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The impact of working on undergraduate studentgractions with faculty

Three decades of research on college studentsatedithat faculty members play a
central role in the development of undergraduatdesits (Astin, 1993; Pascarella & Terenzini,
1991, 2005; Kuh & Hu, 2001; Umbach & Wawyrzinskd(®). Studies suggest that out-of-
classroom interactions with faculty are positivagsociated with gains in academic and
cognitive development (Terenzini, Pascarella, &iilng, 1996), personal and intellectual
growth (Astin, 1993; Endo & Harpel, 1982; Pascarél|Terenzini, 2005), and student
satisfaction (Kuh & Hu, 2001; Endo & Harpel, 1982hese interactions are frequently the best
predictors of student persistence (Braxton, Sullipg&aJohnson, 1997; Pascarella & Terenzini,
1991; Stage &Hossler, 2000). Likewise, instructicaqgroaches, such as cooperative learning,
teacher organization and clarity, and high expeutatfor students, positively influence
cognitive growth (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, 20Pascarella Edison, Nora, Hagedorn, &
Braxton, 1996).

Although we know a good deal about how facultgetfthe student experience and
student learning, we know relatively little abol textent to which working college students
engage with faculty in ways that contribute to tlggowth while in college. While many
students must work to cover college costs anddoiee career-related experiences, it is
reasonable to assume that, because time is fimking during college likely reduces the
amount of time available for interacting with fatyudnd fully engaging in the collegiate
experience (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Stind&ioec & Stinebrickner, 2004). Relatively few
studies have examined whether working inhibits etiidelationships, both in and out of

theclassroom, and the amount of effort they put their studies. In turn, little, if any research



has examined whether experiences with faculty diffeally effect the cognitive growth of
working students.
Purpose and research questions

Given the relative dearth of information on theenactions of faculty with working
students, this chapter seeks to fully explore thekimg students’ experiences with faculty. The
purposes of this study are fourfold. First, thiguier explores the effect that working while in
college has on students in- and out-of-class egpeeis with faculty members. Second, we
examine whether working affects growth in cognitoegcomes after the first year of college.
Third, this study tests whether certain facultyrapghes to instruction are particularly useful in
reducing any differences in cognitive growth that see after the first year of college. Finally,
based on our findings, we provide practical ways golicymakers, college administrators, and
faculty can enhance the college experience aneéstuearning for undergraduates who work.
Three specific research questions guide our relsearc

1. To what extent do students who work engage in fr@sttices in education, particularly
those related to college faculty, at the same laseheir nonworking student peers?

2. To what degree does working affect cognitive outesmfter the first year of college?

3. Are there particular best practices that ameliodéferences in cognitive outcomes
between working and nonworking students?

This chapter begins by providing readers with adpson of the best practices in
undergraduate education that are said to contriouséudent learning and an exploration of
studies that apply these best practices to studdrmsvork while in college. We then describe
the methodology and analytical approach we empm@nswer our research questions. We

follow our discussion of methods with a full expddion of the results of our analysis. Finally we



conclude the chapter with a discussion of our figdiand of policies and practices that
policymakers, administrators, and faculty can empboensure a positive educational experience
for working college students.

Background

The Seven Principles for Good Practice in Undengaéel Education highlight the
importance of recognizing the complicated inte@tthetween content and pedagogy
(Chickering & Gamson’s 1987, 1991) and serve asidegfor this study of students who work.
These practices include encouraging cooperatiomgratudents, encouraging active learning,
communicating high expectations, encouraging cai@iween students and faculty, giving
prompt feedback, respecting diverse talents angwéiearning, and emphasizing time on task.
As Chickering and Gamson (1987) suggest, facuitytaeir relationships with students are
central to these practices. Yet, when time is camstd, it is quite logical that students who
work do not have the time to full engage in thenéay experience as their nonworking
counterparts.

Within this larger context of best practices irdargraduate education is the underlying
value placed on pedagogical strategies and thepocation of socialization as a mechanism
towards active learning. Encouragement of studacitfy contact both within and outside the
classroom is considered the most important priediplsupporting student motivation and
involvement within the collegiate environment ((t@dng & Gamson, 1987). This principle
focuses less on the role of the faculty member@mégent instructor and more on the importance
of interpersonal relationships between faculty studlent. Interpersonal interactions with faculty
are often viewed as an intricate and impactful pathe college experience (Pascarella &

Terenzini, 1991). Moreover, the impact of facuhiyeractions is enhanced when the contact



moves beyond the classroom and into out-of-clapsmnces (Kuh, 1995; Pascarella
&Terenzini, 2005). These interpersonal interacticaus range from encouraging and supporting
intellectual endeavors and future career goal®tegmal discussions unrelated to academics.
However, evidence suggests that informal interastibat focus on intellectual and substantive
material appear to have a greater impact on studamting (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).

A substantial amount of research supporting theeS&rinciples has focused on college
teaching and the importance of student-faculty acntSorcinelli, 1991). Since Chickering and
Gamson’s work nearly two decades ago, a myriagésgarchers have evaluated the impact of
student-faculty contact on a number of college amutes. The empirical evidence suggests that
frequent student-faculty contact positively inflees student learning and development (e.qg.
Astin, 1993; Kuh & Hu, 2001; Pascarella & Terenzt®91, 2005) and gains in cognitive
development (Cruce, Wolniak, Seifert, & Pascarél)6; Pascarella &Terenzini, 2005;
Terenzini, Pascarella, & Blimling, 1996) and pelaamnd intellectual growth (Astin, 1993).
Examining the effects of student-faculty interastauring the 1990’s, Kuh and Hu (2001)
conclude that these interactions positively inflceea student’s effort to engage in other
educationally purposeful activities during theidengraduate studies.

