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Self-perceived employability: investigating the responses of post graduate students 

Andrew Rothwell, Steve Jewell and Marie Hardie, Coventry University

Abstract: 

   This paper reports the further testing of a research instrument to examine the expectations and self-perceptions of employability of business students at post graduate level, building on previously reported research with undergraduates (Rothwell et al. 2008). On this occasion the scale was again found to have a good internal reliability coefficient (α = .84), and discriminant validity from university commitment. Forcing a four-factor solution found components relating to the university’s reputation, individual self-confidence and proactivity, external labour market factors, and finally the individuals’ engagement with study and academic performance. For this multi-cultural post graduate sample, perceptions of employability were good, but within that they placed significant emphasis on the brand and reputation of the university. Results indicate the potential for further studies with refined scales, particularly the combined scale of employability and ambition.  

	Introduction


   There has been substantial interest in employability in recent years, a subject which has become particularly relevant in the context of the adverse employment conditions currently affecting many western economies. This level of interest has resulted in an expansive field of literature which breaks down into three, slightly overlapping, areas of work, each of which is significant in its’ own right and each of which has added to our understanding for the purposes of this study. The following section of the paper presents a necessarily selective literature review, followed by an explanation of the research design. The broad dimensions of the employability literature are illustrated in figure 1. First, there is the perspective on employability at a national workforce level (eg. Lane et al. 2000, Rajan et al. 2000, Brown & Hesketh 2004, Berntson et al. 2006, Almeida 2007, Tomé 2007) related to government policy or national-level ‘skills’ agendas, or at an industry level (de Grip, van Loo & Sanders (2004). This perspective is derived from concerns about the changing nature of work and employment at the end of the 20th century. For the present study, this contributed the notion that employability might have ‘internal’ (eg. individual skills, or internal labour markets) and ‘external’ (demand for occupations, the external labour market) dimensions (Hillage & Pollard 1998).  
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   Second, there is the related field of employability within Human Resource Management (HRM) and the psychology of work and careers (eg. Baruch 2001, Forrier & Sels 2004) which relates to the notion of employability (here, as in the ability of individuals to retain or get jobs) based on skills and personal flexibility acquired through employment, often promoted by employers as an alternative to job security. There is a significant body of empirical research associated with this, which is variously concerned with individuals’ perceptions of their ability to acquire or retain work of their choice, and incorporating for example the willingness of employees to develop employability within the organization (van Dam 2004), the impact of factors such as age or the perceptions supervisors (van der Heijden, Demerouti & van der Heijde 2009), self efficacy or work relationships (Schyns, Torka & Gosling 2007),  re-engagement with work (McCArdle et al. 2007), and even obesity Paraponaris et al. (2005). This body of research informed the present study in respect of the notion of employability as a multi-faceted construct (Fugate, Kinicki & Ashforth 2004, Thijssen, van der Heijden & Rocco 2008), and a multi-dimensional model of employability that was developed into a research instrument to examine the employability perceptions of professional workers (Rothwell and Arnold 2007).

   In the UK, there has been very significant interest in the employability of individuals in formal education, particularly university students, since the late 1990’s. This third area of activity largely derived from employability being flagged as a concern of the UK government-sponsored Dearing Report (1997). Related to this were concerns about the ability of the university sector to provide graduates with the skills employers need (Mason, Williams, Cranmer & Guile  2003), with the consequences of mass expansion of the university sector in the 1990’s (DFES 2003, Bowers-Brown & Harvey 2004), and linked to perceptions of significant changes in the wider labour markets, as above. This developed into a vast body of publications, principally descriptive works or case studies on good practice in curriculum design, the use of internships (‘placements’ in the UK), and the development of ‘employability skills’. Notable among these were a series of studies by the Enhancing Student Employability Co-ordination Team (ESECT), established in 2002 with a remit to improve students’ employability and encourage employment-relevant learning. (Yorke & Knight 2003, Yorke 2006). Harvey and Bowers-Brown (2005, page 119) summarised contemporary developments as:
‘The last five years have witnessed accelerating engagement with employability within the academy. Initial piecemeal accommodation of employability through skills modules has developed into a more diverse array of opportunities. In some institutions, these have been developed into an integrated, holistic strategy, most recently linked to learning and teaching policy’.

