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CHAPTER I

INTROTXYCTION

One of the main problems that confronts management and

labor today is that of determining equitable pay for dif-

ferent jobs. Job evaluation has evolved as the most sys-

tematic means of approaching the problem and has become

highly controversial; thus the source of major industrial

disputes.I

The attitudes of organized labor, which consists of

eighteen million workers out of a total of sixty-five

million, have a significant effect upon many aspects of

our economic, political and social life. Since wages are

one of the union's primary concerns, job evaluation has

been given much attention. 2

A survey completed in 1948 by the National Industrial

Conference Board, covering 3,498 companies, revealed that

59 per cent had job evaluation applied to nearly all hourly

paid jobs; over half of these companies evaluated salaried

1illiam Gomberg, A Labor Union Manual on Job Evalu-
ation (Chicago, 1948), p. 7.

2E. Lanham, Job Evaluation (New York, Toronto and London,
1955), p. 27.
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jobs; one third, supervisory jobs; and one eighth evaluated

executive jobs.3

Statement of the Problem

Because union attitude toward formal systems of job

evaluation can make or break proposed or existing installa-

tions, the ferreting out of these attitudes is of utmost

importance in achieving mutual understanding which is nec-

essary for a successful program. The purpose of this study

was to determine the consensus of unions toward job evalu-

ation and to obtain some indication of just how wide the

variation in attitude actually is.

Delimitations

This study was limited to international affiliates of

the American Federation of Labor-Congress of Industrial

Organizations and independent internationals with member-

ship of 25,OOO or over.

Sources of Data

The data used in this study were obtained from both

primary and secondary sources. The primary data were ac-

quired through direct communication with labor unions

concerned.

Because of the great number of unions included in the

study, the use of questionnaires was considered the only

3Charles Walter Lytle, Job Evaluation Methods (New York,
1954), p. 13.
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practical means of obtaining the desired information. This

questionnaire appears in Chapter III of this study.

The secondary data were obtained by reading books and

periodicals found in the library at North Texas State College.

Procedures

After the problem was selected for study, a thorough

search was made for pertinent publications. Notes were

taken on the material read, and following the preparation of

the introductory chapter, the attitudes as discovered from

the library research were presented.

The unions to be studied were selected from The World

Almanac, and the names and addresses of the research

director of each union were then located in the International

Labor Directory and Handbook. When the name of the research

director was not available, the address of the union head-

quarters was obtained.

When the mailing addresses were completed, a question-

naire was prepared and sent to each union. The questionnaire

was prepared based on information obtained from library re-

search. From the results of the questionnaires completed

and returned, the next chapter was prepared which presented

the general attitudes as revealed from direct communication.

4Harry Hansen, editor, The World Almanac and Book of
Facts for j35 (New York, 19F,773 9. ~~

5Jack Schuyler, editor, International Labor Directory
and Handbook (New York, 1955).
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Conclusions were drawn from the findings, and from the

conclusions appropriate recommendations were made.

Related Studies

The problem of union attitudes toward formal systems of

job evaluation has received very little attention so far as

research studies are concerned. No studies which have dealt

directly with the subject could be found. Only three studies

made at North Texas State College have dealt with job evalu-

ation. Neither Demetruk's study concerning executive com-

6pensation nor Dobbs' dissertation dealing with techniques

for teaching courses in job evaluation7 have pertained to

union attitudes.

Wright's study made in 1950,8 dealt with job evaluation

plans as used by selected concerns in Dallas, Texas. In

this study he brings out the advantages of employee parti-

cipation in plans and the necessity of management informing

the workers not only of the advantages but the disadvantages

6 Jack F. Demetruk, "Executive Compensation Practices of
Twenty-five Texas Companies," unpublished master's thesis,
School of Business Administration, North Texas State College,
Denton, Texas, 1955.

7Louis H. Dobbs, "A Technique for the Development and
Validation of Job Evaluation Cases," unpublished doctoral
dissertation, School of Education, North Texas State College,
Denton, Texas, 1955.

8 Edwin E. Wright, "Job Evaluation as Used by Selected
Concerns in Dallas, Texas," unpublished master's thesis,
School of Business Administration, North Texas State College,
Denton, Texas, 1950.



as well. Wright further points out that some unions do not

desire joint participation as they feel it would weaken their

bargaining position in future negotiations concerning the

results of the program.

Definition of Terms

An understanding of the following terms was considered

necessary for a complete understanding of the information

presented.

Job evaluation.--Job evaluation has been defined as

r"a process of examining jobs . . . to determine their re-

lationship to each other in terms of job content. Its object

is to provide a yardstick for comparing jobs against each

other as accurately and objectively as possible.w1 9

Quantitative and nonquantitative systems.--Quantitative

systems, as opposed to nonquantitative systems, attempt to

assign numerical values to job characteristics so that jobs

may be compared directly. These systems include the point

and factor comparison methods. The ranking and classifica-

tion methods are nonquantitative systems.

R system of job evaluation.--In the ranking sys-

tem, jobs are ranked in order of their relative difficulty.

Grade levels are sometimes defined after the jobs have been

ranked. Because of the simplicity of this method, it is

9Gomberg, _ t. p. 9.
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easy to understand, However, it is difficult to locate

raters qualified to rank all the jobs in a unit.10

Classification, or grading, system.--This system uti-

lizes job levels or classifications which are arbitrarily

established. After the jobs are carefully analyzed, each is

placed in its respective classification. 1 1

Factor comparison.--This method of job evaluation was

originated in 1926 by Eugene J. Benge. The general procedure

is as follows:

1. Selecting the representative key jobs as in
the job ranking method.

2. Selecting the critical factors to be used in
the plan.

3. Ranking the selected jobs under each factor.
4. Apportioning the going money rates among

factors.
'. Ranking the jobs according to money value and

establishing a monetary scale by comparing job ranking
with money ranking.

6. Evaluating the remaining jobs by interpolation
and negotiation.

Point system.--"The most widely used method of job

evaluation is called point rating . . . takes the job apart,

then evaluates each part separately, assigning a number of

points to each part, and, finally, puts all parts together

10Jay L. Otis and Richard H. Leukart, Job Evaluation
(New York, 1954), pp. 69-70.

JohnA. Patton and Reynold S. Smith, Jr., Job Evalu-
ation (Chicago, 1949), p. 27.

12 I ",i pp. 33-34.
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again, with the total number of points determining the

value of the job."1 3

Collective bargaining.--The following definition has

been taken from the Labor Management Relations Act, 1947,

Section 8 (d):

To bargain collectively is the performance of
the mutual obligation of the employer and the repre-
sentative of the employees to meet at reasonable
times and confer in good faith with respect to wages,
hours, and other terms and conditions of employment,
or the negotiation of an agreement o any question
arising thereunder, and the execution of a written
contract incorporating any agreement reached if
requested by either party, but such obligation does
not compel either party to agree tolj proposal or
require the making of a concession.

Job description.--A "job description is a written

record of the duties, responsibilities, and requirements

of a particular job. 15

Presentation of Data

Chapter I is an introduction to the study. Chapter II

presents the attitudes of unions as determined through

library research. Chapter iii reveals the attitudes of

unions as determined by direct communication. Chapter IV

includes the findings, conclusions and recommendations.

1 3 Boris Shishkin, "Job Evaluation," American Federa-
tionist,jV (July, 1947), 30,

lkLabor Management Relations Act, 1947, Section 8 (d),
cited in John F. Mee, Personnel Handbook (New York, 1951),
p. 649.

15Walter D. Scott, Robert C. Clothier and William R.
Spriegel, Personnel Management (New York, Toronto and
London, 1919) Tp. 167.



CHAPTER II

UNION ATTITUDES AS REVEALED THROUGH

LIBRARY RESEARCH

Introduction

Because there is much emotional thinking in the field

of wage administration, many authorities feel it is desir-

able to substitute "fact-finding" techniques for mere

emotional opinions. Many believe job evaluation "has reached

the useful stage and is worthy of the combined acceptance of
1

the parties to a collective bargaining contract.

Job evaluation made its greatest progress during World

War II. A wage freeze, known as the Economic Stabilization

Act, went into effect in 1942, and required all employers

to show clearly that wage inequities existed before they

were allowed to grant increases. Unions accepted these job

evaluation plans because they provided "scientific findings"

which the government would accept as the basis for wage

increases.2  This promise "of a small but immediate wage

gain was in the minds of union officials who agreed with

management to petition the War Labor Board for approval of

1 Jay L. Otis and Richard H. Leukart, Job Evaluation
(New York, 1954), p. 61.

2 Larry Stessin, "Executives Labor Letter," Employee
Relations Bulletin (April, 1955), pp. 1-2.

8
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job evaluation plans. This often provided the only way for

getting around the wage freeze.n3

Job evaluation, defined in the preceding chapter, does

no more than determine the relative difficulty and worth of

jobs within a plant. If the level of wages on all jobs is

too high or too low, that is a question of wage policy and

is beyond the scope of job evaluation, which does not con-

sider prevailing economic conditions, cost of living, plant

output, unit costs or the firm's ability to pay. 4

All this adds up to the fact that relative job
content is no more the sole determinant of relative
wage levels than cost of product is the only determi-
nant of product price. Job evaluation is a guide to
judgment in collective bargaining; it is not the sole.
criterion of what should be the relative wage scale .:

Job Content Versus Worker

Some union workers contend that job evaluation sub-

tracts from their individual worth by concentrating on job

content rather than the man holding the job. They maintain

that "just as a housewife must accept gristle and bone when

she pays for the meat she buys, so mt management take the

worker's additional abilities and make them prerequisites

of the job."6

3 Boris Shishkin, "Job Evaluation," American Federation-
is t, LIV (August, 1947), 20.

'Boras Shishkin, "Job Evaluation," American Federation-
ist, LIV (July, 1947), 31.

SWilliam Gomberg, A Labor Union Manual on Job Evalu-
ation (New York, 1954), p. 12.

61bid., p. 14.
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Management authorities oppose this view and support

the belief that in order to provide an equitable and con-

sistent wage structure, the job rather than the man must

carry the rate. It is claimed that this is the only way

personal bias can be eliminated.

Technological Revolution

The fact that many workers identify job evaluation

with the introduction of labor-saving devices, job dilution

and the end of historical wage differentials, provides

management with a rather serious problem. Job evaluation

merely measures the change caused by technological revolu-

tion; it does not cause the change. 7 It has even been said

that "job evaluation sometimes shows that technological

improvements have added to productivity and that more pay

is in order."8

An opposite view is expressed in the following state-

ment:

An illustration of this employer bias in present
systems of job evaluation is found in the fact that
few plans acknowledge the propriety of paying a
higher rate of pay for more productive equipment
even if the job requirements do not change. Tech-
nological improvements are not a determinant of wages.
These plans contend that increased productivity should
be reviewed in setting the general wage level rather
than in establishing individual rates. This attitude
runs counter to management s statements that the
benefits of new improvements should be shared with the

7Ibid., p. 13.

8 Ralph Smith, "Change of Heart," Business Week (Sep-
tember, 1949), p. 111.
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workers. Both statements have been heard from the same
platforms. Yet job evaluation representatives have
resisted this basic principle, which organized labor
considers an essential part of any program of adjust-
ment to technological change. Management's prejudices
are reflected in current theories of job evaluation.

