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ABSTRACT.

This thesis is focussed on the role differentiation hypothesis as
it relates to small groups (Rales, 1938). The hypothesics is sys-
tematically examined, both conceptually and empirically, in the
light of the Equilibrium Hypothesis (Bales, 1953) and the Nego-
tiated Order Theory of leadership (e.g. Hosking, 1988). Chapter 1
sketches in a context for the research, which was stimulated by
attempts during the 60s and 70s to organise small groups without
leaders (the leaderless group, based on isocratic principles).
Chapter 2 gives a conceptual and developmental overview of Bales’
work, concentrating on the Equilibrium Hypothesis. It is argued
that Bales’ conceptual approach, if developed, can potentially
integrate the disparate small groups and leadership literatures.
Chapters 3 and 4 examine the concepts "group", "leader" and "lead-
ership" in terms of the Negotiated Order perspective. In chapter 3
it is argued that two aspects of the concept groum need to be
taken separately into account; physical attributes and social

psychological aspects (the metaphysical glue). It is further arg-

ued that a collection of people becomes a group only when they
begin to establish a shared sense of social order. In chapter 4 it
is argued that leadership is best viewed as a procese of negotia-
tion between those who influence and those who are influenced, in
the context of shared values about means and ends. It is further
argued that leadership is the process by which a shared sense of
social order is established and maintained, thus linking the
concepts "leadership" and "group" in a single formulation. The
correspondences with Bales’ approach are discussed at the end of
the chapter. Chapters S to 8 present a detailed critical descrip-
tion and evaluation of the empirical work which claims to show
role differentiation or test the hypothesis, both Bales original
work and subsequent studies. It is argued here, that the measure-
ment and analytical procedures adopted by Bales and others, 1In
particular the use of simple means as summaries of group
structures, are fundamentally flawed, and that role differentia-
tion in relation to particular identifiable groups has not been
demonstrated clearly anywhere in the literature. Chapters ? to 13
present the empirical work conducted for the thesis. 18 small
groups are examined systematically for evidence of role differen-
tiation wusing an approach based on early sociometry (Moreno,
1934). The results suggest that role differentiation, as described
by Bales, -does not occur as often as is implied in the literature,
and not equivocally in any case. In particular structures derived

from Liking are typically distributed or weak. This suggests that

one of Bales’ principal findings, that Liking varies independently
of his other main dimensions, 1is the product of statistical arti-
fact. Chapter 14 presents a general summary of results and pres-
ents some considerations about future research.

KEY WORDS: Role Differentiation; Leadership; Group Dynamics;
Isocracy; R. F. Bales.
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PROLOGUE. CHAPTER 1: ON THE PROBLEM OF LEADERLESSNESS.

Among the many problems encountered in the preparation of this
thesis was the question of whether to write in the first or third 1. INTRODUCTION.

- S ——

person. This might seem to be a trivial matter, but in fact it is
not since on the outcome of that choice rests the whole "effect”
of the finished piece. In particular the difference is between a
personal document indicating commitment and involvement 1in the
work, or a rather dryer alternative - a ‘"scientifical" piece
giving the impression of impartiality and detachment. The latter
is, by and large, most appropriate for academic work, but at the
same time I wished to make it as clear as possible that the
questions tackled within the thesis were not, for me, simply
addressed as part of a mere academical exercise — I have from the
outset regarded them as of the utmost importance, and in some ways
crucial in terms of choices about organising joint human actions
in the ’real’ world, that mythical area found just outside the
social psychlogical laboratory.

At first I experimented with the first person, but the result was
rather egocentric in character, so I decided on a compromise.
Chapter 1, the introduction to the whole thesis, is written mainly
in the first person, and the rest in the more neutral form most
evident in social psychological texts. The aim of chapter 1 is to
state as clearly as possible how and why this thesis happened, and
since the reasons are largely due to personal experience of, and
reflection on, problems arising out of the social, political and
cultural context of the late 60s and throughout the 70s, I felt

that a personal testament of this sort had to be included some-
where.

The rest of the thesis is a more conventional attempt to answer
the questions raised in chapter 1, using the methods and critical

approaches that I think are appropriate to a social psychological.

examination.

Let me state clearly that the reason this is a social psycholog-
ical text (as opposed to, say, a sociological one) is that |1
believed at the beginning that social psychology is the only
discipline within which to tackle the questions I find most inter-
esting. The reason is simple, social psychology is the only disc-
ipline which attempts to derive explanations taking account of
both individuals and groups. Having spent several years on the
thesis I am now even more firmly convinced that this is true.

"The ceaseless whisper of the more permanent ideals,
the steady tug of truth and justice, give. them but

time, must warp the world in their direction.”
(William James, 1911).

The origins of this thesis lie in the social experiments in “lead-
erlessness’ during the 60s and 70s. The term was a vague one.even
then, but the aim was clear enough. It was the attempi to establi-
sh organisational forms which dispensed with, and made impossible,
permanent formal structures and lines of authority. More positive-
ly it was a general attempt to create organisational forms which

ensured equality of participation and value for all participants.

The broad anti-hierarchical framework of values stimulated atte-
mpts to to organise without leadership, or more precisely, without
leaders. In its more general form, it was simply a search for
alternatives to hierarchy; the search for heterarchies. In its
boldest form it was an attempt to establish unalloyed isocracy, or
pantisocracy. Although allied to a vision for society at large,
the focus of this attempt was the small group which was widely
felt to be the ideal unit of social organisation. With varying

degrees of emphasis it was suggested that society could, and
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should, be composed of small independent leaderless groups of
people, engaged in cooperative enterprises for the good of society
as a whole (Hare, 1982; Hare % Blumberg, 1968, 1977, 1980). Beyond
this it was suggested that sucﬁ groups could be affiliated with
one another in a series of overlapping federal systems (see for
example, A.B., 1978:; Avrich, 1972, a, b; Chomsky, 1973; Christie,
1978, 1980; Christie % Meltzer, 1970; Gray, 74; Meltzer, 1977;

Ward, 1974).

When I embarked on this study I did so with a number of questions
derived from my own experience of these experimehts. For example
it was an interesting, indeed vitally important, question why it
was that, even with people committed to heterarchical organisa-
tion, and cnmmittéd to the essential underlying ethics of coopera-
tion, free exchange of information and so on, soO mény of these
groups seemed not to be successful. Why it was that they either
developed covert structures of dominance and submission, or simply

fell to pieces, or both.

