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Abstract: 
 
This study examines the perceptions of students, recruiters, and faculty regarding the importance 
of various workplace attributes to students who are entering the job market. Furthermore, this 
study discusses the important role that faculty can play as a knowledge broker with both students 
and recruiters. Looking at students’ Top 10 attributes, we found there is a significant difference 
between students and faculty perceptions for (1) job satisfaction, (2) company culture, (3) 
company’s employee treatment, (4) training program, (5) company growth potential, and (6) 
company financial stability. In each case, the faculty underestimated the importance of these 
attributes to the students. Regarding (1) fit with goals and (2) current organization employees are 
satisfied/loyalty, both faculty and recruiters significantly underestimated the attributes’ 
importance to the students. Results indicate recruiters are more accurate with respect to what 
students look for in a job than are faculty. This study also begins some initial exploratory work 
on developing factors for the items used within this study. Specifically, the three samples were 
combined and exploratory factor analysis was conducted, resulting in a five-factor solution. 
Furthermore, this study provides faculty with a better understanding of what student job 
applicants are looking for in a job and also gives suggestions for helping the faculty become 
better able to serve as knowledge brokers between recruiters and students. 
 
Keywords: sales management/sales | course content | marketing education issues | learning styles 
| learning approaches and issues | promotion and tenure | education administration issues | 
balance of teaching, research, and service | marketing careers/advising | placement issues | 
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Article: 
 
Organizations are expected to face unique and unprecedented staffing challenges in the first 
decades of the 21st century. It is reported by the year 2020 that more than 46 million baby 
boomers with education and training beyond high school will be over the age of 57, resulting in a 
potential labor shortage of roughly 20 million skilled workers (Carnevale, 2005). Not only will 
recruiting qualified employees become a priority, retaining knowledgeable workers will also be 
important (Dawley, Houghton, & Bucklew, 2010). In particular, in the sales area, identifying, 
hiring, and retaining top sales talent continues as one of the major challenges facing sales 

https://libres.uncg.edu/ir/uncg/clist.aspx?id=26270
https://doi.org/10.1177/0273475314537496


organizations, while salesforce turnover remains an intractable management problem (Boles, 
Dudley, Onyemah, Rouziès, & Weeks, 2012). Recruiting the right salespeople to an organization 
is a key step for implementing a strategic sales plan and achieving successful sales performances 
(Wiles & Spiro, 2004). However, recruiting the wrong salespeople can negatively impact 
performance and can lead to salesforce turnover, which can have both direct and indirect costs to 
an organization. And unfortunately, studies have found a number of inconsistencies regarding 
how sales managers and entry-level sales representatives assess the importance of various skills 
when recruiting for entry-level sales positions (Raymond, Carlson, & Hopkins, 2006). Thus, 
recruiters should strive to find a fit between their job applicants and the job to be filled. 
 
The current workforce is comprised of individuals from four generations: the Silent Generation 
(born 1925-1945), the Baby Boomers (born 1946-1964), Generation X (born 1965-1981), and 
Millennials (also known as GenY, Generation Me, nGen, and IGen; born 1982-1999) (Twenge, 
Campbell, Hoffman, & Lance, 2010). With much of the Silent Generation already retired and 
many of the Baby Boomers entering retirement, Millennials will steadily take a prominent 
position in the workforce. It should be noted that while similar, different birth years have been 
used to describe the Millennial generation. For example, Strauss and Howe use 1982 as the 
Millennials’ starting birth year and 2004 as the last birth year (Horovitz, 2012). The Pew 
Research Center suggests the Millennial birth range as those born “after 1980” (Taylor & Keeter, 
2010). In the remainder of the article, we will use the term Millennials to maintain consistency, 
even though some of the references cited use the term GenY or Generation Y. 
 
Research has found many generational differences in attitudes, personality traits, behaviors, and 
mental health (e.g., Kessler et al., 2005; Wells & Twenge, 2005). Overall, GenX and especially 
Millennials are more individualistic and self-focused (e.g., Sessa, Kabacoff, Deal, & Brown, 
2007; Sirias, Karp, & Brotherton, 2007; Twenge & Campbell, 2009; Twenge, Konrath, Foster, 
Campbell, & Bushman, 2008), which has inspired the label Generation Me (Twenge, 2006). 
Many organizations have responded to the work values of the Millennials (e.g., Alsop, 
2008a; Gloeckler, 2008) and added amenities focusing on work-life balance, relaxation, and 
leisure activities (Twenge et al., 2010). 
 
Identifying differences in what Millennials are looking for in a job is important because 
recruiters sometimes fall short in communicating relevant information during the interview 
process (cf., Mauerer, Howe, & Lee, 1992). When this happens, it reduces the chances of 
students accepting a job offer due to a lack of perceived fit between those attributes they are 
looking for in a job and what is communicated by a recruiter (Wiles & Spiro, 2004). On another 
front, research shows changes are occurring in the current teaching pedagogy that reflect 
accommodations to current Millennial students (e.g., Cummins, Peltier, Erffmeyer, & Whalen, 
2013; Das, 2012; Mills, 2010). These changes will be discussed in a following section of the 
article. 
 
The purpose of this study is to advocate and enhance the role that sales faculty can, and in many 
cases already, play regarding being a knowledge broker between students and 
recruiters. Schibrowsky, Peltier, and Boyt (2002) recommended a more professional school 
approach to business education and specifically methods that offer higher likelihood of 
placement of graduates. Students’ desire and intention to pursue a career in sales continue to lag 



behind industry demand for salespeople (Peltier, Cummins, Pomirleanu, Cross, & Simon, 2014). 
Therefore, a better understanding by sales faculty of what both students and recruiters expect 
will contribute to their potential knowledge broker role. To develop this information, we conduct 
an exploratory study using upper level university students who fall toward the middle of the 
Millennial age range. Not only will this study provide faculty the opportunity to close the gap 
between the job applicants’ and recruiters’ perceptions, but it will also help the faculty adjust 
their own understanding of what is important to students when entering the job market. 
 
Millennials 
 
Each generation has common characteristics that give it a specific character, and Millennials 
have been identified with the common traits of being tech-savvy, family-centric, achievement-
oriented, team-oriented, and attention-craving (Kane, 2010). Research also ascribes the following 
to Millennials: 
 

• They often converse comfortably with adults (Tapscott, 1998). 
• They are brighter than previous generations—15 points higher in raw intelligence than 

their counterparts of five decades ago (Greenfield, 1998). 
• They have excellent written communication skills (Tapscott, 1998). 
• They work collaboratively, while quickly gathering information and sharing it regularly 

(Howe & Strauss, 2000). 
• They respect and value the importance of multiculturalism as well as diversity and are 

resilient (Zemke, Raines, & Fitzpatrick, 2000). 
• They sometimes struggle in a relatively unsupervised environment (Howe & Strauss, 

2000). 
 
Millennials have been called “Trophy Kids,” a term that reflects the trend in competitive sports, 
as well as many other aspects of life, where mere participation is often enough for a reward. It 
has also been reported that this has become a concern in the workplace and that Millennials have 
too great of expectations from the workplace (Alsop, 2008b, p. 21). Studies have predicted that 
Millennials will switch jobs frequently, holding many more jobs than Generation Xers due to 
their unrealistic expectations (Kunreuther, Kim, & Rodriguez, 2009). Being familiar with the 
aforementioned common traits of Millennials allows business leaders the opportunity to adapt to 
achieve greater results in less time, at less expense, and with less risk. However, it is necessary to 
recognize that not every Millennial fits all these characteristics. Instead, the characteristics 
present powerful clues on where to start to faster connect with and influence people of different 
ages because there are ever so many factors that go into shaping an individual’s experience other 
than merely a birth year (Dorsey, 2014). 
 
