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ABSTRACT

THE DESIGN, DEVELOPMENT, AND VALIDATION OF A SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET

T0 EVALUATE DECISION MAKING IN THE SETTING OF WORK PRIORITIES

By

Betty Louise Schroeder

The Problem

The need exists for criterion instruments that represent situations

in1flflch the secretary is required to use the integrated tasks involved

hithe secretarial position to make decisions relevant to problems

related to the position and to determine appropriate solutions to these

pmflflems. In evaluating the secretarial student's achievement in making

specific types of decisions in specific situations, an evaluative

instrument is needed that involves the student in a job situation and

raudles her to make appropriate decisions. This study was designed

to accomplish these four objectives:

1. To design an evaluative instrument using the in—basket

format based on representative problems requiring the

decision-making ability of the secretary in setting

work priorities.

2. To develop criterion answers for THE SECRETARIAL

IN-BASKET based upon answers given by a panel of

experts.

3. To determine whether the instrument does, in fact,

distinguish between the performance of experienced

secretaries and the performance of potential secretaries

in terms of three types of decision making contained

in the in-basket:
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Quality of action responses to in-basket items

Quantity (number)of in-basket items attempted

The priority order of the in-basket items as

indicated by the subjects

  
  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  
  

  

  

  

  

To develop a suggested measurement schema based on the

results of field testing THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET with

. groups of experienced secretaries and groups of potential

:1 secretaries.

1" Methods and Procedures for the Study

One of the questions arising in this research study asked if in-

basket simulation can be used to evaluate the ability of an individual

to handle specific decision-making required in a particular position,

that of secretary. The design and development of THE SECRETARIAL

lN-BASKET into an instrument that could, in fact, evaluate an individ-

iual's ability to handle these kinds of decisions was dependent upon

the following operational phases: (1) Preliminary planning; (2) review

'0: related research and literature pertaining to design and develop-

‘iemtal theories, historical development of in-basket simulation,

iinalyses of the secretarial role, and research in curriculum develop-

"§jint; (3) the critical incident study; (4) the development of THE

' .3; ~EflKm£TARIAL IN-BASKET; (5) field testing THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET;

r-uina (6) analysis of the data.

" .:l¢ Findings of the Study

Three general areas of concentration are represented in the

'-ggs that result from this in-basket study:

71. Findings that relate to the actual design and development

of THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET.

Findings that relate to the validation of the in-basket

simulation.

Findings that relate to the development of a measurement

'.schema for the in-basket simulation.
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Conclusions

The three basic conclusions drawn from the analyses of the data in

this experimental study emphasize the theory of decision making as it

must be combined with the career ladder concept, the importance of

quality of performance, and the need for levels of secretarial education.

Implications for the Study

Implications resulting from this in-basket research are evident

tithe areas of curriculum development (both secondary and post—

seanflary), research, teacher education (pre—service and in-service),

andtraining within industry. Instructional programs now being

dewfloped on the secondary and post—secondary levels will require

alearning environment which teaches students how to make decisions

andthen provides opportunities to practice making decisions. Teachers

mmt be acquainted with the career ladder concept and its relationship

tothe vocational curriculum and with appropriate instructional tech—

quues and materials to enhance the instruction. There is also a need

fin a coordinated effort between education and business to provide a

cmmflete secretarial education for the secretary.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM OF THE STUDY

A. Introduction

The secretary in the business office is a file clerk .. a general

office worker .. a receptionist .. a stenographer .. an administrative

assistant .. all in one "package.” At one time her job might have

involved, for the most part, the taking and transcribing of dictation;

and for this her achievement of typewriting and shorthand skills and

her general understanding of office procedure may have been enough to

prepare her for the tasks she handled in her position. However,

today's business world in which automation is placing much more stress

on the secretary requires her to be responsible for more creative work,

to understand detailed instructions, and to handle more problem solving

and decision making.1 The Dictionary of Occupational Titles states in
 

part that the secretary is a "Girl Friday ... who relieves officials

of clerical work and minor administrative and business detail.”2 In

our fast-growing economy the office has become known as the center of

business activity and is known by many names and titles including

 

1U. S. Department of Labor, Adjustments to the Introduction of

Office Automation, Bulletin 1276 (Washington, D. C.: Government

inting 0 ice .

2

U. S. Department of Labor, Dictiona of Occu ational Titles,

volume II (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office}, p. 263.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM OF THE STUDY

A. Introduction
 

The secretary in the business office is a file clerk .. a general

office worker .. a receptionist .. a stenographer .. an administrative

assistant .. all in one "package." At one time her job might have

involved, for the most part, the taking and transcribing of dictation;

and for this her achievement of typewriting and shorthand skills and

her general understanding of office procedure may have been enough to

prepare her for the tasks she handled in her position. However,

today's business world in which automation is placing much more stress

on the secretary requires her to be reSponsible for more creative work,

to understand detailed instructions, and to handle more problem solving

and decision making.1 The Dictionary of Occupational Titles states in
 

part that the secretary is a "Girl Friday who relieves officials

of clerical work and minor administrative and business detail."2 In

our fast—growing economy the office has become known as the center of

business activity and is known by many names and titles including

M

1U. S. Department of Labor, Adjustments to the Introduction of

Qfifice Automation, Bulletin 1276 (Washington, D. C.: Government

Printing Office).

2U. S. Department of Labor, Dictionary of Occupational Titles,

Volume II (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office), p. 263,
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"communication center," "information center," "decision center," and

”records center."3 The secretary who holds a position in the modern

office must be flexible enough to perform within this type of office

environment .

Lehnert views her role as a secretary as one involving ever-

changing responsibilities and adaptation to new dimensions of her

employer's role:

the secretary of today who 9_n_l_y keeps records, files,

takes notes and types won't be around--or at least not

employed as a secretary-—in the year 2000.

She further implies that what will be essential is a secretary who can

relate to the goals of management and “who thinks, sees relationships,

and has enough practical knowledge to follow his thinking."5

While technological and scientific innovations have caused changes

in the office, the basic instructional program intended to prepare

individuals. for office occupations has remained virtually unchanged.6

In secretarial education much of the emphasis in the preparation of

secretaries has been with the acquisition of typewriting, shorthand,

and machines skills and knowledges, sometimes to the exclusion of

—-___

3Norman E. Kallaus, "Hardware: A New Man—Machine Interface,"

flaxonomy of Office Activities for Business and Office Education,

Interim Report, Project No. 7-1223, Grant No. OEG-l—7-O71223-5134,

Research 12 (Columbus, Ohio: The Center for Vocational and Technical

Education, July, 1968), p. 85.

4Marie Lehnert, CPS, "P. S. for Private Secretaries," Volume 14,

Number 7 (Waterford, Connecticut: Bureau of Business Practice, Inc.,

April 15, 1971), p. 1.

5Ibid. , p. 2.

6Harry Huffman et al, A Taxonony of Office Activities for Business

flipffice Education, Interim Report, Project No. 7-1223, Grant No. fl“

OEG-l-7—071223-5134, Research 12 (Columbus, Ohio: The Center for Voca-

tional and Technical Education, July, 1968), P- 3'
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abilities in decision making that are equally important to the secre-

tary's success in handling the demands of her position. The evaluative

instruments used in secretarial education have reflected the skill-

knowledge concentrations in the preparation of the secretary, with a

need resulting for Criterion instruments which provide the opportunity

for terminal evaluation of the prospective secretary's ability to cope

with Specific occupational situations. For the secretarial student

with a career goal in mind, the assessment of her capability to cope

with all aspects of the secretarial position for which she is being

trained (skill—knowledge acquisition as well as the interactive and

decision-making aspects) is vital for reasons of employability.

Therefore, the means whereby this assessment takes place must be as

much as possible like the demands of the job as secretarial education

can make possible.

B. The Problem

The need exists for criterion instruments that represent situa-

tions in which the secretary is required to use the integrated tasks

involved in the secretarial position to make decisions relevant to

problems related to the position and to find appropriate solutions to

these problems.

The prospective secretary's ability to make appropriate decisions

in setting work priorities is one area in which numerous learnings are

integrated, learnings which involve skills previously acquired, busi-

ness information knowledges, organizational information, affective

qualities of the individual, to name only a few. In evaluating the

secretarial student's achievement in making Specific types of decisions



 

hispecific situations, an evaluative instrument is needed that

involves the student in a job situation and requires her to make

appropriate decisions.

This research study is designed to accomplish the four fundamental

objectives presented here:

1. To design an evaluative instrument using the in-basket

fermat based on representative problems requiring the

decision-making ability of the secretary in setting work

priorities as determined by a critical incident analysis

of problems submitted by randomly selected samples of

experienced secretaries (Certified Professional Secretaries

and secretaries who are members of the National Secretaries

Association (International).  
2. To develop criterion answers for THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET

based upon answers given by a panel of experts, such

answers validated during the first field testing tryout.

3. 'To determine whether the instrument does, in fact, dis-

tinguish between the performance of experienced secretaries

(CPS, NSA, and Michigan Bell Telephone Company secretaries)

and the performance of potential secretaries (students

enrolled in office block programs or secretarial practice/

advanced shorthand classes in secondary schools in Michigan)

in terms of three types of decision making contained in the

in-basket:

 

a. Quality of action responses to in-basket items

b. Quantity (number) of in-basket items attempted

c. The priority order of the in-basket items as

indicated by the subjects

4. To develop a suggested measurement schema based on the

results of field testing THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET with

groups of experienced secretaries (CPS, NSA, MBT secre-

taries) and groups of potential secretaries (students in

office block programs or secretarial practice/advanced

shorthand classes).

  

 
C. Methods and Procedures for the Study

This study will encompass six operational phases in the design,

development, and validation of an in-basket simulation that will
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measure the ability of the secretary to handle specific decision making

required in the setting of work priorities required in her position.

These operational phases and a description of the procedures to be

utilized within each phase follow:

1. Preliminar Plannin : Experts in the field of in-basket

research will be contacted for information on the develop-

ment of in-basket simulation. Preliminary investigation

of the possibility of selecting samples of secretaries

from the membership of the National Secretaries Association

(International) and from the Institute for Certifying

Secretaries will be made. Preliminary planning for the

inclusion of high school students in the office block

programs and in secretarial practice classes will be

conducted and investigations made into the possibility

of utilizing several high school programs or classes.

Review of Related Research and Literature: The review

will focus on these four specific areas of study to

determine relationships to the present study:

 

a. Design and developmental theories

b. The historical development of in-basket simulation

c. Analyses of the secretarial role

d. Research in curriculum development for secretarial

education

The Critical Incident Study: A study will be made of the

kinds of problems and decisions made by experienced secre—

taries in their jobs. Flanagan's critical incident tech-

nique will be modified for use in this study. Samples of

secretaries will be selected from the membership rolls of

the NSA and the Institute for Certifying Secretaries. A

classification will be made of those problems and decisions

to determine the most frequently occurring problems. These

will be included in the in-basket simulation to be developed.

 

The Development of the In-Basket Simulation: Based upon

Eh; results of the critical incident study, an in-basket

simulation will be developed with at least 20 of the most

frequently occurring problem factors from the critical

incident study. The in-basket simulation will be reviewed

by experienced secretaries and business educators to check

its content and face validity. A panel of experts (experi-

enced secretaries and business educators) will be used to

determine the response patterns for the scoring procedures

for the in—basket. The in-basket will first be administered

in a preliminary tryout with secretaries.
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nwamnmathe ability of the secretary to handle specific decision making

renamed in the setting of work priorities required in her position.

These operational phases and a description of the procedures to be

Injlized within each phase fellow:

1. Preliminary Planning: EXperts in the field of in-basket

research will be contacted for information on the deveIOp-

ment of in—basket simulation. Preliminary investigation

of the possibility of selecting samples of secretaries

from the membership of the National Secretaries Association

(International) and from the Institute for Certifying

Secretaries will be made. Preliminary planning for the

inclusion of high school students in the office block

programs and in secretarial practice classes will be

conducted and investigations made into the possibility

of utilizing several high school programs or classes.

Review of Related Research and Literature: The review

will focus on these four specific areas of study to

determine relationships to the present study:

a. Design and developmental theories

b The historical deve10pment of in-basket simulation

c. Analyses of the secretarial role

d Research in curriculum development for secretarial

education

The Critical Incident Study; A study will be made of the

kinds of problems and decisions made by experienced secre—

taries in their jobs. Flanagan's critical incident tech-

nique will be modified for use in this study. Samples of

secretaries will be selected from the membership rolls of

the NSA and the Institute for Certifying Secretaries. A

classification will be made of those problems and decisions

to determine the most frequently occurring problems. These

will be included in the in—basket simulation to be developed.

The Development of the In-Basket Simulation: Based upon

the results of the critical incident study, an in—basket

simulation will be deve10ped with at least 20 of the most

frequently occurring problem factors from the critical

incident study. The in—basket simulation will be reviewed

by experienced secretaries and business educators to check

its content and face validity. A panel of experts (experi-

enced secretaries and business educators) will be used to

determine the response patterns for the scoring procedures

for the in-basket. The in-basket will first be administered

in a preliminary tryout with secretaries.

 

 



 

sheet. Within the time limit set for the in—basket it

would be impossible to have the participant actually pro-

duce typewritten problems in addition to making appropriate

work—priority decisions.

3. The in-basket itself will be based upon a time limitation

of 45 minutes. Therefore, the number of in-basket items

will be limited to 40 items, two in-basket items for each

i of 20 problem categories.

4. The samples of secretaries contacted during the critical

incident study will be drawn from the membership rolls of

the Michigan Division of the National Secretaries Association

(International) and the Institute for Certifying Secretaries.

The samples of secretaries selected for field testing will

include: (a) Certified Professional Secretaries residing

in the State of Michigan, (b) secretaries who are members

of the Michigan Division of the National Secretaries Associ-

ation (International) and residing in the State of Michigan,

and (c) secretaries to divisional managers of the Michigan

1 Bell Telephone Company, Detroit, Michigan.

L 5. High school students participating in the field testing

will be from selected high schools in the State of Michigan,

selected on the basis of whether there are single-period

secretarial practice and/or advanced shorthand classes or

vocational office block programs.

6. The number of tryouts for the in-basket will be limited to

two, the first tryout followed by a revision stage.

Definition of Terms

The following definitions will be used throughout the study to

I explain the given terms:

1 Certified Professional Secretary: an experienced secretary who

1 has successfully completed the standard 12-hour examination adminis-

tered by the Institute for Certifying Secretaries covering a wide

variety of topics including human relations and personal adjustment,

business law, secretarial accounting, economics, business organization,

and management.7  

   

 7Ruth I. Anderson et al, The Administrative Secretary; Resource

(New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1970), p. 19.
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sheet. Within the time limit set for the in-basket it

would be impossible to have the participant actually pro-

duce typewritten problems in addition to making appropriate

work-priority decisions.

3. The in-basket itself will be based upon a time limitation

of 45 minutes. Therefore, the number of in—basket items

will be limited to 40 items, two in-basket items for each

of 20 problem categories.

4. The samples of secretaries contacted during the critical

incident study will be drawn from the membership rolls of

the Michigan Division of the National Secretaries Association

(International) and the Institute for Certifying Secretaries.

The samples of secretaries selected for field testing will

include: (a) Certified Professional Secretaries residing

in the State of Michigan, (b) secretaries who are members

of the Michigan Division of the National Secretaries Associ-

ation (International) and residing in the State of Michigan,

and (c) secretaries to divisional managers of the Michigan

Bell Telephone Company, Detroit, Michigan.

5. High school students participating in the field testing

will be from selected high schools in the State of Michigan,

selected on the basis of whether there are single-period

secretarial practice and/or advanced shorthand classes or

vocational office block programs.

6. The number of tryouts for the in-basket will be limited to

two, the first tryout followed by a revision stage.

Definition of Terms

The following definitions will be used throughout the study to

explain the given terms:

Certified Professional Secretary: an experienced secretary who

has successfully completed the standard lZ-hour examination adminis-

tered by the Institute for Certifying Secretaries covering a wide

variety of topics including human relations and personal adjustment,

business law, secretarial accounting, economics, business organization,

and management.7

 

7Ruth I. Anderson et al, The Administrative Secretary: Resource

(New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1970), p. 19.

 



  

 
   

 

  

u

0-.

I

hl' 4

I 9

tom.
...

uh.

  

‘

. 12‘
"-8"

     

I

'
{
'
l

 



 

V
7

.
.
—

v
v
—
v
i
—
v
l
—

 

Critical Incidents: those incidents from actual cases of on-the-

job behavior that determine either effective or ineffective on-the-job

behavior; the difference between success and failure in carrying out

the important components of the job.8 The critical incident procedure

developed by Flanagan consists of a set of procedures for collecting

direct observations of human behavior in such a way as to facilitate

their potential usefulness in solving practical problems.9

Decision: a choice between two or more plausible alternatives.

Decision Makin individual): a judgment to promote the welfare

of one person, considered by himself.

Decision Making (institutional): a judgment leading to the

greatest possible attainment of institutional goals.

Decision Making in Setting Work Priorities: judgments made by
 

individuals in establishing the arrangement of individual tasks in the

secretarial position leading to the attainment of institutional goals.

In-Basket Simulation: an experience involving the participant in

a hypothetical work situation in which he must make decisions on a

series of business papers deposited as incoming mail in his "in—basket"

as well as a specified number of interruptions in the work day.

Michigan Bell Telephggg Secretaries: secretaries to divisional

managers of Michigan Bell Telephone Company, Detroit, Michigan, who

are a part of a secretarial training program for divisional secretaries.

 

8Edward J. Furst, Constructin Evaluation Instruments (New York:

Longmans, Green and Company, 1958 , p. 22.

9John C. Flanagan, "The Critical Incident Technique," Psycho-

logical Bulletin, Volume 51, Number 4 (July, 1954), p. 327.
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NSA Secretaries: secretaries who are members of the Michigan

Division of the National Secretaries Association (International).

Secretary: an occupation concerned with carrying out administra-

tive and general office duties, taking and transcribing dictation,

maintaining files, preparing reports, opening and routing mail, making

appointments, originating memorandums and letters for her superior's

signature, and related duties and responsibilities; an occupation which

may be entry-level but may also lead to positions as social secretary,

legal secretary, medical secretary, and executive secretary.10

Students in Office Block Program: high school students who are
 

seniors and enrolled in a two-hour office block program.

Students in Sinnge-Period Classes: high school students who are
 

seniors and enrolled in a onevhour secretarial practice or advanced

shorthand class.

Terminal Evaluation: measurement of an individual's ability to
 

integrate learnings with application in a simulated but realistic on-

the-job situation in order to make apprOpriate decisions relating to

the position.

Mk Priorities: the ranking of those tasks or responsibilities

involved in the secretarial position in the order of their importance

and/or in the order in which those tasks must be performed or respon-

sibilities assumed by the secretarY-

U. 8. Office of Education, Vocational Education and Occupations

{gaShingtom D. C.: U. S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare,

69), pp. 78-79.
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10

D. Rationale of the Problem

From, in one of his recent philosophical essays, emphasizes that

most intelligence tests measure not so much the capacity for reason and

understanding as the capacity for quick mental adaptation to a given

situation. His concern is that this type of assessment, requiring the

application of categories of comparison and quantitative measurement,

has become a common evaluative procedure rather than thOI‘OUgh analysis

of each given phenomenon and its respective quality:

We find today a tremendous enthusiasm for knowledge and

education but at the same time a skeptical or contemptuous

attitude toward the allegedly impractical and useless

thinking which is concerned 'only' with the truth and which

has no exchange value on the market.11

Ewing appears to be in agreement with From in regard to intelli-

gence and proficiency tests and their potentiality as evaluative tools:

The questions normally included in an intelligence test usually

involve vocabulary, sentence completion, analogies, reasoning

problems, and others that emphasize academic know-how more

than reality judgments. It is necessary to look more closely

at the performance record and count more heavily on intuitive

judgments when evaluating one's knowledge at this level.12

Goslin states that a "person's abilities may be assessed by vari—

ous means, the most obvious of which is his performance in the position

for which he is a candidate."13 Because of the increased demand for

office workers possessing quality levels of personal judgment and

M

l .

Erich Fromm, ”Personality and the Market Place," Man, Work, and

Society, ed. Sigmund Nosow and William H. Form (New York: Basic Books,

Inc., 1962), p. 451.

 

12 .

Dav1d W. Ewing, The Managerial Mind (New York: The Free Press

of Glencoe, 1964), 'p. 133.

 

F David A. Goslin, Teachers and Testing (New York: Russell Sage

oundation, 1967), p. 3.
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responsibility, those individuals being trained and educated as secre—

taries should have the opportunity to eXperience situations prior to

amfloyment like those they will find in that initial secretarial posi-

tflnn Vocationally reimbursed programs funded as a result of the pas-

sagecmfthe Vocational Education Act of 1963 and the Vocational Amend—

mmusiof 1968 have enabled an increasing number of students to receive

vocational education in preparation for future employment. Crawford

huficates that urgency is required in directing some attention to the

nature and demands of the offices in which future typists and secre-

taries may go.14 Stierwalt indicates that mutual agreement seems to

mdst among both the businessmen and the secretaries:

. that superior secretaries not only need to be adept in the

basic skills (typewriting, shorthand, business mathematics,

filing, etc.), but they also need to be able to work things

out for themselves. A secretary is given very few instructions,

and then she works under very little supervision. Therefore,

it would seem that our curriculum in business education should

include some practice in decision making for the prospective

secretary.15

Lanham et a1 noted the need for students preparing to enter office

occupations to be acquainted with the demands of the position:

Students have too often been last to be eXposed to the

Specific expectations of employers for office performance.

As an instructional innovation, we prOpose that students,

those contemplating office employment or those committed

to prepare for office work, have access to this set of

office expectations.

4

T. James Crawford, "Typewriting and the Vocational Education Act

°f1963." Selected Readings in Business and Office Occupations, National__

.Efiflmess Education Yearbook, No. 5 (T9677, pp. 95-96.

5
D _ . Irma Lee Stierwalt, "Help Prospective Secretaries DeveIOp

eelsion-Making Ability," The Balance Sheet (May, 1969), p. 401.
 

New 0f:Frank W. Lanham et a1, Deve§pment of Performance Goals forfia

We and Busmess Education Learnings Sistem, Final Project

(wary’ PrOJect No. 8-0414, Grant No. OEG-O-0—0804l4—3733 (083)

5 1ngton. D. C.: u. 5. Office of Education, 1970), p. 54.
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Oliverio suggests that realistic office tasks give students experience

in independent decision making.17 Lanham, in summing up the qualities

needed in the future office worker, stated that:

The clerical workers of tomorrow must be able to solve problems,

to think, to compute, to arrive at wise decisions, and to com-

municate thought .

 Evaluation of Student Progress

Evaluation of learning can be achieved in a variety of ways using

published materials that are available in business education. The

 

following brief review of several current practices will indicate those

aspects of the evaluative process for which each testing device may be

best suited.

Skill or Performance Tests. Timed writings in typewriting are an  
example of a skill or performance test used to judge the speed and/or

accuracy of an individual's ability to typewrite. This particular type

of test measures the ability of the typist to manipulate the mechanical

parts of the typewriter, resulting in a words-per-minute rating. The

dictation test in shorthand, another form of isolated performance test,

measures the student's ability to take dictation at various speeds and

is useful in the initial stages of shorthand skill development while

forcing the student to strive for faster dictation speeds. However,

the measurement or rating obtained in isolated skill tests like these

F

17Mary Ellen Oliverio, "Teaching Clerical Practice Students How

to Work," Selected Readings in Business and Office Occupations,

Regional Business Education Yearbook, No. 5 (196fi, pp. 77—78.

18Frank W. Lanham, "Electronics and the General Clerical Program,‘l

Mness Education Forum, Volume 16 (February, 1962), p. 4.
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represents achievement at only certain levels of the learning process

and gives little or no indication of the student's capability of

transferring these skills into performance in an actual work setting.

Business Information and Related Knowledge Tests. Basic knowledge

tests measure one thing in particular: the ability of the student to

memorize the general business information needed in preparation for

problem solving. Business terminology, organizational data, and infor—

mation needed in order to understand specific aspects of the business

world are included in business information tests. Such tests may be

used as pretests to provide a check on information already attained by

the student or perhaps as self—check activities whereby an individual

student can check his competency in a given area of interest. Initial

cagnitive learning in skills and secretarial procedures may involve

learning such fundamental knowledges as names of machine parts, proce-

dures in determining vertical and horizontal measurements, and amount

and/or type of spacing required for specific kinds of problems. Tests

of this nature are strictly informational, and little or no immediate

attempt is made in the test to apply these knowledges to an actual

business situation.19

Self—Evaluative Instruments. Questionnaires, surveys, and check—

lists designed for self-evaluation by the students are helpful in

determining personal qualities possessed by the students as well as

their attitudes toward their occupational goals. However, the legiti—

macy of such measurements in the final analysis of the student's

capability of handling the work load on the job is questionable.

-—___

1gMathilde Hardaway, Testing and Evaluation in Business Education,

Third Edition (Cincinnati: South-Western Publishing Company, 1966),

P 301.
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Production Tests. A series of problems pertaining to a Specific
 

unit of study and completed by the student under time pressure is known

as a production test. These problems may also be integrated so that

there is a variety in the types of problems involved in one such test,

such as tabulation problems, business letters, memoranda, statistical

problems, thus giving the students the opportunity to solve several

kinds of problems in one testing situation. However, these production

tests usually do not require decision making in the setting of work

priorities. The problems may be completed in the same order in which

they are presented on the test; no problem is any more important than

any other problem in setting priorities. Another means for handling

the problems is to "batch process" the tasks into groups of similar

tasks to avoid several "setting-up" time losses. The students will be

judged on how much production is completed in a given amount of time.

An added emphasis on production tests for prospective office

workers has been noticeable in recent years, perhaps as a result of

typewriting research which indicates increased transfer of learning

when instruction stresses the production typewriting method rather

than the straight-copy typewriting method.20 Hardaway emphasizes that

the production test may have the disadvantage of including only a

restricted sampling of applications, thus making the test "unreliable

from the standpoint of subject coverage and relative time devoted to

. . . . . 21
nontyplng vs. typing act1v1t1es."

h.

20T. James Crawford, Production Typewriting, Monograph 97

(Cincinnati: South—Western Publishing Company, 1960), p. 20.

2

1Hardaway, op. cit., p. 277.
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Practice Sets. The practice set focuses on a series of problems

 

related to a hypothetical work situation and incorporated into a par-

ticular unit of study. Problems included in the set are solved in the

order in which they are presented, and there is seldom any time pres—

sure as in the production test. The practice set may require several

hours, days, or weeks to complete; and, therefore, terminal evaluation

of the student's progress may depend upon what he has accomplished

throughout the entire practice set. Witherow developed a practice set

designed for secretarial students, The Secretary on the Job, which 

offers a variety of office tasks (taking dictation, transcribing,

business letter writing, arranging reservations, handling the mail)

in a 28-unit program.22 Although production gives the student practice

in solving problems, there is little or no need for the student to make

any decisions in regard to work priorities.

Situation Tests. Fundamentally, the situation test evaluates

typical performance on the job and is a standard work sample test.23

The test is usually designed in such a way that the test items are

situations based upon those typical job activities the student would

face if he were involved in a particular job situation. The situation

test permits evaluation of three aspects of typical performance:24

 

22Mary Witherow, The Secretary on the Job (New York: McGraw—

Hill Book Company, 1967}.

 

23Robert L. Weislogal, "Development of Situational Tests for

Military Personnel," Personnel Psychology, Volume 7 (1954), p. 493.

”mm. , p. 494.

 



 ._ ...»)... _—i

$11.2" _   

   

  

       

. 



 

 

16

Possession of the necessary skills.1.

2. Rec0gnition of the need to apply these skills at the

appropriate time.

3. Motivation or willingness to apply the skills.

Situation tests have been used to a limited extent in office education,

but with the need to measure more complex qualities of office employees

this testing format may become more meaningful in diagnosing and evalu—

ating the performance of an individual in an occupational setting.

Evaluation is a fundamental part of the learning process because

it represents the means by which progress in learning is determined.

The evaluative process, however, will be helpful only "if goals are

realistic, if the evaluation tools used are appropriate, and if inter-

. . . 25
pretation of the ev1dence 15 sound."

The Application of Simulation in the Evaluative Process

One of the emerging strategies in education appropriate for

applied research and development is simulation. Evaluation of learner

behavior may be attained through (a) an observation of actual on-the-

job performance or (b) an observation of simulated on-the-job perfor—

mance. When the conditions of actual performance cannot be present,

the technique of simulation may be used to create a representative

situation. Researchers have found simulation a useful technique in

Studying behavior in a diversification of activities, such as:

Reactions to bureaucratic authority (Evan and Zelditch, 1961)l.

2. Performance of school administrators (Hemphill, Griffiths

and Frederiksen, 1962).

 

5 . . . .

National Education Assoc1ation, Toward Better Evaluation of

Learning (Washington, D. C.: Council on Instruction, National

Education Association, 1962), p. 1.
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3. Inter-nation relations (Guetzkow, 1959).

Business decision-making (Cohen, Cyert, Dill, Kuehn, Miller,4.

van Werner and Winters, 1960).

Operation of an air defense direction center (Chapman,5.

Kennedy, Newell and Biel, 1962).

When the "real-life” model is not available for representation,

snmflation provides the tool whereby the learner's potential for

' hmxfling applied problems made up of many interacting variables may be

nwasured. .As a strategy in the development of particular applications

oflnmic research, simulation permits the researcher to take into

acannn:intangibles of human motivation, decision making, and physical

mnuoundings and stimuli. Here are but a few of the definitions

qnflied to the word "simulation”:

1. Simulation is a means of pooling many skills and information

in an orderly way.

2. Simulation is a representation of both the ”real-life" 27

qualities from the general setting and from the content.

Simulation is actual performance of executive skills in a3.

hypothetical situation.

4. Simulation is a teaching process which uses the basic

functions, eguipment, and interactions which occur in a

real office. 9

5. Simulation is operationally defined as a dramatic activity,

condition,or process that involves manipulative transaction

26 .

Nicholas A. Fattu and Stanley Elam, Simulation Models for

Phi Delta Kappa, 1965), p. 18.

Donald W. Fiske, "Why Do We Use Situational Performance Tests?"

fkg§onnel Psychology, Volume 7 (1954), p. 465.

28 . . .

.Paul S. Greenlaw, ”The In—Basket as a Training Instrument,"

Mflflfifllng Keys to Profits in the 1960's (Chicago: American Marketing

Association, 1960), p. 452.

29 . .

. Garth A. Hanson and H. Robert Stocker, "Mobile Simulation in

Offite Education," Business Education Forum (October, 1968), p- 18.
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or the interaction of abstracted elements of real—life

with a motive to induce a phenomenal experience or state

that replicates real-life. 0

Because of innovations in the development of instructional systems

in secretarial education, such as media development and utilization,

block-time programming, and individualization of instruction, evalu-

ative techniques utilizing simulated experiences are gaining prominence

in secretarial education. Evaluation most often takes place in a class—

room setting; therefore, students may be expected to perform tasks in

simulated situations. Few evaluative instruments are available which

correlate the utilization of instructional simulation with instruments

to evaluate the student's attainment of the instructional objective.

Instructional laboratory programs have been developed which present

instructional sequences geared toward the career goal of the student.

Every instructional sequence, whether simulated, individualized, or

programmed through some other means, requires terminal evaluation by

means of specific performance tests or situation tests appropriate to

the instructional objectives.31

Instructional modules designed for student attainment of basic

competencies needed for entry-level occupational requirements are

based on a "pretest-instruction-posttest" approach wherein the state-

ment of the instructional objectives for the module sets the pace for

the learning sequence. The pretest evaluates the student's achievement

 

30Omotosho Ogunniyi, "The Methodology of Educational Simulation

and Design of a Simulated Instructional Model for Occupational Educa-

tion." Unpublished Ph. D. dissertation, Michigan State University,

1969, p. 12.

31Ibid., p. 166.
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prior to the module of instruction, and a criterion test is adminis-

tered at the completion of the instructional sequence to measure

acquisition of learnings during the module.

In the simulated office laboratory, students may spend full days

completing the tasks that are deemed typical in the business office for

a particular level of work.32 Teachers involved in the preparation of

secretaries realize that the standards for evaluating prospective steno—

graphers and secretaries at or near the end of their training programs

should be as much like the job situations in which they will be working

The simulated office expe—as is possible to achieve in a classroom.

rience may involve the simulation of tasks, positions, personnel, pro—

The result is acedures, environment, or combinations of these.

simulated "input—production-output" process keyed into the educational

setting representing an interactive decision-making process among

The decisions made by the participants becomeseveral participants.

interrelated in order to accomplish the goal of the activity in the

most rapid and accurate manner. The simulated office experience is

perhaps as close to the actual office setting as an instruction or

activity in an office education laboratory can be.

An evaluative instrument is merely a tool in the evaluative

process; it is an aid to evaluation and possibly in observing students

Themore efficiently in order to make more reliable comparisons.

..____________________

32 . . .

Mary Ellen Oliverio, "PrOJections for the Future," BuSiness

Education: An Evaluative InventorL National Business Education

Yearbook, No. 6 (1968), p. 126.

33

Alfred Patrick, ”Strengths of the Past and Present," Business

An Evaluative Inventory, National Business Educaron‘Education:

11 .
Yearbook, No. 6 (1968), P
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National Education Association emphasizes that tools of evaluation have

become increasingly sensitive but that "there remain many intangible

but highly important educational outcomes that are not 'measureable'

or for which available tools are still imprecise."34

In—Basket Simulation as an Evaluative Tool

 

As a special form of simulation, the in-basket presents a tech-

nique for simulating a wide variety of real-life problems requiring

decision making. Emphasis on a particular office position and level

of responsibility enable the in-basket to be a test of analytical

ability, knowledge of business principles, and decision-making skill

for the employee who is solely responsible for the performance of spe-

cific job tasks as contrasted with interactive behaviors essential in

other components of the job. The in—basket may usually be utilized

within relatively short periods of time and has, as its main purposes,

the following:35

1. To illustrate specific points covered in a presentation

or lecture.

2. To enable the learner to test ideas and principles presented.

3 To help the learner gain insight through self-discovery into

his way of handling administrative matters.

4. To arouse the learner's interest in a subject to be presented.

5. To reform the learner's ideas about the management function.

6 To be a test of what has been learned.

The merit of in-basket simulation is still being tested in indus-

try as well as education in order that its usefulness as a tool for

 

34National Education Association, op. cit., p. 4.

35Allen A. 2011, III, The In-Basket Kit: Materials for the

Creation and Use of In-Basket Materials (Reading: Addison-Wesley

shing Company, 1971 , pp. 3-4.
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research, training, and selection may more closely be delineated.

Frederiksen, Jensen and Beaton36 used an in-basket test as an elaborate

realistic situational test in an attempt to simulate certain aspects of

an administrator's paperwork. The subject was not asked to play the

role of an administrator but instead to behave as though he were actu-

ally the incumbent of the new job. In—basket tests are well adapted to

certain kinds of experimental applications, specifically those that can

be manipulated by varying the background information presented before

the test begins. The researcher can vary the organization experimen—

tally in many ways, including changing the organizational structure of

the company, changing personalities of the subject's superiors and peers,

or changing the purposes of nature of the organization. Researchers

view the following as possible merits of in-basket simulation:

1. The in-basket allows for potential problems to which some

subjects react but others do not; the order in which the

problems are handled is not specified by the developer.37

2. The in-basket provides for use of situational variety in

the selection of items and in developing items with more

than one facet.

3. The in—basket has the potential to measure recall and

insight, not mere recognition of problems.

4. Because the in-basket provides the vehicle for individu—

ality and originality, it requires analytical and critical

thinking, logical reasoning, and problem solving by the

subject.

 

36Norman Frederiksen, Ollie Jensen, and Albert E. Beaton,

Or anizational Climates and Administrative Performance (Princeton:

Educational Testing Service, 1968), p. 9.

37Lee S. Shulman, Michael J. Loupe, and Richard M. Piper, Studies

of the Inguipy Process (East Lansing: Michigan State University, 1968),

PO 31.
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5. The in-basket tests the individual's ability to judge

correctly a situation involving a selected range of

problems.

6. The in-basket measures the individual's willingness to

make decisions and the resultant ability to make actual

decisions.

7. If the problems posed in the in-basket are realistic to

the subject, the in-basket involves and interests learners,

in a situation resembling reality. -

8. Either during the in-basket or immediately following the

exercise, feedback is provided explaining the consequences

of action taken by the subject.

9. The in-basket is capable of eliciting typical performance

in a situation without the need to deceive the subjects.

10. The in—basket permits the assignment of subjects to experi-

mental treatments according to plan and the placement of

all subjects in identical problem situations that are both

complex and realistic.

Selection of an appropriate design of an in-basket simulation

inwflves determination of the degree to which interaction need be only

wiflipapers or recording tape, determination of the need to individu—

alimathe in—basket for a particular purpose, and the compression of

thmein putting the student into a reality situation. Basic in-basket

ckwigiis derived from one of these three organizational alternatives:

1. The Solitaire Format: The subject is confronted with an

imaginary environment by committing himself, individually

and in writing, to specific courses of action without the

interference or interaction of others.

 

38 .
Allen A. 2011, III, Qynamic Management Education, Second

Edfifion (Reading: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, 1969), p. 133.

 

39min.

0

Frederiksen et a1, loc. cit.
 

l

Frederiksen et a1, 0p. cit., p. 11.
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2. The Small-Group Format: Interaction with other persons,

usually two to five in number, is required with actions

taken dependent on the actions taken by the others. This

format is used primarily for the assessment of human

relations skills.

 

3. The Group or Team Format: Each group of players is involved

in team-like competition. If the team approach is used,

each team may represent one company; and the actions taken

are a venture of the team, not the individual player.

 

Lepez describes the in-basket as a "situational technique" used

to simulate the tasks an office employee would be confronted with

during a given time period.42 Since the in-basket was first developed

by the Educational Testing Service (ETS) in 1957, it has gained consid-

erable papularity as a technique for research, training, and selection.

The in-basket has been used by business, industry, and education in an

effbrt to simulate the "real world" in hypothetical situations, perhaps

in an attempt to educate an individual into the reality of the business

world, to view an individual as a future employee, or to experiment

with the technique in various research efforts.

 

2Felix M. Lapez, Jr. , Evaluating Executive Decision Making:

The In- Basket Technique, AMA Research Study 75#(American Management

Association, Inc. , 1963), p.17.
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CHAPTER II

DESIGN THEORY FOR IN-BASKET SIMULATION

A. Introduction to the Review
 

The foci of the review of related research and literature are

related to four specific areas of study in order to adequately evaluate

the information and data obtained with their degree of relationship to

this study:

1. Desigp and Develgpmental Theories: Selected reviews of

research and literature pertinent to the development of

in-basket simulation; design and developmental theory

from areas of education, tests and measurements, psychol-

ogy, philosophy, and other areas of concentration.

 

The Historical Development of In—Basket Simulation: The

use of in-basket simulation in research, management train-

ing, and secretarial education as an instructional,

training, and/or testing procedure.

 

Analyses of the Secretarial Role: Research pertaining to

the role of the secretary and delineation of personal

traits, duties, reSponsibilities, behaviors, and/or tasks

perfbrmed.

 

Research in Curriculum Development: Application of
 

instructional mOdels, implications for instructional

materials and evaluative instruments in the development

of secretarial training programs.

West's review of three general phenomena appearing in research and

literature pertaining to the entire field of business education bears

direct resemblance to the foregoing review phases:1

 

1Leonard J. West, "Research on Teaching Business and Commercial

Subjects," Research Report 71-1, Research and Evaluation Unit, Division

of Teacher Education, The City University of New York (January, 1971),

p. 3.
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l. The necessary sensitivity to occupational trends and fore—

casts and to the impact of technology on office occupations.

2. Concern with the development of character and personality

traits thonght to be associated with obtaining and retain—

ing a job.

3. The development of instructional materials in programmed

form.

Because of the particularistic nature of the related research and

literature, three chapters will be devoted to the presentation. Part 1

in Hus chapter highlights the design and deve10pmenta1 theories perti-

rwnt'u)in-basket simulation. Chapter III highlights the historical

dewflopment of in-basket simulation and presents the fundamental ways

:htwhiCh the in-basket has been used in research and training. Research

on muflyses of the secretarial role and implications for curriculum

dewflopment in secretarial education is the focus of Chapter IV.

B. Desiginheory for In-Basket Simulation
 

The soundness of methods and proposed techniques utilized in the

(Evehnmwnt of evaluative instruments has not always been tested.

hhwewng special consideration for these and other theories for devel-

Ophugsimulations must be in the forefront when planning the deveIOp-

mmn:of innovative and meaningful tests for eventual classroom use.

lkmearch related to the design of simulations reveals that propositions

expounded by leading theorists in areas of education, psychology, phi-

RBQNDU and other concentrations create a unique orientation for this

study.

Little has been written on the methodOIOgy of designing in-basket

shmuation.2 However, a number of proponents of educational Simulation

h

2 . . .

Ogunnlyi, op. Cit., p. 80.
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have devised theories which should be examined for their applicability

to the development and design of in—basket simulation. These basic

theories may be grouped within the following categories:

1. Basic approaches to test development

2. Developmental theories for in-basket simulation

3. Measurement of individual performance in in-basket

simulation

Those aspects of in-basket design which reflect specific philo-

sophical, psychological, or sociological premises are merely highlighted

in this chapter because it is felt that, though a number of theories

have degrees of relationship to the study, the isolation of only those

elements of theoretical bases definitely pertaining to the study should

be presented. TherefOre, the incorporation of the fundamental bases

for these theories are presented as documented in the literature.

Basic Approaches to Test DeveIOpmep£_
 

In deve10ping testing devices to be used in evaluation of an

individual subject’s performance, one must consider the components of

the basic approaches to test development. Evaluative instruments have

been developed as a result of these two basic approaches:

1. The Classical Psxchometrical Approach: Utilized in

eliciting tests of maximum performance in specific

skill-knowledge concentrations.

2. The Rational Hypothesis Approach: Utilized in pro-

ducing tests of typical performance in situations

representing real-life phenomena.

The Classical Psychometrical Approach. One of the characteristic

features of the classical psychometrical approach is its measurement of

the maximum performance of the subject in a specific skill or knowledge.3

 

3Anne Anastasi, Psychological Testing, Second Edition (New York:

The Macmillan Company, 1961), p. 34.
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A testing device utilizing this approach will encourage the subject to

earn the best score he possibly can. In evaluating the subject's

attainment of a specific skill or knowledge, a criterion measure is

used to represent a hypothetical true score, this measure derived from

expert judgment of the test administrator or from a referrent source.

No single external criterion is used as a guide to appropriate measure-

ment of the subject's achievement. The approach, when used in the

development of evaluative instruments, produces tests of aptitudes and

abilities designed to determine whether the individual knows a particu-

lar bit of information or whether he can apply a specific skill.4

Test items for such measurement are usually derived from documented

sources or expert judgment and culminate in a variety of formats (true-

false, multiple-choice, fill—in-the-blanks, matching). Ebel indicates

that most classroom tests must be prepared by the instructor since

there may be few standardized tests of achievement available apprOpri-

ate to specific content areas:5

Some textbook publishers furnish tests to accompany their

texts. These can be helpful, but too often the items

included have not been carefully prepared or reviewed

critically by other experts in educational measurement

or in the subject field itself.

Ebel emphasizes that the combination of (a) experts in test construc-

tion working closely with (b) expert teachers of the subjects involved

usually result in excellent evaluative instruments. Substantial costs

in the deveIOpment of external tests and the problems of matching the

M

4J. C. Flanagan, "Some Considerations in the Development of

Situation Tests," Personnel PsychOIOgy (1954), p. 461.

5Robert L. Ebel, Measuring Educational Achievement (Englewood

Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1965), pp. 8-9.
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content of the test to the material emphasized in the classroom corre-

late to the necessity for teacher-made tests.6 Test items prepared

with specific skills and knowledges incorporated may have little or no

interrelationship of content within the testing format. The classical

psychometrical approach has been used extensively in designing and

developing skill tests and specific informational tests in many subject

areas. In testing formats where there is a right or wrong answer (true-

false, multiple-choice) or where there is a style format to follow

(problem solving), the classical psychometrical approach appears to

offer a developmental design that will identify only specific skills

and knowledges to be measured.

The Rational Hypothesis Approach. The principal aim of a testing

device based upon the rational hypothesis approach is to identify spe-

cific behaviors relevant to the variables being measured before the

problem situations are developed.7 This approach evaluates total per—

fbrmance in a social situation and attributes the variance obtained to

a number of traits, not just one pure trait.8 The assumption is made

that a given phenomenon or situation includes a complex variety of

behaviors such as those involved in a real-life situation. The test

seeks to compare the relative effectiveness of the subject's involve-

ment in task and directionality of effort with an accepted contemporary

. . 9 . . .
external cr1ter10n. Th1s external cr1ter1on, gauged as the common

 

61bid., p. 9.

