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ABSTRACT

Measures of nchievcnv nt motivation were obtained from 

managers attending a Kepner-Tregoe 'Apex' programme before 

the start of the* course and at the conclusion of the six- 

month ‘follow-up1 period. Indices of achievement motivation 

were also obtained at the.' same time from managers who were 

not attending Kepner-Tregoe programmes but who were employed 

in the same organizations at approximately the same level in 

■che organizational hierarchy as the Kepner-Tregoe candidates. 

!Ct was found that the achievement motivation of low ach.iev.incj 

(Managers increased significantly on the second measurement of 

chievcmont motivation while the achievement motivation of 

M g h  achieving managers remained the same on both measuring 

•: ccasions.

In addition, a questionnaire measure of achievement 

motivation was developed in the present, study, and 

internal consistency as well as test-rctest reliability 

indioc.s of this questionnaire were established.



PKCB1.JJM SOLVrifi, Di:c t SK.'M MAKING AMD POTENTIAL 

puoiIj.i :: .. ..-/A'j; i':.'/ u'jvi; iv p.i'j cur.'Tf v :>Twj;ciT to 

....... KEPNER AND TREGOE* "

Semantic con fur. ion exists in the 3 :i ter- Lure regarding 

the I' rp.a 1 p r o b l e m 1 and 1 d e c i s i o n ' . Many authors ere the 

terms interchangeably, referring to the making of a decision 

as a problem (T>.ill, 3 9 6 < ; Lindbloin, 196^; N e w m a n , 1958; 

Thompson and Tuden, 196/ ) while others have attempted tc. 

distinguish between the ,.wo ten.-.; (Bennis, 1969; Hodge and 

John, n, 1970; Kepner and Tregoe, 19 G 5; Lawrence and 

Lorsch, 1969; Simon, I960; Uris, i9G2). Perhaps the 

clearest di sti net i on bct'-ven a 'problem' and a 'decision' is 

provided by the Kepner and Tregoe (1965) definitions of 

these terms, Kepner and Tregoe define a problem as*

'a deviation between what should be and what 

actually is happening' (p.18).

The definitions of a problem given by Den;.i«j (1969), Lawrence 

and Lorsch (1969) and Siuon (1960) are in agreement with that 

of Kepner and Tregoe (19C5). Kepner and Tregoe (1965) have 

further described a problem as being caused by some change of 

one kind or an ther. Th< c icept of 'change' as the caust 

a problem has also bc:en proposed by Simon (i960) and 

superficially mentioned by Hodge and Johnson (1970).

\

The Kepner and Tregoe (1965) definition of a decision, 

on the other hand, as:

"a choice between various way; of getting a 

particular thir.g done or end accomplished"

(p. 50).

would bo acceptable to most theorists (irons, 1953; Cyert, 

Simon and Trow, 1956; Drucker, 19G 7; Xoont/., 1964;



Lav/re nee and Lorsch, .1909; Odi.orne, 3.970; Srhein, 19G9; 

Simon, 3 900; Ur s, j.962).

Having defined both a problem and a decision, it is 

possible to distinguish between the ai-tjal proro ses of 

problem solving anu decision making. The process of 

problem solving describ'd by Kepner and Trcgoe (.1565) is 

aimed at finding the cause of the deviation whi..o the 

decision making process is the choice of which action to 

take to remove this cau o. Many theories jump from a 

definition of a problem situation to a decision about how to 

solve it emitting the investigation of the cause of the 

problem (Hewin-n, 1950; Pounds, 1969; Schein, 1969). It is 

this fusion of the processes of prob'om solving and decision 

making which has given rise to the semantic chaos regarding 

them.