Comparison of Recruiting Research 
 
Student Perceptions 
 
Since the 1990s, there have been only two studies that have directly compared student sales 
applicants and sales recruiter views (Weilbaker & Merritt, 1992; Wiles & Spiro, 2004). Job 
satisfaction was the most important attribute in both studies, while financial stability, salary, and 



security were also similar (Wiles & Spiro, 2004). However, there were significant differences in 
the rankings between the two studies when examining the 15 most important attributes. The most 
notable change was that the company’s ethics policy changed from 32 to 15 in importance. Wiles 
and Spiro (2004) also found students in their study placed more importance on job advancement 
opportunities, geographic location, training programs, recruiter personality, whether the recruiter 
shows interest, and nonmonetary benefits than students in 1992. However, Wiles and Spiro 
(2004) found students placed less importance regarding whether employees can voice their own 
views and the fit between student and organization goals than the 1992 students. 
 
Recruiter Perceptions 
 
When comparing their findings to Weilbaker and Merritt’s (1992) study, Wiles and Spiro 
(2004) concluded recruiters have changed and seem to have more accurate perceptions of what is 
important to students when seeking a job. For instance, the attributes of company ethics policy, 
defined career path, recruiter morale, defined customers, and job travel opportunities revealed 
recruiters changing their rating in the same direction as did students. Furthermore, 
although Weilbaker and Merritt (1992) found sales recruiter perceptions more accurately 
reflected the views of students who were not interested in pursuing sales careers, Wiles and Spiro 
(2004) found the opposite—sales recruiter perceptions were closer to students who were 
interested in a career in sales. 
 
Role of the Sales Faculty 
 
University business faculty are expected to perform in the three traditional areas of teaching, 
research, and service (e.g., Fairweather, 2005; Moore, Newman, & Turnbull, 2001; Rapert, 
Kurtz, & Smitt, 2002). The emphasis placed on each of these performance areas varies widely 
depending on the school, college, or university mission (Association to Advance Collegiate 
Schools of Business [AACSB], 2003, 2004). For example, the proportion of time devoted to 
teaching, research, and service can dramatically vary. For instance, a large research institution 
such as the University of Oklahoma can have a 30/60/10% mix, whereas a smaller teaching 
institution such as Pacific Lutheran University can have a 60/10/30% mix (Honeycutt, Ford, & 
Thelen, 2010). Business faculty allocates their time across these three areas according to what 
they perceive to be important in their promotion, tenure, and reward process. 
 
Teaching 
 
Whether at a teaching university or a research-oriented university, the uniqueness of Millennials 
has led to business faculty adapting their teaching approaches. For instance, knowing that 
Millennials are receptive to experiential learning (Cummins et al., 2013), academicians have 
attempted to adapt the pedagogy to accommodate a different learning style. Sojka and Fish 
(2008) tested an experiential teaching tool in the personal selling class that uses Brief In-Class 
Role Plays (BIRPs) to teach the Millennial students and they suggest that the method can be 
developed for other marketing courses. Haytko (2006) introduced how to use the Price is Right 
game to teach pricing strategies. 
 



While teaching business ethics and decision making, Pelton and True (2004) found Millennial 
students may possess different value orientations that may or may not be accordant with 
traditional teaching methods or content areas. Mills (2010) demonstrated how the jazz metaphor 
can aid the instructor in both facilitating students’ learning of the more basic as well as the more 
specific skills that make up the marketing research class, in addition to contributing more to 
student enjoyment of the subject. Recognizing Millennials tend to favor electronic mediums, 
Kaplan, Piskin, and Bol (2010) presented an adaptation of blogging as an innovative approach 
for building and improving necessary marketing skills as part of the Marketing Management 
class. Das (2012) introduced another innovation by using the participatory photo novel as an 
innovative pedagogical tool in place of a traditional lecture, allowing students to co-create 
content. 
 
Research 
 
Rapert et al. (2002) identified a number of activities that encompass the academics’ time beyond 
teaching, research, and service, but this core triad still remains the focus of responsibilities for 
faculty. Miller, Taylor, and Bedeian (2011) found there is a perennially expressed concern that 
pressure to publish may marginalize teaching because research and teaching compete for scarce 
time and faculty effort. Melguizo and Strober (2007) note that although some faculty feel that 
research and teaching are complementary and enhance one another, for the most part good 
teaching appears to take time away from research, which is often emphasized in performance 
reviews and compensation decisions. Regardless of an institution’s mission, the research 
expectations on faculty are increasing (Mott-Stenerson, 2005; Wyler & Blood, 2006). Empirical 
evidence supports the notion that the more research conducted by faculty members, the higher 
their respective salary levels (Fairweather, 2005), and teaching institutions now are requiring 
more research (Fairweather, 2005; Marsh & Hattie, 2002). For instance, most business schools 
expect that business faculty, over 80% of whom hold PhDs, will publish in refereed journals to 
remain intellectually active, gain tenure, and earn promotion to higher academic ranks (AACSB, 
2004). Therefore, regardless of institutional focus, university faculty research expectations 
appear to be increasing (Mott-Stenerson, 2005), with no indication that it will change. 
 
Service 
 
Service can relate to performing administrative activities on campus (i.e., serving on department, 
school, and college “governance” university committees), being active in the academic 
community (i.e., holding a leadership position in a national organization or serving on an 
editorial review board for a journal), and helping in the local community, including providing 
gratis consulting services to businesses (Honeycutt, Thelen, & Ford, 2010). One study concluded 
that service activity and research productivity do not seem to preclude each other, suggesting that 
a faculty member can excel in several areas of performance. However, at many institutions, 
service contributions generate minimal financial rewards (Shields, 1998). Some institutions value 
service highly, whereas others assign increased service levels as a form of punishment for poor 
research and teaching. In addition, institutions may view certain service activities (i.e., serving 
on a departmental committee) as being more valuable than providing service to the discipline 
(i.e., member of an editorial review board) or vice versa, depending on the goals of the 



institution. Thus, business schools proffer that service contributions are the least important area 
of the core triad (Honeycutt & Ford, 2000; Shields, 1998). 
 
The role of advising duties in marketing departments is another example of faculty service. In 
general, the quality and amount of contact a student has with faculty members outside the 
classroom plays a key role in recruiting and retaining satisfied students (Shields & Gillard, 
2002). Furthermore, the literature reports that effective academic advising not only enhances 
students’ academic performance but also benefits the institution by reducing many avoidable 
problems (Petress, 2000). Interestingly, the role of advising duties in marketing programs or 
business education in general has not been extensively documented. However, Shields and 
Gillard (2002) report that two-thirds of the marketing educators surveyed in their study were 
directly involved in academic advising. They also concluded that although faculty had positive 
attitudes toward advising, they often were not provided the resources or motivation to perform 
the activity. Furthermore, the most extreme differences of opinions about advising were found 
between faculties at teaching versus research-oriented institutions. 
 
In the sales area, the role of sales faculty has expanded, with duties that include sales competition 
coaching, soliciting sales program sponsors, organizing career events, and most importantly, 
guidance counseling. As guidance counselors, sales faculty are spending more time working as a 
“go-between” who advises company recruiters and helps students better understand the process 
of choosing a company to work for upon graduation (Agnihotri et al., 2014). This role is 
becoming even more important given some statistics place the odds of students taking a sales job 
after graduation at approximately 80% for all marketing majors (Georgetown University Center 
on Education and the Workforce, 2011). 
 
