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Abstract 

This study will analyze the impact of eRecruiting on the undergraduate student 

population at Duke University. Specifically, it will focus on how the eRecruiting platform 

alters the academically accepted career decision-making models put forth by many 

experts. Traditional models propose that in order to make a decision, one must first 

accumulate full information on the available jobs in the market; however, eRecruiting 

undermines the process by offering a skewed vision of the external job market. A 

representative sample of 1,221 jobs listed on eRecruiting was coded by both industry and 

occupation. The resulting distribution was then compared to nationally representative 

data and the findings suggest that the eRecruiting site leads to an institutionalized 

constrained choice set which, in turn, constrains the job search process for Duke students. 

These findings present many implications for Duke and its graduating students as well as 

for universities across the country. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Introduction 

Sentiment At Prestigious Universities Around the Country 

Duke University is a prestigious University that consistently ranks within the top-

10 Universities in the United States (U.S. News and World Report 2012).  It is 

comparable to several other elite universities on a variety of factors including the strong 

alumni base, school spirit, focus of the curriculum, and student body. Moreover, it is 

worthwhile to examine whether the phenomenon described above is also occurring at 

similar institutions of higher learning.  

In an opinion-editorial that ran in The Stanford Daily on October 11, 2011, Teryn 

Norris and Eli Pollack, both seniors at Stanford University, shared their discontent with 

the recruitment distribution on Stanford’s campus: 

"America's university system is one of our most prized 

national assets, benefiting from taxpayer support and 

providing invaluable public goods in the way of knowledge 

and human capital…It should stop serving as the vocational 

training center for reckless banks and hedge funds” (Norris 

and Pollack 2011). 

Norris and Pollack speculated on why so many graduates head to Wall Street and 

postulated that the reason was not financial security or substantial signing bonuses; in 

fact, they argue that the excitement surrounding these jobs is not economic in nature, but 



rather, based in prestige, social status, and buzz on campus, which is maintained each 

year during recruiting season: 

“Beyond the simple allure of high salaries, investment banks 

and hedge funds have designed an aggressive, sophisticated 

and well-funded recruitment system, which often takes 

advantage of student’s job insecurity. Moreover, elite 

university culture somehow still upholds finance as a 

‘prestigious’ and ‘savvy’ career track” (Norris and Pollack 

2011). 

In a follow-up interview with the Huffington Post, Norris specifically called out 

the Career Development Center for contributing to this phenomenon by allowing banks 

and economic firms to dominate the recruitment process. While he acknowledged this 

may be because the banking and consulting industries have strong campus recruitment 

processes, Norris still holds the campus representatives responsible: "Even if the career 

development centers were playing only a passive role in the recruitment process… they're 

essentially allowing these banks to dominate…simply because these banks have the most 

aggressive and sophisticated recruitment system” (Terkel 2011). 

When interviewed on American Public Media, Norris expanded his accusations to 

all elite universities, explaining, “There's a very strong emphasis with the career 

development center here and across elite universities across the country to emphasize 

finance and management consulting”(Ryssdal 2011). Despite the strengths in their 

argument,  Norris and Pollack were missing a large piece: substantial data to buttress 



their claims. Moreover, a similar argument to Norris and Pollack will be presented in the 

pages that follow along with accompanying data to support the fact that banking, 

consulting, and financial industries dominate the job options for students at Duke and that 

the representation of the “true” job market is skewed towards these industries through the 

eRecruiting system.  

Sentiment at Duke University 

This project is born out of empirical observation that many of the job 

opportunities presented to graduating seniors fall within a very small scope of industries 

and occupations.  As a senior at Duke University, I regularly heard my classmates 

discussing this topic, in different forms: “There are no jobs posted, unless you want to be 

an [Investment] Banker or a Consultant,” or, “The only place to find jobs for Duke 

Students is eRecruiting, and there is nothing on there for me,” or “I checked eRecruiting, 

and then it just made me depressed; not one job in the industry I wanted.”  It would not 

be uncommon to walk through the Library Café, or Student Union during recruiting 

season and hear these very statements, providing a sense of despair and discouragement 

hanging around what should be a celebratory end to their time in college. 

