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. BacKground ," .
‘ (In the ¥4 program at Boston College since 1980 we have been atydying

AN

the relationehip between ego development and managerial ¢ffectiveneas, as

LA
-

part of a long-term assessment project aimed at dischezins whether and how
" changes in the MBA program enhance students' action effectiveneao in their
later managerial positfure. . The assessment project as s whole traces
14 S , s \
year. at exit, and two yedrs after completion of the program. In addi-

tion, thef;lumni two yei:Z out’-are also invited. to particinate in five dis-

atrnts' ego development and their‘\reapc“{mea to the MBA program at entry

ea
*

) SR
tinct ways of asseseigg: eir managerial, effectiveness: (1) a’questionnaire

that establishes

e range of their managerial responsibilities (e.g., number

of subordin&tea, budgetary discretion, etc.); (2) a aelf-assesament of 25

managerial skills; (3) an assessment of the same 25 skills by three or fdur

colleagues on the jobI;éb) an Executive In-Basket test; and (5) two role plays

)

of simulated managerial dilemmas.

We focus on the mediating variable of ego-development because changes
in ego'stage represent second~order changes,.or changes in the very way one

frames or interprets dilemmas, changes in worldview (Argyril and Schon, 1974,

’Watzlawick et al, 1974). Firat-order change, by contraat, involves learning
how to solve a given problem without questioning how the problen is- framed
We beli~ve that the capacity to encourage and embrace aecond-order change, as
vell as firat order change is & key feature of both inatitutional managerial

’ effectivenaea ip the poat-induatrial era, as vell as the source of excellence \\\

\in'Petera and Vaterman s (1982) deacriptions of - excellent companiea, .nd we

\— — ‘ ) &‘ ° ] ) . o’ .
L / . . Por B : . . \
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L wish to test this view through this—researchl ‘ R
° According to:theories of individual and organizational developnent
(Kegan‘19827‘Torbert 1976), the capacitv‘to apo%eciate soclal life as an
interaction among multiple woridxiews, let alone the capacity to embrace and
encourage second order change intentionally, is restricted to a developmentally

late worldview that few individuals or organizations in our society currently

-
- ~.

embody. If this i3 true, and if this capacity is key to effectiveness, as we

contend, then to educaYe effective managers for the,tpenty-first century

requires anvunchartedvkind of management education that fosters ego develop-
;‘nent toward this particular and empirically rare worldviéx' We are actively

v ' . experimenting in the Bos\on'College MBA program (Torbert 1981 1983) to dis-

COVEr what kind of educational organizing appropriately fosters second order
: ®

St

ctange in students, even as we are testing the validity of the underlying

-

‘ theory, thus inviting continuin'g“*-second-order cﬁange ,in< the school itself.

. ome
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' Completlon Test (SCT) scores to studen*/managers requesting such feedback.

< : L) I .
Purpose and Format . N o _ : . v. <
- é - , S
This paper explores whether thg measure ng for égec developmerit,
'Loevinger s Sentence Completion Test (Loevinger .. ayinger and Wessler
l970),,is plausibly and systematically correlated te  ‘erences in student-‘

managers descriptions of* their -own experiencing andrto differences in the fays

'they act. We beg‘h by describing, first, the theory ~f. "differing managerial -
. o
worldviews' on which our research is_ based * and » ond, tne'previous licera-

ture that sugg sts™a relationship between one's worldview and one's manage ial

effectiveness. {The body of the paper then conveys the dala we have gained as

. ) ' e
'we have experimented over the past two\syears wit{n feeding back the\Sentence ~

IS N,

" We offer %eedback to our respondents both in the hope that it can co;::ibhgéh

}

“ to their learning and. in order to test whether the rhemes and. the pro ess of

- -
». N "// - - Ny

these individual an%,group feedback sessions support or do not support the .
~ c ’”~ =
validity of the SCT Scones. Striking patterns emerggL and in conclusiOn ~we
J ¥ " v . ‘

discuss the likely implications of these patterns ﬁor managerial gffectiveness.

e - ;'."ﬂ, . “ * :

\ . . i L. - '. .
The \Worldviews and %ransithns g . X'ﬂ. - < '{S i * ’
“The analysis ‘of the 36 seéntence, stEmsfthat make . up Loevinger's 8CT results

(Y \

. in identifying a person as'hinhabiting one of several quite distinct world-

~e

viéws.( Each offthese woridvtéws represents a. qualitatively different way of

- L : \ . ' ‘ . N . ’ A

M A . L N

-

*This theory is a mild adaptation of Jane Loevinger's theovy of ego development.
_ We chose td use the concept "differing managerial worldviews" as opposed to .
“ differing stages of ego developmenb to emphasige: 1) the. .importance of under-
standing the fa~t that. people make different meWhings out of the world, 2) the
implications .of those differences for managing the workplace, and 3) the possi-
bility of moving toward describfng each stage or worldview as an "inhabitant"
of that worldview might experience it, rather than evaluating each stage as an ¢
ex ernal social scientist analyzes ic. , .

v
A

’
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orgdntzing one's actions and “making meaning out of oné's experience} Put |

. ) -
- ‘

- differently, e!th of these worldviews deeply 1nfluences what a pefson chooses '

£ \
n
.

v ‘to éee how he or She interprets what 1s seen,- and how ne or she reacts to “what
1s seen. Each. WOrldview is valid in its own right in that it focuses on real

] 7]
phenomena but frequently a parson holding’a given worldView is "plind'" to

. .' LTI

- (1) what his or her.own worldview is, (2) -the realities visible to persons’

o

‘holding other worldviews:\and (3), ‘the very possibility that people can -hold

\

fundamentally.dffferent worldviews. - ’ . ] : ‘ .

- -~

-~ According\to-theftheory and 1esearch of Loevinger' and others (Kegay 1982,

KohlBerg l969, Lasker 1978), mpst adults inhabit one of four distinct world-; \

1 a ¢

views, or are in transition from one worldview to another (see Table l) In

briefest summary, th‘se four worldviews can be name Oppottunistic," "Social,“

s

"Goal-oriented," and "Integrative." In'the "

rtunistic! werldview, 'the

primary phenomenon determining outcomes is adept use of unilateral power. If
. ‘ i \ . -

- one 13 to get one's way, one must 'play one's cards close to one's vest" since *
” others are doing the same. 'In the "Social" worldview, the primary phenomenon

determining outcomes 1is the sentiment of the group(s) one belongs to, s

<
‘crystallized-in grodp norms about appropriate and inappropriate‘b!havior.