Collective Bara ining

One of the primary criticisms of job evaluation by

unions is that it tends to limit the use of collective bar-

gaining. It is said that collective bargaining considers

many factors in determining the value of jobs; not a limited

number of factors or a fixed graduation of values for each

factor.10

A study conducted several years ago by the Industrial

Relations Section of Princeton University brought out the

fact that often the unions' dissatisfaction was centered

around the belief that job evaluation, or any management

technique to determine wages by a formula, would limit the

area of bargaining, confuse the union and hide the real

issues.11

One labor leader writes that under "mature" collective

bargaining, inequities cannot exist in the wage scale for

9 Solomon Barkin, "Wage Determination: Trick or Tech-
nique, " Labor and Nation, I (June- July, 1946 ), 25.

10Ibid., p. 24.

1lHelen Baker and John M. True, The Operation of Job
Evaluation Plans--A Survey of Experien cePrinceton, 1977),
cited inTEffect of Union Attitudes on Job Evaluation
Plans," The Management review, XXXVII (March, 1948),
139-140 .
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long. This is true, he states, because with proper manage-

ment supervision and proper union representation, a sound

basis for judgments concerning the changing worth of each

job is provided. "A rigid set of theoretical valuations is

bound to distort real values or lose all touch with reality. 1 2

This same leader points out that where collective bargaining

is immature or management supervision lax, wage inequities

are bound to develop quickly. It is said that job evaluation

was devised by management to deal with situations like, these.

Another point brought out was, that although there were suc-

cessful job evaluation programs in existence today, there

was no evidence that a better job of providing for an equit-

able wage scale could not have been supplied by good collec-

tive bargaining.

While there are varying opinions, some unions see no

irreconcilable conflict between job evaluation and collective

bargaining. If job evaluation is used as it should be in

establishing true relationships between jobs based upon

their content, and collective bargaining provides for the

assignment of wage levels, there may be no real conflict.

Union and management can further utilize collective bargain-

ing throughout the various stages of the evaluation. They

can bargain about the factors to be used, the weighting of

these factors, and the number of factors, among many other

1 2 Boris Shishkin, "Job Evaluation," American Federa-
tionis t, LIV (August, 1947)., 20-22.
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things.13 If the parties concerned believe that the plan

is sound, they may discover that job evaluation can simplify

bargaining without harming their rights.

Some have said that job evaluation has aided the processes

of collective bargaining because unions have always tried to

accomplish the results of job evaluation by bargaining.

They have frequently found it to their advantage to accept a

job evaluation plan since it provides an important step in

developing an equitable wage system.15

Attitudes toward Job Evaluation

Union attitudes toward job evaluation range from strong

opposition to enthusiastic approval. However, this is not

surprising for the opinion of management is also quite di-

16verse. The attitudes of two locals of the same union may

be widely different, and the attitude of one may be quite

different at a later date than today. The reasons behind

these seemingly inconsistent policies are that unions have

to deal with many different kinds of management and because

union officials must be politic.17

John R. Abersold, Problems of Hours Rate Uniformity
(Philadelphia, 1949), p. 27.

1Charles Walter Lytle, Job Evaluation Methods (New
York, 1954), p. 82.

lBarkin, o. cit., pp. 2L-25.

16 E. Lanham, Job Evaluation (New York, Toronto and
London, 19551, p. 27.

1 7Lytle, of. cit., p. 20.
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There are three general categories in which union

attitudes toward job evaluation may fall: (1) The union

may refuse to recognize any attempt to install a job evalu-

ation plan; (2) the union may not participate but demand

the right to review the findings and to bargain collectively

on any disagreements; and (3) the union may demand full par-

ticipation from the beginning through a joint committee.18

There also appears to be a fourth classification not gener-

ally recognized by authorities as such, where the union

takes the initiative and demands acceptance by management

of a job evaluation plan which they have devised. 1 9

Rejection b Unions

While an increasing number of job evaluation advocates

are encouraging joint participation of union and management

in the installation and operation of job evaluation plans,

this cannot always be done. For example, one union is on

record as follows: "The local union should refuse to become

a party to or be bound by any point rating systems which

management may use to establish job evaluations." 2 0

l 8 Gomberg, . cit., p. 48.

1 9 Leonard Cohen, "Unions and Job Evaluation," Personnel
Journal, XXII (May, 1948), 7.

20U. E. Guide to Wage Payment Plans, Time Study and Job
Evaluation, United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers of
America (New York, 1943), pp. 77-80, cited in Richard C
Smith and Matthew J. Murphy, Job Evaluation and Employee
Rating (New York and London, 19~6), p. 75.



The International Association of Machinists is one of

the leaders of the group that opposes job evaluation in any

form. This union has instructed its locals to reject the

introduction of new plans when possible and if plans are

already in operation, to reduce or eliminate their effects.

The I. A. M. is educating its bargainers in the fundamentals

of job evaluation and providing them with techniques to com-

bat the introduction of plans when they are proposed by

management. They are told that management's reasons will

be based on the fact that job evaluation will eliminate any

inequitable wage situation which may exist. To oppose this

argument, they are instructed to make a detailed study of

the existing wage structure and determine where the inequi-

ties are. With this information they may be able to convince

management that necessary changes can be made better through

collective bargaining.

One of this union's main criticisms of job evaluation

is the uncertain language in which job descriptions are

written. It is claimed that this deficiency results in over-

lapping job descriptions and provides management with an

overwhelming temptation" to assign higher rated jobs to

lower paid workers. 2 1

Union spokesmen object that such subclassifications
as Machinist A, Machinist B and Machinist C, each carry-
ing a different rate, are based almost entirely on an
assumed difference in experience required. This

2 1 Stessin, _. cit., pp. 1-2.
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assumption violates the principles that the job carries
the rate and becomes primari a device for getting the
same work done more cheaply.

An attitude of this type is centered around the belief

that since job evaluation was developed by management, it is

management's tool to take advantage of the union. It is be-

lieved that job evaluation provides a rigid system which

lessens the use of bargaining and that unions will have a

better chance to gain their demands if it does not exist. 2 3

They point out that no other phase of our economy has its

values so rationally determined, e.g., prices, employer's

salaries, dividends, profits, et cetera. Therefore, it is

argued, it is not right to try to impose such a program

upon the wage structure of a plant.

Other defects in individual techniques are the failure

to include all the outside factors of the job in the job

description, the freedom that can be taken with the weighting

technique, and the arbitrary means of deciding which jobs

are overpaid and underpaid by using a trend line .24

Another view is reflected in the following statement:

The development of this technique by management
has, of course, oriented it completely toward manage-
ment's interests. It is not impartial since it re-
sults from a specific wage philosophy of paying
going wages. It is not scientific and does not pre-
tend to be. It is built on a series of judgments in
the selection and fixing of job factors and in the
establishment of a rigid set of graded values. It is
not flexible nor is it easily adjusted to the changing

22Gomberg, 9. ci t., p. 16. 2 3 Lytle, pp. cit., p.21.

214 Gomberg, p. cit., p. 17.
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conditions in our society. It reflects management's /
desire for a fixed, rigid method of evaluating jobs. 2 5

Other general criticisms of job evaluation by labor

have been summarized as follows:

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

2. Job evaluation attempts a mechanical substitute
for human judgment. We should make judgment more
systematic and more responsible, not more mechanical.

3. Much of the complicated job evaluation tech-
nique is just hocus-pocus which prevents workers from
understanding the pay system under which they work.

4. Even where the union is represented on the
evaluation conittee during the job evaluation and
on the appeals committee after it had been installed,
these committees prove t9 be merely advisory and
without final authority. 2

One labor leader has stated that experience has proved

that most job evaluation plans are rigid and are unable to

meet changing relationships of factors and jobs. He points

out that the systems that have survived have usually involved

the ranking method, and that even this method has not really

been tested as these programs have been under no great pres-

sure, since the economic adjustments during the last decade

or two have been in an upward direction. Particular criti-

cism is directed at the point system, with the charge that

many have failed in an attempt to keep up with the times.

It is stated that the administrators of these plans have

tried the device of exceptions and have paid these exceptional

BSar ki n, opo. cit_.,, p. 25.

26 Boris Shishkin, "Job Evaluation," American Federation-
ist, LIV (August, 1947 ), 21-22.



jobs the higher market rates. One case is cited where

these exceptions eventually covered half of the employees

in the plant and the plan had to be completely revamped. 2 7

"After a while," one labor leader states, "the plan be-

gins to disintegrate under its own weight and under the pres-

sure of changing conditions ." This is brought out in a

study of job evaluation plans made by the Princeton University

Industrial Relations Section. This study revealed that in

30 per cent of the companies, or twenty out of sixty-eight,

the operation of the plans was unsatisfactory. A conclusion

of the study was that dissatisfaction increased with time.

And then come the real stumblers, such as the
seniority problems, which can never be satisfactorily
solved under a job evaluation system. The work in the
plant begins to change. Older machines become worn
and obsolete and are replaced by new ones. More and
more workers get shifted to other work in response to
changing conditions. Management is caught in a quandary
whether to fit jobs to new production requirements--
which would be just plain common sense--or to stick to
the rigid pattern of job evaluation which cost so much
time and money to work out.

To top it all off, comes the hoped-for Big Order
for the company's pet new product and the management
decides to expand and set up a whole new department.
With jobs of entirely new type set up and workers
picked off from all over the plant to man the new opera-
tions, the whole evaluation system, so laborious
built up, quickly gets completely out of kilter.

One other basic criticism labor has for job evaluation

lies in the fact that values are arbitrarily assigned. There

2 7 Barkin, 2 . c it.,_., p. 26.

2SBoris Shishkin, "Job Evaluation," American Federation-
ist, LIV (August, 1947), 22.

29Ibid., p. 23.
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are those who say that there is nothing scientific about

assigning 80 points to education and 50 points to experience

in evaluation. All such values are arbitrary. They have

been set up by a rule of thumb, and that's as much as any-

body can claim for them." 3 0

Reasons for skepticism.--The reasons for labor skepti-

cism and opposition, one labor leader states, are not hard

to find. There were times when management made unwarranted

claims of scientific accuracy and installed job evaluation

plans without due regard for the human element. The workers

were not well informed and management would take advantage

of their lack of knowledge. This practice resulted in sus-

picion and hostility to all plans. 3 1

Even when unions have been given equal participation in

a job evaluation program, they are faced with staggering

responsibilities. To begin with, "they find themselves

hopelessly out-flanked and out-maneuvered by the supervisory

management personnel on one side and job evaluation tech-

nicians on the other, all of them equipped with facts and

technical ammunition to which the union has no ready ac-

cess. 3

3 0 Boris Shishkin, "Job Evaluation," American Federation-
ist, LIPV (July, 1947), 30.

31Gombe rg, op. cit., p. 11.

3 2 Boris Shishkin, "Job Evaluation," American Federation-
ist, LIV (August, 1947), 22.
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Labor spokesmen also have criticized job evaluation

for its lack of logic. They claim that management utilizes

its claimed objectivity only when it is to its advantage to

do so. They give as examples well known job evaluation manuals

which provide for differences in rates between male and fe-

male workers doing the same job. Since the job itself is

supposed to carry the rate, such obvious inconsistencies are

not desirable.

