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PRE F ACE 

The research conducted for the purposes of this project has been 

primarily aimed at the development of a comprehensive guide to 

conducting compensation surveys, such guide relying on the comparisons 

of total pay structures of participating organisations, rather than on 

comparisons of individual positions, as a basis for the calculation of 

an average survey community pay structure. 

However, in t he process of developing such a guide, it became 

necessary to further research, t o a certain degree, basic concepts, 

techniques, methods and systems which were vital to the formulation of 

a sound foundation upon which this new survey system could be based. 

Thus, a certain amount of attention and research has been aimed at the 

selection and development of the elements of job evaluat i on, these 

essentially being Job Analysis, and its constituent elements , and the 

Job Evaluation Plan or Method . The studying and testing of these 

basic components involved in the development of the compensat ion survey 

guide further provided necessary insight into their useful, and vital, 

application in the actual survey procedure. 

Once the basic components had been r esearched , and the basis of the 

survey guide established according to these selected components and 

concepts, it was necessary to further develop and empirically test a 

thoroughly comprehensive guide, the emphasis being on the practicality 

of the total system, such that it would be possible for any organisation 

within the industrial setting, whether large or small, and within any 

labour market, to adopt the guide as an acceptable and reliable survey 

system. 

In order to facilitate these goals, the completed text has taken 

the form of a guide within itsel f in that both literature review as well 

as the sur vey system as such have been presented in guide form, the aim 

being to facilitate the understanding of the application of basic 

concepts, and not only of the survey procedure. In this way , the 

completed comprehensive compensation survey guide f orms the nucleus 

around which research has been completed, both in order to initially 
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develop the guide , and subsequently to empirically test the guide 

within the industrial setting by its practical application Over a number 

of years. 

Thus, as a result of the practical nature of this compensation 

survey guide, as well as the extremely wide base of concepts, techniques 

and methods utilised in its development , this study has not been aimed 

at a comprehensive review of any theoretical background, since a 

definable theor etical f r amework does not exist , but rather a review and 

testing of the basic concepts and techniques upon which such 

comprehensive guide is based and developed , and, most important , a study 

of the practical acceptability of the developed guide as a whole. 

Grateful acknowledgement is made to a l l organisations who were 

willing to participate in the provision of data necessary for completion 

of this study . 

Special thanks t o the Personnel Staff of Mobil Oil Souther n Africa 

(pty ) Limited for their vital aid and cont r ibution in the gather ing and 

analysis of data , to Pr ofessor H.W. Page , who supervised and to Mrs. 

Myra Frewen , who very kindly under took the task of typing . 
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The Elements of Job Evaluation in The Development of a Pay structural 

Comparison System Guide to Conducting Compensation Surveys to Determine 

Competitive Adjustme nt s to Base Salary Ranges 

R. J. SNELGAR 

Abstract 

If the wage policy of an organisation is to remain competitive in 

the labour market, that is, pay rates that are at least approximately 

equal to those prevailing i n the community, then it must collect 

accurate wage and salary data in order to alter its pay structur e as 

may become necessary. Wage and salary survey informat io n provides a 

means by which management can determine whether its entire wage level 

is in accordance with that of t he external labour market, and thus it 

is absolutely essential that methods and techniques utilised to collect 

such i nformation are as object ive and accurate as possible. 

The vital factor which has been revealed by the utilisation of 

many existing wage and salary survey guides is that the unavoidable 

subjectively involved in the basic techniques utilised in survey 

procedures tends to have a cumUlative effect on both data collection 

and analysis , and ultimately interpretation. As each technique is 

utilised , whether it be to obtain job comparability or to adjust salary 

data, t he overall level of subjectivity is increased , which results i n 

a cumUlative increase in the margin of error involved in data 

collection . 

This study has been aimed at developing and practically testing a 

comprehensive guide to conduct ing wage and salary surveys which 

effectively minimi ses and , over successive surveys, eradicates the 

necessi ty for these subjective techniques . Due to the fact that the 

e l ements of job evaluation, namely , job analysis , job description, 

job specification and the job e valuation plan itself, form the nucleus 

of the techniques utilised for the data gathe r ing and analysis process , 

xxi 



the initial study waS aimed at developing a job evaluation process 

which would be as objective as possible. In the development of such 

a system a range of job evaluation plans were tested for comparability 

in rating of jobs, the hypothesis being that any evaluation method or 

plan , when correctly applied to a series of jobs, will result in the 

same classification. This study intercorrelated rates derived for 

twenty-four key jobs selected from one particular organisation, using 

the job evaluation methods utilised by sixteen different organisations, 

and found that these rates intercorrelated between 0,93 to 0,99 . 

These intercorrelations indicate a high degree of commonality 

among the sixteen methods ; thus providing a justification for the 

utilisation of one particular job evaluation plan for the adjustment 

and weighing of wage and salary data in the survey data analysis 

procedure. To further justify the utilisation of one particular 

met hod , and thereby increase probability of accept ance by participating 

organisations, the independence of the sub-factors of the selected plan 

were tested by intercorrelating the factor scores for two job samples, 

one consisting of sixty j obs, type and level being heterogeneous, the 

ot her consisting of forty jobs, type and level being homogeneous. 

Sub-factor intercorrelations in the group of heterogeneous jobs r ange d 

from 0,71 too, 98 while all but one correlate d at or above 0, 90 with 

t he total score, thus emphasising the independence of sub-factors, 

while intercorrelations in the group of homogeneous sample were much 

lower, ranging from 0,26 to 0, 89, indicating greater factorial 

independence due to the fact that these jobs are limited to a narrower 

range of grades such that specific job differences in respect of 

sub-factors are more likely to show up. 

utilising this selected job evaluation plan as the core of the 

developed job evaluation process, a wage and salary survey guide was 

formulated, the unique concept being a comparison of participating 

organisation pay structures rather than comparison of positions as a 

basis for data collection. The job evaluation system was utilised in 

the formulation of a "one -time" standardisation of participating 

organisation pay st ructures according to the survey organisation pay 

structure, the hypothesis being that these standardised pay structures 

may be utilised over successive surveys without the necessity for 

rest andardisation, and thus e liminating the use of subjective methods 
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and t8chniqu8s subs8qu8nt to th8 initial standardisation. 

utilising an int8rnational oil company as th8 s urv8Y organisation 

this n8wly formulat8d structural comparison guid8 was pr actically 

t8st8d by applying it in conjunction with th8 8xisting surv8Y 

organisation wag8 and salary surV8Y guid8 as a m8ans of comp8titiv8 

mark8t wag8 and salary data gath8ring and analysis, OV8r successiv8 

surv8Y Y8ars, nam8ly, 1974, 19 77, a nd 1980. Th8 r8sults obtain8d 

through application of this guid8 w8r8 subs8qu8nt l y compar8d with 

t hOS8 r8sults obtain8d by two prof8ssional surV8Y organisations, and 

prov8d to b8 r8liab18 and consist8nt 8nough OV8r th8 applicab18 surv8Y 

Y8ars to warrant acc8ptanc8 of th8 pay structural comparison conc8pt 

as a valid wag8 an d salary surv8Y t8chniqu8. 
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CHAPTER I 

ESTABLISHING THE PAY STRUCTURE : 
JOB EVALUATION AND THE WAGE AND SALARY SURVEY 

WArE AND SALARY ADMINISTRATION 

Wages and salaries 1 , as a means of pr oviding income fo r employees 

and as a cost of doing business to the employer , constitute one of the 

most important subjects in the field of Personnel Management . Wages 

and salar ies , as a part of the overall compensation process , are a 

major factor in attracting , st i mulating , and retaining employees at all 

levels , and as such , the administrat i on of wages , salaries and other 

l abour costs affect an organisation's profits , due t o the fact that 

labour costs affect both t otal vol ume of sales , and profit on the sales 

rand2 . 

Formerly , wage rates in organisations, whether in industry or in 

gove r nment and nonpr ofit i nstitutions, tended to be established in a 

haphazar d fashion , with little consider ation given to consistency with 

prevailing wages paid in other establishments . However , after the 

1950 ' s the adoption of sound principles and practices of wage and 

sal ary administ r ation became more matu r e as the r ealisation developed 

that a multiplicity of influences plays upon any determination of wages 

f or the individual and for an organi sation as a whol e . Business cycle 

shifts , technol ogical change , union activities , legislation, consumer 

taste fl uctuations , and alt er ations both in the industry and in the 

l abour market all exert var ying degrees of infl uence at differ ent times. 

On a narrower scale , changes in the financial condition of an 

organisation and changes in individual jobs alter both t he overal l level 

1Although the wor ds "wage" and "salary" are used inter changeably 
thr oughout this text , these terms have slightly diff erent meanings in 
popular usage . "Wages " usually refers to an hourly rate; "salaries" 
normally refers to weekly or monthly rates. 

~aymond Rogers estimat es that employee compensation takes seventy­
eight percent of the total income generated by production . See Raymond 
Rogers , "The Per sonnel Function: A Pr ogress Report", A.M .A. Management 
Report No . 24 (1958), pp. 43, 44 . 

2 . 
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of wages and internal relationships. 

It was thus realised that wage and salary administration should 

be based on a clearly formulated philosophy. Grounded in such 

philosophy should be sound principles of wage management, and growing 

out of both should be the policies that guide operations. For all 

three bases, criteria for establishing and maintaining wages must be 

considered as well as features in wages and salaries that affect 

employee relations. 

Basic philosophies pertaining to wages and salaries vary 

extensively. Externally, philosophy can take the direction of 

paying the highest possible level of wages and salaries consistent 

with an organisation's objectives, or at the other extreme regarding 

wage costs as a necessary evil, can slant toward keeping wages as low 

as possible without jeopardising organisational stability. In 

between is a philosophy embodying resignation to paying prevailing 

wages and salaries, coupled with the recognition that wages are an 

integral cost of competitive business. Internally, philosophy can 

also be of these three general degrees, with variants in between. 

It can be asserted then, that a philosophy should be broad enough to 

include an organisation's social responsibilities - responsibilities 

not only in the community but in the national economy. 

It may be stated that of all management responsibilities, those 

concerning wages and salaries are subjected to the greatest pressures 

while protected with the fewest principles3 Numerous forces play 

upon remuneration, and upon salary structures in particular. For 

example, scarce classifications of graduates, computer programmers , 

and scient i fic and technical personnel compel organisations to bid 

high, and this th r ows salary structures out of balance. Then, high 

entry pay rates must be brought back into line by slowing down at 

some stage the salary increases for such personnel, creating further 

problems. It is either that or one of two other moves: ( 1) peTITlit 

3Richard P. Calhoon, Personnel Management and Supervision 
(New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Educational Division, Mer edith 
Corporation, 1967) , p. 2B9. 
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distorted pay relationships between newer and older employees on 

similar worK to persist, or, (2) change the entire rate structure . 

As can be seen from these factors, standards and behavioural problems 

are rife in both contingency and special award programs. 

Accompanied by procedures for implementation , policies provide 

operating guides a nd should , in turn , be grounded in principle and 

philosophy . Wage and salary policies are too numerous to list, but 

a general statement is that they should provide uniform application 

of management objectives , control the actions of management 

personnel, and afford a framework for employee understanding. 

Basically , then, the primary aim of wage and salary 

administration should be to adopt philosophies, principles and 

policies which will result in the systematic procedure of implementing 

and maintaining a sound compensation str ucture. In order to achieve 

this specific aims and objectives of s uch a program must be met, 

namely: 

1. To control wages , salaries and rewards in the organisation. 

2. To maintain consistency throughout the organisation by 
estatlishing standard wages and salaries for standard 
occupations. 

3 . To adjust wages and salaries with changes in the labour 
market . 

4. To pay more money for more difficult and more responsible 
jobs in an attempt to maintain equity in wages and salaries . 

5 . To recognise the principle of merit in compe nsating 
individuals according to their proficiency . 

6 . To improve the ability of supervisors and executives to 
deal with wage and salary questions raised by employees . 

7. To provide rational methods of adjust ing wage and salary 
issues. 

Thus, to design, f rom scr atch, a comprehensive program of 

financial compensation for an organisation requires that the designer 

have a rationale - a set of goals and underlying principles about 

compensation and how it should work . Once such factors have been 

accepted, the actual problems of designing a salary structure (or pay 

st ructure ) are to be faced. In order to appreciate such problems , 

the designer must of necessity take into account all aspects of the 
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compensation process, which forms a complex network of sub-processes 

directed toward compensating people for services performed, and 

motivating them to obtain desired levels of performance. 

However, although the broad subject of compensation in terms of 

cost to the organisation may be examined in terms of two areas, 

namely : (1) wage and salary administration; and (2) fringe-benefit 

administration, the primary concern of the organisation is initially 

the determination of within the organisation wage payments , in other 

words, how much specific employees are paid. Thus, although 

fringe-benefit s do form a vital portion of the overall compensation 

package , attention should initially be paid to establishing an 

internal rate structure which will indicate the relative value of 

jobs within the organisation. 

DEVELOPING THE PAY STRUCTURE 

In keeping with modern developments in management pract ice, 

concepts in pay structures and administration systems have undergone 

significant change. Salary has, as previously mentioned, in the 

past been regarded as a "private arrangement" between management and 

the individual. However, the advent of the large corporation, the 

growing influences of the collective bargaining agencies, and the 

need to speed up the processes of salary administration, have 

resulted in greater standardisation and the levelling out of 

individual differences based on merit. In this process, the 

adoption of standardised management techniques, such as job 

evaluation, has become more common. However, whilst a measure of 

uniformity and standardisation is inevitable and even beneficial, i t 

is important to recognise the inherent danger of over simpli fication. 

The main area where this concept of oversimplification should 

be avoided when establishing pay policies and related administrative 

procedures relates to the "framework" that is utilised to develope 

the pay structure. The process of determining wage and salary 

payments involves utilising such a framework of devices, systems and 

policies which form a flow of events, with wage determination forming 

the final goal, and the pay structure forming an integral part of 

such a flow. This flow of events is illustrated in Figure 1. 



FIGURE 1 

THE WAGE DETERMINATION PROCESSa 

JOB DESCRIPTIONS JOB ---e>WAGE AND SALARY --i!Io WAGE ~EMPLOYEE ~ WAGE 
JOB ANALYSIS~ANO SPECIFICATIONS~EVALUATION SURVEYS STRUCTURE APPRAISAL PAYMENTS 

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

aAs adapted from R.J. Snelgar, "A Guide To Conducting Compensation Surveys" (unpublished Master's 
dissertat ion, Department of Psychology, Rhodes U ni versit y, January 1979), p. 5. 

01 
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This diagram, although emphasising the fact that each step 

involved in the systematic process of wage determination forms a 

vital link in a chain of processes , only provides us with an overview 

of the compl exity of the system. In order to discuss the 

interreliance of such methods on furthe r devices and methods, and, 

most important , their interreliance on each other for efficient 

functioning, the process of developing an internal pay structure as 

such may be divided into two main sections , namely: (1) establishing 

the internal basis, which involves solving the problem of developing 

an internal wage and salary structure; and (2) establishing the 

external basis, which involves solving the problem of setting wage 

and salary levels for the internal structure. 

I. Establishing the Internal Basis : The Job Evaluation System 

In order to establish an internal basis for developing the pay 

structure , some plan must be set up such that more difficult and more 

r esponsible jobs are paid more than less difficult and less 

responsible jobs. This is the problem of setting wage and salary 

structures. In providing a solution to this problem attempts are 

made to set up a hierarchy of jobs on some logical basis such that 

pay for these jobs is relative to job status within this hierarchy. 

In order to achieve such a goal most organisations eventually 

install a system of job evaluation, which is a formalised process of 

determining the relative worth of various jobs within the 

organisation, so that differential wages can be paid to jobs of 

different worth. The job evaluation system as a whole encompasses 

the analysis of jobs for the purpose of writing job descriptions and 

specifications , the rating of these jobs through use of a job 

evaluation method, and conversion of relative job values to definite 

wage rates. 

The various elements of the job evaluation system and their 

interrelationship is illustrated in Figure 2 . 

Although the actual process of job analysis and the method of 

job evaluation will be discussed in greater detail in a later chapter, 

it is necessary to briefly describe the flow of events in the system 
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FIGURE 2 

THE ELEMENTS OF JOB EVALUATIONa 

JOB ANALYSIS 

The process of obtaining job f acts 

I 
JOB DESCRIPTION 

A statement of the duties , 
r espons ibilit ies , and job 

conditions 

JOB RATI NG 

JOB SPECIFICATION 

A statement of the human 
qualities required to 

fill the job 

Using a predetermined syst em or pl an , 
study the job description and specification and 
assign a relative value or s cor e to each job 

MONEY ALLOCATION 

As sign a money rate of pay to each job 
according to a definite system or s cale 

EMPLOYEE CLASSI FICATIO N 

Clarify all employees under proper job tit l e 
based on content of work they actually per form 

a As adapted from D. S . Beach, Personnel : The Management of 
People at Work (3rd ed.; New York: MacMillan Publishing Co., 
1975), p. 653 . 
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as a whole at this stage, such that its importance is emphasised. 

In this process job analysis, which is the systematic investigation 

of a job in order to reduce its essential characteristics to writing 

in the form of a job description4 , serves to provide the essential 

data for job evaluation or rating. More specifically, job analysis 

may be defined as the process of determining, by observation and 

study, and reporting pertinent information relating to the nature of 

e specific job. It is the determination of the tasks that comprise 

of the job and of the skills, knowledges, abilities and 

responsibilities required of the worker for successful performance 

and which differentiate the job from all others. 

In other words job analysis provides the data for writing job 

descriptions and specifications, which, in turn, are used as 

reference documents in job evaluation or rating. It is then the 

specific job evaluation method, or plan, which utilises descriptions 

and specifications in order to rate jobs such that relative worth may 

be determined, and differential rates applied to jobs of different 

worth. Thus, the job evaluation method derives indices of relative 

job values within an organisation on the basis of judgements about 

the jobs. In turn the indices of relative job values are utilised 

as the basis for determining wage rates of the jobs that are covered 

by t he system. 

In simple terms then, job evaluation is the systematic method 

of appraising the relative wort h of each job in relation to other 

jobs within the organisation, such that a hierarchy of positions may 

be established. Presumably "relative worth" of jobs means relative 

value produced, but since the contribut ions of a specific job to the 

goals of an organisation are difficult to measure, other variables 

are examined which are assumed to be related to value produced. 

Such factors as "responsibility!!, "skill!!, "effort II f and Hworking 

conditions" are typical factors considered in formal job evaluation 

methods, and presumably the higher the degree of such performance 

4 
Wendell French, The Personnel Mana ement Process : Human 

Resources Administration Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1964 , 
p. 238. 
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characterist ics required by the job, the greater the contribution to 

the goals of the enterprise . 

Job Evaluation is thus a prime example of philosophies , 

principles , and policies in action, as it purports to establish fair 

relationships between jobs within an organisation . Systematic job 

evaluation not only provides the init ial basis for establishing an 

internal pay st ru cture , but performs a number of valuable services 

in the effective maintenance of such a structure. It keeps rates 

in line and relationships between jobs intact. To management, well 

established evaluation procedures provide some assurance of 

equitable relationships and some defense when pressures a r ise to 

distort those relat ionships . To employees, job evaluation is a 

protection and affords some assurance that job relationships are 

fair and free from discrimination. Unde r a sound system there can 

be no base pay differential based on p r ejudice or ability to buy 

labour cheaply . 

However, such a system cannot be completely accurate , since it 

depends on the judgements of evaluators involved, although these are 

informed judgements based on detailed job studies and content 

comparisons . Whilst this system is far from perfect , it is possibly 

the best known means for introducing order into the inevitable chaos 

that results from haphazard determinations. 

Whilst orderliness is a desirable objective , it is necessary to 

guard against the entire pay structure developing into a " closed 

system ", or becoming oversimplified , as mentioned previously. This 

means that in making pay decisions care must be exercised against 

overemphasising internal organisational factors or preserving the 

mechanics of the job evaluation system. There are other factors 

that may be built into the framewor k of a pay structure and its 

administration, and thus, a most important dimension in pay 

structuring and administration is the need to cultivate a greater 

awareness of the influence of the external enviro nment . The 

environment is diverse . It does not remain static for very long, 

nor does it affect every organisation in the same way. Nevertheless, 

there are common external facto r s that may be identified and examined, 

in addition to each organisation researching those factors specific to 
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its own operations. 

II. Establishing the External Basis: The Wage and Salary Survey 

Wages and salaries are influenced by external factors such as the 

labour market and the Consumer Price Index. An awareness of the 

labour supply position, particularly in the South African situation 

where the White population is no longer an adequate source of supply , 

and there has not been an effective program for developing the Black 

population to fill the gap, results in the need for greater 

flexibility in pay structures and administrat ive procedures. 

Traditionally, the gr ades that are derived from a job evaluation 

system are tied to fixed salary scales, which is largely an 

administrative convenience that is proving inadequate for present day 

circumstances. 

The job evaluation system groups job categories on the basis of 

various factors such as skill and responsibility, and whilst it may be 

argued that the same remuneration should be applicable to all jobs 

within a grade, experience indicates that the market eventually 

determines the position . Therefore, the pay system and structure 

should be seen not simply as a linear system but rather as a 

multidimensional one in which supply and demand play an important 

role. 

Organi sational participation in salary and wage surveys indicates 

an awareness of the problem , and a practical effort to solve it by 

evaluating the condit ions in the labour market at regular intervals5 • 

The most important factor with regard to external factors and the 

labour market which influences the internal pay structure, then, are 

the wages and salaries paid by other organisations, and in short , the 

organisation needs to ensure against the probability that its pay 

levels will drift out of line with those of competitive organi sations. 

~or an excellent discussion of the impact of labour markets on 
internal pay structures, see G.H. Hildebrand, "External Influences and 
the Determination of the Internal Wage Structure", in Internal Wage 
Structure , ed. J.L. Meij (Amsterdam: North Holland Publishing Co., 
1963) , pp . 260-299. 
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This is achieved by means of the salary survey . 

For the vast majority of employers, a first approximation to a 

workable wage and salary is obtained by discovering "going rates" in 

the community or industry . This "going rate" may refer to that rate 

which is r egarded as being competitive to all organisations operating 

in the local labour market, to organisations in the same industry in 

the loca l labour market, to organisations in the same industry 

without regard to location , or some combination of these . 

In short, the greatest influence on wage and salary levels is 

probably the level of wages and salaries paid in the area or industry 

for comparable work, and this "going rate" information must be 

obtained by utilising a data collecting system which is as objective 

as possible. 

In general, because of the continuous rise in wage and salary 

levels experienced in this country, resulting from a variety of 

environmental pressures, considerable thought must be given t o 

utilising such a system in order to accommodate upward changes in the 

wage and salary structure . Some organisations meet the problem by 

making general percentage or " across the board" pay increases in 

accor dance with the rise in the Consumer Price Index. Other 

organisations include a general adjustment factor in merit or le ngth 

of service increases . 

According to two studies , a high percentage of personnel directors 

prefer to do away with general wage ad justments. Brlowever , it is 

generally considered that general adjustments are inevitable in an 

inflationary period , although means of adjustment tend to differ 

greatly. Smaller organisations may tend to rely on surveys a nd 

statistics obtained from larger organisations which are able to 

afford the expense of conducting comprehensive wage and salary 

surveys. Some organisations may r ely also exclusively on the 

6George W. Torrence , "Individual vs General Salary Increases" , 
Management Record,XXIII (May 196 1), 18-20. Also "Mobil Oil: 1974 
Salary Survey" (Cape Town: Mobil Oil Souther n Africa, (Pty) Ltd. , 
1974) . 
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Consumer Price Index as an indicator of necessary adjustment s. 

However, the method most commonly adopted by larger 

international organisations for reliable adjustment to the wage and 

salary structure is that of the comprehensive wage and salary survey. 

This method is not only useful in determining the effects of 

inflation on the labour market rates, but further provides a gereral 

overview of all practices affecting compensation procedures. Even 

as early as the 1940's a study found that 9~/o of all responding 

organisations utilised the wage and salary survey in their wage and 

salary administration programs, in the United states of America7 . 

By utilising a wage and salary survey the organisation may 

ensure against the probability that their pay levels will drift out 

of line with those of competitive organisations. This type of 

survey becomes an investigation of current position which should 

cover the job content and grading of staff within the organisation, 

and the actual salary and salary range picture of equivalent staff 

in comparable organisations. Surveys range from large scale 

studies covering all types and all levels of jobs , to quick 

telephone checks on current salary levels for a single job. 

However , the comprehensive survey becomes a necessary data 

gathering system for those organisations regarding themselves as 

being competitive in the labour market. As most organisations 

operate in a highly competitive market (both labour and product), 

there is a necessity to attract and maintain a workforce ranging 

from labourers to highly qualified specialists. Thus, in order to 

achieve such an objective, the comprehensive wage and salary survey 

data is utilised to: 

1. Gather necessary information from the community or 
industry concerned for the init ial setting of wage and 
salary levels. 

2. Gather necessary information from the community or 
industry concerned such that these levels remain 
competitive and in harmony with labour market "going 
rates". 

7Richard A. Lester, Company Wage Policies (Princeton, New 
Jersey: Princeton University, 194B), p. 10. 
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3. Audit the external competitiveness of the job 
evaluation system by providing a basis for comparison 
with regard to i ts effectiveness as an administrative 
control of the wage and salary structure by keeping 
rates in line and relat i onships between jobs int act. 

The meeting of such objectives emphasises the wage and salary 

survey as a device for establishing an external basis in the process 

of developing and maintaining the pay structure, and in doing so , 

provides a solution to the problem of setting actual wage and salary 

levels. 

JOB EVALUATION AND THE SALARY SURVEY THEIR INTERRELIANCE 

The importance of the job evaluation system and the wage and 

salary survey system i n the f l ow of events determining within the 

organisation wage payments has already been indicated diagrammatically 

in Figure 1. However , 

the setting of wage and 

and salary levels (wage 

not only are these two systems invaluable in 

salary structures (job evaluation), and wage 

and salary survey) , but each such system is 

reliant upon the functioning of the other for its own efficient 

functioning. 

It is important at this stage to separate the use of present 

rat es versus the use of market rates, in order to underline the 

abovementioned interreliance . Some organisations rely e ntirely on 

the use of labour market rates (as obtained from a wage and salary 

survey) in order to price the internal pay structure as derived from 

use of the job evaluation system. Although there is nothing 

incorrect about such a practice , the disadvantage is that a 

simultaneous solution to both the problem of wage levels and the 

problem of wage structures is provided. The danger is that these 

problems may not be regar ded as being separate. Rather , present 

wage rates (those rates already utilised by an organisation) should 

be used as points of reference in the pricing of the structure such 

that the solution to the problem of st ruct ure (job evaluation) and 

the solution to the problem of levels (wage and salary survey) are 

separated. Solving these two problems separately emphasises the 

fact that the pay structure (if pr operly maintained) is a relatively 

permanent solution, whereas the wage level may change frequently. 

Thus, a pay structure developed from present wage rates may be raised 
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or lowered in accordance with changes in the wage level. 

If an organisation becomes aware that there is much to be gained 

by (1) arriving at a relatively permanent pay structure by utilising 

the job evaluation system, and (2) altering the wage l evels of such a 

structure by shifting the entire structure in accordance with results 

obtained from a wage and salary survey , wages and salaries will 

perform thei r many functions in a much more efficient manner. 

Alternatively , where the two problems are not recognised as separate 

and distinct, and solutions provided by two separate and distinct 

systems , any change in wage rates woul d r equ ire a new solution to both 

problems. The pay structure, though never a per manent solution, can, 

if properly maintained, be useful for years , whereas the wage level 

changes frequently - once a year or even more often in periods of 

expanding business activity. 

Thus, although these pr oblems shoul d be regarded as separate and 

distinct , the process of solut i on places emphasis on the i nterreliance 

of the systems used in solving su ch problems . Job evaluation has 

become accepted as the useful solution to the problem of structures, 

and divides the solution into two parts : (1) constructing a job 

structure; and (2) pricing the job structure to arr ive at a pay 

structure . The resulting job hierarchy or job st ructure when priced 

becomes the pay structure , and when the average wage in the pay 

st ructure is made to correspond to the wage level selected , by 

utilising the wage and salary survey system to establish community 

levels, solutions may have been obtained to both the problem of levels 

and the problem of structures . 

Further , as will be discussed in greater detail at a later stage , 

by providing an initial hierarchy of organisational pOSitions , 

establishing a method fo r rating such positions in monetary terms , and 

identifying benchmark or key pos itionsB, the job evaluation system not 

only provides a basis for a pay structure, but in doing so provides 

Bpositions regarded as being representative of the range of 
posit i ons falling within a specific salary group , and about which 
there is little disagreement as to the appropriateness of the current 
rate of pay . 
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the basis for establishing survey position comparability in the 

actual s urvey procedure, and further provides a method for objective 

adjustment of data once such comparability has been estimated. 

The wage and salary survey, in turn, may not only rely on the 

job evaluation system for a degree of objective functioning, but 

provides the data necessary to audit the effectivess of the internal 

job evaluation system in maintaining an effective job hierarchy. 

This is accomplished by the indicat ion as to which individual wage 

rat es are "out of line " when compared with those of the community 

labour market concerned. 

In short then, the wage and salary survey relies on the job 

evaluation system in order to provide a structur e of comparable 

survey positions, while the job evaluation system relies on the wage 

and salary survey in order to maintain an effective internal job 

hierarchy. 

The relevance of the interreliance of these two systems may be 

highlight ed by the need to eValuate conditions in the labour market 

at any given time. In order to deal with the consequences of labour 

shortage or a shift in values , managements need to evaluate these 

conditions more effectively, and basic to this requirement is a more 

r epresentative participation in wage and salary surveys and, within 

this undertaking, improved methods of identifying and comparing 

similar positions and functions. A basic requirement for this is 

the more widespread application of job evaluation systems, resulting 

in improved methods for the comparison of results, such that the 

wage and salary survey system may effectively gauge the upward 

movement of both wages and salaries, as well as living costs. 

Basically, then, in conclusion, it may be stated that a good 

wage and salary administration plan may make the difference between 

building a nd retaining a thoroughly competent staff or losing the 

employees to organisations offering more competitive salaries. In 

order to pr event this, guidelines for a good wage and salary plan 

should include the following: (1) Jobs should be based primarily on 

competitive market values. (2) There should be equitable internal 

pay levels. (3) The wage and salary administration program should 
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reinforce a pay-for-performance style of management. (4) The wage 

and salary administration program should be supportive of the total 

personnel management function. 

In this way, the wage and salary administration program should 

become market oriented, and utilise the wage and salary survey as a 

technique in ensuring that this is so. Further, as Gambil19 points 

out, this market oriented plan should be based on a number of key 

concepts , namel y , that the market value of labour relates to the 

value of jobs based on the wages paid for s uch jobs by a broad cross 

section of employers; that market based job evaluation is the 

evaluating and pricing of each position in the organisation by means 

of a market based evaluation system; and that it uses actual 

job-market salary data as the basis 

slotting . This line of thought is 

for determining proper job 

supported by Husband 10 who 

emphasises that a pay structure is a dynamic entity influenced by an 

environme ntal sector made up of constraints on management, the 

nature of the organisation and the labour market, and an internal 

f actor made up of job evaluations , merit payments , t he i ncentive 

system, and executive pay. 

In the light of these facts, it is imperative that constant 

effort be made to improve survey procedures . More specifically, as 

the wage and salary survey must continue to carry a heavy load as a 

wage and salar y administration tech nique, it is essential to develop 

and improve methods of obtaining compensation inf ormat i on wh ich is 

both as objective and as accurate as possibl e , and in order t o 

facilitate this there is a growing need for an extensio n of the job 

evaluation system as a means for providing t his meaningful data 

concerning the pay structure and the labour market as a whole. 

9Ted R 0 Gambill, "A Market-{)riented Appr oach to Salary 
Administration", Advanced Management Journal, XLIV, No. 3 (Summer 
1979), 41-46. 

10 Tom Husband, "payme nt Structures Made To Measure", Personnel 
Manageme nt, VII, No . 4 (April,1975), 27- 29 . 
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CHAPTER II 

DEVELOPING A WAGE AND SALARY SURVEY SYSTEM 

EXISTING WAGE AND SALARY SURVEY METHODS 

As discussed in the previous chapter , if the wage policy of an 

organisation is to remain competitive in the labour market , that is, 

pay rates that are at least approximately equal to those prevailing 

in the community, then it must collect accurate wage and salary data 

and make changes in its pay structure as may become necessary. 

Wage and salary survey information provides a means by which 

management can determine whether its entire wage level is proper 1. 

Although legislation may aid the organisation in the solution 

to the problem of wage levels by defining outside limits , a wide 

range of choice normally still exists. Other criteria must be used 

to determine where within this range wage levels should be. 

Although no definite pattern is applicable to all organisations, 

majority practice appear s to be a reliance on "going r ates" in the 

local labour market as an approximation to a workable wage and 

salary level, on the assumption that it is from this market that 

employees must be obtained . It further seems fair and equit able to 

both employer s and employees to have wages related in some fashion 

to wage r ates for comparable work in the labour market or industry 

of which an organisation is a part. The data required to 

accommodate these necessities may be obtained by utilising the wage 

and salary survey, which usually provides all participating 

1The comprehensive compensation survey is divided into two 
sections of data collection, namely, the wage and salary survey and 
the fringe-benefit survey . The wage and salary survey , however, 
provides the data which forms the basis for adjustments to the 
actual pay structure, and it is this area that demands constant 
research. For a complete discussion of wage and salary surveys, 
see A. Nash, and S .J. Carroll, The Ma ement of Com ensation 
(Monterey, California: Brooks/Cole Publishing Co., 1975 , pp. 74-90, 
and T.H. Patten, Jr., Pay: Employee Compensation and Incentive Plans 
(New York: The Free Press , 1977J, pp . 162-1BO. 

19 
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organisations with information which is in an acceptable manner. 

The information collected must essentially be complete, up-to­

date, and comparable which provides a difficult task, with many 

pitfalls, and it is for this reason that such careful appraisal of 

survey results by consumers of wage and salary su rvey data may seem 

overdrawn. With difficulties such as these, it is apparent that 

existing methods of determining the necessary ad justments to pay 

structures as a whole, present certain problems of such difficulties 

and problems, which will be discussed in more detail at a later stage, 

which demands constant improvement of techniques involved in 

objective data collection. 

Specifically, on the South African scene, organisational 

participation in wage and salary surveys not only indicates an 

awareness of the unique problems of the country's labour market in 

that there is a growing shortage of supply in pract ically all 

categories of work, stemming from the fact that the White population 

is no longer an adequate source of supply, but also a pract ical effort 

to solve these problems. However, examination of the number of 

participants in the national s urveys indicates that only a mi nor ity of 

business enterprises does in fact participate2 Nevertheless , the 

awareness of the need to participate indicates a necessity for improved 

methods and techniques. 

Basically, an organisation requiring wage and salary survey data 

in attempting to maintain competitive wage levels has available 

several chOices, namely: 

1. A survey organisation , which conducts comprehensive national 
surveys on an annual basis, may be used, although a 
disadvantage attached to the utilisation of such survey 
organisation information lies in the actual interpretation 3 
and analysis of the data by the various client organisations 

20 • Sutton, "The Pay Structure", People and Profits, III, No. 12 
(June, 1976) , 23. 

3E• Perlin, I.B. Kaplan, and J.M. Curcia, "Clearing Up Fuzziness in 
Salary Survey Analysis", Compensation Review, XI, No . 2 (1972), 12-25. 
Examples of survey organisations within South Africa are Peromnes Salary 
Surveys (Pty) Ltd., and Urwick International (Pty) Ltd. 
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2. An informal group of employers may be formed to conduct a 
survey. 

3. Survey results of other organisat i ons within the same labour 
market/community may be used. 

4. An organisation may develop its own comprehensive survey 
procedure such that it may develop a survey community, and 
conduct its own surveys on a regular basis. 

At present many different methods are used to conduct surveys; 

however, r e liable comprehensive guides are usually developed by the 

larger national and international organisations. Apart from these 

internally developed guides, there are generally three different 

methods of conducting wage and salary surveys, and it is necessary to 

look at both advantages and disadvantages of such methods, prior to 

discussing one comprehensive guide. Such methods are: (1) job title 

survey; (2) job description survey; and (3) job evaluation survey. 

I. Job Title Survey 

The most common and simplest method is the telephone call or a 

letter from one organisation to another asking for wage information 

about specific jobs. An executive of Organisation A might call one 

at a comparable level in Organisation B, to ask what Organisation B 

pays for keypunch operators, or labourers, or puchasers, and in this 

way much wage comparison is carri ed out purely on a job title basis. 

This method is quite informal, but because it is used widely, it is 

necessary to examine it critically for possible inaccuracies. 

Belcher and Heneman4 poi nt out that different duties may be 

performed by individuals on the jobs being surveyed in both 

organisations, so the wages are not directly comparable. Further, a 

wage rate may be reported including or excluding overtime, shift 

differentials, and the like. In this way different job t itles may be 

attached to the same set of duties and responsibilities even within 

the same organisation. Thus, it is impossible to assume that the 

titles attached to the jobs in one organisation refer t o the same jobs 

in another organisation, even in the same industry. 

40avid W. Belcher and Herbert G. Heneman, Jr., "How To Make a 
Wage Survey", Technical Report Series, No.2, Industrial Relations 
Centre, University of Minnesota [Dubuque, Iowa: Wm. C. Brown Company, 
July, 1946) . 



22 

As an example, Belcher5 clarifies by explaining that one 

organisation may have what is called a messenger doing the work 

which another organisation assigns to the office cleaner . Further, 

it is equally possible that two organisations may have the same job 

titles att ache d to jobs having widely different duties. 

information is asked for by job title under any of these 

If wage 

circumst ances , inaccuracies are bound to occur. More specifical ly , 

information obtained in this way wil l almost certainly reveal 

nothing about the wage levels or pay structures of the reporting 

organis.ations. Thus, it becomes futile to collect wage and salary 

data by job title . Only when jobs are properly defined by defining 

duties and responsibilities (and perhaps wor ke r requirements) is it 

possible to obtain sufficient job identity so that wage information 

may be sought. It is in order to satisfy this necessity that the 

j ob analysis process and , more specifically , the job description 

become basic methods of ensuring j ob comparability . It is further 

necessary that precautions be taken to ensure that the job 

descriptions are used in comparing jobs rather than job titles . 

It is as a result of the general inadequacies of this method 

that surveys based on proper comparisons of duties of jobs 

determined from well constructed job descriptions were developed. 

II . Job Description Survey 

A common type of wage and salary survey is to mail job 

descriptions or job definitions for selected jobs to cooperating 

organisati ons. These organisations are asked the wage rates for 

jobs in their organisations which can be matched with the job 

descriptions. The rates requested may be rates now paid to each 

employee, the average rates, the establi shed base rates, the minimum 

and maximum rates, or base rates plus bonus . Rarely is an attempt 

made to verify the accuracy of "matching" jobs with the job 

descriptions. 

utilisation of a job evaluation system to assist in establishing 

50avid W. Belcher, "Planning a Wage Survey", Conducting Wage 
Surveys , Research and Technical Report IV , Industrial Relations 
Centre, University of Minnesota [Dubuque, Iowa: Wm. C. Brown 
Company, 1949), p. 10 . 
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this comparability is impossible as there is no meeting of survey 

staff on a personal interview basis. Thus, the results of such a 

survey probably depend upon: (1) the respondent's knowledge and 

understanding of job analysis; (2) the importance attached to the 

survey results by the respondent; and (3) the general press of 

business. ctf any of these conditions is unfavourable the 

information will probably be furnished by job title , thus subjecting 

the survey to the inaccur acies previously describe d. 

However , the job description approach is a definite improvement 

over the job-title approach if care is taken in the selection of the 

"key jobs" to be compared , in the preparation of good job 

descriptions , in making sure that all ranges of skill are 

represented , and in matching jobs so that all collected wage data 

can be safely referred to job descriptions without distorting final 

figures. 

The possibility of obtaining inaccurate information through the 

use of both the job- title and the job description approaches is such 

that it is necessary to reveal some of the risks involved, as 

discussed by Belcher7 : (1) all or part of an organisation' s work 

force may be lost because a reported job rate is used which refers to 

widely different duties ; (2) consistent wage rate structures (pay 

structures) may be disrupted (with consequent employee 

dissatisfaction) as a result of acceptance of an incorrectly reported 

rate; (3) labour costs may be above competition levels where rates 

reported are inaccurate; (4) negotiations may break down where one 

party to a dispute regards incorrect wage data as unalterable facts 

and refuses to compromise; (5) expenditures for job evaluation plans 

may be wasted when such systems are installed in conformance with an 

accurate wage survey; (6) workers may be underpaid for the duties 

which they are performing. 

III . Job Evaluation Survey 

In certain cases several organisations use t he same job 

6For a further discussion of such factors see Belcher and 
Heneman, Technical Report Series, No.2, 4. 

7 Belcher , Research and Technical Report IV, 11. 
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evaluation plan or system. It is thus possible for these 

organisations to survey on the basis of job evaluation points. 

Since the point values are the same, the organisations have merely 

to call and ask what an organisation is paying employees on jobs at 

a given point level. This puts an accuracy in wage and salar y 

surveys that is far superior to the job descript ion method ment ioned 

above. 

However, in spite of the fact that some organisat ions do 

utilise the same job eval uation plan or system, the majority of 

organisations are likely to use different systems. This fact tends 

to limit the number of organisations able to participate in such a 

survey. Furt her, many organisations do not have a formalised job 

evaluation plan, or may not be within the same industry or community, 

or even compete for labour within the same labour market , which more 

than likely will be unacceptable t o the organisation conducting the 

survey . 

A method to overcome such limitations, for an organisation 

conducting a wage survey and wishing to use job evaluation as a 

method of determining job comparability , is to select a number of "key 

jobs"B r anging from those i n the lowest labour grade to those in the 

highest labour grade in the pay st ructure. Once such "key jobs " 

have been selected, trained job analysts visit the participating 

organisations, select those jobs in these organisations which match 

the key jobs most closely on the basis of job descriptions, and 

evaluate such selected jobs by utilising the survey organisation's job 

evaluat ion plan. This method thus utilises one job evaluation method 

in order to establish comparability with all participating 

organisat ions . 

The major dis advantage of this method is the cost involved , while 

the major advantage is that it is far more accurate in terms of 

subjective data collection than other methods. Relying on this idea 

of accuracy obtained f r om job evaluation, some organisations utilise 

the "key job" concept above as a method of surveying. Once the job 

BAS mentioned previously, these are jobs which are commonly 
underst ood and about which ther e is little disagreement as to the 
appropriateness of the current r ate of pay. Selection of key jobs for 
survey purposes exemplified by William F. Glueck, Per sonnel: A ~iagnostic 
Approach (Dallas, Texas: Business Publications, Inc., '1978), p. 49 
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evaluation system has established these "key jobs", they are then 

utilised as a method of comparability in themselves . This concept 

is based on the idea that certain positions within every organisation 

are r epresentative of a cross section of all positions in the pay 

structure under consideration, i.e., they represent various 

occupational families, functions and organisational levels. These 

positions are then util ised as survey positions under the assumption 

that the nature of the duties of these positions are easy to define 

and readily found in other organisations in the survey community. 

This eradicates the necessity to utilise weighting factors, such as 

job evaluation, to a large degree. This system thus reduces the 

cost involved in evaluating every position of participating 

organisations, although the job evaluation plan is still utilised as 

a weighting technique to a certain degree. 

However, the utilisation of this method may only prove 
9 successful when used in conjunction with other methods , the major 

disadvantage being the fact that what i s regarded as being a key job 

by one organisation may not be regarded as a key job by a 

participating organisation. In this way the number of jobs actually 

surveyed may once again be reduced by i ncomparability , thus 

i ntroducing the necessity for a weighting factor, which in turn 

creates a vicious circle on the job evaluation plan as a weighting 

technique. 

As mentioned previously then , an organisation requiring wage and 

sal ary survey data may utilise any of the above methods apart from 

utilising other sources of information 10 However, should the 

organisation decide to develop its own compensation survey method in 

order to conduct its own surveys on a regular basis , such a procedure 

necessitates a great deal of research in order to obtain the required 

level of accuracy and objectivity, and should be constantly evaluated 

and improved. The surveying organisation accepts the need fo r 

90avid W. Belcher, Wage and Salary Administration (2nd ed.; New 
York: Prentice-Hall Inc., 1962), p. 44 . 

10 Examples of illustrative wage su rveys, revealing practical 
utilisation of the methods discussed may be found in Jay L. Otis and 
Richard H. Leukart, Job Evaluation: A Basis fo r Sound Wage 
Administration (2nd ed.; Englewood Cliffs, N.J. : Prentice-Hall 
Inc., 1954), pp. 391-430. 
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considerable time and labour in preparing the necessary information 

and submitting it in the required form , and offers as consideration 

to participating organisations to prepare a detailed summary of all 

information obtained and to distribute this to such participants . 

This is generally the case in South Africa, where the few large 

organisations that do conduct comprehensive surveys of their own, 

usually establish fairly stable survey communities of their own, 

the number and types of organisations involved varying only slightly 

from survey to survey11 . 