   This ‘acceleration of engagement’ has continued to the present day, with continuing foci that are relevant to the present study including employability expectations prior to graduation (Gedye, Fender & Chalkley 2004, Rothwell Herbert & Rothwell 2008), employability skills in the curriculum (Leitch 2006, Anderson & Mitchell 2006, Cox & King 2006), and the employment that graduates achieve (AGCAS 2007, Gough 2008,). There is a limited body of work in relation to post graduates (eg. Hay & Hodgkinson 2006, Morse 2006), and employability in other national contexts (Tomé 2007, Zhiwen 2008), but the latter tend to be somewhat specific to the country in which the research was undertaken, and lack the generalisability that is an intended outcome of the present study.   

   In spite of all this interest employability remains a relatively under-researched concept in the sense of any empirical investigation of what it actually means to individuals in the context of their experiences, their aspirations, and their perceptions of their ability to compete in the external labor market. This study reports continuing research that examines employability from this individual perspective, which builds on previous work with professionals (Rothwell & Arnold, 2007), and bachelor degree students in business management (Rothwell, Herbert & Rothwell 2008), where employability was defined as: ‘the perceived ability to attain sustainable employment appropriate to one’s qualification level’. This definition has been retained, as has the model of employability (figure 1). Bachelor degree students had been found to have surprisingly modest expectations, perhaps tempered by a sense of reality in crowded labour markets: would these concerns be shared by post graduates? A further motivation for continued exploration of the employability scale was a belief, again based on previous studies, that it may have potential for development as a diagnostic tool in career counselling or vocational guidance.

   The primary aims of the present study were therefore:
	To examine the reliability and factor composition of the self-perceived employability survey instrument with data from a post graduate sample,
	To ascertain whether employability in this context had discriminant validity from other measures ie. ambition, university commitment,
	To consider the psychometric properties of the employability scale and the potential relevance of the proposed model of student employability (see figure 2) to post graduates,
	To investigate whether and to what extent self perceived employability was influenced by respondent attributes such as cultural background, gender, or the ability to undertake an internship,

And in summary to consider the potential utility of the self-perceived employability scale to be developed as a robust measure and potential diagnostic tool that can function independent of context (eg. national culture, and level of programme). 
  
TAKE IN FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE


2. Method.

   To address these research aims a survey was developed that incorporated many of the elements from the bachelor students’ study, and selected new ones which would explore aspects not covered in the previous research. Measures of employability, ambition and university commitment had been tested in the previous study and had performed adequately (Rothwell, Herbert & Rothwell 2008). The employability scale was based on the same four-sided model (see figure 1), with scale items (appendix 1) representing the either the primary influence of each of the four components of the model (in cells 2, 4, 6, 8), or the interaction of the two adjacent components (in cells 1, 3, 5, 7). ‘Self belief’ from the undergraduate study was re-titled ‘individual skills and behavior’ as this was believed to me a more accurate representation of that component of the model.  Items in cell ‘1’ were intended to represent the level of engagement individuals applied to their studies reflecting the interaction of the influence of the university, and their skills and behaviors. Items in cells ‘2’ and ‘3’ were intended to reflect concerns with university rankings and brand (THE 2007, Fearn 2008) and reputation with employers (Murray & Robinson 2001). The questions relating to ‘the status and credibility of my field of study’ (cell ‘4’) reflected a recognition that this can vary between subjects, with attendant employability outcomes (Mason et al. 2003). Cells ‘5’, ‘6’ and ‘7’ represented a particularly contemporary concern: the influence of the state of the external labor market (Bowers-Brown & Harvey 2004, and Brown & Hesketh, 2004).  Two potential complicating factors presented themselves at this point: first there is a lack of research reporting employability self-perceptions at a time of acute recession (with any kind of respondent); and second more than half of study population were from overseas, thus were most likely looking at a variety of target labor markets, with varying unemployment levels and levels of demand for business postgraduates. As in the previous study the wording of all scale items were checked to minimize concerns about specific labor markets. Finally cell ‘8’ related to personal confidence and efficacy, but also the skills that had been developed during the individuals’ program of study.   

