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test, it was requested that each participant issue a copy 

of the AMQ to a member of his organization on his return 

to work the following week. The recipients of these 

questionnaires formed the Control group. The Control 

group received the post-tost at the same time as the 

Experimental group.

Data was collected from five Kepner-Tregoe 'Apex' 

programmes held during the period June 1971 "o November 

1971. Two of these courses were held in Johannesburg, 

two in Durban and one in Port Elizabeth. The number of 

candidates attending these courses varied from 8 to 15. 

Table I summarizes the number of candidates attending each 

course, the dates of each course and the venae of each 

c o u r s e .

TABLE 1

The number of candidates attending each 'Apex' course, the 

dates and venue of each course

Course dates Venue

Number of 

candidates

20. 6.71 - 25. 6.71 Port Elizabeth 8

1. 8.71 - 6. b.71 Durban 12

12. 9.71 - 18. 9.71 Johannesburg 13

26. 9.71 - 1.10.71 Johannesburg 15

7.11.71 - 12.11.71 D irban 9
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RESULTS

Analysis of the AMO

Due to inaccurate y completed questionnaires, only 88 

of the original 10*1 questionnaires submitted were suitable 

for the first part of I le questionnaire analysis. This 

analysis, which used only the data obtained on the pre-test, 

aimed to establish the ..nternal reliability of the AMO as 

measured by the Kudcr Richardson formula 20. Data vras 

analysed by moans of th: National Institute of Personnel 

Research NP50 Item Analysis programme. 'r’his programme 

permits successive iterations to be carried out, during 

which items wi -h reliability indices below a specified 

level are rejected. Iterations continue until the optimum 

reliability of the measi ring device is obtained. In tne 

present study, nine of t ie original 34 items were rejected 

on the successive *tern'.ior.j of the NP50 programme, leaving 

a total of 25 i*-e;n* \n 4 » fi.'.al scale (Appendix 2). The

i

overall reliabili o  M  c^.s f'nal scale was shown to be 

0,79. As can be s-j- i I*" table 2, the NP50 programme 

yields item f c r T  . rs w ' c' a^e related to the parameters 

of the total te.;t, T a’ _e 2 s Ji o a s the item-test correlations 

of the 25 items in the final scale. Column ' RX' indicates 

the point-biserial correlation of each item with the 

remaining items in the scale, while column 'R X S J 1 shows the 

point-biserial correlation of each item with the remaining 

items, rmiltipxied by the standard deviation of that item.

%. s

The NP50 programme has be;on fully described by Grant (1965;

1969). The revised 25 item AMU was scored in the same way 

as the initial AMQ containing 34 items. Thus total scores

t
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TABLE 2

The Item-Test correlations of the final AMQ

<

ITEM RX RXSJ

1 0, 366 0,206

;>
0, 389 0,312

3 0, 349 0,259

4 0, 344 0,249

5 0,305 0,187

6 0,395 0,158

7 0,246 0,115

8 0,266 0,176

9 0,515 0,250

1C 0,399 0,201

11 0,581 0,442

12 0,2 30 0,219

13 0, 377 0, 301

14 0,479 0,304

15 0,235 0,176

16 0,502 0,235

17 0, 368 0,259

18 0,393 0,309

19 0,284 0,226

20 0,516 0,368

21 0,599 0,319

22 0,529 0,273

23 0,520 0,272

24 0,557 0,343

25 0,536 0, 349



on the revised AMQ could range from 25-100, with high 

scores again indicating a high need for achievement.

In addition to inaccurately completed questionnaires, 

difficultieJ in 'racing managers at the time of the post­

test led to a further reduction in the number of 

questionnaires which could be utilized in the second stage 

of the questionnaire analysis. This reduction i 1 

questionnaires did not appear to be influenced to any great 

extent by a lack of response on behalf of subjects. In 

this stage of the analysis, the data obtained fr:>m 36 

Control subjects on the pre-test and the post-tent was used

to determine the test-retest reliability ot the revisedf

AMQ. A Pearson Product Moment Correlation yielded a test- 

retest reliability coefficient of 0,77.