Into my ruminations on these topics the work of Bales and his
colleagues intruded (e.g. Bales, 1992, 1993, 1956, 1938; Bales &
Slater, 1955; Slater, 1955). 1 was impressed with the fact that
Bales (who, along with Milgram, was the first social psychologist
to make an impact on my thinking) seemed to be addressing precise-

ly the kinds of issues that I was interested in. It was therefore

Bales’ approach which, so to speak, directed my'nwn, and accord- *°

ingly Bales’ work provides the major structuring theme of the

thesis.

rJ
rJ

Conceptually, I was aware that the literatures on leaderlessness
appeared to confuse what were, for me, quite distinct categories;
leadership and formal position. I have since discovered, of course
(and much to my horror) that they were not alone in this, and that
many of the authors o% the social psychological and sociological
literaturés on leadership also conflate the two. In my readings of
historical texts, however, particularly those dealing with mutiny
and relations between officers and other ranks within military
settings, I was impressed with just how distinct ideas of leader-
ship and rank really were. It seemed to me fhen, and even more so
now, that ’leadership’ involved particular kinds of positive rela-
tions and mutual regard. Leadership, as opposed to the mere exer-
cise of authority, seemed to preserve, and be aimed at preserving,
the essential dignity of all those involved, and the exercise of
influence seemed to be accomplished via some sort of negotiation
process, whether tacit or overt. The actors seemed to “know’,
somehow, what was expected of them, and also, so it seemed, to be

successful all parties had to find the arrangements "acceptable”,

in some sense.

My ideas were then fairly vague and intuitive, ahd it was the work
of two authors, in particular, that helped me to structure and
tighten them up. Kelvin (1970) was the first work of social psych-
ology that I read which presented a view of leadership that seemed
to correspond with the sorts of ideas I had been developing. The?e
is a danger here, of course, of appearing to endorse the book
simply because it agreed with my own outlook, and to some extent I
suppose that is the case. Nevertheless, Kelvin provided me with

something of undoubted intellectual benefit; he gave me a concept




and an approach with which to muster to my ideas - ML AL BrRerc, a view would be both insulting and inaccurate, particularly 1in

More than this, however, he made me realise that the ideas them- view of some of the more recent developments in the discipline

selves were intellectually respectable. (see for example Hosking, 1988; Hosking % Morley, 1985 b; Morley %

Hosking, 1984: Tajfel &% Turner, 1979, who argue in favour of what

Later I came across the work of my supervisor, Dian Hosking who they call a more *social’ social psychology). Nevertheless, in

has developed the negotiated order perspective extensively (see view of what is typically left out of social psychological

for instance Brown % Hosking, 1984; Hosking, 1988; Hosking et al., studies, and the strong ’individualist®’ bias of many of them

1984; Hosking % Mur}ey, 1983, 1985 a, b; Morley % Hosking, 1984). (Hewitt, 1979) one sometimes gets the strongest impression that

It was a matter of no small comfort to discover how closely our social psychological phenomena are somehow isolated from the rest

ideas seemed to correspond. This is not to say that they were of human life and endeavour. I am very keen to avoid giving the

identical, of course, and nor is it to claim that the development same impression in this thesis because the issues it addresses are

of the ideas in the intervening years was smooth. On the contrary too important to be isolated in this way. Moreover, historical

the development of the ideas to the point that they are at now has | material has substantially informed my thinking on the subject, as

been a long and sometimes painful exercise. Nevertheless anyone has my own direct experience-and the context within which I gained

who is familiar with Dian’s work will recognise at once the prof- 1 1E-0 TS sddiedon T Jaleo wish tE -atrass that the cannbtsignt -« %0

ound impact that her ideas have had on my own. heterarchy, that is, opposition to to idea of hierarchy, is part

of an old and extensive tradition.

So, stimulated by questions arising out of my experience of small

groups, armed with a methodology and conceptual position 1 appr-= That said, however, it should be pointed out that the historical

cached the question of leaderlessness. Issues and problems assoc- review is very selective, and really focussed on just two periods.

iated with the concepts ’leadership’ and ’group’ are addressed in This reflects my own interests rather than a reasoned intellectual

some detail in the chapters following this one. In the remainder division of the material. Nevertheless, on the basis of what 1is

of this chapter, therefore, I will fill in some of the detail argued in the literatures from which I have drawn the review I

surrounding leaderlessness, beginning with a briefly sketched believe the selection serves to make my point - namely that no-

historical overview. This I believe to be extremely important, tions of leaderlessness and heterarchy have a long history.

because in too many cases social psychological research appears to ¥°

be conducted in a vacuum. This is not to suggest that social Following the historical review, some of the problems that arose

psycholagists are unaware of historical and political context, nor in the practical application of heterarchical ideas are described,

that such factors are regarded as unimportant or irrelevant. Such and a brief explanation of why they might have arisen is offered.
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Finally there is a summary of succeeding chapters. The idea of organisation without hierarchy is at the well-spring

of the democratic ideal, and, as Woodcock (1977) has observed, in

2. LEADERLESSNESS: A SHORT HISTORY OF AN IDEA. one form or another it is to be found in all historical periods.

The heyday of the leaderless group was the mid 1970s. In terms of
0f some importance in this respect is the proliferate abundance of

gestation, development and final decay the idea dominated radical _
radical material stemming from the English Civil Wars (sometimes

and progressive thinking over a period extending roughly from 1968
called the English Revolution) and Interregnum (roughly 1542 to

(and in particular May of that year) up to the early 1980s. It -
1660). Woodcock (1977) describes this period as having the most

was,has Miller (1984) notes, an important aspect of the “New Left’

important long-term consequences in terms of political thought,

and the critigue of social and political structures which grew out |
especially to the extent that many of the radical movements comb-

of that movement. The idea itself, at the time of writing, is not : =
ined religious and political dissent. Heterarchical ideas, and the

entirely dead (it is, for example, still operative in the "New
. stronger notion of isocracy, can be detected, to varying extents,

University Project" based in Birmingham and a similar undertaking _
. in the writings and speeches of many of the radical thinkers of

based in Glasgow), but it has to be admitted that interest in it |
the time. This 1is true for some of the Leveller writings and

ceems to have waned substantially. In part the reaspn for this
speeches (see for example, Aylmer, 1975; Brailsfurd; 1961; Mann-

must be related to perceived and experienced inadequacies 1in .
: ing, 1978; Morton, 1975; Williams, 1978; Woodhouse, 1986), and

implementation, a point which 1is addressed later in the chapter. ‘
particularly true of the Diggers or *True Levellers’® (Hill, 1973,
especially "The True Levellers® Standard Advanced" an p 75 of that

In latter days the idea of the leaderless group and its visicn of
volume. See also Hill, 1974; MWoodcock, 1977). Perhaps its most

a related society, that is of organisation without hierarchy, has :
vivid expression, however, is to be found in the antinomianism of

been associated first and foremost with the Women’s Movement ,
those who were called the Ranters and other, sometimes related,

although echoes of 1t can be found in the Conservationist and,
extreme’ sects such as the Anabaptists, the Fifth Monarchy Men

Peace Movements (e.g. Erlich, 1976). As noted earlier, however, 1t
and the Buakers (see for example Denton, 19883 Dow, 19853 Hill,

is not a new idea. Indeed it recurs throughout history in one form
1974; Hopton, 19873 McGregor % Reay, 1984; Morton, 19793 Smith,

or another (particularly during times of social upheaval) and has
1983; Woodcock, 1962, 1977).

been traced by some scholars at least as far back as ancient China

and the Taoism of Lao Tsu (Miller, 1984; Watts, 1975; Woodcock,
What all of these groups had in common was adherence to the view

