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Gendered Instructions

Cultural Lag and Gender Bias
in the Hay System of Job Evaluation

RONNIE J. STEINBERG

The labor market is not gender neutral. Gender influences job content,
the structure of authority and control, access to jobs, training opportuni-
ties, and mobility channels. It informs ideologies that legitimate work-
place arrangements and employer choices, and it even shapes what is
noticed about jobs and the people who fill them (Acker, 1989; Beechey,
1988; Beechey & Perkins, 1987; Cockburn, 1983; Game & Pringle,
1983; Scott, 1986). Assumptions about gender saturate the structure of
compensation. According to historian Alice Kessler-Harris (1990), “Wages
. . . suggest a set of gendered instructions that speak to men and women
and to the relations between them” (p. 2).

Job evaluation systems are one set of organizational practices that
introduce cultural assumptions about men and women into the labor
market. Systems of job evaluation are social documents constructed in
particular historical contexts (Steinberg, 1990). Assumptions about what
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58 Gender Inequality at Work

is valuable job content embedded in these systems remain invisible and
unquestioned as long as they stay consistent with widely held cul-
tural beliefs (Remick, 1981). Even after conceptions about gender have
changed, job evaluation systems of earlier eras may transport outdated
criteria into the new labor market contexts.

This chapter examines gender bias in the Hay Guide Chart-Profile
Method, perhaps the most widely used and copied system of job evalu-
ation. Many of the shortcomings of the Hay system are shared by other
commonly used evaluation systems. In this chapter, I reach two conclu-
sions. First, the Hay system continues to reflect gender bias that was
endemic during its inception in the 1940s and 1950s when the wages paid
to women's jobs were lowered systematically and explicitly because they
were performed by women. By continuing to apply remarkably similar
factor definitions and factor weights today, the Hay system perpetuates
discrimination against women in the wage structure.

Second, the illusion of gender neutrality obscures a system geared to
reproducing existing inequalities and biased toward executive functions.
By cleansing the system of all direct references to gender or the gender
division of labor, it appears to “objectively” value jobs solely as a func-
tion of universal criteria. On further examination, however, we find that
the Hay system evaluates all jobs in terms of a set of operational defi-
nitions of job content that were developed to capture complexity speci-
fically for executive, administrative, and managerial work. It fails to
adequately valorize or even recognize distinctive job content character-
istics associated with nonmanagerial work, especially work performed
predominantly by women. Instead, it only recognizes differences in job
complexity that can be reduced to positions on hierarchically constructed
organizational charts.

The chapter first links the development of the Hay system to broader
cultural assumptions about appropriate allocation of wages by gender
and by occupation. Because Edward Hay was an academic as well as an
entrepreneur, he chronicled the evolution and rationale for his system in
a set of articles publishetl over the period of a decade. These essays cover
the values, orientation, and structure of the early system in sufficient
detail to make possible comparisons with contemporary versions 9f the
system. The chapter then demonstrates the continuity of the bast€ struc-
ture and values of the Hay system over almost half of a century. The final
section examines an actual application of the Hay system to determine
whether there is a gender effect in evaluation outcomes. The data are
drawn from public sector jobs in the state of Minnesota. Regardless of
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the factor examined, a strong male bias emerges, in which managerial
jobs are consistently found to be more complex than gonmanagerial jobs.

Gendered Wages and Job Evaluation Historically

Throughout the 19th and 20th centuries, the wage structure was reflec-
tive of “an abiding tension between a market that is said to distinguish
between workers’ skills, education, and commitment . . . and a set of
social constructs that values sexual difference in various ways” (Kessler-
Harris, 1990, pp. 3-4). Men’s wages reflected not only what they were
worth but also their status as breadwinners for a family. By contrast,
women’s wages were viewed merely as a supplement to the wages of
other family members. As Kessler-Harris (1990) concluded, “The nine-
teenth century fight for a family wage was . . . simultaneously a fight for
a social order in which men could support families and receive the
services of women, and women, dependent on men, could stay out of the
labor force” (p. 9). Both labor and management continued to agree with
these assumptions in the 20th century. As far back as the 1920s, histori-
ans have documented separate pay scales by gender, with the least skilled
male worker earning more than the most skilled female worker (Schatz,
1983, p. 32). The persistence of the wage gap over the 20th century
attests to the strength of these views of sex roles and to their institution-
alization in a two-tiered wage structure. Women were paid a wage ena-
bling family subsidy (and not self-sufficiency), independent of what a
job was “worth.”

Such assumptions and ideologies are embedded in the job evaluation
systems that rationalize and legitimate the wage structure. Job evaluation
systems can be traced back over 100 years to the U.S. Civil Service
Commission in 1871 or to Frederick Taylor in 1881 (Treiman, 1979,
p- 1). Their use in the private sector became widespread during World
War II, “prompted by decisions of the National [U.S.] War Labor Board
permitting wage increases only for the purpose of correcting demon-
strated ‘inequities’ in wage structures” (Treiman, 1979, p. 1; see also
Baron, Dobbin, & Jennings, 1986; Baron, Jennings, & Dobbin, 1988).
Today’s systems of job evaluation were thus developed at a time when
hiring advertisements said, “Help Wanted—Male” or “Help Wanted—
Female.”

Modifications of these systems have been largely cosmetic. As a result,
50-year-old wage policies constrain current wage-setting practices. For
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example, one study of the gender effects of compensation practices in
California state government employment found that the 1986 salaries
were affected by gender bias embedded in the job evaluation system then
in place, which had been implemented in 1931. The salary and classifica-
tion study on which the system was based “explicitly lowered salaries for
female-dominated jobs” (Kim, 1989, p. 39).

Many early job evaluation textbooks overtly recommended procedures
that would maintain customary low wages for historically female work.
One expert reported in 1937 that

the conferees noted with approval that most occupations in their companies
were filled respectively by men or by women throughout. The conference
favored the segregation of men’s jobs and women’s jobs for valuation pur-
poses. The representatives held that men’s jobs should be valued with refer-
ence to market rates for similar types of men’s work, and women’s jobs
should be valued with reference to market rates for similar types of women’s
work. (Riegel, 1937, p. 21)

In a recent review of these earlier job evaluation texts, Taylor (1989)
concludes that

the historical record shows that overt sex discrimination was, in the not
distant past, an integral part of personnel practice. Employers routinely placed
men and women in sex-typed job classes and assigned lower pay rates to
women than men, regardless of the similarities of their work. (pp. 25-26)

It is widely acknowledged that early job evaluation systems chose
factors and factor weights to best reproduce, rationalize, and legitimate
an existing wage hierarchy, including lower wages for historically female
work (Beatty & Beatty, 1984; Remick, 1981; Treiman, 1979). Schwab
(1985) has remarked that

job evaluation is typically validated against a wage criterion (Schwab, 1980a,
Treiman and Hartmann, 1981). That is, the acceptability of job evaluation
results are initially determined by the correspondence between the job hierar-
chy produced by the valuation system and some existing distribution of wages
for those jobs. (pp. 41-42) -

Because women’s work was especially low paying at the time of the
development of these systems, this method for constructing job evalu-
ation systems assured that the characteristics differentially associated
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with historically female jobs would not be treated as valuable job con-
tent. Hidden from view within evaluation systems were assumptions
about the value of work as a function of the gerder of the typical
incumbent. Thus these systems institutionalized the taken-for-granted
reality of the late 1940s and 1950s of women workers as secondary
workers in low-wage jobs. The tension between market and gender noted
above was obscured, although decidedly maintained.

