person at a time, and thus the therapist’s 
time is shared, meaning less focused, personalised care 
for each patient. Harpaz (1994) emphasises the influence 
of the leader and skill in dynamics that are intrinsic to a 
well-functioning group. The flexibility of the group and 
group process may be restricted. It is therapeutic in nature, 
and the individuals are expected to share their difficulties. 
Another possible limitation implies the loss of trust, and 
this aspect appears to be vital in the context of the dynamics 
of therapy. Participants tend to feel comfortable and reveal 
more intimate information about themselves in the case of a 
one-on-one conversation (Jónsson & Hougaard, 2009). The 
overall result is that it focuses on individuals and not the 
group as a whole, and to that extent, group development is 
limited. The focus is on problem solving and much less on 
group development.

HUMAN PROCESS TRAINING 
LABORATORY – AN EXPERIENTIAL 
MODEL

The HPTL model, sometimes known as T-group learning, 
is an experiential-based model. The model emphasises here 
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and now data generated from the group to work on, and 
not past or hypnotised data. This model of learning draws 
from applied behavioural science as well as psychology, 
social psychology, sociology, and anthropology (Lewin, 
1947). Psychology’s contributions have been mainly at 
the individual or micro level of analysis, while the other 
disciplines have contributed to our understanding of 
macro concepts such as group processes and organisation 
(Robinsons & Judge, 2013). The training laboratory 
consists of a small group of eight to 10 people with one or 
two facilitators trained in process work.

The history of group dynamics, also called group processes 
(Hogg & Williams, 2000), has an underlying premise we all 
know, namely, ‘the whole is greater than the sum of its parts’. 
Therefore, a group has an entity and qualities that cannot be 
understood just by studying the individuals in the group. In 
1924 Gestalt psychologist Max Wertheimer proposed that 
there are entities where the behaviour of the whole cannot 
be derived from its individual elements nor from the way 
these elements fit together; instead, the opposite is true: ‘the 
properties of any of the parts are determined by the intrinsic 
structural laws of the whole’ (Wertheimer, 1999).

The ‘Hawthorne effect’, understood as the change in the 
behaviour of individuals when observed, is one of the main 
conclusions of the work carried out by Elton Mayo and his 
collaborators (Hassard, 2012). In this model behaviours and 
processes in the here and now are important. Behaviours 
imply physical gesture, and action; they imply what is being 
said and how it is being said (pitch; tone of voice; number 
of times said; by whom and to whom it is said; who speaks, 
who does not, and how long, etc.; who is talked about and to 
whom I and others talk to; and so on). Thus, observation of 
behaviour implies verifiable, quantifiable data.

Robinsons and Judge (2013) explain that processes are 
actions that individuals, groups, and organisations engage 
in as a result of inputs and that lead to certain outcomes. 
There are processes at an individual level, interpersonal 
level, and group level. At the individual level, processes 
include emotions and moods, motivation, perception, 
and decision making. At the group level, they include 
communication, leadership, power and politics, and conflict 
and negotiation. At the organisational level, processes 
include human resource management and change practices 
(Robinsons & Judge, 2013). The processes also manifested 
underlining beliefs, assumptions, and values people and 
group hold. Keen observation of behaviour and processes 
helps facilitators have insights of possible world view of 
the individual and bring that to the awareness of the group. 
There is also emphasis on group process observation from 
the lenses of exclusion and inclusion, gender, caste, religion, 
and class perspective as they influence human processes and 
relation in the group (Dabhi & Sharma, 2025).

Members and facilitators make inference to intervene in the 
group based on data. For example, if you notice someone 
with water-like substance flowing down their eyes or with 
wet eyes while talking about a relationship, you might 
conclude/infer the person is sad. In fact, the person may or 
may not be sad. What you see is a water-like substance in the 
eyes. Inference is different from the analysis of data. In HPTL 
(T-group), we often draw from theory-based data analysis, 
which entails juggling between theory and empirical data 
emerging (Aneshensel, 2013) from the group in our context.

Group facilitation is a process in which a person who is 
acceptable to group members is substantively neutral, and 
is trained to facilitate. The facilitator is neutral in terms of 
content but not the process. A facilitator is a process guide 
who understands group processes, observes, and diagnoses. 
S/he is a guide and, therefore, facilitates and does not direct 
processes (Thorpe, 2008; Dabhi, 2008). The facilitator’s 
interest is not to get people to conform, cry, or feel alike but 
to increase their freedom of choice and behaviour (Jones, 
1972).