Furthermore, with the increase in the number of universities that are offering sales programs, the 
need is enhanced for sales faculty to serve as a knowledge broker between students and 
recruiters. The growth of sales centers around the country and the expanded membership in the 
University Sales Center Alliance (USCA) lends further support to the opportunity that exists for 
faculty to serve as a knowledge broker. The USCA is currently comprised of 20 full member 
schools and 15 associate member schools and has the mission “to advance the sales profession 
through academic leadership: education, research, and outreach” (USCA, 2013). Members of the 
USCA work diligently in fostering partnerships with sales organizations regarding student job 
placement and sales research. As sales organizations learn more about these sales programs, 
corporate recruiters are placing greater expectations on sales faculty to connect them with 
qualified student candidates. These organizations, in greater numbers, have participated in many 
of the university sales competitions across the United States and have more and more partnered 
with university sales centers and institutes. This closer association and the investment of 
resources by partnering sales organizations can again burden sales faculty with a sense of greater 
responsibility to more effectively assist in their recruiting efforts. 
 
Although there is evidence, as noted above, that sales faculty are becoming more involved in 
serving as a guidance counselor or knowledge broker, little has been written about the topic in 
marketing education journals (Cummins et al., 2013). Most recently, Agnihotri et al. 
(2014) provide a set of 16 propositions for sales faculty who advise students on company choices 



and for recruiters regarding how to better appeal to students. The lack of literature in this area 
further underscores the importance of the current study. 
 
Methodology 
 
Sample 
 
Surveys were made available to students, faculty, and industry recruiters during a 3-day national 
collegiate sales role-play competition that included a sales exclusive career fair and social 
networking events, as well as an elimination-style tournament for college students interested in 
pursuing careers in professional sales. The event is a well-established university and college 
student sales role-play competition that has been conducted for 15 years and draws instructors 
and sales students primarily from universities across the United States. Respondents were 
encouraged to complete the survey by holding drawings for one iPad for each category of 
respondent (student, faculty, and recruiter). 
 
Student sample 
 
The sampling procedure to collect data from students differed from the Weilbaker and Merritt 
(1992) and Wiles and Spiro (2004) studies. Both of those studies focused on upper level 
marketing students from a single university. The present study focused on students from across 
the United States to increase our ability to generalize the findings of the study. Specifically, 
students attended the event to compete and also to participate in the career fair. Two students per 
university were allowed to compete in the undergraduate and graduate divisions. A total of 68 
universities participated (67 undergraduate university teams included five that also participated 
in the graduate division and one university team that competed in the graduate division but not 
the undergraduate) and included 134 undergraduate competitors and 12 graduate competitors, for 
a total of 146 competing students. Additional students attended from each university to 
participate in the career fair and other events not involving the competition portion. One hundred 
and thirty-eight noncompeting students attended. A total of 114 female students and 150 male 
students were included in the population from which the sample was drawn. Of the competitors, 
60 were female and 76 were male. Of the noncompetitors, 54 were female and 74 were male. 
Students and faculty in attendance primarily represented universities from 34 different states, 9 
from the Southeast United States, 7 from the Central United States, 6 from the Midwest, 6 from 
the Northeast, 2 from the Southwest, 1 from the Northwest, and 1 from the Western United 
States. In total, 133 usable student surveys were obtained. 
 
Recruiter sample 
 
Industry participants represented 58 Fortune 500 companies that engage in business nationally 
and internationally and included business-to-business and business-to-consumer organizations, 
with a majority of those being business-to-business. Industry recruiters included 201 females and 
247 males, for a total population size of 448. In total, 71 usable recruiter surveys were obtained. 
 
Faculty sample 
 



Faculty and instructors attended with students from their respective universities who participated 
in the event. During the competition, instructors participated as judges and also continued to 
coach their students throughout the event as well as networked with other instructors and 
industry representatives. The instructor population numbered 94, including 38 female instructors 
and 56 male. In total, 50 usable faculty surveys were obtained. 
 
Items 
 
Items for this study are partially based on Weilbaker and Merritt (1992) and Wiles and Spiro 
(2004) and were measured from not at all important (1) to very important (5). Specifically, 41 of 
the present study’s items appear within these two studies. Wiles and Spiro used 44 of Weilbaker 
and Merritt’s (1992) 50 items. In addition, as an extension to the Weilbaker and Merritt study, 
they added three items (employee morale, company growth potential, and task variety), bringing 
their total to 47. Given that six items produced means under 3 for both studies, the decision to 
exclude these items from the present study was made (excluded items include international 
company, company support of student organizations, company U.S. owned, student knows 
employees in company, recruiter age, and recruiter gender). 
 
Due to the changes in the business environment over the past several decades, the authors of the 
present study felt it would be beneficial to ensure the attributes reflected the modern sales 
environment. Given this, we conducted a small-scale study. Specifically, experts in sales from 
industry along with multiple faculty members at three major universities were asked to review 
the list of 41 items and propose any items that may be missing from the listed items. Second, 
sales students at several major universities were asked to identify any items that may be missing 
from the listed items that they felt were important when considering a potential employer. 
Fourteen new attributes were identified and included in this study, for a total of 55 items. 
Furthermore, none of the six items removed were identified as missing. Given this, we felt 
comfortable leaving these six items out of the final questionnaire. The additional items are 
provided in the Appendix. 
 
Analysis 
 
The data analysis follows procedures similar to Weilbaker and Merritt (1992) and Wiles and 
Spiro (2004). Specifically, attributes are ranked from most important to least important based on 
the overall students’ assessment of importance. This ranking is created by ordering the resulting 
average values from 1 to 55 for each sample (student, faculty, and recruiters). Then, a series 
of t tests are used to compare (1) students to faculty, (2) students to recruiters, and (3) faculty to 
recruiters. Unlike the Weilbaker and Merritt (1992) and Wiles and Spiro (2004) studies, the 
present study will include standard deviations in addition to reporting Levene’s test. Levene’s 
test is used to assess the equality of variances between groups. Specifically, Levene’s test 
determines if the variances for the samples are equal. When Levene’s test produces significant 
results, reporting significance based on the assumption that variances are not equal will be used. 
 
In addition to following the procedures similar to Weilbaker and Merritt (1992) and Wiles and 
Spiro (2004), this study begins some initial exploratory work on developing factors for the items 
used within this study. Specifically, the three samples were combined and exploratory factor 



analysis was conducted. To develop the factors, values less than .50 were suppressed, each factor 
had to have three or more items, and items that did not load on a given factor were removed. 
 
Results 
 
Findings across students, faculty, and recruiters highlight differences in actual feelings (students) 
and/or perceptions (faculty and recruiters) of what is important for students when searching for a 
sales position. Rankings of attributes differed between the three groups. In total, 40 of the 55 
rated attributes examined showed at least one significant difference. Table 1 provides a summary 
of the attributes ranked, by students, from 1 to 55. Of importance to note, when considering 
rankings, differences in mean values between attributes should be considered. In several places, 
mean differences were small. 
 
Table 1. Summary of the Results. 