P

~ Adherence tgﬁgroup norms and'leadership in exemplifying or enforcing,dhese v

norms is' seen as the'road to approval and happiness. In the "Goal-oriented"
r .

worldview, the primary phenomenon determining outcomes is competent*ixecution

of a series of rationally interrelhted steps leading from the/é;esenting

problem to a solution. Conscientions planning and hard work are seen &s the -

necessary elements of'accomplishment and success, which are-viewed as valuable

for their own sake. In the "Integrative" worldview, the primary phenomenon

determining outcomes is the ability to resolve intrapersenal, interpersonal, ¢

~ L]
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' - ’ SQME MILEST(NES OF EGG BM%OPME}"I‘ : : ‘
o~ (adapaea £rom boevinger and Wessler, p. 10) o :
\/ -t N - ¢ j- (r . /‘\ R
Worldview Impulse Control, Int&rpu-sonal ~ -Consciocus ‘ Cognitive
Character Develop-- Style Preoccupations - Style
. ' ment, i . : -
ey § - — - v g \\ « -
' . : ' ’ . N o .I N 'v /.
, ~’ Presocial ~ ' Autistic . > - .
i N . - L : ¢ Self vs. PR
‘ N Y K ’ . . *+  nen-self s oo
. » #Sysbiotic . .- " Symbiotic A /\
< ’-- by ; .. .. ‘ » ) : . . . . -
Impulsive - Impulsive, feah of . Recei‘hng,-depend- Bodily feelings, Stereotypy,
Y - Tetaliation ‘ent, sxploftive ? especially sexual conceptual
. g and aggressive corifusion
Opportunistic® "Fear.of being caught,  hury, manipula- Self-protection,
~N  extémalizing biame tive, exploitive wishes, things, -
e ' | advantage, control )
. . . ‘e ) . )
Social” Conformity. to exter- Belongmg, help- Appearance, social Conceptual
\ nal rules, shame § " ing, superficial acceptability, simplicity,
. guilt for breaking -‘rhce‘ness banal feelings, stereptypes,
. . behavior cliches N
A ! L , o |
Goal-oriented*’ Self-evaluated stand- Intensive, respon- ‘Di fferentiated Conceptua] com-
ards, self-griticisn, sible, mutual, con- feelings, motives plexity, ‘idea
guilt for consequen- cem for commmica-  for behavior, of patterning -
. ces, long-term goals tion self-respect, :
and ideals . achie.vements, 5 .
traits, expression - -
Integrative* Add: -Coping with Add: Respect for Vividly conveyed Jncreased concep-
.. ‘ conflicting inner autonony feelings, integra- tual complexjty,
s needs, toleration : tion of physio- complex pattemns,
. — 7 .logical and psy- toleration for
. chological, prycho- ambiguity, broad
. logical causation scope, objectivity --
of behavior, devel- »
opment, role concep- v,
tion, self-fulfill-
v > » ment, self in
social context ~
*
( !
S . 1 -
Nm'E VAdd" neans in addition to the descriptmn applying to the previous level. _
* For starred labels, names have been changed by us. v .
-, R
4
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and«golitical conflicts in defining both ends and means. Tbélerance for
. <+

ambiguitv, delight in paradok, and open re~oluti&n cf differences are piized

4 as essential in creating new shared meanings and morms which mativate work

o T

2 . and redefine pleasure.. In theory, it is from bhe perspective.of this world- i
= view_that an individual becomes cognigsvely éapable of, and emotionally com- !
mitted_to;’recognizing and working with peonle holding different'worldviens,‘
as well as willing to embrace and encourage second-order‘change when circumL(

’ / . » R

- - . » . ' ‘ -
stances seim to warrant such change. :

< . ) ' ‘. o . . .
At its most mature, the "Integrative'" worldview regognizes that the other”

?'three worldviews tend not to recongize that there can be fundamental dif-

ferences among worldviews. Conséquently. to pefsons inhabiting thesie other
thrdél orldviews, amhigulty, paradox, and’ exploration of differences may seem

1ike irritating vagueness, empty,‘idealiﬁtic chatter, and an unproductive;

- - . el
] :

waste of timexr Indeed {persohs inhabiting’each worldview?uill tend to regard

v

persons inhabiting the other*worldviews as- relatively - unrealistic and 'uncouth"

N ..

s because they do not sufficiently observe the potenc& and ﬁroprieties of what
. N
the given worlgyiew defines as the primary‘determinantﬁof social outcomes.Q

-

In addition to “inhahiting".one of these four‘worldviews, persons may, at

bl 5

a given time, Em in the midst of a transition between two worldviews, “and 8uch

«

a transition period may persist for quite a iong time. The two transitions

.

that rasearch has documented as occurring most frequently among adults occur

betweén—th\V/Social" and "Goal-oriented" worldviews and between the "Goal-
A . A v .
.oriented" and "Integrative" worldviews. The first of these we call the

c 't

: "Apalytic"'transition} Here the person becomes emphatically interested in

'Y ‘e — .

" the inner workings of tasks, persons, -and oneself, in "why" things and per-

- LN »
.

sons work as they do.  The second‘of these transitions we call the "Relativistic"

transition. Here the person becomes keenly.aware that there are multiple ways
. : : }

L™ . . N ' . !

- N

¢ L. X : - -
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of valuing, percelving, and aeting, -each of which deserves to be chérished,

AN

and .no one of which is in any obvious or objective sense "right."
The developmental feature ofAthis theory-that there is a natnral
;ordering or progression of these.gorldviews--has been consistently sub-
7
stantiated\ As people grow older, their worldview changes, if at all, in

\

specific and highly determinable order (the order in which they have been

introduced_above). In addition, each succeeding worldview represents a

logically more adequate (Kohlberg '1969) and more complex (Harvey,.Hunt’ehd

'™ Schroeder 1961) understanding of the world than prior worldviews. As one

matures developmentally, one becomes increasingly able to (a) accep{ responsi-

bilit§ tor the consequeﬁces of one's actions, (b);empathize with others

who hold conflipti;g or dissimilar_horldviews, and (¢) tolerate higher )
levels of stress and ambiguity (Bartunek, Gordon, and Weathersby 1983).* .
Moreover, the person holding a later worldviee tends to be more attn;ed to

His own innerffeelings and the environment than the;person holding an

carlier worldview (Loevingen 1976).