Although the steps involved in the development of such a wage 

and salary survey procedure may vary greatly from organisation to 

organisation , a basic step by step procedu r e may be outlined as 

follows 12: 

I . Planning the Survey 

1. Determining the Purpose of the Survey. 
2. Determining the Area to be Surveyed. 
3 . Determining the Organisations to be Included in 

the Survey. 
4. Determining the Jobs to be included in the Survey. 
5. Developing a Method of Ensuring Job Comparability. 
6. Determining Information to be Obtained. 
7. Making the Schedule. 
8. Determining the Survey Method. 
9 . Select ing Survey st aff. 

II . Conducting the Survey 

1. Ensuring Job Comparability . 
2. Collecting Information. 

III . Analysing and Presenting Results 

WAGE AND SALARY SURI£Y PROCEDURES 

In order to provide an insight into the complexities involved in 

the collection and analysis of wage and salary survey data, an 

examination of the steps involved in developing a comprehensive guide 

11 "Fact Sheet 59: Salary Administration", People and Profits, 
VI, No.3 (September, 1978) , 17. 

12 
As adapted from Belcher and Heneman , Technical Report Series, 

No.2 , and Otis and Leukart, Job Evaluation : A Basis for Sound Wage 
Administration . 
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13 will allow a critical analysis of the system as a whole . 

I. Planning a Wage and Salary Survey 

The planning of a wage and salary survey is vitally important 

to the success of accurate collation of data. It thus may be 

necessary for a panel of survey staff to re-evaluate existing methods 

of gathering and analysing informat i on afte r each successive survey 

conducted by the organisation 14 

Determining the Purpose of the Survey: Planning begins with 

the delineation of the purpose or purposes of the survey. 

Definition of purpose is the major step in solidifying judgement on 

the area to be covered , the organisations and jobs to be included , 

and the type of information required. As an example , the 

information obtained from such surveys will usually be utilised to: 

(1) develop monetary limits for base salary groups; and (2) audi t 

the external competitiveness of the job evaluation program. 

One author has suggested that wage and salary survey procedures 

should be a judicious comp r omise ; that is, they should be as simple 

as it is possible to make them and still achieve reasonably accurate 

data15 . However, if compromises are to be made, they should be 

made in the planning stage rather than being forced while the survey 

is in progr ess. 

Frequency of Surveys: Gradually changes occur in a labour 

market ar ea and within particular industries. Normally, therefore, 

13A comprehensive guide to conducting compensation surveys is 
provided by Robin John Snelgar, "A Guide To Conducting Compensation 
Surveys" (unpublished Master's dissertation , Department of Psychology, 
Rhodes University, January 1979) . The procedures outlined in this 
text have been adapted from this guide . 

14Wilbur R. Hanawalt, "So You're Making a Wage Survey? " 
Personnel, XXIV, No . 3 (November, 1947) , 179-185. Also 8ruce R. 
Ellig , "Salary Surveys - Design to Application", Per s onnel 
Administration , XXII, No . 8 (October, 1977) , 41-48 . 

1'trnest Dale, Source of Economic Information for Collective 
Bargaining (New York: American Management Association, 1951), pp . 
84- 87 . 
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a wage and salary survey should be conducted at regular intervals of 
° f f O 16 a minimum of three years and a maXlmum 0 lve years 

However , the need to adjust base salary ranges should be 

reviewed on an annual basis. The decision to make interim 

adjustments to base salary ranges in the years between comprehensive 

surveys may be based on "spot check " analysis of the following: 

(1) general economic conditions; (2) past compensation trends; 

(3) surveys conducted by other organisations; (4) the movement of 

competitive pay structur es; and (5) a review of competitive 

compensation for several representative positions with the 

organisations included in previous comprehensive surveys . If these 

indications are inadequate, any adjustments in the base salary should 

be based on comprehensive surveys conducted more often than every 

three years. 

Determining the Area to be Surveyed: This is essentially a 

matter of finding the boundaries of the labour market. For the 

typical organisation this is defined as the geographical district 

providing the market f rom which the majority of its employees are 

drawn. In most cases the labour market will be defined as the local 

community, although lar ger organisations usually choose wider 

definitions, even on a national community basis , depending on the 

type of organisation undertaking the survey. 

The survey should usually cover an area or community which 

contains a reasonable sampling of employers who compete with the 

survey organisation . Thus, the community may be a town , a city, or , 

for example, it may be that there is one large geographic area for 

management , professional, technical and sales personnel, such as a 

country or a region within a country. 

Determining the Organisations to be Included in the Survey: 

Organisations from which information will be requested should be 

16 "Management Report: Survey of the Necessity for Conducting a 
Comprehensive Compensation Survey on a National Basis" (Mobil Oil 
Southern Africa (pty) Ltd., August , 1976) , p. 6 . (Employee 
Relations Department Files). R.S. Stockton, Wage Policies and Wage 
Surveys (Columbus: Ohio State University, Bureau of Business Research, 
1959) . 
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carefully selected. The objective in selecting cooperating 

organisations should be that of securing a representative and 

balanced sample. As stipulated by French 17 , this ideally requires 

a census of organisations in the community to be sampled. Then a 

sample should be drawn such that (1) the organisations selected for 

study are representative of the community; (2) sufficient coverage 

is assured that the average wages for each job are reliable; 

(3) the figures of one or a few very large organisat ions do not 

unduly influence the total; (4) the organisations selected are 

r egarded as reputable employers in the community being surveyed , 

and compete with the survey organisation for qualified employees; 

(5) the organisations selected should, as a group, be representative 

of the leading industries in the commu nity . 

The number of organisations to be included in the survey may 

vary from ten to eighteen18 • However, where it appears that 

competitive data will be limited, the reliability of the surv8Y 

results may be incr8ased by increasing the number of organisations. 

To the extent that it is possible, the same organisations should be 

included from one surv8Y to th8 next to 8nsur8 consist8ncy in th8 

data obtain8d. 

Thus, in summary, th8 following crit8ria is applicable wh8n 

determining participating organisat ions: (1) industry; (2) 

comparable work; (3) competition for workers; and (4) size. 

Determining the Jobs to be Included in th8 Survey: An 

important requirement in the planning of the survey i s determining 

which positions (or jobs) are to be compared. Obviously, all of the 

jobs forming the organisational structure cannot be compared, as this 

presents a monumental task. It is therefore necessary to establish 

some form of standard or criteria in selecting a sample of jobs to be 

surveyed, these jobs being selected for comparison with similar 

positions in the community to establish competitive compensation 

17 French , The P8rsonnel Management Process: Human Resourc8s 
Administration , 244. 

18See Snelgar, "A Guide to Conducting Compensation Surveys", 
73 . Mar tin Patchen, The Choice of Wage Comparisons (Englewood Cliffs, 
N.J . : Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1961). 
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data . These jobs then col lectively provide such data as a basis 

required to establ ish or adjust appropriate base salar y structures , 

and to check the adequacy of posit ion evaluations . 

As suggested by Ot i s and Leukart 19, the concept of "key jobs" as 

a method of evaluating jobS2D may prove just as useful in the 

selection of survey positions. The r easoning behind s uch an idea is 

that typical wage administ ration practices are based on a limited 

number of key jobs, which are classified be cause of ( 1) their 

position in an organisation ' s job structure; and (2) the import ance 

placed on these jobs by certain groups , causing them to become 

benchmarks or points of r eference. More specifi cally, key jobs may 

be r egarded as ideal survey positions as (1 ) they are representative 

of a cross section of all jobs in the pay structure being studi ed, 

i .e., they s hould represent various occupat ional families , functions , 

and organisation levels; (2) the nature of the duties are reasonably 

easy to defi ne and readily found in other or ganisations in the survey 

community ; (3) they are r elatively free from supply a nd demand 

extremes affecting compensation , and are not controversial in terms 

of appropriate pay levels; (4) they are relatively stable in terns 

of job content ; (5) they are good reference point s in job structures 

as to l evel of difficulty a nd res ponsibi lity; and (6) they are 

susceptible to clear, concise description . 

However, although Belcher21 support s this idea , ther e a r e those 

authors who are not i n agr eement. For example , it has been pointed 

out by Benge , Burk and Hay22 that, by definition, those pOSitions 

regarded as being key j obs by one particular organisation, may not 

be regarded as key jobs by other organisations . Although such a 

criticism may be correct t o a certain degree , a basic cr iter ion for 

the selection of such key jobs for salary survey purposes is the 

190tis and Leukart, Job Evaluation : A Basis for Sound Wage 
Administration , 390 . Glueck , Personnel: A Di agnostic Approach, 419 . 

2DAs utilised in t he Factor Comparison Method of j ob evaluation . 

2 1 Belcher, Wage and Sal ar y Administration, 48 . 

2~ugene J. Benge , Samuel L .H. Burk , a nd Edward N. Hay , Manual 
of Job Evaluation (New York : Harper and Brother s , 1941), p . 442 . 
This argument has been supported by E.L. Reynard , "Updating Salary 
Information for Scientific and Technical Positions - A Statistical 
Approach" , Compensation Review, VIII , No . 1 (1976) , 36-43. 
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requirement that they have become benchmarks or points of reference 

i n the industry or community concerned, and this in itself will 

ensure inter-organisational comparability . 

The number of jobs surveyed should be large enough to ensure 

that each participant will have many points of reference for 

reviewing the pay structure. The indications represented in the 

survey will influence the number of jobs selected, as will the 

purpose of the study. To ensure that an appropriate amount of 

competitive data will be obtained" it is usually desirable to select 

a number of jobs which will be as representative of the job 

hierarchy as is possible. Depending on the number of salary groups 

in t he survey, however, the total number of positions may become so 

large that participating organisations may be reluctant to devote 

the necessary time to the survey. It has been suggested , therefore , 

that twenty to thirty jobs be used as an optimum number, 23 but 

various factors may influence such a decisio n whe never a new survey 

is to be undertaken. However, these factors vary from organisation 

to organisation , as indicated by a study completed by a national oil 

company, which indicates that the ideal number of jobs to be 

included in a survey conducted on a national basis should be a 

selection of four jobs from each salary group or range included in 

the survey , which may result in a total of up to fifty jObs24 • 

Further, there should be continuity in positions included in the 

survey with those included in previous surveys, provide d the 

positions still meet the criteria discussed above . 

Determining a Method for Ensuring Job Comparability: As 

stated , the purpose of the survey is to determine whether the 

compensation paid by the survey organisation is competitive in the 

community in which it competes for employees. The method used to 

determine competitiveness 

organisation job/position 

23R ichard D. Smyth and 
Employee Rating (New York: 

begins with a comparison of each survey 

with comparable positions of the 

Mathew J . Murphy, Job Evaluation and 
McGraw- Hill Book Co., 1946), pp. 9B-99. 

24Mobil Oil, "Management Report: Survey of the NeceSSit y for 
Conducting a Comprehensive Compensation Survey on a National 
Basis !!, 7 a 
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participating organisations. Based on this comparison, an 

assessment is made of the degree of comparability in terms of whether 

each participating organisation's position is equal to, heavier than, 

or lighter than the survey organisation ' s position. The accuracy of 

this assessment depends upon the reliability of the comparisons made 

during inter-organisational interviews, and is essential, therefore , 

that the informatio n sought for each position comparison be planned 

in advance by making use of job analysis, job descriptions and job 

evaluation techniques. 

Thus the usual method for ensuring comparability is the 

development of job descriptions through careful and reliable job 

analysis techniques. Job descriptions, sufficiently detailed to 

permit comparisons of job difficulty and responsibility, are prepared 

or adapted from existing job descriptions for use by the survey staff. 

The necessity for accu r ate preparation of such job descriptions 
25 for survey positions is emphasised by Harker's study on the 

reliability of wage and salary surveys , in which he found that 

generalised , ambiguous job descriptions led participating organisations 

to report widely diverse salary ranges for these jobs in contrast to 

the "spread" of salaries reported for jobs more clearly and 

specifically described. 

Although the usefulness of the job evaluation system as a method 

of permitting development and comparison of job-level values when job 

duties of two positions are not comperable in a salary survey , has 

long been suggested and utilised26 , an effor t to r e du ce the amount of 

subjective judgement that must be used along with job descriptions in 

comparing jobs , has been attempted. One author , for example, reported 

good results f rom a job content scale developed to pinpoint the level 

25 John B. Harker , "Making Sense out of Salary Surveys ", 
Personnel Journal, XXXI (September, 1952), 131-1 34 . See also N. 
Arnold Tolles and Robert L . Raimon, ibid., pp. 290- 291, for a 
discussion of factors which could affBCt survey reliability. 

26 
Such a method was suggested as early as 1937. 5ee A.W . Bass , 

Jr., "How Do Your Wage Rates Compare with Those of Your Community?" 
Iron Age, CXL, No. 25 (December, 1937) ,36- 39. 
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of a job encountered in a participating organisation27 A scale waS 

developed for certain jobs included in a survey. Several factors were 

formulated for each type of job, as well as several degrees of each 

factor, such that point values for each job could be obtained, and thus 

comparisons of these jobs could be made in terms of point values. 

However, such a job content scale appears to be very similar to 

job evaluation. It thus seems more appropriate to utilise the job 

evaluation system in order to establish comparability, as such systems 

are readily available to all organisations. 

A further attempt at r e ducing the subjectivity of the job 

evaluation system by utilising a structured job analysis questionnaire 

as a direct basis for establishing job dimensions and job 

characteristics, and eventually compensation rates for jobs, thus 

possibly eliminating completely the necessity for job evaluation 
28 procedures This system, although thoroughly tested for validity 

and reliability, is yet to be applied to the salary su rvey as a method 

of establishing comparability, and as such remains untested. 

the job evaluation system r emains the most useful technique of 

Thus, 

establishing a basis for obtaining position comparability. Some 

authors have recommended 

establish compar ability. 

use of job 
29 

Kress , 

evaluation systems entirely, to 

for example, suggests the use of a 

uniform job rating plan in all participating organisations in order to 

attain objective comparability. However , it is not always practical 

for different organisations to adopt the same job evaluation system to 

suit differing administration policies, merely for the sake of ensuring 

survey job comparability. Further, it is not a lways the case that the 

same organisations will participate in the same surveys on a regular 

basis . Survey organisat ions tend to form a core of regular 

participants within the same industry, but include different 

organisations from other industries or labour markets for each survey , 

such that as competitive a base as possible is maintained . 

27Wilbur R. Hanawalt, "Job Content Measurement in Wage Surveys", 
Personnel, XXIV, No . 5 (March, 1948), 350-359 . 

2~.J. McCormick , P .R. Jeanreret and R.C. Mecham , "A Study of Job 
Characteristics and Job Dimensions as Based on the Position Analysis 
Questionnaire", Journal of Applied Psychology, LVI (1972), 347-367. 

29A•L• Kress, "How to Rate Jobs and Men ", Factory Management and 
Maintenance, XCVII, No. 10 (October, 1939), 59-65. 
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The idea of such a uniform job evaluation system is unnecessary 

according to Chesler30 whose research suggests that the particular 

job evaluation system used makes little difference to the evaluated 

results . The research undertaken by such author established t hat 

rates in six different organisations using a variety of job 

evaluation systems , but the same job descriptions and specifications , 

obtaine d essentially the same results. The inter-correlat ion 

between the use of different systems varied from 0,89 to 0,97, with 

an average of 0,94. These results serve to emphasise the idea that 

it is not necessary for participating organisations to use a uniform 

evaluation system. Each organisation may have its own system and 

sufficiently reliable survey compara bility is likely to be obtained. 

Under such circumstances, employment of a common system of job 

evaluation would permit development and comparison of job- level 

values. This could be accomplished by installing identical job 

evaluation systems in participating organisations, or by providing 

field survey staff with such a system and instructing them to use it 

when comparing jobs. 

Although it has been suggested by Belcher31 that the job 

evaluation system may prove imp r actical on both economic and 

subjective grounds, should the organisation make frequent use of an 

established system, this same system could then be used as a 

practical method of establishing comparability in surveys , with a 

minimum cost factor involved . Another author, Stah132 , emphasises 

that the job evaluation system is invaluable to the salary survey 

process, as indicated by the following quote: 

300avid J. Chelser, "Reliability and Comparability of 
Different Job Evaluation Systems", Journal of Applied Psychology, 
XXXII (October , 1948), 465-475. 

31Belcher, Wage and Salary Administration, 49. 

32a . Glen Stahl , Public Perso nnel Administration (7th ed.; 
New York : Harper and Row, 1976), p. 102. 
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"One point is especially clear: it would be next 
to impossible to carryon anything like the 
sophisticated survey process set forth if it 
were not for the existence of position 
classification (job evaluation). Valid 
comparisons ............. are feasible only through 
job analysis and description, and, .••...•.... ,the 
finding of prevailing pay data for selected job 
classes can be extended to all other classes only 
by use of this well established procedure." 

Determining Information to be Obtained: Such determination is 

usually made in broad outline when the purposes of the survey have 

been defined. Although each organisation conducting such a survey 

will have its own specific purposes, it can basically be assumed 

that the survey is undertaken to adjust the pay structure such that 

compensation rates remain competitive. Thus, 

informat ion sought may include (1) wage rates; 

the range of 

(2) hiring rates; 

(3) structure rates; (4) actual earnings; (5) wage changes; 

(6) wage policies and practices; (7) general increases; (8) 

incentive bonus plan; (9) allowances, etc. 

Structure rates are usually those developed through job 

evaluation although they may simply be range minima and maxima set 

up informally. An organisation with a formal wage or pay 

structure may have a single rate for each job or group of jobs, 

or a rate range33 for each job or group of jobs. 

When an organisation has structure rates these should be 

requested, as a valuable comparison can be made between actual rates 

and structure rates. The dist ribut ion of actual rates may change 

quite rapidly with changing business conditions, while structure 

rates tend to be constant except for changes in wage levels. 

It is this concept of rate ranges and the idea that the 

midpoints of such ranges represent that rate which is usually 

considered as that salary which is representative of the competitive 

rate of pay for all positions falling within that range, that 

33 
A rate range refers to a range of wage rates that may be paid 

to individual workers on a job; thus a wage and salary structure 
consists of a number of rate ranges. For a concise explanation of 
rate ranges, see Calhoon, Personnel Management and Supervision, 
297-300. 
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emphasises the importance of the analysis of these rates as supplied 

by participating organisations , rather than i ndividual actual rates 

of pay . As emphasised by Calhoon34 most employers, in collecting 

survey data, prefer to use wage rate data rather than earnings data. 

One of the major reasons f or this is the multiplicity of 

difficulties involved in comparing actual earnings . Earnings may 

vary not only with hours worked, but with payment methods and 

policies regarding wage supplements such as overtimes, shift 

differentials, etc . 

In brief, the following categories of information are required 

f rom participating organisations: 

A. General I nformation. The following general information should 

be obtained from each participating organisation and recorded on a 

form similar to Exhibit A, Appendix I. This type of information is 

usually relevant to the fringe-benefit section of a compr ehensive 

compensation sur vey, but such information is necessary to the wage 

and salary survey section in that various of these factors may be 

taken into account when altering the pay structur e . 

1. Operational information, such as: ( 1) type of business 

activity; (2) number of employees; (3) size of organisation in 

terms of sales volumes; (4) manufacturing capacity; (5) profits ; 

(6) number and location of major plant or facilities , etc. 

Operational information should apply to an organisations ' operations 

inside the survey community, that is, the information should relate 

to the positions in the survey. If an organisation has oper ations 

outside the survey area , information related to the organisation ' s 

total operations should be recorded separately . 

2. Compensation information applicable to the positions being 

surveyed such as: ( 1) base salar y ranges (or structure rates ); 

(2) r ecent history of changes in base salary structures; (3) general 

increases; (4) salary administration policies ; (5) incentive bonus 

plans; (6) allowances ; (7) s ubSidies, and so on. 

34Ibid ., 297 . 
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The nature and extent of compensation practices will reveal the 

participating organisations' philosophy toward their employees , and 

the degree to which they are compar able with those of the survey 

or ganisation . 

B. Compensation Data. For each participating organisation, the 

following data should be obtained and re corded f or each s urvey 

position : (1) base salary r ange (or st ructure r ate) midpoint; 

(2) actual salary of each incumbent; (3) additional mont h payment 

(bonuses ); (4) incentive bonus payment s ; (5) allowances; 

(6) premium payments ; (7) subsidies, etc . 

When a participating organisation does not have an established 

salary range for a position, as discusse d earlier, the survey s taff 

should obtain , i n addition to actual sal ary data , the num ber of 

year s such incumbent has been in the position (including prior 

comparable level positions, if any). As in the case of actual 

salaries, when individual year s in position cannot be provided , the 

ave r age year s in position of all incumbents should be obtained . 

This data is r equi r e d for the calculation of a hypothetical midpoint 

fo r the pos ition35 A form similar to Exh ibit B, Appendix I , may 

be use d for recordi ng base salary data a nd related position 

information. 

Select ing the Survey St aff: Typical tasks of the sur vey s taff 

consists of collecting the data , and tabulating, analysing and 

summaris ing the r esults . Thus , it is necessary that this work be 

headed by someone familiar with wage and salar y administ r ation , and 

policie s and procedures of the surveying organisation. 

However , the most import ant task to be completed is that of 

actually collecting the information required , and this emphasises 

the r esponsibility fo r the accuracy of such inf ormation . It is 

this survey s taff who must compare jobs , and must thus be fluent 

with the method developed to obtain comparability . I t thus becomes 

necessary for the survey staff to possess a broad knowledge of the 

35 Actual cal culation of hypothetical midpoints i s discussed on 
page 226. 
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jobs in the organisation , as well as the wage and salary practices , 

policies and procedures of their organisation. 

It is usually the Per sonnel Department staff who are assigned 

primary responsibility for conducting such surveys . Usually it is 

necessary fo r such staff to call on other management employaes to 

assist them for reasons indicate d below: 

1. Line management of the organisation should participate in 

the personal interviews with part i cipating organisations as their 

knowledge of duties and r esponsibilities associated with certain 

s urvey positions is usually greater than that of Personnel staff. 

This is particularly true of management and supervisory positions 

under the line manager ' s supervision . The judgement of line 

management is ofte n helpful in evaluating the similarities and 

differences in management positions. Further , it allows the line 

management to participate in the survey pr ocess and he l ps to 

reassure them about the validity of the results . 

2 . Compensation staff specialists of the organisation may be 

asked to participate in conducting surveys because their experience, 

particular ly with respect to management positions , is usually 

broader than that of the Personnel staff. 

Det ermining the Schedules: Schedules should be constructed so 

as to permit collect ing of required information as convenient ly as 

possible , and t o permit tabulation and anlysis as quickly as possible. 

The construction of such schedules is dependent on individual 

organisational preferences36 . 

Determining the Survey Method: As discussed , three different 

ways of obtaining wage and salary information exist: (1) the 

telephone enquiry; (2) the mailed survey ; and (3) the interview or 

organisation visit . Which of the three is applicable in a given 

wage study depends principally upon the purpose the survey is to 

36For examples of schedules see Appendix I . Also Belcher a nd 
Heneman, Technical Report Series, No.2, and Belcher, Wage and Salary 
Administration, 53- 63 . 
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However, disadvantages of methods (1) and (2) listed above have 

been discussed earlier in this chapter. It is most commonly agreed 

that most productive of accurate wage data is the interview method, 

and because this method is the most reliable and accurate37 , emphasis 

has been placed on this type of method throughout this text . 

The most productive of accurate wage data may be considered to 

be the inter view method, which involves sending out survey staff in 

order to gather the necessary information f rom participating 

organisations . The i mportant point t o make is that these field men 

collect wage and salary data only after personally verifying j ob 

comparability by interviewing the necessary representatives of the 

organisations concerned. Thus , although this method i s cost l y and 

time-consuming, it is perhaps the most useful in that it is most 

productive of reliable wage and salary data at pr esent. 

II. Conducting the Survey 

The act ual conducting of the survey may follow certai n well 

defined steps in the process of wage and salary info rmation 

collection. 

Preliminar y Contact with Participating Organisations: Once 

plans for conducting a survey have been compl eted , and participating 

organisations identified, they should be contacted to explain the 

purpose of the survey , and to request their par ticipation . It 

should be exp lained that a su r vey team of the sur vey organisation is 

planning to conduct personal interviews for the purpose of 

exchanging information , that a summary report of the survey data will 

be furnished to each participating or ganisat ion, and that all data 

will be kept confidential. 

After securing the agreeme nt of the indi vidual organisations to 

participate , it is desi r able to send each participating organisation 

37Lionel B. Michael , Wage and Salar Fundamentals and Procedures 
(New York: McGraw-Hil l Book Co., 1950 , p . 106. Also Glenn Engelke, 
"Conducting Surveys" , in Handbook of Wage and Salary Administration, ed. 
Milton Rock (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co. , 1972). 
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a Survey Booklet containing informat ion about the survey 

organisation , abbreviated position descript ions, and organisation 

charts. The data s upplied should be in the form of Exhibits A and 

~ , Appendix I. 

1 • Exhibit A. This exhibit should contain survey 

organisation information to pr ovide the participating organi sations 

with data that will be helpful to them in making job comparisons , 

and that will serve as a model for the type of information they are 

asked to supply. I ncluded i n the questionnaire should be all 

questions with regard to fringe-benefit packages which the survey 

organisation wishes t o analyse . This type of questionnaire has 

often been queried as a method of obtaining reliable information due 

to the fact that, as pointed out by Belcher and Heneman3B , the 

accu r acy of t he information reported by respondents depends on a 

range of facto r s which may prove invalidators of the reliability of 

r esul ts obtained. However, Oreher39 studied how a ccurately 

responde nts reported certain kinds of information when responding 

to a mailed questionnaire . By selecting a sample of managerial, 

professional and technical employees from a large oil company, and 

assessing the accuracy of certain responses to a mailed questionnaire 

related to sal ary issues , the results suggested that quest i onnaire 

data collection does not pose serious methodological problems for 

data of this type40 . 

2. Exhibit B. This exhibit should contain a concise , yet 

complete summary of the s urvey organisation survey positions , and the 

r elated data which specif ically applies to those positions. 

Particular care should be taken to e ns ure that the scope and 

magnitude data is pertinent to each position , and thus the need for 

accurate and reliable job analysis , and job descriptions . With 

respect to this e xhibit , the section "salary information" should not 

3B 
Belcher and Heneman , Technical Report Series , No . 2 , 4. 

These factors have already been discussed on page 23. 

39G•F• Dreher, "Nonrespondent Characteristics and Respondent 
Accura cy in Sal ar y Research", Journal of Applied Psychology , LXII, 
No . 6 (1977) , 773-776. 

40For a detailed guide to field research questionnaire 
construction , see Thomas J. Bouchard, Jr., "Field Research Methods" , 
Handbook of Indus t rial and Or ganisational Ps cholo , ed . Marvin D. 
Dunnette Chicago : Rand McNally Publishing Co., 1976) , pp . 379-384. 
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be completed in advance of the personal interview to avoid 

prejudicing the participating organisations in their selection of 

comparable positions; salary data should be furnished during the 

personal interview after position comparisons have been made. 

Personal Interview: The purpose of personal interviews is to 

review tentative position comparisons made by t he participating 

organisations, review the adequacy of data reported, and gather 

other general information of interest. These visits are helpful in 

establishing personal contacts which may prove valuable in future 

surveys and enquiries. The survey staff conducting these 

interviews should have with them complete position descriptions of 

the survey positions, and appropriate organisation charts to 

supplement information supplied. 

Recommendat ions based on the survey results are only as valid 

as the comparisons of the survey positions. The personal interview, 

therefore, is an important aspect of the survey , and these interviews 

should be undertaken with care, and specific criteria used to judge 

the level of responsibility of participating organisation positions 

should be thoroughly explored by utilising the job evaluation 
41 system 

Determining Job Comparability: As previously discussed, before 

the collection of wage data it is necessary to ensure comparability 

of jobs in the participating organisations with those selected by the 

survey organisation. I n many ways this is the cor e of wage and 

salary survey procedure , and the step on which the accuracy of the 

final results depend. 

In determining job comparability, the following criteria should 

be considered when making position-to-position comparisons: 

1 • Reporting Relationship. The relative location of the 

41 Ibid ., 368-382 for a discussion field research interview 
methods-anct construction thereof. See also Gene F. Scollard, 
"Salary Surveys - How To Make Them Work for You", Management World, 
VIII, No.7 (Jul y 1979), 15-16. 
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survey organisation position, and the participating organisation 

position in their respective organisational structures is reviewed. 

The level of the positions to which they report, the number of 

positions which report to the next higher level position, etc., all 

have a bearing on which of the two positions is more difficult or 

more responsible. 

2. Functional Responsibilities. The number of business 

activities for which each position is responsible is examined and 

evaluated. If, for example, two supervisory positions are being 

compared and one of them has additional responsibility for the 

development of work procedures, that position will be judged to be 

heavier. 

3. Scope and Magnitude. Each position whether line or staff, 

should be described in terms of quantitative data that may be used in 

determining relative differences. For example, sales supervisory 

positions may be compared on the basis of sales volumes, 

realisations, number of employees supervised, number and type of 

customers, and other similar factors. Although it is more difficult 

to quantify the scope and magnitude of staff positions, it is 

possible to do so in many cases. A public relations position, for 

instance, can be described in terms of (1) the type and complexities 

of problems encountered and solved; (2) the level of the 

organisation client or organisation served; (3) the publics to which 

the work product is directed; (4) size of operating budget, etc. 

4. Other. Other factors 

such as (1) limits of authority; 

given and received, etc. 

of significance should be 

(2) degree of functional 

considered, 

guidance 

Because the specific criteria under these general headings vary 

from position to position, the survey staff should develop, prior to 

the personal interview, a description of the specific criteria for 

each position which should be used as the basis of comparison. Once 

the specific characteristics or criteria for each position have been 

developed, the survey staff is prepared to discuss these criteria 

with the participating organisations, and to record the comparative 



43 

data required to assess the comparability of the participating 

organisation's positions with the survey organisation's posit ions. 

Thus, bearing the abovementioned criteria in mind, the task of 

the survey staff depends on the device or method selected to ensure 

objective comparability between survey positions, i.e., whether they 

are to make sure of (1) job descriptions; (2) job content scales; 

(3) job evaluation; or (4) any combination of (1), (2) and (3). 

The approach should be one of emphasising job content and/or 

job requirements and de-emphasising job titles, as previously 

discussed. It is in this aree that the job evaluation method has 

an additional application in the hands of the survey staff. Where 

they find it impossible to find a job in the participating 

organisation to correspond with the submitted job description, they 

may search for a job that, although it may involve different duties, 

has a comparable level of difficulty, or responsibility. When such 

a job is found, a job evaluation scale may be applied to determine 

whether the two are comparable in terms of job level value. 

Obtaining Wage Data: Once it has been decided that similarity 

between positions is sufficient to warrant inclusion, actual wage 

data should be obtained from the participating organisations. This 

data may be obtained from payroll records of such organisations, and 

the importance of obtaining reliable data rather than estimates is a 

factor which may affect final results. The concept of the midpoint 

of existing salary ranges as the recognised "going rate" for those 

positions included in such ranges, may be utilised at this stage. 

As mentioned in detail at an earlier stage of this chapter, the 

data to be collected may fall under the following general headings: 

A. General Information. 

1. Operational Information. 

2. Compensation Information. 

B. Compensation Data. 
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III. Tabulating, Analysing and Presenting Results 

This process is undertaken according to systems and schedules 

drawn up by individual organisations. Shoul d a comprehensive 

compensation survey be conducted , data may be divided into two 

tabulations, that is, one for wage data, and another for wage 

policies and practices. 

A method of presenting wage data while at the same time 

maintaining confidentiality with regard to individual organisation 

figures , is the identification of data by organisation code, that is, 

each organisation is given a code which applies in survey reports, 

such that an organisation may compare its wage data with that of 

other organisations individuall y or collectively , without being able 

to actually identify other orgenisations. 

The several possibilities for tabulating and presenting wage 

data from salary s urveys may be roughly classified into: 

(1) classification by job; and (2) classification by job structur e . 

A given report may use both methods. However, tabulation and 

analysis of data is dependent on individual organisational 

preferences , and practices vary from organisation to organisation42 

With regard to analysis of data, mention may be made , once again , 

of the midpoint concept . Although it is useful to have wage 

information applicable to specific jobs , what is needed most often are 

wage data applicable to wage and salary structures. If an 

organisation is to use going r ate wage data in determining whether the 

level of its structure is in need of adjustme nt , it is this latter 

information which is needed . In this way midpoints of each salary 

group are obtained, and thus the actual "going rate" structure of each 

organisation may be compared . 

This type of analysis is thus facilitated by the ·use of the job 

evaluation method . In this case the method is not utilised to 

determine job comparability, but rather to ensure a standar disation 

of each organisation's wage data by permitting use of a poi nt scale 

4~xamples of data tabulation, analysis and presentation may be 
found in Belcher , Wage and Salary Administ r ation , 69-78 . 
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in graphical plotting of wage data for comparison purposes. 

It has been suggested by Stah143 that such a method of analysis 

would be greatly facilitated by participants making use of a similar 

job evaluation method, such that the completed analysis could be 

submitted to all participants for adjustment purposes. However, 

the disadvantages of a uniform job evaluation method have already 

been mentioned, while common practice is to submit a summary report 

of collected information to all participants such that they may 

apply their own methods of analysis. 

44 This approach is very similar to the one suggested by Bass , 

whose plan calls for wage lines calculated and plotted for each 

participating organisation, as obtained from survey midpoint rates 

for each individual organisation. Wage lines for each organisation 

and the community average wage line are then plotted on graphs. 

Although these methods are based on the assumpt ion that the 

participating organisations use an identical job evaluation system, 

this is not a requirement for utilising such methods. As mentioned 

earlier, all that is necessary is for the organisation conducting 

the survey to have a job evaluation plan that has numerical values 

which may be applied for graphical comparison purposes. 

As far as presentation of wage policy and practice data 

presentation are concerned, variations depend on the organisations 

conducting the surveys. Data may be presented in narrative form, 

or tabulated in a question-by-question form, or combined into a 

single table for easy comparison. 

Preparation of Summary Report to Management: The salary survey 

findings and recommendations as regards adjustments to wage and 

salary structures may be submitted to management in a report which 

incorporates the following format and content: 

430 , Glenn Stahl, Public Personnel Administration, 100-102. 

44A,W, Bass, Jr., "How do Your Rates Compare With Those of Your 
Community?" Iron Age, CXL, No, 25 (December, 1937), 36-39. 
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Proposal. This is a summary statement that includes: 

( 1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Recommendation that the pr oposed structures be 
adopted. 

The effective date for implementation. 

The average percentage by which the proposed 
structure differs from the existing one. (Exhibit 
~, Appendix I). 

(4) Reference to an exhibit in the Summary Report which 
contains the proposed structure. (Exhibit L, 
Appendix I). 

Background. In this section the pertinent events that 

have taken place since the previous formal survey shoul d be outlined: 

3. 

4. 

( 1) Date of last survey and salary groups included. 

(2) The chronology and details of any interim adjustments 
that were made in the survey organisation including 
the compounded percentage increase in ranges since 
the previous survey. 

(3) The chronology and details of range changes made by 
participating organisations since the previous 
survey. 

(4) The chronology and details of general increases 
granted by the participating organisations and the 
survey organisation. 

(5) A statement of general economic conditions and 
trends, including any pertinent indicators, such as 
consumer price index. 

Scope of Survey. This section should include: 

(1 ) Definition of geographic ar ea covered by the survey. 

(2) List and description of participating organisations 
including an explanation of any variations from 
previous surveys. 

(3) Date of competitive data. 

(4) List, by salary group, of the survey organisations 
included in the survey. 

Survey Techniques and Findings. This sect ion may include: 

(1) A statement of the staff and line employees who were 
involved in the preparation of the job descriptions 
used in the survey, in the personal visits to the 
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participating organisations, in the analysis and 
review of data, in the review of the validity of 
job matches and adjustments, and in the preparation 
of the report. 

(2) Explanation of the techniques use d in adjustment of 
competitive data, calculation of competitive salary 
group averages, construction of the competitive 
trend line, and calculation of the survey 
organisation base salary structures. 

(3) Reference to supporting exhibits. 

Summary Report of Survey Data for Participating Organisations: 

A summary of the survey data may be prepared and forwarded to 

participating organisations. To ensure confidentiality, data for 

each organisation may be identified by code only, i.e., by Company 

"A", Company liB", etc. 

Survey data may be summarised for each survey position in a 

manner s imilar to that shown in Exhibits E and F, Appendix I, with 

the exception that competitive averages for t he survey positions 

should not be included. Since these averages include data for the 

participating organisation positions and exclude data for the survey 

organisation, they are meaningl ess to the participating organisation. 

SCOPE OF SURVEYS 

Depending on factors such as size of organisat ion , type of 

operation, number of subsidiaries , placement of subsidiaries, 

diversi fication, numbers of employees, etc., the organisation 

conducting a salary survey must decide on whether to align wage 

levels (1) with the local labour market; (2) with the industry of 

which they are a part ; or (3) with industry on a national basis . 

Obviously, smaller companies and firms need only adjust 

according to the local labour market, but some organisations need to 

align wage levels according to the industry of which they are part. 

This is due to the fact that competition for experienced and 

qualified personnel in such an industry will be greater, t he larger 

the number of organisations within that i ndustry. 

However, an additional set of problems is faced by organisations 
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with numerous installations in different sections of the country. 

These organisations may either (1) adopt the level of the industry 

of which it is a part, on a national basis; or (2) adjust levels 

according to community levels in the various areas where 

installations are located. This practice can be logically 

justified in terms of the trend towards decentralisation. 

In cases where the organisation is made up of numerous small 

installations, Oean
45 

suggests a thorough study of (1) the effect of 

city size; (2) regional influences; and (3) skill differentials in 

order to decide whether such local installation should be authorised 

to set their own wage and salary structures and levels. 

It is thus a wide range of factors which influence the 

organisation's decision as to the scope of the salary survey, and 

thus the importance of adequate methods of obtaining reliable 

information. 

EXECUTIVE COMPENSATION SURVEYS 

The majority of wage and salary surveys are aimed at all 

posit ions up to top management level, excluding positions which fall 

at a higher level in the structure. In some cases, comprehensive 

survey staff may collect and analyse data for these higher positions 

on a separate schedule basis. The reasoning behind this is that 

the difficulties and pitfalls inherent in obtaining job comparability 

at executive levels are far greater than for those for lower levels, 

and thus involve a more involved process of establishing such 

comparability. It is this difficulty in obtaining job comparability 

at executive levels which highlights a major limitation of the job 

evaluation system, which is not well suited to determining relative 

worth of such professional jobs as those held by engineers, 

scientists and top management. 

The reason behind this fact is that these jobs are far more 

di fficult to describe and analyse in terms of the usual job content 

45Joel Dean, "Geographical Salary Administration", The AMA 
Handbook of Wage and Salary Administration (New York : American 
Management Association, 1950), pp. 277-294. 
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and job factors . Research has been undertaken in an attempt to 

provide a method which adequately analyses these high-level 

managerial positions. Hemphil145 approached the problem by factor 

analysis in order to try to determine the essential dimensions of 

executive positions . prien47 , in a study similar to Hemphill's, 

managed to identify seven such dimensions, while Palmer and 

McCormick48 , also utilising factor analysis, managed to reduce this 

number by i dentifying four major dimensions. 

However, agreement on a single method of executive position 

analysis is still to be reached. Job assignments to many 

professional and executive people are given on the basis of their 

individual professional qualifications and knowledge, and only in 

the very large organisations is it possible to describe broad 

categories of engineering, scientific, and executive jobs. Pigors 
49 and Myers go so far as to state that it is pointless to talk 

about evaluating an executive job, when the real evaluation relates 

to what an individual has made of his job , compared with what others 

have made of their jobs ; thus, in the final analysis , the executive 

is worth what his superiors believe he is worth. 

However, bearing in mi nd that the basic objective of the job 

evaluation system is to evaluate the job and not the man, it is 

st ill possible to conduct executive surveys by utilising the same 

principles appl icable to all other positions, with one major 

proviso, namely, that all executive positions be surveyed by a staff 

member who is involved with executive remuneration, in conjunction 

with the executives concerned. 

Usually such executive compensation data will be collected by a 

member of the survey staff who is intimately involved with the 

remuneration of the executives within his organisation , and job 

45 J.K. Hemphill, "Job Descript ions for Executives ", Harvard 
Business Review, XXXVII, No.5 (5eptember-October, 1959), 55- 57 . 

47E•P • Prien, "Development of a 5upervisor Position Description 
Questionnaire" , Journal of Applied Psychology, XLVII (1953), 10-14. 

48G•J • Palmer, and E.J. McCormick, "A Factor Analysis of Job 
Activities", Journal of Applied Psychology , XLV (1951 ), 289-294. 

49p • Pigors, and C.A. Myers, Personnel Administration (New 
York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1951), p. 242. 
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comparability is established by him and similar counterparts from 

participating organisations. The nature of such compensation 

practices is thus kept on a confidential basis for each participating 

organisation . 

This problem of executive compensation surveys was studied by 

the American Management Association who found that if organisations 

were classified by (1) industry; and (2) profit positions, reasonable 

figures could be obtained for executive positions
5O

: More recently, 

large survey organisations have begun to utilise their own job 

evaluation systems in order to establish s ome form of job 

comparability, such that executive surveys may be included under the 

same methods and conditions as those applicable to other positions, 

the only difference being that such surveys are undertaken on a far 

more confidential basis 51 . This is the case because the general 

approach when undertaking such surveys is to (1) des cribed clearly the 

functions of each job; (2) establish status; (3) allow each 

organisation to establish which jobs are likely to be comparable, 

irrespective of job title; and (4) rely on an objective method of 

establishing job comparability. The attitude adopted is that these 

factors apply to all pOSitions, including executive and professional 

l evels. 

However, it is clear that the problem of how to analyse and 

describe the functions of execut ive positions is a unique one which 

deserves added attention and research . Although survey organisations 

tend to adopt the attitude that the executive position may well be 

analysed on a similar basis as all other positions for survey 

purposes, the question with regard to adequacy of such analyses 

remains to be answered, and it is with these factors in mind that 

attention is paid to t he development of both job evaluation and job 

analysis techniques, at a later stage of this text. 

It is nevertheless necessary at this stage to mention the fact 

50See Arch Patton, "How Much Should An Executive Be 
Executive Com ensation : Com any Policies and Practices 
Management Series, No. 97 New York: American Management 
1951 ), pp. 16-22. 

Paid?", 
Financial 
AssoCiation, 

51 
For example, Peromnes Salary Surveys (pty) Ltd., and Urwick 

International (Pty) Ltd. 
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that recent r esearch into job evaluation methods has been completed 

with a view to incorporating executive positional analyses on a 

similar basis to that utilised 

within a single organisation. 

in analysing all other positions 
52 For example , Paterson has developed 

a job evaluation system which relies on levels of decision making 

wi thin an organisation as a common factor i n evaluating all positions , 

and nat urally such a system accommodates the executive level, as the 

decision making process, rather than a number of physical and mental 

factors, is of primary importance at such levels. This approach 

will be discussed in greater detail at . a later stage. Further, Berg53 

focuses his attention on the concept that "job contribution" rather 

than "job content" should be instrumental in the designing of a wage 

and salary survey program which includes executive compensation . He 

believes that content-oriented systems measure and reward job 

activity rather than job results and the contribution that jobs make 

to the success of the organisation . The critical factor in this 

approach is job evaluation, and thus Berg has devoted much of his 

writing to the structuring of a job evaluation system which is 

pertinent both to the wage and salary administ rat or as well as those 

responsible for executive compensation. 

The development of a system which takes into account professional 

and executive sal ar y problems thus becomes a vital factor in the 

effectivenss of the wage and salary survey program. Preferable 

would be a system which analyses executive compensation according to 

the same principles and techniques applicable to all other positions , 

and yet effectively analyses the job content factor for comparability 
54 purposes 

1ft: "NON-WHITE" FACTOR 

Due to the uniqueness of the South African labour market it is 

necessary to mention the affect of Non-White sal aries on the analysis 

5~ . T. Paterson, Job Evaluation , (London: Pitman Press, 1972), 
Vols. I and II. 

53J • Gary Berg, ManaginJ Compensation, (New York: American 
Management Association, 1976 . 

54A Comprehensive study of executive compensation is provided 
by G. S. Crystal, Executive Com ensation : Money Motivation, 
Imagination, (2nd ed.; New York: AMACOM , 1978 . 



52 

of survey dat a , and the adjustme nt s of pay structures as a result of 

such analysis . However, in order to discuss the affects of the 

Non- White salary it is necessary to once again refer to the role of 

job evaluation in the determination of the organisational pay 

structur e. 

As mentioned in previous chapters, the realisation that job 

evaluation is a vital tool in both the internal structuring of 

positions within an organisation accor ding to relative worth , as well 

as the pricing of such a structured hierarchy according to internal 

and external factors, has resulted in an increasing necessity for 

the organisat ion to utilise as objective a technique as possible. 

The necessity for a reliable determination of competitive external 

rates, regarded as "going rates" in the labour market , has thus led 

to the development of the wage and salary survey which in tu rn has 

led to the reliance on the job evaluation method as a means of 

obtaining necessary job comparability. Essentially it is in fact 

this utilisation of job evaluation principles in determining the pay 

structure through establishing the internal hierarchy and obtaining 

job comparability as a basis for surveying salaries of identical 

positions which has vital consequences to the comparison of actual 

White versus Non-White salaries within the South African context . 

