A Job Evaluation Study of
Selected Job Classes of
the State and Counties

of Hawaii

A Report to the
Legislature of the
State of Hawaii

January 1987

A2 Arthur Young




A Job Evaluation Study of
Selected Job Classes of
the State and Counties

of Hawaii

A Report to the
Legislature of the
State of Hawaii

January 1987

A\ Arthur Young






78}

DQ A MEMBER OF ARTHUR YOUNG INTERNATIONAL

Arthur Youn Amfac Building, Suite 800
g 700 Bishop Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813
Telephone: (808) 521-4545

January 9, 1987

Mr. Clinton T. Tanimura

Office of the Legislative Auditor
State of Hawailil

465 South King Street, Room 500
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear Mr. Tanimura:

Arthur Young is pleased to present our report A Job Evaluation Study
of Selected Job Classes of the State and Counties of Hawaii as auth-
orized Dy Act 157 of the Thirteenth Legislature of the State of
Hawaii.

We would like to express our appreciation to you and your staff, as
well as the other members of the Steering Committee for this study,
the Hawaii Government Employees Association and the Department of
Personnel Services for the assistance and cooperation we received
during the course of the study.

Act 157 requested a study to determine whether pay inequity exists
among specifiec. public employee job classes that are dominated by
one sex, what has contributed to any inequities if they are found to
exist, and what changes in law or practice could achieve optimal
fairness in job evaluation. Due to the intent and parameters estab-
lished in the Act, this study is unlike more typical 'comparable
worth" studies which generally focus on how much of an adjustment
should be made to achieve equity in compensation between males and
females who perform comparable work. It has not been the purpose of
this study to determine the amount of appropriate adjustments in
compensation for any inequities that were found in the four bargain-
ing units that were included in the study.

It should also be kept in mind that the existing system of job eval-
uation in the State and Counties of Hawaii is extremely complex.
Such a complex system has required us to examine it from several
perspectives: in terms of the specific job classes to be evaluated;
the laws, processes and procedures that comprise the system; and the
manner in which it is perceived by those who are affected by 1it. AsS
will be presented in our report, approximately 25% of those job
classes studied were found to have some form of inequity. It would
be both unwise and incorrect to attempt to attribute these inequi-
ties to any one cause, or suggest that any one action can be taken
to correct them. The complex causes of these inequities reflects the
complex nature of the system. It is our hope through mutual efforts
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involving the affected parties, that the inequities can be cor-
rected, and we have offered some suggestions on how this might be
done. We have also recommended ways in which we believe the system
could be generally improved as a result of our review of the current
process and procedures.

We have appreciated this opportunity to serve the State of Hawaii,
and we would be happy to assist you and the Legislature where neces-
sary in obtaining a better understanding of the results of this
study as presented in our report.

Very truly yours

T Gl oy,
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Executive Summary

This report presents an independent and objective assessment of
selected job classes for the State and Counties of Hawaii to deter-
mine whether or not value or compensation inequities exist among
these classes of workers. Since the issue of pay equity has proven
to be such a complex one, this assessment had to include research
into the history of value and pay structures in Hawaii, a methodol-
ogy to determine, category-by-category, each job requirement and its
relationship to value and pay, as well as interviews with appropri-
ate samples from the various employee organizations, unions and
government personnel. It must be noted that it was not the purpose
of the study to determine the amount of any adjustments considered

necessary based on any inequity discovered.

Background

The issue of pay equity has been gaining increasing attention in
both the public and private sectors for the last decade. In Hawaii,
the Temporary Commission on Comparable Worth was established by the
Hawaii State Legislature in 1984 to evaluate existing classification
and compensation systems within State and County job categories and,
if necessary, recommend a job evaluation system that would be appro-
priate to implement comparable worth. The Commission's efforts were
hampered, however, when the Hawaii Government Employees Association
(HGEA) filed a lawsuit against the State charging sex-based discri-

minatory employment practices soon after the Commission was formed.

Because of the lawsuit, and the subsequent withholding of informa-
tion necessary for the Commission to conduct its study, the Chair-
person of the Commission, the Legislative Auditor, recommended a
compromise: that an independent, highly qualified consultant, with
no preconceptions about whether or not the State's procedures have
produced sex-based value or wage inequities, should conduct a study

of certain classes to determine if inequities exist, and if they are
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found to exist, recommend an alternative method of job evaluation.
The Legislature approved the Legislative Auditor's recommendation
with the enactment of Act 157, which authorized this study. In July
1986, HGEA discontinued its suit and agreed to participate as a
member of the steering committee for this study.

Methodology

Although there is no single accepted method for conducting pay equi-
ty studies, there has been precedent in other states. However, the
purpose and parameters established in Act 157 make Hawaii's case
different than other pay equity studies in the United States. Some
of those parameters which inhibit applying those methods established
in other pay equity studies to Hawaii included the number of job
classes being analyzed and the guideline preventing comparison
across bargaining units. Pay equity in other states and jurisdic-
tions has generally been considered to apply to all state jobs re-
gardless of their bargaining unit or other such distinctions. Had
the parameters been different than those established, it is possible
that the results of this analysis may have been different than what
was found by comparing classes only within their bargaining unit and

according to the other established parameters.

In designing the study to test the job classification, evaluation
and compensation factors for the State and Counties of Hawaii, seven
major parameters were established. The first four were established
by Act 157, while the consultant in conjunction with the project's

steering committee determined that the remaining three were valuable

criteria in designing the overall methodology. Those parameters
included:
o That the bargaining units from which the classes were

to be studied would only include units 3, 4, 9 and 137

° That sex dominance would be defined as 70% of the
incumbents in a class as either male or female and
that only those sex-dominated classes would be stud-
ied;
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o That there would be a study of the existing system and
laws affecting civil service compensation;

o That classes which can be compared should be studied
to determine if sex based wage inequity exists;

e That the minimum number of incumbents in each class to
be studied would be set at 10;

. That classes studied would be "journeyworker classes"
and "benchmark classes'" since the pricing of all other
classes within a series has been established in rela-
tion to the journeyworker class, and benchmark classes
are the foundation of a wide range of relationships
which have been established by the State and Counties;

o That the study would include only those classes sub-
ject to either collective bargaining or civil service.

Two different evaluation methods were selected to evaluate the 82
job classes that met all seven parameters. Each method was used se-
parately by independent Arthur Young research teams to establish the
expected value of all of the classes in the study which could then
be compared to the actual value currently assigned to the class and
the relationship between the expected and actual compensation. In
this way, two independent tests of the current State system of sal-

ary ranges and wage determination could be made.

The paired comparison method of evaluating job classes was chosen
for this study because its replicates current State practices as
much as possible by using the same nine factors as established by
the Public Employees Compensation Appeals Board (PECAB) for compar-
ing one class to another in State classifications. The second meth-
od chosen was the Decision Band Method, selected both because it
considers all aspects of a job when classifying them and because it
is independent of current State practices, a positive factor in
creating greater confidence in the study's conclusions. Additional-
ly, the Decision Band Method is an approach considered by special-
ists who regularly study value and compensation systems to be an

innovative and logical approach in determining pay.
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Once the results of the two evaluations were obtained, they were
compared through a series of twelve separate analyses to provide
greater reliability in the determination of any sex-based inequity
in value and compensation. It if was determined that a class was
either inequitably valued or compensated based on the analyses of
results from both evaluation methods, the sex of the inequitable
classes was identified. The study therefore was designed to identi-
fy all inequitably valued or compensated classes through sex-neutral
analyses and then to determine if any inequities that were found
exhibited sex-based patterns.

With each analysis completed, two standard decision rules were ap-
plied to results to further determine if classifications should be
considered inequitably valued or compensated. Once completed, the
specific causes of the inequities were researched by examining the
histories of each class to determine what actions or other reasons
might have contributed to the inequity. Prior to the identification
of inequitable classes, 1interviews were conducted with employee
organizations, unions and State personnel to determine general fac-
tors perceived to be contributing to possible inequities. Each of
the assertions regarding the perceived factors made during inter-
views was then measured against available data to determine their
correctness or incorrectness, based on strictly factual information
considered to have the greatest reliability. It was thus our
intention to separate what are perceived to be the general causes of
possible inequities versus actual causes of specific inequities

identified in the study.
Conclusions and Recommendations

Through research, the use of multiple methods and the application of
a series of conservative decision rules, Arthur Young has identified
in this study that, of the 82 classes evaluated, 21 of them, or just
over 25%, are judged to be inequitably valued and/or compensated.
This includes those judged to be more highly valued or compensated

than expected, as well as those valued or paid less than would be
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expected. The magnitude of the differences discovered here and the
sizable percentage of the classes identified as inequitable indicate

that a  broader examination of the State's classes may be warranted.

Given parameters established by Act 157 and the guidelines also
established for this study, Arthur Young has found no conclusive
evidence of the traditional pattern of sex-based wage inequity with-
in either bargaining units 3, 9 and 13 (bargaining unit 4 was essen-
tially excluded since there were no male- or female-dominated clas-
ses with ten or more incumbents). In other words, it is not the
case that females are consistently paid less than males within each
of these three bargaining units. There is reason to believe, how-
ever, that there are differences in how male and female dominated
classes are valued and/or compensated and these differences vary by
bargaining unit. There is also evidence from this study to suggest
that there are some historical and structural aspects of the overall
job evaluation system of the State and Counties of Hawaii which need
to be addressed. In addition, from our interviews it is apparent
that within the community there is a perception that sex bias does
exist in the State and Counties and this should be addressed by the
State and Counties through more open documentation and communication
to achieve greater credibility. Based on the findings from this

study, then, the following recommendations have been made:

Within the Job Evaluation System -

o Improvements should be made in the classification
specifications to more closely relate job content
information to the PECAB evaluation factors, on a
factor-by-factor basis. Also, documentation of the
job evaluation system should be in a form that can be
made available to employees or employee organizations
for their independent review.

o The PECAB ruling which restricts across unit compari-
sons should be reviewed so that all logically related
classes can be considered in determining relative
value.



Adjustment of Classes Found to be Inequitable -

o For classes found to be under-valued and/or compen-
sated, adjustments to their salary range should be
considered, but only after the effects of such adjust-
ments on related classes have been fully considered.

o For classes found to be over-valued and/or compen-
sated, one of three options should be chosen:

- Reduce salary ranges incrementally over time;

- Reduce salary ranges, but 'grandfather'" in exist-
ing employees;

- Reduce salary ranges but where appropriate add a
pay differential that accounts for market short-
ages.

Regarding Structure of Class Series -

Series classification methods should be changed from
actual reclassification by proficiency level to moving
more proficient workers to the next higher step within
the salary range for the same class where appropriate.

To Account for Market Adjustments -

o A premium should continue to be paid for market short-
ages, but only in addition to base pay and labelled as
such on employee pay stubs.

° The extent of each market shortage should be reviewed
regularly.

Restructuring the PECAB -

Alternatives to the current PECAB structure should be
considered. These may include: increasing profes-
sional staff, more frequent meetings, transfer of the
PECAB function to the Civil Service Commission or even
abolishment and substitution of collective bargaining
negotiations to determine the pricing of appealed
cases.

The background, methodology, results and recommendations are discus-
sed in greater detail in the body of the study report.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Overview

The Thirteenth Legislature of the State of Hawaii passed Act 157
which authorized a job evaluation study to determine:

o Whether or not pay inequity exists among specific
public employee job classes that are dominated by one
sex

e Factors or conditions which contribute to such inequi-

ty if such inequity exists

° Changes in laws or administrative practices which
could optimally achieve fairness in job evaluation

The Act further specified that the scope of the study would be
limited to an evaluation of job classes (not individual posi-
tions) that are dominated by females and males by at least 70%,
and included in one of four of the thirteen bargaining units:
Units-3, 4,9 or 13:

The Act has left unclear how inequities were to be identified,
or what constituted an inequity. As stated in the Act, its
purpose was to determine if there was an equitable relationship
between 'value of work performed by state and county civil
service employees and their salary or wage schedules." This
would indicate the value of work was to be compared to actual
dollars paid to employees, which is to some extent determined by
collective bargaining among other influences. The Act, however,
subsequently specifies that the existing job evaluation system
should be studied and if inequities are found, that an alterna-
tive job evaluation system be proposed. These statements indi-
cate that the actual method by which the State determines the
relative value of work should be evaluated. It is therefore
necessary to study both the relationship between value and pay,
and the method by which the State and counties determine the
value of work performed by different job classes.

This report presents the results of the study authorized by the
Legislature. The report is organized into five chapters and a
technical appendix. This first chapter presents a brief back-
ground of the issue of pay equity particularly as it has devel-
oped in Hawaii, and a description of the major features of the
existing system for job evaluation in the State and Counties.
An outline of the remaining chapters will be presented at the
conclusion of this chapter.
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1.1 The History of the Issue of Pay Equity in Hawaii

The issue of pay equity has been gaining increasing attention in
both the public and private sectors for the last ten years. It is
not our intention here to portray the lengthy history of the issue,
either nationally or within the State of Hawaii, as there have been
numerous study reports, books and articles published which present
that history. (The University of Hawaii's Industrial Relations
Center has in fact published several documents which present both
national and local histories of the issue.) What we do intend is to
present the basic reasons why the issue has emerged, and the major
events that have already occurred within the State of Hawaii in
response to this issue and which have led to -this study 'being

authorized.

1.1.1 A Definition of the Issue of Pay Equity

The terms '"pay equity" and '"comparable worth" are sometimes used
interchangeably. While the differences are arguable, pay equity is
generally regarded as focusing on the elimination of any wage dif-
ferentials that appear to be the intentional or unintentional result
of sex discrimination. Comparable worth has a broader perspective
in that it is an approach to salary determination that requires jobs
of equivalent overall value to the employer to be paid at the same
rate even if the jobs are dissimilar in nature and may command dif-
ferent salaries in the general labor market. In this study we will
use the term and above definition for pay equity because it is more
in keeping with the intent of the legislation authorizing this
study.

Perhaps the most commonly cited reason for the concern over Dpay
equity is the continuing wage differential that is found between
male and female average wages, both nationally and in Hawaii. An
analysis of national data from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
shows that as a group, women earned 66 cents fér every dollar earned

by men in 1981. This is an improvement since 1970, although a slight



one, as women then earned 59 cents to the dollar earned by men. In
Hawaii, according to an analysis of State statistics, total women's
income was 49 cents for every dollar earned by men in 1970, and had
risen to 57 cents in 1980, for a slightly greater increase over
those ten years than for women nationally. Upon further analysis it
is also true that women in Hawaii and nationally earn significantly
less than men in every major occupational group as defined by the
U.S. Census Bureau.

The issue is, thus, not whether women are generally paid less than
men -- all available data will indicate this is true. The issue of
pay equity has arisen because there is concern that women are being
paid less than men for performing work that is equal in value to an
employer. Within this overall issue, then, there are two fundamen-
tal and related issues: how the value of work should be measured;
and how is the value of different types of work translated into
equitable compensation? In Hawaii, as will be discussed in this
report, the value of work is measured and determined by what is
known as the job evaluation system. Compensation is the result of
both the history of how the compensation plan and salary schedules

have developed, and more recently collective bargaining.

To a large extent these related issues center on how to measure and
compare work performed in different jobs. The process of measuring
and comparing work is known as job evaluation. Job evaluation, and
specifically the methods used to perform it within the State and
Counties of Hawaii, has become the most visible focus of the pay
equity issue within the State. Concern over the job evaluation
method, however, has primarily developed because of a more general
concern expressed by groups within the State as to whether wage
inequities currently exist in State and county governments and whe-

ther the job evaluation method is in some ways discriminatory.

The two most significant events that have already occurred within
the State related to the pay equity issue -- the creation of the

Temporary Commission on Comparable Worth and the law suit filed



against the State by the Hawaii Government Employees Association
(HGEA) -- have both involved job evaluation and whether inequities
currently exist. The most significant aspects of these two events
will be discussed as follows to provide a greater understanding of
what has previously occurred from which this study has resulted.

1.1.2 The Temporary Commission on Comparable Worth

In 1984, the Legislature created the Temporary Commission on Compar-

able Worth. The Commission was charged by the Legislature to:

o Evaluate the existing classification and compensation
systems, laws and practices that determine wages of
personnel throughout the State and counties.

° Examine current "job segregation and wage differen-
tials which may exist in state and local government."

° Recommend, if necessary, a job evaluation system that
would be appropriate to implement comparable worth for
all public employees in Hawaii, or an alternative
method of achieving comparable worth if a single job
evaluation system does not seem appropriate.

o Examine the compatibility of the recommended job eval-
uation system with the existing laws on civil service,
compensation, and collective bargaining.

The Legislative Auditor was designated as the chairperson of the
Commission and his office provided administrative and staff sup-
port. The eighteen (18) members of the Commission consisted of
seven representatives of State agencies including the University,
each of the four directors of the county personnel departments, and

seven representatives of employee organizations.

The Commission was to prepare an interim report to the Legislature
in 1985 and a final report in 1986. Efforts by Commission staff
were hampered, however, when soon after the Commission was estab-
lished a lawsuit was filed by one of the employee organizations
represented on the Commission, the HGEA. The State and county per-

sonnel agencies requested legal advice and were informed that they



should withhold requested information from the Commission and its

staff. The interim report was, thus, largely inconclusive.

Commission staff then attempted to obtain available information and
commissioned a survey of state and county personnel to develop data
on wages by sex and classification. There were objections to this
approach, principally from the state and county personnel directors,
although it was ultimately used as the basis for developing options
submitted to the Commission. The three options were:

° Conduct another study preferably by an independent
consultant which could obtain access to data which
were not accessible to Commission staff.

° Make pay equity adjustments to selected job classes to
reduce or eliminate "obvious" pay disparities between
male and female dominated job classes, although at
that time such classes had not been able to be identi-
fied due to the restriction on information to the
Commission.

° Develop and implement a point-weighted job evaluation
system for the State and counties, again utilizing an
external consultant to develop a method of job evalua-
tion that would assign points to the level of diffi-
culty of each job class, so that when summed for each
class, classes could be compared and a "pay-line"
could be constructed to translate the points into
dollar values.

Commission members voted on each option although a majority vote on
any one option, or variations of those options, could not be
achieved. The Chairperson of the Commission, the Legislative Audi-
tor, subsequently recommended a compromise between the first and
third options which was to have an independent consultant conduct a
study of certain classes to determine if inequities exist, and if
they are found to exist, recommend an alternative method of job
evaluation along the lines of a point system. The Legislature ulti-
mately approved this recommendation with the enactment of Act 157,

which authorized this study.



1.1.3 Hawaii Government Employees Association Lawsuit

The HGEA originally filed charges with the regional office of the
Federal Equal Employment Office alleging that the existing Jjob eval-
uation system used by the State and counties involved sex—based
discriminatory employment practices. According to Federal proce-
dures, the HGEA then requested the U.S. Justice Department to file a
suit against the State and counties. After it became apparent that
there would be a substantial delay before the Department could un-
dertake such a suit, the HGEA requested the right to sue the State
and Counties as representing a group of plaintiffs. A class action
lawsuit was filed by the HGEA in August 1984 in federal court here
in Hawaii, again charging that the existing job evaluation system
used by the State and counties involved sex-based discriminatory

employment practices.

While HGEA did not have exact data on the total number of female
dominated classes, it estimated that as many as 5000 workers might
be affected as a result of the suit and that the cost of making
initial adjustments to classes that might be inequitably paid would
be approximately $6,000,000. This cost estimate, however, did not
include retroactive damages, although this was included within the
suit, which would have substantially increased the total award if
the court found in favor of the plaintiffs.

HGEA discontinued its suit while it was in the discovery stage,
however, in July of this year and instead agreed to participate as a

member of the steering committee for this study.

1.1.4 Perspectives on the Issue of Pay Equity

Both of the preceding events illustrate what appear to be the two

central questions regarding the issue of pay equity in Hawaii:

e Are female dominated job classes curréntly being in-
equitably paid in relation to male dominated classes?



° Does the existing job evaluation method contribute to
sex-based inequities, if they in fact exist, and would
another method provide greater assurance of equitable
job evaluation?

During the period in which this issue has developed within Hawaii,
the perspectives of those who have been involved have become well
defined on both of these questions. While there are aspects of
these questions for which there is common agreement, these perspec-
tives can be characterized as those who agree and those who disagree
with each question. These perspectives on each question are briefly
summarized as follows.

(1) Are female dominated job classes currently being inequitably
paid in relation to male dominated classes?

Those who believe that female dominated classes are being inequi-
tably paid include the HGEA, at least some of the other employee
organizations represented on the Temporary Commission, and a rather
large number of organizations including the State Commission on the
Status of Women, each of the counties' committees on the status of
women, and organizations such as the Hawaii Nurses Association,
Hawaii Women Lawyers and others. While we were not able to contact
all of the many organizations who were identified as being inter-
ested in the issue of pay equity as a result of the Temporary Com-
mission (a list of these was provided by the Legislative Auditor's
office), the sample we did contact left little doubt that there is a
pervasive belief that inequities exist. It is important to under-
stand that none of the organizations contacted believed that inten-
tional sex discrimination was occurring, but that the inequities for
the most part were as a result of historical attitudes and other
conditions both in Hawaii and nationally that are difficult to pre-
cisely determine and which may be reflected in the job evaluation

system.

Those who disagree with this question are primarily the personnel

directors of the State and counties. Their position is that there



have been substantial efforts to corrqpt any inequities within the
class structure as it has existed, beginning with statehood, and
continuing on into the present. They also point to appellate bodies
in Hawaii, most notably the Public Employees Compensation Appeals
Board (PECAB) which is relatively unique to Hawaii, and affords
employees and others the ability to appeal their salary assignments
if they believe them to be inequitable. These directors, however,
generally acknowledge that it may be possible for unintentional
inequities to occur in any system and each director indicated they
would act to immediately correct any inequities that appear to be
legitimately identified.

(2) Does the existing job evaluation method contribute to sex—based
inequities, if they in fact exist, and would another method
provide greater assurance of equitable job evaluation?

Once again, those who believe that the existing job evaluation meth-
od contributes to sex—-based inequities and should be replaced are
essentially the same as those who believe that inequities currently
exist as previously identified. The method is considered to contri-
bute to inequities if it tends to undervalue characteristics of the
work performed in female dominated jobs and/or overvalue character-
istics of work performed in male dominated jobs. Those who do not
believe that the existing job evaluation method contributes to sex-
based inequities and therefore it should not be replaced are the
State and county personnel directors. According to statements by
individuals other than the personnel directors appended to the Tem-
porary Commission report, there appears to be strong support for an
alternative method of job evaluation, generally a point system which
is the most widely known alternative method. The personnel direc-
tors, however, are equally strong in their statement that the exis-
ting system does not contain any feature or practices that are dis-
criminatory and that there are mechanisms such as PECAB to appeal

actions taken by the personnel agencies.



It should be noted that based upon our interviews conducted with
groups and individuals outside State and county government, it is
apparent that there is a certain lack of complete information and a
number of misconceptions about how all of the complex parts of the
existing system actually operate among many of those not directly
involved with them on a day-to-day basis. The existing system of
job evaluation is not something that can be easily explained, and
while we do not mean to imply at this point that it is perfect, it
is perhaps because of its complexity and a general lack of under-
standing of its workings that some of the criticisms have devel-
oped. For this reason, and because it will subsequently be impor-
tant in understanding the findings of this study, we present an
overview of the important characteristics of the existing system for
job evaluation.

1.2 Overview of the Existing System for Job Evaluation in the State
and the Counties

The purpose of this section of the report is to briefly present the
features of the existing job evaluation system most relevant to this
study. It must first be understood that there are a number of com-
ponents of the overall job evaluation "system'". The three major
components are classification, evaluation and compensation. It is
not our intent to provide a detailed description of all of the com-
plex activities that are involved in the process of performing each
component as this would involve a lengthy discussion which we do not
believe is necessary for the purposes of this report. A review of
the larger system has been made, however, consistent with the guide-
lines included in the Act authorizing the study. While we will make
some general observations regarding the system at the conclusion of
this section of the report, we have chosen to present specific find-
ings resulting from our review throughout the report where they are
most relevant and will contribute to a better understanding of the
overall results of the study. We believe this approach is consis-
tent with the primary purpose of the study as stated in the Act to
determine whether inequities exist and what factors may be contri-
butory if inequities are found to exist.



This overview is organized into three sections:

The legal framework for the job evaluation system
The structure of the existing system

The existing method of job evaluation.

1.2.1 The Legal Framework for the Job Evaluation System

The legal framework within which the job evaluation system operates

consists both of statutes passed by the Legislature and administra-

tive rules which,

approved,

have the force of law. In addition to the statutes

rules, the PECAB, in keeping with its statutory authority,

adopted policies and standards which govern the system as well.

The statutes that apply to the job evaluation system and other

once they have been offered for public review

and
and

has

e

lated personnel activities are primarily found in HRS Chapters 76,

77, 89 and 89C.

sions of

Exhibit 1 presents a summary of significant provi-

all of these statutes. These laws establish a framework

that provides for:

The same job classes considered to have the same value
regardless of whether they are found in either the
State, the counties or the Judiciary, thus the State,
the counties and Judiciary must agree on the salary
range for each job class.

The scope of collective bargaining being limited to
the negotiation of wages to be paid and the benefits
for each of the separate bargaining units. Negotia-
tions cannot be conducted separately for individual
job classes or positions.

A review of the compensation plan every two years by
the personnel directors of the State, counties and
Judiciary to consider requests and determine whether
adjustments to the salary ranges of existing classes
should be made, and review the assignment of new clas-
ses to salary ranges. A majority vote of the person-
nel directors is required for a recommendation for
adjustment, and the recommendation is made to the

-10-



Exhibit 1
Page 1 of 8

HAWAII REVISED STATUTES RELATED TO POSITION CLASSIFICATION AND JOB EVALUATION

Citation
CHAPTER 76

76-1

76-2

76-4

76-7

Dates

L55,RL55,L63,
L73

L55,RL55

L55,RL55

LSp59,L74

L55,RL55
L57 ,LSp59,L77

L55,RL55
LSp59,L77

L55,RL55

L73

Summary of Significant Provisions

Establishes a system of personnel administration based
on merit principles, scientific methods; establishes
career service with incentives for promotion; estab-
lishes basic principles including use of systematic
classification through job analysis and equal
opportunity for all regardless of race, sex, age,
religion, color, ancestry, politics or handicapping
conditions.

Uniform interpretation of provisions throughout the
state, the counties and the judiciary is mandated, and
provision is made for resolution of different interpre-
tations.