.- . |
Managerial Impligations‘of the ‘Worldview Theory °

'The foregoing very brief worldview descriptions suggest that managers'

worldviews‘may influence their conceptions of what power is, what tyres of

¥ tad "

‘behavior are appropriate invmeetings, how tasks are defined and done, and
how conflicts can be resolved.

- ?Early'empirital research suggests that persons holding developmentally

N

later worIQVIEWs are likely to be more effectiVe as iéeders in a wider variety
‘V.

‘of managerial eituations than persons holding developmextally earlier world-

views. The following independent and mutually reinforcing research findings

~



are the basis for our interest in further: testing this proposition and in

N s -

exploring whether and how management education can encourage the development

- “

of' later worldviews.

’

Y

» -

- 1. According to recent research findings, a manager's orientation to-

-~

T~ issues of power and conflict in an organization ¢an be differentiated according

. 'to different worldviews (Smith l978) / For example a person holding the "Goal~

~ .

oriented" worldview tends to be more able to~generaté power relationships
Vbased on collaboration than the manager with/gn "Opportunistic"ﬂni"Socia&"
worldview, who is more likely to try to coerce others to behave'in the ways
he wants them to. Smith found that managers at the "Analytic" transition

tended to be so ambivalent about how to use power than they were frequently -

indecisive. : -

2. Another set zhfesearch findings has shown that people with high
needs'for-achievement;tend to be measured at later worldviews than people
. .
with eiticer high neer for control over oéhers or with high needs.for

. » N
generating close relationships (Lasker 1978). Much previous research has

¢

shown a strong correlation between high achievement needs and leadership

»

effectiveness (Birney 1968). Hence, again, leaders holding developmentally

- 1ater worldviews will be more likely to be—eﬁfgcsive than leaders at develop-
mentally earlierqworldviews. The Lasher research also shows a strong correla-,
tion .between worldview and organizational position in one large enterprise.
The greater one's executive authority, the more likely one holds a.later

worldview. | , . -

3. Recent research findings have shown that -different leadership be-

i ’ o :
' haviors' can be ordered along a continuum of less effectivi\to more effective

leadership styles (Hall and Thompson 19805. These styles range from highly

[w




-
~

) autocratlc \at lower end of the continuum) to a leadersnip style able to tap

the strengths of others (at the higher end,of the continuum) Their.research s

\. 7 -
]

has shown - that leaders who have an~"Integrative worldview are more likely°to

.
e

create conditions which support the’development of others, thau managers with

- -

.

Opportunistic" "Social" worldview. B ‘.
4. Theé research of Argyris and Schon, (1974, 1978 ArgyriL 1982, Schon
1982) argues that,- especially at higher levels. of management, the ability to

create and enact strategies o achieve one's purposes (through-"single-loop" .

-t ; ¢
. ]

or first-order learning) is a necessary but not sufficien* ingredient of

‘ effective leaﬁership:, A complementary ability to create and redefine pur-_

.

poses and task structures (thtough "double-loop" or second-order learning)

.
~

is also essential to effective management. Given that managers holding the

-

— »

"InLegrative worldview are more likely to have the capacity to question and

<restructure their own strategies and operations intentionally, theﬁ'they are

more likely to be effective under highly changing, highly ambiguous situations

\

than managers holding more conventional worldviews.

5. Early'findings of our current research show that petsons scored at
the "Relativistic" and "Integrative" worldviews ate significantly more likely
to‘act on-Executive In-Basket_test items with "reframing" or "second-order"
responses than are persons-scored at the "Analytic" or "Goal-Oriented" world-
views (Fisher .and Merron 1983).

If further research such as our continuing project supports the hypothesis
that the later worldviews‘are increasingly conducive to effective management,

the task of manangent education will gain significant new definition. Yor

at present very few individudls inhabit the "Integrative" woridview as

[N

11
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measured by the SCT. For example, in-our baseline researchs of the initial

237 MBA students who completed the SCT only six score as "Integrative” and

.only sixteen more score as "Relativistic." <The sheer workload and performavce-

LY

.pressure in curreat MBA ‘Programs may well make them potent incubators for

development from the Analytic—-transitioq (where 85 of ‘our ini al 237

-

stﬁdents scored) to the &Goal-oriented" worldview. But it is much less

b}

clear whether current management education generally encourages development

.

»

-
to the'"Integrative" .orldview. L e
I\‘? ) \; - A‘ l B F:" , ® ’
Trustworthiness and, Relevance.of the Loevinger Measure : o
. t 2 * ’
It the concept of differing managerial worldviews seems likely. so shed
‘ $

light on relative managerial effectiveness, then a natural question is how

trustworthy is the Loevinger SCT in diagnoslng a person's worldview’
] ) e
Frou the point of view of "internal validity," this‘form of measurement

2

is very trustworthy. That ?s, two’ difrerent.t:aincd scorers are very likely
td reach the same conclusion about the worldview represented_by A given set~:
ogfsentence completions'(Loevinger and Wessler l979). Also; if a given»'
person fills out‘this'form at two»different times,'both sets of sentence
completions are very likely-to~he scored as representing the same warldv{;w
(Redmore, 1976). Even more impressive,.experiments have shown that‘peoplegg_
can almost never succeed in "fgking" a different worldview even after.the -
scoring procedurevhas‘been explained to them tRedmore l976)' At base, they
are still wor“ing from their own worldview, and the scoring procedure seems

to be well adapted to "picking up"” this underlying worldview benéath super--

ficial changes in responses: So, the form seems to' be very trustworthy in

" this respect.

N . . .
However, there is much less evidence about whether this measurement

explains or predicts how a person of a given worldview will behave on f

particular occasion in his or her worklife. 'Jndeed, this question is one
- '. . N : \ ' . .

»

N - . ) . il -y
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a - that we are asking in the p:esent research. One setting of which we- have

asked this question is the session dg which ve offer feedback of th% SCT
results tp those student/managers who requesh such feedbqgk. We describe our
¢ .- X\ Lo : ' '

‘findings below. ; - o : Co \

. T 8 X
A - . { YS\“{‘S - . . o . C~
~ . e - . . .