7Flanagan, "Some Considerations in the Development of Situation

Tests," p. 463.

8Fiske, loc. cit.

9 .

Ibld-, p. 467.
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standard for the measurement of achievement, is often derived as a

result of the method used in developing the test content.

Scientific methods of data gathering for use in the development

<fl?instructional materials and correlated evaluative instruments may

:hwolve (a) observational techniques, (b) questioning techniques, and

“3 measurement techniques.10 Heimerl and Halldorson emphasize that

(nwervation is the most basic measuring device available to the experi-

imnner, whether he himself is the observer-recorder or has another

hufividual perform in this capacity. One of the problems existing with

1jus type of observational analysis is possible distortion of the data

hfifluenced by the personal values of the observer. The halo effect and

1fim generosity error are examples of such distortion.11 Incidents from

acUufl.cases of on-the-job behavior may be obtained using Flanagan's

(ndtical incident technique12 that determine either effective or inef-

finmive on-the-job behavior. Such critical incidents identify the

dUHkrence'between success and failure in completing given aspects of

fluejob. Flanagan's procedure for critical incidents consists of a set

oftechniques for collecting direct observations of human behavior in

sudiaiway as to facilitate their potential usefulness in solving

pnumical problems. Because the critical incident technique utilizes

(flwervations recorded by the job incumbent, it has the advantage of

__

10

Calfrey C. Calhoun and Mildred Hillestad (ed.), Contributions

Oflkmearch to Business Education, National Business Education Year-

kqglg. No. 9 (1971), pp. 304-310.

11 .

Ib1d., pp. 304-305.

2

Flanagan, "The Critical Incident Technique."
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impersonal interaction and allows the respondent to select incidents of

significance. Other types of observational techniques involve patterns

developed within the categories of these basic questions:13

1. Is the observation known or unknown to the subjects?

2. Is the observer a participant or a nonparticipant?

3. Is the view of the situation direct or indirect?

Interviews, questionnaires, or self-inventories are three ways of

obtaining information from questioning. The basic design of the inter-

view (structured, nonstructured, single, multiple) will reflect both

verbal and nonverbal clarification of a situation. Oppenheim compares

the interview technique with mailed and group administered question-

naires.14 Questionnaires are particularly advantageous whenever the

sample size is large enough to make it uneconomical for reasons of time

or funds to observe or interview every subject. A self-inventory, some-

times referred to as a life history inventory, has been used frequently

by the Armed Forces and the National Aeronautics and Space Administra-

tion to select individuals for flight training and scientists.15

Measurement techniques utilized in the affective domain are not as

numerous. The Thurstone method of equal-appearing intervals, the Likert

scale, and the Guttman Scale-Analysis are three techniques for attitu-

. 16 . . . .
dinal measurement. Osgood's semantic differential scale 18 used to

 

13Calhoun and Hillestad, loc. cit., p. 305.

14A. N. Oppenheim, Questionnaire Design and Attitude Measurement

(New York: Basic Books, 1966), pp. 30-35.

15C. W. Taylor and R. L. Ellison, "Predicting Creative Performance

from Multiple Measures," Widening Horizons in Creativity (New York:

John Wiley 8 Sons, 1964).

16

 

Calhoun and Hillestad, 10c. cit., p. 308.
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determine a semantic distance between groups and individuals and between

attitudinal referents within groups and individuals.17 Stephenson dis-

cusses the importance of the Q-technique in ordering items or concepts.18

Flanagan indicates that the subject's response in situational test—

ing will demonstrate what he actually does (typical performance) or

will do in future situations, not what he thinks might be done.19 Such

tests of typical performance may be work-sample tests, situation tests,

or simulations representing phenomena found in the actual business

world. A test based upon the rational hypothesis approach is dependent

upon three criteria--its capacity to represent a situation, the involve-

ment of the subject in the situation, and the directionality of effort--

taken together to arrive at a relative effectiveness measure.

A summarization of the descriptive elements of these two approaches

and the theoretical structure peculiar to each is shown in Illustration

1 on the fbllowing page.

Developmental Theories for In-Basket Simulation
 

An in-basket simulation is basically soci010gical in nature as it

relates a subject's performance in a given situational role, a situation

dependent upon interpersonal relationships and behaviors in a particular

business setting. However, other disciplines may also be influential

when the subject responds to certain stimuli presented in realistic

 

17C. Osgood et al, The Measurement of Meaning_(Urbana: University

of Illinois Press, 1957).

18W. Stephenson, The Study of Behavior: _Q:Technique and Its

hbthodology (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1953).

 

 

19Flanagan, "Some Considerations in the Development of Situation

Tests," p. 462.
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circumstances (psychology) or when the simulation must represent the

"real" business world (philosophy). A brief review of phi1050phical,

psychological, and sociological premises underlying the development of

in-basket simulation will provide a basic understanding for the founda—

tion upon which THE SECRETARIAL IN—BASKET was later developed.

A PhilosoPhical Basis for In-Basket Simulation. Proponents of

philosophically based theory believe that in-basket simulation must

represent as closely as possible a situational excerpt from the real

world. Gagne believes that

.. the practice of essential motor skills, of procedures, of

decisions that put 'knowledge' into practical action can be

most effectively carried out in a situation which represents

the real situation.

Ghiselli emphasizes the quality of the theoretical model as a stand-in

or representation of some phenomenon. Because simulation requires

actual performance of business skills incorporated into a hypothetical

situation, it represents one means whereby "the gap between the conven—

tional classroom and a real business office can be bridged." Poland

and “aims believe that in instructional applications

.. a simulated office environment should enhance students'

competencies to use knowledges and skills through application

in a work situation closely resembling that which they will

find in employment.”

2 .

ORobert Glaser, Training Research and Education (New York: John

Wiley 8 Sons, Inc., 1962), p. 241.

2 .

1Edwin E. Ghiselli, Theory of Psychological Measurement (New

York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1964), p. 4.

22 .

Hanson and Stocker, 10c. c1t.

23 . -
Robert Poland and Peter Haines, A Study of a Block Time Schedule

for Teaching Vocational Office Practice, Final Report, Project No. 201,

Grant No. OEG-3-7—O70211—2679 (East Lansing: Michigan State University,

1969). p. 12.

  



 

 

 

Simlation lay be an

.vimonqlete task ins

inflation, the degree 0f

inqufthe presence of

ipees of abstraction co

simiation (the nuiier 0f

fidelity of reproduction,

The process, sit

is based.

A replication of

_
.
.
.
.
,

.
.
.

>
-

8 5
’
.

."9
‘.

p
—
4

3 O H 9
1

u
.
.
—

.
>
>

a
t
»

’
6
“
;

u
s

8
.
0 n

E
”

”
n

.
.
.

i
n
?

p
a
r
?

hssuggests that two of

tunes on which the model

Mess or situation) have

title-ant, usually coup

filth is Ianipulated in st

“W1 mrld represented

“Wyi theorizes th

anon for instruction se

      

  

 

Eiucational sinulati

nth the outside wor

emung experiences

6

OMiYi, OE. Cit-



 

34

Simulation may be an effective vehicle whereby an individual prac—

tices a complete task instead of disconnected parts. Two elements of

simulation, the degree of abstraction and the time element, show ten-

dency of the presence of philosophical premises. Moss identifies five

degrees of abstraction contained within each of four criteria of

simulation (the number of elements reproduced, centrality of elements,

fidelity of reproduction, replicability) :2

l. The process, situation, or activity on which the model

is based.

2 A replication of the initial process or situation.

3. A control laboratory type of model capable of being

replicated.

4. A synthetic abstraction of essential elements.

5. A closed analytical model.

Moss suggests that two of these five degrees of abstraction (the

process on which the model is based, a replication of the initial

process or situation) have as their focal point the real world. The

time element, usually compressed in in-basket simulation, is a factor

which is manipulated in such a way that certain central features of

the real world represented are simulated in less than real-world time.25

Ogunniyi theorizes that the main philosoPhical rationale of simu-

lation for instruction seems to be based upon the premise that

Educational simulation simultaneously links the student

with the outside world through the realistic participatory

learning experiences in the classroom.

24

Fattu and Elam, loc. cit., p. 19.

25 . . .

Lee F. Anderson et al, A Comparison of Simulation, Case Studies,

and Problem Papers in Teaching Decision Making (Evanston: Northwest—e—fn

University, 1964), p. 35.

26 . . .
Ogunn1y1’ Op. c1t., p. 23.
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Boas and Brameld both have depicted theories of culture that border

on philosophical-anthr0pological approaches. A look at the cultural

environment and the theory of cultural relativism formulated by Franz

Boas27 indicates that it is the individual who must seek change and who

must not eXpect the culture to change. Man is the product of his cul-

ture, and no single education suitable to man per 26: is available.

Only a range of educational systems would be appropriate to men of

different cultures--individual differences, to put it another way.

This theory is the basis for progressive education which centers on the

"clusters" of problems confronting young peOple in periods of transi-

. 28 . . . . . . .

tion. FleXibility and willingness to exPeriment are the basic neces-

sities for the progressive educational system. Brameld's cultural

integration theory harmonizes knowledge, values, practices, and beliefs

into new designs for learning. New curricular designs depend upon the

observable relations of real people living in real cultures. These

theories emphasize that a particular school subject is of worth to the

student only if it will enhance that student's life. Time itself makes

one subject particularly relevant or provides the circumstances to

replace it with another.

Such theories of culture expressed by cultural relativists, cul-

tural integrationists, and progressivists affect the student's Oppor-

tunity to experience behavior required in specific occupations. If

____

27

George F. Kneller, Educational Anthmiology: An Introduction

(New York: John Wiley 8. Sons, Inc., 1965), p. 31. '—

28

George D. Spindler, Education and Culture-~Anthrgpological

Aggroaches (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1965), p. 105.

29

Ibid., p. 106.
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related vocational curricula involve learning activities which resemble

and/or complement actual on-the-job eXperience, the student will make

the transition into the business community as an employee in a much

smoother way.

A Psychological Basis for In-Basket Simulation. Skinner's imme-
 

diate reinforcement theory30 is perhaps one of the most easily identi-

fiable theories present in a simulated environment. When the subject

is faced with a stimulus from the real-world situation, he will respond

according to regulatory stimuli he has previously experienced. Twelker

advocates a stimulus-response-feedback theory31 which encourages appro-

priate and relative feedback to provide the subject with evaluation of

responses. Simulations are largely student feedback rather than

instructor feedback, especially when debriefing sessions are held
 

immediately following the simulated experience. Anderson gt_§l_iden-

tify five criteria related to the stimulus-response theories: interest,

feedback, explicitness, facts, and principles.32 Two of these are

clearly psychological in nature: feedback (apprOpriate and meaningful

evaluation of perfOrmance) and eXplicitness (the capability of the sub-

ject in identifying problematic elements in an analytical or technical

sense). Ogunniyi concludes that the stimulus-response theory is basic

to all simulation designs with these five criteria illustrative of that

design:33

 

30Virgil M. Howes, Individualization of Instruction (New York:

The Macmillan Company, 1970), p. 83.

 

31Ogunniyi, op. cit., p. 63.

32

Lee F. Anderson et al, pp. cit., p. 12.
 

33Ogunniyi, loc. cit., p. 66.
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l. A stimulus situation

2. A response situation

3. A consequence situation representing the interaction of

the stimulus and response

4. A feedback sequence

5. A control and evaluation sequence

Thorndike's identical-elements theory signifies that those elements

present in the original learning situation must also be present in the

new learning if transfer is to occur:

.. for transfer of learning to take place from one situation

to another, the organism must rec0gnize something similar but

not necessarily identical in the new situation that was also

present in the original learning situation.

Hilgard and Bower regard the subject's reaction to a new situation

beneficial because of the identity of this new situation, in part,

with an older situation previously eXperienced by the subject. The

principle of analogy often described as assimilation is also applicable

in this type of experience. Kohler has suggested that, if the rele-

vant objects were clearly presented, problem solving may be accomplished

37
insightfully when the subject sees the relationships between the items.

In theorizing the value of transfer of training in simulation, Cronbach

supports the theory that in applicational transfer of training the

effect is more immediate than gains in aptitude as a result of the

3

4H. J. Klausmeier, Learning and Human Abilities (New York:

Academic Press, 1963), p. 361.

351mm, p. 353.

3

6E. R. Hilgard and G. H. Bower, Theories of Learning (New York:

Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1966), pp. 44-45.

37
-

Sarnoff A. Mednick, Learning (Englewood CllffSI Prentice-Hall,

Inc., 1964), pp. 11-12.
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. 38 . . . .
experience. P051t1ve transfer of training may also be enhanced when

two factors are present in a simulation:

1. Relevance of task to real office demands.

2. Situational equivalence (extent to which the simulation

equivalence in the learning situation is or appears real

to the learner).

Fattu and Elam pr0pose a focus strategy of concept attainment they call

”scanning strategy." This strategy presents the subject with a positive

instance of the concept being studied. He then examines all of the

attributes of this instance as well as a second instance to see if it  is identical to the first. With additional instances, the subject gains

additional understanding of the concept. This theory, if put into an

apprOpriate application, may enhance a theory of transfer of training.

Klausmeier summarily reports that the idea that an organism can

learn to make any response of which it is capable to any stimuli which

it is able to discriminate is central to eXplanations of acquisition

and transfer in the learning theories of Skinner and Hull. Gagne’

believes that each variety of learning begins with a different state

42
(or condition) and this leads to a different capability for performance.

Therefore, one would expect two different subjects to perform differently

__

3

8Lee J. Cronbach, "Evaluation for Course Improvement," Current

_R_e§earch on Instruction, ed. Richard C. Anderson et a1 (Englewood

371.Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1969), P-

39

Poland and Haines, loc. cit., p. 13.

40

Fattu and Elam, loc. cit., pp. l4-15.

41

Klausmeier, loc. cit.

42 .

Robert M. Gagne’, The Conditions of Learning (New York: Holt,

Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1965), p. 59.



in given situation. 31'

intuition in this way:

Mledge one has ac

tie it together is k

hintional theory, as i

"eats for applying whatev

arms in tens of an a

Ogunniyi highlights

inims based on psycholc

l. Atheory of lean

2. Silulation repre

3. Adequacy of rep:

Mares the theory of ]

Ration: have been develop 
Espense theories and cos

etiological importance

Partition. Both the medi

Epnsentation are of vi

Te adequacy of represen

Firepresentation guaran

hSociolo ical Basi

Eeries based upon gm“

Vite of social groups

filers. Some group int

539. sociological theor

\w

4

_ 3Jerome S. Bruner.

htersity Press, 1960) n

4 .

4Ogunniyi, loc. Cl

  



39

in a given situation. Bruner acknowledges the importance of knowledge

acquisition in this way:

Knowledge one has acquired without sufficient structure to

tie it together is knowledge that is likely to be forgotten.

Motivational theory, as it may be applied to simulation, provides the

basis for applying whatever the subject learns, knows, practices, and

executes in terms of an actual task situation.

Ogunniyi highlights three points he considers the pivot of simu-

lations based on psychological rationale:44

1. A theory of learning for the design

2. Simulation representation

3. Adequacy of representation

As far as the theory of learning may be depicted, he states that simu-

lations have been deve10ped based on the principles of both the stimulus-

response theories and cognitive theories. However, two major issues of

psychological importance relate to the second point, simulation repre-

sentation. Both the medium of representation and the objective of

representation are of vital importance in the design of a simulation.

The adequacy of representation refers to the degree to which the medium

of representation guarantees the occurrence of the exPected behavior.

A Sociological Basis for In-Basket Simulation. Soci010gical
 

theories based upon group interaction have specific concern for the

range of social groups and the effect of such interaction on group

members. Some group interactions arise out of a work situation. There-

fore, sociological theory involves a study of those social roles which

 

43Jerome S. Bruner, The Process of Education (Cambridge: Harvard

University Press, 1960), p. 31.

 

44Ogunniyi, loc. cit., pp. 57-58.
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arise from the classification of peOple by the work that they do. Work

is likely to be measured in terms of the performer rather than of the

performance. Human relations in the working situation have become a

significant determinant of output ever since the Hawthorne study more

than 20 years ago.45 As a result, industrial sociologists are able to

define with some degree of accuracy behavior in the work situation.

Nosow and Form state that social and cultural climates create conditions

which affect individuals in patterned ways:

Theory holds that, given a certain social milieu, persons

playing various culturally defined roles will take on cer-

tain personality attributes . . . particular types of social

climates found in occupational life contribute to certain

behavioral outcomes both on the job and in the wider

community . 46

 
From the. group interaction perSpective, it is vital to examine the

theory of social interaction in interpersonal relationships. Because

individuals differ in the way they perceive events and rationalize them,

any one person will show a consistent pattern of interpretation of a

whole series of events. Heider in his theory of interperson percep-

tion47 postulates that "peOple tend to personify effects of events.”

This means that people will judge the observed act according to their

emotional feeling toward the origin of the act. The origin, in this

eXplanation, is some person or personlike force.

g

45

Theodore Caplow, The Sociology of Work (New York: McGraw-Hill

Book Company, 1964), p. 6.

46 .

Sigmund Nosow and William H. Form, Man, Work, and Society

(New York: Basic Books, Inc., 1962), p. 441.

47

.Helen I. Snyder, Contemporary Educational Psychology (New York;

J°hn Wiley e Sons, Inc., 1968), p. 206.
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This theory stems from gestalt psychology, which emphasizes that

the reSponse of an organism to a situation is a complete and unanalyz-

able whole rather than a sum of the responses to specific elements in

the situation. The observer of the act, in Heider's theory, will always

try to achieve a balanced perception; that is, if the perceiver likes

the person and approves of his act, his perception is "balanced." It

may also be balanced if he dislikes the person and disapproves the act,

or vice versa.48 In this theory, the person and his act are viewed as

a whole unit by the perceiver and judged by the perceiver in terms of

his own attitudes and feelings about the unit.

Three design components complement the sociological nature of

in-basket simulation:

1. The situation exemplified in the simulation

2. The roles which are simulated within the situation

3. The environment consisting of other people and groups

within the organization

Because there must be a model that epitomizes the roles simulated, a

functional approach may be necessary so that the role elements included

in the simulation design may be based on the functional requirements of

the position. The situation may represent an identical one found in

the everyday activity of the job that is being simulated. Another focus

of the in-basket simulation is on the individual role when the response

or planned action may be influenced by other individuals or groups of

people in the organization or within the social environment. Those in

research have been attempting to develop role competence through role

simulation, with the major purpose one of assessing performance that is

 

481bid., p. 207.
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characteristic of the incumbent of a given occupational position.

hmore suggests that the way to test the degree of realism of the

mmdronment is to use real-life practitioners as participants in the

simulation.49

Combs50 values recognition of the importance of developing inde-

pendently strong people in a society that is rapidly becoming more

cxmmlex and less absolute, more relative, more ambiguous, and less

stmumured. Ever stronger pe0ple must develOp if they are going to

bezflfle to function effectively in this type of society.  
An Integrative Theory of Educational Simulation. Ogunniyi pro-

pxmes the integration of four schools of simulation rationale (philo-

mnmical, psychological, sociological, and mechanistic) into a theo-

mfiical approach to educational simulation. Philosophical, psychological,

mulsociological bases have already been cited in the previous sections

of Ufis chapter. Ogunniyi's theoretical principles for the design of

mhmational simulation51 have merit in designing specific types of

shmflations such as in—basket simulation. The following summation of

these six basic principles are prOposed in the Ogunniyi study:

1. Nature of Simulation: There is general agreement that

simulation is a model of reality and not reality itself.

2. Fidelity of Simulation MOdel: The simulation model may

possess physical or psycholOgical fidelity. Physical

fidelity is the representation of essential elements of

a real-life model accurately reflecting the important

49

Charles G. Mbore, "Simulation of Organizational Decision-Making:

Afiqvey," Simulation in the Study of Politics (Chicago: Markham

Hflflishlng Company, 1968), p. 195-

50

Hewes, loc. cit., p. 87.

51

Ogunniyi, op. cit., pp. 91-98.
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characteristics of the real situation being simulated.

Psychological fidelity is a mental process which leaves

an individual with a feeling of "realness.”

Simulation and Game: In simulation the actual presence

of individuals other than the participant is not neces—

sary. The behavior of the components is taken as given

in the simulated situation. A game, however, is a means

of providing clinical experience about a model's behavior

and requires interaction between people, people and

machines, or people and the environment.

gbiectives of Educational Simulation: An important stage

in the design of educational simulation is the specifica-

tion of the learning objectives that the simulation will

provide. In determining the parameters of the objectives

of any simulation, attention needs to be given to specific

aspects of the real—life model.

Rgppesentations in Simulation Designs: The nature of the

model and the objectives of the simulation dictate the

choice of symbolic representation of the model. The

simulation design may integrate several media for pur-

poses of a good design.

 

Steps in Designing Educational Simulation: There is no

evidence in the literature to reflect the existence of

any clear—cut systematic guidelines for designing and

validating educational simulations.

 

Ogunniyi also proposed that all educational simulations answer the

following six design questions and form the basis for simulation design

. . . 52
evaluative criteria:

1. Does the design represent a real—life model? What kind—-

sPecial or general?

2- Does the design serve specified functions? Which? .

3. Does the design employ suitable synthetic or animated media

for representation and integration of selected operational

situations that characterize the model? Which? ‘

4- Does the design provide the sequential context of real—life

active or interactive processes within the system model?

In what way?

5- Does the design provide appropriate feedbacks to the learner

in terms of stated learning experiences simulated? How?

6- DOes the design provide for evaluation and control of learn—

ing that it offers in terms of the real-life model?

M

52
Ibid., pp. 100-101.
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A theoretical conclusion of primary significance to the present

study relates simulation to the evaluative process:

The evaluation of any simulated instruction needs to be a

simulated evaluation. That is to say, the evaluation of

the knowledge that has come out of the simulated learning

must be realistically evaluated in terms of real-life 53

standards. This is often overlooked in simulated instruction.

Mechanistic theory is often seen by researchers as the "tie" nec-

essary to draw aspects of phiIOSOphical, psychological, and sociological

theories together in a common bond and explain the elements of control

theory. With computers or less sophisticated mechanical devices to

assist with control, the researcher has the Opportunity to stage the

simulation so that each of the following elements are present in the

design:

1. Compression of time when only a single training objective

is being evaluated.

2. Limitation of time in which a given individual or group

of individuals is permitted to perform, thus encouraging

prompt decision making.

3. Individualization of the experience for the participant

by bringing him in contact with people, processes, or

situations.

54 SS . . . . .
Kersh and Shulman used staging procedures 1nVOIV1ng mechanistic

devices in their simulation research. Observation of behavior in real

life does not permit the researcher to control conditions or events in

such a way as to permit him to attribute variation in performance to

 

53Ibid., p. 113.

S4Bert Y. Kersh, Classroom Simulation: A New Dimension in Teacher

Education, Project No. 886, U. S. Office of Education, NDEA Title VII

iMonmouth: Teaching Research Division, Oregon State System of Higher

Education, June, 1963).

55Shulman, Loupe, and Piper, op. cit.
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situational conditions. Utilization of the mechanistic theory gives

him the ability to assign subjects to treatments according to a pre-

arranged plan. Consequently, he can correlate behavior with situations

to determine those factors attributable to situational changes.56

Measurement of Individual Performance in In-Basket Simulation

Evaluation is used in order to make decisions about an individual's

57
performance:

1. Identifying the needs of the individual in order to plan

his instructional program.

2. Judging the merit of the individual for purposes of

selection and grouping.

3. Acquainting the individual with his own progress and

deficiencies.

Horstl58 indicates the achievement (proficiency) domain of the evaluative

process dominates the measurement of what the individual has actually

learned. He endorses the job sample test as a vehicle in the accurate

measurement of achievement and proficiency in given vocational traits.

Lindeman describes evaluation as more inclusive than measurement. When

individual student scores are compared with other scores in the group

and are judged to be satisfactory or unsatisfactory, then an evaluation

has taken place.59 Questions such as these arise during the evaluative

process:

5 .
6Frederiksen, Jensen, and Beaton, loc. c1t.

S7

Cronbach, loc. cit., p. 362.

Paul Horst, Psychological Measurement and Prediction (Belmont:

Wadsworth Publishing Company, Inc., 1966), p. 29.
 

9 . .

Richard H. Lindeman, Educational Measurement (GlenV1ew: Scott,

Foresman and Company, 1967), p. 12.
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1. How does actual measurement occur?

2. How is a "score” obtained?

3. What meaning is attached to a "score"?

In a testing situation, the single independent variable is the individ-

ual being tested; and observations are made upon a small but carefully

chosen sample of an individual's behavior. Hemphill e£_§léo purport a

theory which accounts for differences in administrative behavior in

terms of variations in decision-making behavior utilizing a set of con-

cepts which include decision making, organization, perception, communi-

cation, and processing. 2011 states that in training programs the most

frequently used method of evaluation measures changes in skills (the

ability to perform some act) and changes in Specific knowledge (ideas

about something). However, he feels that three other types of behav-

ioral changes should also be measured as a part of the terminal evalu-

ation plan:61

1. Changes in attitudes

2. Changes in awareness of self

3. Changes in motivation to perform

Factors in Measurement of Individual Differences
 

Standardization, test reliability, and test validity are three

factors involved in the measurement of individual differences. Because

of their importance in the deve10pment of all evaluative instruments, a

 

60John K. Hemphill, Daniel E. Griffiths, and Norman Frederiksen,

Administrative Performance and Personaligy: A Study of the Principal

in a Simulated Elementary School (New York: Teachers College, Columbia

University, 1962), p. 6.

612011, Dynamic Management Education, p. l.
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brflfi3explanation is vital in delineating how each is involved in the

design and development of in—basket simulations.

Standardization. In the development of evaluative instruments,

exactness in researCh procedures will result in the establishment of a

cuiterion. Every detail of the testing situation must be identical for

zfll subjects tested if any form of standardization is to occur. Several

:mfles of procedure have been adopted by researchers:62

1. Each subject will be given identical materials to those

given to another subject.

Exact time limits must be established.

3. Instructions must be presented to subjects in identical

fashion.

4. Preliminary information and demonstrations must be pre—

sented in exactly the same way to all subjects.

5. Methods for handling subjects' questions during the

administration of the test must be identical.

6. Each subject's score is evaluated only by comparing it

with the scores obtained by other subjects. '

N

 

 

Standardization implies uniformity of procedure in test construc—

tion, test administration, and scoring procedures. Test construction

Immt be in accord with detailed specifications and items selected on

the basis of appropriateness of difficulty and discriminating power.

lhflformity in test administration requires that all subjects confront

identical materials, time elements, and evaluative techniques. With no

pnedetermined "pass" or ”fail" score, the individual subject's responses

amecompared only with others taking an identical test. The development

(fifstandard scoring procedures for in-basket simulation was a prime con-

cenrfor Hemphill ep_al_in their research of administrative decision—

making.63 Both the content of the perfOrmance (what is done) and the

 

 

62

Anastasi, o . cit., pp. 23—24.

 

63

Hemphill et a1, 0p, cit., pp. 86-87.
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ggyie of the performance (how it is done) are incorporated into the

sunflng categories for the Hemphill in-basket, indicating an analytical

mnnnach to the evaluation of responses.64 Weislogal developed a set

(HFguidelines for constructing and scoring situational tests in which

the evaluation was Observer—based:65

1. Problems should be structured so that each subject faces

the same critical situation. The same need for action

must be present for all participants.

2. Items within a problem should be arranged in the probable

order of their occurrence.

3. The use of scoring techniques based upon objective criteria

for checking Specific behaviors should minimize the need

fOr judgmental decisions on the part of the observers.

4. Scoring is perhaps easiest when behaviors can be identified

on a continuum of effective performance vs. ineffective

performance.

Standardization of an evaluative process enables the researcher to

defhmabehavioral change in terms of a norm—reference (the norm of a

gnnup as the standard of evaluation) or a criterion-reference (the

. 6
accepted market—place standard of evaluation).

lest Reliability, As one of three criteria found useful by

landeman in judging the quality of a measurement device, reliability

Itpresents the consistency with which a test measures what it is

:hmended to measure.67 Will the same person under similar conditions

tnmain approximately the same score when taking the test at a different

*—

6

4Ibid., p. 87.

6S .
Weilegal, loc. cit., pp. 496-497.

66 . .

.. E. Lowell Kelly, "The Place of Situatlon Tests in Evaluating

(llnical Psych010gists," Personnel Psychology, 1954, No. 7), p. 485.
 

67 . .
Llndeman, op. c1t., p. 43.
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time? Are the situations selected an appropriate representation of the

"typical" situations for which the individual's performance is to be

predicted? Item content, difficulty of items, and discriminatory power

of items are factors used in determining the consistency of test mea-

surement from one time to another. Test reliability refers to the

extent to which individual differences in test scores are attributable

to chance errors of measurement and the extent to which they are attrib-

utable to true differences in the characteristics under consideration.68

Shulman identifies reliabilig and internal validity as synonymous terms:
   

"When one is assessing a test's reliability, he is measuring its internal

validity."69

Humphreys indicates that one of the steps in test construction is

to write the most reliable items one possibly can for the function to

be measured. A high degree of test reliability can be achieved by

narrowing the focus of the test and attaining high homogeneity. Test

reliability, then, is a function of both item reliability and homo—

geneity.70 Hemphill M concluded that the meaning of a category

in-basket score would not change significantly with changes in the

particular set of items from which it was obtained. However, reli-

ability estimates in their study reflected three sources of unreliability:71

68

Anastasi, op. cit., p. 106.

69Lee S. Shulman, "Reconstruction of Educational Research," Review

_<)_'I:Educationa1 Research, Volume 40, Number 3 (June, 1970), p. 379.

70Lloyd G. Humphreys, "The Normal Curve and the Attenuation

Paradox in Test Theory," Principles of Educational and EychOIOgical

Mgasurement: A Book of Selected Reading (Chicago: Rand McNally?

Company, 1967), p. 37.

 

7

1Hemphill, op. cit., p. 125.
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l. The reliability of the scorer would be attenuated by any

lack of agreement among the eight scorers as to how the

scoring categories applied to the responses of the

principals.

2. The unreliability introduced by inconsistencies in the

subjects' behaviors from item to item in the in—basket

was noticeable.

3. Any general difference between the odd— and even-numbered

sets of items would reduce the reliability of the cate-

gory scores.

lflanagan characterizes one of the shortcomings of the situational test-

ing approach to evaluation as time required to obtain a reliable score.

The many chance factors that enter into behaviors represented in situ-

ational testing indicate that a relatively long period of time may be

required to obtain reliability.72 At least five methods have been used

forcfinaining the independent measures necessary for estimating test

reliability. These methods yield reader reliability, test-retest,

mndvalent forms, split halves, Kuder-Richardson, or analysis of vari-

ancecoefficients.73 Typically, improved test reliability is obtained

nmny times because of other test and group characteristics:74

1. A longer test may be more reliable than a shorter test.

2. A test composed of more homogeneous items may be more

reliable than a more heterogeneous test.

3. A test composed of more discriminating items may be

more reliable than a test composed of less discrimi-

nating items.

4. A test whose items are of middle difficulty may be more

reliable than a test composed mainly of quite difficult

or quite easy items.

2 . . . .

Flanagan, "Some Con51derations in the Development of Situation

Tests," p. 463.

73Ebe1, op. cit., p. 312.

74.
Ib1d., p. 336.
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5. A group having a wide range of ability may be more

reliable than a group of more homogeneous ability.

6. A speeded test may be more reliable than one in which

all subjects can complete the test in the time avail—

able.

Test reliability, then, is dependent upon the consistency with

which a subject will reSpond to similar environmental situations in a

similar manner. In checking for reliability, the researcher's concern

is that the same individual under similar conditions would obtain

approximately the same score when taking the test at a different time.

In order for a test to be reliable, there must be consistency of mea—

surement from one time to another.

Test Validity. What the test measures and how well it measures

that content are the two aims of test validity. An evaluative instru—

mmn is designed to measure how well the subject has mastered a specific

skill or knowledge (or accumulations of skills and knowledges). The

existence of valid concepts within the testing structure is essential

hiorder for understanding of the test results, analysis of data, or

efforts to change behavior to take place. Ebel regards three elements

- . . . 75
Uldetermining the quality of a measurement procedure:

1. The importance of the inferences that can be made from

the test scores.

2. The meaningfulness of the test scores.

3. The convenience of the test in use.

Four types of validity have operational value in the deve10pment

Ofin-basket simulation: content validity, construct validity, con—

current validity, and predictive validity. One other type of validity,

-__~____________

75Robert L. Ebel, ”Must All Tests Be Valid?" Princi les of

Educational and Psychological Measurement: A Book of selesfffii_gfiééiflg§

(Chicago: Rand McNally a Company, 1967), p. 230.
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face validity, is really a part of content validity because it refers

to what the test superficially measures.76 The items appear "on their

face" to bear a common-sense relationship to the total universe of

appr0priate items and to the objective of the test. Face validity indi-

cates that there is obvious foundation in real-life situations. A brief

explanation of the four basic types of validity will assist in relating

their importance in the development of in-basket simulation:

1. Content Validity: The relevance of the individual's test

responses to the behavior area under consideration rather

than upon the apparent relevance of item content;77 the

expert review of the instrument by a subject-matter

specialist with the expertise of the test-designer.

 

2. Construct Validity; The extent to which a test tells

about the achievement of the individual; the extent

to which the test measures a theoretical construct or

trait.79

 

3. Concurrent Validity: Relationship between test perfor-

mance and an accepted contemporary criterion;80 the

relation between test scores and indices of criterion

measure obtained at approximately the same time (valida-

tion by method of contrasted groups).8

 

4. Predictive Validity: The effectiveness of the test in

predicting some fUture outcome;82 the significance of

the dimensions of in-basket performance compared with

fUture job performance.

 

76Anastasi, 0p. cit., p. 138.

77Ibid., p. 136.

78Lindeman, op. cit., p. 137.

79Anastasi, loc. cit., p. 145.
 

80Lindeman, 0p. cit., p. 37.

81Anastasi, loc. cit., p. 141.

8

 

21bid., p. 138.

3Lapez, loc. cit.
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The validity of situational tests is proportional to the corre-

Spondence between performance on the test and performance on the job.

After an in—basket test has been validated, one may proceed to estab—

lish relationships between other variables and performance in a simu—

lated situation without the necessity for costly procedures for measur—

ing real on-the—job behavior.84 Fiske believes that the low validities

found in some past studies of situational testing may be the result of

these two deficiencies:85

1. The pertinent trait may have been inaccurately identified.

2. A discrepancy existed between the relative effectiveness

elicited first in the situational tests and later in the

actual job.

hrorder for an in-basket simulation to be a valid representation, it

must not only appear to measure the traits essential for adequate on-

the~job performance but it must also prove that a relationship exists

between these traits and on—the—job performance. The predictive ability

of an in—basket simulation is one of the purposes in utilizing this form

of testing in specific training programs. The establishment of validity

nwasures requires the utilization of both criterion groups and experi—

mental groups in order to establish apprOpriate relationships between

perflumances, both on the test and on the job.

C. Summary

Basic theories relevant to the design and development of in—basket

simulation require the integration of sound and innovative concepts from

M

4W. Ray Cr055, ”Relationships Between Elementary School Principals!

thasket Performance and Their On-the-Job Behavior," The Journal of

Emmational Research, Volume 63, Number 1 (September, l§6§j:—pT—§ET_

85 .

Fiske, loc. cit., p. 469.
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the real business world with meaningful and relevant methods of instruc-

tion in the classroom environment. The design theories presented in

this chapter represent given aspects of philosophical, psychological,

or sociological premises in their relationships to approaches to test

development, development of actual in-basket simulation, and measurement

of individual performance in such in-basket simulations. Those theoreti-

cal principles which provide a basis for the deve10pment of THE SECRE-

TARIAL IN-BASKET in this study and which lead to the empirical methodology

presented in the procedures for the study are summarized here to provide

direct input for the design of the in-basket simulation:

1. Basic Approach to Test Deve10pment: The rational hypo-

thesis approach provides the basic approach to the

deve10pment of in-basket simulation because it produces

tests of typical performance in real-life situations.

 

2. Philosophical Theory for In-Basket Development: In-

basket simulation must represent as closely as possible

a situational excerpt from the real world in its attempt

to bridge the gap between the business world and the

conventional classroom.

 

3. Psychological Theory for In- Basket Development: The

stimulus--re5ponse--feedback theory and the identical

elements theory are prominent in the deve10pment of

in-basket simulation in order that transfer of training

occurs and motivation for learning enhanced.

 

4. Sociological Theory for In-Basket Development: The

development of an in-basket simulation authenticating

a given occupational role requires a study of the

social role arising from the job classification under

study with specific relevance to the human relations

required in the work to be performed on the job.

 

5. Integrated Theory for In-Basket Develppment: An

integratedapproach to in-basket simulation appears

essential in order to tie the foregoing philosophical,

psychological, and sociological elements to the

mechanistic theory essential for control in design.

 

6. Measurement of Individual Perfbrmance: Accurate
 

measurement Owahat the indiVidual has learned (Specific

skills and knowledges, behavioral changes in attitude,
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awareness of self, and motivation) is essential in

evaluating and making decisions about that individual's

performance in the test.

7. Standardization of Testing Procedures: Every detail of

the testing situation must be identical for all subjects

tested if any form of standardization is to occur.

 

8. Maintenance of Test Reliability: Test reliability is

the consistency with which the in—basket simulation

measures what it is intended to measure from one time

to another.

 

9. Establishment of Test Validity: The validity of in-basket

simulation (Content, construct, concurrent, and predictive)

is proportional to the degree of correspondence between

performance on the in-basket and performance on the job.

 

These theoretical principles form the basis for the methodology

used in the development of THE SECRETARIAL IN—BASKET. There has been

little published on the actual design of in-basket simulation; there-

fore, this summation provides a rather comprehensive analysis of those

principles that are applicable to the development of in-basket simula—

tion and should provide an informational base for the operational

aspects of in—basket simulation for others.
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CHAPTER III

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF IN—BASKET SIMULATION

In-basket simulation has been used in research, management train-

ing, and secretarial education as an instructional, training, and/or

testing procedure. A brief look at the historical deve10pment of in-

basket simulation in these areas indicates the growing interest in the

use of the in-basket technique, especially since the 1950's. The

acceptance of the in-basket technique in such fields as teacher educa-

tion, medical education, and management training and development has

been dependent in a large part on the interest shown by researchers

and deve10pers in devising procedural designs for in-basket simulations.

A. The In-Basket in Research

Norman Frederiksen of the Educational Testing Service (ETS) is

credited with being the originator of the in-basket test and its use

in training evaluation. ETS has been involved in the deve10pment of

in-baskets and research pertaining to the use of in-baskets since the

Air Force in-baskets were deve10ped in 1957. Subsequent research in

executive behavior (Frederiksen, 1962); school administration (Hemphill,

Griffiths and Frederiksen, 1962); and organizational climates (Frederiksen,

Jensen and Beaton, 1968) have resulted in major ETS studies involving the

in-basket as the research instrument for comparing simulated behavior

with on-the-job behavior.

56
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In-basket research conducted at Michigan State University has  
focused in the area of teacher education where the in-basket test was

used in the study of teacher behavior (Shulman, Loupe and Piper, 1968)

and in the study of student behavior (Poland and Haines, 1970). In

medical education the in-basket technique has been used in the study

(Jf patient management (Rimoldi, 1963; Helfer and Slater; McGuire, 1967;

Elstein, 1971). Brief reviews of these research investigations will

 

emphasize the growing importance of the in-basket as a research tool.

a
c
t
-
-

The Air Force Study
 

 rs.
..

The Officer Education Research Laboratory of the Air Force Personnel

and Training Research Center contracted with ETS to study the desired

outcomes of training in the Command and Staff School of the Air University

in 1957.1 A careful study of the curriculum of the Command and Staff

School and of statements by instructors about changes in performance

they hOped to produce in their students yielded a classification of six

behaviors that were primarily individual (exhibited by a person working

alone) and six behaviors primarily interactive (involved interrelation-

ships with other pe0p1e).2 The prototype instrument had to be a test

that would tend to elicit the relevant kinds of behavior in a situation

that resembled as closely as possible the real job of an Air Force

officer. Analysis of the tasks performed by an officer revealed that

the majority of the desk work centered around the contents of one of

 

1Norman Frederiksen, D. R. Saunders, and Barbara Wand, "The

In-Basket Test," Psychological Monographs: General and Applied,

Volume 71, Number 9 ”9575, p. 1.

2Frederiksen, Jensen, and Beaton, op. cit., p. 30.
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the two baskets ("in" and "out" baskets) usually found on the desk of

an Air Force officer. The format of the instrument involved a situ-

ational test that required the subject to deal with items in the

in-basket.

Several criticisms resulted from the first in-basket used in the

Air Force study.3 Air Force officers stated that it was not reasonable

to take actions on the items in the in-basket test because too little

information was available to the subject. The "correct" action desig-

nated in the evaluation scheme for the in-basket depended upon a number

of unknown situational factors. A compromise in the test structure

resulted in the development of an in-basket that placed the subject

in a new position because of an emergency and allowed a period of time

prior to the start of the in-basket exercise during which the subject

would study applicable background materials.

The in-basket tests that were prepared and tried out at Maxwell

Air Force Base required the subject to play four roles in succession:

Commanding Officer of a hypothetical 7lst Composite Wing; Director of

Materiel; Director of Personnel; and Director of Operations. In each

role he was given an in-basket containing incoming letters, memoranda,

staff studies, and other similar material.

Frederiksen _e_t_a_l_ report that the Air Force in-baskets were dis-

appointing from the standpoint of their psychometric properties. In

subsequent studies different methods of scoring were employed that

yield qu1te sat1sfactory rel1ab111t1es for many scor1ng categor1es.

 

31bid., p. 31.
“

4Ibid., p. 32.
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The Bureau of Business In-Basket Study

The Bureau of Business In-Basket Test consists of letters, memo-

randa, records of telephone calls, and other business papers from the

in-basket of a newly-hired Executive Officer of the Northeastern

Division of the Bureau of Business. The in-basket represents a simu-

lation of some major aspects of an executive's job, and the subject is

requested to actually perform the tasks contained in the in—basket

simulation as he would if he were actually employed in the position.

The letters, memoranda, and notes written by the subject in this com-

plex simulation of an executive's position constitute a record of

behavior which occurs spontaneously in a rather unstructured situation.

The purpose of the Bureau of Business In-Basket Study was to learn

something about the major dimensions of behavior which occur in the

simulated job.S These behavioral dimensions are of interest as well

as intermediate criteria for studying a variety of potentially useful

selection tests. The in-basket test was considered a performance test

which would reflect personality of the individual subjects, and methods

‘were~developed fer scoring 70 aspects of behavioral dimensions. The

anhministration of the test to 335 pe0p1e representing subgroups of

undergraduates, graduate students of business, government administrators,

business executives, and army officers resulted in a study of the major

differences between these groups as revealed by mean scores on in-basket

categories. A factor analysis of 40 of the most reliable in-basket

. . 6

category scores revealed e1ght primary factors:

 

sNorman Frederiksen, ”Factors in In-Basket Performance,"

 

Psychological Monographs: General and Applied, Volume 76, Number 22,

ole No. 41 1962 , p. 24.

61bid., p. 25
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Acting in compliance with suggestions

Preparing for action by becoming informed

Concern with public relations

Procrastinating

Concern with superiors

Informality

Directing subordinates

DiscussingW
N
O
‘
U
'
l
-
b
M
N
O
-
d

Three second-order factors were defined in terms of the administrative

behavior represented by each:7

1. Preparing fbr action

2. Amount of work

3 Seeking guidance

The Hemphill study of school administration utilized the Bureau

of Business In-Basket Test as one of four in-baskets administered to

elementary school principals. One major difficulty facing personality

research has been that of making suitable real—life observations

because not every real-life situation will provide opportunities for

the expression of any or all personality tendencies. Therefore, the

behavioral dimensions obtained from these in-basket studies relate

subject perfOrmance on a series of situational in-baskets.

The School Administration In-Basket Studx

During the ten-year period from 1948 to 1958 the focus of theo-

retical discussions began to shift from emphasis on traits of adminis-

trators to emphasis on the behavior of administrators in school

situations.8 An interest also developed in an actual analysis of the

adumtnistrative situation, and the Hemphill et al study had as its main

 

71bid.

8Hemphill, Griffiths, and Frederiksen, 0p. cit., p. 3.
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focus the investigation of major dimensions of administrative perfor—

mance. Three major objectives of the study were identified:9

1. The Development of Concepts: To determine dimensions of

performance in the elementary school principals and thus

to develop a better understanding of the nature of the

job of the school administrator.

The Determination of Measurable Dimensions of Performance:

To provide information helpful in the solution of the

problem of selecting school administrators.

The Development of Materials: To provide materials and

instruments for the study and teaching of school adminis—

tration.

The purpose of the Hemphill study was to try to identify some major

dimensions of administrative performance and to investigate the relation—

ships of these major dimensions to a variety of other measurable charac—

teristics of people.10 Subjects were 232 elementary school principals

from a wide variety of elementary schools in the United States.