Union experience with job evaluation systems shows
clearly that it is possible to rig them for one's ul-
timate purposes. Experts recommend the hand-tailoring
of the program to the particular plant. Experience
has not always been too favorable to labor. The ad-
justments have always been in the employer's interests.
It is not too easy to discern the prejudice introduced
by the selection of factors and the relative values
upon the final results without much experimentation.
Unions which have had their hands burned have learned
not to approve the programs even if they have had to
participate in the development of the systems. 3 3

Traditions of old industries.--In an old industry where

wage differentials, logical or not, have existed for a long

time, the proposal of a job evaluation program may oppose

long standing traditions of the industry and threaten to

alter the status of the workers. In many of these situations,

it is felt that adjustments in wage differentials have been

quite satisfactorily made by the use of collective bargain-

ing and that job evaluation is unnecessary.3 4

3 3 Barkin, p. cit.., p. 26.

NGombe rg, 2_. cit., p . 13.
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Review of Findinks

The second broad classification of union attitudes

toward job evaluation involves the situation where, although

the union does not desire participation, it demands the right

to review the findings and bargain over the results. A union

with these views sees job evaluation as a management tool,

however, since their relationship with management may have

been relatively free of misunderstandings, they see no harm

in trying the proposed objective system. Therefore, they

will not oppose the plan, but will not necessarily accept

the findings and will reserve the right to oppose any par-

ticular result. Actually, all that is feared is some in-

dividual case where they might want more than the plan

allows for a job.35

One labor leader writes that this "right of review"

approach to job evaluation by unions may place them in an

undesirable situation. He writes:

Where the union refuses to participate in the
actual formulation of the job evaluation plan but
insists solely upon its right either to accept or
reject the findings of the plan, it may find itself
without any criteria to challenge management's
position.3

Joint Union-Management Participation

Joint participation in a job evaluation plan requires

an honest desire on the part of the parties to cooperate.

However, cooperation of this type has been achieved in many

35Lytle, . ci_., p. 21.

3 6 Gomberg, p. cit., pp. 48-49.
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industries including the Pacific Coast Pulp & Paper,

Southern California Aircraft, and Basic Steel. In these

particular industries, both union and management have worked

together in every step of the procedure. "The fact that

over 25,000 jobs had to be evaluated for some fifty plants

in order to bring about balance in the wage structure of

Big Steel, bears mute testimony to the fact that the ob-

jective is not an impossible one."3 7

The results of a study, conducted in 1948, revealed

that of the unions that thought job evaluation should be

on a participating basis, prevailing opinion centered around

three things:

1. If the union is a party to each step of the
evaluation program, the officers can better protect
the interests of the membership.

2. If job evaluation is to be at all successful
it must be accepted by the workers, and if the union
was active in developing the plan it is more likely
to be accepted.

3. The union should be actively concerned with
wage differentials and how these differentials are
determined. The method employed to divide the total
wage among the various workers should be a primary
concern of the union.38

Increasing numbers of job evaluation advocates recom-

mend that the matter of job evaluation be approached on a

joint union-management basis in order to avoid the mis-

understandings that arise from a unilateral approach. In

the study mentioned in the preceding paragraph, it was

3 7 Abersold, pp. cit., p. 27.

Cohen, p. cit., p. 11.
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learned that, of the unions which had direct experience with

evaluation plans, all realized a more stabilizing influence

within a few months and the workers accepted the results as

a reasonable proof as to why their rates were so in compari-

son with the other rates. Petty jealousies which resulted

from unsystematic methods previously used were virtually

eliminated.

Where the union and management jointly participate in

a job evaluation program, they frequently include in their

contract a statement of their agreement. A typical clause

is: "The union and the company shall jointly undertake a

job evaluation program and the establishment of rates based

thereon." 39

York Corporation Plan.--An outstanding example of a

company that took its employees into its confidence and

proceeded to install a job evaluation program on a joint

union-management basis is the York Corporation.40

When the union was first approached on the possibilities

of installing a job evaluation program they were a bit

skeptical. However, after a more thorough study of the

problem, the membership approved and a Joint Job Evaluation

Committee was organized. The membership of this Committee

was evenly divided between union and management, with each

3 9 Gomberg,op_. c2ii., pp. 48-49.
40Donald C. Wilson and Gerald T. Sichelsteil, "Joint

Union-Management Job Evaluation," Personnel Journal,
XXVII (April, 1949), 420-425.

,
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having two permanent members. The Corporation's Chief Job

Analyst served as Chairman, a nonvoting position, and a

union member served as Secretary of the Committee. The

Chairman guided the Committee discussion and evaluation of

each job in accordance with accepted evaluation standards.

When jobs in a certain department were being evaluated,

the department head and the union delegate of that department

became temporary members of the Committee.

Before the actual evaluation was begun, an announcement

was made to all employees explaining the objectives and

bringing out the fact that the project was a joint effort.

Next, educational meetings were held with all supervisors,

union officers and delegates. These meetings were conducted

on a departmental basis so as to take advantage of relatively

small groups. The Chief Job Analyst began each meeting with

an explanation of the objectives of the program and presented

a sample evaluation of an actual job in the department

represented. Following this, a lengthy discussion was held

and many things which would have caused dissatisfaction

later were ironed out.

The all-important job descriptions were prepared by

job analysts employed by the company. However, none were

considered complete until its contents had been approved

by the supervisor, delegate and employee.

When the descriptions had been completed, they were

presented by the Chief Job Analyst to the Joint Committee



for evaluation. A majority vote was necessary to place a

point value on a job. After the evaluation was completed,

labor grades established, and money values placed on each

grade, the results were submitted to the management and union

for action.

Prior to the classifying of employees, a booklet en-

titled Yorco Hourly Rates was mailed to the home of each

employee whose job was being rated. This booklet explained

the objectives of the plan and as far as possible, the entire

story of their job evaluation plan.

The employees whose jobs were upgraded by the evaluation

were gradually increased over a period of six months. Where

employees were overpaid, every effort was made to place

them in a job that carried their old rate. However, this

was done only when there were vacancies. Those who could

not be so placed were given the maximum pay of their grade.

In operation, no job evaluation can be changed unless

it is first approved by the Committee. As method changes

take place and job contents are changed, the Chief Job

Analyst rewrites the job description and the same procedure

as when the plan was installed follows.

When an employee has a complaint concerning his job's

evaluation, he may take it up with his foreman, and if no

satisfaction is attained, his case goes before the Joint

Evaluation Committee. His foreman and union delegate sit

in on the Committee. In each instance the Committee
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evaluates a case on its merits and its decisions are bind-

ing on all concerned, In case of a deadlock, the case is

referred to a special committee composed of the director of

manufacturing, the manager of the industrial relations di-

vision, the union president, union vice president, and the

foreman and delegate from the department concerned. So far,

there has not been a case referred to this committee.

One of the chief advantages found in this joint union-

management approach is made clear by the manner in which

each foreman and delegate handle everyday wage problems.

The fact that they have participated in the program qualifies

them to make accurate and acceptable explanations to employees.

As a result, few troublesome cases reach the Joint Job Evalu-

ation Committee.

"Many skeptics have said joint management-union job

evaluation cannot be accomplished successfully. To those

people we say it can be accomplished and we, at York Corpora-

tion, point with pride at what we have done as members of

management and union working together." 4 l

Plan in jewelry industry.--Another interesting case of

union-management participation in a job evaluation program

involved Manning, Maxwell and Moore, Incorporated, of

Stratford, Connecticut, and Local 210, International

Jewelry Workers Union, A. F. L. These parties, after a

411Ibi d.,s P. 425.
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lack of agreement as how to determine wage rates, jointly

embarked on a job evaluation program. This approach to the

problem promised mutual satisfaction at least in one area of

their bargaining relationship. 4 2

The company and union provided two persons each to the

joint job evaluation committee, with alternates. They at-

tended classes taught by an instructor at the University

of Connecticut, under an educational program which lasted

thirty-six hours. These classes were held on company time.

The local union president said that this education
program gave the union the first chance to feel that
they were being given the necessary information to
understand exactly what the company was trying to ac-
complish. He also stated that the classes had made it
possible for the union to explain to the employees what
the program was all about and what they could expect
from i t.3

Whether a company has a program of job evaluation in

effect or is planning to install one, the support of or-

ganized labor is extremely important. The opposition of

unions, active or passive, presents serious problems in

the success of the plan.

Union Initiated Plan

Although job evaluation plans initiated by unions are

few in comparison to the others mentioned, there are some

definite cases on record.

42 Robert L. Stutz and Harold E. Smalley, "Management,
Union Join in Job Evaluation," Personnel Journal, XXXII
(April, l956), 413-416.

43Ibid., p. 413.
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"One amalgamated craft union has actually developed a

formal job evaluation plan independently of any employer in-

terference, and requires the employers with whom it bargains

to adopt its wage structure without modification." 4 4

This is one union which believes that the entire responsi-

bility of dividing the total wage among the workers should

be a function of the union.

Management's attitude in the above case is interesting.

Quoting the personnel director of the plant involved:

Management hasn't much to say now. The union
dictates and we just work out the details. Since job
evaluation was set up by the union four or five years
ago, grievances over wage differentials have been
materially reduced. After all, union men can't com-
plain about a system they, themselves, established.J2

Another case where the union took the initiative in-

volved was the A. F. L. Commercial Telegraphers and Western

Union. It was at the insistence of the union that the com-

pany was forced to install a job evaluation system. During

the negotiations, the company admitted that its only wage

policy had been supply and demand. In this instance, it

was the union that demanded some objective measuring rod

in which to evaluate its jobs and minimize the inequities. 4 6

Of sixty-six unions located in Pittsburgh, Pennsyl-

vania, three formally evaluate all their jobs in their

bargaining units independently of company ratings, often by

44Cohen, _2. cit., p. 11. 45Ibid.

4 6 Gomberg, op. cit., p. 74.



29

a different method. They believe that by doing this, they

have a "talking tool" in bargaining with management.47

General Requirements from Union Point of View

Guarantee against Reduction in Wages

One precaution unions usually take before becoming a

party to a job evaluation plan is to obtain a guarantee that

no worker will suffer a reduction in his wage as a result of

his job being downgraded. The new rate must apply only to

new workers coming on the job.

Typical examples of clauses in their contracts which

guarantee this requirement are as follows: "The reduction

of any out-of-line rate shall not be effective to reduce

the wages of present incumbents. (United Steelworkers of

America, CIO)," and "When job evaluation results in wage

brackets lower than prevailing rates then paid for the job,

it is not the intention of the company to reduce the pre-

vailing base rates of employees currently working on such

jobs. (American Flint Glass Workers Union, A. F.IL.).48

When a job rate has been cut, there are several alterna-

tives in handling the problem. One is to transfer the em-

ployee to another job whose evaluated rate is equivalent to

what he is earning. Another would be to leave him at his

47Cohen, op. cit., p. 11.