Attribute Student Rank Faculty Rank Recruiter Rank 

Significant Mean Differences 
Between (1) Student and Faculty, 

(2) Student and Recruiter, and 
(3) Faculty and Recruiter 

Job satisfaction 1 4 2 (1) Yesa
 

4.79 4.48 4.70 (2) — 
(0.46) (0.84) (0.46) (3) — 

Advancement opportunity 2 2 1 — 
4.68 4.52 4.75 — 

(0.66) (0.54) (0.50) Yesa 

Company culture 3 6 4 Yes 
4.62 4.38 4.61 — 

(0.66) (0.70) (0.55) Yesb 

Company’s employee 
treatment 

4 8 9 Yes 
4.59 4.30 4.41 — 

(0.67) (0.76) (0.67) — 
Training program 5 10 3 Yes 

4.59 4.24 4.63 — 
(0.63) (0.74) (0.57) Yes 

Company growth potential 6 16 6 Yes 
4.56 4.08 4.54 — 

(0.65) (0.67) (0.58) Yes 
Fit with goals 7 11 13 Yes 

4.53 4.24 4.31 Yes 
(0.66) (0.82) (0.71) — 

Challenging/exciting work 8 3 8 — 
4.53 4.50 4.48 — 

(0.65) (0.58) (0.65) — 
Current organization 
employees are 
satisfied/loyalty 

9 12 18 Yes 
4.48 4.16 4.24 Yes 

(0.76) (0.74) (0.75) — 
Company financially stable 10 21 12 Yesa 

4.48 3.92 4.34 — 
(0.74) (0.97) (0.74) Yes 

Work/life balance 11 22 21 Yes 
4.47 3.92 4.21 Yes 

(0.72) (0.80) (0.74) Yes 
Employee morale 12 7 7 — 

4.42 4.34 4.49 — 



Attribute Student Rank Faculty Rank Recruiter Rank 

Significant Mean Differences 
Between (1) Student and Faculty, 

(2) Student and Recruiter, and 
(3) Faculty and Recruiter 

(0.81) (0.77) (0.63) — 
Salary 13 1 10 — 

4.40 4.54 4.39 — 
(0.70) (0.54) (0.78) — 

Job security 14 26 20 Yes 
4.39 3.80 4.21 — 

(0.77) (0.70) (0.81) Yesa 

Company retention 15 5 5 — 
4.38 4.42 4.58 — 

(0.76) (0.67) (0.67) — 
Ethical company 16 28 16 Yes 

4.37 3.78 4.27 — 
(0.87) (0.91) (0.76) Yes 

Recruiter personality 17 19 19 Yes 
4.35 3.94 4.23 — 

(0.80) (0.82) (0.85) — 
Recruiter is knowledge 18 18 11 Yesa 

4.35 4.00 4.35 — 
(0.81) (0.67) (0.63) Yes 

Company’s leadership 19 33 22 Yesa 

4.35 3.52 4.15 — 
(0.79) (0.97) (0.79) Yesa 

Making a difference in the 
lives of customers 

20 32 24 Yes 
4.34 3.68 4.01 Yesa 

(0.91) (0.84) (0.73) Yes 
Job 
description/communication 
of expectations 

21 24 25 Yes 
4.28 3.82 4.00 Yesa 

(0.86) (0.77) (0.76) — 
Recruiter morale 22 13 14 — 

4.27 4.14 4.29 — 
(0.81) (0.78) (0.78) — 

Recruiter shows interest 23 15 23 — 
4.26 4.10 4.07 — 

(0.81) (0.65) (0.79) — 
Commission program 24 9 15 — 

4.26 4.26 4.28 — 
(0.85) (0.63) (0.83) — 

Recruiter is friendly 25 14 17 — 
4.19 4.14 4.25 — 

(0.83) (0.76) (0.81) — 
Company ethics policy 26 42 27 Yesa 

4.15 3.35 3.87 Yes 
(0.95) (1.23) (0.91) Yesa 

Geographic location 27 17 32 — 
4.12 4.04 3.79 Yes 

(0.87) (0.86) (0.84) — 
Products readily sellable 28 23 34 — 

4.07 3.84 3.77 Yes 
(0.91) (0.77) (0.97) — 

Work with different people 29 45 38 Yes 
4.03 3.26 3.65 Yes 

(0.87) (0.85) (0.79) Yes 



Attribute Student Rank Faculty Rank Recruiter Rank 

Significant Mean Differences 
Between (1) Student and Faculty, 

(2) Student and Recruiter, and 
(3) Faculty and Recruiter 

Employee creativity 30 31 30 Yes 
4.02 3.70 3.83 — 

(0.95) (0.89) (0.91) — 
Defined hiring process 31 34 40 Yes 

4.00 3.49 3.59 Yes 
(0.93) (1.00) (0.84) — 

Low employee turnover 32 36 36 Yes 
4.00 3.48 3.75 — 

(0.97) (0.91) (0.92) — 
Task variety 33 29 37 — 

4.00 3.76 3.68 Yes 
(0.90) (0.69) (0.84) — 

Company’s organizational 
structure 

34 52 44 Yes 
3.99 2.82 3.48 Yes 

(0.91) (0.96) (0.97) Yes 
Company 
retirement/pension plan 

35 79 54 Yes 
3.98 2.94 3.08 Yes 

(0.93) (1.10) (1.02) — 
Transfers within company 36 35 35 Yes 

3.97 3.48 3.75 — 
(0.96) (0.71) (0.89) — 

Defined career path 37 25 26 — 
3.95 3.82 3.94 — 

(0.88) (0.77) (0.81) — 
Nonmonetary benefits 38 27 33 — 

3.94 3.80 3.79 — 
(0.88) (0.97) (0.74) — 

Employees voice own 
views 

39 40 29 Yes 
3.93 3.42 3.83 — 

(0.96) (0.93) (0.81) Yes 
Company communication 
paths 

40 44 31 Yes 
3.92 3.30 3.80 — 

(0.94) (0.93) (0.89) Yes 
Company industry 41 37 43 Yesa 

3.83 3.48 3.56 — 
(0.91) (1.07) (1.02) — 

Defined customers 42 39 47 Yes 
3.80 3.42 3.44 Yes 

(0.99) (0.86) (0.92) — 
Bonus program 43 20 28 — 

3.77 3.94 3.86 — 
(0.94) (0.80) (0.90)  — 

Job travel opportunities 44 43 46 Yesa 

3.70 3.30 3.46 — 
(1.11) (0.81) (0.75) — 

Location cost-of-living 45 30 45 — 
3.70 3.72 3.48 — 

(0.99) (0.81) (0.75) — 
Job stress 46 38 41 — 

3.67 3.44 3.59 — 
(0.93) (0.91) (0.85) — 

47 48 42 Yes 



Attribute Student Rank Faculty Rank Recruiter Rank 

Significant Mean Differences 
Between (1) Student and Faculty, 

(2) Student and Recruiter, and 
(3) Faculty and Recruiter 

Socially/environmentally 
responsible company 

3.66 3.04 3.57 — 
(1.11) (1.05) (0.91) Yes 

Graduate education support 48 46 50 Yesa 

3.59 3.12 3.27 — 
(1.21) (0.94) (1.06) — 

Cost-of-living increases 49 47 53 Yes 
3.58 3.12 3.09 Yes 

(0.84) (0.96) (0.97) — 
Company mission statement 50 55 49 Yes 

3.35 2.38 3.31 — 
(1.16) (1.07) (0.96) Yes 

Company number one in 
industry 

51 50 39 — 
3.19 2.94 3.62 Yes 

(1.14) (1.20) (0.98) Yes 
Company size 52 54 52 Yes 

3.13 2.74 3.13 — 
(0.98) (0.90) (0.96) Yes 

Fortune 500 company 53 53 51 — 
3.04 2.80 3.13 — 

(1.23) (1.05) (1.09) — 
Employee ages 54 41 48 Yes 

2.98 3.36 3.34 Yes 
(1.14) (0.88) (1.03) — 

Interview food, lodging 55 51 55 — 
2.92 2.88 2.86 — 

(1.08) (0.87) (0.88) — 
Note. Data represent means, with standard deviations in parentheses. 
a. This indicates a significant Levene’s Test and that equal variances not being assumed produced significant 
differences between the two groups. 
b. This indicates a significant Levene’s Test and that equal variances not being assumed produced a nonsignificant 
difference between the two groups. 
 
