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In recent years, social scientists have deV%eloped an

increased interest in the processes by which individuals are matched
to jobs. This involves both an examination ¢f the characteristics of

T\/ job seekers who

are rewarded in labor markets and an analysis of how

employerfs evaluate worker characteristics when makiry hiring and
promotion decisions. Of special importance to this emergihg research

has been the role of educational credentials. However, there has been

little effort to investigate specific job matches directly. One study
_'conceptualized job matches as employment transagtions. To -exahine
these transactions, an interview instrument was deéigne& and used to
o

interview. the most recent appointees in 12 occupati

al categories.in

6 organizations, as well as the individuals who hired them. Questions

_ focused on the role of educational credentials in job assignment, and
elicited information on the role of educational choice, the effect of
schooling on, job performance, the issue of qiérggucation, and the
importance of educational background. This resealch can lead to
important knowledge of the determinants of .inequality in the labor
force. (Author/KC ’ | :
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. . In recent'years, gsocial scientigts hﬁve develbp d an ‘increased

' 1

'1nterest in the processes by which individuals are matched- to

) . ¢
l‘.: /"’
Jobs. Thls involves both an examﬂLatlon of the{characteristics -
. . R . 7 LT . '.
of job-seekers that are rewarded. in labor markefs, and.an
(nalysis of how émployers"evaluate-different worker S | '

~ characteristics when making hlrlng and promotion decisions. Of

'speclal‘lmportance to thls emerglng research has been the role of

»

.educatlonaltcredentlals. .Unfortupately; however, there hgs been )
little effort to'investigaﬁe specific job matches direcrly. ths_"
. : . .
paperrfepérts on the interview instruments that I designed{ahd‘
_aa‘.qistered to exéminc’job matches. I,discusg noc cnly the
appropri;te methodqloéical, theoretical, and substantive issues,

thﬂizyd the more practical and logistical issues involved in

this kind of research.
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AND PRACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS B
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I. INTRODUCTION ) o
.2 o
éociologists interestec in occupational attainmeént have

recently begun;to examine the processes by which peOple are

matched to jobs (Granovetter, 1974, 1981; Lin et al. 1981;

Sorensen, 1983). [This research'renews‘a cohce{n originally

expressed‘py'Labor market econbmists.of thé forties ana fifties

with how workers locate job openings (Reynolds,.l9gi; Lester,

1954). It also attémpts to go beyond\the status'attainment

paradigm of the sixties‘and sevehties/?Blau and Duncan, 19@7)'by{

examining the role of social contacts in the labor market.

,Overall, job,matching researchdseeks to understand the practices

»

"adopted and the information sources utillzed‘by labor market .

participants, typically job seekers.

y

\

The developing resea(ch has taught us much about how workers-

1) .
find and secure Jjobs, but’ there has as yet been little effort to

exam;ne job-matches directly by studying worker behavior and

[}

‘employer behavior together. Largely because the requisite data

-to do'this do not exist, one of three strategies has generally

been adopted. The most common practice has'been to:investigate

how wornkers with certain characteristlcs are distrlbuted across
g .

occupations, and to infer from this the matching processes that

put them'there,. Unfortunately, such inferences are necessarily

TR
L

; .),‘ '
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'/thehselVes. Second; thére is 'a large literatute from both

LY

) sociglo?y (Lin et al., 1981) and economics (MCCall 1970) @n

P

patterns of job search, but the concerns of these studles have

¥ -

&yet to join w16h studles o{ émployer behavhhruto form a study of
2 joly matching per se'. lFlnally, there have been a few studies of

.employer behavior (Berg, 1971), but these have usually been

non—systematlc and impressionistic, and ‘have genera}ly tended to

neglect the supply side.
* .

. ¢ : Below, I describe the methodology of I study I am conducting

thdt emplrlcally examlnes job matches directly by analy21ng data

»

from‘both sides of the job match. fQFestrlct my attentlon‘lﬂ
.this psper to thosefaspects of job matches that involve |
“educationel_creéentials snd tormal schooling. Since subsfantive
results of'the research arehreportedtelsewhere (Bills, 1984a;
1984b), the goals of this paper are to describe the substahtive
concerns that motivated the research( the research strategy and
aesign; issues of conceptnalization.and measurenent; and the
methodological and theoretical &mplications of the study;
k = Y

I1. THE THEORETICAL IMPORTANCE OF JOMYMATCHES ~ r
s ‘

LS . oot
Statistical models of occupatipnal attainment pédrmit us to
A (A : - -

establish the "strength and persistence of the empirical

relationship between attainment.and a wide range 6f its

o

determinants. As social measurement goes, these estimates are

exceptionally precise. Social researchers have \seveloped an

indirect, and one 1argeﬁ§tep fremoved from the actual transactions'




\%emqin indirect and empirically unvexified as long as they are

av 4 v

\ekgbbfate'technology for measuring the effects of variables .