1977. See also Feng % English, 1973, 1974). )
that all are "equal under God", although admittedly they held to

it with widely varying degrees of commitment. This view was succ-—




intly summarised in 1685 by Colonel Richard Rumbold f{(one time
Lieutenant under Oliver Cromwell) while he stood on the scaffold
awaiting execution for the attempted assassination of Charles II:
"] am sure there was no man born marked of God above
another; for none comes into the world with a saddle
on his back, neither any booted and spurred to ride
him."
Although couched in language that nowadays would be deemed innapp-
ropriately sexist, the basic idea is manifestly the same one that
underlay the attempts to organise heterarchically in the 60s and
70s. It is also significant that contemporary Guakers, at least in
Britain, have maintained the traditional opposition to hierar-

chies, and still espouse a commitment to heterarchy (Hare, 19735,

19823 Hare % Blumberg, 1968; Phillips, 1965) .

In terms of emphasis and desire, the contemporary tritiquea of
hierarchical society are without doubt a continuation of the same
tradition of dissent as that which has been partially described
above. It has to be admitted, however, that the correspondences
are only now being recognised generally, despite the efforts cof
historians such as Brailsford (1961), Hill (1974) and Morton
(1975, 1979), and political thinkers such as Bernstein (1920) and
Woodcock (19462, 1977) - Carlin, (1983), Harper, (1987) and Hopton,
(1987) are, for example, outcrops of this new recognition. In the
main, however, with the exception of Harper and Hopton, these
authors are concerned with correspondences between the historical
movements and Marxism. The Altérnative Movement, howevér, growing
out of the New Left, was not so much inspired by Marxist as by
Anarchist thinking (Apter % Joll, 1971; Goodman, 1968; Miller,

1984, Woodcock, 1962, 1977), and, apart from some aspects of the

Ke

of society which leads most directly to attempts to dispense with

leaders.

3. THE CHALLENGE TO HIERARCHY.

Some of the ideas contained in the texts cited above are unmist-
akeably Anarchist in character (Woodcock, 1977). Similar ideas
were also very much in evidence during the French Revolution of
1789 (Miller, 1984). Anarchism as such, however, is really a
product of the nineteenth century; the term being coined by Proud-
hon in 1840 (Edwards & Fraser, 1949: Froudhon, 18%0; Woodcock,
1977). It was after this date that professed (or 23 some would
have it ’self-confessed’) Anarchists were to be found, active
particularly in the French Revolution of 1848, the First Interna-
tional of 1864, and especially during the Paris Commune of 1871

{Edwards, 1973; Schulkind, 1972; Woodcock, 1962, 1977). It was

during this period that many of the ideas now labelled Anarchist

were developed.

To speak of Anarchism is to some extent misleading. More properly
one should refer to anarchisms since there are several schools of
thought nestling under the generic term (Miller, 1984; Walter,
1969). For example, on one extreme are the radical individualists
such as the Stirnerite 'Egoists’ (see for example, Clark, 1976),
and at the other various kinds of collectivists and communists
such as Bakunin (Dolgoff, 1971; Lehning, 1973), Berkman (Berkman,
1929), and Goldman (Goldman, 1917). There are revolutionary

strains, exemplified by Bakunin, and more recently Christie

(Christie, 1980; Christie and Meltzer, 1970. See also, Paz, 1976;




Tellez, 1972), and also very strong pacifist traditions such as

that of Tolstoy (Tolstoy, 1909, 1948).

To the opponents of anarchism (and there are many), this sort of
variety only .confirms the widespread (and erroneous) view that
anarchism has no coherence. But that is because they are looking
for a g;pglg theory, whereas, as Alex Comfort notes in his introd-
uction to (Barclay, 1982), anarchism 15 as much a way of living as
it is an ideology. That is, Anarchism is as much an ethical orien-
tation as it is a political one (Read, 1974) . Indeed anarchists by
and large stress the ethical aspects, particularly by emphasising
the unity of means and ends, which is the insistence that the
means adopted for the achievement of particular ends must be
ethically consistent with those ends (see, for example, Bookchin,
1971; Carter, 1971; Malatesta, 1891; Read, 1974; Richards, 1965;

Walter, 1969; Woodcock, 196Z, 1977, and, especially, Kropotkin,

1924) .

The experiential aspect of Anarchism, however, although important,
should not be over stressed. AS Miller (1984) notes in his pref-

ace, over emphasis of such factors:

" geems to me to run the risk of devaluing Anar—
chism as a purportedly consistent and realistic set
of beliefs about man [sicl and society, and regard-
ing it instead as an indefinable experience, rather
like the taste of pineapple to those who have never

eaten the fruit."

Nevertheless it is within the ethical framework that Anarchists®"

find common ground. All varieties of anarchism share a vital
commitment to, and belief in, the freedom and dignity of the whole

of humanity. As Berkman (1929) puts it:
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.+« Anarchism is nogt ... bombs, disorder, or chaos.
It is not robbery and murder. It is not a war of
each against all. It is not a return to barbarism or
to the wild state of man. Anarchism is the very

opposite of all that.

Anarchism means that you should be free; that no one
should enslave you, boss you, rob you, or impose
upon you. It means that you should be free to do the
things you want to do; and that you should not be
compelled to do what you don”t want to do. It means
that vyou should have a chance to choose the kind of
a life you want to live, and live it without anybody
interfering. It means that the next fellow should
have the same freedom as you, that everyone should
have the same rights and liberties. ... That is to
say, that there should be no war, no violence used
by one set of men against another, no monopoly and
no poverty, no oppression, no taking advantage of
your fellow-man. In short, Anarchism means a condi-
tion of society where all men and women are free,
and where all enjoy equally the benefits of ar

ordered and sensible life." (Berkman, 192%9: uxvi -
M¥Vil).,

More succinctly, the same idea was expressed by a slogan of the
70s: "Neither Master Nor Slave!", or as Proudhon put it:

"Whoever puts his hand on me to govern me 1s an

usurper and a tyrant; I declare him my enemy.” (In

Woodceck, 1977: 9 4% 166).
Given this sort of position it is not surprising that anarchists
should be suspicious of all forms of governance, including those
forms which manifest in what might be called ‘personal leader-
ship®. Indeed, as the name anarchism suggests it is an orientation
towards society without government; an-archy. It would be a mist-
ake, however, to assume that anarchists were, or are opposed to
any kind of social order. On the contrary, as the guotation from
Berkman suggests, the sort of society that anarchists envisage is
an orderly one, but one that reduces or negates the effects of

social, political and fiscal power and maximises human choice.




