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ABSTRACT 

The repertory grid (Kelly, 1955) has been proposed as a decision-making 

and problem solving aid for over 20 years. The present study replicates 

this grid method as demonstrated by Shaw and McKnight (1981/1992) 

and also records, for the first h e ,  the user's experiences with the 

method. Eight case studies are presented (5 women, 3 men; age range 27 

to 60; mean age 43) featuring individuals who are facing red-life 

deasions and problems. Data gathered indudes case write-ups, 

partitipant responses to questions and rating scales, and researcher-as- 

counsellor obswations. Results suggest that most partidpants felt 

some benefit from the method. Findings support past proposals of the 

grid as a valid decision and problem aid. 
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Introduction 

Preface and Overview 

Most people wiU agree that in their personal and working lives they 

are confronted with many decisions and problems. hdeed, it is hard to 

imagine what a day would be like without any. Our ability to make decisions 

and solve problems lies at the heart of our identity as self-determining 

individuals responsible for our own destinies. 

Granted, most decisions and problems are of little consequence. These 

are ones like "what to have for lunch", "what route to take to the store", and 

"how to remove this stain from my shirt". There are however decisions and 

prob1ems that are of serious consequence. Ones concerning career direction, 

commitment to lifestyle goals, and whether to marry are important to us and, 

as Mitchd and Krumboltz (1984) aptly desmie, "have the power to keep us 

up at night". Quite often, the difficulty with such decisions and problems is 

that they are highly complicated and information-laden. The average person 

does not have the cognitive capacity to recall and simultaneously process the 

enormous amount of information involved. But even if information-overload 

were not a problem, most people wodd encounter difficulty because they 

lack the know-how to make decisions or solve problems effectively and with 

efficiency. Decision-making and problem solving researchers commonly 

make a distinction between descriptive efforts (the way people usually go 

about making decisions and solving probiems), and prescriptive efforts (the 

optimal ways people should go about making decisions and solving 

problems). 



People seeking help may find decision and problem aids to be of great 

use. Decision and problem aids can be defined as any method of support or 

fadlitation by which an individual can structure and analyze relevant 

detision or problem Information. Deasion and problem aids are effective 

and efficient methods that serve to increase the probability of finding the 

optimal solution. When individuals seek to undertake a prescriptive decision 

or problem effort, it almost always involves some kind of aid. 

Early aids were simple and straightforward, such as Polya's (1945) 

model based on mathematical problems. It included four steps: (i) 

understand the problem, (5) find a co~ect ion  between the data and the 

unknown and then develop a plan of solution, (iii) carry out the plan, and (iv) 

examine the solution obtained. Later aids have become more complex, but 

are also more pow&. The Subjective Expected Utility (SEU) model not 

only structures multiple options, but indudes ratings of the expected utility 

of each option as well (Brown, 1990). 

The present study focws on the repertory grid as a decision and 

problem aid. Originally created by Kelly (1955) as an application for his 

theory of personal constructs, the grid is an instrument designed to represent 

an individual's psychological space. For over 20 years it has been proposed 

in a number of studies as a decision making and problem solving aid. 

The introduction to this study begins with two sections, ' m a t  is a 

Repertory Grid" and "How is a Repertory Grid Used to Solve Problems and 

Make Decisions?" These are designed to acquaint readers with the basics of 

grid method and its use as a decision and problem aid. The literature review 



follows. It is broken down into five main parts, each covering an important 

area of grid research. The review covers key studies in simple elicitation and 

representation, graphical representation, and career decision grids. The 

major focus of the review is placed on the critical work of Shaw and . 

Md(night (1981/1992).  he last part of the review covers some isolated 

studies that bear similarity to the repertory grid method for decisions and 

problems. The introduction condudes with sections describing the study's 

rationale and design. 

What is a Reperto N Grid? 

Essentially, a repertory grid is a geometrical way of representing 

psychological space (Shaw & Gaines, 1993; Gaines & Shaw, 1993). George 

Kelly, the grid's aeator, designed the instrument because he wanted a 

method of measuring the way an individual views the world (Stewart, 1997). 

The grid was Kelly's answer to how this individual's view of the world could 

be graphically represented for objectification and analysis. 

The repertory grid began as an outgrowth of Kelly's (1955) personal 

construct psychology. Personal construct psychoIogy, as the name would 

suggest, is a constructivist theory. Before Kelly, philosophers such as Kant, 

and early psychologists such as Piaget and Bartlett introduced and elaborated 

constructivist ideas (Neimeyer, 1995). The philosophy rejects the notion of an 

objective, known reality, and instead places great emphasis on the 

individual's efforts at deriving (or constructing) a personally meanin@ 

representation of his or her world. Kelly saw it% potential for psychotherapy, 

and thus proposed and developed his theory. If you wanted to understand 



what was wrong with someone, you had to understand they way that person 

saw, or constructed the world. 

Kelly proposed that individuals constructed the world in terms of two 

dimensions: elements, and constructs. Elements are particular groups of 

items or figures known to an individual (e.g., personal relations, types of car, 

different emotions, geographical places, etc.). Construcb are bipolar 

dimensions of meaning through which one construes or judges elements. 

Individuals use constructs to organize their experience. Kelly (1955) believed 

that people acted as scientists, observing their experience, organizing that 

experience into constructs, and using those constructs to predict outcomes of 

future, similar experiences. Some examples of the constructs one might use 

for the purpose of organizing.and predicting personal relations (elements) 

would be happy-v-sad, pleasant-v-unpleasant, or strong-v-weak. A triumph 

of Kelly's (1955) work was the development of a way of representing one's 

constructs and elements, and the relations between them. As opposed to 

assessments that sought to identify generalizable haits of an individual, 

Kelly's (1955) repertory grid identified the personal, inner world of the 

individual. 

How does the grid help to represent one's elements and constructs? 

Basically, the grid is a complex sorting task (Neimeyer, 1989), "which allows 

for the assessment of relationships between co&ructs [and between 

elements] and which yields these primary data in matrix form" (Bannister & 

Mair, 1968). The grid facilitates constructs-by-elements comparisons, such 

that a l l  elements are judged in terms of all constructs (for examples of various 
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grids, refer to Figures 2 through 9). Usually, some kind of rating is used to 

represent the judgements made. For example, with the bipolar construct 

pleasant versus unpleasant, very pleasant elements may be rated with a score 

of 10, whereas v q  unpleasant elements may be rated with a score of one. 

All degrees of pleasantness lying in between will be rated between those 

scores of 10 and 1. If 10 elements are rated on 10 constructs, the resulting grid 

will be a 10-by40 matrix containing 100 ratings between one and 10. 

The grid is a highly flexible instrument, providing strudure for the 

representation of an individual's psychological space, but with few demands 

or constraints placed on the individual's content. An example of a blank grid 

(Figure 1) shows that it merely provides a structure for information; the grid 

content itself is determined by the user. 

The content of a grid can vary greatly depending on the needs of the 

user. Kelly (1955) first proposed the grid as a dinical tool, for the purpose of 

representing various key roles in the client's life (e.g., mother, father, ideal 

self, etc.). Even today, the grid's primary use is likely to be in psychotherapy 

and counsehg situations. However, researchers soon transferred the grid's 

utility to represent almost anything as construed by an individual. Since 

then, it has been used to represent such varied phenomena as silicon chips, 

occult phenomena, activities while unemployed, metaphors, topics in 

accountancy, alternative futures, wild flowers, bIends of whiskey, and much 

more (see Thomas & Harri-Augstein, 1985 for an expanded listing). 



Figure 1. Example Blank Grid 



As a repertory device, the grid holds great potential utility. By 

representing the psychological space of an individual, the grid serves to free 

that individual from simdtaneously having to recall as well as consider his or 

her constructions. The grid allows cognitive resources to be freed, thus 

allowing more effort for the analysis of the decision or problem space. Often, 

during this analysis, relations and patterns become apparent that were not 

obvious before (Shaw & McKnight, 1992). An added advantage of this 

graphical rendering of psychological space is that it can be used as an 

extremely successful forum for dialogue between dient and practitioner 

(Eden, Jones, & Sims, 1983). 

How is a Re~ertorv Grid Used to Make Decisions and Solve Problems? 

Before exploring how a repertory grid is used as an aid for both 

decision-making and problem solving, an important similarity between 

decisions and problems must be brought to light. Although decision-making 

and problem solving are often considered to be different undertakings, both 

g e n d y  follow the same procedure. Indeed, the way some writers (e.g., 

Ackoff, 1978; von Winterfddt & Edwards, 1986; Shaw & Mclhight, 1992; 

Morcol & Asche, 1993) present the two undertakings suggests there is a tacit 

understanding that they are closely related. The reason for this is that in 

problem solving, ideally, the god is to come to a point where a decision can 

be made from a set of potential soIutions. Thus, problem solving is really an 

effort toward making a decision, 

In a review of both decision-making and problem solving mod&, 

Horn (1979) concluded that both procedures g m d y  follow the same steps, 
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although problem solving procedures may place more emphasis on the initial 

definition stage. Additionally, it may also be that problem solving models 

place more emphasis on the discovery of potential options. This finding 

prompted Mole (1999) to propose that most dedsion-making and problem 

solving models can be thought of as derived kom the same generic model, as 

fouows: 

1 Define the problem or decision 

2 Determine criteria 

3 Canvas for options 

4 Choose best option in terms of definition of problem or decision 

5 Evaluate the outcome 

Thus, the reason a single instrument like the grid can be used to 

hcilitate both decision-making and problem solving is that, essentially, 

decisions and problems require the same knowledge to be elicited and 

involve the same procedure. But a more important question now looms. 

How did it occur to researchers that the grid, originally proposed as a dinical 

instrument, could be helpful for decision-making and problem solving 

situations in a more ordinary setting? 

Representine Decisions and Problems for Analvsis 

The answer is that as a repertory instrument, the grid provides a 

structure in which all the pertinent information of a decision or problem 

space can be scrutinized at once. This pexthent information can be analyzed 

in detail for the purpose of making a decision or arriving at a problem 

solution. Thinking about one's thinking (ie, metacognition) is not an easy 



task (Shaw & McKnight, 1992). The grid provides an opportunity for 

individuals to contemplate their decisions and problems without having to 

conjure them at the same time. When grids are used, all pertinent 

information has been elicited and represented on paper, leaving one's 

cognitive resources available strictly for analysis. 

In some ways, it is as if the repertory grid as a metacognitive 

instrument, and the metacognitive endeavours of decision-making and 

problem solving were meant for each other. The similarities between the 

generic decision-making and problem solving procedure, and the repertory 

grid methodology run deep. 

On a theoretical level, two similarities are found. First, writers in 

problem solving often speak of the "problem space" (Newell & Simon, 1972). 

That is, the space in which problem solving activities take place. The problem 

space indudes such information as defining goals and concepts used by 

individuals to describe the problem situation to themselves. This notion 

could be transferred to decisions as well. A dedsion space would be all the 

knowledge or information one possesses about a certain decision. 

Similarly, the repertory grid was designed by Kelly to represent an 

individual's ~'psychologicd space" (Shaw & Gaines, 1993). In Kelly's 

terminology, this space is referred to as a construct system. A construct . 

system represents all constructs (thoughts, beliefs, ideas, etc-) pertinent to a 

certain set of elements. An individual's decision or problem space is 

analogous to a construct system, and thus, is a body of knowledge that can be 

represented on the grid. 



A second theoretical similarity can be drawn out of the notion of 

"space". Newell and Simon (1972) desmie the problem space as an "internal 

representation [of the problem solver]", and an "abstraction firom [the] 

environment" as opposed to an "objective" representation of the 

environment. This view is echoed by others in the field, such as Ackoff 

(1978), who wrote that the "decision-maker attempts to solve the problem as 

he conceives it". Ackoff also places great importance on the individuality of 

the objectives of a problem situation. 

An emphasis on the individual's internal subjective reality, as opposed 

to an objective reality, is the hallmark of Kelly's personal construct 

psychology. As a constructivist theory, the focus is on how the individual 

construes his or her world. This is summed up sucdndly with Kelly's 

Individuality Corollary: "persons diffkr horn each other in their construction 

of events". Resting on personal construct theory, the repertory grid 

methodology is designed to elicit and display an individual's intemal 

subjective reality, and thus is well suited for the purpose of representing 

subjective decision and problem efforts. 

Two key methodological similarities also tie both decision and 

problem procedws to repertory grid methodology. First, in dedsion- 

making and problem solving, two dimensions are of prime importance. They 

are the options one has at hand, and the criteria by which one judges those 

options.. In repertory grid methodology, two dimensions are also of prime 

importance. They are the elements of a given construct system, and 

constructs by which the dements are construed, or judged. As an instrument 



designed to represent the two-dimensional constmcts-by-dements space, the 

grid lends itself well to representing the two-dimensional criteria-by-options 

space. 

The second methodological similarity is the fairly isomorphic steps of 

both decision and problem models, and the repertory grid. Placing the 

generic five-step procedural dedsion-making and problem solving model and 

the necessary five steps of eliciting a grid (based on Shaw and Mdhight,  

1992, pp. 82-83) in columns side by each reveals distinct similarities between 

both: 

. 1. Define the decision or problem 1. Define the purpose for grid use 

2- Determine the criteria 2, Nominate eIements involved 

in domain 

3. Canvas for options 3. Elicit constructs based on elements 

4. Choose the best option in terms 4. Fill in the grid and rate it to 

of definition of problem or determine scores for dements 

decision 

5. Evaluate the outcome 5. Evaluate the grid outcome 

The main difference between both is found in steps two and three. If it 

is noted that elements and options are analogous, and constructs and criteria 

are also analogous, then the main difference between both procedures is 

simpIy the order in which they appear. 

- The similarity between both holds a two-way advantage. Decision- 

making and problem solving can be carried out with only a slight deviation 
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from the generic form and without the inclusion of extra steps. The repertory 

grid elidtation steps can be adapted for the purpose of decision-making and 

problem solving without changing or compromising the validity of its 

procedure in any way. 

Grid Properties That Fadlitate Decision Making and Problem Solving 

So far, it has been shown that the grid method, and decision making 

and problem solving share a lot of common ground. Thus, it is plausible that 

the grid could be a wful application for decisions and problems. However, a 

question still remains: Exactly what grid properties serve to facilitate decision 

making and problem solving? A simplified example, that of deciding on a 

new car purchase (illustrated also in Boxer, 1979; and Shaw & McKnight, 

1992), will demonstrate the basics of the grid method. The demonstration 

will foollow the five steps of the grid procedure simultaneously with the five 

steps of the generic decision-making and problem solving model. 

1. Define the purpose for grid use/l. Define the problem or decision. 

The purpose for grid use is to represent what is known about new cars for the 

purposes of making a decision. The decision at hand is what new car to buy. 

2. Nominate eIements involved in the purpose/3. Canvass for options. 

(Note here that to align the generic dedsion/problem model with the grid 

procedure, steps 2 and 3 have been transposed). The elements or options will 

be the set of new cars that may possib,ly purchased. This list will indude the 

options: Mercury Mysfiqpue, Chevy cavalier, Plymouth Breeze, Toyota 

Cmmy, Honda Accord (refer to Figure 2 to see these entered into the grid). 



Figure 2. Example Grid for Car Purchase 



3. Eliat constructs based on the dements/2 Determine the criteria. 

By definition, constructs are important ways of distinguishing elements. In a 

decision or problem situation these will be the criteria one would use to 

determine the best option. The constructs or criteria elicited here are: size of 

engine, standard options, total price, hel efficiency, style, and trunk space. 

4. Rate the grid to determine scores for elements / 4. Choose the best 

option. By rating the elements on all constructs, element columns can be 

summed to determine the highest rated element or option, thus revealing the 

best option (see Figure 2 for rated grid) 

5. Evaluate the grid outcome / 5. Evaluate the outcome. This final 

step is used to verify if the outcome "feels" satisfactory. Traditionally in 

decision and problem applications, if the outcome did not feel right, recyding 

through the steps was the answer. With the repertory grid methodology, 

evaluating the outcome involves a more objective analysis of the ratings at 

hand. As with dedsion/probIem applications though, this analysis is quite 

often checked with how the user "feels" about the outcome, Grid researchers 

often suggest a kind of recycling, where one adds new dements and /or 

constructs to the grid to see if a more satisfactory outcome results. 

Literature Review 

All repertory grid applications serve to elicit and represent an 

individual's internal psychological space. Consequently, aU grid applications 

for decisions and problems serve to elicit and represent decision or problem 

spaces. Since the early work of Oppenheimer (1966) and WiIcox (1972), there 

have been well over 40 grid studies of this kind. 



The best way to distinguish the many grid studies is to Iook at how the 

represented space is analyzed. How is the grid data used? What is done &th 

the grid data? In order to paint a picture of the context in which the present 

study-lies, five areas of grid application for decisions and problems are 

reviewed here. The first area covers some key examples of grids used for 

heir most basic purpose, as simple elicitation and representation tools. The 

second area takes the elicitation and representation a step W e r  with studies 

in which some kind of graphical representation of the decision or problem 

space has been derived horn the grid data. The third area of grid application 

concerns the strong h e  of research done for the purpose of representing 

career decision-making constructs. The fourth area reviewed is of the most 

importance to the present study. This area concerns the critical research of 

Shaw and Md(night (1992). The present study aims to replicate this work. 

The fifth area concerns isolated grid-type applications that have been 

designed for decision making and problem solving, but that are not derived 

from Kelly's (1955) repertory grid methodology. 

Grids For Simple Elicitation and Representation 

Early studies. In what may be the first published grid decision-making 

application beyond the career decision grid literature, Wilcox (1972) proposes 

a grid for the purpose of measuring decision-maker assumptions about 

buying and selling s t o h .  In this application, elements consist of various 

kinds of stocks, such as "the stock you first made a considerable gain in", "a 

stock you sold too soon", and "a very popular stock". Wilcox does not 

provide any specific examples of constructs, but defines them as the 
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"attributes along which subjects perceive stocks". As a tool for eliciting and 

representing an individual's decision-making regarding the buying and 

selling of stocks, Wilcox suggests the grid is more efficient than the methods 

of the semantic differential or multidimensional scaling. 

An early study by Boxer (1979) describes six collective computer 

programs called Reflective Analysis. Reflective Analysis incorporates Kelly's 

grid methodology to "enable managers to explore the value of their past 

experience in relation to a particular problem context". Boxer presents a 

simplified example of a car purchase, where the "past experience" consists of 

awareness of types of cars (the elements), and one's criteria for cars (i-e., 

constructs such as "well designed" and "costly to run"). Following closely 

horn Boxer's example, Eshragh (1980) describes another computer program 

called CODEM2 (COnversational D Edsion Making). CODEM2 uses grid 

methodology to represent "personal judgement and individual values in the 

subjective work of decision-making." Eshragh provides an example of a job 

sdection problem, where dements are job options, and constructs are job 

criteria such as salary; 

Another early application is that of McKnight (1981)' who used grids 

to represent and compare nine UX. magistrates' views on the rehabilitative 

nature of a range of sentences. EIements were the sentences, including 

various fmes and/or incarceration. Constructs were the various properties of 

the sentences such as "rehabilitative -v- not rehabilitative". Each magistrate 

rated a grid for each of three h e  scenarios. The grids were then analyzed 

to determine agreement in sentencing between the magistrates for each crime 



- scenario. Although there was no data to support this, McKnight contended 

that this grid application was successful for the magistrates, and held promise 

for other applications. 

Shaw (19881. Shaw presents a grid application in which the elidtation 

and representation of grid information is done primarily to share that 

information with others in a computer network. Focusing on the area of 

business management, Shaw describes a distributed system that facilitates 

group problem solving by enabling managers to share their views 

(constructs) and develop mutual understanding for a given problem domain. 

Shaw provides an example using various managers as elements, and 

various qualities of managers (such as "poor communicator -v- good 

 communicator^') as constructs. Grids are exchanged and compared 

simultaneously over a network. System users analyze one another's grids in 

order to broaden and deepen their own understanding of the problem 

situation. When all points of view have been shared via the grids, the 

managers can work together on the problem using shared objectives. 

Fox and Smith (1996). Fox and Smith present an exploraiory case 

study using the grid method to elicit and represent the "critical success 

factors" (CSFs) of an executive manager. A CSF is defined as: 

F]or arty business, the limited number of areas in which results, if they 

are satisfactory, will ensure successful competitive performance for the 

organization. They are the few key ateas where "things must go right" for 

the business to flourish. (Rodchart, 1979, from Fox & Smith, 1996, p. 218) 



Fox and Smith propose the grid method because difficulties with the 

elicitation of CSFs had been found in the past. 

To &at the manager's CSFs, Fox and Smith's application progresses 

through four stages of grids. All four grids have similar supplied constructs 

(e-g., high priority -v- low priority, high amount of time spent achieving -v- 

low amount of time spent achieving), but each grid uses different elements. 

The first grid elements are management situations such as "A planning 

situation where you need information", the second grid elements are the 

manager's objectives "To increase members' satisfaction regarding 

administmtive s e ~ c e s " ,  the third grid elements are the manager's goals, 

such as "Don't allow an escalation of complaints this year", and the fourth 

grid elements, the CSFs, such as "Attend to complaints immediately". The 

four stages of grids run in a progression, such that the dements of the first 

stage spawn elements of the second, and so on. Fox and Smith implemented 

this progression using a technique related to repertory grid methodology 

called laddering". For example, given the objective "To increase members' 

satisfaction regarding administrative services", the next element down the 

ladder would be "how to increase members' satisifaction. -." which is "Don't 

allow an escalation of complaints this year". 

Using the combination of grid method and laddering technique, Fox 

and Smith were able to &at and "capture much information in a succinct 

form." This efficient elicitation and capture had eluded researchers who were 

hying to isolate CSFs for a number of years.. 
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The focus of Fox and Smith was to use the grid method to elicit CSFs 

from the case manager. However, Fox and Smith also made use of the grid 

data to perform a duster analysis horn which a tree diagram was constructed. 