< . .
representing social background, cognitive and non-~cognitive

characteristics, and educatijébnal attainment on the subsequent

achievements of individuals. Fromhthese estimat®s, inferences

s -~ "tefw, :

can be drawn as to how the process ofg¢stratification OperatesJ Loy

Y . 2 RFIEN

The problem with all ¢f this-is that these inferences must

o

¢+

besed on data from the point of view of job-holders or
job-seekers. Thatlis, occupational attaiﬁment not»only requires -
that‘an individual possess'an adequate aseortment of sdcial and
technicai skille, but also that an emploYihg organization be -
willing to acknow;edge thése resources and maﬁe a selection
decisien (whether a hiring or a piomotjon) based upon thenm.
Peoéle not 6nly\alloeate themselves into a set of o;cupational

roles, but they are also allocated to them. Thus, the otE?r

side of "status attalnment“ iw "employer deg%81on making."

Aibzzample should make this logic clearer,i Sociél
seiefti have long debated about why more highly educated
workers, attain better jobs. Soc1ologlsts of the

~

“technlcal functlon schoolggcrithued by Colldns, 1979) and
human. capital eeonom{sts (Mlncer, 1974 ) maintain that schools
teach the sorts o skills'aﬁa knowledge that méke peopievﬁore
p;oductﬁve.wdrkers. A similar position has been advanced by

those who see'schoolihg as providiﬁg.the,proper sorts of social

or noncognltive dlspositions that allow people to operate in _?\~

t hlerarchic§; work settings (Bowles and Gintis, 1976) * Proponéyts
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pf.screening-theory (Riley, 1979), in‘contrast, argué that
employers select more educated employees as a means tqi"sogﬁgp.
out”" undesirable candidates,\regardless of whether or not the " ‘
educated worker. learned anygﬁing useful in "school. Essentially, .

sqhools are held to sort out the, less able. Signallimg theory-is
¢ . - * :
similar to this, and holds that more* potentrdﬁly.productive . \\ T
oy

wor:;;szgignal this capgcity to employers through their de01s/ph | ~

to rsue extensive s&QSoii\g, and that employers respond to this .

signal. Finally, credentialist theory cpntends that' employers

generally act irrationally by selecting on educational
b L
‘credentlals, since there is no eyidence that more highly educated
. . . "

-workers are any more prdductive than thosg¢ with less schodling
(Berg, 1971). The most extreme form of this position suyggests
that not only does school fail'to.augment productive capacity,

‘but it further fails to sort the able from’thekless able.
' : -

I~

-1 »
Based strictly on the estimates observed in attainment
models, it is impossible to say which of these positions is m?st
empirically accurate ® ySinee analysts have rarely'studied

employer behavior directly, our models sinply do not(pllow an
: '

unambiguous adjudiEation between' these positions (fn 1).
: Clearly, other kinds of data are ce%led for, specifically; data"

»

from those who are-acfually making decisions to screen, read

signals, or otherwise evaluate job candidates (fn 2).
: - K )

. .
* : . ' '

- Conceptualizihngﬁe Job Match L

LN

Job matches' are best conceptualized as special cases of

ERIC rransaqtions, The concept of tranaqction.wes mogt developed by

e




Commons (1950) who unde stood the@/as the means.by ihich

P -
.

‘a1nd1v1duals and collecttv1t1es ’1bute,ahd allocéte sQcial and - o

L

’ e : v oo .5 v Lo 4
economic resonrces'bf ail Ki is dlrects our attention to . ‘\

Y.

the 1mpllcit or’ expl101t barg};ning attendant to. transactlons,

’ ‘\
and to the 3001algcontext in whlch they-occur (Wllliamson, 1975).