In order of importance, students ranked their Top 10 as (1) job satisfaction, (2) advancement 
opportunity, (3) company culture, (4) company’s employee treatment, (5) training program, (6) 
company growth potential, (7) fit with goals, (8) challenging/exciting work, (9) current 
organization employees are satisfied/loyalty, and (10) company financially stable. Six (job 
satisfaction, company culture, company’s employee treatment, fit with goals, current 
organizational employees are satisfied/loyalty, and company financially stable) of the 10 
attributes that students felt were important were ranked lower by both faculty and recruiters. 
Furthermore, faculty had significantly lower means (p < .05) for all six of these attributes, 
whereas recruiters had a significantly lower mean (p < .05) on only two of the six attributes. In 
two (training programs and company growth potential) of the Top 10 attributes, faculty showed 
significantly lower rankings and means (p < .05) than both students and recruiters. One attribute, 
challenging/exciting work, was ranked higher by faculty (third) than both students (eighth) and 
recruiters (eighth). However, there were no significant differences in means (p > .05). Only one 
of the Top 10 attributes, advancement opportunity, seemed in alignment with regard to rank 
between all three groups (second, second, and first). 
 



Four attributes outside of the students’ Top 10 are relevant given that they fall within either the 
faculty or recruiters’ Top 10. Specifically, faculty ranked the salary attribute as the top attribute, 
whereas recruiters ranked it 10th and students ranked it 13th. Although a large difference in rank 
occurs, the means (p > .05) were not significantly different. Employee morale was ranked 
seventh by both faculty and recruiters but 12th by students. Company reputation was ranked fifth 
by both faculty and recruiters but 15th by students. Like salary, neither employee morale nor 
company reputation produced significantly different means (p > .05). Commission program was 
ranked ninth by faculty members, 15th by recruiters, and 24th by students. However, no 
significant mean (p > .05) differences were found. 
 
When examining the factor structure, five factors emerged (see Table 2). We named each of the 
factors. Factor 1 is called “Recruiter Influence” and includes these five items: recruiter 
personality, recruiter is friendly, recruiter morale, recruiter shows interest, and the recruiter is 
knowledgeable. The eigen value for this factor was 4.821 and produced loadings between .604 
and .831. An alpha of .81 was produced. Factor 2 is called “good/ethically responsible 
company.” The eigen value for this factor was 2.701, and loadings were between .689 and .785. 
It includes these items: company mission statement, socially/environmentally responsible 
company, company ethics policy, and ethical company. The alpha for this factor is .80. Factor 3 
is called “Position Clarity” and includes four items: products readily sellable, defined hiring 
process, defined customers, and defined career path. The alpha for this factor was .71, and 
loadings ranged between .555 and .806. The eigen value for this factor was 1.713. Factor 4 is 
called “Industry Leadership” and includes three items: company size, Fortune 500 company, and 
company number one in industry. The eigen value is 1.384, with an alpha of .671. Loadings 
ranged between .699 and .826. Factor 5 is called “Employee Focused” and includes three items: 
training program, job satisfaction, and employee morale. The eigen value is 1.090, with loadings 
between .683 and .763. An alpha of .639 was produced. 
 
Table 2. Factor MANOVA Results. 

 Student Faculty Recruiter  
Factor Rank M SD Rank M SD Rank M SD Significant Differences 

Employee focused 1 4.60 0.47 1 4.35 0.64 1 4.61 0.42 Faculty are significantly lower 
Recruiter influence 2 4.28 0.61 2 4.06 0.54 2 4.23 0.60  
Position clarity 3 3.95 0.68 3 3.68 0.60 4 3.69 0.63 Students are significantly higher 
Good/ethically responsible company 4 3.88 0.78 4 3.13 0.87 3 3.76 0.68 Faculty are significantly lower 
Industry leadership 5 3.12 0.87 5 2.83 0.87 5 3.29 0.74 Faculty are significantly lower 

 
Next, MANOVA was conducted to see if differences exist between the three groups of 
respondents. Table 2 provides a summary of the factor means for each group and if significant 
differences exist between the three groups of respondents. Faculty produced significantly (p < 
.05) lower means than both students and recruiters on the employee focused, good/ethically 
responsible company, and industry leadership factors. Students produced significantly (p < .05) 
higher means than both faculty and recruiters on the position clarity factor. No differences were 
found on the recruiter influence factor. 
 
With regard to ranking, students ranked employee focused as Number 1, recruiter influence as 
Number 2, position clarity as Number 3, good/ethically responsible company as Number 4, and 
industry leadership as Number 5. Faculty ranked the factors in the same order as students. 



However, recruiters ranked position clarity as Number 4 and good/ethically responsible company 
as Number 3. 
 
Discussion 
 
The current research was undertaken for several reasons. First, we wanted to compare faculty 
and recruiter perceptions of student job attribute importance rankings with those of the students 
to determine their accuracy. Adding faculty rankings to those of students and recruiters extends 
previous research on the topic, as does the use of factor analysis. A second motivation for this 
research is that these students are part of the Millennial generation and are demonstrably 
different from previous students (Karns, 2005; Millennial Impact Research, 2014). It is quite 
possible they have different views than those students examined in the earlier research studies 
comparing student and recruiter perspectives on job attributes. 
 
Overall, findings from the current study indicate that recruiter beliefs about which job attributes 
are important to students are somewhat more accurate than in previous studies (Wiles & Spiro, 
2004; Weilbaker & Merritt, 1992). Recruiters today appear more “tuned in” to what students are 
looking for in a position and factors that attract top recruits to consider their firm as a place of 
employment than in previous years. The cost of hiring and the expense involved in training a 
new hire have perhaps made firms do their homework concerning what students are looking for 
in a sales position. Hiring the wrong person not only results in turnover, but in increased 
expenses related to recruitment and training, as well as lost sales. 
 
Even with this newfound knowledge concerning student desires and preferences, in several 
instances student perceptions still differ from those perceived by recruiters. For example, in the 
Top 15 items, students significantly differ from recruiters in three of their importance rankings: 
fit with goals, current organization employees are satisfied/loyal, and work-life balance (student 
rank 7, 9, and 11, respectively). 
 
We believe that the differences between recruiter rankings versus student rankings of the same 
attributes may represent an information gap—albeit a fairly small one—that potentially provides 
an opportunity for sales faculty to become “knowledge brokers” or perhaps “match-makers” 
between the students and sales organizations. It may be that their knowledge can be helpful in 
matching students with firms that they know provide strong training programs and have a higher 
rate of success among their new hires than with firms that do not do as good a job of trying to 
help new hires succeed. Faculty members also may be able to help recruiting firms tailor their 
message to emphasize job attributes the firm offers that match with what students desire in a 
position. 
 
However, if faculty members are to fill this “knowledge broker” or “matchmaker” role, our 
findings, based on the rankings of the individual items, indicate that they have some additional 
work to do in better understanding what current students desire in a job. Results indicate student 
perspectives differ from what faculty believe are important to students in 10 of the students’ Top 
15 item importance rankings. Concerning all 55 attribute items, the faculty tend to report lower 
importance for the majority of the items, though their relative rank still holds. These results 
suggest that faculty members, even though they work closely with and often mentor students, 



may not understand the career expectations and desires of the current crop of students as well as 
they would like to believe. 
 