Early job evaluation systems also carry an indirect gender effect in the
types of jobs for which they were designed. Job evaluation systems were
first developed largely in manufacturing contexts during World War II
and then again during the U.S. Korean War, primarily in defense-related
manufacturing industries where wage freezes were in effect (Patton &
Littlefield, 1957; Shils, 1972). Systems also were developed to capture
managerial positions in administrative contexts, most notably the Hay
system. In their review of the most widely used job evaluation systems,
including Hay, Treiman and Hartmann (1981) recognize the lack of fit
between the categories of work on which job evaluation systems were
developed and the types of technical and service-provision jobs charac-
teristic of the contemporary labor market. These early systems failed to
capture the complexity of technical and service work, limiting their
usefulness as reliable instruments for gender-neutral job evaluation.
Thus three features of traditional job evaluation account for its simul-
taneous appearance of gender neutrality and profoundly gendered char-
acter: the structure and values of the labor market at the time of its
development, the use of the existing wage-structure as the criterion for
establishing factors and factor weights, and the types of work settings
evaluated. The sources of gender bias identified in traditional job evalu-
ation systems used today are the residue of these features.!

Managerial Bias in the Hay System: Development and Continuity

Managerial Bias

Although many have written about the managerial bias in the Hay
system, its historical roots have not been systematically investigated
(Acker, 1989; Burton, 1987; Treiman, 1979; Werwie, 1987). Certainly,
there is considerable evidence in the articles written by Hay and others to
attest to its managerial orientation at the time of its development. Writing
in 1951, Hay and an associate, Dale Purves, introduced the personnel
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manager to a new method of job evaluation distinctively developed for
use on managerial, higher-level professional, and executive jobs. They
contended that job evaluation procedures used to evaluate these kinds of
jobs needed to be different from those used to evaluate “simpler” jobs.
Although the job components, broadly defined, were the same for both
categories,

the mental application requireménts consist of choices, and are easily deter-
mined, but are circumscribed through established standards and supervi-
sion. . . . But as we go up the ladder in job complexity and importance, the
tangibility decreases, and the evaluating yardsticks are called upon to measure
quantities for which they were not designed. . . . The emphasis shifts from
doing and following to thinking and delegating; from following mapped out
courses to mapping out the courses. It becomes increasingly difficult to mea-
sure leadership components by followership criteria. . . . The difference in
degree between low- and high-level job elements is so great that it amounts to
a difference in kind. (Hay & Purves, 1951, pp. 163-164)

This quotation provides an excellent statement of the assumptions that
went into the construction of the Hay system of job evaluation and that
continue to influence it today. Note the strong assumption that complex-
ity and the bureaucratic/organizational hierarchy are synonymous: High-
level jobs are “complex” and “important”; low-level jobs are “simple”
and “circumscribed.” In other words, these two categories of jobs are not
just different; rather, complexity is defined precisely and only in terms of
one category of jobs—high-level managerial/executive jobs. Other jobs
are, by definition, simple. The difference between high-level and low-
level jobs is asserted to be a “difference in kind.” Throughout their
article, the definition of a high-level job is clear: It involves supervision,
formal organizational responsibility, and a management title. Accord-
ingly, a low-level job means the absence of formal supervision (i.e.,
hiring, firing, scheduling, formal organizational responsibility, and a
management title). -

Following the logic of this view of job complexity, as one moves up
the hierarchy there is a shift from doing to thinking and from follywing
to leading. These assumptions are presented as so obvious—so-tdken for
granted—that no further explanation is necessary. I suggest and will
illustrate below that treating the organizational dimensions of job com-
plexity and responsibility as the only dimension of complexity and re-
sponsibility severely limits the full evaluation of nonmanagerial jobs.
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Although, on average, managerial work involves complex skills and
responsibilities, so do many nonmanagerial jobs, such that, were we to
expand the range of dimensions of complexity and responsibility, we
would find reasonable equivalence in skills, effort, and responsibilities
among many managerial and nonmanagerial job classes.

The managerial bias in the development of the Hay system is further
evidenced in the assumption by Hay and Purves (1951) that the job and
the incumbent are indistinguishable for managerial jobs but not for non-
managers.

The essential difference between high-level and low-level jobs is the differ-
ence between conception, creation and direction vs. execution. Since the job
is to a large extent made by the man, it is to be expected that good men will
change the nature and extent of any jobs they may hold. (p. 164, emphasis in
original).

In a later work, Hay and Purves (1953) state,

It is immaterial who is in the low-level job, so long as he is properly qualified
to do it. But at high levels, the job is largely built around the man. Low-level
jobs are usually designed to be done “one best way.” In . . . a high-level job,
there is no “one best way” to do it. (p. 244)

These early statements in support of the profile method of job evaluation
are full of problematic assumptions:

1. Managers are high-level employees who perform the most complex and
responsible jobs in an organization.

2. Nonmanagers are low-level employees engaged in simple work of limited
complexity with limited responsibilities.

3. Complexity is measured unidimensionally as organizational complexity.

4, Only managers think, whereas nonmanagers do.

5. Responsibility is defined as formal or ultimate responsibility and not as
practical or actual responsibility.

6. People in low-level jobs are interchangeable, whereas people in high-level
jobs are unique.

It is possible to see first-hand the consequences of these assumptions
in the discussion of the “profile” of a typist according to the three job
dimensions isolated in this system of job evaluation:



64 Gender Inequality at Work

“What are we paying a typist for—knowledge, mental application or account-
ability?” Certainly we are not paying very much for the mental application . . .
for she is not called upon to use her head very much in making decisions; or
in planning, policy making, or in creativeness. She is doing exactly as she is
told with almost no room for a choice. Nor are we paying much for account-
ability. . . . About the only error that she could make is putting down the
wrong thing on paper. What about the requirement for knowledge? . . . Not
only must she be able to type but she must also be fluent in reading and
understanding the language. After that comes the training in typing and finally
the short time required to learn the duties of her job. . . . The typist is being
paid primarily for knowledge. (Hay & Purves, 1951, p. 166)

By contrast, the profile for administrative or managerial jobs involves
less emphasis on knowledge and more on mental application and ac-
countability (Hay & Purves, 1951, pp. 167-168). A later article is exclu-
sively concerned with describing the parameters of the high-level job in
terms of its functions. The manager must design his organization, make
and interpret policy, and plan, direct, and control his operations. He may
also specialize—indeed, he may even be an expert with no organization
under him. But, in this case, he will still be evaluated as having a
high-level job, largely because of his position in the organizational hier-
archy. Again, the focus of that article is clear: It is possible to describe
and analyze managerial work and to measure all other jobs in terms of the
presence or absence of characteristics found in managerial work.

The problem is not that the Hay system recognizes differences in
complexity between managerial and nonmanagerial work but that loca-
tion in the organizational hierarchy is the primary dimension of job
complexity used to differentiate jobs. The consequence of this decision is
to artificially define nonmanagerial work as being of lower complexity
than managerial work, regardless of its job content, and to compress
almost all nonmanagerial work into a few categories at lower factor
levels. In the next section, we examine the consequences of these rules in
the evaluation of actual jobs.

The distinctive managerial perspective embodied in the Hay Guide
Chart-Profile Method is spelled out more explicitly in later articles, as is
the self-interested motives for introducing managerially driven S}/Jstems:

Bargaining over wages is a familiar part of the economic scene. But who is
there to fight for better salaries for corporate executives? . . . Little formal
attention is given to the salary problems of the executive. . . . In recent years,
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a method of evaluating high level jobs has been developed which uses man-
agement thinking. Called the Guide Chart-Profile Method, . . . it . . . was
devised to explain the reasons for suggested job evaluation salary standards—
to show management how to evaluate high level jobs by thinking of them in
management terms. . . . We have seen that the Guide Chart-Profile Method
was designed for a specific purpose—evaluating managerial and technical
jobs in order to get equitable salary standards. (Hay, 1958, pp. 63-65, 71-72)

Thus, by 1958, the job evaluation system associated with Hay was de-
veloped specifically for the evaluation of managerial jobs. It brought a
managerial perspective to the definition of the major dimensions of job
content. As discussed more fully below, this managerial bias has a pro-
nounced gender effect, both because managerial and administrative jobs
have been disproportionately male and because the types of jobs typi-
cally held by women involve job content that is not captured in evalu-
ation systems conceptualized in terms of the organizational hierarchy.