Despite methodological deficiencies in the study, results 
seem to support the assumption that intellectual and 
emotional benefits are derived from a T-group workshop 
(Schutz & Allen, 1966). The limitation of this learning 
model is that it is unstructured causing initial stress and 
frustration and people give up. The trainer is a facilitator 
and does not train like in the other models. People who are 
used to class room, structured, and directive learning find it 
difficult to get into this form initially. The facilitators and 
group members may also use metaphors and theories to make 
sense of the data they have observed and analysis. Therefore, 
Tuckman’s sages, Kolb’s learning cycle, Joe-Hari window, 
Transactional Analysis, leadership styles, decision making, 
conflict addressal, etc. are highlighted in meaning making 
of the processes unfolding, drawing greater clarity on group 
development. The learning is not problem solving-focused 
but learning and empowerment focused. Put differently it is 
strengthening your muscles in a swimming pool so that you 
can swim anywhere more effectively and creatively.

DIFFERENCES AND HPTL’S EDGE 
OVER OTHER MODELS

Having cited four models, I argue that the HPTL model has 
an edge over the other models in terms of its adaptability 
and effectiveness in various contexts. I argue for the edge 
in the difference, not to belittle other models but to address 
and act more effectively in the development of groups in 
the workplace, particularly by enhancing collaboration, 
teamwork, communication, and overall group dynamics. 
The purpose of highlighting the differences is to enhance 
clarity and comprehension of the advantages and limitations 
of the models under discussion. I would like the models to 
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be examined on a continuum, which means looking at them 
as part of a range of options rather than comparing them 
directly. The following highlights a few of the differences 
resulting in the edge of High-Performance Team Leadership 
(HPTL) over other models.

INDIVIDUAL TO GROUP

Group development is about the collective and not merely 
the individuals in it. In contrast to Tuckman’s and GRPI 
approaches, the HPTL facilitator focuses on and aids the 
group as a whole as well as individual members using 
a variety of non-directive interventions that involve 
observation and sharing of their behaviours. He or she 
fosters group exploration of why people behave the way 
they do. The underlying belief is that the whole is greater 
than the sum of its parts. The idiom attributed to Socrates 
and Gestalt, in our case, it means that a combined system has 
greater value, synergy, or functionality than its individual 
components.

Despite addressing each participant in the group, the 
therapist primarily works with them one after another. In 
contrast, HPTL may have a therapeutic effect on individuals, 
but the focus is on learning through participation, exposure, 
feedback, and interpersonal and group interactions. HPTL 
generates learning through interactions among group 
members. The interactions are alive and impacting each 
individual in the group differently, and providing different 
perspectives on the same ‘happening’. The perspectives 
are data to examine why people are impacted differently, 
generating different emotions and revealing different beliefs 
and values people hold about the same things. The learning 
is a collective contribution and not just from one source. This 
collaborative learning, emerging from the group experience, 
enhances personal growth through bonding in a challenging 
and supportive environment. Thus, while both models 
employ group dynamics, they differ in goal, focus, and 
methodology, with one model aiming to enhance theoretical 
understanding and the other prioritising practical application 
in real-world settings.

CONCEPTUAL TO EXPERIENTIAL
In the first two models, the frameworks are conceptual 
and easy to implement in a structured workshop format, in 
which participants are expected to understand the concepts. 
The focus is on clarity, understanding and expectation that 
the participants will implement the learnt concept for group 
development. In group therapy, no doubt there is an element 
of experiencing change. However, the focus of the group 
members and the therapist is on addressing the challenges 
and difficulties faced by individuals, leading to therapeutic 
outcomes. The HPTL does not dismiss ideas and notions, 
but rather focuses on the impact of group members on the 

group and what the group does with it. The facilitator may 
assist the group by presenting hypotheses based on their own 
experiences and observations of group changes. As a result, 
group members not only learn about conflict resolution but 
also watch and address conflict in the group in real time, 
transforming the entire process into a learning and group-
building session.

DEPENDENCY AND 
INTERDEPENDENCY

In the first two models, trainers take the lead and give 
guidance and direction, whereas in group therapy, the 
therapist or counselor does the same. The HPTL model 
lacks structure and few instructions. In a typical group 
development session, the participants expect the facilitator 
to deliver instructions on what to do, how to do it, and when. 
In the HPTL paradigm, a lack of structure and direction from 
the facilitators causes confusion, dissatisfaction from unmet 
expectations, and annoyance among group participants. 
The typical reliance on the facilitator is challenged since 
facilitator conduct does not provide ‘hand-holding’.

When the group realises that direction and instructions are 
not being elicited, their reliance on the facilitator shifts to 
counter-dependence and, finally, interdependence. In the first 
two models, the leader provides subject matter for the group 
to discuss, which is related to group development. In group 
therapy, the facilitator encourages each participant to discuss 
or reflect on their personal issues and challenges faced. As a 
result, the group remains mainly facilitator-centric.