According to Livy55 the important finding from the application 

of job evaluation principles to the determination of the pay 

structure is the apparent logarithmic relationship of existing 

salary r ates to the different salary grades, or ranges ; pay 

differentials between each range increase exponentially, i.e., when 

current pay rates are plotted on a log scale , the scatter points on 

the graph do not form a perfect straight line, but fall suffi ciently 

close to indicate that the line of best fit is straight. In effect, 

this means that the percentage differential between the major job 

grouping will be constant . 

However, in practice the line is rarely ever straight, as there 

558 • Livy, Job Evaluation (London : George, Allen and Unwin, 
1975) . 
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will have to be some departures from the straight line due to the 

forces of the labour market, as exemplified by the pay rates of 

computer .personnel which have distorted many organisational pay 

structures . Similarly, the pay rates applicable to certain Non-

White categories have the potential to distort more organisational 

pay structures than any other single set of employees. The 

important point to make is that these inflated or deflated pay r ates 

should not be built into the basic structures as permanent values, 

but should rather be treated as separate and distinct problems which 

should not affect the competitive pay structure as such, a facto r 
56 which has been emphasised by Husband in his analysis of the 

Paterson job evaluation system. 

Thus, it is clear that the South African organisation's pay 

structure may well be affected by labour market forces which may, due 

to various factors, initiate distorted pay rates for certain 

categories of employees. Therefore, where there are marked 

deviations from a straight line, or where the slope (differential) is 

excessively steep or shallow, problems can be expected on the pay and 

industrial r elations fronts. Problems can also be expected where 

there are marked changes in slope from one salary range to another, 

and with these points in mind, organisations attempt to structure 

their pay systems in such a way that the curve which turns out in 

effect will represent what is perceived to be fair - hence the 

importance of salary survey data, which may be regarded as reliable 

in terms of the surveying of competitive r epresentative rates rather 

than actual salaries. 

As a r esult , and due to this uniqueness of the South African 

labour market situation, careful attention must be paid to the 

abovementioned factors when undertaking a 

study undertaken by Cogill and pearson57 , 

wage and salary survey. A 

in which data from a sample 

of 370 j obs , 23 000 employees across a spectrum of 357 organisations, 

10 industrial sectors and 10 geographic locations relevant to the 

5~.M. Husband, "How To Evaluate Jobs", Management Today, VII 
(1968) , Ba-61. 

57Charles Cogill, and Maggie Pearson , "The Wage Gap : Job 
Evaluation and Pay Structuring", People and Profit s, VI, No. 4 
(October, 1978), 5. 
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South African market was applied to the Paterson model, revealed that 

the differential in pay between White and Black males, compared on 

the basis of equivalent skill , is in the region of 5Y/o for those 

falling wit hin a "skilled" category. Further, the 197B and 1979 

Urwick International survey figures show that the wage gap is still 

very much in evidence though concerted efforts have been made by 

empl oyers to increase salar ies of their Non-White staff , and in actual 

fact although Non-White employees are enjoying a quicker rate of pay 

increases in Rand terms , the wage gap has actually widened slightly5B 

The significance of this wage gap to the wage and salary survey 

is important in that there is a tendency to survey actual salaries, 

and to further utilise such actual salaries as the basis for an 

analysis which provides the community averages which in turn a r e 

ut ilised to adjust entire pay structures. Clearly the existence of 

such a gap between White and Non-White salaries tends to distort such 

community averages , and this distortion undoubtedly affects the pay 

structure adjustments. 

The argument behind the surveying of actual salaries in this 

case is that meaningful comparisons between White and Non-White 

salaries can only be made where comparisons are between identical 

pOSitions, and therefore the actual salaries applicable to such jobs. 

However, such arguments are not accepted by Britain or America today, 

and pressure has thus been applied to South African subsidiaries to 

determine pay structures independently of race, and according to 

principles of job evaluation, which in turn requires a basis of j obs 

being grouped according to simil ar levels of skills or decisi on 

making . 

These job evaluation principles requiring the grouping of jobs 

according to skills or decision making should, therefore , logically 

predetermine the necessity to survey salary data on the basis of 

such groups. In other words , s urvey guides should aim at the 

gathering and analysis, not of actual salaries , but of those pay 

58 
As revealed by surveys conducted by Urwick International 

(Pty) Ltd., 1978, 1979. 
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rates representing the competitive rates for each group of such 

positions. Such competitive pay rates are regarded as being the 

midpoints of salary ranges representing the various groups of jobs 

or positions. 

The Non-White factor thus presents a problem to the wage and 

salary survey fie l d in South Africa which requires careful attention, 

and the development of a guide or s ystem which effectively 

neutralises such problems as potential distorters of the pay 

structure. 

Such problems, as well as previously discussed problems, are 

considered and discussed in the development of a new approach to the 

wage and salary survey in the following chapters, taking into account 

the work being done on wage and salary surveys in this area. 



CHAPTER III 

THE RATIONALE FOR A NEW SYSTEM 

Although the complexities involved in developing a wage and 

s alary survey system have been underlined , the import ance of the role 

of such a s ystem in the administration of wages and salaries serves 

to underline the ne cessity for the development of a system which 

ut ilises techniques wh i ch are as objective as possible . 

Although the role of the wage and salary s urvey has been 

emphasised as being one of aiding the organisation in setting wage 

and salary levelS, further purposes may be defined in the fulfilling 

of organisational objectives. 

A most important and freque nt use of the wage and s alar y su r vey 

is to val idate and update the wage and salary st r ucture of the 

organisation, such that rates of compe nsation remain competitive in 

the labour market applicable to the particular organisation concerned . 

Even though these stru ctures are developed wi thin the organisation, it 

is necessary to continually check the s lope and setting of the 

structure against the market . In this way it may be discovered that 

certain jobs within the organisation structure ar e paid at much 

different r ates than the community average, and i f thi s is t he case, 

the reasons for such discrepanci es can be uncovered by survey 

procedures. 

More s pecifically , an organisation , through the use of the survey 

system , seeks : to cont rol wages and salaries in the organisation to 

e ns ure that these prices ar e serving their proper function and are 

neither too high nor too low; to maintain consistency throughout the 

organisation by establishing standard wages and salar ies for standard 

occupations; to adjust wages and salaries with changes in l abour 

markets ; to pay more money f or more diffi cult and more responsible 

jobs than for less difficult and less responsible jobs, thus 

56 
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maintaining equity in wages; to recognise the principle of merit in 

compensating individual employees according to proficiency as 

members of respective occupational groups; to provide incentive both 

on a specific job and by making promotions attractive to employees ; 

to improve and provide rational methods of adjusting wage issues 1 

In general then, the salary survey may be regarded as a control 

mechanism in the administration of wages a nd salaries . Data on 

community wage levels, structures, progression, payment methods, and 

fringe-benefits, together with internal data are the essentials with 

which this control mechanism operates. 

As suggested , prevailing wage and salary patterns have an 

important impact on the wage and salary structure and the overall 

level of wage payments within most organisations. Even those 

organisations which do not undertake wage and salary surveys are 

affect ed by these enviromlental pressures, and it thus becomes 

necessary to respond to signals from either the internal or the 

external environment that all is not well with existing wage and 

salary structures. It thus becomes vitally important for the larger, 

more competitive organisation to gauge the upward movement of wages 

and salaries, and living costs, and it is in this important area that 

the wage and salary survey may be regarded as an essential mechanism. 

It is in the light of the above facts it may be stated that, due 

to the important role of the comper.sation survey in the administration 

of wages and salaries, it is imperative that constant effort be made 

to improve survey procedures. Obvious ly, the most important aim of 

such procedures should be to obtain compensation data which is as 

accurate as possible, since the decision to adjust an organisations ' 

entire salary structure will be based on the analysis of such data. 

It is therefore necessary that such procedures incorporate data 

gathering techniques which are as objective as possible , and it is 

precisely the fact that existing systems necessarily incorporate 

1For a discussion of the uses of wage surveys, see Stanley P. 
Farwell, "The Use of Wage Survey Data", Conducting Wage Surveys, 
Research and Technical Report IV, 1-8. Also Albert L. LeDuc Jr., 
"Salary Surveys: Use Them, Don't Abuse Them", Data Management ,XVI, 
No.7 (July, 1978), 68-72. 
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subjective techniques which has led to the questioning of the 

reliability of s uch systems in terms of data collection and analysis. 

DISADVANTAGES OF EXISTING SURVEY PROCEDURES 

Although existing procedures , as discussed in Chapter II, 

minimise disadvantages with r egard to s ubjectivity involved in data 

gathering and analysis techniques, a system is yet to be developed 

which effectivel y eradicates all, or at least the major disadvantages 

involved. Such disadvantages are in actual fact potential 

invalidators of the final data analysis, and therefore of the system 

as a whole: 

1. Under existing procedures, a number of "key positions " are 

selected from the position hierarchy and the job descriptions/ 

specifications of these positions are utilised to establish a basis 

for position-to-position comparisons wit h similar positions of 

participating organisations . These posit ion comparisons are made at 

all l evels , taking into account specific j ob content , employees 

supervised, levels of r esponsibility, and other related aspects. 

These comparisons are made in order to establish an average 

competitive rate of pay f or each position , and collectively provide 

the basis for appropriate wage and salary structure and l evel 

adjustment for the or ganisation as a whole. 

In order to achieve such compar isons, a method of ensuring 

comparability must be utilised, which, in many cases, involves salary 

dat a adjustment on a necessarily subjective basis. Not only does 

certain position monetary salary data require adjustment in order to 

account for intra-organisat ional positional variations in scope and 

magnitude of the abovementioned factors, which results in cumulative 

adjustments on a subjective basis, but the initial compar ison basis 

of such positions re quires reviewing after subsequent surveys . 

2 . The use of "key positions" as a basis for adjusting an 

entire organisational wage and salary structure indicates that only 

up to fifteen percent of the positions contained in the hierarchy are 

selected for comparison pur poses . Thus, the data obtained from such 

comparisons provides the basis for a decision on the adjustment of an 
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ent ire structure, which once again indicates a cumulative effect in 

the possibility of inadequate data collection. Not only is the 

ent ire job hierarchy represented by a fraction of the total , but the 

salary data of a number of this representat ive group of jobs requires 

adjustment on a subjective basis in order to obtain comparability, 

due to the fact that perfect intra-organisational position-to­

position match is seldom obtained. 

3. Further, even though an average of fifteen percent of 

positions contained in the position hierarchy are selected for 

comparison purposes, unless careful adherence to key position 

criteria is observed, the actual choice of such positions becomes 

arbitrary, and as such, subjectivity as regards such choice is 

precipitated. Once again, the importance of such a choice is 

evidenced by the fact that the data obtained f rom comparisons of 

these positions provides the basis for a decision on the adjustment 

of existing wage and salary structures. 

4. A factor which further aggravates the question of 

comparability is that participating organisations vary in their 

approaches to both analysing and evaluating their jobs, wh ich 

indicates that evaluation factors taken into account in the drawing 

up of job descriptions/specifications undoubtedly vary from 

organisation to organisation. This creates a problem i n the 

re-evaluation of those positions requiring adjustment and weighting 

in order to achieve comparability, due to the fact that these 

positions are re--evaluated according to the job evaluation system, 

or plan, of the survey organisation. Thus , unless a uniform job 

evaluation system is utilised by all participating organisations, 

which is unlikely, existing job descriptions have to be utilised for 

re-evaluation purposes, and these descriptions may not contain 

factors vital to the survey organisation's job evaluation plan. 

5. The facts that each organisation has a different wage and 

salary structure , a different number of salary ranges within this 

structure, a different perce ntage spread between maximum and minimum 

rates of ranges, and different group-to-group progression rates , 

adds to the complications involved in salary data weighting for 

comparability purposes, which in turn adds to the level of 
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subjectivity involved. This is further aggravated by the fact that 

participating organisations may be operating within different fields 

of the economy, and within different industries, which may result in 

a difference in what may be regarded as competitive rates of pay for 

key positions. 

6. Under existing systems, most organisations make position-to­

position comparisor.s on an actual salary basis, which does not , 

because of human potent ials, reflect the true value an organisation 

plans on its levels of responsibility. The surveying of actual 

salaries has the effect of surveys chasing surveys. The basic 

problem in this regard is that certain individuals within the 

organisation are compensated according to what management feels they 

are worth, rather than according to their efficiency and effectiveness 

in relation to the job description/specification and the job 

evaluation techniques. Thus surveying these positions will result in 

a reflection of subjective r ather than ob j ective worth. 

7. The surveying of actual salaries is of particular 

disadvantage to the South African situation due to the problem of 

Non-White salaries and the "wage gap". Surveying actual salaries 

within the South African community setting may have undesirable 

effects on the analysis of survey data due to the gap between White 

and Non-White earnings, assuming that such analysis compares actual 

salaries on an identical position- to-position basis, and not on the 

basis of being grouped according to similar levels of skills or 

decision making. The analysis of actual salaries in this case would 

provide inaccurate aver age community pay rates due to the marked 

difference in pay rates applicable to Whites as oppos ed to those 

applicable to Non-Whites having the same skills, etc . These 

community average rates thus derived would not represent the 

competitive community rates applicable to the relevant levels of skill 

and decision making for that particular group of positions. 

8. Those positions regarded as key positions by the survey 

organisation may not be regarded as key positions by participating 

organisations due to factors mentioned in (5) above. This further 

complicates comparison and adjustment factors. 
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9 . Most import ant , present systems are both timeous and costly. 

The time f actor involved in the compl et io n of a compr ehensive survey 

utilising procedures 

months , and involves 

outlined in Chapter II may vary from five to six 
2 great cost . 

10 . Existing systems do not all ow for an adequate s urvey of 

data rel ating to exe cut i ve positions. The probl ems involved in 

execut ive level surveys have already been ment ioned, and although 

attempts have been made to over come these problems , existing 

procedures still incorporate executive positions under the same 

analysis , evaluation , weighting and survey procedur es as those 

utilised f or all other posit ions . 

THE BASIS FOR A NEW SYSTEM 

The vital factor which is r eveale d by the aforementioned 

disadvantages is t hat the unavoi dable subjectivity involved in the 

basic techniques utilised in survey procedur es tends to have a 

cumUlat ive effect on both dat a collection and analysis, and t herefore , 

interpretation. As each technique is utilised, whethe r it be to 

obtain job comparability or to adjust sal ary data, the ove rall l evel 

of subjectivity is increased, which resul ts in a cumulative increase 

in the margin of error involved in data collation. 

Although systems have been developed to effectively minimise such 

effect s , for example the Midpoint system3 , the problem with regard to 

effective elimination of s uch factors , such that the cumulat ive effect, 

not only in present surveys but in utilisation of t hese techniques in 

subsequent surveys , is yet to be solved. The practical solution t o 

this major problem ne cessitates the deve l opment of a system which 

init ially minimises the utilisation of such techniques , and eventually 

2See R.J. Snelgar, "A Guide to Conducting Compensation Surveys" as 
an example of t ime and cost involved in the utilisation of such 
procedures . 

3Ibi d ., 70. Anot her example of such a system which r elies on the 
surveying of a r elat ively few key jobs in order to determine 
organisational and l abour market wage r elationships is s upplied by 
Leonard N. Persson , "A Method for Det e rmining What the Job is Worth." 
Adminis trative Management , XXXVIII, No . 3 (Mar ch , 1977), 57- 60 . 
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eliminates their necessity althogether, while at the same time 

obtaining survey results which are both valid and reliable in the 

light of community practice. 

The basis for the development of such a system should therefore 

be one which relies on wage and salary structural compar isons rather 

than individual positional comparisons which require subjective 

adjustment . In other words, the survey organisation relies on 

comparisons of complete wage and salary structures (pay structures) of all 

participating organisations, such that an average survey community 

structure may be developed and analysed. In this way a structural 

comparison method of gathering and analysing salary data may be 

developed such that complete job hierarchies, or wage and salary 

structures are utilised to detennine to what extent the survey 

community as a whole has adjusted its pay scales and ranges. 

In order to make comparisons on such a basis it is necessary to 

standardise the salary structures and ranges of all participating 

organisations according to the structure of the survey organisation 

in such a way that each organisation's groups of salary ranges are 

readjusted on a group-to-group comparison basis . I n short, the 

wage and salary structures of participating organisations are 

adjusted according to one standard fonnat , namely , that of the survey 

organisation, such that salary ranges rather than individual 

positions may be compared . An important factor to note , however, is 

that although the complete structures may be altered to a 

standardised basis, actual salary ranges remain unchanged in tenns of 

minimum, midpoint and maximum salary levels . T his poi nt is 

important in that group range comparisons fonn the actual crux of the 

rationale behind such a method. Those midpoints of ranges which 

represent that rate of pay which is regarded as being the competitive 

"going rate" by particular organisations for that group of positions 

falling within such a range, thus remain unaltered for comparison 

purposes . 

The aim behind this structural comparison method is to replace 

the timeous process of position weighting and monetary data adjustment 

necessary under existing survey procedures, and thus eliminate the 

cumulative effect on the margin of error introduced by subjective 
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techniques. However, in order to standardise participating 

organisation wage and salary structures, it is necessary to establish 

which salary ranges are in actual fact comparable. In other words, 

the standardisation process necessarily involves the establishing of 

certain matching "key ranges", which will be r egarded as those base 

salary ranges which , by definition, can be perfectly matched with 

one of the survey organisation ' s ranges. These mat ched ranges will 

then provide a basis for a standardised readjusted wage and salary 

structure . In order to establish such "key ranges" it is necessary 

to utilise the job evaluation and job analysis techniques of the 

survey organisation on a one-time basis , but , most important, on as 

objective a basis as possible. 

Thus, in order to establish e structural comparison basis, the 

technicalities of which will be discussed at a later stage , it is 

necessary to establish salary range-to-salary range (or group- to­

group) comparisons according to midpoints representing the 

competitive rates of pay for j ob description requirements of the 

groups of jobs within those ranges. This requirement necessitates 

the meticulous analysis and evaluation of the groups of jobs 

represented by these "key ranges" such that satisfactory midpoint 

compari sons may be established . This in turn i ndicates the 

necessity to establish a uniform job analysis and evaluation process 

which will prove both reliable and valid, and which will thus 

provide as objective a basis as possible for salary range comparison 

purposes. 

Once such a structural comparison process has been established 

it will no longer be necessary to utilise job evaluation , job 

analysis, job descriptions or any other techniques necessary for 

adjustment and weightirg purposes , due to the fact that standardised 

wage and salary structures would have been developed by using these 

techniques on a one time basis only. All further surveys may be 

completed utilising these same standardised structures for salary 

data comparison purposes , as the only alterations that may be 

required would be in the case of an increase or decrease in the 

number of ranges constituting a total structure of any particular 

participating organisation. 
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This structural comparison method in effect eliminates the 

cumulative effect of subjectivity in that it eliminates the necessity 

for salary data adjustment and positional weighings. 

following advantages are apparent: 

In short, the 

1. Comparisons may be made of all jobs at all levels and not 

only of a selected few key positions. This i s s o, due to the f act 

that entire job hierarchies are represented by the midpoints of the 

standardised structures being compared. 

2. The adjustment of an organisations entire wage and salary 

structure will now be based on as broad a base as possible, in that 

a community average structure may be established from the initial 

total structural comparisons . 

3 . There is no necessi ty to select key positions according to 

stri ct criteria as position-t o- position comparisons fall away, which 

indicates that subjectivity in this area is el imi nated, alongside 

all other disadvantages attached to the utilisation of these key 

positions. 

4. Subjectivity is effectively eliminated as positions do not 

requir e evaluation and weighting factors. 

5. Human elements , for example , good performance , 

qual ifications , etc., have a limited effect , if any , on the salary 

data, and thus on the resultant structur e . Structural comparisons 

involve comparisons of range midpoints , and exclude totally the 

concept of surveying act ual salari es. 

6 . A comparison of pay structures rather than individual 

positions eliminates the tendency to s urvey actual salaries , a factor 

which is particularly relevant to the South African setting. As 

mentioned, certain analysts argue that meaningful comparisons between 

White and Non-White salaries can only be made whe r e comparisons are 

between positions which are identical for example, between White 

truck drivers and Non-White truck drivers, and thus the tendency to 

survey actual salaries. However , due to the potential danger of the 

wage gap in such a situation there is a necessity for a movement 
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away from surveying actual salaries , and surveying by structural 

comparison provides the basis for comparing total pay structures 

determined according to principles of job evaluation, and on the 

basis of pos i tions being gr oupe d accordi ng to similar levels of 

skills or decision making . This effectively eliminates the problem 

of the wage gap distorting competitive average rates in the South 

African setting. 

7 . A st ructur al comparison method effectively incorpor ates 

positions at both professional and executive l evels in that midpoints 

of the repr esent ative ranges are incorporated in the overall 

comparison . Thus , the difficulties involved in the analysiS and 

evaluation of t hese positions are not applicable sines position 

comparisons and salary data we:Lg,ting is not app l i cable. 

8. The time needed to conduct a s urvey on this basis would be 

minimal in relation to the present system, and accordingly , the cost 

fact or would be proport i onately r e du ced . 

As previ ously mentiored, in order to est ablish the basis for 

such a system, it is necessary to make use of cer tain concepts 

presently incorporated in existing systems , but on a one time basis , 

and with one except i on, namel y , techniques should be tested and 

utilised with absolut e attention to detail such that the l owest 

possible level of s ubjectivity may be establi shed and maintained . 

Most i mportant of such concepts are those utilised by the 
4 Midpoint System 

1 • The midpoint concept . Where partici pating organisations 

have established salary group r anges , i .e. , a minimum and a maximum 

sal ary fo r each gr oup of pOSitions within the structure, the 

midpoi nt salary of the range is usually considered as that salar y 

which is r ep r esentative of the competit ive rate of pay for positions 

within that salary group. It is this salary which should be used 

f or comparison pur poses in order to eradi cate the pr obl em of 

subject i ve r ather than objective wor th of positions being s urveye d. 
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2. The key position concept. As s uggested , the idea of 

position-to-position comparisons according to key position selection 

does not apply in the case of structural comparisons. However, in 

order to initially establish standardised structures, the concept of 

key positions must necessarily be utilised in order to provide a 

foundation for standardisation. The utilisation of this concept 

will thus reduce the problem of arbitrary selection of positions. 

An important distinction to make between existing system and 

structural comparison system utilisation of this concept is that 

existing systems compare key positions in order to establish 

approximate comparisons, while in order to justify the base for the 

structural comparison system, key positions must be utilised to 

est ablish e xact comparisons. 

3. The job evluation concept. Once again, utilisation of 

the job evluation concept for evaluation of all key positions will 

be used on a one time basis, the only distinction between existing 

system usage and structural comparison system usage being that a 

uniform job evaluation plan should be utilised to evaluate key 

positions concerned, and not necessarily to adjust or weight salary 

data according to existing job descriptions. Such a system further 

provides an adequate identification and selection of key positions 

in terms of the basic job e valuation principles of the plan to be 

used. It is thus through the careful application of an adequate 

evaluat i on technique that groups of comparable jobs , and thus 

ranges, may be identified on a uniform basis, which ultimately leads 

to identification of comparable midpoints. 

Once such concepts have been carefully applied to establish a 

basis for the structural comparison method, their application is no 

longer necessary and they become redundant as useful techniques, 

thus ensuring that there is no cumUlative effect of subjectivity in 

both the short and long term, due to continued application. 

The applicat ion of the structural comparison method thus aims 

at effective and competitive adjustments to wage and salary levels 

and scales on a long term basis. In short, this method attempts 

to meet four basic aims of an efficient and effective salary survey 

system: 



67 

1. Minimisation of time needed to conduct a wage and salary 

survey, and thus minimisation of the cost factor. 

2. An adequate basis for comparison of all positions in the 

hierarchical structure. 

3. Elimination of subjectivity by elimination of the 

necessity for position data evaluation and weighting. 

4. Elimination of the effect of "subjective worth" on the 

data gathering and analysis system. 



PAR T III 

DEVELOPING A BASIS FOR A STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM: 

THE ELEMENTS OF JOB EVALUATION 



CHAPTER IV 

JOB EVALUATION SYSTEMS /METHODS 

THE NECESSITY FOR JOB EVALUATION 

Previous chapters have stressed the importance of job evaluation 

in the flow of events determining within the organisation wage and 

salary payments . However, not only is such a system invaluable in 

the setting of wage and salary structures, but it is relied upon by 

existing wage and salary survey methods as an aid to setting and 

adjusting wage and salary levels, and as such has been de veloped as a 

most important technique in the administration of remuneration. 

As wages serve to determine their relative worth within the 

organisation as well as their standard of living in society, 

employees tend to be sensitive about the amount they are being paid 

for their work. It is essential, therefore, that wages of employees 

be determine d on a basis which is as objective as possible, and that 

will ensure them equitable treatment and enable them to recognise 

this fact. 

Several systems have been developed by which the relative worth 

of jobs may be measured objectively for purposes of wage determination. 

Data pertaining to the evaluated worth of each job , when combined 

with that obtained from wage and salary surveys provide the basis for 

a pay structure into which these jobs may be classified. This 

structure may establish a rate range for each of the job classes in 

order to provide rate increases for employees. Employers must take 

cognisance of such factors as prevailing wage laws, conditions of the 

labour market, trends i n living costs, and economic conditions when 

objectively determining the amount to be paid for each job. 

It is precisely the necessity for a high degree of objectivity 

in wage determination which has led to the interreliance of the job 

evaluation and existing wage and salary survey systems. However , as 

69 
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discussed in the previous chapter, it is also this interreliance 

which has l ed to a cumulative effect on levels of subjectivity 

involved in undertaking wage and salary surveys. This situation has 

evolved due to the fact that, as the job evaluation system is the 

process of detemining the relative wor th of the various jobs within 

the organisation, so that differential wages can be paid to jobs of 

different worth, the system naturally assumes that there is a high 

degree of consistency between the resulting rate structure and the 

rate structure in the broader community, and is thus utilised as a 

technique in both inter nal and external wage detemination. 

Conversely, without the wage and salary survey as a method of 

detemining the community structure, the internal organisational rat e 

structure could not possibly r elate to the external community rat e 

structure • Thus, interreliance of the two systems has led to 

cumulative levels of subjectivity in the ad justments of internal 

st r uctures . 

Although an attempt is made to eliminate the reliance of the 

wage and salary survey on the job evaluation system, and thus 

eliminate cumulative subjectivity factors, it is important to state 

that in the development of a new survey basis , namely, t he 

structural comparison basis, the job evaluation system is initially 

r equired as a very significant tool in establishing a foundation on 

which t he complete system may be built. Thus , although job 

evaluation falls away as a useful technique, once such a system has 

been establish, the relevance of the initial usage of such a system 

warrants a detailed study of available systems and/or methods and 

plans such t hat one particular method may be chosen and utilised. 

However, the job evaluation plan alone does not provide a 

sufficiently broad base for data gathering in the wage and salary 

survey . Although the job evaluation plan is utilised to re-evaluate 

positions for comparison purposes, and w~ salary data accordingly , 

it is the flow of events in the job evaluation system as a whole 

which provides the basic elements necessary for positional 

comparisons. Looking again at FIGURE 1 in Chapter I, we note that 

a complete flow of events is involved in the job eValuation pr ocess , 

and it is basically this flow of events which has been grafted into 

existing survey procedures. 
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The further technique in this pr ocess which is extensively used 

is the job analysis system which provides basic data necessary to 

draw up job descriptions and specifications of key jobs chosen for 

comparison purposes during surveys. Without such a system of 

analysis , the job evaluation plan would be almost worthless as a 

""':iif1ting technique. However , job analysis also lends itself to 

subjectivity , as will be discussed in further detail at a later 

stage, and this factor adds to the disadvantage of the utilisation 

of such a flow of events in the survey procedure. 

Thus , in an attempt to eliminate the usage of this flow of job 

evluation elements, and thus eliminate cumulative subjectivity in 

the undertaking of successive wage and salary surveys , it becomes 

necessary to careful l y study the techniques a nd methods involved , 

such that careful attention may be pinpointed on those areas 

involving higher degrees of subjective judgement. This is 

necessary, as mentioned in the previous chapter, such that a 

carefully selected flow of these events may be used on a one time 

basis so as to provide a foundation for a structural comparison 

met hod of undertaking wage and salar y surveys. 

Although the flow of events in this process is initiated by the 

process of obtaining job facts such that job descriptions and 

speci fications may be drawn up for eventual evaluation purposes, it 

is in actual fact the job evaluation method which may predetermine 

which job factors are to be emphasised in the job analysis process , 

and it is thus the di f ferent job evaluation methods which deserve 

initial attention. 

CONVENTIONAL METHODS OF JOB EVALUATION 

Job evaluation is the process of analysing and assessing the 

content of jobs in order to pl ace them in an acceptabl e rank order 

which can then be used as a basis for a remuneration system. In 

other words , job evaluation becomes the process of deriving indices 

of relative job values within an organisation on the basis of 

judgements about the jobs. In turn, the indices of relative job 

values are utilised as the basis for determining wage rates of the 

jobs that are covered by the system . Job evaluation, therefore, is 
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simply a technique designed to assist in the development of new pay 

structures by defining relativities between jobs on a consistent and 

systematic basis. 

This contrasts sharply with the practice in many organisations of 

making arbitrary judgements often based on short term expediency about 

the payment of particular jobs, with no reference to common criteria 

and inadequate reference to the effect of pay decisions on other jobs 

within the organisation. The development of sound pay structures is 

more likely to be achieved using job evaluation than "rule of thumb" 

methods. However, such a system cannot be completely accurate, since 

it depends on judgements of evaluators concerned, but these are 

informed judgements based on detailed studies of the jobs and 

comparisons of their contents, and for this reason relative 

evaluations are likely to be more reliable and acceptable to employees 

than are haphazard determinations. Thus, an important fact emerges, 

namely, that job evaluation is not a technique of exact measurement; 

nor is it, as some have claimed, "scientific": there is no method of 

job evaluation which has the exactitude of a mathematical technique. 

It is a process of assessment based on a series of judgements which 

contains , therefore, an essential element of subjectivity. 

Properly used then , job evaluation can provide the means of 

achieving a job or base r ate structure, and by the development of 

suitable procedures, can additionally provide a means of keeping the 

base rate structure up to date as jobs alter in scope and content and 

as new jobs appear. 

Bearing such factors in mind, the organisation is faced with the 

problem of selecting a single method from the many which have been 

developed over the years. Although some methods differ signi ficantly 

from others, there are, within each , elements common to all. The 

four methods which are most commonly used are the conventional basic 

methods from which numerous other methods have been developed. The 

four basic methods are: (1) the ranking method; (2) the 

classi fication method; (3) the factor-comparison method; and 

(4) the point method, which is by far the most widely used 1 It is 

1Bureau of National Affairs, Job Evaluation Policies and 
Procedures, Personnel Policies Forum Survey No. 113, (Washington, 
D.C. : Bureau of National Affairs, 1976), pp. 2-3. For a 
comprehensive critical-analysis of various job evaluation methods , see 
Paterson, Job Evaluation, I. 
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fu rther possible to distinguish non-analytical and analytical methods 

among these four conventional methods. Non-analytical methods 

include classification and ranking. Their strength lies in their 

simplicity, while their weakness lies in the fact that they are best 

applied where the job population is small or unifunctional, thus 

inhibiting application in large, complex organisations . Analytical 

methods include factor comparison, and t he point methods , the basis 

of such methods being to analyse the content of each job in terms of 

elements, and then to assess the degree of each element or 

characteristic demanded by each job, which has proved an overall 

st r ength. 

However, over the last few years the tendency has been for 

organisations to develope newer methods which have either been some 

combination or adaptation of the four basic conventional methods, or, 

in an attempt to move away from subjectivity, to deve lope new 

approaches. In South Africa the tendency has been to adopt these 

newly devel oped methods , and a number of these methods are presently 

in use, for example , the NIPR Q Met hod, the Hay Guide Chart Profile, 

Peromnes, Urwick Profile, and the Paterson systems . It is not 

intended here to provide a critical- analysis of all these methods, 

but rather to choose those systems which are most commonly used in 

South Africa in an attempt to establish which method may most suitably 

supply a comprehensive but adaptable basis for establishing a 

structural comparison method of conducting wage and salary surveys. 

Whether to use a ready-made system or a custom-built system, 

however, depends mainly on whether a ready-made system can be found 

that has as its basis compensable factors identical to those selected 
2 by the survey organisat ion. Otis and Leukart feel that there are 

advantages to be gained by using a system operating successfully in a 

number of organisations, the most important being the ease of 

cOOlparing wage dat a and standardisation of job titles. In any case, 

the job evaluation system finally applied to the survey organisation 

must be based upon the compensable factors determined by the 

20tis and Leukart, .::Jc:oc:b:....::E:,;v:,:;a"'l:,:u"'a:;,;t:,;l:.:· o:.:n"-.:.....;A:.;",,;::B;::a"'s.::i.::s:.....cf..:;o:.::r.....::S:.:o:::u:::n..:;d~W~a:::g:<.e::. 
Administration , 4B. 
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organisation to be applicable to its jobs3 , and, therefore, to the 

groups of jobs selected for "key range" comparison purposes . 

As a basis for the decision on the method of job and range 

comparison to be employed, and the job evaluat i on system to be 

utilised, it is necessary to briefly critically-analyse the four 

basic methods prior to discussing those methods which are at prese nt 

most commonly used in South Africa. 

I. The Ranking Method 

A single r anking is made of the relative worth of various jobs 

examined . Usually a committee ranks the jobs in the organisation 

from highest to lowest in terms of the estimated relative worth . No 

attempt is made to determine the critical factors of the jobs; only 

an overall judgement of the relative worth of the job is made. It 

is the simplest of the job evaluation methods, and the easiest to 

explain. Another advantage is that ranking takes less time to 

accomplish than other methods. 

A major disadvantage is the fact that there are usually no 

agreed-upon guides as to what elements or aspects of jobs the 

organisation considers to be of value, and this leads to the danger 

that ranking will be done in a very subjective fashion on the basis 

of impressions rather than fact. Further, it is highly unlikely 

that a committee will be familiar with all the jobs to be evaluated. 

Further disadvantages are attributable more to the way the method is 

used than the method itself4 • For example, the ranking method has 

often been employed without first securing job facts. The lack of 

job facts has made it essential to find individuals in the 

organisation who know all or many of the jobs well, and the 

difficulty of finding such people has been mentioned as a 

disad vant age. Further, rankers are asked to keep the "whole job" 

in mind when given instructions to rank the jobs, and this result s 

in differing bases of comparison between raters, and influence by 

3 J.S. Gr ay, "Custom Made Systems of Job Evaluation" , Journal of 
Applied Psychology, XXXIV, No . 6 (December, 1950), 378-38D. 

4 
Belcher, Wage and Salary Administration , 165 . 
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such factors as present pay rate, competence of job incumbents, and 

prestige value of jobs. 

II. The Classification Method 

This method involves defining a number of classes or grades of 

jobs and fitting jobs into the classes provided. The primary task 

is providing one par agraph descriptions of a number of these levels , 

grades or classes of jobs so that no difficulty is experienced in 

fitting each job into its proper niche. These descriptions feature 

verbal gradations of job responsibility, skill required , etc . 

are then classified by comparing each job to the descriptions 

pr ovided. 

Jobs 

This method of comparing jobs has the major advantage that most 

organisations and employees as well , tend to classify jobs, and with 

this fact as a beginning point, it is relatively easy to secure 

agr eement about the classification of most jobs. Another advantage 

is that it promotes thinking about job classes among both executives 

and employees. 

A disadvantage is the difficulty involved in writing grade 

descriptions. In practice , many classification systems have been 

based on job duties and responsibilities rather than compensable 

factors, and it is not a simple matter to wr ite a grade description 

sufficiently general to include different types of duties and 

sufficiently specific to permit classification of jobs. Riege15 

initially suggested using supervision, cooperation , probability and 

consequence of errors, initiative and resourcefulness, and minimum 

experience and educational requirements as compensable factors in writing 

grade descriptions, although choice depends on organisational 

requirements. 

Other disadvantages of the classification method may result when 

grade descriptions are written in terms of duties and responsibilities. 

First , this fact may encourage employees and supervisors to use 

"high-sounding" words in job descriptions in an effort to obtain a 

5John W. Riegel, Wage Determination (Ann Arbor : Bureau of 
Industrial Relations, University of Michigan, 1937) , pp. 63- 64. Raymond 
Jacobsen et al "Specific Job Evaluation Systems in Action" , in Handbook 
of Wage a~iary Administration, ed. Milton Rock (New York: McGraw- Hill 
Book Co., 1972). 
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higher classification for the job. This, according to Shartle6 

occurs frequently in the classification system used in the United 

states Federal Service. Second, it often happens that a job has 

tasks that fall at several levels. Thus, grade descriptions 

written in terms of duties and responsibilities r equire a decision 

on whether one duty requiring high skill is sufficient to place the 

job at a higher level, or whether the duty must occur several times 

a day, and so on. 

The main advantage of the overall non-analytical methods 

(ranking and classification) is that results can be obtained more 

quickly and cheaply than by analytical methods. The main 

disadvantage is that they do not quantify differences between jobs 

and therefore the true significance of job changes cannot, at times, 

be adequately assessed. These methods tend to be the ones incurring 

the greatest subjectivity where, particularly in ranking, the 

individual could be assessed rather than the j ob. As quantitative 

differentials are not achieved, difficulty is sometimes experienced 

in deciding where to draw the line that defines a grading difference. 

III. The Factor-Comparison Method 

This method compares jobs by making judgement concerning which 

jobs contain more of compensable factors than others. Jobs are 

compared to one another, one factor at a time. Original judgements 

pertain to key jobs which are ranked in relation to other key jobs on 

the basis of each of several factors. These judgements permit 

construction of a job comparison scale to which other jobs may be 

compared. The compensable factors used in the method are usually 

(1) mental requireme nts; (2) physical r equirement s ; (3) skill 

requirements; (4) responsibility; and (5) working conditions. It 

is apparent that the authors of the method 7 consider these to be 

"u nive rsal factors" to be found in all jobs. Thus , one job 

comparison scale applicable to all jobs in the organisation would be 

possible. 

6Carroll L. Shartle, Occupational Information (New York 
Prentice-Hall, Inc. 1952) , p. 30. 

7 
Benge, Burk and Hay, Manual of Job Evaluation. 
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A major advantage of this method is the requirement that a 

custom- built installation be made in each organisation. This 

practice of tailor making a job evaluation system tends to make the 

results more useful to the organisation. The f lexibility permitted 

by the custom-built nature of installations has been cited as an 
B additional advantage of the method Limiting factors to five or 

less is another advantage of this method, as this tends to reduce the 

possibility of overlapping , with consequent overv.eighti rg of factors. 

Research into job evaluation practices9 suggests that a limited 

number of factors yield similar results with much less time and 

effort • still a further advantage is the ease with which the 

resulting job comparison scale can be used. Once employees have 

become familiar with a job comparison scale covering one type of job, 

evaluating other types of jobs may be simplified because of the 

agreement made possible by understanding . 

A major disadvantage of the method is the use of "universal " 

factors. It is important that each organisation determine 

compensable factors; these factors may differ from organisation to 

organisation, and even for the various types of jobs in the 

organisation. Use of the same factors for all organisations and for 

all jobs in an organisation may violate this principle. Another 

disadvantage concerns the use of key jobs. Key jobs are selected 

using several criteria, of which the major one for this purpose is 

that the wage rate is accepted as correct . Making use of existing 

rates as an aid in setting up wage and salary structures would seem 

to be based upon questionable logic. These key jobs form the basis 

of the job comparison scale, and the usefulness of the scale depends 

upon the anchor points represented by these jobs. However, all 

jobs change in terms of content or tasks performed, sometimes slowly 

and imperceptibly. To the extent that one or more key jobs change 

over time either without detection or correction of the scale , users 

of the job comparison scale are basing decisions on a faulty 

foundation. 

~illiam Gomberg , "Joint Union~anagement Evaluation", Job 
Evaluation Practices, Research and Technical Report IX , Industrial 
Relations Centre, University of Minnesota (Dubuque, Iowa: Wm. C. 
Brown Company, 1951), pp . 21 - 2B . 

9This subject will be discussed in detail at a later stage . 
For a summary of research in this area, see Milton L. Blum, and James 
C. Naylor, Industrial Psycholo : Theoretical and Social Foundations 
(2nd ed ., rev .; New York: Harper and Row, 196B , pp. 503-506 . 
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IV. The Point Method 

This method features the examination of several fact ors common 

to the jobs to be evaluated, giving each job a numerical score on 

each of these factors by rating each job along a scale of each 

factor, and summing these scores to obtain the value of the job. It 

is similar to the classification method in that a scale is set up 

against which jobs are me asured. The difference between the two 

methods is that, whereas one scale is developed for the classification 

method, a scale for each compensable factor is developed in the point 

method. 

The point method makes every attempt to be objective. A 

carefully worded rating scale is constructed for each compensable 

factor, which includes a definition of the compensable factor, several 

divisions of each factor carefully outlined, and a point score for 

each such degree. For example , if it is determined that "skill", 

"responsibility", "effort II, and "working conditions " are four 

important factors in determining relative job worth, a scale is 

devised which 

divisions, or 

assigns different numbers of points to different 
10 

degr ees , of these factors . 

In applying these scales to different jobs, the points are 

tallied up for each job to determine relative worth. A wide variety 

of additional factors i s found in common usage in this method as well 

as in othe rs. As few as three factors and as many as twenty-four 

are found in use. However, a series of studies has been conducted 

which was designed to indicate the fallacy of using many factors to 

rate a job. Viteles 11 points out that the general tendency seems 

to favour the use of many rather than few factors, while i n actual 

fact the number should never be greater than ten and can in most 

instances be limited to five. 

10A concise explanation of the application of these degrees is 
supplied by Otis and Leukart, Job Evaluation: A Basis for Sound Wage 
Administration, 123-146. 

11Morris S. Viteles , "A Psychologist Looks at Job Evaluation" , 
Personnel, XVIII, No.3 (February , 1941), 165-176. Also Joy R. Schuster , 
"Job Evaluation at Xerox: A Single Scale Replaces Four", Personnel, XLIII, 
No.3 (May-June, 1966) , 17. 
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12 
This point of view is supported by Lawshe and Satter ,whose 

study showed that a classification based on only two factors would 

closely resemble a classification based on eleven factors. A 

further study by Lawshe 13 concluded that a simplified scale consisting 

of three or four items would probably yield results which are 

practically identical with those obtained by a more complex system. 

According to this author the differences between point ratings 

assigned by a longer, original scale and those assigned by an 

abbreviated scale are unimportant, partly because of the probable 

unreliability of the point ratings. 

These studies are very useful in that they assist in the 

selection of the most important factors for use in a scale , and also 

help in determining the relative value of each factor if an 

abbreviated scale is to be derived from a longer one. Most import ant 

however , they assist in the overall reduction of subjectivity, by 

reducing the number of factors requiring subject ive evaluation. 

A major advantage of the point pl an is the stability and relative 

reliability and validity of the rating scales devised and used. The 

scale lends itself to the evaluation of jobs because the degree 

definitions are usually written in job terms applicable to the type of 

job being evaluated, and this causes the agreement among raters to be 
'" "t 1 , .... qUI. e c oss . Agreement among raters is close even when ratings 

15 
employees, supervisors, and personnel executives are compared 

Because the point rating method permits development of a scale 

for each compensable factor adjudged to exist in the organisation, 

12 

of 

C.H. Lawshe, Jr. , and G. A. Satter, "Studies in Job Evaluation: I. 
Factor Analyses of Point Ratings for Hourly-Paid Jobs in Three 

Industrial Plants" , Journal of Applied Psychology , XXVIII, No . 3 
(June , 1944), 189-198. 

13C•H. Lawshe, Jr., "Studies in Job Evaluation: II. The Adequacy 
of Abbreviated Point Ratings for Hourly-Paid Jobs in Three Industrial 
Plants" , Journal of Applied Psychology , XXVIX, No.3 (June, 1945), 184. 

140tis and Leukart, Job Evaluation : A Basis for Sound Wage 
Administration, 121. 

15See Alice Mary Jones, "Job Evaluation of Nonacademic Work at 
the University of Illinois", Journal of Applied Psychology, XXXII, 
No. 1 (February, 1948) , 15-19. 
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acceptance of results by all parties is likely. The fact that point 

values obtained for each job show the relative differences among the 

jobs in numerical terms makes it possible to assign monetary values 

to the numerical values in a consistent manner. 

In the point rating method the influence of human judgement is 

minimised. As rating scales are deve loped, every effort is made to 

provide the rater with aids in reaching decisions. Factors and 

degrees are carefully defined. Judgements are not eliminated; 

therefore subjectivity is not eliminated , but careful steps are taken 

to reduce errors to a minimum. 

A major disadvantage of the method is that the system is 

difficult to construct. Subjectivity is introduced in the writing 

of degree definitions as well as factor definitions which have the 

same meaning for each job analyst who uses the system, and which 

demands a considerable amount of skill . The system is also difficult 

to explain. The concepts of factors , degrees, relative weights , 

point values , and pricing thereof are not easy to demonstrate to 

workers or supervisors. All these factors indicate that the 

evaluation of jobs by means of the point system is a time consuming 

process. 

used 

it in 

The point method of job evaluation is probably the most commonly 

method of 
16 

use 

job evaluation, and there are countless variations of 

Practically every frequency study made shows that the 

point system , or some variat ion thereof, is the most commonly used. 