Surprisingly, few studies have examined the effe€tstudent employment on
involvement levels of interactions with faculty imard out-of-the-classroom. By definition, the
amount of time allocated towards working hindetglstt involvement in other college learning
experiences (Astin, 1993; Furr & Elling, 2000; H&rBerktold, 1998; King & Bannon, 2002;
Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). It seems that waylgtudents must sacrifice key socialization
opportunities since some time is absorbed by wddwever, research does suggest that working

on campus may supplement as a valuable mechanisotiafization. In particular, maintaining



a part-time, on-campus job increases the likelihafodorking or interacting with faculty (Astin,
1993; 1999). Employment opportunities that keepstindent within the college environment
allow the student to participate in out-of-clag®ractions and collaborations with faculty.

Two studies in particular examine the effects atlsht employment on the amount of
time allocated towards faculty interactions, bdthvbich find mixed results. Using data from the
College Student Experience Questionnaire, Lund{#094) investigated the effect of working
off campus on various levels of involvement in eg# experiences. Lundberg found students
who work off campus more than 20 hours per weekntepgnificantly lower means on their
levels of interactions with faculty compared toaher students. However, while Lundberg
(2004) found that working 20 hours or more per wettlcampus has a negative effect on
frequency of faculty interactions, working does have a negative effect on learning. In other
words, students working off campus compensatehtar tow levels of faculty interactions in
ways that do not hinder their learning (Lundbe@4).

The second study was not limited to working off paisi Based on a single-institution
sample, Furr and Elling (2000) surveyed undergradstaudents on the relationship of work to
their involvement in college. Furr and Elling foutiht working while in college is negatively
related to frequency of interactions with facukyonworking students were also more likely to
establish a meaningful relationship with a facattgmber. Examining the dichotomy of working
on campus versus working off, Furr and Elling fouhat students who are employed off campus
are less likely to interact with faculty. Convessedtudent employment on campus had a positive
effect on the levels of interactions with faculty.

The effect of working while in college on cognitisetcomes is also somewhat limited

and inconclusive. Similar to the findings on woikistudents and their levels of engagement,



evidence on the impact of college employment omitivg outcomes is inconsistent (Gellin,
2003; Padgett & Grady, in press, & Pascarella &ehemi, 2005). Some research suggests that
working on campus during the first year of collégeositively related with gains in reading and
mathematics skills, but is unrelated to gains iticad thinking skills (Terenzini, Yaeger,
Pascarella, & Nora, 1996). Others found no substauifference in gains in reading
comprehension, mathematics, and critical thinkiapdeen students who work on or off campus
(Pascarella, Bohr, Nora, Desler, & Zusman, 1994ciella, Bohr, Nora, & Terenzini, 1996;
Pascarella, Edison, Nora, Hagedorn, & Terenzir®8)9It also seems the amount of hours
working on or off campus during the first year oflege does not affect reading comprehension,
mathematics, and critical thinking (Pascarellaletl®94). In contrast, other research (Inman &
Pascarella, 1998) suggests that working negatafégts the development of critical thinking
skills.

From this research, we draw several conclusiortgginde our analysis. First, relatively
few studies have examined the extent to which wgrkitudents engage with best practices as
they relate to college faculty. Those that havdanep these constructs have mixed results and
often rely on limited samples or inadequate da¢ao8d, few studies have examined the effects
of working on cognitive development, and those tiaate find mixed effects. Third, it is
important to examine both working on and off camasisvell as the amount of hours worked.
Clearly, where and how much students work has f@atedn their college experience. Finally,
previous research provides little guidance to figcabout specific techniques or approaches that
are particularly effective in providing a learniagvironment that encourages the cognitive

growth of college students who work.



Method
Sample and data collection

We utilize student-level data from 19 institutidhat participated in the Wabash National
Study of Liberal Arts Education (WNSLAE), a longiinal study investigating the effects of the
liberal arts experiences on various cognitive asygtposocial outcomes associated with a
college education. The colleges and universitieBgyaating in the study represent a variety of
characteristics including institutional type anahtrol, size, location, and patterns of student
residenceHowever, because the study was primarily concewitidthe impacts of liberal arts
colleges and liberal arts experiences, liberal@lieges were purposefully over-represented.
According to the 2007 Carnegie Classification dtitiuitions, 3 of the participating institutions wer
considered research universities, 3 were regiomakusities that did not grant the doctorate, 2ever
two-year community colleges, and 11 were libertd eolleges.

The initial sample was selected in either of twqgsvarirst, for larger institutions, it was
selected randomly from the incoming first-year slaseach institution. The only exception to
this was at the largest participating institutiarthe study, where the sample was selected
randomly from the incoming class in the CollegAdf and Sciences. Second, for a number of
the smallest institutions in the study—all libeaats colleges—the sample was the entire
incoming first-year class.

The data collection was conducted in two waves.ifitiial data collection took place in
early Fall 2006 with 4,501 students participatiBgudent demographic information, family
background characteristics, high school experierares various precollege measures on
cognitive and psychosocial outcomes were colleatdine one. The follow-up data collection
(n = 3,081) was conducted in Spring 2007. Two cemgntary survey instruments were

administered to measure a myriad of student cokegeriences, student engagement, and



exposure to good practices: the National Surve§toflent Engagement and the WNSLAE
Student Experiences Survey.

In addition, a range of posttest measures on tgeitee outcomes were collected. While
all students completed most of the instruments@&més measure college outcomes, there were
two exceptions due to concerns regarding the leofgtime required to complete the
instruments, one of which, the CAAP Ciritical ThinggiTest, we use for this study.
Approximately half of the sample was selected ke tthe CAAP Critical Thinking Test while
the other half took another assessment. Of thelF0Rients participating in both data
collections, 1,485 had useable responses on theFO@uitical Thinking Test.

