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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The use of job evaluation as a method for establishing
wage structures has increased rapldly during the past decade.,

The ﬁatlonal War Labor Board gave job oviluaiién 1ta.greatest ime-
petus when it recognized this form of wage determination as a
good-way to eliminate wage inequalities. As a result, many com-
panies adopted job evaluation programs as a means of establishing
wage structures within their plants. Many unions objected to job
evaluation, but were willing to overlook thelr critielisms of it
during the war in order to secure an inorease in wages for union
gombers. ‘

During the post-war years, Job evaluation has continued
to be accepted more and more by industry. However, union opposi-
tion has also grown., Unions, in many cases, feel that it is bet-
ter to return to the old method of negotlating wages on an 1indi-
vidual job basis,

It is the purpose of this paper to investigate and an-
alyze union attitudes towards job evaluation and to formulate
suggestions for the development of job evaluation systems that
will prove satisfactory to both management and unions, The main
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1ssues involved in consldering this problem will be (1) the atti-
tudes of unions towards job evaluation, (2) the participation of
unions in job evaluation plans, and (3) the contents of clauses
dealing with job evaluation in collectlive bargalining asgreements,
including provisions for handlling grievances., The discussion of
tne problem will be limited to the use of job evaluation in in-
dustry.

The text of thls paper is based on articles asnd discus-
sions of Jjob evaluation found in periodicalas, text books, and job
evaluation manuals, In addition, s number of unions and univer-
sities were contacted in the course of the investigation for the
purpose of determining what resesrch had been done on this topie.
The replies in general revealed only cursory coverage of this
provlem.,

The organization and the discussion of thls paper will
be presented in the following manner. Chapter 1I will deal with
the place of job evaluation in industry, the types of job evalua-
tion plans most commonly used, how they are administrated, and
the relation of job grades to wage structures and how the wage
structures are usually determined in conjunction with job evalua-
tion plans.

In chapter Il1I the discussion wlll deal with the atti-
tudes of unions towards Job evaluation, involving criticisms of

i1ts use and the misuse of it as a tool of management., The text




. O
1s based primarlly upon the written opinions of union officials
and the results of surveys of unions in regards to their opinlons
ijp connection with the operation of job evaluation plans,

The particlipsation of unions in job evaluation plans
will be covered in chapter IV, The discussion will center about
the technigne used by unions and management when both cooperate
jointly to install a job evaluation system., This will include
the methods used for informing the workers as to the purpocse and
objectives of job evaluation, the tmalning of employees to act as
union representatives in participating in the evaluation of jobs,
and the operation of the union-mansgement committee in establish-
ing job grades and reviewing established grades, The discussion
will cite specific examples of companies and unions that cooper-
ated to install job evaluation plans,

The subject of chapter V will be the contents of union
labor contract clauses covering job evaluation. A number of
typlcal clauses taken from collective bargalning agreements of
various industries will be presented., These clauses in genersl
will cover administration of the job evaluation plan, review of
existing grades, establishing new grades, methods by whiech unions
can approve or oppose job grades, seek rsviews, and handle infor- ‘
mation assoclated with such matters. This chapter will also in- %
clude a discussion of grievance procedure, involving the regrad- ‘

ing of jobs and handling of union objections to grudes after they




have been established,

Chapter VI will brlefly review the discussion of the
previous chapters and evaluate the facts presented in the light
of what can be done to improve collectlive bargaining between
unions and management when job evaluation is involved. The Tre-
finements and changes that unions feel are necessary to lmprove
job evaluation plans will also be discussed, and the future out-

look for job evaluation in industry will be consldered.




CHAPTER Il
JOB EVALUATION IN INDUSTRY

Job evaluation in itself is not new; industry has al-
ways measured jobs against each other in order to establish some
criteria for paying specific wages within a given wage structure.
Tuere has also been a tendency to base wages upon economic fac-
tors affecting labor conditions, such as the supply and demand of
the labor market., In additlion, there has been a constant drive
by various orgasnigzed labor groups to better their economic condl-
tions, The competitlion thus occurring between organized groups
for higher rates of pay requiréd some means of determining the
relative worth of one jJjob as compared to another. The use of
ordinary judgement in nsgotlating rates was not always relliable
as Industry expanded and the number of jobs in a plant became
more numerous and varied,

As 2 result of continued advancement in developing
work saving devices, the number of skilled jobs in industry has
declined, and the number of semi-skilled and unskilled jobs has
increased, Consequently, an objective method for determining
the wage for each job had to be devised, since ordinary judgement
could not be used for negotiating the rates for several hundred

5
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jobs where previously it had only been necessary to determine
rates for a very few occupations, In many cases where there is
no formal method of establlishing the relative worth of one job
against anothep, there are wage inequities throughout the whole
rate structure, It is under these conditions that some form of
job evaluation can be used to good advantape.

Job evaluation can be defined as an snalytical process
py which Jobs within en industry or plant sre examined to deter-
mine thelir relative job values in relatlonship to each other in
terms of job content, The object of any job evaluation system
is equal pay for equal work, Its purpose 1s to provide a means
for measuring Jjobs against each other as accurately and objec-
tively as possible. In this way it is possible to determine a
rate of pay for one Job as compared to the rates of pay for other
Jobs in the same plant. Job evaluatlion does not propose to set
desirable wage levels in the light of prevailing economic condi-
tions such as cost of living, plant output, uni% costs, or the
firm's ability to pay. The real worth of job evaluation is in
achieving an alignment of rates of pay for various occupations
in a plant,

There are four types of job evaluation systems in use
today. They are classified into non-quantitative and quantita~
tive systems., Under the non-quantitative clussificatlion are (1)

the job ranking method and (£) the job grading method., The quan-
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titative systems are composed of (3) tne factor comparison sys-
tem and (4) the point rating plan. Job ranking is the earliest
form of job evaluation. Usually a group of people familiasr with
the jobs in a plant are formed into a committee., The committee
then ranks all jobs indlvidually from highest to lowest, based
on their relatlve difficulty and responsibility. The results of
the separate rankings are then compared and any discrepanclies
are removed by averaging the respective rankings of the committes

members.l

‘The second method, known as job grading or classifica-
tion, conslsts basically of the development of groups or levels
of functions into which jobs are classified., A grade includes
jobs which are considered to be of a similar functlon, without
any detulled analysis of the job and without any formal criteria,
The jobs within each grade may be ranked from highest to lowest
in order to establish a better relation between the jobs.2

The faults of these two plans have resulted in the de-
velopment of other plans which are based upon the principle of
breaking the jobs down into component factors and evaluating
them in terms of those components. These are the quantitative

8ystems, The factor comparison method of job evaluation deter-

1 Richard C. Smyth and Matthew J, Murphy, Job Evalua-
tion and Employee Rating, New York, 1946, 13.

2 Ibild., 14.
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mines the relative rank of the jobs to be evaluated in relation
to & monetary scale. The method used to accomplish this consiats
of the following steps:

1. Determining the factors to be used in the plan.,

2., Selecting between 15 and 25 key Jjobs,

3, Ranking these jobs under each of the factors in the plan,

4, Apportioning the average rate currently paid each key Jjob

among the factors of the plan,
5, Adding supplementary key Jjobs to the scale just daveloped
6. Evaluating the balance of the joba.3
There are usually five factors used: mental require-
ments, s8kill requirements, physical requirements, responsibility,
and working conditions., Esch factor should be explicitly defined,
In selecting the fifteen or twenty key jobs, care should be taken
to choose the correct jobs, or else the whole rute structure will
be out of line, A job chosen as a key job is one which 1s repre-
sentztive of the five factors for each spepifie grade level,
Generally, the most common types of jobs are chosen such as tool-
maker, machinist, electrician, drill press operator, and laborer,
After this the ksy jobs should be rated in terms of each

factor by the committee individually. This 1s done by ranking
each job 1n accordance with its position within each factor, Af-
ter the committee members have done this individually, the re-
sults are compiled and the jobs classified in order from highest

to lowsst, The factors are then averaged out according to the

average rate being pald to employees in each key job. The next

S 1Ibld., 16.
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step is for the committee to evaluate the balance of the Jobs by
determining where they fit in relation to the definition of the
ractor concerned and position of jobs ranked previously., Then
the five factors are adued to determine the money worth of the
job.4

The most outstanding criticism of the factor comparison
system is that the factors are tied to money valuea. In view of
this fact, esach time a revision 1s made in rates of pay, the
whole wage structure must be revised and all jobs reevaluated in
terms of the new values of the factors for each job.