However, there is a belief that any evaluation system, when correctly 

applied , will r esult in approximately the same cl assification , 

although there is need for careful research to substantiate this 

belief. Such research should not only compare the two analytical 

systems; it should also compare the many modifications of these 

systems so that their differences and similarities when applied will 

be made known . 

The necessity for research into these analytical methods (i.e. 

16Franklin G. Moore , "Statistical Problems in Job Evaluation" , 
Personnel, XXIII, No.2 (September, 1946), 128-129. Also Shartle, 
Occupational Information, 142, and Henry Sargent", '\..Jsirg the Point 
Method To Measure Jobs", in Handbook of Wage and Salary Administration, 
ed. Rock. 
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the point and factor comparison methods) was initially as a result of 

the basic disadvantage of the non- analytical methods (ranking and 

classification method) , namely , that they do not quantify differences 

between jobs and therefore true significance of job changes cannot be 

adequately assessed. Even though these certain systems are known 

broadly as non-analytical there is really no such device. All 

systems ar e in actual fact a nalytical . Some systems do not r ely on 

a factor-by-factor analysis , but all depend on some form of wr itten 

job description, and inevitably the descriptions follow some sort of 

analytical form. 

Nevertheless , the two conventional methods known as r anking and 

classification methods seek to deal with whole jobs, and as such 

have become known as non-analytical, or non- quantitative . It is due 

to this basic disadvantage, plus many others which have been 

discussed, which ushered in the analytical or quantitative methods as 

those being r egarded as more reliable and valid. 

However , the subjectivity , complexities , l engthy analysis 

procedures , and cost factors led to a spate of research in an effort 

to over come the difficulties of these conventional methods. Much of 

this research may be attributable to Viteles' statement 17 that job 

evaluation waS ignor ing the "law of parsimony " in using too many 

fact ors, which led to methods, particularly the analytical methods , 

being subjected to close scrutiny . Studies into the possibilities 

of reducing the number of fact ors involved in evaluating a job have 

already been mentioned, undertaken by Lawshe and his associates 18. 

In f urt he r studies Lawshe and his associates pursued the matter of an 

abb r eviated scale, and this scale , which only included four factors, 

waS found to be (1) more reliable in total than other longer scales; 

(2) more r eliabl e in each fact or than counter part scales; and (3) 

more reliable on skill factors than other scales 19 . These 

conclusions on the adequacy of an abbreviated scale were 

17viteles , Personnel, XVII, No . 3 , 166. 

18 Supra, pp. 78 , 79. 

19 C.H. Lawshe , Jr., and A.A. Maleski , "Studies in Job Evaluation 
III: An Analysi s of Point Ratings for Salary-P aid Jobs in an 
Industrial Plant" , Journal of Applied Psychology, XXX , No . 2 (April, 
1946) , 117-128 . 
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20 
independently confirmed by others • It must be noted, however , that 

in all these studies the abbreviated scales developed statistically 

have different factors even when applied to the same types of jobs. 

Studies of plans covering salaried workers like those covering wage 

earners , show the applicability of an abbreviated scale , but the 

factors differ for each installation. 

Although these studies did indicate the reliability of an 

abbreviated scale, the general consensus in practice was that, even 

though certain factors carry little weight , should these factors help 

make the system more acceptable to the parties using the system, then 

they should be r etained
21 

However, the extensive research studies 

completed in this area of simplified scales indicated in summary , 

that (1) a limited number of factors will provide a workable system ; 

(2) applicable factors vary from one job series to another; (3) 

sufficient factors to satisfy the desires of the organisat ion appear 

preferable. These conclusions suggest that a job evaluation system 

tailor made to suit the organisation and the jobs under study is 

superior to a readY-iTlade system . 

Further, several further studies confirmed this viewpoint. 
22 

Gray found that factors in readY-iTlade systems do not differentiate 

between jobs, and thus some ready-made systems result in inaccurate 

evaluations of jobS
23 

However, l ater studies did indicate that 

many of the analytical evaluation methods, when applied to the same 

jobs, produced highly simil ar results , which indicates that, 

irrespective of the number of factors included in the method, 

whatever method is chosen by an organisation will produce substantially 

the Same results as those that would be obtained by utilising any other 

20 
R.C. Rogers, "Analysis of Two Point Rating Job Evaluation Plans, 

"Journal of Applied Psychology, XXX, No . 2 (December, 1947) , 579- 585. 
David J. Chesler , "Reliability of Abbreviated Job Evaluation Scales", 
Journal of Applied Psychology, XXXII, No . 6 (December , 1948) , 622-628. 

21 John A. Oliver, and Alexander Winn , "An Abbreviated Job 
Evaluation Plan for Salaried Personnel" , Personnel , XXVIII, No. 3 
(November, 1951) , 225-229. 

22 J.S. Gray , "Custom Made Systems of Job Evaluation" , Journal of 
Applied Psychology, XXXIV, No . 6 (December, 1950), 378-380. 

23 J.S. Gray, and Marvin C. Jones, "Ready Made Versus Custom Made 
Systems of Job Evaluation" , Journal of Applied Psychology , XXXV , No. 1 
(February, 1951), 11-14. 
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analytical method
24

. 

With regard to reliability of actual job evaluation ratings, Ash
25 

found a high degree of reliability among raters and concluded that 

such consistency of rating 

job information available. 

is a function of the factor rated and the 
26 

Jones found that the reliability of 

ratings of employees, supervisors and members of the personnel 

department agreed closely , and shows that rater reliability can be 

improved by statistically seeking out rater bi as and informing raters 

of their tendencies. 

The numerous studies conducted in the area of job evaluation 

thus served to stress the importance of the need to develope a 

highly effi cient system of establi shing a basis for the internal wage 

and salary structure, which would be both reliable and as objective 

as possible . However , the r e are many problems yet to be solved 

both in the internal and the external organisational applicat i o n of 

the job evaluation method, and thus job evaluation is a fruitful 

field for further research. Although the initial research covered 

a large problem area in the striving to improve the various methods 

available, later years have indicated a heavier reliance on the job 

evaluation system as a wage a nd salary structure building technique, 

and thus research headed toward the development of newer and bolder 

methods of evaluation. 

TREND6 AND DEVELOPMENTS NEW METHOD6 OF JOB EVALUATION 

The trend in more recent years has been towards simplification , 

but too often the process of simplifying has been completed at the 

expense of comprehension . 6ubsequent to the research into the 

possibility of abbreviated factor scales, there was a swing toward 

simpli fication. However, this led to the reduction of the number 

of wri tten down factors in the job description, which in turn led to 

24David J. Chesler, "Reliability and Comparability of Different 
Job Evaluation 6ystems", Journal of Applied Psychology, XXXII, No . 5 
(October, 194B) , 465-475. 6ee research analysis in Chapter VI, p. 167. 

2~hilip Ash , "The Reliability of Job Evaluation Rankings", 
Journal of Applied Psychology, XXXII, (June, 1948), 313-320. 

26Jones, Journal of Applied Psychology, XXXII; Joseph M. Madden , 
"The Effect of Varying the Degree of Rater Familiarity in Job Evaluation", 
Personnel Administration (November-December , 1962) , 42-46. 
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further mental anal yses on the part of the assessors, or evaluators; 

thus , an increase in subjective judgements. 

On the other hand, too fine an analysis leads to confusion 

between overlapping sub- factors, too coarse to subjective attempts to 

bridge the gap between them. Ranking with its single factor system 

of job importance gave way to multi-factor systems which perhaps went 

too far. Thus , there was a swing of the pendulum back too far again 

with the development of newer single factor systems such as the 

"decision band theory" of Paterson , which will be discussed shortly . 

Thus, the tendency has recently been to modify multi- fact or systems 

to somewher e in the region of eight t o ten . 

What is needed then, is an easy-to-understand system which will 

resolve the equation of supply and demand in terms of acceptable 

assumptions. As Walker-Morris27 explains , the r e will have to be a 

clearer understanding of the demands of the work as opposed to the 

characteristics of the workers before this is possible. 

Thus, it is the type of misgiving such as subjectivity, arbitrary 

methods of analysis and inability to compare unlike jobs with 

theoretical validity which prompted people like Paterson and Urwick, 

Orr and Partners (Management ConSUl tants) and many others to question 

such techniques and the assumptions on which they are based . As 
28 Paterson explains, in one degree or another, the four conventional 

methods of job evaluation, namely , ranking , classification , points, 

and factor comparison, fail to satisfy these demands: (1) setting 

equitable wage differentials within an organisation's own wage 

structure; (2) setting equitable wage differentials between its own 

wage structure and those of other organisations within the community; 

(3) setting equitable wage rates for new jobs within the organisation; 

and (4) responding rapidly in pay practices to technological change . 

These older systems rely for their evaluation to a great extent on 

purely subjective measures of essentially personal factors (for 

example, education , experience , initiative) and ignore real assessment 

27J • Walker-Morris , Princi les and Practice of Job Evaluation 
(London: William Heinemann Ltd., 1973 , p. 180. 

28 Paterson , Job Evaluation , I. 
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of the characteristics of the job itself . It may be suggested that 

the greatest shortcoming is that the conventional methods cannot 

compare unlike jobs. Organisations using conventional methods 

invariable have separate pay plans for blue-collar and white-collar 

employees. Further, the conventional methods do not lend themselves 

to evaluating middle and senior management jobs. 

There is thus an obvious need in industry today for a job 

evaluation plan which can determine the equitabl e pay for all 

employees, from shop floor to boardroom, i.e. a common yardstick for 

determining relative worth is needed. The logic behind such a 

concept is based on how much better disposed employers should be to 

a pay plan if they know that the same plan is being applied in 

exactly the same manner at all levels , including top management. 

In short , a method is needed which approaches the problem of 

equitable payment objectively, yet without any need for elaborate 

committees to discuss subjective degree definitions and the weighting 

of mental skill against physical skill , as is so typical of existing 

techniques. There is no need to have a staff salary plan separate 

from an hourly paid wage scheme along with a top executive payment 

scheme ; a single criterion is the basis for a comprehensive wage 

and salar y system, and this idea has formed the trend of development 

for new systems . 

Thus a number of job evaluation systems were developed to 

overcome the disadvantages of the older conventional systems , a 

number of which are presently in use in South Africa. However, it 

is not intended here to provide a critical analysis of all of these 

systems , as this would prove to be a monumental task. Rather, those 

systems which are most commonly used in South Africa will be 

discussed in an attempt to compare feasibility, comprehension of 

principles and acceptability by industry in general. 

I. The Paterson Decision Band Method 

Paterson proposes a scheme which uses a single factor, namely, 

decision making, e mp hasising that "The common denominator from tea 
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boy to chairman is quality of decision,,29. The assumption is thus 

that a common factor in all jobs is the making of decisions, and that 

therefore the same system may be used for evaluation right across the 

employment renge, acr oss r ace end sex groups and across firms and 

industries . 

Work is analysed into six basic kinds of decision , ranging from 

the highest "policy- making band " to the lowest "defined band" . In 

the defined band the worker is told what to do and makes only very 

limited decisions. In each of the bands except the lowest , there 

are two grades, uppe r and lower , making eleven grades in all. The 

upper level job holder in any band coordinates the work of workers in 

the lower grade of the band, so that the lowest band obviously needs 

only one gr ade. 

concept. 

FIGURE 3 below illustrates the decision band 

FIGURE 3 

DIVIDING THE JOB UNIVERSE IN A FIRM, INDUSTRY DR ECONOMY INTO 
DEFINED BANDS 

JOB 
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Top Management 

Senior Management 

Middle Management 

Skilled 

Semi- Skilled 

Unskilled 

29 
T.T. Paterson, Management Theory (London: Business 

Publications Ltd. , 1967). 
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It is claimed that grading by decision is just as appropriate to 

staff worker s as it is to line functions. Each job can be divided 

into operations. A worker makes the type of decisions of the band 

to which his job belongs, and also bands below, but never in the 

bands above. Tasks are analysed and graded quickly and quite 

objectively, since the kind of decision in each cannot be mistaken. 

However, when it comes to grading a job within a decision band 

the process becomes much more subjective . There is the comparative 

nature of the decisions within the band to influence the grading , 

plus the number of tasks themselves. According to Paterson all jobs 

can be graded objectively , and so assessed on this grade scale of 

payment, but within grades, for sub-grades , the sub-division is by 

the very nature of work subjective to some extent. This is so 

because for this sub-grading there are techniques to be used which 

increase sub jectivity , namely : decision-counting, count -ranking, 

ranking by Castellion, straight ranking, and points; but all a r e 

contained within the objectively defined framework of the grades . 

This method claims to provide only a framework of grades of 

decision difficulty, and excludes factors like skill, length of 

service , working conditions , etc. , because such factors apply to the 

individual and not the work; a nd thus effectively excludes 

subjective judgements by assessors. 

However, according to Livy, the most important finding from the 

application of the Paterson method is that "Pay differentials 

between grades increase 8~on8ntiall)l the percentage increase in 
30 average basic pay between each grade being more or less constant" . 

In other words, when current rates of basic pay for jobs evaluated 

by the method are plotted on a log scale on the vertical axis , and 

on the horizontal axis, the line of best fit which emerges as a 

straight line. In effect , this means that the p.ercentage 

differential between the major bands will be constant. 

practice the line is rarely ever perfectly straight. 

However, in 

Paterson 

postulates that where marked deviations from a straight line occu r, 

30Livy , Job Evaluation. 
Single Factor Job Evaluation", 
9-24 

Supported by H. W. Charles , "Installing 
Compensation Review , III, No.3 (1971), 
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problems can be expected from the pay and industrial relations 

fronts. Paterson further observes that some departures from the 

straight line relationship are due to labour market pressures , and 

thus , in order for organisations to structure their pay systems in 

such a way that the curve will represent what is perceived to be 

fair, there is a basic necessity to take cognisance of salary survey 

data. However, as Walker-1v1orris observes ''But are not all the 

levels of pay affected by pressures of the l abour market in one 

direction or another over the whole of industrial history?,,31 The 

argument with regard to the labour market is taken a step further 

when one analyses one of the basic assumptions of the Paterson 

theory, namely, that there is some relationship between the decision 

band level and the value of the job to the organisation. The 

question to be asked is whether this is the same as the value of the 

work t o the community at large (who eventually reward the worker for 

his wOrk). "Surely if one establishes certain criteria for 

evaluating work and then the evaluation is used to determine the 

value to the enterprise, it would be strange if the criteria did not 

also match the assumed value to the enterpr ise ,,32 

The Paterson system claims a number of distinct advantages when 

compared with other systems of job evaluation: (1) It can be 

introduced and implemented in one tenth or even less time than most 

other systems; (2) the principles on which it is based are easily 

communicated and understood; (3) it is based on theory which 

logically links it to what is happening in the market place or what 

is a fair wage or rate for the job. 

However, research conducted by Cogill33 in the South African 

situation reveals that (1) the system is more easily implemented and 

accepted in mechanistic or bureaucratic organisations where 

hierarchy is clearly defined , and function clearly specified than in 

organic organisations where the opposite tends to hold ; (2) the 

system is more easily implemented and accepted in non-diversified 

31Walker-1v1orriS , Principles and Practice of Job Evaluation, 182. 

3~bid. 

33Cogill and Pearson , People and Profits, VI, No . 4. 
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firms than it is in highly diversified or highly divisionalised 

organisations where value systems between divisions may differ 

significantly. There is no sense in forcing a unified system or 

pay structure on an organisation which has within its system highly 

di fferentiated structures; (3) the system is more easily 

implemented and accepted in the lower and mid levels of the 

organisational hierarchy than in the upper levels; (4) subgrading 

in the senior management levels cannot be achieved satisfactorily 

where an elaborate and extensive management arena exists; (5) the 

system does not provide an effective mechanism for dealing with 

corporate divisional relationships in, for example, holding 

companies, highly diversified firms or conglomerates. 

Thus, whereas Paterson tested his theory in Europe, India, 

Rhodesia and to a limited extent in single firms in South Africa, 

and powerful empirical support has been supplied by a recent study 

in South Africa34 , which indicates that the theory with regard to 

the exponential increase of pay differentials between grades is 

correct, he has not tested its validity in South Africa across 

organisations and industries, and is yet to use large samples. The 

fact that the system has not been tested across industries and 

organisations is extremely important with regard to the use of such a 

system as an objective technique in obtaining job comparability, since 

such a necessity requires reliability across industries involved in 

wage and salary surveys. Further, the fact that there are problems 

in implementation of such a system at upper management levels tends to 

indicate a potential difficulty in the surveying of executive levels. 

Finally, although this system seeks to eliminate subjectivity as 

indicated, the reliance on subjective techniques in sub-grade 

evaluations Causes a throwback onto older methods, which, to a certain 

extent, overrules its usefulness for survey purposes, as it is 

comparison at this level of subdivision rather than the whole which is 

init ially import ant. 

However, on a national basis, the Paterson system may, and has 

been, successfully applied in order to compare movements of wage and 

34Ibid ., 6. 
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salaries on an organisational level basis. The applicability as far 

as the individual organisation wishing to undertake a wage and salary 

survey and compare individual jobs within a particular labour market 

or industry, is concerned, is yet to be researched. 

Mention must be made of the fact that the Paterson method is 

finding increasing favour with many concerns, both private and public, 

both in the country and abroad, the ease and speed with which it can 

be applied being among its claimed advantages over other methods. 

The first organisat ion known to have implemented this system in South 

Africa is Afrox. Subsequently some 15 major organisations in South 

Africa have implemented the system, and is now in operation in the 

Gold, Coal and Diamond mining industry as well as the Forestry 

Industry, and has been implemented across differing industries, 

organisational structures and organisational climates . 

II. The Urwick Profile Method 

The need for more consistent job evaluation techniques during 

the 1960' s was to a large extent due to dissatisfaction on the part 

of both management and workers with each of the following critical 

stages: (1) design of a system specifically to meet "local" needs; 

(2) application of the system; and (3) maintenance of the system. 

As a result Urwick, Orr and Partners Ltd ., developed the Profile 

Method , based upon the assumption that acceptability of the final job 

structure will increase if the process is carried out participatively, 

and if it is understood by those concerned. This method attempts to 

overcome certain of the problems associated with participative job 

evaluation such as: (1) obtaining the involvement of a large number 

of assessors, whilst at the same time ensuring consistency of results; 

(2) reflecting existing organisational job values, and at the same 

time applying logical and objective analyses; (3) achieving a balance 

between having a simple, standard scheme and offering a choice in job 

factors; and (4) implementation within a reasonable timespan. 

Whilst in detail the Profile Method is tailor-made to suit a 

particular situation, there are the following common features: 
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1. A comprehensive group of clearly defined job characteristics, 

from which the organisation can select those appropriate to both the 

range of work and the level of jobs to be evaluated. 

2. A framework of reference, or benchmark (key) jobs against 

which all other jobs in the organisation can be consistently assessed. 

3. Weighting of characteristics which reflect s the organisation's 

own technical and social values. 

4. A committee and communications structure which enables 

employee participation in the job evaluation process. 

In typical applications of Profile job evaluation the following 

six main job factors are assessed: ( 1) responsibilit y; (2) knowledge; 

(3) mental skills; (4) social skills; (5) physical skills; (6) work 

enviro rme nt . As there is difficulty in assessing consistently the 

total value of each main factor, it is necessary to break each factor 

into its constituent parts, the precise nature of this breakdown 

differing from application to application. Thus, one of the first 

tasks is to agree upon the sub-characteristics applicable to the range 

of work being evaluated. Due to the fact t hat it is difficult for 

assessors to measure small differences consistently when dealing with 

subjective data, assessors are required to identify only four different 

levels of demand of the characteristic, namely, low, mode rate, high or 

exceptional, for each of the sub-characteristics used. It is this 

process of evaluating each job in terms of the four levels of demand on 

each characteristic which is known as "profiling" the job. 

In order to place jobs in rank order, the next step is to give a 

numerical value to each job profile. Weightings of characteristics or 

sub-characteristics are determined by matching the assessed benchmark 

(key) job assessment profi les with the perceived rank order of the 

jobs from a paired comparison exercise. The rank order represents 

attitudes towards the jobs and their relative value, whilst the profile 

scores represent a logical analysis of the job content. It is in the 

matching of the data that the employees' views of the relative worth of 

jobs is incorporated in the evaluation. 
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An advantage of this system is thus the fact that it re cognises 

that (1) the acceptabil ity of a solut ion to any pr obl em is closel y 

r elated to the degree of involvement of the group concerned or 

affected by the sol ution; and (2) most managers and employees hold 

rather strong views regarding the traditional relat ionships between 

the various jobs in thei r organisations. Any job st r ucture , 

the r efore , that r anks j obs in a manner t oo widely counter to those 

accepted relationships, would most likely prove unacceptable . 

This system has had cons i derable s uccess in applications in 

many kinds of organisations and over a wide range of occupations, 

but, unlike Pat e r son , it s uggests that across- the-board compar isons 

are under sirable , and that there should be separate applications for 

manager ial , technical , supervisory , clerical , and shop floor types 

of work. 

A number of criticisms can be levelled at the Profile Method: 

1 . An objective of su ch a method is to overcome the criticism 

applicable to points systems , namely, that usual character istics of 

such points systems tended to overlap. However, the r e is sur ely a 

danger that "responsibility", "knowle dge ", "s kill s ", etc., will also 

overlap. 

2 . In the striving to reduce subjectivity , such a method does 

not reduce signi ficantly such subjective judgement in t he need to 

"profile " jobs according to levels of demand on characterist i cs. 

Thus , there is no tangible difference i n rating accor ding to factors, 

or according t o levels of demand, since both require applicat i on of a 

points rating on a subjective basis. 

3. To quote Walke r Morris : "I s i t easier to assess whether job 

changes affect the level of skill required when fewer points a r e used? 

Surely with fewe r points all that can be said is that such changes do 

or do not affect the level as far as one can see . 

points it is just harder to see. ,,35 

Perhaps with fewer 

3~alke r-MorriS , Pr inciples and Practice of Job Evaluation , 187 . 
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4. The Profile Method depends upon the acceptability or 

otherwise of the basic assumptions and the criteria against which the 

work is to be evaluated . For example, it depends on the assumption 

that each successive level of demand is twice as much as the one 

imme diately below, but this figure is an arbitrary choice . 

5. The system further depends upon the proper choice of 

benchmark or key j obs , and the provision of suitable, though 

relatively simple, job descriptions. These fact ors reint roduce 

subjective judgement , and place the method on the same level of 

criticism as applied to the conventional methods. 

This method has been applied to various organisations in South 

Africa, and more recently to a mining organisation in South West 

Africa, with considerable success. The immediate advantage of 

applying this participative method to the mining organisation was 

that it brought an acceptable logic to the wage structure in that 

ranges came to reflect di fferences in job demand, rather than reflect 

length of service, or individual manager's views regarding the merits 

of particular jobs or jObholders
36 

III. The Castellion/Permones Method 

This method has its origins in South Africa, generally known as 

the Castellion System as it was developed in the S.A. Breweries Group, 

and used in salary surveys by that name. This method is still, 

albeit in a modified form, used in the Peromnes Salary Survey, with 

which the Castellion Survey was event ually merged. 

The method is based essentially on the differentiation of kinds 

of decision in terms of the thinking required. "Decision~aking 

involves the exercise of a choice between alternative lines of action. 

This choice is the central point of decision-making". 37 In the light 

of the decision-making process jobs are evaluated on several factors, 

namely, the kind of decision itself, how often it is exercised, kinds 

36Andrew Templer , "Participative Job Evaluation : The Profile 
Method" , People and Profits, V, No .1 (July, 1977), 11-12. 

37 Paterson, Job Evaluation, I, 86. 
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of computation involved, comprehension r equired , vigilance exercised, 

the consequence of errors, experience and controls exercised. 

The assumption is that all jobs, from highest to lowest levels, 

regardless of functional content, involve effort of some sort, 

responsibilities and some competence or other. Effort is seen es 

the outcome of complexity of decision-making, and the time stress 

subject to which decisions have to be made, i.e., pressure of work. 

From the basic wage for purely manual work, compensation advances to 

the extent that decisions have to be taken, and it can in fact be 

shown that even the most lowly jobs involve some elementary decision, 
38 or choices , which form the base line for the compensation system 

The second variable, Responsibility, is broken down into two 

sub-factors, namely, Controls and Checks, and Consequence of Error. 

The burden imposed by a job depends, to a large extent on delegation 

of responsibility, or referral of decisions to higher authority, and 

also on the loss that will be suffered or the blame that will be 

incurred if one's decisions are wrong. 

The third variable, Competence, refers to levels of 

qualification and experience necessary for acceptable perfor mance on 

the job. Both are implicit in complexity of decision-making , as it 

is not possible to do so effectively without the necessary 

qualifications and experience. Much significance has been att ached 

to these two job requirements by management , and thus they are 

necessarily included as evaluation facto r s, even though they may 

overlap with decision-making. 

The measurement of sub-factors is done by means of scales , which 

indicates points to be awarded for defined levels at which the factor 

can be observed to be operating according to the description and 

analysis of the job. By adding scores of sub-factors, total points 

val ue for each job evaluated is obtained. Grades are empirically 

established by means of cut-offs on the distribution of points 

resulting from the application of the system. 

385 • Biesheuvel, "Job Evaluation: An Outline of The Castellion 
Method", Business Management, VIII, No.4 (1977), 21. 
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The actual Castellion System structure of ranges is divided into 

fifteen groups or grades of jobs, from labourer to top executive, 

with further differentiation right at the top based on additional 

considerations which are unique to the most senior executive 

positions. Special characteristics concerning the man, the company 

and the market place can influence compensation, and the grade no 

longer suffices as a guide. 

The particular merit of this system is that it measures the 

value of all jobs by means of a common set of yardsticks. In view 

of the importance attached by all employees , regardless of level , to 

equitable differentials, it is important that these shoul d be 

consistently determined. Further, this system has operated 

satisfactorily in a large and diversified corporation, and the grades 

relate consistently to market values, both factors indicating 

validity of the system which rests primarily on its demonstrated 

practical usefulness. 

This system emphasises justice through a sense of equality not 

only in that the jobs of all members are graded and assessed in the 

same way, but in that the method applies to a big across-section , 

horizontal and vertical, of the organisational structure as possible. 

This is most important in terms of acceptability, both on the part of 

management and on the part of employees. Further, most factors 

suggest that the major grouping , the decision-making factor , is basic 

to most of them, which is an advantage in terms of the Paterson system 

rationale. 

However , paterson39 criticises the Castellion System in terms of 

obscurity in meaning of factors inasfar as definitions or degrees of 

sub-factors are concerned , all of which tend to increase the level 

of subjective judgement. Further, the simple fact that these 

factors require subjective interpretation tends to increase the 

amount of "committee work" time by reason of their need to reach 

agreement. 

39paterson, Job Evaluation, I , 86-96 . 
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IV. The Hay Guide-Chart Profile Method 

This system is concerned essentially with analysing and 

measuring the importance of jobs relative to ona another, the 

relative importance being determined primarily by the purpose of the 

organisation or institution within which the jobs operate, i.e. 

structure is a function of purpose, and Guide Charts are built to 

represent the structure of the organisation in which the jobs are 

being measured. 

Answerability for consequence of decisions, degree of freedom 

to take decisions and bring them to fruition, the degree to which 

there is prime accountability, as compared with shared or contributary 

accountability in a job, are elements which are measured in the Guide 

Charts. 

The Guide Charts thus cover three principle areas: 

1 • Input of know-how. The technical, scientific and 

professional knowledge, skill and experience required in the job, 

plus the managerial scope of the job in terms of planning, organising, 

evaluating, developing and coordinating, plus the human relations 

sills involved in influencing people. 

2. Output of accountability. The significance of the results 

to be achieved in the job in terms of freedom to act in pursuance of 

results, the value of resources controlled, and the degree of impact 

of the job on the organisation's objectives. 

3. Output of problem solving. 

frequency of problems to be solved. 

The nature, depth, quality 

The degree to which problems in 

the job involve creative, analytical, or merely repetitive thought 

processes. 

Also of significance is the "profile" of a job, i. e. the degree 

to which it is advisory as distinct from decision-making, the degree 

to which it is concerned with analysis of problems as distinct from 

making decisions about alternative courses of action. 

profiles measures two relationships: 

Thus, job 
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1. The relationship between input of know-how into the 

and the output of problem solving (advice) and accountability 

job, 

(active 

results) expected in the job. Input and output must be in proper 

relationship if a job is to be viable. 

2. The relationship between the problem solving (advisory) 

content of jobs and the accountability content. A balance between 

"think" and "do" is est ablished in each job, and between problem 

solving (think) jobs and accountability jobs in the total 

organisation. 

Each job is rated on each separate factor which determine the 

value of different jobs. Points in geometric progression, are 

arbitrarily allocated according to scales developed for individual 

organisations on a copyright basis, the points span varying according 

to each organisation. Subsequently, all jobs are compared in relation 

to their total ratings, and when such jobs are pl otted on the Guide 

Charts they illustrate in quantitative terms the job structure of the 

organisation. 

An advantage of this method is that it is concerned with 

providing a common language to describe the relationships which exist 

between different roles in any organisation , and this common language 

allows people who are knowledgeable about the roles under 

consideration to come to a consensus judgement of the relative 

signi ficance of the different roles in that particular enviromlent. 

Once again, this system is significant in that its basic premises, 

reduced to their simplest, imply that kind of decision is a fundamental 

criterion for differentiating jobs. As in recent years the importance 

of the involvement of the decision-making process as an overriding 

influence over the majority of factors used in evaluation has been 

brought to the fore, it is important that such methods take cognisance 

of this fact. 

However, as with the Castellion Method , the criticism which is 

most applicable to this system is the subjective interpretation of 

rating factors. The system tends to be restrictive in that degrees 

of depth and breadth in measurement of factors for points allocation 
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tend to be dimensions of the same kind in that they are closely 

correlated, i.e. an increase in one must be followed by an increase 

in the other . 

A furt her disadvantage of this system is the relative complexit y 

of the system and its application. The application of individual 

factor "length" and "breadth " degrees for points allocat ion purposes 

on a matrix basis requires in depth knowledge of all jobs to be 

assessed, which further enhances subjective judgement. 

further aggravates the cost implications. 

v. The Time Span Method 

This factor 

This method differs in a number of respects from other systems 

because , instead of considering all the human attributes and 

characteristics required to meet successfully the physical and mental 

demands of a job (for example, skill, mental and physical 

reqUirements, responsibilities and working conditions), it emphasises 

two different aspects of the work situation. 

Under normal conditions of employment no one has absolute 

freedom of action as all activity is approved within certain limits, 

explicitly or implicityly , set by a superior and accepted as part of 

his job by the individual. Within these constraints the individual 

has to make decisions which involve elements of choice. Work 

activities are therefore divided into elements that are: (1) 

prescribed (i.e. laid down so that there is no authorised choice) ; 

(2) discretionary (in that judgement and decision-making are called 

for. 

All work, even routine tasks, requ i r es exercise of some 

discretion, and no exercise of discretion is indefinite without at 

some point being checked and reviewed by a superior. 

The time span of a job is defined as "t he longest period of 

time which Can elapse before a manager can decide that his subordinate 

has been exercising marginal sub-standard discretion in balancing 
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the pace and quality of his work. ,,40 Gross errors of judgement or 

flagrant mistakes are normally readily and quickly perceived , but 

what are termed to be marginally sub-standard decisions would take 

longer to detect. A point in t ime is reached , however , when the 

manager has to ask himself whether the quality of the judgements and 

decisions made is acceptable. The longer the organisation, through 

the manager, is prepared to allow the individual to commit his 

resources without being able to ascertain whether the commitment has 

been effective, the higher will be considered the level of work in 

the role occupied. 

Basically, then, the Time Span Method points out that the 

higher in the hierarchy of organisational structure of jobs, the 

longer the period (time span of discret ion) before the result s of a 

decision are scrutinised for ade quacy. The procedure for time span 

measurement can be shown as a number of distinct steps : 

1. Discussions with the immediate manager of the person whose 

level of work is to be measured, in order to ascertain the means by 

which any sub-standard discretion exercised by the job holder would 

come to his attention. The immediate manager is accountable for 

knowing , or being able to discover, the kind of tasks he is 

assigning as authorised by his own manager. The essential objective 

of this analysis is for the immediate manager to define target 

completion times of a multiple task role, or quality standards in the 

case of a single role, beyond which he would not be prepared to allow 

his subordinat e to progress without criticising him for sub-standard 

work. 

2. Discussions with the job holder to obtain his views of the 

information supplied by the immediate manager, and to compare this 

with (or supplement) the information supplied by himself . Any 

variations should be resolved by reference to the next level of line 

management. 

4DE• Jaques, Time Span Handbook (London 
1964)' p. 17 . 

William Heineman Ltd., 
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3. Determine whether the job is "multi-task" or "single-task". 

Distinction has to be made between the physically delegate d tasks 

and general responsibilit i es . A single- task role indicates that 

the job holder never has more than one task to work on at a time , 

and he continues until completion thereof, while a series of single 

tasks may be completed one at a time in particular sequence. A 

multi-task role involves a mixture of tasks with no particular order 

and with discretion exercised as to how and when the tasks should be 

completed. 

4 . Multi-task roles involve ascertaining the longest extended 

task, as the level of work relates to the time span of the target 

completion time of the l ongest task . 

5. In the case of a single-task role, the longest task or 

task sequence mu st be determined, as the level of wor k r elates to the 

time span of the target completion time of the task or task seque nce . 

6 . Confirmation that the immediate manager is authorised to 

delegate the level of work being undertaken by the job holder. This 

is done by reference to the manager once removed from the job holder , 

and thus the time span measurement is authorised. 

Payment is related to the level of work as reflected by the time 

span measur ement . This time span appears t o have a correlation with 

that pay felt by the incumbents of jobs to be "fai r pay"; hence an 

analysis of time spans for different jobs yield a scale of pay felt 

to be fair. This fact s olves the problem of employee participation 

in the det erminants of equitable and competitive pay levels, which 

tends to be negl ected by the majority of analytical poi nts systems . 

I n practice, time span is likely to be found more immediately 

useful for the measurement of general staff and managerial roles, 

although it can be applied equally to manual as to staff roles. 

Those who have had experience of its application have been impressed 

by the results obtained and the remarkable correlation which seems 

to exist between them and those derived from other systems of job 

evaluation . Cortis41, for example , correlated the Time Span method 

41L •E • Cortis, "Psychological Factors in Jo b Evaluation", South 
African Journal of Psychology , II (1972) , 55-66. 
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with the Castellion and the Paterson methods, and found a rough 

correlation of the kind illustrated in TABLE 1 below: 

TABLE 1 

COMPARISON OF CASTELLIO N DECISION LEVE L, TIME SPAN RANKING 
AND DECI SION BAND 

CASTELLION DECISION TIME SPAN PATERSON DECISION 
LEVEL BAND 

RAN< TIME SPAN 

1 - 10 1 (11 sub-ranks but 0 , A and B 
no consistent 
time span) 

11 2 Up to 6 months 5b ) 
) C 

12 3 1 year to 15 months 5c ) 

13 4 Up to 3 year s 0 

14 5 Up to 10 year s E 

This correlation is stri king in that the difference in time spans 

between the Time Span ranks and the Castellion levels are of no real 

moment compared with the sequence ; thus, the ranki ng by time span 

must be a ranking of decision-making . This would indicate reliability 

in terms of application when compared with other systems which have met 

with considerable success in the industrial setting. Once again, the 

important decision-making process is util ised as a basis for 

evaluation purposes, by the Time Span method, which has been 

practically applied in order to establish reliability . 

A majo r factor which has been emphasised as an advantage of the 

Time Span method is its objectivity , the absence of subjectivity 

covering the high degree of consistency in the results obtained by 
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different people undertaking the analysis42 
However, the method 

shows many of the aspects of subjectivity ecountered in the analytical 

and non-analytical methods of job evaluation. For example , the 

definition of "marginally sub- standard discretion" indicates work done 

"just too slowly" , or "just not quite good enough", or "just outside 

the standards of time or quality set". These definitions certainly 

allow for subjective judgement of what may be regarded as "just too, 

just outside", etc. Further, actual interviews with managers and 

incumbents may also show considerable subjectivity simply due to the 

interpretations of, for example, s uccessive approximation of output 

per week from a particular section. 

A further disadvantage involves the difficulty in description 

of technique, even though it has been reduced to its simplest by 
43 Jaques ,and this increases the difficulty of application within any 

particular organisation, which once again increases the time/cost 

factors. 

44 According to Jaques ,the usefulness of time span measurement 

derives from two facts: (1) time span measurements of jobs appear to 

correlate closely with such important matters as the i ntuit ive sense 

of individuals about fair differential payment for work and for the 

level of intensity of responsibility carried in a job; and (2) these 

measurements give a systematic and comprehensive picture of the time 

characteristics in organisation of executive work. Although i n his 
45 original books Jaques pointed out the value of a thorough knowledge 

of job content in tasks and completion times from which a better 

organisational view of the organisation could be obtained, in his 

latest work 46 job descriptions and specifications are no longer 

considered necessary, which indicates that the organisational value of 

42 Jaques, Time Span Handbook, 66. 

43Ibid • 

44E• Jaques , Measurement of Responsibility (Cambridge, 
Massachussetts : Harvard University Press, 1956), p. 23 . 

45 
Jaques, Measurement of Res onsibility, and E.E. Jaques, 

Equitable payment William Heineman Ltd., 1961). 

46Jaques, Time Span Handbook. 
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the method hes been evaded, which is a disadvantage in many ways. 

The emergence of this factor has important implications with 

regard to the setting and maintaining of equitable wage differentials 

between the organisations own wage structure and those of the 

community. The implication is that unless the organisations taken 

into consideration during the undertaking of a wage and salary survey 

all utilise a similar basis for evaluating jobs , difficulty will be 

encountered when job descriptions and specifications are required for 

adjustment and weighting purposes. 

CHOOSING A JOB EVALUATION -SYSTEM 

The previous section supplies a concise critical analysis of a 

number of methods of job evaluation in order to gain some insight 

into the complexities involved in the range of choices available to 

an organisation. Such an anlysis allows for background to the 

actual choice of a method which is needed to supply information for 

the basis of the structural comparison method of conducting salary 

surveys. In the light of the advantages and disadvantages of each 

method discussed , one may outline the basic requirements of any 

method required to satisfy the objectives of a structural comparison 

method. These basic requirements may predetermine to a certain 

extent the type of system or method which is most applicable t o the 

survey procedure in a South African situation : 

1. The techniques of the method must be simple enough to be 

readily understood, not only by members of the organisation conducting 

the su r vey, but also by the relevant members of those organisations 

participating in the survey. The method should be simple enough to 

reduce the time factor involved in assessing and adjusting position 

data information to a minimum , while at the same time being 

acceptable to those involved. One of the drawbacks of the Factor 

Comparison, Time Span and Hay Guide-Chart Profile Methods is their 

complexity, both in application and understanding. 

2. Because the sub jective element cannot be excluded from any 

job evaluation method, members of the organisation should be involved 

in the actual application of the method, as this tends to balance the 
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level of subjectivity. In other words, subjective judgements with 

regard to tasks involved in a certai n job as interpreted by the 

immediate supervisor may be offset by interpretation of the same 

tasks by the actual employee involved. 

3. Application of the method must be possible at all levels 

of the organisation such that there is a sense of equality in that 

the jobs of all employees within the organisation may be graded and 

assessed in the same way. If a method gives a greater sense of 

equity it will be more acceptable to organisations participating i n 

the wage and salary survey. The importance of the acceptability of 

the methods involved in determining community competitive pay rates 

for job content assessed on a similar basis cannot be stressed enough. 

Thus, a method should apply to as big a cross-section , horizontal and 

vertical, of the organisational structure as possible; the Time Span 

and the Castellion methods are the only existing methods which do 

this. 

4. The method must produce a general guide line for change to 

a pay structure that is not too far from the existing structure. 

Bearing in mind the fact that the purpose of the wage and salary 

survey is to adjust the organisational pay structure on as competitive 

a basis as pOSSible, it is essential that the job evaluation method 

provide a basis for adjusting the structure which is reliable, while 

at the same time retaining the logic behind the method. It is 

di fficult to alter a pay structure in this way based on the Point 

Method without manipulating factor degrees and their weighting and 

thus the logic. Similarly, the method must permit assessments 

leading to adjustments to the pay curve which are realistic in terms 

of economic reality. Obviously management will not accept a 

proposed adjustment to the pay structure which is economically 

impossible or difficult to implement. The Factor Comparison method 

is the best of those described to ensure this. 

5. As previously mentioned, it is difficult to determine which 

jobs may be regarded as key jobs throughout a survey community due to 

differing job content from organisation to organisation. It is thus 

important that the job evaluation permits quick assessment of such 

differences in job content, i.e. it must allow for adjustability. 
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This is best achieved by reducing subjectivity as much as possible 

objectively detemined criteria are usually faster in acceptance. To 

extend the reasoning behind this point, it is important that such a 

method cannot be easily manipulated such that arbitrary changes to 

points scores may be made in order to facilitate data weighting and 

adjustment. The non-analytical, and particularly the Point methods 

le nd themselves to these arbitrary adjustments. 

6. An important factor to consider when undertaking a wage 

and salary survey is that there may be shortages or excess of 

particular kinds of labour in the labour market under consideration. 

The job evaluation method should ensure that payment for these 

anomalies, over and above the job evaluated pay, remain separate and 

are not built into the structure, and thus not automatically taken 

into account when surveying such positions. Labour market conditions 

often change in this respect; and if, in the quantitative methods, a 

certain factor is given a heavy veighting of points in order to account 

for the shortage of a particular type of skill, this will be built 

into the pay structure , and an incorrectly evaluated pay l evel will be 

surveyed. 

7. As a corrollary to factor (6) above, it is 

content is what is evaluated, not the incumbent and 

import ant that job 

what he/she brings 

to the job. This is essential in that competitive rates of pay for 

job content are to be surveyed, and not what may be regarded as a 

competitive rate of pay for what an incumbent is worth; thus, the 

surveying of actual salaries is to be avoided. This tendency to 

evaluate the incumbent rather than the position has been exemplified by 

the necessity for legislation aimed at curtailing possible 

discrimination in pay and employment practices in the United States. 

As an example, a study of a specific point factor evaluation system 
47 

by Meek revealed that there were differences between an 

organisation's pay policy and its practice which could leave the 

organisation open to Equal Employment Opportunity legal charges. 

47Catherine M. Meek , "Auditing Your Job Evaluation Plan - A Case 
Study", EEO Today, VI , No.1 (Spring, 1979), 67-72. 
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Further studies
48 

were aimed at emphasising the necessity for the 

development of a job evaluation system which would involve evaluation 

according to accurate job descriptions, neither inflated by subjective 

judgements, nor artificially constructed so as to screen out certain 

groups of incumbents . 

The Ranking and Classification methods do not give a measure of 

job content in that they involve subjective guesses about relative 

importance or difficulty of jobs without definition of importance 

and difficulty. Quantitative or Analytical methods are more 

objective in that they rely on criteria which is related to job 

content. For example, skill is recognised as the major factor in 

quant it ati ve methods. In the Guide-Chart Profile method points for 

Know-How and Problem-Bolving constitute two-thirds of the total. 

However, paterson49 questions whether these factors in actual fact 

do measure job content rather than what is brought to the job by the 

man. The advantage of the Castellion,Time Span and Guide-Chart 

Profile methods over the conventional Analytical methods is that 

t here emerges in the three methods a common factor which determines 

job content in one way or another. All have one thing in common, 

in that they are concerned with decision-rnaking as the bas ic criterion 

of job comparability. The Time Span method is ess entially a 

one-factor met hod , that factor being a time span distinction of kinds 

of decision. The factor oecision-Making in the Castellion method 

itself could give the same result in up to ninety-seven percent of 

job comparisons as could t he use of all the others5o The Guide­

Chart Profile method is wholly concerned with problem-solving,the 

decisions made, accountability measured as depending on results to 

be expected from these decisions, and know-how the distinction of 

decisions made in terms of kinds of thinking capacities required. 

The Paterson method, however, concentrates on distinguishing jobs 

by the single factor kinds of decision, and thus has the advantages 

of the other methods and not their disadvantages and anomalies. 

48Lee Smith, "The EEOC's Bold Foray into Job Evaluation", 
Fortune , IX, No.5 (September, 1978), 58-60, and Marah W. Botes, and 
Richard G. Vail, "Job Evaluation and Equal Employment Opportunity 
A Tool for Compliance - A Weapon for Defence", Employee Relations Law 
Journal, I, No.4 (1976), 535-546. 

49 
Pate rson, Job Evaluation, I, 122-124. 

5Ocortis, South African Journal of Psychology, II. 
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8. The method must be time saving in itself, not only in 

terms of simplicity for purposes of understanding, but in actual 

application of the evaluation process. Many existing methods require 

an inordinate time in committee work by reason of their su bjectivity 

and the need to reach agreement. 

These basic requirements all stress the primary factor in the 

consideration of the selection of a job evaluation system , namely , 

its acceptability t o those involved in the actual wage and salary 

survey. Advantages and disadvantages ar e found more in the work 

required in installing and administering a system than in the final 

accuracy of the system which is judged to be appropriate for the kind 

of job being rated. 

