
JOB EVALUATION - A CASE HISTORY

BY ANDREW J. PERCIVAL AND GLEN B. GROSS

T HIS is the case history of a job
evaluation program as con-
ceived, developed, and installed

by a large eastern company with sev-
eral plants and 33,000 employees. The
entire program was the result of bi-
lateral participation and action from
start to finish — a joint union-manage-
ment undertaking.

Background of the Program

The decision on the part of the union
and the management to undertake the
program jointly did not just happen;
rather it resulted from intelligent
rationalization of the many problems
both parties faced and a sincere desire
to find the answers. The most pressing
problems in this particular situation,
almost all of them similar to those which
any union or employer has encountered
at one time or another, can be summa
rized as follows:

(1) No formal wage compensation pro-
gram existed, in the minds of either the
employees or the operating members of
management.

(2) An unusually lar^e and inconsistent
differential in wage rates existed between
male and female employees.

(3) Many jobs had chained in job con-
tent without corresponding adjustments in
wage rates.

(4) New jobs had come into existence,
and wage rates had been arbitrarily as-
signed to them.

(5) The classifications assigned employ-
ees were in many instances either mislead-
ing or incorrect.

(6) W : ^ rates paid for similar or like
jobs often differed widely between depart-
ments or between plants located within the
same area.

(7) Many jobs existed for which there
was no job title, job description, or ap
propriate wage rate.

(8) A merit increase procedure was in
existence for which no formal plan 01
objective standards of measurement ex
isted.

(9) The wage policies of the company
were inadequate and poorly defined.

(10) Both employees and members ot
management were poorly informed on
wage matters.

(11) Wage grievances were handled in
dividually and ineffectively.

As a result of these problems em-
ployee morale had reached a serious
state of unrest and dissatisfaction.
This was in 1943.

Bilateral Action. At the outset the
union and the company sat down to-
gether and discussed each other's prob-
lems. Having found that their problems
were all joint problems, they then de-
cided to seek the solutions together in
order that the greatest good would come
to both. By virtue of establishing a
solid foundation and healthy relation
ship in the early stages of the under-
taking, each group aided constructively
in the development and installation of
the program; each group played its part
and was satisfied with the part the other
was playing. That fact in itself makes
tbe program unique. The authors know
of no other progpram of comparable
magnitude which can be said to have
reached the point of successful installa
tion; every one bas foundered either
somewhere along the way or in tbe very
act of installation.

The joint committee of the union
and tbe company felt that most job
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evaluation programs had failed because
of (1) lack of understanding of the pro-
gram by the rank and file, (2) failure to
secure adequate participation of em-
ployees in setting up the necessary ma-
chinery, and (3) lack of acceptance of
the program by employees and middle
management (specifically, supervisory
personnel at the departmental level) in
regard to its everyday operation.
Therefore these potential weaknesses
were recognized at the beginning, and
every effort was made to see that every-
one had an opportunity to know all
about the program, that all phases were
openly discussed in and between the
several committees of the union and
the management and among individuals
on all levels. It deserves mention here
that the task of "selling" supervisory
personnel at the middle-management
level on the soundness and desirability
of the program and securing their active
participation during the early stages
was more difficult than "selling" the
union membership at any level. All
participation required of the union,
no matter where or when, was readily
offered.

Objective Basis. In addition to the
wholly bilateral character of the pro-
gram, one other factor contributed to
its uniqueness. Both parties, union and
company, agreed to tackle the program
on an objective basis. Indeed, joint
participation would have been impos-
sible if the program had not been based
on objective grounds where both parties
could meet and agree. Actually, the
process of evaluating jobs was based en-
tirely on these two questions: (l) What
does the job require an employee to
have? (a) To what does the job sub-
ject an employee? Thus primary con-
sideration was pointed at the job rather
than at the employee. This policy was
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carried so far that absolutely no con-
sideration was given even to the sex
of particular employees on particular
assignments; rather, consideration was
given exclusively to the job require-
ments and characteristics, and this was
all the more revolutionary for a com-
pany where women had been paid at
rates substantially below those for men
on jobs of comparable skill and diffi-
culty.

To guide their activities the union
and the company felt it necessary to
establish the following code: (1) Study
the methods of job evaluation thor-
oughly. (2) Draw conclusions on the
basis of facts. (3) Double check all
principles. (4) Observe full coopera-
tion between the parties at all times.
By the time that installation of the pro-
gram had been completed, in 1945, em-
ployer-employee relations had improved
materially.

It is not contended, despite the simi-
larity of the general problems encoun-
tered, that this particular job evaluation
program is the program for any other
company. Indeed, one very strong
reason why the program has been suc-
cessful is that it started with the premise
that no formula or exemplification from
other businesses could be a substitute
for an original, thorough, objective an-
alysis of the spiecific situation down to
the last element to which, as a practical
matter, it could be reduced. Only in
that way, it was felt, could justice be
done to a situation that was necessarily
a complex of many particular and indi-
vidual factors; only in that way could
the analysis be reduced to terms which
would be understandable by the rank
and file participating in the program.

It is contended that successful job
evaluation can be accomplished if the
interested parties have the courage, the
fortitude, and the patience to persevere,
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and the wholeheartedness to forego any
action that would compromise their
determination to keep the mechanics
of the program frank and open.

This should be enough to introduce
the company's program. Let us go
on with a few words, by way of opinion,
about job evaluation in general; then
proceed to discuss the case history itself,
which forms the bulk of the article;
and finally, by way of conclusion, at-
tempt to crystallize a few of the points
that emerge from the experience.

By Way of Opinion
What is any one job worth in rela-

tion to any other job in a given estab
lishment, from that of the charwoman
to the president of the concern? Rela-
tive values are sure to enter into the
picture somewhere along the line, in
the thinking of individuals or of groups
of people within the company. More-
over, the National Labor Relations Act
has had the effect of stimulating com-
pany managements to consider whether
they could find some formula or system
for determining a wage structure that
would meet the bargaining require-
ments of that act on "wages, hours and
working conditions."

Job evaluation has been used for
some 15 years as an identified method,
a kind of recognized plan, to determine
job contents and the wage structure.
In its application, however, the term
"job evaluation" has different meanings
for different people. Attend any meet-
ing where job evaluation is the primary
subject, and you will find several schools
of thought, from scientific formulae to
humble, simple, understandable, down-
to-earth plans; all shades of opinion will
be represented, vigorously supported by
sacred data, and pride of authorship
will not be denied.

Job evaluation, primarily became of

the National Wai Labor Board's ap-
proval of the technique involved, has
had its most rapid growth and greatest
impetus over the past three years. This
has been a period in which both man-
agement and unions have been desirous
of finding ways and means to secure
wage increases under the stabilization
program. Indeed, many companies aci
ing unilaterally (where there was lio
union involved) and also some com
panies and unions acting jointly have
used job evaluation simply as a means
to secure wage increases. Consequently,
many so-called job evaluation plans
have not been thorough; many have not
even been merely satisfactory, either in
their conception or in their application
What employee acceptance they have
enjoyed has been due largely to the
fact that the majority of the employees
in the gproup received an increase in
pay. Every such program, unless sub
jected to conscientious restudy and
complete understanding by all affected,
is inevitably doomed; and, as a result,
another job evaluation has gone beyond
recall.

Common Sense versus Mysticism.
Job evaluation has been allowed in
most cases to become the private prop-
erty of so-called experts. These experts
have, in the main, done a proficient job
of overglamorizing and mystifying with
respect to the contents, techniques, and
application of job evaluation. Inti-
mate association with job evaluation
reveals, actually, that it is neither a
scientific scheme nor a final answer to
the age-old wage problem. More truth-
fully, it can be said that it is simply a
systematic approach to the w : ^ prob-
lem—a systematic approach that has
common sense and good judgment as
its most important elements.

Job evaluation is a systematic plan
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for establishing the relative order of
worth of jobs as they exist within a
plant or company. So long as monetary
wages have been a means of remunera-
tion for services rendered, there have
been differentials between the monies
paid for different jobs. These monetary
differentials have not been constant,
either within a company or between
companies.

Given ten jobs ranging through the
wage scale in a manufacturing plant,
perhaps from porter to toolmaker, any
individual or group of individuals
would readily agree that the porter's
job should pay less than the tool-
maker's, and with reasonable agreement
they could arrange the remaining eight
jobs in their order from the lowest-
paying job to the highest-paying job.
In other words, it is a realistic fact that
individuals who know certain jobs and
are reasonably well-informed on the
job contents can rank or evaluate those
jobs. And careful questioning of the
individuals concerned would reveal
that in the process of ranking they
either consciously or subconsciously
were taking into consideration those
factors or components which go to make
up a job.

Thus, job evaluation is not new at
all. It is only that, as a result of much
experience, manuals have been de-
veloped which set the technique down
in writing and point up those factors
which are common to various jobs.

Variant Forms. As formalized into
plans, job evaluation has been of four
general types, ranging in a sort of evolu-
tionary progression from a relatively
simple concept with a minimum of
objective detail to a highly developed
analytical technique:

(i) Ranking plan — comparing job
agaimt job: The jobs are listed in order

from the highest to the lowest accordin<i; to
their relative importance or difficulty. The
ranking is usually done by a committee of
representatives of several departments, and
the resulting listing represents their con-
sensus of opinion.

(2) Classification plan — comparing jobs
against a scale (monetary): Groups of jobs
of similar importance or difficulty are clas-
sified together for compensation purposes.
The work of grouping is usually done in
the same manner and on the same basi.s as
is the ranking in the plan directly above.

(3) Factor comparison plan — compar-
ing job factor against job factor: Instead
of the job being ranked in its entirety, tlie'
various factors of the job, such as knowl-
edge, skill, physical effort, and working
conditions, are ranked separately. The re-
sulting list of jobs as ranked under each
factor is then separated into levels; each
level becomes a degree of the particular
factor; and a pioint value is applied to each
such degree. The total point ratings of the
jobs (i.e., the totals of the point values for
all the factors used) determine the relative
order of worth of the jobs.

(4) Point plan — comparing job factors
against a scale (definition): As in the plan
directly above, the factors in a job are
taken into consideration. A scale is set up
by preparing definitions for each factor
and for each degree within the factor, and
making assignments of point values to each
degree in accordance with its relative value.
Next, each job is analyzed in such form as
to express the degree of each factor existing
in that job. The analyses are tlien meas-
ured against the scale and the point values
of each factor in each job thtis detennined.
The total point ratings of the jobs (i.e., the
totals of the point values for all factors
used) determine the relative order of worth
of the jobs.

In the case history to be presented,
the f>oint plan was used. This plan
more readily lends itself to all the as-
pects of an objective approach and is
particularly well adapted to situations
that are to be handled bilaterally. The
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point plan offers the following com-
bined advantages over any one of the
other plans: (l) Pooled judgment as
contrasted to opinion serves as the
foundation, (a) Objective standards
are established for present and future
guides and controls. (3) The technique
and its application permit rationaliza-
tion. (4) The technique requires com-
plete job analyses and job descriptions,
which are essential elements in the ad-
ministration of a wage compensation
program on a sound basis. (6) The
technique permits the first phase of the
program to be isolated from monetary
consideration, thus enhancing the ob-
jective approach.