Anarchism is not so much opposed to power, oF influence, as such,

but to the inevitable abuse ot power, and the capriciousness of

those who hold power. That is to say, anarchists are sceptical of
the motives of those who either have ar desire power, and are
absclutely opposed to the idea and practice of power without
accountability. More positively anarchists envisage a society 1n
which ’*savants’, to borrow Bakunin’s term, representatives, and

representative bodies are all directly accountable to their const-

ituents (Avrich, 1972, a % Db Bookchin, 1971; Ward, 1974). As
Bakunin put it:

"Does it follow that I reject all authority? Far
from me such a thought. In the matter of boots, I
defer to the authority of the bootmaker; concerning
houses, canals or railroads, I consult the architect
or the engineer. For such specialist knowledge I
apply to such a 'savant®. But I allow neither the
bootmaker nor the architect nor the ‘*savant® to
impose his authority on me ... I recognise no
infallible authority, even in special questions; ...
I bow before the authority of specialists because it
iz imposed upon me by my Own Ieason: I am conscious
of my inability to grasp any large portion of human
knowledge in all its detail and developments. The
greatest intelligence would not be egual to a compr-
ehension of the whole, whence the necessity of the
division and association of labour. I receive and I
give; such is human life. Each directs and is direc-
ted in his twrn. Therefore there 1s no fixed and
constant authority, but a continual fluctuation of
mutual, temporary, and above all voluntary authority
and subordination." (Bakunin, 1n Dolgoff, 1971: 22
- 230. Also, Bakunin, 1916: 32 - 33; Woodcock, 1977:

312 ~-313).

This is a long guotation, but in many ways it is a remarkable

passage, and could well serve as a key-note to the whole thesis.

Had PRakunin been writing a social scientific study of organisa—-ge

tion, instead of a political polemic, then it could appropriately

have been described as prescient. There are elements of this

passage, for example, which have very clear correspondences to

=)
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such recent ideas in organisaticnal behaviour as ‘“"multistructured
functioning” (Herbst, 1974) - which is net surprising since Herbst
was concerned with non-hierarchical organisation - and more
surprisingly to the so-called “matrix structure" which 1s desc-
ribed in the organisational behaviour literature (see Galbraith,
19713 Gordon, 1987; Handy, 1985; Harrison, 1972).

Of more interest in terms of the thesis, however, are the close
affinities, particularly at the end of the guotation, with the

negotiated order approach to leadership, especially in the emph-

.asis on choice, and acceptability of influence attempts. In this

respect Bakunin anticipates the work of theorists such as Gibb
{1947, 1949), Hollander (1958, 1964, 1974), Hosking (1988), and sO
on, particularly ‘in his assertion that influence is a matter of
interdependence between the person influenced and the one influe-
ncing (see chapter 4 below). This is all the more remarkable when
it is considered that "God and the State", from which the guota-
tion is drawn, was written in 1871, on the eve of the Faris

commune, although its first published edition (in French) didn’t

appear until 188Z.

It is noteworthy that Bakunin recognises the pervasiveness and to
some extent the legitimacy of, in the typology of French and Raven
(1959), ‘“expert" power (and perhaps informational power also). In
this he anticipates much of the Foulcaldian tradition of social
thought (see, for example, Rabinow, 1984). Significantly, however,
he utterly repudiates what French and Raven would call ‘coercive
pnwer“,'as well as that of "personal" or “"charismatic" power. This

is brought most forcefully home in a passage which Avrich, 1in his
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introduction to "God and the State", describes as "withering", and

in which Bakunin attacks:

w_ .. all the tormentors, all the oppressors, and all
the exploiters of bhumanity - priests, monarchs,
statesmen, soldiers, public and private financiers,
officials of all sorts, policemen, gendarmes, jail-
ers and executioners, monopolists, economists, poli-
ticians of all shades, down to the smallest vendor
of sweetmeats." (Avrich, Introduction to Bakunin,

1916 vii).
It must be stressed that although Bakunin was attempting to artic-
ulate a coherent social critique, and to present a vision of the
future society, he was not therefore trying to construct a system
as he calls it. Indeed he specifically repudiates system builders,
and rejects the "scientific" socialism of the Marxists; his own
socialism, he asserted, was "purely instinctive" (Avrich, in the
introduction to Bakunin, 191&: vi). fhis sort of view, as mention-
ed earlier, has contemporary echoes in what de Reybekill (1977)
calls "the politics of ecstacy", the combining of emotional as
well as rational aspects in political thinking (see also Gray,
1974; Read, 1974). This sort of stance was common, to varying

extents, with all of the major anarchist writers.

Thus, to try and summarise the main points of anarchist thought.
In terms of social critigue anarchists were, and are, opposed to
governance of all forms. In this context governance is taken to be
forms of organisation, and techniques of organising, which specif-

ically seek to restrict, ignore or deny human action and choice.

e

In particular anarchism is opposed to all forms of organisation
which overlook the essential humanness of those organised, and
which regard and treat dissension and disagreement not as legiti-

mate human processes but as "pathological trouble-making", or

similarly pejorative evaluations. In short, anarchists insist that
organisations, and, as Hosking (1988) has recently described it,
organising processes (see chapter 4 below), should be responsive
to the-needs, values and aspirations of those organised or organi-

sing, and not just those of the people with power.

Anarchism is thus opposed to any suggestion £hat mere labels (such
as "leader") should entitle the holders to any special privileges
or respect simply in virtue of holding the label. Formalised
coercive power and status structures which tend to perpetuate
themselves are obviously anathema in this sort of ethical frame-
work, and thus anarchists tend to shy away from aliuwing anyone to
create structures which appear to approximate them. Following from
this there is al;a general distrust of what came to be called "the
cult of the expert" (see the Bakunin quote given earlier, and the
comments +ollowing). When everyone is regarded as having equal
rights to contribute to any debate or practical undertaking,
expertise is obviously only one kind of input, and not to be
regarded as more important than any other. The reason for this is
clear, expertise, while enabling groups to achieve what they might
otherwise not have achieved, can, as Foucault and Rakunin before
him have argued, also be used as a source of considerable social
power, and can therefore be used as a "weapon" in the armoury of
social control (see Bakunin, 19163 Debord, 1977; Dolgoff, 1971;
French % Raven, 1959; Gray, 197&; Rabinow, 1984; Woodcock, 1977).
More than any other political movement anarchism has been acutely
aware of the potentially negative power of expertise. Anarchists
therefore generally treat it with distrust, and try to minimise

its effects. This, to a very great extent, underlay most of the

S0




difficulties experienced in heterarchical experimentation, & point

which will be addressed later.

More positively anarchism presents a vision of society in  which
all Qurk both for themselves and for the greater good of the
whole, whilst allowing each other maximum freedom of action and
choice. For anarchists, even many of the individualists, the
individual and the social collective are equally important, and
are inextricably bound together. It might be remarked 1in this
context that the emphasis 5n both the individual and the collect-
ive is what marks out anarchism from right wing libertarianism. It
might also be remarked that this dual emphasis &ls0 renders social

psychological analyses of anarchist organisations particularly

appropriate.

Thus the distinctive aspect of anarchist organisation is the
attempt to organise in such a way that the opportunities for
negative, capricious and oppressive uses of power are diminishea
to a vanishingly small degree, and the opportunities for individ-
ual and collective choice and creativity are enhanced. This, at
hottom a very simple idea, is the organisational ethic which

— c— — —

characterised groups and organisations of the New Left and Altern-

ative Movements.