This leads into another kind of grid use, that of eliciting grid information for 

the purpose of creating graphical decision/problem representations. 

Grids for Swdal  Graphical Dedsion/Problem Representations 

Grudnitski 119841. This study incorporates the essential repertory grid 

aspects of elicitation and representation of psychological space, but cames the 

analysis W e r .  Grudnitski factor analyzed the grid matrix ratings to aeate 

2 and 3 dimensional maps showing intersections of key detision-making 

constructs. 

Gmdnitski (1984) studied a sample of managers, area managers, and 

directors of a U.S. tax enforcement and taxpayer services agency who were 

faced with decisions about what sources of information to rely on for the task 

of policy creation. Information was elicited from the managers and directors 

via a questionnaire. From this questionnaire, elements were derived. These 

elements induded such information sources as: probing questions, activity 

reports, area manager inte~ews, and performance and planning appraisals. 

Constructs were derived from triadic comparisons of elements. These 

concerned the various qualities of information that was consumed, such as: 

"production related -v- not production related", "timely -v- untimely", 

"intangible -v- hard dataff, and "accurate -v- inaccurate". 

Rating of all dements by constructs yielded the grid matrices on which 

Grudnitski could perform factor analyses. From these factor dyses ,  two 
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graphical representations of key decision-making constructs were derived. In 

the first representation, all elements were plotted in terms of two dimensions: 

level of summarization by everyday usefulness. In the second representation, 

a l l  elements were plotted in terms of three dimensions: level of . 

summarization by everyday usefulness by level of detail. 

Grudnitski's work does not concern a decision aid for the purpose of 

making specific decisions. The purpose of the study was "to present the 

repertory test-a methodology for dating the information used or desired to 

be used by decision makers". Thus, Grudnitski's application of the grid 

seems to be for the purpose of assisting other managers and directors to see 

dearly, via graphical representation, what criteria the sample believed to be 

important in their decisions repding information sources. 

Russell and Salmela 11992). Russell and Salmeia present a study in 

which a grid is elicited from an expert athlete in order to "identify and 

quantify" his knowledge of problems in the sport of cyding. Using the grid 

method, 19 "sport task situations" (elements) were elicited, including 

"changing in direction of the race" and "major setback during the race". Five 

strategies (constructs) for dealing with the sport task situations were elicited, 

including' 'Working to a plan", "Need to read instinctively and 

immediately" (opposing poles to these constructs were not mentioned by 

Russell and Salmela). 

Based on the 19 X 5 grid data, Russell and SaImela performed a 

mdtidimensional scaling procedure in order to further examine the 

rdationship between different kinds of sport task situations and the athlete's 
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strategies. This MDS took the form of a graphic two-dimensional plane on to 

which five vectors representing the athlete's constructs were plotted. AU of 

the sport task situations were then plotted on to the graphic in accordance to 

their rated relevance to each of the athlete's strategies. Clusters of spoa task 

situations revealed their shared relevance to a particular strategy. 

Morcol and Asche /1993). This procedure follows the basic grid 

elidtation method for decisions and problems, but indudes an extra problem 

structuring analysis at the end. Morcol and Asche address a situation that 

involves mutually inclusive options. That is, all options identified can be 

pursued simultaneously. The main question with this kind of problem is: 

What options should take precedence over others? Morcol and Asche (1993) 

present an application of the repertory grid for group problem solving that 

analyzes the grid matrix in order to yield a hierarchical model of the options. 

The problem "What should be the primary goals and directions this 

division should pursue over the next five years?" is one faced by a strategic 

planning group (six graduate students) in a university's division of vocational 

education and technology. Possible directions or options are nominated by 

group members to make up the list of elements. These indude; Adequate 

facilities, Change of degree to PbD., F a d t y  development, Globalization, 

Emphasis on Excellence, etc. Constructs are then elicited that can be used to 

judge the elements. Morcol and Asche give examples of constructs of two 

group members, induding= Changes within area -v- Extemd issue, 

Knowledge within area -v- Broader knowledge, Internationally recognized 

-v- Nationally recognized, and Image related -v-. 



Group members rated their grids, and then duster analyses were 

performed on the grids to determine which elements could be categorized 

together. With this information yield, models, comprising of both elements 

and constructs were constructed to reveal their hierarchical relation to each 

other. The final step of the procedure consisted of taking a l l  the group 

members' models and amdgamating them into a single model, thus 

representing the strategic planning group's primary goals and directions for 

- the next five years- 

Morcol and Asche (1993) did not intend this to be an empirical study. 

Their purpose was to demonstrate the use of Kelly's theory and grid 

technique for group problem structuring. The study does present a 

worthwhile, valid, and creative application. There is high potential utility for 

what is shown here to business and industry, where various officers and 

managers must be aware of and agree on the same directives and objectives 

for a single organization. 

Career Decision Grids 

Researchers interested in decision and problem grid applications will 

encounter a strong h e  of work devoted to career decision grids. Begnning 

with applications by Opp&eimer (1966) and Dolliver (1967), work in career 

decision grids unfolded with the research of Bodden through the 1970's (e-g, 

Bodden, 1970; Bodden & Klein, 1972,1973). This work was extended by other 

researchexs such as Winer (e-g., Cesari, WinerI & Piper, 1984)' Coduan (e-g, 

Cochran 1983a; Coduan, 1983b), and Neimeyer (e.g, Neimeyer, NeviU, 



Probert, h Fukuyama, 1985; Neimeyer, 1988; Neimeyer, 1989; Neimeyer, 

1992, Parr & Neimeyer 1994, Russ-Eisenschenk & Neimeyer, 1996). 

Career decision grids offer excellent examples of grid application for 

the purpose of representing a decision space. As such, these grids all focus 

on career options as elements, and career criteria as constructs. There is, 

however, one cruaal difference that separates this work from the research on 

grids used as decision and problem aids. 

The career decision grid has been Little researched in its capacity as a 

decision-making aid. Only two Ktides (Cochran, 1983b; Neimeyer, 1989) 

descn'be analyses that can be used to reveal what the most favorable options 

are. Instead, research on the career decision grid has focused on measures 

that can be derived from the grid matrix and used to inform on the state of an 

individual's decision making style. For example, a majority of the research 

has focused on the measure diffkrentiation. Differentiation is an index of how 

many distinct constructs an individual is able to use to describe a set of 

occupations. Individuals who are able judge occupations using a greater 

number of constructs are thought to be better able to make a career decision 

that will be consistent with their values and criteria. 

An important distinction in grid use must be highlighted here. The 

focus of the present study is on grids as decision-making and problem 

solving aids (for the purpose of resolving a problem or decision by 

i d e n w g  the most favorable course of action). The career decision grid 

literature has focused aImost exclusively on the grid as an instrument used to 

derive measures of an individual's decision-making style- So, aIthough the 



career decision grid literature provides many examples of grids used to 

represent decision spaces, it does not concern the grid as a decision-making 

aid. The focus instead concerns the grid as an assessment of decision-making 

style. 

The Salient Work of Shaw and McKnieht (1981 /I9921 

Of all the work done on the grid as a decision and problem aid, none is 

more critical than Shaw and McKnight's (1981/1992) book, Think A h .  

Originally published in 1981 and revised in 1992, Think Again demonstrates 

via a number of case studies how the grid method can be used to "solve 

everyday problems and make shrewd decisions". No other work before or 

since has presented the method with such detail or clarity. Think Aeain is not 

art empirical work, but rather, reads like a manual. Shaw and McKnight 

correctly Iay the foundations of the work in Kelly's personal construct 

psychology. However, the method is made dear and simple, and thus an 

understanding of Kelly's theory is not required in order to take advantage 

and make full use of the technique. Their intended audience includes both 

practitioners and laypersons. 

Shaw and McKnight wanted to illustrate the great flexibility of the 

grid, and so demonstrated its applicability with a dozen varied case 

examples. All of the cases start with the basic grid method, but most cases 

indude some adaptation or modification, dependent on the purpose behind 

the grid. Some of these examples include use of the grid for the purpose of: 

(a) comparing the differing views a quarreling married couple have over 

shared relations, (6) determining the most suitable candidate for an 
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organization's position opening, (c) finding out about the qualities of those 

who get promoted in one's workplace, and (d) eliating and amalgamating 

s e v d  manager's views of effectiveness in the workplace. The present study 

Iimits itself to a tight focus of grid application, best exemplified by three of 

Shaw and M-ght's cases, "Carol", "Jim" and "Julie". Reviews of these 

four cases now follow. 

Carol's problem is that she is going through a life transition, often 

referred to as  empty nest syndrome, and is pressed with a need to decide 

what she should do with her life now that she is home alone most of the time. 

Carol decides that she would like to explore possible courses of action for her 

life as dements. These indude choices like "Take a full-time job", "Take an 

evening dass", "Foster a child8', and "Leave husband". Her constructs consist 

of important (to her) ways of seeing these dements. Some of these indude 

"make more money -v- cost more money", "humdrum -v- exating", 

"physical strain -v- emotional strain". 

Carol's case reveals an important quality of grids. Sometimes, simply 

eliating constructs and elements (the criteria and options of a decision or 

problem) provides enough darity to achieve some resolution. Seeing her 

constructs and elements written out prompts Carol to reconsider them. As 

she looks through them she realizes she can discard all her elements except 

for three, and all her constructs except for one. With her problem narrowed 

down considerably, she becomes enthusiastic about considering her 

remaining options and discussing the possibility of pursuing one of them 

with her husband. 
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Jim would Like to buy a car, and needs a way of "holding [his] many 

different thoughts about cars together". He decides to represent these 

thoughts on a grid. He chooses several cars he has been considering# 

including a Ford Festiva, a Honda Civic, and a Vokwagen Golf. Before 

using any construct elicitation methods, Jim can already nominate some 

. consmcb or criteria he knows about cars. He is aware that fuel economy, 

engine reliability, and brake reliability are common ways of judging cars. Jim 

also has some personal opinions about cars. In order to elicit those, the 

method of triads is used. Jim considers three cars together to determine how 

"two of these are alike, and yet different from a third". Using this method, he 

is able to nominate such constructs as "dull and boring -v- stylish", and 

"noisy -v- quiet". Using both methods of construct elicitation, Jim is able to 

nominate eight. 

He is ready to rate his grid, except two problems remain. First, Jim 

must make sure that he rates all of his elements in terms of a uniform 

preference score. That is, if he prefers quiet over noisy, quiet will score a 5 

and noisy a 1. And if he prefers high engine reliability over low engine 

reliability, the former would rate a 5 and the latter a 1. Thus, by convention, 

low preferences are rated with low scores, high preferences are rated with 

high scores. 

The second problem is that Jim may believe some constructs to be 

more important than others. For example, engine reliability is more 

important fo Jim than how much noise a car makes. Jim decides to weight, on 

a scde of 1 to 10, his constructs m terms of importance. Thus, engine 



reliability is weighted with a 10, where as noise rates a 5, because it is still 

important, but not as important relative to engine reliability. Once the 

weights are determined they can be multiplied by all ratings in the grid. This 

yields rating scores adjusted for weight. Now Jim is ready to sum the ratings 

for each car option. The highest score, in Jim's case, the Subaru Justy, is the 

optimal choice. 

Julie, the third case chosen from Shaw and Mchight, is a teacher who 

believes her students can achieve at a higher level. To work on this, Julie 

decides to look at her students' attitudes toward learning. She starts with one 

pupil, named Bill. To get at Bill's attitudes, Julie decides to choose 

"important learning events" as elements. Bill nominates a few, such as 

"learning history", "reading Orwell's 1984", and "being in Julie's dass". 

Already, some insight is gained, as Bill finds he has never actually considered 

such a group of important events together. 

Bill and Julie then work to elicit some constructs by way of the method 

of hiads. Bill nominates "trivial -v- heavily emotional", "wanted to do it -v- 

ought to do it", and "individual -v- social", among several others. Once Bill 

has completed his grid, both he and Julie take a close look at it. Important 

patterns emerge born the grid. One of these, and a crucial one to Bill is the 

similarities between any of the important and meaningful learning events Bill 
b 

has had. Seeing these, he is able to desaiie spedfically to JuIie what 

important characteristics (i.e., constructs) must be present for a learning event 

to be meaningful. Julie is able now to understand how to modify her lessons 

so that Bill wilI respond better, and achieve at a higher level. 



Shaw and M m g h t  (1992) note that grid usefuhess is limited only by 

the inventiveness of the user. Their many examples attest not only to the 

grid's wide applicability, but also to their own inventiveness. The present 

study concentrates less on inventiveness, and more on testing Shaw and 

McKnighfs examples. Thus, the method described later on will draw mostly 

from a combination of that outlined in the cases of Carol, Jim, and Julie. 

Think Again may have empowered many i.dividuals to take 

advantage of the grid method for decision-making and problem solving in 

applied settings. Unfortunately, little if any research has followed from this 

notable piece of work 

Other Grid Tme Instruments. 

Other researchers outside Kelly's personal construct psychology have 

identified grid matrices as useful means for the representation of decision 

spaces. This, perhaps, further supports the notion of a grid as high in utility 

for decision-making and problem solving. Three examples are described 

. here. 

Jacob (1987) proposed a grid for the purpose of organizing information 

in choosing an internship site. h this application, the options (elements) are a 

set of various internship sites, and the aspects (constructs) are a set of site 

qualities the prospective intern counts as important (e. g, quality supervision, 

general impression). Jacob suggested that the prospective intern read a 

number of artides on internships to help in the generation of the aspects. 

Jacob also provided instruction on how to weight the constructs. 



In a comparison and extension of Jacob's application, stewart and 

Stewart (1996) presented a grid matrix for the same purpose. Again, the 

options (elements) were a set of various internship sites, and the aspects 

(const~~cts) were professional and personal requhements, either nominated 

by the prospective intern, or taken hPm lists compiled by the authors. The 

aspects were weighted. Stewart and Stewart argued for a paired comparison 

binary rating method that ensures there will be no ties between options. 

A third example is described by Wolfe (1994). This application utilized 

grids as part of a decision support system for the purpose of strategic 

planning of large-scale system development projects. In this application, 

elements indude various products (e. g., "our product", "competitor A's 

product"), and constructs indude various indices of performance and 

supportability. WoIfe's model indudes weighted constructs, as well as other 

attachments to the grid matrix, making it a very thorough and powerful, if 

somewhat complex instrument. 

Doubtless, there are other examples of grid-type insmenis  proposed 

for decision-making and problem solving. It is reasonable to suggest that 

researchers have, independent of repertory grid methodology, found grids to 

be high in utility for the representation of decision and problem spaces. 

However, despite the probable utility of these instruments, they do not enjoy 

the theoretical foundation of those repertory grid studies following from 

Kelly's personal construst theory. 



Rationale 

These are four goals behind the rationale of this study. The most 

central of these goals is the demonstration of effective grid method as laid out 

by Shaw and McKnight (1992) in their earlier cases of Carol, Jim, and Julie. 

Shaw and McKnighYs work represented an advance over other period 

studies by describing case studies based on red dients, instead of descriiing 

a fictional example (as in Wilcox, 1972; Boxer, 1979; Eshragh, 1980; Eden, 

Jones, & Sims, 1983). This replication seeks to improve on that advance by 

presenting real case studies of individuals who sought help for real-Me 

decisions and problems. Thus, this study presents a highly valid case study 

sample of individuals who realistically might seek assistance with their 

dedsion making or problem solving. 

Although there are over 40 studies proposing or demonstrating the 

grid as a useful decision and problem aid, none make reference to the 

experience of the user or attempt to descriie the outcome of grid use. It has 

been demonstrated many times that the method works, but to what effect? 

The second goal of this study is to log this qualitative data for the first time. 

The case study design allows the extraction of rich, in-depth data, and direct 

quotations, capturing people's experience with the grid. The qualitative 

extraction takes three forms: (i) Mite-ups of each case partidpant's 

progression through the stages of grid method, (ii) observations by the 

researcher as counsellor, and (iii) responses of case participants to short- 

answer questions about their experience with the method. 



Similar to the la& of qualitative data identified above, a lack of 

quantitative data on the u s e i s  grid experience appears across all past grid 

studies. The third goal of this study is to propose and test possible variables 

indicative ofisatisfaction with decision or problem outcome in a counselling 

setting. This has been achieved by i d e n w g  six dedsion/problem variables 

and creating a Likert scale rating measure for these. 

The fourth goal of this study is to simplify and make more accessible 

the grid method for decision-making and problem solving. Three initiatives 

toward this goal were taken. The first was to demonstrate in the literature 

review the alignment of the grid method with the well-known dedsion 

making and problem solving model. At first glance, the grid methodology 

and the grid graphic itself may appear complicated and difficult to learn. As . 

. well, personal construct theory has been criticized as being inaccessible by 

virtue of its specialized terminology (jargon such as "constructs", "elements", 

and "differentiation" has unique meaning within personal construct 

psychoIogy). Effort is made in this study to relate grid method to the other 

hown methods of dedsion/probIem models, and personal construct 

psych010gy terminology (such as construct and element) to common 

language terms (such as criteria and options, respectively). With this effort, it 

is believed that the grid method will be easier to understand and thus more 

accessible to a greater number of users. 

A second initiative toward the god of accessibility is to relate the grid 

to decision and probIem models so that it can be seen as an alternate method 

of decisionfproblem representation to decision trees and balance sheets. If 
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practitioners and other potential users understand the grid's utility in this 

light, the method may become better understood and more widely used. 

A third initiative toward both simplification and accessibility is to 

present the grid method in the form of the Seven-step procedure. This 

procedure is designed to be easy enough to follow that it can be used by 

h o s t  anyone without first having to understand the personal construct 

theory behind it- 

This study was conducted with two audiences in mind. The first 

audience, current grid practitioners, might find this research useful because it 

may reaffirm some beliefs they have held about the benefits of grid use. 

Current practitioners with some grid experience have also likely tested the 

grid on themselves at various times and have a personal understanding of 

grid utility. However, this research offers the advantage of providing the 

insight of an alternate sample of first-time users to the method. Additionally, 

this research may shed light on aspects of the grid that current practitioners 

are not aware of. It is widely accepted in counselling research that 

practitioners are not always aware of the aspects of their senrice that benefit 

clients the most (e. g., see the research of Cummings, et aI. 1992,1993). The 

best way to determine this is to ask dents directly. 

The second intended audience for this research consists of those not 

yet familiar with the grid method, both new practitioners and laypersons. 

The grid method is described simply, and with enough repetition that 

newcomers should be able to learn the method with ease. As wd, the case 

desaiptions are designed to frankly convey the challenges one might 
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encounter with the method. The data collected from each case is designed to 

provide newcomers with the knowledge of what reactions they might find 

should they use this on themselves or with their clients. Armed with this 

knowledge, newcomers may feel confident about investing time and energy 

into learning and applying the grid method. 

Desi-gn 

This study assumes in exploratory case study design. The reasons for 

adopting this design are twofold. First, a goal of this study is to replicate 

Shaw and McKnight's (1992) work, which was designed around case studies. 

And second, detailed, in-depth data can be extracted from case studies. This 

data can in turn be used to identlfy possible variables and themes that factor 

heavily in grid use. Four kinds of information' will be drawn from the case 

studies: (i) accounts of each case partidpant's progress through the stages of 

the grid method, (ii) observations of each case by the researcher as counsellorf 

(3) responses of the case participants to short-answer questions about the 

method, and (iv) initial and follow-up Likert scale ratings of each case 

participant's satisfaction with the state of their decision or problem. 



Method 

Participants 

Participating cases made up a mixed-gender sample of eight adults (5 

women, 3 men) ranging in age from 27 to 60 (mean: 43.00). Ad participants 

lived in Calgary, Alberta. There was only one criterion for participation in 

the study: Each individual must have been facing what they deemed to be an 

"important H e  decision or problem". In order to keep the sample 

representative of a population that would likely be using the grid, no 

payment was offered. Thus, the prime value of the study for the individual 

participant was the opportunity to work on a relevant decision or problem. 

Contact was made with each case participant through the professional 

networks of the researcher. These included the following organizations and 

associations: (i) a human resources consulting organization, (ii) a career 

practitioner's network, (iii) a community employment action meeting, and 

(iv) a government employment senrices office. The researcher would make 

contact with these organizations and associations, leaving a handbill that 

briefIy described the study (see Appendix A for copy of handbill). 

Individuals who were interested in the study could then contact the 

researcher for more information as to the suitability of their participation 

During initid contact, any questions of the potential case participants 

were answered. As well, each potential case participant was informed of four 

key points. One, participation was not recommended if the participant did 

- not have an important decision or problem pending. Two, participation in 

the study would not gumtee  an optimal outcome for one's problem or 



decision. Three, participation in the study (i. e., use of the grid procedure) 

would, however, likely help the individual participant achieve some clarity 

with his or her problem or decision. And four, the repertory grid has proven 

useful in many other applications during the past 45 years, and has been 

proposed as a decision making and problem solving aid for the last 20 years. 

AU cases were tested between June 22 and October 18,1999. 

Setting and A ~ ~ a r a t u s  

The settings for each case took place in quiet, private rooms where the 

researcher and case participant codd work uninterrupted. The exact location 

for each case is desmibed in the case summaries in the Results section. 

For each case, a fine marking pen, saap paper, a calculator and a 

micro-cassette recorder were used. The main apparatus, the repertory grid 

procedure, is descri3ed in the introduction; only the procedural details of the 

grid method will be described here. 

hde~endent Variables 

The chief independent variable in this study is the repertory grid 

procedure for personal decisions and problems. The effect of this apparatus 

is focus of this study. However, another m a a l  independent variable figures 

into this study: The researcher's role as counsellor. 

