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Executive Summary
 
In the fall of 2021, the Sociology/Anthropology 371 students conducted research on student work-study employment at St. Olaf College. We sent an anonymous online survey to 2,249 student employees at St. Olaf College. We received 557 responses, a 24.8% response rate.
 
Prior studies have found that college student campus employment is shaped by supervisor and co-worker relationships, skill development, job satisfaction, pre-professional training, and impacts on stress and academics, along with the topic of our team’s research, job search and job training. Our research focuses on two main questions:
1. How do students find their jobs?
2. What type of training do students receive, and how do they evaluate it?

 The most important results of our research are:
The vast majority of our respondents found their past St. Olaf jobs through non-physical means of job advertising (i.e., not posters or flyers) including the St. Olaf Student Employment Website, word-of-mouth hiring, and emails from an academic department.
Males were more likely to get their jobs through word-of-mouth hiring (54.3%) than females (40.9%). 
More than 75% of students agreed (strongly or somewhat) that it is easy to find jobs on the St. Olaf Student Employment website, that the website included jobs that fit their academic schedules (75.2%), and that the description of the respondent’s “focus job” was accurate (83.2%).
When asked about the quality of the job training they received, students with food service jobs reported the lowest average scores (19.00) compared to administrative (23.12), special skills (22.20), student services (22.56), and educational (20.58). Students working in food services also commented that their jobs need further attention to training.
The higher respondents rated their job training, the higher they rated their job satisfaction and their relationship with their supervisors. 

Based on our results, we have six recommendations for how St. Olaf College can clarify the hiring process, reduce student confusion about finding a job, and improve students’ job training:
1. Make students’ access to employment more equitable: Post all student job openings on the St. Olaf Employment Website in order to move away from word-of-mouth hiring and the hidden job market.
2. Post jobs on the St. Olaf Employment Website that are more specific to students’ majors and interests.
3. Supplement postings on the St. Olaf Employment Website by adding electronic posting on Handshake and social media, and through emails to students. 
4. Improve and increase the training for food service jobs.
5. Create diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) training to use as part of job training for all students. 
6. Encourage or require students’ campus employers to follow up with all students who apply for a job or request more information about a job. 


Introduction 

Our team was tasked with analyzing students’ experiences with finding and applying for jobs and with job training at St Olaf College. Our main research questions were “How do students find jobs on campus?” and “How are student employees trained and how do they evaluate said training?” Students in need of funds and job experience need knowledge about available positions and adequate training once they are hired for a job. 

Literature Review

Federal Work-Study
The Federal Work-Study (FWS) program was created to help students pay for college while gaining transferable work skills and experience. As the cost of attending college has increased over the years, many people in the FWS program today cannot cover the remaining cost of attendance (Kenefick 2015). In addition, some FWS jobs fail to provide a beneficial experience for low-income and non-traditional students (Kenefick 2015). Despite this fact, many students take these jobs solely to earn money (Kenefick 2015). Many studies recognize the high demand for FWS jobs and the poor quality of some of those jobs and address how colleges can improve the situation. 

Issues discussed in the scholarly literature on college students’ campus employment include the student need for work-study jobs (including FWS) and the poor funding and low-quality opportunities they offer. With a 63% of young community college students needing work-study jobs, colleges struggle to provide adequate resources to all of the students (Kennefick 2015). Suggestions for improving work-study jobs are to have more widely available jobs and to have them pay more, teach more real-life skills, and be more career-focused. Although these suggestions would help the work-study program achieve its goal, other problems arise. Kenefick (2015) asserted that the problem is the severe lack of funding and poor allocation of job funds. The US government allocates a set amount of funds to each college for work-study jobs but has few rules to ensure that the jobs funded by this money are beneficial to the students. As such, Kenefick suggests that the funds need to be reallocated to jobs that can provide transferable skills; then, depending on the success of these jobs, more funding can be given to work-study. Another problem is that the need to work to pay for college was the biggest barrier for students who were interested in career-based internships (Hora 2021). Since students may need the money more urgently than the transferable skills or experience they can acquire from an internship, they tend to dismiss the unpaid or low-paying internships. This exacerbates the problem of creating jobs that simply pay students to help cover tuition costs rather than creating jobs that can provide important work experiences and skills.

As the scholarly literature on college student work-study notes, there are  many types and aspects of student employment: high-impact practices (HIP), community engagement work-study (CEWS), and classroom learning applications. HIP jobs place student workers in on-campus jobs that develop transferable skills and integrate them into the campus community. Some of these jobs even allow for the direct application of classroom-taught lessons in the exploration of professional skills (Burnside et al. 2021). Community engagement work-study (CEWS) is another form of employment in which students can develop transferable work skills while learning how to engage in society (Studer 2019). Unlike regular community work-study, (CWS) which just focuses on having students work off-campus and with the community, CEWS is more of an active conversation and job that benefits both the off-campus employer and the student. CEWS helps students develop transferable skills while responding to community needs. 