4. ANARCHIST IDEAS IN THE 40s AND 70s.
rv
The claim that Anarchism underiay much of what was attempted 1in

the &0s and 70s, is not made lightlys; much of the literature of
the period does not make explicit mention of the foundations for

the ideas they contain. Moreover, there were other sources of
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influence such as the Eastern mystical religions, the Western
Magical Tradition, Maocism, and so on. Indeed it is alsoc worth
remarking that the &40s and 703 saw the revival of a folk tradition
in music and literaﬁure, and thus the period is characterised to
some extent by a mixture of backward locking nostalgia and forward
looking "progressivism". Nevertheless, the influence of Anarchist
ideas is evident throughout the period in the initiatives and
aspirations of New Left and Alternative Movement graubs, particul-
arly in initiatives such as the Co-operatives Movement and the
attempts to establish "free schools", "alternative colleges" and
so on (see, for example, Abbs % Carey, 1977; Carter, 1978; 1IM,

various issues; Saunders, 1975; Ward, 1987). This is especially

clear when one considers the general distrust of "leaders", would-

.be "leaders, ‘“experts", and so on, and the general emphasis on

consensus decision-making (Paton, 1978, Treanor, 1977). Moreover,
any examination of the ephemeral literatures of the period reveals
unmistakeably anarchist influence {(see, for instance, News F[rom
Neasden, various issues; Smith, 1977). The titles.nf many of the
magazines and journals are themselves illuminating in this resp-
ect: "Libertarian Education" and "Black Dwarf", for example. Fin-
ally, on this note, it is worth remarking that the &0s and 70s saw
an almost unprecedented flourishing of the avowedly anarchist
press; "Freedom" (founded by Kropotkin last century) became a
weekly, “Qnarch&" (1st and 2nd series) became near monthlies, and
other magazines abounded {(for example, "Black Flag", the "Cientue-

gos Press Anarchist Review", "International Times", "Open Road",

"Zero", and so on).




what seems to have happened is that the writings of were not themselves anarchists, attempted to implement ideas which

Historically.,

were clearl: airchist i L gi L1 ] '
y anarchist in origin and spirit. That is to say, there

the main anarchist thinkers had been lost. This was for two 'main.

were widespread attempts to discover heterarchical forms and  to

reasons. First there was deliberate repression on the part of the

implement the isocratic ideal.

authorities (throughout the western world at least) particularly

after the Paris Commune, and second a general neglect of anything

labelled "anarchist" by the left - after all, authoritarians of S. PRACTICAL HETERARCHY.

all shades of opinion had a vested interest in suppressing the
The isocratic ideal, that is, the attempt to organise without

1971; Edwards, 1973

major anarchist critique (Apter % Joll,
leaders, although simple in principle, turned out to be difficult

Miller, 1984; Schulkind, 1972). '
in practice. As noted earlier, one of three things =seemed to occur
in groups organising themselves heterarchically: some of -the
Apart from a brief flourishing of activity during the First and
| groups develcoped covert hierarchies; s=some simply fell toc pieces

Second World Wars (the first of which, incidentally, split the
very rapidly; and others, by a succession of stages, seemed to do

t until the late 1950s (Apter

movement) anarchism remained quiescen
both. Moreover, many of them remained or became inactive, degener-

% Joll, 1971; Quail, 1978). The revival was heralded by the found- ‘ _ _
: ating into a sort of debating society which never got around tc

the Aldermaston

ing of CND and the Committee of One Hundred, |
doing anything. Inevitably membership tw-nover tended to be high,

marches, and more widely by the general unrest generated and foc-
' | and levels of satisfaction tended to be low.
ussed by the opposition to the Vietnam War (Apter & Joll, 197135
Quail, 1978). From this period the anarchist writers were "redis- |
The obvious question which arises is why? There are, of cow se
covered" by the New Left (Apter % Joll, 19713 Gombin, 1978; Mill- - ’
many equally obvious answers, most of which revolve around the
er, 1984), and there followed, amongst other things, a furious
rather facile suggestion that somehow people aren’t ready for or
republishing of the classical texts. Given that the publishers of |
capable of organising without "somecone in charge"; that it is not
these texts were, in the main, ordinary commercial concerns (as '
in human nature" (see Meltzer, 1977, 1981; Kedward, 1971; Walter
opposed to committed anarchist publishers such as the Cienfuegos | ' ’
1969). But like any monocausal explanation of human behavicuir,
Press and the Freedom Press), one can take this latter activity as _ . | ’
| this one over-simplifies to an extent that makes it impossibie to
a clear indication of the importance of, and interest taken in, ‘
take it seriously; as Brown (1954) has observed what is or is not

Ko

In any event, whether anarch-

anarchist ideas during this period.
thought to be "in human nature" varies with the social, political

what is of

ism was the major influence of the period or not,
and cultural contexts within which people live and work. Neverthe-

interest here is that it was an important influence, and - that
less, the "human nature" thesis is related to a more widely held
considerable numbers of groups and individuals, even those who |
belief in what might be called the inevitability of hierarchy, or,
39
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as Michels (1959) called it, the "iron law of pligarchy".

By the inevitability thesis it follows that a group will, first of
all, "naturally" develop a hierarchy, or, second, if it fails to

do so will inevitably disintegrate. That is to say, this thesis

not only asserts the inevitability of hierarchy, it simultaneously

asserts its desirability. lﬁs Popper (1966) has cobserved, however,
the very belief in such a proposition may be instrumental in
bringing the situation aboutj; it may, in short, be a self fulfill-
ing prophecy. By the same token, a belief in the non-inevitabilty
of hierarchy, and a commitment to the view that hierarchies are
undesirable, may ultimately bring ahout the reality of isocratic
heterarchies. In this context it is as well to be reminded that
for the most part those who attempted to .implement. non-hierar-
chical forms of organisation were committed to them as desirable
ends in themselves. Neverﬁhelass, as experience has shown, beliefs
and desires are alone not sufficient to bring about any general
state of affairs; the question still remains as to why these

groups seemed not to be successful.

contentious concepts such as human nature. Before examining some
of these, however, it is as well to point out that heterarchies,

in some form, are not "impossible". That is to say, there 1is

*

evidence that what might be called “approximate” or “practical’”

heterarchies, as opposed to "pure” isocratic heterarchies, for

— —— e e — —

pure anarchism) can operate successfully, in the sense that some

measure of equality can be maintained, work can be accomplished,
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and the organisation can survive for more than just a briet per-

iod.

During the Spanish Civil War (1936 - 1939) there was considerable
expropriation and collectivisation within the republican areas,
prompted mainly by the anarcho-syndicalist Confederacion Nacional
de Trabajo (C.N.T) and its "ideological" wing the Federacion
Anarquista Iberica (F.,A.I). Overall it seems that there was some-
thing in the order of one thousand collectives in all, involved in
a highly varied set of undertakings, including agrarian and ind-
ustrial collectives (Chomsky, 1977; Dolgoff, 1974; Leval, 19753
Meltzer, 1978; Miller, 1984; Paz, 1976:; Richards, 1972). It has
been estimated, for example, that at one point more than three
guarters of the land in Aragon was managed collectively (Miller,
1984: 161), and in Barcelona collectivisation "embraced all forms
of transport, the major utilities, the telephone service, the
health service, the textile and metal industries, much of the food

industry, and many thousands of smaller enterprises" (Miller,

1984: 165. See also Chomsky, 1977; Dolgoff, 1974; Leval, 19735;

Orwell, 1938).