After eliminating students with missing data, 2, 8f@dents (89% of original completers)
remained in our analyses for the following outconfesmaller subset, 1,366 students (92% of
original completers), was used for a portion ofdhalyses, because the CAAP was administered
to approximately half of the larger group. We weaghthe follow-up participant data up to each
of institution’s first-year undergraduate populatioy sex (male or female), race (Caucasian,
African American/Black, Hispanic/Latino, Asian/Pg&cilslander, or other) and ACT score (or
COMPASS/SAT equivalent). This weighting cannot atfoer non-response bias, but it does
make the sample more similar to the population fvamch it was drawn.

Analytical approach

We conduct our analysis in three stages, eackegmonding to one of our research
guestions. First, we run a series of ordinary legstires (OLS) regression to examine
differences between working and nonworking studentsine best practices that faculty directly
influence. We first run these models with only therk variables to assess the effects of working

without controlling for differences between studee then run our fully controlled models by
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adding measures of student background charactsr{gtie-college ability, gender, race, parental
education, educational aspirations, pre-collegl bihool involvement) and the college student
experience (institutional type, living on campusident athlete status, and Greek status).

Second, we run a series of OLS regressions exgltinie effect of working on cognitive
outcomes. Our three dependent measures are agkec@gnitive scores collected at the end of
the first-year of college. We use the same approéeintering variables into the regression in
blocks. The first block includes only the work \zbies; the second block adds the control
variables described above, as well as a pre-tessune for each of the cognitive outcomes.

Finally, we run a series of models that extendrdggessions of our cognitive outcomes
models described in the second stage by addingaotten terms. For these models, we calculate
cross-products of the nine best practices variadmesour work variables to assess the possible
differential effect that the best practices haveliferent levels and types of work.
Dependent measures

We use a variety of outcomes for our dependentlkibes, all of which were collected at
both the beginning and end of the first year ofeg®. For the first set of analyses, we used nine
good practices (See Appendix A for a detailed dpson of all of the variables used in our
models) related to the faculty role in undergraduettucation that are linked to personal and
intellectual growth. The first six are measuregabd teaching and interactions with faculty:
Faculty interest in teaching and student develogn{eg., the extent to which faculty are
interested in helping students grow in more thah ficademic areas, the extent to which faculty
are generally interested in teaching, and the éxtewhich faculty are willing to spend time
outside of class to discuss issues of interestrapdrtance to studentdprompt feedbacke.qg.,

how often faculty informed students of level offeemance in a timely manner, how often
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faculty checked to see if students had learnedniierial well before going on to new
materials)Quality and impact of nonclassroom interactiongwéculty(e.g., extent to which
nonclassroom interactions with faculty have hadgmact on: intellectual growth and interest in
items; personal growth, values, and attitudes;caneer goals and aspirationsjequency of
interactions with facultge.g., how often one discussed grades or assigsmath an instructor, how
often one worked with faculty members on activitéiser than coursework such as committees,
orientation, student life activitiespverall exposure to clear and organized instructfery.,
frequency that faculty give clear explanation, freacy that faculty make good use of examples
and illustration to explain difficult points, fregncy that class time was used effectively,
frequency that course goals and requirements weagely explained); an@ooperative learning
(e.g., in classes, students taught each otherditi@al to faculty teaching; participation in one or
more study groups outside of class; how often ookked with other students on projects
outside of class).

The final three good practice scales include thmeasures of the extent to which faculty
challenge students and have high expectations elthesasures includécademiachallenge and
effort (e.g., how often one worked harder than one tholglor she could to meet an instructor’s
standards or expectations, number of hours a weeht preparing for class, extent to which one’s
institution emphasizes spending significant amoohtgne studying and on academic work, number
of assigned textbooks, books, or book-length patkeurse readings one read during current year);
Frequency of higher-order exams and assignm@nts, how often exams or assignments require
students to: write essays, compare or contrastgapiideas from a course, argue for or against a
particular point of view and defend an argumenty] @hallenging classes and high faculty

expectationge.g., how often faculty: ask challenging quedtionclass; challenge students’ ideas in
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class; ask students to argue for or against acpéatipoint of view; ask students to point out any

fallacies in basic ideas, principles, or pointvieiv presented in the course).

In the second and third set of analyses, we uge ttifferent cognitive measures as our
dependent variables. The first is the 18-ite@ed for cognitiorscale Need for cognition refers
to an individual’'s “tendency to engage in and ergéigrtful cognitive activity” (Cacioppo,
Petty, Feinstein, Blair, & Jarvis, 1996, p. 197o%e who have a high need for cognition “tend
to seek, acquire, think about, reflect back onrimi@tion to make sense of stimuli, relationships,
and events in their world” (p. 198). In contrabgge with low need for cognition are more likely
to rely on others, such as celebrities and expeotgitive heuristics, or social comparison
processes to provide or make sense of their wéHd.second cognitive outconpmsitive
attitude toward literacPATL) is a six-item construct designed to taptearing motivation for
lifelong learning. The PATL assesses students’yangnt of such literacy activities as reading
poetry and literature, reading scientific and his&l material, and expressing ideas in writing.
To assessritical thinking, we used the critical thinking module from the IEgiate Assessment of
Academic Proficiency (CAAP) developed by the AmaricCollege Testing Program (ACT).
Independent measures

In order to account for differences among studdmskgrounds and college experiences,
we introduced several controls into our models.yTihelude background variables such as sex,
race, ACT composite score, highest intended acaddegree. We also include a measure of
high school involvement. In addition, pretest measwf educational outcomes serve as controls
in our models. We also add a series of college repee variables including place of residence,
working on and off campus, Greek affiliation, andmber of a sponsored athletic team. Finally,

we also control for institutional type (e.g. comntyrolleges, regional universities, and
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research universities) with Liberal Arts Collegesving as our reference group. As a result, we
can more confidently attribute outcome scores ¢octhllege experience because we will have
accounted for the students’ starting scores (Astiree, 2003; Pascarella, 2006).