- ‘h . 3 . - .o ) . . +

- -
¥ Tﬂ:.Relation of wOrldview to Behavior in Individual and Group Feedbabk Sessions‘i

Al

To anyone in tKe BC MBA program taking the SCT. we have giVen the opporQq

l-\‘ ®
~

.'tunity of receiving feedback on the results. .We offer this feedback with the
hope that ir might ‘give them insight into their patterns’ of thinking which
e call worldviews When reqnested in the feedback session, we also explore'
the possiple implicgtions of holding such a worldview on the subjects' ef-

fectiveness as managers.

Since the primary purpose of feedback is to attempt to provide a person
with information about himgelf that he otherwiSe(might not be aware of, the-

L 4

- ' - feedback sessions“have been both kighly exploratory %hd often revealing.” Of g -J

. the twenty-£five indiVidnai feedback sessions 31F three group feedback sessions
. - (for seventeen,persons)vwe have done to date,* the general responses to the |
feedback (as determined by our observations during the beégback session
*itself and at follow-up meetings two weeks after the initial.feedback session)

have been overwhelminéiy pogitive in that the participants have: (1) found
some aspects of their "'self" illuminated-thgt heretoforelhad'been unknown or

¢ ) -
-unexplored by them; (2) confirmed their present view of themselves; and (3)

begun to’explain some of the:interactional dynamics they have been. involved

~.
~

*Since the qriginal version of this paper,-we have offered feedback to an addi-
tional 20 persons. The results generally support the data to be offered below,
although. they have yet to be analyzed in detail.

&




v - | -

~ . ot .
in\ﬁt\their _place of work. Twenty-three of the twenty-five persons receiving
~ e

<«

individual feeaiack correctly predicted their SCT score after readirg page-
long descrlptions of each worldview. During or after the feedback session%,
two of the twenty-five persons receiving feedbacl indiyAdually reported sigrifd-
cant negative; aééwell as positive, reactions to theffeedback. The two in;_
stances' are descrioed in the following pages},fqist n the global assessments_'
“x > . of all the feedback sessions immediateiy below and second in the more detailed ® -
analysis of individual sessions. -

ol

X Several gloBal facts about the feedback Bessions see&.tgAvalidate'the
SCT scores of respondents'worldviews, as well-as to substantiate a relation-
ship between worldv w and behavior. First, developmental theory suggests that
persons holding more evolved worldviews. ("Goal-oriented" and beyond) are more
likely to seek out potentially disconfirming information ‘in order ultimately
" to achieve some goal or to grow; whereas persons holding earlier worldviews
are less likely t:zreek out potentially disconfirming data and more likely
to have difficulty "digesting" such data if they do receive it.’ Although more

v

than one-half of all our. respondents to date have scored as holding the

"Analytic" worldview or prior worldviews, and althouéh only 10 percent have

' scored as holding the "Relativistic' worldview or the "Integrative" world-

(.4

view, of'tne twenty-five respondents who have individuall souglg fezdback

only five were measured at the "Analytic" worldview whileilhirteen measured

p as holding "Relativistic" or "Integrative" worldviews. ‘The number of cases
is far too small to.permit any gonfident conlusion, but the fi@fings are .,
certainly cons;;tent with theoretical expectation.

{ . .
In the second place, four of the five respondents who scored as holding

- the "Analytiz" worldview and who sought feedback are the only people who have

e 14 -
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had significant difficulties understanding the theory and?aigesting the impli-

cations. Moreover, two of'these four are the only two tg show significant

hegative reactions to the feedback. (ﬁ e e ‘ l

§

A third patternl;Zgy supports the}yalidity of tne SCT scores of worldview

is that, of the 25 re ondenté’receiving.individnal f!edback, almost all’
] " g

scored at a stable'wotldview (e.g., "Goal-oriented" or Wéelf-defining"j /
,/’;_, tended to be relaxed in the feedback session, moderately interested, andt—
tended to lead the conversation eithel toward confirming the w sdom of their

worldview or toward discussing a partichar, well-defined prob ; by contrast,

most respondents scored at the "Analytic" or "Relativis ic" tfansition between

-

I

woridviews were mgre anxious and excited during_thi\ edback‘session, intensely
concerned, end’5:iZe3'to use tne;language of the wﬁildview,theory to help.them
define and perheps resolve a glolel sense of painful coin.fusion the& were ex-
periencing. This pattern invites the interpretation that respondents scored
by the SCT as 5%5trensitions between stiges did in fac. experience themSelves
as without a cohefent worldview. .
q?hese data are obviously qualitative in nature and based on a very small
_ number, and it is conceivable tnat the researchers somehow systematically
| influenced the quality of the sessions; since we knew the scores beés?Ehand
and what they were 'supposed to mean." On the other hand, we onrselves were
astonished by the finding, and we did study tapes of each session without
? being able to identify any ways in which our beg\{inr seemed to be creating
the differences in atmosphere. (The senior author has developed reliability
levels of above .8 in the use of two different, complex behavior scoring

systems in the past\SArgyrls 1965, Torbert 1973), each of which identifies

whether a person is unilaterally manipulating an environment). So the finding
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S ()

is qualitative in a discipiined sense, and we do not find any evid;nce of *
systematic influence on our parts. .‘ . | )
| A foufth';nd final global finding which points toward a relationship
~

betwgeﬁ SCT score of worldview -and managerial behavior emerges from the day-
long group feedback sessions we dffgt alumgi, _These workshops include féed-
Back on peer asse;;mengl of effe;tiveness, on Executive In-Basket performance,
and on role plays og managerial meet'ings, as well as the SCTlfeedbaék. By
chénce, the "egoi‘ ' graphicsd of two of the worksﬁops-diéfered greatly: °
of the six parti;zzzzts in one workshop,'four scored at the "Analytic" transi-
tioy and two at the "Goal-ofientea" worldview; of the five participants in the
other workshop, two scorea at the "Goal-oriented,J two scored|at the "Relati-
vistic" transition and one scored at the "Integrative" Qorldview. Both
workshops recei§ed st;ongly positive évaluqtions from participants at their
conclusion, byt the werkshop ieﬁders bbserved major differences‘%etween them.