Application Process 
An integral part of on-campus student employment is ensuring equity in access to job opportunities. Burnside et al. (2021) note that students must be able to easily find the opportunities for employment around them, and all students must have a fair chance at finding each job. Most college students believe that using a centralized database or job board for all on-campus jobs is the most effective and equal way to display employment opportunities (Burnside et al. 2021). This reduces confusion surrounding job opportunities and works against a word-of-mouth hiring process that unfairly advantages well-connected students. Posting jobs in different locations, such as departments, can also help reach students in specific areas of study who might desire on-campus jobs that relate to their academic endeavors (Burnside et al. 2021).

Once a student finds a job opening, they have to go through the process of applying. Burnside et al. (2021) explain that having a formal application process and clear job description and expectations increases the impactfulness of the application process. They describe the formal application process as mirroring the post-college environment and emphasize the importance of including an interview along with the submission of formal documents, such as a resume, cover, and job application (Burnside et al. 2021). This helps students better prepare for future job applications. Burnside et al. also note that a clear and precise job description that accurately describes the required skills and tasks is crucial for student success in on-campus jobs. While it is important for students to be prepared for the post-college job application process, it is also important that students are set up for success within their college working environment.

Hiring 
The hiring process is crucial; it i is the strainer that all potential applicants must go through. If the hiring process is flawed, strong potential applicants might not even apply while someone not as suited for the job may be hired. Studies show that making job descriptions more task-oriented and specific leads to better applicants (Manly and Holley 2014). Job listings should describe things like basic qualifications, job duties, how many hours one would work a week on average, etc. (Manly and Holley 2014). Applicants should not be surprised as they train and/or work in their new position. 

Training
The most important step after hiring students for on-campus work, is o train them so they are prepared and trust is built between supervisors and their employees. A study by Bekker-Redd et. al. (2018) focused on improving orientation and training for student workers at The Quinn Library at Fordham University. The research found that using mandatory workshop-style training sessions was more effective than the previous style of training that focused on individual modules that students did on their own time (Bekker-Redd et al. 2018). The training was successful partly because it used interactive tools like PowerPoint presentations, included snacks, and provided a 10-minute break (Bekker-Redd et al. 2018). Another study that focused on student library workers found that improving training materials that students could do on their own time improved retention rates whereas in the past students were often let go because they required retraining (Manley and Holley 2014). Both of these studies found that identifying gaps in training and improving them supports both students and supervisors.

Morgenstern and Gaskell (2021) offer suggestions on how to foster a positive workplace where student workers can thrive and grow in their abilities, emphasizing the value of supervisors using Appreciative Advising (AA) techniques (Morgenstern and Gaskell, 2021). AA is a framework with six phases: (1) building rapport, (2) uncovering strengths, (3) understanding hopes and dreams, (4) constructing plans to set realistic goals, (5) providing support for those goals, and (6) challenging the student to set higher expectations (Morgenstern and Gaskell 2021). There are power differentials between supervisors and their student employees, and supervisors must keep this in mind as they hold conversations about expectations for the student employees and themselves (Morgenstern and Gaskell 2021). These conversations can be implemented through group discussions and meetings with supervisors, and students should also be paid for this time (Morgenstern and Gaskell 2021). Ultimately, utilizing AA techniques will help students gain stronger self-efficacy skills and allow them to feel a sense of belonging in their workplace (Morgenstern and Gaskell 2021). AA techniques also help supervisors because they are able to determine their strengths and reflect on how they see their role (Morgenstern and Gaskell 2021).

Our Research
To better understand the aspects of student employment discussed above, our research focuses on two main questions regarding student employment at St. Olaf College:
How do students find their jobs?
What type of training do students receive and how do they evaluate it?


Methods

In order to collect our data, we sent an anonymous survey to all of the students who were actively working for St. Olaf college in the fall semester of 2021 (according to the Human Resources records). The survey was sent via Form Creator, a campus survey system, and it used quantitative and qualitative questions to assess the availability and quality of student jobs and job training at the college. Our survey questions were part of a larger research project involving eight research teams, with all teams contributing questions to a single survey. Our team’s section of the survey focused on the process behind finding, applying, and training for work-study jobs. We mainly used Likert scales and matrices of statements to assess how student workers felt about the training process and its effectiveness as well as the different methods available for looking for jobs. 

Variables
Our reearch covered six dependent variables: 1) how students found their campus job, 2) student opinions on the most noticeable ways to advertise campus jobs, 3) whether the student had used the St. Olaf Student Employment Website to find a job, 4) the students’ evaluation of this online resource, 5) whether their job training was online or in person, and 6) the student’s evaluation of their job training.

To examine how students found their campus job, we created a “select all that apply” question, with six options: “Through the St. Olaf Student Employment Website,” “Through the Student Employment Fair,” “Through an email from an academic department,” “Through a physical advertisement posted somewhere on campus,” “Through "word-of-mouth" hiring,” and “Other,” with a space to elaborate.

To explore preferred job advertising, we created another “select all that apply” question asking what job advertisement techniques would be most noticeable. We included six options: “The St. Olaf Student Employment Website,” “The Student Employment Fair,” “Email(s) from academic departments”, “General emails to all students,” “Physical advertisement(s) posted somewhere on campus,” and “Other,” again with a space to elaborate.