~
M
« 3 s San - s :,‘ A
- 3 . - L) T h
N

- »":. - Qb‘\ .
The two principle employment ‘transactions are h1r1ngs L.€,

14

organlzatlonal\eptry) and promotlons (1.e., organlzatlonal'

?

advancement) . (Self-employment repkesents a case in which a
individual is his or her own emplo&er.) Other employment »

. - transactions (tranSfers, lay-offs, demotions, lateral moves, pay

L4 . ! »

adjustments, firings,' retitementsh etc.) can be interpreted for .

now as special cases of hirings and promotions. S B

\ AN
A job match (or again, an employment -transaction) can be
L ] - . B

characterized as the culmination of a éggision or a series of - . _ -
. ' o . LN~
+ decisiqgns on the part of a job candidate and an. appointing

manager within.an organizational and institutional structure.
. _ . S

These decisions, as 8imon's (1976) school of.organizational

) IS - . —

< ~

igtributed- power, and ratidnal?ty that is bounded \1

theory suggestxsaré based on incomplete information, . - . .
differentially

* Dby time and available resources. -Some organizational decisions

may-be more implicit than explicit, in that they represent the

- ' : - : W,
: unobt’ysive kinds of controls that result from routinized ’g
’ a k] ‘
organlzatlonal practices. For example, the "decigion" not to ' {

'hire hlgh school dropouts may in a particular case n?t be, a

con801ou3'decision at all, but rather embedded in the formal

Q _Estructure of the organization as a job descrlption.“ Similarly, , _u;é

“- "l; - : Vo S l 8 ‘

L £
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- ’ \_... .' ’

. - not all decisions reached by job candidates or hiring marnagers
are necessarily conscious or cognitive declslons " q

! - ’ .
III. STUDY DESIGN - - - R

LY I . ) -

i

To examine these sorts of transactions, 1 1Qterv1ewed the
.
mnost recent appointees to twelve occupatlonal categorles in each

of 8ix organlzatlons, as well as the individual most responsible

for naking‘the particuler appointmeT?. 'This produced a-sample’of
seventyﬂtwo job matches; Belowrﬁddescribe a) sampling and
selection procedures,'b) the six oréanizations, ¢) the tﬁelve
occupetions,_and d) issues of the conceptualization andlﬁ

measurement of those aspects of job matching dealing with
N A Y .
edudation. Throughout, I emphasize the practical and logistical

. )
problems of the rggearch design, as well as the more routine

'sorts of methodoldyical issues. This is because I believe-the

study should be replicated, and being an exploratory one to some

]

degree, improved upon.

¢ Sampling and Selection -

e

-

Each organizatién, as I describe below, was selected to be T

representatrVe of. a broader range of organizatidns. If none is
entlrely 1deal typ1cal“ in a strict Weberlan senge, all at 1east
approach be1ng ideal types in waYs that make generalizations from -~ .. K
“ " them possible. Beopuse of the sensitivity of hiring decisions,,'
each organization’and each interviewee was promised full L a

chfidentiality as a conaition of participation. Because of LY

'ERiC‘ this, my description of each organlzatlon must be sketchy. : R

1 w
.
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» The Six Qrganizations :
Al [ ’

1) Loop Finance is a,ligrge financial institution that
. & .
operates in international as well as local markets. The :
! . : [ _/ »
organization has numerous systems offcareer advancement, '

o
-

' . - . : o 4 & ) N N N N
well—estah}lshed personnel*policies, and various training
programs.

\ B . s‘.
' »~ ) . . :
- 2) Northside Manufactliring has been a fixture in its

community for decades. A large employer, it was hit especially Ca

‘ hard by the economic downturn of the early elghties, a%b ééemed . K
! —

“to be slowly pulllng out of this durlng the t1me we conducted ouﬁ/) : _’ )
1nterv1ews;;«The plant, which also houses the firm' s_corporqté R

b

. iy / . - _
headquarterﬁﬁﬁpmploys a diverse workforce, rang}ng from*unskjlled
: N | | v ‘ :
laborers to highly-skilled employees well-acquainted with'state '
; R " ' LT
. boof the ‘art mandfacturing and inventory techniques.

- N

Al o

- 3) Exurb ¢onsu1ting-is a suburban-based firm with offices ,
throughout the Midwest. It provides 5;;ineering and technical
consulting to a varieay rf construction, manuPacturing, and
Y L
public works projects. We interviewed at both the Chicago
' ' { ¢ .
suburban ofﬁiﬁe, and at corporate Headquarters in a small city
some two hours away. The workforce is predominantly
, professional, and is, like Loop Finance,'Strictly non—-union. . -
‘ . .. ) . ‘ ( .' - , - ) °
S 4) City Hospital .is a large and wéll—established urban g i_._‘;

_,ERiC‘;',hospitél. While having a strong reputation in ‘the health .