It is granted that each plan has some
advantages over the other plans, and
some relative disadvantages. Whatever
plan is used, however, it is only as good
as the confidence placed in it by man-
agement and the employees who are
affected by it. Such plans may vary
widely from company to company; but
if a company has a plan which the man-
agement accepts and understands as
being sound and which the employees
accept and understand as being sound,
that particular company has the best
available plan. On the other hand,
a company which respects a job evalua-
tion plan solely because of the money
that it costs and the reputation of the
experts who put it in may well be
making a serious mistake. For no mat-
ter how well thought out the plan, if
there is no understanding of the prin-
ciples behind it or the application made
of it, and the employees affected are
equally baffled by the so-called "scien-
tific" wage structure, the company has
a poor plan that will not endure.

Therefore, let us start out with the
premise that job evaluation is not new
and does not require exceptional know-
how, but rather it is a common-sense

and systematic approach to the wage
problem.

Definitions of Terms. Job evaluation
has certain terms peculiar to it. Al-
though these terms are commonly re-
ferred to by those dealing with the
subject, many of them are generally
misunderstood or mean different things
to different people. For the purpose of
this article, the following explanation
is offered for some of the terms; namely,
"job evaluation program," "job evalua-
tion plan," "wage structure," and "ad-
ministrative wage policies."

Job evaluation program is more of an
over-all term. It includes both the "job
evaluation plan" and the "wage struc-
ture," and entails both the application
of the job evaluation plan to the jobs
under study and the conversion of the
results into dollars and cents.

Job evaluation plan is a technique
for determining the relative order of
worth of jobs. It includes the prepara
tion of a manual setting forth the char
acteristics and >the method by which
jobs shall be evaluated, so that the jobs
can be ranked from the lowest to the
highest and an order of relative worth
among jobs thus established.

The wage structure may be defined
as the formula by which the results of
the evaluations of jobs, e.g., point
values, are converted to dollars and
cents. The wage structure developed
in association with a specific job eval-
uation plan designating labor gprades
or labor levels may result in a range of
rates for each grade or level or in a
single rate for each g^de or level.

Administrative wage policies, which
often are thought of as being an in-
tegral part of the job evaluation plan
or the job evaluation prog;ram, are not
dejjendent upwn either of them. As a
matter of fact, administrative wage poli-
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cies may be applied without any sem-
blance of a job evaluation program.
The term, administrative wage policies,
refers to such things as (i) the method
of ingrade progression, i.e., method of
progression from minimum to maxi-
mum rates, whether it be by merit in-
creases or by automatic increases or by
a combination thereof, (a) the meth-
od of upgrading and setting the rates
associated with upgrading, and (3) the
method of downgrading and setting
the rates in that area. Oftentimes rate
difficulties result which are directly
traceable to administrative wage poli-
cies, and yet "job evaluation" as a term
is forced to carry the onus of any diffi-
culties that arise.

Now,.let us look at a few of the as-
pects of job evaluation more closely.

Job Evaluation Program. Frequently
it is said that a company should analyze
its wage structure to find out if it is in
good shape or bad shape. Just what
kind of an analysis can a company make
to find out what condition its wage
structure is in? Certainly, inasmuch as
it is dealing with rates, the company
should be able to chart the structure.
In order to prepare such a chart, two
sets of statistical data are required as a
minimum. One set pertains to the
form of the rates, whether they be
minimum and maximum rates, single
rates, or the actual rates paid. The
other set of data of necessity must deal
with jobs and their relative order of
WOTth.

There are several possible ways of
charting a wage structure. Suppose the
vertical axis is used for wage Tates.
Then one approach would be to write
in job titles on the horizontal axis by
Tanking them from lowest to highest in
terms of what each is actually paid.
The finished chart would show a foirly

clear pattern of rates, and the scatter
diagram resulting therefrom might well
approximate a straight line. Mere ob-
servation of the list of jobs on the hori-
zontal axis, however, would probably
disclose some jobs out of place in rela-
tion to others and indicate where ac-
tion was called for. Another, more
positive approach might well be to rank
the jobs along the horizontal axis, with-
out reference to actual rates paid,
but rather in the order of what pooled
judgment indicates to be the relative
worth of the jobs according to common
practice. The chart would then show
the relative rates that the various jobs
should be paid. Job evaluation is
simply a more refined and systematic
approach to the last mentioned method
of analysis of a wage structure, and it is
the essential approach if any degree of
equity is to be maintained between
jobs and the payment therefor.

Some companies have taken the posi-
tion that the best guide to their internal
wage problem is the application of area
rates or community rates. Such an ap-
proach frequently does not give proper
consideration to job content; the actual
jobs being performed, even though they
carry like job titles in various plants
and companies, usually possess signifi-
cant differences. An important question
comes to mind, moreover, if such an
approach is to be followed out. Com-
munity rates or community surveys can
well become a vicious circle, dependent
upon the employment market; it would
be of interest to try to ascertain who
originally establishes the rates which
become area or community practice. It
is of course true that, as a practical
matter, no company can afford, under
normal conditions, to have its rates
markedly out of line with others in the
area. Therefore, certain common key
jobs should be studied by the com-
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munity survey method before the ter-
minal points of the wage structure are
established. Nevertheless, reliance on
community or area rates cannot be a
substitute for a job evaluation pro-
gram.

There are several distinct benefits
that can result from the actual process
of setting up an individual job evalua-
tion program. Some of the more salient
are these: (l) job descriptions must be
available on all jobs; (2) all jobs must
be evaluated, which of necessity means
that none in the shop escapes review;
(3) the resulting wage structure per-
mits the making of any general changes,
whether upward or downward, on an
equitable basis; (4) inequities between
jobs are eliminated; (5) an under-
standable explanation is provided to
employees who have real or fancied
wage grievances; (6) a uniform pattern
is provided which will have a favorable
effect when shown to potential em-
ployees; (7) both management and em-
ployees are provided with a means
whereby they can ascertain the fairness
of their wage structure; (8) the material
provided facilitates selection, place-
ment, and training; and (9) important
basic elements for job standardization
are provided.

There is no need, however, to be-
labor the features and benefits of a job
evaluation program. The case history
should make those points self-evident.

Case History
A CIO union petitioned the National

Labor Relations Board for certification
as the collective bargaining representa-
tive of all hourly paid production and
maintenance employees of the company
in question. Subsequently an election
was held, and the petitioning union
was certified as the employees' repre-
sentative. Shortly thereafter negotia-

tions began between the union and the
company for the purpose of executing
a labor agreement. At an early stage
in the negotiations, it became apparent
that a protracted period would elapse
before an agreement could be reached
on necessary reforms in the company's
wage structure. The company did not
have a systematic or planned wage
structure but rather was operating un-
der the accumulation of a number of
past practices patched with supplements
and reforms.

Both company and union acknowl-
edged that a complete overhauling was
necessary in order to bring order from
a chaotic condition of long standing.
Therefore, a submission agreement was
drawn up between the parties and sub
mitted to the Board of Mediation. This
submission agreement specifically set
forth the following:

A committee consisting of representatives
of the Company and of the Union shall
be organized for the purpose of preparing
a job classification system for the em-
ployees of the Company and shall classify
employees according to the system worked
out. In the event of any disagreement,
the classification upon which the Com
pany and the Union are unable to agree
shall be submitted to the Arbitrator for
decision.

Note the indication, at this particular
stage, that the parties, and the arbitra-
tor as well, did not know so much as
they might have about job evaluation:
the only reference used is "job classi-
fication system." The "job classification
system" of course evolved into the job
evaluation program that we are about
to describe.

Thereafter the union and the com-
pany met before the arbitrator and sub-
mitted further information covering
their respective points of view about the
"job classification system," the effective



Job Evaluation —A Case History 478

date of any wage increases resulting
therefrom, and general points on the
wage structure that would be associated
with the "job classification system."

The arbitrator handed down an in-
terim award, which set forth the fol-
lowing major points:

(1) The hourly rate of all employees
whose wages are involved in this arbitra-
tion shall be increased by five cents (5̂ !)
base rate.

(2) A range in wages from a plant min-
imum of seventy cents (70 )̂ an hour to a
maximum for the highest classification of
one dollar and fifty-five cents ($1.55) an
hour is hereby established as the plant
range for the use of the Committee re-
ferred to in this Submission Agreement.
The Arbitrator expressly reserves the
power, upon receiving the report of such
Committee, to award an increase in the
maximum to not more than one dollar
and sixty cents ($1.60) an hour.

On the basis of the submission agree-
ment and the arbitrator's award, a joint
job evaluation committee composed of
five members from the union and five
members from the company, with the
company's salary and wage administra-
tor acting as secretary, undertook a joint
job evaluation program. The union
selected its representatives from officers
and top-ranking stewards. The man-
agement members were appointed by
the vice president for manufacturing
and consisted of a plant manager, a fac-
tory superintendent, a machining su-
perintendent, an assembly superin-
tendent, and a personnel manager.

Job Evaluation Mantud. Consider-
able thought on the part of the com-
mittee about the approach to be taken
to solving the wage program resulted
in a decision to undeitake to do a joint
job evaluation. One of the first things
the committee was then con&xmted with

was the development of and acceptance
of a joint job evaluation manual — the
yardstick by which the committee
would evaluate all jobs within the bar-
gaining unit. Before such a manual
could be developed, it was considered
desirable to make a survey of the more
prominent available job evaluation
plans in order that their strengths and
weaknesses might be reviewed and the
best features incorporated into the
joint manual. After careful study of
the available plans, plus independent
thinking, a manual was developed and
accepted, based on the point system.
This manual may be outlined as fol-
lows:

Characteristics
I. Education

A. Schooling or its Equivalent
B. Experience and Training Re-

quired

Total Pointt
n . SkiU

A. Manual Skill Required
B. Mental Skill Required

Total Points
i n . Responsibiliry

A. For Safety of Other*
B. For Spoilage of Productive

Parts and Productive Material
C. For Damage to Madiines and

Equipment

Total Poina

IV. Accuracy
V. Physical Effort.

VI. Mental Effort
VII. Workii^ Conditions

A. Hazards to Sdf
B. Surrounding!
C. Connected Expense

Total Pointt
Total Poinu for All Chancteristici
Basic Points

Pointt

75

125

200

125
175

300

SO

85

45

160

50
70

100

60
45
15

120
ljOOO

400

Maximum Points Possible 1.400

Each of the charactedstics was care-
fully defined and divided into sub-
factors, thus providing a breakdown of
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the total points for the characteristic.
The explanation of each subfactor was
worded to permit ready slotting of each
job into a narrow range of points.
Judgment of the committee, based on
study and past experience, fixed the ex-
act points. As the manual was finally
prepared, it was illustrated with pic-
tures wherever possible to give a visual
interpretation of the type of work that
would fall within the various point gfra-
dations of the subfactors.