We represent student work and its various dimerssusing a series of dummy-coded
variables representing the amount of time studentk on and off campdsFor students who
work on campus, we code them as either working &etvone and 10 hours per week or more
than ten hours per week. Off-campus students atedcmto three groups: working between one
and 10 hours per week, working between 11 and 2@shwer week, and working more than
twenty hours per week. The comparison group foofalhe dummy-coded groups is students
who do not work.

Limitations

When examining our results, it is important to eadesthe limitations of our data. We
offer two broad limitations. First, although theeoall sample included a broad range of different
kinds of postsecondary institutions from 11 differstates, the inclusion of only 19 institutions
and the fact that institutions were not selectedioanly means that one cannot necessarily
generalize the results to the population of all-wear and four-year institutions in the United
States. Indeed, because a major purpose of the \WES8las to estimate the impacts of liberal
arts colleges and liberal arts education, libertsl eolleges were purposefully over-sampled in
the study. Likewise, our sample includes only futte, first-year students. As a result, it is
important to consider working students represeht 55% of our sample, which is substantially

lower than their representation in the nationalegs student population.

! We tested models looking including variables todents who work both on and off campus. None e$¢h
variables were statistically significant nor diéyrsubstantively change the effects of the othekwariables.
Therefore, we chose to drop them from our models.
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A second limitation is the fact that not all stuttewho participated in the first
(precollege) data collection participated in theas®l (follow-up) data collection. The 68.5%
persistence rate in the WNSLAE from the first tos®l data collections is quite consistent with
other large longitudinal studies requiring a sulbséamount of participation in terms of time
and intellectual effort (see for example, the NaaioStudy of Student Learning, Pascarella,
Edison, Nora, Hagedorn, & Terenzini, 1998). Howewagtrition from the first to second data
collections is a limitation of the study. While oueighting procedures adjusted the final sample
for respondent bias by sex, race/ethnicity, teptedollege academics, and institution, it is still
possible that our study suffers from nonresponas.bi

Results
Effect of working on good teaching and interactionth faculty

Table 1 presents the summary OLS regression nmeslelts of the effects of working on
student interactions with faculty in and out of th@ssroom. Because the dependent measures in
all of our models are standardized (mean = 0, stahdeviation = 1), we can describe these
coefficients as a proportion of a standard devmatidference between the target group and the
reference group (nonworking students). We obselixedresults regarding the effect of
working on student perceptions of good teachingthed interactions with faculty. When only
work is included in the models (see Model 1), imgel, working on campus less than 10 hours
per week has a positive effect and working off casymore than 20 hours per week has a
negative effect.

After controls for student background, college elgees, and institutional type, many
of the differences between students who work andetwho do not disappear (see Model I1).

However, when differences persist, working on casnends to have a positive effect, and
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working a large number of hours off campus tendsatee a negative effect on perceptions of
teaching and interactions with faculty. Comparethwtudents who do not work, students who
work more than 20 hours per week off campus ra# tjuality non-classroom interactions with
faculty lower and patrticipate less frequently imperative learning. Students who work on
campus, regardless of the amount, interact moouiémly with faculty than do non-working
students. Interestingly, students who work off camiess than 20 hours a week also report more
frequent interactions with faculty than their noming peers. Perhaps these off-campus student
workers are forced to effectively manage their tiared, as a result, seek to take advantage of
any opportunity to interact with faculty.
Effect of working on challenge, effort, and facudtypectations

The models of academic challenge and studentteéeeal similar patterns (see table 2).
In general, the uncontrolled models (see Modeligjgest that students who work a few hours on
campus are more challenged and put more effortiveio academics than do nonworking
students. In contrast, students who work a lotoefrl off campus generally are at a deficit when
it comes to the amount of effort they put into theurses and what is expected of them. When
we control for possible confounding variables (stmlel 1), many of these differences are
erased, yet one troubling effect persists. Studehtswork off campus more than 10 hours per
week report statistically significantly lower legedf challenge and effort than nonworking
students. Students who work 11 to 20 hours a wlHatampus score 0.16 standard deviations
(SD) lower than nonworking students; students whbdkmore than 20 hours per week of
campus score one quarter of an SD lower than ndamgstudents.

Effect of working on cognitive outcomes
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Table 3 presents the summary results of the aff@otvorking on cognitive outcomes of
the first year of college. Similar to the resultshe previous models, when we only include
work variables in our models (Model 1), we see saiigal differences between working and
nonworking students. Students who work on campasstlgan 10 hours per week score higher
than nonworking students on all three of the cogmitneasures. For two of the three measures,
students who work any amount off campus score |dlagar nonworking students.

In the fully controlled models (Model 1), all ofi¢ differences between groups disappear,
with a few notable exceptions. Working more tharh@Qrs per week on campus positively
affects students’ attitude toward literacy. Morengelling are the effects of working off campus
on critical thinking. Even after controlling forelcritical thinking pre-test and a host of other
variables, students who work off campus more tHahdurs per week score approximately 0.15
to 0.16 SD lower on critical thinking than nonwaorgistudents after one year of college. We
explore this relationship further in the followisgction.

Interaction effects of working and good practicascdtical thinking

Because the substantive differences in the effieatork on cognitive outcomes only
appeared in the measure of critical thinking, weidied to examine only critical thinking and
possible conditional effects of work and good past The intent of this analysis is to uncover
possible practices that particularly enhance thal thinking of working students who appear
to be at a deficit on the critical thinking outcomee., students who work more than 10 hours
per week off campus. Table 5 presents the effdatgrking, good practices, and the interaction
of working and good practices on critical thinking.