The background materials in the school administration in-baskets

were much more elaborate than for the Air Force study. A day and a

half of the five—day testing period was spent by subjects in learning

about a simulated elementary school and the community in which it was

located. Training materials included filmstrips, motion picture films,

and tape recordings of several school events.
 

At the end of the orien—

tation period, the subjects had as much information as could reasonably

be expected of a new principal in an actual situation. Four in—baskets

were presented, one of which was the Bureau of Business In—Basket. The

other three represented the paperwork of the principal on three specific

days Of the school year.

..._______________

91mm, p. 7.

10mm.
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Scoring methods developed for scoring the school administration

in-baskets and the Bureau of Business In—Basket were simpler and more

direct than those employed in the Air Force study.11 In general, the

scores proved to be of satisfactory reliability. The Air Force study

and the school administration study differed in another important way.

The Air Force in—baskets Were prepared specifically to elicit certain

pre-selected kinds of behavior judged relevant to the purposes of a

training program. The school administration study, on the other hand,

began with the question of how to identify some important aspects of

behavior in administration. This approach led to a quite different

approach in the development of testing materials.

Eight primary factors resulting from a factor analysis accounted

for most of the common variance in the scores obtained in the school

. . . 12
administration study:

Exchanging information

Discussing before acting

Complying with suggestions made by others

Analyzing the situation

Maintaining organizational relationships

Organizing work

Responding to outsiders

Directing the work of others

 
A second—order factor analysis of the intercorrelations of the

. . . 13
eight primary factors yielded two factors:

1. Amount of work done in handling items

2. Preparation for decision vs. taking final action

_~______________

1Frederiksen, Jensen, and Beaton, loc. cit., p. 34.

12

lbid., p. 36.

”me, p. 37.
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The Hemphill study also involved administering to the 232 elemen-

tary school principals a large battery of tests, inventories, and

questionnaires in order to investigate the relationships of cognitive

abilities, personality, and biographical information to the factors in

school administration. A number of relationships were feund that

appeared to show some consistency in performance across a domain that

includes ability tests, personality inventories, and ratings as well

as performance in the simulated school.

The Organizational Climates Study
 

Frederiksen, Jensen, and Beaten conducted an experimental study

which involved a simulated organization with specific modifications of

the organizational climates.14 These organizational climates were

communicated in both subtle and overt ways, and the subject's perceptions

of the climate were reinforced during the test by including suitable

materials in the in-basket itself.15 The two main purposes of this

study were:

1. To investigate the effects of organizational climates

on the means and on the factor structure of the

dependent variables.

2. To investigate the effects of organizational climates

on the correlations between predictor measures and the

dependent variables .. the possible role of situational

variables (the organizational climates) as moderators

of relationships of predictors to measures of perfor-

mance in an organization.

141bid.
 

15Ibid., p. 10.

16Ibid., p. 21.



 

64

Most of the experimental data were obtained at a two-day Research

Institute in Sacramento, California, in April, 1965. The subjects in

the experiment were 260 male executives employed by the State of

Chlifbrnia in a variety of positions ranging from forestry to prison

service and from heads of departments to middle-management levels. The

shmflated job was that of Chief of the Field Service Division of the

Impartment of Commerce for the State of California, a job that required

little technical skill or information beyond that already known to all

subjects because of their experience as state employees. The exPeri—

nwntal treatments involved two dichotomies of organizational climate:

1. A climate in which innovation and originality are

encouraged vs. a climate that encourages following

rules and standard procedures.

2. A climate in which a type of supervision was utilized

wherein the supervisor was expected to monitor the

details of the work of a subordinate vs. a global type

of supervision in which the SUpervisor was mainly con—

cerned with assigning work and evaluating the final

products of the subordinate's work.

The perceptions of the organizational climates were enhanced throughout

the eXperiment by the documents included in each subject's in-basket.

(me of the implications derived from the use of the in-basket in this

research was that to some degree subjects perform differently in a

situational test than they do in a real job, knowing as they do that

dmflsions are not "real” and that no one's career would really be

influenced by any action taken. Another observation, the researchers

noted, concerned the degree of accuracy to which performance in a

shmflated job is representative of one's typical behavior.

__

17Ibid., p. 336.
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Ten factors accounted for 61 per cent of the total variance.

Scores representing these ten performance factors served as dependent

variables in the investigation of effects of organizational climates

on performance. These performance factors are as follows:1

Productivity

Acts in compliance with suggestions

Interacts with superiors

Thoughtful analysis of problems

Plans and discusses

Defers judgment and action

Interacts with peers

Orderly work

Informality

Accepts administrative responsibilityC
‘
O
Q
N
O
‘
U
‘
k
W
N
I
—
l

.
.
.
:

An additional variable, the average of the in-basket scorers' rating of

overall quality of performance, constitutes the eleventh criterion. The

criteria of performance used in studying effects of organizational

climates are the ten in-basket performance factor scores and the average

rating of quality of performance by the in-basket scorers.

One further recommendation made by Frederiksen, Jensen, and Beaton

involved the selection of a test battery for the selection of managers.

These two considerations are of prime importance in selecting appropri-

. 19
ate testing packages:

1. What criteria of performance are considered important?

2. In what kind of situation or organization will the

candidate work?

.Prederiksen, Jensen, and Beaton indicate that the variations in settings,

experimental treatments, and dependent variables that might be employed

iJl such social-psychological experiments are limited only by the eXperi-

menter's imagination. The use of a complex situational test as a device

\

18Ibid., pp. 338-339.

191bid., p. 352.
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for performing experiments in the behavioral sciences provides advantages

over field studies from the standpoint of eXperimental controls; and an

implication derived from this study focuses on the feasibility of using

. . . . . . . 2
the Simulated technique more exten51vely as an investigative technique. 0

The Shulman Study
 

Shulman gt_21_deve10ped the Teacher's In-Basket in an attempt to

study individual inquiry behavior in a situation involving a female

elementarx_school teacher-in-training as the principal subject.21 The

‘1

situation involved her in the role of a new sixth grade teacher hired

in the middle of the semester with three kinds of materials available

for her perusal:22

1. The contents of an in-basket.

2. Written materials, records, report cards, etc., concerning

both the school and pupils in the teacher's class.

3. Human resources that are in the situation (a school secre-

tary, a school principal, and a reference memory, all

accessible by a telephone placed on the teacher's desk).

In addition to observation of the teacher's behavior in written communi-

cation, she was also viewed by means of a one-way viewing mirror with

rooms connected through a two-way telephone exchange. A number of

quantitative measures were derived from the in-basket situation:23

1. Problem Sensitivity: The number of potentially prob-

lematic elements reacted to as problems.

201bid., p. 360.

21Shulman, Loupe, and Piper, op. cit.

221bid., pp. 5-6.

23Ibid., p. 8.
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2. Time: The number of minutes the subject chooses to spend

in the inquiry situation.

3. Materials Attended: A measure of input, the number of

pieces of material to which the subject attends in the

inquiry period.

4. InfOrmation Sources: A count of the number of categories

of information brought to bear by the subject on ten

selected problems in the in-basket.

5. Competence: A measure of problem resolution; how well

each subject comes to understand the nature of the prob-

lem situation in the selected problems.

Shulman concluded that it is possible to conduct systematic studies

of inquiry performance through the use of such an in-basket or other

simulation of a complex problem situation. The 'thinking aloud' tech-

niques used in the study aided the researchers in identifying actual

behavior of the subjects. However, Shulman noted that the purpose of

the research was not the development of a theory of teaching behavior

and that in this particular study teaching was merely a specific exem-

plar of inquiry.24 The use of simulation in similar research studies

may prove to be an effective tool, he noted, in conducting descriptive

studies of the behavior of criterial exemplars of such complex skills

as teaching and medical diagnosis.25

jlhe Vocational Office Block Project

Initiated in August, 1965, the Vocational Office Block Project

CWOB) was one of several research efforts of the Research and Development

pI‘Ogram in Vocational-Technical Education, Michigan State University.

Clinical schools in five states (Arizona, Florida, Michigan, New Jersey,

\

24Ibid., p. 189.

251bid., p. 191.
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and Washington) utilized a block-time approach in the implementation of

the vocational office block concept. Planned outcomes of the project

resulted in a curriculum development effort with two basic goals:

I. To fuse the fundamental processes and skills into

simulated job tasks.

2. To present learning situations when apprOpriate to

the skills.

Special instructional materials were deve10ped for the VOB project,

including integrated exercises, case studies, and model office simula—

tion. Evaluation was deemed a high priority by VOB personnel:

It was felt that evaluation should consider the process

of the project, the outcomes of student achievement, and the

related aSpects of local practice and adoption.

One of the ten evaluative activities was an experimental situation

test of student performance administered by research associates to 590

students in 1966-67. The VOB personnel concluded that the test needed

substantial revision if it were to be a.truly evaluative instrument.

The situation in~basket was used again in 1967-68 only as an introduc-

tion to situation testing and not as an experimental vehicle.

A cutback in the availability of federal funds in the midst of the

:fiist l8-month contract necessitated a reduction in staff personnel and

mxmw of work in such areas as evaluation, materials development, and

. 28 .
1xmcher education. As a result, a number of recommendations were made

flnrsubsequent research in these areas. One of the recommendations

snemming from the VOB project emphasizes the need for continuing efforts

_—_

26Poland and Haines, loc. cit., pp. 6-7.

27Ibic1., p. 40.

28Ibid., p. 10.
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to deve10p appropriate evaluative materials for use with a block-time

approach.29

Evaluative instruments must be deve10ped which will support a

research design comparing the program's effectiveness with the

traditional one-hour classes taught in office education.

Rimoldi's Test of Diggpostic Skills

Within recent years medical educators have been experimenting with

simulated means for evaluating and training medical students in certain

facets of the profession. Specific inquiry regarding the process of

reaching a clinical diagnosis was begun by Rimoldi who developed an

instrument, the Test of Diagnostic Skills, for studying "high mental

processes with special reference to the clinical diagnostic problem."30

The test, an application of a technique deve10ped at the Loyola Psycho-

metric Laboratory for the study of problem solving in general, interested

many medical educators because of its potential use as an instrument for

evaluating and training medical students.31 The primary purpose of the

test is to estimate how a medical student proceeds when diagnosing a

given case. Through a simulated approach, approximating an in-basket

technique, the subject is requested to reach a diagnosis, given prelimi-

nary information about a specific case and the Opportunity to ask

Pertinent questions and seek additional information concerning the

case.

—;

291bid., p. 71.

. 30H. J. A. Rimoldi, "The Test of Diagnostic Skills," Journal of

fiEfiEfigal Education, Volume 36, Number 1 (January, 1961), p. 73.

_ 31H. J. A. Rimoldi, "Rationale and Applications of the Test of

Dlalgnostic Skills," Journal of Medical Education, Volume 38, Number 5

May. 1963), p. 364.
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The format of the test itself consists of cards contained in flat

pockets which partially overlap and are evenly arranged in a display

finder. (hithe top edge of each of these cards a question that the

subject may ask is indicated. By drawing a card and looking at the

reverse side, the subject gets information that is given in the form

of'verbal reports, laboratory analyses, x-rays, etc. Rimoldi found

three distinct advantages for use of this simulated technique in

medical education:

 

1. It is possible to study the process followed by a subject

in diagnosing a case.

2. Aspects of the diagnostic process appear when using this

technique that do not show up in true—false or other

types of tests.

3. Subjects who reach the same diagnosis may do so by

following different processes.

Five major scoring procedures involved the following categories:

1. Number of Questions Asked: Two forms of the test (A and

B) contain respectively 56 and 59 items, and it is possible

to observe how many questions are asked until diagnosis of

the case is reached.

2. The Utility Index of Each Card: The ratio between the num—

ber of times that a given question has been asked and the

number of subjects in the group can be taken as an indica-

tion of the utility of the particular question.

3. The Utility Score: The average of the utility indices of

the cards selected by the subject results in the utility

score .

4. Diagnostic Accuracy: The accuracy of the final diagnosis

is obtained for each case.

5. §§quentia1 Relationships: Relationship between the sequences

followed by different subjects and average intercorrelation

between the sequences followed by all the subjects in a given

group enable the researcher to obtain sequential relationships.

32 . . . .
Rimoldi, "The Test of Diagnostic Skills," p. 74.

3
3Ibid., p. 75.
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Rimoldi suggests that the evaluation of each subject's performance

is not tied to norms based on average performance but becomes possible

in terms of the "intrinsic" difficulty of each problem, the content

used, and the group performance. Weitmanz)5 also made use of Rimoldi's

Test of Diagnostic Skills in a study of the factors which influence the

training of medical students.

The Diagnostic Management Problem

Helfer and Slater36 were concerned with the process of reaching a

clinical diagnosis, the steps taken or sequence used by a medical stu—

dent as he works through a clinical problem. In order to better prepare

the future physicians to solve clinical problems, equal emphasis must

 

be placed on (1) the quality of the diagnosis or end product and

(2) the means or process used to reach this diagnosis. The Diagnostic

Management Problem was constructed from case material that appeared in

either the in-patient or out-patient departments of the medical center.

Information relating to a specific historical fact, a given physical

finding, or a single laboratory study relating to that case was recorded

on a separate card; and this card was added to the total deck of cards

representing one Diagnostic Management Problem. The subject is given

the setting in which he is working and provided with an index sheet

34 . . . . . .

Rimoldi, "Rationale and Applications of the Test of Diagnostic

Skills," p. 365.

3 .
5M. Weitman and F. Coisman, "Medical Student Pathways to Diagnosis,"

glogmal of Medical Education, Volume 40 (1965), pp. 166-179.

3 .

6Ray E. Helfer and Carl H. Slater, "Assaying the Process of

Reaching a Clinical Diagnosis," University of Colorado Medical Center,

PP- 79-87.

3

7Ibid. , p. 79.
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1dmch itemizes the type of information available on each of the numbered

cards. He then proceeds to work through the problem by selecting cards

in any order he chooses; he may select as many or as few cards as he

desires and quit at any point in his evaluation of the clinical problem.

On a separate answer sheet the number of each card selected and the

order in which it was selected are recorded. His final diagnosis or

differential is also recorded.

The evaluative instrument deve10ped by Helfer and Slater provides

a.method for assaying the process a medical student uses to arrive at a

clinical diagnosis. Its reliability and validity have shown that it

has the capability of selecting out those students who may require

special assistance in the development of the skills unique to the

process of clinical problem solving. The researchers made the follow—

ing observation in relating the importance of such a technique in

medical education:

Medical educators are continually confronted with the

problem of rec0gnizing a student's deficiencies in his prob-

lem solving skills very late in a student's clinical training.

The Diagnostic Management Problems in addition to the contri-

butions made by Rimoldi, Cowles and Weed now provide an answer

to this dilemma. Those students who will require special

assistance in the deve10pment of their problem solving skills

can now be identified at a point in their clinical educational

experience when constructive intervention may be both feasible

and beneficial.

iEEBire's Process Approach to Medical Evaluation

Since its establishment in 1959, the Office of Research in Medical

Hhmation of the University of Illinois College of Medicine has completed

M

3
81bid., p. 82.
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a series of studies of learning climates at the University, the findings

of which support the following view:

The then current system of student examination, grading, and

promotion not only failed to provide evidence regarding stu-

dent achievement with respect to many of the most important

goals of medical education ... it actually jeopardized their

attainment by exacerbating tendencies toward fragmentation

of learning, by focusing student attention on esoteric or

trivial detail, and by intensifying unhealthy competition

among students for grades and among departments for students'

time and attention. 9

lks a result of these preliminary studies, a multi-disciplinary approach

1:0 evaluation40 has been making a significant contribution to the sys-

1:ematic modification of medical education. Patient management problems

tiave been developed based upon videotapes of patient interviews, movies

c>f patient examinations or autOpsies, audiotapes of heart, breath, lung,

aund abdominal sounds. These situational exercises require the medical

student to demonstrate:

l. Accurate observation of data presented.

2. Knowledge of significance of data and possible inter-

relations.

3. Recognition of basic biochemical or patho-physiologic

processes that would explain data.

4. Anticipation of other findings.41

A number of simulations were developed to test the complex skills

of gathering data and making judgments. McGuire indicates that "these

Simulations . .. constitute branched problems in patient management or

\

39Christine H. McGuire, "An Evaluation Model for Professional

EducationnMedical Education," Proceeding: of the 1967 Invitational

(Ztrnference on Testin Problems (Princeton: Educational Testing Service,

1968 , pp. 38-39.

4°Ibid., p. 38.

41Ibid., p. 40.
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in laboratory investigation that require sequential analysis and

decision."42

The final developmental phase is the determination of minimum

acceptable performance on the total comprehensive examination and on

each subtest. Administration of the test itself yielded two sets of

results:43

1. The performance of students at different levels of the

curriculum on identical exercises in order to assess

student progress toward goals.

2. Any unusual trends in numbers of students failing to

meet the pre-established standards.

The climate in medical education, according to McGuire, is conducive

to the kind of systematic evaluation process that encourages:

1. Empirical determination of essential components of

professional competence.

2. Employment of simulation techniques to supplement more

conventional methods of assessment.

3. Application of preeestablished standards.

4. Utilization of numerous feedback mechanisms to assure

fuller exploitation of evaluation data.

The patient management problems 5 described by McGuire have been

extensively used as part of the comprehensive examinations of third—

andzfinuth-year medical students at the University of Illinois and also

aszinmjor portion of the examination for certification by various

Specialty boards such as that in orthopedic surgery. Scott reported

that these same types of simulated exercises were used at Michigan

__

421bid., p. 41.

4

3Ibid., p. 44.

4

4Ibid., p. 51.

45
-

‘ Center for Educational Deve10pment, Patient Manpgement Problems

flmiversity of Illinois College of Medicine).
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State University as part of the evaluation of the deve10pment of problem-

solving skills for sixth-year medical students.

'Ihe Medical Inquiry Project

Elstein et al conducted an investigation of the reasoning process

(of expert physicians, known as the Medical Inquiry Project, at Michigan

EState University. The basic objectives of these studies were:

1. To identify the intellectual strategies and tactics

characteristic of expert clinical reasoning.

2. To generate a psychological theory to eXplain these

features.

3. To relate this theory to current theories of thinking,

human information processing, decision-making and

problem-solving.

4. To develop instructional methods and materials which

will assist medical students to acquire and refine

their problem-solving skills.

Actual strategies employed by physicians in the medical work-up

elicited a methodology for inquiry or problem-solving which was utilized

:fiar data gathering in a setting closely resembling the one in which

IJIIysicians work. It was felt that not only could there be an impact

(>11 medical education through the development of new instructional'

mneaterials and methods for teaching clinical skills but that a comple-

Intentary impact could be made on scientific psychology with actual

Inedical problems as exemplars of the complex practical problems

encountered regularly in the real world.48

\

46Letter from Hugh M. Scott, M. 0., Royal Victoria Hospital,

Montreal 112, P. Q., March 3, 1970.

47Arthur S. Elstein et al, "Methods and Theory in the Study of

Medical Inquiry," Office of Medical Education Research and Deve10pment,

gollege of Human Medicine, Michigan State University (Sumner, 1971),

. 10

48Ibid., pp. 1-2.
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The initial step in deve10ping the methodology for the study was

to observe the data-gathering and reasoning processes of physicians

.selected from three medical fields: private practice, salaried group

practice, and academic medicine. A minimum of two days on the project

tuas required with the majority of time allotted to working up and dis-

(:ussing three simulated medical problems. The planned research facility

jincluded a specially designed room resembling a physician's office and

1two television cameras mounted near the ceiling with subsequent video—

t:aping of the doctor-"patient" sequence. A "data bank" technique was

Latilized to provide physical findings of the physical examination of

tihe patient, but interpretations of this data depend upon each physi-

c:ian's judgment. The tentative formulation of a theory of medical

inquiry resulted from this initial observation. This theory is stated

as follows:

Physicians generate specific diagnostic hypotheses early,

well before they have gathered most of the data of a

particular case.

As a part of a long-term program of studies of the medical diag-

11<>stic process, three simulated cases were administered to 19 third-

)'eear medical students and 29 physicians, all members of the medical

Eicihool faculty or physicians in the University Health Service. The

results indicate that physicians and students do in fact differ in the

‘Vary'they think about medical problems. Physicians consistently offered

‘ncrre hypotheses (diseases) than students while no differences existed

ii!) the number of constraints sought (symptoms, signs, and laboratory

findings). What accounted for these differences in hypotheses?

\

491bid., p. 9.
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1. Students are more cautious about inferring hypotheses

from limited data.

2. Students know fewer hypotheses.

3. Students know an equal number of hypotheses but have

weaker links between constraints and hypotheses.

4. The kinds of constraints sought are not the same;

thereforeg hypotheses are less strongly implied for

students.

The observable procedures and reasoning of the physician are efforts to

test deductions derived from provisional hypotheses. The hypothetico—

dedufiive strategy of systematic search, used primarily to confirm or

reject provisional formulations, appears to contrast sharply with the

progressive constraint-seeking inquiry strategy generally taught by

nedical schools and endorsed by many c0gnitive psychologists.

Other Medical Evaluation In-Baskets

An elaborate in-basket has been used by the Canadian College of

Family Practice in their certifying examinations.52 The in-basket

includes a mock—up of a doctor's office and materials ranging from

actors who are trained to simulate different patient types for examiners

mulcandidate, telephone interruptions, and correspondence in the

doctor's ”in—basket.”

The "programmed patient"53 is a similar form of simulation devel-

<nmd by Harold Barrows of the University of Southern California in

 

50Arthur S. Elstein, Michael J. Loupe, and James B. Erdmann, "An

fuperimental Study of Medical Diagnostic Thinking," Journal of Struc-

‘hned Learning, Volume 2, Number4 (1971): P- 51

51Elstein et al, "Methods and Theory in the Study of Medical

Ianiry," p. 16.

52 .

Scott, op. Cit.

53Ibid.
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which he has trained actresses to simulate neurological patients. The

candidate is required to find whatever problems the patient may have

and select an appropriate solution.

B. The In-Basket in Management Trainipg and Selection

Business and industry have utilized the in—basket primarily as a

management training and selection device. The Bell System, Sears,

General Electric, The Boeing Company, Port of New York Authority,

Dayton Rubber Company, and Procter and Gamble are some of the commercial

firms employing the in-basket in such a capacity. A brief review of the

use of the in—basket in management training and selection will demon-

strate the ways in which in-basket simulations have been designed to aid

business in the quest for effective employees and managers.  
The: Bell System
 

The Personnel Assessment Program employed by the Bell System54

dates back to 1956 when the Personnel Relations Department of the

American Telephone and Telegraph Company began a long-range program to

investigate factors which determine the progress of young people in

management. This project, known as the Management Life Progress Study,

called for the intensive investigation of career histories to uncover

information about management selection and deve10pment in the Bell

System. Michigan Bell Telephone Company put into operation the Bell

System's first non-management Assessment Program in September, 1958,

to be utilized in selecting firsteline plant foremen from the non-

management ranks. Four years later an Assessment Pregram for the

M

54Personnel Assessment Program (Detroit: Michigan Bell Telephone

compaDY): Po 4-
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company's non-management women personnel was established. In 1964 the

Personnel Relations Department combined both the men's and women's

assessment activities into one program, the Michigan Bell Personnel

Assessment Program. .

Actual assessment of individuals is made by a professional staff

using techniques such as personal interviews, in—baskets, pencil-and-

paper tests, group problems, and individual work projects. The in-

basket technique is employed as a part of the assessment cycle to

measure two administrative skills required in management: (1) organizing

and planning, and (2) decision making.55 Personal qualities and inter-

personal skills are measured by other types of evaluative instruments.

Byham suggests that the in-basket portion of the assessment provides

the individual with new understanding of the volume of paperwork

involved in a manager's job.56 The Assessment Center approach pioneered

by the Bell System provides a qualitative approach to the analysis of

on—the-job performance as determined by simulated approaches.

gears, Roebuck and Compay

Concern for the measurement of executive behavior has a relatively

long history within Sears, Roebuck and Company. In 1942 the company

sought the assistance of the late Dr. L. L. Thurstone in the establish—

ment of a psychological testing prOgram for executive personnel.S7

—-—._.

55Interview with James H. Huck, Personnel Assessment Center,

Michigan Bell Telephone Company, September 29, 1971.

56William C. Byham, "Assessment Centers for Spotting Future

Managers," Harvard Business Review (July-August, 1970), p. 155.

57V. Jon Bentz, The Sears EXperience in the Investigation,

Eggcription and Prediction of Executive Behavior (Chicago: Sears,

Roebuck and Co.), p. 59.
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Bentz and his colleagues were instrumental in utilizing this test

battery to investigate general executive competence in the ability to

move effectively and flexibly through a range of different tasks and

assignments. Growth and eXpansion of the company caused the demands

made upon executive personnel to alter subtlely but significantly.58

In the process of re-evaluating the Executive Test Battery used, Bentz

'gp_§l found that abilities were needed in addition to those being

measured, and the following categories were isolated:

l. The Use of Mental Ability: Measures of the use of

intelligence without the binding influence of personality.

 

2. ‘Qpalities of Intelliggnce and Personality That Would

Measure Openness of Chapge and Identify Those Individuals

Havin the Uniqpe Capacity to Function as the Initiators

of Change: Measures which would assess the permeability

of personality which maintains an Open mind to new things,

the assessment of the tendency toward initiating change,

creativity and flexibility in thinking and acting.

 

3. Factors Related to Administrative Skill and Decision

Making: Measures of the ability to think through

complex situations, both in isolation and in associ-

ation with others.

4. Assessment 9: Emotional Strengph as a Part of the

Competitive Personalipy: Measures to assess the

personality variables of emotional strength and/or

control, personal aggressiveness and the desire to

contribute.

 

The Sears In-Basket, used as a tool in assessment of administrative

judgment and decision-making skill of executive personnel, was developed

in an attempt to measure an executive's ability to think through com-

Plex:situations, both in isolation and in association with others. In

an (effort toward discovery of the underlying characteristics and abilities

K;

58Ibid., p. 82.

59Ibid., p. 83.
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predictive of these two important facets of executive behavior, three

simulated tasks were constructed which placed the executive subjects in

a variety of decision-making situations. These were the Sears In-Basket

Test and two Leaderless Group Problem-Solving Situations.60 The Sears

researchers found that the in-basket test, when in-basket scores were

related to all measures of performance, appeared to be a reasonably

good predictor of executive, managerial, and decision-making performance.

Bentz reports that further refinements of the in-basket will pro-

vide even more information on the nature of administrative skill,

decision-making ability, and stylistic information Concerning executive

behavior that contribute to various kinds of executive effectiveness

resulting from the Sears assessment program.61 The Sears In-Basket

appears to be a unique source of measurement, for when it has been

included in factor analyses "it does not combine with other data but

pulls out to stay by itself."62

General Electric

The General Electric Plant Manager In-Basket Test was developed in

a 196lBehavioral Research Service study as a possible measure of apti—

tude in the administrative aspects of managerial work. The subject was

confronted with letters, reports, notes, and related items which pre-

sumably accumulated in the in-basket of a hypothetical manager. In

assuming the role of that manager, the subject is asked to take any

—

60Ibid., pp. 91-92.

61Ibid., p. 145.

62Ibid., p. 131.
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actions he deems apprOpriate with the in-basket items within a limited

time period.63

Administration of the in—basket to 81 unit managers in seven

departments within the company resulted in the development of scoring

Inecedures based on the results obtained with this group. The test

scores of these 81 men were compared with ratings of on—the-job‘perfor-

mance in different aspects of the unit manager job made by higher level

nmnagers. The results obtained for this group were cross-checked on

another group of 45 unit managers in four additional departments to  
obtain a more thorough and accurate evaluation of the in—basket as a

predictor of unit manager performance. The Plant Manager In-Basket

Test developed by GE researchers simulated the position of Lamp Plant

hhnager within the organization with the following characteristics:

1. The job should have some of the qualities of a General

Manager type of position so that a variety of problems

would be presented.

2. The job should be generally familiar to persons taking

the test in General Electric.

3. The job should not be one that many candidates for mana—

gerial positions might have held in the past.

4. The job should not be so complex that the test might be

unsuitable for candidates for managerial jobs at the unit

level.

The in-basket materials were collected directly from managers of several

mkfl1plants within General Electric prior to final deve10pment of the

M

6

3Behavioral Research Service, The In~Basket Test as a Measure of

EEpagerial Aptitude (New York: Relations Services, General Electric,“-

1961), p. 1.

6

4Ibid., p. 4.
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in-basket to be used in the research. Two factor levels were used in

analyzing the ratings of unit managers on the in-basket:

l. The Supervision Factor: This element covered the human

relations aspects of the job.

2. The Planning-Administrative Factor: This element covered

the more intellectual aspects of the job.

Procedures for scoring the test were developed from the re5ponses

of the 81 unit managers to the in-basket items. These test scores were

then compared with the ratings of the 81 unit managers in the two major

aspects of job performance and with ratings of overall effectiveness as

a.unit manager. A cross-validation of results with an independent

gnnn>of unit managers provided a more accurate picture of the effec—

tiveness of the test as a predictor of job performance than could be

ascertained only from the results obtained on the original group.66

The results of the General Electric in-basket research indicate

that the in—basket test can serve as a valuable aid in the selection

and deve10pment of managers. Subsequent in-basket research by the

Behavioral Research Service has indicated that the in-basket test may

have potential as an aid in the selection of supervisors or managers

at other levels in a manufacturing organization or in other functions.

MeYer reports that several departments use abbreviated versions of

in-basket tests for training potential managers in particular aspects

ofnmnagerial work, such as planning.67 The Ordnance Department at

‘—

6
5Ibid., p. 6.

66Ibid., p. 7.

67Letter from Herbert H. Meyer, Manager, Personnel Research,

Cbneral Electric Company, December 2, 1969.

 
 

 



 

 

 

84

Pittsfield was particularly interested in the use of the in-basket not

only in the selection but also in the deve10pment of first-line fore—

Hen. In the eXperiment 57 foremen in the Manufacturing Section of the

Ordnance Department agreed to take the Plant Manager InaBasket Test

that had been used in the prior research. Appraisals of the actual

on—the-job performance of the 57 foremen were obtained from their

nmnagers. An analysis of these ratings indicated that foreman perfor-

nmnce could be described as consisting of abilities in four general

.68
areas.

1. Supervising the work of subordinates

2. Organizing personnel and facilities

3. Performing general administrative duties

4. Providing guidance on technical problems

Since technical competence is specific to the type of operations

performed by the group supervised (and the in—basket test was not

designed to measure technical knowledge), predictive ratings of on-

the-job success were made only in the first three areas. An additional

evaluative measure resulted from a comparison of the overall effective-

ress rating of the individual as a foreman compared with in-basket per-

formance. The study indicated that foremen ranked high in on-the—job

perfinmmnce also scored high on the in—basket categories. This result

reflected:

1. A systematic, organized approach to problems.

2. Spending considerable time in analyzing problems, seeking

more information, etc., rather than making many final

decisions on the items.

6 .

8Behavioral Research Service, The In-Basket Test as a Measure

(HFForeman Performance (Crotonville, New York: Management Deve10pment

a1ldEmployee Relations Services, General Electric Company, 1963), p, 2.
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3. Involving subordinates in decisions, seeking their

opinions on problems, etc.

4. A considerable amount of communicating with others in

handling the in-basket items.69

In those departments where the test was administered to candidates

as a part of these studies, it appeared to provide valuable information

regarding (l) the present levels of administrative skill of the men and

(2) the management development needs of the participants. In general,

the test results tended to corroborate other sources of evidence regard-

ing the abilities and work habits of the men. Follow—up conferences

with the participants also showed that the actual involvement in a

"work sample," which the in-basket test required, tended to make this

approach more valuable as a deve10pment aid than merely discussing

hypothetical case problems. Long-range plans of General Electric call

for additional studies to determine the value of the in-basket as a

tool fer appraising candidates for a variety of managerial positions.

:[he Boeipngpmpany_

Zoll, presently a principal in the consulting firm of Management

lEducation Associates, was formerly an educational psychologist on the

IBoeing staff who served as the Corporate Management Education Adviser.

12011 and his associates are responsible for the development of in-

laaskets used in the management training programs of several divisions

\vithin the company, including the Pilotless Aircraft Division and the

¥

69Ibid., p. 6.

70Behavioral Research Service, The In-Basket Test as a Measure of

Fdanagerial Aptitude, p. 65.



 

86

Vertol Division.71 The Boeing Company utilizes in-basket simulation

primarily as a training tool in the management education program. Four

of the in-baskets currently being used at The Boeing Company and a

fifth in-basket, with detailed comments on its construction, have been

released for recent publication.

Related In-Basket Development

Several models for in—basket simulation have been developed by

business and industry and are included here as referrent sources for

in-basket utilization. IBM Corporation first used the in-basket tech-

nique in August, 1957, in conjunction with a training program for the

managers of 200 branch sales offices varying in size from 215 to several

hundred pe0ple.73 The in—basket is used primarily as a training tool

in IBM's management training program.

Greenlaw, now Professor of Management at Pennsylvania State

University, deve10ped an in-basket designed for a specific industry,

the Dayco Corporation, about eleven years ago.7 The Port of New York

Authority utilized the in-basket technique in development of training

programs in both management and non—management aspects of their organi-

zation. John Little developed an 80-minute in-basket known as the Port

Authority's Maintenance Foreman Game which was used in the Personnel

71Zoll, The Ianasket Kit: Materials for the Creation and Use of

LILBasket Materials. '7—

7 . .

2Letter from Allen A. 2011, Management Education AdVisor, The

Boeing Company, November 24, 1969.

73

Lopez, loc. cit., p. 49.

74

Letter from Paul S. Greenlaw, Professor of Management, The

Pennsylvania State University, November 21, 1969.
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and.Training Division.75 Procter and Gamble's "Matrix" and "Management

'Trial Exercise" combined the business-case method, the in-basket tech-

'nique, and a system of sequential decision making in a single business

lexercise in order to simulate the administrative aspects of marketing

soaps and detergents.76 Another management in-basket was deve10ped by

‘Mbntgomery Ward and used in the management training of store managers.77

In 1962 the American Management Association designed an in-basket

exercise for use in its management prOgram for top management executives.78

The AMA had previously been involved in the use of other types of busi-

ness games and simulations in its management training program, and sub-

sequent use of the in-basket has gained popularity in its seminars and

training sessions. Since that time the AMA has also eXpressed interest

in the development of in-baskets for use in other areas of business

training, including the training of secretaries.

The University of Michigan Bureau of Industrial Relations has

deve10ped a series of 22 standardized in-baskets for use in specialized

training pragrams. Each in-basket contains at least 15 in-basket prob-

lems with accompanying sets of background materials and instructor's

guides.79

C. The In-Basket in Secretarial Trainingand Development
 

The influence of in-basket simulation for the training and selec-

tion of prospective managerial personnel has expanded to include the

*

75Lopez, loc. cit., p. 51.

76Ibid.

77Ibid., p. 50.

7§l§ifls. p- 23- 791bid.
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training of non-management personnel, especially those in the secre-

tarial levels. Prior to 1962, the only secretarial in-basket reported

in the literature was administered by the Port Authority of New York as

a selection device for promoting secretarial employees to higher-level

positions.8o Since that time secretarial in-baskets have been developed

for secretarial seminars and workshOps sponsored by professional associ-

ations (Papham) and by business and industry (Port Authority of New York,

Montgomery Ward's, National Newark and Essex Bank). In the field of

business education the in-basket technique has been utilized primarily

as an instructional device in conjunction with three texts (Popham;

Place and Hicks; Anderson g£_pl). Most recently, the National Secre-

taries Association (International) and the Institute for Certifying

Secretaries have adopted the in-basket technique for use in the annual

CPS certification examination. However, the acceptance of the in-basket

technique has not been readily forthcoming, perhaps because of its

limited use in the development of instructional materials and evaluative

instruments for secretarial programs.

The Popham In-Baskets
 

In 1962 Estelle P0pham designed an in-basket for use in the First

Executive Secretarial Seminar of the American Management Association,

a three-day seminar entitled "Self-Improvement and Skills Development

for Executive Secretaries."81 The annual AMA seminar series is now

scheduled in various locations throughout the United States, Canada,

g

801bid., p. 24.

81

Ruth I. Anderson et al, loc. cit., p. 20.
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and Mexico. Popham has developed several in-baskets now published in

secretarial texts and has used these materials in AMA workshops, in

secretarial workshops, and in workshOps sponsored by the Commerce and

Industry Association of New York City.82 Pepham credits a management

innkshOp at the Cornell School of Labor Relations with affording her

an insight into the adaptability of the in—basket technique to secre-

tarialtraining.83 Iannizzi deve10ped an in-basket for use in a work-

shOp for secretaries at the City University of New York patterned after

the P0pham secretarial in-basket.84

The Port of New York Authority

The in-baskets devised by the Port Authority were primarily used

as a selection device in secretarial training. LOpez, while manager of

the Manpower Planning and Research Division, compiled an informational

source on the inébasket and the basic theory on which the technique is

based. DeSanto, manager of the Training Services Division, has also

keen involved in management games as a part of the training program.

Eh; Montgomery Ward Secretarial Seminar

In-basket simulation was first introduced as a part of the

Mnngomery Ward secretarial training program by Ann Miller of the

Administrative Personnel staff of the Chicago office.

h;

82Letter from Estelle L. Popham, Chairman, Department Of Business
maetion, Hunter College of the City UDiVeTSitY Of New York, December 18
1969.

’

8 .

5Letter from Roscoe W. Wisner, SuperVISOT, Personnel Testing,

THw Port of New York Authority, December —-, 1969.
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The main purpose of the in-basket exercise [according to Breen]

is to deve10p the secretaries' ability to appropriately handle

the assignments, indicate what action should be taken and by

whom in each case, and list in sequence the priority in which

to handle the items.86

The Miller in-basket has been administered during two-day secre-

tarial seminars held in both the Chicago and New York offices. The

typical seminar format reserves approximately two hours for the in-

basket plus a group discussion session immediately following.

The National Newark and Essex Bank

A secretarial in-basket has been used by the National Newark and

Essex Bank as a selection device. Bruce Dunnan, Personnel Director,

. . . 8
was instrumental in its development.

The Secretarial Practicum

In one of its most recent applications, the in-basket has been used

as a project method for training prospective high-level secretaries. A

series of long-range assignments have been developed by Anderson et a1
 

patterned closely to actual business problems facing administrative

. . . . 8 . . . .

secretaries in a variety of offices. 8 PTOJeCtS in these 51x categories

Relocating the Office

Handling Administrative Finances

Assisting the Security Manager

Planning In-Service Seminars

. Organizing the Stockholders' Meeting

Finding a Secretarial ReplacementO
‘
U
T
-
B
W
N
H

86Letter from C. P. Breen, Training Services Manager, Montgomery

Ward, November 25, 1969.

87LOpez, op. cit., p. 83.

88Ruth I. Anderson et a1, op;_cit.
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provide appr0priate stimuli for secretarial students to think, analyze,

researCh, and set priorities and schedules, thus requiring them to make

decisions and implement them. Each project includes 20 to 30 related

. . . . . . . . . 89
Jobs, Similar to those encountered in Specific secretarial pOSitions.

The CPS In-Basket

As an initial trial in 1970, the Institute for Certifying Secre—

taries, a department of the National Secretaries Association (Inter-

national), incorporated a secretarial in-basket into the "Communications

and Decision Making" section of the Certified Professional Secretary

Examination.90 The in-basket, as it has been used in both the 1970 and

1971 CPS Examinations, is a performance test in which the candidate is

required to make judgments about how to handle various situations.

Specific aspects of the in—basket involve editing, abstracting verbal

and quantitative data, composing, transcribing verbatim dictation, and

judging the acceptability of the work of subordinates. Three basic

response patterns are sought for each item in the CPS In—Basket:91

1. What action will be taken?

2. How should concerned persons be informed of the action

taken by the examinee?

3. What follow—up procedure should be employed?

”All in a Day's Work" and "The Secretary's In-Basket" are two in-

baskets published by the NSA in The Secretary, its monthly publication.
 

These in-baskets were based respectively upon the 1970 and 1971 CPS

891bid.

0"You Too Can Be a Certified Professional Secretary," The

W(October, 1970), p. 39. —"'

1Leonard Robertson, "Everything You Always Wanted to Know About

PreParing for Part V," The Secretary (March, 1971), P- 13-
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examinations.92 Place and Hicks have deve10ped several secretarial

in-baskets which have also appeared in The Secretary and in their
 

secretarial office practice text materials.

D. Summary»
 

The historical development of the use of in-basket simulation in

research, management training and development, and secretarial training

and development indicates that there has been growing interest in the

use of the in-basket technique since the 1950's. Frederiksen, though

credited with being the originator of the in—basket test and a leading

researcher in in-basket simulation, has emphasized that there are

numerous fields of concentration in which in—baskets may be deve10ped

and utilized to improve training that is now going on in those areas.

Procedural design for in-basket simulation has, however, remained some-

what exPerimental in nature; and such aspects of in-basket simulation

as scoring and evaluation are still being questioned.

An examination of simulation techniques resembling the in—basket

technique being utilized in medical education demonstrates that Rimoldi,

Helfer and Slater, McGuire, and others are utilizing the simulation

approach in the training of medical personnel. In management training

and development the initial use of the in-basket was in the evaluation

of management personnel, but the emphasis is changing to include non-

management personnel, including the secretarial ranks of employees.

Such businesses as The Bell System, Sears, General Electric, The Boeing

Company, and IBM Corporation have laid the groundwork for the use of

 

92"A11 in a Day's Work," The Secretary (October, 1970), pp. 26-29;

"The Secretary's In-Basket," The Secretary (June-July, 1971), pp. 28-31.
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the in-basket in the training of management personnel. The use of the

in-basket in secretarial training and deve10pment has been rather late

in starting. However, the American Management Association, the National

Secretaries Association (International), the Port of New York Authority,

and Mbntgomery Ward's are among the professional and business organiza—

tions that have become more interested in recent years in the promotion

of in-basket and other simulation techniques in the training of secre-

taries. Popham, Place and Hicks, and Anderson g£_al_have deve10ped

secretarial in-baskets used in secretarial workshops and training pro-

grams. The acceptance of the in-basket technique as a tool for training

secretaries is just beginning to be noticeable in the development of

instructional materials for secretarial programs.



 

 



 

 

CHAPTER IV

RESEARCH IN THE SECRETARIAL ROLE AND CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT

WITH IMPLICATIONS FOR SECRETARIAL EDUCATION

The secretary, though her job classification in one business firm

may be somewhat different from that in another, is described and classi-

fied in the Dictionary of Occupational Titles as a "girl friday; a
 

secretarial stenographer" who performs the following tasks on the job:

Schedules appointments, gives information to callers, takes

dictation, and otherwise relieves officials of clerical work

and minor administrative and business detail: Reads and routes

incoming mail. Locates and attaches apprOpriate file to

correspondence to be answered by employer. Takes dictation

in shorthand or on Stenotype machine and transcribes notes on

typewriter, or transcribes from voice recordings. Composes

and types routine correspondence. Files correSpondence and

other records. Answers telephone and gives information to

callers or routes calls to appropriate official and places

outgoing calls. Schedules appointments for employer. Greets

visitors, ascertains nature of business, and conducts visitors

to employer or appropriate person. May not take dictation.

May arrange travel schedule and reservations. May compile

and type statistical reports. May supervise clerical workers.

May keep personnel records. May record minutes of staff

meetings.

Research on the role of the secretary in business has been con-

ducted periodically from 1924 to the present. Responsibilities and

duties on the job, personal qualities and traits desirable for adequate

yfliperformance, tasks to be performed on the job, and the secretary's

-—___

l . . .

U. S. Department of Labor, Dictionary of Occupational Titles,
1 .

oc. Cit.
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adaptation to the job and fellow employees constitute some of the kinds

of information and data which have been collected and analyzed. Charters

and Whitley (1924) conducted what is considered the classic study of

the role of the secretary, and subsequent investigations (Nichols, 1934;

Place, 1945; Kosy, 1958; Noyes, 1960; Paddock, 1967; Wagoner, 1967;

Cook, 1968) utilized findings from the earlier study on which to base

some of the research Operations. Analyses of the secretarial role

indicate two distinct phases of development:

1. The Task-Trait Analysis: Primary attention is given to

the individual and personal characteristics of the secre—

tary and her ability to perform those responsibilities of

her job (Charters-Whitley, 1924; Nichols, 1934; Place,

1945; Young, 1954; Meyer, 1954; Wink, 1956; Mickelson,

1957; Welling, 1957; Noyes, 1960; Wagoner, 1967; Paddock,

1967; Perkins-Byrd, 1968).

 

2. The Situational Analysis: In addition to the delineation

of tasks and responsibilities of the secretarial position,

the importance of the work group and the work situation is

considered in establishing the adequacy of the secretary's

performance on the job (Casebier, 1957; Kosy, 1958; Cook,

1968; Lanham et al, 1970).

Oftentimes it is difficult to separate studies into one of these two

categories since some of the studies used a form of situational analysis

to arrive at a list of effective task performances. However, the above

categorizations are based upon the resultant outcomes of each study.