Duke University Job Placements 

In 2011, despite the economic downturn, 24.6%, of job-seeking seniors at Duke 

University earned jobs in the finance and insurance industries, with many of them 

heading directly to Wall Street. Duke University’s job placements are very similar to 

those of other prestigious universities: in 2011, finance was the top recruiting industry at 

Columbia University, roping in 26.9% of its students; Princeton sent an even larger 



percentage, 30.4%; and for the fifth consecutive year, finance remained the top recruiting 

industry for Harvard University graduates (Tanaka 2012; Roose 2012).  

The shocking part: these rates actually reflect a substantial decrease in finance 

recruitment rates for these prestigious schools. In fact, according to Catherine Rampell’s 

article in the Economix blog of the New York Times, the financial crisis has caused  a 

considerable drop in these numbers, as before the financial meltdown, closer to half of all 

graduates from premier institutions sent students to financial firms, with Princeton 

sending 46% of job-finding graduates to finance in 2006 (Rampell 2011).  

While these numbers do highlight the fact that students are indeed still flocking to 

Wall Street, they only address job placements at these universities; they do not address 

the job postings at these Universities.  As the rest of the paper will show through data 

analysis and exploration of Career Center postings, job listings are entirely skewed and 

are perhaps the real reason job applications and placements are also skewed towards the 

Finance and Insurance industry at elite universities.  The rest of this paper will 

demonstrate how this constrained set of alternatives is likely to be an important factor in 

career decision-making. 

  



Decision Making Theories 

Decision-making is a very complex and difficult process.  For half of a century, 

sociologists and psychologists have been sculpting decision theory, which can be used to 

both conceptualize and improve the outcome of the decision making process (Bell, Raiffa, 

& Tversky, 1988).  Decision-making models provide the conceptual frameworks through 

which we can begin to understand the psychological process in which a decision-maker 

processes information, considers two or more alternative actions, and arrives at a 

conclusion (Harren 1979; Jepsen and Dilley 1974).  

Many theorists have maintained that decision theory can be applied to the 

vocational decision process.  Similar to other decision-making situations, in seeking a 

career, there is one individual who must make a decision from a set of alternatives, 

utilizing a predefined set of preferences.  Because the theoretical framework matches, 

decision theory has been applied to career decision-making for decades, beginning with 

the works of Gelatt, Jepsen, Tiedeman, Harren, and Gati (Gelatt 1962; Jepsen & Dilley 

1974; Tiedeman 1961; Harren 1979; Gati 2001).  Since then, the models have developed 

and built upon one another.   

It is important to distinguish the career decision-making models that will be used 

in this paper from the career development models, which focus on the developmental 

moments in the decision-makers life starting at early childhood (Harren 1979). Because 

these models are much broader in scope and do not focus on the actual decision process, 

but rather, on the developmental life cycle as it leads up to a decision, the rest of the 



discussion will overlook these career development models and will employ the career 

decision-making models instead. 

  After reviewing the literature on career decision-making, it is apparent that the 

decision-making process has received both theoretical as well as empirical review.  There 

are several models, presented by various thought leaders in the field, which the literature 

accepts as valid (Hirschi 2007). The theories enumerated below are the predominant 

theories in the field and the ones from which the final theoretical model for the paper will 

be drawn. 

Career Decision-Making Theories, Alternative Sets, and Implications 

Harren (1979)  

In Harren’s (1979) sequential stage model, which was based upon Tiedeman and 

O’Hara’s (1963) stage-based model, the individual goes through four main stages in the 

career decision-making process: awareness, planning, commitment, and implementation.  

During the planning stage, exploration occurs.  During exploration, knowledge of the 

alternatives is necessary.  Harren proposes that if complete data on alternatives is not 

made available, “the individual may not be able to complete the process and make the 

transition to Commitment,” without acquiring further knowledge of alternatives 

(Harren,1979).  