A good example of the differences between the views of this current group of students and those 
of the recruiter and faculty involves the issue of a balance between work and life. This issue is 
one that firms may have to more strongly consider if they wish to obtain the best students for 
their organization—especially Millennials (Kane, 2010). Students rated this as their 11th most 
desired attribute of a job—quite different from faculty (22nd) and recruiters (21st) in terms of 
ranking. Given the current environment, where firms lay off and restructure on a seemingly 
regular basis, and the fact that many employees move from one firm to another several times 
during their career (something that Millennials expect to do during their careers), many current 
students may not see the job as the most important part of their life and appear to be more 
concerned with balancing work and nonwork activities (Gloeckler, 2008; Twenge et al., 2008). 
Therefore, if faculty members are to serve as “knowledge brokers” or “matchmakers” between 
students and sales recruiters, they must develop a better understanding of both student and 
recruiter needs. 
 
When analyzing the five factors uncovered in the current research, results provide greater 
confidence that faculty may not be as inaccurate regarding student preferences in a sales job as 
indicated if one only looks at rankings of the individual items. For the factors identified by the 
analysis, faculty ranked those five factors in the same order as the students—though the mean 
level was lower overall. Recruiters, although reasonably accurate, did rank position clarity and 
good/ethically responsible company differently from the students. 
 
Findings suggest that although the means may differ on some items and factors, faculty are still 
fairly well in touch with students’ preferences in sales positions. In general, these five factors 
that were uncovered suggest that today’s sales students seek a position with a firm that is 
employee focused, provides considerable clarity regarding job expectations, is ethical, and is a 
leader in its industry. Results indicate that faculty members understand the importance of these 
issues—though they may not rate them as highly. 
 
Though the factor analysis did not include all of the items, the factors that emerged can provide 
clarity for both recruiters and faculty with regards to the important factors guiding job 
preferences. The issues identified in the factor analysis are much more easily understood than 
would be the case when working with a large number of individual items, as has been the case 
with previous research studies. The factors uncovered by the factor analysis will allow future 
research to be more focused on the major issues driving student job preference rather than just 
presenting them with a wide-ranging “laundry list” of job-related attributes. Finally, by 
recognizing the areas uncovered by the factor analysis, future researchers can use those factors 
rather than try to work with 50+ different items in their analysis of student versus recruiter versus 
faculty issues relating to job placement. With a similar objective of achieving clarity and using 
less measurement items, Peltier et al. (2014) developed a parsimonious 13-item scale to predict 
students’ intent to pursue a sales career. 
 
As noted earlier, if faculty are required to spend additional time working with students, it may be 
difficult for faculty to find the additional time given ever increasing demands for high-quality 



research (Melguizo & Strober, 2007; Wyler & Blood, 2006). Given the increasing emphasis on 
research at many universities and colleges, if faculty members are to become more attuned to 
student job-related values, something has to change. Aside from the role conflict that is often 
inherent in time devoted to teaching versus research, one way that faculty members may help 
achieve better understanding of what students and recruiters seek is by bringing sales managers 
and recruiters to speak to sales classes. 
 
Many sales faculty members already do this, but perhaps not even a majority. Taking this step 
can serve multiple purposes, such as helping recruiters better understand the new generation of 
students, helping students have a clearer understanding of what recruiters expect in potential new 
hires, and assisting faculty in better understanding both the hiring firms’ perspective and the 
students’ view of various job attributes via the discussion that occurs with the guest speaker. 
Another possible approach to better understanding our current student is to organize activities 
that involve the business community where students help plan and carry out the event, as well as 
conduct the fundraising aspect (if any) related to the event they have planned. To a degree this 
step is being done in some programs with a sales emphasis, but again, it is probably used by a 
minority of programs. As noted earlier, however, helping develop and organize these student-led 
events can be time consuming and may not be attractive to faculty who are in a “publish or 
perish” mode. 
 
It is possible that the increased research emphasis for tenure-track faculty may make the role of 
clinical faculty and professionally qualified full-time lecturers more important. The movement to 
clinical professors and full-time instructors is already happening at some schools with large sales 
programs. Because these individuals will have fewer research expectations, they can devote time 
to building stronger relationships with sales students and hiring organizations than tenure-track 
faculty—assuming they are tasked with this responsibility. Thus, these individuals may be 
capable of serving as both “knowledge brokers” and “matchmakers.” Furthermore, the 
information they gain from these increased levels of boundary-spanning activities can be 
communicated to the rest of the faculty so that those individuals have the same information, but 
will not have to devote as much time to acquiring that knowledge. 
 
Having this knowledge can pay off long term, in increased understanding of what students look 
for in a career and what firms offer that meet those requirements. It is also possible that students 
from these sales programs may be more closely linked to their school and willing to become 
supporters of the school. In addition, as firms hire students who are ready to “hit the ground 
running” in their sales organization, these organizations also may be increasingly willing to 
provide some financial support to the sales program of those universities turning out qualified 
sales recruits. By being informed, faculty—whether tenure track or nontenure track or clinical 
professors/lecturers—can help bridge the gap between students and recruiting firms. By doing 
this, they can help their current and future students be more knowledgeable about what a 
potential employer looks for in a new sales hire via sharing current recruiting research and 
having guest speakers discuss what they look for in a salesperson. Faculty can also identify for 
students those factors that tend to be associated with sales success in their industry. Because 
these requirements often differ from one sales position to another (depending on the type of sales 
process), providing students with exposure to a range of sales managers representing different 
types of positions can result in a better perspective on what various firms look for in new hires. 



This step may help students self-select to interview with certain firms and to choose not to take 
an interview with a firm whose job does not meet their preferred attributes. 
 
Although many faculty members may already have this capability, as they often interact with a 
variety of sales managers and selling organizations, many others probably do not have this level 
of expertise. Working more closely with the school’s placement service can also result in a better 
understanding of what firms hiring salespeople are looking for across a variety of sales positions. 
 
The Sales Education Foundation (SEF) represents another excellent source of information and 
assistance. Specifically, SEF has assessments that can help each student gain a better perspective 
on what his or her strengths are relative to specific types of sales positions. Although some 
schools currently make use of this service, many do not and this approach could be beneficial to 
students at a number of schools. Introducing this program to the students can help faculty 
counsel students to take jobs more fitting with their skills and attributes, which can result in 
greater success in a shorter time frame, as well as help steer good firms toward students with the 
required skill and/or aptitude. 
 
Limitations 
 
A potential limitation pertains to the way faculty ranked the importance of the attributes. In 
general, faculty ranked attributes consistently lower than students and recruiters. Although not a 
limitation if faculty members truly feel these attributes are less important, it is a limitation if the 
faculty tended not to answer toward the higher end of the scale given knowledge of scaling 
issues and/or knowledge of the previous work on student recruitment attributes. Also, on a 
related matter, it is important to note that students’ average importance scores for 33 of the 55 
items were above four, and all but two of the items were above the midpoint. Given the high 
values for the majority of the attributes, caution should be taken when using the rankings to 
assess the importance of each attribute. 
 
Concerning the samples, this study used highly involved students, faculty, and recruiters, and as 
such, the responses might not generalize to all students and faculty. Finally, exploratory factor 
analysis was run to create factors for attributes. Caution should be taken when using these factors 
to predict relationships. Further validation of these five factors should be conducted. 
 