One goal of this study is to determine whether case partidpants would 

feel confident to do this on their own. However, most grid applications are 

introduced via the assistance of some kind of trained practitioner. For ail 

seven case participants, the researcher assumed the role of a counsdor whose 

job it was to assist them through the grid method, as would normally be done 
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in cowelling settings. The researcher was a male graduate student in his 

Iate 20's with one year's counselling experience. The researcher had 

administered and interpreted repertory grids to over 50 individuals in 

experimental and practical settings prior to this study. 

Measures- . 

Likert scales (initial and follow-up). A major difficulty of studies in 

decision making and problem solving has been the measurement of the 

success or failure of the decision making or problem solving aid (see Janis & 

Mann, 1977; Edwards et al. 1984; Mitchell & Knunboltz, 1984; for discussions 

on this). The prime reason for this is that success cannot be measured by the 

. outcome of a decision making or problem-solving endeavour. Too many 

chance factors are at play in a decision or problem outcome. Furthermore, 

there arises the question of when a measure of the outcome should be taken. 

For example, with the purchase of a car, does one measure for the success of 

the decision immediately after purchase, one month after purchase, or several 

years after purchase when trading the car in? At each point, the decision- 

maker may rate the outcome differently, depending on the ownership history 

with the car. 

A solution adopted by some researchers is to measure impressions of 

the dedsion-maker or problem-solver immediately after working through the 

process of decision-making or problem solving (e.g., Davey & Olson, 1998; 

Co~o i ly ,  Ordonez, & Coughlm, 1997; Zedenberg, van Dijkr & Manstead, 

1998). These have usually taken the form of Likert scales measuring 

dimensions such as "confidence of" or "happiness with" the outcome. 



Indeed, the utility of Likert scales to measure subjective views has been noted 

for counselling outcomes at large (Hiebert, 1996). 

Various examples of measures of decision outcomes exist. For 

example, KIirte (1994) has proposed an instrument called the Decision Making 

Questionnaire (DMQ). Despite its generic name, this measure is intended 

primarily for measurement of business decision-making# and is not directly 

transferable to application for personal decision-making and problem-solving 

as one would find in counselling. Toda (in Edwards, Kiss, Majone, & 

Toda,1984) notes that the quality of decision making depends on the specific 

"time, place, and objective". Thus, measures of the quality of decision or 

problem outcome specific to the "time, place, and objective" of c o u l l s u g  

have been proposed for this study. Rationales for the six Likert scale 

measures used in this study now follow. 

The f i s t  measure, "ease of use", poses the question to participants 

'Was this procedure easy or difficult to use?" A rating of "very easy" is at 

the high end of the scale (7), and a rating of "very diffidt" is at the Low end 

of the scale (1; al l  L i k e  scales in this study are rated 1 to 7). 

"Ease/Wdty" is a measure that has been used for a group decision 

making aid (Davey & Olson, 1998), a multi-attribute decision making aid 

(Timmermans & Wek, 1994), as well as a knowledge-based expert system 

used to aid in business decision making (Vinze, 1992). 

An important theoretical c o m c t  Iies behind the "ease of use" 

measure. Simon (1976) notes that "no one m his right mind wouId satisfice 

when he can just as well optimize". This means that if the opportunity to 
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optimize (find and take advantage of the best option) is just as convenient as 

the opportunity to satisfice (settle for the easiest available option), then an 

individual can be expected to optimize. Thus, if an aid can facilitate decision 

and problem optimization and is easy enough to the point where it is just as 

convenient as the effort required in satisficing, individuals will be more likely 

to optimize by making use of that decision-making aid. 

The second Likert measure, "consistency" refers to the congruency of 

the outcome with the participant's values. Consistency has not been widely 

used as a measure of decision making or problem solving, although it was 

identified as a key measure by Majone (from Edwards et al., 1984). 

Consistency can be seen as an important measure in personal counselling for 

deasion-making and problem-solving where a prime focus is often on the 

articulation and elaboration of the dient's values. An aid that maintains 

consistency between the outcome and the values that led to that outcome can 

be thought of as highly valid in a personal counselling setting. 

"Confidence", the third Likert measure has a long history as a decision 

making measure. Many studies (e. g., Davey L Olson, 1998; Kline, 1994; Sieck 

& Yates, 1997; Timmmans & Wek, 1994; and Vinze, 1992) have made use of 

the construct confidence to measure decision outcome. The logic of this 

transfm welI to the personal c o u r t s ~ g  setting. The client who emerges 

confident in the dedsion or problem will be more likely to follow through 

and take action on that outcome. On the other hand, if the client emerges 

with little confidence in a decision or problem outcome, then it doesn't matter 

how well the rest of the counselling went, it is doubtful the ciient will possess 
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the wiU to take any action. This in turn could greatly compromise any gain 

that could have been made horn the counselling situation. 

"Completeness" is the fourth Likert measure. Identified by von 

WinterfeIdt and Edwards (1986), it is also mentioned by Shaw and Mdhight 

(1992), but appears not to enjoy wide-spread use in decision-making aid 

studies. There is a strong theoretical rationale behind completeness, 

however. Writers in the decision-making aid literature often point to the 

limits in capacity of human cognition, necessitating the need for aids. 

However, if a decision-making aid fails to elicit all relative decision or 

problem information (the decision making space), then it is not really a valid 

improvement on the so-called limited human cognition. Thus, if an aid is 

going to be used, one of its basic characteristics should be that it can enable 

the individual to make a complete account of all the information that could 

not be processed by means of independent, unaided human cognition. 

Therefore, "completeness" is nominated as an important measure of the grid 

procedure in this study. 

- The last two measures "happy" and "regret", are related. Happiness 

(or satisfaction) and regret were identified by Janis and Mann (1977) as 

possible measures of a decision making venture. Other studies have since 

gone on to use these measures (e. g., Cortnolly, Ordonez, & Coughlan, 1997; 

Zedenberg, van Dijk, C Manstead, 1998). In terms of counselling, happiness 

and regret are important for reasons similar to "confidence". If a dent feels 

happy about the outcome of a decision, chances are high that he or she will 

possess the energy and will to take action on i t  Similarly, if a dient fe& 



some regret over the decision outcome, this may signal the need for recycling, 

instead of taking action. "Happy" and "regret" may seem Iike two sides of 

the same coin, and thus, a redundant measure. Contrary to this, Zedenberg, 

van Dijk, and Manstead (1998) showed that these two are not always rated in 

correlation to each other. Thus, both are included in the present study. 

Six measures are proposed here to assess the decision-making and 

problem solving outcomes in a counselling setting. These are 

"ease/difficulty", "consistency", "confidence", "completeness", "happiness", 

' and "regret". 

Short-answer auestions. The short-answer questions were devised ad 

hoc, that is, designed to answer specific questions important to this study. As 

such, six of the eight questions are not standardized, and have not been tested 

elsewhere. All questions were chosen because they draw certain information 

of importance to the exploratory rationale of the study. 

Question one, "What part of today's work stood out for-you the most?" 

is adapted kom the Important Events Questionnaire (Cummings, Martin, 

Hallberg, & Slemon, 1992; Cummings, Hallberg, & Slemon, 1994). This 

pestion is designed to give case respondents the latitude to mention 

anything that happened during the session. Thus case clients are free to 

nominate events or work outside of the method proper that they saw as 

. significantt Even though the grid methodology is the focus of the study, 

other factors, such as rapport between dient and counsellor, safety, or 

counseIIor support may actually stand pre-emhent in the work done using 

the grid. 
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Question two, "What part of the procedure was most helpful for you?" 

seeks to narrow in on the most important aspect of the grid method proper. 

Case clients are told that the answer to this question may be the same as in 

the first question, if they happened to nominate an aspect of the grid method 

as standing out for them the most. The rationale behind this question is 

simply to find out if there is any one "best" part of the grid method. 

Question three, "What part of the procedure was the least helpful for 

you?" seeks to uncover any unnecessary parts of the procedure. Essentially, 

if there is a part of the procedure that case dients are finding to be of little 

use, it may be best to eliminate it for the purposes of streamlining the grid 

method, 

Question four, "Was the procedure easy enough for you to learn that 

you could do it by yourself from now on?" is included to find out whether 

case clients believe they could empower themselves to use this procedure 

independently. Even though the procedure is born of psychotherapy and 

counselling where a professional assists a dient through, one of its qualities is 

that it is simple enough for individuals to undertake on their own. To get a 

sense of this, the question is posed directly to case participants. 

Question five, "If I were to give you copies of the procedure, would 

you consider using it for some other problem or decision you may face in the 

hture?", is an extension of question four. Although some case clients may 

believe the procedure is easy, they may feel they have little use for it, and 

may answer "no" to this question. Other &en% may answer that the 

procedure is too djffidlt to do on one's own, but would seek a trained 
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professional to help them with it in the future. In both cases, such responses 

may provide a dearer picture as to how and why the grid might be used by a 

&mt. 

Question six, "Can you suggest any other decisions or problems for 

which this procedure might be useful?" seeks to elicit horn case clients other 

likely uses for the methodology. Workers in grid research could be so 

accustomed to the methodology they may be biased as to the extent of the 

grid's use. Those recently introduced to the method, with little investment in 

the methodology other than an intexest in what it can do for them at that 

point in time, may provide a more candid picture of the instrument's 

applicability. 

Question seven, "Can you suggest any other decisions or problems for 

which this procedure might not be usefid?" is the opposite of question six. 

The rationale behind this question is to determine whether there are certain 

decisions or problems with which the case dients would be unwilling or 

uncomfortable to use the procedure. 

Question eight, 'Would you recommend this procedure to a friend 

who faced a difficult decision or problem? Why or why not?", is taken from a 

counselling centre's (Mount Royal College, 1998) dient satisfaction 

questionnaire. This question is typical of many dient satisfaction and quality 

assurance measures. The rationale behind it is to get a sense of whether case 

c!.ients thought the grid method effective enough to stand behind it and 

recommend it to others. A secondary rationale has to do with the word-of- 

mouth phenomenon that drives a significant portion of the cotmselhg 



business. If clients respoxd :a this instrument so favorably that they tell 

others about how good it was, this will create a demand. Counsellors who 

must attract their own &enteIe would do well to use insments and 

methods that are looked on so favorably that dents encourage others to take 

advantage. 

Procedure 

Spanning roughly two hours, the procedure consisted of three 

components, in sequence. The components were: (1) opening assessment 

and rapport-building, (2) the repertory grid procedure, and (3) dosing 

assessment and debriefing. 

Openine assessment and r a ~ ~ o r t  buildine. All sessions began with 

some time allotted for rapport building-the foundation of the counselling 

working alliance (see Corrnier & Cormier, 1998). The rapport building took 

the form of "small-tallc" (about current events, finding the session site, recent 

events in the participant or the researcher's lives), information-giving about 

the study (taking care not to "feed" the participant any expectations that 

would later be measured). Momation giving also included a form letter 

(Appendix B). Rapport building also included background information on 

the researcher, and most importantly, background information on the 

participant. Before the partiapant was ready to begin, a consent form - 

(Appendix C) was provided. 

The opening assessment began with an information form (see 

Appendix D) that asked the participant's age and gender. The information 

sheet then asked: "In the space below, please describe the problem or decision 



44 

you face". The purpose behind this question is to elicit a description of the 

problem or decision in terms of how the individual has seen it up until that 

point. The opening assessment then asks: "Please describe your effort so far 

at resolving this problem or decision." The purpose behind this question is to 

find out what the individual's efforts or methods toward problem or decision 

resolution have been so far. It is presumed that this effort has been somewhat 

unsatisfactory-which is what has prompted all cases to seek assistance via 

the grid procedure offered in this study. The opening assessment condudes 

with the completion of the Initial Likert Scale (see Appendix E). It was 

antiapated for this part of the procedure that some participants may be 

hesitant to rate an outcome for a decision or problem that, to them, is still fas 

away kom resolution. Care was taken to inform case partiapants that they 

were to rate the scales hypothetically, as if they had had to settle on a decision 

or probIem solution at that immediate point in time. 

The Seven-step repertow mid method. The repertory grid method for 

personal problem solving and decision making, as it stands done, is 

presented as an eight-page booklet, entitled 'Working Through Mdti-Criteria 

Decisions and Problems: A Seven-step Method" (see Appendix F for a copy of 

the booklet). For the sake of standardization, the method in the booklet does 

not utilize the fdI flexibility of the grid as presented in Shaw and McKnight 

(1992). As stated before, one of the goals of this study was to package the 

grid method in a convenient form that participants might feel comfortabIe 

using on their own after the study. Thus, the grid method presented in the 



booklet is designed to be simplistic and user-friendly. Following is a step-by- 

step description of the procedure. 

Defining Your Problem or Decision (Step 1.) begins the procedure 

with what may be the most crucial task. Defining the problem or deasion is 

very important because no matter what follows, the outcome of the 

procedure will be meaningless if the wrong problem or dedsion is tackled. 

The instructions are as folIows: 

Please stop and think over the decision or problem you face. In doing so, 

think carefully of the present state of your problem or decision (how 

things stand right now). Then think of your goal state (how would you 

like to your problem or decision to turn out). 

Space is provided for the participant to write in descriptions of both present 

and goal states. 

The present and goal states of this step are based on Newell and 

Simon's (1972) definition of a problem: a "discrepancy" between one's "goal 

state" and one's "present state". Basing the first step of a method for both 

problems and decisions on a problem definition may appear theoretically 

unsound. However, the theory supports that most (if not all) problems 

incorporate a decision. Therefore, starting the method off with a problem 

dehition is valid for both problem s01vlng and decisionmaking efforts. 

It may seem redundant to include this step when participants have 

already defined their problems or decisions in the opening assessment. There 

are, however, three important reasons for including this step as is. First, it is 

important for all participants to see a dehition step at the beginning of their 



method, because it is always a first step of a decision or problem venture. 

Second, defining it in terms of present and goal states makes dear the 

direction the problem solving and deckion-making effort needs to 

g-toward the goal, and away from the present state of affairs. This makes 

Step 2 more deas, wh&e the individual must nominate options (or ways) that 

will get them fkom the present to goal states. And third, the goal state is 

singular, constaining the individual to narrow the outcome of the problem or 

decision. Too often, problems and decisions are difficult to tackle because 

they are actually bundles or confounds of several problems or decisions. 

Nominating Your Options (Step 2.) opens with the following 

Think carefilly about your decision or problem as you have defined it in 

Step 1. Now make a list of all the options you have toward resolving this 

decision or problem. (hint options are the "ways" we can reach our goal 

state) 

Example: Think of an example of a new-car buyer, whose goal is to 

purchase a mid-sized car. The options that car-buyer might be the 

following: Mercury Mystique, Chevrolet Cavalier, Plymouth Breeze, 

Toyota Camry, etc. 

This is one of the more important steps in the method, and requires 

some effort. The goal at this stage is to eliat as many options as possible. 

This will Iead to the most elaborate probIem or decision space. The greater 

the number of options elicited, the more artidate and elaborate will be the 

resulting representation of the decision or problem space. 
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Determining Your Problem or Decision Criteria (Step 3.) begins with 

the following ins&uctions: 

The decision or problem you face can be descriied as "multi-crifmb'f. This 

means that the resolution you come to must satisfy a number of important 

criteria (or values) you hold. You may already be aware of some of your 

criteria, 

Erample: Consider the car-buyer, who may have some of the following 

criteria: (a) reasonable price, @) 6-cylinder engine, (c) good fuel economy, 

(d) good stereo system, etc. 

Many problem solvers and decision makers can think of several 

criteria off-hand. They may be ones that have been heavy on their mind, 

others that fxiends have suggested, or criteria used by other experts in the 

domain of the problem or dedsion. Shaw and McKrtight (1992) suggest that 

some decision-makers and problem solvers will be prepared to nominate 

some criteria &om various external sources in their awareness. 

Typically, several criteria will come to mind for the individual. In 

order to ensure that a complete representation of the decision or problem 

space is rendered, case clients were encouraged to "exhaust constructs". That 

is, case clients are assisted to access any W e r  constructs that could be 

valuable criteria for the decision or problem at hand, This process continues 

until the same criteria are elicited in repetition. Shaw and McKnight (1992) 

describe eight methods of elidting constructs from individuals. AU methods 

are derived from established grid methodology, and involve finding some 

kind of diff&cence between element options. 
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The grid method used in this study is based directly on Shaw and 

McKnight's (1992) cases of Carol, Jim, and Julie. The only exception to this is 

the way in which the criteria (constructs) are elicited in Step 3. This exception 

has been made based on evidence &om pilot cases done for this study. These 

pilot cases have illustrated a problem for which this study proposes two 

alternate methods. 

Standard grid methodology seeks to elicit bipolar constructs for which 

there is a diffmmce between poles. The methodology of Shaw and McKnight 

follows this same standard methodology in eliciting the criteria for the case 

problems or decisions. The problem or decision criteria takes the form of the 

standard bipolar construct of Kelly's (1955) original method, where the poles 

are set apart by some kind of difference. 

The rationale for proposing the alternate methods. rests on evidence 

that simply finding a difference between element options wilI not always lead 

to a construct criteria that can be rated based on a range of value. When one 

embarks on the use of the grid for problem solving and decision making, an 

important (though perhaps subtle) shift in the purpose of the grid has taken 

pIace. Whereas grids originally have been used as "meaning-representation 

devices", grids used for decision making and problem solving are more 

accurately thought of as "value-representation devices". Two problems arise 

when the standard bipolar constructs (set apart by a semantic difference) are 

used for the construing of value-laden elements (or options, as in the present 

study). An example taken from the pilot studies ilIustrates the probIem. 



This example involves the construct "works indoors -v- works 

outdoors", a construct that is in standard use in many career development 

studies (see, for example Bodden & KIein, 1973; or Parr & Neimeyer, 1994). 

While the poles of this construct are indeed different semantically, and 

therefore valid opposing poles by standard grid methodology, they 

sometimes do not differ in value. One encounters a problem when an 

individual prefers an occupation because it offers a delightful mix of work 

indoors and out. Both poles are valued. 

If rating was based solely on meaning and the value of poles was not 

an issue, then there would be no problem. But when rating is done with 

value in mind, then poles must differ in value, one pole being of more value 

than the other to the individual. 

This study presents two method alterations designed to deviate the 

above problem. The first will be called the "concepts as criteria" alteration, 

and the second will be called the "opposite values" alteration. Cases one to 

four were run using "concepts-a~-criteria"~ and cases five to eight were run 

using "opposite values". The two method alterations are explained below. 

In the concepts-as-criteria method, the individuals' criteria remain as 

they were first proposed via free elicitation by the individual: That is, 

monopolar. ' Support for the validity of monopolar constructs comes from 

within the personal construct literature, where Reimann (1990) found that 

bipolarity is an "important, but not essential aspect of personal constructs". 

In other words, not everything need be construed by way of bipolar 

c0m.tructs. 



Bannister and Mair (1968) note that the main difference between 

personal constructs and the notion of the concept is that the former is bipolar, 

and the latter is monopolar. Thus, in order to differentiate these criteria fkom 

the bipolar construct fom, they are labeled concepts here. Monopolar 

criteria, or concepts, offer the advantage of great simpliaty. Once elicited, 

there is no need to return and nominate opposing poles. The monopoiar 

concepts are rated on the grid by way of the following instructions: 

Each option is to be rated on each concept criteria in terms of how well 

that option fulfills the criteria. A rating of 10 (on a scale of 1 to 10) indicates 

that the option fulfills that criteria as much as it ever could be W e d .  

Whereas a rating of one indicates that the option fulfills the criteria by only 

the lowest measurable amount, or perhaps even the absence of any amount of 

fulfillment* 

In a sense, the concepts-as-criteria are rated in a bipolar fashion, except 

that the individual is given a uniform polar opposite of the criteria: The 

lowe& measurable amount, or perhaps the absence of that criteria being 

fulfilled at all, 

For the process of exhausting the constructs, the standard method of 

triads is sti l l  useful, as it appears in the instructiom: - 

It is important to come up with as many miteria as you can. If you want to 

think of more, but can't, the following exercise (called the method of 

hiads) might help. 

1 Select three of your.options from Step Z You may want to write 

them down on a piece of paper. 
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2. Ask yourself the following question about the three options you 

selected: 

"How are two of these options alike, and yet different from the third?" 

However, the method of triads wiu yield bipolar constructs set apart 

by a dt%fmence. At this point the participant is asked which pole is valued. For 

the sake of uniformity, the one pole that is valued is added to the list of 

criteria, and rated the same as the previous monopolar criteria. If both poles 

are valued, then both are added to the list of criteria. 

The other method alteration, the "oppositevalues method" is perhaps 

closer to personal construct methodology in that it yields criteria which are 

truly bipolar construck. With this alteration, the only departure from 

standard personal construct methodology is the wording of the method of 

triads, which altered, reads "In what way are two of these alike in value, yet 

opposite in value to a third?" There are two method changes here. First, a 

study by Epting, Suchman, and Nickeson (197l) found that constructs elicited 

in terms of "opposing" distinctions were found to rated "with sigruficantly 

less overlap" than constructs rated in terms of "differences". Thus, the 

method of triads in this case distinguishes by opposites, instead of 

differences, And second, the "value" is inserted so as to remind users that the 

objective is to Werentiate in terms of value, not meaning. 

Weighting Your Criteria (Step 4.) was probably the most simple of all 

steps. Here, participants were asked to consider each criterium in terms of 

how important it was to meeting their goal state? as written. It included the 

foII0wing instructions: 
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Look at your list of criteria horn Step 3. On a scale of one to ten (one 

being 'of little importance' and 10 being 'of great importance'), rate each 

criteria with respect to how important it is to you when resoIving this 

decision or problem. Simply write the weighting (out of 10) beside the 

option. 

In order to encourage participants to exhaust their constructs, a further 

instruction encouraged: "Feel free at this time to add any new criteria to the 

list that may come to mind". 

Filling out the Repertory Grid (Step 5.) indudes the following 

instructions: 

The time has come to organize your criteria (fkom Step 3.) and your 

options (from Step 2.) in such a way as to be able to compare them against 

each other. 