A. The Task-Trait Analyses
 

Twelve research studies conducted within the period from 1924

tlrrough 1968 delineate the tasks and/or traits required of the secre-

tary in her position. Of the 12 studies, only three concentrate on

the secretary in her general capacity. A review of selected studies

is :included here to provide a brief resume of the important findings,
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conclusions, and/or recommendations which have particular significance

to the present study.

The Charters-Whitley Study

The classic study of the role of the secretary was conducted by

Charters and Whitley (1924) and involved the delineation of duties

performed on the job as well as the determination of personal qualities

evident in successful secretaries. An initial interview with 125

secretaries resulted in a list of 871 duties, and this list was then

submitted to 715 secretaries in the field testing phase of the study.

A second compilation of 47 traits present in successful secretaries

was obtained through employer interviews. Those duties receiving the

highest number of tallies were recategorized into the following func—

tional areas within 15 occupations:

Mailing duties

Taking dictation

Transcription

Typewriting

Filing

Duties connected with filing, indexing, etc.

Telephones, etc.

Editorial duties

Duties involved in meeting and handling peOple

10. Financial and bookkeeping duties

ll. Clerical duties

12. Miscellaneous duties and personal services for employer

E
D
O
O
V
O
N
U
‘
I
A
Q
J
N
H

Personal traits and qualities of the secretary as rated by the 28

mmfloyers interviewed in the study were tabulated so that "trait-actions"

unfld be formulated for each of the traits. Not only was the trait

h

2 .

. W. W. Charters and Isadore B. Whitley, AnalySis of Secretarial

Dunes and Traits (Baltimore: Williams G Wilkins Company, 1924),Vfi_

P- 11.

3 .
Ib1d., pp. 97—121.
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"accuracy" itemized, but also actions which indicated that accuracy was

taking place. Those traits receiving the highest ratings in the 28

interviews were: accuracy, responsibleness, dependability, intelligence,

courtesy, initiative, judgment, tact, personal pleasantness, and personal

appearance.

Charters and Whitley attempted to provide a research base for the

development of the content of commercial courses for prospective secre-

tarial employees:

Heads of commercial departments, by checking the content of

commercial courses against the duty list, will be able to see

the extent to which training is given in those duties which

are most frequent and which can be most satisfactorily taught

in school. In the office practice course, as well as in dic-

tation, transcription, and typing, the materials most frequently

handled in the business office should be generally used as the

practice medium.5

The Nichol 5 Study

A study conducted by Frederick G. Nichols in cooperation with the

American Institute of Secretaries of Boston, Massachusetts, resulted in

the identification of 21 major secretarial duties based upon the com—

bined judgment of secretaries and employers. The Nichols study (1934)

had as one of its main purposes the identification of duties which

distinguished private secretaries from other office workers.

From available research and literature, a list of 35 duties of the

secretary was constructed and sent to 692 private secretaries and their

“

4Ibid., p. 174.

5Ibid., p. 13.

6Frederick G. Nichols, The Personal Secretary (Cambridge: Harvard

University Press, 1934), p. 44.
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employers who were asked to indicate the rank order of these duties by

assigning to each a number according to its importance to the private

secretary. Usable replies were received from 237 secretaries and 86

employers. The major secretarial duties derived from this study include

the following:7

Take dictation

Transcribe shorthand notes

Handle callers

Write original letters

Organize facts

Answer letters

Organize office routine

Note information on letters

Handle incoming mail

10. Read and release letters for mailing

11. Organize files and filing systems

12. Take care of personal accounts

13. Consult reference books

14. Make appointments

15. Do banking for employer

‘
D
Q
V
O
‘
U
‘
l
-
h
W
N
D
—
I

Because the secretaries and executives were asked to base their replies

upon the importance of a given duty to most private secretarial posi-

tions, the replies were in the form of opinion concerning most secre-

tarial positions.

The Place Study,
 

With the Charters-Whitley and the Nichols studies as initial

guides, Place accumulated a list of duties for secretaries and/or

executive aides. Questions were developed to cover every secretarial

aspect of each duty, and respondents were asked to indicate frequency

of performance. The data emanating from the study, based upon usable

responses from 226 secretaries and 237 employers, provided a frequency

-___1

7Ibid., p. 64.



  

 

 



99

ranking of secretarial duties.8 The more frequently occurring duties

included the following:

Take dictation and transcribe

General filing

Make appointments

Alphabetical filing

Answer the telephone and route callers

Read and sort mail

Place and make long-distance calls

Operate an adding or calculating machine

Keep a record of appointments

Assist with the preparation of written reports of a

general, financial, government, or research nature

O
‘
D
W
N
O
‘
I
U
‘
I
h
M
N
H

H

One of the significant contributions of the Place study (1945) was

its attempt to delineate not only the duties that were performed by

.secretaries but also the frequency with which Specific duties were

performed.

The Young Study

The primary purpose of the Young study (1954) was to determine

those duties of a bookkeeping or accounting nature performed by the

secretary as well as the nature of other duties performed. Data were

collected by personal interview of 100 secretaries who were asked to

place duties performed on one of five categories of importance.9

Rankings were obtained of the 71 duties appearing in the questionnaire,

and frequencies resulted showing the most important duties of the

secretary.

 

8Irene Place, "A Study of Personal Secretaries in Sixteen

Communities in the State of Michigan." Unpublished Ed. D. dissertation,

New York University, 1945, p. 122.

9John R. Young, "A Study of Secretarial Duties with Special

Attention to Those Duties which Emphasize Bookkeeping or Accounting

Functions." Unpublished Ph. D. dissertation, State University of Iowa,

1954, p. 276.
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The ten most important duties of secretaries, according to Young,

are presented here:10

Take dictation and transcribe notes

Prepare reports for employers

Obtain and organize information

Answer phone and make calls

File for employer

Typewriting from drafts

Making appointments

Read and classify mail

. Prepare customer statements

Receive callers.
.
.
;

O
‘
D
m
V
O
‘
m
-
§
M
N
H

The Noyes Study
 

The position of the woman executive secretary was the focus of

'the Noyes study (1960). The primary purpose of the study was to deter-

mine the responsibilities of the woman executive secretary, who was

defined as a secretary to a member of t0p management, as differentiated

from those of the woman non-executive secretary and to determine her

place in office management.11 Data were obtained by personal interview

and mail questionnaire from 236 secretaries (133 executive secretaries

and 103 non-executive secretaries).

A listing of 32 management functions performed by executive

secretaries emanated from the Noyes study. The tOp ten functions,

listed in order of performance frequency, are included here:12

. Keeping and filing confidential papers

Composing non-routine letters

1

2

3. Superiors ask Opinions and advice

4. Secretaries make unsolicited suggestions to superiors

Ibid.
 

1Honora M. Noyes, "The Role of the Executive Secretary as a Member

of Management." Unpublished Ed. D. dissertation, University of Maryland,

1960.

lzIbid., p. 349.
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Superiors adopt ideas

Interviewing and relaying stories

Required to type and file confidential papers

Explaining superior's viewpoint to others

. Making decisions on handling exceptions to ordinary

office problems

10. Handling superior‘s personal banking

O
m
V
O
U
I

A comparison of the job activities of the executive secretaries with  
those of the non—executive secretaries did not show any activities

which belonged particularly to either group of secretaries.

The Paddock Study

Paddock (1967) attempted to determine a more accurate definition

of the high—level secretarial position than had previously been avail-

able. The study was limited to secretarial positions for business

executives or professional people who make executive decisions and to

50 selected secretarial—executive teams in the Indianapolis area.

Findings resulting from the study were categorized in the following

13
areas:

1. Responsibilities of the secretary

2. Qualifications needed to fill the position

3. Patterns followed by secretaries in preparation for the

position and for growth within the position

4. Patterns of development available to secretaries and to

potential secretaries

5. Conditions influencing the job satisfaction of secretaries

Paddock found that the assignments of the high-level secretary were in

communications, office management, and performance of personal duties.

The activities common to all assignment classifications for secretaries

included planning and scheduling the work of the office:

M

13 .

. Harriet L. Paddock, "Personnel Needs for High-Level Secretarial

P051tions," Delta Pi Epsilon Journal, Volume XI, Number 2 (February,

1969)) pt 17.
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. representing the executive, usually as an intermediary in

the handling of telephone calls and in receiving office visitors,

as liaiSon between the executives and others, as coordinator of

office activities, and as the medium through whom im ortant

papers were transferred and information transmitted.

Because of the nature of secretarial activities in the office, the

executive was assisted in making decisions, conserving time, and expe-

diting the work of the office. However, the executives were eXplicit

in delimiting the secretary's authority to executive wishes or firm

policy. The majority of the executives surveyed believed that the

secretary's authority was limited to her own work or to delegated work.

The Paddock study indicates varying emphases in secretarial work:

(1) duties and activities of a secretarial nature and (2) the degree

of re5ponsibility.

Secretaries need an educational background which will prepare

them for the responsibilities of top level positions. Tech-

nical education alone will not be adequate for the demands

imposed upon secretaries in executive offices today.

EXperience, other than secretarial, such as managing an office

may be of value to those in the high-level secretarial position.

Paddock also concluded that further attention needs to be focused upon

proper work attitudes and the development of desirable personal traits

needed for continued employment.

The Wagoner Study

6 . .

Wagoner (1967)1 conducted a survey of executives and secretaries

in order to clarify the fUnctions and duties performed by the secretary

 

14Ibid., p. 19.

151bid., p. 22.

16Kathleen P. Wagoner, "The Role of the Secretary in a Changing

World: An Analysis of the Duties and Functions Performed by and Under-

Standings Required of the Secretary." Ph. D. thesis, University of Iowa,

1967.



 

in today's changing world and to determine if, in effect, the secre—

tary's role is changing. To ascertain the degree of change, a list of

162 duties compiled by Wagoner in a survey of executives and secretaries

was compared with those composite lists of duties in previous studies

(Charters-Whitley, 1924; Nichols, 1934; Place, 1945; Young, 1954; Noyes,

1960). The functions and duties used in the survey and selected from

previous research served as the basis for evaluation of change. Those

duties identified as new duties occurred as a result of recent develop—

ments in business. Change in the role of the secretary was measured by

determining change in the degree of responsibility assumed by a secre—

tary when performing a given duty and change in the method of performing

a function. Respondents were asked to indicate the importance of 13

functions of the secretary in the total consideration of the secretarial

role and to indicate the frequency of performance of 162 duties accord-

ing to level or degree of responsibility assumed by the secretary and

methods or equipment used by the secretary in performing the duties and

tasks that make up her role.

Data collection was accomplished through a proportionally strati—

fied random sample of 250 business organizations in the State of Indiana,

representing the four Standard Industrial Classifications (SIC) in which

a majority of secretaries were employed according to 1960 census infor—

mation. Usable responses were received from 145 pairs of executives and

secretaries from the areas of transportation, communications, and

utilities; wholesale and retail trade; finance; and manufacturing.17

MW

l7Ibich. p. 245.
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Wagoner found that the role of the secretary is changing especially

with regard to written communication and assistance to employer. Today's

. . l

secretary performs two b351c types of duties: 8

1. Those which are clerical or general in nature but are per-

formed by the secretary in the capacity of assisting the

executive.

2. Those which are more narrowly defined as secretarial duties

for which the secretary is primarily and usually responsible

and which require a knowledge and understanding possible

only through close contact with the situation.

Functions and duties related to office management and accounting are of

lesser importance than formerly and appear to have been delegated to

others to perform because of increased specialization in these areas.

New kinds of knowledge and new types Of duties affect the secretary's

role:19

1. More use of various techniques involving composition of

business correspondence

2. Collection of background research and information for

preparation of reports and presentations

3. Organization of new filing systems

4. Maintenance of confidential records

5. Increased use of copying machines and other specialized

production units

 

  

  

   

  

  

   

 

   

   

Both executives and secretaries agreed that three other directions

. 20
f change are affecting the secretarial role:

1. The secretary is performing many more duties formerly

performed by the executive.

2. The pace of the business office is increasing, and

greater emphasis is being placed on Speed of Operation.

3. A number of duties formerly performed by the secretary

are now assigned to specialized departments.

18113101., p. 253.

191bid., pp. 239-243.

201bid., p. 243.
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The importance of the Wagoner study in analysis of the secretarial

role is its contribution in relating the changing role of the secretary

to the pace of the business world.

The Perkins-Byrd Study

The model developed during the first phase of the Perkins-Byrd

study (1968) provided the basis for the identification of clusters of

tasks performed by a comprehensive sample of office workers employed

in six office job classifications.21 For each of the classifications

sampled (supervisory workers, secretarial-stenographic workers, clerical

workers, bookkeeping-accounting workers, business machine Operators,

data processing workers), tasks performed were grouped or "clustered"

within these 13 major categories:22

Performing typewriting tasks

Operating Office machines and equipment

Taking dictation and transcribing

Performing mailing tasks

Performing filing tasks

Performing telephoning and communicating tasks

Performing clerical tasks

Securing data

Using mathematics

10. Performing financial and recordkeeping tasks

11. Performing editorial tasks

12. Meeting and working with people

13. Performing miscellaneous tasks

«
o
o
o
x
z
o
m
b
u
w
l
-
a

 

21Edward A. Perkins, Jr., and F. Ross Byrd, A Research Modgl for

Identification of Task and Knowledge Clusters Associated with Perfor-

mance of Major Types of Office Employees' Work, Final Report Number 5,

Project NO. ERD-257-65, Contract No. OE-S-85-109 (Pullman: Washington

State University, December, 1966), p. 4.

22Edward A. Perkins, Jr., P. Ross Byrd, and Dennis E. Roley,

Clusters of Tasks Associated with Performance of Major Types of Office

WOrk, Final Report, Project No. 7-0031, Grant No. OEG-4-7-07003l-1626

(Pullman: Washington State University, January, 1968), pp. 20-52.
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In addition, composite clusters of tasks performed by office employees

in general resulted from the classification.

Prior to this time, no research had been conducted (that was known

to the researchers) which Specifically related to the development of a

task—knowledge research prototype designed to encompass the entire

spectrum of office work.23 NO studies could be located which related

specifically to the consideration of tasks performed by all types of

office workers in all types of businesses.

The first phase (Perkins-Boys, 1966) resulted in a model for col—

lecting up-to—date information on office tasks as well as task data

needed in the evaluation Of present curricula and in the design of new

curricula. The second phase of the study (Perkins—Byrd, 1968) involved

the identification of clusters of tasks performed by a comprehensive

sample of office employees working in Offices of varying sizes in the

12 Standard Industrial Classifications (SIC). Extrapolation of those

findings pertinent to the role of the secretary indicate that the

majority of the secretary's time involves the following duties and

tasks:25

Typewriting

Operating office machines and equipment

Taking dictation and transcribing

Handling mail

Filing

Telephoning and communicatingO
M
A
C
N
N
D
—
I

M

2 .
3Perkins and Byrd, loc. Cit.

2

4Ibid., p. 19.

25 . .

. Edward A. Perkins, Jr., and F. Ross Byrd, ”Identifying Office

ctivities by Clusters of Tasks," The Emerging Content and Structure of

u51ness Education, National Business Education Yearbook, No. 8 (1970),

p. 107—109.
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7. Performing clerical duties

8. Securing data

9. Using mathematics

10. Meeting and working with peOple

The secretary, however, is not generally involved with financial and

recordkeeping tasks or editorial tasks. Of the 599 tasks, 417 tasks

were significant at the .05 level or higher.26 Therefore, the hypo-

thesis that there was a significant difference in the tasks performed

by Office employees in the various SIC categories was accepted. Another

hypothesis accepted as a result of the research indicated that there

was a significant difference in the tasks performed by Office employees

working in small or large Offices.27 Perkins and Byrd indicate that

the analysis of the task data suggests that the acquisition of perfor-

mance skills represents only a portion of the office worker's function.

Two conclusions of the study have particular importance to the present

study:

1. Teaching objectives, learning experiences, and evaluation

can profitably be organized within the framework of the

cognitive, affective, and psychomotor domains.28

2. Self-paced learning packages [should] be developed and

field tested and that the design of these instructional

systems be based on the [general and specific statements

of instructional] Objectives identified.

The task data collected and analyzed in the Perkins-Byrd study

represent duties performed by major Office occupational groups. Cur-

riculum specialists may find these data useful in the development of

26Perkins, Byrd, and Roley, op. cit., p. 14.

271bid.
 

281bid., p. 167.

29Ibid., p. 168.
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more specialized high school and post-high school office education

programs. Lanham30 observed that the Perkins' study sought relevance

for job preparation from current jobs. However, a weakness of the

Perkins-Byrd task clusters is a lack of definition of task, thus making

the transference of the base data to learning programs a grave problem.

Other Task-Trait Analy§es

Welling (1957), Mickelson (1957), Wink (1956), and Meyer (1954)

conducted further analyses of the duties and responsibilities of secre-

taries in specialized areas of employment.

B. The Situational Analyses

Four research studies conducted within the period from 1957 to

1970 emphasize the importance of the work group and the work situation

in which the secretary is placed. Of these four studies, one relates

to several office job classifications (Lanham, 1970). Casebier (1957)

analyzed the duties and responsibilities of the general secretary,

while Kosy (1958) and Cook (1968) researched the private secretary and

secretary/stenographer classifications respectively.

The Casebier Study

Casebier (1957) used the time study technique to gather data to be

used in the analysis of the secretary's daily activities. Secretaries

representing 24 different firms in the Chicago area participated in

‘the study, and activities related to their positions were recorded on

t:ime-study charts in order to make an accurate analysis.

30Lanham et al, pp. cit., p. 6.
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Findings of the Casebier study pertinent to the present study

include:31

1. The typical day for a secretary lasts eight hours. One

hour is required for lunch and one hour is lost in taking

breaks and in doing nothing. Six hours are devoted to

completing work assignments.

2. During the time that the secretaries were on the job,

they were engaged in 47 different activities in the fifty

days timed. Ten of these activities required three per

cent or more total time.

3. The secretary spends 72 per cent of her time in the per-

formance of the ten major activities and their applications.

She spends one-third of her time at the typewriter.

4. The time study identifies two new major activities of

secretaries. These are: conferring with the supervisor

and preparing for the day's work and for closing.

5. There is no uniform pattern of work procedure according to

time; the sequence of activities of the secretary's day is

determined by the nature of the particular day's work.

6. The main factors that cause problems and anxieties for

secretaries are: (l) the supervisor, (2) working condi-

tions, and (3) interruptions.

The Kosy Study
 

Kosy (1959) derived a compilation of critical requirements for

effective on-the-job performance of the private secretary. A critical

incident analysis, including self-analysis and self-reporting by secre-

taries as well as employer Observations, was used in determining

effective and ineffective behavior of these secretaries. Interviews

of 50 executive-private secretary pairs from 50 manufacturing firms in

Seattle, Washington, produced 352 usable incidents which were analyzed

 

1Virginia Casebier, "A Time Study of Activities and Responsibilities

of Secretaries with Implications for the Training of Prospective Secre-

taries," Dissertation Abstracts (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms,

1957), pp‘TT'T”.28 5-2 76.
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. . . . . . . 3 . .
into the duties and responSibilities of secretaries. These critical

incidents produced over 400 individual or grouped behaviors. After

the incidents were analyzed, four broad areas were developed so that

:he incidents could be classified:34

1. Relationships with individuals and firms outside of

the business establishment

2. Relationships with employees

3. Relationships with the executive

4. The secretary as an individual

The critical requirements for the successful private secretary,

ccording to Kosy, are presented here in total as they are listed in

me study. Because no particular order of importance was indicated,

)ne could be excluded.35

1. Composes and types various kinds of business letters and

presents them to the executive for his signature.

2. Applies her knowledge of the rudiments of grammar, punctu—

ation, and the vocabulary of business to the composition,

transcription, and editing of the executive's written

communications without changing the desired meaning.

3. Proofreads, checks, verifies, and has all errors

corrected.

4. Spells accurately.

5. Displays a knowledge of and skill in arithmetic in the

performance of her duties which involve mathematics.

6. Takes dictation, transcribes, and types in a manner that

brings credit to her and her employer.

M—

32 . . . .

Eugene J. Kosy, "The Critical Requirements for Private Secre—

ies Based upon an Analysis of Critical Incidents.” Doctoral

sertation, University of Wisconsin, 1958, p. 155.

3

3Ibid.

34

Ibid., pp. 155—156.

35.
Ib1d., pp. 146-148.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.
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Records telephone messages completely, accurately, and

systematically.

Projects an interest in the caller through a pleasing

telephone personality.

Receives telephone calls, establishes the purpose of the

call, finds a solution to the problem presented, and when

appropriate notifies the caller of the solution.

Obtains maximum productivity from the employees under

her supervision.

Assists other employees during over-load periods.

Keeps her personal affairs and private life out of the

business Office.

Maintains respect for authority and conforms to the same

office policies as other workers.

Establishes and maintains good working relationships with

employees throughout the firm by expressing an interest in

them and reSpecting their position.

Greets callers pleasantly, determines the purpose Of their

call, and assists them when she is able to do so.

Makes decisions as to who will be permitted to see the

executive.

Answers routine questions concerning the business without

disturbing the executive.

Associates names and voices with individuals.

Establishes a system and codes, files, and locates infor—

mation in the files.

Keeps her employer informed of all items requiring his

attention.

Insures that the employer's records, reports, and bids

are complete, accurate, and submitted on time.

Assumes responsibility for routine business activity as

an "agent" of the executive.

Maintains a work schedule without directions from the

executive.

Knows where the executive is at all times and is able

to locate him if necessary.
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25. Identifies and retains confidential information.

26. Adopts a routine which Offers maximum support to the

executive in the fulfillment of his duties.

27. Endeavors to promote the welfare of the firm and the

executive in the eyes of the public and his superiors.

28. Volunteers suggestions which increase the efficiency

and productivity of the firm.

29. Reports to work daily and arrives on time.

Many of the foregoing critical requirements reflect decision-making

capacities required in the on-the-job performance Of the private secre-

tary. One of the noticeable limitations of the study, as it relates to

the present study, is the inability to delineate the order of importance

of the critical requirements as they were derived from the Kosy study.

The Cook Study
 

Attention to the work group and the work situation was the target

of the Cook study (1965-1968). The four major objectives of the study,

sponsored by Delta Pi Epsilon, were:36

1. To identify successful secretaries.

2. To analyze which variables contributed to or were

associated with secretarial success.

3. To identify factors relevant for the education and

training of secretaries.

4. TO develop possible variables and research designs that

might be utilized in subsequent studies in this subject

area.

A single public utility was selected as the only practical source avail-

able for data collection because of the total number of secretaries

needed to acquire pertinent data. Primary data were secured from the

 

36Fred S. Cook and Edward Gary Shapiro, "Factors Affecting Secre-

tarial Success," Business Education Forum, Volume 24 (February, 1970),

p. 33.
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employees of 67 work groups, a total of 326 employees. In the Cook

study, a "work group" is defined as three individuals: a secretary/

. 37

stenographer, a superVisor, and a peer.

The Cook study was a pilot study based upon an interactionistic

point of view, resulting in a general overview of the successful adapta-

tion of the secretary/stenographer to her role in business. The study,

divided into ten major areas, resulted in a total of 70 findings dis-

. . . . 8

cussed in detail in the complete report. These ten major areas are:3

Beliefs about secretaries

Social characteristics

Education of secretaries

Occupational history

Secretarial skills (objective and subjective ratings)

Job characteristics of secretary

Personality characteristics

Job satisfaction

. Characteristics of the work group

. SupervisionO
‘
D
O
O
V
G
U
'
I
A
U
J
N
H

H

Cook found that there is little indication that high skill levels,

when measured objectively, are significantly related to secretarial

success. Successful secretaries are considered more a part Of the total

work group than less successful secretaries. A particularly interesting

finding relates to the degree of decision-making required of secretaries

on the job:39

Successful secretaries were more likely to make minor decisions

on the job than were less successful secretaries. In terms of

major decisions made on the job, however, the hypothesis of a

 

371bid.

38Ibid.

 

 

39Fred 8. Cook and Edward Gary Shapiro, Factors Associated with

Successful Adaptationto the Secretarial/Stenographic Role, Project*No.

6:1281, Grant No. OEG-3-6-062181- 2079 (Detroit: Wayne State University,

1968), p.126.
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significant difference existing between the successful groups

and less successful groups of secretaries could not be supported.

The researcher's intent in conducting such an analysis of the secretarial

role was to focus attention upon the work setting and the various situ-

ational variables which contribute to secretarial/stenographic success

or failure. He also felt that the analysis could serve as a basis for

revision and updating of current secretarial and stenographic curricula

. 4 .
in the secondary and post-secondary programs. 0 Three conclu51ons of

. . . . 4

the study bear particular Significance to the present study:

1. Tests of secretarial skills and general intelligence,

given as prerequisites to hiring, are not significantly

related to secretarial success.

2. Successful secretaries were those whose contribution

was rated as vital to the organization, who performed

more job duties or made minor, as compared to major,

decisions.

3. The work situation, rather than the emphasis upon

development of one's personality traits, is a major

determiner of the degree of success. It does not always

appear that emphasis upon personality deve10pment is the

most effective method of preparing young peOple to per-

form adequately in job situations. Generalized attitudes

and traits, such as energetic, decisive, flexible, initi-

ating, confident, organized, and accurate are the traits

Of the highly successful secretary.

Cook's identification of the role of the secretary was enhanced by

the perspective obtained from the work-group situational approach that

was used in the data gathering. Perhaps the most profound limitation

of the entire study was the fact that only one type of business was

represented in the Study.

 

40Cook and Shapiro, "Factors Affecting Secretarial Success,"

p. 33.

41Cook and Shapiro, Factors Associated with Successfhl Adgptation

to thgySecretarial/StenOgraphic Role, p. 198.
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The Lanham Study
 

One of the sub-studies conducted as a part of the research associ-

ated with the deve10pment of the New Office and Business Education

Learnings System (NOBELS) was a study of the characteristics, attitudes,

and traits Of workers in terms of the social context of office work.

The research was not limited to one particular job classification within

the office cluster of occupations. Instead, each Office task was ana-

lyzed in relation to its performance in the Office situation. Because

the job classifications from which the incidents were collected are

closely related within the office cluster, Lanham and his colleagues

chose to exPand the study horizontally rather than in depth.42 Four

basic steps were involved in this phase of the NOBELS study:43

1. A decision had to be made as to what social roles the

various Office employees are expected to perform on

the job.

2. These roles were then observed in life situations in

order to determine the essential skills, attitudes, and

rules which are necessary for successful performance.

3. Wherever possible, the Skills, attitudes, and rules were

quantified (enumerations, scores, physical measurements,

and to a limited extent, rankings).

4. These skills, attitudes, and rules became the foundation

for the deve10pment of social-role performance goals Of

the educational program and its evaluation design.

To accomplish these four goals, Flanagan's critical-incident tech-

nique was adapted and modified for the interview process in which Office

supervisors were asked to describe four observed events. The collection

of 780 critical incidents during the pilot phase of the sub-study yielded

 

42Lanham et al, Op. cit., p. 34.

43Ibid., p. 17.
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a classification based on the worker in relation to the occurrence of

the incident in the system. In order to conduct a systematic inventory

of Office tasks as performed in current and emerging Office occupations,

Lanham g£_§l conducted a personal interview of 1,253 office workers and

their respective supervisors yielding 1,232 usable cases.44 The total

number of basic tasks performed was 4,548; and these tasks were later

identified, classified, and analyzed. The basic task data produced 374

performance goals. Calhoun was instrumental in the categorization of

those performance goals deve10ped from the 829 incidents in the NOBELS

study that involve social interaction situations.4S Wilms analyzed 326

critical incidents collected as a part of this study and grouped them

into fOur major categories:46

1. Knowledges necessary to job performance

2. Skills necessary to job performance

3. Personal characteristics necessary to job performance

4. Necessary personal relationships with other individuals

The critical behaviors within each incident were grouped according to

basic similarities, and critical requirements were written for each

group of similar behaviors.

This NOBELS sub-study concluded with a Specification of three

fundamentals of office task performance:47

 

44Ibid., pp. 22—23.

4SCalfrey C. Calhoun et al, Development of Performance Goals for a

New Office and Business Education Learning§_Sy§tep, Final Report,

Project 91E, Grant No. OEG-8-08414 (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Department

of Health, Education and Welfare, 1970).

46Lynda Britt Wilms, "Critical Requirements for Beginning Office

IVOrkers Based upon an Analysis Of Critical Incidents." Unpublished

Rd. A. thesis, The University of Georgia, 1969.

47
Lanham et al, Op. cit., p. 291.
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1. Accuracy as a desired generalized behavior of Office

workers is a function of checking for potential error

and of correcting error.

2. Inadequate communication skills, both oral and written,

are a frequent source of unsuccessful office performance.

3. Organizing and classifying of both numerical and verbal

data (all symbolic data) are even more necessary behaviors

in our emerging electronic technology than ever before.

AS a result of the Lanham study, design criteria were developed for the

analysis of Office occupations and the establishment of critical require-

ments fOr specific job classifications for later use in the development

of perfOrmance goals for instructional programs.

C. Research in Curriculum Development

Analyses of the role of the secretary (and other Office workers)

have led to research in the deve10pment of curricula for the training

of peOple for office occupations. No attempt is being made here to

review all research that has been done nationwide in curriculum develop-

ment for Office occupations. Instead, a brief look at three research

efforts within the State Of Michigan, all of which have received nation-

wide recognition, will support the need for the development of the

secretarial curriculum (units of instruction, evaluative instruments,

and supportive materials) based upon actual requirements of the secre-

tarial position.

The Senior Intensified Program
 

Two major studies contributed findings used in developing Wayne

State university's Senior Intensified Programs (SIP) in office and

retail occupations. The first Study delineated the absence of accurate

infOrmation on entry level jobs and the need for a comprehensive study



118

of entry jobs in Office and retail occupations.48 The second study was

deve10ped to fill this informational gap in the Detroit area.49 The

findings resulting from the second study (OREOS) led to two conclusions

which influenced the pattern for the development of the clerk-typist and

50
clerk-stenographer SIP programs, two of the four programs deve10ped:

1. Few business "skills" are demanded as prerequisite for

employment in office and retail jobs.

2. Typewriting is the one Single business Skill most Often

required in an entry Office and retail job.

The SIP programs developed to meet the entry-level requirements

for the clerk-typist and clerk-stenographer positions have been used in

twelve Detroit high schools during a two-year demonstration project in

order to test their effectiveness in preparing youngsters fOr entry-

level positions in office occupations.51 The early identification of

minimal skills essential for these entry jobs (typewriting, shorthand,

transcription, and related job tasks) led to the preparation of rele-

vant materials to teach these skills. Once the minimal time necessary

to teach these skills was delineated, the program was ready for the

actual instructional phase at the 12th grade level. Three of the

 

48Fred 5. Cook, Detroit Study for the Effectiveness of High School

Education for Entrance into the World of Work, Report to the Michigan

Department of Education, Division of Vocational Education (June, 1963).

49Fred S. Cook and Frank W. Lanham, Opportunities and Requirements

for Initial Employment ofySchool Leavers with Emphasis on Office and’

Retail Jobs, Project No. 2378 (Detroit: Wayne State University, June,

1966).

50Fred S. Cook, Francis J. Brown, and Frank W. Lanham, Senior Year

Intensified Demonstration Curriculum Proggam, Final Report, Project No.

6-1968, Grant NO. OEG-O61968-1993 (Detroit: Wayne State University,

April, 1970), p. 4.

S

 

1Ibid., p. 75.
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recommendations stemming from the study have particular significance to

the methodology of the present study:52

1. Emphasis should be given to the use of DOT (Dictionagy

of chgpational Titles) descriptions in describing

specific job Opportunities, and not to DOT classifica-

tions, nor to SIC (Standard Industrial Classifications)

codes.

 

2. Task analyses should be made for specific entry occupa—

tions in order to deveIOp a series of performance goals

based upon common tasks. These tasks should be analyzed

and specific training materials should be deve10ped to

facilitate the learner's acquiring those skills needed

for a cluster Of entry occupations.

3. Since relatively few skills are demanded, it is recom-

mended that depth interviews be conducted on a systematic

basis with immediate supervisors to determine the extent

to which those skills demanded are utilized on the job.

Perhaps the most important outcome of the SIP programs (aside from

the instructional materials which were deve10ped) is the emphasis placed

on acquiring data on the requirements of the office employee in the

actual job classification and translating this information into instruc-

tion to be used in the actual training program.

The Vocational Office Block Program
 

The impact of the nationally recognized Vocational Office Block

Programss deve10ped in the Research and Deve10pment Program in Vocational-

Technical Education of Michigan State University increased as the need

for continued deve10pment of career-oriented programs (high school and

post—secondary) became the focus for providing individuals with better

preparation for office occupations.l The block-time program in vocational

 

SZIbid., p. 78.

53Poland and Haines, Op. cit.
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Office education is a system of developing office competencies under

simulated office conditions. In order to be employable, students must

have an awareness of how they will be expected to perform in the world

of work.

The instructional materials development phase of the VOB project

began in the Spring of 1966.54 A skeleton curriculum guide and sample

instructional materials were deve10ped for use during the national work-

shop in the summer of 1966; and Research and Development staff, research

associates, and contract consultants were involved in the further refine-

ment and deve10pment of these materials for use in block programs during

the 1966-1967 school year. Five states were involved in the consortium

(Arizona, Florida, Michigan, New Jersey, and Washington); and 39 schools

within these five states were designated pilot schools for the project.

Special instructional materials deve10ped for use in the program

included:55

1. Curriculum Guide: Integrated exercises, classroom

battery eXperiences, realistic laboratory experiences,

individual and classroom problem-solving experiences,

weekly evaluation guide.

 

2. Integrated Exercises: Practice in those office tasks

which compose a stenographic or clerical job.

 

3. Model Office: Functions of various work stations of

a total office system.

 

4. Case Studies: Case problems (108) for transfer of

learning to the office situation.

 

5. Handbook for Organizipg_and Operating an Office Block-

Time Pro ram: Principles, practices, and procedures

for the administration Of a block-time program.

 

54Ibid., p. 22.

55Ibid., pp. 23-29.
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Additional materials were developed by research associates for use

their schools. Many of the materials utilized in the project, includ-

; the curriculum guide, the integrated exercises, the model office,

lthe case studies, were developed by research associates and later

:seminated among other project personnel.

The following conclusions, based upon the results of the three-

r study, are pertinent to the present study:56

1. Block-time allows teachers more adequately to meet
individual differences by varying amounts of practice,assigning advanced projects, providing remedial learningwhen appropriate, counseling and guiding students, and
knowing and understanding each student.

2. Clinical schools can be a valuable training site for
the experienced Office teacher.

(
N

The project demonstrated the value of the clinical site
as a way of inducing creative materials from the research
associates (the model office, integrated exercises,
methods of instruction utilized).

4. Teachers related that students grasped problem—solving
situations more quickly than in traditional organiza-
tional patterns.

5. Teachers believed that students made decisions on how
and in what order they would do the work in Simulation

exercises.

6- The Vocational Office Block resulted in a questioning

attitude on the effectiveness of present—day office
education on the part of the profeSSion.

Some of the recommendations resulting from these research efforts

Size the need for efforts to develop instructional and evaluative

571315 for use with such a block-time approach:

M

56 .

Ib1d., pp. 68—69.

'7

>Ibid., p. 71.
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l. Evaluative instruments must be deve10ped which will

support a research design comparing the program's effec-

tiveness with the traditional one-hour classes taught in

Office education.

2. Comprehensive research into the theory of simulation as

an instructional vehicle in Office education is needed.

3. Intensive effort Should be given to producing an employ-

ability measurement program for use in office education.

Evaluation was deemed a high priority by VOB project personnel. One

Of the kinds of evaluative means considered for use in the project was

a situational test of office behavior. One recommendation from the

study indicates how such a test could be used to determine program

. 5
effectiveness:

If a test of behavior in an Office situation could be pre-

pared, it would be a breakthrough in the type of test

normally given in "traditional classrooms." Further, it

would provide qualitative information as to whether or not

the vocational Office block concept is doing as effective

or more effective job of training office workers than in

the "traditional" single-hour classes.

One final note emphasized the importance of further research in the

deve10pment of an employability measurement program.59

The NOBELS Study
 

Perhaps the most detailed Study in recent years in the translation

of occupational data and information into instructional components for

office occupations programs is the New Office and Business Education

Learnings System (NOBELS) Study.60 The overall purpose of the study

was "to assess and modify learning programs in which purposes are

 

58Ibid., p. 50.

sgIbid.

6oLanham et al, pp. cit.
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preparation for Office jobs."()1 The first two Operational phases of

the NOBELS study are now complete: (1) the development of design

criteria and (2) performance goals for learning programs for learners

being trained for Office employment. A situational analysis was con-

ducted by Lanham et al62 using a modification of Flanagan's critical-

incident technique to collect actual samples of on-the-job behavior

evidenced in specific office activities. Huffman and Brady63 developed

a framework for the analysis of these critical incidents based upon a

preliminary analysis of office tasks. Huffman also isolated traits and

concepts from emerging office occupations and converted these to per-

formance goals. Forthcoming phases of NOBELS curriculum deve10pment

include these five sub-studies:64

l. The selection from the inventory Of educational perfor-

mance goals those that are relevant to the preparation

of students.

2. The preparation of learning experiences for target

students.

The application of the learnings in a classroom.

The systematic assessment of the learning results.

The modification of the specifications or their

application based on the assessment.

(
f
l
-
#
0
1

D. Summagy

Analysis of the role of the secretary is necessary in order to

make adequate adjustments in the secretarial curriculum, whether it be

at the high school or post-high school level. Two distinct phases of

 

611bid., p. 1.

6211316.

63Huffman et al, op; cit.

64Lanham et al, loc. cit., p, 2,
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development are evident in research that has been done on the role of

the secretary: (1) Task-trait analyses wherein primary attention is

given to the individual and personal characteristics of the secretary

and her ability to perform those responsibilities Of her job, and

(2) situational analyses wherein the importance of the work group and

the work situation is considered in establishing the adequacy Of the

secretary's performance on the job. Although several of the studies

reviewed in this chapter alluded to a basic recommendation that the

results of the research be utilized in revising and updating curricula,

none of the studies have actually been used as the bases for further

curriculum development.

The Lanham sub-study of the NOBELS project, however, is the basis

fOr the development of performance goals for Office tasks and appears

to be a preliminary measure for the use of these performance goals in

further deve10pmental phases. Two other curriculum development projects

in the State of Michigan, Wayne State University's Senior Intensified

Program and Michigan State University's Vocational Office Block Program,

have gained nationwide recognition as block programs designed for the

student with a career goal in one of the office occupations.



 

 

  



CHAPTER V

THE DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET

One of the fundamental questions that arises in in—basket research

asks if in-basket simulation can be used to evaluate the ability of an

individual to handle specific decision—making required in a particular

occupation. One of the main purposes for deve10ping THE SECRETARIAL

IN-BASKET is to determine whether or not secretarial decision—making in

the setting of work priorities can be evaluated by means of such an

evaluative instrument.

The design and development of THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET was

dependent upon six basic phases of Operation which characterize the

methods and procedures fOr this research study:

1. Preliminary Planning: Contacting experts in the field
 

of in-basket research; conducting preliminary investigation

of secretarial samples and student samples for purposes of

the study.

Review of Related Research and Literature: The review

of design and developmental theories; the historical

deve10pment of in-basket simulation; analyses of the

secretarial role; and research in curriculum develop-

ment for secretarial education.

The Critical Incident Study: The derivation of a

classification of problems requiring decision-making

in the setting Of work priorities in the secretarial

position.

The Development Of THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET: Planning,

writing, and refining an in-basket simulation based upon

the problems and decisions Obtained in the critical

incident study.

125
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5. Field Testing THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET: Conducting two

tryouts with'selected secretaries and'students, with a

revision stage following the first tryout.

6. An Analysis of the Experimental Results: Analyzing the

results of the tryouts and presenting the data with an

analysis of the findings, conclusions, and implications

stemming from the study.

This chapter summarizes the procedures utilized in the first four

phases, and the following chapter summarizes the field testing and the

analysis of the data. The methodology for the study was dependent upon

both a theoretical approach and an Operational approach to the design

and development of THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET. The combination of these

two approaches was essential in, first of all, developing a theoretical

base of understanding resulting from a thorough review of related

research and literature and, secondly, deve10ping an Operational under-

standing as contributed by experienced secretaries during the critical

incident study and subsequent reviews. Each phase of the Study is

summarized here with specific data pertinent to the study.

A. Preliminarnylannipg_

Preliminary preparation for the in-basket research involved two

basic operational stages: the establishment of initial contact with

developers of in-basket simulations and the establishment of initial

contact with the National Secretaries Association (International) and

the Institute for Certifying Secretaries. A number of experts in the

areas of personnel management, management training and deve10pment,

testing and evaluation, manpower planning and research, and teacher

education were contacted because of their work in the development of

in-basket simulations for various selection, training, and evaluative
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purposes (see Appendix A). ReSponses from these individuals included

helpful information pertaining to their own research efforts as well as

further "leads" to other in-basket developers. Several Of the in—basket

developers provided additional research materials for perusal and pos-

sible adaptation to the study and enhanced research review conducted in

subsequent developmental phases.

Personal contact with the National Secretaries Association (Inter-

national) and with the Institute for Certifying Secretaries was essential

in discovering if samples of secretaries to be used in the study could

be selected from those secretaries who were members of NSA and/or who

were Certified Professional Secretaries (CPS). The Michigan Division

of the National Secretaries Association (International) is composed of

19 NSA chapters, and random samples were selected from this population.

The Institute for Certifying Secretaries has one general file listing

all CPS's in the State of Michigan, and CPS samples were randomly

selected from this pOpulation. As a result of the initial contact

with the President and the Executive Board of the National Secretaries

Association (International) and the Dean of the Institute for Certifying

Secretaries, arrangements were made whereby samples of secretaries who

were NSA members in the State of Michigan were contacted by mail through

the Michigan Division and samples of Certified Professional Secretaries

who reside in the State of Michigan were contacted by mail through the

Institute for Certifying Secretaries. The three purposes for contacting

NSA and the Institute were:

1. To request permission to contact secretaries who live in

Michigan and belong to NSA and/or secretaries who live in

Michigan and are CPS's.
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2. To inquire about the in-basket utilized in the Certified

Professional Secretary (CPS) Examination.

3. To inquire about the in-baskets published in The Secretary,

the monthly publication of NSA.

 

Tentative arrangements were also made for the possible participation of

secretaries from these two groups in the final in-basket tryout phases.

B. Review of Related Research and Literature
 

The foci of the review of related research and literature related

to four specific areas of Study in order to adequately evaluate the

information and data obtained with its degree of relationship to this

study:

1. Desigp and Developmental Theories: Selected reviews of

research and literature pertinent to the deve10pment of

in-basket simulation; design and deve10pmental theory from

areas of education, tests and measurements, psychology,

philosophy, and other areas of concentration.

 

2. The Historical Develppment of In-Basket Simulation: The

use of in-basket simulation in research, management train-

ing, and secretarial education as an instructional,

training, and/or testing procedure.

3. Analyses of the Secretarial Role: Research pertaining to

the role of the secretary and delineation of personal

traits, duties, reSponsibilitieS, behaviors, and/or tasks

performed.

 

4. Research in Curriculum Development: Application of

instructional models, implications for instructional

materials and evaluative instruments in the deve10pment

of secretarial training programs.

 

Such a review of research and literature provided an understanding

of fill elements involved in the deve10pment of in-basket simulation and

in the validation procedures involved in the eXperimental phases. The

review also provided the vehicle for relating the historical use of

in-basket simulation in fields other than secretarial training in an
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attempt to evaluate its adequacy in future applications in the design

and development Of instructional and testing "packages" for secretarial

education.

C. The Critical Incident Study
 

Flanagan's critical incident technique1 was modified for use in the

preliminary search for the kinds of typical but significant decisions

the secretary faces in setting work priorities during the routine busi-

ness day. Several Operations were necessary in conducting this prelimi-

nary study in a research-wise manner and may be summarized in this way:

1. Preparing the letter-decision card format.

2. Selecting the samples of secretaries to be used in the

study.

3. Cataloging and classifying the critical incident responses.

4. Conducting a preliminary review of selected incidents.

5 Selecting the problem categories for THE SECRETARIAL

IN-BASKET.

The critical incident study was conducted during the period from

February through May, 1970, in the hOpe that a sufficient number of

incidents would be collected through this procedure to incorporate up

to 20 problem categories in the final version of the in-basket.

Preparing the Letter-Decision Card Format
 

The packet of materials prepared especially for the collection of

critical incidents from secretaries included:

1. A letter addressed to the secretary explaining the research

study and the need for critical incidents on decision making.

2. Decision cards (20) for the secretary to complete and return.

3. A complete set of directions for completing the decision

cards and for their return.

 

1Flanagan, "The Critical Incident Technique," pp. 327-358.
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4. A letter addressed to the secretary's employer explaining

the purpose of the study and requesting the secretary's

help in securing data.