State and county departments of civil service and the
judiciary must meet at least once a year to ensure
uniformity.

State and county departments and the judiciary may
enter into joint administration agreements for tests,
eligible lists, etc.

State may provide services and facilities to the coun-
ties and judiciary, including position classification.

Nullifies any provisions of Chapters 76 and 77 if they
would prevent the State or any county from obtaining
Federal grants or other funds.

Establishes specific circumstances in which personnel
administration policies (Section 76-1) and anti-dis-
crimination provisions (Section 76-44) do not apply.
Renders 76-1 and 76-44 inoperative if they are deemed
to: affect requirements controlling the employment of



Citation

76-8

76-9
and
76-10
76-11.5
76-12
and
76-13
76-17

76-14

76-16

76-18

Dates

L73,L74

L74 LT

L77
L77

L55,RL55,
LSp59,L55,RL55,
L57,LSp59,L64,
176,155,RL55,
LSp59,L67

L55, RS 5,
LSp59

L55,RL55),
157 ,LSp59
L63,L65,L67
177,179,181
182,184
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Summary of Significant Provisions

minors, prevent the establishment of Dbona fide
occupational requirements, prohibit the termination or
transfer of a public worker who is unable to perform
his duties, affect pensions, insurance, etc., affect
age requirements or conflict with security provisioins
in public employment of the State or federal
governments,

Allows persons originally employed as part of Federal
public employment programs a transition into full-time
employment.

Establishes the autonomy of the judiciary in developing
and maintaining its own personnel administration system
including the development and administration of a
position classification plan.

Authorizes general and specific duties of the State
director of personnel services, including the develop-
ment and maintenance of a position classification plan
and necessary rules and regulations.

Authorizes the Civil Service Commission to hear/decide
appeals on various matters including classification.

Authorizes application of civil service to all posi-
tions in State service with specified exceptions, and
the Director to determine which positions fit into one
or more of the twenty-three exception categories.

Requires competitive testing of the relative fitness of
applicants for public service; that such tests are open
to all except as provided by law and with such limita-
tions as to health, physical condition, education,
training, experience, etc., as deemed necessary and
proper for the class as deemed by the director.



Citation

76-35

76-36

76-37

76-39

76-44

76-48

76-71,

76-78,
and

76-79

76-77

Dates

L55,RL55
157,176 L81

L55,RL55,
L57

L55,RL55,
LSp59

L55,RL55

L55,RL55,L73,
L75

L55,RL55

L55,RL55,L77
L55,RL55,LSp59

L55,RL55,
LSp59 ,L77

L55,RL55),
L57 st
L70,L77,L80

Exhibit 1
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Summary of Significant Provisions

Defines '"transfer" and permits the transfer of
employees between and within departments with the
approval of department heads and the Director of
personnel services.

Establishes policies regarding the exchange or transfer
of personnel between the State/counties and the Federal
government.

Establishes policies regarding the exchange of person-
nel between the state/counties and other states.

Official class titles are not required to be used in-
ternally within a department or externally (with the
media, citizen groups), and more descriptive titles for
individual positions may be used instead.

Establishes a policy of nondiscrimination in personnel
administration.

Authorizes that any person adversely affected by an
action by the Director of Personnel Services may appeal
that action to the Civil Service Commission.

Authorizes the counties of Hawaii, Maui and Kauai to
establish a department of civil service and a
commission appointed by the Mayor with the approval of
the couneil. County commissions prescribe rules and
regulations and the personnel directors shall determine
matters of technique and administration. (State 1law
does not cover the City and County of Honolulu
personnel system. This 1ds contained - in .the . City
ordinances or charter.)

Authorizes application of civil service to all posi-
tions in county service with specified exceptions, and
the director of the county to determine which positions
fit into one or more of the thirteen exception categor-
ies. :



Citation Dates
76-101 I55,RL55,
L7, L7 1
76-103 L55 ,RL55,,
167,173
CHAPTER 77
77=2 L55,RL55.,
161,180
T77.25
77-3 I55,RL55
T7-4 161,L63,
167 ,L70
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Summary of Significant Provisions

Recognizes the rights of employees to organize and
participate in the development and implementation of
policies and procedures affecting their employment
consistent with merit system principles, 1laws and
rules.

Provides for preference being given to veterans as
allowed under rules and regulations.

Establishes compensation policies including the deter-
mination of compensation on the following factors:
general economic condition of the state; conditions of
the labor market; appropriate cost of living index;
minimum standard of living compatible with decency and
health; and amounts offered by competing employers.
Studies may be conducted consistent with the purposes
and ' policies of thi&§ section by ‘each: director ‘or
cooperatively with other agencies.

Apply = provisions of @ this <chapter ' to ‘the Judiciary
equally.

Authorizes application of compensation chapter provi-
sions to all classes of positions in classification
plan.

Requires the directors of personnel services and
judiciary representatives to meet biennally in joint
conference to review the condition of white/blue collar
compensation plan and adjustments that are made.
Permits representatives of employee organizations to
attend and participate in deliberations although they
may not vote. Establishes an appeals board (PECAB)
which shall adopt policies and standards relative to
compensation and make adjustments to appealed and
affected clases. Authorizes directors of personnel

services to assign new classes to salary ranges on the
basis of policies and standards set by the PECAB.



Citation

77-5

77-9

77-10

77-13

Ti=-13.2

77-13.5

F=g
77-32
77-34

Dates

167,168,
L69,L70,
173,180,
L81

L55,RL55,L67,
169,174,176,
L80,L81

L55,RL55,LSp59,
161,L78,L81

L55,RL55,L56,
L57 ,159 ,162,
L65,L67,L69,
L70,175, 180,
L81,L82

L80

1.80,L81,L83

L55,RL55
L55,RL55
L55,RL55
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Summary of Significant Provisions

Authorizes compensation plans for blue collar positions
to be fixed, adjusted biennally, and subject to appeal
to PECAB.

Authorizes Director to make adjustments to entry sala-
ries for a class or positions in which a shortage of
qualified candidates exists with the intention of at-
tracting qualified candidates and requires the director
to review each shortage category and adjust entry
salaries accordingly at least once g year.

Authorizes the State and county directors to adopt
uniform rules to provide for ad justments and changes in
compensation in the event of promotions - permanent and
temporary, demotions, and temporary assignments.

Establishes the salary structure for white collar posi-
tions and recognizes the involvement of collective
bargaining for positions in bargaining units as opposed
to those excluded from collective bargaining.

Establishes that a salary structure for white collar
managers excluded from collective bargaining shall be
comprised of ranges/steps as deemed appropriate by
authorized officials.

Authorizes the number of steps within salary ranges may
be reduced but not increased, and such an action is
subject to negotiation. Steps may also be reduced
within salary ranges for positions excluded from col-
lective bargaining.

Authorizes the applicability of all provisions in Chap-
ter 77 to all counties.



Citation
CHAPTER 89

89-1

89-5

89-6

89-9

89-11

89C-2

89C-3

Dates

L70

170,171 L74,1.75
L76,L78,182,183

170 L7 7

L70,L75,L80,L84

L78,L84

178,182,184

178152
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Summary of Significant Provisions

Establishes the policy of the State is to promote "har-
monious and cooperative" relations between the govern-
ment and its employees by recognizing the latter's
right to organize, and requiring employers to negoti-
ate; also creates the Hawaii Labor Relations Board.

Establishes that all actions of the Hawaii Labor
Relations Board (HLRB) require a simple majority vote
and shall be published. Also establishes its function
to investigate employee-management relationship
problems relative to the Board's responsibilities 1in
the area of bargaining unit designation.

Establishes the <thirteen (13) collective bargaining
units by category of employee, and exclusions of speci-
fied employee categories from collective bargaining.

Establishes the scope of negotiations and procedures to
be followed. Excludes from negotiations matters of
classification and reclassification and prohibits
agreement to any proposal inconsistent with merit
principles or equal pay for equal work and certain
management rights.

Authorizes the use of mediation and arbitration to
resolve disputes and the specific steps that are to be
taken.

Establishes guidelines and limitations on adjustments
for excluded officers and employees.

Establishes that adjustments for excluded officers and
employees covered under Chapter 77 will be voted upon
by the directors of personnel services and the judici-
ary representative, and that all adjustments and their
effective dates will be uniform among the
jurisdictions.



DPS RULES AND

Reference

14-4-1

14-4-2

14-4-3

14-4-4

14-4-5
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REGULATIONS RELATED TO POSITION CLASSIFICATION AND JOB EVALUATION

HRS
Citation

:26-5,26-38

76-3,76-17

:126-5,26-38

76-3,76-13
76-17

:26-5,26-38

76-3,76-17

:76-13

:26-5,26-38

76=8 .76=17

:76-13

:126-5,26-38

76-3,76-17

:76-13

:26-5,26-38

76-3,76-17

:26-5,76-13

Significant Provisions

Establishes the policy to develop and maintain a state-
wide system based on job analysis for classification of
civil service positions and assignment of classes to
pay ranges,

Position classification system shall provide for plac-
ing positions in appropriate classes. Classes will be
established by the nature and level of duties, respon-
sibilities and minimum qualifications. Of ficial posi-
tion descriptions are required.

Director shall establish standards for the development
and maintenance of the classification system in terms
of position descriptions, classes, and the position
classification plan and other matters.

Director has authority to establish procedures for the
development and maintenance of the position classifica-
tion system.

Director has authority to place any appropriate posi-
tion in a specific class and change the class of the
position as necessary, consistent with the nature and
level of duties, responsibilities and qualification
requirements. The Director may also delegate and with-
draw authority to other departments to assign positions
into existing classes subject to a post audit by DPS.
The effective dates of classification actions are also
specified for new and existing positions.



Reference

14-4-6

14-4-20
and
14-4-21

14-35-1
and
14-35-2

14-37

-

A:
i

HRS
Citation

:26-5,26-38

F6-3,76=17

:26-5,26-38

76-3,76-17

T7-4, 775
:26-5,26-38

763 TE-1T

Gl 75

77-11

77-4
77-5,77=5
77-4
:77-5,77-5

rl]
P74 TS
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Significant Provisions

Defines the scope of administrative reviews as reevalu-
ation of duties and responsibilities at time of ori-
ginal classification, and defines requirements for
requesting an administrative review. The Director has
authority to establish procedures for conducting the
review.

Authorizes the Director to assign new classes to pay
ranges in appropriate schedules and establishes prin-
ciples for evaluation of class assignment to pay
ranges. Requires adherence to the Board's policies and
standards.

Establishes Public Employees Compensation Appeals Board
(PECAB), pricing policies and standards for white and
blue collar compensation plans, with the overall objec-
tive of maintaining proper relationships between clas-
ses within each compensation part and within and be-
tween political jurisdictions. Defines classes that
are included in the blue and white collar compensation
plans, authorizes the PECAB to establish rules and
guidelines for determining which classes should be
assigned to each plan, and deciding appeals of assign-
ments. Authorizes the PECAB to adopt and maintain
benchmark classes for each plan for purposes of ranking
classes based upon one or more of nine factors sepa-
rately or in combinations.

Employees, their representative, the director of  a
department or their representative, and employee orga-
nizations may all file appeals on their own class,
their employee's class or their members' class and may
also appeal to determine the inclusion/exclusion of a
person's class from the Dblue collar compensation

“plan. Appeals shall be conducted based upon guidelines

authorized in 14-35-2.



PECAB which adopts the recommendations unless there is
an appeal.

° An independent PECAB which can hear appeals and rule
on the assignment of individual classes to specific
salary ranges. PECAB can establish its own policies
and standards regarding the assignment of classes
which must be enforced by the personnel agencies and
cannot be overruled by the Governor.

o An independent Civil Service Commission (CSC) which
can hear appeals and rule on the allocation of an
individual position to a job class (the job class
ultimately determines the salary range of the posi-
tion).

As previously mentioned, administrative rules further establish
requirements, processes and authority for statutory provisions which
are usually more broadly stated. Title 14, Subtitle 3, Chapters 4
and 35 of the administrative rules for the State relate to evalua-
tion and the related activity known as classification. (In simple
terms, classification involves the allocation of an individual Jjob
to a class of work; evaluation involves determining the appropriate
salary range for each class.) The most significant features of the
administrative rules in Chapter 4 are that it provides for the fol-

lowing:

o A classification system that requires the establish-
ment of classes and the placement of positions into
classes based upon the nature and level of duties,
responsibilities and minimum qualifications.

° Flexibility in that the exact method(s) which deter-
mines how the classification system will be maintained
are not specified, nor are the methods by which clas-
ses are’ to be assigned to salary ranges, giving the
director authority to establish and change such meth-
ods as long as statutory policies and standards are
followed (the statutes also do not specify exactly
what methods the State and Counties must use to per-
form classification or job evaluation).

o The director to have the authority to place a position
in any class, change the class assignment of existing
positions, and assign new classes to salary ranges.
In addition, the director may delegate authority to
executive departments to assign positions to existing
classes.

...11_



° A job evaluation system that requires that classes be
evaluated assigned to salary ranges based on their
relative complexity, responsibility and qualification
requirements, and in conformance with identified
benchmarks, and those policies and standards required
by statute.

Additional provisions in Chapter 35 establish standards to be used
for evaluation, also known as pricing, which again in simple terms,
is the actual determination of a class' assignment to a specific
salary range. In effect, Chapter 35 codifies PECAB rulings related
to pricing that have established the specific criteria, known as
factors, used in pricing classes and how those factors will be ap-

plied. The most significant features of these rules are that they:

° Require the white and blue collar compensation plans
to be regarded separately, relationships between clas-
ses are to be developed and maintained within each of
these two plans, relationships cannot be established
between white and blue collar jobs. In additionm,
relationships must be separately maintained within
each "part" of the two plans. A "part'" of the plan is
understood to be a bargaining unit, thus relationships
among classes in different bargaining units are not to
be established or maintained.

° Salary range assignments for relatable classes within
each part of the plan are to be consistent with a
"ranking of classes from low to high'" based upon vari-
ances in "complexities, difficulties and the nature of
responsibilities.” Benefits and working conditions
are not to be considered in the assignment of classes
to salary ranges, instead these differentials are to
be treated separately.

o PECAB shall adopt and maintain '"benchmark'" classes for
each part of both plans which will serve as the basis
on which other appropriate classes will be related and
priced. In other words, the benchmark classes will
serve as the reference points, and virtually all other
classes will be identified as being to some degree
lower, higher or the same as the benchmark classes for
pricing purposes. The benchmark classes are also the
same for both the State and the Counties and can also
be compared to similar classes of jobs in the private
sector.

=19~



° Nine factors are to be used in evaluating classes for
pricing, i.e., knowledge and skills required, super-
visory —controls, the availability of established
guidelines for performing work (also indicating the
degree of judgement required), complexity, personal
contacts, physical demands, work environment, supervi-
sory skills, and managerial responsibilities.

The general framework that has developed from the enactment of these
laws and rules can then be characterized as being in one sense fair-
ly broad, in that a specific method for classifying positions and
evaluating classes is not specified, but alternatively the framework

appears highly structured for reasons such as but not limited to:

. Equivalent salaries must be paid to workers in the
same classes regardless of whether they work for the
State the Counties or the Judiciary, even though the
nature of working in a county versus the State as has
been indicated from our interviews may create subtle
differences in what could be considered the same job;

° The scope of negotiations for collective bargaining is
limited in that for example class assignments to sal-
ary ranges are not negotiable;

° Classes which may logically appear related cannot be
compared across either blue and white collar compensa-
tion plans, or across bargaining units (e.g., white
collar building inspectors and blue collar construc-
tion workers, or white collar supervisors and white
collar nonsupervisory personnel).

° Specific criteria or factors to be used in evaluating
jobs and the use of benchmark classes is specified.

1.2.2 The Structure of the Existing System

In that there seemed to be some confusion regarding how the various
pieces of the current system were related, and the responsibilities
of different key organizations, we have prepared a brief description
of who the major actors are involved in the current system specifi-

cally related to job evaluation and their basic responsibilities.

_13_



Department of Personnel Services (DPS). The State's Department is

responsible for performing classification for all State civil serv-
ice positions. In addition, DPS performs the initial evaluation for
all newly established State classes and also uses evaluation proce-
dures when it performs periodic studies of certain classes or occu-
pations. The DPS essentially sets the example for policies and
methods in these two activities which 1in practice are generally
followed by the other jurisdictions, although the jurisdictions have
significant autonomy. The director of the department also serves as
the chairman of the Conference of Personnel Directors (CPD) which
reviews the compensation plan every two years. DPS is not repre-
sented on PECAB, nor does it provide staff support to the board ex-
cept to make arrangements for meetings prior to the board beginning
its session. DPS does not file appeals to PECAB, but it does submit
and make presentations before the Board in response to appeals by
others.

County and Judiciary Departments of Personnel. Like the State's

department, they are responsible for performing position classifica-
tion and evaluation of classes for all of their jurisdiction's posi-
tions. Like DPS they participate in the CPD, but are not members of
PECAB. They also do not file appeals to PECAB, but do submit and

make presentations in response to appeals.

Executive Departments -—- State and County. There is at least one

position designed to handle personnel matters in each of the
State's departments other than DPS and a similar position in the
departments within the City and County of Honolulu, and to some
extent in the other counties' departments. Some State departments
also have personnel officers at the division level as well. These
personnel positions in both the State and the counties generally
assure that the position description for each job within their as-
signed department is properly prepared and adequately describes the
job before making an initial classification recommendation to the
State or County personnel department. If a new class is required

because the position does not properly fit into an established
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class, then they also make an initial pricing recommendation. The
personnel department makes the final decision regarding either type
of recommendation. In addition, departments may file requests for
adjustments to a class' pricing with the CPD or file an appeal with
PECAB. It is important to consider that if there are more than one
internal request to the CPD for an adjustment for a single class,
(e.g., nurses in each of the different hospitals request different
amounts of adjustment) the department is responsible for reviewing
the requests, selecting one of the requests, or consolidating them
for submission to the CPD. If employees are dissatisfied, they
cannot make a request to the CPD, but can appeal to PECAB.

Individual Employees. Employees may seek changes to their posi-

tion's classification, the creation of a new class, or repricing of
their class through their department. They can also appeal their
position's classification to the Civil Service Commission or the

pricing of their class to PECAB.

Employee Organizations. These organizations, such as HGEA, repre-

sent the interests of their members in a variety of ways in addition
to negotiating wages and benefits. They appear before each of the
boards and the CPD discussed below, and they can submit appeals in
behalf of employees to the PECAB and the Hawaii Labor Relations
Board. They may also assist employees in reviewing position des-
criptions, monitor the classification activities of the departments,
and assist employees in preparing requests for administrative re-
views prior to filing appeals. They may either assist employees in
requesting and appearing before appeals boards or actually represent
them.

The Conference of Personnel Directors. The CPD is comprised of the

directors of personnel for the State, counties and the Judiciary
each of whom has one vote in its proceedings. Employee organiza-
tions may present requests for adjustments, but they do not have a
vote. The CPD meets biennially to review the compensation plans to

determine if adjustments are warranted for individual classes.
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While in theory it is supposed to examine the entire compensation
plan, in practice it primarily acts on requests for adjustments made
by departments and employee organizations and acts on these requests
for adjustments. In addition, it may on its own initiative, under-
take a review of other classes. Once the CPD has completed its
deliberation, it submits its recommended compensation plan to PECAB
including a report containing recommendations on all of the requests
and other actions it has considered. This recommended plan is pub-
lished in newspapers within the State and employee organizations,
employees, and executive departments may appeal the recommended
pricing of any class (employees must be members of the class). It

there is no appeal, the recommendation automatically takes effect.

Public Employees Compensation Appeals Board. PECAB is a lay-person

board comprised of one representative and an alternate elected by
each of the civil service commissions for each jurisdiction, and
approved by the Governor. PECAB also meets biennially in the same
year but after the CPD meeting. PECAB, thus, is only actually in
existence for about four months every two years, and generally meets
only about one week each month during that period, although at other
times members would be involved in reviewing documents submitted.
PECAB hires its own staff once the board has been appointed and this
staff is responsible for assisting the board in its deliberations
and documenting decisions made by PECAB at the end of the session.
PECAB may act only on appeals submitted by employee organizations,
employees, and executive departments. Unlike the CPD, it cannot
make an adjustment to a class on its own initiative. Finally, PECAB
must establish rules and policies that affect pricing of classes.
The board may adopt rulings either as a result of its actions on
pricing recommendations, oOr in response to a request for a ruling,
which according to its rules, may be made by "any interested person
or agency." A hearing on proposed rules and rule changes is con-
ducted following public notice, and the board's final action becomes
effective after filing with the lieutenant governor's office. The
board essentially follows the same procedure for the appeal of its
rulings.
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Civil Service Commission (CSC). As previously mentioned there is a

separate CSC for each jurisdiction. The lay members of the coun-
ties' CSC's are usually appointed by the mayors, while the lay mem-
bers of the State CSC are appointed by the Governor. The CSC's have
a variety of responsibilities, but in terms of job evaluation, their
most significant is hearing appeals on the allocation of a position
to a class (this allocation effectively establishes the pricing for
the position). The CSC's are not allowed to hear appeals on the
actual pricing of a class. The CSC's usually meet monthly and also
have a separate staff. An employee, employee organization or execu-
tive department may appeal the allocation, and the personnel depart-

ment may make presentations in response to the appeal.

The Hawaii Labor Relations Board (HLRB). This state-wide board is

appointed by the Governor. It also has a variety of responsibil-

ities, only one of which indirectly may affect job evaluation. They
are responsible for hearing appeals on the designation of positions
to bargaining units. Given the restriction on relationships between
classes across bargaining units, among others, this could have an
indirect impact on job evaluation through the designation of the
appropriate wage schedule for the position. Only the employee or-
ganization or the personnel departments may submit an appeal to the
HLRB. HLRB is a quasi-legal entity so that more legalistic pro-
cedures are followed, unlike the other boards which generally use
administrative procedures. It meets monthly and has its own staff,
although hearings on bargaining unit determination are scheduled

only when such cases are filed with the Board.

1.2.3 The Existing Method of Job Evaluation

We have previously indicated that the existing system consists of
three major components which each in turn consists of a complex
series of activities and actors. Job evaluation is only one of
these activities, but a highly important one. In order to fully

understand the method used for job evaluation, one must also under-
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stand the method used for classification, which is a separate but
integrated activity, and compensation. In order to present a basic
understanding of these components we will first more precisely de-
fine them, and then outline the essential characteristics of each

one.

o Classification involves the analysis of the duties and
responsibilities of jobs and the qualifications re-
quired for successful performance of these duties and
responsibilities. Other pertinent factors such as the
relationships among jobs and the function of the pro-
gram where the job is located are also considered.
Based on the analysis of this information, and its
comparison with existing classes each position is
placed in the most appropriate class. If no appropri-
ate class exits, classification also involves the
development and description of a new class. New clas-
Ses may also be developed when changes in an occupa-
tion, reorganizations, new programs, etc., create new
or revised duties in groups or positions.

° Job evaluation is the process of determining the
appropriate salary range for a class within the ap-
propriate bargaining unit. The assignment of a class
to a salary range takes into account its relationship
to Dbenchmark classes and other pertinent classes
(i.e., "higher than," "lower than," or 'the same as"
in terms of level of diffieculty and responsibility,
qualifications required, working conditions, manage-
ment responsibilities, etc.). A recent ruling by
PECAB (in 1982) now requires that a class may only be
related to other classes within the same bargaining
unit for pricing purposes, although previously there
was no such restriction. The assignment of a class to
a salary range thus determines the "equivalence" of
the class with all other classes assigned to the same
salary range in the same schedule, and its rank order
relative to all other classes assigned to all ranges
in the same schedule. The assignment of a class to an
SR in a particular salary schedule, also determines
which range of pay rates will be applicable to all
employees in that class.

° Compensation, unlike classification and job evalua-
tion, is not a process that is performed, but rather
i1s the end result of the historical interaction of a
number of forces and influences that are reflected in
the dollar amounts for each salary range contained in
the different salary schedules. In other words, we
are defining compensation as the actual amount paid to
an employee as established for each salary range in
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each schedule. Originally and until 1967, there was
only one salary schedule and the dollar amounts paid
were established by the Legislature. In 1967, the one
schedule was divided into two separate schedules for
white collar and blue collar classes. With the intro-
duction of collective bargaining in 1970, the two
salary schedules were then divided into 13 salary
schedules--one for each bargaining unit. For about
the past fifteen years, compensation has been most
directly influenced by collective bargaining negotia-
tions.

In summary, classification involves assigning an individual position
to a class; evaluation or pricing involves determining the relative
value of the class in comparison to other classes and the value is
indicated by the class' salary range assignment; finally, the amount
to be paid in each salary range is the result of compensation ac-

tions which more recently have included collective bargaining.

There are a number of methods that may be used to perform either
classification or job evaluation. The method used by the State and
other jurisdictions to perform the classification component is re-
ferred to generically as the ''classification method" although in
Hawaii this generic method has been adapted. It is important not to
confuse the method with the component -- the classification compo-
nent can be performed using point system methods, the classification
method, or other alternatives. The method used to perform job eval-
uation can best be described as a factor comparison method, which
has also been adapted for use in Hawaii. The existing method used by
the State and Counties, for example, uses factors for evaluation
which are more typically found in point systems, although no points
or weights are assigned to the factors used by the Hawaii jurisdic-

tions.
The most significant features of the existing method for both the

classification of positions and the evaluation or pricing of classes

are as follows:
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Position descriptions are developed within executive
departments to identify and define the essential con-
tent of a job in narrative terms.

The position description for an individual job is
analyzed and compared to established classes of work.
These comparisons are confirmed through additional
comparisons to position descriptions for other posi-
tions within that class of work. In addition, narra-
tive specifications for each class of work are review-—
ed which indicate the relative degree of duties and
responsibilities, required qualifications, nature of
work, authority, for positions within that class to
determine the most appropriate match between estab-
lished classes and the position.

Established classes have already been assigned a sal-
ary range (SR), so the act of allocating a position to
a class also automatically completes the job evalua-
tion process for the position as it is considered
"equivalent" in value to other positions within that
class.

If there is no established class which is a satisfac-
tory match for the position, a new class is created.
Class specifications are prepared which include a
description of the characteristics of the work and
positions within the class, as well as the minimum
qualifications for the class. The objective of the
specifications is not only to indicate the duties and
responsibilities of the positions within the class,
but also distinguish the class from other classes if
not always explicitly. Sources of information such as
the University (educational requirements), the Federal
government, and the private sector may be consulted in
order to prepare the specification.