4 8 Gomberg, _2. cit., p. 51.
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job and continue to pay him his old rate until a new job

opens up at a higher rate. "He will then be in line, in

accordance with his seniority, for opportunity to receive

training for that new job. Meanwhile, newly hired workers

on the changed jobs would be hired at the lower rates.

Union and management must be prepared to expect some

rather drastic changes as the result of-an evaluation.

Unions must be willing to accept the downgrading of some

jobs just as management must accept the upgrading of others. 0

Importance of Education

Education of both workers and supervisors is necessary

before and during the installation of a job evaluation pro-

gram to avoid misunderstandings. Lack of information and

education has been a major cause of disputes. To prevent

this, advantages and limitations of the plan to be followed

should be thoroughly understood at the time of installation.51

Considerations inCho osing Plan

There is no evidence that any one of the methods of job

evaluation described in Chapter I is superior to the other.

While all have advantages and disadvantages, the primary

considerations in determining which plan is best in a given

50Abersold, p. cit., p. 27.

lGomberg, 2. cit., p. 53.
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situation are the degree of acceptance by those involved and

the particular type and number of jobs to be evaluated.52

Importance of Job Descriptions

Before the jobs are evaluated, regardless of method

used, separate job descriptions should be written for each

job. An accurate description is of utmost importance since

they will be used by the evaluators. The usefulness of the

job evaluation program itself is contingent upon the accurate

preparation of job descriptions.53

In realizing that the problem of inequities in wages

given to individual jobs is extremely important to labor,

the American Federation of Labor provided its affiliates

with the following advice in 1947, concerning the need for

an effective policy of collective bargaining.54

1. Take the initiative.
2. Develop a clear policy.
3. Be fair and constructive.
4. Don't try to solve all problems at once.
5. Insist on sound administration.
When confronted with a management proposal to

install job evaluation for the first time, keep these
suggestions in mind:

1. Make sure that the members understand what is
involved.

2. Have an alternative plan ready.
3. Acceptance of some plans may be justified.
If the union decided to accept a job evaluation

plan, it should insist on these minimum requirements
for its acceptance.

52Otis and Leukart, o . cit., p. 107.

53Gomberg, ap. cit., p. 17.

54 Boris Shishkin, "Job Evaluation," American Federation-
ist, LIV (September, 1947), 23.
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1. Simplicity.
2. No loss of pay.
3. Union participation from the start.
4. Sound administration.
For a union confronted with a job evaluation plan

already in effect, this advice should be helpful:
1. Learn every detail of the plan.
2. Try to make it sound and workable.
3. Decide on policy in the light of experience.

While the recently merged American Federation of Labor

and Congress of Industrial Organization has no fixed overall

policy concerning job evaluation, literature advocating

the above generalities is still maintained.55

Generalized statements concerning union attitudes can

be quite deceptive. In a specific case the union's atti-

tude toward job evaluation might depend primarily upon the

past union-management relationships regarding other issues.

Attitudes are expressions of underlying feelings, and those

held toward job evaluation might well be the result of an

attitude possessed concerning some other employee question.56

Summary

Union attitudes toward job evaluation are quite varied

and range from strong opposition to enthusiastic acceptance.

They can be classified, however, into three primary cate-

gories: (1) The union may strongly oppose formal plans of

job evaluation; (2) the union may accept the basic idea of

job evaluation but leave such studies to management and

55Letter from Seymour Brandwein, economist, American
Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations,
May 22, 1956.

56Cohen, 2. _cit., p. 7.
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review the findings; and (3) the union may desire joint

participation with management in the installation and opera-

tion of job evaluation plans. Although unions seldom take

the initiative in presenting job evaluation plans to manage-

ment, library research has revealed that this also has oc-

curred on several occasions.

Unions composing the group that strongly opposes job

evaluation have been highly critical of this technique.

Among numerous objections, the most important are as follows:

1. Job evaluation fixes relationships between jobs and

therefore provides a rigid system which lessens the use of

collective bargaining.

2. Job descriptions, which are used in evaluations,

are written so they overlap and result in higher rated jobs

being assigned to lower paid workers.

3. Since job evaluation was developed by management,

it is oriented completely toward management's interests.

L,. Job content, on which job evaluation is based, is

not a sufficient measure of what a job is worth.

5. Job evaluation attempts a mechanical substitute for

human judgment.

6. Job evaluation is complicated to the extent that

workers do not understand the method by which their pay is

determined.

7. Job evaluation provides a rigid system which cannot

survive changing relationships of jobs.
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8. Values are arbitrarily assigned to the factors used

in job evaluation plans.

9. Job evaluation threatens to alter traditional differ-

entials in old industries.

10. Management has been guilty at times in making un-

warranted claims of scientific accuracy for their plans.

11. Management has failed to inform and educate the

workers in the system to be used and has taken advantage of

their lack of knowledge.

There are unions that, although they do not object to

job evaluation, leave such studies to management. However,

they reserve the right to review management's findings and

may oppose any particular result. They feel they can criti-

cize and reject more easily if they do not participate with

management in the program. A disadvantage of this approach

is pointed out by one union leader who writes that the union

may find themselves without criteria to challenge management's

findings if they fail to participate and gain a sufficient

understanding of the program.

Successful job evaluation programs on a joint union-

management basis have been installed in many industries;

therefore, this objective is .not an impossible one. Among

the advantages seen by unions in participating in such

plans are:

1. The interests of the workers can be better protected

if the union has full participation from the beginning and



the knowledge of the program to satisfactorily explain it

to the workers.

2. If the union is active in the program, the workers

are much more likely to accept the plan.

3. As the division of the total wage is a primary con-

cern to the union, they should know and understand just how

these differentials are determined and have a hand in their

determination.

Although there are indications of very few union-

initiated job evaluation plans, there are several cases on

record. However, there was no indication that any inter-

national union recommended this approach to its affiliates,

The findings of the library research summarized will

be compared with the findings of the survey conducted in-

volving international unions, and conclusions will be drawn,

along with recommendations, in the final chapter.



CHAPTER III

ATTITUDES OF INTERNATIONAL UONS TOWARD JOB EVALUATION

Introduction

The American Federation of Labor and Congress of Indus-

trial Organizations has stated that it has no uniform or

fixed policy regarding job evaluation but that the policies

are decided upon by the individual international unions or

their local affiliates. While it is true that many local

unions have their own ideas concerning job evaluation, the

international union of which they are members very frequently

formulates the main policies that they follow; thus, in ef-

fect, setting the attitudes they possess toward job evalu-

ation. It was for this reason that the survey which was

made concerned the international union.

Possibly one reason why the policies are generally

formed at the national level is the fact that the research

department is usually centralized at the international

headquarters and has the facilities and personnel to better

study the problems of job evaluation. Many of the unions

1Letter from Seymour Brandwein, economist, American
Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations,
May 22, 1956.

36
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have utilized the services of trained industrial engineers

in dealing with problems as they arise. 2

The ninety-eight international unions surveyed in this

study were chosen by consulting The orld Almanac and the

names and addresses of the directors of research were found

in International Labor Directory and Handbook. These ninety-

eight unions included all affiliates of the American Federa-

tion of Labor and Congress of Industrial organizations and

independent unions with a membership of 25,OOO or more.

The questionnaire sent these unions was prepared after

a thorough study was made on the subject in the Library of

North Texas State College. After the questionnaire appeared

to be acceptable, it was mailed, along with the covering

letter, to the ninety-eight unions. In addition to answering

the questions appearing on the questionnaire, the unions were

also requested to send copies of any published material or

prepared statements regarding job evaluation. Examples of

the letter and the questionnaire appear on the following

pages as Figures 1 and 2, respectively.

The information which comprises this chapter was taken

from thirty questionnaires. Thirty-nine were returned, but

nine of these reported they were not concerned with the

problem of job evaluation. The fact that job evaluation is

a rather delicate issue, and many unions do not want to

2 Letter from Boris Shishkin, Assistant to the President,
American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial
Organizations, May 15, 1956.



38

commit themselves as to their stand, possibly accounts for

the seemingly low rate of return.

The first question appeared on the questionnaire was

asked to determine the number of international unions that

have established policies for the purpose of guiding their

local members in the position they take regarding job evalu-

ation. The results of this question revealed that twenty-

one of the thirty unions concerned with job evaluation, or

70 per cent, have established policies.

The second part of the first question was asked to

determine if the unions that do have established policies

transmit these policies to the locals as directives or as

merely recommendations. Of the twenty-one unions that have

established policies, twenty, or 95 per cent, transmit them

as recommendations.

Table I clearly shows that the internationals with

established policies do not dictate to the locals the

policies they are to follow; but rather act in an advisory

capacity, recommending the policies they believe to be most

helpful.

The next question asked on the questionnaire was per-

haps the most important as it was designed to reveal the

position each union takes in regard to formal job evalu-

ation plans.
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613 Oakland
Denton, Texas
June 19, 1956

Mr. John Doe
Research Director
Blank Union of America
99 Broad Street, N. W.

Washington 3, D. C.

Dear Mr. Doe:

Union attitude and policy toward job evaluation has
been a subject of much controversy as you know; and it
has not been an easy matter for the individual union to
determine just what its stand should be.

As a problem for a master's thesis at North Texas
State College, I am endeavoring to secure an up-to-date
picture of union attitudes toward the use of job evalu-
ation. I am surveying all unions having membership of
25,000 or more.

Would you be so kind as to complete the brief ques-
tionnaire which is attached and return it. At the same
time, copies of any publications that you may have issued
relative to this subject would be especially appreciated.

I would be deeply grateful for your cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

Robert M. Noe

Fig. 1--Letter sent to ninety-eight international unions.
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Que s tionnaire

1. Has your international established policies designed to
guide locals in the position they take regarding job
evaluation? Yes No . If yes, are these policies
transmitted as directives ( _) or merely recommendations
( ).

2. Does your union:

Strongly object to all formal job evaluation plans?

Accept the use of job evaluation but leave such
studies entirely to management?

Accept the use of job evaluation but review job
description (_), job specifications (_), job
ratings or values (_), which are prepared by
management?

Seek joint participation with management in planning
and carrying out the job evaluation program?

Comment: (Please use back if additional space is desired)

3. Does your union take the position that collective bargain-
ing can be made to solve wage inequities (unfair differ-
entials among jobs) without formal job evaluation?
Yes No . If yes, what are the key factors or issues
that should be considered in bargaining over relative
job worth?

Fig. 2--Questionnaire sent to ninety-eight international
unions.
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4. Where job evaluation plans have been used, have the number
of grievances concerning pay differentials among jobs been
increased (_), reduced (_), about the same in number
( )?

5. If you have had better results in dealing with some
systems of job evaluation than others, would you please
rank in 1, 2, 3 order the basic systems according to
desirability from the union viewpoint:

Ranking., Classification, Point_, Factor Comparison .

Comment if desired:

6. If you object strongly to all formal job evaluation plans,
would you please list your principal objections?

7. If you accept the basic idea of job evaluation but
object to certain management practices in applying it,
what do you consider to be the most objectionable
practices?

Fig. 2--(Continued)
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TABLE I

GENERAL POLICY OF INTERNATIONAL UNIONS
TOWARD JOB EVALUA TION

Union Position Yes No

Definite policies established to guide
locals 21 9

Policies transmitted as directives I
Policies transmitted as recommendations 20

As Table 1I indicates, there is a wide difference in the

feelings unions have concerning job evaluation. These feelings

run from strongly objecting to any and all forms of job evalu-

ation to those who seek joint participation with management

in the installation and operation of a formal job evaluation

program.