We then asked whether the student had used the St. Olaf Student Employment Website in the past year to browse or look for a job. If they answered no we instructed them to skip the St. Olaf Student Employment Website questions due to their lack of recent experience.

We then used a matrix of questions about the student’s use and evaluation of the St. Olaf Student Employment Website. It included five questions that asked about ease in finding a job online, whether there were interesting jobs posted online, whether there were jobs relating to the student’s academic interests, if there were jobs that fit the student’s academic schedule, and how accurate the job description was for their current or most recent job. For response options, we used a five-point Likert scale of Strongly Agree, Somewhat Agree, Neutral, Somewhat Disagree, and Strongly Disagree. 

Our next question asked about the delivery of the student’s job training: “What best describes your job training you received at St. Olaf?” Response options included “online only,” “in-person only,” “a combination of in-person and online,” and “I did not receive job training.” If the student said that they did not receive job training, they were told to skip the following Job Training Evaluation matrix.

The Job Training Evaluation matrix asked seven questions related to the student’s experience with their job training. These questions asked if the training provided adequate preparation for the job, was ongoing, helped the student build relationships with co-workers, involved effective use of time, was unpleasant, helped the student build a relationship with their supervisor, and helped the student feel comfortable with their supervisor. We again used the five-point Likert scale ranging from Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree.
	
Our independent variables came from the six demographic information questions that the student answered. These questions asked for the student’s year in school, gender, GPA, parent’s highest education level, race(s) and ethnicity(ies), and if the student was an international or domestic student. We used open-ended questions to ask about race and ethnicity and gender.
	
Validity and Reliability
Validity refers to the ability of  research to measure the intended concepts. Through our survey, we were able to achieve both face and content validity. Face validity is a superficial judgment on whether our research actually measured our topic. We were able to attain face validity because our questions asked about the nature of finding a job and job training and were reviewed by our research professor. Content validity  looks at whether our measures address  the whole extent of our concepts. Content validity was accomplished through specificity of our questions. For the section on finding jobs, we asked about the specific ways in which students found their jobs and we asked in-depth questions about specific aspects of the St. Olaf Employment Website. For the section on job training, we asked whether the student’s training was in-person or online and we asked questions revolving around specific aspects of the student’s job training.
	
Reliability points to the dependability of our measures and the ability ro replicate our research. We achieved a high level of reliability through clear conceptualization of our main variables, precise measurements, and questions that asked about multiple dimensions of our variables. In order to ensure that our conceptualization and question-wording were unambiguous, we went through multiple stages of editing with other research teams and our professor. To ensure precise measurement, we used a five-point Likert scale for many of our response options. Each answer option clearly separated answers while making them mutually exclusive, created room for answer variety, and decreased confusion that could derive from having more than five options. We also asked about multiple aspects of job training and the St. Olaf Student Employment Website in order to break down these complex topics. This decreases potential confusion by making sure that each question asks about one specific aspect of each concept or topic.

Sampling and Sample Procedure
We sent our survey questionnaire to our target population, all St. Olaf students employed by the college. We attempted to get as many participants as possible from this population. Everyone who participated in this study works at St. Olaf and responded to our survey email. We incentivized student employees to participate by inviting them to enter a lottery for one of twenty $20 gift certificates. Out of all 2,249 student employees we invited, 557 (24.8%) filled out the survey.

Most of our respondents chose to answer our demographic questions (91% - 98% depending on the specific question). Of the respondents who answered our demographic questions, 11.4% were international students and 19.8% were first-generation students while 80.2% were continuing. Racially our sample was 11% Asian, 3.3% Black, 8.2% Latinx, 5.8% multiracial, and 72.1% White. These figures all fall in line with our overall St. Olaf population, giving us a fairly representative sample.

Ethics
Before conducting our research, we took time to understand the ethical implications of working with human subjects. We read and discussed ethics in class, and we also learned about the St. Olaf College Institutional Review Board. 

For the first part of our research, we held a focus group with seven participants. We prepared for our focus group by completing an online ethics training course through the CITI Program which included six modules and quizzes. Before the start of the focus group, we explained our research to make sure our participants understood what they were taking part in. We explained that their responses would be confidential. Confidentiality, where a respondent’s identity is only known by the researcher(s) and is not made public unless agreed upon, is necessary to protect students’ privacy. In our notetaking, we did not record the names of the participants in conjunction with the stories they told us. We also asked each participant to keep what was said confidential. Along with protecting privacy, we wanted to avoid harm by informing participants that participation is fully voluntary and they were free to skip any question or leave at any point. We then asked if there were any questions, asked for consent, and offered the participants a chance to leave if they would like. We addressed research ethics by taking the necessary steps to protect privacy, provide information, and minimize harm. 

For the main part of our research, we made sure that the survey was anonymous by not asking for respondents’ names. We emailed out an invitation to the survey, providing information on our research and purposes and explaining that participation was voluntary. In order for respondents to keep their names separate from the data and still enter the gift card drawing, we asked them to email their names to our professor after they completed the survey. Ultimately, we understand the importance of ethics in conducting research and we strived to protect privacy, get informed consent, and avoid harm.