I. EDUCATION
A. Schooling or Its Equivalent

Definition: This characteristic is a
measure of the general knowledge re-
quired for successful performance on
any particular job.
Discussion: Actual formal education is
not necessarily essential in develop-
ing knowledge; hence the committee
avoided measuring knowledge required
for a given occupation in terms of years
of schooling. Instead, knowledge has
been measured in terms of what the
job requires an employee to know in
such matters as shop mathematics,
blueprint reading, chemical and physi-
cal principles.
Example: It is obvious that it requires
a greater degree of knowledge for a
person to meet the requirements of a
toolmaker than it does for a person to
meet the requirements of a sweeper.
(1) Job requires only the understand-
ing of simple verbal instructions — o to
12 points.
(2) Work may require reading and un-
derstanding written instructions. May
use simple arithmetic such as count-
ing— 13 to 25 points.
(3) Worker may use piece part draw-
ings showing detailed items with a
limited number of dimensions. May
use precision measuring instruments
such as micrometer. May make calcu-
lations involving decimals, fractions,
or percentages — 26 to 37 points.
(4) Work may require use of blue-

prints involving detailed casting or
moderately intricate assembly draw-
ings with an average number of dimen-
sions. Uses all common precision
measuring instruments. Work may in-
volve occasional use of shop matfie-
matics, such as ratios, proportions or
limited use of algebra, geometry or
trigonometry — 38 to 50 points.
(5) Work may require interpreting
large detailed assembly drawings or
complex part drawings involving a
large number of dimensions, in which
it is difficult to locate and determine
finished surfaces and dimensions. May
require all-around use of mathematics
as needed in some trades. May re
quire limited fundamental knowledge
of electrical, chemical, or mechanical
principles — 5) to 62 points.
(6) Job requires all-around knowledge
of electrical, mechanical, or chemical
principles — 63 to 75 points.

B. Experience & Training
Definition: Experience is the minimum
period of time the average person re
quires to obtain competency in a speci-
fic job, trade, or occupation.

Discussion: To gain practical knowl-
edge requires time; therefore, the
length of time required to gjain this
experience was selected as a basis of
measurement. Note that this time fac-
tor has nothing to do with classifying
the individual employee inasmuch as
one employee might learn to perform
a job in six months whereas another
employee might require a year.

It should be noted that the length
of time an employee must oftentimes
spend on a job because of lack of turn-
over, or openings on jobs of a better
nature, should not and cannot be con-
sidered as any part of this training
fieriod.

The experience curve used for pro-
rating these points can be established
from the following brief table of bench
marks. The left-hand column indi-
cates the minimum time (in months)
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needed to become proficient on the job,
and the right-hand column the num-
ber of points associated therewith.

I month
6 months

18
18

24
36 ••

72
2 0

II. SKILL

12 {Ktmts
37 "
50 "
59 "
67 "
79 "

103 '•

125 "

Manual Skill and Mental Skill, though
closely related, differ in actual practice.
Care must be exercised when evaluating
these characteristics not to confuse the
.skills adequate for the job with the ex-
cessive skills that may be possessed by
persons now doing the job.

A. Manual Skill
Definition: The required ability to use
hand and machine tools, instruments,
and equipment pro{)erly, in an ade-
quate or competent manner.
(i) Moving or stacking parts, ma-
terials; sweeping, shoveling, or loading,
rolling of barrels — o to 17 points.
(s) Use of common hand tools such as
pliers, screwdriver, scraper. Use of
hand power tools such as electric drill,
pneumatic chisel — 18 to 34 points.
(3) Operation of nonautomatic ma-
chines in a routine manner, checking
of production parts with precision
measuring instruments; assembling
and adjusting of simple subassemblies,
soldering leads to terminals — 35 to 53
points.
(4) Operation of machine tools where
ordinary adjustments are required.
This may involve simple setups of
machine tools; assembling and fitting
of partially completed units or sub-
assemblies to tolerances which occa-
sionally may be dose; performance of
simple wiring jobs on smaller units
and subassemblies requiring a limited
technique; setup of simple jobs on
angle plates-54 to 71 points.

(5) Setup and operation of ordinary
nonautomatic machine tools involving
the more difficult jobs; wiping -lead
joints; wiring and cable forming jobs
of a moderately complicated nature;
building of wooden partitions; setup
of complex jobs on angle plates — 72
to go points.
(6) Bench operations similar in nature
but difficult to p>erfonn; setup of fully
automatic machines; setup of medium
and large size castings for heavy ma-
chines; performance of difficult assem-
bling of complicated units and subunits
involving intricate fittings and adjust-
ment to close tolerances— 91 to io8
points.
(7) Bench operations difficult to per-
form and involving fitting, filing, or
lapping to final size or fitting to a
mating part; intricate wiring and as-
sembly operations of an experimental
nature requiring all-around knowledge
of assembly and machine shop work
— 109 to 125 points.

B. Menul Skill
Definition: The ability to plan and visu-
alize the task to be performed ahead
of actual perfonnance. Judgment and
resourcefulness are inherent factors
requiring consideration.

In (1), (a), and (3) below the rou-
tine is not determined by the worker.
(By "routine" is meant any series of
acts directed toward the completion of
a task.)
(1) Job duties are definitely and clearly
established. Operations subject to con-
stant supervision. Typical examples:
separation of parts from scrap, rough
burring of parts, sweeping floors, ele-
mentary assembly operations — o to 30
points.
(s) Operations are defined as to meth-
ods and tools used. May at times re-
quire making minor decisions. Super-
vision is usually available. Typical
examples: selection of parts to sped-
fications such as size or shape, simple
soldering operations, assembly of parts
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progressively into a unit, simple parts
inspection, operation only of machines
such as drill press, punch press — 31 to
59 points.
(3) Job procedure is established as to
mctbods and tools used. Minor deci-
sions may be required in planning de-
lails of operation. General supervision
is a\aiiable. Typical examples: setup
of machine tools, bencb or assembly
operations, mixing paints or pigments,
inspection of assembled parts and sub-
assemblies, wiping joints — 60 to 88
points.

In (4), (5), and (6) below the rou-
tine may be determined by the worker.
(4) Job routine is standardized as to
methods of performing work. Deci-
sions may be required in determining
proper sequence of job steps and de-
vising ways and mean.s of solving re-
lated job problems. Minimum super-
vision is available. Typical examples,
difficult setups of machine tools — 8g
to 117 points.
(5) Work follows generalized line of
procedure. Judgment and initiative
may be required in selecting proper
method. There may be only a mini-
mum amount of supervision. Typi-
cal examples: repairing machines, in-
specting tools, diagnosing electrical

circuit failures, determining cause ui
mechanical failures, making layout of
sample castings— ii8 to 146 points.
(6) Job requires fjlanning and devis
ing of procedures to follow. May re
quire complete layout of work ahead
of performance. Minimum amount ui
supervision. Iypical examples; niak
inĝ  intricate tools, dies, gauges—1)7
to 175 points.

III. RESPONSIRILITY
Several responsihilities are common in
varying degrees to all jobs.

A. Responsibility for Safety of Others
Definition: This factor relates to tbe
extent of an injury to others wbich an
employee on a given job can normally
prevent.
Dis(:us.!ion: The evaluation for thi-.
element is based upon tbe likelihood
of injuries to others and the usual
seriousness of the resulting accident.
In cases of doubt, actual accident rer
ords may be consulted.

It is important to keep tbe phrase
"probability" in mind, rather than
place emphasis on "possibility" when
considering injuries to fellow work
men.

The assignment of points to this far
tor is given in EXHIBIT I.

E X H I B I T I. ASSKiNME.NT OF POINIS ACCORDINf; TO DECREE OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR SAFETY OF OTHERS

Degree liesponzibility

A Little responsibility. Job performed an
isisolated location or wbcie no machinery

involved. Material handled is light.

B Reasonable care in performance of own work
necessary lo prevent injury to others.

C Considerable care in performance of own
work necessary lo prevent injury to others.

D Constant care necessary because the inherent
hazards of the job are not completely safe-
guarded, but where individual may act to
prevent injury.

E Responsibility where the safety of others de-
pends entirely upon correct action of the
workers. Inherent hazard on job cannot be
safeguarded.

Minor Cuts.
Bmises. or

Burnt

10

12

15

Severt Cuts.
Bmiies. or
Abrasions

10

13

15

17

20

Praciures.
Severe Burns.
Eye /nfuries

15

18

20

22

25

Permanent
DisaUUties

20

25

27

30



Job Evaluation — A Case History 477

B. Responsibility for Spoilage of Produc-
tive Parts or Materials
Defi}iition: Responsibility is gauged
according to the care required to pre-
vent damage to parts in process, fin-
ished parts, or raw materials, and the
resultatu cost.s to the company of either
corrective work or the actual cost of
scrapping.
Discussion: Consideration must be
given to the likelihood of damage, the
average value of parts or materials.
The cost of spoilage may be reflected
in any of the following: (l) cost of
product less scrap value, (2) cost of
repairing, (3) cost if product is lost
entirely, (4) cost of reprocessing.

The assignment of points to this
factor is given in ExHiBrr II.

than the maximum "possibility" of
damage to machines and equipment.

The assignment of points to this
factor is given in EXHIBIT III.

IV. ACCURACY
Definition: Accuracy is the exactness
required by the job in order to con-
form with acceptable standards of
quality or performance.
Discussion: This factor measures the
degree of precision required in hand-
ling product or material and in
adjusting to and manipulating equip-
ment, instruments, and tools. Con-
sideration should be given to the
means provided for controlling accu-
racy, the extent of control exercised by
the worker, and the nature of the work.
(i) Ordinary accuracy or "rule of

EXHIBIT II. ASSIGNMENT OF POINTS AcconDmr. TO DEGREE OF PROBABILITY OF DAMAGE.

Degree Probability of Damnge

A Damage not likely to occur. Little
attention required.

B Damage easy to avoid. Ordinary
attention required

C Damage fairly easy to avoid. Close
attention required.

D Damage difficult to avoid. Con-
stant concentrated attention re-
quired.

fllo
ts
0

8

16

tito
t'O

1

10

20

tn to
t'5

2

12

24

Extent ot Loss from Damage
t»6 to $jt to ftot to tzot to

tso ttoo t^oo t400

3

14

28

5

17

34

7

22

42

10

20

48

t40t to
tSoo

13

31

55

SO 36 54 64 74 85

C. Responsibility for Damage to Machines
or Equipment
Definition: Res{K>nsibility of this na-
ture is gauged according to probable
cost or loss that might result from an
error in using or handling machines or
equipment.
Discussion: Where everything possible
has been done to make a machine fool-
proof, and automatic stops and the
like have become an integral part of
this equipment, the mere fact that the
macfiine is expensive does not merit a
bigh rating on responsibility.