Gati and Asher (2001) 

Gati and Asher (Gati, 1986; Gati & Asher, 2001) present a three-stage model for 

career-decision making.  Their model, the Prescreening, In-Depth Exploration, and 



Choice, or PIC, model “provides a framework for a dynamic and interactive process.”  

Gati and Asher (2001) propose that there is a need for the division of the career-decision 

process into phases.   

According to Gati and Asher, this need stems from three main reasons.  First, the 

number of alternatives to process is generally very large (Osipow, Walsh, & Tosi, 1980, 

in Gati and Asher, 2001).  Second, the quantity of information to process is very large, 

when considering the vast number of criteria and attributes that characterize each 

alternative (Gati, 1986, 1998; Gati, Garty, & Fassa, 1996; Katz, 1993; Lofqquist & Dawis, 

1978; Matarazzo, 1986; Meir & Yaari, 1988; in Gati and Asher, 2001).  Third, 

individuals have a limited cognitive processing capability, and in many cases, are 

restricted by time.  When considering these factors it should be the goal of any process 

framework to limit the potential for a mistake within the decision making process.  One 

method to minimize this risk is by splitting the process up into phases, “distinguishing 

between screening and choice” (Beach, 1993).  

Due to its complexity in design and accuracy in its depiction of occupational 

decision-making, Gati and Asher’s PIC model as depicted below will provide the 

theoretical framework for the rest of the analysis and discussion. 



 

Gati and Asher (2001) propose that the first step in the PIC model is to prescreen 

the initial list of alternatives, so that this set can be narrowed down to a set of realistic 

and promising options.  Taking this initial set of alternatives, the decision-maker should 

then sequentially eliminate (aspect after aspect) until a manageable set of promising 

alternatives is found.  In-Depth exploration into these few alternatives should be made, 

and then, ultimately, a choice should be reached. Pitz and Harren used normative decision 

theory to determine that “The first element of each decision problem is a set of 

alternatives. When deciding, a person should be aware of the available alternatives and be 

well acquainted with their characteristics” (Germeijs and De Boeck, 2003).     



In Sauermann (2004), alternatives, which form initial choice sets in the PIC model, 

are described in detail.  Alternatives, or choice options, are occupations “such as business 

consultant or industrial engineer.”  Alternatives do not only hold the weight of a job role, 

but also hold the characteristics of the organization they are a part of.  The non-tangibles 

in an organization, like the culture, prestige or reputation are associated with the 

“alternative.”  Sauermann also notes that each alternative is described by a set of 

attributes, and these attributes are often the way in which jobs are characterized—pay, 

social status, geographic location, etc. (Sauermann 2004). 

In both Harren (1979) and Gati’s (2001) models there will be an initial set of 

alternatives from which the decision maker makes his/her choice; however, Sauermann 

(2004) explains that the quantity, distribution, or quality of the initial set depends on a 

variety of aspects, including but not limited to the interests of the decision maker, the 

capacity and capabilities of the decision maker, and, market constraints.  

It is proposed that the market constraints at Duke impact the initial choice sets of 

Duke students who utilize the Career Center tool of Duke eRecruiting.  It is this change 

to the initial set of alternatives that undermines the PIC career decision-making model.  

Grotevant (1987) describes how school environments provide settings in which 

young people find out about career opportunities. As the informing institutions, schools 

have a large potential to influence decisions of their students.    

 

  



How Students Create Initial Choice Sets 

Grotevant’s argument brings us to an important question: how do students create 

initial choice sets? Are they able to cultivate an initial set of alternatives based on 

national knowledge of job trends, or do they create their alternative sets with the options 

provided by their university? The literature lacks depth in its explanation of the formation 

of these initial sets of alternatives, or choice sets, as much of the literature was 

established prior to the digital age. In fact, the models presented assume that the 

individual has access and knowledge of the entire alternative set prior to beginning the 

decision-making process.  If the individual does not have knowledge of the set, it leads to 

indecision (Gati, 2001, Germeijs and De Boeck, 2001).  In today’s academic and job-

market climate, however, the role of technology cannot be ignored, as technological 

advances have fundamentally changed the job search process, and arguably the way in 

which alternative sets are delivered to the career decision-makers, or in this case, job-

seeking students.    