The classes are then priced by reviewing the specifi-
cations against the nine established PECAB factors.
It should be noted that the specifications are not
necessarily prepared in an explicit relationship to
the factors where each factor would be identified and
addressed in the specification. The person performing
the pricing is supposed to consider each factor even
though one or more may not appear relevant to the
class, e.g., management responsibilities for lower
level, nonsupervisory classes.

Benchmark and other nonbenchmark classes within the
same or related occupational groups are then compared
to the class in question. A factor by factor compar-
ison is made between the benchmark class(es) selected
as the most relevant to the new class. Based upon
this comparison, a judgement is made that the new



class is of lower, higher or equal complexity, to the
benchmark class(es). The degree of difference (or the
similarity) between the new and benchmark class is
used to determine a relationship that indicates that
the new class is so many SR's higher or lower than (or
the same as) the benchmark. The same process occurs
when considering the class in question to other non-
benchmark classes that are considered to be within the
same or a related occupational group. There are eight
major occupational groups and six sub-groups within
the white collar plan. Occupational groups and sub-
groups often include classes in different bargaining
units but since 1982, comparisons of classes across
bargaining units have been prohibited.

° The final decision is documented in what are known as
"pricing folders" for each class, as are the ration-
ales for any subsequent adjustments to the pricing of
the class resulting from PECAB actions. The decisions
are then circulated to the other jurisdictions for
their approval prior to becoming effective.

o Whenever a class' pricing is being reconsidered, ei-
ther administratively or as a result of an appeal the
same process 1is essentially used: comparisons are

made between the class and its established benchmark
class, as well as between other classes within the
same or related occupational groups/sub-groups.

While we recognize we have not presented a detailed discussion of
the existing method, we believe the above should provide a suffi-
cient understanding of the system in order to consider the methods
used in and the results of the job evaluation we have performed of
the selected classes and our discussion of the existing system and
method throughout the remainder of the report.

Until now we have discussed two of the major components of the job
evaluation system, classification and evaluation. The end result of
these two integrated components of the system is essentially the
determination of the value of a position and its class in relation
to other classes as indicated by its assignment to an SR. Compensa-
tion is the third component of the system. While the classification
and Jjob evaluation components determine the relative value of an
individual class within the hierarchy of classes as represented by

its SR rating, compensation is the monetary amount paid to all clas-
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ses assigned to a specific SR. As previously mentioned, the mone-
tary amount of a particular SR today is the cumulative result of a
number of forces that over time have influenced the 13 different

salary schedules for each of the bargaining units.

In order to understand the compensation component, it must be under-
stood that the job evaluation and compensation components have been
in reality inextricably tied together in the past, although this has
been changing. . In any organization, it is virtually impossible to
totally divorce the act of determining a job's relative value from
consideration of how much it is to be paid in relation to other
jobs. In Hawaii, until the late 1960's there was only one salary
schedule. Thus, an SR was directly related to a specified amount of
compensation and all classes within the State assigned to that SR
received the same compensation. The determination of a class' rela-
tive value through job evaluation, its SR, was in reality the same
as determining its relative monetary compensation. An interrela-
tionship between what was considered the relative value of a class
and what it was to be paid was, therefore, only natural. That such
an interrelationship occurred in the past, either consciously or

unconsciously, has been indicated by State and county personnel.

The fact that such an interrelationship occurred is also evident
when one considers how adjustments were made in the past when short-
ages of qualified personnel in particular classes developed, usually
due to lower wages than were available in the private sector. When
these shortages occurred, the practise until recently, was to in-
crease the compensation of these classes by adjusting their SR up-
ward. The same practise was also used when a new class in a new or
highly technical area was created -- the SR was increased so the
dollar amount paid would be more in line with what was being paid
for such people in the market. In short, the SR ratings which now
exist today do not only reflect internal alignments of classes in
relation to their value to the State and counties; but there has
been both conscious and/or unconscious interaction between job eval-

uation and compensation considerations in the final determination of
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the value (SR rating) of the class and in some cases external influ-

ences have become incorporated into SR ratings.

With the introduction of collective bargaining in 1970, however, the
interaction between job evaluation and compensation became more
complicated. At that point, 13 separate bargaining units were cre-
ated each with a different salary schedule and each composed of a
series of SR's. The same SR in different units began to be paid
different amounts based upon separate negotiations for each bargain-
ing units The assessment of a class' value relative to all other
classes, then, was more difficult if for example, a class assigned
to SR 10 in one bargaining unit actually received less compensation
in monetary terms than a class assigned to SR 10 in another bargain-
ing unit. For this reason, in more recent years, DPS has indicated
a greater effort has been made to differentiate between job evalua-
tion which results in the SR assignment, and compensation which is
the actual monetary amount of the SR in the appropriate salary
schedule. Job evaluation, and the resulting SR, is now viewed by
DPS and the counties as a relatively "pure" rating of the value of a
class in relation to the hierarchy of classes within a bargaining

unit.

What must be remembered, however, is that this is a relatively re-
cent phenomenon, and that the class structure that exists today was
largely developed prior to the introduction of collective bargain-
ing. The existing class structure is thus a result of a history of
interaction between job evaluation and compensation that has begun
to change only in the past ten to fifteen years. Due to this his-
tory, it would seem questionable to suggest that the SR ratings that
exist today are '"pure" of compensation influences. Rather what
appears to be the case is that SR ratings for classes have remained
relatively constant, but that the dollar amounts paid in the SR's
for each bargaining unit have increased by different amounts due to
separate negotiations. However, we do not believe based upon the
evidence we have examined, that these negotiations have resulted in

any serious distortion of the relationships in the monetary amounts
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of each SR within a bargaining unit (e.g., the amount paid to SR 5
is still higher than the amount paid to SR 4 in Bargaining Unit
) Thus, while collective bargaining may have distorted monetary
relationships between the same SR in different bargaining units, we
believe the relationship between an SR rating and its associated
monetary amount, as well as the relationships between the monetary
amounts of the SR's within a unit have not been seriously distorted
by collective bargaining.

The interaction between pricing and compensation, as well as pos-
sible influences of collective bargaining, suggest that the use of
only quantified analyses of classes to determine inequities will not
be able to conclusively identify whether the cause of the inequity
is due to improper job evaluation, or the other forces that have
influenced the amount paid. The causes of the inequities must be
separately determined based upon the history of actions affecting
any individual inequitable class. For this reason, we present the
results of our analysis of the classes, then a separate discussion
of what appears to be causes of inequities identified through that
analysis.

1.3 Outline of the Remainder of the Report

This chapter of the report has presented an overview of both the
issue of pay equity and the three components of the State's existing
job evaluation system. The descriptions contained in these over-
views will be expanded upon where relevant during the remainder of
the report. The remaining chapters within the report will present
the following:

o Chapter 2: Methodology Used in Performing the Study -
this chapter presents an explanation of the method-
ology and research design used for conducting our
evaluation of selected classes and the methods used to
identify factors perceived to be contributing to pos-
sible inequities, and actual causes of inequities
identified from our evaluation.

24—



Chapter 3: Results of the Evaluation of Selected
Classes - this chapter presents those individual
classes that were found to have pay inequities based
upon the methodology described in Chapter 2. It also
addresses whether a sex-based pattern of inequity
exists based upon the individual classes identified.

Chapter 4: Perceived Factors and Identified Causes of
Inequity - this chapter distinguishes between general
factors that are perceived to be contributing to in-
equities, and specific causes of individual inequities
identified for individual classes. An assessment of
the relative significance of the causes is presented
in order to determine the most important causes that
should be addressed in correcting inequities.

Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations - based
upon the assessment of the most important causes of
inequities, this chapter presents overall conclusions
and recommendations.
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Chapter 2: Methodology Used in Performing the Study

Overview

This chapter of the report describes the methods that were used
in conducting the job evaluation of the selected classes, and
the methods used to identify and assess both the perceived fac-
tors as well as the causes of specific pay inequities. It is
organized into two major sections:

o Job Evaluation Methodology Utilized

o Methodology for the Analysis of Factors and Causes

2.1 Job Evaluation Methodology Utilized

It should be first understood that there is no single accepted meth-
odology for conducting pay equity studies. In addition, for reasons
explained later in this section, the purpose and parameters of this
study are somewhat different than what has been the case elsewhere
in pay equity studies in the U.S. This section presents a descrip-
tion of the design of the overall methodology developed for this
study, the two job evaluation methods that were used in evaluating
the selected classes, and the approach used to assessing the results
of the two methods.

2.1.1 Design of the Overall Methodology

The basic parameters of the study design were established by Act
157. The Act specified:

o The bargaining units from which the classes to be
studied should be drawn, i.e., units 3, 4, 9, and 13

o How sex dominance was to be defined, i.e., 70% of the
incumbents in a class had to be either male or female

o That a study of the existing system and laws affecting
civil service compensation be made

e That classes which can be reasonably compared should
be studied to determine if sex based wage inequity
exists.
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The Act did not specify what methods should be used in comparing the
classes nor in conducting other aspects of the job evaluation for
the study. The study design was then further developed following a
review of the existing system now used by the State and Counties and
in consultation with the steering committee established for the
study consisting of the Director of the State Department of Person-
nel Services, the Executive Director of the Hawaii Government Em-
ployees Association and the Legislative Auditor, the latter also
serving as the project coordinator. Additional guidelines for the
study were established by the committee based upon their interpreta-
tion of the Act. One such guideline was that the existing system
and laws for civil service compensation were not only to be studied,
but were also determined by the committee to be applicable for the
job evaluation portion of the study so that our evaluation would in
effect be subject to the same parameters as the evaluations per-
formed by the State and counties. The most significant of these
parameters were that our evaluation should be performed using the
same nine evaluation factors used by the State as discussed in our
overview to the existing method in Chapter 1, that at least one
method used in the analysis should as closely replicate as possible
the method now used by the State and Counties and that classes could
only be evaluated in comparison with other classes in the same bar-
gaining unit. Had additional or different parameters been estab-
lished, such as allowing across unit comparisons of classes, it is
possible that the results of our analysis may have been different

than what was found based upon the parameters that were established.

Once these parameters were established, we further refined the study
design through the following steps which were mutually agreed upon

with the steering committee.

(1) Additional criteria were established for the classes to be stud-
ied.

e We first determined that the minimum number of incum-
bents in each class to be studied should be set at 10
at a cut-off date of July 1, 1986. This criterion
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would assure that the study focused only on the clas-
ses in which we were reasonably confident that they
could be categorized as clearly male or female domi-
nated. This criterion also increased the assurance
that the classes examined would not be those which are
subject to possible shifts in the sex dominance of the
class by a small change in the number of incumbents.
The resulting classes would then be the ones most
clearly sex-dominated.

o We then added a criteria that the classes studied
should be "journeyworker classes". In most cases
there are a series of job classes that are related to
the level of difficulty of different job levels within
8 single occupation (e.g., Clerk I, Clerk II, Clerk
EIL-;: etca)n The journeyworker level within each ser-
ies is characterized as that which requires indepen-
dent performance of the full range of duties and re-
sponsibilities of the occupation as required by the
work setting. But more important, the pricing of all
of the other classes within a series are usually es-
tablished in relation to the journeyworker class, and
usually in equal increments above or below the SR
assigned the journeyworker class (e.g., 1if Clerk
Typist II is the journeyworker class at SR 8, the
Clerk Typist I would be assigned to SR 6 and the Clerk
Typist III to SR 10). Use of the journeyworker clas-
ses then, focused the study on classes which were most
important in the pricing of related classes.

° Classes which included only positions either excluded
from collective bargaining or exempt from civil serv-
ice were excluded. The Act was considered to be rea-
sonably clear in restricting the study to examining
classes subject to collective bargaining and within
the civil service. Within the four bargaining units
specified in the Act, however, there are certain clas-
ses whose incumbents are all exempt from civil service
requirements and/or collective bargaining. These
classes were, therefore, eliminated.

o Classes which were under administrative or appellate
review were excluded.

o Due to the small number of classes in Bargaining Unit
9, classes in this unit were consolidated with classes
in Unit 13.

These additional criteria discussed above led to a total of 82 job

classes being included within the study. Because this sample of

classes was limited by the Act and these additional criteria to sex-
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dominated journeyworker classes in these bargaining units, it is not
possible to generalize results of analyses based on this sample to
all classes within the bargaining unit as nonsex-dominated classes
were not included in the study. However, it is possible to gen-
eralize results based on this sample to all other sex-dominated
classes in these bargaining units. Exhibit 2 presents the distribu-

tion of male dominated and female dominated job classes in the study
by bargaining unit.

EXHIBIT 2

NUMBER OF MALE-DOMINATED AND FEMALE DOMINATED CLASSES

Bargaining Unit Male Dominated Female Dominated Total
03 16 44 60

04 = — =

09 ' ~ 2 2

13 ik 2 20

Total 27 95 82

(2) Two different methods of job evaluation were selected with which
to evaluate the classes.

Neither of the two methods ultimately selected were considered to be
of greater importance or to have provided more meaningful results.
Both were considered to be of equal importance but represented dif-
ferent approaches to evaluating the classes in the study. Each
method, then, would be used to establish the expected value of all
of the classes in the study which could then be compared to the
value currently assigned to the class (the SR), and the relationship
between the expected value and the amount it is currently compen-
sated. In this way, two independent tests of the current State
system of SR and wage determination could be made.
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A paired comparison (PC) method was designed to replicate the cur-
rent State practises as much as possible using the same nine factors
as evaluation criteria. A second method known as the Decision Band
Method (DBM), was also used to provide another test independent of
the evaluations that have resulted from the use of the existing
State method and criteria. The two methods, or tests, were per-
formed independently to avoid possible rater contamination of the
ranking results. The DBM was selected for use rather than other
methods such as point systems, as DBM is similar to the current
system in that it evaluates the entire content of a job. DBM is
different than the current method, however, in the criteria that are
used, the theory and foundation on which it is based, and it results
in a '"score'" or more appropriately, a rating, for each class which
can be used to easily compare to ratings for other classes. More
detailed explanations of how these methods were used are provided in
sections 2.1.2 and 2.1.3 which follow, and a fuller explanation of
the DBM is provided in the appendix.

These methods were selected for a variety of reasons. First, the PC
method allows the use of the nine factors established by PECAB in a
way that is similar to that used by the State in comparing one class
to another as previously explained in our overview of the method in
Chapter 1. No points or numerical score, however, are assigned to
the classes by the State and Counties. In practice, the weight
attached to each factor by the State and Counties varies depending
upon the class being evaluated and the bargaining unit to which it
is assigned. In addition, DPS informed us that records of the eval-
uation decisions are not kept in a manner which would have allowed
us to review and audit their decisions on a factor by factor basis.
Based upon this lack of full documentation, we could not, therefore,
assess or exactly replicate the State's practices, but they were
approximated with the paired comparison approach and by using the
same factors.

The second method was selected because job evaluation is inherently

a subjective process which involves the application of human judge-
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ments and values. It was, therefore, determined that a thorough
examination of sex-based wage inequity would benefit from the appli-
cation of a method which is independent of current State practices
and uses different evaluation factors. In this way, greater confi-
dence is placed in the study's conclusions if it can be demonstrated
that two independent and independently applied job evaluation meth-
ods identified the same classes as being inequitably valued or com-
pensated. The PC and DBM methods were applied independently of each
other by different members of the project team to avoid any poten-
tial contamination of the evaluation decisions arrived at by the

application of the other method.

(3) The official classification specifications were used as the base
of information for evaluating the classes.

Classification specifications for each of the 82 classes were pro-
vided by DPS, in addition the Department provided information about
the characteristics of journeyworker classes used in the State. DPS
also provided assistance in defining and clarifying class respons-
ibilities, work environments, the knowledge, skills, abilities and
minimum qualifications of certain job classes determined by the
consultant to require clarification. To focus the study on whether
job classes have been inequitably valued or compensated as stated in
the Act, precluded the collection and assessment of position des-
criptions, job questionnaires, field interviews and observation, and
job audits.

(4) Results of the evaluation of each class were used to construct
relative class hierarchies and were used in statistical anal-
yses.

Once the two evaluation methods were applied to of each class an
expected value from each method was established for the class. A
separate hierarchy of classes was then developed from the results of
each of the two methods. The hierarchies were constructed by re-
viewing the overall ranking for each class resulting from the evalu-

ations in relation to each other.
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Additional analyses involving sophisticated statistical techniques
were then used to predict what the SR assignment of each class
should be based upon our expected value of the classes which could
be compared to the actual SR assignment developed by the State and
Counties. In addition, the relationship between the expected value
and compensation was analyzed using both the minimum dollar amounts
and the maximum dollar amounts of each SR in each bargaining unit
(i.e., the lowest and the highest step for each salary range). The
distinction between minimum and maximum wage levels was made in
recognition that wages increase over time, although not always at
the same rate. In addition, our analysis of the salary schedules for
these bargaining units indicated that the dollar amounts of the
minimum level wages ranged much more widely than the dollar amount
of the maximum levels, in other words there appears to be a "funnel-
ling effect" where the lower level salaries for each distinct SR are
more broadly based, but there is a tendency for the range for all
SR's to narrow as each SR progresses toward the maximum. In order
to more accurately determine if inequities exist, both ends of the
range were used. These analyses are more fully explained in Sec-
tions 2.1.2 and 2.1.3 which follow. These analyses resulted in a
series of comparisons of the predicted SR assignment for each class
to the actual SR assignment made by the State and counties and their
actual compensation.

(5) Results of PC and DBM evaluations were combined to provide
greater reliability in the determination of sex-based wage in-
equities in value and compensation.

As previously stated, two methods were used so that our conclusions
regarding whether any one class was inequitably valued or compen-
sated would be based on a replication of the existing State method
and an independent method. Once it was determined that a class was
either valued or compensated inequitably based on analyses of re-

sults from both methods, the sex of the inequitable classes was

identified. Our study was, therefore, designed to identify all

inequitably valued or compensated classes through sex-neutral anal-
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yses and then to determine if any inequities that were found exhi-

bited sex-based patterns.

2.1.2 The Paired Comparison (PC) Evaluation Design

The paired comparison approach used each of the nine PECAB factors
as shown in Exhibit 3 and each of the 82 classes was evaluated one
by one against every other class in the same bargaining unit on each
of the nine factors. The study evaluation team was required to
determine for each pair of classes, if one class contained more
than, less than or about the same level of value on each factor as
the class to which it was being compared. Point values of 0, .5 or
1 were assigned if the class was less than, about the same or
greater in value on each factor.

Three team members were assigned to assess the value of each class
against every other class. An initial evaluation was performed by
one of the members of the job evaluation team. These results were
then reviewed by two other members of the team for discussion and
clarification of the job's relationship to the other classes evalu-
ated. Finally, a consensus was reached by these evaluators to pro-

duce a final job evaluation decision.

Since the State does not currently apply a formal, consistent dif-
ferential weighting scheme to the nine PECAB pricing factors, it was
impossible to replicate the State's weighting in the study, thus we
initially suggested that each factor be weighted equally and assign-
ed a weight of 11% (i.e., 9 factors x 11 = 99). Through further
discussion with DPS, it was determined that this would be an inap-
propriate way to weight each of the factors and would not reflect
DPS's actual use of the factors in their pricing process. Members
of the DPS Classification and Compensation Review Division, in com-
mittee, discussed the weight each factor is usually given in arriv-
ing at their pricing decisions. They ultimately produced a weight-
ing scheme which they considered generally consistent with their
current practices for white collar classes and it was thus used by

the consultants. This weighting scheme is shown in Exhibit 4.
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FACTOR
Factor 1:
Knowledge and Skills Re-
quired
Factor 2:

Supervisory Control

Factor 3:
Guidelines

Factor 4:
Complexity

Factor 5:
Personal Contacts

Factor 6:
Physical Demands

Factor 7:
Work Environment

EXHIBIT 3

Page 1 of 2

PECAB JOB EVALUATION FACTORS

DEFINITION

The nature and extent of information or facts which must be
understood and applied in order to do acceptable work, and
the nature and extent of skills needed to apply these know-
ledges, i.e., training and experience.

The nature and extent of direct or indirect controls exer-
cised by the supervisory, i.e., the extent of responsibility
for work product and the methods of reviewing completed
work.

The nature of the guidelines available and the judgement in
applying them.

The nature, number, variety and interacacy of tasks, steps,
processes, or methods in the work performed; difficulty in
identifying what needs to be done; the difficulty and origi-
nality involved in performing the work; and the scope and
effect of work done.

The nature and purpose of face-to-face, telephone, and other
dialogue with persons not in supervisory chain which range
form the exchange of information to those cases involving
significant or controversial issues, differing viewpoints,
goals or objectives.

The physical abilities and exertion required.
The risks and discomfort in the work's physical surroundings

or the nature of the work assigned and the safety precau-
tions required.



EXHIBIT 3

Page 1 of .2

PECAB JOB EVALUATION FACTORS

FACTOR DEFINITIION

Factor 8: The nature and scope of getting work done by subordinates
Supervisory Skills and accountability to superiors for the quality and quantity
of work and for assuring efficient and economical work oper-

ations.
Factor 9: The nature and scope of line or staff programs which in-
Managerial Responsibil- volve: (a) Directing the work of a sizeable organization
ities through subordinates who control and guide the operations;

(b) Making decisions or recommendation on contents and char-
acter of operations, policies, programs and goals, planning
and evaluation activities, and personnel matters affecting
key persons and positions; (c¢) Monitoring and accounting for
the success of specific line or staff programs and for at-
tainment of planned goals and objectives; and (d) Assessing
the impacts of operational activities on public relations,
legislative or judicial concerns, and labor-management af-
fairs.



Exhibit 4

JOB EVALUATION FACTOR WEIGHTS

FACTORS FACTOR WEIGHTS
Knowledge and Skills 15
Supervisory Controls 9
Guidelines 9
Complexity 22
Personal Contacts 7
Physical Demands 3
Work Environment 2
Supervisory Skills : 11
Managerial Responsibilities 22

Note: The above weights were developed by DPS for use only in
this study. They should not be considered as applicable outside
the context of this study.



The PC method produced a raw numerical score for each class in com-
parison to all other classes on each factor resulting from the low,
same or high comparison. These raw scores on each factor were then
multiplied by the factor weights provided by DPS and finally the
weighted scores for each factor were summed to produce a total point
score for each class. While supervisory skills and managerial re-
sponsibility factors were used in the comparisons, the PC ratings on
these factors were considered equal for all job classes since jour-
neyworker classes are not supervisory and thus should not have these
criteria applied. The ratings on these two factors were thus con-
stant for all classes and nullified their influence in the overall
rating. These calculations produced a total point value for each of
the 82 classifications evaluated. Finally, this hierarchy was re-
viewed by a fourth member of the study team to assess the overall

reasonableness of the hierarchy.

Since the State's PECAB administrative rules prohibit the comparison
of jobs within a bargaining unit to other jobs outside of the bar-
gaining unit, separate calculations of PC job values were produced
for each separate bargaining unit. Total point wvalues for Unit 3
classes were calculated only for the comparison of jobs within this
bargaining unit. Likewise, classifications in Units 9 and 13 were
compared and point totals calculated only for classes that are in-
cluded in these units.

Section 2.1.4 discusses in greater detail the manner in which the PC

point scores were used in the analysis.

2.1.3 The Decision Band Method (DBM) Evaluation Design

Using the same classification specifications as used for the PC
evaluation, as well as the class series definitions and clarifica-
tions of class content provided by DPS, a second team of evaluators
applied the Decision Band Method of job evaluation to the 82 classi-
fications. The evaluation of classes using DBM was done indepen-

dently of the job evaluation team which used the PC evaluation ap-
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proach, although the process of evaluation, review and final deci-

sion-making was similar.

The DBM process involved three stages. First a member of the DBM
evaluation team evaluated the classifications to determine an ini-
tial rating decision. Then a second and third member of the team
reviewed and discussed the results for clarification and a final
decision. Because DBM requires the evaluator to make three separate
reviews of each class in order to determine a classification's

value, the review process occurred after each of these three stages.

The first review required examination of each of the class duties
and responsibilities to assess which of six "decision bands" (e,
"A" through "F'") the class should be assigned. Exhibit 5 illus-
trates these six bands. This is done by assigning each task or
responsibility from the class specification to one of the six deci-
sion bands. The class itself is ultimately assigned to the decision
band of the highest banded task (e.g., if 5 tasks are banded at B,
and 1 is banded at C, the class is banded at C).

On the second review, the evaluator examines the classes assigned
within each decision band to determine if each class' duties and
responsibilities involve directing the work of other classes assign-
ed to the same band. This is the grading decision. If such is the
case, the directing class is graded higher (i.e., 1 to 3) than the

directed class also as shown in Exhibit 5.

Finally, the classes which have been grouped into similar bands and
grades are assigned an appropriate subgrade. The subgrading process
requires the evaluator to compare each class to every other class
within the same band and grade, on three primary characteristics:

o Relative percent of tasks assigned to the highest band
o Relative percent of time spent on the highest banded
tasks
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Exhibit 5

DECISION STRUCTURE A

Programming Coordinating

Sub-
Band Grade grade
Policy 11 Coordinating 1 |
10  Noncoordinating
- |
10 ]

Noncoordinating

Interpretive Coordinating

Noncoordinating

Process Coordinating
Noncoordinating

Operational Coordinating
Noncoordinating

Defined Noncoordinating
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° The complexity and/or difficulty of performing the
highest banded tasks.

Several unique issues were considered in the application of the sub-
grading process in this study. First, the State's classification
specifications do not indicate the relative time spent for each
task. Thus, this subgrading criteria was not used in the evaluation
process. Secondly, the State's class specifications do not allow a
strict counting of the number of tasks in order to determine a rela-
tive percent of tasks of a higher band. Because of this, an overall
estimate of the relative number of tasks was used for this sﬁbgrad—
ing component. Finally, the subgrading criteria of complexity was
further divided into several additional criteria in order to assess

this characteristic. These criteria included:

o Essential skills and knowledge required
o Time pressure

e Need for care and precision

o Need for alertness

e Physical effort required

° Required training time

o Heterogeneity of tasks (variety)

° Technical difficulty

Classes were also assessed on the working conditions elements of the

class in terms of hazards and risks and work environment.