In evaluating this responsibility it
is well to remember the average "prob-
ability" should be measured rather

thumb." Typical examples: taking
rough measurements using steel tape
or rule, arranging stock, distributing
parts or material, sweeping, loading
— o to 10 points.
(2) Accurate count or observation.
Typical examples: the use of scales,

EXHIBIT III. ASSICN.MENT OF POINTS AccoRmsr.
TO DEGREE OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR DAMAGE

TO MACHINES OR EQUIPMENT

Average Loss
Degree from Damagt

A Not over $5
B
C
D
E
F
G

16 to $25
$26 to 950
«51 to flOO

$101 to $250
$251 to ISOO

Over $500

Points
1 iu 6
7 to 12

13 to 18
19 to 24
25 to 30
51 to 36
37 to 45
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square, template, fixed gauges; wind-
ing simple coils; maintaining stock
records — 11 to 20 points.
(3) Accuracy as determined by instru-
ments, commonly accepted in the trade
(commercial tolerances). Typical ex-
amples: machining operations involv-
ing tolerances over .001", heat-treating
metals, carpentry —21 to 30 points.
{.}) Precision accuracy. Tolerances be-
low .001" achieved by machine manip-
iilatif>n. Typical examples; operation
of bench lathe, precision grinder, en-
gine lathe, jig borer — 31 to 40 points.
(5) High precision accuracy achieved
manually. Typical examples: preci-
sion fitting of gears, bearings, shafts,
punch and die sets- 41 to 50 points.

V. PHYSICAL EFFORT
Definition: Physical effort evaluations
are based upon the demand for ex-
])enfliture of energy or physical exer-
tion required of employees for certain
occupations, and upon the frequency
with which such physical exertion
occurs.
Discussion: Physical effort demand re-
lates to the amount of effort or endur-
ance required or both. Light work re-
(juiring little physical exertion is given
a minimum rating, while jolis requir-
ing continuous physical exertion, or
jobs where an individual works with
heavy materials, or where work is of
an intermittent nature involving strain
are evaluated higher.

Tn evaluation proceedings consider-

ation must be based on atnount aoti
continuity of physical eifort.

1 he point values for this factor an
made up of points as a.ssigned in Ex
HiBiT IV, plus certain other points
based on the working position of the
operator, as follows: operator sits 01
intermittently sits and stands — o;
operator stands or walks continuously
— 10; operator stands, walks, or works
in awkward positions — 20.

VI. MENTAL EFFORT
Definition: Mental Effort is a measure
of the concentration and attention
applied in the accomplishment of the
work and the frequency of sustairiment
Discussion: This factor provides for
the assignment of points for the extens
of concentration and attention which
the job requires. Mental effort is an
alogous to mental and visual alertness
and should not be confused with the
intelligence necessary to the job.

Care should be taken to consider
the continuity of the periods, as well
as the intensity of concentration and
attention.

Automatic operations requiring min
imum attention or visual concentra
tion should be rated low, and jobs
requiring concentration should be rated
considerably higher. During setting-
up on a machine, both visual and men
tal effort are necessary to a high degree,
but when setup has been satisfactorily
performed, the necessary degree of meti
tal effort is considerably redttced.

EXHIBIT IV. ASSIGNMENT OF POINTS AccoRDtNc l o DEKREK OF PHYSICAL EFFORT

trequvncy oj Effort

Weigkt Lifted or Low A
Equivalent Exertion io% or less of to'.

Degree in Pushing or Putting

A Less than 1 pound.
B I to 5 pounds — include use of light hami

tools in this degree.
G 5 to 25 pounds — include work such as using

hand iifl trucks.
D 25 to 50 pounds.
E r)0 to 100 pounds.
F Over 100.

Low
y or less of
Time

0

7

1 )

21
28

35

Moderate
lo'f^lS'fc of 1

Time

5

12

19
2G
3S

40

High

Time

10

17

24
31
38

45

oj
Sustatned

Over so%
Time

IF,

22

29
36

4S
50
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(1) Flow of work or character of duties
is intermittent and only requires at-
tention at infrequent intervals. Typi-
cal examples: loading and stacking
material — o to 20 points.
(2) Flow of work and character of
duties require frequent mental or vi.s-
ual attention. Typical examples: burr-
ing parts, opieration of machines —21
to 40 points.
(3) Flow of work is repetitive and char-
acter of duties or operation requires
continuous mental or visual attention.
Typical examples: setting up ma-
chines — 41 to 60 [Kiints.
(4) Must concentrate mental and vis-
ual attention involving coodination of
mind and eye for sustained periods.
Typical examples: filing cams —61 to
80 points.
(5) High concentration required, in-
volving unusual coordination of mind
and eye. Typical examples: spotting
cams; pivot sighting — 81 to 100 points.

VII. WORKING CONDITIONS

The term working conditions relates to
the degree of adverse features that are
present in any given job, over which the
employee has no control.

A. Hazards of the Job
Definition: Hazard indicates the prob-
ability and average seriousness of in-
jury to which an employee is subjected
on any particular job.
Discussion: Hazards are those inherent
conditions which, due to the nature or
location of the job, present potential

danger of injury to the employee.
While products are manufactured un-
der conditions as favorable as it is
practically possible to arrange, there
are conditions and hazards that cannot
be entirely eliminated.

The definitions listed under this
governing factor are indicative of the
typ>e and extent of injury which a
worker might be expected to suffer
should an accident occur on the job.
The probability of such injury should
be considered rather than the possi-
bility. Accidents are always possible,
but the seriousness of injuries received
on the job depends largely on the r"
ture of the work and the effectiveness
of the protective measures provided.

The assi^ment of points to this
factor is given in ExHiBir V.

B. Surroundings

Definition: The factor of surroundings
relates to the environment or physical
conditions under which the job must
be performed and over which the em-
ployee has no control. They cannot
always be eliminated or minimized
but affect the employees' mental or
physical well-being.

The extent to which these elements
may be present and their character-
istics are basic considerations for eval-
uation.
(1) Conditions where disturbing in-
fltiences such as dirt, oil, grease, or
noise are present to a negligible extent
and temperature is normal. Typical
examples: coil winding, general as-

Depet

EXHIBIT V. ASSIGNMENT OF POINTS ACCORDING TO THE PROBABILITY OF INJURY

Length ol Layoff Resutling

ProiaiUity of Injwy

A Injury is very unlikely and regarded as un-
usual.

B Occasional injury or accident may occur. Usu-
ally all hazards safeguarded.

C Possible hazard exists because of conditions
that cannot be 100% guarded.

D Nature of work is a recognized hazard re.
quiring alertness at all times.

rimt

5

10

15

1:0

OneWett

10

15

20

30

t-Z4 Weeks

15

20

30

45

6 or More
Months

20

30

45

60
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sembly work, running errands, operat-
ing elevator, carpentry — o to 11 points.
(2) Conditions where disturbing influ-
ences such as dirt, oil, grease, noise,
heat, or cold are present to a normal
extent. Typical examples: general
machine shop conditions where oil,
grease, or coolants are used intermit-
tently, such as milling machine,
broaching, bench, engine or turret
lathe operations; making tools or pat-
terns—la to 22 points.
(3) Conditions where disturbing influ-
ences such as dirt, oil, grease, noise,
heat, or cold are present to the extent
of being somewhat disagreeable. Typi-
cal examples: machine repairing, heat
treating— 23 to 33 points.
(4) Conditions where disturbing influ-
ences such as excessive dirt, dust, oil,
grease, noise, heat, or cold are present
to an extent which is more or less con-
tinuous. Typical examples: cleaning
furnaces, operating abrasive cut-off
machine, room sandblasting — 34 to
45 points.

C. Connected Exjjense
Definition: The yearly expenditure of
money by an employee for tools or
clothing above that of normal wear
shall be credited under this factor.
Discussion: Where tools or clothing
are furnished by the company, no
credit shall be given. The replacement
life of tools is about five years; for ex-
ample, in the case of a toolmaker who
may possess around J250 worth of tools,
credit points shall be given for a $50
yearly connected expense.

The assignment of points to this
factor is given in EXHIBIT VI.

EXHIBIT VI. ASSIGNMENT OF POINTS ACCORDINC

TO EMPLOYEE'S YEARLY EXPENDITURE
FOR TOOLS OR CLOTHINC

Degree
A
B
C
D
£

Cost per Year
S l-$10

11- 20
21- .'iO
31- to
41- 50

Poimtt
0- 3
4- 6
7- 9

10-12
i3-i:i

VII. BASIC POINTS

Definition and Explanation: Common
to all occupations found in the com-
pany are honesty, ordinary care,
tboughtfulness, willingness to work,
proper respect for rules of safety, de-
sire to do one's best, reasonable physi-
cal capacity, aptitude, and availability
for industrial employment. For these
characteristics, a base of 400 {X)ints is
allotted to each employee. This last
factor is not properly considered a
part of job evaluation. Further, job
evaluation as here used is concerned
only with characteristics above this
minimum of 400 points.

In final analysis, each job consisted
of the jK)ints allotted to it for each of
the characteristics listed above in Sec-
tions I through VII plus 400 base points.

Job Descriptions. It was generally
acknowledged and accepted by both the
union and the company that a great
deal of education would be necessary
in order that the employees and super-
visors better understand the program
being undertaken. The educational
efforts were broken down into two
parts. One part consisted of joint state-
ments printed in the company publica
tions and the union publications, which
were distributed to the employees, and
joint bulletins appearing both on the
company bulletin boards and the union
bulletin boards.

The other part of the education pro-
gram was accomplished through the
participation of employees and of
supervisors in certain phases of the
work. For example: At the start of the
program a letter was sent to all em-
ployees with an attached questionnaire
conceming their jobs. The letter set
forth the following information:

A joint committee of management and
union' representatives is now ei^;aged in
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evaluating the jobs in the company. The
purpose of JOB EVALUATION is to deter-
mine how any particular job, or type of
work, rates in relation to all other jobs.

For the best results it is important to
obtain information from persons who are
familiar with the job, and usually no one
is in a better position to describe a job
than the person doing the work. The con-
tribution of different points of view largely
eliminates the errors, whims, or prejudices
which are likely to occur when a single
individual or small group writes the de-
scription.

We request that you fill out the attached
questionnaire, giving your description of
your job in your own words. With the aid
of these questionnaires job descriptions
will be prepared which will be used to
evaluate the jobs throughout the company.

Bear in mind that the purpose of this
questionnaire is to obtain a description
of the job and not the individual working
on the job.

The sample questionnaire will help you
formulate your answers.

Please return the questionnaire to the
[>erson who gave it to you, within 24 hours.

The Committee thanks you for your
cooperation.

The questionnaire which was at-
tached to the letter is given in EXHIBIT
VII.