   Because the perception of the University’s reputation as an asset in a crowded labor market, allied to belief in its’ brand strength (Fearn 2008) was perceived to be particularly important, questions on students’ commitment to the University were also brought-forward from the bachelor degree study, where it had proved to have good internal reliability (α = .87) , and discriminant validity when compared to self perceived employability (See appendix 2) This had been adapted from a nine-item scale of affective organizational commitment identified by Tsui, Pearce & Tripoli (1997), with the word ‘university’ substituted for ‘organization’. For this study, one further item was not included in the survey design: ‘ I would have accepted almost any type of course offer in order to come to this university’, as it had proved to be a weak item on the scale when used previously, and would not be relevant to the post graduate students who clearly were interested in a specific program of study. 

   A measure of ambition was included as a proxy for perceptions of future career success, as had been used in the undergraduate study. Two items were adapted from scales of subjective career success (Nabi, 2001, and Greenhaus Parasuraman and Wormley 1990), and four further items had been generated by the authors for the undergraduate study (Rothwell, Herbert & Rothwell, 2008). While the scale had not performed particularly well previously (α= .60), it was believed that re-testing with a more highly qualified and career-focused sample might yield better results. Discriminant validity had been adequate but warranted further testing.     

   Some further variables were considered, including gender, ethnic origin (in eighteen categories as supplied by the University including ‘other’), the specific program of study undertaken (in fifteen categories), prior work experience, whether or not respondents had applied for the internship scheme, and whether or not they had a part time job. Data on age were not included for the purposes of analysis as the sample were almost all of a similar age, and effects due to age had been non-significant in the previous study. 

3. Procedure and Participants

   The survey was distributed to two cohorts of postgraduate students in a University Business School in the Midlands region of the UK,  at the same point of in their programs’ calendar using Surveyshare™, in Spring and Autumn 2008. All respondents had been given the same powerpoint presentation briefing explaining the research, advised of the time it would take to complete the questionnaire (approximately 10-15 minutes), and were assured of data confidentiality. Two hundred and seventy two responses were initially received. Because some respondents were part-time students, and some others did not provide complete employability data, the analyses reported here are based on 226 respondents. Following Green (1991) an estimate of sample size was made assuming a medium effect size (given the relatively untested nature of the scales used) with a power of .80.   (Alpha = .05). The preferred sample size was estimated at 102, thus the sample was considered adequate for multivariate statistical analysis.   

   Almost 62% of respondents were male, and showed considerable ethnic and cultural diversity. Just 54% of respondents were British nationals. Only 12.7% were white, and 9.7% of these were overseas students. Other substantial groups were Black (23.5%) , including ‘Black or Black British African’ (13.1% of total) and ‘Other Black background (9.7%); Asian (42.7%) including British Indian (28.1%) and British Pakistani (9.0%); and Chinese (13.9%). They were undertaking a variety of study programs including MSc International Business (17%) and a general MBA programme (13%); with others including MBA in Marketing (10%), MA Advertising and Marketing (10%), and MSc Investment management (10%).  Across all the programs 39.7% had applied for an internship, and just 28.5% had part time jobs. 