In the workshop with a majority of "Relativistic" and "Seié;defining"
partigipants, members Began to explore the underlying logic'of the measures
by ﬁid7norning'and to ask how one can act in business settiﬁgs to diagnose
and resolve "meté—problems"--the underlying ‘causes of a series of problems,
not just the surface symptoms of any one.problem; This cénversatib;'built B
throughout the day, confinuipg through‘breaks and over lunch, even though
the workshop leaders m?de no efforts to "stay on task" dﬁ;igg.the informal‘
pér&ods. |

By contrast. in the workshop w15§ fouf “"Analytic" $articipants‘and no -
participants beyond the "Goal-orieqtedh worldview, memﬁers were more prone to

dismiss the measures on the basis of surface differenﬁés between the meéasurement

situation and their on-the-job setting. For eiample. they focused on the fact



s , .
that the "in-basket" test is based on not-for-profit community fund’management

. .
* rather téan on a for-profit business. Rather than exploring .the meaning of
- )
the measures, the "Analytic" participants in particular tended simply to

state that i?ey saw little meaping, without questioning further. Thus, for ) -
N -

example, in response to whether his SCT portrait seemed appropriate to him,’

. ~

' one "Analytic" member said:
~C) "It's close but..."

Reseaﬁéqu: .'Yeah, you might have gotten another two pages

A - saying someta%ng~€%se}Q\> . : i
C:’ "No, I just don't know what difference it makes." _

In this workshop (which was the ‘second of the two), the issues of underlying-

.
- X

causes and oeta-problems never tookhhold, even though the workshop leaders
raised them several times. Nor did the conversation as a whole build
themat#€ally throughout.the day. At breaks and at lunch, participants

chose non~workshop topics to discoss in soall sub-groups,' even though the
'workshop leaders made several mild efforts to relate the conversations to work-

.shop 1issues.

o

Although the leaders' efforts in these particular instances had no
influence,~they did serve to support our belief that we were not aausihg_the_

differences between the two workshops which we have just reported. Instead,

—~

it seems plausible to hypothesize that the di erence in e;0 demographics is

responsible, since the interest in exploring behind surface patterns for
[

underlying principles is theoretically supposed to characterize persons in- N\
, : ,

creasingly in the "Relativistic" transitjon and at the "Integrative" worldview,
but not at the earlier "Analytic", tran/;tion.
/ f

-Q
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Closer Analysis -of Individual Sessions -

Having examined some of the global differences in behavior during both

)

individual and group feedback sessions of people scored at different worldviews

by loevinger' s,SCT we can now look more microscopically at behavioral dif-

ferences among the éout*levels for which we have data--the Analytic, the

-

"Goal-oriented/" the ”Relativistic,' and the "Integrative.

5 »Before presenting these cases, a brief ethical-methodologlcal point is’
A= Y ¢ .

¥ ~ L. -
relevant. "We would not have been willing orf;bie_to discuss the variety of

topics touched on in these cases if we did not know the respondents well from
-frequent cohtdct in our daily roles in the Boston College MBA program The

fact thatwe formally set up a follow-up conversation two weeks after each .

feedback session, along with the fact that werhad continuing informal con-

. tact with each respondent, gave us -confidence that we could reach closure on

:

any 1ssMe opened>with & respondent. We would reg;rd it an anethical for re-

<
searchers to raise significant issues with respondents unless’ they are prepared
-
to take the responsibility of maintaining contact through closure -
13
The first detailed caee we offer is one, of the two Hifficult individual

?

feedback sessions mentioned\Earlier with a respondent scored at the transi-
-

¥ . : :
tional "Analytic" worldview, whom we shall here name '"Gene." At the outset

AN

of his session, Gene quickly verified that from his own point of view he was

in the midst of a major transition, precipitated, as he-sawkit, by the: MBA 1

b2 . .
program as a whole. He said that he had entered the MBA program with a strong

orientation to working in teams and helping others, but that he was increasingly

realizing that the people who /the best grades were basically out for them-

selves. He interpreted the. difference between the "Social" worldview and the

L4

"Goal-oriented" worldview as the difference between concern for others and

X4
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.disappoint others. Moreover, insofar as the researcher was concerned to’

the problem and complete the taskh.

-16-

: selfish-goal—maximization. The researchers twice Suggested that persons have

different conceptions of both self and other}at the two worldviews and that
persons ‘holding each worldview might well be "concerned for\others" but mean
different things By that phrase. But although the idea was discussed it didn't

Y

"catch,” for two weeks later the respondent again characterized the differences

_ between the "Social" worldview and the "Goal-oriented" worldview as the dif-

ference Hetween altruism‘end selfishness.

'_In'a fnrther effort to clarify the distinction hetween task or goal--
orientedness, on the'one'hand, and selfishness, on the other, hand, one re-
searcher used the example of g project he and ‘the respondent were woxking on

L.

in the MBA program. The respondent had not produced a certain product by.an

-agreed-upon date, as part of the larger project, and had not spoken about

" the matter, though the researcher knew through a third party that the respondent

felt incapable of'doing,the task bnt did not want to "disappoint" the researcher.

.

The researcher‘reviewed these points and Suggested that the respondent's
"paralysis“ might be sympomatic end symbolic of a transition between value
systems;’with a typical "Goel-oriented" cask-orientation in cohflictfwith a
"Social" person's desire to be nice, to "look good" in public, and &bi to

complete the task the respondent's decision &o date fiot to discuss this

\

problem could be interpreted as more selfish (to avoid’ possible negative

feelings directed toward him) thén concerned with the other's need (to solve’

¢ \

~

The respondent seemed to understand the sense of these interpretations

and to see the way in which a person holding a “Social" worldview and a per-

N

i
son holding a "qulvoriented".worldview differently define "self," "other,"

T 19
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- and "obligation.'" The respondent was embarrassed by the '"revelation" of this

e

s

example, but the two together redesigned the project, and the respondent left
¢

the initifal feedback session apparently reliexed to have gotten by the dif—

~

ficulty and apparently reassured that the researcher did not regard this

-

. one "failure" as characteristic. N a '
.- ' ~ .
At the follow—ué conversation two weeks later, however, the respondent
- ~

was clearly hurt, angry} and resentful.. In his reconstruction of the feedback
~

“\\\\\\fession, the-researchers had attacked him and his value-system throughout thg
' session, advocating selfishness rather tnan concern for othera:’and blowing . |

up a veiry minor issue of timing into an atnack zn_his very bein;?- He further
faaid that he had decided to apnroach the MBA program more cynicaily hereafter

fl‘and just treat it "as a job to be done" rather than caring for the otherl‘

e -

a people. Each of his reconstructions seemed to come from his own point of
. vi!b‘ indicating an inability to see how the "Goal—oriented" stance may not

‘be "selfish" and purely task—oriented " These comments prompted the re-
Lty H

3 rcher who had opened the project—issue to respond with hurt and ~anger that
- his efforts.to extend himself toward the respondent should be so mistaken and

-~

devalued. This’catharpic opening led into a long conversation reviewing

nuwterous reegnt incidigéj in wh;ch the respondent's wish td‘please others and c

A wish to nerform well h ‘generated painﬁ&l\antb for him. After this session, \\\\\
the respondent showed no' further evidence of ambivalence toward the researcher
or otner aspects nf the MBA program for the remainder of the academic year.