Upon return of these questionnaires
to the joint job evaluation committee,
the committee undertook to prepare
job titles and job descriptions based on
(1) the information contained within
the questionnaires; (s) their personal
knowledge of the jobs that were being
described. The questionnaires fur-
nished sufficiently wide coverage of the
jobs being performed to give a better
than fair start toward the task at hand.
Upon completion of the tentative job
descriptions by the joint job evaluation
committee, jobs were divided into
groups by department in which they ap-
peared, and sets of the tenutive job de-

scriptions were forwarded for comment
both to the foreman and to the union
steward involved. This afforded the
next higher level on both the manage-
ment's side and the union's side an op-
portunity for participation in this phase
of the program. Their comments, criti-
cisms, and suggestions were solicited on
each job description, as well as any sug-
gestions about the existence of jobs not
covered by the tentative job descrip-
tions.

The results of this survey supplied
the joint job evaluation committee with
the necessary information and leads to
permit them to put the job descriptions
in final form.

Analysis of Jobs. The next step in-
volved an analysis of the jobs. By an-
alysis of the job is meant a word picture
of the degree to which each character-
istic to be used in evaluating a job ap-
peared in that job. The form used in
setting forth the analysis is given in
EXHIBIT VIII.

Having completed the analysis for
each job on a job analysis form, the
committee then jointly assigned points
for each of the characteristics, using as
a yardstick the joint job evaluation man-
ual. In the event of differences between
the union and the company on the
points to be assigned to a given feictor,
as was provided for in an earlier under-
standing, the disagreement was referred
to an arbitrator for settlement. It is of
interest to note that in the evaluation of
348 jobs, there were only 34 that in
final analysis had to be referred to arbi-
tration for settlement; and even in
those cases, though the arbitrator could
have handed down a decision, the mat-
ter was resolved by his assuming the
position of a mediator.

Because this program was undertaken
during a period when the approval of
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EXHIBIT VII. QuKsriONNAiiu; SOI.ICIUM; INFORMAHO.N FOR JOB DESCRIPTIONS

1. What is the name ot your regular occupation?
2. How long havt you wortced at your present (iccupation in tins company?
3. How long have you worked for othi;r companies doing similar work?
4. Describe the work named in (1) in full.
5. In your opinion how much schooling or apprenticeship is usually required for this job?
6. Other education or special training required?
7. How long does it take to learn this occupalion so that it can be done in a satisfactory manner?

8. In the regular performance of this work is there danger of injuring fellow workers?
If so, state how.

9. In the regular performance of this work is there probability of spoilage or damage to parts, ma
terials, or equipment?
If so, state how.

10. What is the range of weight of parts or objects handled manually on this job?
Are mechanical facilities used to aid on the job (hoists, etc.)?

11. Are personally owned tools required on this job?
If so, what is (heir estimated value?

12. Does this job involve expenditure for clothes above normal factory wear?
If so, how much in $ per year?

13. Indicate below all conditions which apply to ihis job.

( ) Indoors ( ) Dusty ( ) Light ( ) On Flooi
Work

( ) Outdoors ( ) Fumes ( ) Medium { i On Bench
Work

( ) Clean ( ) Acid { ) Heavy ( ) On Machine
Work

( ) Dirty ( ) Monotonous { ) Quiet ( ) Standing

( ) Greasy ( ) Involves ( ) Noisy ( ) Sitting
Eyestrain

( ) Hot ( ) Exacting ( ) Lighting Good ( ) Walking

( ) Cold ( ) Strenuous ( ) Lighting Bad { ) Stooping

Do not answer the following questions if not involved.

14. Are "setups" or preparations a requirement of this job?
15. Does this occupation or job require precision?

If so, what limiLs are required? . ,
16. How is accuracy controlled? ( ) Jig ( ) Fixture ( ) Gauge ( ) Machine Manipulation

( )Manual Skill
17. Does the job require working from blueprints? ( ) Simple ( ) Complicated
IK. Do the requirements of the job necessitate the reading and interpretation of complicated blue-

prints? (section views, invisible edges, etc.)
19. Remarks

THIS STUB CONTAINING YOUR NAME WILL
BE TORN OFF PRIOR TO EVALUATION

Name
Clock No.

Dept. No
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EXHIBIT VIII. S,MHPLE FORM USED FOR JOB ANALYSIS

JOB ANALY,SIS OCCUPATIONAL CODE #

Job Name BENCH LATHE OPERATOR 'A" Job No.

Date Dept Labor Grade No. Federal Code No.

Occupational Detail
Sets up and operates either precision type or screw cutting t)pe of bench lathe with minimum su-

pervision, working from intricate blueprints and operation sheets. Has working knowledge of ma-
chine, speeds, feeds, and coolants. Uses hand feed in the machining of ferrous and nonferrous metals,
alloys, plastics, precious metals, and castings using standard bench lathe attachments as turrets,
spring collets, face plates, fixtures, etc.; and nests, studs, mechanical aids, and arbors of own design
suitable for the job. Operations involve turning, taper turning, boring, facing drill and reaming, etc.
Must use skill and care in the machining of delicate parts. Must be able to grind drills and turning
tools to get required finish and change all other cutting ttxjls as needed. Must have a working knowl-
edge of shop math. Maintains precision tolerances of .0005" using instruments as micrometers, ver-
niers, indicator, gauges, calipers, etc.

1. Flange — Bore .0006 tolerance hole to be concentric within .002 of another hole of .0004 dim.
2. Flange Gear - Face to over-all ±.001, Bore .0006 tol. hole.

o

I
ANALYSIS OF JOB REQUIREMENTS AND CONDITIONS

Actual Uses precision measuring instruments, reads intri-
Schooling cate blueprints, has a knowledge of shop math.

Code Points

Experience and
Training

Requires 2 years previous experience.

Manual

Lining up compound to cut straight; complete set-
up, grind all turning tools and drills; makes me-
chanical aids as bushings and gauges. Adjustment
of delicate pieces to prevent spiing.of delicate pieces to prevent spnng.
Job routine is standardized. Plan setup with and
without operation sheet. Designs own mechanical
aids and turning tools.

Mental

Imprudent use of air hose, check wrenches left in
chuck, and tools snapping, causing severe cuts to
others. Reasonable care required.

For Safety
of ythers

For Spoilage
of Parts
and Material

Loss from spoilage seldom over flO.OO.

For Damage to
Equipment and
Machinery

Incorrect meshing of gears, damage to compound
by feeding in too far and breaking of carboloy
reamers are causes of damage amounting to about
$25.00.
Setting the compound, fixtures and cutting tools
plus manipulation of machine determines accuracy.
Tolerances below .001"

Accuracy

Works standing, lifts weights of 10 lbs. and uses
hand feed continuously in machine operations.

Physical
Effort
Mental
Effort

Work involves continuous concentrated attention
on small parts.
Cuts from running hands into tools, cn: revolving
chuck, and cuts caused by machine burring.
General machine shop conditions.

Hazards

Surroundings
Connected
Expense f20.00 for replacement of tools.

Add 400 Base Points 400

TOTAL JOB Powrrs

3 2 *
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the National War Labor Board was
necessary before any wage adjustments
could be made, the union and the com-
pany agreed that in preparing their case
for presentation to the National War
Labor Board it would be desirable to
give the National War Labor Board as
factual a picture as fKjssible of the re-
sulting effects of the joint job evalua-
tion program. Therefore, the program
at this point was divided into two parts:
One part had to do with the classifica
tion of all employees within the new
job titles set up under the joint job
evaluation plan. The 348 job titles and
job descriptions under the joint job
evaluation plan were entirely new,
having replaced 120 job titles in exist-
ence before this program. Therefore, a
complete classification program had to
be undertaken. The other part of the
program at this point had to do with
the development of the wage structure
and the conversion of the point values
of jobs into money, and then the devel-
opment of wage policies necessary for
the day-to-day administration of wage
problems.

Classification of Employees. In refer-
ence to the classification program, it was
agreed that the union and the company
would participate in a joint classifica-
tion of all employees. To accomplish
this objective the joint job evaluation
committee acted as the steering com-
mittee on all matters of policy and pro-
cedure. The actual work of classifying
employees was accomplished through
the following organizational structure
in the plant: (i) various classification
subcommittees; (s) a main classification
committee; and (3) the arbitrator.

The plant classification subcommit-
tees, one for each department, were
composed of the steward and super-
visor of that department. These sub-

committees were furnished with the
appropriate instructions and procedure
by the joint job evaluation committee.
In brief, the steward and the supervisor
were each instructed to follow on a uni-
lateral basis the procedures set forth
and to classify all employees under their
jurisdiction independently. After each
had classified the employees without
consultation with the other, they were
instructed to get together and compare
lists. All classifications upon which
they agreed, or subsequently in dis
cussion reached ag;reement, were final.
On classifications for employees upon
which they could not reach agreement,
the plant classification committee took
jurisdiction.

The plant classification committee
was composed of two members from the
union (shop stewards) and two mem-
bers from management (factory super-
intendent and personnel manager)
whose res(>onsibilities were: (1) to ad-
vise and counsel the various plant classi-
fication subcomir>ittees as required, and
(2) to attempt to resolve all classifica-
tions for employees upon which the
plant classification subcommittees were
unable to reach agreement.

All classifications upon which the
plant classification committee was un
able to reach agreement were submitted
to the arbitrator for final decision. The
classifications for only three-tenths of
one per cent of the employees classi-
fied under this program had to be sub-
mitted to the arbitrator.

The joint job evaluation committee
members took an active part in aiding
the classification program as it pro-
gressed on the floor. These committee
members were divided into teams, one
union member and one management
member composing a team; and they
made themselves available to the plant
classification committee, as well as the
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plant classification subcommittees, for
matters of interpretation and applica-
tion of the instructions and procedures
that had been developed by the joint
job evaluation committee. Included
here is a brief outline of the "Manual of
Instructions and Procedures" that the
joint job evaluation committee pre-
pared and handed to each member of
the plant classification committee and
subcommittees:

I. Composition of Committees. This
section comprised a designation of the
joint job evaluation committee, plant
classification committees by name and de-
partment number, and the positions that
would compose a plant classification sub-
committee.

II. Instructions and Interpretations on
How to Classify an Employee. This sec-
tion set forth:
A. The purpose of the manual.
B. A definition of the employees that are

inc^ided within the classification pro-
gram.

C. A description of the material that com-
mittee members would work with:
(1) Copies of the various job descrip
tions that would be needed.
(2) Occupational code sheets which list
occupations and classifications and
designate the code numbers to he used.
(3) A list of all employees to be con-
sidered for classification, containing
the employee's department number,
life number, name, and space for entry
of employee's new classification.

D. The instructions on how to classify an
employee: In discussing and preparing
this subsection, the joint job evalua-
tion committee found that many ques-
tions could arise which needed dari-
fication and undetstanding between
the union and the company in order
that as bar and consistent a job as pos-
sible be done in classifying employees.
The committee recognized and pointed

out the fact that it is obviously im-
possible to include in job descriptions
every duty each employee performs.
If every duty were to be described, the
job titles would increase many times
because o£ minor differences between
employees' duties. Further, many jobs
change in content from day to day as
the requirements and specifications for
production change. The committee
agreed, however, that each job does
have certain major requirements which
remain constant, and it is possible to
include in a job description the major
duties and requirements of a job.