The second quantitative method is the point rating sys-
tem., Each job 1s asslgned a certsin number of points on the basis
of factors which are graduated into degrees, each degree having a
point value, The total points determine what grade classifica-
tion the job falls 1nto; The grade classifications are deter-
mined by points having an upper and lower limit for each classi-
fication. Generally, key jobs are selected in each grade level,
The number of factors used in a point rating plan generally aver-
ages between ten and fifteen, Each factor 1s divided into four
to five degrees weighted with points, usually based on an arith-
metic progression, The factors usually have four major headings:
8kill, effort, responsibility, and job conditions., The skill

factor is then broken down into three parts: education, experi-

4 Ibid., l6-24,
-




10
ence, and initlative and ingenuity. Effort is composed of two
partss physical demand and mental and visual demand., Six iltems

constitute the responsibllity factor; they are equlpment, process,]

material, product, safety of others, and work of others, Job

conditions includes working conditions and unavoidable hazards.®
The following table shows a breakdown of the factors

and point values in a typlcal point rating plan,

TABLE 1

NATIONAL ELECTRICAL MANUPFACTURERS AS30CIATION'S
JOB EVALUATION PLANG

ass—— o ——mAo——— ov— oo e temm—

Factor Degree Total points
lst | 2nd| 3rd | 4th| S5th possible

SKILL

1 Education 14 28 42 56 70

2 Experlence 22 44 686 88| 110

3 Initiative & Ingenulty 14 28 42| b6 70 250
EFFORT

4 Physical demand 10 20 30 40 50

& Mental & visual demand 5 10 15 20 25 75
RESPONSIBILITY

6 Equipment or Process 5 10 15| 20 25

7 Materlal or Product 5 10 15 20 25

8 Safety of others 5 10 18| 20 25

¢ Work of others 5 10 15 20 25 100
JOB CONDITIONS

10 Working conditions 10 20 30 40 50

11l Unavoidable hazards 5 10 15 20 25 75

& Wlilliam Gomberg, A Labor Unlon Manual on Job Evalu-
ation, Chicago, 1947, 22.

5 Jay Otis and Richard H. Leukart, Job Evaluation,
New York, 1948, 89-92,
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The National Electrical Manufacturers'! Association's
plan, shown above, is widely used, There are eleven factors in
tnhe plan and ten grade levels, Generally there are definitions
for each degree of a factor specifying the job conditlons to
which that evaluation should be applied.

One of the most favorable advantages which ths point
plan has over the factor comparison plan is the fact that the at-
tributes or factors are tied to numerical values, In view of
this, whenever there are any changes in the wage structure, the
only revlislion necessary is in the wages pald to the existing la-
por grades. This eliminates the tremendous job of reevaluating
all jobs as would be necessury in a factor comparison plan,

In addition to evaluating sll jobs in & plant by re-
viewing the component factors of each Job, it is also necessary
to write a detalled description for each job., Job descriptions
generally define the title of the job, list the typss of equip-
ment used, the product produced or operatiovns and processes per-
formed, and give & step-by-step list of the job duties, The job
description is used by several different individuels in a company,
80 it 1s important that 1t be well written, Usually coples of
the deacription, besides going into a file of all job descrip-
tions in the industrial relatlons department of the company, Aare
8iven to the personnel placement people for job placement purposes

to the interested supervisors connected with the job, and to the

union representatives concerned with reviewing job grades.
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One other aspect of job evaluation 1s the necessity of
a good wage survey program, Generally a wage survey is limlted
to industries having comparable occupations within the same re-
gion. By comparing wages of other companies, the company con-
ducting the survey can determine how 1ts rates of pay for various
jobs compare with the other industries, If any adjustments are
required, they can be made with definite Justification. A good
wage survey also provides a definlite answer, should the uhion
question wages, A company which uses a wage survey and does a
good job of adminlstrating the results will have little trouble
concerning job rates for individual jobs.

In brief, job evaluation 1s composed of two types of
classification systems, the non-quantitative and the gquantitative,
The former includes Jjob ranking and job grading plans, and the
latter 1s composed of the fastor comparison system and the point
rating plan., The jobs are classified in terms of complexity
bused upon judgements of a group of individuals or evaluation of
various job factors, The jobs are tnen classified in relation to
one another from the highest to the lowest, and a wage structure
is set up to pay stratified rates. The purpose is equal pay for
equal work, and the pay 1s based upon the characteristics and
8kllls an individual would need to perform the job, However, it
does not take into account the personal factors of the individual

on the job, 1Included in most job evaluation plans are also job

descriptions and wage surveys.




CHAPTER II1
UNION ATTITUDES TOWARDS JOB EVALUATION

The attitudes of unions towards job evaluation cannot
be sald to be entirely for or entirely against this method of
formal wage determination, Unlons were forced to accept job
evaluation during World War II in order to obtaln raises for
their members, and a job evaluation program was the accepted meth-
od by which the National War Labor Board was willing to correct
inequalities in the wage structure of a plant., It was for this
reason that many unions passed over theilr ecriticlsms of job eval-
uation and accepted it, However, at the end of the war we re-
turned to peace time production, which resﬁlted in an increase in
the number of jobs requiring less skill, and consequently an at-
tempt by management to downgrade a number of these jobs, The
unions, of course, attempted to fight any reduction in rates, and,
in many cases, the unions were able to keep rates up.

It is the prevailing opinion among many union officisls
that job ev;luabion is a "management tool" for setting rates,
Unions feel that job evaluation programs are an effort to set up
"rigid formulae for establishing job rates and therefore reduce

13




the area of collectlve bargaining."l

Boris Shishkin, economist for the American Federation
of Labor, stresses the importance of union representatives under-
standing all the aspects of Job evaluatlion., TUnder collective
pargeining 1t 1s not possible to adjust rates falrly unless union
representatives can judge the value of a job, Fractical judge-
ment, Mr. Shishkin feels, is a far better method of determining
rates than by the use of formulae,?

In considering the types of job evaluation plans em-
ploying the so-called formulae to determine labor grades, the
unions are very critical of the use of fixed values in establish-
ing & rating for job conditions involving such faectors as noise,
hagards, monotony, and clothes spoilage. Other conditions such
as glare of lights in some types of metal polishing or the stench
of chemicals as occur in metal plating operations and other ane
noying job conditions such as dirt, dust, and dampness can only
be judged through experlence, The unions are inclined to asay
that these conditions can only be rated by employees who have had
Practical experience 1ln such matters, The workers themaselves are

really the only individuals capable of truly evaluating such fac-

1 Solomon Barkin, "Wage Determination: Trick or Tech~
nique,” Labor and Nation, June-July, 1946, 27.

2 Boris Shishkin, "Job Evalustion, What It Means to
Unionists," American Federationist, August, 1947, 20.
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tors accurately, Mr. Shishkin states., Evaluation of these factorg
made independently by the worker and expressed through his union
are absolutely necessary in making reallstic Jjudgemsnts regarding
Jobs.3

Solomon Barkin, Director of Research, T.W,U,A.-C.I1.0,,
questions the fairness of assligning a fixed value of fifteen per
cent for working conditions to the total possible points of a
point rating plan., He questions the autﬁority and aecuﬁaey of
estublishing a value of seventy per cent of total possible points
for mental skill and physical requirements.4 It is, he feels,
impractical to assume that by merely adding up a group of numbers
representing job factoras, we can come up with a single value rep-
resenting the place of that job in relation to other jobs, Mr,
Shishkin states that advocates of job evaluation argue *that its
sclentif'ic approach insures accurate results, but that this argu~
ment is not true when one considers the great number of various
Job evaluation plans used in industry, each one claiming to be
sclentific and objective. The values assigned to the attributes
of uny Jjob evaluation system are not charac%erized by welghts de~
termined by a sclentific procedure, Thesekvalues are merely as-
signed as a result of arbitrary judgementséof individuals who de-

termine the relative worth of one job attribute against the value

3 Ibid., 21.

4 Barkin, “whge Determination," Babor and Nation, 27.
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of all other attributes to the sum total worth of the job.°
Professor ¢, H, Lawshe of Purdue Unliversity has pointed
out some of the distortlons which ocour through the use of the
point system. His investigation of the operation of point sys-
gems in factories revealed that in plants using substantially the
same polnt valuss there was a discrepancy in the sklll factor
which varied from 77.5 per cent to 92 per cent of the total possi-
ple points. He concluded that "the extent to which each item or
factor contributes to the total cannot be determined by inspection
of the scale alone and that the end result may yleld results d4diff-
erent from those intended by the makers of the scale."®

Barkin states further that it i1s a common practice in
industry to undervalue manual labor jobs as against "productive
manipulative jobs."™ The fact that education is generally highly
rated for factory jobs even though the rate of pay for clerical
white collar help sgalnst production jobs 1s low indicates that
the education attributes tend to be weighted too heavily in fac-
tory jobs,7