Data analysis

The scores obtained on the revised AMQ from 41 

Experimental and 36 Control subjects on the pre- and 

post-tests were used to determine whether there was 
any difference between Experimental and Control subjects 

in need for achievement followina the Kepner-Tregoe 

'Apex' programme. A mixed design analysis of variance 
yielded no significant difference between the groups on 

the pre- and post-tests. However, McClelland (1956; 1958; 

1961; 1962) and Drown (1965) have indicated that managers 

have a high need for achievement, a conclusion res lily 

supported by thpir attainment of managerial positions. As 

a result of these studies it vas decided to divide both the 

Experimental and Control groups into high and low achievers.
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The median score obtained on the revised A>5Q was used as 

the criterion by which the groups were divided. This 

method of dividing groups into high and low achievers has 

frequently been used in studies investigatin\ achievement 

motivation (Atkinson and Litwin, 1960; Haber arid Alport, 

1958; Wint.erbottom, 1958; Zeigarnik, 1.927). Those 

managers scoring 80 and above were classed as hi gh 

achievers, and those managers scoring 79 and below were 

rated as lov; achievers. The Experimental group >/as divided 

into 24 high achievers and 17 low achievers, whi e the 

Control group consisted of 21 high achievers and 15 lov/ 

achievers. The distribution of the scores of thi-: 

Experimental and Control, high and low achieving groups, 

can be seen in Figs. 1 - 4, while the mean score:; and 
standard deviations of these groups are shown in Table 3.

A mixed design analysis of variance carried out cn the 

high and low achieving Experimei. . a id Control <; roups 

yielded a significant difference between high anc low 
achievers (F=94,64, df=l/73, p«,01) (Table 4). In addition 
, >
a significant Sessions X Achievement interaction ^as fo'”-»d 

(F=13,48, df=l/73, p<,01) indicating a difference between 

the four groups on the pre- and post-tests (Table 4).

This finding was clarified by a Schetfe test which shewed 

that the achievement motivation of the Experimental low 

achievers increased significantly from the pre-test to the 

post-test (F=12,01, df=3/150, p<,01) (Table 5). No 

differences in .achievement motivation were found in. the 

Experimental high achievers, the Control high achievers and 

the Control low achievers on the pre- and post-tests 

(Table 5). These findings are clearly seen in Fig. 5 which



shows the mean scores obtained by the high and low 

achieving Experimental and Control groups on the pre- 

and post-tests.

TABLE 3

M';ans and Standard Deviations of the Experimental and 

Control high and lov/ achieving groups on the pre-test 

and the post-test

Groups
Means

Pre-test Post-test

Standard

Pre-test

Deviations

Post-test

Experimental high 
achievers 83,21 82,33 3,50 3,54

Experimental lov; 
achievers 73,76 77,12 4,98 3,96

Control high 
achievers 81,00 80,24 3,93 4,58

Control low 
achievers 80,60 81,80 3,50 3,55
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PRE-TEST POST-TEST

C L A S S  IN TER VAL MT POINTS

Fig. 1. Frequency distributions of scores of
Experiment rl high c..-hievers on the
Pre- and Post-tests.
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62 57 72 77 
PRE-TEST

67 72
POST-TEST 

C LA S S  IN TER VAL MID-POINTS

Fig. 2. Frequency distributions of scores of
Experimental low achievers on the
Pre- and Post-tests,
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PRE-TEST POST-TEST 

C L A S S  INTERVAL MID-POINTS

Fig. 3. Frequency distributions of scores
Control high achievers on the Pte
and Post-tests.
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C LASS INTERVAL MID-POINTS

Fig. 4. Frequency distributions of scores 

of Control low achievers on the

Pre- and Post-tests,



TABLE 4

An analysis of variance carried out on the date, obtained 

from the high and low achieving Experimental and Control 

groups on the pro- and post-tests

Source of Variance SS df MS F P

Total 4819,61 153
Between subjects 4203,61 76

A (Groups) 48,90 1 4 8,90 1,16

B (Achievers) 2325,40 1 2 325, 10 94,64 p*c,0]

AB 35,85 1 35,85 1,46

S/ABi 1793,46 73 24,57

Within subjects 616,00 77 8,00

C (Sessions) 9, 37 1 9,37 1,38
AC 6,49 1 6,49 0,96

EC 91,40 1 91,40 13,48 p<,01

1 ABC 14,01 1 14 ,01 2,07

SC/AB 494,73 73 6,78
1

TABLE 5
Scheffe test of group comparisons

Group comparisons F
... _

p

Exp. high achievers: Pre-test vs. Post-test 

Exp. low achievers: Pre-test vs. Post-test 

Cont. high achibvers: Pre-test vs. Post-test 

Cont. low achievers: Pre-test vs. Post-test

1,15 

12,01 

0,76* 

1 ,35

p<,01
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Fig. 5. Mean scores of the four groups on the Pre- 

and Post-tests.






