5. A return envelope for the return Of the decision cards.

The decision card was the central focus for the collection of

critical incident data. The sample decision card shown here indicates

that the kinds of information requested included the day of the week on

which the incident occurred, the time of the day, a brief statement of

the problem, the secretary's decision (if any) for the problem, and the

frequency with which the secretary would anticipate the critical

incident recurring.

 

Day of week: code No.

Time of Day:

Brief Statement of Problem:

 

 

 

 

Your Decision:
 

 

 

 

Do you consider this problem one that is likely to occur:

Daily Mbnthly

weekly Occasionally  
 

Illustration 2: The Decision Card for Recording

3 Critical Incident

The purpose of the letter addressed to the employer was basically

to increase the chance of a returned response since both the secretary

and her employer would receive information pertaining to the study. In

several cases the secretary was permitted to spend working hours on

completing the decision cards as indicated in letters received.
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Selectlpglhe Samples of Secretaries

From the membership roll of the Michigan Division of the National

Secretaries Association (International), a sample of 50 secretaries

were selected by means of a stratified random sampling procedure initi-

ated by the president of the Michigan Division. The secretary to the

Dean of the Institute for Certifying Secretaries initiated a mailing

from the Kansas City office to a randomly chosen sample of 50 secre-

taries who are Certified Professional Secretaries. The number of usable

responses from the first mailing was 11, seven groups of decision cards

received from NSA secretaries and four groups of decision cards received

from CPS'S. A follow-up mailing was initiated to an additional sample

of 50 secretaries who were members of the Michigan Division of NSA and

an additional sample of 50 CPS'S. In addition, there was one follow-up

mailing to each secretary not responding to the initial contact within

one month of the first mailing. The total number of responses was 68,

and 20 of these responses were usable. Among the reasons given for

non-participation in the critical incident study were the following:

I am involved in too many other commitments at the

present time to do justice to your project.

I am no longer employed as a secretary.

... Since I have been functioning in a supervisory capacity

for the past several years, I feel that it would be inappro-

priate for me to participate.

.My present job responsibilities are such that I am sure

they would be of no value in your survey.

The total number Of critical incidents collected through this pro-

cedure was 181, and the total number of secretaries participating in

the critical incident study was 20 (ll CPS'S and 9 NSA secretaries).
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Cataloging and Classifying Critical Incidents
 

Each critical incident was examined and classified according to the

Specific problem and decision factors inherent in the incident. The

secretary's statement of the problem was analyzed for pgpblem factors
 

which constituted components of the problem. In some incidents there

was only one problem factor; in others, there were several. The secre-

tary's decision in handling the given problem resulted in one or more

responses which are termed decision factors for purposes of this study.
 

The specific problem factors obtained through the analysis of each

critical incident led to the formulation of the system for problem

identification, whereas the Specific factors contained in the secretary's

decision indicated response patterns leading to the formulation of a

problem-solving technique or answer. The illustration on the following

page (Illustration 3) shows the progression from decision card to sub-

sequent analysis of problem and decision factors with ultimate problem

identification (input, processing, and output orientations) and deter-

mination of response patterns. As indicated in the tabulation of all

problem factors identified through this analytical process (Table l),

the input-processing-output pattern resulted in a classification of the

problem factors in three divisions: incoming communication, processing,
 

and outgoinglcommunication. The 181 critical incidents classified
 

according to this scheme yielded 415 problem factors, and those problem

factors receiving the largest number of tallies were utilized later in

the development of the actual in-basket items.

The classification of decision factors resulting from analysis of

each secretary's decision(s) concerning a specific incident was based
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Day of Week:W— Code No. SnIE-l

Time of Day: 8 ern.

Brief Statement of Problem: Eagle . 'y .4 I ‘4’

“(IA 0 :61 '1II'nIa04‘ ‘.

4|.t: :1' \' ‘ ' .II I - . or.‘ . 
. o l _ . a ‘

Your DeciSion: . v q a q 0 1 ,.¢‘ ._ l ; I:

 

 

Do you consider this problem one that is likely to occur:

Dai ly Month ly

2 weekly Occasionally   
 

 

    
 

 

     

PROBLEM FACTORS DECISION FACTORSa

r--l. Preparing Business Papers-- 1. To type labels.

I Typewriting 2. To stuff enclosures in

: envelopes. "' I

| F2. Outgoing Written Communica- 3. To send mail. '

|F tion--Mail |

| l

l.____.... _______a, '

INCOMING COMMUNICATION PROCESSING OUTGOING COMMUNICATION :

. . . . l
1. Preparing Bu51ness 2. Outhing Written '

Papers—-Typewriting Communication-- |

Mail I

__-—-_—-—-_-J

 

I DEVELOPMENT OF RESPONSE PATTERNS;]

Illustration 3: Analysis of Decision Card for Problem

Identification and Determination

of Response Patterns

aThe verbs used by secretaries in submitting critical incidents were

modified in order to have continuity with the Huffman et a1 taxonomy

of Office activities.
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upon the Huffman gp_§l_taxonomica1 framework for analyzing Office

activities2 into those actions required in the Operating, interacting,

and managing domains. Action verbs contained in the taxonomy were used

in analyzing each response factor. The total number of response factors

recorded was 685. The reason fOr this large number of responses, com-

pared with the total number of critical incidents collected (181) and

the total number of problems within those critical incidents (415), is

that for each problem factor identified there may have been no immedi-

ate response by the secretary, one response only, or a series of

responses that were readily recordable. The main purposes fOr such an

extensive analysis of decision factors within each incident were two-

fold: to find out exactly what kinds of decisions secretaries make to

solve given problem situations and to see if there appeared to be any

basic pattern to the responses fOr given types of problems. This cate-

gorization of reSponses was later used to formulate a five-point scale

of quality responses for each of the items developed fOr the in-basket.

Conducting a Preliminagy Review of Selected Incidents
 

Two types of review procedures were established fOr a complete

review of the critical incidents and the analysis of these incidents

into problem and decision factors:

1. The random selection of 15 critical incidents for review:

The incidents were duplicated for transmittal to four

secretaries for review (two CPS'S and two NSA secretaries)

to determine if the reviewers' responses to the problem

situations would be somewhat identical to those given by

the secretary submitting the critical incident.

 

2Huffman et al, op. cit.
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2. A review of the final classification of problem factors:

With the assistance of one CPS, one NSA secretary, andT

one business educator, the classification system utilized

fOr determining the problem and decision factors was

reviewed.

This review served as an intermediate step in the analytical

process and as an additional source of information relating to the

adequacy of the system by which the critical incidents were analyzed.

The judgmental answers of the two CPS'S reviewing the 15 selected

incidents agreed with those of the secretaries who submitted the

incidents in 11 of the 15 incidents. The judgmental answers of the

two NSA secretaries reviewing the 15 selected incidents agreed with

those of the secretaries who submitted the incidents respectively in

14 of the 15 incidents (the first reviewer) and 10 of the 15 incidents

(the second reviewer).

In the review of the final classification of problem factors,

the three reviewers agreed that the classification system had been

satisfactorily utilized in the study and that the 20 problem cate-

gories with the largest number of tallies should be utilized in the

development of the in-basket items.

Selecting_the Problem Catdgpries for THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET

The classification of the secretarial problems into specific

problem categories yielded a total of 415 problems (Table l). The

three main problem groupings were: incoming communication, processing

responsibilities, and outgoing communication.

Incoming Communication. Those problems classified as incoming

communication constituted 20.5 per cent of the total number of problems,

or 85 problems. Those problems classified as verbal incoming communication
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represented 11.6 per cent of the total number of problems, or 48 prob-

lems. Those problems classified as recorded incoming communication

represented 7.2 per cent of the total number of problems, or 30 problems.

Seven problems (1.7 per cent) were identified as miscellaneous incoming

communication.

ProcessingRepponsibilities. The second group category for problem
 

identification was processing. Within this broad category Six sub-

categories were evident: (l) preparing business documents and papers,

(2) maintaining and controlling records, (3) securing information and

data, (4) handling business arrangements, (5) supervising Office Opera-

tions, and (6) supervising administrative problems. The total number

of problems within the processing category were 215, representing 51.8

per cent of the total number of problems identified in the study. Those

problems dealing with the preparation of business documents and papers

numbered 85 and represented 20.5 per cent of the total number of prob-

lems. Those problems related to the supervision of office Operations

were the next largest sub-category with 48 problems identified repre-

senting 11.6 per cent Of the total number of problems. The complete

categorization of all problems identified with processing responsibilities

are given in Table 1.

OutgoipgyCommunication. The third group category for problem

identification was outgoing communication. Those problems identified

that pertained to verbal outgoing communication numbered 68 and repre-

sented 16.4 per cent of the total number Of problems. Problems cate-

gorized within recorded outgoing communication totaled 39 and represented

9.4 per cent of the total number of problems identified in the study.
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Eight problems were identified as miscellaneous outgoing communication

and represented 1.9 per cent of the total number of problems. The

complete categorization of all problems identified as outgoing communi-

cation is given in Table 1.

Table 2 presents a summary of the 20 problem categories selected

for THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET. The number of responses and their

respective percentages obtained in the critical incident study are

also summarized and the two in-basket items developed for each cate-

gory identified.

Additional Analyses of the Data. Subsequent analyses of the
 

problem incidents were conducted with Special regard to four additional

data sources:

1. A Monday:Frid§y Analysis: To determine the day of the

week on which the critical incident occurred.

 

2. A Freqpenoy_Analysis: To determine whether the critical

incident was likely to occur daily, weekly, monthly, or

occasionally. .

 

3. An Analysis of the Secretary's Experience: TO determine

ifrthere was a relationship between the secretary's years

of experience as a secretary and the occurrence of given

problem incidents.

 

4. A Time~Of-Day Analysis: To determine if given problems

occurred at Specific times during the business day.

 

In the Monday-Friday analysis most of the 415 problem incidents

occurred during the latter part Of the week (Thursday and Friday).

Incoming communication (85 problem incidents) increased from seven on

Monday to 26 on Friday. Problems dealing with processing responsibili-

ties (215 problem incidents) ranged from 22 on Monday to 48 on Wednesday

to 60 on Friday, indicating an increase in the amount of actual written

or processed tasks throughout the week. Outgoing communication (115
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problem incidents) also showed a daily increase with 11 problem incidents

occurring on Monday, 27 problem incidents on Wednesday, and 40 on Friday.

The frequency analysis showed that 98 of the 415 problem incidents

were likely to occur daily and 69 problem incidents weekly. Those prob—

lems likely to occur monthly totaled 60. The largest number of frequency

tallies was 188, those problem incidents likely to occur occasionally.

This particular analysis demonstrated the difficulty a secretary has in

pinpointing the frequency with which she does a specific task.

The 20 secretaries who participated in the critical incident study

possessed a wide range of years of experience (from 5 years of experi-

ence to 37 years of experience). This analysis demonstrated that each

participating secretary, no matter how many years of experience she

had, was involved in tasks within the three problem categories iden-

tified: incoming communication, processing responsibilities, and out-

going communication.

The classification of problem incidents occurring during the

morning (8 a.m. to noon) Shows that incoming communication, especially

telephoning and mail, occur most Often during this period of time.

Problems concerned with copying and duplicating, typewriting, securing

information and data, handling business arrangements, and supervising

office operations also occur with more frequency during the morning

hours. Outgoing communication occurred throughout both the morning

and afternoon hours, with a heavy concentration of outgoing telephone

communication between 8 and 10 a.m.

Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4 in Appendix B Show the complete summary of

these four analyses of the problem incidents.
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D. The Development of THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET
 

The actual deve10pment of the in-basket simulation involved a num—

ber of operations from the initial planning of the in-basket items to

the development of scoring and administration procedures applicable to

the in-basket research. The Operations involved in the deve10pment Of

THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET were:

1. The planning, writing, and sequencing of the in-basket

items in the in-basket simulation.

2. Reviewing the in-basket items as a reality measure.

3. DeveIOping the procedures to be used in administration

of the in-basket to individuals and/or to grOUps.

4. Administering THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET to a panel of

experts to determine the experts' responses to the items.

5. DeveIOping the scoring procedure to be used in the

evaluation of individual performance.

Each Of these operations, essential to the complete development of the

in-basket simulation, is explained in further detail in this section.

The in-basket is based upon the critical incident study and is the

result of critical review by business educators, secretaries, and the

developer throughout all of the developmental stages.

Planning, Writipgl_and Sequencing the In-Basket

Two in-basket items were developed for each of the 20 problem

categories summarized in Table 2. The planning and writing of the 40

in-basket items required that items be written for two media:

1. The Written Medium: Business papers in written form

exemplifying the papers found on the secretary's desk.

 

2. The Tape Medium: Taped interruptions Of telephone

calls, visitors coming into the office, and arrival

of mail.

 

The in-basket emphasized the responsibilities of an entry-level secre-

tary in a general office situation, that of a public relations firm.
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The format involved a single form of the in-basket and required each

subject to make decisions while confronted with these pressures:

1. Pressure of Time: The total time allotted to the

participant for working on the in-basket items is

45 minutes.

 

Pressure of Impact: The items in the in-basket have

basically four impact emphases: high priority (item

requires immediate attention); medium-high priority

(item requires attention sometime during this business

day); medium-low priority (item requires attention

sometime during this business week); and low priority

(item requires attention sometime following this busi-

ness week.

Pressure of Search: Several items (business papers

and planned interruptions) require the participant to

locate additional information in the files or to con-

sult with other people in the firm before decisions

can be made.

The sequencing of all 40 items (both in-basket items and planned

interruptions) was done in an arbitrary manner, depending upon the nature

Of the problem to be represented, e.g., a telephone call may require the

fiorm of a taped interruption. The following parts of the in-basket were

planned, deve10ped, and sequenced (where applicable):

1. Back round Information: Information on the organization

of tEe company, its importance in the business community,

and personnel required for its entire Operation was devel-

oped for the participant's perusal prior to the actual

in-basket administration.

The Situation: Specific information relating to the

office Situation in which the participant finds herself

in the role of a secretary was also written in such a

way that it is available for preview prior to the actual

in-basket administration.

Basic Directions: Two sets of directions were deve10ped

which are basic to the in-basket administration: one set

of directions for the participant and one set of directions

for the test administrator.

The In-Basket Items: The business forms developed for the

in-basket items are identical to those fOund in an actual
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business situation. These forms were specially designed

for THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET. The script for the items

representing the planned interruptions was prepared in

conjunction with the other in-basket items in order to

provide some semblance of continuity throughout the in-

basket materials.

5. The Audio Control ldpe: The cassette tape was recorded

in order to present the planned interruptions at specified

intervals on the tape and at the same time to control the

45-minute time allotment for each participant on the in-

basket.

 

6. The Answer Sheet: The answer sheet was designed using a

paper—and-pencil format so that three types of information

would be obtained from each participant: the order in

which the subject decides to work on the in-basket items;

her Opinion as to the importance of each in-basket item;

and her immediate action response to each item.

 

7. Auxiliagy Needs: Information sheets are on file from each

secretary or student who completed the in-basket. A 10-

minute feedback tape was developed to be used when the

participant requested immediate feedback as to the priority

decisions made by the criterion group.

 

THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET was prepared in such a way that the 40

items were included either in the form of business papers or in the form

of taped interruptions. The business papers were organized in a port-

folio, and the audio tape of planned interruptions was included as a

part of the administrative set of materials. A brief description of

the 40 in-basket items is presented in Table 3.

Reviewipg the In-Basket Items as a Reality Measure

Immediately fOllowing the development of the in-basket items and

preliminary sequencing of these items into the actual in-basket experi-

ence, THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET was administered to three CPS'S and six

NSA secretaries in a preliminary review tryout. It was found that

several revisions were needed prior to the administration Of THE IN-BASKET

to the panel Of experts or the test groups. This preliminary review
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phase provided a reality measure of the content and face validity of

the instrument .

Developing the Procedures for Administration of THE IN-BASKET
 

Standardized procedures for administering THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET

were essential because of the control factor inherent in experimental

design. THE IN-BASKET had to have the capacity for either individual

or group administration. Therefore, both the directions for administer-

ing THE IN-BASKET (used by the test administrator) and the directions

for taking THE IN-BASKET (used by the subject) had to be written in

such a way that they were explicit to those peOple involved in taking

THE IN-BASKET. Primarily three procedures were used in introducing

the directions to the test administrator:

I. Deliveriglgtthe In-Baskets to Test Administrator: Prior

to the a inistration of the inébasket, the researcher

delivered all of the test packets and directions to the

test administrator (the teacher in the case of a class

taking the in-basket; the subject herself in the case

Of a secretary taking the in-basket).

2. Reviewing the Directions: At this time all of the direc-

tions were reviewed with either the test administrator

or the subject to be sure all were understood and clear.

All materials were explained, and the media were checked

for working order.

 

3. Explaining_the Pattern of Test Administration: One of the

important purposes fOr meeting with the test administrator

or the subject was to explain the pattern of taking the

in-basket that was acceptable to the experimental design

set up fOr the study. In this way there was little or no

deviation from the procedures outlined in the directions.

Several additional procedures were used in establishing the

standardized method in which THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET was administered:

1. The arrangement of specific in-basket items within the

three envelopes in the in-basket was purely random.
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However, a check was made prior to each administration to

be sure that every subject faced the items in exactly the

same order.

2. The time limit fOr the actual in-basket administration was

set at 45 minutes and was controlled by the audio tape.

Additional time was allotted prior to the in-basket adminis-

tration for the reading of the preliminary information.

3. A special pamphlet with the directions for the subject to

follow was given to each Subject to read prior to the in-

basket administration. Each subject received the same

directions.

4. The reading of the preliminary information was not timed

so that the subjects had ample time to become familiar

with the situation presented in the in-basket.

5. Questions were answered only prior to the in-basket

administration. No questions were answered during the

in-basket.

6. The scoring was done only by the researcher, with no

deviation from the predetermined priorities set by the

panel of experts or the pattern for scoring the quality

responses.

The test packets were returned to the researcher as soon as possible

after the administration of the in-basket(s) was completed.

Administeripg_THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET to a Panel of Expgrts
 

THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET was administered to a panel of experts

(two Certified Professional Secretaries, two NSA secretaries, and two

business educators) in the identical way it was to be administered

during the field testing. The purpose was to determine agreement in

the priority order of the in-basket items and to detect any flaws in

the procedures fOr administration of THE IN-BASKET.

The four secretaries were in agreement as to the priority order

of the items. The priority order set by the secretaries was compared

with that set by the two business educators, and it was found that the
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business educators differed in their judgment from the secretaries as

to the priority order of the in-basket items. The percentages of inver-

sions were calculated for the business educators' responses and may be

summarized as follows:

1. Priority Order in the In-Basket Envelopg: Using the

priority order agreed upon by the secretaries, one

business educator had .2762 as the percentage of

inversions in the in—basket envelope; and the second

business educator had .1714 as the percentage of

inversions in the same envelOpe.

 

2. Priority Order in Enveldpe A: Using the priority order

agreed upon by the secretaries, one business educator

had .5333 as the percentage of inversions in Envelope A;

and the second business educator had .6667 as the per-

centage of inversions in the same envelOpe.

 

3. Priority Order in Envelppe C: Using the priority order

agreed upon by the secretaries, one business educator

had .2500 as the percentage of inversions in Enve10pe C;

and the second business educator had .3929 as the per-

centage of inversions in the same envelOpe.

 

Since the four secretaries are practitioners in the field and face

similar decisions in their work, the decision was made to use the

priority order agreed upon by the secretaries in determining the scoring

order of the items.

Two basic scoring procedures were deve10ped for THE SECRETARIAL

IN-BASKET following its scrutinization by the panel of experts:

l. The Prioripy_0rder of the In-Basket Items: A listing

was made of the order of priority decided by the experts

within each Of the three envelopes of written in-basket

items in the in-basket.

2. The Point ScalefOr ScoripngpalipyResppnses: A five-

point scale ofquality responses was developed, with the

responses given to the problems collected in the critical

incident study as a guide and the responses given to the

problems in the in-basket by the experts in order to

measure the quality of each action taken by a subject.
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Immediately following the development and preliminary sequencing

of the in-basket items, THE IN-BASKET was also administered to three

Certified Professional Secretaries and six NSA secretaries in a prelimi-

nary tryout. Several revisions were made prior to the administration

to the panel of experts.

Developing the Scoring Procedure to be Used in Evaluation

Each subject completed an answer sheet as She "worked on" the

in-basket items. As she made decisions on priority, action, and the

importance of each item, She completed one line on the answer sheet:

 

Importance of’Item Business 1 What immediate action wouldr

(Circle One) Paper # . you take at this time?

1@2 4

l. lmport e of Item

 

      

     

 

2. Business Paper N
 

3. Immediate Action (wh t action, if any, would you take

at this time?)

 

These three types of information [importance of item, priority

order, and action (quality) response] were subsequently recorded on

code sheets Specially designed to facilitate the computerization of

the experimental data. Scoring was completed for each of the following

categories:

1. Percentdge of Inversions: The order of priority as written

on the answer sheet by the subject was compared with the

experts' order of priority, and the percentage of inversions

was calculated for each subject on each of the three enve-

lopes of written in-basket items. These percentages were

then recorded on the code sheet.
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2. Scoring of Points for Action Responses: The written

response to each in—basket item was compared with the

five—point scale developed for that item and the appro—

priate number of points assigned to establish the quality

of the reSponse. Each point total was then transferred

to the appropriate code sheet.

3. The Importance of the Item: The number assigned by each

subject pertaining to the importance of the item was also

listed on the code sheet.

It appeared that the evaluation of the "importance of the item"

required a personal Opinion on the part of each subject, and these

opinions for each group of subjects could only be judged according to

those of a criterion group, the panel of exPerts. The magnitude of the

differences of the groups on the importance of the items were also com-

pared for those groups completing the in—basket during the in—basket

tryouts.



The

CHAPTER VI

FIELD TESTING THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET

AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

field testing of THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET involved a five-

stage operation. The framework developed for the field testing required

the parti

dents in

cipation of both experienced secretaries and high school stu-

the tryouts so that appropriate testing of the in-basket simu-

lation under controlled conditions could be accomplished and comparisons

made between and among groups. These five stages may be summarized in

this way:

1.

3.

4.

prout 1: Conducting the initial tryout with four basic

groups of subjects: Certified Professional Secretaries,

experienced secretaries who are members of the National

Secretaries Association, high school students who are

enrolled in office block programs, and high school stu-

dents who are enrolled in single-period secretarial

practice or shorthand classes.

Analysis of prout 1 Data: Analyzing the priority order

of the items completed by each subject, the quality of

responses to the in-basket items, and the subject's opinion

as to the importance of the item; analyzing those items

and/or procedures that needed revision prior to a second

tryout.

Revision: Reviewing the data from Tryout l; revising

in-Basket items and/or procedures based upon data.

Tryout 2: Conducting the second tryout with five basic

groups of subjects: Certified Professional Secretaries,

experienced secretaries who are members of the National

Secretaries Association, secretaries to divisional man-

agers of Michigan Bell Telephone Company, high school

students who are enrolled in office block programs and

high school students who are enrolled in single-period

secretarial practice or advanced shorthand classes.

160
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TABLE 4

TRYOUT 1: SECRETARIES AND STUDENTS

PARTICIPATING IN THE TRYOUT

 

Secretaries: Number

Group 1 Certified Professional Secretaries 5

Group 2 Secretaries-~Members of National

Secretaries Association (International) 21

High School Students:
 

Group 3 StudentS--Block Programs:

Educational Park

Grand Rapids, Michigan 25

Group 4 Students--Single-Period Classes:

Grand Ledge, Michigan, High School 16

Okemos, Michigan, High School 8

Waverly High School, Lansing, Michigan 16 4O

 

5. Analysis of Tryout 2 Data: Analyzing the priority order

of the items completed by each subject, the quality of

responses to the in-basket items, and the subject's

opinion as to the importance of the item; analyzing

Tryout 2 data in relationship to Tryout 1 data so that

appropriate conclusions and recommendations may be made

regarding the experiment that has been conducted.

 

The ultimate goal of the entire field testing phase of the research

was to collect data to compare the performance of experienced secretaries

who actually took THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET with the performance of high

school students who are preparing to be secretaries and are enrolled in

secondary education programs.

A. Tryout l

The first tryout of THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET occurred in January

and February, 1971, with four groups of subjects participating in the

program: two groups of experienced secretaries and two groups of high
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school students enrolled in office block and single-period programs in

office education. Table 4 gives a complete summary of the subjects who

participated in Tryout l.

The secretaries participating in the first tryout were volunteers

from the Lansing Teubor Chapter of the Michigan Division of the National

Secretaries Association (International) and/or preparing to pass the

Certified Professional Secretary (CPS) Examination. None of the secre-

taries in these two samples were included in any of the previous secre-

tarial samples in the review processes or in the critical incident Study.

The high school students were seniors enrolled in the office block pro-

gram, secretarial practice classes, or advanced shorthand classes.

The test packets were delivered prior to the administration of THE

SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET, and complete arrangements for the administration

of the in-baskets were made with employers and secretaries (business)

and school administrators and teachers (education). All test packets

were returned immediately following the administration of the in-baskets.

The scoring of the in—baskets was conducted immediately with code

sheets prepared for each of the following categories:

1. Total Number of Problems Attempted: The total number of

~ problems attempted by the subject was recorded on the

code sheet.

 

2. Percentdge of Inversions: The order of priority as

written on the answer sheet by the subject was compared

with the judges' order of priority, and the percentage

of inversions was calculated for each subject on each of

the three envelopes of written in-basket items.

 

3. Scoring of Points for Qpality Resppnses: The written

response to each in-basket item was compared with the

five-point scale deve10ped for that item and the appropri-

ate number Of points assigned to establish the quality of

the response. Each point total was then transferred to

the appropriate code sheet.
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4. The Importance of the Item: The number assigned by each

subject to the importance of the item based on her own

Opinion was also recorded on the code Sheet.

 

When the experimental data were recorded on the code sheets, the fields

in which the data would be keypunched were also determined. Once the

data processing cards were keypunched and the appr0priate programs

obtained, the data were ready to be fed into the computer.

B. Analysis of Tryout 1 Data
 

A multivariate analysis of variance was used to compare the total

number of problems attempted, the total quality response scores, and

the mean scores for the quality responses for all subjects within each

of the fOur groups. A multivariate analysis of variance was also used

in testing the data for the following comparisons among means:

1. A multivariate ANOVA to test:

a. The total number of problems completed by each group in

the in-basket envelOpe.

b. The percentage of inversions for each group on the items

in the in-basket envelope.

2. A multivariate ANOVA to test:

a. The total number of problems completed by each group in

Enve10pe A (the incoming mail).

b. The percentage of inversions for each group on the items

in Envelope A (the incoming mail).

3. A multivariate ANOVA to test:

a. The total number of problems completed by each group in

Enve10pe C (items given to secretary by employer).

b. The percentage of inversions for each group on the items

in Enve10pe C (items given to secretary by employer).

The Scheffg'method for post hoc comparisons was used to evaluate

differences between means, mainly because of its effectiveness in making

comparisons of two groups as well as multiple numbers of groups.

The importance of the items, as summarized from the Opinions of all

subjects in all groups, were examined for similarities among the groups;
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and a technique for reporting percentages for each of the four degrees

of importance was implemented.

In addition, a comparison of each group's quality responses to each

of the 40 items in THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET was used to determine the

need for refining and/or revising any Specific items within the in-basket

prior to the second tryout. Items were examined individually, and those

items that did not discriminate between secretaries and students were

rejected or refined. A careful scrutiny of the procedures involved in

the administration of the in-basket during the first tryout was also

made in order to correct any inequities that resulted during the con-

trolled experiment.’

Analysis of Total Scores on THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET

The group means for total response score, total problems attempted,

and mean response scores were tested, through a multivariate analysis of

variance procedure, to see if significant differences did occur among

the groups. The null hypothesis for each of these tests was stated:

"The means for the four groups (CPS, NSA, ST STCL) on the total
BL’

quality response score, the total number of problems attempted, and the

mean response score do not differ significantly." This hypothesis may

be represented in this way:

(1) Ho: cps = NSA = STBL = srcL

The alternate hypothesis was stated: "The means for the four

groups (CPS, NSA, ST STCL) on the total quality response score, the
BL’

total number of problems attempted, and the mean response score are not

all identical." This hypothesis may be represented in this way:

(la) H1: H0 is false.
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TABLE 5

TRYOUT 1: MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

OF TOTAL RESPONSE SCORES, TOTAL PROBLEMS ATTEMPTED,

AND MEAN RESPONSE SCORES

 

 

 

Variable Between Within Univariate P Less Than

Mean Square Mean Square F

Total Response Score 5484.6947 366.5947 14.9612 .0001:

Total Problems 164.1801 39.6732 4.1383 .0086*

Mean Response Score 5.2004 0.1694 30.7063 .0001

Degrees of Freedom for Hypothesis = 3

Degrees of Freedom for Error = 87

Overall Significance = .0001*

'k

P is significant. See Scheffg'comparisons which follow.

 

Testlpgypf Hypotheses for Total Scores. Table 5 shows that an

overall significance of .0001 was evident in the multivariate analysis

Of variance for total response scores, total problems attempted, and

mean response scores fOr the four groups. The univariate analysis of

variance for each of the total scores indicated a .0001 level of sig-

nificance for total response score, a .0086 level of significance for

total problems attempted, and a .0001 level of significance for the

mean response score. A more detailed description of the univariate

analyses of variance, the means, and the Scheffe post hoc comparisons

of means follows.

The Univariate ANOVA for Total Response Score. The total response

score was significant at the .0001 level of significance, which indi-

cated that there was a significant difference among the four groups on

the means fOr the total response scores. Therefore, the null hypothesis

(1) that the means fOr the four groups (CPS, NSA, ST STCL) on the
BL’
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TABLE 6

TRYOUT 1: GROUP MEANS FOR

TOTAL RESPONSE SCORE

 

 

 

Total
Grou

p N Response Score

Secretaries:

Certified Professional Secretaries . 5 103.20

NSA Secretaries 21 70.00

Students:

Office Block Program 25 45.72

Single-Period Classes 40 60.45

 

total quality response score do not differ significantly is rejected,

and the alternate hypothesis (la) that the means for the four groups on

the total quality response score are not all identical is accepted.

Table 6 itemizes the group means for the total response score.

The CPS'S (N=5) obtained the highest mean quality response score (103.20).

The NSA secretaries (N=21) obtained a mean of 70.00. The students in

single-period classes obtained a higher mean (60.45) than the students

in the office block program (45.72). This means that the CPS'S obtained

higher total response scores than all three of the other groups and that

the secretaries (CPS'S and NSA secretaries) obtained higher total response

scores than the students (office block program and single-period classes).

The students in the single-period classes obtained higher scores than

the students in the office block program. Comparisons between the

groups using the Scheffg'method for post hoc comparisons1 were made

to determine which of the four groups contributed most to the variance.

 

1William L. Hays, Statistics for Psycholpgists (New York: Holt,

Rinehart and Winston, 1963), p. 484.
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The Scheffé’technique has three advantages applicable to this study:

simplicity, applicability to groups of unequal size, and suitability

for any comparison. The formula and the post hoc comparisons of the

means fOr the groups on the total response score are presented in

Table 7. Table 8 summarizes the .05 confidence limits and indicates

the decision of "Significant" or "not Significant" for each post hoc

comparison made.

The Scheffé’post hoc comparisons for the total response score

showed that the following comparisons were significant at the .05 level

of significance:

1. The CPS'S scored significantly higher than the NSA

secretaries on the total response score.

2. The CPS'S scored significantly higher than the students

in the Office block program on the total response score.

3. The CPS'S scored significantly higher than the students

in the Single-period classes on the total response score.

4. The NSA secretaries scored significantly higher than

the students in the office block program on the total

response score.

5. The students in the Single-period classes scored Sig-

nificantly higher than the students in the office block

program on the total response score.

6. The secretaries (CPS and NSA) scored significantly higher

than the students (both office block program and single-

period classes) on the total response score when the

7 groups were combined.

There is no reason to believe that there is a significant difference at

the .05 level between the NSA secretaries and the students in the single-

period classes on the total quality response scores.

The Univariate ANOVA fOr Total Problems Attempted. The number of
 

total problems attempted in the entire in-basket was significant at the
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TABLE 8

/

TRYOUT 1: SCHEFFE POST HOC COMPARISONS

FOR TOTAL RESPONSE SCORE

 

 

 

CO arison .05 Confidence Limits Decision?—

mp Lower Uppgr .05

CPS = NSA + 5.9854 +60.4l46 S

CPS = STBL +30.6538 +84.3062 S

CPS = STCL +16.7758 +68.7242 S

NSA = STBL + 8.1285 +40.4315 S

NSA = STCL - 5.1432 +24.2432 NS

STBL = STCL -28.6908 - .7692 S

CPS + NSA =

+ 2.9285 +64.1115 S

STBL + STCL

*S = Significant

NS = Not Significant

 

.0086 level of significance, which indicated that there was a signifi-

cant difference among the four groups on the means for the total number

of problems attempted. Therefore, the null hypothesis (1) that the

means for the four groups (CPS, NSA, ST STCL) on the total number of

BL’

problems attempted do not differ significantly is rejected, and the

alternate hypothesis (la) that the means for the four groups on the

total problems attempted are not all identical is accepted.’

Table 9 itemizes the group means for total problems attempted.

The CPS'S attempted 35.80 problems on the average whereas the NSA sec-

retaries had a mean of 27.90. The students in the Single-period classes

(N=40) attempted a mean of 32.50 problems, and the students in the

office block program attempted a mean of 29.04 problems. These data
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TABLE 9

TRYOUT 1: GROUP MEANS FOR

’ TOTAL PROBLEMS ATTEMPTED

 

 

Group
N Total Problems

 

 

Attempted

Secretaries:

Certified Professional Secretaries 5 35.80

NSA Secretaries 21 27.90

Students:

Office Block Program 25 29.04

Single-Period Classes 40 32.50

 

indicate that the CPS'S had the highest mean number of problems attempted

of all four groups and that the students in the single-period classes

had the highest mean number of problems attempted within the student

groups. Comparisons between the groups using the Scheffé’method for

post hoc comparisons were made to determine which groups contributed

most to the variance. Table 10 summarizes the .05 confidence limits

and indicates the decision for each comparison made.

The univariate analysis of variance did indicate that there was a

.0086 level of significance among the groups on the number of problems

attempted in the entire in—basket. When numerous Scheffé’post hoc

comparisons were made among the groups, however, it was found that all

comparisons of interest were not significant at the .05 level. There

may be other comparisons, besides the ten shown in Table 10, that might

be made that will yield a significant difference among some of the

groups. However, any such comparisons would have little value in this

study if they combined the secretarial groups with the student groups.
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TABLE 10

TRYOUT 1: SCHEFFE POST HOC COMPARISONS

FOR TOTAL PROBLEMS ATTEMPTED

 

 

 

Co arison .05—COnfidence Limits Decision*

mp Lower Upper .05

CPS = NSA - 1.0417 +16.84l7 NS

CPS = STBL - 2.0540 +15.5740 NS

CPS = STCL - 5.2343 +1l.8343 NS

NSA = STBL - 6.4468 + 4.1668 NS

NSA = STCL - 9.4274 + .2274 NS

STBL = STCL - 8.0469 + 1.1269 NS

CPS + NSA =

- 8.9697 +ll.1297 NS
STBL + STCL

NSA = CPS + STBL -15.8886 + 3.3886 NS

NSA = STBL + STCL - 8.8912 + 3.1512 NS

CPS = NSA + STBL + STCL - 4.0597 +16.0397 NS

*8 = Significant

NS = Not Significant

 

Therefore, the finding that would pertain to the relationship of the

groups on the total number of problems attempted would be that, although

a level of significance less than .05 did appear in the univariate

analysis of variance, none of the Scheffg’post hoc comparisons of

interest indicated a significant difference among the groups with the

ten particular comparisons made.

The Univariate ANOVA for Mean Regponse Score. The mean response
 

score was significant at the .0001 level of Significance, which indi-

cated that there was a significant difference among the four groups on

the means fOr the mean response scores. Therefore, the null hypothesis
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TABLE 11

TRYOUT 1: GROUP MEANS FOR

MEAN RESPONSE SCORE

 

 

Mean Response

 

Group N Score

Secretaries:

Certified Professional Secretaries 5 2.90

NSA Secretaries 21 2.51

Students:

Office Block PrOgram 25 1.55

Single-Period Classes 40 1.85

 

(I) that the means for the four groups (CPS, NSA, ST STCL) on the

BL’

mean response score do not differ Significantly is rejected, and the

alternate hypothesis (la) that the means for the four groups on the

mean response score are not all identical is accepted.

Table 11 summarizes the group means for the mean response score.

The CPS'S (N=5) obtained the highest mean response score of 2.90, and

the NSA secretaries obtained a group mean of 2.51 on the mean response

score. The students in the single-period classes obtained a 1.85 group

mean on the mean response score, and the students in the office block

program Obtained a 1.55 group mean on the mean response score. This

means that the CPS'S obtained a higher group mean on the mean response

score than all other groups and that the students in single-period

classes obtained a higher group mean than the students in the office

block program. Comparisons between the groups using the Scheffé'method

for post hoc comparisons were made to determine which of the four groups

contributed most to the variance. Table 12 summarizes the .05 confidence

limits and indicates the decision made for each post hoc comparison.
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TABLE 12

I

TRYOUT 1: SCHEFFE POST HOC COMPARISONS

FOR MEAN RESPONSE SCORE

 
 

 

C . .05 Confidence Limits Decision*

omparison
Lower Upper .05

CPS = NSA — .1945 + .9745 NS

CPS = STBL + .7748 + 1.9252 S

CPS = STCL + .4927 + 1.6073 S

NSA = STBL + .6138 + 1.3062 8

NSA = STCL + .3458 + .9742 S

STBL = STCL — .0070 — .5993 S

CPS + NSA =

+ .3489 + 1.6611 S

STBL + STCL

*S = Significant

NS = Not Significant

 

/ .

Scheffe post hoc comparisons for the mean response score ShowedThe

that the following comparisons were significant at the .05 level of

significance:

1. The CPS’s scored significantly higher than the students

in the office block program on the mean response score.

2. The CPS's scored significantly higher than the students

in the single—period classes on the mean response score.

3. The NSA secretaries scored significantly higher than the

students in the office block program on the mean response

score.

4. The NSA secretaries scored significantly higher than the

students in the single—period classes on the mean response

score.

5. The students in the single—period classes scored signifi—

cantly higher than the students in the office block prOgram

on the mean response score.
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6. The secretaries (CPS and NSA secretaries) scored Signifi-

cantly higher than the students (the Office block program

and the Single-period classes) on the mean response score.

There is no reason to believe that there is a significant difference at

the .05 level of Significance between the CPS'S and the NSA secretaries

on the mean response score.

Analysis of Total Scores on the In-Basket Envelope

The in-basket envelope is one of three envelopes in THE SECRETARIAL

IN—BASKET that contains items for the subject to make decisions on during

the simulation. The envelope contains 15 in-basket items. The group

means for the total number of problems attempted and the percentage of

inversions were tested, through a multivariate analysis of variance pro-

cedure, to see if significant differences did occur among the groups.

The null hypothesis fOr each of these tests was stated: "The means for

the fOur groups (CPS, NSA, ST STCL) on the total number of problems
BL’

attempted in the in-basket envelope and the percentage of inversions in

the in-basket envelOpe do not differ significantly." This hypothesis

may be represented in this way:

(2) Ho: CPS = NSA = STBL = STCL

The alternate hypothesis was stated: "The means for the four

groups (CPS, NSA, ST STCL) on the total number of problems attempted
BL’

in the in-basket envelope and the percentage of inversions in the in-

basket envelOpe are not all identical." This alternate hypothesis may

be represented in this way:

(2a) H1: H0 is false.

Testinglof Hypotheses for the In-Basket Envelope. Table 13 shows

that an overall significance of .0003 was evident in the multivariate
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TABLE 13

TRYOUT 1: MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

OF TOTAL NUMBER OF PROBLEMS ATTEMPTED AND PERCENTAGES

OF INVERSIONS IN THE IN-BASKET ENVELOPE

 

 

 

. Between Within Univariate

Variable Mean Sguare Mean Sguare F P Less Than

*

Total Problems 48.8581 6.8313 7.1521 .0003

percentage °f 0.0401 0.0248 1.6215 .1903
Inversions

Degrees of Freedom for Hypothesis = 3

Degrees of Freedom for Error = 87

*

Overall Significance = .0003

* .

P is significant. See Scheffé'comparisons which follow.

 

analysis of variance for the total number of problems attempted and

percentages of inversions in the in-basket envelope for the four groups.

The univariate analysis of variance for the total problems attempted

indicated a .0003 level of significance and a .1903 level of signifi-

cance for percentages of inversions. A more detailed description of

the univariate analyses of variance, the means, and the Scheffé’post

hoc comparisons of means follows.

The Univariate ANOVA for Total Problems Attempted in In-Basket
 

Enve10pe. The total problems attempted in the in-basket envelope was

significant at the .0003 level of Significance, which indicates that

there was a significant difference among the four groups on the means

for the total number of problems attempted. Therefore, the null hypo-

thesis (2) that the means for the four groups (CPS, NSA, STBL’ STCL)

on the total number of problems attempted in the in-basket envelope do

not differ significantly is rejected, and the alternate hypothesis (2a)
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TABLE 14

TRYOUT 1: GROUP MEANS FOR TOTAL NUMBER OF PROBLEMS

ATTEMPTED IN THE IN-BASKET ENVELOPE

 

 

TotalTProblems

 

Group N Attempted

Secretaries:

Certified Professional Secretaries 5 14.00

NSA Secretaries 21 10.67

Students:

Office Block Program 25 13.44

Single-Period Classes 40 13.75

 

that the means for the four groups on the total number of problems

attempted in the in-basket envelope are not all identical is accepted.

Table 14 itemizes the group means for the total number of problems

attempted in the in-basket envelope. The CPS's attempted the largest

number of in—basket items with a mean of 14.00. The students in the

single-period classes had a mean number of problems attempted of 13.75,

and the students in the office block program had a mean number of prob-

lems attempted of 13.44. The NSA secretaries had the lowest mean of

the groups with 10.67. This means that the CPS'S attempted a greater

number of problems than the other three groups and that the students

in the single-period classes attempted a greater number of problems

than either students in the office block program or NSA secretaries.

Comparisons between the groups using the Scheffé'method fOr post hoc

comparisons were made to determine which of the four groups contributed

most to the variance. Table 15 summarizes the .05 confidence limits

and indicates the decision of "significant" or "not significant" for

each post hoc comparison made.
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TABLE 15

/

TRYOUT 1: SCHEFFE POST HOC COMPARISONS

FOR TOTAL PROBLEMS ATTEMPTED IN IN—BASKET ENVELOPE

 

 

 

Com arison .05 Confidence Limits Decision*

p Lower Upper .05

CPS = NSA - .3803 + 7.0403 NS

CPS = STBL - 3.0974 + 4.2174 NS

CPS = STCL - 3.2912 + 3.7912 NS

NSA = STBL — 4.9720 - .5680 5

NSA = STCL - 5.0829 - 1.0771 S

STBL = STCL - 2.2132 + 1.5932 NS

CPS + NSA =

- 5.4299 + 2.9099 NS

STBL + STCL

*8 Significant

NS = Not Significant

 

The Scheffé’post hoc comparisons for the total problems attempted

in the in-basket envelOpe showed that the following comparisons were

significant at the .05 level of significance:

1. The students in the single-period classes attempted a

significantly greater number of problems in the in~basket

envelope than the NSA secretaries.

2. The students in the Office block program attempted a

significantly greater number of problems in the in-basket

envelope than the NSA secretaries.

There iS no significant difference at the .05 level of significance for

comparisons of the CPS's with the other three groups, comparisons of

the students in the office block program with students in the single-

period classes, or comparisons of the secretaries combined with the

students combined.



  

 

 

 

 



181

TABLE 16

TRYOUT l: GROUP MEANS FOR PERCENTAGES OF INVERSIONS

IN THE IN-BASKET ENVELOPE

 

 

 

Mean

Group N Percentage of

Inversions

Secretaries: .

Certified Professional Secretaries 5 .2724

NSA Secretaries 21 .3587

Students:

Office Block Program 25 .4235

Single-Period Classes 40 .3657

 

The Univariate ANOVA for Percentaggs of Inversions in In-Basket

Envelope. Table 13 shows the mean percentages of inversions in the in-

basket envelope were not significant. The probability was .1903 (or 19

chances out of 100) that the means of samples, one drawn from each of

these populations,would differ as much as they do in this study if the

population means were identical. With these data there is no reason to

believe that the four groups are different. Therefore, the null hypo-

thesis that the means of the four groups (CPS, NSA, ST STCL) on the
BL’

percentages of inversions in the in-basket envelope do not differ sig-

nificantly is not rejected. No further comparisons with these data

were necessary.