The Role of the Internet in Job Searching 

Market research conducted by recruiting company Experience, Inc., exposed 

some generational trends and discovered how these initial sets are being delivered to the 

generation Y career decision-makers.  The research has revealed that the web is the first 

place job seekers go to form their initial sets of employment opportunities, as they spend 

12.2 hours per week online, on average, which is a 28% increase from Gen X.   

Additionally, the research shows that their initial choice sets are being formed from 

individual research on the internet and through job posting bulletins found on the internet, 



as opposed to through career counselors in the University Career Services Office 

(Experience Inc., 2008).  

The research also pinpointed the main avenues Gen Y students are using to create 

their initial alternative sets, identifying career fairs and career centers as the favored 

utility, with well over 70% of students using each (Experience Inc., 2009). These 

computer and Internet based career service options are institutions that are impacting the 

career decision process.  Unfortunately, there exists a dearth of Literature on technology 

being used for the Job Search process.  In Feld (2003) it is claimed that very few books, 

peer-reviewed articles or other publications exist that explore the use of technology as it 

applies to the job search and decision-making process, especially as it relates to career 

services offices.  Despite the lack in literature, it is still crucial to understand that Career 

Services Offices rely heavily on technology, and that these technological innovations 

deserve the attention of the academics, because they intervene in the decision-making 

process.  Information sources on the use of technology, as it relates to Career Services 

Offices, and recruiting are, however, outside of the standard, peer-reviewed academic 

realm.  

Since the early 1980s, computers have been used in university career center 

efforts to assist students in selecting the right job, and subsequent career path.  From the 

Radio Shack TRS-80 microcomputers used by Victor Valley College in 1983, electronic 

recruitment efforts have come a long way (Los Angeles Times 1983). With these 

advances in technology, e-recruiting has become an ever more important part of the 

career decision making process for University students. 



The past decade has seen the rise of CSO web sites to the single most used means 

of seeking employment (Allen, 2000a; Scott, 2002).  This research is consistent with the 

finding of the Experience, Inc. Survey.  Throughout the evolution of these systems, there 

have been various vendors that have come into the market, and departed just the same.  

Each year, new vendors sprout up and old ones fade away.  Currently, there are several 

major players in the market, one of which is Experience, Inc.’s University System, 

eRecruiting. 

Experience, Inc. and eRecruiting 

Experience, Inc. is the leading provider of career matching services for students 

enrolled in higher education, and recent graduates from institutions in the United States.  

Over 37,000 employers post jobs with the Boston, Massachusetts based service-provider 

(Experience 2011). Since the founding in 1996, Experience has been partnering with 

universities and employers alike to bridge the gap between the educational and working 

worlds.  As of April 2012, over 3,800 colleges and universities were working with the 

Experience eRecruiting platform, and over 500 colleges and universities were partnered 

exclusively with eRecruiting through microsites (Experience 2012).   

 Duke University is one of the Universities that utilize the eRecruiting microsite, 

termed Duke eRecruiting.  This site functions as a job-posting bulletin for Duke 

University.  Employers post a job to the bulletin and then Duke University Career Center 

staff approves it.    Duke University Career Center staff can also post a job to the bulletin 

internally. 

 



eRecruiting Use at Duke 

According to Exit Survey conducted of the Class of 2011, a combined 59% of 

Survey Respondents said they found their job through an eRecruiting job posting or on 

campus recruiting (Student Affairs 2011). If an employer is on campus for recruiting, 

they also post their job on eRecruiting.  This makes the eRecruiting job posting data set 

an ideal set for analysis.  

The Career Center has a wide range of offerings, from Career Fairs to Career 

Counseling, but there is only one location where jobs are posted for Duke University 

undergraduate students—Duke eRecruiting (Duke University Student Affairs 2012).  