Thus, the problem involved in the selection of a method or system 

as a method in establishing a survey procedure basis is three-fold: 

(1) The method should prove to be acceptable in terms of application 

to a number of diverse organisations. In short, due to the fact that 

each participating organisation utilises a different job evaluation 

system, the actual method chosen for weighting and adjustment purposes 

shoul d supply approximately the same classifications as those supplied 

by another evaluation method, when applied to a series of jobs. 

(2) The method itself should be reliable in ter ms of consistent 

r esults obtained from assessment of jobs according to job content 

factors relevant to that particular method. The degree of 

reliability may then be indicated by the extent t o which different 

assessors provide consistent ratings on each factor when rating a 

number of jobs. (3) The simplicity and adequacy of the method in 

terms of the scale of job content factors must be both reliable and 

accept able. This involves testing the independence of the sub-

factors utilised for assessment purposes. 

In order to select a job evaluation method from the large number 

of existing methods, not only in order to establish the pay structure, 

but in order to maintain the competitive level of that structure, 

thus presents a formidable task. However , as it is beyond the scope 

of this text to individually test each job evaluation method in order 

to establish which method i s most suitable for wage and salary su r vey 

purposes specifically in terms of objective evaluation , a particular 
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method has been selected on the basis of the abovementioned 

requirements and in the light of previously discussed methods and 

their advantages and disadvantages. To gain an insight into 

comparability of such methods in terms of practical application, 

however, a number of job evaluation methods were utilised to rate 

the same series of jobs as based on carefully compiled job 

descriptions and job specifications. On the basis of the results of 

this study , reported in Chapter VI, an initial justification was 

provided for the selection of a particular method. Mention may at 

this stage be made of the fact that, for purposes of sal ary survey 

data weighting and adjustment, it has been found that those job 

evaluation methods which utilise a number of evaluation fact ors 

(usually between six and eight) which are careful ly defined in terms 

of degree points application, are more suitable for, and easily 

applied in the wage and sal ary su rvey procedure , than the more 

complex single factor methods51 . 

Although the details of the particular method chosen for the 

purposes of this text are not discussed at this stage, such method 

has been thoroughly researched and tested for reliability and validity 

factors in the context of the wage and salary survey procedure. The 

results and discussion of s uch studies are outlined in detail in 

Chapter VI. Further, the predetermined assessment factors and sub-

factors are utilised in the discussion of job analysis in order to 

aid in t he development of a particular job abalysis procedure. 

The analysis of such factors and the arguments in favour of such a 

method over other methods are thus discussed in the light of results 

obtained from studies of reliability and sub-factor independence. 

Finally, although there has been contention over whether the job 

evaluation system should be adopted as a ready-made package, or 

whether the organisation should predetermine compensable factors and 

sel ect a method on this basis, for purposes of developing a job 

analysis procedure for wage and salary survey procedure , the former 

choice is preferable as pr edetermined sub-factor degree definitions 

allow reliable development of job analysis as a process for collecting 

detailed and relevant job information . 

51walker-MOrris , Principles and Practice of Job Evaluation, 179. 



CHAPTER V 

JOB ANALYSIS 

The previous chapter has emphasised the necessity for a job 

evaluation method which is as valid and reliable as possible , as a 

technique in establishing a basis for the wage and salary survey 

procedure. However, fundamental to the job evaluation process is 

a furthe r technique relating to the accurate collection of job facts , 

which of necessity is as important as the job evaluat ion method as 

such . 

The job evaluation process begins with securing facts about 

jobs , a step wh ich must be take n if the salary structure developed 

is to meet the needs of the organisat ion. Failure to secur e 

complete job facts has been cited as a primary reason for job 

evaluation failure 1. In addition, carrying out later steps in job 

evaluation procedure is virtually impossible without these facts , as 

a decision regarding what the organisation is paying for compensable 

factors rest ing on any other basis must be conside r ed questionable, 

nor can an applicabl e system of job evaluation be developed or chosen 

without complete job information. 

Job i nformation is obtained t hrough a fact collecting process 

known as job analysis. Job Analysis may be defined as "the process 

of determining , by observation and study , and r epor ting pe r tinent 

inform ation r e lating to the nature of a specific job. It is the 

determination of the tasks which comprise the job and of the skills , 

knowledges , abil i ties , and responsibilities r equired of the worker 
2 for successful perfurmarc:e . " This process of job analysis as an 

element of job evaluation has been illust r ated in FIGURE 2 of Chapter 

1 John A. Patton, and Reynold S. Smith , Jr., Job Evaluation 
(Chicago : Richard O. Irwin , Inc., 1949), p. 259. 

20epartment of Labour, U.S. Employment Service , Occupational 
Analysis and Industrial Services Division, Training and Reference 
Manual for Job Anal sis (Washington: U.S. Government Printing 
Office, June 1944 , p.1. 
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1. However, a more detailed breakdown of this process i s necessary 

at this stage, and is illustrated in FIGURE 4. 

FIGURE 4 

THE ELEMEmS OF JOB ANALYSIS 

JOB ANALYSIS 

A process for obtaining all 

pertinent job facts 

J 
JOB DESCRIPTION 

A statement containing 
items such as : 

Job Title 

Location 

Job Summary 

Duties 

Machines , Tools, 

Equipment, Mater ials 

and Forms used 

Supervision Given or 

Recei ved 

Working Conditions 

Hazards 

I 
JOB SPECIFICATION 

A statement of the human 
quali ficat ions ne cessary t o 
do the job. Contains items 
such as : 

Education 

Experience 

Training 

Judgement 

Initiative 

Physical Effort 

Physical Skills 

Responsibilities 

Communication Skills 

Sensory Demands 

Thus , the pertine nt information is of three types: (1) the 

identity of the job; (2) a complete and accurate description of the 

tasks involved in the job; and (3) a specification of the 

requirements the job makes upon the worker. Job Analysis is a tool 

of many uses, of which job evaluation is only one. One of these 
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uses of job abalysis, that of determining, in conjunction wit h the 

job evaluation method, job comparability in wage and salary surveys , 

is of overriding importance in the establishment of a sound survey 

basis. 

As discussed in Chapter 2, after the jobs to be included in the 

wage and salary survey have been sel ected , it is necessary to develop 

a method for ensuring job comparability before wage information is 

collected. The usual method of ensuring job comparability is the 

development of job descriptions and specifications through job 

analysis. Job descriptions and specifications , sufficiently 

detailed to permit comparison of job difficulty and responsibility, 

are prepared for use by the survey staff . However, and most 

important, the necessity for job analysis in establishing a basis for 

a st ru ctural comparison method of salary surveys is taken a step 

further in that a reliable process of obtaining job facts i s essential 

for the initial determination of key jobs, on a one time basis . 

Furt he r, as indicated at a later stage , such job facts will be used in 

conjunction with the job evaluation system already chosen , in order to 

adjust and weight salary data where necessary . Thus, once again the 

necessity for an objective technique is immediately underlined. 

It i s thus important at this s t age to distinguish clearly job 

analysis as a technique from the applications or uses of job analysis. 

Job analysis and job evaluation are not synonymous. A j ob breakdown 

for training purposes, which may be developed by the job analaysis 

technique, is not a job analysis; likewise a hiring specification for 

use in selection is a product of job analysis. Job analysis , then, 

is not the end result but is the technique or procedure by which 

specified job facts are discovered and recorded. Thus, the items of 

information which are obtained, and the manner in which this 

information is presented, wil l be determined by the uses that will be 

made of the e nd product developed by the technique of job analysis. 

The job description and job specification, then, which are the 

end products of job analysis in job evaluation , determine the kinds 

of information that must be obtained in job analysis for the purpose 

of job evaluation , and in the case of the wage and salary survey, it 

is the job evaluation sub-factors which predetermine which job 
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information must be included in the job description and specification . 

Fundamental to any given purpose that requires job related 

information is the need to make some determination as to the type of 

information to be obtained and the method of doing so. Thus, as 

one takes something of an overview of the field of job and task 

analysis, it is appropriate to consider the processes of collection 

of job and occupation information, including some of the pros and 

cons of various such approaches. 

JOB ANALYSIS IN JOB EVALUATION 

With some notion as to the purpose of a job analysis program in 

mind, there is need to make a determination regarding each of various 

aspects of the approach to be used in the actual collection of job 

related data. There are at least four such aspects, these being set 

forth in the form of questions as follows: 

1. What type of information is to be obtained? 

2 . In what form is the i nformation to be obtained and 
presented? 

3. What method of analysis will be used? 

4. What agent will be used? 

In preparing for the collection of facts through job analysis as 

the basis for the evaluation of jobs , it is necessary to determine how 

the job analysis technique will be used. If we understand clearly 

that job analysis is a method or technique, we are the n in a position 

to decide what information is going to be obtained by this method and 

just how this whole procedure will operate . The analyst who 

thoroughly under stands job analysis procedure, and who is well grounded 

in the techniques of obtaining, analysing, organising and recording 

facts, can adapt his methods to obtain those facts necessary for a 

particular end use and apply these methods to develop a particular end 

product that has been designed for the purpose at hand. 

The end product in job evaluation is usually a job description and 

a job specification; thus, the information obtained by job analysis 

must be adequate to prepare a job descri ption in sufficient detail to 
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meet the specified standards, and a job specification adequate to 

arrive at an evluation of the job and substantiate the ratings 

assigned. 

Thus, the principal function of the job description will be to 

identi fy and describe the job so that it will carry the information 

obtained by the application of the what, how and why of the job 

analysis formula, while the purpose of the job specification is to 

establish the position of each job in relation to other jobs for the 

purposes of determining the rate of pay, and so carries primarily 

the information relati ng to skill and physical demands. The broad 

outline, then, of what facts to secure by job analysis in order to 

evaluate jobs is as follows: 

1. Identification of the job : title, department. 

2. Description of the job: duties and responsibilities. 

3. Specifications of the job : worker qualifications and 
requirements. 

Whatever outline, form, work sheet, or data sheet may be used 

by the job analyst as a guide in analysing jobs and organising the 

information he obtains, should be developed on the basis of this 

broad outline. Bearing these facts in mi nd , determinat ion of the 

four aspects of the approach to be used in collection of job related 

data may be considered in the light of the Peromnes job evaluation 

method. 

1. Type of Information The Job Analysis Technigue 

Essentially, the information to be obtained by job analysis fits 

into three categories: (1) identification; (2) work performed or 

duties; and (3) worker requirements. The application of a 

standardised procedure which includes the above categories will result 

in the collection of accurate information, complete in all pertinent 

details. However, it is the second of t hese three categories which 

is outstandingly important, namely , the complete and accurate 

describing of job tasks. Without this the rest of the analysis lacks 

meaning. If we return to the logic of job evaluation, we must 

remember that we are seeking job facts from which to select a factor 

or several factors that we are paying for, and it is only through 
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accurate job task description that degrees of such factors may be 

determined for points allocation purposes. 

Job Identification: Proper identification requires that the 

information given must distinguish the job in question from all other 

jobs in the organisation, and must also indicate clearly the scope of 

tasks which are encompassed by the job. 

Here, such information will be provided as will serve to 

identi fy the job under study. The job title as actually used on the 

job s hould be used, i.e., the title that would be used by the 

employer in requesting referral of an applicant. If more than one 

title is used, the alternate titles should be listed. 

Work Performed: This section is intended to present a clear, 

concise and accurate statement regarding the tasks performed by a 

worker in accomplishing the purpose of his job. The technique for 

discussing the facts that are necessary to describe the tasks of the 

job and to indicate the worker qualifications necessary for 

successful performance, has been outlined in a number of texts, most 

of which rely on a "job analysis formula", which may be summarised as 

follows: 3 

1. What the worker does. 

2. How he does it. 

3. Why he does it. 

4. Skill involved: Responsibility 

Job Knowledge 

Mental Application 

Dexterity and Accuracy 

An additional area of information about jobs which has been 

considered essential to job evaluation by some analysts, but which 

has been severely criticised by approaches adopted by utilisers of 

more recent methods has to do with the physical effort required by 

30epartment of Labour, U.S. Employment Service, War Manpower 
Commission, Division of Occupational Analysis, Guide for Analysing 
JObS

l 
Analysts Handbook (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 

1944 . 
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the job, the surroundings or conditions under which the work must be 

done and the hazards of injury or disease to which the worker may be 

subjected. However, due to the fact that the Peromnes method does 

take into consideration, to a certain extent, physical demands, th i s 

area of information may be included : 

5. Physical demands: Physical activities 

Worki ng conditions 

Hazards 

However, the physical demands information is not integrated 

with the basic job abalysis formula but is outlined separately , as 

these facts have rather specialised uses as in the evaluation of 

jobs . The important point to emphasise i s that information in this 

category, although not essential for all jobs , is critical in those 

operations in which it is used. Thus , on the evaluation factor of 

Physical Effort the job analyst describes the activities of the worker 

which require physical effort, but these facts must be used as the 

basis for judgement as to the physical effort required on this job in 

r elation to (1) jobs in general; (2) jobs i n t he establishment; and 

(3) the scale set up in the Peromnes manual to estimate the relative 

physical effort requirements of the jobs covered in the particular 

evaluation . 

In short then, the "work performed" section should give a correct 

portrayal of the purpose, content , and requirements of each job, 

consisting of a summary statement that gives an overall identification 

to the job in as few words as possible, followed by an ordered series 

of statements which describe each step of the job . The primary 

considerat ion in organisation of task information is to present the 

material so that the uninformed reader can obtain a clear picture of 

the work performed on the job. The tasks may be limited in number 
4 

with each broad task spelled out in narrative form , or a more detailed 
5 

breakdown may be used • 

40tis and Leukart, Job Evaluation , 237 suggest that three to eight 
t asks suffice for most jobs. 

5 
John W. Thompson, "Functional J ob Descriptions", Personnel 

J ournal, XXX , No . 10 (March, 1952), 380- 388 . Ernest McCormick , "Job 
and Task Analysis ", in Handbook of Industrial and Organisational Psycholo y, 

ed. Marvin Ounnette (Chicago: Rand McNally and Co., 1976 . 
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In writing the body of the work performed section to obtain the 

clearest presentation , the job is divided into its major tasks and 

one numbered statement devoted to each . Each task is introduced 

with a "flag" statement which shows generally what is being done , 

followed by a detailed account of how and why it is being done. In 

this way each sentence and phrase of the work performed section 

should be measured when written against the job analysis formula ; 

should what has been written not answer each of the three questions 

(what, how, why ); the statement should be revised to supply the 

deficiency. 

Worker Reguirements: Although not all job evaluation systems 

require the information, the job analysis process usually secures 

information on worker requirements. It is this section which 

supplies an explanation of job difficulty. 

This portion of job analysis requires that the analyst be more 

than an observer, as judgement becomes necessary6 In arriving at 

and reporting these judgements, the analyst makes a detailed analysis 

and interpretation of the basic minimum skills, knowledges , abilities 

and responsibilities required of the worker for successful 

performance of the jOb7 

Careful review of each task will allow identification of 

attributes the worker must possess, while analysis and interpretation 

permit a decision not only on presence or absence of the factor, but 

on the degree to which it is present. 

II. The Job Analyst The Agent 

Obviously, job analysis requires peopl e to accomplish the process, 

and on this matter there tends to be much variation in practice. 

However, the trend which has developed alongside the more scientific 

job evaluation approach is to have job study conducted by specialist 

job analysts. 

60tis and Leukart, Job Evaluation, 219. 

7 
Department of Labour, U.S. Employment Service, Training and 

Reference Manual for Job AnalYSiS , 1. 
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B 
In support of this Shartle states that persons with various 

educational backgrounds have been successful job analysts that 

persons with engineering training are no better than any other group 

of equal intelligence and interest. He found that after a week of 

intensive training on purposes and procedures, it takes at least six 

months under close supervision for most analysts to become reasonably 

proficient . Trained job analysts then know what to look for and 

what questions to ask. 

What, then, are the skills and techniques which the job analyst 

must employ to produce accurate, complete job analysis information? 

In general, it may be stated that there are three primary parts to 

his job: (1) obtaining information; (2) analYSing this information; 

and (3) organising and recording facts. There may be a fourth part , 

but this task will be in addition to his actual job analysis function. 

However , as job evaluation is of primary importance to this study, it 

may be stated that as a fourth task, he may make judgements, on the 

basis of his job analysis facts, to construct a tool for a particular 

purpose, namely , the eValuation of jobs. It may be emphasised at 

this stage , that this fourth task is not essentially a job analysis 

task as such a fact finding function but rather one of 

arriving at estimates on the basis of the facts which have been 

gathered by job a nalysis. However, due to the fact that job 

evaluation ultimately relies on the process of job analysis as a 

means for obtaining sub-factor related i nformation, this process may 

be regarded as an integral part of the job evaluation process as a 

whole. 

On the basis of such facts, it is possible to exami ne the specific 

functions of the job analyst in continuing our examination of the 

aspects involved in the collection of job related data which forms the 

core of t he job analysis process. 

III. Obtaining Information The Method of Analysis 

Although there are many variants of job analysis procedures that 

BCarr oll L. Shartle, Occupational Information (New York 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1952), pp. 43-44. 
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have been used, it is not feasible to discuss various procedures in 

detail, but rather to discuss those most applicable to the job 

evaluation method under study. Tiffin and McCormick mention five 
9 such procedures, but the three most important are : (1) questionnaire; 

(2) observation; (3) interview. Various combinations of these 

methods have also been used, while it is usually agreed that a 

combination of observation and interview is the best method 10 . The 

second most frequently used technique is the interview alone. 11 

The Questionnaire Method: A technique which has seen limited 

practical or research application is the job activity questionnaire. 

Questionnaires which require the worker to construct the response 

have been extensively used, but not in situat ions where normative 

description is needed. The questionnaires which will provide the 

type of information required and in the form desired have the 

characteristics of objective psychological i nventories . A number 

of variations of these inventories have been developed with the 

essential common feature being a comprehe nsive set of statements. 

These statements are s ufficiently general to be applicable to 

related job families yet are also speci fic enough to differentiate 

jobs. 

The optimum questionnaire technique for describing jobs 

an unanswered question. However, McCormick, Cunningham and 

remains 
12 Gordon 

suggest that the worker oriented questionnaire technique is more 

inclusive of occupational areas; however, such technique is of 

limited value to evaluation r equirements. Further, factor analytic 

studies focussing on job oriented questionnaires have generally been 

limited to a single position or 
·t·· . t· 13 POS1 10n In one organlsa lon , 

organisation and sometimes a single 

and this fact reduces the 

9Tiffin and McCormick, Industrial Psychology, 60. 

10Erick P. Prien, and William W. Ronan, "Job Analysis : A Review 
of Research Findings", Personnel Psychology, XXIV, No. 3 (Autumn, 
1971), 376. 

11Ibid . 

1~.J. McCormick, J.W, Cunningham , and G.C. Gordon, "Job 
Dimensions Based on Factorial Analyses of Worker Oriented Job 
Variables", Personnel Psychology , XX (1967), 417-430. 

13prien and Ronan, Personnel Psychology, XXIV, No.3 , 377. 
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applicability to the survey situation. 

In the profusion of research studies pertaining to the 

questionnaire method , only a small proportion are relevant in 

providing basic generalisable information particularly relevant to 

the job evaluation process. The basis fo r factor analytic studies 
14 which led to a job description checklist was provided by Lawshe , 

and this later led to a number of studies seeking to utilise this 

questionnaire approach to describing work and an interim step of 

th 1 t h · 15 one or ano er personne ec nlque • 

However, in spite of the initial attempts at obtaining the 

optimum questionnaire technique, this method has given consistently 
16 undersirable results, and according to Otis and Leukart those who 

have had experience with attempts to accumulate usable information 

by this method have found that the principal objections are as 

follows: 

1. It is almost impossible to design a questionnaire which 

will bring forth the essential information . 

2. The average employee will not take the time necessary to 

make out the questionnaire correctly . 

3. If the worker does this while on the job, production is 

held up. 

4 . Shop workers particularly are rarely skilled at reducing 

to writing what they do, l et alone how they do it, why they do it 

and what skill is involved . 

Davis 17 has pointed out that the questionnaire method has been 

14C•H• Lawshe, The Job Description Check-List of Office 
Operations (Lafayette, Indiana : Occupational Research Centre, 
Purdue University, April 1952). 

15prien and Ronan, Personnel Psychology , XXIV, No.3, 377- 378. 

160tis and Leukart, Job Evaluation, 220-221. 

17Ralph C. Davis, Industrial Organisation and Management (New 
York: Harper and Brothers, 1940), p . 570 . 
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used successfully in connection with selling jobs in department stores, 

clerical jobs in offices, and executive positions, but all these 

responses should be followed by personal interviews. Scott, Clothier 

and Spriege1 18 state that although the questionnaire method seems to 

offer the simplest and least expensive method of obtaining facts, it 

usually yields data that is misleading and involves careful reanalysis 

and study. 

In spite of t he general validity of such objections, there are 

those who use the questionnaire as the first step in the job analysis 

program. The logic behind this may rest on the research that has 

attempted to establish the questionnaire method as a reliable method 

of task analysis in recent years. Notably, the Position Analysis 

Questionnaire (PAQ)19, which was primarily developed to provide for 

the analysis of jobs in terms of worker-oriented job elements, has 

been refined to such a degree that it has been proposed as a method 

of "evaluating" jobs. Such an approach would be predicated on the 

identi fication and use of behaviourally related labour market "values " 

resulting from supply and demand factors. Thus, the total "value" of 

a given job might be "built up" on the basis of the particular 

combination of such common denominators and their individual implicit 

values. Several studies are reported which use questionnaires to 

predict salaries . Champagne and McCormick20 used a worker oriented 

questionnaire, and Prien et a121 used a job or iented questionnaire to 

predict salaries. 

the predictability 

plans. Mecham and 

Neither studies show results which at all approach 

of salaries using conventional point evaluation 

McCormick22 pr edicted compensation using the PAQ 

18 Walter D. Scott, Robert C. Clothier , and William R. Spiegel, 
Personnel Management (5th ed. , New York : McGraw-Hill Book Company Inc., 
1954), p. 148. 

19E• J. McCormick , P.R. Jeanneret , and R.C. Meacham , "The 
Development and Background of the Position Analaysis Questionnaire 
(PAQ)" (Lafayette, Indiana : Occupational Research Centre, Purdue 
University, 19m). 

20 J .E. Champagne , and E.J. McCormick , "An Investigation of the Use 
of Worker-{)riented Job Variables in Job Evaluation" (Lafayette, Indiana: 

Occupat ional Research Centre, Purdue University , 1964). 

21E•P • Prien, G.V . Barrett , and B. Svetlik, "Use of Questionnaires 
in Job Evaluation", Journal of Industrial Psychology, III (1965), 91-94. 

2~.C. Mecham , and E.J. McCormick, "The Use in Job Evaluation of 
Job Elements and Job Dimensions Based on the Position Analysis 
Questionnaire" (Lafayette, Indiana: Occupational Research Centre, 
Purdue University , June, 1969). 
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for three sets of data and obtained correlations of 0,83 to 0,90. 

They pointed out that accuracy of prediction was better for lower 

level jobs. It would seem that salaries are based partially on 

considerations other than those measured by the questionnaires or 

that the questionnaires themselves are inadequate as measuring 

instruments for this purpose. 

For highe r level jobs, Boshoff
23 

used an Executive Position 

Description Quest ionnaire to predict a conventional job evaluation 

ranking for ninety four insurance company management level personnel, 

and this questionnaire method 

ranking. In this same ve in , 

correlated 0,65 with the conventional 

Marsha1l
24 

identified twenty three 

items in the same quest ionnaire which correlated with job level thus 

providing a normative index of relative managerial position level. 

These results generally suggest the possibility that, with 

additional research, it might be possible to develop an operational 

job evaluation system based on questionnaires such as the PAQ that 

might have reasonable validity as a predictor of monetary 

compensation. 

This line of research has indicated that reliable and valuable 

information can in fact be gathered by utilising the quest ionnaire 

method, provided care is taken in the compilation of such a 

questionnaire • Further, and most important, the information thus 

obt ained is not only reliable, but in itself may be a predicator of 

monetary compensation, in other words , the questionnaire itself may 

be regarded as a job evaluation process of sorts. These suggestions 

have further been supported by studies undertaken by Madden , Hazel 

and Christal
25 

who indicate satisfactory reliability of incumbent 

responses to job activity questionnaires, and Palmer and McCormick26 

23A•B•A• Boshoff, "A Comparison of Three Methods for the 
Evaluation of Managerial Positions", Psychologia Africana, XII 
(1969), 212-221. 

24Gordon L. Marshall , "Predicting Executive Achievement ", 
Personnel Psychology , XX (1967), 417-430. 

25 J.M. Madden, J.T. Hazel, and R. E . Christal, ''Worker and 
Supervisor Agreement Concerning the Worker's Job Description" 
(Personnel Research Laboratory, Aerospace Medical Division , United 
States Air Force Systems Command, 1964). 

2Et: .J. Palmer and E.J. McCormick, "A Factor Analysis of Job 
Activities", Journal of Applied Psychology, XLV (1961), 280-295. 
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who report a median correlation of 0 , 75 between rat er s applying a one 

hundred and thirty item checklist to conventional written job 

descriptions which have practical usefulness for job evaluation 

requirements. 

It may be stated that the use of questionnaires in the future 

of describing jobs and an aid to the analysis of tasks appears to be 

uncertain. However, until further research into the development and 

reliability a nd validity of the "ultimate" questionnaire method has 

been completed, it is necessary to utilise such a method of job 

analysis in conjunction with other methods in order to obtain 

satisfactory results. Such questionnaires might be useful to the 

job analyst in identifying the individual with a tentative job title , 

and obtaining a general idea of the duties of the job as a starting 

point for collecting his information. 

Actual observation of the work is readily admitted to be 

necessary if all job facts are to be obtained. Probably only in 

this way can the relative importance of the various tasks be properly 

adjudged . Likewise, an interview with the employee and with his 

s upervisor is essential to compl ete information27 Often the 

importance of tasks can be determined only thr ough the interview 

method. Thus, although at present the questionnaire may also be 

used, observation and interview are also essential to securing facts 

about jobs. 

Observation and Interview: According to Otis and Leukart 28 the 

most direct, the most pr actical , and by far the most common method of 

obtaining job information is through observation and interview by a 

trained job analyst. These techniques available to the analyst are 

almost always combined and are used to check and supplement each 

other . With background information obtained by observation , the 

analyst can obtain additional facts in detail by interviewing the 

workers on the job, the supervisors in the department , and others who 

may have reliable information . 

27 8elcher, Wage and Salary Administration , 141. 

280tis and Leukart, Job Evaluation, 223 . 
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It is probable that observation of the worker at his j ob will 

provide information principally on the what, how and why of the job, 

as well as the physical demands, with respect to skill involved it 

will serve to mainly highl ight those operations which should be 

invest igated more closely to determine, by other means, just what 

skill is demanded of the worker. Most important is the opportunity 

fo r the analyst to determine the general nature of the job, its 

scope and limitations, and the essential purpose of the job in 

relation to other jobs. In other words , t he analyst begins at this 

stage to orient himself with respect to the job he is beginning to 

analyse. 

The mechanics of observation are quite simple but are nevertheless 

important . It may be advisable to take notes unobtrusively while 

observing the worker in order to avoid distracting the worker. On 
29 the other hand , Benge states that it is preferable for the wor ker to 

see the notes made by the analyst such that he may have an 

opportunity to amend them, and to call attention to anything he 

considers important. When t he analyst has completed his observation 

of the job , he should look over his notes to fill in and expand 

additional facts and questions which have been brought out by the 

observation. 

The observation will be most s uccessful in those jobs which 

involve relatively little skill and where the work cycle is relatively 

short . In those cases where the work cycle is somewhat irregular or 

extends over a period of time, the observation will be somwhat 

di fficult. In these jobs where very little can actually be learned 

by observation , the primary source of information must be the 

interview. However, experience has shown that it is essential that 

each job being analysed actually be observed, in order to determi ne 

at first hand those facts which can be observed, in order to provide 

the analyst with some background to assist him in obtaining the 

necessary informat ion by interview . 

The interview technique used in the analysis of jobs has two 

29 Eugene J. Benge, "Job Evaluation in a Paper Plant", Personnel 
Journal, XIX, No.2 (June, 1940) , 43. Also William F. Glueck, Personnel : 

A Diagnostic Approach (Dallas, Texas: Business Publica ions , Inc., 
1978), p.106. 
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main purposes: (1) to obtain information which cannot be gathered 

by observation of the job, and (2) to verify and augment those facts 

which have been collected by observation. Usually the most 

reliable, complete and accurate information may be obtained by 

questioning the worker himself and the immediate s upervisor of the 

worker on the job being studied. 

The customary fundamental ru l es of interviewing apply to this 

part of the analysts job. Those skills which are pecul iar to the 

job analyst as an interviewer are concerned with (1) the facts he is 

trying to obtain and the way in which these facts will be reached; 

and (2) his preoccupation with factual information as against 

judgement, interpretation, impression , and evaluation of the person 

he is interviewing. 

The items of i nformation which the analyst is to obtain are 

basic not only to the interview but to the observation as well. All 

the information which the analyst picks up is retained or discarded 

on the basis of whether it is required by the outline which he is 

following in analysing the job . With respect to the problem of 

confusi ng facts with interpretations, it is necessary to refer to 

the point that the analyst may evaluate facts as well as secure them, 

but he will be a successful analyst only if he is able to tell the 

difference between a fact and a judgement, or interpretation, or 

evaluation of fact. It is further the analyst's task to distinguish 

between a verifiable observation or fact, and an inference or 

interpretation based on fact. In other words, the analyst must 

follow scientific methodology if he is to do a precise job analysis. 

In discussing this scientific accumulation of fact Dockeray and 
3D 

Lane point out that the chief characteristic of the scientific 

met hod is the re quirement that the observer be trained t o distinguish 

what he observes from what he woul d like to infer. 

IV. Securing, Analysing and Presenting J ob Facts. 

Securing Job Facts: The analyst will be able to work more 

3D 
Lloyd C. Dockeray, and G. Gorham Lane , Psychology (2nd ed.; 

Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1950), p. 12; 
Herbert G. He neman III, et al , Personnel/Human Resource Management 
(Homewood, Illinois: Richard D. Irwin, Inc., 19BD), p.B9. 
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quickly and his information will be more complete and accurate i f he 

i s provided with an outline or guide to follow i n analysing jobs. 

Many examples of analysis out lines have been supplied by different 

author s ; however, the procedure a nd outline adopted by a specific 

or ganisation for a specific function wi ll basi cally depend on that 

f unction in this case fo r j ob e valuat ion purposes . The actual 

procedure utilised for job evaluation according to the survey 

system for purposes of establishing the basis for a structural 

comparison met hod of wage and salary surveys , will be outlined at a 

l ater stage . 

For general purposes, an excellent example is supplied by the 

Training and Reference Manual for Job Analysis31 which explains and 

i nterpr et s the exact scope and meaning of each item to be included 

in a job analysis schedul e , which in itself i s an excellent outline 

to follow in analysing a job. 

The general procedure suggested is fo r the analyst t o obtain his 

information by observation and i nterview , t aking notes as he does so, 

and then complete the job analys i s s chedule in first draft form from 

these notes. Thi s data may then be r earranged at a later stage, and 

adapted to prepare job information in various forms, such as the job 

description, and the job specification for evaluation pur poses . 

It is extremely i mportant to emphasise at this stage that the 

analyst should t ake care in the phrasing of hi s analysis statements . 

Eve n where the job eva luation manual, with the detailed definitions 

of degrees under each s ub-factor is available to the analyst as a 

guide to collecting and recording information , it is easy to ignore 

actually stating the facts about the job which would j ustify the 

application of terms such as minor, severe, seldom, occasional , sams , 

to the att ributes being covered. In other words, care should be 

t aken to record facts as they exist on the job, r ather than 

judgements based on observation. 

In the di scussion of adapting or constructing a job evaluation 

31 Department of Labour, U.S, Employment Service, Training and 
Reference Manual fo r Job Analysis. 
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method, it was emphasised that perhaps the best results may be 

obtained in any organisation, if the job evaluation method i s 

tailor-illade for that organisation, and takes into account the 

significant factors which make ·that company or that industry different 

from ot hers. The same reasoning can be applied to a form or outline 

for collecting job facts, since the items of information covered and 

the way in which the information is organised and presented will 

depend to a great extent on the characteristics of the job evaluation 

system being used, as reflected in the job evaluation manual. It 

is possible , however, to list some general characteristics which any 

form for gathering information should have: 

1 • Identification facts. All facts which serve to identify 

the job and differentiate it from other j obs in the organisation are 

a prime requisite of any form for collecting and recording job facts. 

2. Completeness of cover age. 

3. Space for writing in information. 

4. Check lists. These lists may be used as a guide to 

preparing statements under each attribute or job evaluation sub-factor. 

5 . Order of items. The order i n which i tems of information 

are listed can be of great assistance, both as a guide in the analysis, 

and as an outline in writing job descriptions and job specifications. 

6 . Suitability for permanent filing. If the report or r ecord 

is to be a permanent one, the job analysis form must be suitable for 

permanent filing. 

Where a simpler form is desired and will adequately meet the 

requirements for job evaluation, the forms on which the final job 

description and job speci fication are to be written can be used as 

note sheets. Thus , all identifying information and description of 

work performed can be recorded on the job description form and all 

notes and statements regarding skill and physical demands can be 
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recorded on the job specification form in spaces allotted to each of 

the attributes to be evaluated. 

If the original job analysis report is not to be retained as a 

permanent record, another possibility is to prepare an outline of the 

items to be covered in the 

f t d k o t 32 ac s an rna lng no es 

analysis which can be used in obtaining 

These notes can then be used to prepare 

the job description and job specification. To be mentioned at this 

stage is that these methods will not yield as complete and accurate 

job information as will the more thorough app roach based on a 

comprehensive form. 

Analysing and Presenting Job Facts: On the basis of his 

background information, the analyst will be able to understand facts 

with which he is presented , and to analyse each item properly, and 

fit these facts together in a meaningful analysis. The inexperienced 

analyst may omit important job facts, or may search for additional 

facts which are not pertinent. In short, the analyst "should be able 

to sift the facts of each occupation, setting aside those which are 

unimportant and unessential and retaining those which are pertinent to 

the description of the occupation ••••••.•• ,,33 

Analysis and organisation of the information obtained by 

observation and interview is most important when the analyst segregates 

from the total job information those facts which bear upon one 

particular aspect of the job. In recording the information on each 

subject of this type, the analyst must in effect reanalyse the entire 

job by studying his basic factual information and v.eighting each fact 

which bears upon the particular subject. This information must then 

be organised into a statement clearly describing all the features of 

the job that are significant to an evaluation of that subject and that 

shows relative importance of the facts cove red in the statement. 

The final essential skill of the analyst is his literary ability 

in organising and recording the information which he has obtained and 

32 
Shartle , Occupational Information, 34-38. 

33 
Scott, Clothier, and Spriegel , Personnel Management, 148. 
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analysed. In effect, the job analyst, in reporting his analysis of 

the job, is the key link between the facts as they exist in the job 

and subsequent work based on these facts, as given in the analysis 

report. Where a verification of the facts in the job analysis report 

would be extremely difficult or consume a great amount of time, the 

skill as well as the integrity of the job analyst in organising and 

presenting job information in writing a report is of primary 

import ance. 

Since in job evaluation the skill of organising and recording job 

information is based primarily in writing job descriptions and job 

specifications, a fact which is most important as far as the wage and 

salary survey procedure is concerned, the techniques involved for 

presentation purposes are discussed more specifically under separate 

sub-titles. 

THE JOB DESCRIPTION 

Job description and specifications are aimed at recording 

information obtained on each job in a standard fashion such that these 

job facts may be utilised for rating and evaluation purposes. In 

preparing these end products of the job analysis for the evaluation, 

the analyst organises the job facts obtained and analysed in the process 

of job a nalys is. 

The analyst himself does some appraising and evaluating of the 

job facts in preparing the statements on the various attributes to be 

evaluated in the job specifications. In preparing the job 

description and job specification, then, the writer takes the facts on 

each job from the r eport of the job analysis, presents this information 

in a precise descript ion of the job, and sorts out and records on the 

job specification the facts bearing on each of the attributes to be 

evaluated. 

The descriptions and specifications on all jobs constitute the 

basic data of the job evaluation, the wage and salary survey, and also 

of the salary and wage administration in general, based on the 

evaluatio n. It is essential, therefore, that this information be as 

accurate and compl ete as is necessary to evaluate jobs, and further to 
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allow accurate position-to-position comparisons in the wage and salary 

survey. 

As mentioned previously, to meet these needs the record of job 

information must (1) identify the job by standardisi ng titles, 

departments, codes, etc.; (2) establish content and scope of the job 

by describing it; and (3) establish the level of difficulty of the 

job by specifying job requirements and worker qualifications under 

each of the attributes to be rated. 

1. Job Titles 

In those organisations which do not have an organised method 

for titling jobs, the job titles are usually inaccurate and 

misleading, are not descriptive, do not indicate uniformly the skills 

of jobs, and are not used uniformly. Thus, a well considered plan 

for titling jobs can systematise all job namenclature and aid in 

classi fication of all jobs. 

The standardisation of titles becomes a necessary part of the 

precise definition of jobs in the organisation, and therefore it is 

logical that the first step in this sequence should be to establish 

scope and content of the job, the second to define the job within its 

established limits, and the third step, to select an appropriate title. 

Although a standard titling system in an organisation, if used 

properly, can speed up and make more accurate all matters regarding 

jobs, it is important to realise that the job title itself does not 

define the job. This point has been emphasised in our discussion 

of wage and salary survey methods, as job titles used in order to 

establish position and wage comparisons can be extremely misleading 

and result· in inadequate data collection and analysis. 

The important factor is that titles are attached to jobs only to 

serve as convenient tags, and this process must never be reversed by 

inferring job duties and specifications from the job title. In order 

to avoid difficulties of this sort, it is necessary to (1) standardise 

job terminology; (2) define the standardised titles; and (3) see 

that all references to jobs by title follow this standardised, defined 
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t erminol ogy . 

II. Pr epari ng Job Descriptions 

The purpose of the job description in the e valuation of jobs is 

to ident ify, define and describe clearly the job to be r ated , and thus 

t o give a detailed pict ure of the duties a nd respo nsibilities of the 

job , and it thus becomes of major assistance in providing ful l 

understanding of the statements r egarding each of the fact ors to be 

evaluated, as detailed in the job specification. The identification 

information on such job description provi des a basis f or interpretation 

of the job specification statements on each item that is to be rated. 

The job analysis report will s upply the inform ation which forms 

the basis of the job description, s uch informat ion being rephresed and 

improved in summary form . If t he job analysis has been prepared 

carefully and comple t ely , wr iting the job description will be primarily 

a matter of copying the necessary i denti fying information, impr oving, 

rephrasing and editing statements regarding work per formed . 

Gener ally speaking , there are three levels of detail which might 

be used in job descriptions for job evaluation purposes 34 

1. Job i dentificat i on : all information necessary to identify 

the job without describing the duties in any detail. 

2. Job identificati on plus job s ummary: detailed ide ntificatio n 

plus a definition of the job describi ng the scope, purpose, and content 

bri efly . 

3 . Job identification plus job summary plus work performed: 

similar to (2) above with the addition of a detailed descr iption of the 

work per formed cover ing the wh at - how-why of the job. 

Thus, the outline of the job descr ipt i on is comprised of three 

principal parts: (1) job identification ; (2) job summary; (3) work 

performed. The job ident i ficat ion will include the var i ous 

340tis and Leukart , Job Evaluation, 263 . 
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identifying facts which are considered necessary for this purpose, the 

minimum identifying facts being job t itle, department, and the last 

date on which the information contained in the description was 

verified as correct. The job summary will state briefly the 

significant facts regarding duties of the job, the overall purpose 

being "to give the reader an overall concept of the purpose, nature, 

and extent of the tasks performed and how the job differs generally 

from other jObs,,35 In this way the job summary can be used as a 

definition of the job for quick reference, by giving a brief of the 

entire job- supplying information as to the scope and purpose of the 

j ob as well as an overall statement of the duties . Finally, the work 

performed section will describe in necessary detail the what, how and 

why of the job , the most important feature being the organisation of 

all the facts about the job for an orderly presentation of this 

information in the description of the duties. This involves 

determination of the major tasks, steps and parts of the job such that 

some logical organisatio n of facts may be presented in a chronological 

order of importance, the reason for the importance of this 

organisation being that it s hould be presented such that it does not 

require reorganisation on the part of the job evaluation panel in 

order to understand the job clearly. "The primary consideration is 

to organise the statements so that the uni nformed reader can obtain a 

clear concept of the work performed on the jOb,,36 

Thus in short, the facts which are to be secured under the 

heading of "job description" are those which tell the what, how and 

why of the job, the extent of detail to be covered being the principal 

variable. Detailed information on job duties and responsibilities 

has a major advantage over the briefer job definition in that a rather 

complete description of the job contributes to an understanding of the 

job as a whole when the evaluation is being considered or challenged, 

in that it facilitates organiSing the facts on the job specification 

and often substantiates and reinforces the statements and conclusions 

given in the job specification. Where the organisation plans to 

adapt its basic job information to a number of different uses, a very 

35 
Department of Labour, U.S. Employment Service, Training and 

Reference Manual for Job Analysis, 13. 

36Ibid . 
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thorough and complete description of the work performed on the job 

should be part of the basic record, although it may be abbreviated and 

condensed in constructing the job description for pay purposes. 

The argument fo r a more detailed and carefully compiled job 

description is further supported by the many uses of job descriptions. 

Of importance to the wage and salary survey in general, while the 

description has important uses in the rating of the jobs, it is also 

to be used continually in the maintenance of the job evaluation 

system. Frequently, a job changes enough so that it is judged to be 

di fferent .from what it was before, perhaps sufficiently different to 

place it in another wage bracket, a fact which is often uncovered by 

the wage and salary survey. It is essential to know not only the 

details of the job as it is at present but, equally important, what 

the details of the job were before it changed in order to make a 

comparison and analysis of the change. Further, should there be 

some question as to whether the job actually has changed, it is 

important that the description be complete enough to serve as a 

measuring stick for such a determination. This is an important, 

even vital feature of the entire wege and salary administration based 

on the job evaluation, for jobs do change over time. However, what 

is more difficult to handle is the fact that they tend to change 

gradually, by small degrees, and it is necessary to decide when the 

job has changed sufficiently in content, skill, and responsibility 

to justify a revision of the job description and a re-evaluation of 

the job. 

If job descriptions are to be useful in the situations suggested 

above it is obvious that they must contain considerable pertinent 

detail in order to be conclusive. However, in deciding how much 

detail is going to be included in the job information collected by 

job analysis, and how comprehensive the record of this job analysis 

will be, it is necessary to weigh the cost, the time, and the 

technical difficulties involved in accumulating complete job analysis 

information against the long term advantages of having this 

information at hand for use in meeting the many problems where these 

facts will be of assistance. 

Reference may be made at this stage to a problem affecting 
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f actor evaluation systems such as the Conventional systems , namely, 

that some factors and sub-factors are basically abstractions and 

cannot be r eadily grasped, let alone quantified . Skill , fo r example , 

is difficult to define and under stand , along with certain other human 

characteristics. In order to make assessment easier, certain 

substitute factors may be used, such as the training per iod or previous 

experience required to perform the work . Such factors are 

quanti fiable, whereas skill is not, and useful information may be 

available from past records . 

However , care should be taken whe n using substitute facto r s to 

ensure that they are in fact representative of the factor i n question. 

Where such s ubstitute factors ara necessary , t he job description must 

be f ul ly informative without being at the same time specul ative with 

r egard to any difficulties i nvolve d. In fact there would seem to be 

nothing fu ndament ally wrong with these substitutions , provided that 

their significance and effects are understood. Nevertheless, the 

r ecent l y developed evaluation systems have been aimed at combatting 

such problems , and thus exclude the necessity for job descriptions to 

t ake into account such anomalies by moving away from systems relying 

on ar bitrar y factors. On the other hand , the tendency to use fewe r 

and fewer factors means that some of the criteria that might have been 

included in a system may be left out by the newer systems . The real 

danger is wher e the j ob analyst decides that a particular featu r e has 

become insignificant , whereas it should be for the assessment panel to 

make s uch decisions. This fact once again st r esses the importance of 

the skill of the job analyst. Fortunately , any shortfall or 

ambiguity in the job des'cr iption is likely t o be r evealed in a 

difference of opinion at the assessment stage , when the deficiency can 

be corrected . 

THE JOB SPECIFICATION 

One use t o which the job description may be applied is as a basis 

for a complete job specification, which is not only a statement of the 

kind of work involved in the job , but also includes a description of 

the kind of per son needed to do the work. Essentially, they are the 

basis and the justification of values that will be assigned to each 

job factor used in the evaluation of the job , and are primar i l y written 
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descriptions of skill involved and physical demands of the job. 

Specification statements on each factor used in the job evaluation 

must describe the extent to which that factor is present in the job, 

and the degree of difficulty of that factor as it is found in that 

job. This emphasises the need for very specific job information in 

the specification with emphasis on quantitacive facts and judgements 

which will aid in establishing the level of difficulty on each 

factor. 

Job facts and judgements recorded in the job specifications are 

subsequently compared to the standard degree of difficulty definitions 

on each factor in the job evaluation method being used. As a result 

of these comparisons, the degree of difficulty of each factor in a 

given job is determined in relation to the standard scale represented 

by the evaluation manual. 

