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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this paper is to investigate the impact of some of the environmental aspects of the group (i.e., size, structure,
composition, and conflict) on some of the leadership styles that would be effective in a given situation, a given group
environment or a given group setting in which a leader isrequired to function on specific terms (i.e. directive vs. nondirective;
delegative vs. non-delegative; employee oriented vs. task oriented styles). It delves on various theories that discuss the group
variables such as size, structure, cohesiveness, composition and conflict and their impact on the behavioural styles of
leader ship, viewed from three different styles of Leadership.

It also discusses the relationship between the environmental variables of the group (i.e., size, structure, cohesiveness,
composition, conflict) and the behavioural styles of leadership (i.e., the directive vs. nondirective styles, punitive vs. non
punitive styles and employee-oriented vs, task-oriented styles) in the Indian context.
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INTRODUCTION

The history of leadership research during the tieémicentury has undergone a great variety oflfeégftperiences. Like
any other field of research and perhaps more timnother field of research, leadership researchdhmifted a lot in
relation to its focus, methodology and the levehb$traction. The initial stages of the study dyitime century started with
a primary focus on the personal characteristichef'social climate" created by certain stylesezfdership, specifically
“the authoritarian, democratic and laissez faisdest of leadership” (Lewin, Lippitt and White, 1938nd in 1940's the
level of abstraction in leadership studies incrdasg adoption of a new technique or methodologyedalSociometric

Analysis".
APPROACHES

The situational approach (Goldner, 1950) and timiegency approach (Feidler, 1964, 65, 67) opemed new dimension

in leadership research during 1950's and 60's. Sdiiee different aspects that attracted the reseas during this period
are the leadership process i.e., power and aughagiationship (Emerson, 1965; Janda, 1960; Bl&$4land Raven,

1965) and the inter-relationship between the cdasdXactors of leadership i.e., the inter-relasioip between the leader
and the situation (Hollander, 1964; Steiner, 19@lander and Jullian, 1968).

Since then studies on situational approach ancetship effectiveness have been continuing to aequiieater

significance and in fact have achieved a shiningt ép the field of leadership research. It can éealled that the early
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studies on trait approach have already provedtti@telationship between trait and leadership &ny weak. Murphy
argued that leadership traits are fluid in that itdividual characteristics may change with a ditua For instance, a
person who is usually dominant may become resefyddced in an unfamiliar or new situation. “Afitréhat is positively
related to leadership in one situation may be atedl or even negatively related in another” (Kiit& Kinicki 1992:
522).

This fact has led many researchers to concluddehdership traits and indeed leadership behaviangrselative
to the situation. The fact that situational factmffuence both the emergence of leadership anid tiedaviour in groups
has been variedly evidenced by many researchéng ipast. Morris and Hackman (1969) have obsenvéideir study that
persons, who are perceived to be leaders of a grattitipate more than non-leaders. Michener angifa(1971) have
found that a formal leader who usurped control eadorsed for leadership by group members to arlesdent than a
formal leader who did not usurp control. Murtensestudy (1966) indicated that emergent leaders wat® given

recognition and support show more attempted leagetsan who are not reinforced by group members.

These are some of the findings which clearly agbettsituational factors affect the perceptioreaidership and
the behaviour of the leaders in group interactifome of the effects of situational factors are akseealed by the
investigation of leadership styles. The kind ofdesship behaviour that is most effective dependthersituation in which
the leader finds himself, Fiedler's (1964) studyleadership showed that directive leadership isengdfective when the
task situation is either very favourable or verjawourable to the leader, whereas non-directivée sy more effective
when the situation is moderately favourable. Thestnfavourable situation according to him is onewihich leader
member relations are good, task is highly structiard the leader's positional power is strong.Shad/ Blum (1966)
supported the findings of Fiedler by saying thaeclive leader is more effective than non-directe@der only when the
group task is favourable to the leader and notrofise. Preston and Heintz (1949) in their studyptbthat participatory
leadership is more effective in changing attitutlant in supervisory leadership. In 1955, M.E. Shdawwsd that
authoritative groups make fewer errors, requiresiemessages for problem solution and require legsthan do the non-

authoritative groups.

Morse and Reimer (1956) in their study have shdvat $atisfaction increases in autonomy groups batehses
in hierarchically controlled groups. Productivitpcreasesin both groups but this increase is mooenipent in
hierarchically controlled group than in autonomgup. M.E. Shaw in his work (1955) has also provest both the most
and least effective groups have democratic leataever, there is a little variance among autacmgitoups. The most
recent development in the field of situational agmh is the "one-minute manager" approach whictaeghow different
strokes can be given to different employees instme organisation to achieve organizational effengss. It also traces

the importance of situation exactly in the same mearms the previous approaches used to do.