These collectives, it has to be admitted, didn’t always run as
smoothly as they might have. In particular there were difficulties
of co-ordination between collectives, and supply of goods was
sometimes a problem (Dolgoff, 1974; Leval, 1979; Miller, 1984).
Moreover, it has been claimed that the experiment lasted far
barely a year (Miller, 1984), although this is only true of the
large scale collectivisation, because some of the smaller collect-

ives, particularly in remote regions, managed to survive aeven
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after the victory of Franco, and perhaps longer. It is also worth
bearing iﬁ mind that these collectives were set up in the excep-
tional circumstances of the civil war, and in the face of consid-
erable hostility from the socialist and cﬁmmunist authorities
(Dolgoff, 19743 Leval, 1975; Miller, 1984). Nevertheless, some of
the collectives were remarkably successful; 1in particular the
collectivised transport system of Barcelona has attracted consid-
erable praise, from anarchists and non-anarchists alike'(EDrkenau,

19383 Orwell, 1938). Miller, who is not himself an anarchist,

states:

"1f we were to draw up a final balance sheet on the
evidence we have examined, there would be several
entries on the credit side. To begin with, we should
have to include the personal fulfillment felt by
many participants both in the communities and the
collectives ... We should also want to include the
evidence that these experiments provide about human
creativity: they show that people can take on guite
new tasks and fulfill them with distinction - that,
indeed, conventional society makes much less than
full use of of its members’ potential. Third, the
avidence bears out the anarcho-communist claim that
people do not regquire individual incentives in order
to carry out their share of society’s work
Finally, the collectives in particular show that
industrial democracy of gquite a radical kind is not
a pipedream, given the appropriate background condi-
tions." (Miller, 1984: 1&7).

It is also worth pointing out in this context that the C.N.T was,
before the civil war, the largest of the Spanish trade unions, and

is rapidly becoming so again now that the official suppression has

been lifted (Christie, 1in press). Moreover, although bureacratic

in some respects, it 1is a significant fact that from 1931 to 1938

at least, there was only one full time official "for an organisa-

tion of up to one million people” (Mintz, 1977: 38).

A more recent example of anarchist organisation at work is the
Christiania Freetown, located in a converted army barracks on the
outskirts of Copenhagen. It was founded in 1969 by a group of
activists called the "Slumstormers", and despite official attempts
to have it closed down has managed to survive until the present
day, which is no mean feat given the prodigious death rate of such
experiments. Christiania has been the subject of several academic
studies, most of which conclude that the social experiments being

conducted within the Freetown seem to be working successfully in

some measure (Blum, 1977).

One aspect of the organisation of Christiania is the non-violent
"Rainbow Army", which was formed for the defence of the town. An
interesting feature of this army is that it is organised arnuﬁd
different functional roles, reflected in the eight colours of its

flag:

"Red: Large scale construction, practical constr-
uctors, physically hard work.

Orange: Vi§on propaganda, theatre, music, posters,
painting, film, photography.

Yellow: Child-minding, mouth-to-mouth messengers,
initiators.

Green: The green supply line, baker’s shop, eating-
houses, shops, pubs, kitchen gardens.

Blue: Poets, pushers, creators of dreams and nic
experiences.

Violet: Chiefs, kings and queens who do the cleaning
and rubbish collecting (the greatest are
everybody’s servants).

White: Physical and spiritual healers, first-aid.
Black: Maintainers of order - those who can prevent
violence without aggression. Samurais and

Karate and other martial arts masters."”
(The Support Christiania Group, 1977: 6).
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It iz instructive when reading this list to consider the long
quutatipn from Bakunin given earlier. Amongst other things it is
interesting to note the functions denoted by Black, those O
keeping order without aggression. This serveé to illustrate very
well the point made earlier, that anarchists are not opposed to
order, but to organisational forme which seek to restrict human

choice. The members of the Rainbow Army chose which of the

i

functional rocles they would take, and many waore ribbons (to denct

their choices) of several colours.

The fact that Christiania has survived for so iong iz, considered
alone, impressive in view of the fact, noted earlier, that many
such experiments failed soon after inception. From more recent
personal reports, however, it appears that the Freetown has 1los
its vigour, and is on the point of dissclution, pretipitatad, =0
it seems, by renewed efforts on the part of the Copennhagen author-
ities to close it down. Nevertheless, for oresent purposes this 1s
less important than the fact that Christiania furnishes yet
further evidence that heterarchies can work, to some extent, and

that isocracy is not necessarily an entirely impractical ideas.

Thus, although the evidence 1s not unequivocal, and iz inceed CpeEn
to interpretion, particularly in the Spanish examples (Miller,
1984), it is clear that heterarchical organisation inspired DYy the

T

isocratic ideal is not, in Miller’s phrase, a pipedream. The

failure of the Spanish collectives, which is well documentat

(Chomsky, 19773 Leval, 1973), can be put down not so much O

"innate human inability" as to deliberate sabotage and sSuppression

by those who, for their own reasons, wanted to see the experiment

-
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in independant collectives fail {(Chomsky, 1977; Orwell, 1938), and
the Christiania sxperiment has yet to come to an end after nearly

20 years.

THE PROBLEMS OF LEADERLESSNESS.

The barriers to pure isocratic heterarchy lie not so much in human
inability, as in social processes. Freeman (1970), in her aptly
titled "The tyranny of structurelessness", has described with some
precision some of the social barriers that stand in the way, as
have other commentators such as Hanisch (1970, 19780, Bunch

(1974), and Bunch and Fisher (197&). Equally, the ideological

~objections, many of which can be anticipated from the discussions

given earlier, have been delivered with similar vigour by Levine
(1974) in her reply to Freeman, and others such as Anna et al

(1976), Erlich (1976, 1977), Farrow (1974), Kornegger (1973) and

Leighton (1974).