PROBLEM f/:)LVIHG

Investigations intc the process of problem solving date 

back as far as Ruger (1910) whose studies centered on the 

solving of mechanical puzzles. Duncker (1945) followed these 

investigations with the typical 'thinking a.loud' experiments 

aimed at uncovering abstract reasoning processes. As a 

result of these and other examinations of cognitive processes 

(do Groot, 1946; Dewey, 1910; Maier, 1930) four methods of 

reasoning were brought to light (Zelko, 1957). The first of 

those, deductive thinking defined as the drawing of 

conclusions from an already established generalization or 

conclusion, has its origins in the Sophist writings of the

• **> 

early Greeks (Dross, 1953). Inductive thinking, or the 

drawing of conclusions from observations, which was only

~ 3 -
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recognized after the Dark Ages, forms Lb basis- of 

scicntific research today (Dross, .1953), The third 

process, causal reasoning, a relatively .. idem concept, 

infers that some result: or effect will occur from a 

particular cause, while reasoning by analogy, tie final 

thinking proeer.., is the drawing oi ccncliu*ions based on 

association of events.

Modern theories of proble m solving draw hei.vily on 

one or more of these reasoning pr o c e s s e s . Theories of 

problem solvang based on the use; of expc;ji>nce c.id 

observation of others (Nev/man, 195P; Pounds, 19(19) rely 

heavily on analogous thinking for their success. 

Unfortunately, these j thods of problem solving •!cpend on 

Lhe similarity of the problem situation on hand 'ith the 

problem situation used as a guide 'line. As thes: 

situations are rarely truly analagous, the solutions put 

forward are not always valid. The scientific m e 1.hod of 

problem solving (Hodge and Johnson, 1970), on the other 

hand, involves inductive as *vc 11 as causal, reasoning. The 

major drawback of this method is that m u r a l  reasoning xs 

noi always objective and causes of problems are 

hypothesised without, evidence to support them (Hedge and 

Johnson, 1.970; W i 1 son-Organ, 19G5; Zelko, 1957). bespit 

these findings it is logical to presume that any one of 

those reasoning processes is sufficienL to solve problems 

successfully, provided that it is used accurately (JJolko, 

1957). The question then arises as to what procedures do 

we follow to ensvre ili.it we are using these process*: i. 

correctly? Few theorists have attempted to coniine the



thought, processes into a logicaJ series of steps designed 

for solving problems (Cooper, 1901; Hymen and Anderson,

1971; Jones, 1957; Schein, 1969). According to Newell,

Simon and Shaw (] 9i>8) no more t han such a sequence need be 

added to ihe constitution of a successful problem solver.

The problem analysis procedure detailed by Kepner and 

Tregoe (1965) is one realization of this need. Some of the 

elements of their process may bo found in other theories, 

but their logical, practically oriented, detailed sequence 

of steps is unique in problem solving literature.

STAGES IN PROBLEM SOLVING

Recognise the deviation

Managers arc usually faced with a number of situations 

demanding attention (Benni.s, 1909; Kepner and Tregoe, 1965; 

Lawrence and Lorsch, 1969; Pounds, 1969). These ray be 

decisions to be na.de, plans, uo be formulated, or deviations 

that, have occurred in the present ongoing plans of the 

organization. In order to recognise the latter situation - 

a deviation situation - the standards of performance 

required by the organization must be clearly specified. 

Provided that managers are aware of these performance 

specifications, deviations from them will be readily 

observed. In addition, regular feedback on actual performance 

levels vvould bo of assistance in the recognition of 

•:evi at ions.

Set priorities

One complication that often arises at this stage is 

, t

that managers may be faced with a number of deviation 

situations simultaneously. A few author;, have pointed out
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the difficulty of deciding which problem or deviation if 

allowed to continue, will h...ve I he most seric us implications 

for the company (Kepner ;m<l Tregoe, ] 965; Lindblom, 1964; 

Lindsay, 1958; Sibson, 1969). Both Kepnei and Tregoe (1965) 

and Sibson (1969) have warned against chosing problems sirvply 

because they fall in aroos wi.th which the manager is familiar. 