The here and now insistence, and the unstructured and 
process-focused methodology, evokes a variety of emotions, 
including dependence and counter-dependency among 
members. The root of these emotions is beliefs and values 
underpinning these emotions, which help group members to 
access and analyse the belief and value system operating in 
the group, causing emotions that, with different belief and 
value systems, may not be there.

Facilitators in HPTL demonstrate a variety of interventions 
as s/he observes group behaviour and processes. These 
interventions are sometimes informally categorised as 
caring, directing, confronting, empowering, diagnostic, and 
so on. The facilitators’ method has the potential to produce 
a high level of reliance in the group, but a skilled HPTL 
facilitator constantly raises group awareness of democratic, 
group interactions (Dabhi, 2008). The HPTL, unlike the other 
models, emphasises flexibility and democratic interaction 
because it is not directed by a trainer or facilitator.

There and Then to Here and Now
‘There’ and ‘then’ refer to past events and situations of the 
group member, while ‘here’ and ‘now’ are all that takes place 
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in the group in the space and time the group is currently in. 
The Tuckman’s and GRPI models begin and function on the 
review and status of the group’s concerns. In group therapy, 
individual exploration of issues, concerns, and difficulties 
helps the facilitator to initiate group work. Historical data, 
both present and past, is unrestricted and provides an 
opportunity to rectify issues. The HPTL discourages using 
past data and information because current group members 
cannot access it, preventing interaction with data they did 
not experience or observe. If there was any interaction with 
the past data brought in, it would be assumed rather than 
experienced in real time by the group in the here and now. 
Whatever happens within the group in the current space and 
time is critical for everyone’s understanding of the data and 
work. Therefore, the subject matter for the group’s learning 
and growth is the group members themselves. The group 
provides information regarding the individual’s immediate 
behaviours and their impact. By watching and analysing my 
behaviour and that of others, as well as by influencing the 
group, the group experiences the data to learn from. Power 
struggles, rivalry, jealousy, demeaning someone, pairing, 
resistance, etc. could all be reflected in the actions. Research 
indicates that groups can experience multiple processes 
simultaneously over time, exactly as described. Therefore, 
integrating data from individuals and groups over time is 
necessary for group activity analysis (Lang et al., 2019). 
As a result, the emphasis on completing one process before 
going on to the next in a T-group, whether by the facilitator 
or any of the group members, may impede learning from 
prior processes as they advance.

A quick overview of the facilitator’s competency may be 
appropriate in this setting.

Competence and Skills of a Facilitator

Each model has a distinct capability, as well as overlapping 
talents. In the first two models, the facilitator’s theoretical 
grounding, comprehension, and clarification are critical for 
supporting group members in comprehending the principles 
underlying the learning at stake and applying them to the 
group and members’ current reality. In group therapy, 
psychological and clinical knowledge and experience are 
critical in assisting patients. According to the HPTL model, 
professional training in process work qualifies you to 
moderate groups. Such professional training is provided at 
NTL in the United States (https://www.ntl.org/) and ISABS 
in India (https://www.isabs.org/), both of which I am familiar 
with.

In all approaches, the facilitator as a person, her/his 
humanness, beliefs, values, attitudes, and sociopolitical 
worldview influence their facilitating technique and analysis. 
In the Indian context, the facilitator may want to learn the 
democratic secular ideals of the Indian constitution, as well as 

the ideology and beliefs of Varna-caste practice, patriarchy, 
gender (Dabhi & Sharma, 2025), and pigmentocracy (Dabhi 
& Tiwari, 2024), to assist participants who attend the 
programme. It is important to remember that facilitation 
necessitates educational and communication skills, as well as 
an understanding and access to the phenomenological world 
of the individual and group, which is textured by social and 
cultural variables in the group, and that it assists the learner 
in connecting with their internal capacities to learn and make 
sense of their experiences.

The facilitators infer the internal mental constructions 
that present themselves in behaviours of group members, 
bringing them to group consciousness so that they can be 
examined again and developed if useful, or unlearned if 
inhibiting. For example, a few members of the group are 
angry because a member used a certain word. The facilitator 
may assist the group in identifying the source of their anger. 
Through different interventions of members, the group may 
become aware that their anger arose from their perception 
of the value they place on such a word, its meaning, and 
implications. Thus, facilitation must seek to understand one’s 
own and others’ frames of reference in terms of worldview, 
meaning system, and sense of well-being to reflect on how 
knowledge is acquired through experience, utilising implicit 
and explicit theoretical lenses (Dabhi & Sircar, 2011).