Future Research 
 
Based on study results, researchers can dive deeper into understanding individual attribute 
importance for students who are interested in sales as a career or at least as a career starting 
point. Although this study focused on large variations in rank and significant mean differences, 
all results were not discussed. Other interesting findings can be provided based on an 
examination of Table 1. Subtle differences within this study between students, faculty, and 
recruiters could be the foundation for additional, more detailed inquiry on specific attributes. 
Also, given this study used samples comprised of highly involved students, faculty, and 
recruiters, consistent with Peltier et al. (2014), future research might use students in marketing 
and other classes to determine if their importance rankings are similar or different than what was 
found in the current study. 



 
Shifting the focus from the student to the recruiting company can provide an additional line of 
inquiry. Instead of focusing on which attributes are important to students when considering a 
sales position, research should look at what is important to companies when considering hiring a 
student for a sales position. Recruiters could provide what their companies are looking for in new 
hires, while students and faculty could provide what they perceive as important to companies. 
Expanding this idea, future studies with the proper data could longitudinally examine what 
attribute rankings were made by new salespeople who become high performers. In addition, the 
use of the factors uncovered in the current research during future data collection efforts may help 
streamline survey instruments for researchers examining students and recruiters, as fewer items 
may be used to assess the major issues that are high on the list for students. Ideally, if data could 
be obtained from sales competitions linking student performance in role plays to their rankings 
of what firms look for in new hires, this could potentially be a method to tie perceived attribute 
importance to competitive sales call performance. Furthermore, tracking these students as they 
enter their sales career and how successful they are in that career could provide interesting 
insights in a number of areas including (1) potential curriculum reform for some sales programs, 
(2) the usefulness of speakers in the classroom in terms of placing students with those specific 
firms represented by the sales manager/recruiter and the student’s future success with that firm, 
as well as (3) how students’ own rankings of what is important in a job evolve over time as they 
take on additional work-related and non-work-related responsibilities. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Our study provides an updated perspective on what students seek in a job as well as offering a 
comparison with what faculty members and recruiters think students believe is important. It also 
provides an update on the student-recruiter differences from prior research on the topic 
(Weilbaker & Merritt, 1992; Wiles & Spiro, 2004). Unlike these previous studies, which used a 
limited geographic scope of student respondents, the present study examined a national sample 
of students. Although results show some stability across time, there are a number of notable 
differences. A number of new items generated for the current study were ranked as very 
important by respondents. The addition of these new items and their relevance to students 
indicates that the hiring environment may have changed substantially over the past decade. 
Similarly, the development of factors in the current study may help bring additional 
understanding regarding the issues most important to students as they make decisions regarding 
their choice of employer. Results indicate that if faculty members are to effectively serve as 
“knowledge brokers” or “matchmakers” between students and recruiters, they need to develop 
more accurate knowledge concerning what current students desire in a position. 
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Appendix  
 
Added Attributes 
Challenging/exciting work 
Company culture 
Company’s employee treatment 
Company’s leadership 
Company’s organizational structure 
Company retirement/pension plan 
Current organization employees are satisfied/loyalty 
Ethical company 
Job description/communication of expectations 
Low employee turnover 
Making a difference in the lives of customers 
Recruiter is knowledgeable 
Socially/environmentally responsible company 
Work/life balance 

 
References 
 
Agnihotri, R., Bonney, L., Dixon, A. L., Erffmeyer, R., Pullins, E. B., Sojka, J. Z., West, V. 

(2014). Developing a stakeholder approach for recruiting top-level sales students. Journal 
of Marketing Education, 36(1), 75-86. 

Alsop, R. (2008a, October 13). The trophy kids grow up: How the millennial generation is 
shaking up the workplace. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Alsop, R. (2008b, October 21). The trophy kids go to work. Retrieved March 29, 2014, from 
http://sec.online.wsj.com/article/SB122455219391652725.html.  

Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business . (2003). Eligibility procedures and 
standards for business accreditation. St. Louis, MO: AACSB International. 

Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business . (2004). 2004-2005 salary survey 
executive summary. St. Louis, MO: AACSB International. 

Boles, J., Dudley, G. W., Onyemah, V., Rouziès, D., Weeks, W. A. (2012). Sales force turnover 
and retention: A research agenda. Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management, 32(1) 
(Winter), 131-140. 

Carnevale, T. (2005). The coming labor and skills shortage. T + D, 59(1), 37-41. 

Cummins, S., Peltier, J. W., Erffmeyer, R., Whalen, J. (2013). A critical review of the literature 
for sales educators. Journal of Marketing Education, 35(1), 68-78. 

Das, K. (2012). Using participatory photo novels to teach marketing. Journal of Marketing 
Education, 34(1), 82-95. 

http://sec.online.wsj.com/article/SB122455219391652725.html


Dawley, D., Houghton, J. D., Bucklew, N. S. (2010). Perceived organizational support and 
turnover intention: The mediating effects of personal sacrifice and job fit. Journal of 
Social Psychology, 150(3), 238-257. 

Dorsey, J. (2014). The Top 10 Millennials & Gen Y Questions Answered. Retrieved June 3, 
2014, from http://jasondorsey.com/millennials/the-top-gen-y-questions-answered/  

Fairweather, J. S. (2005). Beyond the rhetoric: Trends in the relative value of teaching and 
research in faculty salaries. Journal of Higher Education, 76(4) (July-August), 401-422. 

Georgetown University Center on Education and the Workforce . (2011). What’s it worth? The 
economic value of college majors. Retrieved from 
http://www9.georgetown.edu/grad/gppi/hpi/cew/pdfs/whatsitworth-complete.pdf  

Gloeckler, G. (2008, November 13). The millennials invade B-schools. Business Week, pp. 47-
50. 

Greenfield, P. M. (1998). The cultural evolution of IQ. In Nasser, U. (Ed.), The rising curve: 
Long-term gains in IQ and other measures (pp. 81-123). Washington, DC: American 
Psychological Association. 

Haytko, D. L. (2006). The price is right: An experiential pricing concepts game. Marketing 
Education Review, 16(2) (Summer), 1-4. Retrieved March 1, 2014, from 
http://jasondorsey.com/millennials/the-top-gen-y-questions-answered/.  

Horovitz, B. (2012, May 5). After Gen X, millennials, what should next generation be?” USA 
Today. Retrieved March 29, 2014, from 
http://www.usatoday.com/money/advertising/story/2012-05-03/naming-the-next-
generation/54737518/1?loc=interstitialskip.  

Honeycutt, E. D., Ford, J. B. (2000). How Mission Influences the Attitudes and Behaviors of 
Marketing Faculty. Developments in Marketing Science: The Proceedings of the 
Academy of Marketing Science National Conference, 23, Spotts, Harlan E., Lee 
Meadow, H., eds., Ruston, LA: Academy of Marketing Science, 318-322. 

Honeycutt, E. D., Ford, J. B., Thelen, S. T. (2010). An empirical examination of the three 
dichotomies of marketing academe model. Marketing Education Review, 20(2) 
(Summer), 131-142. 

Honeycutt, E. D., Thelen, S. T., Ford, J. B. (2010). Evaluating and motivating faculty 
performance: Challenges for marketing chairs. Marketing Education Review, 20(3) 
(Fall), 203-214. 

Howe, N., Strauss, W. (2000). Millenials rising: The next great generation. New York: Random 
House. 