This information supports the Experience, Inc. statistics, and the claim that a 

majority of Duke University undergraduate students begin their job search on eRecruiting.  

Based on the supporting evidence, it is my argument that eRecruiting functions as the 

original pool from which “initial alternative sets” are formed.  This means that if 

eRecruiting does not represent a broad enough range of job opportunities, representing all 

of the job attributes and opportunities available in the external job market, then the PIC 

career decision-making model will be undermined.   Because students are beginning with 

an institutionalized set of choices, they are therefore being funneled into the range of 

choices provided for them. 

In Barbara Kahn, William L. Moore, and Rashi Glazer’s Experiments in 

Constrained Choice, they define constrained choice as something that occurs when 

“situational or extrinsic factors dictate a specific set of partitions” (Kahn, Moore, & 

Glazer 1987).  Tversky and Sattath (1980) maintain that these types of constraints can 



either be a function of convenience or circumstance, or be imposed by others.  The 

options within a constrained choice set differ greatly from those in a non-constrained 

choice set, and therefore the resulting decisions made may vary greatly.  In this instance, 

the job and subsequent career choices of Duke University students may vary greatly from 

what they would be if the choice set were not constrained.   The optimal decision-making 

process would be affected.  The primary step of gathering all possible alternatives would 

be severely impacted, if the pool from which these alternatives were being selected were 

already highly selective and not equally distributed.  

  



Research Methods 

Research Questions 

This research aims to aims to compare the industry and occupational distributions 

of jobs at Duke to those in the nation. In building upon existing literature and decision-

making models, this study seeks to answer the following questions: 

1. What are the total number of jobs, categorized by industry sector and 

sub-sector as well as occupational major group and minor group.   What 

are the percentage distributions of these jobs? 

2. How does the Duke percentage distribution compare to that of the 

external job market in the United States? 

3. What percentage of Duke students use eRecruiting to create their initial 

alternative sets? 

4. Does Duke’s eRecruiting undermine the first step in the PIC career 

decision-making model, by presenting a pool of jobs that does not 

represent the external job market? 

Research Hypothesis 

From the above questions, we arrive at the hypothesis, which will form the basis 

of the following investigation:  



H1: Duke’s eRecruiting system and career center presents a skewed 

representation of the external job market, leading to non-optimal initial 

alternative sets from which graduating students make career decisions. 

Qualitative Research 

Research was conducted to define and understand the various institutional forces 

involved in the recruiting process at Duke University, as well as the private-centralized 

institutions within the Career Center and Duke eRecruiting. Understanding the 

mechanisms through which each of these institutions function in relation to job listings 

and postings, allowed for more accurate data collection, interpretation, and conclusions. 

  



Data and Methodology 

Data 

This study primarily utilized two data sets.  To collect data about jobs at Duke, 

the Duke eRecruiting records for the 2011-2012 employment cycle were obtained and 

coded.  The 2010 National Employment Matrix, compiled by the Bureau of Labor 

Statistics served as a second data set.   Other data sets were used for auxiliary purposes.  

The Duke eRecruiting Records 

The Duke eRecruiting Records provided the base for the first data set.  After 

gaining access to the data at the Career Center, I collected a complete data set of all jobs 

posted on Duke eRecruiting for the 2011-2012 cycle. After the records were collected, 

they were analyzed for comparability. The original Duke eRecruiting data set had jobs as 

the unit of study with many fields detailing the particulars of each job posted to the site.  

Categorical variable fields included:  Job Title, Job Cycle, Searchable Start Date, 

Searchable End Date, Apply Start Date, Apply End Date, Pre-Select Deadline, Job 

Location, Job Type, Paid/Unpaid, Full-time/Part-time, Job Function, Period of 

Employment, Application Deadline, Cover Letter Required, Application Method, 

Number of Applications, Number of Schedules, Number of Interviews, Employer Name, 

Employer Industry, and Contact Information.  Each job has linked information in each of 

the fields listed.  Because of the breadth of information linked with each job, the jobs 

could be filtered for the most appropriate to be analyzed.  The jobs were filtered for Full-

time, paid, jobs (not internships), which received applications online through the 



eRecruiting system.  The jobs that had an “offline” application method would not have 

complete data for the fields “applications received” and “interviews given” amongst 

others, which is why they were eliminated from the sample.  The resulting set of jobs was 

1,221 jobs, which formed the data set for this study.  