The experience of unions with job evaluation has proven

5 Shishkin, "Job Evaluation, What It Means to Unionists
American Federationist, 21.

6 ¢. H, Lawshe, Jr,., and G, A. Satter, "Studies in Job
Evaluation," Journal of Applied Psychology, June, 1944, cited in
11liam Gomberg, A Labor Unlon Manual on gob Evaluation, Chicago,

W———

1947, 76,

7 Barkin, "Wage Determination,™ Labor and Nation, 27.
Lo
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that it 1s possible to arrange these plans to a particular de-
gired end, Hand talloring of systems for particular plants is
racommanded by experts in the fleld of job analysis, The result,
the unions feel, has not been for the benefit of labor, Any ad-
yantages galned have been in the interest of management, The
fact that these aystems differentiate jobs along rather slim lines
pnas caused unions to constantly ask revision of Jjob factors, Gen-
erally the union is out to emphasize those factors reflecting pro-
duction rather then the ones dealing with what might be conslidered]
intangible elements, The result 1s that collective bargaining
deals more with the technique to be used in rating jobs than with
the rates to be pald jobs after they sre classified,B

In plénta whers there are a diversity of activities and
a great variety of Jobs in which the workers are sngaged, there
is room for many inconsisfencies, The result of such a condition
can be elther over-paying or under-paying individusls for similar
work performed in plants speciallzing in a particular type of
work in the same area, This 18 due to the fact that a single rate
structure exists and there is not enough flexibility within the
system to pay prevalling wages for comparable work. A condition
such as thls, if it exists, can result in the complete breakdown
of a job evaluation system if the union should desire to get

tough, We are presuming that the union has the ablility and where-~

8 1Ibid., 28
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withall to back up its demands, A union under these circumstan-
ces can go in and, department by department, demand that compar-
able rates be paid for work performed within the department as
gnet pald by those industries within the same area speclalizing
in the fleld,

Boris sShishkin lists what he calls "labor's most impor-

gant general criticisms of Jjob evaluation." As he states them

they &are:

1. Job content, on which job evaluation 1s based,
is not a sufficient measure of what a job is worth; other
factors may deserve equal or even greater consideration,

Wage rates on jobs in a plant cannot be set without regard

to wage standards prevalling for the same work outside the
plant and without taking into account other outside consider-
ations.

2, Job esvaluation attempts a mechanical substitute
for judgement, But there can be no substitute for human
judgement, We should make Judgement more systematlic und
more responsible, not more mechanlcal,

3. Much of the complicated jJjob evaluation teche
nigque 1s hocus-pokus whieh prevents workers Ifrom understande
ing the pay system under which they work, and which makes
impossible equal and effective particlipation of the workers!
representatives., Yet thorough understanding by workers of
thelr rates and full participation by the workers in the rate
making process are essential to sustained high production and|
satisfactory worker-manasgement relations,?

In forming a union wage polley Mr, Shishkin suggests
that the unions assert themselves as much as possible, In the

first place the unions should "take the initiative" in keeping up

® Shishkin, "Job Evaluation, What It Heans to Union-
ists," American Federationist, 21.
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on changing conditions within the plant. Shop stewards should
peport wage inequities and the union should form & committee to
review all wage rates and classifications., Secondly, the unions
ghould "develop a clear policy;" that is, they should base all
negosiations on factual data, be sure that all proposals are in
gccord with long term policles, and all items to be negotlated
are agreed upon among the union membership before submission to
management. In the third place, the union should "be fair and
constructive;" every attempt should be made to Justify oroposals
to management., Fourthly, a union should not try to resolve all
problems immedlately, negotlatlons should not be overloaded, and
the most pressing problems should be considered first, Finally,
it is necesssary that there be a sound adminlistration; proper pro-
cedure should be determined and followed to the letter,iO

#illiam Gomberg, Director of the Management Engineering
Department of the International Ladies' Garment Workers' Union,
writes that the problem which Job evaluation presents 1s not how
to destroy it and eliminate 1t, but how to mold it into a useful
collective bargaining instrument., He states that the only func-
tion of job evaluation in collective bargaining is the setting up
of a "job hierarchy" in terms of the makeup of each individual

Job. Job evalustion, as it 1s used, does two things: (1) the

10 Boris 3hishkin, "Job Evaluation, What Unlons Should
Do About It," American Federationist, September, 1947, 22-23,
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construction of a job hierarchy, and (2) the conversion of jobs
{nto a wage scale., 1l The method by which unions should handle
job evaluation should be in regards to their abllity to set up a
peans of measuring relative Job content and simplicity of the
plan 80 that it 1s easlly understood by the union's membership.
The purpose of thils is to put the union in a position to offer a
counter proposal to management,

In a survey of sixty-six unions, made in 1947 1n Piltts-
purgh, some indication of union attitudes towards job evaluation
was clearly shown, even though not all the unions supplied com-
plete information. The follewing table indicates the number of

these unions which used job evalustion and number which did not,

according to types of union,

TABLE I1
NUMBER OF UNIONS USING JOB EVALUATION®

Never use job Use Job
Types of unions evaluation evaluation
Craft 25 0
Industrial and 14 18
amalgamated craft

a L, Cohen, "Unions and Job Evaluation," Personnel
Journal, XXVII, May, 1948, 9.

11 Wwilliam Gomberg, A Labor Union Manual on Job Eval-

Uation, Chicago, 1947, 73.
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The survey was conducted on a personal interview basis
in order %O eliminate eny pessible misinterpretation of the ques-
tions asked. The questions that were asked are:

a. Have any of the companies with which the union
bargains ever used any formal Job evaluatlion system?

b, Does the union conceive the formation of a job
evaluation program to be the sole responsibility of manasge-
ment, the primary responsibility of management with the unio&
reserving a veto right, the jolnt responsiblility of the union
and management, or the sole responsibllity of the union?

¢. How effective has the job evaluation program
been in reducing grievances or improving morale?

d, Has experience been different with different
types of job evaluation systems; e.g. overall job rating,
job classification, factor comparison, or point rating?

e, Has formal job evaluation ever been used by the
union in formulating their own wage demands?

f. What is your personal opinion about job evalus-
tion; should it be used mors and more; is 1ts continued use
unnecessary?i2

It wgs found that craft unions genersally oppoased job
evaluation, The typlcal aettitude was "we are not concerned with
what other workers may be getting, but we do want to know what we
are going to get." The craft unions base thelr wage demands on a
union scale going back many years, This scale is modified only
by the cost of living, the avallable la bor supply, and other eco=-
nomic factors such as productivity, comparative wages, and abili-
ty to pay., In view of these facts, we may conclude that an in-
dustry which has predominantly craft unions would have to under-

take a large and intensive educational program before installing

12 L. Cchen, "Unions and Job Evaluation," Personnel
Journal, XXVII, May, 1948, 78,

it |
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a job evaluation plan.
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Industrial unions were more favorable in their attitude
goward job evaluation, In the survey, thirty-two of the indus-
grial unions supplied usable data, Of these, fourteen did not
use formal job evaluation plans in determining wages. However,
they did not take a definite stand against it., They simply stated
thet the object of job evaluatlon had been accomplished by formal
wage negotiations over a long period of time,

It was to be expedted that the aftitudes of the indus-
trial unions would be the opposite of those of the craft unions,
The industrial unions have a large membership, ranging from the
lowest in skill to the highest, and they must be conscious of
wuge differentlials and have some objective method of determining
what the differentials should be so that ready explanations can
be made to members who may complain, after collectlive bargaining
agreements have been signed, that they will recelve less than
they should in comparison to the pay of their fellow members., On
the other hand, ecraft unions usually bergain for employees with a
single trade.’ They are not primarily concerned with wage rela-
tions and differentiels, but rather with the craft minimum, All
the members get practically the same wage, and complaints do not
involve inequities,

Eighteen of the industrial unions reporting either used
Or still use formal job evaluation systems to help them formulate

their wage demands; or recognlze that the employers with whom




they bargain are justified in using Jjob evaluation,

Three unions evaluated independently stated that job
evaluation helps during contract negotlations and is used as a
practical ald to conduct union budiness, It glves unlions a
fgalking tool® in bargaining with management,

5ix unions'expressed the 1dea tnat the institutlon of a
job evalustion plan should be the joint responsibility of manage-
ment and labor, Two unions felt management should be responsible
alone, and one union felt it was lmmaterlal who was responsible
for installing & job evaluation plan,13

Helen Baker and John M, True of Princeton University
made a survey of seventy~three companies for the purpose of in-
vestigating the experience of these companieas with Job evalua-
tion.14 Of the fifty-six companies reporting, over fifty per cent
said that trouble with unions interfered with the effective maine
tenance of the plans. It was revealed that although a number of
executives understood that a favorable union attitude was impore
tant, there appeured to be little attempt on the part of manage-
ment to try to overcome the unfavorable attlitude of unions to-
wards formal wage plans.

In an effort to appralse the total collective bargaining

13 1Ibid., 10.