The arguments about the po%sibility o impnssibility, and the
desirability, of leaderlessness, centre principally around two
sets of issues. First those concerning the emergence of structures
of dominance and submission within groups, and second 1sSsSUEs
relating to the need to structure in order to achieve anything.
Among the opponents of leaderlessness Freeman in particular points
out that when people enter social situations, especially small
graups, they do not do so equally (see also Berger, Cohen % Zaeid-
itch, 1972; Fisek % Ofshe, 1970). As individuals each person has a
unigue life history which is reflected in the skills, knowledge
and experience that they bring to the group. These unequal life

experiences could, of course, constitute an advantage for the
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group in terms of the range of skills and varying points of viEW
which could be mobilised on behalf of the group. But in terms of
the attempt to establish purely isoccratic structures they are
obviously a problem since difference is seldom acknowledged with-
out evaluation. Moreaver, variance in life experiences includes
and implies differential experience of education, broadly conceiv-
ed, kind and guality of occupation, and so On. These in turn have
implications for a person’s self concept, degree of confidencs,
degree of articulateness and so on. Thus, as Freeman argues, there
are structuring factors already embedded in the soccial situation
of the group itself (Freeman, 1970; Fisek % Ofshe, 1970). That 1s
to say the social situation which is the small group, whatever the
principal values of those who COMPOSE the group, already, as it
were, contains structuring factors which either are. immediately
apparent, or become =0 anceﬁinteractian gets under way {(Freeman,
1970; Fisek % Ofshe, 1970; Hanisch, 1970, 1978). Add to these
other factors such as those that Rales (1958) has fe¥erred to as
the "economic" factors of group life, that is time constraint and
so on, and it becomes obvious that the scene is set for differen-
tiation between group members 1in terms of guality and gquantity of
input to the group’s activities, and therefore differentiation in

terms of perceived value to the group.

All of this could have been adduced & priori, and indeed differsn-

tiation of members be fairly confidently predicted on the basis of.

what has been discovered about small group interactiaons in the
social scientific literatures (see for example Bass, 194%7; Hare,
1974). Thus Freeman’s arguments amount to an indictment of the

naivete of those who believed, as many did, that simply wanting

a4

ahsolute equality would generate it (Brown % Hosking, 1984). As
she pointed out, a strongly held principle eof equality withﬁn
which attempts to organise and differentiate group members in the
service of group action were interpreted as attempts to dominate
or to achieve leader status, would first of all restict the scope
of action that a group could take, and second, would nevertheless
present opportunities for what she calléd tyranny. That is to say,
a strong commitment to purely isocratic heterarchy, which left ' no
room for ccmprgmise, would prevent the group from taking agtion
and would alsoc stimulate covert dominance structures. The latter
effect would occur in such situations, she argued, because members
motivated by pure isocracy would either not "see" dominance when
it occurred, having convinced themselves that the group was equal-

itarian, or, if they did notice it would "keep it quiet" for fear

of upsetting the group.

Freeman®s predictions turned out to be accurate; the effects which
she predicted were among those noted earlier as the kind of prob-
lems which did cccur in heterarchical groups. Freeman’s polnt was
that structures which differentiated group members should be mace
explicit, so that they could be controlled by the group and 1its
members. In itself this is not necessarily a bad point, but as her
critics point out, her position, .in their terms, 15 dangerously
close *to an abandonment of the search for heterarchies itszelt
(Erlich, 1977; Levine, 1974; Kornegger, 197S5). They claim, with
some justification, that Freeman seems to envisage a form of
bureacratic hierarchy of the sort favoured by the more traditional
left, and it is worth pointing out that many of these groups began

with an explicit rejection of such structures (Levine, 1974). They
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“also point out, again with some justification, that explicit
structures of this kind would tend to become reified, and that far
from being under the control of the group, would tend to slip out
of control. On both sides of the debate the arguments are Very

reminiscent of those offered by Michels (1937).

There is much to find sympathy with in both sets of arguments, and

it is significant that protagonists are aware of, and toc some

extent show sympathy with, the arguments of their opponents.

Indeed, as Erlich (1976, 1977) points out the solutions offered by
the opponents of leaderlessness, to use the locser term, are often

the same ones proposed by the proponents of it, in particular
ideas such as the rotation of leadership. But the arguments, 1n
the final analysis, are unsatisfactory because they cannct be
resalvedl In the end the debate becomes an ideological one, and
the ground shifts substantially from issues about what is or 1S
not adaptive in terms of group action whilst maintaiﬁing the main
ethic of equality. Ideological arguments of this kind are seldom
if ever resolved because they reside not so much in evidence and
argument as in conviction of a kind closely akin to religious
conviction. And, as a gituationist slogan put it, "Convictions

make Convicts of us all" (Gray, 1974) .

One thing is very clear, and that is that throughout these debates

there is a fundamental confusion as to what leadership 1s. All of,,

the protagonists agree that some kind of organisation is necessary
for groups to achieve anything, but by and large this is inter-
preted by both sides in terms of appointed, specified, or at least

identifiable, leaders. The real difference between the camps 15
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whether they are prepared to accept leaders of this kind or not.
But the issue is not so simple. To anticipate the cnnclusiohs of
later chapters a little, both sides seem to agree that groups need

T . S W —— — N —

groups need leaders or not. This is by no means a trivial point;
as anyone who is familiar with the small groups and leadership
literatures will realise, the precise relationship between these
two terms is by no means clear cut, and can indeed be the cause of
much confusion. It is hardly surprising, therefore, that the
debate on leaderlessness should be suffused with confusions about
what precisely is the way out of the impasse caused by the realis-

ation that pure isocratic heterarchy, leaderless organisation, is

not easy to achieve, perhaps not even possible.

It is, I think, important to note that much of the confusion was

caused by the term "leaderlessness" itself; in many ways the issue

value to all the members of a group. This does not necessarily
imply absence of leadership. The term "heterarchy", which has been
used throughout the chapter as a synonym for leaderlessness, and
alternatives to hierarchy, can equally suggest something rather
different; something closer to Bakunin®s view of rotated or distr-
ibuted leadership. In other words, heterarchy can suggest not only
absence of leadership, but also leadership contributed by every-
one. As such it is a better term, but also, in that it is closely
related to Gibb’s concept of distributed leadership (Gibb, 1969)

it allows a link to be made with at least a part of the leadership

literature within social psychology.
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7. SOME uuesnm.

In considering these debates, and in comparing them with groups in

which I participated, a number of relatively straightforward ques-—

For convenlience some of these will bhe

tione began to emerge.

summarised as a simple list.

1) What does it mean to say that someone 1is a
~ leader?

2) What is leadership, and how does it relate to
the concept "leader"?

=) Is there one kind of structure which typically
emerges in small groups, and if so is it nece-
gsarily a simple hierarchy?

4) Regardless of what kind of structure typically
emerges, is there a structure which is, in some

sense, best for small groups?

5) What is a small group any way?

There were, and are, many other questions which could be asked

about small groups, but those listed above capture fairly accurat-

ely those which I felt compelled to ask when struggling with the

implications of the problems of heterarchical organising. Some of

them are familiar ones within the leadership and small groups

literatures, although none of them has been resolved uncontent-

jously (see Gibb, 1981; Hare, 1962, 1976; Stogdill, 1974). It will

also be noted that the questions about group structure open &

challenge to the inevitability of hierarchy thesis mentioned earl-

and open the way for an examination of the main concepts 1n

relation to Bales propositions about role differentiation (e.g.

Bales % Slater, 1955) and Gibb’s concept of distributed leadership

(e.g. Gibb, 1969). Questions 3 and 4 ask two rather different

things; first is the question of what kind of structure does

typically emerge, and second what kind of structure is best. This

a0
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is the distinction between "is" statements and "ought" statements
familiar to philosophers (see for example Flew, 1579, on Hume).
Obvious though‘ this 1is, the distinction is frequently either
overlooked or compounded in the social scientific literatures with
much resulting confusion (Margolis, 1982). It will be returned to

several times in the thesis.