When each of these criteria were evaluated, combined with the rela-
tive percent of total tasks of a higher band, and compared to other
classes within the same band and grade, a final subgrade value
(i.e., 1 to 3) was assigned to each class. This subgrade, when
combined with the band and grade decisions made earlier, resulted in

an overall class hierarchy of all of the classes evaluated in each
bargaining unit.
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The final class hierarchy was then reviewed by a fourth study team
member to determine the overall reasonableness of the values assign-
ed.

2.1.4 Approach to Assessing Results of the Two Methods

The study design was developed so that the wvalue of each class as
determined from the PC and DBM methods could be compared to the
existing State determination of wvalue for each class as represented
by both the SR assignment and the corresponding compensation for the
SR's. As previously discussed in Chapter 1, both SR's and compensa-
tion must be examined together as it is not possible to distinguish
their effects due to the interaction between the two that has occur-
red over time. We have, therefore, performed separate analyses
using the value of the class as determined by both methods to pre-
dict what would be an expected SR rating and an expected salary
amount and then consolidated the results of both types of analyses.
In short we have compared the expected value of the class to dif-

ferent measures: relative value and compensation.

It should be remembered, though, that each SR consists of a series
of longevity steps such that there is a minimum amount and a maximum
amount associated with each SR. We have, therefore, further deline-
ated the comparison of value to salary amounts into separate minimum
and maximum salary comparisons in order to account for the fact that
incremental increases in amounts between steps are not always the
same for each SR. This study design thus produced three basic types

of comparisons for the two methods used in the study as shown below.

Pc DBM
Value: SR X X
Compensation: Minimum salaries X X
Compensation: Maximum salaries X X
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Within the minimum and maximum types of comparisons, a series of
more specific analyses were performed. A description of these anal-

yses performed for all three types of comparisons follows.

(1) PC/SR Comparison

The PC/SR comparison involved converting the PC raw scores into
grades similar in structure to the SR's used by the State. This
consisted of grouping raw scores together. For bargaining unit 3
classes, the PC raw scores ranged from 128.4 to 461.6 points. Be-
cause this range of points for the classes evaluated encompassed
existing SR's from 5 to 21, or 17 SR's in total, the PC raw point
scores were divided into 17 equal grades. Each grade consisted of a
range of 20 points, with the first grade starting at 10 points below
the lowest raw PC point score. This procedure allowed the compari-
son of the results of the PC scores directly with the current SR's
assigned by the State.

For bargaining units 9 and 13, the range of PC points was from 53.8
to 163.4. The classes evaluated encompasses a total of 9 SR's in
the current State system. The grade range this produced was 12
points, with the first grade starting 6 points below the lowest raw
PC point score.

Once the PC grades were calculated, they were compared to the actual
SR's to test the correctness of the current assignments of each
class to its SR. This comparison was made for each bargaining unit.
For purposes of analysis, it was decided that if a class had an
actual SR which was within a range of plus or minus 2 from the pre-
dicted PC grade, the actual SR and the predicted PC grade would be
considered to be reasonably comparable. If the actual SR for the
class differed by more than 2 PC grades -- either higher or lower
than the predicted PC grade -- the class was determined to be either
higher or lower than expected.
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Since the classes were evaluated based only on written material, it
was determined that a range of acceptability (or corridor) would
account for differences that might exist in evaluating classes
either by State personnel or the study team. In addition, the cor-
ridor of plus or minus 2 PC grades was established in order to also
account for any differences which may result from the typical forms
of measurement error. Clearly, if a class was found to fall outside
of the plus or minus 2 grade corridor, it could be concluded with
reasonable certainty that the job was assigned an inappropriate SR
based on the value of the class to the State.

(2) Predicted PC/Actual Minimum and Maximum Salary Comparisons

Two sets of analyses were conducted using the PC points to predict a
salary to compare to the current minimum and maximum salaries of the
SR. One set of analyses used the raw PC points in a standard linear
regression with minimum and maximum salaries. Another set of anal-
yses used the PC grades in a standard linear regression with minimum
and maximum salaries. Because there were an insufficient number of
male and female dominated classes in each bargaining unit (less than
20 males and 20 females, see Exhibit 2) to calculate a reliable male
class regression line or female class regression line, an all-class
regression line was calculated. For each regression line (a total
of 4 were calculated: minimum/ maximum PC Grade; minimum/maximum raw
PC points) a corridor around the regression line was calculated
based on the standard error of the estimate determined to exist for
the particular regression equation. Classes whose pay rate fell
outside of the corridor were judged to be either paid higher or
lower than expected based on which side of the corridor they fell.
The corridor amounts used for each set of analyses based on the
standard error for each equation are shown in Appendix A. Graphs

showing the results are also found in Appendix A.
It is possible (indeed it did occur) that a class might be identi-

fied on a minimum analysis but not a maximum analysis, or vice

versa. This would occur for one of the following reasons. If the
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class was on or very near the borderline of the corridors establish-
ed for one of the analyses, but just slightly within or outside the
corridor on another analysis. The fact that the width of the cor-
ridors were different for each analysis (because of the statistical
features of each regression line), would make it possible for a
class to be right on the corridor line on one, but just within the
corridor line on another. Alternatively, because Units 9 and 13
were consolidated for analytical purposes, the differences in the
dollar amounts of the SR's in either unit has an effect on the re-
gression equations and the corridors established. Unit 9 SR's (for
the classes studied) have higher minimums, but lower maximums than
SR's in Unit 13. Thus, the corridor widths were slightly differ-
ent. A class could be found on or very near the line on one but
just within the corridor on another. Calculations of a separate
regression line for Unit 13 only would not have resulted in materi-
ally different results.

(3) DBM/SR Comparisons

Applying the Decision Band Method results in a rank order of clas-
ses. Thus, once the subgrading was completed, the hierarchy of
classes was completed. This allowed DBM results to be compared

directly with the rank order of classes produced by the existing
SR's.

In comparing the DBM results to SR's, two different approaches were
used. The first was similar to the PC grade to SR comparison. The
second method used linear regression to predict what the SR should
be if DBM values were considered as the independent variable. In

each case, separate analyses were conducted for each bargaining
unit.

In the first approach, the DBM hierarchy of classes was produced and
the corresponding SR's listed. Thus, for the classes evaluated by
DBM at B22, for example, the class titles and actual SR's were list-

ed. The average SR was calculated for each band, grade and sub-
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grade, these were grouped and a corridor of plus or minus 2 SR's was
determined. If any class' SR fell within this corridor, the actual
SR and the DBM ranking were considered reasonably comparable. Clas-
ses which had SR's that were higher or lower than this corridor were

designated as being higher or lower than expected.

In the second approach, DBM values were used as the independent
variable in a linear regression eguation to predict the correct
SR. Once again a corridor of plus or minus 2 SR's was used to
determine if the hierarchy produced by DBM and SR's were reasonably
similar. Classes which fell outside of the corridor were identified
as having been assigned an SR which was higher or lower than
expected.

Understandably, these two methods produced similar results, but they
were not identical. The mathematical properties of linear regres-
sion and the shape of the line smoothes out some differences which
the first method does not. The first method is sensitive to class to
class comparisons while the regression analysis accounts for the
dispersion of all classes and their relative order.

(4) DBM Salary Comparisons

The salary comparisons with DBM were similar to the analysis used
for the PC grades. The DBM value was used as the independent vari-
able in a linear regression predicting either a minimum salary or
maximum salary for each class. As before, a separate analysis was
used for bargaining units 3 and another for 9 and 13. Because of
the insufficient number of classes, we were unable to calculate a
reliable male or female dominated class regression line, and in-

stead, calculated an all class regression line.

In previous research using DBM, we have found that the methodology
has a margin of error which is equal to plus or minus 1 subgrade.
In this analysis, the value along the predicted regression line

which corresponded to one subgrade was calculated and these values
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were used as the corridor limits around the predicted regression
line. Appendix A shows the corridor amounts for the analysis for
minimum and maximum salaries. Graphic results of these analyses are
also shown in Appendix A. Once again, it is possible that the clas-
ses that have been identified as being either higher or lower than
expected may be different for the minimum regression than for the

maximum regression as previously explained.

2,155 Observations on How Results from the PC and DBM Comparisons
Were Consolidated

As previously mentioned, in the pay equity studies completed to date
throughout the country, there has not emerged a standard acceptable
procedure for conducting the analysis to determine which classes are
valued or compensated higher or lower than expected. Of all methods,

standard linear regression is most frequently used.

We used linear regression in this analysis in addition to other
comparison techniques. We were restricted from using more sophis-
ticated statistical methods, such as the policy capturing approach
or one in which the percent of sex dominance is used as an addi-
tional, independent predictor variable, because of the number of job
classes being analyzed and the guideline preventing a comparison
across bargaining units. Our analysis, of course, has had somewhat
different objectives than most pay equity studies which are usually
intended to determine the dollar value of inequities known to exist
for use in determining specific wage adjustments. Our analyses had
to be consistent with the guidelines established in Act 157 so that
the study was designed to "test" the current State system of valuing
and compensating sex-dominated classes to see if sex—-based pay in-
equities have resulted. It was not the purpose of the study to
determine the amount of any adjustments considered necessary based
on any inequities discovered. Nor was it the study's purpose to

describe how any inequities discovered should be remedied.
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It should be noted that the guideline that limited the evaluation to
within and not across bargaining units prevented approaches being
used in this study that are found in more typical pay equity studies
that have been done in other states and local governments. Most
definitions of pay equity we are aware of which have been used na-
tionally, indicate that comparisons of classes across bargaining
units are essential to sex-based equity analysis to determine if
structural aspects of these units may be a cause of inequity. Fi-
nally, it is important to note that the State and Counties have only
been restricted from performing across unit comparisons since 1982
and virtually all of the pricing of classes included in the study
was performed by the State and Counties or adjusted based on appeals
prior to 1982. Evidence indicates that across unit comparisons for
both pricing and appeal purposes occurred prior to 1982, and are
still considered today in pricing despite the guideline as will be
discussed in Chapter 4. In summary, had across unit comparisons of
classes been allowed, it is possible that the results of our anal-
ysis may have been different than what was found by comparing clas-

ses only within bargaining units.

As we began the study, we had no preconceptions about whether the
State's procedures have produced sex-based value or wage inequi-
ties. Certainly, there had been a variety of groups that have
claimed that such is the case. We recognized that if we only tried
to replicate the State's procedures, and this was the only method
used, the study would be open to critics claiming that the nine
PECAB factors are sex-biased and therefore how could it be expected
to discover sex—-based wage inequity if we used a system that is

already considered biased.

Recognizing this, we determined that a second methodology should be
used to test the value and compensation components of the State's
system. Then, if both methods produced the same set of classes as
being valued or compensated more than expected or 1less than ex-
pected, more confidence could be placed in the reliability of the

results. Finally, the list of titles could be examined to identify
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the sex dominance of any class found to be inequitable to determine

if there appears to be sex-based wage inequities.

The analyses that were performed have each produced a list of job
titles which could be judged to be valued or compensated higher or
lower than expected, gi#en the analysis approach used and the job
evaluation methodology employed to produce the initial job hierarch-
ies. As we had expected from the outset, each job evaluation and
analysis method produced a similar yet slightly different list of

job titles that fell outside of the corridor used.

With each of the analyses completed, we were in a position to com-
pare across methodologies to determine to what extent the PC method
and DBM methods produced a similar list of class titles. Through a
series of internal reviews and after considering discussions with
the steering committee, it was decided that two standard decision
rules were needed to determine if a class should be considered in-

equitably valued or compensated. The decision rules are as follows:

Decision Rule 1: A class would be considered inequitably valu-
ed it is identified to be valued higher or
lower than expected on the PC/SR analysis and
on one of the two DBM/SR analyses, and it was
identified as being only higher or lower than
expected (outside the established corridors).

Decision Rule 2: A class would be considered inequitably com-
pensated if it was found to be higher or
lower than expected on one of the PC salary
analyses and on one of the DBM salary analy-
ses. Because different corridors were estab-
lished for each PC and DBM minimum/maximum
regression equation, classes found to be
higher or lower than expected on only minimum
DBM/PC regression analyses but not necessar-
ily maximum regression analyses and vice
versa were still considered inequitably
compensated.

These decision rules allowed us to review the results of each anal-
ysis method and be assured that if a job class was inequitably valu-
ed and/or compensated, it was because the use of two different meth-

ods of job evaluation resulted in the same conclusion. We believe
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these decision rules to be the soundest alternative given the data
available, the restrictions that were applied and the study objec-

tives.

2.1.6 BRationale for How Inequities Were Identified as Being Sex-
Based

As previously mentioned, our .approach thus far has been to use sex-
neutral analyses to determine if there are any inequities due to
improper valuing of a class or improper compensation, and then de-

termine if there are any sex—-based patterns to those inequities.

The reasons for making the distinction between value and compensa-
tion is that the Act is not clear as to which one was intended to be
the focus of the study, and because the value of a class is present-
ly determined by one method (i.e., job evaluation and pricing) while
compensation has resulted from a variety of influences over time
including more recently, collective bargaining. Therefore, it is
not necessarily true that there should be a one-to-one relationship
currently between value and compensation. We have thus concurred

that analyses of both value and compensation should be conducted.

In the determination of whether sex-based patterns of inequity are
apparent, however, the results of both types of analyses should be
merged and viewed as a whole because there is evidence that inter-
action between the determination of value and compensation of a
class has previously occurred in the historical development of the
class hierarchies that now exist as described in Chapter 1. This
interaction makes it impossible to truly say that classes identified
as inequitable due to the value analyses (SR) are only a result of
improper evaluation, and that classes identified as inequitable due
to the compensation analyses (salary) are only a result of collec-
tive bargaining or other such influences. Classes that have been
valued improperly, for example, may be a result of consideration of
shortages of workers in those classes that previously resulted in
the SR rating of the class being adjusted upward to provide more

attractive compensation despite the internal alignment that had been

_45...



established through job evaluation.

Thus while it is possible to separately analyze classes in terms of
value and compensation, due to the reason cited above, we believe it
is necessary to view the results of the separate value and compensa-
tion analyses as a whole when it comes to assessing the results of
the two analyses to determine if different patterns of inequity
exists, what may have caused the inequities, and if any appear to be
sex—based.

In order to determine if there are sex-based inequities, it must be
understood that there may be different patterns of inequity that
would indicate whether individual inequities were sex—-based. As has
been discussed, job evaluation is an extremely complicated activity,
not only in the State and counties of Hawaii, but in any organiza-
tion. Individual classes determined to be inequitable must then be
examined in different ways to determine if one or more patterns of

inequity are apparent, and if these patterns appear to be sex—based.

For this study, we elected to examine if two potential patterns of
sex-based inequity were apparent in the classes identified as in-
equitable:

o "Diagonal patterns" where for example, a greater pro-
portion of male dominated classes would be found to be
higher than expected and a greater proportion of fe-
male dominated classes would be found to be lower than
expected. (This is the traditional examination of pay
inequities.) i

o Dispersion patterns where for example, SR ratings
and/or compensation for male dominated classes would
be widely dispersed around the expected value/compen-
sation, while SR ratings and/or compensation for fe-
males would be more tightly restricted within a more
narrow range around the expected value/compensation

We believe both of these two patterns are necessary for use in de-

termining inequity. A further discussion of these two patterns and
how they would be identified is presented below.
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Diagonal Pattern

The identification of this pattern involves preparing a matrix of
the percentage of classes found to be lower than expected and higher

than expected by male and female domination as indicated below:

Lower than Higher than
Expected Expected
Male Classes (1) (3)
Female Classes (2) (49

Sex-based inequities would be identified if a diagonal pattern
exists in the matrix such that there is a significantly higher per-
centage of male classes that are higher than expected ((3) in the
above matrix) and there are a significantly higher percentage of
female classes that are lower than expected ((2) in the above mat-
rix), or vice versa (i.e., higher percentages in (1) and (4)). The
proportion of the difference  between (3) “and (2) or (1) and™ (4)

would indicate the extent of sex-based inequity.

Dispersion Pattern

The identification of this pattern involves examining the classes
found to be lower than expected and higher than expected to deter-
mine the extent to which either the value or compensation for male
and female dominated classes was consistently made. If for example,
it was found that female dominated classes had a very consistent and
narrow pattern of pricing, but male dominated classes had a wider
dispersed range of pricing than female dominated classes, it would
indicate that there may be other factors which influence the pricing
of male and female classes which do not appear to be exactly related
to their value as determined by the job evaluation. It should be
recognized that this step results in less conclusive results than
the first step, but they are wvalid in indicating whether there are
aspects of the overall job evaluation and pay setting system, not
just the method, that are influenced by the sex dominance of the

classification.
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2.2 Methodology for the Analysis of Factors and Causes

The purpose of this portion of the study was to:

Identify general factors that individuals and organi-
zations which have been involved with the pay equity
issue in Hawaii believe may contribute to inequities
or potential inequities.

Identify causes of any individual inequities found for
specific classes and determine if these are related to
the perceived factors, or 1if other influences are
causing the inequities.

Methods Used in Identifying and Analyzing Factors

The general factors were identified through a series of interviews
with DPS,
individuals identified as having expressed interest in the work of
the Temporary Commission provided us by the Office of the Legis-

lative Auditor. A listing of the individuals and organizations

interviewed is included in the Appendizx.

The approach taken to identifying and examining factors then in-

volved the following:

Interviews with all of those selected to be included
in the sample of organizations as well as DPS and HGEA
‘representatives.

Analysis of the content of the interview results to
determine commonalities in the factors identified
leading to the development of general factors.

Compilation of the factors identified in the inter-
views, and the selection of those factors mentioned
most frequently for further examination. See Exhibit
6.

Development of a statement of each factor in the form
of a general perception based upon statements made by
those interviewed regarding the factor which could be
proven or disproven.
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FREQUENCY OF FACTORS IDENTIFIED

FACTOR

1.
2.
3-

4,

10.
11.
12.
1:3n
14.
15.

16.

*

PECAB/Conference of Personnel Directors
Historical Influences

Market Conditions

Existing Job Evaluation Method
Collective Bargaining

Structure of the Compensation Plan

Departmental Influences Related to Budgetary Concerns

and Professional Group Differences
Career /Promotion Barriers
Age/Inconsistencies in Class Specifications
Political Influence
Lack of Responsiveness of Bargaining Agents
Legislation
State/County Compensation Equity
Shortage Differentials
"Civilization'"/"Deprofessionalization" of Jobs

Turnover in Department Personnel Offices

Exhibit 6

FREQUENCY*

w

B R bk

There is a total of nine sources that identified factors.



° Conduct of additional interviews, collection of rele-
vant data and the analysis of both to validate each
perception.

2.2.2 Methods Used in Identifying and Analyzing Causes

As mentioned above, when it came to identifying causes of inequi-
ties, the results of the separate value and compensation analyses
were merged due to the interaction that has occurred between value
and compensation. We thus sought to identify all possible causes of
inequities as it was not considered possible to clearly distinguish
classes found to be inequitable due to job evaluation and pricing,

as opposed to compensation.

Causes of individual inequities were first identified through dis-
cussions with both the DPS and the HGEA regarding what they per-
ceived as possible causes of each inequitable class. The approach
taken to identifying causes was somewhat different than for the

factors as follows:

o Review of each class identified as inequitable with
both HGEA and DPS to determine what they consider to
be the causes of inequities.

° Verification of information provided by DPS and HGEA
through the review of PECAB and CPD reports, and pric-
ing folders for each class maintained by DPS.

o Compilation of the causes identified and verified for
each class, and an assessment of the identified causes
based upon our research.

o Review of causes by sex to determine if there were any
patterns to causes by sex.

The results of the methodology for the job evaluation as described
in this chapter are presented in Chapter 3 of the report which imme-
diately follows. A presentation of the results from the factor and

cause methodologies, just described, is presented in Chapter 4.
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Chapter 3: Results of the Evaluation of Selected Classes

Overview

In this chapter we identify the job classes which are identified
as being valued and/or compensated higher or lower than expected
when using the methodology, and specifically the decision rules,
described in the previous chapter. Finally, we conclude with a
discussion of whether there is a pattern of sex-based inequity
in the classes that were studied which can be generalized to all
sex-dominated classes in these bargaining units.

Results of Separate Paired Comparison and Decision Band Method
Analyses

Based wupon the methodology described in Chapter 2, nine separate

analyses were performed for Bargaining Unit 3 and for Units 9 and

13.

A list of each of these analyses with the code name for the

analysis in parenthesis is as follows:

PC Analyses

° PC Grade and SR Comparison (PC/SR)

° Raw PC Points Linear Regression for Minimum Salaries
(Raw PC Min)

° Raw PC Points Linear Regression for Maximum Salaries
(Raw PC Max)

° PC Grade Linear Regression for Minimum Salaries (PC
Grade Min)

° PC Grade Linear Regression for Maximum Salaries (PC
Grade Max) :

DBM Analyses

o DBM Rating and SR Comparison (DBM/SR)

o DBM Linear Regression to Compare Predicted Order to
Actual SR Order (DBM Order)

o DBM Linear Regression to Predict Actual SR Using Mini-
mum Salaries (DBM Predict Min)

o DBM Linear Regression to Predict Actual SR Using Maxi-
mum Salaries (DBM Predict Max)
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The results of each of these separate analyses for each class within
the bargaining units are presented in Exhibit 7. For each analysis,
an "x" in the column indicates that the class was found to be either
lower than or higher than expected (outside the corridor) for that
analysis. Detailed results of the PC Grade and DBM rating compari-
sons to actual SR's, the corridor limits and graphs more clearly
illustrating the results of each of the regression analyses are
provided in the Appendix.

3.2 Identification of Inequities

As discussed in Chapter 2, two decision rules were used to determine

if a class is inequitably paid:

Decision Rule 1: A class would be considered inequitably valu-
ed if it is identified to be valued higher or
lower than expected on the PC/SR analysis and
on one of the two DBM/SR analyses, and it was
identified as being only higher or lower than
expected (outside the established corridors).

Decision Rule 2: A class would be considered inequitably com-
pensated it if was found to be higher or
lower than expected on one of the two PC
salary analyses and on one of the DBM salary
analyses. Because different corridors were
established for each PC and DBM minimum/
maximum regression equation, classes found to
be higher or lower than expected on only
minimum DBM/PC regression analyses but not
necessarily maximum regression analyses or
vice versa were still considered inequitably
compensated.

In other words, a class would have to be identified as higher or
lower than expected on at least one of the appropriate PC analyses
and one of the appropriate DBM analyses to be considered inequitably
valued and/or compensated. In addition, if both the DBM and PC
analyses on which the class was identified was based only on minimum
salary data, for example, it was still considered inequitably paid
-— it was not necessary for a class to be higher or lower than ex-
pected based on both minimum and maximum salary data.
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RESULTS OF ANALYSES FOR BARGAINING UNIT 3

Exhibit 7

Page 1 of 6

MINIMUM SALARY RANGE
Decision Decision
Rule 1 Rule 2
Lower Than Expected Higher Than Expected Met Met
DBM DBM Raw PC DBM DBM Raw PC
Class M/F DBM/SR Order Prediction PC/SR PC Grade DBM/SR Order Prediction PC/SR PC Grade
Code Class Title Dom. (SR) (SR) ($) (SR) (%) (%) (SR) (SR) (%) (SR) (%) (%) Low High Low High
1.007 Clerk III F X
1.023 Admitting Clerk I F
1.027 Receptionist F
1.036 Clerk Typist II F X
1.060 Clerk Stenographer II F
1.090 Medical Stenographer F
1.095 Legal Stenographer I F X X X
1.147 Secretary I F
1.149 Secretary II F
1.150 Secretary III F X
1.151 Secretary IV F X X
1.244 Key Equipment Operator I F X
1.252 Data Processing Control
Clerk I F X X X X
1.291 Computer Operator II M X X X X X X X X
1.325 Hospital Billing Clerk I F X X X
1.338 Account Clerk III F X X X X X X X
1.329 Account Clerk IV F X X X X X X X
1.366 Cashier Clerk F X
1,375 Cashier II F X
1.407 Pre Audit Clerk I F X X X
1.409 Pre Audit Clerk II F X X X
1.424 Statistical Clerk I F
1.465 Tax Clerk F X
1.471 Delinquent Tax Collector
Assistant I E X X
1.494 Tax Returns Examiner II F X X X
1.519 Personnel Clerk IV F
1.643 Stores Clerk II M X
1.645 Storekeeper I M X X X X X X X
1.839 School Administrative
Services Assistant II F X X X
1.840 School Administrative
Services Assistant III F X
1.842 School Administrative
Services Assistant IV F X X
1.861 Business Registration
Assistant F X X
1.926 Visitor Information
Program Assistant I F
1.927 Visitor. Information
Program Assistant II F X X
3.074 Social Services Aid III F X X X
3.083 Income Maintenance
Worker II F
3.084 Income Maintenance
Worker III F X
3.469 Education Assistant II F
-3.470 Education Assistant III F X
3.471 Bilingual/Bicultural
School Home Assistant F X
3.805 Unemployment Insurance
Assistant V F X



Exhibit 7
Page 2 of 6

RESULTS OF ANALYSES FOR BARGAINING UNIT 3

MINIMUM SALARY RANGE

Decision Decision
Rule 1 Rule 2
Lower Than Expected Higher Than Expected Met Met
DBM DBM Raw PC DBM DBM Raw PC
Class M/F DBM/SR Order Prediction PC/SR PC Grade DBM/SR Order Prediction PC/SR PC Grade
Code Class Title Dom. (SR) (SR) [€D) (SR) (%) ($) (SR) (SR) ($) (SR) (%) (%) Low High Low High
4.064 Library Assistant III F
4,066 Library Assistant IV F
4.068 Library Technician V F X
4.070 Library Technician VI F X X X
4,140 Medical Record
Technician V F
5.363 Agricultural Research
Technician ITI M X X X X
5.364 Agricultural Research
Technician IV M X X X
6.762 School Health Aide F X
7.512 Engineering Technician
VI M X X X
8.010 Building Construction
Inspector II M X X X X X X
8.080 Highway Construction
Inspector III M X X X X X
8.135 Elevator Inspector M X X X X X X
8.294 Meat Inspector IV M X X X X
8.358 Vector Control
Inspector II M X X X
8.593 Conservation and
Resources Enforcement
Officer III M X X X X
8.640 Security Attendant I M X X X X X
8.657 Parking Control Officer I M
8.665 Security Officer I M
8.832 State Security Guard II M X X X