Research Results and Discussion

Univariate Analysis

Research Question 1: How do students find their jobs?

We wanted to understand how students have found their jobs in the past and how they find them now (fall 2021). We offered a series of possible response categories, as shown in Table 1, and asked students to check all that apply.

Table 1: How have you found any and all of your St. Olaf job(s) so far?
	Source for finding their jobs on campus
	Valid Percent 
that said yes

	Through the St. Olaf Student Employment Website
	69.5%

	Through the Student Employment Fair
	6.8%

	Through an email from an academic department
	34.7%

	Through a physical advertisement posted somewhere on campus
	8.5%

	Through word-of-mouth hiring
	44.7%

	Other
	2.2%



We found that the majority of students have utilize non-physical means of job searching in the past, including electronic and word-of-mouth sources rather than physical ads posted on campus or the Employment Fair, as shown in Table 1. These results could be due to COVID-19 restrictions or  could  simply mean that these  methods, websites are the most effective and/or efficient ways to find a job on campus. 

We asked students which method of job advertising they would be more likely to notice when looking for a new campus job, as shown in Table 2.

Table 2: If you are looking for a new St. Olaf job, which job advertising 
would you tend to notice?
	Source students would notice
	Valid Percent 
that said yes

	Emails to all students
	54.2%

	St. Olaf Student Employment Website
	68.6%

	Through the Student Employment Fair
	13.1%

	Through an email from an academic department
	74.8%

	Through a physical advertisement posted somewhere on campus
	33.9%

	Other
	2.5%



Again, we found that the majority of students would notice listings on the St. Olaf Student Employment Website and/or word-of-mouth hiring. We also found that tangible methods such as physical ads and the Student Employment Fair were used by only a minority of students. This aligns with the results shown in Table 1.  It appears  that, both ideally and in actuality, the majority of students utilize non-physical means of job searching. In the responses to open-ended questions on the survey, students also expressed an interest in other online methods of finding out about job openings, including social media and Handshake.

We examined students’ use of the St. Olaf employment website by first asking them if they had used it in the previous year. As shown in Table 3, more than two-thirds of the students (67.2%) had done so.

Table 3: St. Olaf Student Employment Website Use 
	Used St. Olaf Employment Website
	Valid percentage

	Yes
	67.2%

	No
	32.8%



We examined students’ experiences with the St. Olaf Student Employment Website by asking them to respond to a series of positive evaluative statements, as shown in Table 4 below.

Table 4. Evaluation of St. Olaf Student Employment Website
	Website Evaluation Items
	Strongly Agree
	Somewhat Agree
	Neutral
	Somewhat Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	It is easy to find jobs online
	31.8%
	50.1%
	  8.1%
	  8.9%
	1.1%

	The website included jobs I am interested in
	18.5%
	42.9%
	23.5%
	13.7%
	1.4%

	The website included at least one job that fit with my academic studies (such as an English major seeing a job in the English Department).
	23.2%
	29.6%
	19.3%
	21.8%
	6.1%

	The website included jobs that fit my academic schedule
	31.5%
	43.7%
	13.1%
	9.7%
	1.9%

	The website’s description of my job was accurate
	38.8%
	44.4%
	11.8%
	  4.8%
	0.3%



As shown in Table 4, the most common response students gave for all five statements was somewhat agree. The highest levels of agreement were for the items “The website’s description of my job was accurate,” with 83.2% of students agreeing (somewhat or strongly; 44.4% + 38.8%), followed by “It is easy to find jobs online,” with 81.9% agreement  (strongly or somewhat;31.8% + 50.1% = 81.9%), and that the website included at least one job that fit their academic schedules (75.2%). Over 60% of respondents agreed (strongly or somewhat) that the website included jobs that they were interested in, and more than 50% of students agreed (strongly or somewhat) that the website included at least one job that fit with their academic studies. However, this last item  also had the highest level of disagreement (strongly or somewhat), at 27.9%. The results suggest that even though the website is easy to use, it might benefit from the addition of jobs that relate to students’ academic interests. This idea was reiterated in respondents’ answers to our question about recommendations. For examples:

“Get more academic/applicable jobs for students!! Many students want jobs but there aren’t enough open ones that apply to their future career.”

“Make more jobs relevant to majors available so we can get experience in that work before declaring a major or just to get extra experience.”

As we referenced in our literature review, students must be able to find jobs that they can connect with. If employers want to find dedicated students, it would help to post their jobs on the St. Olaf Student Employment Website, as it is a common spot that students visit when searching for a campus job. Furthermore, students expressed some confusion about the job descriptions. As three of them wrote:

“Before students apply, it would be helpful to know how many hours per week, on average, the student will work.”

“I wish job descriptions on the job posting had better descriptions and were updated more often on whether the position is still available or not.”

“It would be more helpful if there was somewhere on the employment website about jobs that were still open even after the year has started. If I want another job, or am looking for another one, it is really difficult to know what is still open and what jobs there are.”