I . Oat a Sources 

As mentioned, the primary source of information on the basis of 

which job specification statements are to be phrased is the job 

description. Where the job description has been prepared quite 

thoroughly at the time of the job analysis, the writing of the job 

specification will be primarily a matter of rephrasing, editing and 

improving the statements of fact which have already been recorded in 

space allotted to each of the job evaluation factors on the data 

sheet. 

However, in addition to these sections on each of the job 

evaluation factors in the job description , there are other important 

sources of data . For each task covered in the job description there 

should be some corresponding statement in the job specification 

indicating skills involved in those tasks, a nd thus the job 

description as a whole is invaluable in specification formulation . 

The job evaluation manual may also be used to check the completeness 

of information on the job specification. The specification on a 

particular factor may be compared to the description of levels of 

that factor in the job evaluation manual to determine whether the 

facts as given in the specification statement are complete and 

sufficiently specific to place this job on the levels described 
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under that factor. If this cannot be done accurately , the 

specification statemant on the job may have omitted some significant 

detail, or the descriptions of the levels given in the job evaluation 

manual may not be sufficiently detailed and complete . However , it 

must be emphasised that extreme caution be used in referring to the 

job evaluation manual while writing specifications , as there should 

be no possibil ity of phrasing specification statements in such a way 

that the level or degree assigned to the factor on that job is 

predetermined by the fact that language identical with that of the 

job evaluation manual has been used in the job specification 

statement. 

II. Content and Method of Content Outline 

The outline of the job specification is composed of two main 

parts : (1 ) identifying facts; and (2) job evaluation factors to be 

rated. Job identification information will be similar to that 

carried in the job dascription except that it may be l ess complete . 

The major portion of the specification should be organised by headings 

to include specification statements on each of the factors on which 

the job is to be rated in the job evaluation. Regardless of what 

particular fact ors are to be evaluated on each job, however , the 

information contained in the specification under the general term of 

"skill" should cover responsibility, job requirements, mental 

application an d accuracy. The over all organisatio n of the 

specification should obviously then be completed according t o the 

basis of the job factors to be evaluated , the purpose bei ng to supply 

specific and detailed r eference data rather than an overall picture 

of the job. 

It has been emphasised that the j ob analyst , while analysing 

jobs, is concer ned only with f actual information about the j ob . 

Within this limitation the job analyst also may write the job 

description . However, should the analyst also prepare in final form 

the job specificat ion, it should be emphasised that some skil ls and 

requirements in addition to those which he exercises in job analysis 

are necessary in writ i ng the specification. While the job 

specifi cation has to do largely with factual information about the 

job, some analysis and evaluation must necessarily be used in arriving 
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at judgements which are to be included in the specification 

statements. 

In some situations, these judgements may be made on a very 

superficial basis, while in other cases they may be made by some 

systematic procedure on the basis of considered judgement. Thus , 

the validity of such judgements can vary a great deal from situation 

to situation, depending on the individual making the judgement, the 

method used in making the judgement, and the specific type of human 

characteristics in question. When specifications are established on 

the basis of judgement , the individual making the judgement is, in 

effect, making an inference, based on his knowledge of the job 

activities, about the human characteristics that would be required 

for successful performance. It has been s uggested by Trattner, 

Fine and Kubis37 that the inferences generated are mediated t hrough a 

system of concept, and it is in effect these concepts that are rated. 

In this connection it is reasonable to suggest that the more 

adequate the available job information, the better would be the 

judgements in question, an argument which supports the standardisation 

of job analysis terms and expressions . 

However, these judgements should be based on facts about the job 

and, furthermore, these facts should be included in the specification 

as a SUbstantiation of jUdgements. It should be recognised that in 

preparing the job specification , the wr iter is actually performing the 

first stages of the evaluation of the job, a fact which introduces the 

question of reliability of the judgements being made, since the aim is 

to achieve an eventual evaluation which is as objective as possible. 

It is possible to confine ·the job specification writer to statements 

of fact only, so that in the rating process which follows it will be 

necessary to make all of the judgements which are involved in the job 

evaluation. However, according to Otis and Leukart
38

, this is 

drawing a fine li ne , as fci.r all practical purposes it would appear far 

37M•H• Trattner, S .A. Fine, and J.F. Kubis, "A Compar ison of 
Worker Requirement Ratings Made by Reading Job Descriptions and by 
Direct Job Observation", Personnel Psychology, VIII (1955), 193-194. 

380tis and Leukart, Job Evaluation, 287. 
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better for the person writing the specification, being thoroughly 

familiar with all the details of the job, to make his own judgements 

backed up by a listing of the facts which led to those judgements; 

thus, both the judgements of the job specification writer and the facts 

on which he based his judgements may be taken into account and reviewed 

in the process of rating the job. 

The reliability of judgements of job specifications can be thought 

of as the degree of agreement between judges, or the consistency of 

judgements made by the same judge on two or more occasions. 50me 

indication of the reliability of ratings of jobs in terms of aptitudes 

comes from the study by Trattner, Fine and KUbis39
, who had ten jobs 

rated on ten different aptitudes by job analysts in each of two groups, 

one group rating the jobs on t he basis of their job descriptions, and 

the other group rating corresponding jobs by direct observation. Two 

types of ratings were made, one being an estimate of the degree of the 

aptitude required by the job, and the other being a selection of the 

aptitudes that were considered to be most important for success in the 

job in question. Indices of reliability for the two groups of eight 

analysts ranged from 0,74 to 0,96 for ratings based on job descriptions 

and 0,08 to 0,95 for ratings based on observation wit h regard to 

"degree" of aptitude required, while the "ratio" of agreement ratings 

on most important aptitudes ranged from 0,39 to 0,94 for ratings based 

on job descriptions, and 0,32 to 1,00 for ratings based on 

observation. Although this study is not aimed specifically at the 

reliability of judgements of job analysts in drawing up specifications 

from descriptions, it does indicate to a certain extent that such 

judgements of trained job analysts may be regarded as being reliable 

in general as based on job description material. This study further 

emphasises the necessity for trained job analysts in the job analysis 

process in order to achieve the required level of objectivity. 

III. Verification and Editing 

It is necessary, once the job descriptions and job specifications 

have been completed, for such drafts to be shown to the workers and 

supervisors concerned in order to give them the opportunity to read 

39 Trattner, Fine, and Kubis, Personnel Psychology, VIII. 
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this information thoroughly and suggest any changes . Should changes 

be suggested , and such changes are justified by the facts, revisions 

may be made by the job analyst. 

The final procedure is the process of thoroughly editing the 

individual job descriptions and specifications for internal 

consistency, completeness, accuracy and conciseness. This editing 

should give particular attention to a thorough analysis of the job 

description and specification in order to determine whether they 

conform to the standards specified for these materials. In short , 

this process should include a thorough editing of the adequacy and 

quality of job information, judged in terms of the standards by which 

they were supposed to have been prepared. 

This editing process is essentially important to the wage and 

salary survey procedure in t hat for position-to-position comparison 

purposes , the job descriptions are required in concise summary form, 

and yet should incorporate sufficient necessary detail to allow 

reliable re-evaluation for weighting and adjustment purposes. 

Finally, it should be mentioned that this editorial process is 

not for the purpose of developing the literary excellence of the 

material , but for the sole purpose of developing a clear, concise and 

complete statement of the job facts which it is necessary to include 

in the job description and specification. 

EXECUTIVE POSITION ANALYSIS 

As discussed in Chapter I, due to the difficulties and pitfalls 

inherent in obtaining wage and salary s urvey job comparability at the 

executive levels, many survey programs exclude such positions rather 

than risk the analysis of incorrect information. The r eason behind 

these difficulties is the problem involved in analysing and describing 

such positions in terms of the usual job content and job factor 

indices. 

However, considerable research effort has been directed at the 

problem of adequately analysing the supervisory-managerial-executive 

levels. As the supervisory level position in industry is considered 
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particularly critical in that it represents the interface between 

labour and management, research has been completed by Chapple and 
40 Sayles which resulted in four methods of describing supervisory and 

managerial positions, which are basically similar to and can be 

accommodated by methods utilised to analyse general levels of jobs. 

The specifics of e xecutive job content were comprehensively 
41 studied by Baehr who managed to identify twelve factors to represent 

the content of higher level positions, and this appears to be the most 

comprehensive study to date in terms of sampling of occupational 

groups. The study by Hemphil142 approached the problem by factor 

analysis in order to determine essential dimensions of executive 

pOSitions, while prien43 managed to identify seven such dimensions. 

An examination of the results of these studies indicates that fifteen 

dimensions will account for the analysis of the executive position. 

In terms of this research, one point remains clear, namely, that 

supervisory and 

by authors such 

managerial work is far more complex than as described 
44 as Barnard ,and yet in spite of intangible , 

unobservable nature of this type of work, it appears quite possible 

to differentiate between jobs in a meaningful way, at least in terms 

of job content. Different research designs appear to yield 

comparable results although the differences in dimensions reported 

casts some doubt on the adequacy of all of the studies . A spate of 

further r esearch was completed on Hemphill's Executive Position 

Description Questionnaire in order to combat this inadequacy, but 

these studies failed to show the factorial congruence demonstrated in 

40 E.D. Chapple, and L.R. Sayles, The Measure of Management (New 
York : MacMillan, 1961). 

41Melany E . Baehr, "A Factorial Framework of Job Description", 
(Chicago: Industrial Relations Centre , University of Chicago, 1967). 

42Hemphill, Harvard Business Review , XXXVIII, No . 5. 

41Prien, Journal of Applied Psychology, XLVII. 

44Chester I. Barnard, The Functions of The Exe cutive (Cambridge, 
Massach ussetts : Harvard University Press, 1938). Also H. Mintzberg, 
The Nature of Managerial Work (New York : Harper and Row, 1973). 
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studies of either lower level positions or those which span the 

occupational hierarchy, nor did these studies match the quality or 

sophistication of the original study by Hemphill. 

45 Quasi - replication of the Hemphill study are reported by Meyer 

who essentially provided a construct validation of Hemphill's factor 

definitions. Meyer administered questionnaires to a representative 

sample of one hundred management personnel spanning the entire 

hierarchy of a single organisation. The profile score nomS based on 

subgrouping correspond very closely to expectations. 

46 
In another study by Brennecke a modified form of Hemphill's 

EPDQ was administered to a sample of two-hundred-and-eighty-eight life 

insurance agency managers. A partial sample including most and least 

eff ective managers used to establish test-retest reliability yielded a 

product moment correlation of 0,67, and a contingency coefficient of 

0,65. Composite profiles were obtained for eleven "top " managers and 

ten "bottom" managers in terms of general effect iveness . The only 

difference approaching significance was a factor called Responsibility 

for Technical Products and Markets . 

47 A study reported by Dawso n used a 315 item revised form of the 

original 575 item EPDQ. A repeat factor analysis of this revised 

form yielded six factors, three of which were comparable to Hemphill's 

original factor definitions. The remaining three appeared to be 

composites of the remaining seve n factors. The revision of the EPOQ 

was specific to the sponsor organisation with no attempt to obtain 

generalisable result s. 

The general criticism, therefore, is that questionnaire items are 

usually written which are specific to the position and to the interests 

45H•D• Meyer , "An Explanatory Study of the Executive Position 
Descript ion Questionnaire in the Jewe l Tea Company, Inc." (United States: 
The Conference on the Executive Study, June 1961). 

46C• Brennecke, "A Study of the Work of Life Insurance Agency 
Managers " (United States : The Conference on the Executive Study , June 
1961), 71-94. 

47 
R.I. Dawson, "The Use of the Job Description Questionnaire in the 

LDMA Management Selection Study" (United States : The Conference on the 
Executive Study , June 1961 ), 135-152. 
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of the sponsor, and thus the lack of research designed to provide 

generalisable results remains the overall probl em . In spite of the 

now obvious potential of such questionnaires for describing work at 

various organisational levels, the research has baen largely 

proprietary. There has , however , been an attempt to develop a 

checklist questionnaire aimed at the management levels of the 

organisation which contains task- oriented items which have the 

following characteristics: (1) are responded to differently by 

different functions within and across organisations; (2) are 

responded to differently across management l evels; and (3) have 

relevance for more than one function and organisation. This 

checklist questionnaire is the Management Position Description 

Questionnaire developed by Tornow and Pinto4B , the format for 

collecting job information and the methods used to synthesise the 

data being similar to those used with the Posi tion Analysis 

Questionnaire developed by McCormick , Jeanneret, and Meacham . This 

MPDQ is useful for slotting jobs into app r opriate clusters of similar 

jobs when they are created, and for immediate use in job evaluation. 

In order to bypass the necessity to analyse executive, or other 

positions for job evaluation and salary determination purposes , 

several studies have been aimed at using questionnaires to actually 

predict salaries49 , as mentioned in the discussion of the 

Questionnaire Method of data collection. These studies , however, 

did not approach the predictability of salaries using conventional 

point evaluation pl ans, especially at higher level, or executive jobs. 

Thus, although a great deal of research may still be necessary to 

develop this theme, reliance at present is largely on conventional 

analysis and evaluation systems. 

In spite of the fact that the analysis of executive positions 

remains a problem, the trend that has developed alongside the more 

recent job evaluation systems, is a movement away from factors which 

4~ . W. Tornow , and P.R . Pinto , "The Development of a Managerial 
Job Taxonomy : A System for Describing , Classifying and Evaluating 
Executive Positions", J ournal of Applied Psychology, LXI (1976) , 410-
418 . 

49See studies by Champagne and McCormick, Occupational Research 
Centre Purdue University; Prien et al , Journal of Industrial 
Psychology, III, 91-94; Mecham and McCormick, Occupational Research 
Centre, Purdue University; Boshoff, Psychologia Africana, XII , 212-221; 
Marshall, Personnel Psychology, XX, 417-430. 
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rely on specific job content as such , and rather to incorporate as few 

content measurement indices as possible and rely on an overall 

evaluation principle. For example , the Paterson system relies on the 

single decision-making factor, while the Castellion/Peromnes system is 

based on the differentiation of kinds of decision-maki ng and evaluates 

jobs on several factors in the light of this decision-making process. 

Thus, the decision-making process is utilised as a common yardstick in 

the evaluation of all positions, from highest to lowest, by both 

systems, and in this way such systems attempt to solve the problem of 

the executive position analysis. 

A further development of su ch systems is to provide carefully 

phrased progressive definitions for each evaluation factor such that 

the evaluation of executive positions has the same basis as that 

provided for all levels within the organisation. In short then, the 

trend has been to facilitate t he writing of job descriptions and 

specifications based on a nalyses applicable to these degree definitions 

supplied by the job evaluation manual in question. In this way , 

although the problem of the adequate analysis of the executive 

position is still to be solved in terms of a generally acceptable 

method, the job evaluation system may provide a temporary and 

acceptable method of assisting in the completion of job descriptions 

for surveying of executive positions. 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF 
JOB ANALYSIS 

I. Compensable Job Factors 

A JOB ANALYSIS PROCEDURE: 
AND JOB EVALUATION 

In studying the elements of job evaluation, note has been made of 

the fact that the first step in establishing the relative value of 

jobs for both wage and salary administration purposes in general, and 

the maintenance of a competitive pay structure, is a study of all jobs 

within the organisation through the process of job analysis. Through 

this process facts regarding the duties and r esponsibilities of the 

job are obtained, together with information regarding worker 

re quirements for successful performance of the job. These data are 

obtained, analysed, and recorded in precise, co nsistent language . 

The next step in the overall process is deciding what the 
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organisation is in actual fact paying for, and consists of determining 

what factor or factors place one job at a higher level in the job 

hierarchy than another, and thus at a highe r rate of pay. This 

decision thus becomes the core of the job evaluation process, as these 

compensable factors are the yardsticks used to determine the relative 

value of j obs. Unless they are applicable to the jobs concerned , 

success of the project cannot be assured. 

It has been suggested that job analysis should precede the 

decision on compensable factors , as such an important decision should 

only be made when all possible information is available 5D However, 

with the development of more recent job evaluation systems the 

decision on compensable factors is made befor e jobs are analysed , 

which allows job analysts to make judgements on the amount of each 

compensable factor present in a job at the time the jobs are analysed. 
51 Accordi ng to Gray when a ready-made job evaluation system is adopted 

in toto by an organisation, it is assumed that the factors 

incorporated in the system are applicable to the organisation and its 

j obs, and should these factors chosen not be applicable, and the r e is 

Those evidence that they often are not , the results are unfortunate. 

responsible for job analysis are asked to assess the amounts of 

inapplicable factors existing in jobs, and even more serious , these 

are the only factors used, for no attempt is made later in the 

procedure to substitute more applicable factors. 

However, as mentioned, recent job evaluation systems have been 

developed specifically with such pr oblems in mind , and the mejority 

of these systems are developed for in toto adaption purposes. The 

theme behind the development of such systems has been a movement 

away from the use of independent sub-factors toward single fectors, or 

a number of factors developed according to a common yardstick of job 

measurement, for example , decision-making. This practice is 

certainly not objectionable if proper care has gone into the decision 

on compensable factors , and if sufficient information for such a decision 

exists prior to job analysis. It is thus possible to decide on 

compensable factors prior to the job analysis process, and in fact 

50 
Belcher, Wage and Salary Administration, 130. 

51 
Gray, Journal of Applied Psychology , XXXIV, No . 6, 378-380 . 
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such factors will be used to predetermine format and content of the 

job description and specification52 

These compensable factors, then, will be included in the job 

evaluation manual wh ich is an important tool in forming the basis and 

setting the pattern for the work to be done. The manual will define 

in detail the job factors or elements which are to be analysed and 

described to form the factual basis for the rating of jobs. It is 

the basic measuring stick that will be applied to the jobs in 

determining relative values for wage and salary payment purposes. 

Incorporated in this manual will be the factor degree definitions 

which will provide the analyst with an insight into what is job 

information is to be highlighted in the analysis process, that is , 

such degree definitions define the extent of analysis required with 

regard to each compensable factor such that effective evaluation is 

allowed. 

II. The Survey Organisation Job Evaluation Factors 

In the light of the previous discussion of job analysis as a 

basis for job evaluation and wage and salary survey purposes, emphasis 

may now be placed on drawing from the methods and techniques mentioned 

in order to specifically accommodate one particular job evaluation 

method. As this overview was primarily aimed at data collation 

techniques with the points system of evaluation in mind, it now 

becomes necessary to SUbstantiate such background material with actual 

factor and sub-factor analysis such that a basis for the wage and 

salary survey guide may be developed at a later stage. 

In order to provide an insight into the type of information 

required, and the extent to which job and task analysis requires a 

specific skil l for job analysis purposes, it now becomes necessary to 

define sub-factors according to progressive degree definitions. 

These degree definitions are then utilised, not only as a direct basis 

for job analysis reference, but as a guide in actually evaluating all 

positions according to a common yardstick, as will be discussed in 

detail. Further , such definitions also provide a basis for effective 

52Belcher , Wage and Salary Administration, 131. 
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minimisation of those disadvantages which have been mentioned in 

conjunction with the evaluation method as potential invalidators of 

the present wage and salary survey procedures, and which are to be 

eliminated by development of a new guide and procedure. 

The following points are important when considering the sub­

factor degree definitions of the job evaluatio n system utilised as e 

basis for the structural Comparison System (as outlined in Chapter 

VII) : 

1. The scale should be used to analyse and evaluate the job 

and never the incumbent in the job. 

2. Each factor is divided into nine progressive definitions, 

such definitions representing a scaled continuum including all degrees 

relating to the entire job hierarchy, including senior executive 

levels. 

3. 

apply. 

4. 

In any definition all lower definitions are understood to 

To analyse or evaluate a job start reading at definition 0 

or 1. The lowest definitions are also applicable in part to the 

highest jobs. 

5. Continue to read progressively and accumulatively until the 

first definition which is just too high for the job being evaluated 

is reached; then return to the previous apt definition. This 

definition will then indicate the degree to which the factor under 

consideration applies to the particular posit ion, as well as the points 

allocation. 

6. When a definition is just too high nothing can be considered 

beyond that point on the scale for the job being evaluated. Should 

part of this definition be apt, but not all , the scale will make 

provision for an applicable points allocation . 

7. All scores of relative worth should be based on critical 

incidents and factual situations for which evidence is clear and 
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definable. 

Factor 1 Problem Solving [Decisions): A decision may be 

interpreted as the solving of a problem where alternative actions are 

possible. The incumbent must identi fy the alternatives and decide 

which is best. The process varies from simple decisions with only a 

few easily identifiable alternatives within the framework of specified 

work procedures , to decisions which become more difficult where clues 

are unlimited. At the higher levels the incumbent must initiate 

alternatives , the effectiveness of which may be in doubt. Clues may 

be r egarded as information used to arrive at a decision. 

Alternatives may be regarded as different solutions which can be 

applied to a problem. 

Factor definit ions are as follows: 

D. Reacts only to direct instructions does not make 

independent decisions. 

1. Responds to single concrete clues , which are immediately 

[directly) perceptible. Alternatives practically do not exist. 

2. Responds to a limited number of concrete, immediately 

perceptible clues which appear in a routine. 

limited and prescribed or obvious. 

Alternatives are 

3. Clues consist of isolated visually obvious deviations from 

t he normal routine. Additional clues are freely available. 

Alternatives are still limited but demand a degree of reasoning to be 

able to make a choice. 

4. Clues are less obvious but not contradictory and can be 

interpreted by direct reasoning. More possible alternatives which 

require interpretation and independent r easoning in the light of 

cir cumstances are encountered . 

5 . Clues are readily available, but indirect and form a wider 

variety which must be applied selectively to identify the problem 

precisely, especially with regard to new problems which may appear on 
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occasions. Alternatives are not self evident and must be considered 

closely in the light of possible implications. 

6. Clues are vague and require that the incumbent not only acts 

selectively but also investigates particular clues more closely. 

Alternatives are developed through active investigation and the 

testing of possible conclusions. 

7. Clues are manifold , abstract and of divergent meaning. 

Implications of clues are determined by searching personal 

investigations as well as by available specialised advice. 

Alternatives are interpreted and created by original deductions which 

are made in continually changing circumstances. 

B. Clues are abstract, incomplete and doubtful and must be 

formulated by new methods of investigation, own deduction and 

abstraction. Alternatives are indefinite and must be formulated by 

the incumbent taking into consideration the possible but unknown 

influence of manifold dynamic factors within, as wall as outside, the 

organisation. 

9. Clues are extremely abstract, subtle and undefined. 

Problems must be formulated by own conceptualisation and creative 

thinking. Consultation not available and the reference framework 

must be built up for each individual Case. Radical conclusions are 

the result of a long process of abstraction and generalisation. 

Factor 2 Consequence of Errors of Judgement: This factor 

measures the consequences of wrong decisions as reflected in losses 

and their extent, for example, financial losses related to material 

or manpower. 

Factor definitions are as follows: 

o. Hardly perceptible to production. 

1. Errors have very limited (negligible) impact and can be 

rectified by repeating the job. 

labour. 

The cost is usually wasted time and 
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2. Errors have little impact on a production or office system 

usually remedied by supervision. 

3. Errors have limited but definite impact may upset a 

significant day's program and probably involving management. 

4. Errors have a definite perceptible impact , limited to a 

specific sector (internally), for example, accounts, personnel 

department, buying. 

5. Errors, for example, poor supervision, ineffective 

administration procedures , have a cumulative effect internally . 

Errors involve different sections. 

6. Errors have implications which can affect the whole 

organis.ation with the possibility of significant repercussions outside 

the organisation, for example, prestige. 

7. Error s may have consequences on prestige and will result in 

substantial reduction in profit expectations. 

influences on a specific envi ronment. 

May have limited 

8. Errors seriously affect the or ganisation in terms of money, 

material, manpower , and prestige, for example, on its survival. 

9. Errors have major effect on the survival of the organisation 

and on the environment, for example, may affect the national economy. 

Factor 3 Pressure of Work: This factor measures the amount of 

stress inherent in the job as reflected in the volume and type of work 

as well as available time. 

Factor definitions are as follows: 

O. Only works on direct instructions no material stress 

involved. 

1 • Regular, steady flow of work. No pressing deadlines. 
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2. Regular flow of work subjected to expected seasonal 

fluctuations. 

3. Flow of work subjected to a few unforeseen peak periods. 

4 . Attention divided between parallel or similar tasks. 

Sometimes necessary to take immediate decisions. 

than a few unforeseen peaks. 

More deadlines 

5. Attention divided because of considerable interruptions, 

simUltaneous handling of a variety of tasks, discussions, etc ., 

usually within one discipline. Frequent peak periods during which 

immediate decisions must be made . 

6. Varied and divided attention throughout the day because of 

the simUltaneous handling of a wide variety of tasks , and frequent 

i nterruptions , some of which are outside a single discipline. 

Prolonged periods of stress are usual . 

7 . Work is normally subjected to prolonged peak periods and 

consists of a wide variety of different interdisciplinary tasks. 

Decisions are made under definite time stress and it is normally 

necessary to work beyond normal office hours in order to complete the 

volume of wor k within time limit . 

B. Decisions are made in an ever changing envi ronment. 

Consequently there is nearly always an element of risk, uncertainty 

and mental stress involved. 

9 . Continued and considerable risk as well as time stress. 

Dependent on others, e .g . advisors, for correct information and 

conclusions. 

Factor 4 Knowledge: This factor measures the level of 

knowledge which is necessary in order to fill the position adequately. 

The term scientific, as used in this context , does not refer to 

natural sciences only. 

Factor definitions are as follows: 
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O. Reacts only to direct instructions 

knowledge. 

needs no basic 

1. Knowledge of basic requirements needed to perform simple 

tasks. 

2. Knowledge of standardised routines and procedures embodied 

in a number of tasks. 

3. Knowledge of instructions and regulations that are applicable 

to a variety of procedures within a specific system. 

4. Knowledge of the composition, functioning and changing of a 

system that affects different sections. 

5. Executive knowledge of a technical field, or of the 

coordination of numerous systems, or semi-professional knowledge. 

6. Professional knowledge. 

scienti fic theory and principles. 

Broad insight and skill in 

7. Master of theory, practice and techniques of a scientific 

field gained by specialised training and many years of experience. 

8. Profound knowledge and mastery of a scientific field. 

Recognised as an authority within own country. 

9. Unique authority on principles, theories and practice of a 

scientific field. Internationally recognised as an authority in that 

field. 

Factor 5 Job Impact: This factor measures the scope or area 

in which the activities in a job have an influence. Influence may 

have impact on external as well as internal organisational 

environment. 

Factor definitions are as follows: 

O. Hardly noticed as a separate function. 
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1 • Activities limited to own specific post. No direct working 

contacts of any significance. 

2. I mpact limited to a section in own organisation. Activities 

essentially alike, viz. limited number of processes. In case of 

diversions from routine, supervisors are influenced by incumbent's 

reports when making a decision. 

3. Impact limited to a section in own organisation. Activities 

include that incumbent, because of superior knowledge , influences 

others in their performance on the job; enables colleagues and 

superiors to make decisions by presenting data. 

limited to transfer of information. 

Contact with public 

4. Impact (internal) affects various sections in own 

organisation. Takes part in discussions with superiors and transfers 

knowledge and experience to them. Impact (external) i ncludes 

positive action to retain goodwill. 

5. Impact (internal) affects a whole sector in own organisation. 

Impact (external) includes defense of organisational actions as well as 

positive cultivation of goodwill. 

6. Actions (internal) affect whole organisation (all sectors). 

Negotiations (external) take place in dynamic situations and persuasion 

must be done in the presence of competitive elements. 

speci fic image of the organisation. 

Establishes a 

7. Impact of actions extends to the particular business sector 

in its entirety (nation-wide). 

B. Actions have a country-wide influence and may affect the 

national economy. 

9. Actions can have international implications. 

Factor 6 Comprehension: This factor aSsesses the 

requirements of the post in understanding communications, both spoken 

and written. Field of activity: major function, e.g. Finance, 
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Marketing, Production, etc. 

Factor definitions are as follows: 

o. Does not necessarily understand only does as instructed. 

1. Understanding physical demonstrations of simple manual tasks 

only. 

2. Understanding simple communications in day to day language. 

Understanding instructions given in short terms and simple language, 

incorporating very few simple technical terms and requiring little 

discriminat ion. 

3. Understanding simple communications involving understanding 

a limited number of technical terms (these terms are learned without 

much difficulty on the job as they are frequently repeated). 

4. Understanding more varied communications. The 

communication is essentially simple but a larger number of technical 

terms and a wider variety of possible activities are involved. 

5. Understanding communications embodied in varied publications. 

Communications remain simple but their understending involves a full 

acquaintance with a limited number of written documents, e.g. technical 

dat a, works procedures, safety regulat ions. 

6. Understanding communications involving specific terminology 

in a major field of activity. A broad terminology which is used 

extensively is needed and reference is often made to manuals, and 

standing instructions, which stress the need to take precise action. 

7. Understanding communications based on the knowledge of varied 

terminology covering a number of fields of activity. Communicat ions 

are meaningful through specific training in a number of techni ques in 

di fferent fields of activity. 

8. Fully comprehending abstract terminology which has developed 

in a profession. Communications are meaningful to persons who have 
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become familiar with high level abstractions and who must be able to 

explain difficult passages in esoteric communications to others. 

9 . Crit i cal evaluation of original professional communications. 

I ncumbent must read advanced publications critically, evaluate them, 

and may have to translate these into actions which could change work 

patterns considerably . 

Factor 7 Eguivalent Education Qualificat i ons : This fact or 

measures the intelligence level r equired in the past. 

Factor definitions are as f ollows: 

D. Unqualified in basi c communications follows 

demonstrations . 

1. Sufficient for reading, wr iting and counting . 

2. Standard 6. 

3 . Junior Certificate; National Tr ade Cert ificate One. 

4 . Senior Certificate; National Trade Certificate Three. 

5 . Post-matriculation cert ificate/diploma (one to two years 

post-matric); National Trade Certi ficate Five. 

6 . Bachelor' s Degree (three years post-matric) . 

7 . Honour ' s Degr ee (four years post-matric). 

B. Master ' s Degree (five or mo r e years post-mat r ic). 

9. Doct or's Degree . 

Factor B Training/Experience (Nec8ssary to Per form Job 

Competently ) : This factor measures the period normally required on 

other jobs and on this job before becoming fu l ly proficient . 
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O. No formal training needed follows direct instructions. 

1. Less than one week . 

2 . Less than one month. 

3 . Up to one year. 

4 . Up to two years . 

5 . Up to three years. 

6 . Up to six years. 

7. Up to ten years. 

8 . Up t o fifteen years. 

9. Over fi fteen years. 

The above factors and definitions provide the basis for the 

development of the job analysis process , a nd further st ress the type 

and degree of job information necessary for adequate job descriptions 

and specifications. The format of the job description and 

specification should be such that it facilitates job evaluation , and 

j ob analysis will facilitate job evaluation to its greatest extent 

when expresse d 

1 t o 53 
eva ua lon . 

in a f ormat which complements the se lected method of 

Where the outlined system is to be used, then, job 

descriptions and specifications are most meaningful when expressed in 

terms of the same set of compensable factors and degree definitions 

as predetermined by such manual. 

It must be stressed, however, that although there may be no best 

method of job analysis and wri ting job descriptions and 

specifications, systematic data collection is essential if decisions 

made on the basis of these descriptions and specifications are going 

53"Fact Sheet 57 
VI, No.3 , (June, 1978), 

Salary Administ r ation", People and Profits, 
20 . 
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to be on accurate reflection of the job; thus, the abovementioned and 

outlined job avaluation factors have been studied and researched in 

order to provide such a meaningful basis for the purposes of this text, 

namely, to establish a sound basis for developing a wage and salary 

survey guide. 

However, it has been suggested that when a job evaluation manual 

as such predetermines compensable factors for job analysis purposes, 

if those analysts who perform job analysis are provided with such 

factors with careful definitions of these factors and their degrees, 

results of job analysis may be biased as there may be a tendency, 

conscious or unconscious, to follow the definitions rather than what 

is observed on the jOb54 If this occurs, the time and effort given 

to job study have been largely wasted. 

In spite of this possible disadvantage, recent surveys have 

revealed that a large number of organisations prefer to adapt a newer, 

readymade job evaluation system which suits their needs, and which has 

predetermined job factors 55. The importance of such practice may be 

extended to the wage and salary survey procedure, in that in 

developing a procedural basis, the necessity for pertinent and 

objective job information such that detailed job descriptions/ 

specifications for position-to-position comparison purposes may be 

drawn up, cannot be overemphasised. The obvious word to stress at 

this point is "detail", The details necessary for such purposes may 

only be drawn from the job analysis information if the analyst knows 

exactly what to look for, and the exact limits of what he is seeking 

must necessarily be carefully defined by the job evaluation manual, 

compensable factors and degree definitions. Thus, this 

predetermination of such factors becomes an integral and essential 

necessity for the purposes of the procedural foundation of a 

structural comparison method of conducting wage and salary surveys, and 

actual degree definitions of such factors allow sufficient detail to be 

incorporated in job descriptions/specifications such that necessary 

subjective evaluations involved are reduced to a minimum. 

54 
John F. Mee (ed.), Personnel Handbook (New York The Ronald 

Press, 1951), p. 158. 

51Mobil Oil : 1977 Salary Survey. (Cape Town 
Africa, (Pty) Ltd., 1977). 

Mobil Oil Southern 
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The importance of predetermined factors and degree definitions 

may further be emphasised if we look at the underlying logic behind 

the third step in the job evaluation process. The first two steps 

mentioned earlier in this section emphasised the first step as the 

study of all jobs in the organisation through the process of job 

analysis, while the second step mentioned is the decision on what are 

to be regarded as compensable factors by the organisation. The 

t hird step in the job evaluation process, then, i nvolves either 

developing or chOOSing a system for appraisal of the jobs in the 

organisation according to the compensable factors chosen. This 

system should permit jobs involving more of a factor or factors to be 

consistently placed at a higher leval in the job hierarchy than those 

involving lesser amounts. As the discussion in previous paragraphs 

suggests, readymade systems should be closely scrutinised, as a 

readymade system that has operated successfully in another 

organisation mayor may not be applicable to the organisation under 

Its applicability depends on whether or not the factors 

incorporated in the system correspond with those in the organisation. 

It is precisely at this stage where factor degree definitions 

playa vital part in the ongoing process, as such definitions should 

be utilised to predetermine the applicability of the factors under 

consideration. However, since the movement in the development of 

job evaluation methods has been to incorporate factors which are 

applicable across industries rather than simply to individual 

organisations, the predetermined factor definitions not only initiate 

the job analysis process, but are a method of job appraisal within 

themselves, i.e. these definitions represent the abovementioned third 

step in the job evaluation process in that they provide a scale of 

assessment in both nominal and ordinal terms, for all jobs within an 

organisation. The factor definitions outlined in this chapter serve 

to emphasise this point. 

In summary, it may be stated that the outlined predetermined 

factor degree definitions serve three important functions in job 

evaluation and wage and salary survey processes: (1) t hey provi de a 

basis for the detailed analysis of job information such that pertinent 

and sufficiently meaningful job descriptions and job specifications 

may be completed for job evaluation purposes, and most important, such 
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that reliable summarised versions may be completed for wage and salary 

survey procedure; (2) they either provide a basis for determining a 

job comparison method, or represent a method and scale of relative worth 

determination within themselves, a factor which allows easy salary data 

adjustment and weighting in the wage and salary survey process; (3) they 

provide an adequate technique, which is as subjective as possible, for 

evaluating all levels of jobs within the organisation, including 

executive levels, which greatly reduces the burden of executive position 

comparisons, as well as executive salary data adjustment, in the survey 

process. 

III. The Job Description/Analysis Questionnaire 

The difficult y of designing questionnaires for others to use has 

already been mentioned in the section devoted to the analysis of job 

analysis methods. Further emphasis was placed on the common usage of a 

combined interview/observation method of obtaining reliable job 

information. However, due to the fact that as reliable job information 

as possible is required for the further development of a sound base fo r 

the proposed structural comparison system of wage and salary surveys, it 

was assumed that both reliability and validity of such a basis could be 

increased by utilisation of all three mentioned methods of obtaining job 

information for compilation of job description/specification purposes, 

namely the questionnaire method, the observation method, and the 

interview method . The job analysis procedure based on these methods will 

be mentioned at a later stage. 

With the above assumption in mind, a job description/analysis 

questionnaire was carefully designe d, utilising the abovementioned 

predetermined sub-factors and degree definitions as a basis for 

formulating questions. In this way the information necessary for 

evaluation of jobs for survey position-to-position comparison purposes 

according to the predetermined factors could be reliably obtained. Due 

to length and detail involved, such questionnaire has been reproduced as 

Exhibit A, Appendix II. 

Questions incorporated are as direct and as simple as possible, and 

as few as are enough to enable the analyst to draw up the job 

descriptions with confidence. Nevertheless , where desirable and possible, 
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"check questions" have been included, the logic behind such questions 

being to ask the same question another way round , so that information 

supplied may be checked for reliability. 

Earlier in this text the assumptions upon which job evaluation is 

based have been discussed. The job description/analysis questionnaire 

should lead to the writing of a job description which will in turn allow 

the work to be evaluated in terms of the appropriate assumptions , and it 

is on this logic that overall factor questions have been compiled. So 

far as responsibility is concerned, it is the effect of the shelving of 

responsibility , and the chance of its taking place, that really matters 

and it is on this assumption that an overall responsibility factor has 

been included on the basis of five sub- factor categories. 

With regard to effort , all jobs require some form of effort, and 

as the system takes cognisance of this fact, in order to allow some form 

of analysis with regar d to basic human effort , on everall, effort factor 

must be built into the system and effectively analysed. What we are 

concerned with is to show how jobs compare with one another, and one of 

the ways in which they are similar is that they all involve effort, 

while one of the ways in which they are differ ent is in the level of 

effort required. Thus it is necessary to indicate what sort of work we 

are dealing with, and how it involves effort beyond the ordinary 

commitment . The extent of such effort is a matter of assessment based 

on requisite information. A further factor concerns the conditions 

under which the work is done, or environmental conditions and general 

surrounding or climate under which the work is done, and thus, what has 

been included is an aim at determination of the type of condition that 

makes the work unattractive , and thus requires monetary compensation. 

Similarly, questions pertaining to factors, such as skill and competence 

have been analysed and included. 

Under the general heading of skill, there is reasoning and planning, 

the aim being to analyse the reasoning and planning behind the whole job 

as such , rather than individual tasks, such that a reflection of such 

factors involved in meeting adequately the requirements of the job may be 

recorded. 

Further, coordination refers to the coordination of senses and 
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muscles, beyond the ordinary accomplishment, and it is not expect ed , 

therefore that this section will include common coordinations such as 

writing, but includes the coordination of hands and sight involved in 

f r ee-hand drawing. Coordination is also a "check question" for the 

training section . Jobs that require high- level coordination would be 

expected to take longer t o learn than others . Si milarly , questions 

pertaining to memory and intricacy are also "check questions" for 

training and coordination , as well as applying to factors in their own 

right . 

Another important matter which has been given attention in the 

designing of such a system , has to do with the duration of the 

requirement of a particular factor. Time was considered an important 

consideration for certain factors , although not for others. Accord i ngly , 

where appropriate, the questionnaire i ncludes some aspect of time . 

The above explanations with regar d to the assumptions behind the 

incorporation of certai n sub- factor analyses within the questionnaire 

serves to emphasise the fact that such a questionnair e is not faultless. 

In fact, such questionnaire may suffer from the faults usually found in 

the application of a general form to a specific instance. However, the 

primary aim was to develop a technique which could be utilised in the 

process of developi ng , and improving the overall reliability of a larger 

system. 

With this fact in mind , although the actual questionnaire as such 

has not been tested on an individual basis to deter mine re l iability in 

terms of obt aining consistent information , the questionnaire as an 

individual technique within a larger system was utilised as an overall 

test of reliability and validity , and in this way the general rather than 

the specific reliability of the quest i onnaire has been effectively 

determined. 

This contribution to degree of overall reliability and validity 

waS determined in the unde r taking of two studies which utilised the job 

description/analysis questionnaire as one of the methods in the job 

analysis pr ocess of obtaini ng job information for job descr iption and job 

specification purposes . These job descriptions/specifications were then 

utilised for job evaluation purposes on two separate occasions in 
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order to determine (1) the similarity of job evaluation ratings when 

utilising different evaluation methods but the same job descriptions/ 

specifications for a number of positions, and (2) the degree of 

reliability of one particular job evaluation system as indicated by the 

extent to which different aSsessors provide consistent ratings on each 

factor when rating a number of jobs according to job descriptions 

obtained from a single job analysis procedure . The results of such 

studies and the discussion and conclusions drawn from such results are 

reported in detail in Chapter VI. 

Basically, the success of the job description/analysis 

questionnaire in obtaining relevant detailed information for the job 

evaluation process may be indicated by the extent to which consistent 

ratings of similar positions are obtained, a factor which is most 

important to the wage and salary survey positional comparison procedure. 

Therefore , the job description format, in order to assist in the 

achievement of this end, should follow roughly the same format as the 

questionnaire , although it will not be exactly the same in terms of 

factor headings and detail of information. This is so because the 

questionnaire is after all only a means to an end , the aim being to 

establish the factual information necessary to complete the assessment. 

The questionnaire is an instrument for collecting data. The job 

description is a device for presenting the information so collected, 

based in this case not only on the questionnaire, but the interview and 

observation methods as well . 

Finally, as mentioned on a number of occasions, although there is 

yet no best overall job analysis procedure , the abovementioned 

questionnaire has been designed and developed to analyse jobs for a 

speci fic purpose, and thus fits into the flow of events , or techniques 

involved in the analysis procedure . Such procedure involves the 

utilisation of three basic methods in the analysis of jobs, namely, the 

interview method, the observation method, and the questionnaire method 

designed according to a specific job evaluation method. The detail 

involved in the process of analysing jobs accor ding to this procedure is 

outlined in Chapter VIII, and it is only necessary at this stage to 

mention that such procedure has been developed as a guide and not as a 

method which is aimed at supercedi ng all other methods. Thus, the 

proposed wage and salary survey guide has been developed such that any 
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reliable process may be utilised in developing a basis which provides 

as subjective and valid a foundation as possible for the utilisation of 

the proposed system . 

UTILITY OF JOB ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION 

As mentioned, although there may be no best method of job analysis 

or writing job descriptions, systematic data collection is essential if 

decisions made on the basis of job descriptions and specifications are 

going to be an accurate reflection of the actual job. Inaccurate job 

analysis and job descriptions can lead to invalid job specifications and 

invalid job evaluation, which in t urn can lead to cumulative effects in 

the inaccurate adjustment and analysis of salary data in the wage and 

salary survey. 

Similarly, although there may be no best method of job evaluation , 

as emphasised in previous chapters through studies which have s uggested 

that the particular job evaluation system used makes little difference 

to results, and further that abbreviated systems produce about the same 

results as more complicated ones, it does seem essential that systematic 

attention be given to (1) what job aspects are consider ed of value; 

(2) to what degree these aspects are found in each job ; and (3) what is 

the relative worth of jobs based on (1) and (2) . Since decisions as to 

relative worth are universally made in organisations , the question is one 

of how systematic (1) , (2) and (3) are going to be. It would seem that 

formalised methods of job e valuation serve to improve decision making 

about relative worth of jobs, but that highly complicated methods 

contribute little to additional accuracy 56 

Again , there are no best structures and formulas for wage payments, 

but it is quite clear that wage payments must be systematic and planned 

and must r epresent competitive levels within the labour market. Any 

wage- determination device or plan requires systematic attention to a wide 

number of organisational vairables if the plan is to succeed, and thus 

the total context in which a gi ven device or plan is to operate is as 

important as the plan itself. 

56See previous discussions of research in these areas, Chapters IV 
and V. 
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There seems to have been little , if any, research on the 

reliability of job analys i s and the writing of job descriptions. It 

appears that the extent to wh i ch different investigators arrive at the 

same set of job facts and the same descriptions r equires extensive 

research . A most pertinent consideration is the determinat ion of the 

reliability and validity of responses obtsined from job incumbents , 
57 supervisors or other raters . The research pr ogram reported by Morsh 

indicates that reliability varies , depending on the time interval 

between ratings. The suggestion is that jobs change over time, which 

is a n ess ential question fo r job evaluation purposes. pr ien
58 

and 

Prien and Powell 59 found inter- rater agreement between incumbents and 

s upervisors fairly low with correlations in the range of 0,40 to 0 , 45 . 

McCormick6o r eports somewhat higher reliability particul arly in 

experimental situations in which the task r emained constant . 

The 

McCormick , 

Cunningham 

studies of factorial congruence by Siegel and Pfeiffer 61 , 

Jeanner et and Mech am62 , Jeanneret and McCormick63 and McCormick , 
64 and Gordon all provide indirect support to claims fo r 

reli ability and val idity of job descript ions. At least multiple 

observers see essentially the same things , but ther e is no evidence that 

observations ar e sufficient. Either one or both observer s or raters or 

incumbent and supervisor may exclude relevant material, or t he content 

57J . E. Morsh , "Job Anal ysis i n the United States Air For ce", 
Personnel Psychology , XVII, No . 17 (1964) , 7-17 . 

58p . rlsn , Journal of Applied Psychology , XLVII , 10- 14. 

59E•P • Prien , and o.R. Powell , "A Study of the Tr aining Di r ector's 
Functions", Journal of the Am erican Society of Training Directors, XV 
(1961 ), 12- 18. 