TABLE II

GENERAL UNION ATTITUDE TOWARD JOB EVALUATION

Number of Percent-
Union Position toward Job Evaluation Unions age

Strong objection to all plans 8 27
Acceptance but leave to management 2 6
Acceptance but review findings 5 17
Seek joint participation 11 37
No reply 4 13

Total 30 100
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Objection to All Formal Job Evaluation Plans

Approximately 27 per cent of the unions included in the

survey indicated that they strongly objected to all formal

job evaluation plans. Question number 6 on the questionnaire

was asked in an attempt to ascertain just what these objec-

tions were. Some unions included summary statements in the

completed questionnaire; others presented these separately

in letter form; and still others prepared statements or

published material which described their attitudes toward

job evaluation.

One of the larger unions, the United Automobile,

Aircraft and Agricultural Implement Workers of America,

summarized their viewpoint as follows:

1. Job evaluation is a management tool. It was
designed by management so that it could better 'manage
its workers." Management developed this tool because
the growth and development of collective bargaining
began to interfere with its exclusive control of the
process of wage determination. This interference had
to be avoided. Management needed a system of wage
determination that was flexible enough to be manipu-
lated yet rigid enough not to be affected by collec-
tive bargaining. Management wanted a system which
it could use to substantiate its claims.

2. Job evaluation is inequitable. It cannot
produce equity for both workers and management
because equity considerations to which a worker is
entitled cannot be satisfied by job evaluation. For
the worker equity means a wage rate which represents
his judgment of the worth of his job, a wage rate
which will make it possible for him to raise a family
and have a decent standard of living, and the right
to bargain collectively to achieve this. For the
employer equity means high profits and a system of
rigid wage controls which rejects the wage considera-
tions which workers believe are equitable. Each of
these different points of view yield a different
result. Job evaluation is designed to achieve equity
from the employers' point of view.
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3. Job evaluation makes a mockery out of genuine
collective bargaining. Job evaluation is a self-
executing formula, for the purpose of making wage rates
appear to be logical and at the same time circumvent
collective bargaining. The very existence of such a
self-executing formula provides management with an
excuse not to bargain on wage rates for the reason
that settlement of differences must not be at variance
with the formula.

4. Job evaluation is irrational. Job evaluation
attempts to substitute so-called mathematical considera-
tions in the determination of wage rates for a variety
of non-rational influences such as supply and demand,
social status, career prospects, irregularity of em-
ployment, etc. This is an attempt to treat wage rates
different from any other phase of our economy. There
is no other element of our economy where values are
rationally determined. Prices, profits, bonuses to
executives, salaries of officers of companies, to
name a few, are not fixed rationally. It is therefore
entirely irrational to attempt to determine wage rates
by an artificial system of rationality.

5. Job evaluation can result in a general lower-
ing of the wage level. Job simplification is continu-
ously going on in industry. Each change resulting
from work simplification would mean re-evaluation of
the job and consequent cut in pay. Over a period of
time, this process can result in a general reduction
in the wage level.3

The International Association of Machinists formalized

its policy toward job evaluation immediately after the Second

World War. This policy has been to combat any proposed

installation of job evaluation plans and, where they are

already in operation, to minimize the harmful effects. Job

evaluation is seen by this organization as a serious threat

to collective bargaining, to the stability of the union

organization and to our society. A summary of their attitudes

is as follows:

3Letter from Robert L. Kanter, Assistant Director, Re-
search and Engineering Department, United Automobile, Air-
craft and Agricultural Implement Workers of America, May 22,
1956.



Basically, job evaluation tends to limit collec-
tive bargaining. This reflects itself in the following
ways:

1. It tends to freeze the wage structure and there-
by creates an obstacle to the correction of inequities.
It restricts the right of negotiating on a rate of pay
for each job year after year. It usually limits nego-
tiations to bargaining for a fixed amount of fixed
percentage for all jobs, or establishing rates of pay
through some "'predetermined formula" that usually does
not result in equitable treatment for all.

2. It fails to consider all forces which determine
wages, such as supply and demand, other contract or
area rates, etc.

3. It tends to create a barrier between the em-
ployee and his understanding of his own job rate,
because the rate is set in a manner not understood by
him.

4. It tends to disregard the ability of the in-
dividual.

5. It places a ceiling upon wages which is con-
trary to a traditional objective of organized labor.

6. It disregards compensation for loyalty; i.e.,
years of service, etc.

7. It tends to dilute traditional skills, creating
many new occupations and many new classifications and
thereby reducing wages.

8. It affects the seniority of employees by the
creation of additional classifications.

9. It makes the promotion of employees into higher
paying jobs considerably more difficult because of the
limiting characteristic of job descriptions.

10. It provides the company with a tool to down-
grade employees during times of cutbacks.

Job evaluation presents a threat to the stability
of our organization because of the following:

1. It necessitates the constant attention of ad-
ditional trained representatives, thereby increasing
the cost of representation to the local, district and
Grand Lodge.

2. It provides management with a tool to play one
group of employees against another.

3. It creates dissension within a local lodge
(where members are from more than one firm) where all
firms do not have job evaluation. It tends to hamper
the efforts of the lodge in establishing uniform area
rates.

4. It tends to place the responsibility upon the
union for inequities that are not properly corrected
since the union accepted the job evaluation plan and
must, therefore, share in its shortcomings.

-- - _
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5. It compels the continuing and almost impossible
task of educating job study committees and shop stewards
in the many ramifications of the job evaluation plan in
effect.

6. It encourages managements of different plants
to work together and provides them with a basic method
to achieve jointly desired results in the determination
of wages; it strengthens management's opposition to the
wage demands of the union.

The effects of job evaluation upon the general
welfare of our society is discernible as it affects
the supply of skilled laborers. It tends to discourage
bona fide apprenticeships and, therefore, reduces the
reservoir of overall skilled workers so that in the
event of a future cris-s a serious shortage of skilled
manpower would result. 4

The International Association of Machinists stated that

job evaluation differs from the give-and-take collective

bargaining that sought to obtain as high a wage as possible

for each job. They stated further that they have always

felt that it was their primary obligation to get as much

as they possibly could for each job and each worker.

This union pointed out that the advocates of job evalu-

ation claim that job evaluation is based upon the assumption

that all jobs have a common number of factors which can be

measured to determine their relative value. In reply to

this they say:

While the advocates claim this to be the basic
assumption, it is almost impossible to find two
identical job evaluation plans. The proponents of
job evaluation in answering this charge will say
that "each plant or unit is different and, therefore,
requires a different plan; a plan tailored to fit
the nature of the jobs covered." The advocates of

International Association of Machinists, What's Wrong
with Job Evaluation (Washington, 1954), pp. 3-5.
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job evaluation do not carry their reasoning to a
logical conclusion. While they admit that individual
plants differ and, therefore, require different plans,
they fail to say that jobs within a plant differ and
no single series of weigted job characteristics can
be applied to all jobs.

Concerning job evaluation's relation to the assignment

of wages, the international Association of Machinists has

this to say:

Advocates of job evaluation are quick to assert
that the system is not concerned with the assignment
of wage rates to evaluated jobs. They say that job
evaluation seeks only to rank jobs according to
their requirements or importance; that is, to establish
a job structure which reflects the difference between
various jobs in one plant or unit. They claim, further-
more, that it does not deal with people--only with
jobs.

Some, but not all, experts claim the determination
of wage rates is a matter for collective bargaining,
but in every manual, in every text, in every piece
of literature prepared by the advocates of job evalu-
ation, you are certain to find a chapter devoted to
the "Scientific Assignment of Wage Rates to Evaluated
Jobs." It is impossible to reconcile their basic
stated objective, "that of establishing a more equit-
able wage structure," with their left-handed remarks
about disclaiming any desire to assign wage rates.
The assignment of wage rates to evaluated jobs is
just as much a part of job evaluation as the original
ranking. It is true that the evaluation usually
precedes the assignment of wage rates, but you may
be assured that the employer who is proposing the
plan has a fairly accurate idea of what the resultant
wage rates will be prior to his proposing the plan to
you. The assertion that job evaluation does not con-
cern itself with wages is just another aspect of the
selling technique ; it is an attempt to influence
union acceptance.

5lbid., p. 12. 6Ib" id., w.1 3.
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A primary criticism of job evaluation centers around

the belief that it tends to fix relationships between jobs.

Regarding this the International Association of Machinists

stated:

For many years we have conceived of our own re-
lationships between jobs, but we never conceded that
they were fixed or sacred. Job evaluation seeks to
fix these relationships and make them sacred. Our
conception of what a differential should be may change
from year to year and we do not want to lose that
opportunity to freely change our minds. 7

The International Association of Machinists has given

this advice to its members:

Another very important point in the administration
of a job evaluation plan is to secure as high a rate
as possible for the most important job or labor grade.
The idea therein is to widen the range from the lowest
to the highest paid jobs and thereby provide a greater
range for increasing the rates for those jobs in be-
tween. In examining the wage structure of plants
where job evaluation has been in effect for many
years, we have noted that the union was successful
in pushing up jobs which were in the middle of the
wage structure and bunching them towards the highest
paid job. Because of their inability, however, to
raise the highest rate they will reach a point where
it will be impossible to move these jobs any further.
Therefore, the wider the range between the highest and
the lowest paid jobs, the greater the opportunity to
push up those jobs in between.

The United Mine Workers of America expressed this view

regarding job evaluation: "We regard job evaluation, as

such, as a device to substitute management control of job

rates, job content, etc., for free collective bargaining

on the subject of wages, hours, terms and other conditions

of employment."

7lbid., p. 19. 8 l'bid., p. 96.
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The Bakery and Confectionery Workers International

Union of America does not approve of job evaluation and

wrote:

We, as an International Union, have never approved
of these plans as we feel that they are loaded too
strongly in favor of the employer and do not properly
reward the employee for his production.

We feel, too, that the worker never really knows
what his earnings will be as too many factors enter
into the calculation of his pay rate. We feel that
collective bargaining is the normal procedure for
determining wage rates and working conditions and
the best way to obtain a fair share of return for
the work he is doing.9

The United Packinghouse Workers of America had this to

say concerning union participation with management in a job

evaluation program:

A safeguard might appear to be joint participa-
tion on the part of the union. Some managements won't
permit this. But even where they do, unions--as a
general rule--should not make such a proposal or ac-
cept the suggestion from the employer. The reason is
that the strong odds are in favor of their being drawn
into an acceptance of the management's "principles"
of evaluation--thus being governed by the employer's
rules of the game.

Another union viewpoint is: "Such plans, in our

opinion, do not make adequate allowance for various factors,

and place too much reliance on 'subjective' management

judgments. We prefer collective bargaining to pseudo-

scientific double talk."