Specific and Overall Development of the 
Group

Every model has a unique area of expertise, methodology, 
and result. The forming, storming, norming, performing, and 
adjourning components of group functioning are the focus of 
the first two models, which use examples to assist the group 
in comprehending the model and its subtleties. To enhance 
group performance, the GRPI model makes the group, role, 
process, and impact on group members clearer. For the group 
to work well, group therapy tackles individual issues as well 
as those of the group as a whole. To recognise and process 
group dynamics at different phases, which may not be linear, 
the HPTL model integrates several current theories of group 
formation. Individual competition, hostility, and pessimism 
are similar to Tuckman’s second stage, ‘storming’ (Lacerenza 
et al., 2018). The ‘norming’ stage may be used to explain 
emotional worries and intense affection (Tuckman & Jensen, 
1977). Teamwork processes, that is, “interdependent acts that 
convert inputs to outcomes through cognitive, verbal, and 
behavioural activities directed towards organising taskwork 
to achieve collective goals” (Marks et al., 2001: 357), are 
what enable teams to produce results greater than the sum of 
the contributions of individual members (Stagl et al., 2006).

Power is handled more skillfully with HPTL than with the 
other variant. When discussing uncertainty, Bennis (1964) 
focuses on how group members feel about authority or, 
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more broadly, how power is handled and distributed within 
the group. Members’ orientations towards each other make 
up the second. These two orientations – the authority and 
intimacy individuals bring to the group – are linked to 
the main concerns or problems the group encounters and 
resolves.

Dysfunctional behaviour in the group is frequently 
ignored unless it is conceptually brought up or 
discussed individually during treatment. While destructive 
competitiveness, emotional exploitation, or retreat are 
typical reactions to peers, HPTL addresses issues such as 
rebelliousness, submissiveness, or withdrawal as typical 
reactions to authority figures. Bennis (1964) proposes 
that these behaviours, which are dictated by these two 
orientations, have two general outcomes: a) enslavement of 
the other in the service of the self and b) enslavement of the 
self in the service of the other or situation dissolution. As a 
result, they obstruct group procedures and progress towards 
common objectives (Bennis, 1964). Many of us have 
personally witnessed how these obstruct group autonomy, 
growth, and empowerment. Warren’s conceptual clarity is 
beneficial and clarifies our group process discussion.

The HPTL has an edge over other models in group 
development despite its limitations. The group and the 
individual inside and through the group are given more 
attention. It encourages increased interdependency between 
members and the facilitators and challenges facilitator 
dependence. Learning is prioritised over problem-solving.

CONCLUSION

We have briefly examined four models, outlining the 
framework, benefits and drawbacks. The article demonstrated 
the contrasts between the models and highlighted the 
advantage that the HPTL had in group development. Drawing 
on his own experience, the author would like to emphasise 
that each model has a purpose and application in the world 
of organisation. The model’s fitness will be determined by 
the type of organisation and the needs of the group and its 
members. Organisations that can afford it may use all of the 
models at various times and locations.

In light of the complexity of society and organisations, it 
is advocated that organisations and their cultures be more 
adaptable, proactive, and inclusive. There is no one-size-
fits-all approach to organisational and group development. 
Humans are not machines, and each individual has distinct 
characteristics, needs, and orientations. In the world of 
knowledge creation and artificial intelligence (AI) at people’s 
fingertips, mere cognitive theories and concepts through 
workshops, lectures, and classroom inputs are not adequate 
for human development of the group and the organisation. 
The various models discussed have a conceptual framework, 

and they are useful for the group in its ongoing formation. 
There might be a few in the group who may require therapy, 
and the organisation should not hesitate to provide that 
facility with members’ consensus.

However, for general functioning and regular engagement 
with group effectiveness and development, process-centred 
training such as HPTL may enhance the human capital and 
competencies of the group. Besides, such a kind of training 
will meet the human need to reassess individual style of 
relating, interacting, and behaving in group contexts, where 
each one shares in the life of the group and the organisation at 
the same time the same person lives and interacts with family 
and social settings. Humans must pay attention to and evolve 
in this setting of a rapidly evolving world of technology and 
AI. Human beings are actors and should stay so; they are 
currently subjugated by new societal innovations. In today’s 
world, the health of the individual, group, and organisation is 
critical. That is why I advocate HPTL as part of the continual 
building of groups.

The underlying appeal in the article is that the HPTL 
may be considered across businesses if training and 
development opportunities at work are perceived to benefit 
both employee well-being and organisational performance 
(Grawitch et al., 2006). Because HPTL combines diverse 
information systems, human faculties (cognitive, emotive, 
and behavioural), and learning methods, the model has a 
broader scope and reaches different types of groups and 
organisations. Of course, the model and its approach cannot 
be imposed; they must be accepted by the group.
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