This is done using the Repertory Grid (attached). 

You can create your own grid simply by filling in your criteria (goals and 

values) in the lines below where it says "criteria", and your options in the 

lines below where it says "options". 

Once you have done this, you are ready to rate your grid and see how 

your options compare against each other in terms of your stated criteria. 

When rating the grid, simply consider how welI the option meets the 

partid* criteria. Using the example of the car buyer? if she really liked 



the stereo system in the Plymouth Breeze, she might rate it a "10" (out of 

ten). If she was not so impressed with the Chevrolet Cavalier's stereo, she 

may only rate it as a "4" or a "3". 

When rating the grid, do not worry about the weightings of the criteria. 

That will come into play later. Simply rate according to how well the 

option meets the criteria you are considering at the time. 

Determining the Ranking of Your Options (Step 6.) is the step where 

all grid ratings are adjusted for their weights and summed to yield the totals 

for each option. To familiarize the participants with this process, the 

researcher would have them read the instructions: 

Now that you have filled in alI the possible ratings in your grid, you 

should now make the weighting adjustments. Simply multiply your 

weightings in Step 4 by each of your ratings in the grid. For example, if 

your first criteria has a weighting of 5, multiply all ratings for that criteria 

by 5. If your next criteria has a weighting of 2# multiply all of the ratings 

for that criteria by 2. Once aII the grid ratings have been adjusted by 

weight, the ratings for the options can be summed. To do this, add each 

rating (as adjusted for weight) by column. The sums for all options reveal 

the ranking of your options in terms of how well each one addresses the 

criteria you identified. 

Although it was important for partidpants to understand this step, the 

researcher was also aware that by Step 6, many participants would have been 



working at the procedure for about 90 minutes. In order to give each 

participant some time for a break, the researcher calculated the ratings 

adjustments and the sums. This process was done using a calculator and a 

fine tip orange pen. As the adjusted ratings were calculated, they were 

written on top of the rating in each ceil, the orange ink showing over the 

original blue-ink rating. When d ratings had been adjusted for weight, these 

numbers were summed to yield each weighted option total. 

Step 7. Evaluating Your Outcome is the final step where the 

participant has the opportunity to consider the outcome, and cyde through 

the procedure again if the outcome seems d v o r a b l e .  This step includes the 

following instructions: "Look over the ranking of each option. Consider how 

this ranking makes you feel." Essentially, this is the culmination of the 

procedure. While evaluating the grid results, the researcher would ask the 

following questions, designed to ilIuminate some of the important 

information a grid can offer: "Do- the totals feel right?", "Are there any totals 

that seem surprising?", "Are there some totals that you could have 

predicted?", "Are there any patterns/ similarities in the ratings?" (Often it is 

useful to note either criteria or options that are rated simiIarly). Other results 

that are worthy of note are options that are not mutually exclusive, and thus 

could be attempted at the same time. The purpose behind the discussion of 

the grid results between researcher and participant is to crystallize the 

information provided by the grid into some dear condusions. 

h some cases, the condusiom one arrives at via the grid totals leave 

them feeling m e .  If this is the case, it is knportant that individual has the 



opportunity to cycle through the procedure again. Thus, the final 

instructions of the procedure are: "If you are not confident of the rankings 

obtained, you may elect to run through the seven steps again. If you do this, 

consider carefully any criteria you may not have considered the first time 

around. Some individuals like to run through this Seven-step process a 

number of times before they feel fully confident about the decision or 

problem resolution they come to. This is a normal part of solving problems 

and making decisions." 

Closine assessment and debriefing. Closing assessment began with 

the follow-up Likert Scale (see Appendix G). Here, participants were 

reminded that this measure was for the purpose of capturing their impression 

of the just-compIeted grid procedure. Once the follow-up Likert scale was 

completed the short-answer questions were tape-recorded. Each question 

(see Appendix H for a copy of the questions) was printed out on a separate 

piece of paper that was set out in front of the participant. The researcher 

would read the question out loud, and leave the printed question in front of 

the participant. AU eight questions were recorded in this manner. 

When the questions were done, time was left for debriefing. The 

researcher would usually initiate this by asking the partidpant if he or she 

had any questions about the work that had been done .hat day. To prompt 

M e r  dosing discussion, the researcher would ask participants what they 

might do following the outcome of the grid procedure. Although they were 

made aware of this at the outset of the study, partiapants were reminded that 

their cases would be included m a final write-up of the study. These cases 
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would in turn be publicly presented, and possibly published at a later date. 

For their protection, they were given the opportunity to check the write-ups 

for their individual cases, before inclusion with the rest of the study. As 

another precaution, partidpants were asked to provide a pseudonym for their 

case. Finally, all participants were invited to have a copy of the final write- 

up, if they wished. 
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Results 

There are three parts to the Results section. The first part, the bulk of 

the section, presents written summaries of each of the eight cases. The second 

part presents both initial and follow-up Likert scale scores summarized aaoss 

al l  cases. The third part presents a thematic analysis of the responses of all 

case participants for the open-ended questions. 

The summaries of each case indude descriptions of the individual, 

their presenting problem, what attracted them to the study, and some of the 

more important details of their work at each step. The summaries each 

condude with discussion pieces in the form of the researcher's observations 

as counsellor. There is no particular order to the cases as they are presented, 

except that the first four cases use the "criteria as concepts" alteration for Step 

3, and the last four cases use the "opposite values construct!' alteration for 

Step 3. 

Case Summaries 

Case 1. Leonor 

Leonor is a 48 year-old woman who had been working as-senior 

administrator in health care for many years. Her last position as a team 

leader/facilitation trainer was eliminated by the local health authority after a 

wave of budget cuts. Leonor had experienced considerable success with her 

career. None-theless, the loss of Mis position led her to a period of deep self- 

reflection and assessment. She fully recognized herself to be in a transition 

period-a time to reassess her values and direction. After the termination, 

she was offered a similar position, but found herself wondering if she wanted 



something a little different- Leonor began considering options she may not 

have had before, 

Leonor contacted the researcher by email after seeing one of the 

handbills on a bulletin board at the outplacement program where she was a 

dient. In her past health care positions she had worked with probIem-solving 

models and was very open to using them for her current situation. The 

researcher and Leonor met in a closed office at the site of the career 

management organization where she was a client. 

Preliminam information. Building rapport was easy with Leonor. She 

was talkative and curious to know about the grid methodology, its history, 

and other applications. Leonor defined her problem as "To find a position 

that matches who I am, as well as matches my skills and abilities". Her effort 

at resolving this problem so far was defined as "To go back to my 'gut' 

sometimes reluctantly". Leonor rated this decision-making effort on the 

initial Likert scales, commenting that she felt the scales addressed what was 

important to an individual faced with a crucial decision. Her initial ratings 

(on the scale of 1 to 7) were: Easy/Difficult (I), Thorough (3), Consistent (4), 

Confident (6), Happy (7), Regret (I). The average initial Likert rating, with 

the Regret rating reversed, was 4.66. 

Step 1. Leonor defined her Present State as "same as preliminazy" 

referring to her previous problem definition= "To find a position that matches 

who I am, as well as matches my skills and abilities". She then defined her 

Goal State as 'To find intrinsically rewaiding work that matches/ 

comp1emenfs who I am and what I a m  capable of doing". 
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Step 2. Leonor took care to "think out loud" as she nominated her 

options. She identified herself as an extrovert, saying this was an important 

process for her. Leonor decided it would be useful to indude not only 

specific positions (e. g., Health care practice consultant), but also some 

general areas she was interested in as well (e. g., People &ectiveness). Both of 

these were seen as acceptable options because they were valid "ways" she 

could reach her goal state of fininding a position that "matches/compIements 

who I am and what I am capable of doing". Leonor took about 25 minutes to 

nominate eleven options (see options in Leonor's grid, Figure 1). 

Step 3. Leonor appeared to have no difficulty conjuring her decision 

criteria. As with Step 2, Leonor thought out loud, soliating the input of the 

counsellor from time to time. Although the method of triads was offered to 

her at one point, Leonor dedined saying she preferred to "talk it out", as a 

way of determining her criteria. She spent the greatest amount of time on this 

step-well over an hour. The method of Mads would likely have been a more 

expedient method for eliciting dteria. However, it appeared that she valued 

the process of talking it out, and valued the opportunity to do so. At various 

points, Leonor was encouraged to add further criteria if she fdt there may be 

some. This prompting led her to a total list of 16 criteria, a list Leonor assured 

the counsellor was exhaustive. 

Step 4. Leonor's weighting followed standard procedure. She spent 

about 6 or 7 minutes on this step. 

Step 5- While %g out her grid, honor decided that the criteria 

"Sense of belonging/coiIegial" was similar enough to "Respected" to be 



subsumed under the latter. Thus, her final grid induded 15 criteria. Because 

the "criteria as concepts" method was used for Leonor, her criteria as she 

wrote them out in step three were directly transposed to the grid. 

W e  rating her grid, Leonor came to the conclusion that her options 

"Teacher" and "Facilitator" were going to be rated the same as the option 

"People Effectiveness". As a result, honor rated the option "People 

effectiveness" and then drew mows across a l l  the rating cells for "Teacher" 

and "Facilitator" to indicate that they were rated the same. Later on, Leonor 

deaded that the options "Sales", "Marketing", and "Network/Lhker", were 

not realistic positions, and were largely incorporated into work she did 

already. She crossed these options out, and did not rate them. This culling of 

options is a valid process for narrowing a decision fidd, and is desaibed in 

Shaw and M W g h t  (1992 p. 43) with the case of Carol. Leonor took about 

25 minutes to complete her grid. 

Stev 6. Calculation of the grid weights and sums followed the 

standard procedure. 

Step 7. When Leonor began to rate her grid (see Figure 3) and see the 

patterns that were emerging, she remarked "this is wild". This enthusiasm 

continued as patterns and totals were analyzed on completion of the grid. 

The higher rated options (Health care practitioner consuitant, Project 

manager, and C o d t i n g )  were ones Leonor had believed were her best 

options aII dong. She seemed pleased that the grid bore this out. The time 

for analysis of the grid took about 15 minutes. 



Figure 3. Case 1, Leonor 



FoIIow up data. After analyzing the grid for some time, Leonor 

completed the follow-up Likert scales and answered the open-ended 

questions. Follow-up ratings were as follows: Easy /Wdt  (7), Thorough 

(7), Consistent (6), Confident (6), Happy (7), Regret (1). The average follow- 

up rating, (with the Regret rating reversed) was 6.66, up by 2.00 from the 

initial rating average of 4.66. Total time for Leonor was five hours and 40 

minutes (the longest of aU cases presented in this study). A summary of her 

answers to the short-answer follow-up questions (edited from the tape- 

recorded sessions) now follows. 

(Q1) What part of today's work, and that could be anything we did 

today-any interaction, anything that happened in this room - what stood 

out for you the most? 

(Al) The very most was the fact that you gave me so much time - to 

talk about, to talk it through, rather than just writing the answers. You gave 

me lots of-you're very patient-you've done some interviewing before, it's 

obvious. 

(Q2) What part of today's procedure was the most helpful for you? 

(A2) Step 3. It was helpful in that if I'd stopped at point 7 [the criteria 

"Ack~~owledgement] for my values --everything horn "etc." down, [to 161, so 

9 more items came up. So that ability to keep revealing, you know, 

"delayerhg", where you start with the superficial, but then gradually got into 

the root-that exercise was really helpful- 

(Q3) What part of the procedure was the least helpful for you? 



(A3) I don't see that any of it is not helpful, I mean, as we moved from 

one step to the other, I started thinking more as a process. You need a step 1, 

and you need a step 2, just to get some ideas down of the kind of work I'd 

like, so I think if you leave those out, that's why you don't end up with a 

good result. 

(Q4) Was the procedure easy enough to learn that you could do it by 

yours& at a later point in time? 

(A4) I think so. The only piece that would be missing is, because I am 

so verbal in my communication, I need being able to talk it through-that's 

how I problem-solve-I have to think out loud. So if I were doing this on 

paper [by myselfl, I may have missed something pretty important here, if 

hadn't been able to tak it out. But on the other hand I could work through 

this on my own. But I think we would have to recognize that I would have to 

go back to it a few times. And people fail to do that often. They do it once, 

and say '1 got that", and it's over. I think it's very straightforward, and it 

could be a tool they could use if they were looking at "how am I going to find 

out what my next kind of work is". I certainly could do this, and the grid 

makes it very helpful because it is so visual. 

(Q 5) If were to give you copies of this procedure, would you consider 

using it for some other problem or decision you might face in the future? 

(A 5) [emphatically] Absolutely! Oh it's just so dear, it's just so easy 

t-I mean it really is easy to do, once you get the methodology, it's not 

rocket scienceit's common sense, but its common sense made simple. In 

counseIIing, a Iot is trying to figure out where you should be, and in order to 
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get there it takes having the [rightJ tools to do that. So yeah, I would use it 

again Definitely. 

(Q 6) Can you suggest any other decisions or problems for which this 

procedure might be useful? 

(A 6) AnyUung in Me. Anything! It could be as simple as... a move. 

Or you could certainly use it in the workplace. I think this is just a great tool 

for any kind of problem-solving-if you're hying to figure out what courses 

to do in university. If you are 16 trying to figure out what you want to be 

when you grow u p w e l l  when you're 48, and still trying to figure out the 

same thing, its something you can use. It's a great way to take a look at 

things, and everybody's situation is so Merent- Looking at an organization, 

it would be based on the mission statement, [the] values of the organization. 

Maybe for strategic planning. Why, it could be used for anything. 

(Q 7) Can you suggest any other decisions or problems for which this 

procedure would NOT be useful? 

(A 7) I think if somebody was psychotic. I think there are times when 

people's reality has been altered. ... and that would be quite a danger to the 

individual. So I don't know how well that would work for someone with a 

mental condition. Or, I guess it would depend on the age group too- I 

probably wouldn't take it much lower than maybe a grade -six level because I 

don't know that.. . I think younger people should learn how to problem-solve 

in a different way. I don't know how well it would work with a six-year-old, 

but I would think ceaainly by age 10,1 wouId think they would be abIe to do 

something like that 



(Q 8) Would you recommend this procedure to a friend who faced a 

difficult decision or problem? 

(A 8) I would. And why would I do it? Some people aren't perhaps as 

open as I am about discussing things. Some people figure things out really 

well on paper, and don't need as much discussion, they just want to be very 

private about i t  But iYs not confrontational, you give only what you're 

willing to give. So I think lots and lots of people could use this. And I will 

definitely4 will share this with other people. 

Observations. Leonor responded well to the grid method. She 

appeared to be enthusiastic about working through each step, and responded 

positively when she began to notice patterns in the ratings of her grid. 

Leonor is a good exampie of someone who could benefit from grid use. She 

had a lot of options and many criteria, both of which, by her report, became 

dearer as she worked through the method. Leonor's case is similar to that of 

Carol in Shaw and McKnight (1992). She exemplifies how it is sometimes 

necessary only to artidate certain options, before it is apparent that they 

should not remain as part of the decision space. 

Case 2. David 

David is a 52 year-old man, with a long career background as a faculty 

member at an agricultural college. Several years ago, he accepted a severance 

package from the college. During the later years of his time at the college 

David found he was required to teach material that was in conflict with his 

vdues. This became a source of stress for him. Since ending his faculty 

position, David had worked at a number of jobs, none of them f d y  



satismg. This again added to his stress. The continuous high stress during 

the last several years took both a heavy personal and financial toll. H e  

described himself as in the process of "picking myself up, dusting myself off, 

and starting over". 

David said he recognized this as an important transition period in his 

life. In honour of this, he had done considerable soul-searching and work in 

the areas of self-exploration and values clarification. As well, David had been 

attending a community employment action meeting. It was through this 

program that contact was made with David. He inquired about the study via 

e-mail, and received the standard information (described in the Subjects 

section). David said he decided to participate when he read about the 

repertory grid's darifying properties. He met with the researcher in a quiet 

boardroom near the researcher's office. 

Preliminam information. David descnied his present situation as: "I 

face choosing a second career". His effort so far was described as: "I have 

been collecting and researching quite a bit of information from past 

career/work searches, extensive w&ing of vision, mission, goal s M ,  and 

spending time on the internet looking at areas of interest of where I r e d y  

want to be and do." He rated his effort so far on the Initial Likert scales as 

follows: Easy/Diffidt (2), Thorough (6), Consistent (3), Confident (5), Happy 

(Z), Regret (7). The mean of these ratings (with Regret reversed) was 3.16. 

Step 1. David descriied his present state as "a conflict between 

earning dolIars to survive and pursuing what I really want to do and be, 

especially with regard to the people I want to be with and where I want to 
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live." David's goal state was then written as: "To choose a career I am 

naturally good at and get employment with the kind of organization I enjoy 

working with." 

Step 2. David took a long time to nominate his options. He appeared 

to be thinking caremy over these, and said during this process "here is the 

part where you make me sqyindf, referring to the effort he was putting into 

the nomination O v d ,  it took David over 20 minutes of reflection to 

nominate 11 options. The options were not specific jobs, but rather areas that 

he would prefer to take his career (e.g., /'back to university", "finding work in 

an area with others of similar valuesf0, etc. See the options in David's grid, 

Figure 4). 

Step 3. David was able to nominate six criteria without any prompting 

or use of triads. He indicated that he had been thinking over his aiteria for . 

some time, and was pretty sure this was a complete list. In order to exhaust 

his list of constructs David was presented with one hiad. However the 

construct he generated horn the triad was one that had already been 

nominated for his initial list. None-the-less, while considering the triad, 

David suddenly remembered another criterion (Means to acquire landbase), 

and nominated it as his seventh. At this point, another triad was suggested, 

with the explanation that it would help insure that David's list of seven 

aiteria was indeed exhaustive. David appeared hesitant about doing this, 

and instead "assured" me that the list of seven included all that was 

important to him, and was all that he wanted to consider in terms of judging 

his career options. 



Figure 4. Case 2, David 
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Step 4. Although David gave the weighting due consideration (he 

spent several minutes looking over his list of criteria before judging the 

weights for each), he eventually came up with equal weights (all 10/10) for 

all criteria. 

S t e ~  5. David's rating of the grid took him about 10 minutes. During 

this time he stopped and remarked that he had to make 77 (7 X 11) ratings, 

and that some of them wouldn't be easy to judge. He was told that this was a 

normal experience for grid users. 

Step 6.  The researcher summed the ratings following standard 

procedure. Because David's weights were a l l  equal, no weighting calculation 

had to be made. 

Step 7. On analyzing the grid ratings and totals, David remarked that 

the grid had darified his situation. "[This] put the distracters in place and 

allowed me to focus on what's really important, and committing to 

something I really wanted to do, [whereas] before, the distracters were 

preventing m e  from making a decision". He also noticed a pattern where the 

options that contained a "self-discovery" element were rated lower than 

others. He found this to be somewhat surprising. David described the grid 

r e d &  as "bang on" with respect to how pictured himself* On disusing the 

grid results, it was noted that some of David's options were not mutually 

exclusive, but instead could be done simultaneously. David then 

enthusiastically described a job opportunity in another city that actually did 

combine two of his options. 



Follow-UD data. After analyzing the grid for some time, David filled 

' out the follow-up Likert scales. His ratings were: Easy /DBdt  (5), 

Thorough (7), Consistent Q, Confident (6), Happy (6), Regret (1). The mean 

of David's ratings (with Regret reversed) was 6.33, an increase of 3.17 over 

the initial mean of 3.16. The total time for David's session came to 2 hours 

and 40 minutes. David's responses to the short-answer questions were as 

follows: 

(Ql) What part of today's work stood out for you the most? 

(Al) Well naturally the end point where we finished the grid and 

looked at the results. ... Yeah, that's what stood out for me, is how [in] the 

end result, I could incorporate my values in regard to selecting the options 

and prioritizing my options. 

(Q2) What part of today's procedure was most helpful for you? 

(A.2) The procedure, first of all, committed me to a number of options 

that were rolling around in my head, and confusing me. But once I started to 

write them down, they were not rattling around in my head. That freed my 

head to generate more options. And I guess the next thing that was 

important was the criteria, writing down the outcomes, values, and 

conditions that are at work in [my decision]. . . 

(43) What part of the procedure was the least helpful for you today? 

(A3) There is a lot of silence on your tape here because I am having 

diffidty finding something that was least helpfd with the process. .*.I don't 

- have too much to say as far as Ieast hdpfuI. It did help. 
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(Q4) Was the procedure easy enough to learn that you could do it by 

yourself from now on? 

(A4) ... Yes, it is easy to use. 

(Q5) If I were to give you copies of this procedure, would you consider 

using it for some other problem or decision you face in the future? 

(A5) Yes. I would even recommend it to others. 

(46) Can you suggest any other problems or decisions for which this 

procedure might be useful? 

(A6) I have been engaged in life management training, and there's 

many areas where this might be applied. Because [id life management, 

values must be integrated with making decisions with various options. 

(Q7) Can you suggest any other decisions or problems for which this 

procedure would NOT be useful? 

(A7) [Long pause] That depends on what the individual options are.. . 

It requires thinking. You have to generate the elements or the options. You 

have to generate the criteria. You have to have done your homework. It is 

not a magical type of box-it requires work. And if you are prepared to do 

the work, you will get out of it what you put into it. 

(Q8) Would you recommend this procedure to a friend who faced a 

difficult decision or probIem? 

(A$) I would recommend it, with the explanation that it would require 

homework, and in some cases that may even take some facilitation. But I 

would recommend this procedure.. . 
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Observations. David's apparent enthusiasm and interest in working 

through his transition was an important part of his session. David seemed to 

put in a lot of effort, espeady for Steps 2 and 7. H e  was aware of this, and 

did remark later that he realized that this was dearly a "you get out of it what 

you put into it" kind of method. It is likely that this attitude was responsible 

for what turned out to be a highly successful and productive use of the grid 

methodology. 