Committee members were cautioned
that, in classifying an employee, they
should proceed according to the skill
and versatility required of him in per-
forming his regular duties. In other
words, the classification was to be de-
termined by the job duties and the
skill required to do the job actually
being 'performed by the employee,
rather than by the individual skill the
employee might possess in addition to
that being used on the job. Because
further clarification was felt necessary,
it was decided to spell out the dis-
tinction between certain points that
are definitely individual characteristics
of an employee and should only be
associated with his merit rating and
other ftoints that are a part of the
duties and requirements of the job:
(1) Quality of Work: The quality of
work which an employee turns out is
considered in classifying an employee
only to the extent of the requirements
as to tolerance, finish, and op>erating
characteristics as outlined in the job
description.
(2) Quantity of Work: The amount of
work turned out by an employee is a
characteristic of the individual and is
considered only in rating the employee
as to merit. Thus, quantity of work is
not a consideration in classifying an
employee.
(5) Versatility: The ability of an em-
ployee to perform a variety of opera-
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tions which require more than one type
of developed skill is called "versatility
on the job or within the department."

(a) In the case of short-term assign-
ments due to lack of his regular
work for a short period (two weeks
or less) or the completion of a
"rush" project for the convenience
of the company, the employee
should be classified in the job
which best describes his regular
work, unless the added work is of
a definitely higher caliber and re-
quires a higher degree of skill than
bis regular work, and the employee
is expected to perform this higher
caliber of work at intervals upon
request of the supervisor. In the
latter case, the employee should be
classified in accordance with the
highest knowledge and skill re-
quested of him.

(b) In case the employee is now
performing work of a lower cali-
ber than other duties which are
also a part of his regular assigned
work, the classification should be
based upon the skill and require-
ments of the highest caliber of his
regular assigned work.
(c) In case the work now being
performed is of a higher caliber
than the employee is accustomed
to performing and is assigned for
training purposes to afford the em-
ployee an opportunity for develop-
ing his knowledge and skill, the
employee should be given a classi-
fication that best describes the fully
developed knowledge and skill of
the employee as related to his work.
(d) In case the work now being
performed is a regular part of tbe
assigned work of the employee, al-
though not sjjecifically covered by
a job desaiption, but requires no
higher degree of knowledge and
skill than other parts of his as-
signed work, the employee should
be classified in keeping with the

job description that best covers the
major part of his work.

(4) Specialization on a Job: In many
cases it will be found that an employee
has been taught through close super
vision an individual job which may
involve making a setup; reading a
blueprint, and so forth. Having been
taught this individual job, the em
ployee continties to do this over and
over again until it becomes of a repe
titive nature. Even though the work
being performed should be of the samt-
nature as work being performed by a
higher skilled operator, this employee
would not qualify for a more skilled
and higher classified rating because, if
given a new work assignment involving
a new setiip, the employee would noi
possess sufficient knowledge and skill
to do it with a minimtim of super
vision.
(5) Supervision: Many of the job de
scriptions include the degree of super
vision required in qualifying for tbt
job. An employee who has full ktiowl
edge and maximum skill in his occu
pation needs a minimum amount of
work supervision or instruction in do
ing his work. Thus the amount of in
struction or work direction which ati
employee requires to perform the work
which he is assigned is measured iti
many jobs by the degree of supervisioti
that he must receive. For the purpose
of consistency, the job descriptions
were written to show three levels of
supervision.

(a) Minimum or Limited Super
vision: This level of supervision
is associated with jobs where the
job description indicates that the
employee is required to carry
through a job assignment after
only general instructions are given
The employee under this super
vision must have a thorough knowl
edge of the job and an ability to
solve any job problem with assist-
ance onlv ujjon rare occasions. Tbe
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real test of supervision needed is
met by an employee when he is
handed new assignments.
(b) General Supervision: This level
of supervision is associated with
jobs where the job description iti-
dicates that the employee is re-
quired to complete a work assign-
ment after general instructions
have been given on familiar work;
or more detailed instructions have
been given on new work or on the
more difficult work assignments.
The employee mtist have a general
knowledge of the job, but assist-
ance is available to solve job prob-
lems when required.
(c) Specific or Close Supervision:
This level of supervision is asso-
ciated with jobs where the job de-
scription indicates that detailed or
specific instructions are given on
methods of performing the work,
and assistance is available at all
times. The employee does not
have to have a thorough knowledge
of the job, although he should be
capable of performing repetitive
work, as contrasted with new work,
without much additional instruc-
tion or supervision.

E. General Discussion of Classifications or
Levels within an Occupation: This sec-
tion of the instructions set forth the
joint job evaluation committee's un-
derstanding as a guide for determining
the correct interpretation of the major
requirements of a job as covered in
the descriptions. Typical job classi-
fications were selected covering work
in assembly, machining, maintenance,
test, and inspection, with an appropri-
ate explanation of the major require-
ments in each classification or level
within the occupation.

III. Inslructions on Procedure to Plant
Subcommittee Members. This section set
forth special conditions which might arise
during the process of classification, and
what to do about them. Consideration

was givcti to such matters as transfers and
terminations, the designation of leadmen,
handling of new employees, handling of
transferred employees, and setting forth
the conditions under which the subcom-
miiiee members should conduct tfieir get-
togethers. The procedure also set forth
the disposition of all paper work involved.

W. Instructions on Procedure lo Plant
CAassificnUon Committee Members. This
section, as pointed out above, set forth the
procedure and mechanics required by the
plant classiTtcation committee members in
the handling of their responsibilities.

Wage Structure. In following what
the union and company considered to
be the true principles of job evaluation,
the joint job evaluation committee had
confined its activities strictly to estab-
lishing fair and equitable relationships
between jolis xiuthout regard for the in-
dividual's work performance. The ulti-
mate value of job evaluation, however,
lies in its application to the task of de-
termining in money what any particular
job is justly worth in relation to all
other jobs. Therefore, it was necessary
that there be developed a wage struc-
ture which permitted the point values
resulting from the job evaluation to be
converted into money.

The union and the company properly
placed the establishment of the wage
structure and the associated administra-
tive policies in the hands of their re-
spective contract-negotiation commit-
tees. All differences of opinion regard-
ing the principles in\'olved were re-
solved by a meeting of the minds of the
members of the negotiating committees.
Concerning the application of these
principles, however, there were details
on which the union and the company
found themselves differing. Realizing
this, the union and the company jointly
defined these issues upon which there
were differences and agreed to call in a
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mediator recognized for his general
knowledge and fair application on wage
matters. These issues are of sufficient
imjK>rtance in matters of wage structure
to deserve a brief exposition:

The location and width (point range)
of the various labor grades: Ordinarily
this is the least controversial of the funda-
mental issues underlying any formal wage
structure. The union and the company
had studied many other wage plans and
were in general agreement that there
should be from lo to 15 grades; and witbin
these limits there was no logical argument
for the selection of any particular number
of grades. Tbe only matter of disagree-
ment between the union and the company
was tbe horizontal location of each labor
grade and tbe width or range of points
tbat would be included in eacb of the
various grades; e.g., 484 to 499 or 484 to
524-

The company was concerned with the
fact tbat the dividing lines between the
labor grades could be jockeyed even after
the number of the grades was fixed; i.e.,
they could be shifted back and forth pur-
posely until the various grades covered the
employees in such a way as to secure mone-
tary advantages for as many of them as
possible. And such a practice, it was felt,
would destroy the validity of tbe wage
structure. It also seemed clear tbat labor
grades as established in terms of points
should, above all, be sufficiently broad to
encompass as many jobs as possible of
very similar skill so that they would be
readily understandable by the employees.
In final analysis, the union and the com-
pany agreed to 15 labor grades equally
spaced 40 points apart, using the lowest
rated Job in the job evaluation plan as the
minimum point in the lowest labor grade,
and the highest point rating given to any
job covered by the plan as the midpoint
of the highest labor grade.

The height (rale range) of the various
tabor grades: Once a system of labor grades
has been established, it is necessary to
determine the amount of money paid to

a job classification falling within one of
the various grades. Two approaches are
possible: (i) a payment of a single rate
for each labor grade, known as a pin-
point rate, and (2) the establishment of
a rate range for each labor grade. In this
case, the union and the company both
felt that a rate range should be set for
each labor grade. It is to be noted here
that the union and the company were in
agreement that all employees would t)e
paid on an hourly basis and that tbere
would be a plan for ingrade wage progres
sion.

Therefore, the problem was to deter
mine the method of establishing the height
of the various labor grades. The union
and the company both approved the gen-
erally accepted practice of making the
rate ranges for labor grades narrower
when they comprised lower skilled jobs
tban when they comprised higher skilled
jobs, and of keeping tbe percentage spread
between the minimum and the maximum
rates of the various labor grades relatively
consistent. It was finally agreed tbat the
percentage spread should be approxi
mately 14%; i.e., that 14^ of the mini
mum rate in any given labor grade added
to the minimum rate would give the maxi-
mum rate or height of that grade. Again,
this wa.s found to be a fair and logical
approach, readily understandable by the
employees, because it provided a greater
spread in cents per hour in the higher
labor grades, where there was greater area
for difference in skills and job perform-
ance even on the same job.

The nature of ingrade progression: By
ingrade progfression is meant the method
whereby an employee progresses from the
minimum to the maximum rate for the
rate range. In establisbing the rate ranges
for eacb labor g^de, and subsequently
each classification, the company and union
had proceeded on the assumption that a
formal incentive plan would be the ideal
thii^ to have if it could only be made
perfect enough to operate soundly; but
that it could not be so developed, and a
practical system of rate ranges for eacb
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labor grade was the next best thing. On
this basis the most desirahle method of in-
dividual progression within the rate range
would he the one most closely approach-
ing a formal incentive plan in its opera-
tion. The three general methods now in
wide use for administering ingrade wage
progression, in the absence of a formal
incentive plan providing purely objective
standards for quantity and quality of work
against which individual employee per-
formance can be measured, are as follows:
(1) merit increases, (2) automatic (length
of service) increases, and (3) a combina-
tion of merit increases and automatic
increases.

It was îgreed between the union and
the company that use he made of a method
hasically different, although it is in a sense
a modified form of merit and automatic
increases — a method that might be called
a "demerit system." Under this system an
employee would receive an increase unless
in the opinion of his supervisor his per-
formance on the joh assigned did not
warrant such an increase. It was felt that
the emphasis was more properly placed if,
as would he the case with this approach,
the employee did not have the responsi-
bility of shooting at a nehulous quantity
known as meritorious performance, hut
rather the supervisor had the responsihil-
ity of granting the increase unless he
could explain to the employee where and
why the employee had failed in the per-
formance of the joh to the extent that he
did not warrant an increase. In other
words, the employee was to receive an
automatic increase hased on length of
service unless it was specifically withheld
hy the supervisor and the employee noti-
fied of such withholding.

