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, To test the relatignship between school principals’
level, of ego develbpment and their ude of power bases, researchers
surveyed principaZs an& teachers in"70 schools in a ‘southern urban
area. Ego development levels were defined as either-conformist or
conscientious or.a transitional conscientious-conformist level.
Principals have seven power bases to rely on: rewards, coercion,
legitimacy, others' feefings of "oneness™ with the principal,
expertise, information, and connections to powerful others. The 70
principals' ego development level was tested using the Loevinger
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used the Richardson Power Profile, déveloped by the authors, to
measure each pnincipal's reliance on differept power bases.

. Correlation of the results showed there were no statistically
significant differences in the -patterns ofypower base use by
principals grouped according to level's of e€go development. These
findings indicate that principals are psychologically able to vary

+ power base use depending on situational factors, (Author/RW)
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Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational
Research Association, New York, 1982. A more complete discussion
of the theoretical framework and statistical results of the study

* can be found in: " Richardson, Rita C. Ego development and power
base relfance of school principals (Doctoral dissertation,- University:
of New Orleans, 1981). Dissertattion Abstracts International, 1981,
42, 2421A. (University Microfilms No. 81-25,886)
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Early philosophers (Burnet, 1930) recognized that an understanding of human

~ '

.

A 3 .
relationships~ However, serious investigation of +the power construct ,and its.

.

: 4 .
"social consequences are fairly recént developments. As g;bson (1978, p. 118)

notes,, "adhinistrators must understand fully' the uses of power and authority
. I3

because these two concepts are fundamentals of successful Meadership.”
. "' . -, R M 4 ’ 7
& .

Mowday (1978, p. 437) studied the use of power by school Pprincipals and found )

that "the likelihoqg of using manipulation as a method of influence was found to
-

.
- .
- —

| differentiate principals rated high in influence effectiveness _from principals
, ’ i

rated low with high effectiveness principals indica®yng they were more likely to
. Ay

uge manipulation.” However, appropriate forms of bower e are not conpletely

) f > I ¥
) . .
ceearcut. hs ftarbterina (1975, P 3)_notes, although it 1s ,generally agreed that

. ‘principals are the primary authority figures in’ their schools, one should bear in
Lo i . .
£
‘mind that "confliet and fension q(. result when the principal ignores the teachers'
7 -

Fd
H

needs for professional independence and defense against attacks on their informal
4 4 ‘ . P ¢
‘. authority."” . ’ -

4.

: Herséy, Blanchard, and Natemeyer (1979) integrate the céncept - of power in

¥

their situational leadership gheory.. They suggest that administrators may rely on
some combination of seven pﬁﬁbr baseq-when éxercising influence: 1) reward' power,
N Ba?gd on the ability ;o reward; 2) coeréive power, Pased on the abiliky 55 punisb;
3) legitimate power, based on %o?@al auﬁ?ority or po%ition; 4) referent power,

" based Qén followers' feelings of "oneness" with' the leader; 5) exéert power, based

- . : N .
on perception that an administrator possesses unique insight or expertise; 6)
: . .
: information power, based on access to information not generally available to
- H,
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followers; and 7) connection power, based upon the administrator's ties with

powerful others, Hersey, Blanchard, and Natemeyer suggest tﬁat reliance upon
. » ¢ J . e = .
* different power bases should be varapd in  light of the maturity of an

¢

'y

organization's followers; different forms of.powef should be used depending upon
s . ' . %
the group's willingness to accept responsibility, ability 4o set high but

3

4%? « attainable goals, and the group's experience and education.ﬁ\,/
. N -

N N
% "

2f course, in addi<ion ﬁo organizational needs, principals as people have
~<

.
'

neeis too--these psychological néeds may ihfluence principals’ uses of the various
§ S . . . ) e
power bases. As conteptualized by loevinger (1.966), ghese psychological needs
. ) : . i .
consiitute a person)s ego; ego car be investigated by obpserving specific areas of

- - ~
- ~ b

. v
personality sucdn as impulsiveness, conformi%y, self-qriticalness, mutuality,

B
N

“ s -* ‘. >
empathy, ard identity. ° Loevinger /197¢), ased upon erfpirical research,

- .

> <
o LEY x -
subsequently identified several phases or stages of ego“&evelopmentﬁ
“ . K . ~ =
z ) ‘ '\

lthough 1t seems reasonable to presume #hat persbnality as reflected -in ego

rd ‘ . 3

¢ ~ L ¥

R - . .
development maygaffect a principal's power base reliance, this possibility has not

-

. L
- beén investigated previously, possibly because ‘the power bases identified by

-
a{:ention of

Hersey, Blanchard, and Natemeyer (1959) havernly recently come to-t
$ . -
- AR N -

researchers. Thus this study was conducted; to investigate how prj

cipals' ego

. o o Do L
. +  levels may affect power base use, =~ , . » ‘
) ‘ - S > . , , '
o T . . ; .
‘ , Ly L
. The Study ) . . -
'quenty priqci%als from an urban area in the Southern United States .