14 Helen Baker and John M. True, The Operation of Job
Evaluation Plans, Princeton, New Jersey, 1947, 725-63
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gituation, Baker and True secured the opinions of union officials|
Included were twenty union officers of local or international
unions representing nine large unions which acted as bargaining
agents for thirty-three of the companies included in the survey,
The results of the investigation revealed s traditional distrust
of managenment technlques and also the problems that must be
solved if job evaluation is to be a successful tool for collec~
tive bargaining,

The extent of participation by the unions in thirty-
four of the fifty-six plans which covered occupations within the
bargaining unit was limited to a right to review and chellenge
individual rates, Most of the industries had unilateral plange
EBight companles of the fi1fty~six had unions which exerclsed a
limited participation amounting to the approval of new grades by
the union before the evaluations became effective., Joint union=-
menagement participation was engaged in by eleven of the unions
and companies involved, three of which were installed at union
request, The other three companles reported that the unions op-
posed job evaluation,

A large number of the companles reported satisfaction
with job evaluation in general, However, only three of eleven
|1#cal unions reported satlsfaction, and nons of the natlional
Uniong included in the survey reported satisfaction., Internation-

al union officers of three locals reporting satisfaction with job

®valuation strongly opposed the acceptance on the part of the
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upion of any type of formal job evaluation plans. The difference
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petween local and international union opinions on job evaluation
differed only as to the degree of opposition., In interviewing
rive top union officials, three opposed it in its entirety, one
said that although he did not oppose job evaluation, he belleved
ghat nine cut of ten cases were harmful in practice. One other
union officer would not commlt himself one way or the other as to
his opinion in regards to job evaluatlion,

¥any local unions feared malpractices on the part of
management, such as distortion of factors to fit predetermined
evaluations of the job analyst., Unions on the whole agreed it
was politically impossible for a union leader to accept a formal
system of job evaluation resulting in lowering of some rates even
though an equal number of jobs would be upgraded.

A number of unilon officials expressed the opinion that
companies were too secretative concerning the technlques used,
However, top officers of the unions stated that they were able to
obtaln pertinent information, When there were cases of manage-
ment trying to keep systems confidentlial, the unions said this
tended only to increase the suspicions of the union membership,

The problem of technologlcal change was another matter
of concern to the unions. Through the introduction of certain
types of machines, resulting in work simplification, jobs had de-
[freased in the skill needed while productivity rose. Through the

Egcline in skill required, the rute for the job had decreased
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while the output rose, and the operator was not adequately com~
pansated for the increased productlon under formal job sevaluae
gion.

The facts lnvolved were entirely true, but in thia case
the union was overlooking the fact that Job evaluation merely
evaluates the factors lnvolved in the job., Any compensation for
jncreased productivity should be based on plece rate payment, a
matter entirely divorced from formal Jjob evaluation oxcept in its
relation to the rate paid a job and the percentage paid for in-
centives purposes,

In general most local union officers are not opprosed to
formal job evaluation plans, They are primarily concerned with
malpractices on the part of menagement and will sccept & formal
wage determination program 1f safeguards against malpractices are
included in the agreement, Local unions tend to be willing to be
gulded by the results of job evaluation if it isn't forced upon
them,

On the other hand, national and international unions
have been very smphatic in their danunciatloﬁ of job evaluation,
At the first constitutional meeting in 1948 of the Utility Work-
ers Union of America (C.I1,0.), a resolution was passed condeming

Job evaluation as "pseudo-scientific arrangements for circumvente

ing collective bargaining,"1® They proposed that all wage 1in-

L —

P1 15 Cited in Baker and True, Operation of Job Evaluation|
ans, 81‘ -
1 ]
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,quities be elimlnated by union-management negotiations., A vice
,resident of the International Associatlon of Machinists stated:
I3

We are opposed in principle to job evaluation for many rea-
gsons but principally because the resal worth of an employee
to his employer cannot be determined by measuring the par
requirements of his job., Human factors which affect produc-
tion costs and the employert's profits cannot be measured by
the rule of Job evaluation. « . « JOb evaluation adversely
affects an employeel's worth to his employer., It shackles
his real and_ potentlal skill, ability, resourcefulness and
versatllity.16

In contradiction to the above statement, the Unlted 0Of-
fice and Professional Workers (C.I1.0.) adopted a resclution at
their convention in 1946, accepting job evaluution. The resolt-

tion s8ald in part:

Job classification systems should be established wherever
possible on an industry basis, based on a falr evaluation of
all jobs and special features of white collar employment
including skill, training, education and other factors.lﬁ

By way of conclusion, we may quote Mr, E., N, Hay, who
has summarized Borls Shishkin's expression of the attitude of the
AJF,L., towards job evaluation, His summary is as follows:

l. Job evaluation, properly used, has a place in
wage administration,

2. Job evaluatlion alone does not give a sufficient
basis for setting relative job values,

de« Many managements use job evaluation in ways
that interfere with fair collective bargaining.

4, Job evaluation is unsound because the ralative
values of jobs (not merely the actual wage rates) cannot be
determined from the duties alone,

16 Ibid.
17 Ibid,, 82.
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5. Unlons must be free to negotiate not only the
job rates but also individual rates,

6. Polnt rating plans frequently are objectlonable
because they attempt to eliminate the use of judgement,

7. In spite of weaknesses im job evaluation and
its frequent mis-use by management, it is advisable for
unions to understand it so as to be able to bargain effec-
tively with management.l8

In general,‘then, we may say that unions feel that job
evaluation is a management tool. They criticize it as an over-
complicated system of confusing figures, formulae, graphs, and
wage surveys. They say 1t 1s & method which requires highly spe-
cianlized training to qualify individuals as job analysts, which
is both expensive and time consuming and‘cannot be afforded by
most unions, Another factor which unions criticize in job evalu-
ation is the fact that the people affected by it do not under-
stand it nor are they informed as to the technique used in admine
istering it, Most unions, however, are in favor of some type of
simple rate structure including clearly defined job descriptions,
Industrial unions have been more favorable to job evaluation than
craft unions, since industrial unions, being composed of workers
representing varied lévels of skills and occupations, require
some method for defending the different levels of pay which are
negotiated, Craft unions, on the other hand, are not so con-

Cerned with diversified rate levels since they bargain for em-

Ployees with a single trade,

—

18 EB. N, Hay, "attitude of the American Federation of
ffbor on Job Evaluation,® Repsonnel Journal, XXVI, Nov., 1947, 163}
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CHAPTER 1V
UNION PARTICIPATION IK JOB EVALUATION PLANS

There are many advantages to be had by both sides when
union and management offlclals get together and set up a job
evaluation system, Probably the most slignificant of the benefits
pas been management'!s ability to enlist the active support of em-
ployees and their chosen representatives, and to eliminate the
grievances arising from an arbitrarily imposed wage system, To
be successful, any job evaluation program rmist meet with the ap-
proval of management, supervision, and employees, In the latter
case, no acceptance can be more readlly obtained than by having
employees participate from the very inauguration of a job ewalua-
tion plan.,

To be favorably received by labor and to achieve best
results, an employee rating plan should be the result of a joint
management-labor committee, Cuareful planning and leadership are
essential to such a program, Company supervisors and union repre-
sentatives must be adequately trained in procedures of rating and
given proper guldance in reviewing ratings,

The following discussion will give examples of success-
ful union-management cooperation in formulating job evaluation

29
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plans -
York Corporation. The York Corporation, for instance,

started out by calling in the Ice Machinery Independent Zmployeses
assocliation officers and expluined the desirabllity of a job eval-
gation program,l At first the union officers were skeptical, but
agreed to present the idea to the union members. The members ap-
proved the idea and a joint Job evaluation committee was organ-
jgzed. The membership was divided evenly between unlon and man-
agement. The company's chief anal&st was chairman, and the com-
mittee consistsed of two permanent members of both management and
the union, One union member served as secretary éf the committee,
when the committee was in sesaion, the secretary rscorded the re-
sults of the evaluation of each job, The chairman functioned in
an impartial manner, gulding the committee in their discussion
and evaluation of each job in accordance with accepted evalustion
standards,

Whlle jobs of each department were evaluated, the de~
partment head and union representative became members of the com-
mittee, As soon as each department was finished, the depasrtment
head (general foreman, usually) and the union representative
(shop steward) were relieved of active particlpation and returned

to their jobs,

———

1l D. C. #ilson and G, T, Sichelateil, "Joint Union-
Management; York Corporation," Personnel Journal, XXVII, April,
1949, 420-425, :
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During the initlal installatlon of job evaluation, the
compuny undertook an educational program. IS was explained that
the plan was a jolnt affair and all employees were to particie
pate. The superintendents of production explained to their sube
ordinates the roll they were to play.