4. Results

   A series of principal components analyses (PCA) were conducted to explore the dimensions of employability and potentially related measures, based on expectations from the undergraduate study regarding the structure of the data, and theoretical expectations from previous research (Hillage & Pollard 1997, Fugate, Kinicki & Ashforth  2004, Rothwell & Arnold 2007). In the first instance employability, ambition and university commitment were considered together. Data were assessed for suitability, with an adequate number of correlation coefficients between items of 0.3 or above (Pallant, 2007).  The ratio of items to respondents was 7.8:1, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was .881, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant at p < .001. Kaiser’s criterion (eigenvalues of 1 or more) extracted seven components, of which the first two explained 27.3% and 9.7% of the variance respectively. Inspection of the screeplot revealed a clear break after the second component. To further clarify the number of factors that should be extracted, parallel analysis was conducted using  Monte Carlo Principal Components Analysis version 2.3 (Softpedia 2009) but unhelpfully this suggested thirteen components confirming Henson & Roberts 2007, p. 399:
‘ – the EV > 1 rule almost always severely overestimated the number of factors to retain’. 
   The undergraduate study had suggested that there might reasonably be four components to the combined scales, finding ‘quite substantial but not total’ support for the discriminant validity of the employability scale, with components representing internal employability, external employability, university commitment, and ambition (although the distinction between some aspects of internal employability and ambition was less clear). Using the postgraduate data, PCA was conducted using varimax rotation. Having specified a four factor solution, the four components accounted, respectively, for 27.34%, 9.71%, 5.59% and 5.33% of the variance. Results are shown in table 1.       Although rotation converged in 8 iterations, what is particularly interesting is how closely the component structure in this postgraduate (PG) study matches that in the undergraduate (UG) study. For example, component 1 in the PG study consisted of the seven items of the University commitment scale that made up component 1 in the UG study, where is accounted for 20.18% of the variance. In the PG study it also included two ‘employability’ items: E3b ‘My university has an outstanding reputation in my field of study’ and E2a ‘Employers are eager to employ graduates from my university’. Both of these showed (relatively weak) convergence with at least one other component but it is tempting to surmise how these could be interpreted to be more to do with confidence in or loyalty to the university. Component 2 in the PG study, which related principally to personal confidence in one’s ability to secure employment of choice (or ‘individual employability’); comprised most of the items in component 4 of the UG study, and brought in A1: ‘I want to be in a position to do mostly the work that I like’; and A2: ‘I am satisfied with the progress toward meeting my goals for development’. Both of these were in any case adapted from a subjective career success scale. Component 3 in the PG study (‘external employability’) which appeared to relate to the strength of the university’s brand and external labor market factors was identical to UG component 2 except for the two university-related employability items (E2a, E3b). Finally (PG) component four appeared to relate principally to ambition and linked this to the importance of working hard in the present context in including one item from the employability scale: E1b: ‘I regard my academic work as top priority’. This item also located itself with ambition in the UG study. More than anything, the results appear to emphasize, in the form of component 1, the important role of the university and its’ brand in influencing their employability. 
   The results revealed support for the discriminant validity of the self–perceived employability scale for students in relation to university commitment and ambition, providing some realignment of the scales could be considered; and that for university students employability itself may have two components, relating in the first case to individual attributes (individual employability), and in the second to factors to do with the state of the labor market, the demand for one’s subject, and the perceived strength of the university brand (external employability). The notion that self-perceived employability may have two components, broadly internal/individual on one hand, and external on the other, is well established (Hillage & Pollard 1998, Rajan 2000, van Der Heijden 2002, Rothwell & Arnold 2007, Rothwell, Herbert & Rothwell 2008), and these data would appear to support this view. Because of the suggestion that employability and ambition might be connected, PCA were also undertaken on the combined employability and ambition scales, forcing a two-factor solution, and loadings (and convergences) were very similar to those shown in table 1. Further information is available from the corresponding author.
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The psychometric properties of the employability scale 
   The third aim of the research was to consider the psychometric properties of the employability scale and the potential relevance of the four-dimensional model of student employability to post graduates. Although analyses had indicated two components to employability, the conceptual framework (figure 1) on which the employability survey instrument was based had four quadrantss. A final set of confirmatory PCA was undertaken, with a four factor solution requested, and including all sixteen self-perceived employability items and, because of the relationship suggested preliminary PCA, the six items of the ambition scale. Again using varimax rotation, four reasonably distinct components were identified (although rotation converged in nine iterations) which together explained 48.07% of the variance for the sixteen-item scale. Results are presented in table 2. Component 1 (25.27% of the variance), related principally to University brand and reputation, but also with a reference to the external labour market. Component 2, incorporated both items from cell 8 (see figure 1): ‘my confidence in my skills and abilities’, awareness of the external labour market, and the career-success related items from the ambition scale. This component explained 9.53% of the variance. This would seem to support McCardle et al.’s suggestion (2007, p. 256) of proactivity as a significant component of employability. Component 3 (7.33% of the variance) was primarily externally-facing, relating to the external labor markets’ demand for people in the subject field and the status of one’s field of study. Finally, component 4 (5.94% of the variance) related to ambition, and how well individuals engaged with their studies. Where there were convergences, one loading was notably stronger than the other. When compared to the UG study, where the four components related to subject, then university brand, then the external labor market, then individual skills followed by study engagement; data suggest the PG respondents may have slightly different priorities. Here, it is the perception of the University’s brand strength more than anything that drives perceptions of employability, followed by self-confidence and proactivity, perceptions of demand, and least of all study engagement and individual ambition. One may tentatively conclude that both types of students do not necessarily see employability developing their employability potential, and more related to university brand, subject popularity and labor market forces. 
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Descriptive statistics, reliabilities, and the relationship with demographic variables
   Descriptive statistics and scale inter-correlations are presented in table 3. The mean score for the 16-item employability scale was much higher for the PG sample than it had been in the UG study (3.59/2.51) and the standard deviation much less at .46. Similarly, the score for the combined employability/ambition scale was also much higher (3.75/2.37), with a smaller standard deviation of .56. Postgraduates also scored higher on the ‘University commitment’ scale  (M = 3.49, SD = .24) than the bachelor degree students (M = 2.59, SD = .97). Self perceived employability and university commitment correlated at .601, the employability-ambition combined scale showed a stronger result at .570. The sixteen-item employability scale and the six-item ambition scale correlated at just .500, and when combined just about showed a higher internal reliability coefficient than either scale on its own. 
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   Scale reliabilities for employability, employability and ambition combined, and university commitment were all good (.84, .85, and .90 respectively), and slightly higher than they had been for the UG study, where they had been .75, .76 and .87 respectively. The alpha coefficient for ambition was only marginally better than in the previous study where it had been .60. Employability outliers were notably E1b, ‘I regard my academic work as a  priority’ (mean = 4.39); and E3a, ‘Employers specifically target this University in order to recruit individuals from my course’ (mean = 2.86). For the other scales, outliers were A6, ‘What I do in the future is important’ (mean = 4.47); and UC7, ‘For me this is the best of all universities to be at’ (mean = 2.91). Deleting the ‘employability’ items only made very marginal differences to the reliability coefficient (the largest being .84 to .85 in the case of item E1a), with a similar result for UC7. Deleting A6 would have worsened the internal reliability somewhat to α = .56, the weakest item in this scale was A1 ‘I want to be in a position to mostly the work that I like’, and deletion of that would only have marginally increased reliability to .63. For the combined employability and ambition scale, deletion of any of A1, A2 and A6 would not have improved reliability other than very marginally, and deleting all three of them had virtually no impact. Results for the University commitment scale reinforced the view from the UG measure that this could be a robust measure with potential for further investigation in its’ own right. Although the initial PCA had suggested that two employability items (E2a, E3b) might fit well with this scale, incorporating them actually had a slightly detrimental effect on the alpha coefficient (to α = .89) so further investigation of an extended scale was not undertaken.