\ . As a whole, ;hen, thi; double conversation illustrates the confusions and

ambivalence of trans#tion begyeen stages. It also illustrates confnsions about

. J ' ;

selfishness and altruism apposite to the particular transition between the

"Social" worldview and the "Goal-oriented" worldview. Moreover, the difficulty

ERIC
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that this ;nd'other respondents-holding the "Analytic" worldview- experienced *

”; vin digesting feedback appears consistent with SCT scores. We interpreted

u

this experience as a strong warning about the difficulty of offering feed-
»
.back to respondents measured at the worldviews and transitions prior to the
"Goal-oriented" worldview.
R .

! Since then, when asked to.provide feedback for such respondents, we are:

increasingly adopting the practice of not 6ffering‘§étaildd analysis, illustra-

tion, or comparisons among worldviews unless the respondent directly asks for
such. In othér words, we are becoming increasingly sensitive to the possi-

bility that a general request for feedback means different things to ‘the

different persons making the request. Now, rather than plunging into the™

~ *

work-related incident with "Gene" because it seemed such an apt illustration,
we might simply identify our difficulty understanding one another, leaving
the choice to the respondent whether to struggle further with the issue
together. As we have already illustrated in the workshop discussion wigéithe

t

"Analytic" sub-group, "Analytic" respondents tend to choose not to inquire

further. ;
In a feedbach_session with a Student (Barbara) whose SCT was scored as
reflecting the "Goal-oriented" worldview, we fit together some sentence
¢ fragments with som® information we knew about the student to infer some in-
formation regarding an'issue that had been a recurring one, but onevthat she
. had not been able to resolve: . This issue was a fear of.speaking in front of
large groups and the risk associated with just trying. She was afraid, that
'her ideas would come put s0 garbled and incoherent that she would not express
herself clearly. “But, we might ask, why doesn't she just try and take the

. o ’ ' : »
» chance? What's to lose? If she doesn't try and practice speaking in front

O .. 21
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oﬁfé\lafge group, how will she ever develop the skill and thus the confidence

>

that 1s required of a competeni public speaker? Unfortunately, like any risk
that. is threatening, it is not that easy, especlally for someone who wants

tQ do one's best (typical for a person holding the "Goal-oriented" worldview) .
Risk means possible failure and failu;e is just the thing that the conscientious
" person finds abhoirent{ The "Goal-orientedf persPn may dig her owm develop;
mental grave,afdg the fear pf failure associated.withvspeaking before large .
.grﬁﬂyﬁ Sendeted the stuqent incapable of acquiring the skills. needed to become

5

. @ competent speaker and resolve her  dilemma.
3

N

~

=
introspect e, and found the opportunity for discussing he self a welcome

[ 4

Throﬁstour the feedback session, Barbara seemed very calm soqgwhat

L

’ ‘ diversion froﬁ typical school activities She seemed to exude the sense

é\settledness typical of-a person well-embedded in her stage of development

A

v e For example, when the possibility of taking behavioral risks was discussed,
Barbara seemed both conceptually interested in the possibility and yet not
drawn toward actibn. She seemed fairly content with the feedback to her,
> ’ppen to hearing more, yet never challenged.by it. = Any suggestion of ways of
transcending her public speaking problem seemed to bé‘parried with a response
such as "that's an interesting idea," or "I would hever do anything like -

3

)that, it's not me." This was in marked contrast to Gene and tec Sarah (whom

-

Jwe will m?b& ne;t) Poth of whom were rated at a transition between worldviews.
Andther.expression of the "QOal-otiented" worldview comes'ftom a sub-
group meeting with alumni measured as holding this worldview at one of the
day-long feedback wofkshops. This group focused on how they were particularly
conscientious as danageis and often felt frustrated that others did not act in

responsible ways--did not take initiative, did not do the work assigned, were

[}
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not sensitive to problems in communicating with others. These "Goal-orien:ed"

b

9

managers' appreciation for the difficult human relations aspects of the work-

place and their frustratioa with those not responding to these challenges had

2

‘ : ]
the flavor of "I urderstand where others are at, but why can't they be more

N 5
effective and efficient like me." Thus, We see a partial ability to step into

>

the shoes of another, but rot yet: the ability to recognize usally differing

-

~

worldviews, nor the ability to rasolve tensions among worldviews.
Aside from information. regarding one's vorldview, the SCT gives other

impressions about the student/manager. It reveals some of the issues that

the person. is dealing with, what situations cause anxiety, andghow the person

relates to others. By fo:usihg on certain of the sentence stems such as "when
théy avoided me," "I am embarrassed when," "when I am nervous I," or "when I

. S,
am critici;ed,"“vejcan get an impression of how the student deals with pres-

sure of discomforting experiences. On the other hand, by focusing on tHe

~

sentence stems "I am," "the thing I like about myself ig," we get a sense of

v \
\

‘a person s self-concept. We also get impressions of_the student by connecting

certain pieces of information together. For example, ‘when looking at all the
feeling states expressed hy one student (Sarah, measured at the "kelativistic"
transition), we found the following words: enjoyable, rejected, invigorating,
boring, joy, worry, scared, happier, confident, at ease, caring,-struggle,
frustrated. Notice the contrast between the positive and negative. joy,
happy, at ease invigorating versus worry, scared, struggle, frustrated.