Continuity

Bellak’s (1982) article (still routinely distributed by the Hay group)
presents the parameters of the Hay system. It acknowledges the link
between the Hay job evaluation system developed in the 1950s and the
basic system in use today: “Over the years since 1951, the fundamental
principles of the Guide Chart-Profile Method have remained intact al-
though there have been many refinements in language and application”
(p. 5). This emphasis on the stability of the system is routinely used by
compensation consulting firms as a strong selling point of their systems.
However, with a concern for pay equity in the 1980s, what was once a
desirable feature has become a point of contention.

The continuity in the approach can be observed both with respect to
process and structure—that is, the factors and factor weights.? Given the
constraints of this article, I discuss only the continuities in the structure
of the system.

Three basic Guide Charts—Know-How, Problem-Solving, and Ac-
countability—were “devised [in the 1950s] to explain the reasons for
suggested job and salary standards—to show management how to evalu-
ate high level jobs by thinking about them in management terms” (Hay,
1958, p. 65). A fourth Guide Chart—Working Conditions—was devel-
oped later, ostensibly in reaction to union pressure in the evaluation of
manufacturing and other blue-collar jobs. Working conditions are typi-
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cally given little weight, and this scale is used infrequently upon request
(Bellak, 1984).

All of the information examined below on the Hay Guide Chart-
Profile Method of Job Evaluation is drawn from public records. Versions
of the Hay Guide Charts are culled from published articles, final reports
of pay equity studies, or reports prepared for litigation before a pay
equity tribunal in Ontario, Canada. Data on job evaluations were ob-
tained from the Minnesota Department of Personnel.

When examining the three major factors of the Hay system, the simi-
larity between the description of the factors in Hay (1958) and in Bellak
(1982) is striking. Table 3.1 presents the definitions of Know-How,
Problem-Solving, and Accountability as offered in Hay (1958) and in
Bellak (1982). Although the definitions in Bellak are somewhat more
elaborate, the ideas about what constitutes valuable work and about the
differentiation of factor levels remain essentially intact. Know-How con-
tinues to define skills in terms of technical skill, managerial skills, and
the skills involved in working with other people. Problem-Solving en-
compasses the creative application of these skills or the thinking associ-
ated with a job. It is defined in terms of the environment and the diffi-
culty of the thinking. Accountability is measured along three dimensions:
freedom, impact, and size. :

Fortunately, Edward Hay offered the basic format of the Hay subfactor
levels in a 1958 article, so it is possible to compare subfactor definitions
more specifically to contemporary Hay Guide Charts available in the
public record. Indeed, as Tables 3.2 through 3.4 illustrate, when sub-
factor-level definitions for four versions of the Hay system are com-
pared, the continuity is even more striking. In the Know-How Guide
Chart, the only modification was to move Organizational Know-How
from the top levels of a Technical Know-How dimension to create a third
dimension to the factor. Interestingly, this modification has the effect of
actually increasing the weight given to Managerial Know-How, as it is
quite rare for jobs that score high on Organizational Know-How to score
low on Technical Know-How.*

The definitions of Managerial Know-How are quite consistent across
the contemporary systems. Note that Hay consultants are providegr with
internal memos that offer several variants of language that can b¥ used in
constructing this subfactor. The variations are usually on the basis of the
size and complexity of the organizational hierarchy. The expansion of
levels usually occurs at the top. If the chief executive officer (CEO)
represents the highest level, then there must be enough additional levels
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Table 3.1 Comparison of Factor and Subfactor Definitions for Hay Guide
Chart-Profile Method 1958 and 1982

Factor/Subfactor Hay (1958) Bellak (1982)
Know-How “Each position must be The sum total of every kind of ca-
thought of as requiring a spe- pability or skill, however acquired,
cific kind of job know-how. needed for acceptable job perfor-
.. . In addition to the special- mance. Its three dimensions are
ized technical kinds of know- requirements for:
how required, skill in human

Problem-Solving

relations is important in high-
level policy-making jobs. Ad-
ministrative knowledge is also
necessary in jobs which have
managerial responsibilities.

. . . [The] guide chart for know-
how . . . combines scales for
these three kinds of skill and
knowledge.”

“Thinking is always done in a
specific environment which
allows a particular degree of
latitude. . . . [The] problem-
solving chart {combines] the
two scales of environment and
thinking.”

e Practical procedures, specialized
techniques and knowledge within
occupational fields, commercial
functions, and professional and
scientific disciplines.

s Integrating and harmonizing
simultaneous achievement of
diversified function within mana-
gerial situation occurring in oper-
ating, technical, support, or ad-
ministrative fields. This involves,
in some combination, skills in
planning, organizing, executing,
controlling, and evaluating and
may be exercised consultatively
(about management) as well as
executively.

e Active, practicing person-to-
person skills in work with other
people.

The original self-starting use of
Know-How required by the job to
identify, define, and resolve
problems. “You think with what
you know.” This is true of even the
most creative work. The raw
material of any thinking is
knowledge of facts, principles, and
means. For that reason, Problem-
Solving is treated as a percentage
of Know-How. Problem-Solving
has two dimensions:

(Continued)



Gender Inequality at Work

68

“wiashs Arerorsdosd v 5131 95E33q POYISHA ILOIG-MEYD) IPING S JO SUON 19MO] O A[u0 nosard (Z861) YEIog ‘OQEIARION G o

‘Anpqrsuodsai reusSeuewr Jo 9doos o3 uaard wSrom o pue stutod Jo Joq n 1 ATF (uxiy o Jo Kyrxorduiod uoneziweSzo0 puw 9218 o uo Surpusdop sjAd] o
Sukrea pim) s0108jqns areredas v ojur uoneredas S| "MOH-MOUY [BITUYIRL JO S[9AI] Xid 1SOUI IY) SB POPPIQUID SEM MOY-MOuY [eLiofewews (8561) ARH U] "I[qR[TEA JON ¥
-aa13ap 159431y op ur
toeyodus; ore sjdoad Bunea

-now pue ‘Jurdojaasp ‘Gunosy
'99x3op 15043y oy wr Jueod  -o8 ‘Surpuelsiapun vl SIS

-unt are 9jdoad JugeAnows pue ‘Jur  PIUIEIOd 1O ABRWINY ‘Surpuroso ore
-dofaasp ‘Sunoores ‘Surpuersizpun ul srdoad Suneanow 1o/pue ‘Burzrresio
S[[PAS PARIQUIOD JO JANBWANY '€ ‘SUONIBIIPISUOD ‘Surdojoaap ‘Juposoras ur SIS '€
1EORLO 101 Inq yreyiodun are
sponexspisuod  d[doad Supiases so/pue ‘Fu; ‘TOHRIPISUOD ‘JUIPLIIIAC
yaepsodury are opdoad Juiazes Jo/pure  -owonpyur ‘SupuwISISpUN T ue 100 10q ‘juenodmr ue sy 9doad
‘Burusnym ‘SurpueisIopun ‘2 Jo uoneanows pue Sutpueisiopun 7
*SIAO
s10q30 IM Surpeap ur s50u9AN (M FuIrop Ul SSAUIARIIYS ‘SSIUIAD MOH-MOY
32352 pue £s2)1n05 Areupi(y | pue Asaumnod AreurpiQy ‘[ VN -29539 pue SILMOD jEULION ‘| SUONEYY Uewny
[810L ‘A
oarsuagardwo)) "Af aatsuagaidmo) ‘Al ¥
peoq I peoig ‘M I e
ARIPIUINU] T ARIPAINUY ] paeRy T MOH-MOU}
paury | [BWTCT JO JUON ‘T TeWUI IO OUON  °| N fenedeue
euadeuew [RHUID [
renafeusw sAnensTUNUPY |
Kso1sew [euorssajoid 'H Amsewt fegorssojoid “H [euRenew sepoTUaU] H
Arsew paziersds ‘D Lonsew pozyerads D Assisew paziepads—eotugos), D Aaisew [EoMys—pazienads D
pazi[eads paucsedss pezieroods pouosess W pazieads—{eomuyY pauoseas d  [BOMIYOA—PIZIeIoads-pauoseas
pazyewoads o g pazieroads oseq g pazievads—ieoruyos otseg g [eoTugo9) pozirervads q
[EUONEI0A PIOUBAPY [EUONEI0A PROUEAPY ‘d [BUONBI0A PROUBAPY '( [EUOTEROOA PROURAPY °(
[euonesoy D [eUONEI0A D jsuonEIop ‘D [eUOnEOOA "D
[eoonecoA AIelUowa[d '@ [euonedca Aruowold ‘g feuoneooA Areyuswdfy ‘g [eUONEBO0A Aruawmoly ‘g MOH-MOwYy
Arewiug v Arewng v oisey vV owseqg Y [EdNYIRL,
(6861) ¥ay0D-0A2Y P pPIDGINH (6£61) upuisall (2861) yo1129 (8561) {oH 1o130fqng