Class

Code Class Title

1.007 Clerk III

1.023 Admitting Clerk I

1.027 Receptionist

1.036 Clerk Typist II

1.060 Clerk Stenographer II

1.090 Medical Stenographer

1.095 Legal Stenographer I

1.147 Secretary I

1.149 Secretary II

1.150 Secretary III

L, 151 Secretary IV

1.244 Key Equipment Operator I

1.252 Data Processing Control
Clerk I

1:.291 Computer Operator II

1.325 Hospital Billing Clerk I

1.338 Account Clerk III

1.329 Account Clerk IV

1.366 Cashier Clerk

1.375 Cashier II

1.407 Pre Audit Clerk I

1.409 Pre Audit Clerk II

1.424 Statistical Clerk I

1.465 Tax Clerk

1.471 Delinquent Tax Collector
Assistant I

1.494 Tax Returns Examiner II

1.519 Personnel Clerk IV

1.643 Stores Clerk II

1.645 Storekeeper I

1.839 School Administrative
Services Assistant II

1.840 School Administrative
Services Assistant III

1.842 School Administrative
Services Assistant IV

1.861 Business Registration
Assistant

1.926 Visitor Information
Program Assistant I

1.927 Visitor Information
Program Assistant II

3.074 Social Services Aid III

3.083 Income Maintenance
Worker II

3.084 Income Maintenance
Worker III

3.469 Education Assistant II

3.470 Education Assistant III

3.471 Bilingual/Bicultural
School Home Assistant

3.805 Unemployment Insurance

Assistant V

M/F
Dom.
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RESULTS OF ANALYSES FOR BARGAINING UNIT 3

MAXIMUM SALARY RANGE

Exhibit 7

Page 3 of 6

Decision Decision
Rule 1 Rule 2
Lower Than Expected Higher Than Expected Met Met
DBM DBM Raw PC DBM DBM Raw PC
DBM/SR Order Prediction PC/SR PC Grade DBM/SR Order Prediction PC/SR PC Grade
(SR) (SR) (€3] (SR) (%) _(%) (SR) (SR) (3) (SR) (%) _($) Low High Low  High
X
X
X X X X X
X
X X
X
X X X X
X X X X X X X X
X X X
X X X X X X X
X X X X X X X
X
X
X X X
X X X
X
X
X X X
X
X X X X X X X
X X
X
X X
X X
X X
X X X
X
X
X
X



Class
Code

Class Title

RESULTS OF ANALYSES FOR BARGAINING UNIT 3

MAXIMUM SALARY RANGE

Lower Than Expected Higher Than Expected

Exhibit 7
Page 4 of 6

DBM/SR Order DBM/SR Order

4.064
4.066
4.068
4.070
4,140

5.363
5.364

6.762
7.512

8.010
8.080
B.135
8.294
8.358
8.593
8.640
8.657

8.665
8.832

Library Assistant III
Library Assistant IV
Library Technician V
Library Technician VI
Medical Record
Technician V
Agricultural Research
Technician III
Agricultural Research
Technician IV
School Health Aide

Engineering Technician

VI
Building Construction
Inspector II
Highway Construction
Inspector III
Elevator Inspector
Meat Inspector IV
Vector Control
Inspector II
Conservation and

Resources Enforcement

Officer III
Security Attendant I

Parking Control Officer I

Security Officer I

State Security Guard II
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=X =
i
i
o6 =
e
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Decision Decision
Rule 1 Rule 2
Met Met
Low High Low High

X
X
X
X
X
X
X



Class

Code Class Title

2.405 Bank Examiner II

2.579 Auditor IV

2.799 Land Agent IV

2.8867 PMS IV

2.924 Program Budget
Analyst IV

2.938 DPSA IV

3.432 Clinical Psychologist
VI

3.507 Special Education
Teacher III

3.518 Education Evaluator IV

4,077 Librarian III

5.494 Medical Technician III

5.596 Environmental Health
Specialist III

6.286 Occupational Therapist
III

6.321 Physical Therapist III

6.349 Speech Pathologist IV

6.453 Registered Professional
Nurse III

6.454 Registered Professional
Nurse IV

7.004 Engineer IV

8.244 Investigator IV

8.397 Registered Sanitarian
v

8.476 Plant Quarantine
Inspector III

8.491 Agricultural Commodity

Market Specialist III

M/F
Dom.
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RESULTS OF ANALYSES FOR BARGAINING UNITS 9 AND 13

MINIMUM SALARY RANGE

Exhibit 7

Page 5 of 6

Decision Decision
Rule 1 Rule 2
Lower Than Expected Higher Than Expected Met Met
DBM DBM Raw PC DBM DBM Raw PC
DBM/SR Order Prediction PC/SR PC Grade DBM/SR Order Prediction PC/SR PC Grade
(SR) (SR) (€] (SR) (%) (%) (SR) (SR) (€] (SR) (%) (%) Low  High Low High
X X
X X X
X X X X X X
X X X X
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RESULTS OF ANALYSES FOR BARGAINING UNITS 9 AND 13

MAXIMUM SALARY RANGE

Exhibit 7

Page 6 of 6

Decision Decision
Rule 1 Rule 2
Lower Than Expected Higher Than Expected Met Met
DBM DBM Raw PC DBM DBM Raw PC
Class M/F DBM/SR Order Prediction PC/SR PC Grade DBM/SR Order Prediction PC/SR PC Grade
Code Class Title Dom. _ (SR) (SR) ($) (SR) (%) _(%) (SR) (SR) ($) (SR) (%) _($) Low  High Low  High
2.405 Bank Examiner II M
2.579 Auditor IV M X
2.799 Land Agent IV M X X X
2.867 PMS 1V F
2.924 Program Budget
Analyst IV M
2.938 DPSA IV M
3.432 Clinical Psychologist
VI F X X X X X X
3.507 Special Education
Teacher III F X X
3.518 Education Evaluator IV F
4.077 Librarian III F
5.494 Medical Technician III F
5.596 Environmental Health
Specialist III M X X X
6.286 Occupational Therapist
III F
6.321 Physical Therapist III F
6.349 Speech Pathologist IV F
6.453 Registered Professional
Nurse III F
6.454 Registered Professional
Nurse IV F
7.004 Engineer IV M X
8.244 Investigator IV M X
8.397 Registered Sanitarian
v M
8.476 Plant Quarantine
Inspector III M
8.491 Agricultural Commodity
Market Specialist III M



The rationale for the first decision rule we believe has been ade-
quately explained as providing that a class must be identified on
the method that most replicates the existing method used by the
State and counties, and another independent method. The second
decision rule is considered valid due to the generous width of the
corridors which already allowed for errors in measurement and dif-
ferences in judgement, and the inherent inconsistencies that result
when different statistical equations with different standard errors
are compared.

Exhibit 8 presents a list of the sex-dominated classes included in
the study sample which meet either one or both of the decision
rules. It should be remembered that each of these classes is a
journeyworker class, thus if one of these classes is considered
inequitable, it is likely that all of the classes within that class
series would be considered inequitable, aLthough this is not always
the case due to different class series structures which exist in the
compensation plan. In addition, this study did not examine all
classes within a series, so conclusive observations about an entire

series may not be readily made only from the results of this study.

In addition this list includes a number of benchmark classes. The
significance of benchmark classes are that they are used to estab-
lish pricing relationships for what is often a wide range of classes
outside their own class series. Five benchmark classes were con-
sidered inequitably valued and/or compensated (i.e., Legal Stenogra-
pher I, Computer Operator II, Account Clerk III, RPN III, Security
Attendant I). It is thus possible that any classes which have been
valued in relation to these benchmark classes, may also have been
inequitably valued, especially if they did not meet the requirements
for inclusion within the study, and thus were not evaluated. It
could also be the case that the benchmark classes may have been
properly priced and other classes that were related to these classes
improperly priced. Since our evaluation was designed to treat all
classes equally, we only conclude that these five classes were in-

equitably valued and/or compensated in relation to the other classes
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Exhibit 8

CLASSES DETERMINED TO BE EITHER VALUED
AND/OR COMPENSATED INEQUITABLY

Valued Compensated
Sex Higher or Lower Higher or Lower
Class Dominance than Expected than Expected
Bargaining Unit 3

Legal Stenographer I Female Higher
Data Processing Control Clerk I Female Higher
Computer Operator II Male Higher Higher
Account Clerk III Female Lower Lower
Account Clerk IV Female Lower Lower
Storekeeper I Male Lower Lower
Social Services Aide III Female Lower
Library Technician VI Female Lower
Agricultural Research

Technician ITI Male Lower
Agricultural Research

Technician IV Male Lower
Building Construction

Inspector II Male Higher
Highway Inspector Male Higher
Elevator Inspector III Male Higher
Meat Inspector IV Male Higher
Security Attendant I Male Lower

Bargaining Units 9 and 13

Clinical Psychologist VI Female Higher
Special Education Teacher III Female Lower
Librarian III Female Lower
Environmental Health

Specialist III Male Lower
Registered Professional

Nurse III Female Higher

Registered Professional
Nurse IV Female Higher



in the study sample. The cause of the inequity would thus be deter-
mined through the analysis of causes presented in Chapter 4. Final-
ly, one other class identified, Librarian III, is a journeyworker
class in the series in which a benchmark class exists, i.e., Librar-
ian II. If the relationship between the journeyworker and benchmark
classes in the series results in the benchmark class being consid-
ered inequitable, then once again, it could also be possible that
all those classes related to this benchmark would be judged inequi-
tably priced or compensated.

3.3 Determination of Sex-Based Inequity

Consistent with our methodology for the evaluation, we have first
identified inequitable classes without regard to their sex domi-
nance. It must now be determined whether these inequities which
have resulted from either improper evaluation or improper compensa-
tion appear to be based on the sex of the incumbent through the
identification of sex-based patterns in the inequities that were
found. As discussed in Chapter 2, we have examined the inequitable
classes to determine whether either of two different patterns of
sex-based inequity are evident: a diagonal pattern and the pattern

of dispersion.

3.3.1 Application of the Diagonal Pattern

This pattern involves the construction of a matrix depicting the
percentage of male and female classes found to be lower or higher
than expected and were determined to be either valued or compensated
inequitably. The existence of a pattern of sex-based inequity would
be considered conclusive if there was a diagonal relationship be-
tween a significant proportion of one sex that was higher than ex-
pected and a significant proportion of the other sex that was lower
than expected. If, for example, sex-based inequity exists such that
females are more inequitably valued and/or compensated than males, a
significant percentage of males would be higher than expected and a
corresponding significant percentage of females would be lower than

expected.
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Exhibit 9 presents the matrix that results from taking the percen-
tage of the male and female classes included in the study that were
found to be lower or higher than expected by bargaining unit. As
can be seen from the exhibit, the application of this pattern does
not result in conclusive evidence that sex-based inequity exists in
either bargaining unit. In Unit 3, a relatively large percentage of
males are found to be higher than expected, but the percentage of
females found to be lower than expected is actually less than the
percentage of males found to be lower than expected. 1In Units 9 and
13, the situation is virtually the reverse, a relatively larger
percentage of females are found to be higher than expected, but the
percentage of males found to be lower than expected is actually less

than the percentage of females found to be lower than expected.

3.3.2 Application of the Dispersion Pattern

What the exhibit also shows, however, is that while there is no
conclusive diagonal pattern of sex-based inequity, if the dispersion
pattern is considered, there does appear to be some differences in
the consistency with which male dominated classes and female domi-
nated classes are under- or over-valued/compensated. 1 Exa g U o1 g R Bl 1
is clear that female dominated classes are more likely to be priced
and/or compensated in accordance with the value of their work as
determined by the job evaluation or compensation -- only a very
small percentage were found to be either lower or higher than would
be expected. Male dominated classes in Unit 3, on the other hand,
are more likely to be either higher- or lower than expected based
upon the value of their work as determined from the job evaluation
or their compensation. This situation is once again reversed in
Units 9 and 13. Male dominated classes are more correctly valued/
compensated, while females are more likely to be either higher or
lower than expected.

Further evidence that there is a relationship between sex and over-
or under-valuing/compensation is provided by performing a standard
chi-square statistical test of independence. The chi-square statis-

tic measures the independence of two variables. If the chi-square
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statistic is statistically significant, then it can be safely con-
cluded that there is a relationship between sex dominance of the
class and the value/compensation result; and that this relationship
did not occur by chance. If there is statistical insignificance,
then it can be concluded that there is no relationship between sex

dominance of the class and the value/compensation of the class.

At the bottom of Exhibit 9, we have provided the chi-square statis-
tic for each bargaining unit group. For Bargaining Unit 3 the re-
sults indicate that there is a statistically significant relation-
ship between the sex dominance of the class and the likelihood of
its being under- or over-valued/compensated. This relationship
meets the highest standard level of statistical significant in that
the same relationship that was found would occur 99% of the times it
was tested. The results confirm that the dispersion pattern of
inequities for Bargaining Unit 3 is related to the sex of the incum-

bent, although this may not be the sole reason for the pattern.

The statistical results of the chi-square test for the dispersion
pattern for Bargaining Units 9 and 13 do not meet standard levels of
statistical significance (i.e., 95% or 99%), but the relationship is
still very strong -- it would occur between 80% to 90% of the times
it was tested. Thus, while the percentages shown in Exhibit 9 for
Units 9 and 13 show a significant magnitude of sex-related differ-
ences, these differences are not statistically significant at the

usual limits of statistical acceptability.

Although the number of classes on which these conclusions are based
are relatively small in comparison to the number of classes in the
State, there are two points which need to be ﬂighlighted. First,
the study involved the use of a relatively generous corridor to
identify the classes which fell outside the corridor. These corri-
dors, the use of multiple methods, and the application of a series
of conservative decision rules has identified that of the 82 classes
studied, just over 25% of them are judged to be inequitably valued
and/or compensated. Second, the magnitude of the differences found
(and the chi-square statistical findings for bargaining unit 3) in
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Exhibit 9

Proportion of Male and Female Dominated Classes
Found Paid Lower or Higher Than Expected

Bargaining Unit 3*

Lower Than Higher Than
Expected Expected
Male Classes 25% 31%
Female Classes 9% 5%
Bargaining Units 9 and 13%**
Lower Than Higher Than
Expected Expected
Male Classes 9% 0%
Female Classes 18% 27%

* Chi-square value = 12.239, such that the probability (p) is 99
out of 100 (p <.01) that there is a relationship between its sex
and a class being lower or higher than expected.

** Chi-square value = 4.334, such that the probability is between
80 to 90 out of 100 (.10 < p < .20) that there is a relationship
between sex and a class being lower or higher than expected.



these various diagonal and dispersion pattern analyses is a meaning-
ful and significant finding. Given the sample restrictions, espe-
cially with regard to bargaining units 9 and 13, it is possible that
an examination of a larger number of State classes could produce
different results which might indicate either greater or less evi-
dence of thee patterns in the existing system. The magnitude of the
differences discovered here and the sizable percentage of the clas-
ses identified as inequitable, indicates that a broader examination

of the State's classes may be warranted.

In summary, we do not find conclusive evidence of the more tradi-
tional pattern where male dominated jobs are consistently valued/
compensated proportionately more or less than female dominated clas-
ses across the inequitable classes identified in this study. We do,
however, find sufficient evidence in Bargaining Unit 3, that factors
other than intrinsic job value have influenced the assigned value
and/or compensation of male dominated classes more than for female
dominated classes and that a significant factor is the sex dominance
of the class. While the sex dominance of the class appears to be a
factor, there is insufficient conclusive evidence from the analyses
of the classes in this study to indicate it is the only factor

causing these differencces.

It should be remembered that given the parameters established by the
Act and the guidelines that were also established, this study has
focused only on sex-dominated journey worker classes in three bar-
gaining units. The pattern of inequity that was found to exist in
this study should not be construed as being necessarily the same if
other nonsex-dominated Jjourneyworker classes had been included in
the study, or if different bargaining units had also been examined,
i.e., the pattern(s) could be different or more or less pronounced.
In the next chapter we examine what may be contributing to the in-

eequities and differences that were found in the study sample.
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Chapter 4: Perceived Factors and Identified
Causes of Inequity

Overview

As previously mentioned, perceived factors are those which have
been cited as potential causes of inequity by individuals and
organizations which have been involved with the pay equity issue
in Hawaii. Factors were identified and analyzed prior to the
identification of the 21 inequitable classes through the Jjob
evaluation. Causes of inequity are the specific reason(s) for
inequity found in individual classes as determined through our
job evaluation. We have examined the factors identified by
individuals and organizations in order to determine if their
perceptions have merit and to serve as a basis for further un-
derstanding related causes for individual inequities that were
subsequently identified. It should be understood that these
factors represent the opinions of others and not those of Arthur
Young and that they may or may not be considered to have been an
actual cause of any one of the 21 inequitable classes identified
in Chapter 3. We have analyzed the assertions made as part of
each factor and offer our conclusions regarding each one based
upon this research. This chapter is organized into two sec-
tions:

° Factors perceived to be contributing to possible in-
equity, including the identification of each factor
and our assessment of those most frequently mentioned;

° Causes identified for specific inequities, including a
compilation of the causes identified by DPS and HGEA,
as well as our assessment of causes appearing to have
the most impact, and whether there is any sex-based
pattern to the causes.

4.1 Factors Perceived to be Contributing to Possible Inequity

Based upon the interviews conducted and the analysis of those inter-
views to determine common factors as described in Chapter 2, a total
of sixteen (16) possible perceived factors were identified. A list-
ing of these factors in the order of frequency in which each one was
mentioned 1is presented in Exhibit 6. Of these sixteen, six were
clearly identified more Zfrequently than the others. One of these
six factors was considered very closely related to several of the
other factors, and it was subsequently decided to be included in the

discussion of these other factors rather than separately. The five
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factors that were thus selected to be researched prior to completion

of the job evaluation were the:

° Actions taken by the Public Employees Compensation
Appeals Board (PECAB) and the Conference of Personnel
Directors (CPD), as well as the structure and compo-
sition of PECAB and one of its more significant rul-
ings.

o History of how the compensation plan has developed
over time.

. Market conditions with respect to employment and com-—
pensation that influence internal compensation pat-
terns within the State and other jurisdictions.

. Existing job evaluation method used by the State and
_other jurisdictions.

e Collective bargaining, specifically the differences in
salary schedules for each bargaining unit that have
developed over time as a result of different negoti-
ated agreements.

Each of these perceived factors have been assessed, and the results

presented below.

4.1.2 Assessment of Most Frequently Cited Factors

It should be understood that we defined "factors" as general influ-
ences that are perceived as affecting job evaluation and compensa-
tion. As might be expected, different individuals which were con-
sulted have had different opinions or views regarding any one fac-
tor. It was often the case, then, that two individuals would iden-
tify a factor as significant, but have different views on how it
might be affecting evaluation and compensation. These individual
views we have termed "assertions". For each factor we have devel-
oped a statement of the general perception of the majority of those
identifying the factor, which is followed by a discussion of the
individual assertions related to this factor.
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Once again, it should be clearly understood that the assertions made
do not reflect the opinions of Arthur Young. The purpose of this
portion of the report is to present the perceptions of individuals
and organizations which have been involved with the job evaluation
system and the pay equity issue in Hawaii. We have analyzed the
assertions that have been made and formed our own conclusions on
whether the assertions appear to be correct, solely on the data
which could be obtained. We believe we have made every reasonable
attempt to identify and analyze relevant data for this purpose given
the scope and timeframe for this study. We recognize, however, that
if additional data had been available some of our conclusions may be
different. We also recognize that there may also be different in-
terpretations of the data we have used, although we believe we have
selected the most reasonable. Sources of data that have been used
are either identified within the following discussions or within
Appendix B.

The remainder of this section briefly presents the general percep-

tions, assertions and our conclusions. A fuller discussion of each

factor and assertion is presented in Appendix B.

(1) PECAB/CONFERENCE OF PERSONNEL DIRECTORS

General Perception: PECAB and/or the Conference of Personnel Direc-

tors have not provided an effective mechanism for correcting inequi-

ties.
There were five (5) assertions made in support of this perception
which are each presented as follows with our assessment regarding

each assertion.

The following assertions were made in relation to this factor.
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Assertion 1: The members of PECAB more readily agree with the ra-
tionales of the employers (represented by the State
and County personnel departments) for adjusting or not
adjusting class allocations to salary ranges because
the board is appointed by the Governor.

The following graph illustrates our findings with respect to this

assertion.

Appeals Submitted te PECABR and Adjusted
19?73 to 1986

{Graph 1)
500
250
200
Namber of
Appeals 150
ibe
50 -
' -
Beparimenats Unions Employees
B sepmitted Adjusted
Assessment: There is no conclusive evidence that the assertion is

correct. It could not be determined whether PECAB agrees more read-
ily with the employers as the basis for PECAB's decisions do not al-
ways clearly document if they are concurring with positions stated
by either party. It is possible to make this determination by re-
viewing material in individual files for each class, but such a
review of so large a number of classes would be outside the scope of
this analysis. (We have conducted such a review for the classes
identified as inequitable and the results are discussed in 4.2 which
follows.) It would appear that when viewing all appeals received by
PECAB, they adjust those submitted by the unions most often. On the

other hand, appeals submitted by the departments represent a much
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smaller portion of those PECAB has reviewed but they have had about
the same percentage adjusted as the other parties. The small number
of adjustments that have been made by PECAB in relation to the total
appeals submitted could tend to indicate either greater agreement
with the employers or the existing relationships developed by the
employers, but no hard data can be found within the scope of this
study to substantiate this interpretation for all appeals. This
data could also be interpreted as indicating that each of the dif-
ferent boards have considered the existing compensation plan cor-

rect, and the arguments for appeals insufficient to make changes.

Assertion 2: The Board and Conference have not adjusted female
dominated classes as often as they have adjusted the
male dominated classes and, PECAB has generally been
ineffective and not had much of an impact on the cor-
rection of pricing inequities.

The following graph illustrates our findings with respect to this

assertion.

Domisated and Unisex Classes Submitted snd Adjusted to PECAB and the
Confereace (CPD) 1963 to 1968
{Braph 2)
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Assessment : It appears the assertion is not correct. PECAB has

adjusted female dominated classes more often than male dominated
classes, and almost as often as unisex classes, and the Conference
has adjusted male and female dominated classes almost equally. It
is also the case, however, that very few of the appeals submitted to
PECAB or the Conference have resulted in adjustments, as almost 80%
of those submitted to either body have not resulted in adjustments.
It is possible that there may not have been a solid case for some of
the appeals and requests submitted, but regardless it does not ap-
pear they have made many adjustments. If one assumes there are
substantial inequities in the present compensation plan, then this
would seem to indicate that neither body has had much impact on
their correction. Alternatively, if one assumes no such inequities
exist, it would appear that PECAB and the Conference has, in effect,
been validating the correctness of the existing plan.

Assertion 3: The Board and Conference have not adjusted those clas-—
ses with a larger number of employees as often as they
have those classes with less employees, due to the
effect on the overall state budget.

The following graph illustrates our findings with respect to this
assertion.

Percentage of Sex Domisated State Classes Adjusted by PECAB by Sise
{Mamber of Incambents)
{Graph 3)
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Perceatage of Sex Dominated Classes Adjusted by Confereace by Size
{(Nember of Incumbeats)
{Graph 4)
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Note: No classes having more than 10 incumbents were adjusted
in any of these years.

Assessment: The assertion appears to be somewhat incorrect. Over-—

all, when all actions for both bodies are considered, larger classes
have been adjusted almost as often as smaller classes. Based on a
review of the actions of PECAB and the Conference at approximately
10 year intervals, however, it appears that the Board is more likely
to adjust larger classes than the Conference. There also does not
appear to be any difference between the size of the classes adjusted
versus those not adjusted for either female or male dominated clas-

Ses.

Assertion 4: The PECAB meets every two years and, thus, there are
concerns regarding the inconsistency of its members.
In addition, the Board may not be able to attract the
most qualified people because of the commitment on a
nonrecurring basis.

Assessment : This assertion appears to be largely incorrect as the

Board has had at least one repeat participant on each Board. PECAB
has had 36 different people sit on the Board. Of the 36 individ-
uals, 47% have served on a previous Board session. The percentage

_63_



of repeat participants does appear to provide for some consistency
from meeting to meeting as there generally has been at least one
repeat member on each Board. We were unable to assess the qualifi-
cations of the Board participants but, it appears that the members
have a broad range of occupational backgrounds. What could not be
determined, however, is whether the members have sufficient famili-
arity with the very complex job evaluation system to feel confident
in making independent decisions regarding class assignments and thus
may look to what are perceived as '"experts" (i.e., the employers) in
considering appeals.

Assertion 5: The PECAB rule which restricts class relationships
from being established between bargaining units is an
artificial barrier that distorts logical and reason-
able comparisons of classes across bargaining units.

Assessment: There is no conclusive evidence that the assertion is

correct or incorrect. Guidelines for this study precluded comparing
classes across bargaining units, so we were unable to determine

whether this ruling has contributed to more or less inequities.

Conclusions Regarding the PECAB/Conference of Personnel Directors
Factor

Based upon the evidence gathered for each assertion, we cannot con-

clude that PECAB and the Conference have been ineffective in cor-

recting perceived inequities, only that they appear to have adjusted
a relatively small proportion of the classes submitted for review,
and the adjustments made do not seem unduly affected by the sex
dominance and size of the class. The relatively small portion of
classes that have been adjusted can be interpreted based on differ-
ent points of view regarding the existence of inequities. The first
view is that the compensation plan does not have sex based inequi-
ties and the low percentage of classes adjusted reflects the cor-
rectness of the plan. In addition, one could suggest that the ap-
peals and requests submitted to PECAB and the Conference have large-

ly been without merit, however, it was not our purpose or intention
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to assess the decisions made by either body. The second view is
that the compensation plan does include sex based inequities. If
the compensation plan is considered to include class pay inequities,
then the relatively small number of adjustments made will have had

little etfect on correcting them.

(2) HISTORY OF COMPENSATION PLAN

General Perception: There were inequities in the first classifica-

tion and compensation plan implemented in 1933 which had not been
addressed nor corrected through 1961 when PECAB and the Conference

of Personnel Directors were established and which still exist today.

Assertion 1: Prior to 1933, pay inequities were evident in the
public and private sectors which were dominated by a
group of large businesses. These businesses also
influenced the development of the first State classi-
fication plan in 1933.