   Further analyses were undertaken on the sub-scales for individual employability and external employability. A six-item scale to represent individual employability (see table 2, component 2) was constructed, omitting item E6b which had a higher loading on component 1. This showed a satisfactory internal reliability coefficient (α = .72, M = 3.84, SD = .52), which could only be improved (to .74) by removing one item, A1 ‘I want to be in a position to mostly the work that I like’, which arguably has more to do with subjective career success anyway. A five-item scale to explore external employability was constructed (see table 2, component 3), which again had a satisfactory internal reliability coefficient (α = .72, M = 3.70, SD = .60), which could not be improved significantly by removing any of the items. Correlation between the two subscales was statistically significant but not especially high, nor was it particularly high between external employability and ambition. In summary, for the employability, employability and ambition combined, and university commitment scales, scoring appeared to be reliable, to have no particular floor or ceiling effects, and to show the kind of differences between individuals and distributions one might reasonably expect. 

   Higher scale scores (across the board) compared to the UG study are most likely to be attributable to the greater homogeneity of the PG sample: despite their cultural diversity, they were very similar in other ways such as age or qualification profile on entry. A perception that there might be differences attributable to gender in results for the 16-item employability scale merited further investigation. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the self-perceived employability scores for males and females. There was no significant difference in scores for males (M = 57.7, SD = 7.23) and females, M = 56.97, SD = 7.68; t 222 = .722, p. = .47 (two-tailed). The magnitude of the differences in the means (mean difference = .73, 95%  CI, was very small (eta squared = .002). Similar results were found for ambition, university commitment, and the employability-ambition combined scale. One slightly unexpected result was that there were no significant differences in scale scores attributable to ethnicity. Only one category had potentially showed any real variation (mixed race Africans), and that only had two respondents in it.       