Having been closely associated with Sarah for a couple of years an | ’
knowing her personally, we were able to relate these regponses to onrﬁzgpres-
slons of her and discuss them. : We found.that the strong feelings resulted
from the pressures of schoolwork compounded by troubles with her boyfriend

‘

both of which left her in a depressiVe state. Doing one's best is typically

% I

23 | -
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still an issue for a person at the "Relativistic" t:gnsition, so it is under-

standable how schoolwor« (espectally a heavy load) could becomerpressure-A

- -
- .

inducing. Furthermore, consistent with her conscientiousness, Sarah took on

a'great deal of work outside of her schéolwork--she worked 20 hours per week

—~ P

"in a part—timé researth position. This pressure she felt was eefewhat self-

t

induced, a bind that the conscientious person creates, and a biné.gzéffthe

person in & transition between the "Goal-oriented" worldview and t 'Integrative"

worldview wants out of. To Sarah, perhaps, .the consciousness 1s no longer an
adequate way of being Could the depression be, in part, compounded by a desire

Sy
for a more adequate, more integrated way of being in the world? Put differently,

is the depression a reflection of the possibilitv that being. in a transition

betreen two stages of development she does not have one fitm and clear meaning

-making system such that ghe has difficulty making sense of the world?*

-
a

( These are not just theoretical questions, however, but questions to be dis-

) cussed with Sarah herself,

- “ R R N
In contrast to Barbara's regponse to the feedback, in her sessiorn Sarah

continuously probed and questioned her own behavior. She very quiokly con;

firmed our impressions of her depression, stating she had Just recently

‘

sought therapy and wanted to move on to the question. "What do I do to get

/ﬁ7 out of it?" The strength of such a question combined with the realization

-~

-

that having overly high expectations os herself was not the answer; but per-
‘ Paps & major cause of the problem indicated that she was searching for a dif-
ferent way of dealing with her work than she had in the past. ' This search

for a different way (perhaps a different meaning maksug system) was consistent

rd

*Robert Kegan in his book, The Evolving Self (1982), has related de§x§ssion to
transitiens between stages. Hence, this seems to be a plausible hypothesis.

7
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with.bur rating.of her_protocol at a transitional , Between the "Goal-
'orientedf and -"Sg¢lf-defining" wdrldviéws.

In summary, in tse feedback sessions with *} wene and Sargh who yere
scored at transitiaﬁél phases, their résponse J ouf feedback indicated that
each was.searching for different ways\af handling ‘the issues they were facing.
Each, however, handled the feedback differently._ Gene, whose response to tﬂ;
researchers' suggeétions represented a fundamental gap-between the way the
researchers understood the situation and the way éene reconstructed their
feedback session,illustrated his fundamental difficulty in seeing the problem
from another's point of view. This was consistent with our pre-"Goal-Srigdted".
razing of his SCT responses. Sarah, on the other hand, haa a sensitive afpre—
ciation for her own dilemma, the inadequacy of her existential~;EEEEf to her
work, and.an expressed desire to search alterﬁate conceptions of‘thehgzgaﬁgéon, ’
all of this consistent with the post-"Goal-oriented" rating of her SCT respomses.

Another view of issues felt°§t the "Relativistic" transition comes from a

subgroup meeting at one of the day-long feedbaék workshops with two alumni

scored at this worldview. In this session both persons responded to a one-

.

page written "worldview portrait" before ghe leader éaid anything. One "‘-.

quoted the sentence in the portrait, "The person is reflective and often
. . |
puzzled due to the simultaneous prevalence of many points of view," and ex-
\plaimed: "I can see all sides to the point where it drives me up a walll"
\ AY N

N

The .second person reached the phrases in theuﬁbrtrait, "Principles rather

~ .

than ruies are guides to choice...tegpect for the impoKtance of due prd&ess

'is an example of such a principle," and commented that 'he had just been dis-

cussing the lack of due process in his company the previous week\ He also

A}

said that recently he had found himself more and more concerned jwith questions

25 -
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v

'of.principle; not just with'regard to:justice and morality, but with regard
. ’ ) . . . ,

to the posSibility of a'science'of human nature. He pad been reading in the

. .

new discipline of sociocbiology and said that, in his opinion, under8tanding

these“principles of human nature would be more important than conventional

\ i

forms of power in transforming the United Nations into a constructive force

in worldaffairs. Over and above the content of these various. comments we
Q

O .see small ways in which the SCT score relatgs to behavior' (1) in the initia-

Y

tive &f these two pers'ns to start the conversation, (2) in the‘bamorous ton%

i .

and emotional expressiveness of the first comment; and (3) in the global -

M 4

e€spousals of idealism conveyed by the second person.
The final discussion to be reviewed involved onefworkshop leader.ﬁnd the .

person assessed as holding the "Self-defining" worldview in the workshop

. mentioned earlier that developed the continuing conversation throughoé? the

-

day.“In this discussion, the alumnus responded to the suggestion made earlier

in: the introduction to the'worldviews portion of the workshop‘that peqple who-
. P ~ . . N

JE.

. 7 .
. hold the "Integrative" worldview tend not to be fully appreciated or understood

-] .
by others and may feel out of place at work.. This persor seized upon this idea

v

(3

(¥4

and said that he felt particularly alone in his work. When asked, '"To what do

. 4
yowattribute this?" he indicated that he made a lot of suggéations about how

to help his department run nore_effectively, but that these were.rarely con-

sidered fully. . He also said that he found himself frustrated at times because
he 1is a creatiye person stuck in a financial analyst 8 job. Ee felt that
others rarely understood his position or viewpoint im meetings. At the same
timg, he felt that he often qusgstood the viewpoint of others. |

The discussion with thisfparticipantlslowly transformed from an emphasis

. . - R .
on the difficulties of holding the "Irtegrative" worldview to the unique

~

» ’ -

:Zf;, ' . - “:'
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Ty -bpportuni.ties Fuch a person has to transform the workplace and help 1t run

more effectively. The workshop leader pointed out that the worldview theory
- :

explains hqw'people holding later ﬁﬁridviews tend to be able to understand and

9

appreciate earlier worldviews, yeﬁ not vice-versa. Given that this might be

operating in Mark's case, the worﬁEhop leader suggestéd that Mark could use

hig skills in understanding/;he‘views of others to mediate between conflicts

X .