The union and the company realized
that this system did not offer the hest
solution to the prohlem of providing an
incentive to employees, hut that it did
offer an intermediate, practical solution.
Formal incentive plans, on a piece work
or standard hour hasis fm- example, can
he successfully installed only as an ulti-
oiate step in planning and control; all

preceding steps, such as sound oiganiza-
tion and joh standardization, must first
be taken effectively. Although the com-
pany was working toward these objectives,
the union and company acknowledged
that the objectives had not heen achieved
as yet and would not be for some time.

In surveying the field the union and the
company realized that they were taking
a relatively new andamusual position on
the matter of ingrade progfression, hut
that in eliminating systems hased either
on pure merit increases or pure automatic
increases, they were also casting out the
bad points of such systems.

The nature of outgrade progression: By
outgrade progression is meant the method
wherehy an employee who is hired as un-
skilled and then given training for a joh
progresses into a skilled classification.
Such an employee would not of course
he qualified, when hired, to move directly
into a classification other than "trainee"
or "learner." The union and the company
agreed that such employees should all he
hired at the same rate, and that they
should progress on the hasis of automatic
increases at specified time intervals to the
lowest classification in the occupation for
which they were heing trained. Thus,
the position in the wage structure of the
lowest classification in the occupation es-
tahlishes the length of time necessary to
acquire the qualifications for the classi-
fication and bears a relationship to the
skill required in that classification. The
only points of difference between com-
pany and union, subsequently agreed
upon, involved the starting rate and the
intervals of time at which employees
would receive increases.

With the above principles estab-
lished, the negotiating committee pro-
ceeded to develop the wage structure
as follows:

The terms of the interim award es-
tablished by the arbitrator (as men-
tioned earlier in this artide) fixed a
minimum of I0.70 per hour for the
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EXHIBIT IX. BASIC WAGE LINE

lowest classification and a maximum of
$1.55 per hour for the highest classi-
fication as rated under the job evalua-
tion plan. These two points thus estab-
lished the "basic wage line," as shown
in EXHIBIT IX. The lowest point in
the line shows the $0.70 hourly rate to
\ie equal to 484 job evaluation points,
and the highest point shows the $1.55
hourly rate to be equal to 1,070 job
evaluation points.

The; committee next agreed to a range
of I0.70 to $0.84 per hour for the lowest
classification and a range of $1.35 to
$1.55 per hour for the highest classi-
fication, thus establishing an "evalua-
tion line" and a "range line," as shown
in EXHIBIT X. The evaluation line
and the range line determine the wage

EXHIBIT X. NEGOTIATED WAGE AREA

area and the foundation upon which
the wage structure was built.

The wage area as shown in EXHIBIT
X was subsequently modified by a rul-
ing of the National War Labor Board.
The NWLB set $0.70 to $0.80 per hour
as the range for the lowest classification
and 11.33 to $1.53 per hour as the range
for the highest classification. ExHiBir
XI shows the effect of this modification.
• There were 348 jobs covered by the
joint job evaluation plan, each job
having a point value assigned to it; and
the point values ranged from 484 to
1,070. Thus, in theory, 348 sets of mul-
tiple rates would have been necessary
to cover all jobs. By agreement, how-

EXHIBIT XI. APPROVED WAGE AREA
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ever, the union and the company had
established 15 labor grades, thus elim-
inating numerous wage rates in terms
of minimum and maximum, and at the
same time securing such further advan-
tages as (1) avoiding concern among
employees about small "penny" differ-
entials between almost similar jobs, (2)
facilitating administration, simplifying
personnel and payroll procedures, and
so on, (3) setting up progressions that
were understandable to the employees
in terms of associated or related jobs,
and (4) aiding in minimizing errors in
judgment that might be reflected in the
evaluation poinu assigned jobs.
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EXHIBIT XII shows in tabular form
these labor grades as established in
terms of evaluated points and rate
range; and EXHIBIT XIII in turn shows
graphically the wage area as represented
in terms of the labor grades.

EXHIBIT XII. L.\BOR GRADES IN TERMS OF EVAL-
UATED POINTS AND RATE RANCE

Labor
Gradt No.

I
2
S
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15

Evaluated Ranie
m Points
484- 524
525- 564
565- 604
605- 644
645- 684
685- 724
725- 764
765- 804
805- 844
845- 884
885- 924
925- 964
965-1004

1005-1044
1045-1070

Rate Rante in
DoUars and Cents

Min.
fO.7O

0.74
0.79
0.8S
0.88
0.92
0.97
1.01
1.06
1.10
1.15
1.20
1.25
1.29
1.33

Midpoint
$0.75
0.80
0.85
0.90
0.95
0.99
1.04
1.09
1.14
1.19
1.24
1.29
1.34
1.38
1.43

Max.
fO.8O

0.85
0.90
0.96
1.01
1.06
1.11
1.17
1.22
1.27
1.32
1.37
1.42
1.47
133

In completing the wage structure,
the committee worked out the details
of the ingrade and outgrade progres-
sions, discussed earlier, and fixed the
amount of the increases and the time
intervals that would be involved. EX-
HIBIT XIV depicts the wage structure as
completed.

Administrative Wage Policies. The
union and company appreciated that
if they were to continue mutually and
individually to gain from their efforts,
it was vital that they understand and
agree on basic policies affecting the
administration of, and the "living
with," the job evaluation plan and its
associated wage structure. Seven basic
issues were discussed by the union and
the company in the presence of the
same mediator who sat in on the estab-
lishment of the wage structure. These

EXHIBIT XUI. APPROVED LABOR GRADES
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EXHIBIT XIV. INCRADE AND OITTCRADE RATE PROGRESSION SCHEDULE - Bv LABOR GRADES
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issues were as follows (with comments
on each of them):

Method of placing classified employees
within the rate range of the new classifica-
tion: This issue concerned the method by
which it would be determined where em-
ployees would be placed initially within
the rate range of their new classifications.
The problem was real because the effec-
tive date for the new rates would be retro-
active. With the aid of the mediator, it
was agreed that the employee's rate in his
new classification would be the minimum
rate of the labor grade into which that
classification fell, plus any ingrade in-
creases (on the basis of length of serv-
ice) since the effective date of the new wage

structure or the date of entering the class'
fication, whichever was later. The n
constructed length of service for carl!
employee in his new classificatioti was
determined by the plant classification von.
mittee.

In the event the employee's present rait-
was higher than the rate he would receive
under the method outlined above, the eni
ployee at time of installation of the new
rates would maintain his present rate, and
the company would attempt to find hiin
a job wherein he could earn his present
rate. (This last statement is related to the
issue of downgrading which is discusse-J
below.)

In tiie instances of (i) unskilled em
ployees who had been in the employ fit
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the company less than three months, (2)
employees who had been in the employ
of the company more than three months
but were not yet qualified for the lowest
classification in their occupation, and (3)
employees who had been transferred into
an occupation too recently to permit accu-
rate classification, each employee was as-
signed a rate upon the installation of the
new wage structure which was equal to
his present rate or to his reconstructed
rate based upon the agreed method of out-
grade progression, whichever was higher.

Procedure for upgrading employees: II
was already agreed, of course, that an in-
dividual employee could bolster his earn-
ings through satbfactory f>erformance on
his job, thus gaining ingrade rate in-
creases. In addition, he could augment his
skill by practice or training, or both, thus
qualifying for upgrading to higher-paid
work. Two factors were considered of im-
portance in making decisions on upgrad-
ing: (1) tbe ability of the employee to do
the work required in the higher classifica-
tion, and (2) tbe availability of work for
him to do in a higher classification. The
union and the company were also in agree-
ment that tbe principles of seniority
should apply to upgradir^ when knowl-
edge and ability were relatively equal as
between individual employees.

The union and the company felt that
the above provisions were sound and by
proper administration would insure fair
opportunity for advancement without
favoritism or neglect to any employee.
Any employee upgraded to a higher classi-
fication was to be considered as on a trial
basis in his new classification for a period
of one month and, in the event of unsatis-
factory performance in his new classifica-
tion durii^ that period, was subject to
retum to his former classification and rate
at any time without recourse by the em-
ployee or the union.

Procedure for downgrading employees:
This issue by its very nature has always
been highly controversial. It is the gen-
eral position of unions that the wages
and sill other benefits accniing to an indi-

vidual employee should be pegged at the
highest point he has ever readied. On the
other hand, the company in this particu-
lar case felt that, so long as rates were
negotiated for each and every job within
the bargaining unit, such rates as were
finally agreed upon should be considered
fair and equitable without reference to
any other criteria. Another fact that had
to be recognized was the nature of this
particular company's production processes,
namely the short-run and job-shop work
resulting from its extensive researich and
development activities and from its manu-
facture of certain specialized products.

The issue was finally resolved on the
basis of this premise: that an employee
should maintain his original rate when
the transfer causing downgrading was at
the convenience of the employer, but that
he should take the rate for the new job in
tbose instances where tbe transfer to an-
other job was at bis own convenience.
More specifically, the provisions in the
labor j^eement between the parties in-
dicated that the hourly rates of the em-
ployees should not be reduced during the
life of the ^Teement except when an em-
ployee was (l) transferred in lieu of layoff,
(z) reinstated after layoff, or (3) trans-
ferred at his own request, in all three cases
to a different occupation in which the
maximum of the range of the new classi-
fication was lower than his previous rate.
And in such cases (considered to be at the
employee's convenience) his rate was to be
the maximum of the range of the new
dassification. There was one exception to
the concept of employer-employee con-
venience: when a leaidman was relieved of
his responsibilities as a leadman, his rate
was to be adjusted to the maximum of his
own dassification or to his own rate be-
fore he became a leadman, whichever hap-
pened to be higher.

Administration of the ingrade review
system: This issue deals with the method
and considerations by which employees
would be reviewed for increase when their
rate was at any point below the aoaximum
for their classification. The union and the
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(onipain had already readied agreement
on a demerit system, as described earlier,
fbey believed that svich a system elimi
nated many of the criticisms leveled at the
merit review systems now prevalent sinee
it placed the btirden of yioni on the em
ployee's supervisor to signify his dissatis-
faction with the employee's progress hy
withholding an atttomatic increase when
he felt such withholding justified. Fur
then they thought it easier to detect poor
performance than to recognize good per-
formance. Having reached this Vjasic
agreement, the joint committee established
I lie following procedures to put the prin-
ciple into effect:

(1) An employee will be eligible for an
ingrade increase at the quarterly review
following his attaining a new classification.

(2) At each (jiiarterly review, and prior
to the granting of such ingrade increase,
the eiTi]jloyee will be reviewed by his su-
pervisor, who may withhold suih increase
if the performance of the employee in that
classification is tmsatisfactory.

(3) Employees who are denied ingrade
increases will be given notice by the com
pany in writing of such denial and will be
informed of the reason for the increase
being withheld. A copy of such communi
cation will also be given to the union.

(4) Employees denied ingrade increases
through the operation of the demerit sys-
tem may, if not satisfied with the com
pany's decision, have recourse through the
established grievance procedure.