seuobelen Heys apinH—suoniuyag MoH-mouy jo uosiedwo) Z'E 8igel

. & @ ) . " L2 o S
o P E S 0 28 4" g S §§5 R
S gEsss  ssg: 4P 2RBiREC, EST
§ & 3885 Bisp 1§jE sizEigid eEE i
. o r. = <] ] <Rt =
NI g mmm.um.. ﬂo,lom 288% §88ESScE 288 5
Xleg 8o -S95558 298¢ Egzf EEEZ27sS S8 = 3
S|zE Ef £gib 5§ 2E5% S:E5ZpdE sE2 &
Sa & 885 €3 as E FP§5 R 1)
3|85 g2 m,mmm.mm. g885°2 MMMR mmmmmm.m.m. Hcm g
3|54 5 EESSEE csigcr :53F  lfgigé 227 3
Q] 8 & 2 0.m... e & ™ Wwes .m.lmr.m .h..uﬂlf.
c¢ g2 DPEESs gq3fs Beogg fRRiijic S5 f &
52 59 234388 jio8f fzzsd fosfiisd Egd ~
P : m..mmm E BE>®EY§ LETBE DgsS 58§ @ &
EE Ef JEEfsSs EHo-f BREBEE S3xiisis 238
mmmn%wb p=1 2 0 o .2 t.l..m
3 3 [~ IR TR~ 4 [ . 3 Sdr
258
. a0 8
2 e, oy , E = §
b1 R b33 g & 8« IS
m.mm.m mm.m mmmmmm $%E
= g8 ;9 Tas 38888 © 39
2 s8ge B3R mmemm.m 28>
—~ o mwoo rm:me m.d.l lm.m WCIm
= g8 g2 S25 .mcmsme >0
D™ ! -] &0 Q .
& g |82 m.m_.ao wm.ﬂ. mwa =R
L onmmm mMm mmm g g .O..m
_ C=§23F EEY Blsgsi 22 &
° £o 28 mem o8 >C w20 O &
e 0S8 6y = 2 oELEES g m <)
m.o..mﬁmw haib.m_dm [P
..m FTE2B88 ~eae HEBSEEEF ﬂ.mm
e
S by
el s 2 mmm
2 &
- «m = N 3«
o |3 3 St
o | X = 00 2
b3 I~} <) me
2|3 8 S 55
E | < < B &




0oL

Table 3.3 Comparison of Problem-Solving Definitions—Guide Chart Categories

Subfactor Hay (1958) Bellak (1982) Treiman (1979)
Thinking A. Strict routine A. Strict routine A. Stict routine
Guidance B. Routine B. Routine B. Routine
C. Semiroutine C. Semiroutine C. Semiroutine
D. Standardized D. Standardized D. Standardized
E. Directed E. Clearly defined E. Clearly defined
F. Generally directed F.  Broadly defined F. Broadly defined
G. Guided G. Generally defined G. Geneérally defined
H. Generally guided H. Abstractly defined H. Abstractly defined
Thinking 1. Stable: Conditions covering jobs 1. Repetitive: Identical situations 1. Repetitive: Identical situations re-
Challenge are inherently stable or repetitive, and  requiring solution by simple choice quiring solution by simple choice of

are characterized by general absence
of original problem-solving

2. Normal: Conditions covering job
call for improvisation or adaptation to
meet changing situations of manu-
facture, market, and the like

3. Uncharted: Path-finding in novel,
nonrecurring, or swiftly changing
situation in which the approach to the

of learned things®

2. Patterned: Similar situations re-
quiring solution by discriminating
choice of learned things®

3. Interpolative: Differing situations
requiring search for solutions within
area of learned things

4. Adaptive: Variable situations re-

learned things®

2. Patterned: Similar situations re-
quiring solution by discriminati
choice of learned things®

3. Interpolative: Differing situations
requiring search for solutions within
arca of learned things

4. Adaptive: Variable situations re-

objective is not fully defined quiring analytic, interpretive, and/or quiring analytic, interpretive, and/or
constructing thinking constructing thinking
5. NA® 5. Uncharted: Novel or nonrecurring
path-finding situations requiring the
develop of new pts and
imaginative approaches
ALY
a. Emphasis added.
b. Not available. Bellak (1982) does not provide plete inf ion b the Guide Chart-Profile Method is a proprictary system.

Table 3.4 Comparison of Accountability Definitions—Guide Chart Categories

Subfactor Hay (1958) Bellak (1982) Treiman (1979)
Freedom to Act A. Standardized A. Prescribed A. Prescribed
B. General regulated B. Controlled B. Conlrolle:d
C. Operational direction C. Standardized C. Standardized
D. Oriented direction D. Generally regulated D. Generally regulated
E. Top management, guidance E. Directed E. Directed ]
F. Presidential guidance F. Oriented directed F. Oriented directed
G. Broad guidance G. Broad guidance
H. Strategic guidance H. Strategic guidance
I. Governor/chief justice
Magnitude 1. Small or indeterminate 1. Very small or indeterminate 1. Very small or indeterminate
2. Medium 2. Small 2. Small
3. Large 3. Medium 3. Medium
4. Very large 4. NA* 4. Large
5. Very large
Impact 1. Remote: Positions that provide informa- 1. Remote: Information, recording, or inci- 1. Remote: informational, recording, or

tional or custodial services used by others®

2. Indirect: Occurs when counsel or advice

is provided

2. Coantributory interpretive, advisory, or
facilitating services for use by others in

dental services for use by others in
relation to some important end result®

routine services for use by others in taking
action®

2. Contibutory interpretive, advisory, or facil-
itating services for use by others in taking

3. Shared: Participation with others in
making decisions

4, Primary: Independent decision where there
is little sharing of accountability with others

taking action

3. Shared: Participating with others (except
own subordinates or superiors) within orga-
pizational unit in taking action

4. Primary: Controlling impact on end
results, where shared accountability with
others is subordinate

action

3. Shared: Participating with others-(except
own subordinates or superiors) within or out-
side the organizational units in taking action®

4, Primary: Controiling impact on end results,
where shared accountability with others is sub-
ordinate

a. Not available. Bellak (1982) does not provide complete information because the Guide Chart-Profile Method is a proprictary system.
> b. Guide Chart definitions elaborated in Hay (1958, p. 69).

¢. Emphasis added.
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The findings are based on several assessments of the Hay system
(Acker, 1987, 1989; Burton, 1987; Haignere & Steinberg, 1985; Treiman,
1979; Werwie, 1987), on statistical analyses of results of job evaluations
conducted using the Hay system in the state of Minnesota, and on infor-
mation on the content of the job of registered nurse collected from focus
groups of registered nurses in four Ontario, Canada, hospitals. Informa-
tion on registered nurses is supplemented by secondary sources (Benner,
1984; College of Nurses of Ontario, 1989; Growe, 1991; Melosh, 1982;
Reverby, 1987).