Assessment: The assertion appears to be substantially correct. Pay

inequities were most evident in the private sector, and specifically
the agricultural industry, at the time the first compensation plan
was developed in 1933. We have found evidence that a small group of
large business interests appear to have played an important role in
establishing the original classification and compensation plan
through a private organization known as the Bureau of Governmental
Research such that there is reason to believe that patterns of in-
equity in the private sector were incorporated into the plan. It is
true, however, that what appears to have been a reasonable approach
to developing the plan was taken, i.e., using the Federal system as
a guide and making adjustments for local conditions. While it was
not possible for us to conduct a formal job evaluation of female and
male dominated classes that existed in 1933, research by others has
indicated that this approach resulted in female dominated classes
appearing at the lower end of salary scales, resulting in a general

pattern of sex-based inequity in the original 1933 plan. We recog-
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nize that it is possible that there may be other information which
may prove this research to be incorrect, but it is outside the scope
of this project to conduct a complete independent historical analy-

sis.

Assertion 2: No subsequent major legislative and administrative
changes have occurred which address any pay inequities

which may have been in the 1933 classification.

Assessment: The assertion does not appear to be correct. Although

not mandated by law, major reviews resulting in a substantial number
of repricing actions were conducted by DPS in 1955 and 1961. Also,
in 1961,'PECAB reviewed the entire classification and compensation
plan resﬁlting in actions being taken on 538 classes which also
affected internal alignments. In 1967, the legislation which man-
dated the establishment of a separate compensation plan for blue
collar positions resulted in the review of each class and substan-
tial changes in their internal alignment.

Conclusions Regarding the History of the Compensation Plan Factor

There may have been inequities present in the original 1933 classi-
fication plan, however, subsequent ameliorative legislative and
administrative.actions have significantly changed the pricing of a
significant number of classes resulting in substantial changes to

the internal alignment of most but not all classes.

(3) MARKET CONDITIONS

General Perception: The market in Hawaii distorts the value of

occupations dominated by women because a large number of women work
yet they are crowded into a small number of lesser—-paying occupa-
tions, and the economy offers a limited number of opportunities.

There were three (3) assertions made in support of this perception

which are each presented as follows with our assessment regarding
each assertion.
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Assertion 1: A larger percentage of women work in Hawaii than na-
tionally and have over a long period of time which

indicates a need for women to work in Hawaii.

The following graphs illustrate our findings with respect to this

assertion.
Perceatage of Employed Females in Total
Employed Labor Force
{Graph 5)
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Assessment: The assertion appears to be correct. Since 1960, both

the percentage of the total employed labor force that is female as
well as the percentage of potential female workers that are actually
employed, have been higher in Hawaii than nationally. This combined
with lower average wages (see Assertion 2) and a higher cost of
living in Hawaii seem to indicate a greater need for females in
Hawaii to work.

Assertion 2: There is a widespread belief in Hawaii that women are
"second wage earners,'' so that they tend to be crowded
into a limited number of jobs considered less impor-
tant than those dominated by males -- resulting in an
oversupply of labor in these few occupations and thus,
lower wages for these occupations.

The graphs on the following pages illustrate our findings with

respect to this assertion.

Perceatage of Female to Hale Average Wages
{Graph 7)
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Percent

Perceatage Distributioa by Sex ia Hawsii
Within Occepatiea Group

(Graph 8A)
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Hawaii Male Laber Ferce Perceatage Distributiea
(Graph 9A)

Natieaal Maile Laber Ferce Perceatage Diztributien

(Graph 9C)

Natieanl Female Laber Ferce Perceatage Distributiea
(Graph 9D)




Assessment : The assertion appears to be substantially correct.

The results of the only previously conducted survey of attitudes
regarding career barriers to female employment would seem to indi-
cate that at least at that time (i.e., 1976) men, and to a large
extent women, both basically view women as ''second wage earners".
Based upon Graphs 7 and 8, there appears to be a concentration of
females into three occupation groups in Hawaii and nationally,
whereas, the male work force is more evenly disbursed among the six
groups established by the U.S. Census Bureau. Of the three
occupational groups in which women are concentrated, two are the
ones with the highest average wages, however, women earn lower
average wages than men in these two groups as well as in all of the
other occupational groups. This seems to indicate that women are
working in the lower paying jobs in each occupational group. What
we have not been able to determine given available data is whether
females have been forced into these occupations through conscious or
unconscious discriminatory "erowding" or have chosen these

occupations freely for other reasons.

Assertion 3: Hawaii's economy is based upon a relatively small
number of industries -- tourism, agriculture and gov-
ernment, and it does not appear to be growing, so that
a "buyer's market" for labor is created as people

accept lower wages to stay in Hawaii and/or come here
to live.

The following graphs illustrate our findings with respect to this
assertion. :
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Perceatage of Hawaii to U.5. Average Wage

(Graph 11)
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Assessment: The assertion appears to be at least partially cor-

rect. Hawaii's economy is based upon a relatively small number of
industries —- primarily tourism and government, with agriculture a
small percentage of total employment and becoming smaller. No other
industry sector has greater than a third of the employment of either
tourism or government. The Hawaii economy in terms of employment
has been growing, however, and except for the most recent year's
data, generally at a faster rate than the U.S. as a whole. It does
seem that people do accept lower wages to stay in Hawaii and/or come
here, as the number leaving Hawaii is more than balanced by the
number arriving, despite lower average wages and a higher cost of
living than on the mainland.

Conclusions Regarding the Market Conditions Factor

While it is not clear whether the market is distorting the value of
work performed by women, it is clear that women are paid signifi-
cantly less than men in every occupational group. Whether this is a
result of "crowding'" of women into a fewer number of jobs within
each occupational group and therefore depressing wages in those
occupations, or some other reason cannot be determined from the data
available. Given the fact that women have comprised a significant
portion of the labor force for a long period of time, we tend to
consider the traditional view that women are more recent labor force
entrants as not appropriate. We are not necessarily suggesting that
there has been intentional discrimination against women in the
Hawaii market. It is entirely possible that women have voluntarily
chosen to work in jobs that are known to be lesser paid, especially
since a significant number appear to have agreed with the belief
that their career is not as important as their husband's career or
their family. While the State and Counties do not directly base
internal pricing adjustments on market conditions, it does appear
that indirect uses of market conditions in developing initial pric-
ing and/or appeals decisions should be carefully considered as they

may contribute to sex-based inequities.
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(4) EXISTING JOB EVALUATION METHOD

General - Perception: The existing job evaluation method is too sub-

jective in relation to alternative methods.

There were two (2) assertions made in support of this perception
which are each presented as follows with our assessment regarding

each assertion.

Assertion 1: The existing job evaluation method is too subjective
in relation to alternative methods.

Assessment : The assertion does not appear to be correct. There

appears little doubt based upon a review of the relevant literature
that all Jjob evaluation methods are considered inherently subjec-
tive. Our assessment of the methods as practised by the State and
Counties of Hawaii suggests that if certain deficiencies were cor-
rected, subjectivity could be reduced and the rationale for classi-
fication actions more clear and understandable to those affected.
Our assessment of the point factor method suggests that it does not
seem to offer any significant advantages in reducing subjectivity
than the method currently practised by the State and Counties, es-
pecially if the suggested enhancements were made to the existing
system. The point factor method, could in fact possibly create new
and different problems for the State and Counties in its implementa-
tion and maintenance. We cannot say, then, that either is clearly

more or less subjective than the other.

It should be pointed out that this conclusion addresses only the
relative subjectivity of the existing method versus other methods,
notably the point factor method. This conclusion should not be
taken to infer any superiority of the existing method on the basis
of other criteria such as susceptibility to inequity, efficiency of
operation, or other criteria on which job evaluation systems may be
evaluated.
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Assertion 2: The existing method does not provide a straight-for-
ward method of evaluating similar classes in relation
to each other which can be easily explained to person-
nel.

Assessment : The assertion appears to be substantially correct.

Unlike the pojnt factor method which results in a single numerical
score for a job or class which is easily compared to other jobs and
classes, the method as practised by the State and Counties does not
offer a simple and easily explained means of comparing one job or
class to another. PECAB rules and other policies restrict compari-
sons across bargaining units which are perceived as contributing to
some inequities. Both characteristics of the existing system appear
to be creating a perception that the existing system is more subjec-
tive and tend to lead lay personnel affected by the system to regard

it with some suspicion.

Conclusions Regarding the Existing Job Evaluation Method Factor

It appears that the existing system, like all job evaluation systems
is inherently subjective. We cannot say for certain that it is more
or less subjective than the point factor method to which it has been
compared most often. It is apparent that the existing method does
not provide an easily understood means of determining whether clas-
ses are evaluated equitably in relation to each other which is pos-
sibly leading to a lack of credibility for the entire system. How-
ever, there is no reason to believe that the existing method, based
upon this review, is itself actually contributing to inequities more

or less than would be the case under any other method.

(5) COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

General Perception: Collective bargaining and pay equity are incom-

patible processes for establishing and maintaining class relation-

ships.
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There were three (3) assertions made in support of this perception
which are each presented as follows with our assessment regarding

each perception.

Assertion 1: Separate salary schedules exist for each of the thir-
teen Dbargaining units. Each bargaining unit also
negotiates separately and this has resulted in differ-
ences between the salary schedules.

Assessment : This assertion appears to be correct. The Collective

Bargaining Law has resulted in the development of 13 bargaining
units with different salary schedules, and varying amounts of pay
increases have been negotiated since 1973 as shown in Exhibit 10.
Negotiations for individual classes are prohibited so that negotia-
tions may only be conducted for entire bargaining units. Different
approaches used in collective bargaining negotiations, however, have
resulted in different wage amounts within the same salary ranges
between the different white collar bargaining units and may have
slightly altered differentials between SR's within white collar

bargaining units.

Assertion 2: Pay equity cannot be achieved through collective bar-
gaining.

Assessment : It appears this assertion is not correct. There have

clearly been cases where collective bargaining has been used to make
adjustments over time to correct pay inequities once inequities have
been identified.

Assertion 3: Pay equity cannot be maintained once established given
separate negotiations for 13 different bargaining
units.

Assessment : This assertion does not appear relevant under existing

State laws and PECAB rules. Under existing State laws, negotiations
are limited to general increases affecting the entire salary sched-
ule within a bargaining unit -- different increases cannot be nego-

tiated for individual classes within a unit. In those rare cases
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HISTORY OF PAY INCREASES SINCE COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

(Prepared by the Office of Collective Bargaining, State of Hawaii)

EXHIBIT 10
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where negotiations could have created distortions between amounts
paid within a bargaining unit, in reality this does not seem to have
occurred. Existing PECAB rules do not allow comparisons of classes
across bargaining units, thus if one unit negotiates a different
amount or type of general increase than another unit it will have no
effect on how comparisons are currently made. If changes are made
to PECAB rules to allow comparisons across bargaining units, this
assertion may become relevant, but only if measures are not also

taken to eliminate or ameliorate the potential problems.

Conclusions Regarding the Collective Bargaining Factor

It does not appear that pay equity and collective bargaining are
inherently incompatible. Collective bargaining has appeared to
contribute to differences in the amounts of salary ranges between
bargaining units and to a much lesser extent within a bargaining
unit which complicates achieving equity only if comparisons of
classes and their salary ranges across bargaining units are allowed
which is not now the case. Use of the dollar value neutral SR's
could be enhanced to further reduce the effects of different dollar
amounts in SR's between bargaining units. At the same time,
however, collective bargaining has been used to correct inequities
and the process is not itself considered discriminatory.

If state laws and PECAB rules are changed to either allow negoti-
ations by class and/or comparisons of classes across bargaining
units, then it will be necessary to also enact protective measures
to ensure pay equity is maintained.

4.2 Causes Identified for Specific Inequities

In the previous section we presented the factors that individuals
and organizations believe to be contributing to perceived in-
equities, and our assessment of each of those  factors. In:ithis
section we focus upon the twenty-one (21) specific classes evaluated
in this study which were found to be inequitable. The purpose of
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this section is to identify the causes of these specific inequities.

It should be remembered that through our research we have found that
in the past, there has been interaction between the evaluation of
classes and their compensation. While it is not clear to what
extent this has occurred, it is for this reason, we do not believe
it is possible to merely conclude that classes identified as in-
equitable on value analyses (actual SR compared to expected SR) are
necessarily the result of improper evaluation, and classes found to
be inequitable on compensation analyses (actual salary compared to
expected salary) are solely due to salary schedules historically

derived from legislation or collective bargaining.

The relative value assignment of a class as indicated by its SR
could have been influenced by actions taken by PECAB or historical
relationships that are and were outside the control of DPS as it now
exists and the county personnel departments. Classes identified as
inequitable as a result of the value analyses, therefore, may be due
to improper pricing resulting from initial actions made by DPS and
the counties or appeals to PECAB with the latter possibly due to
concerns other than internal alignment.

Compensation influences could be viewed as a cause of inequity since
many of the classes identified as inequitable were derived from the
expected to actual salary analyses. In recent years changes have
occurred in compensation due to collective bargaining. It should be
remembered, however, that in our analyses with only two exceptions
(Registered Professional Nurses III an IV) classes were assessed
only in relation to other classes within the same bargaining unit.
Collective Dbargaining negotiations generally provide across the
board increases within a unit. It is possible that the effect of
different types of negotiations (e.g., dollar only or dollar and
percentage combination increases) might cause certain SR's within a
unit to receive slightly different amounts of increases, however,
based upon a review of negotiations for the two major units included

in the study (i.e., 3 and 13), this has rarely occurred. The fact
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remains that all classes within the same unit assigned to the same
SR receive the same compensation, and that there are clear and
distinct relationships between dollars paid in each SR (e.g., SR 5
is paid more than SR 4). For classes identified as inequitable only
on compensation analyses, the cause(s) is ostensibly less clear, and
may be due to some form of interaction between evaluation and
compensation.

Because a precise cause for classes identified as inequitable cannot
be reasonably determined solely as a result of the different anal-
yses, it is necessary to examine to the extent possible the history
of pricing actions for each of the 21 classes to see what might have
influenced their pricing. This examination has been limited because
detailed records for every class prior to 1961 are generally not
available, nor are records either before or after 1961 always speci-
fic as to the actual cause for a pricing action being taken. Thus
we began our examination into causes of inequities by conducting a
series of interviews with both DPS and HGEA classification and com-
pensation specialists, followed by our own research to verify and

supplement the information they provided.

From both the interviews and our research, we have developed an
indepeﬁdent assessment of what we believe appears to be the cause of
the inequity for each of the 21 classes. In addition, we have re-
viewed our assessments in relation to the factors previously identi-
fied to determine which factors appear to be most significant in
explaining the inequities that were found in the study. This sec-

tion is organized into two parts:

o An Assessment of Causes for the Classes Determined to be
Inequitable

° Relationship of the Perceived Factors to Causes of Inequi-
ties
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4.2.1 An Assessment of Causes for the Classes Determined to be

Inequitable

The rationale, if any, for inequities in each of the 21 classes
identified by both DPS and HGEA have been assessed and are summar-
ized in Exhibit 11 beginning on the following page. In reviewing
the causes of individual class inequities, it is apparent that there
are a number of observations that can be made regarding the causes
identified by DPS and HGEA, and what we have independently con-
cluded.

(1) Observations Regarding Causes Identified by DPS

A review of the causes identified by DPS indicates that in many
cases they disagree with the determination of the class as being
inequitable. Those classes for which they offer causes supporting
the determination of the class as inequitable are all classes that
have been found to be either valued or compensated higher than ex-
pected. DPS has not suggested that there may be causes for classes
found to be priced lower than expected and for all such classes they

have disagreed with the inequity finding.

Where they disagree with the inequity determination, DPS has gener-
ally considered either the existing relationships within a class
series to be appropriate, the relationships between one series and
related series to be appropriate or that collective bargaining nego-
tiations have distorted relationships between the value of a class
(represented by it SR assignment) and its compensation. In a number
of cases the relationships they cited as being appropriate cut
across both occupational groups and bargaining units, the latter
despite the PECAB ruling which ostensibly prohibits this practise.
This most often occurs when comparing technician classes found in
Bargaining Unit 3 (e.g., Library Technicians) with related
professional classes in Bargaining Unit 13 (e.g., Librarians). In
these cases it may be that the benchmark class for the technician is

a professional class. According to DPS the comparison across units
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Exhibit 11

Page 1 of 13

INEQUITABLE CLASS CAUSE ASSESSMENT
Legal Stenographer I

Female Dominated
Higher Than Expected

DPS Cause Identified

PECAB action in 1963 resulted in repricing from SR 13 to 14. In
addition, because the class was identified as inequitable on only
compensation analyses, collective bargaining negotiations are also a
cause.

HGEA Cause Identified

The class historically related to "court/legal" clerical classes
most of which were adjusted in 1963 establishing a higher "pattern"
than for other clerical classes.

Assessment

Inequity appears to be due to historical relationships establishing
an unofficial '"court/legal" pattern, which seems to have affected
PECAB action in 1963. It has been observed that all court/legal
classes in occupational sub-group have significantly higher SR's
than other clerical classes in occupational sub-groups although
these classes were not included in the study sample. This class is
priced in relation to court/legal classes and other non-court/legal
classes. If collective bargaining is involved, its impact cannot be
determined and "thus is considered less relevant than the preceding
cause.

Data Processing Control Clerk I

Female Dominated
Higher Than Expected

DPS Cause Identified

The class was initially established and priced by a County (1965) so
that when State subsequently established the class (1973) it had to
follow initial pricing. Newness of work and scarcity of qualified
personnel in 1965 also presumed influential. In addition, because
the class was identified as inequitable on only compensation anal-
yses, collective bargaining negotiations are also a cause.

HGEA Cause Identified

The class is related to the Computer Operator II also found to be
high - these two classes (especially Computer Operator II which is a
benchmark) found to be out of line in same occupational sub-group,



Exhibit 11

Page 2 of 13

indicates entire sub-group may be out of line.

Assessment

Inequity appears to be most directly attributed to the State law
which requires State/County pricing equity and the scarcity of qual-
ified personnel at the time the class was priced. The occupational
sub-group is very large and contains benchmark classes and one other
class that were included in the study but found to be properly

priced - thus, there does not seem to be conclusive evidence that
the entire sub-group is improperly priced, although it may warrant
re—examination. If collective bargaining is involved, its impact

cannot be determined and thus is considered less relevant than the
preceding cause.
Computer Operator III

Male Dominated
Higher Than Expected

DPS Cause Identified

PECAB action in 1967 resulted in repricing - SR 12 to 15 based on
relationships with previously established County class; the County
class was priced based upon national and local salary surveys as
well as external rankings of classes in the data processing field.
Also, the class was considered more complex and responsible than
other classes at the same SR. Newness of work and scarcity of qual-
ified personnel is also presumed to have been influential at that
time. Finally, because the plan was identified as being inequitable
on compensation analyses, collective bargaining negotiations are
also a cause.

HGEA Cause Identified

The class was originally priced high due to scarcity of these per-
sonnel at that time. Class 1is also a benchmark and thus affects
pricing of other classes.

Assessment

Inequity appears to be principally due to external comparisons which
at the time ranked this class relatively high and to market factors
(i.e., scarcity) which influenced the County's pricing. The State's
pricing of the class thus had to correspond to the prior County
pricing due to the State law requiring State/County pricing equity
and the equity issue appears to be the basis for the PECAB action.
This class was identified as inequitable on both value and compensa-
tion analyses. If collective bargaining is involved, its impact
cannot be determined and thus it is considered less relevant than
the preceding causes.
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Account Clerks III and IV

Female Dominated
Lower Than Expected

(Note: Both classes are directly related and were found to be

inequitable on both value and compensation analyses, so are
considered here together.)

DPS Cause Identified

Disagree with inequity finding. Internal relationships are proper
within the series and with other clerical series; upward adjustment
would cause clerical class pricing to exceed related professional
class pricing. Study evaluation may have been influenced by private
sector practice of highly valuing fiscal jobs. 1In addition, because
the class was identified as being inequitable on compensation anal-
yses, collective bargaining negotiations are also a cause.

HGEA Cause Identified

The classes' occupational sub-group is related to the previous sub-
group (in which above 2 classes are found) and there appears to be a
general problem with these two sub-groups to have so many classes in
them found to be inequitable.

Assessment

Numerous requests/appeals to CPD/PECAB have been filed and only one
granted in 1962 to the precursor class. All requests/appeals have
been based upon internal relationship arguments. The class is also
a benchmark. All of this suggests a reluctance by CPD/PECAB to re-
price a benchmark which would affect many other classes. Clerical
class pricing (i.e., Account Clerk IV and V) already equals or ex-
ceeds the pricing of professional classes (i.e., Accountant I), thus
there appears to be a general problem with such relationships.
Inequity, therefore, appears to be based more on reluctance to re-
price the classes. Private sector practices were not considered in
the study evaluation, only the State's official class specifica-
tions. This class was identified as inequitable on both wvalue and
compensation analyses. If collective bargaining is involved, its
impact cannot be determined and thus it is considered less relevant
than the preceding causes.
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Storekeeper I

Male Dominated
Lower Than Expected

DPS Cause Identified

Disagree with inequity finding. Internal relationships with general
clerical classes studied recently and considered appropriate. This
class is related to another class in the study not found inequi-
table. In addition, because the class was identified as inequitable
on only compensation analyses, collective bargaining negotiations
are also a cause.

HGEA Cause Identified

Cannot explain inequity.

Assessment

Inequity appears to be due to use of historical class relationships
as the basis for pricing which have not changed since 1962. Two
PECAB appeals were denied based upon existing relationships. The
fact that another class to which Storekeeper I is related was not
found inequitable is not conclusive evidence that this class is
properly valued/compensated as the other class has certain charac-
teristics which are different than Storekeeper 1I. This class was
identified as inequitable on both value and compensation analyses.
If collective bargaining is involved, its impact cannot be deter-
mined and thus it is considered less relevant than the preceding
causes.

Social Services Aide III

Female Dominated
Lower Than Expected

DPS Cause Identified

Disagree with inequity finding. Internal relationship within this
series and with other general clerical classes and sub-professional
aides in other nondominated social services classes is proper. In
addition, because the class was identified as inequitable on only

compensation analyses, collective bargaining negotiations are also a
cause.

HGEA Cause Identified

Historical relationship established between this class and profes-
sional class (i.e., Social Worker) has not been adjusted since es-
tablished; class is similar to other paraprofessional classes di-
rectly related to professional classes.



ExHibit 11

Page 5 of 13

Assessment

Inequity can only be caused by improper pricing as no other explana-
tion can be found. If collective bargaining is involved its impact
cannot be determined; it was the only one of six classes found in-
equitable in this SR.

Clinical Psychologist VI

Female Dominated
Higher Than Expected

DPS Cause Identified

PECAB action in 1964 on precursor class was based on "recruitment
and turnover problems." Such problems are generally considered
attributable to lower wages being paid than in the external market.
In addition, because the class was identified as inequitable on only
compensation analyses, collective bargaining negotiations are also a
cause.

HGEA Cause Identified

The professional pricing pattern (SR's 18, 21, 24, 26) appears to
have a general problem for the classes in the higher and lower
ranges in that this class at SR 26 is considered too high, and a
number of other classes in the study at SR 18 are considered too
low; no classes in the middle ranges were identified as inequitable
however.

Assessment

Inequity is most directly attributable to market conditions (i.e.,
higher wages in the private sector) which appeared to be the cause
of PECAB's action. The structure of the professional pricing pat-
tern may be a cause, but there is an insufficient number of classes
at SR 26 included in the study to provide conclusive evidence. I:f
collective bargaining is involved, its impact cannot be determined
and thus is considered less relevant than the preceding cause.

Special Education Teacher III

Female Dominated
Lower than Expected

DPS Cause Identified

Disagree with inequity finding. Internal relationship with other
similar classes in the professional pattern indicates prieing is
appropriate. In addition, because the class was identified as in-
equitable on only compensation analyses, collective bargaining nego-
tiations are also a cause.
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HGEA Cause Identified

Once again, the professional pricing pattern appears to have a gen-
eral problem for the classes in the higher and lower ranges, in that
this class and others in the study at SR 18 are considered too low,
and another class in the study at SR 26 considered too high; no
classes in the middle ranges were identified as inequitable, how-
ever.

Assessment

Inequity appears to be caused by the structure of the professional
pricing pattern because:

° At the lower end there is a wider (two range) gap
between SR 18 and 21 than is normally the case in
other pricing patterns (one range) so that a class
would have to be evaluated significantly higher before
being priced at the higher (21) SR;

° Three out of eight professional classes at SR 18 were
found to be too low, but none of the eight were found
to be too high;

° A larger proportion of professional classes in the
study at SR 18 are female dominated (5 out of 8),
while a larger proportion of the professional classes
in the middle ranges (21 and 24) are male dominated (8
out of 11j).

While no one of these three findings seems conclusive, taken togeth-
er, they suggest that there may be some problem in fitting the ac-
tual value of classes into a predefined professional pricing pat-
tern. If collective bargaining is involved, its impact cannot be
determined and thus is considered less relevant than the preceding
cause.

Librarian III

Female Dominated
Lower Than Expected

DPS Identified Cause

Disagree with inequity finding. Internal relationship with other
nondominated classes in the professional pattern (not included in
the study) indicates pricing is appropriate. In addition, because
the class was identified as inequitable on only compensation anal-
yses, collective bargaining negotiations are also a cause.
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HGEA Identified Cause

Same cause offered as for Special Education Teacher III. The pro-
fessional pricing pattern appears to have a general problem for the
classes in the higher and lower ranges, in that this class and
others in the study at SR 18 are considered too low, and another
class in the study at SR 26 considered too low; no classes in the
middle ranges were identified as inequitable, however.

Assessment

Inequity is attributed to the job evaluation method and may be due
to the structure of the professional pricing pattern, as well as the
fact that there have been 11 requests/appeals to CPD/PECAB for this
class, and only one in 1962 has been granted. This seems to indi-
cate a reluctance on the part of both bodies to reprice this class
which, while not a benchmark, is related to a number of other clas-
ses, specifically the Librarian II benchmark (which did not meet
minimum size criteria to be included in the study) and the Librarian
II class is one of the fundamental benchmark classes for pricing
professional classes. If collective bargaining is involved, its
impact cannot be determined and thus is considered less relevant
than the preceding cause.

Library Technician VI

Female Dominated
Lower Than Expected

DPS Cause Identified

Disagree with inequity finding. Internal relationships with classes
not included in the study at other levels within the series, and the
relationship of the series with general clerical classes at lower
levels and professional classes, including professional librarians,
at the higher levels is appropriate. The study found Library Assis-
tant III, IV and V appropriately priced.

HGEA Cause Identified

Library Technician VI series is "short" both in relation to the
relatively longer series for other technicians and for the longer
series for Librarians; also Library Technician VI is directly re-
lated to Librarian III which is also found to be lower than expec-—
ted.