Table 16 summarizes the group means for the percentages of inver-

sions in the in-basket envelope. Even though further post hoc compari-

sons do not need to be made, a numerical analysis of the mean percentages

of inversions may be interesting. The group with the smallest mean per-

centage of inversions (which represents the best score) is the CPS'S
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with a mean of .2724. The NSA secretaries have the second lowest per-

centage of inversions with a mean of .3587. The students in the office

block program have the highest percentage of inversions with a mean of

.4235, and the students in the single-period classes have a mean per-

centage of inversions of .3657. Since there is not a significant dif-

ference among the four groups of .05 or less, no further comparison of

the means is necessary.

Analysis of Total Scores on Enveldpe A (Incomlpg_Mail)

Envelope A is one of three envelopes in THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET

that contains items fOr the subject to make decisions on during the

simulation. The envelOpe contains six in-basket items which represent

the morning mail. The group means for the total number of problems

attempted and the percentage of inversions were tested, through a multi-

variate analysis of variance procedure, to see if significant differences

did occur among the groups. The null hypothesis for each of these tests

was stated: "The means for the four groups (CPS, NSA, ST STCL) on

BL’

the total number of problems attempted in Envelope A and the percentage

of inversions in Envelope A do not differ significantly." This hypo-

thesis may be represented in this way:

(3) Ho: CPS = NSA = STBL = STCL

The alternate hypothesis was stated: "The means for the four

groups (CPS, NSA, ST STCL) on the total number of problems attempted
BL’

in Envelope A and the percentage of inversions in Envelope A are not all

identical." This alternate hypothesis may be represented in this way:

(3a) H1: H0 is false.
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TABLE 17

TRYOUT 1: MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

OF TOTAL NUMBER OF PROBLEMS ATTEMPTED AND PERCENTAGES

OF INVERSIONS IN ENVELOPE A

 

 

 

Variable Between Within Univariate P Less Than

Mean Square Mean Square F

Total Problems 2.2684 1.5560 1.4579 .2338

Percentage °f 0.0413 0.1003 0.4116 .7452
InverSions -

Degrees of Freedom for Hypothesis = 3

Degrees of Freedom for Error = 68

Overall Significance = .4452

 

Testipglpf Hypotheses for Envelope A (IncomlpglMail). Table 17

Shows that an overall significance of .4452 was evident in the multi-

variate analysis of variance for the total number of problems attempted

and percentages of inversions in Enve10pe A for the four groups. The

univariate analysis of variance for the total problems attempted indi-

cated a .2338 level of significance and a .7452 level of significance

fOr percentage of inversions. Therefore, no significant differences

exist among the groups. The null hypothesis (3) that the means fOr the

four groups (CPS, NSA, ST STCL) on the total number of problems
BL’

attempted in Envelope A and the percentage of inversions in Enve10pe A

do not differ significantly is not rejected. Because no differences

were fOund, no further description of the univariate ANOVA is needed.

For the same reason, no further Scheffé'post hoc comparisons were

necessary.

Table 18 presents the group means for the total number of problems

attempted and the group means fOr the percentages of inversions in
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TABLE 18

TRYOUT 1: GROUP MEANS FOR TOTAL NUMBER OF PROBLEMS ATTEMPTED

AND PERCENTAGES OF INVERSIONS IN ENVELOPE A

 

 

 

Total Mean

Group N Problems Percentage of

Attempppd Inversions

Secretaries:

Certified Professional

Secretaries '5 5.60 .4267

NSA Secretaries 17 4.82 .2902

Students:

Office Block Program 11 5.36 .4030

Single—Period Classes 39 5.56 .3359

 

Envelope A as an illustration of each group's performance on the enve-

lope. Even though further post hoc comparisons need not be made, a  
look at the group means for the total number of problems attempted and

the percentages of inversions may be interesting. Table 18 shows that

the CPS's had a group mean for the total number of problems attempted

of 5.60, that the students in single—period classes had a group mean of

5.56, that the students in the Office block program had a group mean of

5.36, and that the NSA secretaries had a group mean of 4.82.

Table 18 also summarizes the group means for the percentages of

inversions in Envelope A. Even though further post hoc comparisons

need not be made, the group means may provide some insight into the

relationship of the groups. The group with the lowest percentage of

inversions (highest score) is the NSA secretaries with a group mean of

.2902. The students in single-period classes are second with a grOup

mean of .3359. The students in the office block program had a group

mean of .4030, and the CPS'S had a group mean of .4267.



Analysis of Total Scores on Envelope CllAdditional In-Basket Item§)_
 

Envelope C is one of three envelopes in THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET

that contain items for the subject to make decisions on during the simu-

lation. The envelope contains eight in-basket items which represent

items handed to the secretary in the middle of the day by her employer.

The group means for the total number of problems attempted and the per-

centage of inversions were tested, through a multivariate analysis of

variance procedure, to see if significant differences did occur among

the groups. The null hypothesis for each of these tests was stated:

"The means fOr the fOur groups (CPS, NSA, ST STCL) on the total
BL’

number of problems attempted in Enve10pe C and the percentages of

inversions in Envelope C do not differ significantly." This hypothesis

may be represented in this way:

(4) Ho: CPS = NSA = STBL = STCL

The alternate hypothesis was stated: "The means for the four groups

(CPS, NSA, ST STCL) on the total number of problems attempted in
BL’

Envelope C and the percentages of inversions in Enve10pe C are not all

identical.” This alternate hypothesis may be represented in this way:

(4a) H1: H0 is false.

Testing of Hypotheses for Envelope C (Additional In-Basket Items).
 

Table 19 Shows that an overall significance of .0001 was evident in the

multivariate analysis of variance for the total number of problems

attempted and percentages of inversions in Enve10pe C for the four

groups. The univariate analysis of variance for the total problems

attempted indicated a .0002 level of significance and a .0223 level of

Significance for percentage of inversions. A more detailed description
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TABLE 19

TRYOUT 1: MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

OF TOTAL NUMBER OF PROBLEMS ATTEMPTED AND PERCENTAGES

OF INVERSIONS IN ENVELOPE C

 

 

 

Variable Between Within Univariate p Less Than

Mean Square Mean Sguare F

*

Total Problems 27.4145 3.5034 7.8251 .0002

*

Percentage °f 0.1321 0.0388 3.4013 .0223
Inver51ons

Degrees of Freedom for Hypothesis = 3

Degrees of Freedom for Error = 71

Overall Significance = .0001*

'k

P is significant. See Scheffé’comparisons that follow.

 

of the univariate analyses of variance, the means, and further post hoc

comparisons follows.

The Univariate ANOVA for Total Problems Attempted in Envelope C.

The total problems attempted in Envelope C were found to be significant

at the .0002 level of significance, which indicated that there was a

significant difference among the four groups on the means for the total

number of problems attempted. Therefore, the null hypothesis (4) that

the means for the four groups (CPS, NSA, ST STCL) on the total num-
BL’

ber of problems attempted in Envelope C do not differ significantly is

rejected, and the alternate hypothesis (4a) that the means for the four

groups are not all identical is accepted.

Table 20 itemizes the group means for the total number of problems

attempted in Envelope C. The CPS's attempted more problems than the

other three groups with a group mean of 7.00. The students in single-

period classes had a group mean of 6.88, only .12 less than the CPS's.
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TABLE 20

TRYOUT 1: GROUP MEANS FOR TOTAL NUMBER OF PROBLEMS

MWWWDWEWHWEC

 

 

Total Problems

 

Group N Attempted

Secretaries:

Certified Professional Secretaries S 7.00

NSA Secretaries 17 4.29

Students:

Office Block Program 19 5.74

Single-Period Classes 34 6.88

 

The students in the office block program had a group mean of 5.74, which

was higher than the group mean for the NSA secretaries who had a mean

of 4.29. The CPS's attempted more problems within Envelope C than the

other three groups, and the students in the single-period classes

attempted more problems within Envelope C than the students in the

office block program. Comparisons between the groups using the Scheffg

method for post hoc comparisons were made to determine which of the

four groups contributed most to the variance. Table 21 summarizes the

.05 confidence limits and indicates the decision of ”significant" or

"not significant" for each post hoc comparison made.

Table 19 indicates that the degrees of freedom for the multivariate

analysis of variance are 3 degrees of freedom for the hypothesis (four

groups) and 71 degrees of freedom for the error (based upon the number

of subjects who actually attempted the in-basket items contained in

./

Envelope C). used in making the Scheffe post hoc compari—

F3,71(.05)

sons was 2.71. Those subjects who did not attempt any in-basket items

in Envelope C were not included in the N for these tests.
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TABLE 21

1’

TRYOUT 1: SCHEFFE POST HOC COMPARISONS FOR TOTAL PROBLEMS

ATTEMPTED IN ENVELOPE C

 

k
 

 

C ar' n .05 Confidence Limits Decision*

omp 150 Lower Upper .05

CPS = NSA + .4350 + 4.9850 5

CPS = STBL - .9875 + 3.5075 NS

CPS = STCL - 2.0219 + 2.2619 NS

NSA = STBL - 2.9424 + .0424 NS

NSA = STCL — 3.9178 - 1.2622 S

STBL = STCL - 2.4205 + .1405 NS

CPS + NSA =

- 3.2757 + 1.9457 NS
STBL + STCL

*S = Significant

NS = Not Significant

 

The Scheffe’post hoc comparisons for the total number of problems

attempted in Enve10pe C showed that the following comparisons were sig-

nificant at the .05 level of significance:

1. The CPS's attempted a significantly greater number of

problems in Envelope C than the NSA secretaries.

The students in single-period classes attempted a sig-

nificantly greater number of problems in Enve10pe C

than the NSA secretaries.

There is no significant difference at the .05 level of significance

for comparisons of the CPS's with the students in the office block pro-

gram or the students in single-period classes. There is no significant

difference at the .05 level of significance for comparisons of the NSA

secretaries with the students in the office block program. There is no

significant difference at the .05 level of significance for comparisons
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TABLE 22

TRYOUT 1: GROUP MEANS FOR PERCENTAGES OF INVERSIONS

IN ENVELOPE C

 

 

 

Mean

Group N Percentage of

Inversions

Secretaries: ..

Certified Professional Secretaries S .2643

NSA Secretaries 17 .3954

Students:

Office Block Program 19 .4910

Single-Period Classes 34 .5192

 

of the students in the office block program with the students in single-

period classes in the total number of problems attempted in Enve10pe C.

There is also no significant difference at the .05 level of significance

when the secretaries (CPS's and NSA secretaries combined) and the stu-

dents (office block program and single-period classes combined) are

compared through the use of the Scheffe’technique.

The Univariate ANOVA for Percentages of Inversions in Envelope C.
 

The test of the group means for percentages of inversions in Envelope C

showed that there is a significant difference among the four groups.

Table 19 indicates that percentages of inversions in Enve10pe C were

fOund to be significant at the .0223 level of significance. Therefore,

the null hypothesis (4) that the means for the fOur groups (CPS, NSA,

ST STCL) on the percentages of inversions in Envelope C do not differ
BL’

significantly is rejected, and the alternate hypothesis (4a) that the

means fbr the four groups are not all identical is accepted.

Table 22 summarizes the group means for the four groups. The

means are based upon only those secretaries and/or students who actually
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TABLE 23

4’

TRYOUT 1: SCHEFFE POST HOC COMPARISONS FOR PERCENTAGES

OF INVERSIONS IN ENVELOPE C

 

 

 

. .05 Confidence Limits Decision*
Comparison

Lower Upper .05

CPS = NSA .3700 .1078 NS

CPS = STBL .4630 .0096 NS

CPS = STCL .4802 .0296 8

NSA = STBL .2521 .0609 NS

NSA = STCL .2631 .0155 NS

STBL = STCL .1610 .1046 NS

CPS + NSA =

.4496 .0990 NS

STBL + STCL

*S = Significant

NS = Not Significant

 

attempted items in Envelope C. The CPS's had the lowest percentage of

inversions (the highest score) with a group mean of .2643. The NSA

secretaries had a group mean of .3954, which was the next highest score.

The students in the office block prOgram had a group mean of .4910, and

the students in single—period classes had a group mean of .5192. This

means that the CPS's had the best group mean for percentages of inver—

sions of all four groups. The students in the office block program had

a better group mean than the students in single-period classes. Com-

parisons between the groups using the Scheffg method for post hoc com-

parisons were made to determine which of the four groups contributed

most to the variance. Table 23 summarizes the .05 confidence limits

and indicates the decision of "significant" or "not significant" for

each post hoc comparison made.
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In these Scheffe’comparisons, as in the comparisons made for the

total number of problems attempted in Envelope C, the F3’71(.05) used

in the fOrmula was 2.71. Those subjects who did not attempt any in-

basket items in Envelope C were not included in the N for these Scheffé'

comparisons.

The Scheffé’post hoc comparisons for the percentages of inversions

in Enve10pe C showed only one comparison at the .05 level of signifi-

cance to be significant:

The CPS's scored significantly better on arranging the in-

basket items in Enve10pe C in order of priority than the

students in the single-period classes.

Table 23 summarizes all of the Scheffé’comparisons for the group

means for the percentages of inversions in Envelope C.

The Ipportance of the In-Basket Items

The secretaries and the students who participated in the in-basket

study were asked to give their Opinions as to how important they felt

each in-basket item was and to indicate the degree of importance on the

answer sheet. If a subject ranked an in-basket item as (1), this indi-

cated that she felt that the item should be done immediately. A ranking

of (2) indicated that the item should be completed by the end of the day,

a ranking of (3) that the item should be completed by the end of the week,

and a ranking of (4) that the item could be delayed longer than one week.

Tables 24, 25, and 26 summarize the percentage of reSponses within each

of the four "importance" categories as well as the non-reSponses to the

items. No formal item analysis of the importance of the in-basket items,

based upon the Opinions of the subjects participating in the study, was

planned for this in-basket study. However, the data obtained indicate
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TABLE 24

TRYOUT 1: THE IMPORTANCE OF THE IN-BASKET ITEMS

IN THE OPINION OF THE SECRETARIES

 

 

 

Item Importance of Item* No Response No Response Total %

Number 1 2 3 4 to Importance to Item

l-A .420 .310 .040 .040 .000 .190

l—B .230 .350 .150 .080 .040 .150

2—A .190 .690 .080 .000 .000 .040

2—B .110 .380 .110 .000 .040 .350

3-A .080 .420 .230 .000 .000 .270

3—B .150 .580 .040 .000 .000 .230

4-A .080 .230 .150 .190 .040 .310

4-B .080 .110 .080 .150 .040 .540

S—A .690 .080 .080 .000 .110 .040

S-B .350 .420 .000 .040 .080 .110

6-A .380 .000 .000 .000 .190 .420

6-B .810 .080 .040 .000 .080 .000

7-A .230 .270 .040 .000 .040 .420

7—B .350 .000 .000 .000 .310 .350

8-A .460 .080 .000 .040 .380 .040

8—8 .190 .420 .000 .080 .000 .310

9~A .110 .270 .040 .080 .040 .460

9—B .620 .190 .000 .000 .040 .150

lO-A .690 .040 .000 .000 .230 .040

10-B .230 .350 .080 .000 .040 .310

ll-A .150 .500 .040 .080 .000 .230

ll-B .080 .380 .080 .040 .040 .380

12-A .350 .000 .000 .000 .040 .620

12-B .080 .350 .110 .150 .040 .270

13—A .580 .110 .040 .040 .190 .040

l3-B .350 .350 .000 .040 .190 .080

14-A .310 .500 .040 .000 .040 .110

14-8 .540 .190 .000 .000 .040 .230

lS-A .110 .230 .230 .110 .000 .310

15—8 .000 .110 .150 .270 .040 .420

16-A .310 .080 .040 .040 .040 .500

16-B .540 .000 .000 .000 .310 .150

l7-A .000 .000 .080 .380 .040 .500

17—B .080 .190 .040 .000 .000 .690

18-A .650 .080 .040 .040 .040 .150

18-B .310 .350 .110 .000 .000 .230

19-A .150 .310 .110 .110 .000 .310

19-B .460 .080 .040 .080 .040 .310

20-A .460 .080 .040 .080 .040 .310

20-B .770 .000 .000 .000 .190 .040

__“ 100.00

*Four Importance Ratings Described in Text
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TABLE 25

TRYOUT 1: THE IMPORTANCE OF THE IN-BASKET ITEMS

IN THE OPINION OF THE OFFICE BLOCK STUDENTS

 

 

 

Item Importance of Item* No Response No Response Total %

Number 1 2 3 4 to Importance to Item

1-A .360 .480 .120 .000 .000 .040

1—B .360 .440 .080 .040 .000 .080

2-A .640 .080 .000 .040 .160 .080

2-B .240 .560 .120 .040 .000 .040

3-A .000 .360 .360 .080 .000 .200

3—B .240 .680 .040 .000 .000 .040

4-A .120 .080 .120 .120 .000 .560

4—B .040 .000 .120 .200 .000 .640

S—A .640 .080 .000 .000 .080 .200

S—B .520 .400 .040 .000 .000 .040

6—A .520 .080 .000 .000 .160 .240

6-B .760 .120 .000 .000 .000 .120

7-A .240 .480 .000 .040 .000 .240

7-B .360 .040 .000 .000 .120 .480

8—A .480 .160 .040 .040 .120 .160

8—B .320 .400 .160 .040 .040 .040

9-A .120 .280 .040 .040 .000 .520

9-B .840 .080 .000 .000 .040 .040

lO—A .720 .040 .000 .000 .120 .120

lO-B .120 .040 .200 .040 .000 .600

ll—A .400 .320 .120 .040 .000 .120

ll—B .120 .520 .320 .000 .000 .040

12—A .600 .040 .040 .000 .000 .320

12—B .040 .040 .160 .120 .000 .640

l3~A .680 .040 .000 .000 .160 .120

13—B .360 .360 .000 .000 .080 .200

l4-A .280 .560 .000 .040 .040 .080

14-B .720 .040 .000 .000 .000 .240

IS—A .040 .160 .120 .080 .000 .600

lS-B .000 .160 .280 .080 .000 .480

l6-A .320 .120 .040 .040 .040 .440

16—B .640 .000 .000 .000 .200 .160

17-A .000 .000 .120 .280 .000 .600

l7-B .040 .280 .040 .000 .000 .640

18—A .600 .280 .040 .000 .000 .080

18-B .160 .240 .480 .000 .040 .080

19—A .160 .080 .080 .040 .000 .640

l9-B .080 .240 .080 .000 .000 .600

20—A .320 .280 .080 .120 .000 .200

20—B .680 .000 .000 .000 .120 .200

100.00

*Four Importance Ratings Described in Text

 



 

 

 

 

  



TRYOUT 1: THE IMPORTANCE OF THE IN-BASKET ITEMS

IN THE OPINION OF THE STUDENTS IN SINGLE-PERIOD CLASSES

194

TABLE 26

 

 

 

Item Importance of Item* No Response No Response Total %

Number 1 2 3 4 to Ipportance to Item

l-A .275 .475 .175 .025 .025 .025

l-B .225 .400 .150 .075 .025 .125

2-A .550 .075 .100 .075 .050 .150

2-B .150 .375 .250 .100 .000 .125

3-A .025 .425 .300 .175 .000 .075

3-B .250 .725 .025 .000 .000 .000

4-A .300 .075 .175 .300 .000 .150

4-B .100 .050 .200 .375 .000 .275

5-A .375 .150 .225 .000 .050 .200

S-B .350 .400 .125 .025 .000 .100

6-A .200 .025 .000 .000 .000 .775

6-B .825 .175 .000 .000 .000 .000

7-A .275 .475 .000 .025 .025 .200

7-B .175 .075 .050 .000 .025 .675

8-A .350 .275 .025 .075 .100 .175

8—B .125 .400 .150 .175 .025 .125

9-A .125 .300 .225 .100 .000 .250

9-B .875 .100 .025 .000 .000 .000

lO-A .650 .050 .025 .000 .100 .175

10-8 .200 .150 .400 .175 .000 .075

ll-A .100 .550 .125 .125 .000 .100

ll-B .050 .400 .275 .200 .000 .075

12-A .525 .075 .000 .000 .000 .400

12-B .125 .175 .375 .250 .000 .075

13-A .625 .050 .000 .000 .075 .250

l3-B .250 .275 .025 .000 .050 .400

14-A .375 .500 .050 .050 .025 .000

l4-B .725 .125 .000 .000 .000 .150

15-A .025 .150 .475 .275 .000 .075

IS-B .050 .275 .350 .075 .025 .225

16-A .575 .025 .000 .075 .025 .300

16-B .425 .025 .000 .000 .075 .475

l7-A .000 .050 .150 .550 .000 .250

l7-B .075 .250 .175 .075 .025 .400

18-A .425 .375 .075 .075 .000 .050

18-B .175 .350 .375 .050 .000 .050

19-A .175 .300 .150 .250 .000 .125

19-B .225 .375 .225 .100 .000 .075

20-A .450 .100 .125 .200 .025 .100

20-B .675 .000 .000 .025 .050 .250

100.00
 

*Four Importance Ratings Described in Text
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that possibly judgments made as to the importance of items affect the

priority order in which in-basket items are attempted and may thus

affect the percentage of inversions (another evaluation factor).

Three sample comparisons presented here may demonstrate how the

Opinions obtained may be analyzed. A majority of the secretaries (54

per cent) felt that Item l4-B (a memo regarding a special staff meeting)

was a high priority item and that this item should be taken care of

immediately. Table 25 indicates that 72 per cent of the office block

students also felt that the item should be done immediately. Students

in the single-period classes (72.5 per cent) also indicated that the

item should be done immediately.

Item l-A (a memo from the president regarding a luncheon cancella-

tion) was thought by 42 per cent of the secretaries to be an item of

immediate importance, while 31 per cent of the secretaries felt that

this item was actually second in importance and should be completed by

the end of the day. The students in the office block prOgram did not

completely agree with the fOregoing Opinions. The largest percentage

(48 per cent) felt that it was a priority (2) item, and 36 per cent

agreed that it was a priority (1) item. The single~period students

agreed closely with the office block students: 27.5 per cent felt that

it was a priority (1) item and 47.5 per cent felt that it was of (2)

priority.

Item lS-B (a memo asking that a form letter be mailed to clients)

brought a response of 27 per cent as priority (4) importance and 15 per

cent as priority (3) importance by the secretaries. The office block

students and the students in single-period classes agreed that the item

may be priority (3) importance.



196

Further analysis of the importance placed on individual in-basket

items by the subjects would provide new insight into patterns for ana-

lyzing problems inherent in Office work and making apprOpriate decisions.

Item Analysis Based on Mean Scores on Qpalipy Responses
 

No statistical item analysis was designed as a part of this study.

However, an "eyeball" method of analyzing the group means for each in-

basket item was used in order to make appropriate justification for

keeping an item in THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET or to modify an in-basket

item prior to Tryout 2. Any revision based upon the results of this

analysis had to be made prior to the second tryout. The group means

for the quality response scores for each in-basket item were analyzed

to determine if there were differences among the groups on the in-basket

items. These group means included each item in THE IN-BASKET (each

planned interruption and each business paper). Table 27 presents a

summary of the group means on each item. Because of the time element

(45 minutes) required in the actual taking of THE IN-BASKET by a sub-

ject, the subjects completed a varying number of in-basket items. The

N shown for each of the items (for example, Item Number l-A has an N

of 21 while Item Number l-B has an N of 22) is based upon the number

Of subjects who attempted that particular item. Part of the decision-

making involved in THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET requires the "secretary"

to decide what business papers she will work on next. For ease of

grouping as well as combining all the secretaries into one group, the

CPS's and the NSA secretaries were grouped together for purposes of

this analysis.
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TABLE 27

TRYOUT 1: MEAN SCORES ON ACTION RESPONSES

TO IN-BASKET PROBLEMS

 

 

CPS afid'NSA Students in Students in

 

Nimggr Secretaries Block Proggams Single-Period_C1asses Héfigigt

N X N X N X

l-A 21 2.57 24 1.88 39 1.72 S

l-B 22 2.86 23 1.87 35 2.26 S

2-A 25 2.96 23 0.39 34 1.38 S

2-B 17 3.12 24 2.71 35 2.49 S

3-A 19 2.89 20 2.30 37 2.51 S

3-B 20 2.50 24 2.00 40 2.08 S

4-A 18 2.39 11 2.00 34 1.68 S

4-B 12 3.67 9 1.67 29 1.48 S

S-A 25 2.04 20 1.30 32 1.56 S

S-B 23 2.96 24 1.21 36 1.56 S

6-A 15 1.33 19 1.32 9 0.89 S+

6-B 26 3.23 22 1.91 40 2.67 S

7-A 15 2.60 19 2.42 32 1.78 S

7-B 17 1.06 13 0.23 13 0.46 S

8-A 25 2.68 21 0.62 33 1.88 S

8-B 18 2.89 24 2.29 35 2.29 S

9-A 14 3.07 12 1.08 30 1.63 S

9-B 22 3.36 24 1.13 40 1.57 S

10-A 25 2.48 22 0.73 33 1.55 S

lO-B 18 2.61 10 2.20 37 2.38 S

ll-A 20 2.70 22 1.95 36 1.86 S

ll-B 16 3.50 24 3.67 37 3.35 B-

12—A 10 2.20 17 1.53 24 1.67 S

12-B 19 2.21 9 0.56 37 0.78 S

13-A 25 2.68 22 0.73 30 1.57 S

13-B 24 2.92 20 0.90 24 1.88 S

14-A 23 3.87 23 2.74 40 3.53 S

14-B 20 3.90 19 3.16 34 3.35 S

15-A 18 1.94 10 1.30 37 1.89 S+

15—B 15 1.87 13 0.92 31 1.32 S

16-A 13 1.46 14 0.79 28 1.29 S

16-B 22 1.68 21 1.19 21 1.43 S

ll7-A 13 2.69 10 0.50 30 1.17 S

.17-B 8 2.50 9 2.56 24 1.71 B-

18-A 22 2.77 23 2.57 38 2.24 S

18-B 20 2.10 23 0.96 38 0.89 S

1.9-A 18 2.78 9 0.89 35 1.09 S

1.9-B 19 2.42 10 0.90 37 1.59 S

ZO-A 18 1.61 20 1.00 36 1.14 S

20-B 25 1.80 20 0.35 30 2.27 C-

Giand Mean 2.60 1.57 1.36
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Of the 40 in-basket items, 35 items had higher group means for the

secretaries than for the students in the office block prOgram and the

students in the single-period classes. In each of these 35 instances,

the secretaries rated considerably higher than the other two groups.

Two items (noted by S+ on Table 27) had a higher response by secretaries

than the other two groups, but the difference was slight, .01 in one

case and .05 in the other. The students in the Office block program

had a higher group mean on two items (Items 11-B and l7-B) than either

of the two other groups. The students in the single-period classes

Obtained a higher group mean on one item (Item 20-B) than either the

secretaries or the students in the office block program. The technique

used in analyzing each item assisted in determining, on the average,

how individuals react in a given situation.

Item 2-B, for example, is a memorandum from the president's secre-

tary to her temporary replacement indicating that a letter needs to be

proofread and that a similar letter needs to be typed. The secretaries

had a group mean of 3.12 on this item. When compared with the five-

point scale of quality responses, a score of 3.12 indicates that the

secretary checks to see what "changes" in the letter are needed for

the second letter (after proofreading the first letter) and then types

the second letter. On the same item students in the Office block pro-

gram had a group mean of 2.71. This score indicates that the office

block students would proofread the first letter and then search the

files for information for the second letter. The students in the

single-period classes have a group mean of 2.49 on Item 2-B and would

perfOrm basically the same as the students in the office block program.
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One could surmise from the above example that the experienced

secretary is more action-oriented than the student in the classroom

laboratory in processing business papers. Further item analysis of

performance on specific items would enhance the understanding of what

is involved in the decision—making process as it relates to office tasks.

 
C. Revision

The revisions in THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET following the initial

tryout were limited, possibly because of the significance of the mean

scores Obtained on the quality responses. Any item revision was based

upon the mean quality response scores per item per group (secretaries,

students in office block program, students in single—period classes).

Table 28 summarizes the decisions made on revisions needed prior to

Tryout 2. These decisions affect only the five in—basket items coded

in Table 27.

The directions presented to the individual who is taking THE IN-

BASKET were reviewed to be sure they were complete, and the directions

given to the test administrator (instructor) were also reviewed. When

the test packets were delivered for Tryout 2, the directions were

reviewed with the test administrator. The audio control tape was

re—recorded prior to Tryout 2 so that the tape was clear, understand—

able, and complete whether an individual or a group of peeple were

administered THE IN-BASKET.

With the significant differences occurring on the total response

scores, the total number of problems attempted, and the mean response

scores in Tryout l of THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET, there appeared to be

no further revision necessary prior to Tryout 2.
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D. Tryout 2

The second tryout of THE SECRETARIAL IN—BASKET occurred in May,

1971, (the student groups) and September through December, 1971, (the

secretary groups). Five groups of subjects participated in the tryout:

three groups of experienced secretaries and two groups of high school

students enrolled in office block and single-period programs in Office

education. Table 29 presents a complete summary of the subjects who

participated in Tryout 2.

The secretaries who participated in Tryout 2 represented three

populations: Certified Professional Secretaries residing in the State

of Michigan, experienced secretaries who are members of the Michigan

Division of the National Secretaries Association (International), and

secretaries to divisional managers of Michigan Bell Telephone Company.

None of the secretaries in these three samples were included in any of

the previous secretarial samples in the review processes, in the criti-

cal incident study, or in the first tryout. The high school students

were seniors enrolled in the Office block program or single—period

secretarial practice or advanced shorthand classes in selected high

schools within the State of Michigan.

The test packets were delivered prior to the administration of

THE SECRETARIAL IN—BASKET, and complete arrangements for the administra—

tion of the in-baskets were made With employers and secretaries (busineSS)

and school administrators and teachers (education). All test packets

were returned immediately following the administration of the in—baskets.

The scoring of the in-baskets was conducted immediately with code

Sheets prepared for each of the following categories:
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TABLE 29

TRYOUT 2: SECRETARIES AND STUDENTS

PARTICIPATING IN THE TRYOUT

Secretaries:

Group 1 Certified Professional Secretaries

Group 2 Secretaries-—Members Of the National

Secretaries Association (International)

Group 3 Secretaries to Divisional Managers—-

Michigan Bell Telephone Company

High School Students:

Group 4 Students—-Office Block Programs:

Avondale High School

Auburn Heights, Michigan

Fenton High School

Fenton, Michigan

Shelby High School

Shelby, Michigan

South Lyon High School

South Lyon, Michigan

Holland High School

Holland, Michigan

Grand Haven High School

Grand Haven, Michigan

Grosse Pointe South High School

Grosse Pointe, Michigan

Group 5 Students—-Sing1e-Period Classes:

St. Johns High School

St. Johns, Michigan

John Glenn High School

Bay City, Michigan

Everett High School

Lansing, Michigan

Cody High School

Detroit, Michigan

14

14

15

22

Number

11

30

54

65
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1. Total Number of Problems Attempted: The total number of

problems attempted by the subject was recorded on the code

sheet.

2. Percentage of Inversions: The order of priority as written

on the answer sheet by the subject was compared with the

judges' order Of priority, and the percentage of inversions

was calculated for each subject on each of the three envee

lopes Of written in—basket items.

 

3. Scoring of Points for Quality Responses: The written

response to each in-basket item was compared with the

five-point scale developed for that item and the appro-

priate number of points assigned to establish the quality

of the response. Each point total was then transferred

to the appropriate code sheet.

4. The Importance of the Item: The number assigned by each

subject to the importance of the item based on her own

opinion was also recorded on the code sheet.

When the experimental data was recorded on the code sheets, the fields

in which the data would be keypunched were also determined. Once the

data processing cards were keypunched and the programs written, the

data was ready to be fed into the computer. Exactly the same procedures

were used during Tryout 2 as were used during Tryout l.

E. Analysis of Tryout 2 Data
 

A multivariate analysis Of variance was used to compare the total

number of problems attempted, the total quality reSponse scores, and

the mean scores for the quality responses for all subjects within each

of the five groups. A multivariate analysis of variance was also used

in testing the data for the following comparisons among means:

1. A multivariate ANOVA to test:

a. The total number of problems completed by each group

in the in—basket envelope.

b. The percentage of inversions for each group on the

items in the in—basket envelope.

2. A multivariate ANOVA to test:

a. The total number of problems completed by each group

in Envelope A (the incoming mail).  
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b. The percentage of inversions for each group on the

items in Envelope A (the incoming mail).

3. A multivariate ANOVA to test:

a. The total number of problems completed by each group

in Envelope C (items given to secretary by employer).

b. The percentage of inversions for each group on the

items in Envelope C (items given to secretary by

employer).

The Scheffé’method for post hoc comparisons was used to evaluate differ-

ences between means, mainly because of its effectiveness in making

comparisons of two groups as well as multiple numbers of groups.

The importance of the items, as summarized from the opinions of

the subjects in all five groups, were examined for similarities among

the groups; and a technique for reporting percentages for each of the

four degrees Of importance was implemented. No formal analysis of the

importance of the items was planned as a part of this in-basket study.

However, each group's Opinions were compared with the opinions of the

panel of experts as to the importance of each item; and a one-sample 5

test was performed on the difference scores.

In addition, a comparison of each group's quality responses to

each of the 40 in-basket items was used merely as an informational

reference. NO formal analysis of the individual in-basket items was

undertaken as a part of this study, with the exception of the analysis

during the first tryout prior to the revision of THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET.

Analysis of Total Scores on THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET

The group means for total response score, total problems attempted,

and mean response scores were tested, through a multivariate analysis of

variance procedure, to see if significant differences did occur among

the groups. The null hypothesis for each of these tests was stated:
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"The means for the five groups (CPS, NSA, MBT, ST STCL) on the total
BL’

quality response score, the total number of problems attempted, and the

mean response score do not differ significantly." This hypothesis may

be represented in this way:

(5) Ho: CPS = NSA = MBT = STBL = STCL

The alternate hypothesis was stated: "The means for the five

groups (CPS, NSA, MBT, ST STCL) on the total quality response score,
BL'

the total number of problems attempted, and the mean response score are

not all identical." This hypothesis may be represented in this way:

(5a) H1: Ho 15 false.

Testing of Hypotheses for Total Scores. Table 30 shows that an
 

overall significance of .0000 was evident in the multivariate analysis

of variance for total response scores, total problems attempted, and

mean response scores for the five groups. The univariate analysis of

variance for each of the total scores indicated a .0000 level of sig-

nificance for total response score, a .2621 level Of significance for

total problems attempted, and a .0000 level of significance for the

mean response score. A more detailed description of the univariate

analyses 0f variance, the means, and the Scheffé’post hoc comparisons

of means follows.

The Univariate ANOVA for Total Response Score. The test of the

group means for the total response score was significant at the .0000

level of significance, which indicated that there was a significant

difference among the five groups on the means for the total response

scores. Therefore, the null hypothesis (5) that the means for the five

grOups (CPS, NSA, MBT, ST STCL) on the total quality response score
BL’
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TABLE 30

TRYOUT 2: MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

OF TOTAL RESPONSE SCORES, TOTAL PROBLEMS ATTEMPTED,

AND MEAN RESPONSE SCORES

 

 

 

. Between Within Univariate

Variable Mean Square Mean quare F P Less Than

*

Total Response Score 6334.7046 272.1850 23.2735 .0000

Total Problems 33.0328 24.8956 1.3269 .2621,

Mean Response Score 5.0692 0.1949 . 26.0058 .0000

Degrees of Freedom for Hypothesis = 4

Degrees of Freedom for Error = 165

*

Overall Significance = .0000

'k

P is significant. See Scheffé’comparisons that follow.

 

do not differ significantly is rejected, and the alternate hypothesis

(5a) that the means fOr the five groups on the total quality response

score are not all identical is accepted.

Table 31 summarizes the group means for the total response score.

The NSA secretaries obtained the highest group mean of all five groups

with a total response score of 87.64. The CPS's had the second highest

group mean Of 87.60, and the MBT secretaries had a group mean of 75.60.

The students in the office block program had a higher group mean (58.91)

than the students in the single-period classes (52.31). All three of

the groups of secretaries scored higher than the two groups of students.

Comparisons between the groups using the Scheffé’method for post hoc

comparisons were made to determine which of the four groups contributed

most to the variance. The formula for the Scheffé'comparisons was pre-

sented in Table 7. Table 32 summarizes the .05 confidence limits for

the comparisons of interest and indicates the decision of "significant"
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TABLE 31

TRYOUT 2: GROUP MEANS FOR

TOTAL RESPONSE SCORE

 

 

 

Grou N Tbtal

p Response Score

Secretaries:

Certified Professional Secretaries 10 86.60

NSA Secretaries 11 87.64

Michigan Bell Secretaries 30 75.60

Students:

Office Block Program 54 58.91

Single—Period Classes 65 52.31

 

or ”not significant" for each post hoc comparison made. The Scheffé’

post hoc comparisons for the total response score showed that the

following comparisons were significant at the .05 level of significance:

1. The CPS's scored significantly higher than the students in

the Office block program on the total response score.

2. The CPS’s scored significantly higher than the students in

the single-period classes on the total response score.

3. The NSA secretaries scored significantly higher than the

students in the office block program on the total response

score.

4. The NSA secretaries scored significantly higher than the

students in the single-period classes on the total response

score.

5. The MBT secretaries scored significantly higher than the

students in the office block program on the total response

score.

6. The MBT secretaries scored significantly higher than the

students in the single—period classes on the total response

score.

 
7. The secretaries (CPS, NSA, MBT) scored significantly higher

than the students (the office block program and the single-

period classes) on the total response score.
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TABLE 32

/

TRYOUT 2: SCHEFFE POST HOC COMPARISONS

FOR TOTAL RESPONSE SCORE

 

 

 

Com arison .05 Confidence Limits Decision*

p Lower Upper .05

CPS = NSA —23.2336 +21.1536 NS

CPS = MBT — 7.5454 +29.5454 NS

CPS = STBL +10.2044 +45.l756 S

CPS = STCL +17.0421 +51.5379 S

NSA = MBT — 5.8613 +29.9413 NS

NSA = STBL +11.9291 +45.5309 S

NSA = STCL +18.7767 +51.8833 S

MBT = STBL + 5.1294 +28.2506 S

MBT = STCL +12.0921 +34.4879 S

STBL = STCL - 2.7386 +15.9386 NS

CPS + NSA + MBT =

+ 1.8692 +53.4708 S
STBL + STCL

*S = Significant

NS = Not Significant

 

There is no reason to believe that there is a significant differ—

ence at the .05 level between the three groups of secretaries (CPS, NSA,

and MBT) on the total quality reSponse scores since the comparisons

between any two groups of secretaries were "not significant." There is

also no reason to believe that there is a significant difference at the

.05 level between the students in the office block program and the

students in the single-period classes.

The_ynivariate ANOVA for Total Problems Attempped. Table 30 shows

that the test of the group means for the total number of problems

attempted in the entire in-basket simulation was not significant (.2621).
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TABLE 33

TRYOUT 2: GROUP MEANS FOR

TOTAL PROBLEMS ATTEMPTED

 

 

Total Problems

 

Group N Attempted

Secretaries:

Certified Professional Secretaries -. 10 31.00

NSA Secretaries 11 33.00

Michigan Bell Secretaries 30 32.87

Students:

Office Block Program 54 31.13

Single-Period Classes 65 30.68

 

The probability was .2621 (or 26 chances out of 100) that the means of

samples, one drawn from each of these populations, would differ as much

as they do in this study if the population means were identical. With

these data there is no reason to believe that the five groups are dif—

ferent. Therefore, the null hypothesis (5) that the means for the five

groups (CPS, NSA, MBT, ST STCL) on the total number of problems

BL’

attempted do not differ significantly is not rejected. No further

comparisons with these data were necessary.

Table 33 summarizes the group means for the total problems attempted

in THE SECRETARIAL IN—BASKET. The NSA secretaries attempted a group mean

of 33.00 problems, and the MBT secretaries were second with a group mean

of 32.87. 0f the three groups of secretaries, the CPS's had the lowest

mean with 31.00. The students in the office block program attempted a

group mean of 31.13 problems in the entire in—basket simulation while

the students in the single—period classes attempted 30.68 problems on

the average. With the closeness of this range of group means among the
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TABLE 34

TRYOUT 2: GROUP MEANS FOR

MEAN RESPONSE SCORE

 

 

Mean Response

 

Group N Score

Secretaries:

Certified Professional Secretaries , 10 2.82

NSA Secretaries 11 2.66

Michigan Bell Secretaries 30 2.29

Students:

Office Block Program 54 1.90

Single-Period Classes 65 1.71

 

five groups, one can surmise that it is very difficult to generalize

beyond the point of stating that the groups do not differ significantly.

The Univariate ANOVA for Mean Response Score. The test Of the
 

group means for the mean response score was significant at the .0000

level of significance, which indicated that there was a significant

difference among the five groups on the means for the mean response

scores. This was shown in Table 30. Therefore, the null hypothesis

(5) that the means for the five groups (CPS, NSA, MBT, ST STCL) on

BL’

the mean response score do not differ significantly is rejected, and

the alternate hypothesis (5a) that the means for the five groups on

the mean response score are not all identical is accepted.

Table 34 summarizes the group means fOr the mean response score.

The means for the three groups of secretaries were 2.82 for the CPS's,

2.66 for the NSA secretaries, and 2.29 for the MBT secretaries. The

students in the office block prOgram (N=54) had a group mean of 1.90,

which was .19 higher than the students in the single-period classes.
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TABLE 35

/

TRYOUT 2: SCHEFFE POST HOC COMPARISONS

FOR MEAN RESPONSE SCORE

 

 

 

Co risen .05 Confidence Limits Decision*

mpa Lower Upper .05

CPS = NSA — .4336 + .7536 NS

CPS = MBT + .0347 + 1.0253

CPS = STBL + .4533 + 1.3867

CPS = STCL + .6494 + 1.5706 8

NSA = MBT - .1087 + .8487 NS

NSA = STBL + .3108 + 1.2092 S

NSA = STCL + .5082 + 1.3918 S

MBT = STBL + .0822 + .6978 S

MBT = STCL + .2817 + .8783 S

STBL = STCL - .0581 + .4381 NS

CPS + NSA + MBT =

+ .0954 + 1.4746 5
STBL + STCL

*S = Significant

NS = Not Significant

 

These data indicate that the three groups of secretaries were, as a

group, higher than the two groups of students on the mean quality

response score for all in-basket items attempted in THE SECRETARIAL

IN-BASKET. Comparisons between the groups using the Scheffe’method

for post hoc comparisons were made to determine which of the five groups

contributed most to the variance. Table 35 summarizes the .05 confi-

dence limits for these comparisons and indicates the decision of ”sig-

nificant" or "not significant" for each post hoc comparison made.

The Scheffé’post hoc comparisons for the mean response score showed

the following comparisons were significant at the .05 level of significance;  





213

l. The CPS's scored significantly higher than the Michigan

Bell secretaries on the mean response score.

2. The CPS's scored significantly higher than the students

in the office block program on the mean response score.

3. The CPS's scored significantly higher than the students

in the single-period classes on the mean response score.

4. The NSA secretaries scored significantly higher than the

students in the office block program on the mean response

score.

5. The NSA secretaries scored significantly higher than the

students in the single-period classes on the mean reSponse

score.

6. The Michigan Bell secretaries scored significantly higher

than the students in the office block program on the mean

response score.

7. The Michigan Bell secretaries scored significantly higher

than the students in the single-period classes on the mean

response score.

8. The secretaries combined (CPS's, NSA secretaries, and

Michigan Bell secretaries) scored significantly higher

than the students combined (office block program and

single-period classes) on the mean response score.

The comparisons show that there is no reason to believe that there is a

significant difference between CPS's and NSA secretaries on the mean

response score. There is also no significant difference between NSA

secretaries and MBT secretaries. When the students in the office block

program were compared with the students in the single-period classes,

no significant difference was evident.

Analysis of Total Scores on the In-Basket Envelope

The in-basket envelOpe is one of three envelopes in THE SECRETARIAL

IN-BASKET that contains items for the subject to examine and make deci-

sions about during the time she is working on the simulation. The in-

basket envelope contains 15 in-basket items. The group means for the
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total number of problems attempted and the percentage of inversions were

tested, through a multivariate analysis of variance procedure, to see if

significant differences did occur among the groups. The null hypothesis

for each of these tests was stated: "The means for the five groups (CPS,

NSA, MBT, ST STCL) on the total number of problems attempted in the
BL’

in-basket envelOpe and the percentage Of inversions in the in-basket

envelope do not differ significantly." This hypothesis may be repre-

sented in this way:

(6) Ho: CPS = NSA = MBT = 8TBL = STCL

The alternate hypothesis was stated: "The means for the five groups

(CPS, NSA, MBT, ST STCL) on the total number of problems attempted in
BL’

the in-basket envelOpe and the percentage of inversions in the in-basket

envelOpe are not all identical." This alternate hypothesis may be

represented in this way:

(6a) H1: H0 15 false.