An assessment of the subfactor definitions and levels and their appli-
cation on a set of jobs makes visible the specific ways in which bias
toward capturing job content of managerial work dominates the system.
Because managerial jobs have historically been designed for and dispro-
portionately held by men, this constitutes an evaluation bias in favor of
historically male jobs.5

The standard Hay system is composed of four Guide Charts that con-
tain 11 subfactors—3 for Know-How, 3 for Accountability, 2 for Problem
Solving, and 3 for Working Conditions—among which I have found
managerial bias is expressed outright in the definitions of 5 of the most
heavily weighted subfactors—Managerial Know-How, Human Relations
Know-How, Freedom to Act, Magnitude, and Impact—and expressed
indirectly in three others—Technical Know-How, Thinking Challenge,
and Thinking Environment. I restrict the analysis here to managerial bias
in 3 subfactors: Human Relations Know-How (HRKH), Freedom to Act
(FTA), and Technical Know-How (TKH). I select these because, un-
like Organizational Know-How, Magnitude, and Impact, these subfactor-
level definitions are less explicitly written in terms of organizational
scope or job hierarchy. I also select them over Thinking Challenge and
Thinking Environment because the points gained as a result of FTA and
TKH are partly derivative from and highly correlated with points re-
ceived on other subfactors. Furthermore, the Working Conditions subfac-
tors are not biased in favor of managerial work, although they are male
biased. A complete analysis of male bias in each Hay Guide Chart factor
is found in Steinberg (1991).

Human Relations Know-How (HRKH)

There are four ways in which the HRKH subfactor carries a male
bias:
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1. It combines different types of human relations skills, one of which is
double counted because it has already been measured under Managerial
Know-How. B

2. It arbitrarily defines supervisory skills as more complex than client-oriented
skills.

3. It defines supervision in ways that differentially exclude the forms of
supervision typical of female-dominated work.

4. It fails to differentiate adequately among levels of nonsupervisory human
relations skills.

It both advantages managerial and supervisory work and disadvantages
service-oriented jobs.

Table 3.2 lists the standard subfactor-level definitions for HRKH.
HRKH provides for three levels of differentiation, with the top level
defined in terms of supervisory capabilities—"“motivating . . . and devel-
oping people.” As constructed, this subfactor allows, primarily, for the
differentiation between supervisory and nonsupervisory jobs (between
Level 3 and Levels 2 and 1) and, secondarily, for the differentiation
between client-oriented and non-client-oriented jobs (between Levels 1
and 2). The implicit assumptions about complexity are that supervising
employees involves more complex use of skills, such as communicat-
ing, motivating, influencing, understanding, listening, and teaching, than
does working with clients or patients. The system offers no documenta-
tion about actual job content to support this assumption. Burton (1987)
has questioned this assumption in asking whether supervising employees
involves skill or the exertion of organizational power (pp. 90-91). She
also suggests that women work up and across organizational hierarchies,
whereas men work down the hierarchy. Acker (1989) reports that the
Oregon Legislative Task Force overseeing a comparable worth study
of public employment was similarly critical of the lack of differentia-
tion and narrow dimensions found in HRKH, as well as of overreliance
on notions of the formal organization hierarchy. Earlier, Acker (1987)
writes,

Deciding who was or was not a supervisor was important for the emergent
ranking. . . . The evaluation team, with the help of the consultants, developed
rules to deal with this complexity. . . . The secretary who supervises 15 to 20
workers is seen simply as a lead worker. . . . Many [nonsupervisory jobs with
supervisory functions] are female-dominated and adding some extra points



76 Gender Inequality at Work

for supervision may be one of the sources of scores that show that these jobs
have been undervalued. (p. 85)

Furthermore, by combining into one subfactor those human relations
skills necessary for working with clients and those necessary for supervi-
sion, the Hay system cancels out the relative impact that nonmanagerial
human relations skills can have on total points for nonmanagerial jobs.
If, by definition, all managerial jobs receive the highest score on this
factor, there is no way that a nonmanagerial job can be assessed as
involving more complex human relations skills. But consider, for exam-
ple, the registered nurse, who must negotiate with recalcitrant patients
about life-sustaining medication or who must work regularly with dying
patients who have no hope of recovery.

Moreover, when client-oriented skills and supervision skills are com-
bined, human services jobs that involve both aspects of human relations
only receive points for one skill dimension (Steinberg, 1990). So, for
example, a registered nurse administrative supervisor receives fewer
points than he or she would if the Hay system included two separate
subfactors on Human Relations skills, one for supervision and a second
for client-oriented skills. The inclusion of supervisory skills in HRKH
also involves double counting of skills because supervisory responsibil-
ity is included as part of the definition of Managerial Know-How.

Hay consultants in Oregon appeared to be aware of the consequences
of constructing HRKH to combine supervisory and client-oriented skills
and to treat the former as more complex. They proved to be the biggest
opponents to a proposed modification of the system by task force femi-
nists, arguing that it “would result in a higher value placed on human
relations relative to managerial skills.” They viewed HRKH as a “sub-
scale of Managerial Know-How,” regardless of the commonsense mean-
ing of the term, and they feared that modification “might change the rank
order of some jobs.” Their second objection to a revaluation of service
provision work was that it would “decrease the point spread between
managerial and non-mamagerial jobs,” which would cause “even more
difficulties in recruiting and keeping good managers” (Acker, 1987, pp.
189-190). P

Examining the evaluation of 1,441 job titles in the state of Mins€sota,
I found noteworthy differences in evaluation scores by gender of job. For
female-dominated jobs, 16.2% score at Level 1, 45.5% score at Level 2,
and 38.3% score at Level 3. By contrast, for male-dominated jobs, the
percentages are 13.6, 30.3, and 56.1 for Levels 1, 2, and 3, respectively.
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The definition of supervisor clearly carries a gender effect, as does the
artificial definitional ceiling that prohibits service provision skills from
scoring at the highest level. g

Freedom to Act (FTA)

FTA is defined in terms of extent of supervisory review at the lower
levels of the scale and as scope of managerial direction at the upper ends
of the scale. This is a classic representation of employee autonomy from
the standpoint of the top of the organization. However, by defining
autonomy only in terms of formal review relationships, this subfactor
renders invisible the frequent actions taken by employees to autono-
mously carry out highly responsible tasks and functions—especially in
human services contexts when time pressure is often significant. For
example, the registered nurse informs the physician that a medical emer-
gency warrants his or her intervention. In an emergency situation, the
nurse will often begin medical procedures in anticipation of what she or
he knows the doctor will order or because the doctor has placed a
standing order allowing for autonomous intervention with legal protec-
tion. Under the Hay system, because human services workers are for-
mally supervised, the supervisor receives credit (in points and in money)
for the responsibilities actually carried out by his or her subordinate. In
this case, the physician has formal, final responsibility for medical deci-
sions, and all positions below him or her are treated as operating with
little autonomy.

The concept of formal responsibility inflates the work performed by
supervisors and diminishes the work performed by subordinates. It ob-
scures the practical responsibility and autonomy of nonmanagerial em-
ployees, understating the extent to which incumbents of nonmanagerial
jobs have control over the main goal of their jobs. It overstates the
amount of supervision that supervisors engage in, especially when subor-
dinates are performing their jobs competently (Burton, 1987, p. 92).
Acker (1989) also observed an explicit reliance on the organizational
chart in carrying out evaluations of actual jobs, based on the assumption
that “supervisors ought to have more points than those beneath them, and
fewer points than those above them in the hierarchy” (p. 89). Acker
concludes that the assumption of “congruence between responsibility,
job complexity, and hierarchical position” works to the disadvantage of
differentially female nonmanagerial jobs: “Tasks delegated to a secretary
by a manager will not raise her hierarchical level because such tasks are



78 Gender Inequality at Work

still his responsibility, even though she has the practical responsibility to
see that they are done” (p. 220).

The descriptions for each level of FTA are ambiguous and open to
subjective judgments in their application. What differentiates “constant
. . . supervision” from “very close supervision” or from “close supervi-
sion”? The top four levels of this subfactor are more clearly specified but
only in reference to the scope of the organization managed, which theo-
retically is a proxy for autonomy. We can begin to understand what is
meant by these words through a review of actual evaluations of job
classes on FTA in the state of Minnesota: 99% of the 1,441 jobs with at
least one incumbent are evaluated on FTA at Levels B and F (A is lowest
and G is highest).