Therefore, we recommend that the St. Olaf Student Employment Website be reviewed regularly and updated to reflect changes and that employers posting jobs provide clearer descriptions and information about hours. 

To examine students’ evaluations of the employment website overall, we created an index of positive evaluation of the St. Olaf Student Employment Website, by summing each student’s scores for the individual items in Table 4. Index scores could range from 0 to 20. The distribution of the index scores is shown below in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Histogram for the Website Evaluation Index

The mean of the index scores was 14.18 which is well above the midpoint of 10, and the standard deviation was 3.496. The graph is somewhat clustered toward the higher scores, and 45.3% of respondents scored between 13 and 16. A little over 25% of students had scores on the lower end,  between 0-12. This suggests that the college consider upgrading the student employment website by making it easier to find jobs on the website and by ensuring that the job descriptions are accurate.

While we did not have questions in our survey directly about the hiring process, we heard from students in their responses to open-ended questions. They highlighted issues regarding the failure to post all available jobs on the employment website and students not hearing back about jobs they had applied for. Here are two examples:

“I tried to get a job at the ice rink and I was told I would hear back in a week and I never did, even when I emailed the person back. That was rude and unprofessional.”

“I thought it was really frustrating to apply to jobs and receive zero communication/feedback on my application, and then witness another student no better than me get the job. At most of the campus jobs I applied for I never heard anything back from the employer, not even a message of denial. I also noticed many of my friends on campus got jobs through word of mouth, and many good jobs aren't even posted online.” (This response was edited for length).

These responses point to the importance of posting all available student jobs on the Student Employment Website and ensuring that employers follow up with all students who apply for jobs. These changes will help decrease student frustration and confusion about hiring.
	

Research Question 2: What type of training do students receive and how do they evaluate it?

We wanted to know how students were receiving training and what their overall thoughts were on it. We first asked about the type of job training they received, as shown in Figure 2, below.
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Figure 2. Histogram for the Job Training Type

As the bar chart shows,  students primarily received a combination of online and in-person training (45.6%) or in-person only training (39.2%). Additionally, over ten percent of students received no training (11.3%). 

We investigated the quality of students’ job training by asking them to respond to six statements about their training, as shown in Table 5 below. 

Table 5. Job Training Evaluation Index
	Job Training Items
	Strongly Agree
	Somewhat Agree
	Neutral
	Somewhat Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	Training adequately prepared me for my position
	46.0%
	39.6%
	  7.4%
	  6.2%
	0.9%

	Training is on-going
	41.6%
	33.3%
	10.7%
	  9.4%
	5.1%

	Training helped me build co-worker relationships
	32.6%
	29.4%
	19.4%
	12.4%
	6.2%

	Training time was used effectively
	49.3%
	32.1%
	  8.8%
	  8.6%
	1.3%

	Training was unpleasant
	  3.2%
	  6.0%
	12.0%
	27.3%
	51.4%

	Training helped me build a relationship with my supervisor
	38.8%
	33.3%
	16.6%
	  7.9%
	3.4%



As shown in Table 5, a high majority of students agreed (somewhat or strongly) that their training adequately prepared them for their position (85.6%, or 46.0% + 39.6%), is on-going (74.9%), helped them build co-worker relationships (62.0%), used the time effectively (81.4%), helped them build a relationship with their supervisor (72.1%), helped them feel comfortable with their supervisor (78.2%). For our reverse-worded statement, only 9.2% of students reported that their training was unpleasant. Overall, respondents tended to rate their training pretty high. However, not all students are having positive experiences with their training, as shown by the 7.1% of students who disagreed (strongly or somewhat; 6.2% + 0.9%) that their training had adequately prepared them for their position and the 9.4% who disagreed that the time was used effectively. 

As we mentioned in our literature review, a positive training experience is important because it sets the scene for how the rest of the job goes. Bekker-Redd and their colleagues (2018) reported that training can be improved by offering interactive elements rather than individual-based training. While this index looks at overall training, in our qualitative content we found that students also want more diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) training. As one respondent stated: 

“The physics department doesn't have any bias training for its TAs or tutors. I know that I've had incidents with TAs before when I was the student, and now that I'm the TA I have realized that training is absolutely necessary for success instead of just being thrown in.”

We recommend that St. Olaf explore this gap in training and address it. Anti-bias training is readily available and could be integrated into job training for all students.

To examine students’ evaluations of their job training overall, we created an index of training by summing each student’s scores for the individual items in Table 5. The distribution of the index scores is shown below in Figure 3.
[image: image2.png]Figure 3. Index of Positive Evaluation of Student Employment Training (7 items)

As the histogram of the Job Training Evaluation Index shows, a large majority of students had an overall positive experience with their training However, the 10% of students who scored at or below the midpoint of the index (14) raise concern. Some students are reporting very unhelpful or negative experiences with the training for their St. Olaf jobs. We thus recommend a review of student job training in order to identify and upgrade training in the cases where it is poor. 


Bivariate Analysis

We now turn to our examination of the possible relationships between students’ experiences in searching for a job and in job training and their demographic categories such as gender, race and ethnicity, and international/domestic status.
 