5. Conclusions. 

   This study set out to examine the reliability and factor composition of the self-perceived employability survey instrument with data from a post graduate sample. The 16-item self perceived student employability scale, previously tested with undergraduates, showed stronger internal reliability with a postgraduate sample. PCA results were not quite as ‘clean’ as in the previous study, with a greater number of reported convergences, but suggested that it is distinguishable from university commitment and ambition. Initial PCA indicated two components of employability (alongside university commitment and ambition within the study as a whole), these corresponding to individual factors to do with self-confidence, engagement with study and job-seeking proactivity; and external factors associated with the labor market, the demand for the subject, and the strength of the university’s ‘brand’.  This accords with the now well-embedded view that employability consists of ‘structural and individual dimensions’ (Berntson, Sverke & Marklund, 2006, page 223). Forcing a four-factor solution produced a structure very similar to that seen in the undergraduate study, but with a greater emphasis on the university’s brand strength as driving employability self –perceptions. Disappointing for academic faculty will be the suggestion that for both groups of students, engagement with their studies had the least influence on employability perceptions (although arguably still quite high scores were recorded for the postgraduates). In a highly competitive market for international students (British Council 2004, Bekhradnia  & Bailey 2009), universities in the UK face tough competition, and energetically marketed high-brand universities stand to gain a considerable advantage if the ‘employability brand’ (defined here as the extent to which the university or program is believed to enhance employment prospects) becomes a more important determinant of students’ choice of university.        

   Results demonstrated that employability had discriminant validity from other measures used, although some re-alignment of scale items might be advantageous in future studies, possibly with a refined scale which includes employability, and selected ambition items together. Two of the employability items (‘my university has an outstanding reputation in my field of study’ and ‘employers are eager to employ graduates from my university’) may have more to do with university commitment anyway, and could potentially be transferred across to that scale. University commitment, as with the UG study, continues to show good potential to become a significant measure in its’ own right, potentially related to students’ engagement with their studies and possibly forming an important component of their psychological contract (Rothwell & Rothwell 2007). 

   Employability was not influenced by respondent attributes such as cultural background, gender, or the ability to undertake an internship. In the case of internships this is somewhat counter-intuitive, as the extensive UK-based literature on ‘work placements’ in higher education strongly advocates their adoption as an employability-enhancing strategy. It is believed that other demographic attributes of this sample such as the large number of international respondents, will have unduly influenced the results, and that future research should pay be based on a more homogenous sample in respect of their target labor market.

   While in some respects data did not generate the results expected, the potential utility of the self-perceived employability scale to be developed as a robust measure and potential diagnostic tool that can function independent of context (eg. national culture, and level of program) has been further supported by this study. However, there are a number of limitations to the study that must be admitted, and rectified in future research. Some limitations of the study arise from design issues, while others represent weaknesses arising from the choice of sample. In terms of survey design, it is clear that the ‘ambition’ subscale needs further development. Either it should be subsumed within employability and related to one’s personal efficacy, or a new scale should be developed that is much more future-focused around individuals’ long-term career planning. The university commitment scale needs to be redefined, to include two of the items presently categorized under employability. In relation to the choice of sample, any conclusions in relation to external labor markets should be treated with some caution as, given that around half of the respondents were from outside the UK, it would not be clear which country they would be using as their reference point. 

   There are a number of significant opportunities for further research. Firstly, both of the surveys conducted so far have been with full-time Business School students and the survey instrument should be tested with students from a broad range of subject areas, including arts, sciences and technology-based subjects to examine the impact that perceptions of relative demand for each subject area in the labour market have on the utility of the measure; and to examine whether the measure is robust enough to resist the influence of epistemological differences between subject areas. Second, the study needs to be replicated in an international context with sub-samples large enough to investigate differences potentially attributable to national culture. Third, there remains the need to undertake longitudinal study to ascertain whether students’ perceptions of employability promises made before joining their course, are sustained or developed by employability enhancing initiatives during the course, and then whether these translate into employment reality. 
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Appendix 1 STUDENT SELF PERCEIVED EMPLOYABILITY 

Employability scale items (scale item numbers correspond to cell numbers in figure 1)
1a. I achieve high grades in relation to my studies	
1b. I regard my academic work as top priority 
2a. Employers are eager to employ graduates from my University 
2b. The status of this University is a significant asset to me in job seeking  
3a. Employers specifically target this University in order to recruit individuals from my subject area(s)
3b. My University has an outstanding reputation in my field(s) of study
4a. A lot more people apply for my degree than there are places available 
4b. My chosen subject(s) rank(s) highly in terms of social status 			
5a. People in the career I am aiming for are in high demand in the external labour market		
 5b. My degree is seen as leading to a specific career that is generally perceived as highly desirable 
6a. There is generally a strong demand for graduates at the present time		
6b. There are plenty of job vacancies in the geographical area where I am looking
7a. I can easily find out about opportunities in my chosen field .	
7b. The skills and abilities that I possess are what employers are looking for	
8a. I am generally confident of success in job Interviews and selection events.	
8b. I feel I could get any job so long as my as my skills and experience are reasonably relevant 







