
JOB EVALUATION 
Equal pay for equal work 

During the past ten months, all divisions of CERN have been visited in turn 
by members of Personnel Services who were out to do a 'Job Survey. Since 
very little information has been given until now about the purpose of these 
surveys it is their intention in this article to make known some details about 
the exercise. 

W H A T IS B E I N G D O N E ? 

Wi th the g rowth of CERN it became 
necessary to w o r k out a system of 
gradings — this was done in 1959 — 
and a me thod for f inding out wh ich 
grades to assign to w h i c h jobs . W e 
be l ieve that w e have found such a 
method in 'Job Evaluation'. 

Whi le it cannot and does not p r e ­
tend to b e an exac t system of measur ­
ement, Job Evaluat ion is an order ly 
approach, based on judgement , to 
determine the relat ive values of var i ­
ous jobs . It is not a study of indi­
viduals — al though it is through the 
individual that the approach is made 
— but a study of the various jobs 
within the Organization. 

. H . does not pretend to be an exact system 
of measurement 

W H Y IS I T B E I N G D O N E ? 

The purpose of our present exercise , 
and of its future repeti t ions is, among 
other things, to at tempt to establish 
fair relationships among the j obs 
wi thin CERN, and to ensure both 
'Equal pay for equal w o r k ' and dif­
ferences in grades w h e r e these are 
based on differences in duties and 
responsibili t ies. 

W H A T IS I T N O T ? 

F r o m wha t has been said so far it 
b e c o m e s clear that J o b Evaluat ion is 

concerned wi th grades and not with 
the salaries attached to the different 
grades, nor wi th the individual 's pe r ­
sonal situation which , at CERN, is 
taken into account b y var ious a l l o w ­
ances and differentials. Our system 
of assigning grades does not alter 
CERN's efforts to pay compet i t ive 
salaries — it complements it so as to 
achieve m a x i m u m staff satisfaction. 

H O W IS IT BEING DONE ? 

Before a grade is assigned to a post 
it is necessary to k n o w wha t the j o b 
is and to analyse its contents. This is 
w h y m a n y individual staff m e m b e r s 
and their supervisors are be ing c o n ­
sulted as to wha t the assigned duties 
are. W e then wri te a 'Job Description'. 

This descript ion obv ious ly cannot 
contain all the details of the j o b ; it 
therefore limits itself to listing duties 
w h i c h : 

1. recur regular ly ; 
2. take u p a reasonable amount of 

t ime ; 
3. require special k n o w l e d g e or 

ability. 

. . . require special knowledge or ability 

COMPARING J O B S 

Once w e k n o w wha t is done, w h y it 
is done and b y wha t means, the j o b 
under r ev i ew is compared wi th other 

jobs in CERN. W e have already 
established a number of standard j o b 
descriptions ('Evaluation Guides') 
cover ing similar j obs inside or outside 
CERN, wh ich serve to facilitate this 
task. In order to make this compar i ­
son as precise as possible, each j o b 
r ev i ewed is studied on the basis of 
'Evaluation Factors'. Because there is 
a w i d e variety of j obs in CERN, the 
factors are different for different 
types of w o r k . 

EVALUATION FACTORS 

For predominant ly 'manual' jobs, 
the fo l lowing factors are taken into 
considerat ion : 

1. Exper ience and training: the k n o w ­
ledge and skill necessary for the 
satisfactory pe r fo rmance of the 
duties relating to the post. 

2. Physical d e m a n d : the physical 
effort w h i c h the staff m e m b e r wi l l 
b e required to .make in his work . 

Physical demand 

3. Menta l applicat ion : the degree of 
attention required f rom the w o r k ­
m a n in the discharge of his duties. 

4. Responsibi l i ty for equipment and 
for the safety of others. 

5. Work ing condit ions, w h i c h include 
such elements as noise, odours , 
temperature, etc., making the w o r k 
m o r e or less tiring or involv ing 
m o r e or less hazard. 
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The evaluat ion of 'workshop super­
visory' jobs is based on these three 
elements : 

1. T h e diff iculty of the w o r k done in 
the w o r k s h o p : s ince the grade of 
a w o r k m a n depends on the degree 
of w o r k difficulty, his grading wi l l 
b e one of the elements for eva lua ­
ting the supervisor 's j o b . 