Difficult problems, voo, may be passed over in favour of 

simpler ore ?. (Kopner unr Tregoe, 196‘>). Sibson (1969) writes 

that:

"Strangely enough almost no methodology has been 

developed to determine which of the problems 

that exist aro the most important. Elaborate 

techniques ha c born oeveloped for solving 

probl ;j.n; in u .r/.i st every field - (inar.ee, 

communication, training, recruitment, but none 

for ranking the importance of problems to be 

solved. The lack oi technology in this area 

constitutes a major problem in it.-.elf" (p 31). 

Sibson (1969) himself, does not put forward a specific 

procedure for ranking the importance of problems. The 

procedure outlined ky Kopner and Tregoe (196f>) to enable 

managers to set their priorities aceuretely is simple to 

apply. Briefly, the procedure involves asking three 

questions about each of the deviation situations:

1. How urgent is tic deviation?

Or, how much tine do I have to reach the 

solution? •. .

2. )Iow serious ir the deviation? In other 

words, what are the eficots of .leaving 

the problem unchecked?
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3. What iy the trend of the deviation and its 

poton t i a 1 for growth?

The answers to these questions are weighted in such a v/ay 

that the deviation requiring immediate attention will bo. 

the one that attains the highest sc>re.

It is worthwhile to not" that the priorities allocated 

to deviations in terms of Urgency, Seriousness ; id ('.rowth, 

are influenced by the values of the problem solver. For 

example, the priorities set by the manager in te:*ms of his 

own objectives may differ markedly from those sol. in terms 

of his superior’s,or the department's, or the o r ; ani sration' s 

objectives. It is, there .ore, importar t to be a;.are of 

whose priorities must be considered when setting priorities 

(Kepner and Tregoe, 196'; Lindsay, 1958).

Define the problem

Having dccided which deviation to resolve first, it is 

essential to have a clear conception of what specifically 

is wrong. Drucker (1967), Lawrence and Lorsch (1969),

Newman (1958), Schein (.1969), Simon (1960) and Thomson (1959) 

have all pointed out the need for a clear definition of the 

problem. As Drucker (1967) emphasis - ,  most people spend 

too much time looking for the answer instead of for the 

problem. For Kepner and Tregoe (1965) defining, or specifying, 

the deviation is a key step in discovering its cau.o. The 

accuracy of the specification or definition is dependent on 

the accumulation of relevant information. Most p.oblem 

solving theorists have recognised the necessity o' gathering * 

information (Drucker, 1907; Hymen and Anderson, 1971)

Likert , 1961; Thomson, 1959), but few have outlined
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precisely what information is required, or how to obtain 

it. Kepner and Trego''s (1965) specification procedure 

is simple and systematic, but requires firm discipline of 

thought processes. At no stage must the possible cause of 

the problem be considered - the problem must only be

d. sci ibc d. The information requi red concerns what the 

eviati.on is, where jt is found, when it is observed, and

ho’./ big it is. However, in order to make the description 

of tl I viaticm even noro precise, what the problem 'is* 

must be sharply separated from what it 'is not'. That is 

to say, the specification should indicate which areas have 

been affected by the deviation and which areas have not,

e.g. what object is affected by the deviation and what 

objeet is not; or, w h e ;e these objects are found and where 

they do not appear.

Establish the caus.:

Onco the deviation is precisely specified, the process 

of finding the cause ca.'i begin. As has been mentioned 

earlier, both Kepner a m  Tregoe. (19G5) and Simon (19o0) have 

hypothesised that some kind of change is the cause of most 

deviations. This change often has limited effects, producing 

results in some places but not in others (Kepner and Tregoe, 

1965). These results will have been described in the 

specification of the problem, and consequently, this change, 

or cause of the problem n be discovered through an 

examination of the specification.

It if interesting to note that not: all deviations from 

. ‘f *

required standards have as their cause some kind of change 

in an ongoing plan. Some deviations are present from the
