Website Evaluation Index x Student Demographics

We used the Mann-Whitney U-test to determine if statistically significant differences in Website Evaluation (index scores) existed between first and continuing generation students, across gender (binary), between international and domestic students, and across race and ethnicity (aggregated to white and BIPOC). We found no statistically significant differences (p>.05) between any of these groups in their average index scores, as shown in Table 6, below.



Table 6. Website Evaluation Index Score Means
	Demographic category and groups
	Group 1 Mean
	Group 2 Mean
	U-Test 
score
	p-value

	Generation: 
1=First gen., 2=Continuing gen,
	13.88
	14.32
	9722.500
	0.346

	Gender: 
1=Female, 2=Male
	14.67
	14.08
	8227.500
	0.136

	Race and ethnicity:
1=White, 2=BIPOC
	14.18
	14.53
	10793.000
	0.442

	International or domestic:
1: International, 2:Domestic
	14.94
	14.07
	6333.000
	0.127



We used a Spearman’s rho correlation coefficient to calculate and found a statistically significant positive but weak relationship between the Website Evaluation Index scores and the students’ parents’ highest level of education (r=0.111, p=0.039). This indicates a linear relationship between the two variables. We concluded that students whose parents have more education are slightly more likely to have higher Website Evaluation Index scores. It may be that these students have an easier time navigating the site or that it is oriented more toward them in some way(s). .

We conducted Mann-Whitney U-tests to determine if there were statistically significant differences in job training evaluation across the categories of first-/continuing-generation, binary gender, international/domestic student, and aggregated race and ethnicity (white and BIPOC).

Table 7: Job Training Evaluation Index x Binarized Demographics
	Demographic category and groups
	Group 1 Mean Index Score
	Group 2 Mean Index Score
	U-test score
	p-value

	Gender (binarized) 
1 = female; 2 = male
	21.33
	21.50
	15771.5
	0.931

	First or Continuing Generation 
1 = First; 2 = Continuing 
	21.67
	21.34
	15927.5
	0.445

	International or Domestic Student 
1 = International; 2 = Domestic
	22.25
	21.28
	9473.5
	0.348

	Race and Ethnicity (binarized) 
1 = White; 2 = BIPOC
	21.23
	21.74
	17664.0
	0.611



We found no statistically significant relationship between the groups listed in Table 7 and the index: first or continuing generation (U=15927.5, p=0.445), binary gender (U=15771.5, p=0.931), international or domestic student (U=9473.5, p=0.348), and aggregated race and ethnicity (U=17664.0, p=0.611). These results are positive in that they show that some demographic groups of students are not having more positive or negative experiences with their job training than others. Since 84.8% of the students responded that their training was at least somewhat in-person, there were opportunities for interpersonal bias in the training. 

Table 8: Training Evaluation Index x Student’s Parent’s Highest Level of Education
	Variable
	Spearman rho score
	p-value

	Parent Education
	0.026
	0.578

	Year in School
	0.038
	0.423

	GPA
	0.010
	0.830



We also calculated Spearman rho correlation coefficients for the relationship between the Job Training Evaluation Index scores and the student’s parents’ or guardians’ highest level of education, the student’s year in school, and the student’s GPA. We found no significant correlation for any of these tests: job training evaluation index score and parent’s highest level of education (r=-0.026, p=0.578), student year in school (r=0.038, p=0.423), or GPA (r=0.010, p=0.830). This indicates that there is no linear relationship between the job training evaluation index scores and any of these demographic variables. These results are good as they show that students are not having more positive or negative experiences with their job training based on their demographic categories. The results are unsurprising as there is no obvious link between these demographic variables and job training.

Job Training Evaluation Index x Job Satisfaction Index

We calculated a Spearman’s Rho correlation coefficient for the relationship between job training and job satisfaction (the relationship between the two indices) and found a moderate positive correlation (r = .518, p < .001), indicating a significant linear relationship between the two variables. (The test output can be found in Table 1 of Appendix A). Students who scored higher on job training also tended to report higher job satisfaction. This result reflects findings in prior research that job training can lead to higher job satisfaction including a better connection with supervisors (Morgenstern and Gaskell 2021). 

Job Training Evaluation Index x Supervisor Relationship Index 

We calculated a Spearman’s Rho correlation coefficient for the relationship between Job Training Evaluation Index and Supervisor Relationship Index and found a moderate to high positive correlation (r = .643. p<.001), indicating a significant linear relationship between the two variables. (The test output can be found in Table 2 of Appendix A). The higher students rated their training experience, the better the quality of supervisor relationship they tended to report. Morgenstern and Gaskell (2021) discuss the importance of using appreciative advising techniques whereby supervisors make sure to include positive feedback. We saw requests for this focus on positivity in students’ comments about  interactions with their supervisors in the open-ended survey responses:

“Make sure that supervisors express appreciation and POSITIVE feedback in addition to purely criticism.”

“Better explanation for *anyone* starting their first student work position (I started my sophomore year, and barely got any guidance). Prompt ALL supervisors to have regular conversations about employees’ goals in their positions - not on an employee-reaching-out basis.”