Kane, S. (2010). Generation Y. About.com Legal Careers. Retrieved March 29, 2014, from 
http://legalcareers.about.com/od/practicetips/a/GenerationY.htm  

Kaplan, M. D., Piskin, B., Bol, B. (2010). Education blogging: Integrating technology into 
marketing expertise. Journal of Marketing Education, 32(1) (April), 50-63. 

http://jasondorsey.com/millennials/the-top-gen-y-questions-answered/
http://www9.georgetown.edu/grad/gppi/hpi/cew/pdfs/whatsitworth-complete.pdf
http://jasondorsey.com/millennials/the-top-gen-y-questions-answered/
http://www.usatoday.com/money/advertising/story/2012-05-03/naming-the-next-generation/54737518/1?loc=interstitialskip
http://www.usatoday.com/money/advertising/story/2012-05-03/naming-the-next-generation/54737518/1?loc=interstitialskip
http://legalcareers.about.com/od/practicetips/a/GenerationY.htm


Karns, G. L. (2005). An update of marketing student perceptions of learning activities: Structure, 
preferences, and effectiveness. Journal of Marketing Education, 27(2), 163-171. 

Kessler, R. C., Berglund, P., Demler, O., Jin, R., Merikangas, K. R., Walters, E. E. (2005). 
Lifetime prevalence and age-of-onset distributions of DSM-IV disorders in the national 
comorbidity survey replication. Archives of General Psychiatry, 62, 593-602. 

Kunreuther, F., Kim, H., Rodriguez, R. (2009). Working across generations. San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass. 

Marsh, H. W., Hattie, J. (2002). The Relation Between Research Productivity and Teaching 
Effectiveness. Journal of Higher Education, 73, (September-October), 603-641. 

Mauerer, S. D., Howe, V., Lee, T. W. (1992). Organizational recruiting as marketing 
management: An interdisciplinary study of engineering graduates. Personnel Psychology, 
45(4) (Winter), 807-832. 

Melguizo, T., Strober, M. H. (2007). Faculty salaries and the maximization of prestige. Research 
in Higher Education, 48, 633-668. 

Millennial Impact Research . (2014). The 2013 Millennial Impact Report, Sponsored by the Case 
Foundation. Retrieved March 29, 2014, from www.themillennialimpact.com.  

Miller, A. N., Taylor, S. G., Bedeian, A. G. (2011). Publish or perish: Academic life as 
management faculty live it. Career Development International, 16(5), 422-445. 

Mills, M. K. (2010). Using the jazz metaphor to enhance student learning and skill development 
in the marketing research course. Journal of Marketing Education, 32(3), 300-313. 

Moore, W. J., Newman, R. J., Turnbull, G. K. (2001). Reputational capital and academic pay. 
Economic Inquiry, 39(4) (October), 663-671. 

Mott-Stenerson, B. (2005). The humbuggery of bullshit vs. the scholarship of teaching: 
Prospective from a newly minted Ph.D. Marketing Education Review, 15(3) (Fall), 7-10. 

Peltier, J. W., Cummins, S., Pomirleanu, N., Cross, J., Simon, R. (2014). A parsimonious 
instrument for predicting students’ intent to pursue a sales career: Scale development and 
validation. Journal of Marketing Education, 36, 62-74. 

Pelton, L. E., True, S. L. (2004). Teaching business ethics: Why Gen Y? Marketing Education 
Review, 14(3) (Fall), 63-70. 

Petress, K. C. (2000). How to be a good advisee. Education, 120(March), 598-600. 

Rapert, M. I., Kurtz, D. L., Smitt, S. (2002). Beyond the core triad: Just what do marketing 
academics do outside of teaching, research, and service? Journal of Marketing Education, 
24(2), 161-167. 

Raymond, M. A., Carlson, L., Hopkins, C. (2006). Do perceptions of hiring criteria differ for 
sales managers and sales representatives? Implications for marketing education. Journal 
of Marketing Education, 28(1), 43-55. 

http://www.themillennialimpact.com/


Schibrowsky, J. A., Peltier, J. W., Boyt, T. E. (2002). A professional school approach to 
marketing education. Journal of Marketing Education, 24(1), 43-55. 

Sessa, V. I., Kabacoff, R. I., Deal, J., Brown, H. (2007). Generational differences in leader 
values and leadership behaviors. Psychologist-Manager Journal, 10, 47-74. 

Shields, P. O. (1998). The citizenship of marketing faculty: An investigation of service activities. 
Marketing Education Review, 6(2) (Summer), 83-89. 

Shields, P. O., Gillard, S. K. (2002). An academic advising profile for marketing educators. 
Marketing Education Review, 12(2) (Summer), 37-46. 

Sirias, D., Karp, H. B., Brotherton, T. (2007). Comparing the levels of 
individualism/collectivism between Baby Boomers and Generation X. Management 
Research News, 30, 749-761. 

Sojka, J. Z., Fish, M. S. B. (2008). Brief in-class role plays: An experiential teaching tool 
targeted to Generation Y students. Marketing Education Review, 18(1) (Spring), 25-31. 

Tapscott, D. (1998). Growing up digital: The rise of the net generation. New York: McGraw-
Hill. 

Taylor, P., Keeter, S. (2010, February). “Millennials: Confident. Connected. Open to Change.” 
Retrieved from http://pewsocialtrends.org/files/2010/10/millennials-confident-connected-
open-to-change.pdf  

Twenge, J. M. (2006). Generation me: Why today’s Americans are more confident, assertive, 
entitled—and more miserable than ever before. New York: Free Press. 

Twenge, J. M., Campbell, S. M. (2009). The narcissism epidemic: Living in the age of 
entitlement. New York: Free Press. 

Twenge, J. M., Campbell, S. M., Hoffman, B. J., Lance, C. E. (2010). Generational differences 
in work values: Leisure and extrinsic values increasing, social and intrinsic values 
decreasing. Journal of Management, 36(5) (September), 1117-1142. 

Twenge, J. M., Konrath, S., Foster, J. D., Campbell, W. K., Bushman, B. J. (2008). Egos 
inflating over time: A cross-temporal meta-analysis of the narcissistic personality 
inventory. Journal of Personality, 76, 875-901. 

University Sales Center Alliance . (2013). Retrieved March 29, 2014, from 
http://www.universitysalescenteralliance.org/about/.  

Wells, B. E., Twenge, J. M. (2005). Changes in young people’s sexual behavior and attitudes, 
1943-1999: A cross-temporal meta-analysis. Review of General Psychology, 9, 249-261. 

Weilbaker, D. C., Merritt, N. J. (1992). Attracting graduates to sales positions: The role of 
recruiter knowledge. Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management, 12(4) (Fall), 49-
58. 

Wiles, M. A., Spiro, R. L. (2004). Attracting graduates to sales positions and the role of recruiter 
knowledge: A reexamination. Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management, 24(1) 
(Winter), 39-48. 

http://pewsocialtrends.org/files/2010/10/millennials-confident-connected-open-to-change.pdf
http://pewsocialtrends.org/files/2010/10/millennials-confident-connected-open-to-change.pdf
http://www.universitysalescenteralliance.org/about/


Wyler, J. C., Blood, M. R. (2006). Who can do this job? Intellectual capacities and the faculty 
role. Academy of Management Learning & Education, 5(1) (March), 101-112. 

Zemke, R., Raines, C., Fitzpatrick, B. (2000). Generations at work: Managing the clash of 
veterans, Boomers, Xers, and Nexters in your workplace. New York: AMACOM, 
American Management Association. 


	Factors That Influence the Job Market Decision: The Role of Faculty as a Knowledge Broker
	Millennials
	Comparison of Recruiting Research
	Student Perceptions
	Recruiter Perceptions

	Role of the Sales Faculty
	Teaching
	Research
	Service

	Methodology
	Sample
	Student sample
	Recruiter sample
	Faculty sample

	Items
	Analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Limitations
	Future Research
	Conclusion
	Appendix
	References