Next, meetings were held with all supervisors and union
representatives and delegates; they were held on department levels
in groups of fifteen to twenty each, These were informal meet-
ings with the chlef analyst acting as chalrman, At the start of
each meeting, & brief explanation wes given of the objlective of
formal job evaluation, A sample evaluatlon of an actual Job was
conducted with the members of the meeting acting as a committee,
These mestings took all mystery out of jJjob evaluation and proved
to save much dissatlsfaction later on,

After the educational phase, Jobs were listed and des~
eribed by an analyst., After each Job description was typed, 1t
vas returned to the supervisor, who in sach Iinstance went over
the description and subsequently had the union delegate and con-
serned employee do likewlse, in order to note any mistakes, In
order to be complete, all three initials had to appear on the
description.

With the descriptiona complete for each department,
they were given to the chief analyst who then presented the job
descriptions to the joint committee for evaluation, The Joint

Sommittee evaluated jobs by departments. Inall, seventy-five
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departments were served and one thousand jobs evaluated. In no
case did the committee fall to s ecure sufficient agreement to
svaluate a job, A majority vote of the committee was necessary
to place & point value on a jJob, The chairman could not vote,
The features of both the factor comparison and the polnt system
were used, although basically the plan can be classed as a point
systeme

All jobs were evaluated and the employees tentatively
classified in jobs; scattergrams were constructed by the chief
analyst and presented to the committee,

After labor grades were established, money values were
placed on each grade, This was done by the chlef analyst by us-
ing a scattergram previously prepared. The company used ita ba~
sic wage structure which was already established, After this weas
done, the labor grades and accompanying wage structure were pre-~
sented to the committee for review and approval., After the com-
mittes made adjustments, the entire plan was submitted to manage~
ment for approval. At the presentation, the number of overpald
and underpald employees was furnished and the cost of bringing up
underpald employees was furnished, At the same time the cost of
the compuny's overpald employees was also shown, Approval was
given by the Board of Delegates and at a later date by the Pres-
ldent and Board of Directors of the York Corporation..

As a means of informing the employeea of the pnrpose

and function of the new job evaluation plan, a S5mall booklet was
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‘printed and sent to the home of each hourly paid employee before

rormal classiflcation was undertaken, The booklet was called

ngggg Hourly Rated and used cartoons in explaining the objec~
tives of the new plan.

As the classification of all employees was completed, a
pmaster wage control flle was set up. OWer a period of six months,
underpaid employees were brought up to the new grade level, mnd
overpald employees were placed in jobs at thelr wage rate or
otherwise adjusted to the top of their classification.

As changes took place, the wage and salary administra-
tion department was afilvised by the productlon department supervi-
gsor and methods and rate department. If any change in content and
responsibllity or pay were found in a Job, it was restudled., Job
analysts prepared a new description and presented it to the de-
partment foreman, union delegate, and employee for approval, The
description was then presented to the Jjoint committee, Whenever
a Job became obsolete, the committee abolished the entire job
description and point rating.

If an employee had a complaint, he wes urged to tell hisg
foreman, If the employee wanted & union steward to sccompany him,
he could do so. If the foreman and steward could not settle the

complaint, the foreman could then request a r or re-

View of the job to the superintendent of
winistration department, The job would be assignéd’ta“n Job an~
alyst who would gather the facts and prasent tﬁd&iﬁbkﬁﬁé/e6//it~
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Before any sctlion would be taken by the committee, the de-

gee.
paptmant foreman and shop steward would be called in to sit as
pembers of the commlittee. The commlttee would evaluate a case on
jts merits, and the decisions of the committee would be binding
on all concerned, In the event the committee reached a deadlock,
the case would be referred to another committee, The latber com-
mittee would consist of the director of manufacturing, manager of
industrial relations, union president, foreman, and steward from
the department concerned, with the chief job analyst serving as
gecretary. Whenever new foremen or delegates were introduced to
the conmittee for the first time, they were glven the same educa~
tional background as undertaken at the outset of ghe plun,

A regular docket for requests of reevalustion snd new
evaluation of Jobs was malntalned by the wage and salary adminis-
tratlon department, Except when an emergency arose,; the commit-
tes meetings were called when the time needed asmounted to a half
dey. All committes meetings were held during working hours,

Members of such a committee should be able to command
the respect of the employees, MKanagement members should be su-
perviscrs with long experlence, basically honest, have the sbility
Yo analyze, and also have reasonable patience, Union members
should also have the same basic qualifications.

Alexander Smlith and Sons. Another example of joint

union-management participation in job evaluation systems is the

Program undertaken by Alexander Smith and Sons in 1946 to evalu=-
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ate 1569 Jobs in the clerical department of their carpet mill.?

about 270 employees, all union members, were selected for a case

study .
The point system was chosen as the simplest and most

jikely to succeed, Eleven factors were selected and given point
ranges. Management representatives then presented the plan to
the union representatives, who offered their 1deas on it, At
their suggestion, it was declded that the plan should apply to
union employees only, excluding supervisory personnel, PFurther,
the designation of the factor of education (originally measured
in terms of formal education) was changed to knowledpe (measured
in terms of mental level or capacity for the specific job).

The factors worked out by the labore-management cormittee
sre as followsm:

1, Knowledge - The level of mental training.

2. Experlence and learning time - The total time on the job
and prior thereto, necessary to perform the job satisface
torily.

3¢ Initiative - The independent actlon required to work withe-
out supervision.

4. Judgement - The demand for meeting situations; the degree

o which the Jjob requires reaching a correct decision by
analysis,

©. Monstary Responsibllity - The maximum possible loss to the
company which would be inecurred by any single error, ex-
pressed in monetary value,

6. Lesdership - The degree of responsibility for the lesader-
ship and training of employees: A, Training of others,
b, Distribution of work.

7. Responsibility for Company Operations - The control and

2 F, #sstbrook, Jr., "Compamy-Union Committee Evalu-
ates Office Jobs," Management Review, XXXVI, June, 1947, 318-320.
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safeguard of company facilitlies, procedure, or any work
of a confidential nature.

8. Special Personal Requirements - Abillity to get along with
people, characteristics necessary for proper contacts --
pertains to special charscteristics above those required
of the average employee., ‘

g. Effort - Degree and continuity of mental application re-
gquired by the job.

10, Motor 8kill - The quickness and deftness required in the
coordlnation of eyes, fingers, or other senses, with the
muscles to perform the job.

1l. WorkinghConditions - Surroundings or physical conditions
under whlch the job must be performed.d o

These factors agreed upon, the management and union
representatives proceeded to describe and evaluate thirty ksy Jobs
with the specific purpose of grounding themaselves in a technique
of evaluation and bringing thelr thinking to a mutual agreement,

All this accomplished, mansgement and union decided
they had a workable system and agreed to go ahegd with the eval-
uation of all jobs in the clerical department, but not to discuss
monetary values until the evaluations were completed, when the
entire question of wages would be submitted to collective bar-
gaining.

An evaluation committee, comprising two manag#ment and
t¥o union representatives, was asppointed. 4 meeting wasbthan
held with all supervisors and union stewards of the clerical de-
partment to explaiﬁ the program and to assign to them the task of
Preparing job descriptions for their respective groups,

After the stewards and supervisors hafi written and

S Ibid., 319,
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,graad upon their descriptions, an experienced employee in each
classification was called upon to read the description, comment
on it and sign it. 1In the final evaluatlion, the stewards and su-
pervisors who prepared each description were subjected by the
evaluation committee to thorough questioning and discussion of thej
yarious factors.

The final step conslisted of plotting all the job ratings|
on a scatter chart, based on their point valuéa and current wages,
This line had a ragged range as some Jobs Were overpald and others
were underpaild on the wage scale used at that time., Through the
ragged line a theoretical line was drawn, which indicated the
compensation which each Job might receive.

Following the collective bargaining on the wage scale
to be applied to the point system, the plan was ready for appli-

cation.

Case History of a Manufacturing Firm. Mr. Nicholas

Martucci, a consultant in management, Hillside, New Jersey, has
1llustrated som of the problems which arise when a joint union-
mansgement job evaluation program 1s undertaken.? 1In one case a
large manufacturing company declded to install a job evaluation
System to eliminate wage inequities in shop jobs, The compsany

had four plants; two were unionized and two were unorganiged.

e

4 DNicholas L. A, Martuccl, "Case History of a Joint
Management-Labor Job Evaluation Program," Personnel, September,
1946, 98-105,
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tnhe organized plants were located in the same town and were rep-
resented by a single local. When the natlonal and distriet offic
found out about the proposed Job evaluation program, they in-
structed the local not to participate in any phase of the pro-
gram., The result was that management proceeded to introduce the
program into the two unorganized plants.