Case 3. Bianca 

Bianca is a 37 year-old woman who had been working as a freelance 

human resources consultant. Her work was based on a number of 

subcontracts she had won. Contact was made with Bianca at a professional 

meeting, where she expressed interest in the study after seeing the handbiu, 

saying she had a career related concern she had been mulling over for some 

time. Bianca called the researcher shortly after to arrange a time to 

participate. A date was set and Bianca's session took place in a quiet 

boardroom, at her current place of work 

Preliminary information- After some discussion, Bianca deaded that 

an accurate representation of the problem or decision she faced was: "To have 

[my] own business or not." She went on to describe her effort at resolving 

her decision as "Nothing concrete, just being guided by the work" Bianca's 

Likert scale ratings of this effort were: Easy/DifECUIt (4), Thorough (2), 

Consistent (3), Confident (5), Happy (4), Regret (3). The mean of Bianca's 

ratings (with Regret reversed) for her efforts so far was 3.83. 



73 

Step I. Bianca described her present state as: "m haven't committed 

resources to supporting [a] business; lack of decisiveness holds me back and 

makes me vulnerable." She went on to desaibe her goal state as: "My own 

company with hi-tech resource clients, own space, lots of toys, and lots of 

people!" 

Step 2. Bianca liked to discuss her thinking out loud at each step. It 

was determined after some discussion that the options Bianca had been 

considering that would help her toward her goal of owning a business 

included such actions as buying a cell phone, getting office space, and hiring 

an assistant (refer to Figure 5 for various grid components). 

Step 3. Because Bianca appeared to think out loud well, she was 

encouraged to do this as she nominated her criteria. She was asked to 

consider the reasons why her options would help her achieve her goal of 

owning her own business. She immediately suggested "spending money" 

explaining that in order to have her own business, she was going to have to 

invest in it, which was one aspect her options represented for her* Bianca 

came up with nine criteria this way. After nine, she appeared stuck, and so 

was offered the following triad " buying a cell phone-assistant-buying a 

monitor". From this, Bianca nominated the construct "use of technology vs. 

use of people". At this point, counsellor intervention was necessary. 

Although Bianca's construct did indude opposing poles (people as opposed 

to technology), it was possible that they could both have positive values. So 

Bianca was asked which one of the poles would help her achieve her god. 

Her reply was "both". Thus, for the sake of elaborating Bianca's construct 
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system to its maximum potential, it was suggested that she split her construct 

in two (see Stewart, 1997 for an example of this procedure). This yielded two 

new criteria for Bianca, "using people", and "using technology" (to help her 

make her business run). Coincidentally, a second triad was presented to 

+ 
Bianca, whereupon she again came up with a construct that, on questioning 

her, appeared to be of more use when split in two. Thus, both of the criteria 

"office management" and "finanad management" were added to the list. 

Bianca was offered a third triad, but declined, saying she was sure that she 

had completed her list. However, shortly after saying that, discussion 

spurred Bianca on to suggest "ENollingf' and "State of the art" as her last two 

constructs, yielding a list of 15. 

Step 4. Weighting occurred following the standard procedure. Bianca 

took only a few minutes for this step. 

Step 5. Rating took place following standard procedure, with two 

exceptions. Bianca decided that two of her options "Marketing calls" and 

"starting to do work? would be too difficult to ate, and requested to delete 

them. On the criteria side, Bianca made the realization that "Increase energy" 

and "Maximum performancef' were essentially the same, and dissolved the 

former into the latter. She also realized that ''Infrastructure" and 

"knpression" were also essentially the same, again dissolving the former into 

the latter. Thus, Bianca made a total of 96 ratings from an 8 X 12 grid. 

Step 6. The caldation of ratings took piace following standard 

procedure. 



Figure 5. Case 3, Bianca 
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Step 7. Analysis of the grid revealed there to be little debate between 

which actions to follow out of Bianca's list of options. Because none of them 

were mutually exclusive, Bianca could pursue al l  options. After some 

discussion Bianca suggested that she would follow-up on some of the higher 

rated options in the near future. 

Follow-ur, data. After analyzing her grid, Bianca rated the grid 

method on the follow-up Likert scale: Easy/Difficult (4), Thorough (6), 

Consistent (6), Confident (7, Happy Q, Regret (I). The mean of her ratings 

was 6.17, an increase of 2.34 over her initial rating mean of 3.83. Bianca's 

follow-up ratings suggest she may have found the procedure to be more 

helpful than her previous efforts at coming to a decision. Bianca finished by 

answering the short-answer follow-up questions, presented below (edited 

from the tape recorded sessions). Total time for Bianca's session totaled two 

hours and 10 minutes, 

(Q 1) What part of today's work-and that could be anything we did 

in this room (any interaction, anythmg going on)-what stood out for you the 

most? 

(A 1) H o w  dose I was to making the dedsion. That I was just on the 

edge of making it, and I just needed a nudge, some attention to it. 

(Q lb) Why does that stand out for you? 

(A ib) Because, I think that was my purpose in coming bere] into the 

meeting. So I achieved my goal. 

(Q 2) What part of the procedure was the most heIpfuI for you today? 
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(A 2) Stating the probIem-at the beginning. That was probably-I 

mean I had m y  breakthrough just defining the problem dearly. And then 

seeing the grid at the end, just kind of affirming or organizing the different 

issues, the items-of my big decision. Breaking it down. 

(Q 3) What part of the procedure was the least helpfd for you? 

(A 3) The difference between the constructs (the criteria) and the 

elements was confusing. And I don't h o w  if that was my own 

confusion-whatever -just it was confusing. 

(Q 4) Was the procedure easy enough to learn that you could do it by 

yourself horn now on? 

(A 4) No. 

(Q 5) Now if I were to give you copies of this procedure, would you 

consider using it for some other decision or problem you might face in the 

future? . ..Say I gave you a blank- 

(A 5) Yeah. Yeah-and I think the interaction was important. I think 

the structure was one part, the interaction was the other, and me setting aside 

time in my life to do this. 

(Q 6) Can you suggest any other decisions or problems for which you 

might think this procedure to be useful? 

(A 6) Oh yeah, I could do it on the [decision to begin a] Ph.D. 

(Q 7) Can you suggest any other decisions or problems for which this 

procedure would NOT be useful? 



(A 7) I think it would be useful for everything. Because we got.. . 

down to the real core-for me of it being about work, and commitment. ... So 

it could be applied to personal, work.. . 

(Q 8) Would you recommend this procedure to a friend, who faced a 

similar difECU1t decision or problem? 

(A 8) Yes. I would. Because I got such an insight. I got a ria1 clearing 

in my life by doing this. It's really dear what I am going to do now. I was 

waffling [before]. . . 

Observations. It was unfortunate that there was some confusion for 

Bianca between her constructs and elements. This seemed to draw away 

from the utility of the session. Even more unfortunate was the fact that this 

confusion may have been the fault of the researcher, who began second- 

guessing some of Bianca's proposed elements early on. 

Another confusion that did not help matters was the fact that Bianca's 

option elements were not mutually exclusive. Thus, no real decision was 

needed. The researcher refkamed the session as one with a goal to determine 

the relative priority of Bianca's options, which did partly work. Still, it is 

possible that Bianca may not have needed that grid at alI, given that the 

instrumenfs best use is to compare dosely matched, but mutually exclusive 

op tiom. 

Bianca's case represents an important innovation. Splitting constructs 

that have two positivdy valued poles can be one method of ensuring that 

grid ratings do represent values instead of meanings. This innovation 

appears onIy to have been addressed by Stewart (1997). 



Case 4. William 

William is a 4Qear-old man who had been working as a career 

development practitioner a for over 10 years. Contact was made with William 

through a professional association. He approached the researcher describing 

an important decision that he had been working over for some time. He had 

not been making very much headway, and was hoping to come to some 

resolution, 

Following first contact, William emailed the researcher, and was given 

the standard information (as described in the Subjects section). William was 

eager to take part, so a date was set. The researcher and William met for an 

afternoon in a quiet boardroom near the researcher's office. 

Preliminam information. A self-described extrovert, William made a 

point of discussing what was on his mind at each step of the study. The 

session opened with about 15 minutes of rapport-building, on topics 

including work, getting to the session site, and the history of the repertory 

grid. After 10 minutes of discussion on his present situation, William wrote 

the following "I have been offered a job in the same field as I am in now, and 

have a personal, life decision related specifically to this offer." 

His effort so far at resolving this decision was w&ten as: " The offer 

was made four to five months ago, so I have had a lot of thinking time, and 

talked to a coupie of friends and family about it." William was then given the 

Initial Scale sheet, and was instructed that he should rate the scales in light of 

his "thinking" and "taking" about the decision. His ratings were: 

Easy/Difibdt (5), Thorough (5), Consistent (6), Confident (7), Happy (6), 
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Regret (6). The mean of these Likert ratings (with Regret reversed) was 5.16, 

indicating he was fairly satisfied with his efforts with the decision so far. 

Step 2. After some discussion, William was able to desmie his present 

state: "Because this job was offered four to five months ago and my present 

work has been so busy, I have not been given enough time to do adequate 

research. The offer is open-ended, which has led to my complacency. So as a 

resdt, I am starting to get frustrated about not having made a decision." 

William then discussed for some time (about 10 minutes) what his goal 

state should be. In this discussion, it was revealed that there could be several 

goal states coming out of this present situation. William was encouraged to 

pick the one goal that was most important to him at the time. The resulting 

goal was written as follows: "My goal is to be satisfied with my decision and 

to choose the path that is right for my Iong-term career and personal goals." 

Step 2. After reading the instructions, William paused briefly to 

consider what the options might be for his goal. He queried the researcher, 

asking if his options should be the various ways he could help himself make 

the best decision (e.g., gather more information, further talks with the 

offering employer, etc.). William was told that these options may be helpfd, 

but he may find it more interesting to choose his actual job opportunities as 

options. This may be a better use of William's time, given his concern over 

choosing one opportunity over the other. Looking back to the goal, the focus 

was on choosing between "paths". William was asked if the options that he 

needed to consider were these "paths". He agreed that these were at the 

forefront of his thinking. ImmediateIy, he nominated his new job offer and 



his current job as options. Because he had only two, William was then 

encouraged to nominate a few more options "even if they don't seem as 

promising in terms of your god as the first two." William nominated two 

more, bringing his list of options up to four (see Figure 6, for William's 

options and other grid components). 

Step 3. This step took the longest amount of time. Quite a bit of 

discussion and apparent effort on William's part led to an elaborate and 

complete list William started by reading the instructions at the top (skipping 

the instructions on the method of triads), and immediately nominated eight 
D 

criteria. He was then asked to read the instructions for the method of triads, 

and presented with the triad "take the job - stay present job - return to 

school". From this he nominated "stability of employment and money" as a 

ninth criterion. At this point, it also occurred to William that he should split 

the option "returning to school" into both "part-timef', and "full-time" 

options. This rounded out his set of options to five. 

William was presented with a second triad "take the job - stay at 

present job - other job options". No new constructs came out of this triad. 

However, the triad did prompt some discussion, which reminded William-a 

gay man-of an important, though overIooked job criteria: "being out8' in the 

workplace. After nominating this criteria, discussion flowed freely for 

several minutes more, until William hit on his final construct, "sodd 

conscience"--doing work that benefits society. At this point William 

dedared that he was sure there was no M e r  criteria to consider. 
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Step 4. Weighting proceeded following the standard procedure. 

William needed only several minutes for this step. , 

Step 5. William read the instructions, confirmed them with the 

researcher, and filled out his grid. He was then instructed to rate the grid 

according to "how well each option addresses each of your criteria." As a 

specific example, William was told that if the option does not address the 

criteria at all, it is rated a 1, if it addresses the criteria very well, it is rated a 9 

or 10. William spent about five minutes on his ratings. 

Step 6.  Calculating the rating totals followed the standard procedure. 

Step 7. Some patterns were noted in the completed grid. Of high 

importance was the narrow margin between William's options of taking the 

new offer, and keeping his present job. After some discussion, William 

deaded that what was needed was work on generating some further criteria 

to help set the two apart. 

Follow-up data. After analyzing, and discussing his grid data, William 

filled out the follow-up Likert scales rating his effort with the grid: 

Easy/Difficult (6), Thorough (7), Consistent (7), Confident (6), Happy (6), 

Regret (1). The mean of the follow-up ratings (with Regret reversed) was 

6.50, an increase of 1.34 over the initial score of 5.16, possibly indicating that 

William was more pleased with his grid effort than his previous effon 

William then answered the open-ended questions. Total time for the session 

as about 3 hours. A summary of William's responses to the short-answer 

questions (edited from the tape recording) now follows: 
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(Q1) What part of today's work stood out for you the most? That 

could be anything that took place in -this room. 

(Al) I guess for me being an extrovert, having the chance to actually 

talk to you before I'm writing some of this shtff down. And again, doing my 

thinking as I am kdkkg. Some of that was made dearerf for sure. 

(Q2) What part of the procedure was the most helpful for you? 

(A2) Yeah, that was very helpful, because it allowed me to flesh out 

some of the questions that were on the grid, and so on. . . .And I guess what 

that led to [referring to his answer above], that became ultimately the most 

helpful, was realizing that I need to get more specific criteria. Those wilI 

probably be the ones that help me make the decision the most. 

(Q3) What part of the procedure was the least helpful for you? 

(A3) ... At the beginning, I was a little confused, so I suppose at that 

moment in time it was the least helpful. But that needed to happen for me to 

get to the end. So in retrospect, I don't think there was anything irrelevant. I 

don't think anything was unhelpful. 

(Q4) Was the procedure easy enough to learn that you could do it by 

yourself from now on? 

(A4) Yeah, I think it was. It would be [a] very good help. 

(Q5) If I were to give you copies of the procedur-like blank 

forms--would you consider using it for some other problem or decision you 

might face in the future? 

(A5) M-hm. I could see myself doing that. ... Because of my style, I 

would probably use it toward the end-near the actual decision time itself. It 
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would probably heIp me confirm things, and then I would be able to 

organize. Because at some point when you gather too much information, or 

information gets to be too much, or talk to too many people and have too 

many opinions-you need to kipd of synthesize that somehow. So I could see 

myself doing that. 

(Q6) Can you suggest any other problems or decisions for which this 

procedure might be useful? You just kind of answered that, but if you have 

anything to add. .. 

(A6) Yeah. Well, the example you gave there-to help understand the 

procedure better of buying a car. ... Probably anydung where you have 

choices-whether there happens to be three alternatives or seven options or 

whatever. I think it could be applicabie right across the board. 

(Q7) Can you suggest any other decisions or problems for which this 

procedure would NOT be useful? 

(A7) .. . I think it can be a main part of helping make a decision, but 

hopefully it won't make the decision for me totalIy. At some point, the things 

that can't be put down on paper ever, the gut feeling of it, will always come 

into play for me. To make it the ultimate procedure would be a bit of a 

danger. So having it as in combination with the feeling, the gut stuff, then I - 

think that would work out well. . .. I guess a place it would not work out wd 

is in picking a [romantic] partner, or something.. . 

(Q8) Would you recommend this procedure to a friend with a diffidt 

decision or problem? 
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(AS) Yeah. With those cautio-not to use it as the sole source or the 

crutch--so you don't have to be involved and you can have this piece of 

paper do it for you. So yeah, I think people could use it quite readily. And 

get out of it quite a bit. 

Obsemations. An important aspect of William's session was his 

interaction with the researcher. He identified this interaction a s  important 

horn the outset. He may also have benefited from it during Step 2, where he 

appeared ready to proceed with only two options. Discussion prompted him 

to nominate three more, possibly elaborating his dedsion space in significant 

ways. 

Despite the above elaboration, William suggested in his response to 

question 7 that the grid may not always serve to elicit everything. His "gut 

feeling" may not ever make it to paper. This is an unfortunate reality when 

one is engaged in eliating decision or problem information. Kelly (1955) 

describes "emotional" as "that which is not word bound" (p. 803). It is 

possLble that with enough effort, some of William's gut feelings codd be 

tanslated into words-and then transcribed onto the grid. However, 

William raises an excellent point in that there may be some gut feelings, 

which in Kelly's terms, may never become "word bound". It is important to 

acknowledge these in the work of decision-making or problem solving. 

Overall, this seemed to be a very good session W i a m  expressed 

thanks several times at the end, saying "This actually has been quite useful" 

and "I have some homework ..." describing how he planned to look at this 

decision more closer detail, He had descriied himself as 



complacent-putting off his decision. Just sitting down and committing 

structured time and effort may have been a significant change for him. An 

important outcome of this session was that William understood the grid not 

as a final assessment. 

The first four cases of Leonor, David, Bianca, and William all followed 

the standard grid method as set out in Shaw and M W g h t  (1992), with the 

exception of the "criteria as constructs" alteration in Step 3. The remaining 

four cases, Emma, Nadia, Edward, and Suzette follow the grid method, but 

include "opposite values constructs" alteration for criteria derived in Step 3. 

Case 5. Emma 

Emma is a 60-year-old woman who had maintained a long career as a 

seaetary. She spent several years working overseas, and had recently 

returned to Canada. Since her return, she had undergone a fairly extensive 

search for work in her field. 

Emma had heard of the study through a community career 

development group. She contacted the researcher by telephone, describing 

her situation of returning to Canada and needing to make a decision over 

what kind of work she wodd do on her return, The method was undertaken 

in a quiet boardroom near the researcher's office. 

Prehinarv information. After some rapport building and brief 

discussion over her situation, E m m a  described her decision as follows: . 

"Having been away from Canada, I am finding it diff idt to get employment 

here, and get established." Emma went on to desmie her effort so far in 

making her decision= "Talk to a few friends, assistance through a job-finding 



dub, a job-line, agencies, newspaper, government job bank, internet, 

contacting some local employers." Emma then rated her effort so far on the 

Likert scales, yielding the following: Easy/DBidt (6), Thorough (7), 

Consistent (7), Confident (4), Happy (5), Regret (1). The mean of these ratings 

(with the Regret score reversed) was 6.00. 

Step 1. Emma referred to her preliminary information sheet in order to 

write her present state. She then wrote: "I am in a position of being 

unemployed and I am continuing to seek a job on a daily basis". She then 

went on to write hes goal state: "To find a permanent job which I will be 

happy doing." 

Step 2. Emma took little time to nominate her options. It appeared 

that she had thought of several of them beforehand. She nominated seven, 

was encouraged to think of more, and came up with two more, for a total of 

nine options (see Figure 7 for Emma's options and other grid components). 

Step 3. As with her options, Emma had little difficulty nominating her 

criteria. She immediately came up with the first four criteria. With only 

minimal encouragement, she nominated a fifth criteria. In order to exhaust 

her construct system of criteria, Emma was presented with the triad "local 

university-local collegdocal technical school" and asked to note how two 

of them were similar yet diffexent &om a third. This triad prompted Emma to 

nominate the construct "college vs. technical school" (she saw the university 

and the college as both colleges). As a validity check? Emma was asked how 

this construct could be useful in terms of her criteria for work This check 

was brought up .to help Emma remember the context of her criteria &citation 



(for a discussion on context, see Stewart, 1997). After brief discussion, she 

decided that it was an apparent difference between these workplaces, but not 

important in terms of job choice. This may represent a departure fiom 

standard repertory grid procedure, where it is probably not the counsellor's 

role to second-guess the validity of an individual's constructs for the matter 

at hand. However, the counsellor also has a duty to ensure that the method 

proceeds smoothly. Including constructs that may be irrelevant to the task at 

hand may only prove to be a source of confusion and a waste timee Had 

Emma defended the constructs as important decision criteria, they most 

ceaainIy would have been induded. However, one must remain aware of the 

possibility that a construct will not always be relevant to the focus of the grid, 

and look for ways to control that. 

To ensure that Emma's construct system was exhausted, she was 

presented with a dyad, "school board-governmentt'. Although the triad and 

dyad did not yield any further criteria, the ensuing discussion did spur 

Emma on to nominate two more criteria (Enjoy the work I am doing, and Do 

a very good job). This brought Emma's criteria to a total of seven (see Figure 

5 for Emma's list of criteria). 

Emma's criteria were to take the form of opposing value constructs. 

Because she nominated her criteria via free elidtation (and thus without 

opposing value poles), it was necessary to determine what the opposing 

value poles were for her constructs. For each of her criteria Emma was asked 

if it represented a state of affairs that she valued for her work. If she 

answered yes, she was asked what the opposite of that would be. For 
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example, with the first criterion, "Good rewards", Emma declared that this 

was something she valued, and that not having good rewards represented a 

lesser-valued state of an occupation. This procedure was carried out for the 

other six criteria, 

S t e ~  4. Weighting proceeded following standard procedure. Emma 

needed only a few minutes to nominate her weights. 

Step 5. After brief explanation of the instructions, Emma filled in her 

grid and began rating it. This followed the standard procedure. Emma spent 

about seven or eight minutes rating the options on her grid. 

Step 6. Determining the ranking followed the standard procedure. 

Step 7. Evaluating the outcome of the grid took little time, because 

Emma's ratings were so similar for each option. It was noted that the extra 

four options that Emma was encouraged to add were all rated slightly lower 

than the options of her original Iist (the first five). All of the ratings were very 

close, however, and Emma agreed that she didn't see much difference 

between any of the options, and that she would likely be happy at  any one of 

her options. 

Follow-uv data. After analyzing and discussing Emma's grid ratings, 

she filled out the follow-up Likert scales. These ratings were as follows: 

Easy/DifficuIt (7), Thorough (7), Consistent (51, Confident (5), Happy (5), 

Regret (I). The mean follow-up mert rating (with Regret reversed) was 6.00, 

no difference from the initial Likert rating mean of 6.00. This appears to 

indicate that the procedure was neither better nor worse than Emma's other 

at resolving her decision. The total time for the session was about 2 
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hours and 15 minutes. Einma answered the short-answer guestions, a 

summary (edited from the tape recorded sessions) of which follows. 

