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PAY POLICIES FOR STUDENT WORKERS

Perry Counts

In reference to pay policies for eligible student workers the College Work-
Study Guidelines (1968-Revised 1972) states that: ’
* The wages rate for a particular job should be a function of: its
duties: and responsibilities . . . additionally, the wage ~_:_paid must
‘be_appropriate’ and reéasonable in light of such factors a§ type of
“work performed, geographical region, and the proficiency of ‘the em-.

Ployee.! K o S _
‘Paying the same rdte to all student workers, and especially thé minimum
rate allowed. by thé wage and hour laws, is apparently discouraged. On the
. basis of equity and fairness there are no valid factors’ to support a flat-
‘rate. However, a flatrate offers. two major advantages from an adminis-
trative .point: of view, namely ease of administration and the. generation of
the maximum hours of work from a fixed amount: of funds.. _
A comprehensive survey of all types of colleges in nine southern states

revealed that 37% ‘pay the minimum wage to- all studerit workers and 68%
pay differential rates.’A limited survey in one southérn state produced-similar
results of 38% and 62%. L ' '
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The major factors and/or philosophy to support the same rate of pay are:

1. Easier to administer 429,
2. Lack of funds. : 329,
3. Differential rates is discrimination - 119,
4. Rate of pay immaterial ' %
5. Need to assist more students 5%
6. Smallness of program _ 5%

. Factors 1, 2, 5, and 6 could be placed under the “ease of administration”
rubric and this accounts for 84%. The 16% comprising 3 and 4, are not rea-
sonable according to the guidelines. In fact it would be very difficult to de-
fend a flat rate based on any of the above factors.

For those institutions that provide differential rates of pay, the follow-
ing factors were used to establish rates:

1. Job classification 659,
2. Seniority 349,
3. Prevailing rate for job classification 199,
4. Funds available _ 8%,
5. Financial need 49,
6. Supervisor’s request 4%

It appears that the College Work-Study Manual would fully support factors
1 and 3.2 Defining seniority (factor 2) as the academic year in school
appears questionable. However, defining seniority as work experience over
some dimension of time, e.g. one academic year, could be an acceptable fac-
tor. Workers on many jobs become more proficient and productive with ex-

perience. Support for factors 4 and 5 is not available, and 6 could pose
problems.

One plan for establishing differential student rates is based on the fol-
lowing three factors:
1. Job classification
2. Seniority
3. Merit

Each student is placed in a job classification and each job falls in one
of seven pay levels. (See Appendix A) 2 For example, student X is evalu-
ated and employed as a library student assistant. This could be any one of
many routine jobs in the library. Student X is placed in pay level 1,
at the minimum rate. This could be a student in any academic year with
limited or no experience in library work. Student Y applies for work as a
typist with one or two years of high school typing and obtains a pass-
ing score on a proficiency test for this skill. Student Y is hired and placed
in pay level 2, at the minimum level. Previous experience as a typist in in-
dustry or institutions of higher education would be considered and if stu-
dent Y had had one or more years of documented experience the rate would
be step 1 of pay level 2. '
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A possible distribution of student: workers by pay levels for a major uni-
versity might be as follows:

Pay Level % of Workers in de Level

| 39%

29%

- 189,

8%

8%

2%

1%

One definition of seniority is that after one academic year of satisfactory
service the student worker is given an increase to the next step in her/
his pay level. Students whose work was not satisfactory, retained on pro-
bation, or transferred at the request of their supervisor would not re-

ceive an increase. Note' that the seniority factor is based on the assumption
- that the proficiency of the worker increases with experience. '
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With regard to merit each department could select a very small percen-
tage of their total student workers for an incentive increase based on out-
standing performance. Merit increases could be recommended after one full
term of employment. Only one merit increase could be given to the same
employee in an award year and the maximum merit increases for the same
employee is two. Merit increases would be limited to the top 3 to 5 per-
cent of all student employees.

The final decision regarding job classification, seniority, merit and the ac-
tual rate of pay for each student worker is made by the Financial Aids Of-
fice.

Some administrative personnel are very opposed to differential pay far
student workers. Perhaps the financial aid community has done a poor jab
of selling student work in relation to all the opportunities it provides. The
aids office tends to place too much emphasis on the money aspect and the
financial need that is usually being met. Many other administrative person-
nel and supervisors place too much emphasis on manpower needs and costs.