< 10

industry, itis located in a relatlvely unattractlve part of the

1

»
-

c%}y,.and this affects its ability to recru1t ‘some kinds of

.workers._ - -
. . 1l

. 5) Lakeside Services is a governmental agency providing

o o . ' ¥ T o
essential services to a wide geographical area. Like most .
' .. s . ’ . , Ryl
public agencies, its sources of revenues- have betn eroded both by

the recession and by a shifting.tax base. The agency employs a
diverse workforce, and has drawn- some of its top technical people

from a natlonal pool Civil Service considerations are'crug&el

to the agency's staffing patterns. ) \
x | ‘; |
6) Regional Authority is responsible for an enormous part of
the operétions of the 'urban infrastructure. A large employer,
the Authority utilizes a newly-designed and instituted Career

Service system as opposed to the more traditional Civil Service

4

f oo systenm.

' > . 4
The gwe ve Occqpatlons - Lo -

A

. TO ga1n an undeystanhding of tow selectlon and allosatlon
. X
operated throughout *the hierarchies of these six organ&zatlons,=L

$ .
wanted each to be represented by:. a broad assortment of-

’

occupations. To achieve this, I selected the f0110w1ng twelve . n

occupatlonal categorles in each organlzat10n°
1) .middle management ’ ' : ,
2) lower management . : , ;

_ . o )
Q- 3) sciéntifib and tethnical- staff L ' gs
o

o A .
. . . . . ‘ e
. . ’ v : .
4 - N ol . - ° * v R B
a . . EEER . 5 . e - e . 5 . o

M

>

iy
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v . g - . 5 .‘/
/ Y - L ’ -_ - :
- 1- ( 1l - - I C q 40
- - . i ~ v -
’ - Vou. N : ) . ' -
v . 4) PrOduCtloh auperv1sors | .
- , ) ,
: ’ : S) acébuntan&s 1 ST L. ‘W
: , LX2EY -
L ,

6),executrue secretaries | C o ,

™~ . . ) . .

| ﬁ§'7) secretaries T e ' e T
8) ‘crafts workers oo, '
. !\ .

. \9) sales staff 1 ' .
. 10) skilled operatives \ ’ .
3 ) . .
" 11) semi-skilled operatives = -

12). unskilled workers or laborers

. -
Py . ~

» o

[} . . . v ’ . - h i“
This 1ist;was based with some modificatiohs.on Hallak and
Caillooi;,il980) study ‘of Paneméﬁién ehployerS'(fn 3). gallak

and Caillods interviewed embloyihg managers’ in a range of

4 Al - _ »
Panamanian firms about their hiring criteria for man ?éﬁ-these

occupations. They did not complete the match by 1nterv1ew1ng N “
_ ~ & e

workers, vet their study provided cons:.derable guldar\ce for the . @ ;
. 1 _ . - ,

demand side of my study. A . . b \
wl k4 7

é ¢ ]
No a prlori cla391fication of occupatlons will correspond

prec1se1y with thpse used by actual organizations. We reconcllegv,

/

the categories used b{/the 81x organizations w1th my categories
* s
‘through consultation, ‘often quite, exten81ve, with personnel or

employment -officers in each orgahizatlon. 'In some cases, as in
TES '

Northside ™anufacturing, this wes'very straightforward. Other

cases involved more effort‘l For the most-part“;howeyer,qthe job

+ e

@ titles we obtained correspond quite closély to those used in S | -
. . = ’ ) J .

" convéhtional occupational cla391fication schemes. .

o - | o - -
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t
A

A sample of job matches is simultanéouysly a’ sample of

successful JOb candidates. That is, the study-design excludes
L] < - - 3 ’ -
those rejected for posrtions, e1ther by failing to pass the

1}

71nit1al screens or by losing in the latter stages of job'

-

- competition (fn 4) Thus, we have to some degree selected on the

g

dependent variable.of occupationAI attainment. We mitigated this

. o ' 1} .
problem as much as possible,bx asking appointing managers to

compare. the successflil appointee with other candidates, and to

D ‘ ' ‘ . - -
‘indicate in some detail what made this candidate the best<f\\

available.choice. .A‘subsequent study of candidates“who failed to

.. ) ) (3 : , : g
make the grade Would be of considerable interest. Still, while
\ . _ .

we did not intervi rejected candidates, we did construct the

? ,
LY - 4

interviews so tR e know something about them.
e~ ‘/b E. -
T .x‘"~

' - . - ¥ .
IV. Concegtuafﬁzation‘and-Measuremept ‘ .