(Q 1) What part of today's work-and that could be anything we did 

in this room today-what stood out for you the most? 

(A 1) . . .The rating of being "happy", the outcome [referring to grid]. . . 

being "happy", "good rewards", "good working conditions", etc. etc., about a 

job. Because it is very important in getting a job. 

(Q 2) What part of the procedure was the most helpful for you? 

(A 2) The final, the totals of the last page, the percentages. [Because] it 

gives my ratings of each different job, the scores, my percentage of each. 

(Q 3) What part of the procedure was the least helpful for you? 

(A 3) [long pause] . ..This one, "foollow-up questions". [not actually 

part of the procedure; Emma did not suggest a part of the actual procedure 

that was "least helpful"] 

(Q 4) Was this procedure easy enough for you to leam that you do it 

by yourself from now on, if you wanted to? 

(A4) Yes. 

(Q 5) If 1 were to give you copies, would you consider using this for 

some other problem or decision that you might face in the future? 

(A 5) No. 

(Q 6)  Can you suggest any other decisions or problems for which this 

procedure might be useful? 

(A 6) Not that I can think of. 



The Repertory Grid elements (o~tions) 
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(Q 7) Can you suggest any other decisions or problems for which this 

procedure would NOT be useful? 

(A 7) No, I don't think so.. . 

(Q 8) Would you recommend this procedure to a friend who faced a 

similar difficult decision or problem? 

(A 8) Yeah. . ..It might be helpfd to them too. 

Observations. Emma was very thankful and appeared to be pleased 

with the outcome. However, there is some doubt as to whether the session 

had gone as well as it could have. Toward the end, it appeared that Emma's 

decision had less to do with "what job should I pursue?" and more to do with 

"how can I improve my chances of getting a job?" This didn't become dear 

until the end of the procedure when the grid ratings were being totaled, and 

it looked as if Emma wasn't in need of differentiating her job options. All of 

them were rated highlyf with little variance between each. Emma had 

akeady put considerable effort into finding job options, rating this effort with 

a mean of six out of a possible maximum mean of seven. Her mean follow-up 

score is the only one of the case participants not to increase from the initial 

mean- 

A cruad first-step of any decision-making or problem solving elfort is 

that of solving the right probIem or decision (see Edwards & von Winierfddt, 

1986, for a discussion on this). No kind of effort will amount to very much, 

no matter how elegant or clever, if the wrong problem or decision is tadded 

fiom the outset. This is the reason for the recyding phase. If what comes to 

light during the initial round of a problem solving procedure does not fit the 
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problem-solver's requirements, a second effort may be more to the point. 

Emma was offered an opportunity to recyde, but declined. She may not have 

had the energy or the patience to go through another round, or she may have 

been content enough with the first one to leave it for the time being. The 

procedure is designed to be thorough, and could raise a lot of important 

"food for thought" that may need to be digested before another decision 

making round is considered. 

Case 6: Nadia 

Nadia is a 51 year-old woman who had been working in a quality 

assurance department of a computer software company. Nadia described 

this work as highly successful for her, and was sorry to see the end of the 

conhad. After this position, Nadia began an extensive effort to find similar 

work. She took advantage of an outplacement program that was part of her 

severance package. She also did extra work-researching on the Internet, and 

taking advantage of local networking opportunities. 

Nadia indicated interest in the study at a community employment 

action meeting where it had been announced by the researcher. Mer hearing 

- some explanation of the procedure, Nadia asked to take part. The method 

was rtxn at Nadia's home, where she had her office. 

PreIiminary information. Nadia described her probIem/dedsion as: "I 

need a job I will be happy with." She went on to desmie her effort so far at 

resolving this problem or decision as: "Worked with outplacement 

program-personal counseEng, workshops, reading-revisiting material 

from Iast adventure in unemployment and outplacement binder. 



~etworking-contactin~ friends, employment action meeting, attending 

cornunity activities". Nadiafs initial scale ratings for this effort were: 

E a s y / D E d t  (6), Thorough (3), Consistent (7), Confident (3), Happy (2), 

Regret (6). The mean for these ratings (with Regret reversed) was 3.83. 

Step I. Nadia defined her present state as: "I am looking for a job." 

Her goal state was defined as: "I'd like to be working in a job that I am happy 

with." 

Step 2 Nadia was able to nominate two options immediately-both 

jobs she had applied for recently. After these two Nadia became stuck for 

further options. With some encouragement, however, she nominated "job 

like my last one". At this point, Nadia asked if some of her options could be 

ones involving further schooling-not strictly paid positions. It was agreed 

after some discussion that these could be, as Iong as they were options that 

she felt might help her meet her goal state of "working in a job that I am 

happy with". Nadia then nominated two more options involving taking a 

course, and sekhected study. Nadia also said that with some careful 

budgeting, staying unemployed could be something she might be happy with 

for a time, and this became her sixth option. After some discussion with the 

researcher,'Nadia also decided it would be interesting to include "job horn 

heaven" and "job that I might get through a search agency''. These seventh 

and eighth options rounded out her list (refer to Figure 8 for options and 

other components of Nadia's grid). 

Step 3- Determining her a5&a was very easy for Nadia. In past 

career development work, she had created her own list of job criteria. She 



was able to pull this list out, and copy her previously established criteria, 

nominating a list of 11. This established List must have been fairly well 

thought out and complete as it stood. Several attempts with triads failed to 

elicit any more constructs. For each of the 11 criteria, Nadia was then asked 

to nominate its opposite in value (by the opposing-value method). She then 

proceeded on to Step 4. 

S t e ~  4. Weighting proceeded as normal, taking Nadia about 2 

minutes. 

Step 5. Filling out and rating of the grid followed standard procedure, 

appearing straightforward for Nadia. Total time was about 15 minutes to fill 

and rate the grid. 

Step 6. Calculating the ranking of the grid followed standard 

procedure. 

Step 7. Looking over her eight by 11 grid, Nadia first remarked with 

some surprise as to how low her first job option appeared to be (with the 

lowest adjusted-for-weight total of 726). Although it could be expected that 

the "job horn heaven" ranked highest among the weighted totals at 807, 

Nadia seemed happy to see other more realistic options with scores 

approaching the highest. "Job through search agency", and "Company 'b' 

quality assurance", were both distinct possibilities, and tied for 757 points. 

Nadia was pleased to see that "seEdirected study" scored the highest of aIl 

realistic possibilities. This is because she said she had been feeling very 

positive about this one before, and now was glad to see this rational 

procedure bear her feeling out. 



Figure 8. Case 6,  Nadia 



98 

Follow-ur, data. Nadia's follow-up Likert scale ratings were as 

follows: Easy/DifEdt (6)' Thorough (7)' Consistent (7)' Confident Q, Happy 

(6), Regret (1). The mean follow-up rating (with Regret reversed) was 6.66. 

The difference in mean rating between initial and follow-up ratings was 2.83. 

The total time for this session was about two hours and 30 minutes. Nadia's 

answers to the short-answer questions, edited from tape, are as follows: 

(Ql) What part of today's work stood out for you the most? And that 

could be  anything we did today. 

(Al) In this particular exercise, it was making dear the criteria. With 

other things that I have done, it was defining the problem; but this time it was 

stating the criteria. ... And clarifying it and making sure that it was not 

repeated. 

(Q2) Your answer to number two may be similar then. What part of 

the procedure was the most helpful for you? 

(A2) I think the answer is the same, it is the criteria. It was helpful 

because I can keep those criteria in mind. 

(Q3) Good.. . Number three. What p& of the procedure was the least 

helpful for you today? 

(A3) [pause] This particular exampIe, I am not particularly 

comfortable with my choices-my options. And I think that was unfortunate. 

Comparing Company 'b' and Company 'a' when I don't know anything 

about the busmess. That is not helpful until I know more. .. 
(Q4) Was the procedure easy enough to Ieam that you could do it by 

yourself from now on? 
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(A4) Yes. But again keeping in mind how important being redy dear 

with your criteria is. 

(Q5) If I were to give you copies of this procedure would you consider 

using it for some other problem or decision you face in the future? 

(A5) Yes. I have one in mind. 

(46) Can you suggest any other problems or decisions for which this 

procedure might be useful? 

(A6) Your examples were very specific-like buying a car. Cars have 

6-cylinder engines or they don't have &cylinder engines. But my example 

was a decision, a-life thing. So I think any ... any decisions. Again if you go 

in with something that is too small, like what color sweater you should have, 

yellow or blue, no you wouldn't go through the process. But big decisions, 

sure. Absolutely. 

(Q7) Can you suggest any other decisions or problems for which this 

decision would NOT be useful? 

(A7) Just the small ones. 

(Q8) Would you recommend this procedure to a friend who faced a 

d E d t  decision or problem? 

(A8) I think I would. I think 1 would very definitely recommend it 

because it highlights each of the criteria, and because of a l l  the work that is 

involved that gets you to the point where you can complete the grid. 

Absolutely. No question. 

Obsemations. Nadia's case illustrates how important it is to remind 

grid users that it is not a tenniTlal assessment, but instead part of a discovery 
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process. It is possible the researcher did not emphasize this enough for 

Nadia, who expressed some disappointment over rating options that she was 

not completely f d a r  with It should have been made more dear for Nadia 

that her unease over rating little-known options is a strong indicator that she 

would be served well by learning more about those options, before a fmn 

decision can ever be made. 

Still, Nadia's was a positive session. It seemed fortunate that she was 

able to use criteria that she had identified two years earlier. Not only was it 

convenient to use these criteria, it may also have been afhnhg to Nadia to 

see that these two-year values were still relevant. 

Case 7: Edward 

Edward is a 29-year old man who had recently emigrated to Canada. 

Before his move, he held a well-paying job in a major aty working in sales 

and marketing for an international company. Having recently arrived in 

Canada, Edward said he felt that he was fadng two challenges. The first was 

adjusting to his new life in Canada, and the second was his search for 

appropriate work Edward desmibed his problematic situation as a double 

bind. It would be easier to adjust to life in Canada if he had a good job. And 

it would be easier to find a job if he were already accustomed to life in 

Canada. 

Edward ran across the study at a community employment action 

meeting, wh& an announcement was made by the researcher. After 

prebinary information giving including the standard information (as 

described in the method section), Edward asked to be induded in the study. 
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The method was undertaken in a quiet boardroom near the researcher's 

office. 

PreIiminarv information. Edward desaibed the problem that 

prompted him to seek help as: "I've invested a lot of time and money in my 

education, in addition to my work experience. Having moved to Canada, 

employer recognition was not as good as I thought." Edward then went on to 

descnbe his efforts so far at resolving this problem. "Gathering opinions 

horn friends, information interviews. Thinking by oneself under some 

pressure. Nothing systematic." 

Edward's rating of this effort-so-far was as follows: Easy/Difficult (3), 

Thorough (4), Consistent (I), Confident (2)' Happy (I), and Regret (6). The 

mean of these initial ratings (with Regret reversed) was 2.16 out of a possLble 

range of one to 7. 

Step 1. Edward described his present state as '1 am overqyalified for 

the work I am doing, financially behind, and of no help to anybody". 

Edward then moved on to his god state, nominating three go&: "Right job", 

"Continue studies", and "Start a project". It was then suggested to Edward 

that it would be far more effiaent and straightforward if he focus on a single 

goal state only. Immediately he responded by underlining the first god state 

"Right job", and then writing in after it "everything depends on that". Even 

with this goal state, the focus had to be narrowed down further. Edward was 

asked if his main problem was "To k n m  what the right job is" or "To knao 

how to find the right job. Aher pausing briefly to think this over, Edward 

opted for the first one, He was told he could work on the second one at a 
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later time, if he desired. This is an example of where c o m d o r  intervention 

may be important. Solving the correct problem or making the correct 

decision is paramount, and the counsellor's should make every effort to 

ensure that this happens with each decision or problem effort. 

S t e ~  2. After nominating his first two options, Edward insisted he had 

no more. After some encouragement, however, Edward was willing to add a 

few others. In several cases this merely took the form of splitting the fist 

"Continuing studies" option into other places to study (yielding the 

"Continuing studies.. ." options for an MBA, a local university and a local 

technical school). It seemed also to the counsellor that Edward looked back 

on his old job as a good one. So the option, "A job like my old one" was 

suggested and accepted. Related to t u ,  the seventh option "A job unlike my 

old one, but stiu in business" was agreed on by both Edward and the 

researcher as a possible option. Finally, Edward proposed a question mark as 

an eighth option, an option of yet-&own possibility. Although the 

counsellor knew this would be difficult for Edward to rate, it seemed an 

important option for Edward to consider. It rounded out Edward's list of 

options to a total of eight (refer to Figure 9 for options and other components 

of Edward's grid). 

Step 3. As with the nomination of options, Edward was hesitant at 

first to nominate more than two decision criteria. However, after some 

discussion, Edward quickIy nominated a list of seven criteria by free 

elicitation. After seven, Edward insisted there were no more. The method of 

triads, with the "opposite values" phrasing was used tohxhaust Edward's 



constructs. Two triads were presented to Edward, but both gave rise to the 

construct of "challenge -v- no challenge". Edward had not yet nominated the 

opposing pole for his last criteria, so this was written beside it- ~bwever, it 

appeared that his decision constructs were exhausted. 

In keeping with the opposite values method, Edward was asked to 

nominate "what the opposite in value would be" to the first six criteria. 

Nominating these only took Edward a few minutes. 

Step 4. The weighting of criteria followed standard procedure. 

Edward spent about three minutes on this step. 

Step 5. Edward had no difficulty filling in his grid. He rated a l l  

options on a l l  criteria, except for the "?" option, which he realized would be - 

impossible to rate at the t i m ~ v e n  if it was still a valid element on his job 

search horizon. 

Step 6. Calculation of the grid followed standard procedure. 

S t e ~  7. Some important patterns were noted on evaluation of 

Edward's grid outcome. First, it was dear that Edward's sunrival job, though 

a reality and a likely necessity at the time, was not a desirable outcome to his 

problem, and therefore should remain onIy a temporary occupation in his life. 

Second, a pattern was noted where it appeared that al l  options including 

"continue education" were rated highest. All other job options were rated 

lower. The grid revealed some additive advantage to Edward continuing his 

education, regardless of where he did that 



Figure 9. Case 7, Edward 
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The importance of divergent option generation in step 2 is revealed. 

Edward believed at first that there were only two options for him. While 

both were centrally important, it turned out that his highest rated option was 

to continue studies at a local business/technical school. Edward saw this 

option as more financially rewarding and more conducive to establishing a 

network than his original fist choice "Continuing education - MBA". 

Follow-up data. After looking over the grid results, Edward rated his 

follow-up scales as follows: Easy/Diffidt (4), Thorough (6), Consistent (7), 

Confident (6), Happy (7), Regret (2). The m& of the follow-up scores, with 

Regret reversed was 6.0, up 3.84 &om the initial rating mean of 2.16. The total 

time of session for Edward was three hours. A summary of his responses to 

the short-answer questions now follows. 

(Q1) What part of today's work stood out for you the most? What was 

the most important for you today? 

(Al) The combination between my values and my options. The grid. 

(Q2) What part of the procedure was the most helpfd? 

(A2) The grid again. 

(Q3) What part of the procedure was the least helpfd? 

(A3) I don't think there was something unhe1pW, otherwise the 

demon would be [incomplete], so how could it be unhelpful? Everything 

was helpful. 

(44) Was the procedure easy enough to Ieam that you could do it by 

yourself horn now on? 



(A4) Yeah, it's easy. And I'd Iike to learn more about it to do it by 

myself. And I have asked you about some references to learn more about it. 

But still I'd like there to be one step that ask[s] me questions to prevent that I 

cheat myself. To prevent that the emotional side speaks more than the 

[rational] side. 

(45) If I were to give you copies of this procedure, would you 

- consider using it for some other problem or decision in the future? 

(AS) Oh sure. Yeah, definitely I would go like that. Even if you don't 

give me [a copy] I would try to do something like that. 

(46) Can you suggest any other decisions or problems for which this 

procedure might be wful? 

(A6) It's not useful for everyday decisions like to buy or not to buy 

[groceries, for example]. . . [But] something like to buy a car, yes it is us&. 

But definitely it is very useful for major life decisions. 

(47) Any other decisions or problems for which this procedure would 

not be useful? 

(A7) Yeah ... as I have just answered. For day to day problems. 

(Q8) Would you recommend this procedure to a &end who faced a 

difficult decision or problem? 

(A8) Yeah, and no. No-people are not the same. Some people, they 

are of the heart, no matter what you suggest to them they will keep deciding 

Iike in the middle ages. 

Observations. Based on his responses to the open-ended questions, it 

is evident that Edward fourid the grid method to be worthwhile, and of 
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possible use in future decision-making ventures on his own. Although he 

doesn't acknowledge it, faditation may have also played a signiscant role. 

Edward's problem embodied several goal states. An important task was to 

narrow Edward's focus to a single goal state. Even with this narrowed focus 

on choosing the "Right job", it was important to assist Edward in choosing 

whether to focus on "knowing what" the right jobswas, or "know how" to 

find the right job. 

Facilitation also played a role in prompting Edward to look at eight 

options rather than his original two. This proved to be beneficial for Edward. 

The other "continuing studies" options he nominated were rated high, 

suggesting they were worthwhile options to consider. Moreover, several 

weeks after the session, Edward related to the researches that continuing 

studies at the local university had suddenly become a very promising option. 

Although important, fadlitation wasn't aitical for Edward. 

Counsellor facilitation may have made the session more focused and efficient, 

however 

Edward's apparent enthusiasm for the method suggests he could have 

completed the method for each goal state identified, each time benefiting 

firom his efforts. 

Case 8: Suzette 

Suzette is a 27-year old woman who had been working for a large 

petroleum corporation as an oil and gas engineer. Suzette found herself 

facing a career transition, attracted to a variety of other options. She was 

quick to describe a wide variety of other interests she had. She had an 



108 

interest in the environment* She was also looking to do some schooIing in 

social work, and had investigated the BSW program at the local university. 

She also had an interest in working in an orphanage in a developing country. 

Teaching was another occupation she was drawn to. Along with all of these 

&-flung interests, Suzette was also thinking of working in the international 

relations department of the petroleum company she had been working for. 

Suzette met the researcher at a community employment action 

meeting. After hearing a brief presentation, and then asking some questions 

of her own, Suzette called the researcher back to arrange a time to take part. 

The method was undertaken in a quiet boardroom near the researcher's 

office. 

Preliminanr information. Suzette defined her decision/problem as: "I 

would like to be dearer on the different career choices that I face and know 

what I want because I am spending lots of energy on too many different 

things". In describing her effort so far at resolving her decision, Suzette 

wrote: "I know myself (I think)". Further questioning on her effort revealed 

that Suzette had done some work at self-exploration, induding seeing a 

psychologist. Initial Likert scale ratings of this effort so far at resolving her 

decision were: Easy/DifficuIt (2), Thorough (5), Consistent Q, Confident (6), 

Happy (6), Regret (1). The mean of these ratings (with Regret reversed) was 

5.50 . 

Step 1. Suzette defined her present state as: 1 would like to be dearer 

on the choices of career I have and why I would choose to spend energy on 



one of those." Her god state was defined as: "Decide on which career to 

pursue to be happy and spend less energy in my work sea&" 

S t e ~  2. After reading the instructions, Suzette asked for some brief 

clarification on nominating her options. She was asked what kind of options 

would she would want decide from in order "to be happy", as she stated in 

her god. After hearing this, Suzette immediately put down a number of 

options. When she had reached her seventh option, she was told she should 

put down as many as she wanted. Suzette continued until she had generated 

a list of 17 (refer to Figure 10 for Suzette's options and other grid 

components). 

Step 3. Similar to her nomination of options, Suzette had many criteria 

to write down. Using free elicitation, she nominated 19 criteria, at this point 

she felt she had enough. Suzette was then presented with several triads and 

asked "In what way are two of these the same in value, yet opposite to a third 

in value?" However, each triad yielded the same criteria, or criteria too 

similar to.be added. For example, one triad yielded the construct "hn -v- not 

fun". But Suzette felt this was the same idea as "makes me happy -v- makes 

me feel depressed". After several triads it was decided that Suzette's criteria 

were exhausted, and it was time to move on to Step 4. 

Step 4. Weighting proceeded as normal, taking Suzette about three or 

four minutes. 

Stev 5. Filling out and rating of the grid followed standard procedure, 

appearing straightforward for Suzette. As she was rating, Suzette requested 

to leave the criteria "Good relationship with co-workers -v- bad relations'' 



blank, because she felt she could not predict that well enough until she 

actually began working at the occupati~w. Total time was about 35-40 

minutes to fill and rate the grid. 

Step 6. Calculating the ranking of Suzette's options followed standard 

procedure. 

Step 7. On analyzing the adjusted grid ratings, Suzette's first remark 

was how low the engineering-related occupations were. AU three scored 

lower than any of the other options (Engineering oil industry, 730; 

Engineering consulting env., 752; Engineering oil consulting, 862). This was 

important in light of the fact that Suzette's current work was in engineering. 

Her feeling that she was in need of a career change was supported by the grid 

results. 

The next significant finding for Suzette was the prominence of 

occupations related to teaching. Teaching college and university were two of 

the highest rated occupations with 1168 and 1126 respectively. Other 

teaching-related occupations scored high as w d .  

Another surprise for Suzette was the occupation of psychologist rating 

higher than social worker. Suzette said that she had previously favoured the 

- position of social worker over psychologist, but now wondered if the reverse 

was true. 