Table 3.5 lists a sample of representative jobs from a variety of job
categories evaluated at Levels A through C. Fewer than 20 of the 1,441
job classes were scored at Level A, and these were disproportionately
female-dominated. Job classes that score at Level A equate male jobs
such as mail handler with female jobs such as child care center aide and
entry-level clerk typist and stenographer. It is unclear why child care
center aide and clerk stenographer require “very close supervision” as
compared to “close supervision,” especially in comparison to male jobs
scoring at Level B, such as meat cutter, baker, and automobile driver. Do
the job descriptions calculate the amount or percentage of time directly
supervised or the number or types of instructions and work routines? In
this instance, basing autonomy only on formal organizational review
creates false differentiations that are not based on careful assessment of
actual differences in work routines and extent of instruction and review.

Similarly, no rationale is offered for the decision to score licensed
practical nurse, child care center assistant, supervisors of word proces-
sing centers, and dining hall managers at the same level of autonomy as
athletic equipment manager, meat cutter, and groundskeeper. The auton-
omy and responsibility of working with sick clients is equated with
the autonomy and responsibility of cutting meat. Handling children is
equivalent to handling équipment. Performing at the highest level of
clerk stenographer is at the same level of autonomy and responsibility as
driving an automobile or baking. At Level C, coordinating a child gare
center is equivalent in autonomy and responsibility to that assigfied an
electrician, plumber, or heavy equipment operator.

Most notably, what these evaluations do reveal is that supervisors of
what are considered low autonomy positions are scored on FTA on the
basis of the assumed low autonomy of the positions they supervise.
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Table 3.5 Representative Job Classes Evaluated on Freedom to
Act/Accountability Subfactor, State of Minnesota

Subfactor Level Female Male Balanced
A Child Care Center Aide Mail Handler Service Worker
Clerk I Traffic Recorder Inserting Machine
Clerk Typist I Operator
Clerk Stenographer I
Data Entry Operator
Food Service Worker
Laboratory Attendant A
Laundry Worker
B Licensed Practical Nurse 1 Athletic Equipment Manager  Stores Clerk
Licensed Practical Nurse 2* Meat Cutter Recreation Pro-
Physical Therapy Aide B Materials Transfer Driver gram Assistant
Switchboard Operator Labor—Trades and Equip- Admissions/Gift
Word Processing Operator ment Shop Clerk
Word Processing Center— Laboratory Attendant 2 First Aid Services
Supervisor B® Baker Assistant
Account Clerk Barber Audio-Visual
Clerks 2-4* Automobile Driver Technician
Clerk Stenographers 2-4* Highway Maintenance Manager
Clerk Stenographer 4 General Maintenance Worker
Supervisor Groundskeeper
Office Services Supervisor |  Groundskeeper—I diate®
Child Care Center Assistant  Groundskeeper—Senior®
Dining Hall Manager Chief Cook
Human Services Technician—
Senior
Dental Assistant
Sewing Machine Operator
Medical Records Clerk
C Registered Nurse Zookeeper Auditor
Social Worker Electrician Bacteriologist 1
Legal Secretary Mason Behavior Analyst 1
Legal Secretary, Senior® Painter EDP Programmer
Legal Secretary, Senior Plumber
Supervisor® Roofer
Public Health Sanitarian 1 Heavy Equipment Mechanic
Animal Health Specialist Heavy Equipment Operator
Accounting Technician Building Maintenance Lead
Account Clerk—Senior Worker
Typing Services Coordinator  Bridge Worker
Child Care Center Coordinator Electrician Lead®
Electrician Supervisor®
Architect Drafting Technician

Stores Clerk—Senior

a. Balanced class.

b. A lot of supervisors of positions found in Level D.
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Specifically, supervisors or coordinators of employees or a program are
scored one step higher than the level of autonomy of the employees they
supervise or coordinate. Thus the lower the evaluation on FTA assigned
to a group of employees, the lower the level assigned to the supervisor of
those employees or the manager of the program in which they work. So,
for example, the child care center coordinator scores at a low level on
FTA because the child care aide scores even lower.

The impact of this score compression is especially marked for man-
agerial-level nursing positions. At least three levels of nursing super-
visors are included in one level of FTA. This includes the registered
nurse senior, the registered nurse principal, the registered nurse super-
visor, the registered nurse administrator supervisor, and the director of
nursing.” By contrast, managerial positions in engineering job series are
not as compressed. By imposing bureaucratic/administrative conceptions
of autonomy on the provision of services and clinical care, the Hay sys-
tem treats as invisible the extensive independence of action and initiative
required of hands-on work. For example, the administrative distinction
between the short run and the long run is less applicable in human
services settings. Indeed, imposing it as the basis of differentiating levels
of complexity and responsibility can obscure autonomy and responsibil-
ity in clinical and service provision settings, resulting in misjudgments in
scoring. Often, of necessity, human service jobs must act “in the short
run,” or else patients will die or suffer serious consequences. In addition,
following a set of general professional standards as those found in the
Standards of Nursing Practice is not the same application of procedures,
practices, or precedents typical of jobs in bureaucratic settings. Scoring
administrator and director levels of nursing work at Level D of a subfac-
tor that spans from A to H suggests that the image of nursing held by the
Hay group is of work with limited autonomy and regular supervisory
review of results, even including the Director of Nursing.

This general rating principle results in lower scores for female-
dominated job classes. Of all male-dominated jobs in Minnesota state
government, 70.1% are stored at Levels D and E, compared with only
48% of female-dominated titles. By contrast, three times as many (19.9%)
of female jobs score at Levels A or B as male-dominated jobs (5 3%),

The male bias observed in FTA involves several aspects of it€" con-
struction: its heavy reliance on the formal organizational chart as the
operational definition of what constitutes autonomous work; its deval-
uation of the autonomy involved in direct clinical and service provi-
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sion work; its tendency to evaluate supervisory and managerial positions
in reference to the jobs supervised; compression of career ladders in
female-dominated groups of jobs; and its reliancé on only half of the
defined levels to evaluate 97% of all job classes. Several dimensions of
job autonomy are not acknowledged, and those that are, are not insuffi-
ciently differentiated and artificially compressed.

Technical Know-How (TKH)

When operationalized, TKH, like FTA, follows the general rule that a
supervisory job should score higher than but close to the position super-
vised. In addition, for TKH, knowledge gained through work and other
experience is given less recognition than formal and institutionally
gained occupational knowledge and general credentials. Even women’s
formal knowledge, such as typing skills learned at school, is trivialized
(Burton 1987, p. 89).

Given the ambiguous wording of the definitions of subfactor levels of
TKH, it is necessary to ground their meaning in their application and
impact. Table 3.6 lists examples of jobs ranked at different levels with the
TKH subfactor. Some interesting patterns emerge. Few jobs score at
Level A. At the lower end of the continuum on TKH are those male-
dominated jobs that require no educational prerequisites or prior experi-
ence, such as the ability to drive a car, to learn tasks associated with
sorting or delivering mail, or to do maintenance, custodial, or security
work. Female-dominated jobs scored as equivalent include entry-level
clerical, food service, and child care workers. Some of these jobs carry
educational prerequisites. Others, such as food service and child care,
carry strong associations with roles that women are assumed to perform
in the home—in other words, it is assumed that these jobs are unskilled.
Invisible and unrecognized are the organizational knowledge and lan-
guage skills of clerical workers, the technical knowledge of food prepa-
ration in institutional settings, and the psychological knowledge and
skills associated with child care work.