Testing of Hypotheses for the In-Basket Envelope. Table 36 shows
 

that an overall significance of .0261 was evident in the multivariate

analysis of variance for the total number of problems attempted and

percentages of inversions in the in-basket envelope for the five groups.

The univariate analysis of variance fOr the total problems attempted

indicated a .4352 level of significance and a .0082 level of significance

for percentage of inversions. A more detailed description of the uni-

variate analyses of variance, the means, and the Scheffé'post hoc com-

parisons of means follows.

The Univariate ANOVA for Total Problems Attempted in the In-Basket

Enve10pe. The test for the total problems attempted in the in-basket
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TABLE 36

TRYOUT 2: MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

OF TOTAL NUMBER OF PROBLEMS ATTEMPTED AND PERCENTAGES

OF INVERSIONS IN THE IN-BASKET ENVELOPE

 

 

Between Within Univariate

 

Variable Mean quare Mean Square F P Less Than

Total Problems 8.4395 8.8594 0.9526 .4352

*

Percentage °f 0.0697 0.0196 3.5629 .0082
Inver51ons

Degrees of Freedom for Hypothesis = 4

Degrees of Freedom for Error = 165

Overall Significance = .0261*

*P is significant. See Scheffe'comparisons that follow.

 

envelope was significant at the .4352 level, which indicated that there

was no significant difference at the .05 level among the five groups on

the means fOr the total number of problems attempted. Therefore, the

null hypothesis (6) that the means for the five groups (CPS, NSA, MBT,

STBL’ STCL) on the total number of problems attempted in the in-basket

envelOpe do not differ significantly is not rejected. No further post

hoc comparisons with these data were necessary.

Table 37 summarizes the group means for the total number of prob-

lems attempted in the in-basket envelOpe. Even though further post hoc

comparisons need not be made, the group means may provide some insight

into the relationship of the groups. The group with the highest mean

of problems attempted is the NSA secretaries with a mean of 14.27.

However, the Michigan Bell secretaries had a group mean of 12.37, which

represented the lowest of the five group means. The students in the

office block program had a group mean Of 12.87, which is .33 higher than
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TABLE 37

TRYOUT 2: GROUP MEANS FOR TOTAL NUMBER OF PROBLEMS

ATTEMPTED IN THE IN-BASKET ENVELOPE

 

 

Group
N Total Problems

 

Attempted

Secretaries:

Certified Professional Secretaries . 10 12.60

NSA Secretaries 11 14.27

Michigan Bell Secretaries 30 12.37

Students:

Office Block PrOgram 54 12.87

Single-Period Classes 65 12.54

 

the group mean for the students in the single-period classes (12.54).

The group means for the five groups were within such a close range that

no significant difference among the groups could be determined.

The Univariate ANOVA for Percentages of Inversions in the In-Basket
 

Envelope. Table 36 shows that the test of the group means for the per-

centage of inversions in the in-basket envelope was significant at the

.0082 level of significance. This indicates that there was a signifi-

cant difference among the five groups on the means for the percentages

of inversions in the in-basket envelope. Therefore, the null hypothesis

(6) that the means for the five groups (CPS, NSA, MBT, ST STCL) on
BL’

the percentage Of inversions in the in-basket envelOpe do not differ

significantly is rejected, and the alternate hypothesis (6a) that the

means fOr the five groups on the percentage of inversions in the in-

basket envelOpe are not all identical is accepted.

Table 38 summarizes the group means for the percentages of inver-

sions in the in-basket envelOpe. The lower the percentage of inversion,
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TABLE 38

TRYOUT 2: GROUP MEANS FOR PERCENTAGES OF INVERSIONS

IN THE IN—BASKET ENVELOPE

 

 

 

Mean

Group N Percentage of

Inversions

Secretaries:

Certified Professional Secretaries 10 .3707

NSA Secretaries 11 .3030

Michigan Bell Secretaries 30 .2865

Students:

Office Block Program 54 .3757

Single-Period Classes 65 .3921

 

the better the score is. Therefore, the group with the lowest percent—

age of inversions (Michigan Bell secretaries, .2865) had the best group

mean of the five groups. The NSA secretaries had the second highest

score with a group mean of .3030, and the CPS's had a group mean of

.3707. The latter was only .50 under the group mean for the students

in the office block program who had a group mean of .3757. The students

in the single—period classes had a group mean of .3921, which represented

the lowest of the five group means. Comparisons between the groups using

the Scheffé’method for post hoc comparisons, shown in Table 39, were

made to determine which of the five groups contributed most to the vari—

ance. Of the 11 comparisons of interest conducted, only one was sig-

nificant at the .05 level of significance and may be stated in this

way:

The Michigan Bell secretaries scored significantly higher than

the students in the single-period classes on the percentage of

inversions in the in—basket envelope.
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TABLE 39

I

TRYOUT 2: SCHEFFE POST HOC COMPARISONS

FOR PERCENTAGES OF INVERSIONS IN THE IN-BASKET ENVELOPE

  

 

Comparison f§§:E§§§IEEhce Limits Decision*

ower Upper .05

CPS = NSA - .1194 + .2548 NS

CPS = MBT - .0725 + .2409 NS

CPS = STBL - .1524 + .1424 NS

CPS = STCL - .1658 + .1230 NS

NSA = MBT - .1340 + .1670 NS

NSA = STBL — .2137 + .0683 NS

NSA = STCL - .2267 + .0485 NS

MBT = STBL - .1864 + .0080 NS

MBT = STCL - .1979 — .0133 S

STBL = STCL — .0915 + .0587 NS

CPS + NSA + MBT =

STBL + STCL - .2815 + .1537 NS

*8 = Significant

NS = Not Significant

 

As a result of these post hoc comparisons, one can say that there

is no significant difference among the three groups Of secretaries (CPS,

NSA, and MBT), that there is no significant difference at the .05 level

of significance between the two groups of students (office block pro—

gram and single—period classes), and that there is no significant

difference between the group of secretaries combined and the group of

students combined.

Analysis of Total Scores on Envelope A (Incoming Mail)

Envelope A is one of the three envelopes in THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET

that contains items for the subject to examine and make decisions on
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TABLE 40

TRYOUT 2: MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

OF TOTAL NUMBER OF PROBLEMS ATTEMPTED AND PERCENTAGES

OF INVERSIONS IN ENVELOPE A

 

 

 

Variable Between Within Univariate P Less Than

Mean Square Mean Square E

Total Problems 3.9151 2.5276- 1.5490 .1909

Percentage °f 0.0561 0.1043 0.5372 .7086
Inversions

Degrees of Freedom for Hypothesis = 4

Degrees of Freedom for Error = 153

Overall Significance = .4039

 

during the simulation. The envelOpe contains six in-basket items which

represent the morning mail. The group means for the total number of

problems attempted and the percentage of inversions were tested, through

a multivariate analysis of variance procedure, to see if significant

differences did occur among the five groups. The null hypothesis for

each Of these tests was stated: "The means for the five groups (CPS,

NSA, MBT, ST STCL) on the total number of problems attempted in
BL’

Enve10pe A and the percentage of inversions in Envelope A do not differ

significantly." This hypothesis may be represented in this way:

(7) Ho: CPS = NSA = MBT = STBL = STCL

The alternate hypothesis was stated: "The means for the five

groups (CPS, NSA, MBT, ST STCL) on the total number of problems
BL,

attempted in Enve10pe A and the percentage of inversions in Envelope A

are not all identical." This alternate hypothesis may be represented

in this way:

(7a) H : H0 is false.
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TABLE 41

TRYOUT 2: GROUP MEANS FOR TOTAL NUMBER OF PROBLEMS ATTEMPTED

AND PERCENTAGES OF INVERSIONS IN ENVELOPE A

 

 

 

Total Mean

Group N Problems Percentage of

Attempted Inversions

Secretaries:

Certified Professional

Secretaries 10 4.70 .3333

NSA Secretaries 10 5.10 .3500

Michigan Bell Secretaries 30 5.50 .3956

Students: .

Office Block Program 49 4.84 .2871

Single—Period Classes 59 4.64 .3362

 

Testing of Hypotheses for Envelope A (Imppmmmngail). Table 40

shOWS that an overall significance of .4039 was evident in the multi-

variate analysis of variance for the total number of problems attempted

and the percentages of inversions in Envelope A for the five groups.

The univariate analysis of variance for the total problems attempted

yielded a .1909 level of significance, and the univariate analysis of

variance for the percentages of inversions in Enve10pe A yielded a

.7086 level of significance. No significant differences exist among

the groups. Therefore, the null hypothesis (7) that the means for the

five groups (CPS, NSA, MBT, STBL’ STCL) on the total number of problems

attempted in Envelope A and the percentage of inversions in Envelope A

do not differ significantly is not rejected. Table 41 presents the

group means as an illustration of each group's performance on the items

in Envelope A. Because no significant differences were found, no further

description of the univariate ANOVA was needed. For the same reason, no
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further Scheffe post hoc comparlsons were necessary. Even though no

further comparisons need be made, a look at the group means for the

total number of problems attempted and the percentages of inversions

may be interesting. Table 41 shows that the NSA secretaries, with a

group mean of 5.10, and the MBT secretaries, with a group mean of 5.50,

had the highest group means of the five groups in the total number Of

problems attempted in Envelope A. The students in the office block

program had a group mean of 4.84, which is .20 higher than the students

in the single—period classes. The N given for each of the five groups

represents only those subjects who actually attempted problems in

Envelope A.

Table 41 also summarizes the group means for the percentages Of  
inversions in Envelope A. The students in the office block program

had a .2871 percentage of inversions, which represents the best group

mean of the five groups. The CPS's were second with a group mean of

.3333, while the NSA secretaries (.3500) and the Michigan Bell secre—

taries (.3956) had the largest group means of the five groups. The

students in the single-period classes had a group mean of .3362, which

is .0491 greater than the students in the Office block program. The N

included in the table represents only those subjects who actually

attempted problems in Envelope A. Because of the time limit (45

minutes) imposed on the actual taking of the in-basket subjects com—

pleted a varying number Of problems throughout the simulation.

Analysis of Total Scores on Envelope C (Additional In—Basket Items)

Enve10pe C is one of three envelOpes in THE SECRETARIAL lN—BASKET

that contains items for the subject to read, examine, and make decisions
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TABLE 42

TRYOUT 2: MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

OF TOTAL NUMBER OF PROBLEMS ATTEMPTED AND PERCENTAGES

OF INVERSIONS IN ENVELOPE C

 
 

 

Variable Between Within Univariate p Less Than

Megmquuare Mean Square F

Total Problems 3.8954 4.8172" 0.8086 .5215

Percentage 0f 0.1708 0.0820 2.0821 .0860
Inver51ons

Degrees of Freedom for Hypothesis = 4

Degrees of Freedom for Error = 150

Overall Significance = .1875

on during the in-basket. The envelope contains eight in-basket items

which represent items handed to the secretary in the middle of the day

by her employer. The group means for the total number of problems

attempted and the percentage of inversions were tested, through a

multivariate analysis of variance procedure, to see if significant

differences did occur among the groups. The null hypothesis for each

of these tests was stated: "The means for the five groups (CPS, NSA,

MBT, STBL’ STCL) on the total number of problems attempted in Envelope

C and the percentages of inversions in Envelope C do not differ signifi-

cantly.” This hypothesis may be represented in this way:

(8) H0: CPS = NSA = MBT = STBL = STCL

The alternate hypothesis was stated: "The means for the five

ETOUPS (CPS, NSA, MBT, STBL’ STCL) on the total number of problems

attempted in Envelope C and the percentages of inversions in Envelope

C are not all identical." This alternate hypothesis may be represented

in this way:

8 ' ' .L a) H1. H0 15 false
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TABLE 43

TRYOUT 2: GROUP MEANS FOR TOTAL NUMBER OF PROBLEMS ATTEMPTED

AND PERCENTAGES OF INVERSIONS IN ENVELOPE C

 

 

 

Total Mean

Group N Problems Percentage of

Attempted Inversions

Secretaries:

Certified Professional

Secretaries 8 5.63 .4467

NSA Secretaries 11 4.73 .2963

Michigan Bell Secretaries 30 4.77 .4218

Students:

Office Block Program 44 4.22 .4771

Single-Period Classes 62 4.53 .5373

 

Testipgof Hypotheses for Envelope C (Additional In-Basket Items).

Table 42 shows that an overall significance of .1875 was evident in the

multivariate analysis of variance for the total number of problems

attempted and percentages of inversions in Envelope C for the five

groups. The univariate analysis of variance for the total problems

attempted indicated a .5215 level of significance, and the univariate

analysis of variance for the percentages of inversions indicated a

.0860 level of significance. Therefore, no significant differences

exist among the groups. TherefOre, the null hypothesis (8) that the

means for the five groups (CPS, NSA, MBT, ST STCL) on the total
BL’

number of problems attempted in EnvelOpe C and the percentages of

inversions in Envelope C do not differ significantly is not rejected.

Because no differences were found, no further description of the uni-

variate ANOVA was necessary. For the same reason, no further compari-

. .l .

sons using the Scheffe method for post hoc comparisons was necessary.
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Table 43 summarizes the group means for the total number of prob-

lems attempted in Envelope C and the group means for the percentages of

inversions in Envelope C. The CPS's had the highest group mean of 5.63

on the total problems attempted. The Michigan Bell secretaries were

second with a group mean of 4.77, and the NSA secretaries were third

with a group mean of 4.73. This means that the three groups of secre- F‘

taries had higher group means than the two groups of students. The

i
n
t
}

n
.
”

‘

students in the office block program had a mean of 4.22. However, the

students in the single-period classes had a group mean of 4.53. The N

given for each of the five groups in Table 43 is the N that was used to  
determine the group mean and represents the actual number of subjects

who attempted problems in Envelope C.

Table 43 also summarizes the group means for the percentages of

inversions in Envelope C. Even though further post hoc comparisons

need not be made, the group means do provide some insight into the

relationships among the groups. The NSA secretaries had the lowest

group mean on the percentage of inversions of .2963. This represents

the best score of the five groups. The Michigan Bell secretaries had

a group mean of .4218, and the CPS's had a group mean of .4467. The

students in the office block program, with a mean of .4771, had a

better mean than the students in the single—period classes (.5373).

This means that, in setting the work priorities, the secretaries'

responses agreed most with the experts' scoring pattern whereas the

students in the office block program agreed more readily with the

experts' scoring pattern than the students in the single-period classes.

The N given for each of the five groups in Table 43 is the N that was



225

used to determine the group mean and represents the actual number of

subjects who attempted problems in Envelope C.

The Importance of the In-Basket Items
 

Each of the subjects within the five groups (CPS, NSA, MBT, STBL’

STCL) was asked to respond to the question of the importance of each

in-basket item and to include this information on the answer sheet as

she made decisions on the in-basket item. If she ranked an item as

(1), this indicated that she would give the highest priority to this

item and that it should be done immediately. If she ranked an item as

(2), she felt that the item should be completed by the end of the day.

An importance rating of (3) indicated that the item should be completed

by the end of the week, and an importance rating of (4) indicated that

the item could be delayed longer than one week.

The percentages of responses within each of these four categories,

along with percentages of "no response to importance" or "no response

to item" are included in Tables 44, 45, 46, 47, and 48. No formal item

analysis Of the importance of the in-basket items, based upon the

opinions of the subjects participating in the study, was planned for

this in-basket study. However, the data indicate that opinions as to

the importance of items may affect the priority order in which in-basket

items are attempted and may thus affect the percentage Of inversions

(another variable). Therefore, an informal analysis of the opinions

expressed by the groups as well as the testing of hypotheses concerned

with the comparison of each group with the panel of experts serve to

further clarify the effect of the importance ratings on the setting of

work priorities.
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Informal Analysis of the Importance Of the Items. A demonstration
 

of one means for analyzing the opinions of the five groups is presented

here, using three of the in-basket items as examples. Item lO-A is a

planned interruption in which an individual from one of the other

Offices in the firm comes into the office to make an appointment. The

CPS's (Table 44) generally felt that this item required immediate

attention. Fifty per cent indicated (1) as the importance of this

item, and 10.0 per cent indicated (2) as the importance. Of the NSA

secretaries, 45.5 per cent indicated (1) as the importance of Item lO-A,

and the remainder of those responding did not give a preference as to

the importance. The Michigan Bell secretaries (Table 46) indicated

80.0 per cent for a rating of (l) importance, 6.7 per cent for (2)

importance, 3.3 per cent for (4) importance, and 10.0 per cent gave

no response to the importance. The three groups of secretaries are

in general agreement that an interruption of this nature should be

taken care of immediately. The opinion of the students in the office

block prOgram was not too different from that of the secretaries; 75.9

per cent felt that this item required (1) importance, and 16.7 per cent

felt that the item had (2) importance (Table 47). The students in the

single—period classes felt that the item required (1) importance (89.2

per cent). Only 4.6 per cent of the students in the single-period

classes felt that the item was of (2) importance. In general, all

five groups felt that an office interruption of this particular nature

should be handled immediately.

Item 17-A is a note from the president of the company indicating

that the secretary is to prepare some budget figures by the first of
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TABLE 44

TRYOUT 2: THE IMPORTANCE OF THE IN-BASKET ITEMS

IN THE OPINION OF THE CERTIFIED PROFESSIONAL SECRETARIES (CPS)

 

 

 

Item Importance of Item* No Re5ponse No Response Total %

Number 1 2 3 4 to Importance to Item

l-A .400 .300 .000 .000 .200 .100

l-B .200 .600 .000 .000 .100 .100

2-A .600 .000 .000 .000 .300 .100

2-B .300 .300 .100 .000 .200 .100

3-A .000 .600 .000 .000 .100 .300

3-B .000 .700 .000 .000 .100 .200

4-A .000 .100 .400 .200 .100 .200

4-B .100 .000 .200 .300 .000 .400

S-A .800 .000 .000 .000 .100 .100

5-B .600 .200 .000 .000 .100 .100

6-A .500 .000 .000 .000 .000 .500

6-B .600 .300 .000 .000 .100 .000

7-A .100 .400 .000 .000 .100 .400

7-B .400 .100 .000 .000 .200 .300

8-A .600 .100 .000 .000 .200 .100

8-B .400 .400 .000 .000 .200 .000

9-A .000 .100 .100 .000 .200 .600

9-B .800 .100 .000 .000 .100 .000

10-A .500 .100 .000 .000 .300 .100

10-B .200 .300 .300 .000 .100 .100

ll-A .300 .400 .000 .000 .200 .100

ll—B .100 .200 .100 .000 .100 .500

12-A .400 .100 .000 .000 .100 .400

12-B .200 .300 .100 .100 .100 .200

13-A .600 .100 .000 .000 .200 .100

13-B .400 .300 .000 .000 .100 .200

l4-A .300 .500 .000 .000 .100 .100

14-B .600 .100 .000 .000 .100 .200

15-A .100 .100 .400 .000 .100 .300

lS-B .000 .000 .300 .100 .000 .600

l6-A .500 .100 .000 .100 .000 .300

16-B .500 .000 .000 .000 .300 .200

l7-A .000 .000 .200 .300 .000 .500

17-B .000 .200 .200 .000 .200 .400

18-A .600 .200 .000 .000 .100 .100

l8-B .000 .700 .100 .000 .100 .100

19-A .100 .300 .100 .100 .100 .300

l9-B .100 .200 .400 .000 .100 .200

20-A .400 .000 .000 .100 .200 .300

20-B .700 .000 .000 .000 .200 .100

100.00

*The ratings (1, 2, 3, 4) are explained on page 225.
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TABLE 45

TRYOUT 2: THE IMPORTANCE OF THE IN—BASKET ITEMS

IN THE OPINION OF THE NSA SECRETARIES

 

 

Item Importance of Item* No Response No Response

 

Number 1 2 3 4 to Importance to Item Total %

l-A .273 .636 .000 .000 .091 .000

l-B .273 .455 .182 .000 .091“ .000

2-A .455 .000 .000 .000 .455 .091

2-B .091 .636 .091 .000 .091 .091

3-A .000 .727 .091 .091 .091 .000

3-B .182 .636 .000 .000 .182 .000

4-A .182 .000 .182 .364 .091 .182

4-B .000 .273 .091 .091 .000 .545

S-A .364 .273 .000 .000 .273 .091

S-B .727 .182 .000 .000 .091 .000

6-A .364 .000 .000 .000 .273 .364

6-B .727 .182 .000 .000 .091 .000

7-A .182 .364 .000 .000 .091 .364

7-B .273 .000 .000 .000 .273 .455

8-A .273 .273 .000 .000 .364 .091

8-B .182 .545 .091 .091 .091 .000

9-A .000 .182 .091 .091 .091 .545

9-B .727 .091 .000 .000 .091 .091

lO-A .455 .000 .000 .000 .455 .091

10-B .182 .364 .091 .000 .091 .273

ll-A .182 .545 .182 .000 .091 .000

11-B .000 .636 .000 .182 .091 .091

12-A .545 .091 .000 .000 .091 .273

12-B .091 .273 .364 .000 .000 .273

13-A .364 .273 .091 .000 .182 .091

13-B .455 .091 .000 .000 .364 .091

14-A .273 .636 .000 .000 .091 .000

l4-B .636 .273 .000 .000 .091 .000

lS-A .091 .364 .182 .091 .091 .182

lS-B .000 .091 .091 .273 .455 .091

16-A .636 .000 .000 .091 .091 .182

16-B .545 .000 .000 .000 .273 .182

l7-A .000 .000 .091 .364 .000 .545

17-B .000 .182 .182 .000 .091 .545

18-A .636 .273 .000 .000 .091 .000

18-B .182 .636 .091 .000 .091 .000

19-A .091 .273 .364 .000 .091 .182

l9-B .273 .091 .273 .000 .091 .273

20-A .455 .091 .000 .091 .091 .273

20-B .636 .000 .000 .000 .273 .091

100.00

*The ratings (1, 2, 3, 4) are explained on page 225.





IN THE OPINION OF THE MICHIGAN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY SECRETARIES (MBT)

TRYOUT 2 :
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TABLE 46

THE IMPORTANCE OF THE IN-BASKET ITEMS

 

 

 

*The ratings (1, 2, 3, 4) are explained on page 225.

Item Importance offiltem* No Response No Response Total 96

Number 1 2 3 4 to Importance to Item

1-A .333 .433 .100 .000 .000 .133

l-B .367 .500 .000 .000 .000 .133

2-A .600 .200 .100 .000 .100 .000

2-B .100 .467 .100 .033 .000 .300

3-A .133 .600 .100 .000 .000 .167

3-B .300 .600 .000 .000 .000 .100

4-A .200 .233 .200 .267 .000 .100

4-B .033 .033 .133 .133 .000 .667

S-A .633 .200 .067 .000 .100 .000

S-B .633 .233 .000 .000 .033 .100

6-A .300 .000 .000 .000 .167 .533

6-B .633 .300 .000 .000 .067 .000

7-A .100 .600 .033 .000 .033 .233

7-B .567 .000 .000 .000 .333 .100

8-A .233 .533 .033 .067 .133 .000

8-B .533 .267 .000 .000 .000 .200

9-A .233 .467 .067 .000 .000 .233

9-B .667 .233 .000 .000 .000 .100

lO-A .800 .067 .000 .033 .100 .000

10-B .233 .400 .233 .067 .000 .067

ll-A .167 .533 .067 .000 .000 .233

ll-B .067 .433 .233 .000 .000 .267

12-A .400 .033 .000 .033 .000 .533

12-B .067 .333 .367 .167 .033 .033

13-A .667 .167 .000 .000 .167 .000

13-B .400 .367 .033 .033 .167 .000

14-A .500 .433 .000 .000 .000 .067

14-B .833 .067 .000 .000 .000 .100

15-A .000 .167 .433 .233 .033 .133

15-B .000 .233 .233 .133 .000 .400

16-A .533 .067 .000 .067 .100 .233

16-B .700 .033 .000 .000 .133 .133

17-A .000 .133 .033 .400 .000 .433

17-B .033 .267 .033 .000 .033 .633

18-A .733 .100 .000 .000 .000 .167

18-B .333 .200 .200 .000 .033 .233

19-A .100 .233 .267 .267 .033 .100

19-B .167 .367 .233 .133 .033 .067

20-A .633 .067 .000 .000 .100 .200

20-B .800 .000 .000 .000 .200 .000

100.00
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TABLE 47

THE IMPORTANCE OF THE IN—BASKET ITEMS

 

 

 

ITItem Importance of Item* Nb Response No Response Total %

Number 1 4 to Importance to Item

l—A .407 .407 .093 .019 .019 .056

l-B .278 .556 .056 .000 .037 .074

2-A .481 .352 .074 .019 .037 .037

2—B .296 .389 .111 .074 .019 .111

3—A .185 .389 .204 .056 .000 .167

3-B .167 .704 .056 .000 .000 .074

4-A .296 .370 .111 .019 .037 .167

4-B .130 .093 .148 .037 .019 .574

S—A .444 .148 .111 .019 .019 .259

S-B .407 .370 .056 .000 .037 .130

6—A .463 .185 .000 .000 .111 .241

6—B .741 .074 .037 .000 .093 .056

7-A .315 .315 .019 .000 .019 .333

7—B .370 .093 .019 .000 .185 .333

8-A .407 .278 .037 .019 .167 .093

8-B .370 .389 .000 .056 .019 .167

9-A .222 .222 .000 .019 .019 .519

9—B .574 .093 .037 .056 .019 .222

lO-A .759 .167 .000 .000 .037 .037

lO-B .407 .148 .167 .056 .019 .204

ll—A .185 .407 .111 .093 .056 .148

ll-B .167 .500 .148 .019 .019 .148

12-A .463 .204 .019 .000 .000 .315

lZ-B .222 .167 .167 .037 .037 .370

13—A .630 .074 .111 .000 .056 .130

13-B .500 .352 .000 .000 .130 .019

l4-A .278 .500 .056 .000 .111 .056

14-B .537 .167 .037 .000 .056 .204

lS—A .185 .259 .259 .056 .000 .241

lS-B .056 .222 .204 .074 .000 .444

16-A .444 .130 .037 .019 .037 .333

16-B .648 .056 .000 .000 .111 .185

l7-A .204 .019 .037 .148 .037 .556

l7—B .056 .185 .000 .056 .000 .704

18-A .593 .148 .019 .000 .000 .241

l8-B .352 .352 .185 .019 .000 .093

19-A .130 .315 .130 .037 .037 .352

19—B .222 .333 .130 '.056 .037 .222

20-A .463 .167 .037 .056 .056 .222

20-B .833 .019 .000 .000 .093 .056

100.00

*The ratings (1, 2, 3, 4) are explained on page 225.
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TABLE 48

THE IMPORTANCE OF THE IN-BASKET ITEMS

IN THE OPINION OF STUDENTS IN SINGLE—PERIOD CLASSES

 

 

No Response No Response

 

Item Importance of Item* Total %

Number 3 4 to Importance to Item

l—A .431 .369 .062 .015 .015 .108

l-B .446 .415 .015 .000 .015- .108

2-A .708 .169 .046 .000 .015 .062

2-B .462 .292 .077 .015 .015 .138

3-A .108 .462 .185 .031 .000 .215

3-B .200 .538 .108 .031 .000 .123

4—A .323 .277 .138 .046 .015 .200

4—B .123 .123 .154 .077 .000 .523

5-A .492 .138 .031 .031 .000 .308

S-B .769 .138 .046 .000 .000 .046

6-A .600 .123 .031 .000 .092 .154

6—B .708 .123 .015 .000 .046 .108

7—A .523 .292 .015 .000 .015 .154

7—B .538 .154 .015 .000 .062 .231

8-A .662 .200 .000 .015 .077 .046

8-8 .508 .262 .062 .015 .046 .108

9—A .246 .277 .077 .015 .015 .369

9—B .631 .077 .000 .000 .000 .292

lO-A .892 .046 .015 .000 .031 .015

lO-B .477 .138 .108 .031 .031 .215

ll-A .277 .323 .185 .000 .000 .215

ll—B .215 .385 .215 .000 .000 .185

12-A .354 .200 .077 .000 .000 .369

lZ—B .292 .123 .154 .062 .015 .354

13-A .600 .123 .077 .015 .015 .169

13—B .708 .231 .015 .000 .046 .000

14—A .600 .323 .015 .000 .015 .046

14-B .708 .154 .000 .000 .000 .138

lS-A .339 .108 .154 .015 .015 .369

lS-B .092 .185 .154 .031 .000 .538

16~A .338 .077 .062 .031 .000 .492

l6-B .754 .015 .000 .015 .046 .169

l7-A .338 .000 .077 .138 .015 .431

l7—B .062 .123 .062 .062 .000 .692

l8—A .415 .185 .015 .000 .000 .385

18~B .385 .323 .123 .000 .000 .169

19-A .200 .292 .154 .000 .015 .308

19—B .246 .262 .092 .015 .046 .338

20-A .292 .185 .092 .046 .031 .354

20-B .692 .062 .015 .062 .015 .154

100.00

*The ratings (1, 2, 3, 4) are explained on page225.
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the year. The CPS's who responded to the importance of this item

indicated 20.0 per cent for a rating of (3) importance, which means that

the item must be done by the end of the week, and 30.0 per cent for (4)

importance, which means that the item may be delayed longer than this

week. The NSA secretaries (Table 45) who responded to the importance

of Item l7-A concurred with the CPS's with 9.1 per cent responding to

(3) importance and 36.4 per cent responding to (4) importance. The

Michigan Bell secretaries, however, added another dimension, with 13.3

per cent responding to (2) importance, 3.3 per cent responding to (3)

importance, and 40.0 per cent responding to (4) importance. The

majority of responses, however, for all three groups of secretaries

was (4) importance. The students in the Office block program felt

that this item required more immediate attention. The largest per-

centage (20.4 per cent) felt that this item was of (1) importance;

1.9 per cent that this item was of (2) importance; 3.7 per cent that

this item was of (3) importance; and 14.8 per cent that this item was

of (4) importance. The students in the single-period classes concurred

with the students in the office block program that the item was of (1)

importance with 33.8 per cent indicating (1) importance; 7.7 per cent

indicated (3) importance, and 13.8 per cent indicated (4) importance.

Perhaps this is an indication of the effect in judgments and decision

making that years of experience in the secretarial field may have.

Item 18-B is a memorandum about an upcoming business trip; the

secretary is given directions for handling the reservations. The CPS's

were of the Opinion that the item should be handled by the end of the

day (70.0 per cent) and thus indicated (2) importance. Of the NSA



 

secretaries responding to the importance of this item, 63.6 per cent

felt that the item was of (2) importance. This was in agreement with

the CPS's Opinion. The Michigan Bell secretaries, however, did not

appear to agree with the other two groups of secretaries; 33.3 per cent

of those responding to the item felt that the item should be handled

immediately and rated the item with (l) importance. Those who felt the

importance was (2) totaled 20.0 per cent. The students in the office

block program were undecided as to whether the importance should be (1)

or (2), with 35.2 per cent indicating (l) and 35.2 per cent indicating

(2). The students in the single—period classes (38.5 per cent) were of

the opinion that the item should be handled immediately. However, 32.3

 per cent were of the opinion that the item was (2) importance and should

be handled by the end of the day. With this particular item, the three

groups of secretaries were not in complete agreement as to the importance

of the item. The students as well waivered between (1) and (2) impor—

tance on the item.

Further analysis of the judgments of individual subjects on specific

in—basket items would provide a more analytical insight into the nature

of the decision-making process involved and its effect on the setting

of work priorities in handling specific kinds of office tasks.

Testing Hypotheses in Comparing Each Group with the Panel of

EXperts. The opinions of each of the five groups on the importance of

each of the 40 in-basket items were compared with the Opinions of the

panel of experts, and the one—sample m_test was used to test the dif-

ferences between each group and the panel of experts. One of the

assumptions made in using the one—sample 3 test is independence of
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the differences. Independence, as it relates to the in—basket items,

means that one in-basket item would have nothing to do with another

in—basket item; the occurrence of one in-basket item would not affect

another in—basket item. However, because of the physical arrangement

of the items within THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET, it is reasonable to

expect that the in—basket items are associated with each other. This

means simply that the items are not independent and that a certain

degree of correspondence does exist among the items. It is important

to emphasize that one in—basket item does not cause something to happen

in another in—basket item; no causation exists. Since the in-basket

items are the basis for generating the differences and since the items

are associated with each other in the larger framework Of THE SECRETARIAL

IN-BASKET, there is reason to question the validity of the assumption

of the independence of the differences for these data.

The mean differences between the opinions of the CPS's and the

panel of experts on the importance of the in-basket items were tested

by means of a one-sample E_test to see if a significant difference did

occur between the two groups. The null hypothesis for this test was

stated: ”The CPS's and the panel of experts do not differ significantly

in their Opinions as to the importance of the in—basket items.” This

null hypothesis may be represented in this way:

(9) Ho: CPS = PANEL OF EXPERTS

The alternate hypothesis was stated: "The CPS’s and the panel of

eXperts do differ significantly in their opinions as to the importance

of the in—basket items.” This alternate hypothesis may be represented

in this way:

(9a) H1: CPS a PANEL OF EXPERTS
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Table 49 shows the experts' opinions of each in—basket item as

compared with the CPS's opinions of the importance of each in—basket

item. The differences between the two groups on each item were calcu-

lated and the one-sample t_test completed. The value of t_as computed

in the test was —.7022. The decision rule indicates that Ho will be

rejected if.£ is less than or equal to -2.02. Therefore, the decision

was made not to reject the null hypothesis; and the conclusion is that

there is no significant difference between the opinions of the panel of

experts and the opinions of the CPS's on the importance of the in-basket

items.

The mean differences between the opinions of the NSA secretaries

and the panel of experts on the importance of the in-basket items were

also tested by means of a one-sample t_test to see if a significant

difference occurs between the two groups. The null hypothesis for this

test was stated: ”The NSA secretaries and the panel of experts do not

differ significantly in their opinions as to the importance of the in—

basket items." This null hypothesis may be represented in this way:

(10) HO: NSA Secretaries = PANEL OF EXPERTS

The alternate hypothesis was stated: "The NSA secretaries and

the panel of experts do differ significantly in their opinions as to

the importance of the in—basket items.” This alternate hypothesis may

be represented in this way:

(10a) H1: NSA Secretaries r PANEL 0F EXPERTS

The Opinions of the panel of experts as compared with the opinions

of the NSA secretaries are shown in Table 50. The differences between

the two groups on each in-basket item were calculated, and the one~samp1e
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TABLE 49

A ONE-SAMPLE T TEST OF THE DIFFERENCES IN OPINIONS ON THE IMPORTANCE

OF THE IN—BASKET ITEMS AS SHOWN BY ANALYZING RESPONSES

OF CPS'S AND THE PANEL OF EXPERTS
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TABLE 50

A ONE-SAMPLE T TEST OF THE DIFFERENCES IN OPINIONS ON THE IMPORTANCE

OF THE IN-BASKET ITEMS AS SHOWN BY ANALYZING RESPONSES

OF NSA SECRETARIES AND THE PANEL OF EXPERTS

 

In-Basket Experts ' NSA' s
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£_test shows that the value of £_was computed at +1.4326. The decision

rule at the .05 level of significance stated that the null hypothesis

would be rejected if the value of t_were equal to or greater than +2.02.

Therefore, the decision was made not to reject the null hypothesis; and

the conclusion resulted that there is no significant difference between

the opinions of the panel of experts and the opinions of the NSA secre-

taries on the importance of the in-basket items.

The mean differences between the opinions of the Michigan Bell

secretaries and the panel of experts on the importance of the in—basket

items were tested by means of a one—sample E_test to see if a signifi-

cant difference occurs between these two groups. The null hypothesis

for this test was stated: "The MBT secretaries and the panel of experts

do not differ significantly in their opinions as to the importance of

the in-basket items.” This null hypothesis may be represented in this

way:

(11) H0: MBT Secretaries = PANEL 0F EXPERTS

The alternate hypothesis was stated: "The MBT secretaries and the

panel of experts do differ significantly in their opinions as to the

importance of the in-basket items." This alternate hypothesis may be

represented in this way:

(11a) H1: MBT Secretaries 7e PANEL OF EXPERTS

Table 51 shows the comparison of the opinions of the panel of

experts on each of the in-basket items and the opinions of the Michigan

Bell secretaries on the same in-basket items. A one—sample E_test of

the differences between the two groups shows that the value of the 3.

statistic is -.9025. The decision rule stated that H0 will be rejected
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TABLE 51

A ONE-SAMPLE T TEST OF THE DIFFERENCES IN OPINIONS ON THE IMPORTANCE

OF THE IN-BASKET ITEMS AS SHOWN BY ANALYZING RESPONSES

OF MICHIGAN BELL SECRETARIES AND THE PANEL 0F EXPERTS
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iflp is less than or equal to -2.02. Therefore, the decision was made

not to reject the null hypothesis; and the conclusion is made that there

is no significant difference between the opinions of the panel of experts

and the opinions of the Michigan Bell secretaries on the importance of

the in-basket items.

The mean differences between the opinions of the students in the

office block program and the panel of experts on the importance of the

in-basket items were also tested by means of a one—sample E_test to see

if a significant difference occurs between these two groups. The null

hypothesis for this test was stated: "The students in the office block

program and the panel of experts do not differ significantly in their

opinions as to the importance of the in-basket items." This null hypo-

thesis may be represented in this way:

Block

The alternate hypothesis was stated: "The students in the office

(12) Ho: STUDENTS = PANEL OF EXPERTS

block program and the panel of experts do differ significantly in their

opinions as to the importance of the in—basket items." This alternate

hypothesis may be represented in this way:

(12a) H1: STUDENTSBlock # PANEL OF EXPERTS

Table 52 illustrates the experts‘ opinions as to the importance of

each in-basket item as compared with the opinions of students in the

office block prOgram and shows the differences per item. The one—sample

£_test of the differences shows a computed E_statistic of +2.1572. The 
decision rule at the .05 level of significance shows that the null hypo-

thesis will be rejected if p.is equal to or greater than +2.02. The

computed p_statistic is greater than +2.02. Therefore, the null hypothesis
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TABLE 52

A ONE—SAMPLE T TEST OF THE DIFFERENCES IN OPINIONS ON THE IMPORTANCE

OF THE IN-BASKET ITEMS AS SHOWN BY ANALYZING RESPONSES

OF STUDENTS IN BLOCK PROGRAMS AND THE PANEL OF EXPERTS
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is rejected; and the alternate hypothesis that the students in the office

block program and the panel of experts do differ significantly in their

Opinions as to the importance of the in-basket items is accepted. The

conclusion is reached that there is a significant difference between

the opinions of the experts and the opinions of the students in the

office block program. By taking a look at the specific differences

existing within specific item comparisons on Table 52, one can state

that the students were systematically overrating the experts on the

importance of the items; that is, the students tended to give a greater

degree of importance to specific items than the panel of experts.

The mean differences between the opinions Of the students in the

single-period classes and the panel of experts on the importance of the

in-basket items were also tested by means of a one~sample £_test to see

if a significant difference occurs between these two groups. The null

hypothesis for this test was stated: "The students in the single—period

classes and the panel of experts do not differ significantly in their

opinions as to the importance of the in—basket items.” The null hypo—

thesis may be represented in this way:

(13) H : STUDENTS = PANEL OF EXPERTS
0 Classes

The alternate hypothesis was stated: "The students in the single-

period classes and the panel of experts do differ significantly in their

Opinions as to the importance of the in-basket items.” This alternate

hypothesis may be represented in this way:

' EXPERTS(13a) H1. STUDENTSClasses # PANEL OF

Table 53 compares the experts' opinions on each in-basket item to

the students' opinions, and the differences between the two groups on

 
_——.fl
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TABLE 53

A ONE-SAMPLE T TEST OF THE DIFFERENCES IN OPINIONS ON THE IMPORTANCE

OF THE IN-BASKET ITEMS AS SHOWN BY ANALYZING RESPONSES OF STUDENTS

IN SINGLE-PERIOD CLASSES AND THE PANEL OF EXPERTS
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each item were calculated. The computed p_statistic was +3.1616. The

decision rule at the .05 level of significance stated that the null

hypothesis will be rejected if the E_statistic is equal to or greater

than +2.02. Therefore, the decision was made to reject the null hypo—

thesis and to accept the alternate hypothesis that the students in the

single-period classes and the panel of experts do differ significantly

in their opinions as to the importance of the in~basket items. The

conclusion reached in this one—sample E_test was that there is a sig-

nificant difference between the opinions of the panel of experts and

the opinions of the students in the single—period classes on the impor-

tance of the in—basket items. A look at the differences between the

two groups shows that all but one of the differences are positive.

This indicates that the students were systematically overrating the  
importance of the in—basket items as compared with the opinion of the

panel of experts on the same items.

The magnitude of the differences among all five groups was also

examined by means of a two—way analysis of variance to determine if the

magnitude of the differences among the groups on the importance of the

in-basket items were about the same when compared with the panel of

experts. Table 54 charts the obtained differences when each of the

five groups was compared with the panel of experts (data from Tables

49, 50, 51, 52, and 53). The plus and minus signs were disregarded

in this analysis so that the question could be investigated as to the

degree of agreement among the grOups with respect to each group‘s

difference with the panel of experts. Table 55 presents the summary

table for the two—way analysis of variance.
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TABLE 54

THE MAGNITUDE OF THE DIFFERENCES AMONG THE GROUPS

ON THE IMPORTANCE OF THE IN-BASKET ITEMS 

Row

Totals

Students NSA Students MBT

(Class) Secy (Block) Segy_
CPS's

In-Basket

Item

  

2
1
0
2
0
0
5
5
0
0
0
0
2
0
1
2
1
0
0
2
0
5
0
4
0
0
2
0
3
4
0
0
6
0
0
3
2
2
0
0

1
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
1
0
0
1
0
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
1
1
0
0
1
0
1
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
3
0
0
1
0
0
0
0

1
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
0
0

0
1
0
1
0
0
2
1
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
1
0
1
0
0
1
0
1
1
0
0
3
0
0
1
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
1
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0

A
B
A
B
A
B
A
B
A
B
A
B
A
B
A
B
A
B
A
B
A
B
A
B
A
B
A
B
A
B
A
B
A
B
A
B
A
B
A
B

1
1
2
2
3
3
4
4
5
5
6
6
7
7
0
0
8
9
9
0
0
1
.
1
2
2
3
3
4
4
5
5
6
6
7
7
8
8
9
9
0
0

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2

54111316
Column

Totals
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TABLE 55 (Continued

 

 

prothesis:

Ho‘Jqd1 “d2 f/(ds =fld4 =Jld5

H : The magnitude of the differences for the groups are not all

identical.

Decision Rule:

MS
. . columns

Reject H 1f F = ———-—————— F
o MSint. > 4, 156 (.95)

(134,”: +2.37)

Decision:

MS luco mns = +2.10, Fail to reject Ho.

M . .
interaction

Conclude:

The magnitude of the differences of the groups when compared with

the experts is about the same. There is no significant difference

in the magnitude among the five groups. We cannot say that one

group is contributing more than another group to the magnitude of

the differences.
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The null hypothesis that the mean differences among the five groups

(CPS, NSA, MBT, ST STCL) do not differ significantly on the degree to
BL’

which they differ from the Opinions of the panel of experts on the impor—

tance of the in—basket items was tested by means of a two-way analysis

of variance. The null hypothesis may be represented in this way:

(14) Ho:‘/(d =J£d =_/(d =fld =fld

1 2 3 4 5

The alternate hypothesis may be stated in this way: ”The magnitude

of the differences for the five groups are not all identical."

Table 55 presents the summary table for the two—way ANOVA of the

magnitude of the differences among the groups on the importance of the

in-basket items. The computed F statistic was +2.10. The decision rule

for the testing of the hypothesis stated that the null hypothesis will

be rejected 1f F4, 156 (.95) 15 more than or equal to +2.37. Therefore,

the decision is not to reject the null hypothesis and to conclude that

the magnitude of the differences of the groups when compared with the

experts is about the same. We cannot say that one group is contributing

more than another group to the magnitude of the differences.

Item Analysis Based on Mean Scores on_guality Responses

No statistical item analysis was designed into this in—basket

study. However, a simplified method was used to analyze the group

means for each in—basket item on the quality reSponses (action

responses) given to each in—basket item attempted to see if, in fact,

the means for the groups appear to differ on the quality response

scores. The number of subjects responding to specific items varies

because of the nature of the in—basket itself. Some subjects completed

all of the items; others completed as many as possible in the time limit.
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Table 56 shows that one of the three secretary groups had the high-

est group mean on 39 of the items. The students in the office block

program had the highest group mean on one item, Item 17-B, with a group

mean of 3.56. Using the five-point scale of quality responses as a

guide, one can determine what the general response was to the item.

The office block students responded to Item l7-B (a confidential letter

to the personnel director is being sent and the secretary is asked her

opinion of the letter) by indicating to the president that the letter

needed few or no revisions. The Michigan Bell secretaries had a group

mean of 3.00, which indicated that they felt no revisions were necessary.