The interaction terms suggest that many of thelgwactices affect working students’

critical thinking differently than nonworking studks. In particular, the interaction between
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working more than 20 hours per week off campusfandgood practice measures — cooperative
learning, challenging classes and high expectataeedemic challenge and effort, and
frequency of higher order assessments — has avgositeraction effect on critical thinking. In
other words, the differences in critical thinkingtlween nonworking students and students who
work off campus more than 20 hours per week istiyreaduced when students who work
substantial hours off campus participate in coaperdearning, are challenged by faculty, are
given assignments and tests that tap into higrderdghinking, and put effort into their academic
work.

The interaction effect of working and cooperatigarhing on critical thinking serves as a
good example of how good practices can ameliohaalifference in critical thinking after the
first year of college. See figure 1 for a graphiegdresentation of this interaction. At low levels
of cooperative learning (-1 SD), the gap in théeal thinking score between nonworking
students and students who work more than 20 harr&/@ek on campus is substantial (more
than 0.20 SD). As we move toward the mean ofcalitihinking the gap reduces substantially.
When the frequency of cooperative learning is {igBD), the gap is quite small, and students
who work more than 20 hours per week even scagatslihigher in their critical thinking. The
patterns for the challenging classes and high eéapens, academic challenge and effort, and
frequency of higher order assessments are neayiaal to that of cooperative learning. This
suggests that, while students who work a large murmabhours have lower gains in critical
thinking in their first year of college, the difesrices between nonworking students and students
who work more than 20 hours per week off campusbeareduced if faculty members structure
their classes in ways that encourage cooperatarailey and challenge students to do their best

work.
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Discussion and implications

In this chapter, we sought to provide a compreiverisok at working students’
experiences with faculty and the effect of workooignitive growth after the first year of
college. Our findings offer both good news and bads about students who work. The good
news is that in most cases, college student emp@aynoes not appear to affect student
interactions with faculty and cognitive developmeagatively. Working students are not
significantly different than nonworking studentst@mms of their beliefs about faculty interest in
student development and teaching, prompt feedl@eakhing clarity, and in-class challenging
activities and high expectations, regardless ohtlmabers of hours worked and whether they
work on or off campus. Students who work on cangngstudents who work less than 20 hours
per week off campus more frequently interact wabulty off campus than nonworking students.
Perhaps more promising is the fact that workinglatis were statistically similar to nonworking
students on two of our three cognitive outcomes.

However, our analysis does raise some concermésetstudents who work off campus
more than 20 hours a week, and to some extent thlosevork off campus between 10 and 20
hours per week. Students who work more than 10shoerr week off campus participate less
frequently in cooperative learning and are lesslehged academically and put forth less effort.
This group also reports lower levels of criticahting after the first year of college, when
compared with nonworking students. In additiondstits employed more than 20 hours a week
off campus report fewer quality interactions wistctilty than unemployed students.

While these findings contribute significantly teepious research, it is still far from clear
whether working enhances students’ experiencesfadthity or cognitive development. As with

most social science research, the answer is, pields.” It depends on what aspect of the
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college experience and what outcome one examinbat Wese findings do suggest is that
working more than 20 hours a week off campus dees la negative effect on many aspects of
student interactions with faculty and their growtlcritical thinking.

In terms of the critical thinking deficits accruled working many hours off campus
during the first year of college, there is someéhdpthese working students engage in above
average levels of cooperative learning, are chg#idrby their faculty, put forth above average
effort, and are given assessments that tap higder cognitive skills, the differences in critical
thinking between nonworking students and studemigi@yed off campus for more than 20
hours per week all but disappear. The challengigaison many of these measures, those
working long hours in off-campus jobs are amongléast likely to engage in the activities that
will benefit them the most. Therefore, it is incuenb upon faculty to be creative in creating an
environment that fosters the development of thesgkivwg students. We outline some specific
suggestions below that will particularly benefitnkiog students but will likely enhance the
learning of all students,

Faculty members are encouraged to find creativesw@gngage students in cooperative
learning both in and out of the classroom. Becaus#&ing students may not have time to work
in groups outside of class, faculty who value dmilative work are advised to structure their in-
class activities in ways that get students workoggther. Outside the classroom, faculty might
rely on technology to get students to engage ipemive learning. Asynchronous online
discussion groups or places where students caaboodte on online documents are ways to
engage students and can be done at any time dathe

It is important that faculty members set high exagons and are clear about how much

effort they expect from students in their clas&frt does not appear to be a problem isolated
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to working students, but they appear to put foegsleffort and it affects them differently than
nonworking students. According to one national gt{idational Survey of Student Engagement,
2007), students spend approximately 13-14 hoursvpek studying, which is approximately
half of what faculty believe they should. To whatent do faculty communicate these
expectations and put in place procedures to assatstudent are putting forth the effort they
need to be successful?

Similarly, faculty would be advised to create testsl assignments that require students
to synthesize, analyze, and apply the things theyearning in and out of the class. Essay
assignments and exams that require students todlafeargument, apply something they have
learned in class and integrate ideas across classesdl useful examples of these. Requiring
students to critique assigned readings is anottenple of a higher order assessment. While
these assignments are particularly beneficial tdkimg students, all students will benefit from
the opportunity to use higher order thinking skills