The National Employment Matrix 

The National Employment Matrix database provided the National employment 

data that was used as a comparison to the Duke data.  The National Employment Matrix 

database displays data on 2010 and projected 2020 employment and employment change 

(Bureau of Labor Statistics 2012).  This data set is updated every other year and includes 

a projection of the number of jobs in the nation. According to the Bureau of Labor 

Statistics, “Employment information is a useful starting point for assessing opportunities, 

because large occupations usually have more openings than small ones, regardless of 

growth or replacement needs” (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2012). The National 

Employment Matrix displays “total employment” as a count of jobs, not a count of 

workers, which is why it was chosen over the Current Population Survey data, which 

only displays the number of workers. Additionally, the National Employment Matrix 

covers all jobs, whereas the Current Employment Statistics (CES) only cover non-farm 

paid jobs. 

Analysis Method 

The Duke eRecruiting jobs were collected and compiled and then summed across 

industry and occupational categories to arrive at totals. Based on these totals, distribution 

percentages were calculated. These distribution percentages were then compared to the 



national distribution percentages by creating a ratio of the Duke distribution percentage 

over the national distribution percentage. The resulting ratio numerically signifies the 

magnitude of over or underrepresentation of a certain category at Duke, with ratios larger 

than one indicating overrepresentations at Duke compared to the national average and 

ratios smaller than one indicating underrepresentation. 

Coding the Data 

The Duke eRecruiting data set used a coding scheme for Industry and Occupation; 

however, because the scheme was unique, inconsistent, and nontransferable, data were 

manually recoded to match national standards. Each job was coded according to the 2010 

Standard Occupational Classification (SOC) System, receiving both an Occupational 

Major and Minor Group.  

The 2010 SOC System is “used by Federal statistical agencies to classify workers 

into occupational categories for the purpose of collecting, calculating, or disseminating 

data.”  The system operates with 23 Major Occupational Groups, which include 97 Minor 

Occupational Groups.  The most detailed level of classification includes 840 detailed 

occupations (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2012b). 

Each employer, which was linked to each job, was coded according to the 2012 

North American Industry Classification System (NAICS), receiving both a broad 

Industry sector, as well as an industry sub-sector.  The 2012 North American Industry 

Classification System (NAICS) is the standard system “used by Federal statistical 

agencies in classifying business establishments for the purpose of collecting, analyzing, 

and publishing statistical data related to the U.S. business economy” (United States 



Census Bureau 2012).  The NAICS is broken down into 20 Broad Industry Sectors, with 

91 Industry Sub-Sectors.  These are also referred to as 2-digit and 3-digit classifications, 

as their cods contain that many digits.  The Industry classifications continue out to 5-digit 

codes; however, for my research this specificity was not necessary or feasible. 

In addition to these titles, SOC and NAICS codes were assigned, in case further 

research would find them useful. The data were initially coded by one person to ensure 

consistency and reliability. Additional raters were trained in the coding metrics and 

procedures. These additional raters were used to check for accuracy and validity and each 

coded five randomly selected jobs. Additional rater codes were compared to initial rater 

codes.  All of the coding exercises matched precisely in all categories, confirming a 

highly valid and reliable coding scheme.  

  



Results 

The Duke eRecruiting data was coded for both Industry and Occupation.  The 

industry was coded into Broad Sector and Sub-Sector.  The Occupation was coded into 

Major Occupational Group and Minor Occupational Group.  The number of jobs that 

satisfied each categorical variable were tabulated and displayed in a table. 

Table 1: Industry Distributions of Selected Industries 

 

*This ratio was created by placing the Duke job listing percentages over national listings percentages. Numbers greater 
than one indicate overrepresentation on Duke’s campus compared to the national statistics, while numbers less than one 
indicate underrepresentation. 