L il

o ‘ . A

Since there was not a methodolo ical literature to draw upon

o

in many cases, many of,the interview/ questions asked of

appointees and hiring managers we especially for this

a

study. Again, in this paper 1 limit my atfention to the role of

-educational credentials in job assignment (fn 5), and 1 make no

" effort here to preseq§ substantive findlngs except to 1llustrate

- .
methodologiéal p01nts. Most of the questions pertaining to

i
education asked of employees (i.e., the supply side) had

counterparts on ‘the employer (or demand) side. Takén by

P

them elves; an analysis of the responges, to either the~job

candidate‘duestjons or. the-employer questions would permrt an

- examination of eitheﬁ job search or employer decision making -

T




- o

Taken together, they permlt a study of jOb matching. I sought. J
r~

information in four broad areas: the role of educational choice~

-
’

\\& the effects of schoolsr osereducatlon; and education as a hiring

- , - v
. »,

factor. i :
- \

The role of educational choice

[}

As explained above, there are many theories that infer how
a ' ~

-

-

employers evaiuate-educational credentials. To a lesser but - .. S

still important'degree;*ﬁhese theories also attempt to éxplainl

whY.individuale make decisions on h6w much schooling to attain. .
J | Economic theor}es‘in particular assume that labor midrket

LT l;ﬂ

R

' s : = : ' : i : ’ - <
y/

participants act rationally, at least within the confines of the. .

.
-

information available _to thenm, which would suggest that job

seekers pursue schooling to the extent that they bélieve that ' )fk

‘¢ T . ' ' -

. profit-maximizing employers value it. ' ) - T
@ < .

Surprisingly, we know very little about why ind1v1duals make
the educational decisions that the’fdo. Th'is is in Splte of the
clear importance Qf such decisions. 'Manski and Wise' s‘valuable

study, College Choice in America, for ihstance,'found thati}'

"imdividual application decisiqns are much more important than \

coliegecadmiseions deecisions in the determination of attendancefv' e

fSelf—selection is the major determinant of;attendanCe“ (1983:4).

A - Still, Manski ~and Wise did not have the ‘data to enable them to

- determine the reasoning behind these individua decisions, but : _'. T
- L v -

instbad inferred gnch reasoning by examining the differences_

begzeen attenders :and non-attenders.~

ke A ’ " “ . \
e - R E
3 - . : .
o . : L -~
- . . - -
.
:
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To more fully explore the supply side of the job match, we
asked appointees ' why they had chosen the amount and type of

education that they had. We offered the following options -to
N -

-

this questiom:

Which of the'folloding helped you decide on the amount and oY

type_of education you woqld get? You... 7 - _
. _ ‘ y ' _ : &% . ‘ ) o
: o ' ;)§ \ _ .
. . s
a. liked school T

b. needed the education to get/a good job | N

c. were preparing yourself for a Specific kind of work

d. went to sohool beeause'there was-no work available
~e. quit sohooﬁ%iecausé you'needed money

f. quit school™because you were bored with school

g. quit school because you had bad grades - : ‘¥\

?

h.‘quit school because of family responsibilities
J ¢

. \‘ A .

Pt . ’.
o . _ .
e ',

Generally, we were trying to determine here if individuals-
\ .

really do "invest" in themselves primarily for economic purposes,

or if other factors are involved. Options\b and ¢ feflect
economic factors. Other. factors gere iitr1n31c (1 e., "liked 3

nschool‘} while others represented constralnts on a candidate s

1,‘ \ ' . e

'educational attainment (d-h) SinCe many respondente\had’

-

multiple reasops.for their &ducational decisions, we asked which

of these fdctore was the most importént to the individual. To . VR

more fully examine the economic ba31s of educational de%isions,
We also asked appointees if they yould have eelected a different

amount or type of achboling had they been preparigg for the




. {
y . -~

specific p091ti¢ns they now hold Thus,»while my study.does not
have the coverage of Manski and Wise's study, it perh1ts a r1cher
and - more detailed appraisal of the ways in which;labor market

participants gather and evaluate information. \' T

. e
» e

What do schools do? o _ - . .

-

A major. difference between technical-function theories on -
- A . . . ’ - ’ q
the one‘ﬂﬁnd and allocation (i.e., screening,“%ignhllingy ‘or -

credentialist) theor;es\on'the other involves.the degree to whlch
‘ sfhools "do" something to. the people passld;‘through them. Thfs .
codterns Whether-schooling proyldes people with socialization andf .
rtrainihg, or whethe*bic merely labels and allocates them v

(Kerckhoff, 1976; Kamens, 198]). We therefore gsked appofntees

" if they use any knowledge or skills\that they learned in school

- . . _\

on the jobi)and to describe what sorts of- knowledge or skills Y
_ _ ~

- ) they mean. While we presented the 'latter part of this question .