-—~':.:-other_people“have‘with"eéh"qthegf”Rather'thanimposeﬁﬂis'viewpoint on T T
others (as most people ypically do in conflict situations) Mark might ﬂelp
others bridge the gap/between their differing points of view by pointing out
.possible areas of c¢ nvergence, thus serving as a—ﬁitalyst for others' learning.
How ko do this is a-difficult qugstidﬁf—ohé that could not bg explored fully,
given the timelconstraints of the worksgép—-yet a question which 1it up
AMark's'hopes for finding more adequ te-uﬁys of being in his Workpiace and
added levity"to_what heretofore had?been a burdensome feeling of being mis-

understood. Indeed, the workshop itself illustrated this participant's .
@, ~

" capacity to play a catalytic role, for he, more than any other participanti‘

had returned agaiﬁ and again to the question '"Bow caﬁ we help pgople see the
relevance of .addressing 'meta-prpblems’?“ In so doing, he was éingularly

responsitle for the thematic, building quality that characterized that

‘garticular wofkshop as a whole.
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Conclusion

6 .
In the foregoing pages, we have shown how both individual and group feed-
\

back sessions can focus on Loevinger's Sentence Completion Test as a measure

of ego development and of differdng worldviews. At the same time, we.have

-

examined a number of ways in which these feedback sessions provide oppor-
tunities to relate the SCT score to a person's behavior. 'First, the feedback

sessions show the extent to which the subjects themselves agree that they

e e -

hold the worldview diagnosed by the oCT Second, content analysis shows

whether .the themes discussed in the feedback sessions and the way these
2
themes are discussed reflect the worldview diagnosed by the SCT. Third,

process analysis -indicates whether the subjects'&patterns of actien during -

-

-the feecback session (and in choosing whether to seek feedback in the first

/,

place) reflect the worldview diagnosed by the SCT In all three of these’ways

-

we have found strong and consistent relationships among respondents measured

.

worldvieWS, their reflections about themgelves, and their ways of acting
L}

s

during the feedback sessions. C »

The number of cases is far too small to permit confident conclusions.

~ L] -

Moreover, we have not yet completed analxsis of how the worldview scores

relate to'performance on the Enecutiye In-Basket Test and the other more.
directly managerial variables being measured ih‘Our,overall assessmen;
project. Nevertheless, the~coherenxlway'in~wnich our ‘quantitative and
clinical data.;ntertwine in this sub-atudy suggeat that even "small,” half-

5

'stage differences in_deGelopmental postﬁre result in significant behavioral

differences among respondents. And when we look across the full-stage

distance between student-managers measured at the "Analytic" worldview\and

) . . . P
those measured at the "Relativistic"(and "Integrative” worldvisw, we note

a
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truly dramatic differences between the lack of inclination among the former
to seek feedback and their difficulty in digesting it, as contrasted with
‘the initiatives of the latter to seek feedback, to explore its meaning in
conversation with otners, and to define generic problems to act on rather
& thar treating symptoms at face value.

The managerial implicatjons seem clear: in complex, ambiguous, rapidly

' changing settings, populated by people of varying worldviews, those williﬂg

- to acknowledge the variety of worldviews and to adjust their actions based .

on continuing efforts to seek and make meaning of feedback are more likely

to be effective managers than those who-are unaware of worldview differences,

fundamentally wary of feedback, and unlikely to explore beyond presenting

<

symptoms to underlying causes.
. The b}oqdest o ~lines of the institutional implications of this research

seem equally clear. If the "Integrative" worldview is most conducive to
™~ ' .

—~ effegtinenmanagement;:if very fewhpeople hold this worldview when\they
initially efiter management; and if full—stage changes‘are long-term processes
_(we’gness n the order of,fonr years when change is not olockéd); then
businesses,'government agencies, and other'not-fogrprofit organizations can
achieve effective management, not\by using some new selection instrument or

.off-site -training program, but only by creating on-line conditions which fos-
. 4 - (
ter personal development and second-order ingniry about the business at hand

among employees whd wish’ to advance or who already share responsibility
[4 ’ . ~
for the enterprise as a whole,

. 2 . :
Whether these managerial and institutional implications are in fact true,
° / R

and in what particular ways, are the subjects_of our cqntinuing regsearch. We
also-hope to learn what educationsl dynamics in fact help managers to engage

in second~order learning and to become increasingly effective in action.
. py < . |
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Changing worldviews may turn out to be part of the process of hgcoming more
effective for some. But here some final ‘'words of caution are in order

about making meaning from feedbaci one receives on the Loevinger Sentence
Completion Test. Suppose that, upon reflection, a person scorg& as inhabiting
one worldview cohes to agree that this worldview does characterize his or her
ordinary assuhptions about socipl iife. And suppoé@ that thj

B

to believe that another worldview actually will result in more effective manage

8 person -also come

ment. Should this person try to change and adopt the other worldview? It may
seem all too obvious that the only possible sensible answer 1is-'"Yes." Why 1
continue holding a.wotldView whose limitations'ohe has bégun to see, whén one
has been introduced to anothe} wbrlgvieﬁ-which appears mote promising? The
}roblem with ju;ping to this conclusion and trying to enact another worldview
at work is that this ;}fort may seem to one'é assotiates like "faking." Thus;;

one's associates may continue to ascribe to one all of the infelicities of

one's original worldview, as well as the additional infelicity of behaving

out of character, of acting inauthentically. Mﬁreover, since one's WO;ldview
is circular and self-confirming (as’is well illustrated by "Gepe" in this
paper), one may very weil end up rhetorically advocatingfé néQ wofldview while
actuélly enacting one's ongoing woridyiew, thus inviting the chatge of in-

L4

authenticity from another angle. Consequently, the manager attempting to
become increasingly effective b; exploring a new worldview may be d;emed by
others even less'effective than before._

This possible "catch-22" re-emphasizes the parallelism of managerial and
institutional second-~order changg; All of the dangers Jjust mentioned assuﬁe an
(empirically common) institutional setting in which one}s colleagues and the re-

/

ward structures-are not attuned to nurturing second-order change--not attuned to

cénfronting apparent incongruities in an inquiring fashion. Both on ethical and
-
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o

-

practical grounds, any attempt to study or to nurture second-order change 1n
1nd1viduals, even on as small a scale as the feedback sessions we describe
in this paper, would seem to require a parallel commitment to making the

institutional process open to second-order inquiry. We hope that this article

‘invites such inquiry.
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