The CPS's (2.67) and the NSA secretaries (2.40) felt that they would

read the letter and perhaps ask another secretary for her opinion on

the letter and its contents. The students in the single-period classes

(1.77) would read the letter before sending it. Perhaps there is an

indication with this particular item of carefulness on the part of expe-

rienced secretaries to make a conclusion about a situation they may not

be familiar with. Since this is the first day on the job, the secre-

taries may feel that there are some judgments that should remain with

the employer.

By examining the number of secretaries and students who attempted

Item l7-B (which was located in the last envelOpe of THE IN-BASKET),

one may notice that a total of 22 out of 51 secretaries attempted the

item while 16 out of 54 students in the office block program and 22 out

of 65 students in the single-period classes attempted the item. The

question may be raised as to the possibility of a selection bias with

regard to this item: Do the better students get to this item since
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it is located in the last group of in—basket items attempted in THE

IN—BASKET?

The grand means indicate a progression among the five groups with

the CPS's having a mean response score of 2.79 on all items attempted,

the NSA secretaries with a 2.66 mean response score, the MBT secretaries

with a 2.30 mean response score, the students in the office block pro—

gram with a mean response score of 1.88, and the students in the single-

period classes with a mean response score of 1.65. This indicates that

the secretaries who participated in the study did respond at a higher

level than the students to the in—basket items and the action required.

One could surmise from the foregoing data that the experienced

secretary is able to make higher quality action responses than the

student in the office block program or in secretarial practice or

advanced shorthand classes. Further item analysis of individual per—

formance on specific in—basket items would enhance the basic under—

standing of what is involved in the decision—making process as it

relates to specific processes and tasks in the office.

A Measurement Schema for THE SECRETARIAL IN—BASKET

One question which ultimately results when a testing instrument

like THE SECRETARIAL IN—BASKET is developed and field tested relates

Both theto the use of those results in future testing situations.

researcher and the classroom teacher want to know:

”How can I use the results from the field testing in this

study if I were to administer THE SECRETARIAL IN—BASKET to

another subject (secretary or student)?"

Three basic ways of evaluating the subject's performance on the

in-basket are outlined here with special emphases on the use of
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percentile ranks for total quality responses (Table 57), percentile

ranks for total number of problems attempted (Table 58), and frequencies

for secretaries and students on the percentages of inversions within

the three in-basket envelopes (Tables 59, 60, and 61).

Comparing the Percentile Rank of Total Quality Responses. Using
 

the five-point scale which includes five levels of quality (action)

responses to each in-basket item, one can determine the number of

quality response points for each in-basket item. These points may be

totalled across all items attempted in the entire in-basket. Table 57

may then be used as a guide for determining where the subject "fits"

on the point scale of quality responses and how his particular score

compares with the percentile ranks of all secretaries and students

previously taking THE SECRETARIAL IN—BASKET.

For example, if a subject obtains 68 total quality response points

on THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET, this score may be compared with those

obtained from the secretaries and the students who took the in-basket

previously. From Table 57 one may determine that 68 total points falls

within the point range of 66-70 points, and by following the line to

the right one may compare the 68 with the percentile rank of all stu-

dents (84.87 per cent) taking the in-basket who had a quality response

score in the 66-70 point range or less. This means that a score of 68

quality response points would indicate that 84.87 per cent of all stu-

dents had this score or less in the field testing of the in-basket.

In comparing the subject with the performance of secretaries, one would

find by following the line to the left that a quality response score of

68 had a percentile rank of 29.41 per cent. This means that only 29.41



 

 

 

 

  



TABLE 57

PERCENTILE RANK OF TOTAL QUALITY RESPONSES

BY SECRETARIES AND STUDENTS

  

 

 

SECRETARIES . STUD—ET'NT-SW'"""

Percentile Quality 3 Percentile
Rank cf f Responses . f cf Rank

100.00 51 4 199:

92.15 47 2 101—105

88.23 45 5 96—100

78.43 40 8 91-95 1 119 100.00

62.74 32 3 86—90 2 118 99.15

56.86 29 7 81—85 2 116 97.47

43.13 22 6 76—80 2 114 95.79

31.37 16 1, 71—75 11 112 94.11

29.41 15 3 66—70 13 101 84.87

23.52 12 2 61—65 13 88 73.94

19.60 10 5 56-60 27 75 63.02

9.80 5 1 51—55 10 48 40.33

7.84 4 2 46—50 3 38 31.93

3.92 2 1 41—45 7 35 29.41

36—40 11 28 23.52

1.96 l 1 31—35 ll 17 14.28

26—30 3 6 5.04

Less than 25 3 3 2.52
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per cent of all secretaries who took the in—basket during the field

testing had a quality response score of 68 points or less.

By using the percentile ranks presented in Table 57, a subject's

performance on THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET may be compared with all

secretaries and all students who have previously taken THE SECRETARIAL

IN—BASKET.

Comparing the Percentile Rank of Total Number of Problems Attempted.

The total number of problems attempted by each subject on THE SECRETARIAL

IN-BASKET may be tallied to determine how many problems were attempted.

This measure is separated from any other consideration for the quality

responses at this time. Table 58 indicates the percentile ranks for

all secretaries and students who have previously taken THE SECRETARIAL

IN-BASKET during the field testing phase. This table may be used as a

guide to determine how a subject compares in total number of problems

attempted with all other subjects who have already taken the instrument.

One caution in using this particular table, however, reflects the

limited size of the samples. The sample size of the secretarial group

was 51 which is relatively small; therefore, the values shown in Table

58 may be unstable. A change in the number of people in any one cate-

gory within these groupings may have a substantial effect on the per-

centile rank. The total number of students participating in the study

was 119 which is a much larger group than the secretarial group. How-

ever, a similar caution is in effect for this group as well. The data

contained in Table 58, however, will provide a meaningful guide in

comparing how a new subject compares with all others who have attempted

problems in the in-basket.
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TABLE 58

PERCENTILE RANK OF TOTAL NUMBER OF PROBLEMS ATTEMPTED

BY SECRETARIES AND STUDENTS

 

 

 

SECRETARIES Number of STUDENTS

Percentile ’ Percentile

cf f Problems f cf
Rank Rank

40 3 119 100.00

100.00 51 2 39 5 116 97.47

96.07 49 8 38 5 111 93.27

80.39 41 4 37 3 106 89.07

72.54 37 7 36 7 103 86.55

58.82 30 2 35 2 96 80.67

54.90 28 2 34 12 94 78.99

50.98 26 1 33 8 82 68.90

49.01 25 4 32 5 74 62.18

41.17 21 4 31 18 69 57.98

33.33 17 4 30 14 51 42.85

25.49 13 1 29 6 37 31.09

28 4 31 26.05

23.52 12 4 27 3 27 22.68

15.68 8 4 26 4 24 20.16

7.84 4 2 2S 6 20 16.80

24 4 14 11.76

23

3.92 2 1 22 8 10 -8.40

1.96 1 l 21

20

19

18

17 2 2 1.68

10

15

14

13

12

11

10

9

H
M
W
h
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‘
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For example, if a subject attempts a total of 38 problems in the

in-basket, this compares with a percentile rank of 93.27 per cent for

the students and a percentile rank of 96.07 per cent for the secretaries.

This means that a subject who attempts 38 problems is at the 93.27 per—

centile of all students who attempted problems in the in-basket. Of all

students participating, 93.27 per cent of them attempted the same number

of problems or fewer on the entire in-basket. By the same token, 96.07

per cent of all secretaries participating attempted the same number of

problems or fewer on the in—basket. A second example, however, will

indicate the caution that must be used in using this particular table

because of the small numbers of subjects involved. If a subject had

completed 36 problems in the in—basket, he would find by using this

chart that 86.55 per cent of all of the students taking the in—basket

attempted the same number of problems or fewer while only 72.54 per

cent of the secretaries attempted the same number of problems or fewer

problems.

By using the percentile ranks shown in Table 58, a subject's per-

formance as it relates to the total number of problems attempted may be

compared with all secretaries and all students who have previously taken

THE SECRETARIAL IN—BASKET. This will give the subject an indication of

the Quantity of his responses as compared with other subjects.

Comparing the Percentages of Inversipps within THE SECRETARIAL

IN-BASKET. Each of the three envelopes within THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET

requires the subject to arrange the in-basket items in order of priority.

These priorities as determined by the subject may be compared with

those established by the panel of experts and a percentage of inversions
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determined for each subject on the in—basket items contained within

each of the three envelopes.

Table 59 may serve as a guide in estimating the performance of a

subject on the arranging of papers within priority limits. However,

caution must be used in relating the subject's performance on percent-

age of inversions. The results for each separate envelope must be taken

separately. Therefore, Table 59 refers only to the in-basket envelope

(one of the three envelOpes). By looking at the table and at the prob-

lem sections within the contents, one may determine where the highest

number of frequencies occurred among the subjects who have already

taken THE SECRETARIAL IN—BASKET. For example, in the 12-15 problem

range a majority of the secretaries who took the in-basket completed

12-15 problems with a percentage of inversions of .00 to .49 (34 out

of 51 secretaries). Those students who completed 12-15 problems with

a percentage of inversions of .00 to .49 totaled 67 (67 out of 119

students). It appears that with any new sample of subjects the

distribution of the frequencies may change.

Table 60 shows the frequencies of the secretaries and the students

on the percentages of inversions within Envelope A. This envelOpe con-

tained six problems that represented the morning mail. By grouping the

total number of problems into two categories, one can compare the per-

centages of inversions with the number of subjects who obtained the

percentages. For example, if a subject completed five problems with a

percentage of inversions of .23, he would compare with 37 of the stu-

dents who completed problems in Enve10pe A and 12 of the secretaries

who completed problems in Enve10pe A. Because of the time element (45
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TABLE 59

FREQUENCIES OF SECRETARIES AND STUDENTS ON PERCENTAGES OF

INVERSIONS WITHIN THE IN—BASKET ENVELOPE

 

 

 

SECRETARIES Percggtage STUDENTS

Frequency Invers ions Frequency

m

17 .00 —.24 14

17 .25 —.49 53

4 .50 -.74 21

0 .75-1 00 0

m

1 M 4

3 .25 —.49 13

1 .50 —.74 2

0 .75-1 00 0

m

1 .00 -.24 1

4 .25 -.49 3

3 .50 —.74 3

0 .75-1.00 0

m

0 .00 -.24 1

0 .25 —.49 1

0 .50 -.74 3

0 .75-1 00 0 

51 119
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TABLE 60

FREQUENCIES OF SECRETARIES AND STUDENTS ON PERCENTAGES OF

INVERSIONS WITHIN ENVELOPE A

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

SECRETARIES ing?age STUDENTS

Frequency Inversions Frequency

4-6 Problems

12 .00 -.24 37

14 .25 -.49 15

14 .50 -.74 26

3 .75-1.00 3

1-3 Problems

5 .00-.24 15

0 .25 -.49 l

0 .50-.74 S

2 .75-1.00 6

50* 108*

 

Because of the time element in THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET, all

subjects did not complete all problems. Therefore, the N for

secretaries who attempted problems in Enve10pe A is 50 instead

of 51; and the N fer students who attempted problems in

Envelope A is 108 instead of 119.
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TABLE 61

FREQUENCIES OF SECRETARIES AND STUDENTS 0N PERCENTAGES OF

INVERSIONS WITHIN ENVELOPE C

 

 

 

  

SECRETARIES percg’f‘tage STUDENTS

Frequency Inversions Frequency

m—

6 .00 - .24 2

5 .25 — .49 12

7 .50 - .74 18

0 .75—1.00 0

m

4 .00 — .24 3

6 .25 — .49 6

7 .-.5_9:_-7_4_ 21

0 .7.5_-1_-99 0

4 .00 — .24 13

3 -.2.s.-_99_ 9

s .99..I9 2

2 .75—1.00 A

49* 106*

'—-————_—————

*Because of the time element in THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET, all

subjects did not complete all problems. Therefore, the N for

Secretaries who attempted problems in Envelope C 15 49 instead

0f 51; and the N for students who attempted problems in

Enve10pe C is 106 instead of 119.
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minutes) in THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET, all subjects did not complete

all problems. Therefore, the number of secretaries who attempted prob-

lems in Envelope A was 50 instead of 51; and the number of students who

attempted problems in Enve10pe A was 108 instead of 119.

Table 61 illustrates the frequencies of secretaries and students

on percentages of inversions within Enve10pe C. Enve10pe C contained

eight problems and represented items handed to the secretary by her

boss in the middle of the day. Again, the time element did not permit

all subjects to complete all of the problems. Therefbre, the number

of secretaries who attempted problems in this envelOpe totaled 49

instead of 51; and the number of students who attempted problems in

this envelOpe totaled 106 instead of 119.

The perfOrmance of a subject, not a part of these two field test-

ing groups, may be compared with that of secretaries and students using

Table 61. For example, if the subject attempted 5 problems and obtained

a percentage of inversions of .29, he would compare with six students

and six secretaries who had scores in the identical range. However,

it should be noted that 35 students scored better (as far as number of

problems within the envelOpe is concerned) and that 14 students out of

those 35 students had a percentage of inversions equal to or better

than the new subject. A similar comparison may be made with the secre-

taries who participated in the field testing. The subject who attempted

five problems with a percentage of inversions of .29 compares with six

of the secretaries who were in the same range. However, 22 secretaries

scored better (as far as number of problems within the envelope is con-

cerned); and it should be noted that 15 of those secretaries had a
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percentage of inversions equal to or better than the new subject.

Percentile ranks were not computed for percentages of inversions within

the envelopes of THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET because the small sample

sizes reflect instability of the results.

The measurement schema for THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET provided

here is an attempt to relate the field testing that has been done in

this study to the reality of using the same in-basket in additional

research and classroom settings. It also provides the Opportunity

for supplementing the statistical data derived from the study with

the practicality of implementation by the practitioner.



CHAPTER VII

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS

The design, development, and validation of THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET

necessitated the development of a comprehensive methodology in order

that all elements that come into play in the design of in-basket simula-

tion (basic theoretical approaches, research design, implementation,

analysis of results) would be utilized to make the simulation a complete

"package." The summation which follows provides a summary of the methods

and procedures for the study, the outcomes of the study, and the general

findings of the study; conclusions derived from the study; and implica-

tions fer curriculum deve10pment, research, teacher education (pre-service

and in-service), and training within industry.

A. Summagy

The problem pursued in the study and the methods and procedures

utilized in the design and deve10pment of THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET are

summarized in this section to provide an overview of the study.

The Problem

The need exists for criterion instruments that represent situations

in which the secretary is required to use the integrated tasks involved

in the secretarial pesition to make decisions relevant to problems

related to the position and to determine appropriate solutions to these

problems. In evaluating the secretarial student's achievement in making
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Specific types of decisions in specific situations, an evaluative

instrument is needed that involves the student in a job situation and

requires her to make appropriate decisions.

This study was designed to accomplish four objectives:

1. To design an evaluative instrument using the in—basket

format based on representative problems requiring the

decision-making ability of the secretary in setting work

priorities as determined by a critical incident analysis

of problems submitted by randomly selected samples of

experienced secretaries (CPS's and NSA secretaries).

To develop criterion answers for THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET

based upon answers given by a panel of experts, such

answers validated during the first field testing tryout.

3. To determine whether the instrument does, in fact,

distinguish between the performance of experienced

secretaries (CPS, NSA, and Michigan Bell Telephone

secretaries) and the performance of potential secre—

taries (students enrolled in office block programs or

secretarial practice/advanced shorthand classes in

secondary schools in Michigan) in terms of three types

of decision making contained in the in—basket:

Quality of action responses to in—basket itemsa.

b. Quantity (number) of in—basket items attempted

C. The priority order of the in—basket items as

indicated by the subjects

4. To develop a suggested measurement schema based on the

results of field testing THE SECRETARIAL IN—BASKET with

groups of experienced secretaries (CPS, NSA, MBT secre—

taries) and groups of potential secretaries (students in

office block programs or secretarial practice/advanced

shorthand classes).

Methods and Procedures for the Study

The study encompassed six operational phases in the design,

development, and validation of THE SECRETARIAL IN—BASKET:

Preliminary planning

Review of related research and literature

The critical incident study

The development of the in-basket simulation

Field testing the in—basket simulation

Analysis of the data0
m
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Two basic assumptions were made in designing and implementing the

procedures for the study:

1. Even though the groups of secretaries (CPS's, experienced

secretaries in other categories) and the groups of high

school students (secretarial practice and/or advanced

shorthand classes and vocational office block programs)

may be employed or enrolled in different institutions,

their scores on the in-basket can be grouped together so

that a total score for a specific group of subjects may

be obtained.

The samples of secretaries and students will want to

participate in the study, based upon the background of

the study and the preparation for the experimental phases

of the study.

This research in the development of in-basket simulation required

the researcher to work under restricted conditions at certain stages of

the study and to face the following limitations:

1. The in—basket deve10ped in this research study represented

terminal evaluation of the secretary's decision-making

ability in setting work priorities, not intermediate

evaluation.

The in-basket was designed in such a way that the participant

indicated responses on a special answer sheet. Within the

time limit set for the in-basket it would have been impos-

sible to have the participant actually produce typewritten

problems or perform other actions in addition to making

appropriate work—priority decisions.

The in—basket itself was based upon a time limitation of 45

minutes. Therefore, the number of in-basket items was limited

to 40 items, two in—basket items for each of 20 problem

categories.

The samples of secretaries contacted during the critical

incident study were drawn from the membership rolls of the

Michigan Division of the National Secretaries Association

(International) and the Institute for Certifying Secretaries.

The samples of secretaries selected for field testing in—

cluded: (a) Certified Professional Secretaries residing in

the State of Michigan, (b) secretaries who are members of

the Michigan Division of the National Secretaries Association

(International) and residing in the State of Michigan, and

(c) secretaries to divisional managers of the Michigan Bell

Telephone Company, Detroit, Michigan.
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High school students participating in the field testing were

selected from high schools in the State of Michigan, selected

on the basis of whether there were single-period secretarial

practice and/or advanced shorthand classes or vocational

office block programs.

The number of tryouts for the in-basket was limited to two,

the first tryout followed by a revision stage.

Theoretical Principles for the Development of In-Basket Simulation
 

Basic theories relevant to the design and development of in-basket

simulation require the integration of sound and innovative concepts from

the real business world with meaningful and relevant methods of instruc-

tion in the classroom environment. There has been little published on

the actual design of in-basket simulation; therefore, this summation of

the theoretical principles used as the basis for THE SECRETARIAL IN-

BASKET provides a rather comprehensive analysis of those principles

that are applicable to the deve10pment of in-basket simulation:

1.

3.

Basic Approaches to Test Development: The rational hypo-

thesis approach provides the basic approach to the deve10p-

ment of in-basket simulation because it produces tests of

typical performance in real-life situations.

 

Philospphical Theory_for In-Basket Development: In—basket

simulation must represent as closely as possible a situa-

tional excerpt from the real world in its attempt to bridge

the gap between the business world and the conventional

classroom.

 

Psychological Theopy for In-Basket Develgpment: The

stimulus-response-feedback theory and the identical

elements theory are prominent in the deve10pment of in-

basket simulation in order that transfer of learning

 

occurs and motivation for learning enhanced.

Sociological Theopy for In-Basket Develppment: The

deve10pment of an in-basket simulation authenticating

a given occupational role requires a study of the social

role arising from the job classification under study with

specific relevance to the human relations required in

the work to be performed on the job.
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5. Integrated Theopy for In-Basket Deve10pment: An integrated

approach to inibasket simulation appears essential in order

to tie the foregoing philosophical, psychological, and

sociological elements to the mechanistic theory essential

for control in design.

6. Measurement of Individual Performance: Accurate measurement

of What the indivIdualThas IearnedT(Specific skills and knowl-

edges, behavioral changes in attitude, awareness of self, and

motivation) is essential in evaluating and making decisions

about that individual's performance on the test.

 

7. Standardization of Testipg Procedures: Every detail of the

testing situation must be identical for all subjects tested

if any form of standardization is to occur.

 

8. Maintenance of Test Reliability: Test reliability is the

consistency with which the in-basket simulation measures

what it is intended to measure from one time to another.

 

9. Establishment of Test Validigy: The validity of in-basket

simulatIonTTCOntent, construct, concurrent, and predictive)

is preportional to the degree of correspondence between

performance on the in-basket and performance on the job.

 

The Design and Development of THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET

One of the questions arising in this research study asked if in-

basket simulation can be used to evaluate the ability of an individual

to handle specific decision-making required in a particular position,

that of secretary. The design and development of THE SECRETARIAL

IN-BASKET into an instrument that could, in fact, evaluate an individ-

ual's ability to handle these kinds of decisions was dependent upon the

following operational phases:

Preliminary Planning. Preliminary preparation for the in-basket
 

research involved two basic Operational stages: the establishment of

initial contact with the National Secretaries Association (International)

and the Institute for Certifying Secretaries. A number of eXperts in

the areas of personnel management, management training and deve10pment,
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testing and evaluation, manpower planning and research, and teacher

education were contacted because of their work in the development 0

in-basket simulations. Arrangements were made whereby samples of

secretaries who were NSA members in the State of Michigan and samples

of Certified Professional Secretaries who reside in the State of

Michigan could be contacted for purposes of the study.

Review of Related Research and Literature. Four specific areas

of study were included in the review Of related research and literature

pertinent to the study:

1. Design and Developmental Theories: Selected reviews of
research and literature pertinent to the development of
in—basket simulation; design and developmental theory from
areas of education, tests and measurements, psychology,
philosophy, and other areas of concentration.

2. The Historical Development Of In—Basket Simulation: The
use of in-basket simulation in research, management train—
ing, and secretarial education as an instructional,
training, and/or testing procedure.

3. Analyses of the Secretarial Role: Research pertaining to
the role of the secretary and delineation of personal
traits, duties, responsibilities, behaviors, and/or tasks
performed.

4. Research in Curriculum Deve10pment: Application of

instructional models, implications for instructional

materials and evaluative instruments in the development

of secretarial training programs.

The Critical Incident Study. Flanagan's critical incident tech—

nique was modified for use in the preliminary search for the kinds of

typical but significant decisions the secretary faces in setting work

priorities during the routine business day. Two samples of 50 secre-

taries each, one representing members of the Michigan Division of the

National Secretaries ASsociation (International) and one representing

Certified Professional Secretaries residing in the State of Michigan,
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were contacted in order to obtain samples of the kinds of decisions

made by the secretary in her job. Each critical incident was examined

and classified according to the Specific problem and decision factors

inherent in the incident. The 181 critical incidents yielded 415 prob-

lem factors, and those 20 problem factors receiving the largest number

of tallies were utilized in the development of the in-basket items. The

classification of decision factors within a specific incident was based

upon the Huffman et al taxonomical framework for analyzing office

activities and elicited the kinds of decisions secretaries make in

solving given problem situations.

The Deve10pment of THE SECRETARIAL IN—BASKET. The actual develop-

ment of the in-basket simulation involved the following operations that

were essential for the completion of the study:

1. The planning, writing, and sequencing of the in—basket

items in the in—basket simulation.

Reviewing the in-basket items as a reality measure.
3. Developing the procedures to be used in administration

of the in-basket to individuals and/or to groups.

4. Administering THE SECRETARIAL IN—BASKET to a panel of

experts to determine the experts' responses to the items.
5. Developing the scoring procedure to be used in the

evaluation of individual performance.

N

THE SECRETARIAL IN—BASKET was prepared in such a way that the 40

items were included either in the form of business papers or in the

form of taped interruptions. The business papers were organized in a

portfolio, and the audio tape of planned interruptions was included as

a part Of the administrative set of materials.

Elglleesting THE SECRETARIAL IN—BASKET. The field testing of THE

SECRETARIAL IN—BASKET included two tryouts with a revision stage follow—

ing the first tryout. The ultimate goal of the field testing phase of
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the research was to collect data for validation of the instrument by

comparing the performance of eXperienced secretaries with the perfor-

mance of students who are preparing to be secretaries and are enrolled

in secondary education programs. In order to meet this goal, experi—

enced secretaries (Certified Professional Secretaries, secretaries who

are members of the National Secretaries Association (International),

and secretaries to divisional managers of the Michigan Bell Telephone

Company) and high school students (students in office block programs

and students in secretarial practice and/or advanced shorthand classes)

were administered the in-basket and the results analyzed.

The field testing phase of the study was conducted as a means of

validation for the instrument. It was hypothesized that the in-basket

would be sufficiently sensitive to be able to detect differences in the

decision-making abilities of experienced secretaries (CPS's, NSA secre-

taries, and Michigan Bell Telephone Company secretaries) and potential

secretaries (students in office block programs and students in secre-

tarial practice and/or advanced shorthand classes). Group comparisons

were not intended to serve as a vehicle for comparing types of in-school

instructional techniques nor as a measure of comparing CPS's with other

groups of experienced secretaries and cannot be validly used to serve

this function.

Analysis of the Data. Three types of statistical analyses of the
 

data derived from the field testing phase of the study depicted subjects'

performance on THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET:

1. Performance on the In-Basket Simulation: A multivariate

analysis of variance was used to compare the groups on

total number of problems attempted in the entire in-basket,

the total quality response scores, and the mean scores for

 





 

272

quality responses. The total problems attempted in the

three separate envelopes within the in—basket and the

percentage of inversions in the setting of work priorities

were also evaluated by means of a multivariate analysis of

variance. Scheffé’post hoc comparisons were used to evalu—

ate individual univariate differences between means.

2. Qplnions on the Importance of the In-Basket Items: Each

of the subjects within the five groups was asked to respond

to the question of the importance of each in—basket item

and to include this information on the answer sheet as

decisions were made on in-basket items. NO formal item

analysis of the importance of the in—basket items, based

upon the opinions of the subjects participating in the

study, was planned for the in—basket study. However, an

informal analysis of the opinions expressed by the groups

as well as the testing of hypotheses concerned with the

comparison of each group with the panel of experts served

to further clarify the effect of the importance ratings

on the setting of work priorities. A one—sample t test

was used to test the differences between each of The five

groups and the panel of experts.

3. Performance on Individual ln—Basket Items: NO statistical

item analysis of the in—basket items was designed into this

study. However, a simplified method was used to analyze

the group means for each in—basket item on the quality

responses (action responses) given to each in—basket item

attempted to see if, in fact, the means for the groups

appear to differ on the quality response scores.

Findings of the Study
 

Three general areas of concentration are represented in the

findings that result from this in—basket study:

1. Findings that relate to the actual design and development

of THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET.

2. Findings that relate to the validation of the in—basket

simulation.

3. Findings that relate to the development of a measurement

schema for the in-basket simulation.

Specific findings related to these three general areas follow in the

next subsection.
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Findings Related to Design and Development of the In-Basket. During

the entire design and developmental process it was evident that one must

follow certain theoretical and practical guidelines in developing an

in-basket simulation such as THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET. The following

findings emphasize those essential elements derived from this study for

developing in—basket simulations for use in secretarial education:

1. The occupational role to be represented in the in-basket

simulation (i.e., secretary) must be analyzed by the

researcher in order to assure that the in—basket developed

is representative of the occupation.

2. The in—basket simulation must contain problems which are

verified by practitioners in the field (secretaries) as

cases Of real business practice.

3. Each in—basket item must be designed and deve10ped

initially in isolation from all other in—basket items;

later, these items may be sequenced and ”clustered”

into the in-basket simulation.

4. A control mechanism must be a part of the in-basket

design in order that the situation, the time element,

and the individual's performance on the simulation may

be standardized.

S. The involvement of both business educators and experi—

enced secretaries is essential at all stages of in-basket

development so that intermediate as well as terminal

review of the in-basket items and, finally, the entire

in-basket itself becomes an essential part of the

developmental process.

6. The scoring procedures and devices developed for evalu-

ating an individual's performance on the in-basket

simulation must be objective in nature so that the

scorer does not deviate from the established scoring

pattern.

7. The in-basket simulation must be designed and developed

in such a way that it may be administered individually

or in groups, independent Of a group leader's presence

or a researcher's presence.

Findings Related to the Validation of the ln—Basket. Although

statistical tests of differences were made between the three groups of
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secretaries (CPS's, NSA secretaries, and Michigan Bell Telephone secre-

taries) and the two groups Of students (Office block students and

students in secretarial practice and/or advanced shorthand classes) in

terms of performance on this particular in—basket, the reader should

not interpret the differences indicated in the findings as meaning that

one group of subjects is ”better" in any way than another group or that

one type of instructional program is "better" in any one than another

program. These specific types of comparisons cannot be made as a part

of this study for two reasons: (1) There is no way of estimating that

any one group Of experienced secretaries received more training in

decision—making skills or had a higher mean intelligence quotient or

functioned at a higher level than any other group of experienced secre-

taries, and (2) there is no way of estimating that one type of instruc—

tional program (in comparison with other programs) provided more training

in decision making or had students of higher mean intelligence enrolled

in the program or had students who were functioning at higher levels.

One of the main purposes of the study was to determine whether the

in—basket did, in fact, distinguish decision-making differences between

experienced secretaries and potential secretaries. The use of statis-

tical tests of differences provided the opportunity to examine each

group's performance on the in—basket in comparison with other groups

in order to substantiate the discriminating power of the in—basket.

The following findings, significant at the .05 level of signifi—

cance, were based on the second tryout and relate gply_to the validation

of the instrument and are not to be seen as a measure of the type of

in—school instructional technique. The eXperiment was conducted in
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order to determine variations in secretarial behavior among groups of

secretaries and students on THE SECRETARIAL IN—BASKET.

Performance on the In-Basket Simulation

1. The secretaries combined (CPS, NSA, MBT secretaries)

scored significantly higher than the students (the office

block program and the single—period classes) on the total

response score. Each individual group of experienced

secretaries (CPS, NSA, MBT secretaries) scored signifi-

cantly higher than each individual group of potential

secretaries (the office block program and the single—

period classes) with which it was compared.

The secretaries combined (CPS, NSA, MBT secretaries)

scored significantly higher than the students combined

(the office block program and the single—period classes)

on the mean response score. Each individual group of

experienced secretaries (CPS, NSA, MBT secretaries)

scored significantly higher than each individual group

of potential secretaries (the office block program and

the single-period classes) with which it was compared.

The only difference on the percentage of inversions

found between experienced secretaries (CPS, NSA, MBT

secretaries) and potential secretaries (the office

block program and the single—period classes) was the

following: The Michigan Bell Telephone Company secre—

taries scored significantly higher than the students

in the single—period classes on the percentage of

inversions in the in-basket envelope.

Opinions on the Importance of the In—Basket Items

1. There is a significant difference between the Opinions

of the experts and the opinions of the students in the

Office block program on the importance of the in—basket

items.

There is a significant difference between the Opinions

of the experts and the opinions of the students in the

single—period classes on the importance of the in—basket

items.

The magnitude of the differences of the groups when com—

pared with the experts is about the same. There is no

significant difference in the magnitude among the five

groups.
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Performance on Individual In—Basket Items

1. The analysis shows that one of the three secretary groups

had the highest group mean on 39 of the items.

2. The analysis shows that the students in the office block

program had the highest group mean on one of the items.

Findipgs Related to the Development of a Measurement Schema. One

question which ultimately results when a testing instrument such as

THE SECRETARIAL IN—BASKET is developed and field tested relates to the

use of those results in future testing situations. Both the researcher

and the classroom teacher need to know how the results of this research

may be used in administering THE SECRETARIAL IN—BASKET to another indi-

vidual. Three basic ways of evaluating the subject's performance on the

in-basket, in comparison with all other subjects who have taken the in-

basket during this study, have been developed; and these findings result

in a suggested measurement schema:

l. A subject's total quality responses on THE SECRETARIAL

IN—BASKET may be compared with all secretaries and/or

all students who have previously taken the in—basket

by using the percentile ranks for total quality responses

in Table 57.

2. A subject's performance as it relates to the total number

of problems attempted may be compared with all secretaries

and/or all students who have previously takenTHE SECRE-

TARIAL IN—BASKET by using the percentile ranks for total

number of problems attempted in Table 58.

3. A subject's performance on the ordering of the in-basket

items may be compared with all secretaries and/or all

students who have previouslytaken the in——basket byusing

the frequencies for percentages of inversions within the

three in-basket envelopes contained in Tables 59, 60, and

61.

The measurement schema is an attempt to relate the field testing

that has been done in this study to the reality of using the same in—

basket in additional research and classroom settings.
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B. Conclusions
 

The three basic conclusions drawn from the analyses of the data in

the foregoing experimental study emphasize the theory of decision making

as it must be combined with the career ladder concept, the importance of

quality of performance, and the need for levels of secretarial education.

Hierarchy of Decision Making + Career Ladder Concept
 

= Skill Development
 

The 20 problem factors requiring decision making that were devel-

oped in THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET were contributed by experienced secre-

taries averaging 19.25 years of secretarial experience. The kinds of

tasks in their respective positions require a high level of decision

making with a range from simple to complex problems, but the majority

of the tasks were of the latter variety. Those students who are

potential secretaries should not be eXpected to display decision making

abilities at the same levels as the eXperienced secretaries. First,

a student in an office block program, a secretarial practice class, or

an advanced shorthand class, for example, may not have been exposed to

the complete range of decision—making activities that were included in

THE IN-BASKET. However, if a student had been eXposed to decision-

making principles and methodology as they pertained to the specific

kinds of tasks in this in—basket, she would no doubt perform at a

higher level than if she had not.

Secondly, decision making is a progression skill that moves from

the simple to the complex, from the concrete to the abstract, and from

the immediate to the remote. That is, as an individual prOgresses up

the career ladder of office occupations, i.e., from clerk-typist to
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stenographer to secretary, the complexity of the decisions she must

make on the job may be in direct proportion to the complexity of the

task requirements. Therefore, in the development and evaluation of

decision-making skills, it is first of all essential that educators

know and understand (a) the career ladder concept as it relates to

the office occupations, (b) the relationship of careers within the

office OCCUpations, (c) the job requirements--the specific skills,

knowledges, and attitudes needed to perform in specific jobs. Secondly,

we need to know what the hierarchy of decision making is within each

step on the office occupations career ladder in order to prescribe

the appropriate "dosage" of learning in the development of decision-

making skills necessary for given entry and exit points on the career

ladder.

é-Quality + %-guantity + %-Time =

100% Efficiency of Performance

 

 

Significant differences among the groups participating in the

experimental study occurred, for the most part, on the quality (action)

reSponses of the subjects. No significant differences occurred among

the groups on the total number of problems attempted in THE IN-BASKET.

A conclusion to be drawn from these data indicates that quality of

action responses is very important in determining the status of the

performance of an individual, but quality alone is not the only

criterion. The total quality responses of an individual on THE IN—BASKET,

for example, reflects not only the quality of given responses but also

the quality in relation to the quantity of items produced. Therefore,

quantity of responses is considered in the individual's performance.
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By examining what the individual has accomplished either in his

training or on the job, one can determine the quality of the action

taken for each task performed. One of the causes for the students not

performing as well as the secretaries on the in—basket items may be

that the students lack competency in skills and understandings as well

as confidence in themselves to make those kinds of judgments that

secretaries averaging 19.25 years of experience might make in their

jobs. Experienced secretaries are confident in their work, have

experienced success on the job, possess skill competencies, and have

the desire to be promotable even when they are at the top of the

career ladder.

Time is another factor to be considered in relation to decision

making. In teaching a student what it is like to work in an office,

we often use time as a factor: timing the students for a given number

of minutes to see how fast they can type, giving students dictation at

a given rate for three or five minutes, administering a 30—minute

production test of typing problems, and so on. THE SECRETARIAL IN—

BASKET is an example of another timed test, in this case for 45 minutes,

on the kinds of decisions in the setting of work priorities experienced

in the secretarial position. There may be a need to develop proficiency

so that students will be able to handle routine decision—making activi-

ties so well that the time taken in making a routine decision is

momentary. Certain other kinds of decisions, however, may require

unlimited time so that the student can analyze what would be done in

a real situation. A student in the process of learning requires time

to determine the steps and procedures that may be necessary or to
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decide if she should go to the files and look something up or to finish

typing the letter she is working on before she delivers a message to

her ”boss.”

Three factors come into focus when efficiency of performance is

the ultimate goal: quality, quantity, and time. The conclusion

derived from the study is that quality is the most important of the

three and deserves additional attention in the determination of perfor—

mance; however, quantity and time should not be overlooked in their

contribution to the overall efficiency of performance needed to accom~

plish office tasks. Therefore, the basic conclusion is that quality of

performance coupled with quantity of items produced plus time as it is

applicable to a specific task will lead to greater efficiency of

performance on the job.

Setting Work Priorities = 

In-School Education + Training_Within Industry

The secretaries participating in this study were from three popu-

lations: (1) Certified Professional Secretaries, (2) secretaries who

are members of the National Secretaries Association (International),

and (3) secretaries to divisional managers of the Michigan Bell Telephone

Company. The Michigan Bell secretaries were the only group of secre-

taries to perform significantly higher than the students in the single—

period classes on the percentage of inversions in the in—basket envelope

(one of three envelopes in THE SECRETARIAL IN—BASKET). There were no

significant differences among the other groups of secretaries and the

students in the office block program.
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In in-school education (secondary and post-secondary) students are

to develop a general range of skills, understandings, and attitudes

needed to perform within a career range on the ladder. It could be

concluded that potential secretaries (students) need training and

practice in how to set work priorities as they might relate to specific

secretarial responsibilities. The setting of work priorities requires

decision-making skill that is practiced in a systematic way in order to

develop simple as well as complex decision-making skill.

Decision-making training conducted 2:33; the individual obtains a

secretarial position within an organization provides her with the

specific requirements of her occupation as it relates to the entire

company and the given work priorities within that organization. For

example, the Michigan Bell Telephone Company has an extensive training

program for their secretaries and encourages them to participate in

these training programs on company time at specific intervals in their

careers. Their training prOgram shows people how to work in a specific

company. Michigan Bell has identified what the work priorities are for

secretaries to divisional managers, the group of secretaries who partici—

pated in THE SECRETARIAL IN-BASKET field testing. Training for Michigan

Bell means that they are identifying for their secretaries what those

work priorities are and how they are related to the entire operation of

the organization. The amount of company training provided to the CPS's

and the NSA secretaries participating in the other two secretarial

groups is unknown.
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C. Implications for the Study
 

Implications resulting from this in-basket research are evident in

the areas of curriculum development (secondary and post-secondary),

research, teacher education (pre-service and in-service), and training

within industry. One research study like this one is a beginning, not

an ending; and, hopefully, others will glean ideas from it and be able

to add to the information that has already been obtained.

Curriculum Development
 

Instructional programs now being deve10ped on the secondary and

post-secondary levels will require a learning environment which teaches

students how to make decisions and then provides opportunities to

practice making decisions--decisions about their personal lives,

decisions about their careers, decisions about given tasks to be

performed, decisions which affect their futures. Teachers have an

obligation to provide the kind of learning environment that will assist

students in making appropriate vocational and personal choices, and

thus both the teacher and the student should have a thorough under-

standing of the decision-making process.

In order to develop vocational curricula which are relevant and

meaningful to the students, teachers need to understand the requirements

of given occupations either by means of task analyses, job surveys, and

other types of occupational studies. Curriculum deve10pers need to be

aware of the ways in which information obtained from business can be

utilized in updating and revamping the current occupational curricula.

Instructional materials, whether they are for the secretarial program

or one of the other vocational programs, will need to be realistic to
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the students. The tasks in the materials need to be representative of

the kinds of tasks that are actually required on the job. One of the

most important implications arising from this study is the importance of

evaluating performance in the classroom according to on—the-job business

standards. If a student is performing an office task in the classroom

and receives a grade of C, what does that represent? That same student

as a secretary in the business office will type a business letter that

will either be mailed out or not mailed out, depending upon whether it

was acceptable or unacceptable to the employer. Also, evaluation of

student performance in decision making in a laboratory situation must

be related to the performance standard that is evident in the real job

situation.  If there is a progression of decision—making skills required at

various entry and exit points on the office occupations career ladder,

it is essential that vocational programs include this progression of

decision—making skills (with appropriate instructional materials) in

the curriculum. These skills must range from simple to complex, from

concrete to abstract, and from immediate to remote. Students must be

given an opportunity to practice making the kinds of decisions they

will make later on the job. Too often teachers have not incorporated

the simplest decisions in the development of instructional materials;

too often they "jump in” at the more complex levels. Time should also

be built into the instructional materials for the learning of decision—

making skills. The student must be given time to analyze given prob-

lems and situations to determine how best to handle them and what steps

and procedures might be necessary. Real or simulated experiences in
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the classroom or laboratory will provide students with the skills,

understandings, and attitudes needed on the job.

Research

A number of possible research studies could stem from the basis

of this study:

1. A replication of this study with larger samples in order

to make the measurement more reliable; a replication with

additional samples (students in area center programs,

secretaries in training programs within industry).

2. A study to determine the correlation between the progres—

sion an individual makes on a given career ladder and his

equivalent progression on a learning hierarchy, especially

as it relates to decision-making skill.

3. A study of the levels of years of experience of secretaries

to determine the kinds of decisions which are, in fact,

required at various points on the secretarial career ladder.

4. Formal item analysis of items contained in in-basket

simulations or other situational tests to see what levels

of decision—making might be required.

5. A study of the theory of decision making as it relates to

the means by which experienced secretaries (at different

rungs of the career ladder) do actually make decisions.

6. Analysis of items contained in in—basket simulations

and other situational tests to develop evaluations for

these items based upon the tasks to be performed and the

decision making required.

7. A study of the opinions of secretaries as to the importance

of tasks inherent in their positions in comparison with

students in secretarial programs and their opinions on the

same tasks.

Teacher Education

In order to adequately prepare students for the world of work, a

teacher must be acquainted with the career ladder concept and its

relationship to the vocational curriculum. An understanding of the
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learning hierarchy is essential in deve10ping apprOpriate instructional

materials for the teaching of decision-making skills to students, and

this basic understanding can best be obtained through a teacher educa—

tion program that is geared to the deve10pment of these types of basic

competencies. Teachers not only need to know how to develop instruc-

tional materials, but they also need to know how to implement these

materials in the classroom situation. Teachers also need assistance

in knowing how to evaluate the effectiveness of instructional materials

in the classroom or laboratory. In addition, teachers need to be aware

of the close ties with business and industry that are essential in

developing vocational programs to effectively meet business needs for

future employees.

These "needs" of the vocational teacher can be answered best

through teacher education, both pre-service and in-service programs.

The times change very rapidly, and the teacher education program can

help the local teacher change and adapt his secondary or post-secondary

program to meet the needs of the times.

Trainingzgithin Industry

A secretarial program cannot do all things for all people. There-

fore, a secretarial program, whether it is on the secondary or post-

secondary level, is not a substitute for nor in lieu of industrial

training. The secretarial program may Speed a student on her way to

the development of skill and knowledge competencies required for a

given career on the ladder and provide her with a basic, general

understanding of the nature of secretarial work. If, at the end of

her program, she enters employment with a particular company, it will
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be necessary for her to be trained in the rules and regulations for the

company, the work priorities that exist for her specific position, and

any other specific information on the entire operation of the business

vital to her smooth functioning. Therefore, there is a need for a

coordinated effort between education and business to provide a complete

secretarial education for the secretary.
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APPENDICES

DEVELOPERS OF IN—BASKET SIMULATION FOR SELECTION,

TRAINING, AND EVALUATION

CLASSIFICATION OF SECRETARIAL PROBLEMS:

Table 1: Classification of Secretarial Problems

(by Day of Week)

Table 2: Classification of Secretarial Problems

(Frequency)

Table 3: Classification of Secretarial Problems

(by Years of Experience)

Table 4: Classification of Secretarial Problems
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APPENDIX A

DEVELOPERS 0F IN-BASKET SIMULATION FOR SELECTION,

TRAINING, AND EVALUATION

The following individuals were contacted during the preliminary

planning of the study because of their experience in deve10ping in—

baskets for selection, training, and evaluation:

1. V. Jon Bentz

Director of Psych010gical Research and Services

Sears, Roebuck and Company, Chicago, Illinois 60607

2. C. P. Breen

Training Services Manager, Montgomery Ward

619 West Chicago Avenue, Chicago, Illinois 60607

3. Norman Frederiksen

Director, Educational Testing Service

Princeton, New Jersey 08540

4. Paul S. Greenlaw

Professor of Management, The Pennsylvania State

University, University Park, Pennsylvania 16802

5. Herbert H. Meyer

Manager, Personnel Research, General Electric Company

570 Lexington Avenue, New York, New York 10022

6. Estelle L. Popham

Chairman, Department of Business Education

Hunter College of the City University of New York

695 Park Avenue, New York, New York 10021

7. Hugh M. Scott, M. 0.

Royal Victoria Hospital

687 Pine Avenue West, Montreal 112, P. Q.

8. Roscoe W. Wisner

Supervisor, Personnel Testing, The Port of New York

Authority, 111 8th Avenue, New York, New York 10011

9. Allen A. 2011, 111

Management Education Adviser

The Boeing Company, Seattle, Washington 98124
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