The second response above highlights how important it is that supervisors initiate conversations with their student employees about the students’ goals. This also connects to Morgenstern and Gaskell’s (2021) emphasis on the importance of having these conversations regularly. In order to build student workers’ understanding of their skills, we recommend having supervisors ask their employees questions about their goals.



Job Training Evaluation Index x Type of Training

To examine the relationship between the type of job training and students’ evaluation of it, we ran Kruskal-Wallis H tests to compare the mean training evaluation scores between students who had different types of training (online only, in-person only, and a combination of online and in-person), as shown in Table 9 below.

Table 9. Job Training Evaluation Index x Type of Job Training
	Type of Training
	Mean Training Evaluation Index Score
	Standard Deviation

	Online only
	17.90
	6.103

	In-person only
	21.19
	5.124

	Combination of online and in-person
	22.06
	4.648



There was a statistically significant difference in the mean scores (H = 11.557, p = 0.003), indicating that the type of training students received influenced their overall training evaluation. As Table 9 demonstrates, students who had online-only training had the lowest average training evaluation scores, at 17.90; those with in-person-only training averaged 21.19; and students who experienced a combination of online and in-person training had the highest average evaluation scores, at 22.06. This shows that students tend to have better training experiences when the training is at least partly in-person. This result is similar to findings from a study by Bekker-Redd et al. (2018), in which in-person group workshop-based training was found to be more effective and enjoyable than individual online modules. 

Word-of-Mouth Hiring x Student Demographics

In order to examine possible relationships between student demographics and the experience of having found a past St. Olaf Job through word-of-mouth hiring, we ran a series of Chi-Square and Cramer’s V tests, as shown in Table 10 below.

Table 10: Past Job Sources Through Word-of-Mouth Hiring x Demographics 
	Demographic category
	Cramer’s V score
	p-value

	Gender
	0.117
	0.012

	Race and ethnicity
(aggregated; 2 categories)
	0.003
	0.948

	First/Continuing Generation
	0.038
	0.391

	International/Domestic Status
	0.053
	0.277


As shown in Table 10, of these demographics, only gender was statistically significant (p<.05). Males were more likely to have gotten a job through word-of-mouth hiring (54.3%) than females (40.9%). It is positive that we found no statistically significant difference in the other demographics, but this result suggests an equity issue because males are favored in word-of-mouth hiring and may thus have greater access to high-quality jobs. Students also noted the importance of avoiding hiring processes through which “the rich get richer.” For example, one student wrote:
“Make the hiring process more clear and open to everyone. There is a lot of word of mouth hiring on campus, which means that a lot of times the 'best' jobs for your resume go to a small group of students and the rest of the student body isn't even aware of these jobs or allowed access to them, which is unfair and I have seen it be discriminatory (ie these research type jobs go to mostly white upperclass students with previous experience in the field, who probably don't need the work study money or the introductory experience as much as other students need it).”
One of our recommendations is to get rid of word-of-mouth hiring in order to dismantle the hidden job market at St. Olaf. If St. Olaf wants to be as equitable as possible, one  way to do this would be to standardize how all job openings are posted.
Job Training Evaluation Index x Job Category
To examine possible differences in the quality of job training across different categories of jobs, we used a Kruskal-Wallis H test to compare the mean Job Training Evaluation Index score of students in different job types, as shown in Table 11 below.
Table 11. Job Category x Training Evaluation Index
	Job Category
	Mean Job Training Evaluation Index Score
	Standard Deviation

	Educational
	20.58
	5.799

	Student Services
	22.56
	4.492

	Special Skills
	22.20
	4.498

	Administrative
	21.32
	4.974

	Food services
	19.00
	5.822



We found a significant difference (U(4) = 14.777; p<.01), indicating that the training evaluation index scores differed across job categories. Students working in Food Services had the lowest training evaluation scores, at 19.00, while shoes working in Student Services had the highest scores, at 22.56, followed closely by students working in the other three job categories. The fact that students working in the Food services were the most dissatisfied with their training was also reflected in respondents comments, as shown in the three examples below:

“Have a proper system of training students would help for places like at the cage.”

“I think there should be training before we start working in the cafeteria because when I first started I had no idea what I was doing.”

“The cafeteria is a terrible place to work for students and staff it needs to be improved.”

To address the discrepancy in job training evaluation, the college could improve training for Food Service workers, perhaps in part by working with Bon Appetit to train Food Services supervisors to provide better training for their student workers.


Conclusion and Recommendations

Ultimately, through our research, we found that students find their jobs mainly through non-physical means such as the St. Olaf Student Employment website or emails. The St. Olaf Student Employment Website works well in many ways, with more than 75% of students agreeing (strongly or somewhat) that it is easy to find jobs on the website. However, there is room for growth in the types of jobs that are posted, as many students reported that they want more jobs that fit their academic interests. Furthermore, we found that males were more likely to get their jobs through word-of-mouth hiring than females. This result highlights a problem in that word-of-mouth hiring benefits some groups of students more than others. In regards to training, while many students rate their training positively, there is a notable difference between lower-evaluated training for food service jobs and the training for other types of jobs. In the qualitative data, students were clear about the need for more training in food service jobs and the importance of including diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) training. Our results reflect prior research, discussed in our literature review, which highlights the importance of training, both for worker retention and for students’ understanding of their jobs and the benefits they offer (Manley and Holley 2014, Morgenstern and Gaskell 2021). Additionally, the higher respondents rated their job training, the higher they rated their job satisfaction and their relationship with their supervisors. These results shows that job training plays a large role in shaping student workers’ overall employment experiences. 