Assessment

Inequity is attributed to the job evaluation method. The class was
originally priced in 1966 in relation to both other technician clas-
ses now in bargaining unit 3, and a benchmark class now in bargain-
rng-unit 13, The class series does not appear to be unduly short
given other technician class series found throughout the compensa-—
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tion plan. While we recognize that there is no established rela-
tionship between technician VI's and professional classes and there
may be other factors influencing such relationships, we believe it
is illustrative to consider the structure of similar relationships
in other occupational groups. A review of selected technician VI/
professional relationships (e.g., Forestry Technician VI at SR17/
Forester II at SR 15; Engineering Technician VI at SR17/Engineer I
at SR 17) indicates that various SR relationships occur, comparable
to the Librarian Technicilan VI at SR 13/ Librarian II @&t SR 15. It
does appear that it is more often the case that the technician VI is
typically at a higher or same SR as the lowest level professional
class, and where there is a technician class higher than the VI
(i.e., Engineering Technician VIII at SR 21) it is significantly
higher than the lowest level professional class (i.e., Engineer I at
SR 17) rather than what is the case in this series where the Library
Technician VII at SR 15 is at the same SR as the lowest level Lib-
rarian II. The fact that other classes in the study were not found
inequitable is not conclusive evidence that this class is properly
valued/compensated as the other classes have characteristics which
are different than Library Technician VI.

Agricultural Research Technician III

Male Dominated
Lower Than Expected

DPS Cause Identified

Disagree with inequity finding. In addition, because the class was
identified as inequitable on only compensation analyses, collective
bargaining negotiations are also a cause.

HGEA Cause Identified

The research portion of the class which distinguishes it from other
technicians may be undervalued.

Assessment

Inequity is attributed to some aspect of the overall job evaluation
system which cannot be specifically determined at this time. It is
possible that because the Agricultural Research Technician III is
related to the Agricultural Research Technician IV (discussed below)
which was identified as improperly valued, that this class is in-
equitable due to that relationship. If collective bargaining is
involved, its impact cannot be determined and thus is considered
less relevant than the preceding cause.
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Agricultural Research Technician IV

Male Dominated
Lower than Expected

DPS Cause Identified

Disagree with inequity finding. Internal relationships (i.e., Agri-
cultural Research Technician III above, to which it is related was
found to be valued appropriately) and with other related technician
series 1in the biological and physical science field are proper.
Upward adjustment of the series which includes the level V, SR-15
and level VI, SR-17, classes, will cause this and related technical
series to be pried higher than fully competent scientists and pro-
fessionals in related fields (e.g., Environmental Health Specialist
III, SR-18; Agricultural Commodities Specialist III, SR-18 and Plant
Quarantine Inspector III, SR-18, which were all found to be priced
appropriately under this study). Despite the fact that they are in
different bargaining units and wage schedules, it does not make
practical sense that the upper levels of subprofessional series
should be priced higher than the professionals whom they support.

HGEA Cause Identified

The same reason as for the previous Agricultural Research Technician
III, i.e., the research portion of the class which distinguishes it
from other technicians may be undervalued.

Assessment

Inequity is attributed to the job evaluation method. The fact that
both the Agricultural Research Technician III and IV, which are in
the same series and have been found to be inequitable, albeit on
different analyses, suggest that some aspect of the class has not
been appropriately considered in evaluation, perhaps its research
portion as suggested by HGEA.

Environmental Health Specialist III

Male Dominated
Lower Than Expected

DPS Cause Identified

Disagree with inequity finding. Internal relationship with other
similar nondominated classes (not included within the study) in pro-
fessional pattern, including close relationship with such science-
based classes also at the same SR, indicates pricing is appropri-
ate. In addition, because the class was identified as inequitable
on only compensation analyses, collective bargaining negotiations
are also a cause.
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HGEA Cause Identified

Once again, the professional pricing pattern appears to have a gen-
eral problem for the classes in the higher and lower ranges, in that
this class and others in the study at SR 18 are considered too low,
and another class in the study at SR 26 considered too high; no
classes in the middle ranges were identified as inequitable, how-
ever.

Assessment

Inequity is attributed to the job evaluation method and may be
caused by the structure of the professional pricing pattern, parti-
cularly for the lower range classes as explained previously under
the Special Education Teacher III. If collective bargaining is
involved, its impact cannot be determined and thus is considered
less relevant than the preceding cause.

Registered Professional Nurses (RPN) III and IV

Female Dominated
Higher Than Expected

DPS Cause Identified

PECAB repriced the RPN III from SR 18 to 20, and the RPN IV from SR
19 to 21 in 1982. Collective bargaining for this separate bargain-
ing unit (Unit 9) has resulted in a pay schedule with a substantial-
ly higher minimum rate.

HGEA Cause Identified

PECAB action resulted in an adjustment primarily due to market con-
ditions, and collective bargaining has resulted in new salary sche-
dules.

Assessment

These are the only two classes where collective bargaining is clear-
ly a cause of the inequity as the salary schedules resulting from
negotiations reduced the number of steps for each SR in the schedule
from the more typical 10, to 3. This had the effect of raising the
minimum rate for the beginning step in each SR. In addition, the
inequity is also attributable to the use of market comparisons of
salary rates in 1982 which was the cause identified by PECAB for its
action to upgrade both classes. Previous requests to upgrade one or
both classes were based on internal relationship arguments. It
appears that collective bargaining resulted in the class being com-
pensated more highly than would be expected and the PECAB adjustment
due to market conditions resulted in the value of the class to be-
come higher than would be expected.
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Building Construction Inspector II

Male Dominated
Higher Than Expected

DPS Cause Identified

History of the compensation plan indicates that the class assignment
was based on relationship with blue collar trades foreman classes
prior to the separation of the white collar and blue collar compen-
sation plans.

HGEA Cause Identified

Class has historically been related to the Electrical Inspector
which is the benchmark class for inspectors, also has had an histor-
ical relationship with blue collar classes prior to separation.

Assessment

Inequity is clearly due to historical relationships which have not
been corrected following separation of white/blue collar plans and
ruling restricting comparisons across bargaining units.

Highway Inspector

Male Dominated
Higher Than Expected

DPS Cause Identified

History of the compensation plan indicates that the class assignment
was based on relationship with blue collar trades foreman classes
prior to the separation of the white collar and blue collar compen-
sation plans.

HGEA Cause Identified

Class has historically been related to the Electrical Inspector
which is the benchmark class for inspectors, also has had an histor-
ical relationship with blue collar classes prior to separation.

Assessment

Inequity is clearly due to historical relationships which have not
been corrected following separation of white/blue collar plans and
ruling restricting comparisons across bargaining units. In addi-
tion, eight requests/appeals have been submitted to CPD and PECAB
for this class, although our review indicates the internal relation-
ship argument for the request/appeal has been substantially the same
each time, and thus not granted.
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Elevator Inspector

Male Dominated
Higher Than Expected

DPS Cause Identified

History of the compensation plan indicates that the class assignment
was based on relationship with blue collar trades foreman classes
prior to the separation of the white collar and blue collar compen-—
sation plans. In addition, the Legislature, in an unusual action,
passed legislation to raise the qualifications for these inspectors
which resulted in a new higher level class assignment. In addition,
because the class was identified as inequitable on only compensation
analyses, collective bargaining negotiations are also a cause.

HGEA Cause Identified

Class has historically been related to the Electrical Inspector
which is the benchmark class for inspectors, also has had an histor-
ical relationship with blue collar classes prior to separation, and
the Legislature's action caused a statutory change to the require-
ments for the class and an SR increase. In addition, the pricing
also reflects market conditions, in that inspectors must be elevator
mechanics which are a scarce resource and highly compensated in the
private sector.

Assessment

Inequity is clearly due to legislative action, historical relation-
ships and market conditions related to scarcity for specialized
skills. If collective bargaining is involved, its impact cannot be
determined and thus is considered less relevant than the preceding
cause.

Meat Inspector IV

Male Dominated
Higher Than Expected

DPS Cause Identified

Pricing of this class influenced by PECAB repricing of precursor
class and the current pricing also reflects recognition of the in-
herent hazardous nature of the work. In addition, because the class
was identified as inequitable on only compensation analyses, collec-
tive bargaining negotiations are also a cause.

HGEA Cause Identified

Disagree with inequity finding. This class is expected to be either
correctly priced or too low; they know of no reason why it should be
considered higher than expected.
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Assessment

Inequity appears to be attributable to the class being historically
priced high based upon early appeals to the Civil Service Commission
which at the time had authority over pricing. The class was down-
graded from an SR 18 to 17 in 1973 due to internal relationships
within the Meat Inspector class series, not in relation to other job
classes, thus the class series has overall remained at a relatively
high level based upon the historical relationships. If collective
bargaining is involved, its impact cannot be determined and thus is
considered less relevant than the preceding cause.

Security Attendant

Male Dominated
Lower Than Expected

DPS Cause Identified

Disagree with inequity finding. Class is properly priced in rela-
tion to other nondominated security classes (not included in the
study) . This class is also related to another class in the study
not found to be inequitable. In addition, because the class was
identified as inequitable on only compensation analyses, collective
bargaining negotiations are also a cause.

HGEA Cause Identified

Class is a very low level benchmark class within this occupational
group, and has not changed over a long history.

Assessment

Inequity appears to be due to historical pricing relationship.
Appeals/requests to PECAB/CPD based upon internal relationship argu-
ments have not been granted twice. Because the class is a benchmark
and thus its adjustment would affect a number of other classes,
would expect there to be reluctance to adjust this class. The fact
that another class in the study to which this class is related was
not found inequitable is not conclusive evidence that this class is
properly valued/compensated as the other class has characteristics
that are different than the Security Attendant 1I. If collective
bargaining is involved, its impact cannot be determined and thus is
considered less relevant than the preceding cause.



between, for example technicians and professionals is secondary to
comparisons between appropriate technicians in the same unit. The
fact that such secondary comparisons are made, though, indicates
that what appear to be logical relationships are still being main-
tained by DPS between classes in different bargaining units despite
the PECAB ruling.

In addition, in some cases where DPS has indicated that established
relationships are appropriate, they suggest that if adjustments are
made they could lead to what they call "inverse relationships."”
Inverse relationships are, for example, where the highest level of a
clerical class series (e.g., Personnel Clerk II, III, IV, V) equals
or exceeds the lowest level of a related professional class series
or a class series which is generally considered to be at a higher
level based upon their qualifications, etc. (e.g., Personnel Manage-
ment Specialist I, II, III, IV, V, VI). This concern was expressed
in four of the classes determined to be inequitable. While we re-
cognize that this may appear to be conceptually inappropriate, in
reality a review of the compensation plan finds a number of cases
where inverted relationships already exist. Two examples cited in
Exhibit 11 are the Forestry Technician VI, the highest level tech-
nician, at SR 17 versus the® Forester II, the lowest level profes-
sional at SR 15; and the Engineering Technician VIII at SR 21 versus
the Engineer I at SR 17. In general, in many organizations and for
many occupations, it is not unusual for such relationships to occur
given career patterns or other considerations. However, because the
guidelines for this study prevented a job evaluation across bargain-
ing units, we were unable to verify whether the relationships cited

by DPS are proper.

In those cases where DPS provided causes supporting the determina-
tion of inequity, they most often cited actions taken by PECAB or
the CPD and, for one group of classes, historical relationships that
have not been altered when the white and blue collar compensation
plans were separated. In relation to PECAB actions, it is important
to examine what caused PECAB to take an action that raised the SR of
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a class, especially to a level that we determined to be higher than
expected. In the years 1962 and 1963, shortly after PECAB was cre-
ated in 1961, it appears to have undertaken on its own initiative a
review of a large number of classes, if not all classes at that
time, and made a significant number of adjustments in class pricing
relationships. Records indicating their reasons for adjustments are
generally not available as they were not required to document them.

After 1963, the number of adjustments made by either PECAB or the
CPD substantially declines, and generally reflect adjustments made
on the basis of requests or appeals from employees, employee organi-
zations, etc. In addition during the latter part of the 1960's, the
CPD also undertook a number of adjustments, primarily in the profes-
sional classes, on their own initiative. A detailed review of all
of the requests made to the CPD and the appeals filed with PECAB for
each of the 21 classes following 1963 results in one major finding:
PECAB has only adjusted classes upward when external factors are
used as the basis for the argument for adjustment. Such external
factors include wage surveys indicating higher wages paid locally or
nationally, and "recruitment and retention problems" also related to
lower relative wages between the State and the private sector, and
relationships with county classes which were priced based upon ex-
ternal salary surveys and by law the State is required to match

county pricing for classes performing equal work.

PECAB and CPD have not appeared to actually base their pricing deci-
sions on surveys (i.e., they have not matched a dollar amount on a
survey to determine the SR), rather they have based their decision
to upgrade a class by one or more SR's on the basis of such sur-
veys. dJust as important, is it appears that none of the requests or
appeals based solely upon a perceived internal relationship with a
higher class were granted by the CPD or PECAB based upon a review of
information available from the pricing folder for each of these 21
classes and CPD and PECAB reports.
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This finding suggests two observations:

e Appeals, requests and the decisions to grant the ap-
peals and requests are supposed to be based upon in-
ternal pricing relationships. The stated rationale
for why and how classes should be appealed to PECAB
and CPD reviews requested, has not been the only
rationale on which the appeals and requests have
actually been granted;

° There appears to be a reluctance, particularly on the
part of PECAB boards, to alter established class rela-
tionships, which we believe can be attributed to the
fact that PECAB is a lay board consisting of different
members when it meets only every two years, thus they
may not be willing to disturb something so complex as
the State and County compensation plan. The CPD is
comprised of the personnel directors of the State and
counties, and it would seem natural for them to be
less inclined to make adjustments to the compensation
plans they have primarily developed.

We recognize the sample of 21 classes is relatively small in compar-
ison to the total of 576 which have been appealed since 1963, but
these 21 classes appear to include many of the classes most often
appealed, and the consistency of this pattern is very suggestive.
While we have agreed that PECAB's and CPD's actions can be cited as
the most obvious reason for an inequity, it appears that in most
cases the underlying reasons are external factors and the structure

and practices of these two bodies.

The inequitable classes that DPS cites as being caused by historical
relationships are a set of wvarious types of inspector classes.
These classes all appear to have been priced in relation to blue
collar foreman classes during the time when there was only one State
compensation plan. When the separation of the blue and white collar
plans occurred, these classes were assigned to the white collar plan
even though their pricing was set in relation to the blue collar
classes. It has been suggested, then, that their pricing is now not
in relation to the pricing of other white collar classes. These
classes were all found to be inequitable on salary rather than value

analyses which might suggest that improper pricing is not the pri-
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mary cause. Because of the grouping of these classes that emerged
and the inability to precisely attribute salary inequities solely to
compensation influences, we believe the suggestion that they are
improperly priced in relation to other white collar classes has

merit and is more significant.

DPS has also suggested that collective bargaining negotiations have
resulted in distortions between the relative value of the class as
indicated by its SR assignment and the amount it is actually compen-
sated. As previously discussed, it does appear to be true that
distortions have occurred when comparisbns between different bar-
gaining units are made -- classes assigned to SR 12 for example are
compensated different amounts in bargaining units 3 and 13. In our
study comparisons between bargaining units were not made with only
two exceptions. Two classes from one unit (Unit 9) were compared
with classes .in another unit at the direction of the committee. In
this case, it was found that collective bargaining negotiations were
a significant cause of the inequity. However, when one only com-
pares classes within a bargaining unit, which was done for all other
classes, such distortions do not appear. It is possible for certain
types of negotiations to result in different amounts of increases
for SR's within one bargaining unit (see Appendix B, Collective
Bargaining Factor discussion). However, for the bargaining units
included in this study, except Unit 9, this type of negotiation has
occurred very rarely - once for Units 3 and 4; twice for Unit 13 in
the past fourteen years. In addition the negotiated agreement in
each case appears to have been structured in such a way as to have
had 1little net impact on the overall relationships between the
amounts of compensation of each SR within these units so that the
integrity of the overall salary range hierarchy has been main-
tained. Finally, if negotiated agreements were the only cause of
the inequity, then one would expect all of the classes within a
certain SR within one unit to be found inequitable since all classes
considered to have the same value that were assigned to the same SR
are paid the same amount. This was not the case, for every SR to

which inequitable classes were assigned, there were other classes
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found to be equitable. We therefore disagree with DPS in most cases
where they suggest collective bargaining was the primary cause of an
inequity given the manner in which our analysis was conducted.
Instead, we would attribute such inequities to possible interaction
between evaluation and compensation, or other specific causes as
identified in Exhibit 11.

Finally, DPS has raised several concerns suggesting that different
aspects of the methodology used in the study may have incorrectly
resulted in classes being found inequitable. We have reviewed these
concerns in detail and in most cases performed alternative statis-
tical techniques to verify the methods and procedures used in the
study. Based upon this review, we have determined that none of
these concerns would materially affect any conclusions we have
drawn. Because an explanation of these concerns and the approach
used to assess them would require a lengthy technical explanation,
and as we have stated none of them materially affect the results of

the study, we have deleted reference to such concerns in Exhibit 11.

(2) Observations Regarding Causes Identified by HGEA

With only two exceptions, HGEA has offered causes for all of the
classes that were determined to be inequitably priced. In one case
HGEA disagrees with the inequity finding, and in another they can
offer no other explanation than some unknown aspect of the job eval-
uation system as causing the inequity. Unlike DPS which has primar-
ily offered individual causes for each class, HGEA has tended to
provide broader patterns of causes for a number of the classes. To
some extent this is understandable, as HGEA does not have available
to it the detailed case histories of each class that DPS main-
tains. We have concluded, though, that some of the patterns do not
necessarily appear well founded based upon the detailed information
available in DPS's files and other records.

The most significant cause identified by HGEA for at least four of

the inequitable classes relates to what is known as the professional
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pricing pattern. The pattern was essentially established in order
to provide greater order for the pricing of professional classes now
primarily found in Bargaining Unit 13. The pattern is based upon
the fact that all professional class series have a journeyworker
class from which relationships are established in a reasonable se-
guence. For example, the Clinical Psychologist VI is the journey-
worker class in this series and is priced at SR 26. The Clinical
Psychologist V (SR 24) is priced at two SR's below the Cliniecal
Psychologist VI, and the Clinical Psychologist VII (SR 28) is priced
at two higher SR's.

The pattern provides that all journeyworker classes for all profes-
sional series will be priced at either SR 18, 21, 24 and to a lesser
extent 26. Other classes within a series are then generally priced
in equal increments in either direction from the journeyworker
class' SR. Based upon the job evaluation performed in this study,
HGEA has suggested that use of the pattern may not be appropriate
for all professional classes especially those at the lower and upper
ends of the pattern. By attempting to "fit" a class into a prede-
fined pattern, it is possible that job evaluations in the past have
undervalued or over-valued the work performed so that, for example,
a class' value may actually be at SR 19, but it has been adjusted
down to an SR 18 to fit the pattern. Our assessment of this cause
is that while there does not appear to be conclusive proof that the
pattern has been incorrectly structured or used in actual pricing
decisions based upon our job evaluation, there is sufficient evi-
dence to indicate that at least the lower level of the pattern and

the classes assigned to it should be subjected to further study.

The majority of HGEA's other identified causes are generally consis-
tent with those identified by DPS. The exceptions are most evident
where DPS disagreed with all lower than expected classes. In most
of these cases, HGEA suggested that there were other historical or
existing relationships that might explain the inequity. In some
cases following our review of pricing folders and other materials,

we concurred with these suggestions, and in other cases we could
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find no supporting documentation, thus did not concur.

(3) Observations Regarding Our Assessments of the Identified Causes

Based upon our assessments of the identified causes we have found
that we have concurred no more often with DPS than HGEA regarding
causes of the inequitable classes, except that we did not concur
with DPS in any of those cases where it disagreed with the inequity
finding. In those cases where DPS or HGEA offered no cause for an
inequity, we have taken the position that the cause of the inequity
by default must be some aspect of the overall job evaluation system
—— but not necessarily the method of job evaluation used within the
existing system. In order to more precisely pinpoint the specific
cause of a single inequity in such a complex system may be possible,
but is not within the scope, guidelines, or other parameters of this

study.

4.2.2 Relationship of the Perceived Factors to Causes of Inequities

It has been our intention to separate what are perceived to be
causes of general inequities, versus actual causes of specific in-
equities identified in the job evaluation. We have thus labeled the
perceptions, '"factors" while referring to "causes" as the reasons
for specific inequities. It seems useful though to relate the
causes to the perceived factors in order to determine how correct
the perceptions were at least for the classes identitfied in this job

evaluation.

A cursory review of the causes that have been identified for the 21
classes found to be inequitable would indicate they fit into one or

more of the following factor categories:

o PECAB/CPD actions
e History
o Collective bargaining
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° Existing job evaluation method

. State Laws and other legislation which was not
researched in detail.

However, upon closer examination of the causes, it appears that the

following observations are more accurate:

° PECAB/CPD adjustments made to these 21 classes after
1963 were solely based on market conditions, and more
specifically salary and wage surveys conducted both
locally and nationally, as well as labor shortages for
specific occupations which in some cases (i.e., Regis-—
tered Professional Nurses) can be attributed to low
wages for those occupations. The surveys obviously
would reflect what was occurring in the market, thus
if there is an undervaluing of work in traditionally
female dominated occupations, this could be reflected
by these surveys. The surveys involved in the pricing
of female dominated classes found to be inequitable
indicated higher wages were appropriate relative to
what the State and counties were providing. However,
it could be argued that these surveys might have re-
flected the lower wages paid to females in the market
as generally found in the preceding analysis of the
market conditions factor, and thus wages are still
lower than they should be. We also believe that the
previous observations regarding the reluctance of
PECAB and the CPD to reprice classes based upon only
internal relationships, indicates that those who per-
ceive both bodies to have been ineffective have some
basis for their perceptions.

o History has clearly affected at least one group of
classes, inspectors. These classes appear to be in
the few occupational sub-groups that have not been
subjected to administrative reviews since 1961, unlike
the large number of occupational groups found to be
subjected to such reviews in the preceding analysis of
the history factor.

o Collective bargaining has clearly influenced only two
of the 21 classes, the Registered Professional Nurses
IIL and IV. Its most direct influence has been the
negotiated change to the structure of the salary
schedule so that it is no longer consistent with
schedules for most other white collar bargaining
units. This change has also generally resulted in
higher wages for the lower levels within each SR in
this salary schedule, such that SR 19 to which the
Registered Professional Nurse III is assigned, for
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example, in Bargaining Unit 9 pays $23,784 annually
at the lowest step while the same SR in Bargaining
Unit 13 pays $19,464 annually at the lowest step.
Once again, this cause and factor are only relevant if
one compares classes across bargaining units, and
according to PECAB rules, such comparisons are not
supposed to be made.

Existing job evaluation method was itself not deter-
mined to be the specific cause of inequities except
where class relationships that resulted from the use
of that method were considered inappropriate, most
notably those related to the professional pricing
pattern. The broader job evaluation '"system" was
considered the cause of inequities in classes where no
other cause could be determined. There were a number
of classes for which no other cause could be identi-
fied other than the job evaluation system.

State laws and legislation were not previously anal-
yzed in detail because it was only cited as a per-
ceived factor by one organization, DPS. There are
essentially two types of laws which have been attri-
buted as causes of inequities: the State/County "equal
pay for equal work" 1law and legislation which has
established statutory requirements for certain clas-
ses, most notably the Elevator Inspectors. The equal
pay for equal work law essentially requires that clas-
ses considered to be performing the same work in both
the counties and the State must be priced the same,
i.e., assigned to the same SR. It is known that there
are many cases where there are substantive differences
between the work performed by the same class within
the State and the counties given the different nature
of the services provided by either government. In
addition, even the same class in different counties
have different functions (e.g., firemen on Oahu, and
firemen on Kauai which also function to some extent as
paramedics). The requirements of this law, however,
do not allow these differences to be recognized in
pricing, unless they are great enough to warrant the
creation of different classes. Legislation providing
for specific requirements of individual <classes is
extremely rare. According to DPS, these requirements
such as licenses, cause these classes to tend to be
over-valued in relation to other classes which do not
have such requirements. While we have not analyzed
either the equal pay for equal work law, or legisla-
tion for specific classes, the points raised appear to
be reasonable on the face of each.
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In conclusion, it does appear that at least some of the perceptions
regarding PECAB, history, collective bargaining and the job evalua-
tion method as described above appear to be valid on the basis of
the 21 classes determined to be inequitable. This should not be
construed to mean, however, that all of the assertions regarding
each of these factors are valid.

4.2.3 Sex-Based Patterns of Causes for Inequities

In Chapter 3 it was concluded that there appeared to be sex—-based
differences in the pricing of male and female dominated classes
which were not directly related to the value of the classes as de-
termined by the job evaluation method. This was determined to be
most significant for Bargaining Unit 3, and less so for Bargaining
Units 9 and 13. In this Chapter we have examined perceived factors
which might be contributing to such differences, and what we have
determined to be the causes of specific inequitable classes identi-
fied through the job evaluation performed in this study. In this
section, we examine the causes for inequitable classes by sex, to
determine if there are any sex-based patterns. Once again, we have
chosen to view all classes determined to be inequitable regardless
of whether they were determined to be inequitable on wvalue or com-
pensation analyses.

In reviewing the results of our research into the causes for each
inequitable class which are summarized in the assessments for each
class in Exhibit 11, we make the following observations:

. Male dominated inequitable classes are most often due
to historical relationships with other classes, most
of which are in different bargaining units (e.g., all
of the inspectors); all but one of the male dominated
classes which are caused by historical causes were
found to be higher than expected, and all of them are
in Bargaining Unit 3.

° The second most common cause determined for unrelated
male dominated classes (i.e., not including the Agri-
cultural Research Technicians III and IV which were
identified to have the same cause) are market condi-
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tions (i.e., Computer Operator II and Elevator Inspec-
tor); both of these classes were found to be higher
than expected and are also in Unit 3. In these cases
the interaction between evaluation and compensation is
most apparent.

e Female dominated inequitable classes are not as clear-
ly the result of any one cause. If related classes
(e.g., Accountant Clerk III and IV) are considered
together, then market conditions, the professional
pricing pattern, and the job evaluation system in
general are all cited with about the same frequency.
Two of the three determined to be caused by market
conditions are in Units 9/13 and all three were found
to be higher than expected. The professional pricing
pattern is obviously only a cause for classes in Unit
13, and in both cases the classes were found to be
lower than expected. Both of the classes determined
to be caused by the job evaluation system are in Unit
3, and were found to be lower than expected.