In my review of evaluations conducted in the state of Minnesota, I
found clustering of jobs within a career ladder. This finding is consistent
with an evaluation procedure that was followed by the state of Massachu-
setts in applying a Hay system. According to Department of Personnel
Administration staff members, the descriptions from each career ladder
or job series were considered at the same time, beginning with the
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Table 3.6 Representative Job Classes Evaluatéd on Technical Know-How

Subfactor, State of Minnesota

Subfactor Points Male Female
A Mail Handler Laboratory Attendant
B Automobile Driver Child Care Center Aide
Building & Grounds Worker Clerk I and 2
Delivery Van Driver Data Entry Operator, Lead, and
General Maintenance Worker Senior
Groundskeeper Dictaphone Operator
Security Guard Food Service Worker
Interpretive Guide
Parks Worker
Switchboard Operator
Work Therapy Technician
C Automotive Technician Administrative Secretary
Baker Account Clerk Supervisor
Barber Beauty Operator
Building Services Manager Cashier
Engineering Aide Child Care Center Coordinator
General Repair Worker Clerk Stenographer
Highway Maintenance Worker Dental Assistant
Meat Cutter Health Program Aide
Office Machine Repair Special Education Program
Supervisor Assistant
Painter Human Rights Aide
Plasterer Legal Secretary
Stores Clerk Chief Licensed Practical Nurse
Medical Claims Technician
Physical Therapy Assistant
D Heavy Equipment Operator Dental Hygienist
Plumber Legal Secretary Senior Supervisor
Architectural Drafting Income Maintenance Program
Technician 2 and 3 Analyst
Automotive Mechanic Senior Legal Secretary
Bridge Worker Medical Laboratory Technician
Cabinet Maker Registered Nurse
Driver Improvement Specialist Recreation Therapist Coordinator
Electrician Social Worker
Senior Engineering Aide
Land Surveyor
Machinist
Public Health Sanitarian
Radio Technician
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Table 3.6 (Continued)
Subfactor Points Male Female
E? Physical Plant Director Nutritionist
Attorney 1* Occupational Therapist
Boiler Inspector 2 Physical Therapist
Business Manager Assistant to Chief Executive
Economic Policy Analyst Officer
EDP Programmer/Analyst Child Health Program Supervisor
Elevator Inspector Clinical Nurse Specialist
Senior Engineer Dietitian 1
Financial Institution Health Educator
Examiner Library/Information Research
Geologist Services Specialist
Health Services Analyst® Personnel Director 1 and 2
Psychologist Registered Nurse Supervisor
Public Health Sanitarian
3and 4
Systems Analyst
Welfare Specialists*
F Dentist Personnel Director 3 and 5
Attorney 2 and 3* Public Health Nursing Director
(12) Directors (Programs,

Labs, 12 Divisions)

Pollution Control Scientist

Assistant Commissioner®

Assistant Director titles®

Chief Executive Officer

Education Finance
Supervisor

Education Specialist*

Engineer Administrative
titles

Central Payroll Director

Industrial Hygienist

Plant Management Director

Staff Physician*
Transportation Director
titles

a. Balanced class.

b. A lot of supervisors of positions found in Level D.
c. Three balanced: one male and two female titles; one title at Level G.

d. Six of 15 titles at Level B.
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highest job in the ladder and working backward to the lowest (Haignere
& Steinberg, 1985, p. 26). Thus the points for TKH are not simply based
on the actual technical requirements of the job but on where a job fails
within a job series and where the top, or the bottom, of that series falls on
the organization chart as a whole.

One important reason why evaluating a job in terms of its position in a
series carries a gender effect is that the disproportionate number of top
management and professional jobs are held by men. If these top manage-
ment and professional jobs score at the top levels of a subfactor, then,
simply as an artifact of the evaluation process, even the bottom jobs in
these series will score at high sublevels, regardless of job content and
technical skills.

The use of these shortcuts in job evaluation can be seen with respect to
the education barrier in scores for TKH. It appears that a job cannot score
at Level E or above on TKH unless it requires a college degree. As a
result of this rule, all secretarial and clerical positions must score at Level
D or below, regardless of the actual technical, communication, organiza-
tional, and human relations skills associated with the job. This barrier has
a similar effect on other female-dominated technical jobs that require 2-
and 3-year vocational degrees. Note in Table 3.6 that the medical labora-
tory technician and the registered nurse both score at Level D, whereas
the physical therapist and health educator score at Level E.

The impact of supervision on scores for TKH can be seen for all jobs
evaluated in the state of Minnesota. Recall that all jobs that supervise
automatically score at Level 3 of HRKH. Only one job class ranked as
low as Level C for TKH was scored as supervisory on HRKH. The
overlap between the managerial and technical factors is even more strik-
ing. All of the jobs scoring at Level D or below on TKH were rated at the
bottom level of the managerial scale (MKH), indicating no need for
knowledge of managerial skills. At the higher levels of TKH, a much
greater percentage of job titles score high on HRKH, and by Level F of
TKH, almost all jobs are at least at Level 2 for MKH (and at Level 3 for
HRKH). Of the 180 jobs scoring at least at Level 2 of MKH, 166, or
92.2% score at Level F on TKH.

A related point is that the interrelationships between the ostensibly in-
dependent subfactors results in the inflation of managerial positioﬁ;. The
intercorrelations of three of the Hay subfactors—Know-How, Problem-
Solving, and Accountability—range from 0.97 to 0.99 for Minnesota and
0.94 to 0.98 for Philadelphia (data not shown). Because these subfactors

BIAS IN THE HAY SYSTEM 85

are so highly interrelated, giving greater weight to one or another of them
would not significantly affect gender bias. Under these circumstances,
gender bias is largely a function of the subfactor definitions. Once the
definitions are made more inclusive, it would be possible to shift the
weighting to more adequately recognize the value of acknowledged job
content.? ,

The gender effect of evaluations on TKH in the state of Minnesota is
clear. Whereas few male or female jobs score at Levels A or B, 26.8% of
female-dominated jobs score at Level C, compared to 9.3% of male jobs.
By contrast, over one third (36.6%) of all male-dominated job classes
score at Level F, compared with only 18.4% of female-dominated job
classes.

As the data drawn from the state of Minnesota and other analyses
indicate, the definitions of each of the three subfactors were constructed
in ways that capture male-dominated work better than historically female
work. HRKH, FTA, and TKH are oriented to treat supervisory and mana-
gerial work as more complex. Secondarily, TKH defines professional
work requiring a college degree as more complex than professional work
requiring vocational degrees and on-the-job experience. Evaluations rely
heavily on formal hierarchical relationships. This is reflected in the
clustering and compression observed in actual evaluation scores. It also
accords with direct observations of evaluations by Acker (1989) in Ore-
gon and interviews about the evaluation process conducted by Burton
(1987) in Australia and Haignere and Steinberg (1985) in Massachusetts.

Conclusion

The Hay system has not kept pace with changes in the nature of work
and in the character and diversity of organizational forms since the 1940s
and 1950s. It has failed to modify its definitions of skills to encompass
the technological and knowledge changes that have taken place in many
nonmanagerial jobs. The system crafted by Edward Hay and Dale Purves
between 1946 and 1958 remains essentially intact. Its power and stability
rest precisely in the ability of the system to carry from one organization
to another a set of values that sustains high managerial wages even in the
face of organizational and technological changes that might undercut this
traditional wage structure.
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These findings are consistent with research on organizational prac-
tices and structural arrangements, research that points to the social and
economic context at the time of development as a critical determinant of
its contemporary character (Baron, 1991; Bielby & Baron, 1987; Stinch-
combe, 1965). For example, reflecting on almost a decade of research on
the “organizational factors” that “influence the way jobs are defined,
evaluated, and staffed,” Baron (1991) concludes that once practices and
policies are in place, “organizations exhibit inertia” (p. 135). This inertia
is sustained in the absence of conditions that facilitate change (such as
external pressure and likelihood of internal collective action) and in the
presence of interests that seek to maintain the status quo. Viewing organi-
zations as, in part, “arenas in which social relations, political contests,
and cultural forces shape the enterprise,” Baron acknowledges that a
powerful in-group seeking to “institutionalize its privileged position”
could do so by treating choices made by those in power as the inevitable
product of rational and efficient responses to legitimate bureaucratic
practices and to market forces (pp. 136-137).