In order to gain the union's interest; the company ine |

vited union officlals to confer with department heads as to the

method for studying Jobs., Periodic conferences of union official#
and management revealed some of the union's fears and attitudes
concerning the program, The union was quite favorable to the

company's plan to bring in new employees to train as job analysts,
The unlon was consulted on contents of the manual that the companyj
was complling es a gulde to evaluating jobs, Job snalysts were
trained in the plants having the union so that the union repre-

sentatives and job analysts would get to know each other and how

each other operated., This was of particular importance so that {
the union could learn how information for grading a Job was

gathered,

Finally, a labor-mansgement committee was formed, com-
posed of three union and three management representatives, The *
head of the job evaluation department acted as chairman, r
A similar committee was set up for the two non-union W
Plants, The purpose of the committee was to select and evaluate ]

key jobs and choose a rating plan, A point plan was chosen and
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the points were established on the basis of one hundred. Each
committee member rated the factors 1n terms of what he thought
most impomstant, and then the results were tabulated and averaged
out. There were twelve factors chosen and these were subsequent-
1y dlvided into degrees.

One of the outstanding results was the development of a
better communlications system between the union and management,
gome of the unlon people on the jJjob evaluation committee used
union principles to defend job evaluation,

After a group of key jobs was selected, they were eval-
vated. Some individuals tended to be overly genereaus in their
evaluations., Thls was foreseen, though, and the individuals were
warned against this tendency.

Although the union did not participate in evaluating the]
jobs, it did have a committee which sat 1n and reviewed each new
grade or reevaluated grade and gave final approval on the Jjobs.

United States Steel Corporation, In 1947 the United

Stutes Stesl Corporation and the United Steel Workers Of America
(C,1.0.) concluded an unprecedented agreement in industry up to
that time.® The purpose of the agreement was to eliminate all
wage lnequitles throughout the industry, and it was the first

time such an industry wide agreement had been made. Except for

——

5 Robert Tilove, "The Wage Ratlionalization Program in
ggéted States Steel,"™ Monthly Labor Review, LXIV, June, 1947,
"9820
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gomé locations in the south, wages were negotlated on the same
»asis throughout the country. More than forty plants from coast
co coast were involved.

Unlon and management combined to work out a manual
yased on the point rating plan, Kach factor was converted or
sculed down so that the points when added automatically totaled
jp to the numerical designation of the Jjob grade, As a reault,
his preconverted scale eliminated s sepsarate grouping of point
jalues for grade classifications, The manual rated the factors

28 shown in the following table, giving only the maximum values,

TABLE III

POINT RATING PLAN OF THE UNITED STATES STEEL COMPANY
AND UNITED STEEL WORKERS OF AMERICA (C.I.0.)&

Factor KHaximum point value

Preemployment training

Employment trainlng & experilence
Mental skill

Manual sklll

Responsibility for material
Responsibility for tools & equipment
Responsibility for operations
Responsibility for safety of others
Mental effort

Physical effort

Surroundings

Hazards

S
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& Robert Tilove, "The Wage Rationalization Program in
{géted States 3Steel," Monthly Labor Review, LXIV, June, 1947,
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Summary, For successful installation and administra-
gion of a job evaluation program through Joint union-management
particlpation, we may draw the following conclusions from the pre- |
yious discussion, The union must first of all be willling to ac- w
cept the prineciples of‘job evaluation and cooperate in the admin-
jstration of the program, The union must be represented on the
sommittees evaluating the jobs, choosing the type of plan to be
used and the composition of the plan, All employees should be
thoroughly instructed as to the purpose, function, and operation |
of the plan, and should be given specific examples of the hoped

for results before the program is put Into operation, The shop

union representatives should have a chance to look over and ac-

cept or reject a job description as well as the shop supsrvisor,
There should also be 8 definite procedure set up so that the
union may ask for a job review or reevaluation, as well as a gen-
eral understanding tnat all newly created jobs will be evaluated
as soon as possible, vlt is completely possible through joint
participation of unions and management to achleve a rate struc-
ture and wage determination program that i1s satisfactory to both

sides,




CHAPTER V
JOB EVALUATION IN THE COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEKENT

Generally when management and labor cooperate to in-
stall a job evaluation plan, a portion of the collective bargain-
ing agreement 1s devoted to preseribing the responsiblilitles of
poth parties in carrying out the plan. The clauses which cover
job evaluation usually go into much detall as to what can and
what can not be done under the job evaluation plan,

A number of union agreements prescribe and itemlze the
job titles and include top and base rates, A contract set wup
during World War 11 between an eastern equipment manufacturer and
sn A.F.L. (American Federation of Labor) union included 115 job
titles and théir top and base rates.l The agreement included in
addition the procedure to be followed when new jobs were estab-
lished, The agreement reads in part as follows:

When any new jobs are created the rates of pay and classifi-
cation will be agreed upon by the union and the employer.,

The employer will notify the union of all wage increases,

1 The Dartnell Corporation, Job Evaluation Methods and
Procedures, Report No., 805, Chicago, n.d., 70.
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In the cuse of all job classifications with a single wage
rate or a minimum rate of 85 cents or under, the employer
may hire new employees at a rate of 5 cents per hour below
the single rate or the minimum rate of the job classlifica~
tion, except the present hiring practice in the . , . divi-
sion shall be continued.

In the case of all job classifications with a single wage

rate or a minimum rate over 85 cents, the employer may hire
new employees at & rate of 10 cents per hour below the sin-
gle wage rate or the minimum rate of the job classiflcation.

In such cases where new employees are hired below the single
wage rate or the minimum rate of their job classiflcations,
such employees shall recelve a &5 cents per hour increase
every 60 days of employment untll he or she has received the
single wage rate or the minimum rate in his or her ¢lassifl-
cation, Any voluntary increase given to such employees shall
be in addition to the above automatic increase.®

The agreement between a midwestern metal manufacturer
and its labor union lncludes a very clear statement of job evalu-
ation procedure, 1t 1s worded as follows:

Both parties agree that the National Metsl Trades' job eval-
uation shall bes the basis for the rating and placing of jobs
within this wage structure. The parties agree that it is to
the mutual benefit of each that true and equitable rates are
sstabllished and maintained., It i1s further agreed that this
is a responsibility of management and the union. According-
ly, the parties agree to the following method of operation
and application,

1. Present jobs will be classified in accordance with the re-
cently completed audit of all jobs as agreed upon between
the parties in writing.

2. Restudles of these jobs agreed upon may be requested by
either party only upon demonstration of error or change
in job content or working conditlions sufficient to alter
job factors. In this event, elther party shall notify
tne other of the desired restudy, giving reasdéns for same,
The company analyst will make the restudy and provide the

2 Ibid., 71.
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union with a copy of the evaluation,

Following receipt of the restudy, the union shall have
ten (10) calendar days in which to protest the re-evalua-
tion, If no protest is made, the company will proceed to
institute the new rate immediately, If & protest is re-
céived, it shall be handled within the machinery herein-
after provided,

3., Evaluations of new jobs shall be completed by the company
analyst as soon as practicable after the job 1s estab-
lished. The company will give the union a copy of the

evaluation as soon as completed, whereupon the union shall]
have ten (10) calendar days after receipt in which to pro-

test the rate within the protest machinery. Should the
union's protest be upheld, adjustments resulting from
such protest will be retroactive to dute of installation.,

PROTEST MACHINERY
(Protest Panel}
Upon receipt of protest as provided, the company analyst and

the superintendent of the department affected (or his repre-
sentative) shall meet, within seven (7) days, with two (2)

designated union representatives at a time convenient to eachl

At this meeting each party shall present their viewpolnts

and make a sincere attempt to properly evaluate the job with-

in the scope of the evaluation program. A written statement
as to the conclusions of this panel, showlng sagreement or
dissent, shall be signed and presented to each party.

Either party may call on the services of a Job anslyst from
the Employers' Assoclation to evaluate the job and give his
consideration to the viewpoints presented,

If the magtter 1s not settled by the above procedure, it may
be arbitrated, if written notice requesting arbltrastion 1is
presented within five (5) days after the above meeting is
completed, Such arbitration will proceed under steps of the
grievance procedure,d

Another example of clauses covering job evaluation in

5 Ibidc’ 71“'72.




collective bargalning agreements are the following sections from
the 1951 agreement between the Boeing Alrplane Company, Wichita
pivision, and the International Assoclation of Machimlsts, Dis-

trict Lodge Number 70
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-

1. The Company will initiate job descriptions co-
vering all new or revised Job classifications in the bar-
gaining unit, The Company will also evaluate each job clas-
sification and furnish the Plant Chairman with a copy of the
new or revised job description, evaluation and proposed
grade, The FPlant Chalrmsn shall approve or disaporove the
description of the duties required by the Company for such
job classificatlon, evaluation, snd/or grade submitted for
such new or revised job classification within five (5) work-
ing days after receipt, and if he falls to disapprove within
that period, the job classiflcation shall stand approved.