In summary, the sex-based patterns that appear to emerge from re-
viewing the causes for each class are as follows, and are summarized
in Exhibit 12.

Bargaining Unit 3

o The majority of male dominated classes in Unit 3 that
were higher than expected are a result of historical
relationships with <classes 1in different bargaining
units (i.e., all of the inspector classes), and some
of these relationships are also influenced by the
scarcity in the market of qualified personnel at the
time the class was created (i.e., the Computer Opera-
tor II), or which still continue (i.e., Elevator In-
spector). This is the most clear-cut pattern that can
be established for either sex in either bargaining
unit.

° The male dominated classes that were lower than ex-
pected are also a result of historical relationships
in one case (i.e., the Security Attendant I), or due
to aspects of the job evaluation system which were
unable to be more precisely determined (i.e., the
Agricultural Research Technicians III and IV).

e There were only two higher than expected female domi-
nated classes in this bargaining unit, one resulted
from market scarcities of qualified labor at the time
the class was created (i.e., Data Processing Control
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Exhibit 12

CAUSES FOR CLASSES IDENTIFIED AS INEQUITABLE

CATEGORIZED BY SEX

~—

Classes Identified
As Inequitable Higher Than Expected

Bargaining Unit 3
Male Classes Historical Relation-

ships
Market Conditions

Female Classes Market Conditions
PECAB Actions

Bargaining Units 9 and 13

Lower Than Expected

Historical Relation-
ships

Job Evaluation
System*

Job Evaluation
System*

Male Classes None Job Evaluation
System*
Female Classes Market Conditions Job Evaluation
Collective Bargain- System*
ing
* The term '"job evaluation system" is used to encompass all of the

many aspects of classification and job evaluation which could not
be more precisely identified as a specific cause in this study.
In Units 9 and 13, this term also encompasses possible problems

with the professional pricing pattern.



Clerk 1), the other from what appears to be an unoffi-
cial '"subgroup" for court related clerical classes
which developed as a result of initial PECAB actions
in the early 1960's (i.e., Legal Stenographer I).

° All of the lower than expected female classes appear
to be caused by some aspect of the overall system,
either as a result of PECAB reluctance to reprice the
class (i.e., Account Clerk III and IV), or aspects of
the system which have been less precisely determined
(i.e., Library Technician VI, Social Services Aide
ITI s

Bargaining Unit 9 and 13

o There were no higher than expected male classes found
in this unit, and the only male dominated class found
to be lower than expected appears to be caused by
possible problems with the professional pricing pat-
tern (i.e., the Environmental Health Specialist).

° The higher than expected female dominated classes are
both clearly the result of market conditions, primar-
ily scarcity (i.e., Clinical Psychologist VI and the
Registered Professional Nurses III and IV) and col-
lective bargaining negotiations (Registered Profes-
sional Nurses III and IV).

° The lower than expected female dominated classes ap-
pear to be both related to possible problems with the
professional pricing pattern (i.e., Special Education
Teacher III and the Librarian III).

In the following chapter we bring together the results of the job
evaluation in Chapter 3 and the assessment of causes and factors in
this chapter to develop a complete set of conclusions on which to
base recommendations for future action.
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Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations

Overview

In this chapter we have outlined our conclusions regarding the
existence of sex-based wage inequities among the selected job
classes in the State and Counties of Hawaii. This chapter first
describes our conclusions as to whether any patterns of wage
inequities were discovered which could be attributed to the sex
dominance of the job classifications. Causes which appear to
have created these inequities for the classes judged to be
higher or lower paid than expected are summarized. A series of
recommendations are then made on steps that should be taken to
improve the existing job evaluation system.

5.1 Conclusions Regarding The Existence of Inequities Among the
Selected Job Classes

There are two major conclusions we have reached based upon the re-
sults of our evaluation of selected classes in the State and Coun-

ties of Hawaii which are as follows.

(1) Given the parameters and guidelines established for this study,
there is no conclusive evidence of the traditional pattern of sex-
based wage inequity within either bargaining units 3, 9 and 13. 1In
other words, it is not the case that temales are consistently valued

and/or compensated less than males within each bargaining unit.

(2) There is, however, reason to believe that there are differences
in how male and female dominated classes are valued and/or compen-

sated and these differences vary by bargaining unit:

° In Unit 3, female dominated classes appear to be valu-
ed and compensated very much as they would be expected
to be based upon their relative value as determined by
the existing job evaluation method. Male dominated
classes, on the other hand, are much more inconsis-
tently over or under what would be expected based upon
their relative value and/or their compensation.
Statistical tests indicate this finding is clearly
significant.

. In Units 9 and 13, the reverse appears to be true,
male dominated classes appear to be more consistently
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valued and compensated in relation to their relative
value as determined by the existing job evaluation
method. Female dominated classes are more inconsis-
tently higher or lower than would be expected based
upon their relative value as determined by the exist-
ing Jjob evaluation method and their compensation.
Statistical tests indicate this finding is less signi-
ficant than for Bargaining Unit 3.

We offer the following conclusions regarding the causes of these

inconsistencies in the bargaining units:

o In Unit 3 the inconsistencies in the male dominated
inequitable classes appear to be principally caused by
historical relationships Dbetween these classes and
other classes in a different bargaining unit which
were developed prior to the separation of the white
and blue collar compensation plans. In addition, the
inconsistencies also appear to be due to market scar-
cities of qualified labor at the time the classes were
originally priced which appear to be the primary rea-
son resulting in PECAB decisions to adjust these clas-
ses.

° In Units 9 and 13 the inconsistencies in the female
dominated inequitable classes that were found to be
higher than expected also appear to be principally due
to market scarcities of qualified labor which appear
to be the primary reason resulting in PECAB decisions
to adjust these classes. Inconsistencies in the fe-
male dominated inequitable classes that were found to
be lower than expected appear to be the result of dif-
ferent aspects of the overall existing system =-- not
necessarily just the job evaluation method.

Thus while there appear to be differences in how male and female
dominated classes are valued and/or compensated in the different
bargaining units, the general causes we can identify are the same:

most of the higher than expected male and female dominated classes

are due to historical relationships and market conditions; most of

the lower than expected male and female dominated classes are due to

some aspect of the job evaluation system. What appears to be occur-
ring then, is that in Bargaining Unit 3, these causes are more evi-
dent in male dominated classes, while in Bargaining Unit 13 these

causes are more evident in female dominated classes (Bargaining Unit
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9 is a special case as the two higher than expected classes are
principally due to a different salary schedule resulting from col-

lective bargaining, as well as PECAB adjustments).

5.2 Recommendations Regarding Actions to be Taken in Relation to the
Sex-Based Differences Identified

Upon consideration of the conclusion that there does appear to be
evidence of differences in pricing of classes included within the

study, we have prepared the following five recommendations.

(1) Recommendations Regarding the Job Evaluation System

There does not appear to be sufficient evidence of sex-based wage
inequity as determined from this study to warrant changing the en-
tire job evaluation system utilized by the State and Counties of
Hawaii. There is sufficient evidence, however, to warrant considera-
tion of improvements to the existing system. That our interviews
with individuals and organizations in the community also indicated
to varying degrees a lack of credibility in the current system also

suggests that improvements should be considered.

It is first necessary to make a clear distinction between the job
evaluation method and the overall job evaluation system. The exist-
ing job evaluation method involves the application of the nine PECAB
pricing factors in a systematic comparison of one class to others in
order to determine the relative value of one class in relation to
all other classes. There are other aspects of the overall system
which influence the pricing of a class, however, most notably ac-
tions taken by the Conference of Personnel Directors or PECAB, and
these actions as has been shown are often influenced by external as
well as idinternal considerations. We also, therefore make a
distinction between evaluation of a class using the job evaluation
method, and the compensation of the class which may be otherwise

influenced.
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In relation to the existing job evaluation method itself, we have
found that it is a reasonably accurate method of evaluating classes.
However, the use of the method and the documentation of its results
by DPS is inadequate to allow for an independent examination of the
decisions made. This lack of documentation and "audit trail'" makes
it difficult for the system to be examined and also difficult for
DPS to defend its decisions. Such documentation is particularly

unclear or lacking in two critical areas:

. Job content data (i.e., the description of duties and
responsibilities, etc.) contained in the class speci-
fications is not directly related to the nine PECAB
pricing factors.

o An explanation of how the job content of each class is
related to its benchmark comparison class and/or other
classes is not made in a uniform manner, if at all.

We recommend that improvements be made in the classification speci-
fications to more closely relate Jjob content information to the
PECAB evaluation factors, on a factor by factor basis. Benchmark
and other related classes should be clearly specified and a factor
by factor comparison to each separately documented. Class specifi-
cations should, therefore provide detailed information on the con-
tent of the Jjob sufficient to evaluate the class on each factor.
This information and the format in which it is presented, should be
adequate for an independent evaluator to review the job content on
each factor to determine if the job is higher, lower or about the
same as the job content for the benchmark and other related clas-
ses. This documentation should be in a form that can be made avail-
able to employees or employee organizations upon request. We be-
lieve if this were donme it would contribute to greater credibility
for the actions taken by DPS among employees and others in the com-
munity.

Based upon our interviews with DPS and in reviewing pricing folders

it appears that classes are not only evaluated in relation to other

classes within the same bargaining unit, but also across bargaining
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units even if only as a secondary comparison. This occurs most
often to assure that classes within an overall occupational group
are consistently priced, when classes in more than one unit are
represented in the occupational group. This is a reasonable prac-
tice, and it would also seem reasonable that this practice con-
tinue. What seems unreasonable then, is the ruling which requires

that such evaluations across units should not be done.

We therefore, recommend that the PECAB ruling which restricts across
unit comparisons should be revised so that all logically related
classes can be considered in the determination of relative value.
Our understanding is that the current ruling came about due to con-
cern regarding appeals based upon the different dollar amounts of
SR's between the units resulting from collective bargaining. It
would seem a more narrow ruling could be substituted for the broader
one now in existence. Such a ruling would simply preclude appeals
being based upon different dollar amounts between units, so that the
relative value of each class as determined by the use of the nine
factors would be the sole basis for appeal. Once better methods are
developed for documenting how relative value has been determined,
the appeals process would be improved procedurally through focusing

on how determinations of value were made.

Finally, as discussed in Chapter 4, there appears to be sufficient
evidence from this study to warrant an examination of the profes-
sional pricing pattern. It seems that the central issue is whether
by predefining that a professional journeyworker class can only be
priced on one of three or four SR's, that the actual relative value
of the class may be distorted either at a higher or lower level. We
recommend that such an examination be made to determine if other
classes, not included in the study, may have been priced according
to the dictates of the pattern, rather than solely on consideration
of their relative value as determined by the evaluation method.
This examination should occur before the adjustment of any inequi-
table classes is considered as discussed below.
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(2) Recommendations Regarding the Adjustment of Classes Found to be

Inequitable in This Study

Because it is not always possible to clearly separate pricing deci-
sions made by DPS from the influences of PECAB and wage negotia-
tions, the actions required to correct the inequities found in this
report also cannot be the sole responsibility of any specific body.
This does not mean that the State, HGEA or others should ignore the
classes found to be higher or lower than expected. Rather, resolu-
tion of the inequities will require joint action and temporary
relaxing of specific practices which may now restrict corrective

action.

In order to resolve the differences that were found in how male and
female dominated classes are valued and/or compensated, particularly
in Bargaining Unit 3 where they were found most significant, one
must consider the causes that were identified for the inequities by
sex as summarized in Exhibit 12 in Charter 4. For the most part,
male and female inequities that were higher than expected were de-
termined to be caused by historical relationships and market condi-
tions while some aspect of the job evaluation system was determined
to be the cause- for both male and female classes found to be lower
than expected.

In order to make adjustments for the higher than expected classes,
then, it will be necessary to remove the effects of the historical
relationships and market . conditions. We suggest three possible
courses of action:

° Reduce the SR for each of these classes incrementally
over some period of time, which is acknowledged to be
extremely difficult as this action would in effect be
asking existing employees to take a cut in salary.

° Reduce the SR for each of these classes, but allow
existing incumbents to be 'grandfathered" in such that
two rates of compensation would exist for these clas-
ses —- one for new entrants into the class and one for
existing incumbents -- until the existing incumbents
depart from this class.
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o Reduce the SR, but where appropriate, add a market
(i.e., shortage) differential in addition to the com-
pensation associated with the SR. This would be ap-
propriate for a number of the classes such as the
Elevator Inspector and the Clinical Psychologist VI
for which shortages are generally considered to exist
today. If a net reduction in compensation would re-
sult from this approach, the State could either incre-
mentally phase down the market adjustment over some
number of years, or once again grandfather incumbents
and apply the new SR/differential to new entrants.

It could also be argued that because these classes are too high,
that it is because all of the related classes are too low, and thus
rather than reduce the SR of these classes, upward adjustments
should be made to the related classes to bring them in line with
those found to be higher than expected. Given the number of classes
that would have to be adjusted in order to accomplish this, we be-
lieve it is more realistic to try to reduce the SR and/or compensa-
tion of these higher than expected classes as we have suggested to

bring them into line with the remaining classes.

For those classes, primarily female dominated, found to be lower
than expected, we recommend that the State, Counties and HGEA should
systematically analyze alternative adjustments for the SR assignment
and that only such adjustments should be phased-in over some reason-
able number of years. It should be recognized that since journey-
worker classes were used in this study, those journeyworker classes
found to be inequitable will affect all of the classes within their
class series, and other classes not in the series to which they have
been used in evaluations. Any such adjustments which may be
necessary should be accomplished by moving these classes to within

the corridors established by this study.

These adjustments should be approached extremely carefully, however,
So that resulting adjustments do not cause related classes to move
outside the corridor as a result of bringing the journeyworker class
within the corridor. To accomplish this, it will be necessary to

undertake a series of '"what if" adjustments taking into account all
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classes in the study and all related classes not in the study. This
series of "what if" adjustments should be made on an experimental
basis, in other words, no employees will be affected until the exam-
ination is complete and the results satisfactorily meet the criteria
stated above. The goal should be to bring the classes within the
corridor without making more of them inequitably paid as a result of
adjustments. This process may require an examination of how the
class series have been structured and the way the compensation sys-

tem is administered as discussed below.

(3) Recommendations Regarding the Structure of Class Series

Most of the classes reviewed in this study are contained in a class
series. Our review of these series, including the responsibilities,
duties and qualifications required, suggest that they do not repre-
sent different kinds of work being performed at each level as much

as they represent work being performed by more experienced workers.

This fine distinction between less and more experienced workers can
and often is accomplished by moving individuals within a salary
range rather than through a series of class levels which requires
time consuming reclassification actions

As an example, the difference between Class I and Class II (or Class
II and Class III) is usually that a higher level of competency is
required at Class II (or Class III) not that the actual "jobs" as-
signed to the higher class are different than those at the lower
class. If the content of work is substantially the same from one
level to the next, the established steps in the compensation plan
can be used for distinguishing between competency levels, rather
than having a more experienced worker progress through higher SR

valuing of the same job due to greater seniority and competence of
the worker.

Currently a worker enters the series at class level I, and after a

year or two on the job 1is reclassified to a level II based on

experience and proficiency. The worker stays at this level for a
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period of time and if experience and proficiency warrants, is moved
to level III and so on up the class series levels. This is one way
to approach compensation and the one which is currently used by the
State. The other approach which we recommend is to move the more
proficient worker to the next higher step within the salary range
for the same class, but not actually reclassify it to a different
class since the worker is still essentially performing the same

work.

Implementation of this recommendation would reduce the number of
reclassification actions required which are currently contributing
to a substantial workload for DPS, and which the department has been
criticized as taking too long to process. Implementation of this
recommendation would also reduce the number of different levels
within a class series by combining certain levels based on

similarity of job content and renumbering of the class series.

For example, in the hypothetical example below the current series
contains six different levels of work. However, -on examination of
.the work content, levels I and II; and 1levels III and IV are
essentially indistinguishable as are levels V and VI. These are

merged together to produce the following:

Current Level Suggested Level
Entry I)
) I Entry
11)
Journey III)
)
Iv) II Journey
v
) II'T Senior
Senior VI)

Employees would enter the series at the new level I at the beginning
step in the SR. At the end of the appropriate time period currently

specified and with adequate proficiency and performance, the worker
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would move to the next step in the SR. The worker would continue to
move from one step to the next in the SR until they are determined
to be of journeyworker capabilities at which time they would be
allowed to advance to level II.

In summary, if steps were instead used for what is in effect senior-
ity and competency progression, rather than the progression through
classes, it should be possible to reduce the number of class levels
within each series. This reduction would also have the benefit of
simplifying overall salary administration for the State and counties
and could reduce delays which have been experienced in reclassifica-
tion.

(4) Recommendations Regarding Market Adjustments

The State's current classification and compensation laws permit the
State to pay a premium for labor market shortages, but this should
not be considered in the determination of the base salary. Many of
the jobs determined in this study to be inequitably paid are a re-
sult of market conditions, where the State has in the past responded
to market shortages by an adjustment in the SR for the class. This
has the effect of making permanent adjustments in the base pay of
the job, which is difficult, if not impossible to correct, when the
shortage no longer exists. We recognize that most of these adjust-
ments were made as a result of PECAB actions, but we believe a more

effective mechanism could be established for shortage adjustments.

We recommend that a premium be paid for market shortages, but that
this should not be considered in the SR assignments. The premium
should be in addition to the base pay and labelled as such on the
pay stubs received by the worker. The extent to which the shortage
exists should also be examined on an annual or other regular basis
and reviewed by the CPD to determine if the premium should be
increased/decreased or remain the same. This recommended procedure
would more clearly distinguish between base pay and market condition

pay and allow the State to adjust salaries more easily if the market
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condition no longer applies.

(5) Recommendations Regarding the PECAB

In Chapter 4 we found that there appears to be a reluctance on the
part of the board to make adjustments when internal pricing rela-
tionships are the sole basis for the appeal. Such reluctance can be
attributed to the fact the Board consists of essentially lay person-
nel who do not have to work with the extremely complex compensation
plan on a day—-to-day basis as do DPS or the Counties. While it
could be argued PECAB members are also CSC members, it also appears
that a majority of CSC activity involves resolving grievances as
opposed to compensation, thus they would not be likely to develop
this specialized expertise. PECAB 1is assisted by professional
staff, but the number of these personnel is extremely limited and
they are only hired for short periods on a biennial basis, thus even
if they originally had some compensation expertise, it would be
difficult to maintain it. We, therefore, believe that the current
structure of PECAB is probably not the most effe¢tive mechanism for
accomplishing the purpose it is intended to serve. We recommend
that alternatives to the current PECAB structure be considered which
might include adding additional professional staff, more frequent
meetings, transfer of its function to the Civil Service Commission
or even its abolishment and the substitution of collective bargain-
ing negotiations to determine the pricing of appealed classes as
some have suggested. We have not been able within the scope of this
study to sufficiently assess this particular issue to determine the

most advantageous alternative.

It seems that more should and can be done to make PECAB as indepen-
dent a body as possible such that it is not directly or indirectly
influenced by either the employers or the employees and employee
organizations. PECAB is in effect the final arbiter of how much the
majority of State employees are paid, so that its credibility must
be assured. In theory, a lay board offers many advantages. In

reality, however, due to the complexity of the job evaluation system
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and the compensation plan it seems that the structure of the board
should be reconsidered or they should be provided more substantial

support.

Arthur Young is pleased to have been given the opportunity to serve
the State of Hawaii in the conduct of this study. We believe our
conclusions are sound given the parameters and guidelines establish-
ed for the study and that the recommendations we have made will

improve the job evaluation system as it exists in Hawaii.
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Appendix A

The following graphs illustrate the scatter of classes and current
salaries at the SR minimum or SR maximum for each bargaining unit.

The straight lines represent the result of a standard linear regres-
sion line calculated using the job evaluation result as the indepen-
dent variable and the salaries as the dependent variable. The de-
pendent variable was transformed using a natural logarithmic trans-
formation in order to straighten out curvilinear relationships.
This approach is a standard acceptable approach in calculating wage
salary trend lines. The thicker line represents the regression
line, the thinner lines higher and lower represent the lines gener-
ated by the corridor. It should be noted that due to the manner in
which the graphs are prepared by the computer, there are instances
where two or more classes' points (squares or +'s) may be overlaid
on top of each other. This occurs if the values are the same or
very similar. Nonetheless, all decisions as to whether a class was
within or outside a corridor were based not on the graphs them-

selves, but on the actual statistics which the graphs illustrate.

The statistics produced by the computerized regression line are
shown following the graphs. These statistics identify the slope and
intercept of the regression lines in logarithmic values. Other sta-

tistics of the regression line are also labeled.

Also included in this appendix are the corridor limit values which

were used in each of the graphs.
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APPENDIX A-1

The following material on the Decision Band Method (DBM) has been
included to more fully acquaint readers with its features and the
process by which it is used.

I. PREFACE

This Manual has been prepared for the guidance of persons acting
as Job Analysts in the implementation of the Decision BandTM
Method (DBM) of Job Evaluation.

The Manual provides:

(a) a summary description of Decision BandT™ The-
ory as it relates to the grading of jobs;

(b) an explanation of the role of the Job Analyst
and his/her relations with the members of the
pay group under study and the Grading Commit-
tee; and

(c) particulars of the procedures to be followed
by the Job Analyst, and the information to be
gathered during the job analysis stage of the
Jjob evaluation process.

Use of the Manual

The Manual is intended to serve as an introduction to the Deci-
sion BandTM Method for persons who have not previously acted as
Job Analysts, and as a source to which they can refer subse-
quently to remind themselves about particular principles and
procedures.

The Manual represents a summary of DBM theory and practice as it
relates to Jjob grading. It does not purport to deal with all
aspects of the subject in minute detail. Additional guidance
will be provided by the Project Director and consultants during
the orientation session before the Job Analyst begins his/ﬁer
work and also through "on-the-job" training as the project pro-
ceeds.

A-1



II. INTRODUCTION TO JOB EVALUATION

The purpose of any job evaluation method is to systematically
establish the relative value of all jobs within an organization
for the purpose of determining pay. Job evaluation should pro-
vide objective, documented, source data that will aid in ana-
lyzing and grading jobs in a manner that establishes a basis for
equitable pay relationships, both internally and externally.

Evolution of Techniques

Over the years there have been major shifts in the underlying
philosophies of job evaluation, and considerable development and
refinement of techniques. It is the purpose of this section to
briefly summarize these developments to provide a framework for
commenting on the current status of job evaluation techniques.

Historically, the first job measurement techniques were developed
in the mid-twenties in response to the Federal Classification Act
of 1923. The impetus of the law was to ensure equal pay for
comparable positions. The first method developed was "Whole Job
Ranking."

Whole job ranking is a simple procedure in which all jobs within
a company are ranked from top to bottom with respect to their
relative "worth" or '"value." The worth or value is not specif-
jically defined. The jobs may be compared on the basis of judged
overall difficulty or importance within the organization. A pay
rate is then assigned based on the job's position in the hier-
archy. This method was typically used in small companies.

The Classification Method was developed as the first formalized
pay evaluation technique for larger and more complex organiza-
tions. The first model was developed by the U.S. Civil Service
in the mid-twenties and is the most widely known. It is still in
use today. The classification approach rates each job within a




defined hierarchy or Jjob family. Each job is slotted into a
classification based on best fit of job content and job pre-req-
uisites. Benchmarks within each job family are used to determine
the pay for the entire family.

In addition to Whole Job Ranking and the Classification Method,

Market Pricing is a common technique used by many organizations
today.

Market Pricing is used most commonly with benchmark jobs. Bench-
mark jobs are those Jobs that are most easily defined and com-

pared to similar jobs in other organizations. Once the jobs
within a company have been matched with the Jjobs defined in the
survey, each job can then be directly priced by reference to the
survey data and updated each year. By determining the market pay
rates or ''going rate,'" one is able to decide what a job is worth
externally. The results can then be compared with internal pay
rates and adjustments made to reflect the company's internal
equity considerations.

These three methods are considered qualitative, or nonquantita-

tive, because they are not based on any numerical or objective
criteria.

By the end of World War II, there was a shift toward more quanti-
tative methods that appeared to more systematically measure job
content. In 1979, the National Academy of Sciences, in a pre-
liminary report on Job Evaluation Systems, stated that the Job
Ranking, Classification and Market Pricing systems were inher-
ently subjective and perpetuated the status quo, particularly in
those jobs traditionally held by females.

In response to the need for a quantitative job evaluation method,
Factor Comparison and Point Factor systems were developed. These
systems are steps in the direction of improved objectivity, con-
sistency and documentation.



Basically, Factor Comparison systems compare all jobs using a set

of compensable factors such as skill and responsibility (usually
4 to 7). Point values are assigned to the factors. A set of
"benchmark" jobs are chosen for evaluation. The factors of each
position are compared in sequence, and a total score for each
position is derived. The jobs are ranked in order of their total
point values, and monetary amounts are assigned.

Point Factor systems evaluate jobs against a set of specific

common factors. A scale is derived representing increasing lev-
els of worth. Each level is then assigned a number of points.
In point factor systems, the weighting, or number of points, is
common to all jobs. A matrix is developed and these points are
totaled to arrive at the overall job score.

The most well-known point factor system uses a matrix to evaluate
jobs based on these common factors: know-how, problem solving,
and accountability. It further delineates the levels of worth
based on management and professional responsibilities.

In summary, Jjob evaluation methods have been either overly sim-
plistic and ill defined or extremely complex. Point factor and
factor comparison methods are more difficult to implement and
administer, and more costly to maintain, but they provide some
documentation and a degree of objectivity and consistency. On
the other hand, the first three methods discussed do not provide
the documentation, are subjective and can be manipulated.

Background of DBM

The Decision Band™ Method was first developed in the 1960s by
Professor Emeritus T.T. Paterson for use in Europe, the United
Kingdom, and Africa. In 1979, it was introduced in Canada by our
affiliate firm, Woods Gordon. In 1981, Arthur Young International,
through its member firms, became the worldwide licensee for DBM
because DBM was considered to be the most innovative and logical
approach to a continuing problem -- how to determine pay.



The Decision Band™ Method combines the better attributes of the
point factor, whole job ranking and market pricing approaches.

It is comparable to whole job ranking and market pricing in terms
of simplicity of implementation and administrati