These, then, were the questions that stimulated the research that
forms the substantive material of the thesis. For the purposes of
the thesis, however, groups in general, rather than those which
are focussed primarily on isocratic forms, will be examined for
structural emergence. So the primary question will be "what sort

of structure, if any, typically emerges in small groups?".

8. FINAL INTRODUCTORY NOTES.

This, then, 1is the background to the thesis. The aim, which in
retrospect now appears to be arrogant in its naivete, was to “tidy
up the literature’®, mainly conceptually, and thén to conduct
empirical work to test some of the ideas. Naturally things didn’t
turn out to be so tidy; to paraphrase Hodges (1982: 835), as in the
Looking-Glass Garden, the approach towards the heart of leadership
within groups led away into a forest of tangled techﬁicalitiea and

conceptual confusions.

Someone once said of metaphysics that it was an unusually stubborn
attempt to think clearly, and by this definition I have, 1in this

thesis, tried to be a good metaphysician.

The remainder of the thesis is divided into four parts: conceptual
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background; empirical background; method and results; and conc-

lusions.

Part one consists of three chapters which address in turn first
the development and conceptual underpinnings of Bales’ work; sec-
ond the concept "group"; and third the related concepts "leader"
and "leadership". This part develops a basis for the empirical
work later in the.thesis in terms of the negotiated order approach
to leadership. It is argued that Bales, first of all, has devel -
oped & sophisticated view of the relationship between groups and
leadership in terms of the "equilibrium hypothesis". The role

differentiation hypothesis, which is related to the concept of

equilibrium, 1S argued to be a version of Bibb’s distributed
leadership concept. It is pointed out that for Bales leadership is
accomplished through the joint contributions of what he calls the
task and social specialists, and that therefore leadership Goes
not necessarily imply a simple hierarchy. Thus it 1s suggested
that Bales’ approach is consistent with a negotiated order appro-
ach. Next it is argued that a "group", as opposed to an aggregate
of people, 1s characterised by intersubjective understandings of
social order, and this leads into the chapter on leadership. In
this chapter it is argued that, first, the concepts "leader" and

"leadership" must be distinguished and discussed seperately. Lead-

ership, it 1is suggested, 1is an interpersonal process character-

ised, amongst other things, by positive interdependence in whiche.

acceptable influence 18 achieved to harness and direct joint
action. It is also argued that leadership is best conceived 1in
terms of contributions to social order within the group, that 1s

to the construction of a group level "reality"”, and thus leader-

ship is the process by which a collection of individuals becomes a

group, and stays and achieves as a group.

Part two consists of four chapters. The first is a detailed desc-
ription of the empirical base which Bales claims as evidence of
role differentiation. The next two chapters present a detailed and

systematic critique of this empirical base. It is shown, point for

- point, that there are serious problems with the work that Bales

reports, at all levels of method, measurement and interpretation
of results. The conclusion to this chapter is that Bales does not
offer sufficient support for the role differentiation hypothesis.
The critique of Bales’ work is followed by a similarly critical
review of further studies of role differentiation reported in the
literature. It 1is conclﬁded that most of these further studies
suffer from similar problems to those described in relatinﬁ to
Bales’ original work, although a number of interesting modifica-
tions to method are noted. The overall conclusion to this part of
the thesis is that the role differentiation hypothésis has never
adequately been tested, and that nowhere in the literature 1is
there any evidence fhat role differeptiatian ever occurs 1in any
identified, or identifiable, groups. It is further suggested that
the methods typically used to examine role differentiation are
invalid because fundamentally flawed, and are therefore incapable

of giving reliable information about emergent structures within

groups.

Part three presents the empirical work conducted for the thesis.
The +first chapter presents an overview of the research programme,

and gives a brief description of some of the problems encountered.




There is also a presentation of an analytical approach based on

basic sociometric techniques, in particular the sociogram which is PART 1: CONCEPTUAL BACKGROUND

- |

employed in the analysis of the data. The following four chaptars
present a systematic analysis, one group at a time, of 18 small
face-to—-face groups from which data were gathered. The results
show that small groups develop a number of structural forms, SOME
focussed and some distributed. In only seven Cases. however, 1is
there any evidence of role differentiation in Bales® terms, and in
none of these is the evidence very good. The implications of these ‘
results are discussed 1in relation to the role differentiation
hypothesis, and it is suggested that future research on role
differentiation should take a more clinical approach than that

typically adopted.

The final part, and final chapter, presents summary conclusions

for the thesis, and some caonsiderations for future research.
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CHAPTER 2: BALES: THEORETICAL BACKBROUND AND DEVELOPMENT.

i
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1. INTRODUCTION.

This thesis has been drivén to a very great extent by the work of
R. F. Bales and his colleagues on the dynamics of small groups.
Specifically it has developed around the set of propositions about

role differentiation in small groups which grew out of his empir-

ical work in the fifties.

It has already been explained in chapter 1 that experience and
observation of some of the social experiments in *leaderless’
organisation during the nineteen seventies is what generated a
general interest in questions associated with leaderéhip in small
groups, espécially the emergence of leadership structures. When
first encountered Bales seemed to be reporting empirical results
and preaentin§ attendant methodologies which promised answers to
some of the questions raised by those attempts to organise heter-
archically. Greater familiarity, and a more critical appraisal,
however, suggest that there are considerable problems with the
conceptual and empirical aspects of Bales’ work, and indeed with
his presentation of ideas. Much of the thesis will be concerned
with tackling some of these problems. Nevertheless, it must also
be emphasised that Bales is here regarded as one of the most

perceptive thinkers working on the problems of the psychology of
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groups. Certainly he is one of the few workers in the field syst-
ematically to study group processes and emergent group structures
over time. Furthermore, many of his insights anticipate much later
thinking, for example, Hosking’s important distinction between
organisation® and ‘organising’ (e.g. Hosking, 1988), was antic-
ipated by Bales as long ago as 1930, although it has remained
dormant and largely ignnred since. Thus it must be emphasised that
although what follows will at times be extremely critical of

Bales’ work, nevertheless it is inspired by a genuine admiration.

The advantages of Bales® approach to small groups include the not
inconsiderable attempt to unify discussions of individuals and
groups. Bales has consistently attempted to present frameworks
which use the same language to describe all levels H of analysis
(Bales et al., 1979: 13). With hindsight it is not surprising that
some areas of such a project remain problematic since, as he
admits himself in later work, to be successful it would require
nothing 1less than the complete integration of the whole social
scientific enterprise (Bales, 1983; Bales et al., 1979: 11 - 18).
Needless to say, whatever the original, naively arrogant, inten-
tions which inspired the thesis, there will be no attempt to
complete the integration here; what better and more experienced
workers have failed to achieve is too much to expect from a the-

sis.

The thesis, then, is concerned with the development of leadership
structures within small groups, and since the original social
psycholngical inspiration was the work of