2. If the Union disapproves of any exlsting, new
or revised job description, evaluation, and/or grade of a job
classification in the bargaining unit, 1t shall file a writ-
ten statement of specific oblections with the Industriesl Re-
lations Director. Thereupon, a representative of the Indus-
trial Relations Director and a representative of the Union
shall confer within four (4) working days and atgempt to
settle the difference, If a settlement is not agreed upon
within the four (4) working day perlod, the dispute will be
submitted in writing to the Board of Arbliration for handling
as provided in Article 1V, 3tep 4.

The Company shall have the right to initiate, eval-
uate and make operative any new or revised job classifica-~
tion, with the understanding that should the Board of Arbi-
tration later order 1n settlement of a dispute that the job
classification be changed to a different wage range, then the
Company will muke such retroactive wage adjustments arising
as a result thereof to the date one party notifies the other
of its desire to refer the dispute to Arbitration. The de~
cision of the Board of Arbitration snall be limited to a de-
termination of tne grude of the job classification in dis-
pute, and shall not be in oppositlion to the sols snd exclu-
sive right of the Company to determine what work is to be
performed, how it 1s to be performed, or where it is to be
performed,

3. An up~to-date copy of a recap listing of all
job classificatlons currently in use in the bargaining unit
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ahall be furnished the Union at the same time seniority
lists are furnlished, The Union agrees to the dlscrest use
of these job classificatlon lists so that they shall not be
made generally public.

4. Except as otherwise provided in this Article,
permanent work assignments shall be in accordance with es-
tablished job descriptions. This shall not restrict the
right of the Company to alter work functions or to formulate
new job procedures and be%in work thereon in accordance with
Pafagrapns 1 and 2 above,

Many union agreements are not as detalled in their con-

tent as the above clauses, The following clauses are more repre-
sentative of job evaluation clauses found in various union agree-
mentsi

Wage rates payable by the COMPANY shall be those
now paid until the Job Evaluation Plan becomes effective, and
thereafter shgll be those specifled by the Job Evalusation
Plan.,

The job evaluated classiflcations and the wage
ranges shall be as shown on schedule attached to this con- ]
tract. New jobs shall be slotted into schedule in accordance il
with their Jjob evaluated content. There will be no reduc- I
tions in the personal job rates for present employees for the| |
duration of this 1946-50 contract.

The Company has given to the Union a copy of the
job desceriptions and classifications in the plant and the
base hourly rate ranges pald therefor, and the same ls at-
tached hereto and marked "Exhibit B"™., The Company will dis- i
cuss these job descriptions, classifications and rates when- x
ever the same shall become necessary. No changes under this !
section shall be retroactive except as provided for in grie-~
vance procedure,d

4 Agreem:nt Between the Boeing Alrplane Company, Wich- 3
ita Division, and the International Association of Machinists, |
strict Lodge Eg. ZQ, Effective January 1, 1951, 19-20, i

& Dartnell, Job Evaluation, 73. i
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It is a practice of many companies to distribute and
post bulletinag to ﬁorkers stressing the fact that Job evaluation
procedure is in accordance with the union agreement, A portion
of such a bulletin which was distributed to explain that re-eval-
wation of old jobs would not interfere with the union's senlority
ggreement, reads as follows: "0ld employees whose present rate
is above the evaluated rate will still continue to receive their
present rate . . . , but new employees ., . . Will start at b cents
an hour below the evaluated rate and will be increased to the
evaluated rate only after belng with the company for a perlod of
6 months,"6

Experlence of the Washington Gas Light Company, We have

seen from some of the above clauses that many collective bargain-
ing sgreements include provisions for handling protests arising
from the job evaluation system. The experience of the Washington
Gas Light Company of Washington, D.C, is an example of how a good
system was established for the handling of protests and grievances
This company adopted a formal job evaluation system in 1945, Af-
ter the idea had been put before the union and accepted, a com-
mittee was selected. The committee was made up of five represen-
tatives of manasgement and five union members.

Prior to final acceptance of the job evaluation plan,

the employees thoroughly discussed the new plan. Workers who

6 Ibid., 72.
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faced downgrading and a resulting cut iln wages were not in favor
of the plan, while those who would be upgraded and subsequently
recelve a raise in pay were in favor of the new job evaluation
plan. In order to sell tne plan and to show its fairness, the
company declided that durlng a period of several months, all re-
quests for job revliews from the union would be accepted. During
the perlod of time involved, twenty requests for Job reviews were
recelved, All of these jobs were reevaluated; three were upgraded
and the remaining seventeen stayed the same, At the end of the
period an agreement was made with the union that the grades al-
jready in effect would stay the same until the contract reopening
dates It was agreed, however, that jobs could be reopered for
review if there were any changes made in duties or responsibili-
ties,

As a result of the experience during the experimental
period of review, it was decided to establish a standard proce~
dure for handling future cases, A committee was formed from man-
agement personnel in the first two levels of supervision who
would be famillar with all jobs in the plant. The committee was
then trained in job evaluation methods of the company.

The union recognized that an objective meéthod of rela-

ting jobs was of value to it and would reduce the unorganized
arguments of complalnents to concrete measures, It then decided
to establish its own committee and the company offered assistance

in training its members. The offer was accepted at once, and a
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gseries of tralning sessions was scheduled,

In practice the program works like this, An employee
wishing to have his job reevaluated contacts his lmmedliate super-
visor. If the supervisor feels a review 1s merited, he requests
the Personnel Department to make a review, If the Personnel De-
partment disagrees, the employee's next step is Tformal grievance
procedure, Upon the request of a review or grievance, a job an-
alyst studles the job and prepares a description. A copy of the
description is sent by the writer to the supervisor and union,
The management job evaluation committee evaluztes the Job at a
meeting with the writer acting as chairman, but not voting. The
result 1ls approved by the Vice President in charge of personnel
services and the point values and pay grade assigned. The union
evaluation committee has an idea that saves alot of trouble.

#hen the employee appears before the commlttee, the rating scale
is copied with the point values omitted., The committee asks the
employee to select the degree definition applicable to his job,
Most selectlons are quite reasonable and are the ssme or quite
close to those chosen by the committee, After this, if the union
committee disagrees with management's evaluation, a joint commit-
tee mesting is called.

The meeting 1is begun by the employee explaining his du-
ties and responsibilities. The employee is then excused and the
members of the committee discuss the facts and their application

to the degres definition of the rating scale., There is no indi-
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vidual voting, and if an agreement is not arrived at, the case is
referred to the final grievance procedure prior to arbitration,
This step 1s a meeting between the Coordination Committee of the
union and the Management Negotiating Committee. The Coordimation
Committee 18 & group designated by the union at 1its highest level
to contact management on all matters not settled in the depart-
ments., The Management Negotlating Committee has a simllar status
with the company. Any matter not settled by these two grbupa may
be carried to arbltration by elther group., None of the Manage-
ment Negotlating Committee membsrs are on the company's job eval-
uation committee, but nesrly all of the union's Coordination Com-

mittee 1s on their job evaluation committee.”

Survey of Ninety-31x Companies, An analysis of da ta

concerning a survey of ninety-six companies having job evaluation
systems reveals some interesting facts as shown in Table IV,.8

Of the ninety~six companies mumveyed, forty-three, or 44% of the
total, included job evaluation clauses in their union contracts.
On the other hand, forty-one,or 43% of the totsl, did not include
any clauses coverling Job evalustion in their contracts with the
union, Twelve of the companies, or 13%, had no union. From the

results of this llmited survey it would hardly be fair to say

7 H. E, Boyd, "Negotiating Rate Grievances with Job
Evaluation,” Personnel Journal, XXIX, May, 1950, 8-12,

8 See Table IV, page 51.




INCLUSION OF JOB EVALUATION CLAUSES IN UNION

TABLE IV

CONTRACTS OF NINETY-SIX COMPANIES®

Types of Industries

Number of

companies

Including
clauses

Excluding
clauses

No union

Alrcraft Industry
Building Products
Chemical Products

Drugs and Pharmaceuticals
Electrical Manufacturing
Farm Machinery

Food Processing
Household Furnishings
Industrial Machinery
Office Machines

Paper and Allled Products
Petroleum

Plumbing, Heatlng
Publishing and Printing
Retall Merchandising
Sllverware, Jevelry

Sports Equipment, Toys, ete.