2 Y

participated in’ the study. = Therg were 33 -fedale participants and 37 male

participants. %hirty-eight principals held a master's degree, 19 .had ‘earned 30

¥ .
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semester’ hours beygnd a master's degree, and 13 principals held doctoral degrees.
' . ) . ‘ . )
The principais completed the lLoevinger Sentence Completion Test (LSCT) as a measure
/—\ . )
£ ego developmght (Loevinger & Wessler, 1970). Previous research suggests' that .

v
&

the LSCT 18 both a reliable and valid measure of ego development (Redmore, 1976).
.

‘
I

Power base reliance was measured using an instrument developed by the authors,

. [} - .
the Richardson Power Profile (RPP). 4 previous study (Richardson & Thompson, 1981)

. o

indicated thax the RPP i3 a useful, reliable, and valid measure of ‘power base
: reliance. In the new sfudy reported here, seven %eachers per school (n = 490) were

randonly selected and asked to rate the:hpower bagse Treliance of +the 70 school

principals using *he BPP.. Three-hundred eight (63%) of the 490 randomly selected

» v [y
teachers returned the RPP. - (f\\\*
p

< The Results ~ . Ty

-t

The data derived from. the LCST indicated that the laréest nunber of the

.

- 4

kY X > . kY ‘-
principals (31) were operi¢1ng at what loevinger has termed the “conscientiousg”

N

level of ego’) development. This -ego level is marke%ﬁbby a deep sense of
. . .

. ) responsiﬁility, gelf-respect and concern “for interpersonal relatfonships. As

’ .
‘ a
evinger and Wessler (1970, p. 5) explain, a person operating at this level "feels
/o, . N
guilty not primariiy "when one has broken a rule, but when one has hu;d’aﬁother '
. . s ’ .
person.” Twenty-five of the principals in ﬁhii study were operating at the

-

D

: transitionéL ego level immediét$ly below the conscieggMous level, 1i.e;, the

(éonscientiops—conformiéb stage, and five principals were "Operating at the level

|} . .
# .
- immediately ©below the transitiomnal conscientious-conformist stage, i.e., the .

™ conformist stage. However, nine princi$als were operating at h&gher stage§ than ‘

the conscientious stage. . . .
) 1
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* Although Loevinger and Wessler (1970, p. 5) tell us that "people at the

. . conformist stpge constitute either a majority or a large minority in almost any
4, o . *

+ . L} h N
social group,” in this study all but five of the principals were operatihg at . ego
.q : ¢ *

A}

»

levels hagher than; the canformist stage. However, this finding was not entirely
»

unexpected; promotion to the principalship,is probably facilitated by :perceptlons
» - " M ' ¢
tha} the job candi%ﬁ%e is mature and sensitive to the needs of self and others. ,

* Y - -

’ ) = .

The study was conducted primarily to to determine wh%gper the ege developmen
- -

.

t
' ’
P of vpringipals affects power base reliance. In order %o address this question the

. - A

.. .

data vwere ana&lyzed wusing a discriminant analysis statistical , technique. The

.

. results df the analysis 1indicated that there were nc statistically significant

L differences in the patterns. of power base -use by school principals grouped

-

. -
. accroding to levels of ego development, R
ot -

k) M .
N R . -

r v - v
. Conclusions 4 \\ RN . o
- . . . »
¥ » L

As indicated by previoys research and by }eqdership'theonies, the use of power

. .

. s : . ’ 4 L0 .
in its myriad forms by school principals can be an important facter in

: - . ot Ve
. ) administrative efchtiveness.Q'Yet ¢here is a ﬁéucity of research’, regarding what
R A - . ¢ s ¥ \

- factors affect use of the  various forms of power. This study was conducted to

deferminefwﬁethef personality in the form of ego development substantially affects
- [

£] . , . . "
o poer base reliahce. For example,!principals at lower levels of ego devgjopment

) migﬁt’be expected tb be more punitive in their power base use. Thus!»the finding
- - . J

.
~

that ego de&elqpmént is not systematically related to pefCei}ed poWer base use {s
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group
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influence power use of a few individuald although 1t does not
-

. «ne
s . .

. W . !
s.cperating at lower ego levels than the
L]

70

~

~heories suggest that
¥

-~

depending upon

The,finding- that ego

are generally psychologically able jo

considerations. ° Thus

-

situation-gpec:ific

recently developed situational leadership theories.
. . ; ;
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base use is important bec

printipals

situational
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ego level does got apparently mediate power base reliance;

who

-administrators
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0f cburse, it must be.noted that the finding only means that for principals as

N

ego level may
do so more. generally.
A

situation may also be different for the limited number of principals who are
A

participated in this

- L ot

er-heless, the study's results have important implications for situational

ries, such as the thyory offered by Hersey, Blanchard, and Ratemeyér

should veary behaviors,

factors such as

b
not

-

of principals -does
’ ) .

.

ause the finding indicates that

vary power base use in light of

tfe fim¥¥ng supports the féasibllify of
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