Ramsey (1974) stresses the fact that work-study is multi-dimensional.¢
Educational institutions are in a unique position to take advantage of more
dimensions than manpower and financial aid. Additional dimensions include
skill development, careers, personal growth, service, social fesponsibility, and
educational value. The financial aid community could learn a good deal about
the different facets of work-study from cooperative education, experiential
education and academic internships. Additional concern for giving academic
credit for all related work experiences should occur from all areas of higher
education, including financial aids.5

In attempting to sell differential pay for student workers to an institution,
including higher education, the 'question may arise regarding the cost of
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part-tlme student workers contrasted w1th the costs of qu‘ tlme empl f'yeest‘
- An- example of what ﬁie erter El’las i thind i$/the’ s‘tatemeht that “?of’ 50%
of what the 1nsututtoh How: Sspends on. student WOrkers, full-ttme employees
‘could; be +hired 4nd, the, “samb’ or. more work icbuld bé. accomphshed me
A bne' ;tudy was, made1 at ‘one :urin?'erslty to compar@ the cost’ of &tuclent
workers with the tota?l gabor «cost ‘of full«ttme exﬁployees% ’fhe com ansons ,«'"e
- were developed ’*under the followmg assumpuons‘ A B : B

1. The salary for full-t;,me ex‘ftployees is near the mmlmum fgate',t;é
2. Graduaté ass1stants -are not 1ncluded ‘ ' :

All full-tlme employees varn frmge beneflts as hsted below.
Vacation with pay - '
Holidays with pay .

Sick leave with pay’
Insurance berieflts ‘
Retirement béenefits
U’nemployment beneflts

O x B 00 N

The total. frmge ‘beéniefits” package adds approxrmately 30 percent to the
total cOst:; for full-time employees As.a general rule part—tlme student help
is prov1ded with::ho frm,ge bénefits, Usmg the average pay . for’ student: “?‘ork
ers and the cost o?E full-time,: employees in the lower . pay levels, 1nclud1ng
fringe bernefits, the institution’ could purchase 28, mlnutes of full- time help
- for each 60 nuriutes of, part-tlme student help Thus thé rélatlveq coSt is a
Very 1mportarit cons1deﬁat10n B NSRS #

‘A secfid poin€ is the faet " that" there was no 51gn1f1cant dlfference m the’
producth1ty and’ eff1C1erlcy‘ of student Workers when eompared with* ftﬂl—
timie employees A third point ‘is how essent1a1 was the’ work performed by
- the student workers’: wheh - eompared ~with ~ fall:tife emp10yeés? Agam ‘the .
‘Tesuit was 1o slg,nmtant drtterence ThE work perl;ormed by. full-time “em- =
ployees was ‘rated,” to be somewhat more essentxal but the dlfferent:"e was -

: very small L LI AT PR L
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Other 1mportagt cons1derat10ns rioted by varit)us departments were )
LIt would take mobre : full-tlme help, in fact we can not fntd full—
. tlme workers to - do some df the Ihore roiltme tasks performed by
o students B : : A
2, Because we. ‘gre? open severi. days/ amf 80 to . 100 hours per week” "

schedulrng'w th only ‘full-tinje Workers. is eXtremely difficult. A great
deal; of over-trme -and other problems woulid occur 1£ studegts were -
not avallable fot the ynusualhours invelved. . . .. : SIS

3. The ablhty oﬂ full-tlme employees hired at the lowest level of pay,

often does not compare favorably Wl.th the average student —worker
t. f

' A subst'anttal numher of student WOrkers “at most 1nst1tut10ns are pald

" with  féderal funds. Of’ ctﬁurse these federal »funds wduld not be . avallable

“to employ full-timé emfaloyees 2 i R L : * -
A copy of the surVey lnstrument fOr student worker pay pohc1es and the »

results are mcluded as Appendlx B I“t is mterestmg to note that only 59%

[ ' S < ‘?'
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of the colleges and universities have institutional work under the control
and responsibility of the aids office. This could make the problem of prevent-
ing overawards a major one. ,

-In summary it appears the financial aid community should give additional
attention to differential student pay policies, job descriptions for student
workers and make a strong effort to have more impact regarding institution-
al work. The multi-directional nature of work-study needs to be stressed.
There is ample evidence that, other things being equal, a student with a reas-
~onable amount of work-study (15 to 20 hours per week) will earn higher
grades than the student who does not work.® As the volume of money from
basic federal grants and many state grant programs increases, the need
for revised College Work-Study Program rules will become more apparent.
This will be especially true in the areas of the needs test and the current
primary goal of the College Work-Study Program, namely providing financial
assistance.”
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