e
1 -

- - . ’ )
in an open—end&d manner, dur aim was to determine if 'people

believed that their schooling enhanced specific technical skills,

(Y

' | orlif it developed;ﬁore general oriegtations and dispositions#$
whether-cognitive or non-cognitive (i.e.,.prohlem'solving '-; . S
ability, more.open attitudes, etc.). Coding this Variahle in |
ﬁﬁ' these terms proved quite straightforward although some . ' _,E

respondents observed that schoollng emhanced both’ general and o
spec1f1c skills. Substantlvely, of course, we wanted to know if . . "fg

these perceptiops varied throughout the“occupational hieranchy,'

N
L)

We also asked the broader question,e_“In general in your

L)

'ERiC‘ opinion,fin what way or. way does schooling affect a wprker 8




| theories focusing on only one or two: factors.v

%,
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yp | '
performance -on the job?" This .was also asked of employers. The

question was open-ended, and we coded ‘the responses into

'categories suggested by the data themselves. This re'sulted in

/

the. following set of categories: o f

0l. basic skills; general knowlgdde

b SR .- .
02. discipline S : .
03. “pOise"7 manners; professional behaxior' -
04. work habits ‘
05. ability to communicate h
1
.t
06. broad/open attitudes or dispositions , .

07. perseverence; industriousness; finishing a project

L)

08. necessary eredential

09. problem solving methods

10. spe?ificftechnicalfeki11S' B

11. theoretical_as opposedgto:practical learning

12. negative effects in terms of personelity or . ’
interpersonal'relatioos

13. other negative effects

14. no effect

5 _
15. don't know; can't answer

»
-

~ b 1

’

Obviously, this is a broad and somewhat disqarate list, The

K]

fact that these categories are derived from~open-ended responses, {}E

)

v
however, indicates that this dlversity mgre accurately reflects

how labor market informétion is perceived and processed than do

Q




.

The correSponding steps on the ‘employer side were to ask

-

each appointing manager if he or she believed that the candidate
o
uses skills on the j?b'that were learned in school, and if these

o

skills could hé&e been 1earned'somewhere else. Since we know

that d%re educated job candidétes tend to get ehedd, the point of L

.

' these questions wes_to determine’ just what it is employers think
they are éetting when they'hire?lndlviduals with more schoolingl-
than other candidates. Again, this is.a qnestion that ‘has been -
rodtinely unexemined in- the literature. We éen thus examine why

employeEs select on educational credentials, and, what kinds (1if

any) of ponnebtions they make between the content of formz&
. -. p
schooling and effective 4job performance.

<4

-

Overeducation _ ' ' ’ _\
* An important featqre.of the debate .on the.matching.of
\ ‘ veducational_credentials to positions is whether-job eandidates
can be ednc;tionally overquélified'ae well as underqualified for;

positions (Clogg and Shock&,'l984). Proponents of the ‘ P

, overeducation thesis _argue that many American worke¥s ate
. ‘ ) .

'.schooled-to levels well beyond those required ﬁor eatisfactory'

~

performance in their joba, producing both lessened productiv1ty

and greater job dissatjsfaction.

[ 4

v . . ~
. ¢

_ The. overeducation iseue {s typically examined from the
.| » e B
employer 8 perspective, with ‘observers asking why employers‘

persist in irrationally"selecting employees on ‘the basis of

'!‘
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educated workers are eny‘more productive than the less schooled.
One can identify a supply side ditension as Qell, whichwaSKS if
job candidates see themeelvge a§ overqualified ﬁor ppsitions.
"Presumably such perceptlons would strycture how they approach
their job search adtivities. o ) L - S o ) _g&
S T - | RN
To address.tﬁis'issue, Qe‘asked employees a pair of

questions ep the extent to whiéhethey believed that their

' educationamade them underqualified or ovetqualified for jobs that - vy

they might want. We also asked them to explaln their reasoning

behind thelr judgements._ "The questions were: o o .
: . \: N . . L
. . ] . . / x° '
¢ Do you feel that the amount and type of education that you

have is an important limit to your chances of getting a better

Ll
-

/

job here or elsewhere? . _ ) - ‘ 'gﬁ
-* ” ’ . -
Do you feel that there are any jobs that you might wqpt for

which you have oo much educatlon?'
» < ’ :

Of particular relevance tqthe oven@ducation thesis,
however, is the questio% of what employers deem“mismatches . ”
between schoollng and selectlon. , We therefqte\put the following
set of questlons to employers' S o _ ' pﬂ

L 2

I1f (this_cahdtdate) had less edqcation than'hé/she does, - '5;#

o
would you still have apgointed him/her to'théf position? E ‘ijg
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s accept? : |