2. T h e number of trades represented 
in the w o r k s h o p . 

3. T h e number of w o r k m e n and/or 
teams supervised. 

Predominant ly 'non-manual' jobs 
are evaluated accord ing to the f o l ­
l owing factors : 

1. Nature and var ie ty of the w o r k : 
var ied w o r k invo lv ing certain dif­
ficulties should b e bet ter paid than 
s imple routine w o r k . 

2. Nature of avai lable gu ide lines 
for the pe r fo rmance of w o r k : it is 
clear that an act ivi ty w h e r e the 
guide lines are we l l established 
invo lves less responsibi l i ty than 
one for w h i c h on ly v e r y general 
instructions are g iven. 

3. Nature of supervisory cont ro l 
exerc ised ove r the w o r k : all o ther 
things be ing equal, a j o b w h i c h is 
subject to constant supervis ion is 
inferior to that of s o m e o n e w o r k ­
ing m o r e independent ly . 

. . . subject to constant supervision 

4. Originali ty : certain j o b s call for 
originali ty and n e w ideas f rom 
their holders , and this o f course is 
taken into account w h e n mak ing 
the evaluation. 

5. W o r k relationships : these are p r o ­
fessional contacts b e t w e e n one 
staff m e m b e r and others, o r wi th 
bodies outside CERN. These rela­
tionships, w h i c h m a y i n v o l v e c o m ­
mittal of CERN to certain act ion 
or pol icy , of course must have a 
bear ing on the j o b grade. 

6. Nature and scope of decis ions 
taken and r ecommenda t ions m a d e 

. . . certain jobs call for originality 

b y the staff m e m b e r : this is self 
explanatory . 

7. Supervis ion of other people ' s 
w o r k : normal ly the supervisor is 
bet ter paid than those w h o are 
supervised. 

'Research' jobs. W e are still at the 
discussion stage as to wha t factors 
cou ld best b e used in evaluat ing the 
j obs of physicists and engineers on 
research assignments. 

EXCLUSIONS 

T h e a b o v e factors in evaluat ion 
are usual ly accepted as reasonable. 
On the other hand, there are some 
factors w h i c h are often cons idered to 
have an inf luence on the grade, 
whereas reflect ion shows that this 
should not b e so. A m o n g the latter 
the mos t typical are : 

1. Seniori ty. Often a staff m e m b e r 
thinks that he should b e p romoted 
because he has been in the same 
grade for several years. If his 
duties have not changed, if his 
w o r k is the same, and if w e want 
to abide b y the pr inciple of equal 
pay for equal work , there is no 
reason to change his grade. It is 
to r eward long and satisfactory 

Seniority 

service that there are salary steps 
wi th in each grade. 

2. A g e . One often hears : ' X is so 
m u c h o lder than the rest of the 
group ' . H o w e v e r , if X is doing the 
same w o r k as his younge r c o l ­
leagues he cannot be p romoted 
mere ly for reasons of age. 

3. Quali ty and quanti ty of work . Of 
t w o peop le wi th the same func­
tions, one m a y w o r k ve ry we l l 
and the other less wel l . N e v e r ­
theless, they have the same grade 
because the j o b is the same. 
H o w e v e r , there are rewards for 
outstanding staff m e m b e r s — E x ­
cept ional Pe r fo rmance A w a r d s — 
and sanctions against p o o r pe r ­
formers , such as wi thold ing the 
Annua l Increment . 

4. Special qualif icat ions. The pr in­
c iple of equal pay for equal w o r k 
means that staff member s are 
graded for wha t they d o and not 
for wha t they are capable of doing. 
Therefore , if a person is ' o v e r -
qualif ied ' for his j o b , raising h im 
one or t w o grades (which w o u l d 
arouse the indignat ion of his c o l ­
leagues, and just i f iably so) w o u l d 
b e no solut ion ; he should be found 
another post m o r e in keeping wi th 
his qualif icat ions. 

. . . for what they do and not for what they are 
capable of doing 

W e have thus br ief ly outl ined what 
enters and w h a t does not enter into 
the evaluat ion of a j o b . W e have 
seen that j o b evaluat ion can ensure 
that staff m e m b e r s wi th equivalent 
responsibil i t ies and doing w o r k in­
vo lv ing comparab l e difficulties have 
comparab l e grades. There is nothing 
myster ious about J o b Evaluat ion ; it 
has on ly one purpose : to assign 
grades in fairness. If this result is 
achieved, if e v e r y o n e k n o w s w h y and 
h o w his grade was determined, the 
essential source of labour confl icts 
is e l iminated and eve ryone can c o n ­
centrate on his w o r k , for his o w n 
benefi t and that of CERN @ 
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