One union wrote, "From subject judgments, assumptions,

and observations, managements come out with 'absolute'

9Letter from A. . lyrup, Director Research Department,
Bikers and Confectionery Workers International Union of
Ame ri a, July , 1956.



objective results. These plans in reality aren't as good

as they think." Another replied, "(1) It takes a bargainable

issue from the bargaining table. (2) It is an impersonal

system involving human beings (this arouses suspicion,

creates distrust and lowers morale). (3) It is usually a

wage depressant." Other comments were, "Usually results in

too great rigidity of differentials,' "Creates friction

between workers," and "Question need of placing specific

value on each job operation."

Review of Findings

Approximately 17 per cent of the unions cooperating in

this study indicated that although they accept the use of

job evaluation, they prefer to leave the study to management

and review the results of their findings. Two unions, or

approximately 6 per cent, indicated that they accept the

use of job evaluation but leave such studies entirely to

management. This latter group did not indicate that they

review findings of job evaluation studies but, as one union

replied, "Ratings and values are reviewed through collective

bargaining . . . rather than through union checks on job

evaluation. U

A typical comment from one of the unions in the group

that does review the findings is: "The local union should

not become a party to the job evaluation plan, but maintain



its position so that it can always review, evaluate, criti-

cize and recommend."

Other comments are: "Local autonomy prevails. The

International recommends against joint participation in

favor of review," and "We use job evaluation studies only

as a basis of information. We insist on negotiations for

job classifications and rates of pay."

Joint Participation

Thirty-seven per cent of the unions used in this study

replied that they attempt to obtain joint participation with

management in planning and carrying out the job evaluation

program. In two cases the unions oppose job evaluation but,

if it is forced on them by management, attempt to gain par-

ticipa tion.

The Engineers and Scientists of America stated:

A job evaluation system in which the union does
not participate is in effect no job evaluation system
and can at best be considered an adjunct to a salary
management administration plan. In order to be ef-
fective, the jobs must be properly slotted, and this
can best be done on a joint management-union basis,
and the jobs must be policed so that when the job
content changes either up or down, the position can
be properly reevaluated.

The American Newspaper Guild wrote:

Bargaining in the Guild is the responsibility of
the local, which is relatively autonomous so long as
it maintains certain minimum standards set forth in
the Constitution. We have advised locals, however,
that job evaluation is a proper subject for collective
bargaining and that joint participation will eliminate
many disputes which might later arise.



Another union, the International Brotherhood of Elec-

trical Workers, made this statement: "In general we look

with suspicion on management proposed job evaluation pro-

grams and if forced to accept we attempt to get joint par-

ticipation." Another stated: "The union accepts job evalu-

ation where it can be clearly demonstrated that: (A) it does

not become a substitute for collective bargaining; (B) its

determinations remain subject to grievance machinery; and

(C) minimum conflict is created within the work force."

The United States Steelworkers of America has a good

attitude toward job evaluation because they feel it is very

effective in dealing with wage inequities. They stated that

before the job evaluation program in the steel industry,

over 90 per cent of all grievances came from disputes over

wage rates, and the settlement of these grievances, by

raising certain rates, created further inequities and dis-

satisfaction.

A job evaluation manual, called the Steel Manual, which

was jointly developed by the United States Steel Corporation

and the United Steelworkers of America, is believed to be

the best ever developed for the steel industry and one of

the best to be developed in any industry.

When the job evaluation plan was installed in United

States Steel plants, all disputes of job descriptions or

classifications were settled by a joint committee or re-

ferred to arbitration. The union believes it is a tribute

to "the honesty of purpose and the cooperative spirit of



both sides that of the 170,000 jobs described and classified,

a fraction of one per cent were referred to arbitration."

The United Steelworkers Union of America believes that

no part of a job evaluation program should be done uni-

laterally by management if the workers are to feel that

the program was installed fairly and honestly. They endorse

a maximum of union, management and employee participation,

and point to their own programs as evidence of its advantages.

One union wrote that they seek but usually do not get

the opportunity to participate in programs. Their aim, they

say, "is to slot jobs into fourteen or sixteen classifications.

Even after a job evaluation program management has thirty or

forty rates for 17S men; sometimes only one-half cent differ-

ential exists between jobs."

The Tobacco Workers International Union stated that

although they are not too involved with job evaluation, it

can be of value on occasion.

Collective Bargaining

Seventy-seven per cent of the unions included in the

survey indicated, as requested by question number 3, that

they believe collective bargaining could be made to solve

wage inequities without formal job evaluation. Only 13

per cent believe that it could not and 10 per cent did not

answer the question.



As only 27 per cent strongly object to the use of job

evaluation, the rather large majority which favored collec-

tive bargaining might appear to be excessive. However, when

it is considered that job evaluation evolved from management

and collective bargaining was brought about by the efforts of

unions, this choice does not seem too unusual.

The second part of question number 3 asked, if the union

did take the position that collective bargaining can be made

to solve wage inequities without formal job evaluation, what

key factors or issues should be considered in bargaining over

relative job worth. The answers to this question varied

considerably; typical examples follow.

One union answered, "The usual factors of skill, physical

exertion, responsibility, environment (heat, exposure, etc.),

amount of training, education, etc. We also take into ac-

count traditional differentials."

Another wrote, "The use of similar factors as those

used in job evaluation with major emphasis on training

requirements, manual dexterity, hazards and responsibility.

"Depends largely upon the nature of the job. In the

case of professional jobs, the factors of responsibility,

independent action and judgment are of primary importance."

"Key factors in the newspaper industry, skill and

responsibility." "Traditional craft differentials are im-

portant." "The key factor is work load and productory

5productive7 methods."



We feel there is no set of universal key factors,
but that each job will speak for itself. Some jobs
contain certain factors, and other jobs others and
the relative importance of the various factors vary.
For these reasons we do not think that a valid set of
key factors can be established, we also feel that if
such a set is established, that such a list will then
establish universal weights one to the other.

Another union stated, "Perhaps we use many of the same

measures as the formal plans, but we prefer not to have the

limits (weights) that each one may have in the plans."

Other comments were: "The difficulty of the work.

The conditions such as hazards, dirty conditions, etc."

"No specific position. Historical, traditional relation-

ships play a key role plus other factors like difficulty,

training and hazards."

Our position is modified by the complexity of
production relationships. Large, technologically
advanced plants may derive some benefit from job
evaluation. Key factors--degrees of skill, training
required. Productivity--including output relative
to other methods as base for overall earnings.

One union stated, "We do not quarrel with the need to

measure job worth--it's how of it that causes problems.

Whose judgment shall govern--the company's, the union's,

the workers'. Our answer is that collective judgment should

govern."

Although a large majority of the internationals favor

collective bargaining over job evaluation as a means of

determining wage inequities, these unions would still

utilize a group of job factors very similar to those used

in job evaluation plans. For example, the most frequently



mentioned factors were skill, responsibility, training re-

quirements, hazards and traditional differentials. All

of these, with the possible exception of traditional differ-

entials, are quite common to plans now in use.

The unions, in favoring collective bargaining, are de-

sirous of more flexibility and seem to advocate a very active

role for the union in making job comparisons.

Objections to Management Practices

Question number 7 asked the unions who accept the basic

idea of job evaluation but object to certain management

practices in applying it to mention what they consider the

most objectionable practices.

Of the eighteen unions to which this question applied,

twelve, or 67 per cent, listed some definite criticisms.

One union lists as its principal objections to manage-

ment practices the following:

1. Institution of a job evaluation program with-
out consulting union.

2. Carrying out program without consulting union,
and then evaluating jobs without consulting workers.
This is done by having a foreman or supervisor discuss
job with engineer--the comments of workers are not
evaluated.

3. Attempts to reduce some rates after evaluation.
4,. Keeping one-half cent or one cent differentials

after evaluation when only five or six cent differentials
are justified. No engineer can tell the difference be-
tween a 41.75 job and a 11.755 job.

Another criticism is: "Management developing whole

plan and approach before taking union into the picture.
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Often too late then to get effective change made in the

approach."

Other reactions to the question: "Inconsistency, both

generally and specifically. They will split hairs in some

instances and round off in others. Proclaim such plans as

absolute gospel, cure alls and know ails." "Contention that

it is absolutely scientific and not subject to bargaining."

One union stated: "Refusal to acknowledge changing

conditions," and another: "Unilateral imposition of job

classifications." Other criticisms were: "Too many people

try to insist that such plans are factually accurate."

"Rating new jobs, which replace older methods, without re-

gard for previous earnings or production levels." "Guess

work on management's part instead of proper use of factor

comparison."

The above objections, it should be remembered, are to

the practices of management in specific cases, and are not

criticisms of the basic concept of job evaluation.

The Effect of Job Evaluation upon Grievances

The fourth question on the questionnaire was asked in

an effort to determine just what effect the use of job

evaluation plans has on the number of grievances concerning

pay differentials among jobs. Table III shows the effect

of job evaluation upon grievances concerning pay differen-

tials.



TABLE 111

THE EFFECT OF JOB EVALUATION UPON GRIEVANCES
CONCERNING PAY DIFFERENTIALS

Number of
Effect upon Grievances Unions Percentage

Grievances increased 6 20
Grievances reduced 5 17
Grievances about the same in

number 3 10
No answer 16 53

Total 30 100

Twenty per cent of the unions included in the study

indicated that in instances where job evaluation plans were

in effect, the grievances increased. Seventeen per cent

indicated that grievances remained about the same in number.

The reasons given for not providing an answer to this

question--.53 per cent did not respond--were many but the

principal reason was that the internationals do not maintain

records of their locals1t experiences which would provide

this information.

Preference for Certain Systems of Job Evaluation

Question number 5 on the questionnaire was a rather

difficult one for an international union to answer and would

be much more pertinent to a local member. However, in an

attempt to discover what system of job evaluation was pre-

ferred, the internations included in this study were asked



if they had had better results in dealing with some systems

of job evaluation than others, and if so, would they please

rank them in order according to desirability from the union

viewpoint. Only ten unions, or 33 per cent, indicated that

they prefer one system of job evaluation over another.

Table IV gives the data obtained from the answers to question

number 5.

TABLE IV

RANKING OF SYSTEMS OF JOB EVALUATION ACCORDING TO
DESIRABILITY FROM THE UNION VIEWPOINT

ystem

Union Classi- Factor
Rankin fication Point Com arison

A 3 2 1 4
B 1
C - 1 3 2
D 1-- 2
E 2 1 4 3
F - 1 -.-
G 1 2 3
H - 1-
I --- 1
J - 1 2

Average 1.6 1.3 2.4 2.3

According. to the response to question number 5, the

classification system is preferred by the international

unions included in the survey. The ranking method is next;

factor comparison, third; and the point system, fourth.

Although the library research presented in Chapter I

indicated that unions prefer the ranking method, the belief
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that nonquantitative systems, the ranking and classification

systems, are preferred over the quantitative systems, the

point and factor comparison systems, is supported.

One union, in explaining why it could not answer ques-

tion number 5, stated: "Could not express judgment in ab-

solute sense since all systems have been used successfully

and unsuccessfully depending upon: (A) management and

membership attitudes; (B) size of plant; and (C) type of

operations." Another somewhat similar viewpoint is stated

as follows: "Results of any of the systems are in direct

proportion to the general labor-management relations ex-

perienced in the plant or facility.'t

Another union wrote: "Our negotiations are handled

locally. If the system is understood by the local people

it could be satisfactory but there is little explanation

by management of the system."