Thus, it can be clearly stated that there are molate leaders and the successful leaders musysliaie into
account the specific requirements imposed by tihereand behaviour of the group which has to beltad worth to note
that the nature and requirements of the groupslias¥se and do vary to a great extent dependintherenvironmental
setting, task structure, personal characteristich® members, their relationship with the leaded ¢he social climate

within which the groups function.
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Most of the studies cited in this article deal wéither the characteristics of the members, thedationship with
the leader or the nature of the task in asseshmgffectiveness of the leaders. The structuralagheristics of the groups
(otherwise called the personal and social envirariroéthe group) are rarely taken as the deterntgnahleadership style
in measuring the effectiveness of the leadersaitt @lso be observed that these structural chaisitterof the group do
play a catalytic role in determining the interantiprocess as well as the performance in groupsaagdnizations.
Research findings in this aspect show that thel lefsparticipation, emergence of leadership, comity behaviour, and
performance are highly related to the size of tteug and the chronological age of the members K|nt®45; Bass and
Norton, 1951; Cleland, 1955, Slater, 1958, Rosenfi®61, Gerald et al. 1962, Frank and Andersonl,1@bstanzo and
Shaw, 1966).

The impact of group composition (i.e. sex homogeneige homogeneity, racial homogeneity) and colesiss
on various group processes such as the satisfagiEnformance, communication and interpersonalid@nsas been
adequately evidenced by researchers in the pastm@roand Miles, 1963 Uesugi and Vinake, 1963, Me&§ui973;
Raitan and Shaw, 1964; Ruhe, 1952: Dobbin and dact886).

FACTORS AFFECTING LEADERSHIP DIMENSION

The dependence of managerial roles (interpersomhliaison) and need satisfaction on the groupcsire (Bureaucratic,
non-bureaucratic) has also been pointed by RostondiPandey in 1987 and Hanry and Mintz in 1979.sTihican be
reiterated beyond any doubt that these few asjpé¢t®e group (also called the personal and sotiattiral environment
of the group) do influence and more than that deitez in many ways the complexities of the intex@attpattern, socio-
psychological disposition and performance of thentners of the group. But how far these aspects ftleeimce the style of
leadership and contribute to the effectivenesshefleadership style is rarely evidenced.All theiamts of leadership
dimension have been drawn upon the theoreticalemiamf leadership developed by some of the pienieethe field of
leadership research e.g. Kurt Lewin, Katz and KaBtogdil and Coon. These dimensions are classifiedl three

orthogonal factors such as the behavioural tendsncloseness of supervision and employee orientati
Behavioural Tendencies (Lewin, Lippitt and White, B39; Lewin and Lippit, 1943)

Lewin presumed that the behavioural tendenciesaethe individual characteristics of a person Wwhitay be manifested
in the form of an autocratic or democratic or laisaire style in a leader. According to him, auhtic style is identified
with leaders who gave orders, demanded obedieradg @l decisions without regard to the opiniowthiers. Democratic
style is associated with leaders who are consideraguest co-operation of others, ask their opirbefore making
decisions and laissez faire style is associatel lgiders who are non-participating in group atiéisii.e., groups are
given complete freedom and information are supplid@n asked for. These three styles can be suifétdg into the

directive (Autocratic) and non-directive (demoaratind Laissez faire) models of Fiedler and the ig@y role

differentiation criteria of Katz and Kahn.
Closeness of Supervision (Katz and Kahn, 1951)

Closeness of supervision is the second dimensioteadership in Katz and Kahn scheme of leadersbipcepts.
According to them, behaviour that delegates autyhatiecks on sub-ordinate less frequently, provitdese general and

less frequent instructions about the work; and reajeater allowance for individuals to performheit own way and at
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their own pace. The two extremes of this dimensimuld be highly delegative style and non-style aod-delegative
style. According to Tannenbaum and Schmidt' the éwtvemes of this dimension are close supervisimm-delegative)
and general supervision (highly delegative and sttpye style). This is also similar to "modified ployees goal" concept
of Kahn (1958

Employee Orientation (Katz and Kahn, 1951)

This is the third dimension of leadership in Katda&ahn's framework of leadership styles. It inesibehaviours that
give major emphasis to a supportive personal oelatiip and reflects a personal interest in subatdf) being more
undertaking, less punitive and helping employeesaftvancement. This suitably fits into Henry anddfew's scheme of
motivational styles the two extremes of which apsifive and negative styles of leadership. Accazdmthis scheme, if a
leader emphasizes rewards-economic or otherwisthéofollowers, he uses a positive style of leddiprdf he emphasizes
on penalties, the leader is applying negative lesie style. The stronger the penalty is the meagative the style is. The
name is applicable to reward also. This classificaslso fits into the directive vs. non-directisgyles of Lewin's model
and orientational style of Stogdil and Coon's mad@57) and punitive vs. non-punitive styles of Yleg Gardner and
Cioffi's model (1957).

CONCLUSION

Thus an effective leader would always attempt ®ess the various social, personal and structurdta@ments of the
group that determine its structure in many ways;afrse, within the constraints of time, objectivdéind various external
and instantaneous factors and try to adopt a betiali style involving certain behavioural tendesc{ee.Autocratic or
democratic), levels of supervision (i.e. close and delegative vs. general and delegative) anchtihvass for motivation
(i.e. punitive and negative vs. non-punitive andsifiee) to achieve greater success. At some levedsning and
development programmes may be initiated to impinwe inculcate certain skills and behavioural stytet we presumed

to be most effective under the existing persorwadiad and structural environment of the group.
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