6oE . J . McCormick , "The Development, Analysis , and Experimental 
Application of Worker -Oriental Job Var iables" (United States , Office of 
Naval Research Report, Depar tment of the Navy , 1964). 

61A. J. Siegel, and M. G. Pfeiffer, "Factorial Congruence in Criterion 
Development, Personnel Psychology , XVIII (1965) , 267- 279. 

62"'ccormick, Jeanneret and Mecham , Jou r nal of Applied Psychology, 
LVI, 347- 367. 

63p •R . Jeanneret , and E. J. McCormick , "The Job Dimensions of "Worker­
Oriented ' Job Variables and of The i r Att r ibutive Profiles as based on Data 
from the Position Analysis Questionnaire " (Lafayette , I ndiana: Occupational 
Research Cent r e, Purdue U ni versity" 1969) . 

64McCormick, Cunningham, and Gor don , Personnel Psychol ogy , XX , 
417- 430. 
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in terms of items may never be presented in the questionnaire. The 

finding that higher level salaries are not as predictable as lower level 

salaries suggests a case of deficiency. It seems that job description 

ratings suffer the same fallability of other types of ratings. The 

considerable research on the reliability of job evaluation plans as such 

has been discussed in previous chapters, and will be further emphasised 

in the following chapter, particularly with regard to degrees of 

consistency among raters in the application of job evaluation methods, 

and levels of agreement on actual job evaluation factors. A conclusion 

drawn from such research indicates that since reliability is an essential 

component of validity, it would seem that the validity of job evaluation 

could be increased by eliminating job content factors which result in 

high disagreement between raters. 

The aspect of validity in relation to job descriptions becomes a 

serious question, particularly as a function of observability of job 

elements or the proximity of process to results. To date, no research 

has been reported which has been directed to this question, and is 

sufficient cause for concern . 

With regard to validity, it may be stated that the validity of 

various methods of wage and salary determination might be judged by the 

extent to which they contribute to the attainment of the goals of the 

organisat i on. This cont ribution is almost impossible to measure , 

however, since a large number of variables would need to be held constant 

in order to measure the effect of anyone variable, such as job evaluation. 

It is thus understandable that there has been practically no research 

done directly on the validity of these different systems. Although 

research i s not plentiful, some indication of validity can be obtained by 

examining the logic of some of the unde r lying assumptio ns . In gener al, 

the concepts of job analysis, job descritpions, job specifications , and 

job evaluation are valid when their logic is examined. In the 

examination of the logic of underlying assumptions, several revealing 

questions can be asked: Is the job description an accurate reflection of 

the actual job being performed? Are the specifications those really 

required by the job? Are the factors used in job evaluation related to 

value produced? Ar e the rules of administration of various pay plans 

contributing to the various goals of the organisation? A valuable index 

of validity would be the extent to which managers believe compensation 
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systems and devices actually work. The popularity of the various 

systems and devices described thus far can be ascertained by the 

statistics as to usage quoted in previous chapters. It is evident that 

most managers feel that job analysis, job description , job 

speci fication, job evaluat ion and pay plans within rules of 

administration useful devices and systems 65 
are 

Th8 question of utility, reliability and validity of thes8 

compensation systems and d8vices leads to a final, overall question of 

applicability, namely: What wage levels are necessary to retain 

employees and to keep defensive b8haviour at a mi nimum? The answer may 

well be in the fact that thinking through the probable contribution of a 

particular device or system to the success of the organisation will give 

useful insight into validity of compensation systems and devicas as such. 

In order to do this successfully, the validity of a spaci fi c device and 

practice in wage determination must be examined in the context of its 

particular environment. 

This assumption allows us to focus our attent ion on the wage and 

salary survey as a complex process . Although there has been practically 

no research on the reliability and validity of wage and salary surveys as 

such , these sur veys do indicate a kind of validity in that they provide an 

index of what wage l8vels are necessary to recruit and retain needed talent 

and what wage levels would be higher than necessary and would lead to 
66 

unnecessary cost 5 . Thus, the examination of the wage 

validity in such a manner must take place in the context 

and salary 

of its 

survey 

environnent, namely, the constituent elements which lead to the ultimate 

goal in terms of its validity, these elements being the elements of job 

evaluation. 

It can be assumed that the utility, reliability and validity of such 

elements, namely, job analysis , job descriptions , job specifications , and 

job evaluation m8thod contribut8 to , if not formulat8, th8 validity and 

reliability of the oV8rall syst8m . Thus , in ord8r to achi8v8 the oV8ral l 

65John A. Patton, "Job Evaluation in Pr actic8: Som8 Surv8Y Findings", 
Industrial Relations Forum (N8W York : The American Management Associ ation , 
1961), 73-77. Also "Management Report: Survey of the Necessity for 
Conducting a Compreh8nsive Compensation Survey on a national Basis", Mobil 
Oil, 112 . 

66An analysis of the logic of the contribution of different 
compensation methods to increased productivity is provided by Harold F. 
Rothe, "Does Higher Pay Bri ng Higher Pr oductivity? " Personnel, XXXVII 
(July - August, 1960), 20- 27 . 



165 

objectives of the wage and salary survey in as reliable and valid, as 

well as subjective , a manner as possible, attention must be paid to the 

reliability and validity of the integral elements
67 

Only in as far as 

each element contributes as a reliable and valid method or device to the 

overall objective, may the system as a whole be regarded as having 

achieved any level of success. These facts are particularly relevant 

as far as the development of a basis for a newer structural comparison 

method of wage and salary surveys is concerned . As explained in the 

section devoted to the rationale for a new system , in order to ultimately 

eliminate the disadvantages representing potential invalidators of 

present survey procedures , a one-time basis utilising the elements of job 

evaluation must be developed, such that the salary data information 

obtained to provide this basis is, first and foremost, as objective as 

pOSSible, a fact which focuse s attention on reliability and validity. 

In order to achieve this care ful attention must be paid to each eleme nt 

such that levels of subjectivity may be reduced where possible , and thus 

improve overall reliability of the process as a whole . 

With these facts in mind research into studies covering relevant 

elements of job evaluation have been discussed and examined such that a 

sound basis for a structural comparison method of wage and salary surveys 

may be developed . Particular attention has been paid to those areBS 

where subjectivity may be reduced, and finally a particular job 

evaluation system has been studied and further researched such that an 

adequate basis for job analysis has been established. In this way the 

previous chapters have been structured more as a guide to improving the 

overall validity and r eliability of a wage and salary survey system by 

careful analysis of the eleme nts constituting the environnent of such 

system , the ultimate objective being to provide a basis which effectively 

eliminates cumulative subjectivity over successive periods of usage. In 

this way a particular system has been studied and researched in the light 

of research completed on other systems and processes mentioned , bearing in 

mind that detailed research of all such systems in the manner applied to 

the chosen system is beyond the scope of this text. 

67This fact is emphasised by a study which provided some useful 
insight into reliability of wage surveys , by finding that generalised , 
ambiguous job descriptions led responding organisations to report widely 
diverse sal a ry ranges for these jobs in contrast to the spread of salaries 
reported for jobs more clearly and specifically described. John B. Harker, 
Personnel Journal, XXXI. See also W.A. Groenekamp, "How Reliable are Wage 
Surveys? " Personnel, XLIV, No.1 (January - February, 1967), 32-37. 
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However , the research and studies completed in the process of 

pr oviding a rationale for a foundation which may be regarded as being as 

r eliabl e as possible in reducing subjectivity disadvantages , provides in 

themselves a justification for the choice , design , and development of the 

flow of events formulating the foundation system as such . Thus, in 

order to critically-analyse this justification attention must now be 

focuse d on such studies. 



C HAP T E R VI 

TESTING THE ELEMENTS OF JOB EVALU ATION: 

THE JOB ANALYSIS PROCE DURE AND THE JOB EVALUATION ME THOD 

ASSESSING THE BASIS FOR A 

STRUCTURAL COMPARISON METHOD 

The pr evious chapters have been devoted to an overview of the 

elements of job evaluation, a process which is vitally important to the 

wage and salary survey procedure . In the process of critically-analysing 

these elements a part icular guide has been developed such that steps may 

be taken in the development of a basis for the proposed wage and salary 

survey system. In developing s uch a guide an individual job evaluation 

system has been des i gned , incorporating a job analysis procedure and a 

job evaluation method, which may be utilised in the further development 

of the core subject of this text , namely , a structur al comparison guide 

to conducting wage and salary surveys. However, as mentioned previously, 

this particular flow of events has not been developed as a process which 

supercedes all other processes , but rather as a guide to the development 

of such a system, and as . a basis for t he further analysiS of the proposed 

survey procedure. 

On this basis, it is necessary to assess the degree of validity , 

reliability and acceptability, not only of the indivi dual methods and 

techniques, but of the system as a whole , beari ng in mind that the primary 

objective is t o develope an overall basis which i s as subjective as 

possi ble in the gathering , analysis and evaluation of job related 

information . 

In order to accommodate this requirement, two studies were 

undertaken, both utilising the principles behind the suggested job 

evaluation system , but individually testing different concepts of 

reliability and validity . In short , to emphasise poi nts which have been 

mentioned i n previous chapters with regard to r equirements to be 

considered in the sel ection of individual techniques for a job evaluation 

system procedural basis, the following basic requi r ements are recalled: 

167 
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1. The job analysis procedure as a whole should be constructed 

so as to consistently produce reliable job data to be abbreviated 

in form of job descriptions and job specifications. 

2. The job evaluation method should be acceptable to a number of 

diverse organisations in terms of supplying approximately the same 

classifications as those supplied by any other job evaluation 

method when applied to a series of jobs. 

3. The job evaluation method should be reliable in terms of 

consistent results obtained from assessment of jobs according to 

job content factors relevant to that particular method. The 

degree of reliability may be indicated by the extent to which 

different assessors provide consistent ratings on each factor when 

rat ing a number of jobs. 

4. The simplicity and adequacy of the job evaluation method in 

terms of the scale of job content factors must be both valid and 

accept able. This involves testing of the independence of the 

sub- factors utilised for assessment purposes. 

With these basic requirements in terms of objectivity and 

reliability as a primary concern, the job analysis/job evaluation 

procedure which has been developed became the nucleus of two studies 

aimed at assessing the degree to which the system was acceptable. 

The first study was aimed primarily at a determination of the 

extent to which a number of different job evaluation methods would supply 

approximately the same classifications when rating the same series of 

jobs. However, such study was also used as a pilot study in testing the 

reliability of the job analysis procedure in producing consistent job 

descritpion/specification information. This assessment was achieved by 

utilising the previously designed job analysis procedure in order to 

analyse the series of jobs to be rated by t he different job evaluation 

systems. In this way consistency of classification according to the 

different s ystems would indicate, to a certain extent, the reliability 

of the procedure as a whole. This is so because on the basis of this 

study , a number of different job analysts compiled the job descriptions/ 

speci fications which were then utilised as assessment instruments f or the 
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different job evaluation systems. 

The second study was aimed primarily at determining the validity 

of one particular system, chosen for the purposes of this text , plus the 

independence of the sub-factors of this system . Once again the 

predetermined job analysis procedura was utilised to compile all job 

descriptions/specifications necessary for such a study, and once again 

the nature of such a study further indicated the degree of reliability 

of the job analysis procedure as a secondary objective. 

Thus, although the details of the job analysis procedure are not 

mentioned at this stage, or in discussion of either study, it is 

nevertheless important to stress that such a procedure was utilised in 

both studies in conjunction with the job evaluation method, as chosen 

for purposes of this text , in order to provide a unified systematic 

flow of events. 

COMPARABILITY AND SIMILARITY OF JOB EVALUATION METHODS 

There is a belief that any evaluation method, when corr ectly 

applied to a series of jobs , will result in approximately the same 
1 

classification. A study undertaken by Robinson, Wahlstrom and Mecham 

intercorrelated rates derived for nineteen municipal government jobs 

using five different methods of job evaluation, and found that these 
2 r ates intercorrelated between 0,82 and 0,95. Chesler compared several 

point and factor comparison systems and found that they produced highly 

similar results when applied to the same jobs. 

The research completed in this area serves to emphasise the 

necessity to examine the comparability of a number of job evaluation 

methods in order to validate the acceptability of one method to be applied 

to a number of organisations within the framework of the wage and salary 

survey procedure. Comparisons of different methods in use should thus be 

1David D. Robinson, Owen W. Wahlstrom, and R. Mecham , "Comparison of 
Job Evaluation Methods ", Journal of Applied Psychology, LIX, No. 5 
(October, 1974) , 633- 637. 

2 Chesler, Journal of Applied Psychol ogy , XXXII, No.3. Also Robert 
Kelly, "Job Evaluation and Pay Plans: Office Personnel", in Handbook of 
Modern Personnel Administration , ed. Joseph Famularo (New York: McGraw-Hill 
Book Co. 1972J; E.C. Snyder, "Equitable Wage and Salary Structuring," 
Personnel Journal, LVII, No.5 (May , 1977), 240-244. 
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made to determine whether app roximately the same classificat ions would 

be obtained when the same jobs are evaluated by different methods. 

Such a study was undertaken in order to determine the degree of 

comparability between different job evaluation methods within an 

established salary survey community, this community having a national 

basis. The object of such a study was to provide empirical proof of 

comparability such that organisations participating in surveys would 

readily accept the evaluation and adjustment of their own jobs according 

to the single method chosen by the survey organisation. 

Most organisations are accustomed to and satisfied with their own 

systems. In spite of certain (often debt able ) inadequacies and 

weaknesses of a particular system , it is usually an acceptable procedure 

in operation , with little inclination on the part of management to make 

any but minor revisions, and a strong disinclination to switch to an 

entirely different system . This consideration is the key to the 

difficulties that are encountered in making direct comparisons of jobs 

in different organisations. In the final analysis the problem boils 

down to the fact that the unit of job worth differs from system to system . 

Thus , one purpose of the present study was to make a direct 

comparison of the different job evaluation methods used by the different 

survey community organisations . A second, and important , purpose was to 

develop acceptance of an overall method chosen from the different methods 

under consideration . It was not the purpose of the study t o develop an 

overall method t o replace those methods already in use in the different 

organisations. Rather the purpose was to develop acceptance of an 

overall method which would serve as a common measuring stick for 

comparisons among different organisations. 

I. Participating Organisations and Types of Job Evaluation Systems 
In Use 

The organisations participating in the study were the sixteen 

organisations forming a national wage and salary survey community. Such 

organisations were drawn from diverse industries and labour markets, but 

were sufficiently large to have interests on a national baSiS, and thus 

applied particular job evaluation systems in the development of their pay 

structures. 
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With respect to methodology, there were four basic methods of job 

evaluation in use, namely: (1) ranking, (2) classification, (3) point, 

and (4) factor comparison. Although the methods as such were not 

individual copies of the abovementioned conventional methods, with few 

exceptions, all were variations of one or more of these basic methods. 

All, however, utilised an anlytical approach to the allocation of points 

in the rating process, including variations of ranking and classification 

methods. Precise information as to the type and actual rating 

procedures of job evaluation methods was not available prior to the 

undertaking of the study. Each organisation had adapted or developed 

its own method independently, the differences among the methods being 

apparent in the range of the unit of job worth. Thus, the ranges of 

units of job worth became the basis for comparison and analysis purposes. 

These ranges in terms of highest evaluated job and lowest evaluated 

job in each organisation are illustrated in TABLE 2. 

TABLE 2 

JOB EVALUATION SYSTEM POINT RANGES SURVEY COMMUNITY ORGANISATIONS 

ORGANISATION RANGE SALARY GRADES 

A 88 - 2733 24 

B 170 - 2460 14 

C 100 - 1060 12 

0 170 - 2460 14 

E 81 - 1346 16 

F 11 - 133 15 

G 4 - 1248 14 

H 100 - 3000 19 

I 22 - 550 15 

J 188 - 2137 20 

K 180 - 1166 11 

L 120 - 525 12 

M 1 - 200 14 

N 170 - 345 9 

0 50 - 1840 15 

P 160 - 1270 11 
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II. Positions Selected for Study 

Twenty-four jobs, common to all organisations concerned and 

regarded as key jobs, ranging from very simple to very difficult in 

terms of job content, were selected for study. These jobs were 

selected as key jobs after careful consideration of job descriptions and 

specifications in order to establish degrees of similarity in job 

content from organisation to organisation. Thus, i t was highly likely 

that jobs evaluated high or low in one organisation would s imilarly be 

evaluated high or l ow in another. Further, these jobs were selected 

from the structure of one particular organisational hierarchy such that, 

as key jobs, they represented an ordered hierarchy of s tructured anchor 

points which had already been evaluated within the co ntext of one 

particular method. The analysis of such jobs was completed according 

to the job analysis procedure developed and detailed in Chapter VI, such 

analysis being undertaken by a number of job analysts , the job 

descriptions being cross-referenced to ensure consistency of relevant 

information. 

III. Method and Resul ts 

Job descriptions and job specifications for the jobs were very 

carefully prepared and sent to each organisation. Each organisation 

was inst ructed to rate each of the job descriptions/specifications 

according t o i t s own job evaluation method. These ratings comprise the 

raw data fo r the study. Differences in the unit of job worth used by 

the various organisations are very apparent in that points allocation 

per job varied greatly from organisation t o organisation depending on 

the evaluation method. This raw data is presented in TABLE 3. 

In order to maint ain confidentiality as to points allocation and 

organisational structure, those organisations participating in the study 

submitted evaluations of positions in terms of both monetary values and 

points allocation; thus , the actual mo netary worth rat her than 

numerical worth of key jobs are re f l ected, and in this way a more 

meaningful matrix of raw data is illustrated. 

As an initial step in the statistical treatment of data, correlation 

coefficients among the sixteen organisation point ratings were computed, 
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as presented in TABLE 4. These correlation coefficients range from 

0,9302 to 0,9974 with an average of 0,9815. This indicates a 

remarkably high level of agreement among the sixteen organisations in 

assessing both point and monetary values to the twenty-four jobs. 

The averages of the correlations of each organisation with every 

other organisation range from 0,9638 (Organisation E) to 0,9893 

(Organisation A). These average correlations are measures of 

commonality between one organisation and all other organisations, and 

indicate that all of the job evaluation methods in the study have a 

great deal in common with each other. 

The fact that each organisation had converted point ratings into 

actual monetary worth facilitated the application of further statistical 

treatment of the r w data. As it was obvious that raw point ratings 

when added to form a composite score for each job would fail to yield a 

unit of job worth that would show more commonality with all sixteen 

methods than did any individual method wi th the remaining fifteen methods, 

it was decided that the conversion of all original point ratings to a 

common basis would facilitate the control given over the relative 

importance or weight of the units of job worth in the composite score for 

each job, which is lacking when the raw ratings are summed. 

However, in order to further facilitate such cont rol, it was 

decided to reduce all the original monetary ratings to "z - scores" and 

t he n combine the values so derived into a new set of twenty-four job 

values for each of the sixteen organisations. The raw rati ngs of each 

of the organisations were, therefore, converted to a common distribution 

in which the mean and standard deviation were assigned specific values. 

In other words, the twenty-four ratings of each organisation were 

converted to a new set of values in which the average rated job was fifty, 

the lowest rated job was approximately f ive, and the highest rated job 

was approximately ninety-five. In effect, then, the differences in the 

unit of job worth among the sixteen methods have been eradicated such 

that a standard rating unit now becomes applicable. 

The sums of the sixteen standard ratings for each job were then computed, 

and correlation coefficients between the raw ratings for each organisation 

and total standard ratings were computed, as presented in TABLE 5. 



JOB TILE 

LABOURER 

FORK LIFT oPER. 

CHAUFFER 

COPY TYPIST 

CLERK 

STDREMAN 

SENIOR CLERK 

PROGRAMMER II 

PROGRAMMER I 

PERSONNEL OFFICER 

ENGIN. ASST. 

SENIOR PERSONNEL OFF. 

DEPOT MANAGER 

LEGAL ADVISOR 

PERSONNEL MANAGER 

DATA PROCESSING MGR. 

REAL ESTATE MANAGER 

SECRETARY 

SYSTEMS MANAGER 

ASSISTANT ACCOUNTS MGR . 

TABLE 3 

MONETARY RATINGS OF JOBS ACCORDING TO DIFFERENT JOB EVALUATION SYSTEMS 

ORGANISATION RATINGS 

A B C D E F G H I J K L M N 0 P 

162 172 180 173 149 167 134 181 166 158 127 190 138 129 179 

198 222 233 229 189 208 192 186 197 285 142 172 214 142 217 

240 250 276 258 237 238 206 231 238 175 284 162 186 214 181 294 

295 290 300 323 387 383 328 328 284 317 294 380 346 270 331 

360 397 357 362 361 366 365 359 348 353 402 342 374 348 352 391 

438 507 430 430 414 490 328 510 450 442 475 354 

485 464 453 469 517 490 600 491 426 502 535 482 382 416 462 466 

531 407 520 512 551 625 510 505 605 618 695 566 600 537 

586 651 627 598 636 635 628 545 615 650 713 586 574 544 630 563 

646 571 627 604 642 635 578 647 604 632 648 750 590 615 

711 712 662 752 721 815 796 656 670 745 978 830 919 694 771 673 

780 897 757 902 854 818 834 756 1110 723 803 788 670 713 

858 745. 741 831 853 820 837 930 737 879 823 770 741 

946 822 840 902 721 890 809 931 978 937 909 917 911 731 

1043 999 976 1039 1058 1106 1078 1711 829 930 895 1000 

1149 1077 1005 1115 943 1074 1160 1031 1121 1052 1417 1080 1113 1045 1085 

1265 1330 1089 1328 853 1210 1256 1482 1154 1294 1006 1105 

1389 1423 1247 1388 1125 1327 1421 1371 1470 1396 198D 1353 1223 1345 

1560 1627 1516 1704 1605 1504 1474 1794 1206 1858 1701 1892 1420 1572 

1754 1596 2261 1624 1795 2075 1674 
---------- - - ---- ----_. _ - - - ----- - -------

" ., 



TABLE 3 (Continued) 

MONETARY RATINGS OF JOBS ACCORDING TO DIFFERENT JOB EVALUATION SYSTEMS 

JOB TITLE ORGANISATION RATINGS 

A B C 0 E F G H I J K L 

OPERATIONS MANAGER 1966 1914 1934 1916 1316 1869 1914 2103 197B 

ACCOUNTS MANAGER 2211 2495 2155 2544 2244 2230 2067 2103 2161 3132 2070 

MANUFACTURING MANAGER 2483 2282 2470 2510 2382 2070 

MARKETING MANAGER 2783 2495 2550 2827 2265 3854 3125 

M N 

1841 

2191 2053 

2875 

0 

1922 

2286 

P 

1996 

2250 

2514 

~ 

" Ul 



ORGANI-
A 8 C D SATION 

A 

8 0 , 9872 

C 0,9973 0 ,9903 

D 0,9945 0 , 9954 0,9949 

E 0,9679 0 , 9728 0 , 9711 0 , 9814 

F 0 , 9974 0 , 9871 0 ,9954 0 , 9961 

G 0,9964 0,9904 0 , 9901 0 , 9904 

H 0 , 9876 0 , 9808 0 , 9760 0 , 9825 

I 0 , 9949 0,9794 0,9930 0 , 9812 

J 0 , 9913 0,9760 0,9888 0 , 9770 

K 0,9867 0 , 9746 0,9879 0 , 9887 

L 0 , 9847 0,9684 0, 9821 0 ,9829 

M 0 , 9792 0,9651 0 , 9753 0 , 9786 

N 0,9907 0 , 9749 0,9909 0 , 9880 

° 0,9897 0 , 9823 0 , 9912 0 , 9831 

P 0 , 9946 0,9883 0,9969 0 , 9903 

MEAN 0 , 9893 0,9808 0,9880 0 , 9870 
--- - - ~ - - -

TA8LE 4 

INTERCORRELATIONS: I NOIVIDUAL ORGANISATION RATINGS 

E F G H I J K L 

0,9759 

0 , 9514 0,9957 

0 , 9342 0 , 9720 0,9826 

0,9482 0,9913 0,9836 0 , 9971 

0,9302 0 , 9892 0 , 9920 0 , 9784 0,9795 

0,9769 0,9853 0,9777 0,9602 0 , 9716 0 , 9823 

0,9723 0 , 9822 0 , 9877 0 , 9937 0 , 9881 0 , 9694 0,9856 

0 , 9845 0 , 9666 0 ,9677 0 , 9733 0,9795 0 , 9546 0 , 9464 0 , 9945 

0,9699 0 , 9957 0 , 9910 0 , 9747 0,9936 0 , 9934 0,976 7 0 , 9833 

0 , 9634 0 , 9871 0,9878 0,9433 0 , 9847 0 , 9832 0 , 9713 0 , 9828 

0 , 9573 0,9923 0 , 9904 0 , 9744 0,9921 0 , 9874 0 , 9809 0,9776 

0 , 9638 0,9873 0 , 9850 0 , 9741 0,9839 0 , 9782 0,9769 0 , 9823 
~ -~ --- - ~ -~ -- ~ - - - ----

M N 

0 , 9800 

0 , 9746 0 , 9813 

0 , 9738 0 , 9897 

0 , 9729 0 , 9849 

° P 

0 , 9831 

0 , 9843 0,9846 

-0 

£ 
co 
~ 

--.J 
OJ 
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TABLE 5 

INTERCORRELATIONS: RAW RATINGS WITH STANDARD RATINGS 

ORGANISATION CORRELATION 

A 0 , 9977 

B 0 , 9960 

C 0,9977 

0 0,9895 

E 0 , 9703 

F 0,9B88 

G 0,9799 

H 0,9747 

I 0 , 9922 

J 0,9886 

K 0 , 9922 

L 0,9864 

M 0 , 9833 

N 0,9916 

° 0,9889 

P 0,9952 

IV . Discussio n 

The high values of the inter-organisational correlation coefficients 

indicates that within each of the sixteen methods , the twenty-four jobs 

were r ated ve ry much alike, in spite of the fact that the unit of job wor t h 

differed f rom method to method , and in spi te of the fact that the methods 

differed in methodology . These unexpectedly high correlations thus 

result in the conclusion that the actual points allocation of the sixteen 

methods have a great deal in common although each method used different 

units and different techniques of arriving at the difficulty value of a 

job. Should these correl ations have been of a lower order , say 0 , 50 or 

0,60 pr oceeding with the study would have been a debatable issue since 

the evidence would have indicated too little commonality among the 

sixteen methods to make it acceptable, a nd possible , to utilise ore 

overall system for key job adjustment and weighting purposes . However , 

the empirical evidence suggests a great deal of commonality among the 

methods, and thus justifies the possibility of using one overall system. 



178 

It is this empirical evidence which provides the grounding for 

acceptability of one of these methods in establishing a basis for survey 

community position-to-position comparisons. 

The high average of the correlation coeffiecients computed between 

raw ratings for each organisation and total standard ratings supports 

the conclusion of commonality amongst the sixteen methods. It is 

questionable whether any other statistical procedure would yield an 

average correlation coefficient greater than 0,98, since we are 

approaching the limits of almost perfect agreement between individual 

systems. From the point of view of the practical problem to be solved 

by this study , the coefficients presented are highly significant and 

justify accepting the use of one overall system in which the unit of job 

worth would be common to all jobs. 

Thus, the findings of this study indicate that there is a great 

deal in common among the various job evaluation methods . As has been 

previously suggested , the primary consideration in the selection of a 

job evaluation method is baSically its acceptability to those involved. 

Advantages and disadvantages are found more in the won< re"quired in 

installing and administering a system than in the final accuracy of a 

system which is judged to be appropriate for the kind of job being rated. 

Most researchers will agree that methods which intercorrelate 0,95 on the 

average are sufficiently similar to be substituted for each other without 

changing the final classification of jobs appreciably. 

VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY OF AN OVERALL SYSTEM 

As the initial step in the choice of an overall method provided 

positive results in the light of empirical study as to comparability of 

all methods utilised in a survey community, the following step concerns 

the testing of an actual system in the light of basic requirements 

discussed. 

As mentioneq in discussing advantages and disadvantages of various 

methods in use, the trend is a movement away from subjectivity at all 

levels of e valuation , but not at the expense of comprehension. Thus, 

the basic decision lies in the validity of a system , as well as the 
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number of evaluation factors and sub-factors involved in the actual 

method. 

The validity of a system rests primarily on its demonstrated 

practical usefulness, which also indicates the degree to which number 

of factors concerned contributes to such a success. Thus, after 

careful consideration of the basic requirement s and advantages and 

disadvantages of these methods with particular reference to the South 

African scene, the actual method chosen for empirical study was an 

ex~~y utilised method which is basically a modified form of the 

Castellion method. This method has operated satisfactorily in a 

number of large and diversified corporations, and salary ranges relate 

consistently to market values. However, some scientific backing is 
3 desirable in order to support the choice of such a method . Jacques 

was the first to suggest that job evaluation be based entirely on 

psychological factors , and his conception of the time span of discretion 

concerned itself entirely with the mental processes experienced by 

people doing work . This approach enabled consideration of aspects of 

work which previous systems had ignored, such as the anxieties and 

diffuse nature of executive role structures. This method further 

enabled comparison of activities executed by different functions in 

organisations , for example, contrasting marketing and engineering 

activities. 

4 However, research has revealed that theoretical formulation of 

Jacques could not be easily implemented as much skill waS required to 

tease out essential information needed for the assessment of the time 

span of discretion, and this left the same basic problems of job 

evaluation unsolved. Current systems could be applied to selected 

sectors of an organisation , but failed to find some common basis for 

classification of widely different jobs. The basic choice of factors 

and the interpr etation attached to these factors was determined by the 

jobs which were studied. Physical conditions, for example, were 

3E• Jacques, Measurement of Responsibility; Equitable Payment; 
Time Span Handbook. 

4L•E• Cortis, Studies in Job Evaluation (Johannesburg: National 
Institute for Personnel Research, 1962), and R.E. Skawran, and L.E. Cortis, 
The Evaluation of Administrative Posts in the C.S.I .R. (Pretoria : South 
African Council for Scientific and Industrial Research, 1961). 
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important when the tasks of facto r y workers were evaluated, but such 

factors cannot be extended to administrative positions, and this led to 

job evaluation practitioners restricting themselves to homogeneous job 

groups. 

Thus, between 1956 and 1962 attempts were made by the National 

Institute for Per sonnel Research to develop a system which would 

incorporate all the functions present in a large business organisation . 

In 1962 Biesheuve15 proposed a system of job evaluation based on th r ee 

psychological factors, namely , Competence, Responsibility and Effort. 

As previously discussed6 , he saw each of these factors as the resultant 

of two dimensions, and pr ovided an initial set of six job evaluation 

scales , arguing that there was a similarity between the thought processes 

of worke r s operating at different levels in the hierarchy of 

organisations, and the various levels which are known to function in the 

central nervous system . 

A pilot study was conducted in 1962 which revealed that the 

concepts postulated by Biescheuwel wer e viable, but that the scales 

which he had designed failed to discriminate meaningfully between jobs 

in industry. Cortis7 used the concepts in a further study which 

involved analysis of j obs covering engineering , marketing and 

administrative activities. Job descriptions were studied by Cortis who 

provided a further set of job evaluation scales, selecting eleven 

variables , and incorporating the time span of discretion in the key 

dimension of decision making and postulated that the variables would 

overlap considerably with each other . These eleven vari ables are as 

follows: ( 1) decision making; (2) pressure of work; (3 ) controls and 

checks ; (4) vigil ance; (5) man management; (6) consequence of errors; 

(7) compr ehension; (8) expression; (9) numerical computat i ons; 

(10) education; and (1 1) experience . 

Using these variables, two samples of job evaluation scores were 

5S• Biesheuvel , "Outline of a Psychological Job Evaluation System". 
(Johannesburg : National Institute for Personnel Research, 1962). 

6As discussed under the Castel l ion Method, p. 93. 

7L•E• Cortis, South African Journal of Psychology, II. 
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analysed by cluster analYSiS, one sample representing homogeneous level 

jobs, and one representing heterogeneous level jobs. It was found 

that the scores, which were assumed to measure the eleven variables 

defining jobs, fell into three clusters in each sample, named as 

representing Responsibility, Competence and Decision Making. 

The Responsibility cluster incorporated the same two variables for 

both samples, namely (1) pressure of work; and (2) man management. 

Both imply that personal involvement is necessary for adequate job 

performance. A high score on pressure of work suggests that the per son 

accepts high work loads even when this interferes with domestic life , 

while a high score on man management indicates a concern with successful 

completion of tasks rather than the credit which would accrue to him. 

The Competence cluster reflects the formal aspects of competence 

as post uleted by Biesheuvel, and are measured through the assessment of 

verbal skills (comprehension and expression) and the level of formal 

education considered necessary for the job. 

The Decision Making cluster incorporated variables concerned with 

information and its elaboration, i.e. decision making, vigilance , controls 

and checks, the highest points in the scales of these three variables 

featuring these common characteristics: 

1. The exercise of thought processes over material of extreme 

complexity and abstraction. 

2. Conceptual thinking in situations which require innovation. 

The interpretation of data cannot be readily inferred from precedents. 

3. Activities which require clear measures of autonomy and which 

can only be subjected to the guidelines of broad functional policies. 

4. High level of uncertainty in the information which is used 

and the judgements which are made. 

An important point to mention at this stage is that, apart from 

computation of intercorrelation matrices, grades into which specific 

jobs were ultimately placed were also established, and of interest is 
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the fact that grade appeared only in the decision making cluster of the 

heterogeneous sample of jobs (clerical to senior executive). This 

supports the observation that the higher levels i n the hierarchy of 

organisations concern themselves with the more demanding decisions, i.e. 

those requiring an evaluation of complex information of high uncertainty; 

and that in itself the nature of the decision making process is the best 

indicator of the positions of the more senior jobs in a hierarchical 

structure. 

The system of job evaluation thus developed reflects in part the 

original model suggested by 8iesheuve1
8 

in that two of the factor 

clusters identified corresponded exactly . These similarities between 

cluster s support Biesheu vel's basic conception that jobs in a hierarchy 

can be ranked through their conceptual or ideational complexity. 

However, of importance to the wage and salary survey specifically is 

the fact that this is a system which can be applied to a broad spectrum 

of functions, as supported by the choice of a homogeneous sample of 

jobs from within one organisation and evaluated by a single panel of 

executives , and a heterogeneous sample of jobs from within a different 

organisation, evaluated by various assessors over a number of years . 

I. The Developed System as a Survey Base 

The significance of the above research in identifying clusters of 

variables which may be utilised as the basis for a successful job 

evaluation system, indicates probability of reliability as a basis for 

developing a wage and salary survey program. 

supported by the following observations: 

This suggestion may be 

1. Jobs may be evaluated according to a number of factors which 

have been successfully utilised to evaluate a diverse range of jobs, 

from clerical to senior executive levels (the intercorrelation matrix of 

the heterogeneous sample indicated that the factors intercorrelated 

highly, all but one correlating at 0,90 with the total grade score). 

2. The system is based on a key dimension of decision making, 

but incorporates the time span of discretion in this dimension. The 

system has thus been utilised to successfully evaluate a number of 

8Biesheuvel, "Outline of a Psychological Job Evaluat ion System". 
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executive positions , as indicated by the reliability figure mentioned 

above. In this way the system is based, not only on the s implicity of 

evaluating jobs according to points allocation factors, but incorporates 

the logic behind the development of systems such as the Paterson system, 

and the Time Span method. 

3. The validity of the system rests on its demonstrated pr actical 

usefulness, as indicated by its satisfactory operation in a number of 

large and diversified corporations in South Africa9 . 

4. Salary ranges based on the system relate consistently to 
10 market values . 

5 . Use of evaluation factors as suggested by the system allows 

for simplicity of weighting and adjustment of salary data when 

establishing position-to-position comparisons in the wage and salary 

survey. This is opposed to the complexity of adapting princip les of 

systems such as Paterson, Time Span and Profiling . 

The logic behind the selected overall method of job evaluation is 

essentially the same as that behind the systems developed by Biesheuwel 

and Cortis; in fact, this modified Castellion system is based on similar 

factor variables and is now a more extensively used method. As a basis 

for this modification, note was made of the fact that some overlap 

existed between eight of the eleven var iables suggested by Cortis, and 

that the nature of the overlap varied with the groups of jobs which were 

evaluated and the conditions under which these jobs were evaluated. As 

a result, the number of variables was reduced from the init ial eleven to 

the eight of the newer system, although basic variables and concepts 

remained unchanged in order to preserve the logic behind the system. 

Bearing these facts in mind, it is possible to test the 

independence of the sub-factors , or variables, of this newer system in 

order to establish a degree of validity and reliability, on a similar 

basis as that applied to the system developed by Cortis, and in this way 

further analyse the usefulness of such a system to the wage and salary 

survey . 

9Biesheuvel , Business Management , VIII, No . 4, 22. 

10Ibid . 
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A number of questions thus require answering. Can it be shown 

that the same result cannot be obtained by means of a simpler system, 

using fewer factors? Is the system not too complicated for practical 

use, as assessments have to be made by managers and supervisors 

without technical qualification in the use of personnel techniques? 

How reliable is the system? 

The first question can ligitimately be asked in view of the 

popularity of Paterson's Decision Band System at present being used by 

a number of large organisations in South Africa. This system would at 

first sight appear to rely on decision making only, but the resulting 

grades are very broad, and additional f actor s have to be used to 

establish sub-grades, necessary for proper salary differentiation. 

It thus becomes necessary to test the independence of the 

sub-factors used in the modified Castellion method, such sub-factors 

being: 

1. Problem Solving (Decisions) . A decision can be interpreted 

as the solving of a problem where alternative actions are possible. The 

incumbent must identify the alternatives and decide which is best. The 

process varies from a simple decision with only a few identifiable 

alternatives within the framework of specified work procedures, to 

decisions which become more difficult where clues are submitted. At 

the higher levels the incumbent must initiate alternatives, the 

effectiveness of which may be in doubt. 

2. Consequence of Errors of Judgement. This sub- factor measures 

the consequence of wrong decisions as reflected in losses and their 

extent , for example, financial losses related to material or manpower, or 

loss of prestige, external or internal. 

3. Pressure of Work . This sub-factor meaSures the amount of 

stress inherent in the job as reflected in the volume and type of work, 

as well as available time. 

4. Knowledge. This sub-factor measures the level of knowledge 

which is necessary in order to fill the position adequately . 
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5. Job Impact. This sub-factor measures the scope or area in 

which the activities of a job have an influence. 

6. Comprehension. This sub-factor aSsesses the requirements of 

the post in understanding communications, both spoken and written. 

7. Equivalent Educational Qualifications (or intelligence level 

required in the post). 

8. Training/Experience (necesaary to perform job competently). 

This sub-factor measures the period normally required on other jobs, and 

on this job, before becoming fully proficient. 

Each of the above sub-factors is divided into nine progressive 

definitions, such that in anyone definition all lower definitions are 

understood to apply. In order to evaluate a position each definition 

is read progressively and accumulatively until the first definition which 

is just too high for the position being evaluated has been reached; then 

the previous apt definition should be returned to. A particular score 

will be applicable to such definition which will then form the point 

allocation for that particular job as evaluated against that particular 

sub-factor. 

Obviously, then, the assessment according to sub-factor definitions 

becomes subjective; thus, the necessity to test the independence of 

sub-factors in order to assess the degree to which each sub-factor is 

capable of adequate evaluation on an independent basis. 

II. Positions 5elected for 5tudy 

Two samples of jobs were selected for study, the one sample 

consisting of sixty jobs, type and level being heterogeneous, while the 

second sample consisted of forty jobs, type and level being homogeneous. 

5ample A, then, consisted of sixty jobs containing a large number of 

professional managerial and supervisory positions, and ranged from top 

executive to routine clerical jobs. 5ample ~ consisting of forty jobs, 

was homogeneous, containing only technical and manual jobs in the 

refinery of a large petroleum products organisation . All jobs were 

analysed and described according to the job-analysis procedure outlined 
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in Chapter VII. 

III. Method and Results 

To test the independence of the s ub-factors of the modified 

Castellion job evaluation method , the factor scores for the two samples 

of jobs were intercorrelated. In order to obtain the raw data for 

these intercorrelations, Sample A jobs were evaluated by a variety of 

assessors, these evaluations taking place on an individual assessme nt 

basis, with assessors being chosen from all levels of the organisation, 

while Sample B jobs were evaluated by six managers on a panel consensus 

score basis. The intercorrelations of the sub-factors and the total 

grade scores for jobs in Sample A are presented in TABLE 6, while those 

for jobs in Sample B are presented in TABLE 7. 

In order to further test the case for the relative independence 

of sub-factors, an additional study was completed whereby only one job 

was evaluated, but by thirty different aSsessors. The intention of 

such an exercise was not only to further test the relative independence 

of sub-factors, but also to gain insight into the extent to which 

assessor s, inexperienced in evaluation techniques , evaluate a single 

job conSistently. In short, this exercise assesses the relative 

independence of sub-factors, and demonstrates the system ' s practical 

validity. The job chosen fo r evaluation in this exercise is the 

Relations Assitant of a large organisation, and results obtained are 

presented in TABLE 8 , revealing relationship between evaluation 

sub-factors and total grade score, and TABLE 9 , revealing relationship 

between factors and t otal points score . 

IV Discussion 

From TABLE 6 it may be noted that the sub-factors intercorrelated 

very highly in the group of heterogeneous jobs, such intercorrelations 

ranging from 0,6B25 to 0,9550 while all but one correlated at or above 

0,90 with the toal score. These intercorrelations not only indicate a 

high level of consistency in the evaluation of a diverse range of jobs 

according to the sub-factors mentioned , but further, due to the 

independence of these sub-factors to the extent that it may be assumed 

that anyone SUb-factor, except Qualifications, would have been 
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sufficient to determine the job grades . 

On the other hand , TA8LE 7 shows much lower correlations and greater 

facto rial independence for the homogeneous sample , intercorrelations 

between sub-factors ranging from 0,3889 to 0 , 8467. However , this may 

be expected as all sub- factors have a positive relat ionship with job 

progression , and if this progr ession r anges all the way from the 

highest to the lowest j obs, relatively minor differences in factor 

involvement in jobs located in adjoining grades wi l l be outweighed by 

the overall t r end to move upwards together. Due to the fact that the 

homogeneous sample of jobs are limited to a narrowe r range of grades, 

specific job differences in respect of the sub-factor s are more likely 

to show up and reduce both inter correlat ions and correlations with grade 

points. It is fo r this reason that the Paterson system manages with 

one classifying concept for its overall scheme of decision bands, but 

has to r esort to additional factors for closer discrimination within 

certain of the lower bands , while even at the highe r levels ther e is 

doubt as to whether the bands all ow sufficiently for job diversity . 

T~e decision making process cannot be broken down exclusively in the 

hierar chical form postulated by Paterson as the time stress factor must 

be separately considered . Jobs equivalent in complexity of decision 

making , fo r example staff jobs , can differ very material l y in this 

respect from line jobs and as this affects the demands made by the jobs , 

it should affect compensation and therefore grade . It also makes sense 

that more shoul d be paid for a job which differs from another in respect 

of consequences of error, though a l ike in other respects, as 

r esponsibility is clear ly greater. Differentials are most important in 

adjoining job grades , where the influence of factor specificity is 

greatest , and i t is for this reason that the CastellionjPeromnes systems 

a r e pr eferred, even though by using only the factor which carries the 

heaviest weight the majority of jobs would be correctly placed . This 

does not minimise the importance of other su b-factors which will reduce 

misplacements to a minimum . 