(5) If no grievance is received from an
employee within one month of his being
given written notice that his ingrade in
crease has been withheld, the company
shall consider that no grievance exists.

It was felt that with these procedures
the demerit system would have certain
very definite advantages in addition to
those already pointed out. The system
would avoid the necessity of a supervisor's
relying on his memory of an employee's
performance for many months back. It
would prevent the accumulation of griev-
ances, and their subsequent release on a
mass basis, particularly those grievances

which were reall\ [jronipted l)y entirely
unrelated matters. It woukl preclude the
tiecessity of laborious atul (ostlv computa
tion of retroactive pay in casc^ where the
employees' grievances were valid. FinalK
it would assure employees quick answers
to many of their grievances and prevent
such grievances from Ijcing held in sû
pense without their knowledge.

Employee classificatton (present and
future): This isstie is concerned with the
'determination of principles and proci
dures both for classifying employees on
the payroll at the time of installation ot
the joint job evaluation plan and foi
classifying employees hired in the future
The union atid the company had jointh
worked out all principles and procedure^
for classifying the employees at the time
of installation of the plan. It was subse
quently agreed that new employees hired
in the future should be classified by the
company alone, with recourse to the estab
lished grievance procedure in the event
of any dissatisfaction with the classifica
tion on the part of the employee.

It was felt, further, that if all classifica
tions assigned employees, both present and
future, were determined by the job dutie'̂
and the skill required to do the job actu
ally performed hy the employee rathei
than by the individual skill the employee
might possess, the basis for fair and equi
table payment for the job would be as
sured.

Placemenl oj employees being paid <•
rate in excess of the range for the rla.ssi
fication: Experience has proved that mucli
dissatisfaction and many grievances an
caused by a few employees receiving rates
of pay higher than can be justified by the
classification of work being performed. In
this particular company, approximately
8% of the employees were so being paid
fhe situation had been brought about
largely through cost-of-living and other
general pay increases, given to employees
who had been on the payroll for a long
period of time and had thus accumulated
a high rate of pay. And now, as a resub
of the joint job evaluation plan, many o*



Job Evaluation — A Case History 495

these high-rated employees were classified
into jobs where the value of the jobs was
not so great as the rate of pay they were
already receiving. The union and the
company agreed, however, that the instal-
lation of the plan should not result in a
lower rate of pay for any employee.

In order that as many of these discrep-
ancies as possible would be eliminated, the
situation was resolved by the following
provision: "In the event that the em-
ployee's present rate is higher than the
maximum of the range for his classifica-
tion, the employee will maintain his
present rate and the employer will attempt
to place him in a classification carrying
his present rate of pay. Any employee re-
ceiving a rate of pay in excess of the maxi-
mum of the range for his classification may
be temporarily assigned by the employer
to another occupation in a classification
where the rate range contains the em-
ployee's rate. An employee so temporarily
assigned t(j a higher grade classification
in another occupation who proves satis-
factory after a one month's trial will be
transferred into the new occupation. An
employee temporarily assigned to a higher
grade classification in another occupation
who does not qualify for this new classi-
fication after one month's trial shall be
returned to his original classification." It
was anticipated by both the union and the
company that the proposed plan would
prevent a great many grievances, at the
same time enabling the comparty properly
to place employees in jobs where they
would be able to earn their rates of pay.

Administration of the joint job evalua-
tion program: It was agreed that the joint
job evaluation committee was to continue
to operate and that from this p>oint on its
primary functions were: (l) to maintain
and promote internal consistency of wage
rates, and (2) to explain that consistency
to employees through a regular and sys-
tematic approach. Both the union and
the company regarded systematic wage ad-
ministration as a continuing process. In
carrying out its functions, the comfnittee
was to discharge certain duties in connec-

tion both with the establi.shment of new
classifications and with the review of cur-
rent job descriptions and evaluations.

It was recognized that changing condi-
tions and circumstances might from time
to time require adjustment of wage rates.
For example, the development of new or
improved manufacturing processes and
other changes calling for reassignment of
duties would naturally make current clas-
sification inadequate. In such cases, the
secretary of the joint job evaluation com-
mittee (the company's salary and wage
administrator) was empowered to declare
and establish a new classification, and also
to evaluate the job, to assign it to a lab'..-
grade, and for the sake of expediency to
put it immediately into effect. However,
the new job evaluation was then to be
presented to the joint job evaluation com-
mittee for approval, and any necessary
modification made retroactive to the date
on which the secretary put the new classi-
fication into effect.

In addition to new circumstances giving
rise to new jobs, there are constant changes
in the actual job contents of many classi-
fications. Therefore, it was agreed that a
review of job descriptions and evaluations
should be held on a perpetual basis. It
was felt that such a review was essential
as a preventive measure to keep the entire
program current and to avoid slow decay.

The labor agreement between the parties
provided the machinery for the commit-
tee's actions by declaring: "There shall
be a continuing joint job evaluation com-
mittee consisting of ten persons, five desig-
nated by the union and five by the em-
ployer. The employer shall designate an
individual to act as secretary of the joint
job evaluation committee. . . . The em-
ployer's and the union's designees on the
joint job evaluation committee shall each
vote as a unit on any matter that comes
before the committee. In the event of
disagreement on any matter before the
committee, including the question of
whether a new job has been or should be
established, the matter shall be finally
determined by arbitration under the arbi-
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(ration machinery set forth elsewhere in
I his agreement. Sttch other rules and regu-
lations for the procedure of the joint job
evaluation committee shall be actually de-
veloped by the parties as the necessity
therefor arises."

Installation of the Program. The
union and the company together ac-
complished the final phase of the initial
program, namely, the installation of
the new classifications and rates for all
employees in the bargaining unit.
Again, joint committees handled the
administrative detail. These joint com-
mittees recorded the employees' classi-
fications and determined the rates un-
der the new wage structure. At the time
of installation or effective date, the joint
committee distributed to each employee
two pieces of written material:

(1) A slip which designated the em-
ployee's name, department number,
new classification under the job evalua-
tion plan, and labor grade and rate
under the new wage structure, all ap-
proved by the joint job evaluation com-
mittee.

(2) A booklet, prepared by the joint
job evaluation committee, which gave
the high lights of the job evaluation pro
gram and the history and development
of the program in some detail. Included
were significant dates, answers to the
more common questions as to the why,
what, who, how, and when of the pro-
gram, a summary of the methods used
in determining the new rates with 12
specific examples set forth, a listing of
all the job classifications with the asso
< iated code tiumbers and labor grades,
and a progression chart showing the
labor grades, rates, and intervals of
time between wage increases (the same
chart as illustrated by EXHIBIT XIV).
Constant cross reference was made to
the current labor agreement for fur-
ther enlightenment. The booklet con-

cluded with a listing of the names and
locations of the members of the joint
job evaluation committee and the plani
classification committees.

By the time the program was ready
for installation, the union and the com-
pany felt so thoroughly versed in the
workings of the program and so com
pletely in accord tliat they agreed to
carry on any further educational work
unilaterally, i.e., the union with its
stewards, on the one hand, and the
company with its stipcrvisors, oti tht
other. Subsequently, the company
prepared a manual for its supervisors
which followed this outline:

SEtrrioN I. Why job EvaluationT
(1) Submission agreement
(2) Interim award
(3) The joint job evaluation committee

SECTION JI. Hhat Job Evalitaliori Is
(1) Setting up the program
(2) Job titles and descriptions
(3) Employee classification
(4) The joint job evaluation manual

SF.CTION III. How Job Evaluation Works
(1) Negotiating the wage structure
(2) National War Labor Board ruling
(3) Labor grades
(4) Trainees
(5) Wage progression

(a) Outgrade progression
(b) Ingrade progression
(c) Upgrading
(d) Downgrading

(6) Limitations
(a) Employees at or above mid-point
(b) Withholding of increases

SF.CTION IV. Conclusion
(1) The value of the program
(2) The part of the supervisor
(3) Proceidure for securing clarification or aid

All the moves described above were
supplemented by notices (jointly pre
pared and signed) posted on the buUe
tin boards whenever the occasion rt'
quired.

By Way of Conclusion
Because some method or plan is ai

ways, used in determining and apply-
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ing wages on a relative basis, it is better
to cut a pattern to fit the particular
establishment. It should be a plan that
is understandable and acceptable to
employees and management alike, a
plan that can be equitably administered
and adequately defended. And it must
cover all jobs, particularly where an
appropriate bargaining unit has an in-
terest.

Every job evaluation plan requires
patience, tolerance, and persistence;
therefore all parties concerned must
have the utmost faith in the ultimate
outcome. Education of the representa-
tives of management and of the em-
ployees requires fortitude and courage
in the right kind of thinking. If the
thinking is not objective, then the plan
fails. The rules of the game, the man-
uals, must be intimately known to all.

Above all, it is lack of confidence of
the parties in each other and in the
modus operandi that has caused the
failure of most job evaluation plans,
even before installation. And the mor-
tality rate has been high. One only has
to try to make a survey of those plans
that have survived with their original
objectives and principles intact; seldom
can any such plan be found. Neverthe-
less, job evaluation plans can be car-
ried through successfully, even in the
face of w,hat seems at first to be almost
insuperable difficulties; the case history
here related demonstrates that fact con-
clusively.

The history of job evaluation has
shown that management all too often
thinks that the job has been accom-
plished when the plan has been in-
stalled. But it must be a program,
not merely a plan. Imtallation is but
the beginning. Jobs are constantly
changing. Job dilution, technological
changes, new methods, obsolescence, in-
crease or decrease in the working force.

and the like, all cause job content
changes and uncontrolled wage differ-
entials. Administration, the constant
watching and day-by-day managing of
the plan, is necessary so that, as changes
take place, the job evaluation program
can be maintained on a high, expected
performance level. There must, then,
be someone clothed with appropriate re-
sponsibility and primarily interested
in the program to see that job evalua-
tion functions are on an up-to-the-
minute basis.

Job evaluation as a technique for
determining the relative order of worth
of jobs therefore requires: (l) thorough
understanding and careful preparation
by all parties concerned, and (2) a sin-
cere appreciation that the program will
survive only if lived with on a day-to-
day basis, involving constant study and
ready recognition of what is apparent to
all of us, the ever-changing conditions
of the times.

The main part of this article was a
case history; no matter how recent, of
necessity it already belongs to the past.
And readers may very well ask: what
of job evaluation in the future? All we
can .say is that the removal of war pres-
sures, changes in price levels, adoption
of improved production techniques,
variations in volume of business, all
create new conditions and circum-
stances affecting wage and job issues;
how can they be resolved except by
the bilateral, objective approach de-
scribed here? In particular, recent wage
increases in almost all industries will
undoubtedly create new inequities;
how are they to be dealt with unless by
adequate job evaluation programs?
And every indication points to the fact
that what is past is merely prologue to
the future task of determining and
maintaining a satisfactory wage pro-
gram.