The experiences of three other unions confirm the be-

lief of many management advocates of job evaluation by stat-

ing that no one system is superior to the other in all cases,

but the success of any one depends upon given conditions and

circumstances.

Summary

The American Federation of Labor and Congress of In-

dustrial Organizations has no fixed policy regarding job

evaluation, rather the policies are left to the international

union or their local affiliates. The international union,
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with superior facilities, very frequently formulates the

policies their local affiliates follow.

A survey of ninety-eight international unions, which

included all American Federation of Labor and Congress of

Industrial Organizations members and independent interna-

tionals with a membership of 25,OOO or over, yielded thirty-

nine returns, for a return of 40 per cent. Of these thirty-

nine unions, nine reported that they are not concerned with

the problem of job evaluation.

Twenty-one of the thirty unions, or 70 per cent, were

found to have established policies concerning job evaluation.

Of these, 95 per cent transmit these policies to their local

affiliates as recommendations rather than directives.

As the library research had indicated, the survey re-

vealed that there is a wide difference in the attitudes

unions possess toward job evaluation. Twenty-seven per

cent of the international unions used inthe study indicated

that they strongly oppose all formal evaluation plans;

6 per cent expressed an acceptance of job evaluation but

prefer to leave such studies to management; 17 per cent

accept the use of job evaluation but reserve the right to

review management's findings. Thirty-seven per cent of the

internationals favor joint participation with management

in planning and carrying out job evaluation programs. Four

unions, 13 per cent, did not indicate a definite stand
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concerning job evaluation, but stated their local members

have complete autonomy regarding such issues.

Primary ob jections brought out by the group that strongly

opposes job evaluation are as follows:

1. Job evaluation is a management tool designed to cir-

cumvent collective bargaining.

2. Job evaluation is inequitable. It cannot produce

equity for both workers and management as equity means

different things to each.

3. Job evaluation is an attempt to treat wages differ-

ently from other phases of our economy. Prices, profits,

executives' salaries, et cetera are not so rationally de-

termined.

4. Job evaluation can result in a general lowering of

the wage level as each change resulting from work simplifi-

cation, which is continuously going on in industry, would

mean re-evaluation of the job and consequently a cut in pay.

5. It fails to consider all forces which determine

wages, such as supply and demand.

6. The many factors used in evaluation are confusing

to the worker. Often he does not understand how his rate

is determined.

7. The ability of the individual is disregarded.

8. It places a ceiling upon wages which is contrary

to an objective of organized labor, i.e., to obtain as much

as possible for each individual.
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9. Years of service are disregarded.

10. It reduces wages and affects seniority of employees

by creating many additional classifications.

ll. Promotion of employees is made more difficult be-

cause of the limiting characteristics of job descriptions.

12. Job evaluation provides the company with a tool

to downgrade employees during times of cutbacks.

13. Job evaluation necessitates the constant attention

of trained personnel, increasing the expense of representa-

tion to the union.

114. If the union accepts a job evaluation plan, they

must share the responsibilities for inequities that are not

properly corrected.

15. The use of job evaluation encourages management of

different plants to work together and provides them with a

basic method to achieve jointly desired results in the

determination of wages.

16. Job evaluation is based upon the assumption that

all jobs have a common number of factors which can be

measured to determine their relative value. Union view

is that all jobs within a plant differ and no single series

of weighted job characteristics can be applied to all jobs.

17. Job evaluation, contrary to management's defini-

tion, does include the assignment of wage rates to evaluated

jobs.
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18. Job evaluation seeks to fix relationships between

jobs and becomes an obstacle to the correction of inequities.

The unionss conception of what a differential should be

may change from year to year and they do not want to lose the

opportunity to freely change their minds.

19. From subjective judgements, assumptions and obser-

vations, absolute objective results are claimed.

20. Job evaluation is an impersonal system involving

human beings.

The unions composing the group that accept the prin-

ciples of job evaluation but leave the studies to manage-

ment and review the findings believe that by not partici-

pating, they are in a stronger position to review, evaluate,

criticize and recommend. They may, however, find themselves

with few criteria to challenge management's position.

Thirty-seven per cent of the international unions

included in the survey seek joint participation with man-

agement in job evaluation programs. Some, however, are

suspicious of job evaluation plans proposed by management

and seek joint participation only as a means of protecting

their interests. One union reported that they seek, but

seldom obtain, the opportunity to participate in programs.

The other unions that seek joint participation do so be-

cause they believe it to be the most logical approach to

solving wage inequities. It is pointed out that joint

participation eliminates many disputes which might arise

later.



Of 170,000 jobs evaluated in United States Steel plants,

a fraction of 1 per cent were referred to arbitration. The

union concerned believes this accomplishment reflected

honesty of purpose and a cooperative spirit on both sides;

union and management combined.

Seventy-seven per cent of the internationals surveyed

reported they feel collective bargaining can be made to

solve wage inequities without the use of job evaluation.

Fourteen per cent believe it cannot, and 10 per cent did

not reply to this question.

As to what factors should be used by the collective

bargaining process in determining relative job worth, the

answers were varied; however, skill, responsibility, train-

ing requirements, hazards and traditional differentials

are mentioned most frequently.

One union stated that they believe that there are no

set of universal factors but that every job should speak

for itself. Another stated that they do not argue with the

need to measure job worth but that they think a collective

judgment of workers, union and company should govern.

Sixty-seven per cent of the internationals who accept

job evaluation, but object to certain management practices

in its application, list a number of criticisms.

1. The installation and operation of a job evaluation

plan by management without consulting the union.
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2. Management's attempts to reduce some rates after

evaluation.

3. The keeping of one-half cent differentials after

evaluation when five or six cent differentials are justified.

4. Management contention that plans are absolutely

scientific and not subject to bargaining.

5. Management's refusal to acknowledge changing condi-

tions.

6. The rating of new jobs, which replace older methods,

without regard for previous earnings or production levels.

As to how job evaluation plans affect grievances in

companies which have formal plans, 20 per cent indicated

that they increased, 17 per cent stated they decreased, and

10 per cent indicated they remain about the same in number.

Fifty-three per cent did not respond to the question; many

stated they do not maintain records of their locals' experi-

ences.

Only ten unions, or 33 per cent, indicated that they

prefer one job evaluation system over another. According to

the average ranking of the different systems, the classifi-

cation system ranks first, the ranking method second, factor

comparison third, and the point system fourth.



CHAPTER IV

SULMARY, CONCIIJSIONS AND RECOMMENDATT ONS

Summary

One of the principal problems that management and labor

face is that of correcting the inequities in pay differen-

tials which exist in their plants. Job evaluation has been

developed by management into the most systematic approach

to the problem but has not always been favorably received

by unions; therefore, major disputes have ensued.

The attitudes of workers can have an enormous effect

upon the outcome of a job evaluation program. As organized

labor constitutes a substantial part of the working force,

their attitudes toward job evaluation are of great importance.

The purpose of this study was to determine the general

attitudes they possess and to obtain some indication of just

how diverse they actually are so they may be better understood.

This study was limited to the international affiliates

of the American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial

Organizations and independent internationals with membership

of 25,000 or over. The American Federation of Labor and

Congress of Industrial Organizations has no fixed policy

regarding job evaluation but leaves such decisions to the

international union or their local affiliates. As the

67
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international union very frequently formulates the policies

their local members endorse, they were chosen to be the

primary source of information for this study.

The data used in this study were obtained from both

primary and secondary sources. The primary data were ac-

quired by communicating directly with the unions concerned.

The secondary data were obtained by reading books and

periodicals available th the Library at North Texas State

College.

Although several studies regarding job evaluation

had been made at North Texas State College, none concerned

union attitudes. No studies which have dealt directly with

the subject could be found.

The survey which was made involved ninety-eight inter-

national unions. Thirty-nine, or 40 per cent, cooperated

by completing the questionnaire, writing letters or by

sending prepared statements and publications concerning

job evaluation. Of the thirty-nine, nine unions reported

they are not concerned with the problem of job evaluation.

Seventy per cent of the internationals cooperating

were found to have established policies concerning job

evaluation. Ninety-five per cent of these transmit

these policies to their locals as recommendations rather

than directives.

Preliminary research had indicated that union attitudes

toward job evaluation are quite diverse and vary from strong
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opposition to enthusiastic acceptance. They can be classi-

fied into three primary categories: (1) The union may

strongly oppose formal plans of job evaluation; (2) the

union may accept the basic idea of job evaluation but leave

the studies to management and review the findings; and (3)

the union may desire joint participation with management

in the installation and operation of job evaluation plans.

The survey revealed that 27 per cent of the interna-

tional unions used in this study oppose formal job evalu-

ation plans; 6 per cent accept the concept of job evalu-

ation but leave the studies to management; and 17 per cent

accept the use of job evaluation plans but review the find-

ings. Thirty-seven per cent seek joint participation with

management in the installation and operation of job evalu-

ation plans. Thirteen per cent did not indicate a definite

stand concerning Job evaluation and stated their local mem-

bers had complete autonomy concerning such issues.

Although library research had brought out several cases

where the union took the initiative and presented job evalu-

ation plans to management, the survey did not reveal this

approach existed as a general recommendation by the inter-

nationals.

The group of unions that strongly oppose job evaluation

have been highly critical. Among the principal objections

revealed by both the library research and the survey are:
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1. Job evaluation is a management tool which fixes

relationships between jobs and therefore provides a rigid

system. The two disadvantages of this are: (1) the system

is vulnerable to changing relationships between jobs; and

(2) it becomes an obstacle to the correction of inequities,

therefore, collective bargaining. The union's idea of

what a differential should be may change from time to time

and they do not want to lose the opportunity to freely

change their minds.

2. Job evaluation fails to consider all factors which

determine wages, such as supply and demand, seniority and

traditional differentials. Job content, on which job

evaluation is based, is not a sufficient measure of what a

job is worth.

3. Job evaluation can result in a general lowering of

the wage level as each change resulting from work simpli-

fication--which is continuously going on in industry--

would mean a re-evaluation of the job and consequently

a cut in pay.

Lj. The use of many factors in job evaluation is

complicated and often workers do not understand the method

by which their pay is determined.

5. By placing definite values on jobs, job evaluation

places a ceiling upon wages. This is contrary to a primary

objective of organized labor, i.e., to obtain as much as

possible for each individual and each job.
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6. An assumption of job evaluation is that all jobs

have a common number of factors which can be measured to

determine their relative value. The union view is that all

jobs within a plant are different and that no group of

weighted job characteristics can be applied to all.

7. Prices, profits, executives' salaries and other

phases of our economy are not determined by a rational

system. Why then should wages be treated differently?

8. Job evaluation is inequitable. Since it was de-

veloped by management, it is oriented completely toward

their interests. It cannot produce equity for both workers

and management as equity means different things to each.

9. Job evaluation costs the union time and money since

trained personnel must give it their constant attention.

10. Although management claims differently, job evalu-

ation does include the assignment of wage rates to

evaluated jobs.

11. The union must, when they accept job evaluation

plans, share the responsibilities for inequities that are

not properly corrected.

12. The use of job evaluation encourages managements

of different firms to cooperate with each other which aids

them in developing their method to achieve jointly desired

results in the determination of wages.