As displayed in Table 1, the Finance and Insurance broad industry sector 

encompassed 312 jobs (25.55%) of the jobs on Duke eRecruiting, which is 6.39 times the 

percentage distribution, or representation, of Finance and Insurance nationally, with 4% 

of total jobs.  Professional, scientific, and technical services covered 26.70% (n= 326) of 

jobs, or 5.13 times the national representation of 5.2%. Interestingly enough, while the 



title may not indicate such, the vast majority of these jobs fall under “Management 

Consulting” or “Technical Consulting.” The information industry also was well over-

represented, with 15.64% (n= 191) of the jobs on Duke eRecruiting, with most listings in 

software publication and internet-hosting.  

There are several industries that are underrepresented at Duke, one of which was 

included for comparison purposes: healthcare and social assistance.  These jobs 

represented merely 1.56% (n =19) of jobs on eRecruiting, whereas they represented 

12.2% (n= 17, 425,100) of jobs nationally. 

Table 2: Occupational Distribution of Selected Occupations  

 

*This ratio was created by placing the Duke job listing percentages over national listings percentages. Numbers greater 
than one indicate overrepresentation on Duke’s campus compared to the national statistics, while numbers less than one 
indicate underrepresentation. 

 



Occupational distributions tell a similar story to the Industry distributions. 

Business and Financial Operations represented 50.61% (n= 618) of all jobs hiring at 

Duke, which is 10.8 times the national representation.  The breakdown of this reveals that 

the “Financial Specialists” occupations were overrepresented by 13.3 times the national 

number of 1.8%, for a total of 24% (n= 293).   Similarly, Business Operations Specialists 

were overrepresented by 9.2 times the national representation, collecting 26.62% (n=325) 

of all jobs at Duke. Only .9% of jobs (n= 11) were in the Community and Social Service 

occupation, just over half of the national representation.  A complete breakdown, detailed 

and general of both Industries and Occupations, can be found in the Appendix. 

 

 

  



Discussion 

The data suggest that there is a highly skewed distribution of jobs posted on 

eRecruiting, for both Occupation and Industry, when compared to nationally 

representative statistics. Because Duke students are creating their initial alternative sets 

from the jobs on eRecruiting, they by default, start with constrained choice sets.  

Consistent with the initial hypothesis, Duke students who utilize eRecruiting have non-

optimal career decision-making pathways, and arguably, are being funneled towards 

certain industries and occupations. 

If a student started the job search wanting to pursue Management Consulting or 

Finance, then eRecruiting provides plenty of opportunities for that alternative set; 

however, if the student is undecided when they begin their career search, this biased 

alternative set could have damaging effects. If an undecided student looks at their initial 

alternative set, they are faced with a very skewed microcosm of the entire job market.  

The potential for going into Finance and Insurance, or Professional, Scientific, and 

Technical Services is substantially higher than pursuing, for example a job in healthcare 

or social work—in part due to the options Duke is presenting to them.  

Duke is an institution that prides itself on contributing in diverse ways to the local 

community, the state, the nation and the world according to the trustees mission 

statement; however the jobs offered to graduating students largely reflect service in 

finance or consulting and rarely in the community or service-oriented fields (Duke 

University Board of Trustees 2001). 



Limitations of the study include the cross-sectional nature of the data set. This 

analysis only looked at current data and compared it to national data; it did not examine 

trends over time within the Duke eRecruiting system. It would be worthwhile for future 

studies to see if, in fact, financial industry jobs are truly declining as newspaper articles 

suggest, and whether this trend is in part due to changes already occurring within campus 

recruiting systems. 

Furthermore, the study’s data analysis was restricted to Duke’s internal career 

system and did not extend to other elite institutions’ recruiting systems. Future studies 

may want to replicate the methods delineating in the paper and apply them to other 

schools databases, so we are able to create a depiction of a larger trend occurring 

nationwide. As newspaper articles and editorials seem to portend that this is not a Duke-

exclusive issue, it may be important to collect and analyze similar data from other 

prestigious institutions as part of a larger investigation. 