While our research looked at the training students received for their jobs, we only differentiated between types of training by online only, in-person only, a combination of the two, or no training. Even though this information is useful, we did not explore the specific methods of training students are receiving, such as in-person workshops, training through shadowing other workers, or individual online modules. In order to gain a better understanding of the training practices used at St. Olaf as well as which methods are working well or not well, it would be beneficial for future research to look more deeply into this topic.

Originally, our research was also going to explore the hiring processes at St. Olaf, but we were unable to address this question. Burnside et al. (2021) express the importance of the student hiring process in creating an impactful employment experience. We suggest that  future research look into the processes students go through to get hired. Aspects of this research could include looking at the variety of hiring processes, how they compare to post-college hiring processes, and students’ experiences in how they were or were not hired.

Recommendations
Based on our results, we have six recommendations for how St. Olaf College can clarify the hiring process, reduce student confusion about finding a job, and improve students’ job training:

1. Make students’ access to employment more equitable: Post all student job openings on the St. Olaf Employment Website in order to move away from word-of-mouth hiring and the hidden job market.
2. Post jobs on the St. Olaf Employment Website that are more specific to students’ majors and interests.
3. Supplement postings on the St. Olaf Employment Website by adding electronic posting on Handshake and social media, and through emails to students. 
4. Improve and increase the training for food service jobs.
5. Create diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) training to use as part of job training for all students. 
6. Encourage or require students’ campus employers to follow up with all students who apply for a job or request more information about a job. When students apply for a job, inform them that they will hear back about it and when to expect that. 
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Appendix A
 
Table 1: Job Training x Job Satisfaction Index (Spearman’s rho)
	
	
	Job Training Index (7 items)
	Index of Supervisor performance (8 items)

	Index of Job Satisfaction (8 items)
	Correlation Coefficient
	1.000
	.518

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	<.001

	Job Training Index (7 items)
	Correlation Coefficient
	.518
	1.000

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	<.001
	




Table 2. Job Training x Supervisor Relationship Index (Spearman’s rho)
	
	
	Job Training Index (7 items)
	Index of Supervisor performance (8 items)

	Job Training Index (7 items)
	Correlation Coefficient
	1.000
	.643

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	<.001

	Index of Supervisor performance (8 items)
	Correlation Coefficient
	.643
	1.000

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	<.001
	






















Appendix B: Survey Questions and Response Categories

How have you found any and all of your St. Olaf job(s) so far? (Please check all that apply.) 
*“Word-of-mouth” hiring occurs when a job is not posted for everyone but is instead found through personal connections, for example, when a professor reaches out to specific students to inquire about their interest in a job instead of posting it for everyone.
Possible Responses:
Through the St. Olaf Student Employment Website
Through the Student Employment Fair
Through an email from an academic department
Through a physical advertisement posted somewhere on campus
Through “word-of-mouth” hiring (See explanation above.)
Other (please explain below)
Open-ended Question: If you answered “other” above, please explain.

If you are looking for a new St. Olaf job, which job advertising would you tend to notice? (Check all that apply.) Possible Responses:
The St. Olaf Student Employment Website
The Student Employment Fair
Email(s) from academic departments
General emails to all students
Physical advertisements(s) posted somewhere on campus
Other (please explain below)
Open-ended Question: If you answered “other” above, please explain.

Have you used the St. Olaf Student Employment Website “Search for a Job” web page in the past year?
Possible Responses:
Yes
No (If you answered no, please SKIP to question 7).

Evaluation of St. Olaf Student Employment Website Index: Statements:
It is easy to find specific jobs on the website.
The website included jobs that fit my interests.
The website included at least one job that fit with my academic studies (such as an English major seeing a job in the English Department).
The website included jobs that fit my academic schedule.
The website’s description of the job(s) I was hired for was accurate.
Responses: Strongly agree, Somewhat agree, Neutral, Somewhat disagree, Strongly disagree

Which of the following best describes the job training you received for your St. Olaf “focus job?”
Possible Responses:
Online only
In-person only
A combination of online and in-person
I did not receive job training. (If you chose this answer, please SKIP to question 13.)

Job Training Evaluation: Think about the training you received for your St. Olaf “focus job.” Statements:
My training adequately prepared me for my position.
My training is on-going.
My training helped me build relationships with co-workers.
My training time was used effectively.
My training was unpleasant.
My training helped me build a relationship with my supervisor.
My training helped me feel comfortable with my supervisor.
Possible Responses: Strongly agree, Somewhat agree, Neutral, Somewhat disagree, Strongly disagree
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