Suzette's grid, a massive 17 by 19 piece that ended up with a total of 

306 ratings, represents a complex and sizable decision-making space. Suzette 

remarked that early m the procedure she felt as if we were putting together a 

grid that wodd be far too big and unwiddy to manage. However, on 
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analyzing the final grid output, Suzette realized the importance of a complete 

and thorough representation of all her thoughts on this matter: 

I think this [grid] is too big. .. . I thought before I had the calculation 

that this was too big. But when I see the results and I see that massage 

. therapist is higher than engineering in the oil industry, maybe it was worth it 

to put it there. Because before I thought, I don't need to put it there, you 

know-aerobic teacher-I'll never be an aerobic teacher, but it is actually 

higher than engineering. It would be better for me to be an aerobic teacher ... 

This seemed to be Suzette's final important realization horn the grid. 

Even "massage therapistff, once thought to be so unrealistic, scored far higher 

than her current line of work, engineering. 

Follow-up data. Suzette's follow-up Likert scale ratings were as 

follows: Easy/Difficult (6), Thorough (7), Consistent (7), Confident (7), Happy 

(7), Regret (1). The mean of these ratings (with Regret reversed) was 6.83, a 

difference of 1.33 higher than the initial mean of 5.50. The total time for 

Suzette was about three hours and 10 minutes. A summary of her answers to 

the short-answer questions (edited from the taped recording) now follows: 

(Q1) What part of today's work-and that couId be anything we did 

today-what part stands out for you the most? 

(Al) The results (pointing to the grid). Because I h e w  pretty much 

my dements, my criteria. Just to put those together really helped me to see 

(a) dear answer* 

(Q2) This answer may be the same as your last one. What part of the 

procedure was the most helpful for you? 



Figure 10. Case 8, Suzette 



(A2) The results. 

(Q3) What part of the procedure was the least helpful? 

(A3) [paw] None. Sorry, there is none. 

(Q4) Was the procedure easy enough to learn that you could do it by 

yourself from now on? 

(A4) Yes, I can do it by myself, on that topic. Although if I have to 

look at another topic in my life it would take me lots of time, or I would like 

to have some help. 

(Q5) If I were to give you copies of this procedure wodd you consider 

using it for some other problem or decision you may face in the future? 

(As) I don't think I would use it alone. Because just to talk with 

someone about it, it's not--so that to find new ideas. And because you know 

how to get things out of me too, and I don't know how to do that! 

(46) Can you suggest any other decisions or problems for which you 

might want to use this procedure? 

(A6) [pause] I'm not s u r e b u t  any time you have to make a decision 

you could use it, Even though right now, I have a grid, 17 by 17, you could 

use it for a grid three by three, I think 

(Q7) Can you suggest any other decisions or problems for which this 

procedure would not be useful? 

(A7) For example, with two by two. You should be able to figure out 

the dedsion by yourself-it's only two by two. ... What about something that 

involves lots of feebg? I am not m e  you could use it. 
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(Q7b) Would it be hard to get the feelings down into words like this 

(PO-hting to criteria on grid)? 

(A7b) Probably. 

(Q8) Would you recommend this procedure to a friend who faced a 

difficult decision or problem? 

(A8) I would because I had a dear answer. 

Observations- The grid appeared to be well suited to Suzette, who 

"would like to be clearer on [her] different career choices", and feels she is 

"spending lots of energy on too many different thingsff. The fact that Suzette 

had so many options to compare on such a wide variety of criteria provides a 

clear example of how massive some individual's decision spaces can be. The 

darity Suzette was after did reveal some important patterns; not the least of 

which was the fact that her current work in engineering appeared to be the 

least satisfying for her. 

In terms of an information-management tool, the grid appeared to 

work very well for Suzette in this case. However, like William before, she 

raises an important point that the grid may not be so useful if some decision- 

making or problem solving efforts are highly emotional. Once again, the 

question of how well emotions can be translated into words, and then 

transcribed onto the grid is raised. If decision or problem criteria c m o t  be 

put into words, they will not play much of a role in one's grid effort 

Suzette nominated the construct "Good relationship with co-workers 

-v- bad relations" as an important criteria for her work Even though she 

could not rate it on the grid, it was stilI important to identify- Suzette is now 
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aware that this criteria stands among others important to her, and should not 

be overlooked as a factor in decisions made in the future. 

Likert Scale Ratinn Com~a~sons 

The Likert scale ratings for each partiapant are summarized in Table 1. 

From this table, it is evident that almost all follow-up ratings are higher than 

initial ratings, suggesting greater satisfaction of participants with the grid 

method over whatever aids they were using beforehand. There are several 

scores that remain the same between initial and follow-up, but only two 

scores (Confidence for participant 4, and Consistent for partiapant 5) actually 

decrease horn initial to follow-up. The difference between initial and follow- 

up Likert ratings is further highlighted by the differences calculated between 

raw score totals and means of initial and follow-up ratings at the bottom of 

the table. The inaease horn initial to follow-up ratings is further evident in 

Figure 11, which illustrates the rise in the means of initial and follow-up 

ratings for all cases except case 5, which remains horizontal. 

Themes of Remonses to Short Answer Ouestions 

The responses to the short-answer questions have already been 

presented with each case. These highlight the individual reactions to the grid 

method. This final section presents the responses together in order to 

highlight themes that emerged for each question between all eight case 

participants. Before presenting the themes, it is important to describe the 

method of analysis. 



Table 1. Likert Scale Ratings of Procedure Satisfaction 



Figure 11. Mean Initial and Follow-up Likea Scale Ratings 
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The method used to dexive the themes from the raw short-answer data 

was a modified thematic analysis based on Boyatzis' (1998) model of a hybrid 

inductive data-driven code. The first step in this model was the reducing of 

the raw data into more manageable (analyzable) units, here termed "response 

clauses". A response dause was any dause or duster of dauses or sentences 

that completely answered the question at hand. Reducing the raw answer 

data into response d a w s  served two purposes. First, it was a convenient 

standard by which to cut out extraneous information in the answer (i.e., why 

indude an entire answer when a single dause will suffice?). And second, the 

definition of a response dause allowed for the possfbility of more than one 

dause per answer. Some clients were really offering more than one answer 

per question. In all, 69 response dauses were identified from 64 (8 X 8) 

answers. 

Once the response dauses were identified the next step was to identify 

themes by looking through the dauses of each question in order to uncover 

possible similarities. If-two or more response dauses shared a similarity, they 

were considered to represent a theme. Response dauses that did not share a 

skdar i ty  with another were 1eft.to be classified as "other". From these 

preliminary themes, a code was proposed. This procedure was undertaken 

by the researcher three times over a 72-hour period. The researcher would 

scan the response clauses for similarities. Those that appeared two or more 

times were coded as themes. At the end, the three codes were found to be all 

very shiIar. From these three codes, a master condensed code was designed. 
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It is at this point where the modification to Boyatzis' (1998) method 

was made. Boyatzis suggests creating a code from a sub-sample, and then 

testing reliability by checking the code against the remaining data. This did 

not s e e m  feasible in the present case, primarily because there were only about 

8 or 9 response clauses for each question. Problems arose when this data was 

split to create the sub-sample. Themes appeared *m the first half that did not 

appear in the second, and viceversa. hawing up a code from a sub-sample 

(of only four) could not m y  reflect the variance of responses obtained from 

the case participants. It was, therefore, decided by the researcher to forego 

Boyatzis' (1998) between-samples reliability testing for the sake of basing a 

more (ultimately) accurate, and therefore valid, code on all responses 

obtained from case partidpants. 

True to Boyatzisf (1998) method, however, reliability was measured 

between the researcher's rating of code, and a second-rater's. The second 

rater was a student in his find year of a Ph.D. counselling program. Using 

the researcher's code, the second rater analyzed the response clauses, 

reaching agreement on 64 ratings out of 69 with the researcher. This 

agreement constitutes an inter-rater reliability of 93%. The five remaining 

clauses were discussed until consensus on their rating was reached. The 

themes obt&ed now follow. 

Ouestion I. What part of todafs work stood out for you the most? 

- Theme A (4 responses): The grid (the find outcome, the results of the 

method). 

- Theme B (2 responses): Talking it out with the counsellor. 



- Other responses: (i) Making dear the criteria; (ii) How dose I was to 

making the decision. That I was just on the edge of making it, and I just 

needed a nudge. 

Ouestion 2. What part of today's procedure was most helpful for you? - 
- Theme A (4 responses): The grid (the final outcome, the results of 

the procedure). 

- Theme B (3 responses): Step 3 (stating, or making specific the 

criteria) 

- Other responses (i) Stating the problem-at the beginning; (ii) The 

procedure committed me to a number of options that were rolling around in 

my head and confusing me. ..once I started to write them down, they were 

not rattling around in my head. That Creed my head to generate more options 

Ouestion 3. What part of the procedure was the least helpfd for you? 

- Theme A (5 responses): No part was least helpful. 

- Other responses: (i) "Follow-up questions". [not actually part of the 

procedure]; (ii) I am not partidarly comfortable with my choice-my 

options. And I think that was unfortunate. Comparing Company 'b' and 

Company 'a' when I don't h o w  anyhng about the business. That is not 

helpful until I know more; (iii) The difference between the constructs (the 

criteria) and the dements was confbing. 

Ouestion 4. Was the procedure easy enough to learn that you codd do 

it by yourself 'from now on? 

- Theme A (5 responses) Yes (afhnative answer). 

- fieme B (2 responses) Yes, but with help or assistance of another 



- Other response (i) No. 

Ouestion 5. If were to give you copies of this procedure, would you 

consider using it for some other problem or decision you might face in the 

future? 

- Theme A (5 responses) Yes (affimative answer). 

- Theme B (2 responses) Yes, with.qualification that the assistance of 

some other persun would be helpful. 

- Other response (i) No. 

hestion 6. Can you suggest any other decisions or problems for 

which this procedure might be useful? 

- Theme A (3 responses) Any decision or problem. 

- Theme B (2 responses) To buy a car. 

- Theme C (2 responses) Big dedsions/Major decisions. 

- Other responses (i) I could do it on the [decision to begin a ] Ph.D.; 

(6) Not that I can think of; (iii) I have been engaged in life management 

training, and there's many areas where this might be applied. 

Chestion 7. Can you suggest any other dedsions or problems for 

which this procedure would NOT be useful? 

- Theme A (2 responses) No suggestion given. 

- Theme B (3 responses) Small, day-today decisions and problems. 

- Theme C (2 responses) Decisions where a certain amount of 

"feehg" is involved. 

- Other responses (i) I think if somebody was psychotic. I think there 

are times when peopIeYs reality has been altered.. .and that would be quite a 



danger to the individual; (ii) I guess it would depend on the age group. I 

probably wouldn't take it much lower than a grade six level; (iii) That 

depends on what the individual options are... It requires thinking. You have 

to generate the elements or options. You have to have done your homework 

It is not a magical type of box-it requires work And if you are prepared to 

do the work, you will get out of it what you put into it. 

Ouestion 8. Would you recommend this procedure to a friend who 

faced a difficult decision or problem? Why or why not? 

- Theme A (4 responses) Yes (an affirmative answer). 

- Theme B (2 responses) Yes, but not as sole decision aid, stiU 

requiring additional assistance or facilitation. 

- Theme C (2 responses) Yes, especially for certain people (or, 

similarIy, No not for some people). 



Discussion 

This research has presented eight case studies that illustrate valid 

application of the repextory grid as an aid for real-life decisions and 

problems. The cases are based on grid methods demonstated by Shaw and 

McKnight (1992). Similar application of the grid methodology has been 

proposed and demonstated in welI over 20 years of studies (i.e., Wilcox, 

1972; Boxer, 1979; Eshragh, 1980; McKnight, 1981; Shaw & MWght, . 

1981 /1992; Cochran, 1983b; Eden, Jones, & Sims, 1983; Gmdnitski, 1984; 

Shaw, 1988; Neimeyer, 1989; Russell & SalmeIa, 1992; Morcol & Asche, 1993; 

Fox & Smith, 1996; Stewart, 1997). 

The main finding with the present study is that the case participants 

reported a beneficial experience with the grid. This supports what appears to 

have been a taat understanding among the researchers listed above. The 

present study represents an advance over past research with the addition of 

actual reports (both short-answer responses and Likert scale ratings) of case 

partidpants. The reports of the participants serve to identify and dam 

important variables that may yield a beneficial grid experience. Further 

clarification of the grid method is provided by identifying its alignment with 

the generic decision-making and problem solving model. This alignment 

leaves open the possiiility that the grid may also be an alternative method of 

decision and problem representation to existing methods, such as the decision 

tree and the balance sheet. 

The short-answer responses and the Likert scale ratings revealed, in 

some detail, the variables by which the grid was experienced as benefiaa.1. 
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The Likert scale ratings, used for the hist time, appear to have some validity. 

The scale ratings indicate a general rise in satisfaction as evidenced in Figure 

11. This data is consonant with the g e n d y  positive responses given to the 

short-answer questions. The responses to the open-ended questions were 

coded into themes. These themes provide some insight into the general 

experience of the case participants with the grid. The themes are as follows. 

Generally, participants found the final grid results and talking with the 

counsellor to be the two most important things that stood out for them in the 

session. Participants generally found either the final grid results or the 

stating of the criteria (Step 3) to be the most h d p M  parts of the grid method. 

Most participants, however, could not suggest a "least helpful" part of the 

method. Most participants felt the grid method was easy enough to learn that 

they could do it on their own, and though some felt it was easy enough, they 

still would prefer the assistance of a learned practitioner through the method. 

Most partidpants stated that they would consider using the grid method for 

some other decision or problem they faced in the future. They identified 

these future decisions and problems as: any kinds of decisions or problems, 

big/major decisions or problems, or buying a car. Two themes were 

suggested as to when the grid method may not be useful. These were for 

small day-to-day decisions and problems, and problems where a lot of 

" f d g "  was involved. Some participants did not give a suggestion as to 

when the grid wodd not be useful. Most of the participants wodd 

recommend the grid to a Mend who faced a difficult decision or problem, 

dthough some specified that it would have to be with the assistance of a 



learned practitioner, and others specified that they would only recommend it 

to certain friends, 

This case study design was not theory driven, and Iacks tight controls, 

thus extensive interpretation of the results is not possible. However, the 

sample of individuals facing real-life decisions and problems is of high 

external validity. Thus, a tentative interpretation could simply be  that other 

wrs may find very similar results with the grid method. The above positive 

results axe especially promising in light of the fact that al l  of these cases had 

done some (in several cases extensive) previous work on their decision or 

problem. Two of the case participants (Tieonor and Nadia) had been 

receiving assistance from management consultants in career transition. Two 

other participants, (Bianca and William) were career practitioners themselves, 

and were already familiar with career decision theories and methods. 

Possible Im~lica tions 

There are several implications for practice. Current grid practitioners 

may find reaffirmation of their beliefs about the benefits of the grid method 

for decisions and problems. Some current grid practitionws may also find 

clarification or even revelation of important benefiad variables involved 

with the grid method as uncovered via the short-answer responses and U e r t  

scale ratings. Based on the demonstration of the grid method as well as the 

responses and ratings, newcomers to grid methodology (both practitioners 

and laypersons) may feel confident enough to invest some effort in the grid 

method t h d v e s .  This implication may be transfefl~ed not only to most 

counselling settings, but a variety of settings where complex decisions or 
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problems require an aid. Support for the wide transferability of the grid 

method comes from several of the case participants who suggested "any 

decisions or problemsf8, or "big/rnajor decisions or problems" as  appropriate 

for grid application. 

This research may improve the understanding of the grid as a 

decision-making and problem aid because of its demonstrated similarity to 

the decision-making and problem solving model. The demonstrated 

similarity may make the grid a more accessible instrument in the eyes of 

potential users who are unfamiliar with repertory grid methodology and the 

theory of personal constructs. The demonstrated similarity may also idenw 

the grid to be an alternate method to current decision and problem 

representation tools such as the decision tree and the balance sheet. 

The six variables of the Likert scale may have some applicability 

beyond the current work The variables Confidence, Consistency, 

Thoroughness, Happiness, and Regret, may espeaally have wider use as 

important variables in any counselling or consulting situation where a 

decision or problem is the focus, regardless of whether the grid methodoIogy 

is used, 

Limitations 

Four limittations merit some discussion. The first limitation of this 

study is the Iack of variety of decisions and problems dedt with. The grid, as 

a flexile instrument, can represent almost any decision or problem space. 

Past demonstrations have included lifestyle choices (such as Carol from Shaw 

and McKnight, 1992), human resources decisions (choice of candidate for job 



opening), business dedsions (e.g., buying and selling stock from Wicox, 

1972), and car purchasing decisions (Boxer, 1979) as well as many others. 

There are many possible decisions or problems, but this study presents a very 

narrow section of possible applications, namely decisions or problems 

encountered at career transition. This was not by choice, but largely a 

function of the sample of the researcher's network. On the other hand, 

decisions and problems at career transition do represent a growing sector of 

counselling and consulting business. 

A second limitation concerns the benefit gained horn participation. 

Although the case participants a t e  the grid more than the researcher-as- 

counseUor fadlitation, it is dear the fadlitation played a major role in the 

benefit of the method. It is hard to know what amount of the variance of the 

benefit can be accounted for by either facilitation or the method done. 

A third limitation concerns the timing of the follow-up Likert-scale 

measure. Having just spent two to three hours with the attention of a 

practitioner on one's decision or problem, it is hard to imagine dients 

remaining unimpressed with the outcome. A positive bias may be at its 

highest immediately following the session. At best, this limitation should be 

acknowledged so that consumers of this research wilI interpret with caution 

An alternative of course is to collect follow-up Likert scale ratings a day or a 

week later. Unfortunately, this alternative may be just as, if not more flawed. 

Intervening variabIes may skew ratings to the degree that they no longer 

relate to the effect of the session, and instead reflect a number of confounding 
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variables that may factor into how one views his or her decision/problem 

outcome over the course of time. 

The fourth limitation concerns the short-answer data. Responses were 

tape recorded so that the participants could be free with their answers, thus 

providing rich, in depth data. In some cases, however, single-word responses 

were given for the short-answer questions, compromising the potential rich- 

data yield of this study. A tuture study could pose the same or similar short- 

answer questions, but also inquire horn partiapants "why" or "how" their 

answer was given, thus encouraging the elicitation of more in-depth data 

regarding the experience. 

Proposed Alterations to Grid Method 

This research has uncovered some grid phenomena that may warrant 

alterations to the grid method as it has been published. The first 

phenomenon concerns the free eliciting of constructs. This technique was 

described by Shaw and M W g h t  (1992) in the case of Jim. However, the' 

general method of construct elicitation usually involves only the method of 

triads. AU participants in this study were dowed time for ftee eliatation of 

constructs before the method of triads was attempted. In all cases, 

participants were able to £ree elidt at least half of their total construct criteria. 

The opportunity to free elicit one's constructs should be offmed to users in 

the future because it is easier and more efficient than the method of triads. 

Another phenomenon related to the method of triads involved the 

alterations of "criteria as concepts", and "opposite values". These alterations 

were described m Step 3 of the Procedure in the Method section, Problems 
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during pilot tests revealed that constructs derived by the standard method of 

triads had poles that differed in meaning, but were not always opposite in 

value. This translated to difficulties in rating for the participants. How were 

they to rate an option as high in value when both poles of some constructs 

were similar in value? To remedy this, the two alterations "criteria as 

concepts" and "opposite values" were proposed and used for four cases each. 

In the hture, grid users should be more attentive to this problem. When grid 

element-options are being rated in terms of value, low and high ratings must 

always correspond to low and high values respectivdy. If low and high 

ratings simply correspond to differences in meaning, then rating totals wili 

not reflect the value of each option to the grid user. 

For the Seven-step instructions, it was noted by some participants that 

extra encouragement to elicit more options and criteria in steps two and three 

would be helpful. Having as many options and criteria as possible is 

important in terms of the thoroughness of the method. Thus, induding 

instructions to highlight this crucial point of the method may be worthwhile. 

The instructions may be more helpful if they axplain some of the 

context in which the grid is undertaken. Including a preface in the - 
instructions about how the grid may help &at and clarify one's thinking 

about a decision or problem wodd help remind users of the grid's function 

when a practitioner is not available. Also, mentioning that the grid should 

part of a process and not the final word in a decision or problem venture 

wouId keep users h m  bringing false hopes into the method. Some of this 

study's case partiapants identified this as a key point. The grid is a good 



instrument, but should not be used as the only effort for a decision or 

problem. Other work with the decision or problem is beneficial- Identifying 

the grid as only part of one's decision or problem effort may help other users 

like Nadia, who felt uncomfortable rating some options she knew little about. 

When this happens, the real function of the grid is to identify that more 

information is needed before the individuaI can achieve decision or problem 

resolution- 

A final possible alteration is actually more of an addition. Critics of 

grid methodology may note that the grid lacks certain properties that other 

decision aids include. For example, probabilities have never been induded as 

part of grid methodology, but are prominent features of other decision aids 

such as the decision tree. Yet Kelly (1955) designed the grid to be a flexible 

instrument. Thus, adding probabilities to the method should not pose a 

problem. In fact, all the user needs to do to incorporate option probabilities is 

indude the extra step of considering the probability of each option. This 

could be done, for example, on a scale of one to 10, where one is a very low 

probability and 10 is a very high probability. Probability coeffiaents based 

on the ratings out of 10 could be written beside each option on the grid. To 

obtain final option scores that not only indude the relative value of each 

option, but also the probability of attaining each of those options (say in the 

case of job opportunities), one need only multiply the probability coefficients 

by the final option score totals. 

Because the grid is such a f l e ~ i l e  instrument, it is likely that many 

more innovations similar to this one could further inaease its utiIity as a 



decision and problem aid. As Shaw and McKnight (1992) pointed out, the 

utility of the grid is Iimited only by the imagination and innovation of the 

user. 

Future Directions 

Although some 40 studies on the grid method have been published in 

the last 20 years, the field suffers fragmentation and isolation of its resear*. 