Additionally, it is important to note that the national data set that the Duke jobs 

data was compared to was not the ideal data set.  The baseline that should be expected for 

an elite University is not that of the national jobs statistics.  An ideal data set for 

comparison would present only those jobs available to recent college graduates.  The 

census lacks in this category as some jobs that frequently hire college graduates are 

deemed as “mixed-education” because they do not truly require a degree.  Due to these 

difficulties, the national data set provides an interesting vantage point, though it is 

realized this is not ideal.  Still, the fact that over half of all jobs posted at Duke are in 

Finance and Insurance or Consulting Services suggests that compared to an ideal baseline, 

the jobs would still be skewed.  



Additional research is warranted to further investigate the funneling that may be 

occurring.  One possible study could focus on the disjuncture between the heterogeneity 

of majors and minors that Duke offers to its undergraduates as part of its liberal arts 

education, and the range of jobs those same people are exposed to through eRecruiting.  

It would be interesting to see if the scope of students’ undergraduate academic interests, 

as represented in their choice of major and minor, is only weakly connected to their 

occupational options and subsequent choices.  

Despite its limitations, this study has several strengths including its novel 

approach to understanding the job search process, the strong application of theoretical 

models to derive research questions and a hypothesis, and its data re-coding method to 

match national standards, which proved to be effective as well as highly valid and 

reliable. The rigorous methodology utilized in this study may provide a blueprint for 

future studies seeking to achieve similar aims. 

  



Conclusion 

 In summation, the data supports the claim that students are being driven to non-

optimal career decision pathways, through a skewed choice set.  In addition to this 

finding, the investigation also elucidated several ways in which the recruitment process at 

Duke and other elite Universities could be improved. I have enumerated my 

recommendations below: 

Corrective Measures 

 The data clearly shows a skew in the jobs presented at Duke.  Although further 

research is warranted to determine the cause of such a percentage distribution, it is 

important to note that the Career Center is partially responsible for attracting different 

employers to campus.  Utilizing this data set, Career Center staff and faculty at Duke who 

used to work in-industry, should focus their attention on attracting employers from a 

broader array of industries.  Additionally, the Career Center staff should monitor these 

numbers, constantly striving to maintain a more accurate representation of the external 

job market, through both occupational and industry distribution. 

Streamlining Data Management 

The data presented on the career center website was very difficult to code and 

analyze, making it exceedingly difficult to complete a study of this nature. One of the 

best ways to ensure effective and accurate monitoring of job trends, as well as improved 

response to such changes, is to have an accessible data set. This can be accomplished by 

standardizing the methods through which data and jobs are entered in the eRecruiting 



website. Duke eRecruiting should consider requiring each employer to use a North 

American Industry Classification System code when signing up on the eRecruiting server. 

The employer should be required to enter their NAICS code, which will translate directly 

into a full five-tiered industry classification. Additionally, the only option that should be 

given for “Job Function” should be consistent with the national standard of the Standard 

Occupational Classification System. Restricting employers to these classifications will 

ensure standardization at Duke. Additionally, if Experience, Inc. made this system-wide 

change, they would have the first comprehensive set of data on job postings at all elite 

universities, making it easier to make cross-campus comparisons as well as national 

comparisons to job market data.  

Changing the Face of Campus Visits  

While analyzing the data, I looked at several correlations and found that of the 

jobs on eRecruiting, those that hosted on-campus interviews received an average of 48.72 

applications per job, whereas, job postings without an assigned schedule received 6.11 

applications per job. These associations are drastic, and while there may be many causal 

factors to explain such disparities, it may be worthwhile for the Career Center to consider 

inviting or using a purposive sampling method to recruit traditionally underrepresented 

groups on campus, as this on-campus presence may dramatically influence the number of 

job applications submitted and jobs acquired by Duke students. This correlation is worth 

further investigation, and perhaps an interrupted time-series design would be able to 

assess the impact of an intervention as described above. 
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