These findings also have implications for statdefal, and institutional aid policies.
With the tightening of state and federal aid talstuts and the shift in emphasis to merit aid over
need based aid, students are increasingly relramamme they generate while working in
college. For those students who gain access tegmbut are forced to work long hours in an
off-campus job, they have a markedly different egithte experience than those who do not
work. It seems this has a negative effect on ingmbrdoutcomes such as critical thinking. Aid
policies that completely fill the financial gap r@duce the number of hours students must work
might free up students’ time to focus on their a&rant work. Because working on campus
appears to have only a positive effect or no effecthe student experience, institutions and

policymakers might find ways to grow on-campus wopiortunities.
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Serving students who work is likely best accom@dsim a campus wide effort. Although
this study focuses on student employment, all stisdeill benefit from a campus culture that
encourages faculty to engage in best practicesideddere. For more than a decade, scholars
(see Austin, 1990, 1996; Feldman & Paulsen, 199539, Wilger, & Colbeck, 1994; Paulsen &
Feldman, 1995; Umbach, 2007) have described wagetiie a teaching culture and their
suggestions may be instructive as we consider walgsst serve working students. For example,
some suggest an emphasis be placed on teachiaguhyfrecruitment and hiring processes.
Simple things, such as asking candidates to teatdsa as part of their interview, are powerful
symbols of the importance of teaching on a camiglagy institutions have faculty reward
structures that place heavy emphasis on reseaotleg€s with a teaching culture have reward
structures that more equally balance teaching eselrch or place greater emphasis on teaching.
Some (Feldman & Paulsen, 1999; Paulsen & Feldn295;1Umbach, 2007) also argue that the
creation or elevation of a teaching center is goartant step in creating a teaching culture.
Perhaps these centers could place special emprak®wv to best serve working students.

While this study provides answers to some questiegarding student employment, it
leaves many questions unanswered and offers dairefdr future research. For example,
research that explores similar constructs usingeemationally representative sample, at both
the college and student level, is an important seeqh. This would not only allow for an
exploration of part-time students, many of whom kydaut would also create an opportunity to
explore differences in college-level effects, sasltlimate and representation of working
students on a campus, on the experiences of woskugnts.

In addition to broader sampling, future researcghmnextend the current body of

literature regarding student employment by imprgwem the measurement of key work
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variables. This study and many others rely on caadegorical measures of hours worked. The
cut points used to designate hours worked in theesulata collection process are often
randomly prescribed. A continuous measure woulnhatiesearchers to more fully explore
nonlinear relationships between hours worked aatlicomes explored in this study and give a
more complete picture of the effects of time speortking. Other studies might collect better
information on the type of work students are dang how it influences the college experience
and cognitive growth. For example, do students whik in jobs that contribute to their career
goals experience the same levels of developmestudents who do menial work?
Conclusion

This chapter tells a cautionary tale for studevtie work while in college and the faculty
who teach working students. While the story folexg¢ students who work is not entirely bad,
colleges and their faculty should be on alert Whaitking students often experience college
differently than their nonworking peers. Studentowvork long hours off campus might not be
getting a quality educational experience and arkgps hindering their cognitive development.
There are ways to serve these students bettetyanembers and working students to work in
concert to create a culture that enhances theHi@d of success for all students. Because an
overwhelming majority of college students work,lseg ways to enrich their experience will

likely become a necessity to both working studamis$ colleges and universities.
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Table 1. Summary results of effects (representedmsportion of a SD difference between targetigrand reference) of working on

measures of good teaching and interactions withltiac

Quality of
Faculty interest in Teaching clarity & Cooperative nonclassroom Frequency of
student dev & teaching organization learning Prompt feedback interactions interactions

Work: Model P Model I’ Model P Model I’  Model P Model I’ Model P Model I’ Model P Model I’ Model F Model II°
0 hours (reference)
On 1-10 hrs/wk 0.165=+  0.006 0.044 -0.071 0.184« 0.089 0.196+ 0.059 0.210+  0.056 0.288+  0.216*
On >10 hrs/wk -0.032 -0.086 -0.060 -0.075 -0.053 -0.062 0.025 0.018 9.00 -0.051 0.290+  0.226%
Off 1-10 hours/wk -0.016 -0.038 -0.099 -0.128 0.040 0.031 0.041 0.028 0.094 0360. 0.329++  0.243=
Off 11-20 hrs/wk  -0.011 0.020 -0.049 0.070 -0.436 -0.280*  -0.041 0.041 0.080 0.087 0.096 0.128
Off >20 hrs/wk -0.059 -0.047 -0.010 -0.061 -0.596 -0.222* -0.223=  -0.156 -0.268+ -0.228* -0.202#  -0.057

R’ 0.005 0.079 0.002 0.052 0.042 0.153 0.011 0.084 0.014 0.099 0.032 0.133

N= 2,772

*p<0.05 *p<0.01, **p<0.001
#Model I includes only work variables with studemtiso do not work as reference group.

® Model Il has controls for pre-college ability (ACSAT), gender, race, parental education, educdtasprations, pre-college high school involvemangtitutional type, living
on campus, student athlete status, and greek status
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Table 2. Summary results of effects (representedmsportion of a SD difference between targetigrand reference) of working on
measures of academic challenge and faculty expacsat

Challenging classes & Academic challenge & Frequency of higher-

high expectations effort order assessments
Work: Model F Model I’ Model P Model I’ Model P Model II”
0 hours (reference)
On 1-10 hrs/wk 0.190 = 0.034 0.135+  0.045 0.161»  0.041
On >10 hrs/wk -0.013 -0.039 -0.012 -0.010 0.116 0.031
Off 1-10 hours/wk -0.034 -0.043 0.005 -0.066 0.124 0.048
Off 11-20 hrs/wk  -0.185 * -0.087 -0.277+ -0.164~* -0.040 -0.097
Off >20 hrs/wk -0.187 * 0.034 -0.510+  -0.254 0.392%=  (0.383%
R*> 0.01 0.078 0.026 0.159 0.013 0.073
N= 2,772