‘ E ] . 4. :;
. _ ’ \ S

. . -
,~ If (this cquidate) had more education than hﬁ/she does,

would you still 'have appointed him/her to this position?
| o ~ \ .
| \ '
(1t §es), how much education would you be willing to accept?
. . . . \‘ . ) ) | . l'\‘ ) Ed
\ . , . « \ .
Cod1ng these sorts/bf variables was more difflcult than it

f

mlght initially appear. For- example, some employers \ - y

(partlcularly those in the- public organlzatlops) had dlttle

\
discretion to raise or lower educatlonal cr1teria that were

specified in job descrlptlons. While they were often allowed

\

some leeway in "tjading off" educational‘credent1als for |
relevant work experience, their decisionsawer_ much more ' . L gE,

constrained than those of some other hiring- Managers. L w
o 4 ° ) _‘ . . f‘\“
. ’ - )

Further, questions about educational ceilings or floors in
" the specific appointment were of little relevance when the"

) »” . - ) . . ‘ .
employer had already reported that the candidate's achodlingﬁhad

L%

/
-

5 Cn i i : .

W PR e e SR

. \
no been a factor in the hiring or' promotion decision. Thia' \ ‘v
. situatlon dlffered from those in. which the. employer reported that\ ; Y

.the’ candidate's education did matter, but that there was still no \_.g3f5f®

AY

lower or upper 1imit.- We also found a large number of managers \
who qualjfied their answers. in some way, 1eading us to incluée a’ \}
? N category for. "it depends. That ieﬁ‘the educational ceilings or Y »

1
f}oors that employera construct for}Pﬂringédecisions are often

flexible, depending:on;the circumstances of the appointment and
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Education as a hiring factor

Finallf, we asked both parties to the employment transaction -

' a detailed serjes of questions regarding the importance of the
/ ) ’ N ) »
candidate's educational background as a factor in the particular

hiringror:promotion decision. (This was nested in a broader

-~

question designéd"to examine the role of all’possible factors in
the apbointment.) We asked not only about the role of the
candldate s length of schooling, but alsp about the parwsicular
institution that the- candidate attended the type of training )T :h

P

rec;ived and any other features of the schooling’ experlence that) > )'

\ | might ‘have been pertlnent, Un}ih? many of the pJevious R wih(k\W/ﬂi:wd ‘

f? qnestions, these duestions pertained ' to the,specificphob match, '
. f

rather .than to the general or1entat10ns\of Job candidates add ‘

/ hiring managers. . Cod1n§ COuld be handled: quite sim y, on 3‘& .

e

scale from “bery 1mportant“.tq 'not, at all ;mportant. The -
. \ ) 4

) importance of this approach; a?éih, is that it gets us beyond the ,-

! need to infer the role of educational credentials from the
| .

distribudjon of individuals iz~occupational hierqrchiés, - -

. ' ' - , . . | SRR . ‘ ) t ) ’ . ) . g r . , H

\ . oo l Z L If'j
' .V. Theoretica¥t implicatioms and Reseaé?h Apglicatipﬁ& , y

. g - - ;o L
Q‘ ; i‘: e ’ ' ’ ! ‘

» v : . /\1

i

SR e M 1T

i

q
t. but also by, being ‘selected

.
¥
on R
'_" RS

A

. Adducing the logic that people get ahead not stridkly 'on the ST
basis of their own efforts and meH
by organlzational decisio&-ma rs, the- research described abgyei

o

opens up-a dine ¢f inquiry on the role  of schooling in social -

“

.\' | stratification that has not~been adequately examined in the o '§3

| literature. BQ interpreting attainment as;;he culmination of a



-

~—

I'd
gset of contingent organizational decisions, such research can

help unravel the complexities and“ambiguities that underlie the. . A,

parameters of models of attainment: Thus, this sort'of research

(

' N . ve

* can lead to important knowledge of the determinants of inequality

in the labor force.

A5 An underl 1ng assdmptlon of thls research program is that a

fundamental balsis of social stratlflcatlon lies in the stru tué@
A i

'and pE?CQSS of comp%ex organlzatlons. This p01nts to the fheed to

i

“also develop\the mgthodologﬁfal t@chnology approprlate to these

-t ‘ 4 . w
develop a r1cher theoretical framework of'th\organizatlons "\'“‘\\7/

-

structurt Qvgéees of stratlfrcatlon (Baron, 19847.Ros*‘haum,@
s ~ |

1984) aﬁd orgaqlzatlons make de0131ops. Such theoretical‘ >

work 1s n derwayt yet for the most part the empirical-

'nalyses flowing from this work haVe 51mp1y adopted thé

e.tebllshed measurement procedure,of status attalnment research . )/
» “ * ¢

(fn 6). If we are*to adequdtely shiit,the focus from the supply 4/",
51de to thd'demand 51de (and hence, to “the Job matcﬁ{f we must
g b

qué@tions. Such technology.must'be\based to an increasing degree )

on qrganizational theory.

| . . o .