Stesl and Steel Products
Hiscellaneous

'—3
BB 0 MO

B = G
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0

Totals
Per Cent of Total

45
44%

41
43%

i2
13%

8 Complled from information found in The Dartnell Cor-
poration, Job Evaluatlon Methods and Procedures, Report No. 605,
Chicago, n.d.
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that approximately half of all companles having job evaluation
plans and a unlon representing the employees include clauses co-
vering job evaluation in thelr contracts. It is probably correct,
however, for us to assume that unlons are more willing to accept
job evaluation if they can be sure that the contract will provide
some recourse when they feel that a job has not been properly
graded,

Summery, 1In this chapter we have seen that most clauses|
concerning job evaluation in union labor agreements provide ma-
chinery through which the union may protest any or all job clas-
sifications which 1t feels are unfair. Many union contracts also
include provisions for the union job evaluation committee to re-
celve coples of new or changed job classifiications after they
have been established, which are subsequently subject to accep-
tance or protest. In cases where a grade is protested the con-
tract specifies who shall represent the union and who the manage-
ment representatives shall be in reviewing the grade, a# well as
providing for the Job analyst to be present for the discussion,
The unions are usually well protected when they include elauses
covering the operation of a job evaluation plan in the union con-

tract,




CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION

Job evaluation is a means of determining a job's worth
in relation to other jobs In the same wage structure. A Job can
be rated in one of two different ways: either by basing its
worth on the arbitrary judgement of a group of individuals who
place that job in a position by guessing at its worth, or by a
systematlic method of determining its worth as the result of add-
ing the values of a group of factors, This latter method of de-
termining the value of a job 1s not scientiflec in the sense we
usually think of a sclence belng accurate., However, 1t does use
a sclentific approach in that all of the job facts are gathered,
and in some method they are welighed and evaluated so that there
1s a job hilerarchy established, based upon the gathering of accur-
ate and specific information in regards to the jobs being studied,

Unions are prone to criticize job evaluation as being
over complicated and hard for the average worker to understand,

It is generally felt by unions that job evaluation is a management
tool for establishing a job hierarchy that limits the area of col-
lective bargaining and consequently hinders the unions in negoti-

ating rate increases. Another criticism of job evaluation is that

53
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it is based upon values established as a result of the origina-
tors of the plan using only arbitrary Judgement in fixing the
weights to be used, The unions also feel that individual rates
should be negotiable where it is deemed feaslible to do so, but as
a result of the rigidity of most systems, individual rates are
not negotiable except as a result of a request by the union for a
reevaluation of the job,

Most unions are willling to asccept job evaluation in
principle, Under the proper initiation and guldance, management
can often securs union cooperation In installing a job evaluation
plan, When a union agrees to join managesment in installing a job
evaluation program, the union should enjoy full rights in deter-
mining evaluations of jobs, methods of studying jobs, type of plan
to be used, and administration of the plan after it has been in-
stalled. Unions should have squal representation on all commit-
tees, and its representatives should be qualified to evaluate
Jobs, usually trained along with management's personnel who will
do the job. The union should have a means of recourse to secure
reevalustion on jobs which they feel are improperly evaluated,
The union should have access to the eriteria upon which the eval-
uations are established and the subsequent descriptions of the
job, When matters pertaining to the job evaluation program are
being considered by a committee, it is well to have the head of

the job evaluation department or a qualified job analyst act as an

impartial chairman of the committee.
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After the union and management have made the initial
installation of a job evaluation program and the jobs are evalu-
ated, the unlon usually reguests that the collective bargaining
agreement include clauses covering the program. The clauses gen-
erally state very specifically the type of plan to be used and
the responsibilities of the company in carrylng out the wage pro-
gram, The agreement usually specifies what informatlon the com-
pany will supply the union with and the procedure the union should
follow in asking for the material 1t desires, The union agree-
ment usually specifles the period of time the union has in ac-
cepting a new grade or rejecting it, as well as the time limits
on various topics such as asking for grade cancellations, re-
questing grading of new jobs, and intervals of raises to be given
new employees from the time they start until the ralises specified
in number and amount bring the new employee up to the job rate,
Provisions are made where an employee's job is reclaussified and
placed in a lower grade or where a job is abolished to maintain
the employee at the same rate of pay. The grievance procedure is
also lald out in the union agreement, providing for the method by
which jobs may be protested, reevaluations requested, and the per-
sonnel who will participate in these matters are specified for
both mansgement and the union.

Usually a rate structure based upon job evaluation pro-

vides a means for honest collective bargaining of wages, It is

difficult to enter into intelligent wage negotiations without
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some type of Job elassification system, and job evaluation offers
the most objective type of ratings. Many labor leaders have ex-
pressed agreement with the princliples of job evaluation, although
they avidly fight against any of thelr organizatlon participating
in any such program, It is on the local level, however, that
most of the companies who galn union agreement to job evaluation
have the most success, The steel industry ls the only known in-
dustry to have a national system agreed upon.

In looking objectively at unions'! eriticisms and from
tine standpoint of some experience in the field of job evaluation,
thne writer feels most of the arguments of unions against this
form of wage determinastion are not too sound., The unions argue
that Job evaluation systems are too complex, but it is usually
Just a matter of simple arithmetic when considering either the
point rating or factor comparison systems, The point rating type
of plan is usually based on arithmetic progression, with the heav-
lest welghts in the skill factors, On the other hand, in the fac~-
tor comparison system the factors are given money values, In both
cases, the evaluation of each factor and the money value are easi-
ly established, The point rating plan merely has to be conyerted
to monay‘values, and the factor comparison aystem has to be added
up to the rate of pay.

As to any coriticism on the part of the unions that there

i1 inaccuracy in the Judgement of the individuals setting the val-

ues for the various factors or judging the pesition of one job in
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relation to 1ts being easier or more difflcult to perform than
another job, it 1a gll a matter of relative accuracy, It has al-
ready been established that we do not consider Jjob evaluation a
sclence in the accepted definition of the word, but it is fairly
accurate, The judgements of several individusls, usually thor-
oughly acquainted with the jobs involved, determine the values to
be used and the evaluation of those Jobs in terms of the defined
values, We feel that when the judgement of several individuals
is involved, there are enough compenaatory factors involved to
allow for a rather accurate evaluation in the majority of cases,

The attitude of union officlels that job evaluation sys-
tems are too rigid merits some truth. However, any job evaluation
system which is not flexlble will eventually bresk down, 1t is
one of the first princlples of any Job evaluation system to be
flexible, involving easlily reviewed jobs, a system where rate
changes can be made without reevaluating every job, and allowing
satisfactory leeway so that where there is any question of the
true evaluation of a job, the benefit of the doubt may be given
snd the highest evaluation given to avold any ecriticism,

There is every indication that unions are becoming more
cordial to job evaluation., The reasons for this are that wege
inequities are usually eliminated when job evaluation is used to
determine a rate structure. In many cases there usually is an

increase In the overall wages pald to workers, and the majority

of employees involved are benefitted. Usually those individuals
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who actually are overpaid for the work they perform are elther
continued at the same rate of pay or transferred to a job where
they will perform work requiring their old rate.

Technologieal improvements have resulted in increased
productivity., Unions have at times charged that Job evaluation
does not take into consideration increased productivity of work-
ers as a result of technical advances, 1In a sense this is true;
Job evaluation does not consider the increased productivity in
itself, but it does compensate the employee for relative factors
that help him to contribute to that increased productivity., In
years gone by a man was rated by his skill to producs sz quality
product and paild accordingly. Today the skllled journeyman is
rare in industry; instead we have multitudes of seml.skllled and
unskilled help, Everything is broken down into units and sub-
units with large varletlies of complex tools and machinery, com-
plicated processes, and intricate assembly operations, The man
or woman on those jobs is pald for his technical knowledge, his or
her ability to operate machines und equipment, assemble complica-
ted parts, and keep the product flowing. Years ago the same man
englneered and fabricated a product; today several people perform
the same job, each one a speciaslized operation and paid in rela-
tion to its relative value to all other operations,

Most unions today are faced with the situation of denl-

ing with job evaluastion plans., The American Federation of Labor

Pnd the Congress of Industrial Organizations both maintain large
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industrial englineering staffs in order to help their affiliated
members deal with the problems which arise concerning industrisl
engineering practices., A good many of these are concerned with
Job evaluation, 8hop stewards are usually well informed on the
subject of job evaluation in large industries, as a result of
courses in the subject offered either through the unlon or by the
company, Well informed stewards provide the union with a very
good check on management's standards in setting rates,

Job evaluation is still a relﬁtively new method of es-
hablish;ng wages, having made its greatest progress in the last
thirteen years. Many plans are still quite cumbersome to admin-
ister and involve more work than 1s really necessary, The misuse
and malpractices that many unions fear can be elimlinated if the
unions are requested to, and will, cooperate in installing and
administering job evaluation syétoma. Unions can contribute much
, to simplifying plans as was done in the case of the United States
3teel Company and the Unlted Steel Workers of America. Collec-
tive bargaining on wages wlll be conducted on a much sounder baw
sls throughout industry if unions and mansgement cooperate in es-
tabliahing a truly objective method for settling up wage struc~

tures,
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