*p <0.05, *p<0.01, *p<0.001
4 Model | includes only work variables with studentso do not work as reference group.
® Model Il has controls for pre-college ability (ACSAT), gender, race, parental education,

educational aspirations, pre-college high schoalirement, institutional type, living on campus,
student athlete status, and greek status.
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Table 3. Summary results of effects (representedmsportion of a SD difference between targetigrand reference) of working on
cognitive development after the first year of code

Positive attitude toward

Need for cognition literacy Critical thinking

Work: Model I Model II° Model I Model II” Model P Model II°
0 hours (reference)
On 1-10 hrs/wk 0.131* -0.053 0.250++ 0.048 0.15% 0.007
On >10 hrs/wk -0.017 -0.012 0.172+ 0.135 ** -0.037 0.079
Off 1-10 hours/wk -0.215% -0.048 0.033 0.015 -0.424 -0.080
Off 11-20 hrs/wk -0.352 -0.051 -0.081 0.026 -0.779¢ -0.159#
Off >20 hrs/wk -0.190* -0.104 -0.208+ -0.030 -1.088* -0.154+

R? 0.131 0.756 0.123 0.755 0.346 0.844

N 2,772 2,772 2,772 2,772 1,336 1,336

*pP<0.05 **p<0.01, **p<0.001
#Model | includes only work variables with studewmiso do not work as reference group.
® Model II has controls for outcome pre-test, préege ability (ACT/SAT), gender, race, parental eation,

educational aspirations, pre-college high schoalirement, institutional type, living on campusjdgnt athlete
status, and greek status.
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Table 5. Summary results of effects of work, goaatpces, and interaction of work and good prastime critical thinking

Faculty Teaching Quality non- Challenging Academic  Frequency of
interest dev & clarity & Cooperative Prompt classroom  Frequency of classes/high challenge &  higher-order
teaching organization learning feedback interactions interactions expectations effort assessments
Work:
0 hours (reference)
On 1-10 hrs/wk 0.005 0.001 0.005 0.007 -0.001 0.016 0.000 -0.002 0.001
On >10 hrs/wk 0.072 0.067 0.056 0.081 0.086 0.087 0.057 0.051 0.078
Off 1-10 hours/wk -0.084 -0.061 -0.071 -0.083 -0.073 -0.067 -0.047+ -0.062 -0.080
Off 11-20 hrs/wk -0.154» -0.166* -0.158 -0.160* -0.154 -0.153 = -0.151# -0.150 -0.173
Off >20 hrs/wk -0.169+ -0.168+* -0.072 -0.143% -0.127+ -0.143 * -0.131+ -0.078 -0.174
Good practice 0.056 0.051* -0.008 0.014 0.03 -0.015 0.019 0.007 -0.038
Interaction: Good practice x work
On 1-10 hrsfwk -0.056 0.023 -0.005 0.001 -0.087 2p.0 -0.052 -0.015 -0.007
On >10 hrs/wk -0.052 -0.081 -0.107 0.016 -0.011 68.0 -0.085 -0.084 -0.003
Off 1-10 hours/wk -0.053 0.176 0.044 0.096 0.15%~ -0.072 0.233+ 0.215= 0.201 =
Off 11-20 hrs/wk 0.031 0.001 0.012 0.056 0.015 -0.03 0.004 0.029 -0.069
Off >20 hrs/wk -0.115 -0.003 0.172 0.025 0.086 -0.03 0.100 0.135+ 0.180+*
R® 0.845 0.848 0.847 0.845 0.847 0.845 0.848 0.847 0.848

*p <0.05, *p<0.01, **p<0.001

#Model has controls for outcome pre-test, pre-cellagility (ACT/SAT), gender, race, parental edummatieducational aspirations, pre-college high scimolvement, institutional type,
living on campus, student athlete status, and gstsls.



Figure 1. Interaction effect of working and coopeealearning on critical thinking
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Appendix A - Description of variables used in madel

Variable

Alpha
Description reliability

Mean

SD

Interactions with faculty and good teaching
Faculty interest in teaching and development

Teaching clarity and organization

Cooperative learning

Prompt feedback

Quality of nonclassroom interactions

Frequency of interactions

Challenging classes and high expectations

Academic challenge and effort

Frequency of higher-order assessments

Thie® scale measures student perceptions of faréyest in teaching and student development. Tiestipns in this  0.85
scale ask students the extent to which they apegerost faculty with whom the respondent had aintéth: Are genuinely
interested in students; are interested in helpindests grow in more than just contact areas; afgtanding teachers; are
genuinely interested in teaching; are willing tesg time outside of class to discuss issues aféstend importance to

This 10-item scagmsures the frequency with which students areseto clear and organized instruction. The items  0.89
included in this scale ask how frequently: Facghiye clear explanations; faculty made good usearheles and
illustrations to explain difficult points; faculffectively reviewed and summarized material; fgcirterpreted abstract
ideas and theories clearly; faulty gave assignntbatshelped in learning the course material; prigg®n of material was
WeII organlzed faculty were prepared for clasassltlme was used effectively; course goals andinergents clearly

A 4 |tem scale that measuresexment to wh|ch student engage in cooperativaileg Items included in this scale ask the 0.70
student how frequently: In respondent’s classeslestts taught each other in addition to facultghésg; faculty encourage
the respondent to participate in study groups detsf class; respondent participated in one or rstudy group(s) outside
of class; and during current school year, how ofitenrespondent worked with other students on ptejeutside of class.

This 3-item scale measures how ptpifiagulty give feedback to students. The iten@ude how often: Faculty informed  0.68
the respondent of their level of performance imeely manner; faculty checked to see if the respontiad learned the
material well before going on to new material; @sgent received prompt written or oral feedbacknffaculty regarding

This 5-itemleeaeasures the quality of interactions studente math faculty. The questions that make up thaeask 0.85
students the extent to which they agree that: Nasscoom interactions with faculty have had a pasinfluence on
personal growth, values, and attitudes; non-classriateractions with faculty have had a positivituience on intellectual
growth and interest in ideas; non-classroom interas with faculty have had a positive influenceaameer goals and
aspirations; since coming to this institution, taspondent has developed a close, personal redhiwith at least one
faculty member; satisfied with the opportunitiesrieet and interact informally with faculty members.