Studies have been done with little reference to each other. Most work 

presents something of a unique perspective on decisions or problems, but is 

not replicated nor explained in the context of other grid work in the area. As 

a case in point, Shaw and McKnight's (1981/1992) effort has been available 

for almost 20 years, yet is rarely cited and has not spawned any direct 

published replication. A fbrther research effort needs to completely review 

aU research and consolidate and replicate the findings of these studies. 

Further testing of individuals with a wide variety of real-life decisions and 

problems would be of great benefit. It would allow the opportunity to test 

the validity of the Likert scale variables, and also allow the opportunity to 

determine if the response themes were robust. The fact that new problems 

(such as the difference of meaning versus value in construe poles) arose in 

this study suggests that a more comprehensive understanding of the grid 

method for decisions and problems awaits researchers and users. 

. Another interesting future dkection involves W e r  testing of the 

Seven-step method to determine how well it works independent of 

practitioner help. A between-subjects design with two groups (independent, 

and with practitioner) might shed light on how much benefit the method 
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alone provides. Another possible study could be a within-groups design 

where two groups of subjects undertook the grid (independent, and with 

practitioner) in counterbalanced fashion. 

There may be great potential for the grid method. Its flexibility 

promises wider application and higher utility. Further research could also 

help to establish the grid's place among other decision and problem aids, as 

well as develop an understanding of what specific kinds of decisions and 

problems the grid would be best used for. 



References 

Ackoff, R. L- (1978). The art of ~roblem solving. Toronto, ON: John 

Wiley & Sons. 

Bannister, D. & Mair, J. M. M. (1968); The evaluation of ~ersonal 

constructs. New York, NY: Academic Press. 

Brown, D. (1990). Models of career decision making. In D. Brown, L. 

Brooks & Associates. Career choice and development, 395421. 

Bodden, J. (1970). Cognitive complexity as a fador in appropriate 

vocational choice. JownaI of Counselina Psvcho&y, 17& 364-368. 

Bodden, J. & Klein, A. (1972). Cognitive complexity and appropriate 

vocational choice: Another look. Journal of Counseline Psvcholo 

258. 

Bodden, J. & KIein, A. (1973). Cognitive differentiation and affective 

stimulus value in vocational judgements. Journal of Vocational Behavior. 3. 

75-79. 

Boxer, P. J. (1979). Reflective analysis. International Toumal of Man- 

Machine Studies, 11,547-584. 

Boyatzis, R. (1998). Transformine aualitative information: Thematic 

andvsis and code develo~ment. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Cesari, J. P-, Wimer, J. L., & Piper, J. (1984). Vocational decision status 

and the effect of four types of occupational information on vocational 

complexity- Journal of Vocational Behavior. 25,215-224. 

Cochran, L. (1983a). Conflict and integration in career decision 

schemes. Journal of Vocational Behavior. 24.87-97. 



Cochran, L. (1983b). Seven measures of the ways that deaders b e  

their career decisions. Measurement and Evaluation in Guidance. 16,67-77. 

Co~ol ly ,  . . T. Ordonez, L. D., & Coughlan, R (1997). Regret and 

responsibility in the evaluation of decision outcomes. Ormnizational 

Behavior and Human Decision Processes. 73.73-85. 

Cormier, S. 6r Cormier, W. (1998). Inte~ewinp tedmiaues for helpers. 

~ o n t & e ~ ,  CA: Brooks/Cole. 

Cummings, A. L., Hallberg, E., & Slemon, A. (1994). Templates of 

client change in short-term counseling. Journal of Counseline Psvcholoev. 41, 

464-472, 

Cummings, A L., Martin, J., Hallberg, E., & Slemon, A. (1992). 

Memory for therapeutic events, session effectiveness, and working alliance in 

short-term counseling. Journal of Counseline Psvcholow. 39,306-312. 

Davey, A. & Olson, D. (1998). Multiple criteria decision making models 

in group decision support. Grow Decision and Ne~otiation, 7,55-75. 

D o U ~ V ~ ~  EL (1967). An adaptation of the Tyler Vocational Card Sort. 

Personnel and Guidance Toumal. 45,916-920. 

Eden, C., Jones, S, & Sirns, D. (1983). Messing about in ~roblems. 

Willowdale, ON: Pergamon Press. 

Edwards, W., Kiss, I., Majone, G., & Toda, M. (1984). What constitutes 

a good dedsion? Acta Psvcholoeica. 56,527. 

Epting, F., Suchman, D., & Nickeson, C. (1971). An evaluation of 

elicitation procedures for personal constructs. British TournaI of Psycholo- 

513-517. 



Eshragh, F. (1980). Subjective mdti-aiteria decision making. 

International lournal of Man-Madrine Studies. 13,117-141. 

Fox, A. &.Smith, H. (1996). The appIication of techniqes from 

personal construd theory in the elititation of critical success factors. In B. M. 

Walker, J. Costigan, L. L. Viey, & 8. Warren (Eds.) Personal construct theory: 

A psycholow for the future, 217-237. 

Gaines, B. R & Shaw, M. L. G. (1993). Knowledge acquisition tools 

based on personal construct psychology. The Knowled 

Review, 8,49435. 

Gmdnitski, G. (1984). Eliciting decision-makers' informa tion 

requirements: Applications of the rep test methodology. Journal of 

Management Information Svstems. 1.11-32. 

Hiebert, B. (1996). Using informal methods to assess dient change. 

Guidance & Counselline 12,3-12. 

Horan, J. J. (1979). Counseline: for effective decision-making A 

mtive-behavioral ermective. North Scituate, MA: Duxbury Press. 

Jacob, M. C. (1987). Managing the internship application experience: 

Advice from an exhausted but content survivor. The Counseline; 

Psycholonist. 15,146-155. 

Janis, I. & MaM, L. (1977). Decision makine: A vsvch01onical analvsis 

of conflict. choice and commitment New York, NY: Free Press. 

Kelly, G. A. (1955). The ~svcholow of ~ersond constructs Wols I & In- 

New York john WiIey. 



136 

Kline, T. J. B. (1994). Measurement of tactical and strategic dedsion 

making. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 54,745-756. 

McKnight, C+ (1981). Subjectivity in sentencing. Law and Human 

Behavior. 5.141-147. 

Mitchell, L. K & Krumboltz, J. D. (1984). Research on human decision 

making: Implications for career dedsion making and counseling. In S. D. 

Brown & R W. Lent (Eds.), Handbook of coumelinp~ vsvchoIo~(pp. 23% 

280), Toronto, ON: John Wiley. 

Mole, R H. (1999, May). Demysbfyhg problem solving and 

decision making methods: Implications for clients and the public at large. 

Paper presented to the Canadian Guidance and CounseUing Association, 

Calgary, AB, May 1&21,1999. 

Morcol, G. & Asche, M. (1993). Repertory grid in problem structuring: 

A case illustration. International Tournal of Personal Construct Psycholow, 6, 

371-390. 

Mount Royal College (1998). Satisfaction ques tiormaire. Unpublished 

questionnaire, The Counselling Centre, Mount Royal College, Calgary, AB. 

Neimeyer, G. J. (1988). Cognitive integration and differentiation in 

vocational behavior- The CounselingPsychoiogist, 16,440-475. 

Neimeyer, G. J. (1989). Applications of repertory grid technique to 

vocational assessment Journal of Counsehiz and Development, 67.585-589. 

Neimeyer, G. J. (1992). Personal constructs and vocational structure: A 

critique of poor reason. In R A Neimeyer & G. J. Neimeyer (Eds.), Advances 

m wrsonal con&uct ~ s v c h o l o ~  (pp. 91-120). Greenwich, C"E JAI Press. 



f 37 

Neimeyer, G. J., N e d ,  D. D., Probert, B., & Fukuyama, M. A. (1985). 

Cognitive structures in vocational development. Journal of Vocational 

Behavior. 27.191-201. 

Neimeyer, R (1995). Constructivist psychotherapies: Features, 

foundations and future directions. In R. Neimeyer & M. Mahoney (Eds.), 

Constructivism in psyhothera v, (pp. 11-38). Washington, DC: American 

Psychological ~ssodation. 

Newd, A. & Simon, H. A. (1972). Human problem solving. 

Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Oppenheimer, E. A. (1966). The relationship between criteria self 

constructs and occupational preference. Journal of Counseling 

a 191-197. 
Parr, J- & Neimeyer; G. J. (1994). Effects of gender, construct type, 

occupational information, and career relevance on vocational differentiation. 

Journal of Counseline Psvcholow, 41.27-33. 

Polya, G. (1945). How to solve it. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 

Press. 
t 

Reimann, R (1990). The bipolarity of personal constructs. International 

Journal of Personal Construct Psvcholow, 3,149-165. 

Russell, S. J. & Salmela, J. H. (1992). Quan-g expert athlete 

knowledge. Joumd of plied S~ort Psvcholow, 4,lO-26. 

Russ-Eisenschenk, L. & Neimeyer, G. J. (2996). The stability of 

vocational differentiation, hiegation, and conflict A replication and 

extension Journal of Career As-ent* 4.392-399- 



138 

Shaw, M. L. G. (1988). An interactive howledge-based system for 
b 

group problem solving. IEEE Transactions on Systems. Man, and Cybernetics, 

610-617. 

Shaw, M. L. G. & Gaines, B. R (1993). Personal construct psychology 

foundations for knowledge acquisition and representation. In N. Aussenac, 

G. Boy, B. Gaines, M. Linster, J. G. Ganasda, & Y.  Krodatoff (Eds.), 

Knowledee Acuuisition for Knowledge Based Svstems, (pp. 256276). Berlin: 

Springer. 

Shaw, M. L. G. & McKnight, C. (1992). Think a&. Calgary, AB: 

Centre for Person ComputerStudies. 

Siedc, W. & Yates, J. F. (1997). Exposition effects on decision-making: 

Choice and confidence in choice. Or~anizational Behavior & Human Decision 

Processes. 70.207-219. 

Simon, H. A. (1976). Administrative behavior 13d Edition). New York, 

NY= The Free Press. 

Stewart, A. E. & Stewart, E. A. (1996). A decisionmaking technique for 

choosing a psychology internship. Professional Psycholow: Research and 

Practice, 27,521-526. 

Stewart, V. (1997). Business a~~I icat ions  of the rmertorv prid. [on-line 

Thomas, L. & Harri-Augstein, S. (1985). Self* d learning. 

Boston, MA: Routledge and Kegan Paul. 



139 

Timmermans, D. & Vlek, C. (1994). An evaluation of the ef5ectiveness 

of multi-attribute decision support as a function of the problem complexity. 

Oreanizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes. 59,7542. 

Vinze? A. S. (1992). Empirical verification of effectiveness for a 

knowledgebased system. International Journal of Man-Machine Studies. 37, 

309-334. 

Von Winterfeldt, D. & Edwards, W. (1986). Decision analysis and 

behavioral research. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge U~versity Press. 

Wilcox, J. W. (1972). A method for measurina decision assumvtions. 

Cambridge, W The MIT Press. 

Wolfe, M. (1994). Development of the aty of quality: A hypertext- 

based decision support system for quality function deployment. Decision 

Support Systems. 11,299-318. 

Zedenberg, M., van Dijk, W. W., & Manstead, A. S. R (1998). 

Reconsidering the relation between regret and responsibility. Oreanizational 

Behavior i d  Human Decision Processes, 74,254272 



Appendix A: Handbill 

PROBLEMS ... 
WHERE CAN WE TURN WHEN WE NEED HELP WITH THESE? 

8a THERE ARE TOOlS DESIGNED TO HELP PEOPLE TACKLE 
DIFFICULT DECISIONS AH0 PROBLEMS- 

A UNIVERSITY OF CALGARY RESEARCHER IS 
CONDUCTING A STUDY OF A DECISION-MAKING AND 
PROBLEM SOLVING TOOL CALLED THE "REPERTORY GRID". 

YOU ARE INVITED TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY IF: 
--YOU FACE A REAL-LIFE PROBLEM OR DECISION 
--YOU ARE ABLE TO PARTICIPATE FOR ABOUT 2 

HOURS 
-- YOU ARE 18 YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER 



Appendix B: Letter of Information 

Using Kelly's Repertory Grid for Multi-Criteria Decisions and Problems 

Dear: 

My name is Robert H. Mole. I am a graduate student in the 
Department of Educational Psychology at the University of Calgary, 
conducting a research project under the supewision of Dr. John Mueller, as 
part of the requirements towards an M.Sc. degree. I am writing to provide 
information regarding my research project 'Using Kelly's Repertory Grid for 
Multi-Criteria Decisions and Problemsn so that you can make an informed 
decision regarding your participation. 

The purpose of this study is to understand better the reactions of 
individuals who are given the opportunity to use a decision-making or 
problem-solving aid. As part of this study, you will be asked to follow a step- 
by-step procedure that will guide you through the process of making a 
decision, or solving a problem. You are asked to write your thoughts on a 
form provided in order to supply some information as to what decision you 
were making, or problem you were solving. You wilt also be asked to answer 
some questions concerning your impression of the experience of using the 
procedure (these will be tape-recorded). The duration of the entire procedure 
should take about two -hours. You should be aware that even if you give your 
permission, you are free to withdraw at any time for any reason without 
penalty. 

Participation in this study will involve no greater risk than those 
ordinarily experienced in daily life. 

Data will be gathered in such a way as to ensure anonymity. Your 
procedure results will only be seen by me (the researcher), and a blind judge 
(who will only code some of the data, and not have any access to participants 
names). None of the procedure results will be shared with any other 
participants or my colleagues. Once collected, your responses will be kept in 
the strictest confidence. All responses will be kept in a locked file cabinet 
while under analysis. Your name will only be linked to the data via a coded 
sheet that will be stored in a sepaiate location. Only myself and my 
supervisor, Dr. John Mueller will have access to this data. Only group results 
will be reported in any published studies. In the event of the need to quote 
any of your responses to the questionnaire, all identifying data will be 
excluded from the quotation. Any information written about you will be 
approved by you before its inclusion in the final wrife-up. The raw data will be 
kept in a locked file cabinet and destroyed two years affer completion of the 
study. 



If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (403) 
220-6279, my supervisor Dr. Mueller at (403) 220-5651, the Office of the 
Chair, Faculty of Education Joint Ethics Review Committee at 220-5626, or 
the Office of the Vice-President (Research) at 220-3381. Two copies of the 

- consent form are provided. Please return one signed copy to me and retain 
the other copy for your records. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Robert H. Mole, M . M .  
M.Sc. counselling psychology program (Year 11) 



Appendix C: Consent Form for Participation 

Consent For Research Participation 

I, the undersigned, hereby give my consent to participate in a research 
project entitled "Using Kelly's Repertory Grid for Multi-Criteria Decisions and 
Problemsn 

I understand that such consent means that I will take part in a step-by- 
step decision-making or problem-solving procedure, and follow-up 
questionnaire, which will take about 2 hours to complete in total. 

I understand that participation in this study may be terminated at any 
time by my request or at the request of the investigator. Participation in this 
project andlor withdrawal from this project will not adversely affect me in any 
way, 

I understand that this study will not involve any greater risks than those 
ordinarily occurring in daily life. 

I understand that the responses will be obtained anonymously, and 
kept in strictest confidence. 

I understand that only group data will be reported in any published 
reports. Any data or information about my particular case will be approved by 
me before being reported in any published work. 

I have been given a copy of this consent form for my records. I 
understand that if I have any questions I can contact the researcher at 220- 
6279, the researcher's supervisor at 220-5651, the Office of the Chair, 
Faculty of Education Joint Ethics Review Committee at 220-5626, or the 
Office of the Vice President (Research) at 220-3381. 

Date 

Signature 

Participant's Printed Name 



Appendix D: Preliminary Information Form 

Using - KelIv's Revertom - - Grid for Multi-Criteria Decisions and 
Problems 

Age: S e c M  F 

In the space below, please desa ie  the problem or decision you face. 

Please describe your effort so far at resolving this problem or decision. 



Appendix E: Initial Scale Questions 

Initial Scale Questions 

2 Was the procedure you took to make your decision or solve your problem easy 
or Mcult  to follow? 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 
very difficult V V e a S y  

1. How thorough or complete do you think your procedure was? 

1 2  3 4 5 6 7 
not at all thorough very thorough 

2. How consistent is the outcome with your values? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
not consistent very consistent 

4. How confident are you of the outcome? 

1 2  3 4 5 6 7 
not confident very confident 

5. HOW happy are you with the outcome? 

6. How much regret do you fed over committing to the outmrne? 
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Appendix F The Seven-step Method Instructions 

Working Through Multi-Criteria Decisions and Problems: A Seven- 

step Method 

Presented by 

Robert Mole, M.Ed. 

The University of Calgary 



Step 1. Defining Your Problem or Decision 

Please stop and W over the decision or problem you face. In doing 
so, think carefdly of the state of your problem or decision (how 
things stand right now). Then think of your god state (how would you like 
to your problem or decision to turn out). 

Present State: 

Goal State: 



Step 2. Nominating Your Options 

Think carefully about your decision or problem as you have defined it 
in Step 1. Now make a list of a l l  the options you have toward resolving this 
decision or problem. @kit: options are the "waysJ' we can reach our goal 
state) 

Example: Think of an example of a new-car buyer, whose god is to purchase a mid- 
sized car. The options that car-buyer might be the bllowislg: Mercury Mystique, ChevroIet 
Cavalier, Plymouth Breeze, Toyota Cimuy, etc 

e tc. 



Step 3. Detemhing Your Problem or Decision Criteria 

The decision or problem you face can be desaiied as "mulfi-~~+terin". 
This means that the resolution you come to must satis* a number of 
important criteria (or values) you hold. You may already be aware of some of 
your criteria. 

Example: Consider the car-buyer, who may have some of the following aiterk (a) 
reasonable price, (b) 6-cylinder engine, (c) good fuel economy, (d) good stereo system, etc 

It is important to come up with as many criteria as you can. If you 
want to think of more, but can't the following exercise (called the method of 
triads) might help. 

3 Select tfrree of your options from Step 2. You may want to write 
them down on a piece of paper. 

4 Ask yourself the following question about the thee options you 
selected: 

Wow are two of these options alike, and yet different from the 
third?" 

The answers to this question will be further criteria. 

Criteria: 
I* 



Step 4. Weighting Your Criteria 

Look at your list of criteria from Step 3. On a scale of one to ten (one 
being "of little importance" and 10 being "of great importance"), rate each 
criteria with respect to how important it is to you when resolving this 
decision or problem. Simply write the weighting (out of 10) beside the 
option. 

Feel hee at this time to add any new criteria to the list that come to 
mind. 



Step 5. Filling out the Repertory Grid 

The time has come to organize your criteria (from Step 3.) and your 
options (from Step 2) in such a way as to be able to compare them against 
each other. 

This is done using the Repertory Grid (attached). 

You can create your own grid simply by filling in your criteria (goals 
and values) in the lines below where it says "criteria", and your options in the 
lines below where it says "options". 

Once you have done this, you are ready to rate your grid and see how 
your options compare against each other in terms of your stated criteria. 

When rating the grid, simply consider how well the option meets the 
particular criteria. Using the example of the car buyer, if she really liked the 
stereo system in the Plymouth Breeze, she might rate it a "10" (out of ten). If 
she was not so impressed with the Chevrolet Cavalier's stereo, she may only 
rate it as a "4" or a "3". 

When rating the grid, do not worry about the weightings of the 
criteria. That will come into play later. Simpiy rate according to how well the 
option meets the criteria you are considering at the time. 



Step 6. Determining the Ranking of Your Options 

N o w  that you have filIed in alI the possible ratings in your grid, you 
- should now make the weighting a d m e n t s .  Simply multiply your 

weightings in Step 4 by each of your ratings in the grid. For example, if your 
first criteria has a weighting of 5, multiply all ratings for that criteria by 5. If 
y o u  next criteria has a weighting of 2, multiply a l l  of the ratings for that 
criteria by 2. 

Once a l l  the grid ratings have been adjusted by weight, the ratings for 
the options can be summed. To do this, add each rating (as adjusted for 
weight) by column. 

The sums for all options reveal the ranking of your options in t m  of 
how well each one addresses the criteria you identified. 



Step 7. Evaluating Your Outcome 

Look over the ranking of each option. Consider how this ranking 
makes you fed 

If you are not confident of the rankings obtained, you may elect to run 
through the seven steps again. If you do this, consider carefully any criteria 
you may not have considered the first time around. 

Some individuals like to run through this seven-step process a number 
of times before they feel fully confident about the decision or problem 
resolution they come to. This is a normal part of solving problems, and 
making decisions. 



Appendix G: Follow-up Scale Questions 

Follow-up Scale Questions 

1. Was this procedure easy or difficui t to follow? 

1 2 3 4 S 6 7 
very dzicult very easy 

2 How thorough or complete do you think this procedure was? 

1 2  3 4 5 6 7 
not thorough very thorough 

3. How consistent was the outcome with your values? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
not consistent very consistent 

4. How confident are you ofthe outcome? 

1 2  3' 4 5 6 7 
not confident very confident 

5. How happy are you with the outcome? 

7. How much regret do you fed over committing to the outcome? 

1 2  3 4 5 6 7 
no regret high regret 



Appendix H: Short Answer Questions 

short Answer Questions 
(T.0 be tape-recorded) 

1. What part of today's work stood out for you the most? 

5 What part of the procedure was the most helpful for you? 

6 What part of the procedure was the least helpful for you? 

7 Was the procedure easy enough to learn that you could do it by 
yourself horn now on? 

8 If I were to give you copies of the procedure, would you consider 
using it for some other problem or decision you may face in the future? 

9 Can you suggest any other decisions or problems for which this 
procedure might be useful? 

10 Can you siggest any other decisions or problems for which this 
procedure would not be useful? 

11 Would you recommend this procedure to a friend who faced a 
diffictilt decision or problem? Why or why not? 