Figure 1:  TYPES OF EMPLOYABILITY AND THEIR RELATIONSHIP
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FIGURE 2: STUDENT SELF PERCEIVED EMPLOYABILITY MATRIX
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	Table 1: Rotated Component Matrix, all scales

 
Component
 
1
2
3
4
UC5 I am extremely glad I chose this university over others I was considering at the time I joined
.838
 
 
 
UC3 I am proud to tell others that I am at this university
.823
 
 
 
UC7 For me this is the best of all universities to be at
.821
 
 
 
UC1 I talk up this university to my friends as a great university to be at
.762
 
 
 
UC4 Being at this university really inspires the best in me in the way of study performance
.727
 
 
 
UC2 I find that my values and this university's values are very similar
.680
 
 
 
UC6 I really care about this university and its future
.559
 
 
.316
E3bMy university has an outstanding reputation in my field of study
.509
 
.332
 
E2a Employers are eager to employ graduates from my university
.449
.310
.396
 
E8a I am generally confident of success in job interviews and selection events
 
.668
 
 
E8b I feel I could get any job as long as my skills and experience are reasonably relevant
 
.645
 
 
E7b The skills and abilities that I possess are what employers are looking for
 
.643
 
 
A2 I am satisfied with the progress I have made meeting my goals for development
 
.585
 
 
E7a I can easily find out about opportunities in my chosen field
 
.542
.318
 
E1a I achieve high grades in my studies
 
.452
 
 
A1 I want to be in a position to do mostly the work that I like
 
.450
 
 
E5a People in the career I am aiming for are in high demand in the labour market
 
 
.678
 
E4b My chosen subject ranks highly in terms of social status
 
 
.592
.423
E3a Employers specifically target this university in order to recruit individuals from my course
.468
 
.577
 
E5b My degree is seen as leading to a specific career that is generally perceived as highly desirable
 
 
.553
.479
E4a A lot more people apply for my course than there are places available
 
 
.523
 
E6a There is generally a strong demand for graduates at the present time
 
 
.503
 
E2b The status of this university is a significant asset to me in job seeking
.455
 
.501
 
E6b There are plenty of job vacancies where I am looking
.342
.376
.466
 
A5 I feel it is urgent that I get on with my career development
 
 
 
.669
E1b I regard my academic work as a priority
 
 
 
.571
A6 What I do in the future is important
 
 
 
.560
A3 I have clear goals for what I want to achieve in life
 
.391
 
.512
A4 I regard myself as highly ambitious
 
.388
 
.441
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization:   Rotation converged in 8 iterations.





Table 2: Rotated Component matrix, four-component PCA solution using the combined employability and ambition scale (Varimax Rotation)

						Component
				1		2		3		4

E3a				.789
E2a				.728
E2b				.677
E3b				.677
E6b				.456		.425		.355
E8a						.717
E8b						.716
E7b						.664
E7a				.339		.556
A2						.492				.316
A1						.439
E5a								.677
E4b								.658
E5b								.624		.366
E6a								.521
E4a				.304				.515
E1b										.663
A4										.648
A6										.602
A3				.	340		.311			.512
A5								.374		.479
E1a										.392			


		






















Table 3:
Scale descriptive statistics and inter-correlations (number of items in brackets), for employability (emp’y), ambition, university commitment, combined scales and sub-scales. Alpha reliability coefficients are on the diagonal 

				Mean	SD	1	2	3	4	5	6
1. Self perceived emp’y (16)	57.43	7.42	.84
2. Emp’y/ambition combined (22)	82.50	9.06	*.967	.85
3. Ambition (6)			25.08	2.67	*.500	*.705	.61
4. University commitment (7)	24.43	5.33	*.601	*.570	*.365	.90	
5. Individual employability (6)	23.04	3.12	*..697	*.758	*.636	*.350	.72
6. External employability (5)	18.30	3.00	*.798	*.770	*.395	*.403	*.382	.71	

*Statistically significant at p = 0.01	(2-tailed)			
















	

			