This 4-item scale measieefrequency that students interact with facoigmbers. The items included in the scale are  0.70
how frequently the student: Discussed grades egrasents with an instructor; talked about careanglwith a faculty
member or advisor; discussed ideas from readingtaeses with faculty members outside of class;veartted with faculty
members on activities other than coursework (cotesst, orientation, student life activities, etc.).

Thisrb-#teale measures the extent to which studentshatkeeged in the classroom and faculty hold higbeexations. 0.82
The scale includes how frequently: Faculty askeadlehging questions in class; faculty asked thpardent to show how a
particular course concept could be applied to amshproblem or situation; faculty asked the resjgom to point out any
fallacies in basic ideas, principles, or pointviefv presented in the course; faculty asked respatnit argue for or against
a particular point of view; faculty challenged tiespondent’s ideas in class; students challenged @hers ideas in class.

This 11-item constroeasures the extent to which students are chaliebg and put forth effort in their academic work. 0.65
The items include: the number of textbooks, bookfiook-length packs of course readings read; nuwiberitten papers
or reports between 5 and 19 pages; number of probéts that take more than an hour to completenetd which exams
challenged to do best work; number of hours pelkvgpent studying; extent to which institution emgihas spending
significant amounts of time studying; how often tidmuted to class discussions; how often made ssgiaesentation; how
often prepared two or more drafts of a paper befargng it in; how often came to class without gdeting readings or
assignments (reverse-coded); how often worked hande thought could to meet instructors standaxigctations.

This 6-itate steasures the extent to which faculty give sttedexams and assignments that tap higher-ordeirtigi. 0.76
The items include the frequency that faculty gixaras or assignments that required the respondentite essays; to use
course content to address a problem not presemtie course; to compare or contrast topics orsifieen a course; to
point out the strengths and weaknesses of a plartiatgument or point of view; to argue for or agdia particular point of

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000
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A|pha Mean SD
Variable Descriptior reliability
Cognitive outcomes
Positive attitude toward literacy This 6-item scaleasures students’ enjoyment of such literacy iietvas reading poetry and literature, readingradic 0.71 0.000 1.000
and historical material, and expressing ideas itingr
Need for cognition The 18-item Need for CognitiorafegNCS). Need for cognition refers to an indidtis “tendency to engage in and enjoy.83-.91 0.000 1.000
effortful cognitive activity” (Cacioppo, Petty, Feitein, & Jarvis, 1996, p. 197). Those who havegh heed for cognition
“tend to
Critical thinking The critical thinking module frothe Collegiate Assessment of Academic Proficie@4AP) developed by the American .81-.82 0.000 1.000
College Testing Program (ACT) is a 40-minute, &mtinstrument designed to measure a student'syatailclarify,
Work variables
On 1-10 hrs/wk Student works between 1 and 10 hpersveek on campus (1=on campus work 1-10 hourg/vie=ll else 0.278 0.448
On >10 hrs/wk Student works more than 10 hours pakvon campus (1=on campus work more than 10 heegk/ O=all else 0.099 0.299
Off 1-10 hours/wk Student works between 1 and 10$per week off campus (1=off campus work 1-10 kbueek, O=all else 0.082 0.275
Off 11-20 hrs/wk Student works between 11 and 20$per week off campus (1=off campus work betwekarid 20 hours/week, 0=all else 0.060 0.238
Off >20 hrs/wk Student works more than twenty hquesweek off campus (1=off campus work more thahdirs/week, 0=all else 0.035 0.184
Control variables
Greek Member of a greek organization (Greek member=1;@mek=0) 0.134 0.340
Athlete Varsity athlete (athlete=1, non-athlete=0) 0.149 0.356
Lives on campus Resides on campus (1=on-campunesid0=off-campus residence) 0.883 0.322
Institution: CC Student attends a community coll€Fecommunity college, O=all else) 0.042 0.201
Institution: Master's Student attends a regionalierasgranting university (1=master's, 0=all else) 0.165 0.371
Institution: Doctoral Student attends a doctora#egsh university (1=doctoral, O=all else) 0.264 0.441
Male Gender (male=1, female=0) 0.347 0.476
Precollege academic ability Pre-college standardiestiscore converted to an ACT composite score 0.000 1.000
Advanced degree Student plans to obtain an advategree (e.g., M.D., J.D., Ph.D., M.B.A). Coded aadvanced degree, O=bachelor's 0.790 0.407
High school involvment A seven-item scale that measinvolvement during last year in high schoobn§&tituent items include how often study 0.58 0.000 1.000
with a friend, how often socialize with friends vihoften talk with teachers outside of class, hotemparticipate in
community ser
First-generation college Neither parent earned legeldegree (1=first-generation, O=all else) 0.257 0.437
African American Race/ethnicity African American @frican American, O=all else) 0.049 0.217
Asian Pacific Islander Race/ethnicity Asian Padiflander (1=Asian Pacific Islander, 0=all else) 0.072 0.258
Latino/a Race/ethnicity Latino/a (1=Latino/a, O=all else) 0.056 0.230
Race other Race/ethnicity "other" (1=other race/ethnicity, D=edse) 0.024 0.153
Positive attitude toward literacy (pre-test) Seevabfor description 0.71 0.000 1.000
Need for cognition (pre-test) See above for desoript .83-.91 0.000 1.000
Critical thinking (pre-test) See above for descapti .81-.82 0.000 1.000
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