The Hay Guide Chart-Profile Method of Job Evaluation is one exam-
ple of an institutional practice that sustains the status quo while masking
managerial control of the premises. It was developed initially to evaluate
professional, managerial, and executive work. It was justified by Hay in
the personnel journals as a system that would “fight for better salaries for
corporate executives” (Hay, 1958, p. 63). It accomplishes this objective
by treating location in the formal bureaucratic organizational hierarchy
as the underlying standard of job complexity against which all other
work is assessed. As a result, all nonmanagerial, nonprofessional work is
treated as less complex, less responsible, and less onerous. Yet the Hay
system is sold as a universal system of evaluation with the capability of
evaluating all job content. Thus the Hay evaluation system protects the
interests of those in positions of organizational power precisely because
it gives the appearance of universality, neutrality, and objectivity.

But the findings that emerged from this assessment of the historical
roots and contemporary consequences of the Hay system go beyond an
analysis of organizational inertia and simple in-group/out-group interest
group politics in two respects. First, job evaluation systems, such ag the
Hay system, are typically brought into an organization by managetfient to
rationalize a wage structure that has, for some reason, become mis-
aligned (Treiman, 1979). For instance, in one metropolitan Toronto hos-
pital I examined as part of my role as an expert witness in one Ontario

BIAS IN THE HAY SYSTEM 87

Pay Equity Tribunal proceeding, I found that hospital management had
chosen an evaluation system and implemented it in such a way as to
successfully reestablish historical wage relationships between manage-
rial and allied health professional jobs that had been distorted by market
forces. Specifically, the shortage of registered nurses, physiotherapists,
respiratory therapists, and others drove up their salaries relative to health
administrators. One major objective of the job evaluation exercise was to
raise the wages of administrators relative to the health professionals.

Thus the introduction of off-the-shelf systems of job evaluation like
the Hay system does not necessarily represent organizational inertia even
as it structures wage relationships on the basis of outdated cultural values
and economic assumptions. Instead, by undertaking a job evaluation
exercise, organizational leadership appears to be instituting a new set of
organizational practices, although, in fact, they are introducing a set of
economic and cultural relationships that have their roots in the post-
World War II cultural context and wage structure.

Second, and perhaps more important, organizational practices and
structural arrangements are gendered. Even though the Hay Guide Chart-
Profile Method does not refer to male jobs or female jobs or to male
employees and female employees, its structure and subfactor definitions
and the actual evaluation of jobs that results from its application cannot
be fully understood without reference to its roots in the post-World War
II reinstitutionalization of the gender division of labor. It is a powerful
tool maintaining not only managerial power but white male power.

As Joan Acker (1989, 1990) has noted, the construction of a job
implies a gender division of labor and a particular relationship between
home life and work life. Definitions of job complexity build these invis-
ible assumptions into the formal evaluation of jobs. And, Acker correctly
concludes, the power of these systems derives in no small measure from
their appearance of gender neutrality.

It is a problem, then, when sociological explanations of gender-based
labor market discrimination ignore the significance of gender relations
and gender ideologies as determinants of labor market outcomes. In
reaching this conclusion, I find myself in agreement with William Bielby
(1991), who, in assessing his research, concludes “that gender ideologies
are a strong, semiautonomous force shaping segregation and other mani-
festations of socioeconomic inequality” (p. 109). Even as women enter
managerial work, they enter a job designed for privileged white men
whose wives perform unpaid work in the home. And despite all of the
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attention that is paid to women who enter managerial work, the over-
whelming majority of women engaged in paid employment continue to
work in nonmanagerial jobs.

As Cockburn (1991) recognizes in her study of four British work sites
in which male leadership actively sought to integrate women into their
organizations, “there is active resistance by men. They generate institu-
tional impediments to stall women’s advance in organizations” (p. 215,
empbhasis in original). Systems of job evaluation that structure compensa-
tion practices are a critical institutional impediment to women’s labor
market equality. Although it is no longer acceptable to speak of women
as working for pin money, it is still acceptable to use systems of job
evaluation that build such assumptions into their conception of job com-
plexity. Future research on labor markets needs to recognize cultural and
ideological sources of discrimination along with a concern with econom-
ic forces and power relations. To do so, it is necessary to expose both the
historical roots and the gendered character of seemingly innocuous or-
ganizational practices.

Notes

1. Sources of gender bias are summarized by Treiman (1979), Treiman and Hartmann
(1981), Remick (1984a, 1984b), Steinberg and Haignere (1987), Pay Equity Commission
(1989), and Steinberg (1990).

2. A third characteristic of the original Hay job evaluation system—namely, the process
by which jobs are evaluated—has remained essentially intact in current evaluation exer-
cises. Detailed description of these features and its continuity is beyond the scope of this
chapter. Note merely that the Hay system was developed as a factor comparison system. It
was designed to locate the complexity of one job along a dimension of job content relative
to another job based on (a) images of content drawn from the personal knowledge of the
evaluator and (b) broad job descriptions that have the effect of grounding factor-level
definitions in organizational context. This approach makes it quite easy to incorporate
gender stereotypes in the evaluation process. Today, the system continues to rely on “the
rigorous use of pooled judgmens™ and the slotting of jobs relative to each other on the basis
of broad and ambiguous definitions of job content. Two procedures that check specific
evaluation—the use of a “profile” and “sore thumbing"—reintroduce sex stereotypes,
knowledge about wages, and beliefs about the appropriate location of a job in the gyerall
organizational hierarchy into the job evaluation process. Discussion of the pr&?ess of
evaluating jobs using the Hay system by Treiman (1979, pp. 26-27), Acker (1989, pp. 61-68)
and Burton (1987, chap. 2) and Bellak’s (1982) discussion of the system in general (p. 4)
make clear the continuity in this area (for a complete discussion of these issues, see
Steinberg, 1991).
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3. These tables include two additional contemporary Guide Charts, as the definitions
provided in the Bellak (1982) article are incomplete because of the proprietary character of
the system. These two additional systems, used in the state ?f Idaho and the city of
Philadelphia, indicate the similarity of systems used in different geographical areas and in
different employment contexts.

4. In the system reported by Treiman (1979) and in Philadelphia, an cighth level
measuring Professional Mastery was added.

5. Ironically, Hay consultants have introduced additional levels at the bottom of several
subfactors in several pay equity studies they conducted in the past decade. Certain basic
historically male jobs, such as laborer and custodian, are graded below Level A on technical
skill, for example. The effect is to improve the relative positions of historically ferale
nonmanagerial jobs to historically male nonmanagerial jobs while protecting the distance
between managerial and nonmanagerial jobs in general.

6. Demonstrating the gendered character of managerial work is beyond the scope of this
chapter. However, although women have made impressive gains in entering managerial
work between 1980 and 1990 (Jacobs, 1992), I have argued elsewhere that managerial work
is male work for four reasons (Steinberg, 1991). First, until 1980, managerial work was
overwhelmingly male-dominated. It certainly was male-dominated at the time of the devel-
opment of the Hay system. Second, managerial work is culturally associated with both men
and women and with stereotypes of masculinity. Third, as Acker (1989) has developed,
gender neutrality of hierarchy is itself a power resource enabling the continuation of male
dominance in work organizations. Fourth, women have moved into managerial positions
that are consistent with gendered assumptions about the appropriate division of labor, such
as relatively lower paying positions in hospital and public sector administration.

7. These ratings are not unique to Minnesota. In South Dakota, staff nurse, charge nurse,
registered nurse supervisor, and director of nursing all scored at Level D on FTA. In
Philadelphia, for which only points are available, nursing supervisor-ambulatory care ap-
pears to have scored at Level D for FTA. Even in a pay equity study in Oregon, only
registered nurse assistant director and director of nursing scored at Level E on FTA. By
contrast, staff registered nurse, charge nurse, assistant nurse manager, nurse manager A, and
nurse manager B all ranked at Level D.

8. Although the correlations between the Working Conditions subfactors and the other
three Hay system subfactors are small and negative, shifting the distribution of weights in
the direction of working conditions would only improve the relative position of male
operational jobs relative to male managerial jobs (for a full examination of the gender bias
in weights in the Hay system, see Steinberg, 1991).
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