-

) ~ ' \
Eprther study of(job matching will also require‘zore //>

}
eliance on the sociology of educat1 n, This is paxtlcular1y~\\

! : A
__ev1dent in the area of educational choice.. I1f stratification o N

the reaﬂoning behind educational deci81one. Manski and Wise

theory can be faulted for not directly investigating employers' o )
1 w/
perceptions of job candidates and their motivations £pr theik -
A - ’e
choices, ﬂoxcan eﬁucatio 1 researchers be ﬂaulted fpr negle ing

. - . L L
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v : - . ' ' \

(1983) is an importéht contribution, but duffers the same

weaknesses as stratification research in that it "‘eventually must
. ) £ ,.

L)

r'a N
infer what needs to be examined directly.
. - d .('

.- . r 4
N v R

As mentioned abové, in this paper IQSnly discuss those - g
_ . ' ~ ) :
- aspects of the job match that pertain to schooling. The full

~

study also considers those .issues listed in foo{hote 5. These ° '

) - ¥y
issues are at 1eaﬁ;‘gg’gomplex as those reported on ﬁé%e, and

R

f&fther studies. of job matching should continue to, develop this

A% -

-

. range of concerns. )
@ \ .

v Fiffally, we can point to the usual sort of recommendations
Ty expand” the range of-occupatidns and organizations to which the

‘interviews are applied, and to dévelop larger and more varied g/

J N ¢ > 7

.. samples. J@#s iiyyurely true, but at the same time it would be a’
) _

&, mig;aﬁbfto get prematurelx'locked into a rigid set of operational. |

4

w .

’ definitions and,measureﬂ%nt\procedures. *While the.techniqueg

» . »
~

reported here are chceptually and empirjcally grounded, the

-~

Mate of the art is ébill such that congiderable work needs to;be

done before our "job ma?ching“ measurements have reached the '

level of sophisticatlon of our status atPainment . measurements.

s T . =
AN N - v : - ,
{ | ) "

a
D.L
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1nadequately qualified or because of a lack of knowledge of the

\-ﬂ /
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v " FOOTNOTES

~ 4

1. See Riley (1979) for an'intéresting effort to use data drawn

from employers to evaluate the screening position.

2. I use the term "job candidates" rather than "job applicants"

or’ "job seekers" because many 6f our respondents who Had been

hired or promoted into positions 'reported that theylhad.not//

~

agtively sought.tgpse positions. 1In this.sense, even "job .

candidates" implies a more actidg employee role than is sometimes

.the case. ,

1

3. Hallak and Caillods' classification is not entirely clear.

one point they list ten categories (1%80:145), and at another

only nine (1980:146-147). Elsewhere (Bills, 1985), I explain”my

[ 4

modifications of Hallak and Caillods' categorization.

At

~

4. It also excludes those who were dlssuaded from applylng in the

flrst place, ei*%er because of a seéifperception of being

-

job opening.

Vo .
3

5. Else;here (Bills, 1985), I provide'afpafallel>discussion of

[y
12

the conceptuallzatlon and measurement of four other prlnc1pal

-

+

features of the job_match:

—~

. —_—
i§

7

'I) How the job candidate learned of and chose the job versus

how the opdning occurred'and how the employer learned_of the S

Y



candidate;

. \
2).The appointee's use and perception of the efficacy of

various methods of job search (including the degree to wﬁich he

or she continues to search) versus the employer s methods of

searching for workers (i.e., recruiting), 1nc1uding the . N\
0 7 X
distinction between the internal and external labor supply:; ]

LY

- . * [y

—

\\ ' . ’ \
' 3) How j0b candidates gather and evaluate labor market

information versus how employers gather and evaluate labor market -

information; - y . §%§' o \/

”

4) The wotker's appraisal of the importance of various
‘"hiring criteria in this appointment versus the employer's : /,

perception of therr 1mportance (3 cluding the construction of -

v

screens, the app01ntment process, and the establishmtnt by the-

organization of various hiring standards). - : ! -4
| N -

6. Researchers exploring the strengtﬁ of interpersonal ties in .

1 i ° . T
. the labor market (Lin et al., 1981; Granovetter, 1974) have, of
(, - . . . .

course; beeen, developing innovative measurement procedures based

33

-

. - ~ » "
on network theory. 7 : ' - - BV
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