13. Job evaluation is a mechanical, impersonal system

involving human beings.
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The unions that accept the basic concept of job evalu-

ation but leave such studies to management and review the

findings feel that this approach places them in a stronger

position to bargain over the results they may desire to

challenge. They believe that by not participating, they

assume none of the responsibilities and are not bound by

any one result. The library research included a view of

one labor leader who feels unions in this category should

be careful that they do not find themselves without criteria

to challenge management's position.

Successful job evaluation programs on a joint union-

management basis have been installed in many industries.

The advantages seen in participating are:

1. The workers' interests can be better protected if

the union is involved in the program from the beginning.

2. The division of the total wage is a primary concern

of the union; therefore, they should participate in the de-

termination of pay differentials.

3. The workers will cooperate and have more faith in

a plan in which their union participates.

L. Many disputes that would arise later are eliminated

early in the program.

5. Since some process of job comparison is inevitable

in collective bargaining, it is better to employ a careful

and systematic approach.
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Thirty-seven per cent of the international unions seek

joint participation with management in job evaluation pro-.

grams; however, not all are enthusiastic over plans pro-

posed by management but are rather suspicious. Joint

participation is desired in these cases only as a means of

protecting their interests. This latter group represents

a small minority of less than 7 per cent. The other unions

that seek joint participation do so because they feel it

to be the most satisfactory approach to solving wage in-

equities.

Seventy-seven per cent of the internationals surveyed

reported they believe collective bargaining can be made

to solve wage inequities without the use of job evaluation.

However, when this group responded to the question asking

for factors they feel should be considered in collective

bargaining, the list was very similar to those used in

present day job evaluation plans.

Of the unions that accept the idea of job evaluation,

67 per cent have definite objections to certain management

practices. Among these are the following:

1. Claims by management that plans are absolutely

scientific and completely objective.

2. Attempts to reduce some rates after jobs have been

evaluated.

3. Management's refusal to acknowledge changing con-

ditions and therefore rejection of need for re-evaluation

of jobs.
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4. The attempt to maintain half-cent differentials

when five- or six-cent differentials are justified.

5. The installation and operation of job evaluation

plans without consulting the union.

Other criticisms brought out in the library research

were the failure of management to properly educate the

workers in the plans they use and the writing of job

descriptions so they overlap and result in higher paid

jobs being assigned to lower paid workers.

For the most part, international unions do not main-

tain records as to how job evaluation plans affect griev-

ances. This was the primary reason given by 53 per cent of

the internationals used in this study for not responding

to this question. The remainder were evenly divided as to

their experiences. Twenty per cent indicated that griev-

ances increased after job evaluation plans were installed;

17 per cent stated they decreased; and 10 per cent indicated

they remained about the same.

Only 33 per cent of the unions surveyed indicated a

preference for one job evaluation system over another.

These unions ranked the classification system first; the

ranking system second, factor comparison third, and the

point system fourth.

Conclusions

The international union occupies a position of great

importance in regard to the attitudes of organized labor



toward job evaluation as they establish the basic policies

which are transmitted to the local unions. The local unions,

in turn, reflect their feelings in their dealings with the

various managements with which they are associated. Although

the policies foxrulated at the international level are trans-

mitted as recommendations and not as directives, there is

little doubt that these views influence the locals' attitudes

to a great extent. It is realized that the locals' own ex-

periences are even more of a determinant of their attitudes,

but the internationals' policies are based on a collection

of local experiences and reflect more accurately the general

feelings. It might be brought out at this point that the

local unions, after all, bear the expense of maintaining a

staff of trained industrial engineers at the international

level to study and analyze the problem of job evaluation

so that they can, through established policies, guide the

local members as to the approach they should take.

The attitudes of the.international unions involved in

this study toward job evaluation are quite diverse. Although

most of the unions seek joint participation, there is a

large group that strongly opposes formal job evaluation

plans, with slightly fewer taking the middle road of ac-

cepting the use of job evaluation but leaving the studies

to management and, in most cases, reviewing the findings.

Although there are isolated cases of unions taking the

initiative and presenting job evaluation plans to management,
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there was no evidence that this approach was endorsed or

recommended by the international union.

The unions comprising the group that strongly opposes

job evaluation do not approve of any rational system which

will provide definite values as to the relative difficulty

of jobs. They prefer, instead, some other approach which

will not provide such a rigid system so that they can, at

their discretion, bargain for changes which will not be

criticized by management as an attempt to "upset the

rational wage structure." The criticism directed at job

evaluation s vulnerability to changing relationships of

factors and jobs seems to be directed to a haphazard method

of operating a job evaluation plan instead of to the basic

concept of job evaluation. Virtually all advocates of

job evaluation insist that the plans must be kept current.

Unionscriticize job evaluation for its failure to con-

sider all factors which determine wages and say that job

content is not a sufficient measure of what a job is worth.

Job evaluation does not attempt to determine what a job is

worth, but merely determines the relative worth of jobs.

To quote the Assistant to thePresident, American Federation

of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations: Job

evaluation is "a process of examining jobs . . . to de-

termine their relationship to each other in terms of job

content."



77

If job content were the sole determinant of wages,

which it is not, then work simplification could result,

through job evaluation, in a general lowering of the wage

scale.

Some job evaluation systems are rather complicated;

however, few are so confusing that they could not be ex-

plained to the workers. The objection that job evaluation

plans are too complicated for the workers to understand is

probably a reflection on the manner in which the plan is

being administered, ordinarily.

Management may take a dim view of organized labor's

efforts to obtain as much as possible for each job. Re-

gardless of their contrasting views, a job evaluation plan

kept up-to-date will recognize any change that will warrant

an increase and a re-evaluation will be in order.

The jobs to be evaluated under a formal job evaluation

plan would need to be similar. While many jobs included in

a program are different, they would need to possess similar

factors in order to arrive at accurate relative values. An

attempt to evaluate many dissimilar jobs would be a viola-

tion of the capabilities of any plan.

The complaint that management, through job evaluation,

is treating wages differently than other phases of our

economy such as prices, profits, executives' salaries, is

a further indication of a desire for a more flexible method

of determining wage differentials.
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If the statement that job evaluation cannot produce

equity for "both workers and management as equity means

different things to each" is true, it would be impossible

for any job evaluation plan to be justified. However, the

majority of unions do not feel this way.

Job evaluation costs the union time and money by re-

quiring the services of trained industrial engineers to deal

with the subject. However, the unions are as concerned as

management in their desire to eliminate wage inequities and

any systematic approach to the problem, regardless of factors

used or what the method is named, will require trained per-

sonnel. Most of the unions who favor collective bargaining

over the job evaluation as a means of solving wage inequities

would use much the same factors for job comparisons as are

used by job evaluation plans.

The primary purpose of job evaluation is its use for

wage payment purposes. The assignment of wages to evaluated

jobs does follow the evaluation and whether the two are

separate or considered in the same operation is not im-

portant. It is important that other factors enter into

the assignment of rates to jobs, however, as job content

only is considered in the evaluation. Any attempt to dis-

regard pertinent factors by management would not be in

accordance with ethical wage administration plans.

The union must answer to their members if, after ac-

cepting a job evaluation plan, inequities are not promptly
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corrected. In addition, they must share the responsibility

for any other shortcomings of the plan. Perhaps this is the

reason why many who do not strongly oppose job evaluation

plans do not desire to participate. However, if the union

is given equal participation, it seems unlikely that the

grievances which follow the plan would be too many in

number, e.g., of 170,000 jobs evaluated in United States

Steel plants under a program jointly installed by union and

management, a fraction of 1 per cent were referred to ar-

bitration.

The fact that job evaluation encourages managements of

different firms to share information in developing methods

of job evaluation could prove to be disadvantageous if their

motives were to undermine the unions' position. However,

this would be a management malpractice. It would seem that

an exchange of information between different managements,

and between unions too for that matter, would be highly

beneficial if done in the right spirit.

As to the criticism that job evaluation is an impersonal

system, it should be noted that job evaluation deals with

jobs and not people. One of the advantages claimed for

this approach is that it is as unbiased as possible, there-

fore not intended to be personal.

It would be impossible from the information gathered

in this study to justify or disregard the criticisms the
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international unions have for job evaluation. It appears,

however, that most of the complaints reflect upon sub-

standard practices in the installation or operation of job

evaluation plans.

Unions that accept the use of job evaluation plans but

do not desire joint participation with management in in-

stalling and operating a job evaluation program are in a

stronger position to challenge management's findings in which

they do not agree. However, these unions rely upon their

review of management's findings, and since they do not

participate in the program and understand the factors in-

volved, they may find themselves without sufficient knowledge

to disagree intelligently.

The fact that union and management can successfully

participate jointly in a job evaluation program is borne

out by the existence of many such plans. This approach

to the problem of wage inequities seems to have many ad-

vantages over the others when the union-management relation-

ship is satisfactory. For a joint program to be successful,

both parties must be sincere and honest. An attempt by

either to win an advantage would be obvious and would re-

sult in suspicion and distrust.

While not all of the unions that seek joint participa-

tion in a job evaluation program are enthusiastic about

it, since some seek it only as a means of protecting
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themselves, the majority of the unions feel this approach

is the most satisfactory in settling wage inequities.

A great majority, 77 per cent, of the internationals

included in the survey replied that they feel collective

bargaining can be made to solve wage inequities without the

use of job evaluation. This choice, however, seems to be

out of loyalty to a union-inspired system rather than a

belief that job evaluation is not the most logical approach

to the problem. This conclusion is based upon the list of

factors the unions furnished in response to a question ask-

ing for factors the unions furnished in response to a ques-

tion asking for factors they would use in their collective

bargaining approach. Out of the five most frequently men-

tioned factors, four are very common to most present day

evaluation plans. The unions recognize a need for a factor

breakdown in analyzing jobs.

The criticisms the international unions have for man-

agement practices are possibly quite valid. These criti-

cisms do not apply to the basic concept of job evaluation

and should be so recognized as the tendency to commingle

the two is a very strong one.

Although the number of grievances which follow the

installation of a job evaluation plan would be interest-

ing and helpful data, the majority of internationals used

in this study do not keep such records of their local

members t experiences. The experiences of the unions who
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did report were very evenly divided as to the increase or

decrease of grievances after the installation of job evalu-

ation plans.

Although few unions indicated a preference for one

system of job evaluation over another, the ones that did

favor the nonquantitative systems over the quantitative

systems. This clearly indicates a desire for a simple

system and one allowing more latitude for bargaining.

Re commendations

It would be inappropriate to make recommendations,

based on the preceding information, which would seek to

change the basic concept of job evaluation, or remove any

of the inherent faults claimed by one group of unions.

There were no conclusions which recognized these criticisms

as being basic weaknesses in the technique, but for the

most part they seemed to stem from a deep distrust of man-

agement no doubt brought about by their past relationships.

This gives rise to the suggestion of a general area for

further research. The local members of any one of the

unions in the group that opposes job evaluation could be

a source of information in determining just what the past

union-management relationships have been and just how the

feelings which result from their negotiations affect job

evaluation in particular, and other employee questions.

I I I ow pa"14 11-1- - -
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