As mentioned, the argume nt fo r the independence of sub- factors has 

been further supported by results obtained from an exercise reported in 

TABLES 8 and 9 . He r e only one job has been evaluated , but by thirty 

different aSsessors . It may be noted that factors are still postively 

related , but specificity is at a more desirable level. Due to the fact 



SUB-FACTORS 

A. DECISION MAKING 
B. CONSEQUE NCE OF ERRORS 
C. PRESSURE OF WORK 
O. KNOWLE DGE 
E. JOB IMPACT 
F. COMPREHENSION 
G. QUALIFICATIONS 
H. EXPERIENCE 

TOTAL GRADE SCORE 

SUB-FACTORS 

A. DECISION MAKING 
B. CONSEQUE NCE OF ERRORS 
C. PRESSURE OF WORK 
O. KNOWLEO[£ 
E. JOB I MPACT 
F . COMPREHENSION 
G. QUALIFI CATIONS 
H. EXPERIENCE 

TOTAL GRADE SCORE 

TABLE 6 

INTERCORRELATIoNS : EVALUATION SUB-FACToRS AND TOTAL GRADE SCORE 

SAMPLE A SIXTY JOBS TYPE AND LEVEL HETEROGENEOUS 

A B C ° E F 

0 , 9560 
0 ,9245 0 ,9173 
0 , 9310 0 , 8896 0 , 9193 
0 ,9246 0,9123 0 , 9127 0 ,9002 
0 , 9269 0 , 9235 0 , 9 180 0 ,9097 0 , 8926 
0 , 7639 0, 6825 0, 69 17 0 , 7748 0 , 6999 0 , 7597 
0 , 8834 0 , B357 0 , 8589 0, 8433 0 , 8948 0 , 8695 

0 , 9B1 7 0 , 959B 0 , 9559 0,9565 0 , 9543 0 , 9602 

TABLE 7 

INTERCoRRELATI oNS : EVALUAT I ON SUB-FACTORS AND TOTAL GRADE SCORE 

SAMPLE B FORTY JOBS TYPE AND LEVE L HOMOGENEOUS 

A B C ° E F 

0 , 8467 
0 , 8439 0 , 7003 
0 , 7459 0 , 5397 0 , 8001 
0 , 7524 0 , 6328 0 , 7758 0 , 7080 
0 , 8369 0 , 6778 0 , 8288 0 , 81 13 0 , 6824 
0, 6851 0, 5139 0, 6421 0 , 6339 0 , 5297 0 , 7457 
0,6101 0 ,3889 0, 7045 0 , 7275 0 , 6687 0 , 7339 

0 ,9317 0 , 7786 0 , 9121 0 ,8813 0 , 8435 0 ,9121 

G 

0,7557 

0 , 8088 

G 

0 , 6435 

0 , 7911 

H 

0 , 9269 

H 

0 , 8240 

~ 

()) 
()) 



TABLE 8 

INTERCORRELATIONS: EVALUATION SUB-FACTORS AND TOTAL GRADE SCORE (Rho): 

RELATIONS ASSISTANT 

SUB-f"ACTORS A B C D E F G H 

A. DECISION MAKING 
B. CONSEQUENCE OF ERRORS 0 ,0436 
C. PRESSURE OF WORK 0,1237 0,1085 
D. KNOWLEDGE 0,1460 0,0074 0,4707 
E. JOB IMPACT 0,0175 0,0878 0,0446 0,3443 
F. Ca.1PREHENSION 0 , 0359 0,0124 0 , 0807 0,4207 0,3455 
G. QUALIFICATIONS 0,3106 0 , 2218 0 , 0208 0,2912 0,0060 0,1033 
H. EXPERIENCE 0,1420 0 , 0029 0 , 2147 0,0942 0,2207 0,1590 0,3549 

TOTAL GRADE SCORE 0 , 3261 0,4117 0,4916 0 , 6841 0,6019 0,4842 0,45D1 0,2945 
~ 

[g 
----

TABLE 9 

INTERCORRELATIONS: EVALUATION FACTORS AND TOTAL POINTS SCORE (Rho): 

RELATIONS ASSISTANT 

EFFORT RESPONSIBILITY COMPETENCE 

EFFORT 

RESPONSIBILITY 0,2991 

COMPETENCE 0,4474 0,2648 

TOTAL POINTS SCORE 0 ,7066 0,5669 0,8357 



TABLE 10 

SCORE RANGES AND MEDIANS FOR FACTORS AND SUB- FACTORS: EMPLOYEE RELATIONS ASSISTANT 

FACTCRS AND MAX. RANGES MEDIANS CRITERION CRITERION 
SUB FACTCRS SCORE FOR JOB FCR JOB SCORES GRADE POINTS RANGE 

DECISION MAKING 153 63 - B1 81 B1 

CONSEQUENCE OF ERROR 153 72 - 99 B1 72 

EFFORT 306 126 - 172 153 171 

PRESSURE OF WORK 153 63 - 81 81 90 

KNOWLEDGE 153 54 - 81 72 63 

JOB IMPACT 153 63 - 81 72 72 

RESPONSIBILITY 306 135 - 180 153 135 

CoMPRErENSION 153 81 - 90 B1 72 

QUALIFICATIONS 153 54- 72 63 63 

EXPERIENCE 153 81 - 99 90 81 

COMPETENCE 306 270 - 342 306 2B8 

TOTAL GRADE POINTS SCORE 1224 576 - 639 603 594 576 - 603 

NOTE: 

1. Fifteen out of thirty assessors placed the job within the correct grade . 

2. Cri te r ion s core and grade range calculated by a j ob evaluation committee 

of the organisation concerned . 

~ 

to 
o 
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that the factor Competence has been more heavily weighted this factor 

still makes the greatest contribution. However, some jobs may in fact 

be equally weighted with the three factors, although this is not the 

case for the particular job utilised i n this exercise. Nevertheless , 

this does not affect the validity of the demonstration of relative 

independence. 

However, it could be postulated that , as the participants in this 

experiment were a number of employees drawn from a single organisation, 

but untrained in the assessment of job factors, the lower correlations 

could simply be due to error. TABLE 10 gives the ranges of individual 

assessments and their medians , and a comparison with the criterion 

scores and grade. The considerable degree of error introduced by lack 

of evaluation experience must have affected correlations, but this error 

does not prevent the group trend approximating the correct grade , a fact 

which provides some support for the relative independence of s ub-factors, 

and thus warrants their inclusion in the system . 

A further point of practical importance is the fact that this experiment 

indicates t hat it is possible for a reasonably intelligent employee to 

become acceptably competent in the application of the system, given 

theoretical background and t raining, with feedback on performance (which 

the employees involved did not have) . 

One final question needs to be answered: Is this the kind of job 

evaluation system applicable to a less structured and less hierarchical 

kind of work organisation? The majority of organisations operating in 

South Africa conform to the hierarchical organisational pattern, and 

the question is therefore more of theoretical than of pract ical 

i mport ance . Nevertheless, the system should be applicable to an 

organisation in which jobs are not narrowly defined, cover a wide 

variety of diverse activities, or where work is or ganised on a pro ject 

basis , to which employees contribute according to their competence and 

experience. Only in the satisfaction of these requirements will the 

system be universally applicable. However, this organisational 

flexibility does not affect compensation, as a variation in an individual's 

salary from project to project i s most unlikely, and maint enance of proper 

differentials in accordance with the contribution he is required to make, 

is still basically necessary. Task descriptions will be needed which 
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will inevitably be more complex than the orthodox job description, but 

there is no r eason why this proposed system factors should not be used 

to evaluate task differentials. 

On the other hand , if one considers the Paterson system with its 

differentiating principle depending on a succession of decision making 

levels , it is probable that this system would face a problem in that 

these decision making levels correspond to a hierarchical organisation 

to unskilled grades . As suggested structure , from top management down 

by Biesheuve111 , one doubts whether this scheme really accords with the 

prevalent author ity structure in most organisations . Policy decisions , 

which are those decision levels corresponding to top management, 

according to the Paterson system, ar e not only taken at the top , but it 

would further be difficult to reconcile it with the project type of 

organisation which Galbraith 12 has designated as the "technostructure" 

in which decisions emerge from task committees drawn from a large group 

which "extends from the most senior officials of the corporation to 

where it meets, at the outer perimeter, the white- and-blue- collar 

workers whose function is to conform more or less mechanically to 

instruction or routine ll
• 

CONCLUSION 

Emphasis has been placed throughout the discussion on the job 

evaluation process as a means of obtaining reliable and objective 

information for wage and salar y survey purposes, and the need to utilise 

such a process as a basis in the need to move away from sub jective 

procedural techniques . On this assumption a procedu r al basis has been 

developed as a means of providing an objectively structured one-time 

basis f or the further development of a wage and salary survey technique 

which relies on pay structural r ather than positional description 

comparisons . 

A disadvantage to be pointed out in terms of comparabi l ity of 

various job eval uation processes which might be applied on the same 

11Biesheuvel, Business Management , VIII, No . 4 , 23 . 

12J •K• Galbraith, The New Industrial State (2nd ed ., rev.; London: 
Andr~ Deutsch Ltd., 1972), pp. 70- 71 . 
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basis, is the fact that it is difficult to assume the reliability and 

validity of anyone system in terms of another inasmuch that each system 

has its own weaknesses in terms of obtaining objective information. In 

short , there is no system which may be regarded as a perfect method of 

obtaining job comparability, and against which other systems may be 

effectively evaluated, which resulted in the necessary testing of the 

system, developed in the light of advantages and disadvantages of other 

systems , against predetermined standards specifically set for wage and 

salary survey procedural purposes. 

Due to the fact that useful insight into the question of 

reliability of wage and salary survey information has been provided by 

the finding that generalised , ambiguous job descriptions led 

participating organisations to report widely diverse salary ranges for 

these jobs in contrast to the "spread" of salaries reported for jobs 

more clearly and specifically described 13 , care had to be taken in the 

development of an anlysis procedure which would provide consistent job 

information summaries for purposes of compiling reliable job 

descriptions and job s pecifications. The utilisation of these job 

descriptions/specifications for job evaluation purposes in both of the 

repor ted stUdies has indicated a suitable level of consistency and 

reliability in that intercorrelations of the Same positions, described 

by the same analysis procedure, but evaluated according to different 

job evaluation methods , were significantly high enough to warrant 

acceptance of the process as a whole . Further, these job descriptions 

included all levels of the organisational structure, incorporating 

descriptions /specifications of senior executive jobs , and intercorrelations 

at such levels were also significantly high. 

With regard to the job evaluation method as such , the general 

acceptance by organisations participating in a wage and salary survey of 

a s ingle method to be utilised for purposes of adjusting thei r own 

midpoint salary data, plus general acceptance in terms of overall 

r eliability and objectivity, are primary considerations. Results 

obtained from studies indicate that many systems utilised by the 

organisations formi ng the particular survey community under consideration 

produce simi l ar results in terms of classification of similar jobs. This 

13 
Harker , Personnel Journal , XXXI, 131-1 34 . 
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indication of one particular method for re-evaluation and data 

adjustment purposes will essentially produce the same results as a 

procedure utilising a number of different job evaluation methods, and 

should thus prove more efficient in terms of time, and therefore be 

acceptable to the organisations concerned. 

Further, the intercorrelations obtained from the study concerning 

overall reliability and validity of one particular system indicate that, 

not only do different raters assess the same jobs consistently, but the 

sub-factors of this system are significantly independent to allow 

individual assessment on a reliable basis, and therefore substantially 

increase the levels of reliability, validity and acceptability as a 

whole. 

In terms of the concepts and standards discussed, then, it may be 

assumed that the particular job evaluation process which has thus far 

been developed and assessed, has proved to be adequate in the 

attainment of the overall goals of a concrete foundation to be utilised 

by a structural comparison method of conducting wage and salary surveys, 

and as such aSsumes an overall validity for such a basis. On the 

assumption of the overall validity in terms of logical examination of 

underlying concepts, the several questions originally posed by the 

question of reliability, have now been answered, namely , that the job 

descriptions can be regarded as accurate reflections of the actual job, 

the job specifications are those really required by the job, the factors 

proposed by this particular job evaluation method are related to value 

produced, and therefore we can use these concepts in the process of 

determining those wage levels necessary to retain employees and keep 

defensive behaviour at a minimum. 

Such a job evaluation system may thus be utilised in the further 

development and assessment of a structural comparison method guide to 

conducting compensation surveys. 



PART IV 

THE PAY STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM GUICE 

TO CONDUCTING COMPENSATION SURVEYS 



CHAPTER VII 

THE STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM PROCEDURE GUIDE 

PURPOSE 

An objective of the wage and salary administration program of the 

organisation is to pay competitive compensation. To determine whether 

the compensation being paid is competitive, it is necessary to conduct 

and/or participate in surveys of leading organisations in the 

communities of the industries in which the organisation competes for 

quali fied employees. 

The information obtained from this survey guide is used by the 

organisation for: 

1. Developing a key element in the formulation and maintenance 

of a pay structure, taking into consideration both internal logic and 

external competition; 

2. Developing monetary limits for base salary groups, utilising 

objective techniques and methods of monetary data gathering and analysis; 

3. Developing a process of updating actual salary levels; 

4. Developing a reference to determine salary levels for new 

positions; 

5. Developing a method of cross-check upon market levels of 

pay and benefits; 

6. Auditing the external competitiveness of the job evaluation 

system by comparison of intra-organisational pay structures; 

7. Maintaining external competitiveness of the overall 

organisational compensation package. 

196 
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PHASE I PREPARATORY PROCEDURE 

I. Freguency of Surveys 

Gradually changes occur i n a labour market area and within 

particular industries. Normally, therefore, a wage and salary survey 

should be conducted at regular intervals of a minimum of three years and 

a maximum of five years 1 

However, the need to adjust base salary ranges should be reviewed 

on an annual basis. The decision to make interim adjustments to base 

salary ranges in the years between comprehensive surveys (wage and 

salary, and benefits) may be based on "spot check" analysis of the 

following: (1) general economic conditions; (2) past compensation 

trends; (3) surveys conducted by other organisations; (4) the 

movement of competitive salary structures; and (5) a review of 

competitive compensation for several representative positions with the 

organisations included in previous comprehensive surveys . If these 

indications suggest the necessity to adjust base salary ranges, 

adjustments may be made based on the structural comparison method of 

surveying conducted more often than every three years. 

II. Who Should Conduct the Wage and Salary Survey? 

It is suggested that the Personnel Department staff of the 

organisation concerned be assigned primary responsibility for conducting 

structural comparison surveys . It may be suggested that s uch staff 

call on other management employees to assist in the initial phase for 

reasons indicated below: 

1. Line management should participate in any personal interviews 

with participating organisations, plus in the initial job analysis 

procedure, because their knowledge of duties and r esponsibilities 

associated with cert ain survey positions is usually greater than that 

of the Personnel staff. This is particularly true of the management 

and supervisory positio ns under the line manager' s supervision. The 

judgement of line management is often helpful in evaluating the 

1 "Management Report : Survey of the Necessity for Conducting a 
Comprehensive Compensation Survey on a National Basis", Mobil Oil 
Southern Africa (Pty) Ltd. 
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similarities and differences in management positions. Further, it 

allows line management to part icipate in the survey process and helps to 

reassure them about the validity of the results. 

2. Compensation staff specialists of the organisation may be 

asked to participate in conducting surveys because their experience , 

particularly with respect to management positions, is usually broader 

than that of the Personnel staff. 

III. Survey Community and Organisations 

The survey should normally cover an area or community which 

contains a reasonable sampling of employers who compete with the 

organisation conducting the survey for labour which may be drawn from 

the same l abour market. The community may thus be a town, a city , or 

a larger area. For example , it may be that there is one large 

geographic area for management, professional , tech nical and sales 

personnel, such as a country or a region within a country . 

As a guide , it is recommended that each of the organisations 

selected to be surveyed should: 

1. 8e regarded as reputable employers in the community being 

surveyed , and compete with the survey organisation for qualified 

employees. 

2. Provide a "benefit plan package " and working conditions 

reasonably comparable to those provided by the survey organisation. 

3. As a group, be representative of the leading industries in 

the community. 

It is suggested that the number of organisations to be included in 

the su rvey be about ten to twelve. However , where it appears that 

competitive data will be limited , the reliability of the survey results 

may be incr eased by increasing the number of organisations to as many as 

eighteen. To the extent that it is possible , the same organisations 

should be included from one survey to the next to ensure consistency in 

the data obtained. If an organisation should be excluded, an attempt 
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should be made to choose a replacement from within the same industry. 

IV. Preliminary Contact With Participating Organisations 

After the participating organisations have been identified, they 

should be contacted to explein the purpose of the survey, and to request 

their participation. It should be explained that initially a survey 

team of the survey organisation is planning to conduct personal 

interviews for the purpose of exchanging information, that a summary 

report of the survey data will be furnished to each participating 

organisation, and that all data will be kept confidential. 

After securing the agreement of the individual organisations to 

participate, it is desirable to inform such organisations that in the 

near future Survey Booklets containing information about the survey 

organisation, abbreviated position descriptions, and organisation charts, 

will be forwarded to them. Further, mention should be made of the fact 

that, although detailed personal interviews for position-to-position 

comparison purposes will be required as an initial basis, future survey 

procedure will be conducted on a salary range comparison basis, 

according to information obtained and analysed through such initial 

interviews. 

PHASE II STRUCTURAL DATA GATHERING PROCEDURE 

I. Selection of Survey Positions 

In order to develope a basis for a structural comparison method 

of conducting wage and salary surveys, it is initially necessary to 

identi fy a number of "key jobs" or "anchor jobs" which may be utilised 

at a later stage of the phasing in of such a system in order to 

standardise participating organisation wage and salary structures. 

In building a structural comparison scale, the organisation must 

select as many "key jobs" as possible from t he organisational structure, 

varying in salary from the lowest to nearly the highest, whose duties 

are clearly defined, and whose rates of pay are not subject to 

controver~y. These "key jobs" are jobs within the organisation which 

may be selected for comparison with similar positions in the community 



200 

to est ablish a competitive compensat ion basis. Collectively, the 

competitive data for these survey positions ("key jobs") provides basi c 

information required to establish a standardisation of all appropriate 

base salary range pay structures such that future structural comparisons 

may be undertaken. 

Survey pOSit ions, or key jobs/positions should thus be very 

carefully selected such that intra-organisational position-to-position 

comparisons may be made on a one-time basis requiring as few subjective 

adjustments as possible. The following criteria are provided for the 

selection of survey positions : 

1. They are representative of a cross-section of all positions 

in the pay structure being studied, i.e. they should represent various 

occupational families, functions, and organisation levels . 

2. The nature of the duties should be reasonably easy to define 

and readily found in other organisations in the survey community. 

3. They should be relatively free from supply and demand 

extremes affecting compensation, and should not be controversial in 

terms of appropriate pay levels. 

4 . They should be relatively stable in terms of job content . 

5. They should be good reference points in job st r uctures as to 

level of diffi culty and responsibility. 

In the selection of key jobs the organisation should not be 

concerned whether such jobs are underpaid or overpaid in comparison with 

rates paid for comparable jobs elsewhere, since the primary concern should 

be in the relationships paid in the particular organisation or industry. 

It should not be difficult to find a considerable number of jobs where 

management and labour can agree that job relationships are equitable 

without agreeing on whether the whole pay structure should go either up 

or down. The selection of key jobs as survey positions can now be made 

on the basis of established skill levels, available job knowledge, and 

job importance , rather than on wage rates not subject to cont roversy. 
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Once such key jobs have served their purpose as comparison jobs 

during the initial phase of installation of the structural comparison 

method, they lose their designation as key jobs and become just another 

job in the organisation . Therefore , any change in duties or 

responsibilities of the key jobs has no effect on the entire plan. 

The structural comparison scale, once constructed, consists of all the 

jobs in the organisation, because the strength of the system lies in 

the fact that all jobs Can be compared across organisations, and not 

just key jobs . 

To ensure that an ~ropri~e level of competitive benchmark, or 

anchor points will be obtained through utilising these positions, it is 

usually desirable to select at least four positions from each salary 

group or range included in the survey organisation pay structure. 

Depending on the number of salary groups within the structure, however , 

the total number of positions may become so large that participating 

organisations may be reluctant to devote the necessary time to the 

initial interviewing . It is suggested, therefore, that the total 

number be limited to about fifty , regardless of the number of salary 

groups . 

II. Analysis of Survey Positions 

Although choice of survey positions may be based on job analysis 

and job descriptions , it now becomes necessary to re-analyse those 

positions selected as s urvey positions , or key jobs, on a carefully 

planned and detailed basis such that: (1) sufficient rel evant 

information is obtained on an objective basis to allow reliable 

abbreviation of job descriptions and specifications ; (2) those jobs 

which cannot be effectively described in abbreviated form to allow 

justifiable position-to-position comparisons, may be discarded as survey 

positions; (3) sufficient relevant information i s incorporated in 

abbreviated job descriptions to allow reliable re-evaluations according 

to the survey organisat ion job evaluation system , should weighting and 

adjusting of data be necessary. 

The following detailed job analysis procedure is suggested: 

1 . Obtain all pertinent information available regarding 
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departments, including the processes, machines, and names of key 

personnel, and all of the information which can be obtained by a study 

of previous job analysiS information sheets. 

2. Contact the managers of departments, following whatever 

formalities are necessary, including clearance with superiors. 

3. Visit the general supervisors, and 

(a) explain purposes and objectives; 

(b) discuss desired method for obtaining factual data ; 

(c) secure cooperation; 

(d) obtain a list of all relevent jobs in the departments 

by titles and the number of workers in each. 

4. Visit immediate supervisors and assistants with the approval 

of the general supervisors, and 

(a) explain purposes and objectives ; 

(b) obtain necessary routine data; 

(c) discuss the nature of work and details of jobs; 

(d) obtain recommendations of the most desirable employees 

to observe during the course of the study on the basis 

of efficiency and willingness to cooperate. 

5. Observe the employees at work, and 

(a) note carefully each operation performed; 

(b) make certain all observable operations have been noted; 

(c) check for specific items to be included in t he job 

analysis schedule; 

(d) record factual data of working conditions , and tools, 

equipment and materials used; 

(e) question employees about those operations which are not 

observable , and obtain from the employee an estimate of 

the percentage of time such operations are performed; 

(f) review the notes concerning the job elements with the 

employee and ask for suggestions, and obtain from him 

an estimate of the percentage of time each operation 
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is perfonned. 

6. Hand the employee the job analysis questionnaire, as 

exemplified in Exhibit A, Appendix II, and 

(a) ensure that such questionnaire is completed in detail; 

(b) review the questions and answers concerning the job 

elements with the employee, and ask for any additional 

infonnation he might wish to add. 

7 . Review observations, notes, questionnaire questions and 

answers with the immediate supervisor, and 

(a) detennine whether the job has been thoroughly covered; 

(b) obtain estimates of percentage of time for each operation; 

(c) ascertain whether infonnation obtained is as objective as 

possible . 

(d) obtain infonnation regarding relation to other jobs. 

8. Write the first drafts of the analyses on the approved fonns 

according to instructions, see Exhibit B, Appendix II. 

9. Have the department managers review and approve the original 

drafts, and 

(a) allow all supervisors concerned the opportunity to review 

and edit the original drafts; 

(b) revise drafts on basis of comments, changes and criticisms 

suggested by the reviewers and obtain written approval of 

contents; 

(c) arr ange for final drafts of completed analyses to be 

typed . 

10. Write the first drafts of the abbreviated job descriptions/ 

specifications survey purposes according to the job description/ 

sped fication fonnat in Exhibit C, Appendix II, and 

(a) ensure that abbreviated infonnation includes sufficient 

necessary detail to satisfy requirements of the job 
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evaluation manual factor degree definitions; 

(b) allow the Personnel Manager to review and approve the 

original drafts; 

(c) revise drafts on basis of comments, changes and 

criticisms suggested by the Personnel Manager. 

11. Arrange typing and collation of final drafts of completed 

abbreviated job description/specification forms for survey booklet 

purposes . (See Exhibit B, Appendix I). 

It may be suggested that the job analysis procedure spe cifically 

the questionnaire, be structured according to the job evaluation factors 

incorporated in the organisation's evaluation system, such that final 

abbreviated description details may be easily summarised to accommodate 

requirements of degree definitions. 

III. Secondary Contact with Participating Organisations 

After securing the agreement of the individual organisations to 

participate, it is desirable to send each participating organisation a 

Survey Booklet cont aini ng information about the survey organisation, the 

abbreviated job descriptions/specifications, and organisation charts. 

The data supplied should be in the form of Exhibits A and B, Appendix I. 

Exhibit A: This exhibit should contain survey organisation 

information to provide participating organisations with dat a that will 

be helpful to them in establishing comparable anchor or "key jobs", and 

that will serve as a model for the type of information they are asked 

to supply. Included in the questionnaire should be all questions with 

regard to fringe-benefit packages which the survey organisation wishes 

to analyse. However, most important to the further development of a 

structural comparison method are questions regardi ng salary practices, 

and more specifically, salary ranges. 

Exhibit B: Should contain the concise, yet complete summary of the 

survey organisation survey pOSitions, in the form of the abbreviated job 

descriptions/specifications as specified in the job analysis procedure 

summary, and should include all related data which specifically applies 

to those posit ions. Particular care should be taken to ensure that the 
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scope and magnitude data is pertinent to each position. With respect to 

this exhibit, the section "sal ary information" should not be completed in 

advance of the personal interview to avoid prejudicing the participating 

organisations in their selection of comparable positions. Each 

participating organisation should be informed that salary data will be 

furnished during the personal interview after the position comparisons 

have been made. 

Additional blank copies of the Survey Booklet should also be 

furnished such that representatives of each participating organisation 

may record their own compensation data and related information in 

advance of the personal interview. 

IV. Personal Interview 

The purpose of the personal interviews is to review the tentative 

key job comparisons made by the participating organisations, review the 

adequacy of the data reported, and gather other general information of 

interest, such that final key job anchor points in the various pay 

structures may be established on as exact and objective a basis as 

possible. It is therefore recommended that persons conducting the 

interviews have with them more complete and detailed job descriptions of 

the survey pOSitions, and appropriate organisatio n charts . to supplement 

the Survey Booklet information. 

The final establishment of "key ranges" for structural comparison 

purposes are only as valid as the comparisons of the survey positions, 

and the personal interview plays a key rcle in this determination. It 

is therefore suggested that these interviews be undertaken with great 

care to detail, and that the specific criteria used to judge the level 

of responsibility of participating organisation positions be thoroughly 

explored for exact comparison purposes. It should also be stressed 

that these interviews are conducted on a one-time basis only, and that 

once key job comparisons are reliably established, further interviews 

are unnecessary. 

V. Information Required 

General Information: The following general information should be 
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obtained from each participating organisation and recorded on a form 

similar to Exhibit A, Appe ndix I : 

1. Operational information, such as: ( 1) type of business 

activity; (2) number of employees ; (3) size of organisation in terms of 

sales volumes; (4) manufacturing capacity; (5) profits; (6) number a nd 

location of major plants or facilities, etc. (Operational information 

should apply to an organisation's operations inside the s urvey community, 

that is, the information should relate to the key jobs included in the 

Survey Booklet. If an organisation has operations outside the survey 

area, information related to the organisation's total operations should 

be recorded separately). 

The recording of this general information may be vit al to the 

establishment of exact key job comparisons, and on the other hand , may 

aid in determining which jobs are to be excluded as anchor points due to 

arbitrary data adjustments. 

2. Compensation information applicable to the positions being 

considered such as: (1) base salary ranges; (2) recent history of 

changes in base salary structures ; (3) general increases ; (4) salary 

administration policies ; (5) incentive bonus plan; (6) allowances; 

(7) subsidies, etc . 

The nature and extent of compensation practices will reveal the 

participating organisation ' s philosophy toward thei r employees , and the 

degree to which they are comparable with those of the survey 

organisation. The first time a participating organisation is surveyed, 

a comprehensive review of this general information will prove invaluable 

in the future determination of the adequacy and stability of its pay 

structure for purposes of adjustments to structural comparison bases. 

Compensation Data: For each participating organisation, the 

following data should be obtained and recorded for each survey position: 

(1) base salary range midpoint; (2) actual salaries of each incumbent, 

or the average salaries of all incumbents if individual incumbent 

salaries cannot be provided; (3) additional month(s) payments (bonus); 

(4) incentive bonus payments; (5) allowances; (6) premium payments; 

(7) subsidies, etc. 
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With respect to base salary range midpoints, where the 

participating organisation has established salary group ranges , i.e. a 

minimum salar y and a maximum salary for a particular group of positions, 

the midpoint salary of the range is usually considered as that salary 

which is representative of the competitive rate of pay for positions in 

that salary group. In some cases, participating organisations might 

not use the midpoint of the range for this pur pose, but might use another 

salary point within the range. For purposes of developing the 

structural comparison system , it is important that these points be 

identified as midpoints of key jobs are utilised in establishing those 

points which may be regarded as representing anchor points of the pay 

structures "key ranges ". 

In the event that a participating organisation does not have an 

established salary range for a position, the survey team shoul d obtain, 

in addition t o actual salary data, the number of years such incumbent 

has been i n the position (including prior comparable level positions, if 

any) . As in the case of actual salaries , when individual years in 

position can be provided , the aver age years in position of all incumbents 

should be obtained. This data may then be utilised by the survey 

organisation to establish hypothetical midpoints for key positions , and 

similarly, hypothetical "key r anges " and an overall hypothetical 

standardised pay structure , should the participating organisation ' s 

salary data be important enough to the labour market in question to 

warrant the inclusion of such data . However , the time factor involved 

in the necessary recalculation of such points would tend to disrupt the 

basic principle of simplicity of application of the structural 

comparison technique over successive surveys , and it is therefore 

preferable to exclude those organisations which do not have established 

base salary ranges. However, a later section is devoted to explaining 

the use of the abovementioned data in the calculation of such 

hypothetical points. 

A form similar to Exhibit B, Appendix I is recommended for use in 

recording base salary data and related position information, and a form 

similar to Exhibit C, Appendix I is recommended for recording data 

necessary for hypothetical calucations. 
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VI. Establishing Criteria for Evaluating Comparability of the Survey 

Organisation Positions and the Participating Organisation Positions . 

The basic purpose of the survey is to determine whether the 

compensation paid by the survey organisation is competitive in the 

community in which it competes for employees. The aim of the structural 

comparison technique is to compare total pay structures, and thus, all 

possible positions within the community concerned, on an intra-

organisational basis. The method used to determine overall 

competitiveness in this way begins with a comparison of each carefully 

selected survey organisation key position, as determined by the job 

analysis process outlined in Section II, with comparable key posit ions 

of the participating organisations. Based on this comparison, an 

assessment is made of the degree of comparability in terms of whether 

each participating organisation's position is equal to, heavier than, or 

lighter than the survey organisation's position, in terms of compensable 

factors as predetermined by the job evaluation manual . In this way 

exact comparisons of certain key positions may be established, and it is 

these exact comparisons which provide anchor points, or key grades, 

necessary for eventual standardisation of pay structures. 

The accuracy of this assessment depends upon the reliability of 

the comparisons made during the personal interview , and it is essential, 

therefore, that the information required for each position comparison be 

carefully planned in advance by making use of reliable and objective job 

analysis, job descriptions, and job specification techniques. The 

following criteria should be considered when determining the initial level 

of comparability on a position-to-position basis: 

Reporting Relationship: The relative location of the survey 

organisation position, and the participating organisation position in 

their respective organisational structures is reviewed. The level of 

the pos i tion to which they report, the number of positions which report 

to the next higher level position, etc ., all have a bearing on which of 

the two positions is more difficult or responsible. 

Functional Responsibilities: The number of business activities for 

which each position is responsible is examined and evaluated. If, for 

example two supervisory positions are being compared and one of them has 
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additional responsibility for the development of work procedures , that 

position will be judged to be heavier. 

Scope and Magnitude: Each position, whether line or staff, 

should be described in terms of quantitative data that may be used in 

determining ·relative differences. For example , sales supervisory 

positions may be compared on the basis of sales volumes, realisations, 

number of employees supervised, number and type of customers, and other 

similar factors. Although it is more difficult to quantify the scope 

and magnitude of staff positions, it is usually possible to do so in 

most cases. A public relations position, for instance, can be 

described in terms of (1) the type and complexities of problems 

encountered and solved; (2) the level of the organisation client or 

organisation served; (3) the publics to which the work product is 

directed; ( 4) size of operating budget, etc. 

other: Other factors of significance should be considered, 

such as (1) limits of authority; (2) degree of functional guidance 

given and received, etc. 

As the specific criteria under these general headings vary from 

position to position, the survey team should develop , prior to the 

personal interview, a description of the specific criteria for each 

position which should be used as the basis for further comparisons. 

The job analysis procedure is vital in its role as an objective 

determinant of such specific criteria. 

Once the specific characteristics or criteria for each position 

have been determined by this method, the survey team is prepared to 

discuss these criteria with the participating organisations , and to 

record the comparative data required to assess the comparability of the 

participating organisation's positions with the survey organisation's 

positions. 

Those positions of participating organisations which are regarded 

as matching exactly the corresponding positions of the survey 

organisation with regard to scope and magnitude, functional 

responsibilit ies , reporting relationships and other criteria, require 

no further adjustments in salary data. However, those positions 
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regarded as being heavier than, or lighter than the corresponding survey 

organisation position require car eful attention to relevant descriptive 

criteria, such that possible re-evaluations according to the su r vey 

organisation job evaluation factors may take place . 

VII. Summarising Position Comparisons 

When all interviews have been completed , and all relevant position 

data has been gathered according to necessary detail , a Summary 

Worksheet may be prepared for each survey organisation position in the 

survey (Exhibit D, Appendix I ). On each worksheet record (1) the 

names of the participating organisations; (2) the titles of their survey 

positions; (3) the criteria used in identifying differences in 

responsibilities; (4) the applicable quantified scope and magnitude 

data; and (5) any other compensable factors which might be helpful in 

assessing the degree of comparability between participating organisation 

position and the survey organisation position . 

The data recorded on Exhibit B, Appendix I, for each position 

should be reviewed and posted to the Summary Worksheet in order to assess 

comparability factors. For each criterion of comparison, a notation of 

=, +, or - should be entered to indicate whether the participating 

organisation position is equal to, heavier than , or lighter than the 

survey organisation position with respect to the criteria mentioned above, 

and general job evaluation predetermined compe nsable factors. No attempt 

should be made at this stage to assign a salary group differential to 

each of the criterion separately . This is important, as when all 

criteria have been considered , a judgement may be reached as to the 

overall degree of compar ability, and a salary group differential 

estimated, for example , plus one- half of a salary group overall. 

(Exhibit D, Appendix I). 

For those positions regarded as being equal on an overall 

comparability basis, no adjustments are made to salary data, even though 

such posi t ions may not be equal in terms of individual criteria. This 

is important because, when similar positions are evaluated according to 

various compensable factors, undoubtedly various positions receive more 

points allocation on some assessment factors, and less points allocation 

on others , than do their counterpart positions, and yet overall points 
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allocation places them in the same labour grade and salary structure. 

These positions may be regarded as being exact matches in terms of 

salary range midpoint allocation . 

However, those positions which are unequal on overal l 

comparability basis require salary data adjustment according to degrees 

of points allocation allotted to each compensable factor. Such 

positions therefore require evaluation according to individual criteria 

in order to gain insight into degree of inequality on an overall basis. 

Adjustments may then be made in terms of salary range midpoint 

adjustments, i.e. heavier than, or lighter than, by degree of salary 

group. 

As a f inal check, previous s urveys should be reviewed. If the 

degree of comparability of any participating organisation has changed , 

then the new assessment should be re-examined to determine whether the 

change is justified. 

As an initial guide to discarding positions which are 

incomparable, when initial j udgements have been reviewed, each 

participating organisation position judged to be more than thre8 salary 

groups h8avi8r or light8r than th8 surv8Y organisation position should 

b8 d8let8d from th8 Summary Workshe8t. Those positions judg8d to b8 

two-and-a-half or thr88 groups h8avier or lighter should also be 

d8l8t8d unless th8r8 are f8wer than thre8 r8maining position comparisons, 

or unless the position b8ing surv8yed is the only position in its salary 

group for which comparisons hav8 be8n mad8. 

Thos8 positions judg8d to be up to two salary groups h8avier or 

light8r may be 8ff8ctiv8ly adjust8d to warrant incorporation i n t h8 

proc8ss of d8termining k8Y grad8s at a lat8r stag8. Th8 point to make 

is that, although adjustment of salary data is comp18ted according to 

t8chniqu8s which ar8 as objective in th8ir evaluations as pOSSible , it 

is n8c8ssary to, as far as possib18 , incorporat8 only those positions 

regarded as being exact matches as an initial basis, and in this way 

keep sub jective judgements to a minimum. A later section deals with 

the detailed examination of the method which may be used to establish 

monetary weightings based on the salary group weightings thus established. 
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It is important that effective use of the job evaluation method 

of the survey organisation be made whenever there is difficulty in 

assessing the comparability of positions, as this system places degrees 

of scope and megnitude of similar positions on a standardised basis. 

In this way, subjective estimates of comparability will be reduced to a 

minimum. 

PHASE III STRUCTURAL STANDARDISATION PROCEDURE 

I. Standardising Participating Organisation Base Salary/Position 

Hierarchy Structures 

In order to compare entire base salary structures of all 

organisations within the survey community, all participating organisation 

established base salary group range structures require a basic standard 

standardisation such that a similar range of competitiveness may be 

established. Due to the fact that the base salary ranges included in 

the pay structures of the participating organisations vary to such a 

degree, both in range from maximum to minimum salary points, and in 

number, all such structures require standardisation according to the 

survey organisation base salary structure, in order to achieve a base 

of comparability. In order to achieve this standardisation, as an 

initial step, key jobs which may be regarded as being exact matches on 

intra-organisational bases, must be identified for each participating 

organisation, which in conjunction with the corresponding survey 

organisation position, then form basic "anchor pOints", or points which 

link the participating organisation base salary structure (pay structure) 

with the survey organisation base salary structure by forming links of 

equality between position hierarchies. 

In order to undertake this process of standardisation, then, a 

number of factors require identification and clarification, and a 

detailed procedure may be outlined on the basis of these factors. 

Identifying Positional Hierarchy Anchor Positions: Through the 

detailed and careful process of establishing levels of job comparability 

by utilising job analysis, job description/specification, job evaluation, 

and personal interview techniques, it is possible to identify certain 

positions which may be regarded as anchor positions. These anchor 
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positions may be defined as those positions within the survey 

organisation hierarchy of positions which are regarded as being, not 

only key positions , but exact counterparts of similar positions 

identified as key positions in participating organisation hierarchies , 

as determined by comparability criteria. In other words, these 

positions have corresponding counterparts in participating organisational 

hierarchies by virtue of the fact that they may be classified in the same 

labour grade when assessed in terms of overall compensable factors. 

Such positions may be identified on the Summary Worksheet (Exhibit D, 

Appendix I) as those positions which are classified as being equal when 

individual comparability criteria have been separately considered, and 

an overall degree of comparability has been estimated. 

These positions thus form the vital links in the standardisation 

process , as they provide the basic centres of comparability both in terms 

of compensable criteria and ultimately, therefore, in terms of actual 

base salary structures. As such, anchor positions provide the 

foundation of standardisation in that they provide points of equality 

between otherwise vastly different pay structures by providing the bases 

for identifying key ranges. In other words, anchor positions are in 

fact the cores of key ranges in that they represent the monetary 

midpoi nts of those base salary ranges which include complete series, or 

groups, of positions which may not otherwise have been comparable with 

participating organisation positions due to significant differences in 

comparability criteria. 

However, although t he key ranges as such may be identified by 

establishing anchor positions, in order to further support such 

identification, the process of standardisation should be taken a step 

further by the analysis of those positions which are not exact matches of 

counterparts in terms of comparabi lity criteria, but which may be 

identified as supportive matches subsequent to adjustment and weighting. 

Identifying Positional Hierarchy Supportive Positions : After 

identifying anchor positions within position hierarchies through the 

process of establishing levels of comparability, attention may be focused 

on those positions which may be r egarde d as "supportive positions". 

Supportive positions may be regarded as those positions within the survey 

organisation hierarchy of positions which do not have exact counterparts 
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within participating organisation hierarchies , as deter mined by 

compar ability criteria, but which may have a comparable match established 

through weighting and adjustment by utilisation of the survey 

organisation job evaluation method. For example, according to data 

r ecorded on the Summary Worksheet (Exhibit D, Appendix I) , for each 

criterion of compari son a notation of~, +, or - has been entered to 

indicate whether the participating organisation position is equal to 

(anchor position) , heavier than , or lighter than the sur vey organisation 

position with respect to the cr iter ion. After consideration of 

indi vi dual c r iteria separately , a j udgement is reached as to the overall 

degr ee of compar ability , and a salary group differential estimated. It 

is this salar y group differ ential estimate which provi des the basis fo r 

adjustment . In this way a suppor tive position may be deemed to be one 

salar y gr oup lighter than its survey organisation counter part , but after 

adjustment of plus one salary group it may be regarded as being a match. 

In this way such a position will provide a basis of s uppor t for whatever 

ancho r positions have been identified within that particular labour 

grade r epr esented by the anchor positions. 

However , it is important to recall that, as these suppor tive 

positions only playa secondar y r ole in the eventual identification of 

key renges , each par ticipating organisation position judged to be more 

than t hree sal ar y gr oups heavier or lighter t han the survey organisation 

position should be deleted from the Summary Worksheet, and therefor e 

discar ded as a suppor tive positio n . In fact , even those positions 

j udged to be two salary gr oups heavier or lighter shoul d be considered 

fo r deletion. 

Once the support i ve positions and their weightings have been 

i dentified , the next step is to posit i vely identify key ranges or key 

l abour gr ades on the basis of both anchor positions and supportive 

positions. 

Identification of Key Labou r Gr ades : As di scussed , key ranges or 

key labour gr ades may initially be established by identifying anchor 

positions . These key labour grades (key r anges when refer ring to the 

base salary r ange structure ) may be regar ded as those grades/r anges 

within the survey organisation hierar chy which , by virtue of the fact 

t hat a nchor positions have been identified within them, are regarded as 
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being exact counterparts to those grades within participating 

organisation hierarchies which are represented by those exact 

counterpart positions . Basically, then, these key labour grades are 

identified by establishment of anchor positions through exactly the 

same comparability criteria as utilised in establishing position- to­

position comparisons. 

Although these anchor positions form the nuclei of the key labour 

grades , supportive positions may be utilised either in the supportive 

role in the establishment of key grades, or in the actual establishment 

of supportive key grades. In other words, anchor positions as such 

are sufficient to establish key grades , but should any further positions , 

after adjustment and weighting factors have been applied, become 

supportive positions in that they fall within the same grades as 

i dentified anchor positions , then such supportive positions add their 

weight to the basic logic behind the identification of key grades. 

However, should such supportive positions fal l within grades which do 

not cont ain anchor positions, and therefore are not identified as 

keygrades, then these supportive positions may themselves form the 

basis for identification of key ranges, and thus fulfill their 

supportive function. 

Thus, anchor positions , once identified, are regarded as being 

permanent points of reference, and those key grades which have been 

identified as such due to the fact that they contai n and are represented 

by anchor positions, may also be r egar ded as permanent, and as such form 

the permanent basis for standardisation. However, supportive positions 

may not be regarded as having any permanent function , due to weighting 

and adjustment which may be subjective , and therefore , should such 

positions be utilised to establish key grades, then such grades cannot 

be regarded as being permanent in thei r function. Thus, anchor positions 

and key grades are utilised as a permanent basis for standardising 

structures , whereas s upportive positions and their corresponding key 

grades may be used, but only if necessary. 

As mentioned once the key labour grades within the positional 

hierarchy have been identified, what this in effect means is that a 

direct refer ence to the base salar y range st ru cture, or pay structure, 

has been made in that the key labour grade is represented by a key range 
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within the base salary structure, a point which will be extended when 

applying actual compensation figures for data analysis purposes. 

However, it is important at this stage to draw a distinction between the 

position hierarchy structure and the base salary range structure as two 

separate entities, as the base salary range structure refers to monetary 

worth, while the position hierarchy structure refers to relative worth . 

In this way standardisation may initially be completed according to 

labour grade number for future survey purposes , while actual competitive 

salary range midpoints may at a later stage be applied for overall 

comparison purposes. 

st ruct ural Standardisation: Once the process of identifying 

anchor positions, supportive positions , and key grades has been 

completed, the participating organisation structures may then be 

standardised according to the survey organisation structure. In order 

to do this all those grades/ranges of participating organ sations which 

have been identified as key ranges by virtue of the fact that they are 

exact counterparts of the survey organisation key ranges, may be applied 

to the survey organisation structure to form a skeleton structure of key 

ranges. Supportive key ranges mayor may not be applied, depending on 

the number of matching key ranges which have been established . An 

example will serve to illustrate and clarify the process. 

After applying the process of establishing levels of job 

comparability it may be found that Organisation A has a number of 

positions which are equal in terms of comparability criteria to those 

positions of the survey organisation. These positions may now be 

positively identified as anchor positions within both organisations. 

Similarly, through identification of these anchor pOSitions, positive 

identification of key grades may be made. Similarly supportive positions 

and their corresponding key grades may be identified for possible usage. 

However, the survey organisation position hierarchy structure may consist 

of fifteen base salary ranges, while the participating Organisation A 

position hierarchy structure consists of only eleven grades, and 

similarly the base salary structure consists of eleven base salary 

ranges. Clearly then a standardisation is required, and links of 

equality between the two organisational structures, as represented by 

the anchor positions and key grades/ranges, are utilised as a skeleton 

standardisation structure, while supportive positions and their 
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corresponding key grades/ranges may be utilised to sUbstantiate the 

skeleton structure. TABLE 11 below illustrates such a standardisation. 

TABLE 11 

EXAMPLE OF STRUCTURAL STANDARDISATION 

Survey Organisation 

Grade/Range Number 

Participating Organisation A 

Grade/Range Number 

NOTE: 

1 2 

2 

3 3 ** 

4 

5 1'* 

6 5* 

7 

B ** 

9 7 

10 

11 9 * 
12 * 
13 10 

14 

15 11 * 

Numeral s applicable to the par ticipating organisation 

structure represent the grade/range number regarded 

as being key grades/ranges as applicable to indicated 

counte rpart key grades/ranges in the survey 

organisation structure. Asterisks (1') indicate 

supportive position key grades which may be used to 

substantiate anchor position key grades. 

The above table illustrates the completed standardisation of the 

participating organisation's structure according to that of the survey 

organisation, and this provides the basis for comparing entire pay 

structures, and thus all positions contained within the hierarchy. This 

structural comparison , then , is supported by the logic that the anchor 
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positions are representative of the entire range of positions which fall 

within the same labour grade. 

In a similar fashion, the structures of all participating 

organisations in the survey community may be standardised such that a 

community of survey standardised structures may be devel oped as a basis 

for all future surveys to be undertaken by the survey community. Of 

importance is the fact that once such standardisations have been 

completed, they are never altered for further survey procedure purposes, 

unless (1) either the survey or ganisation, or a participating 

organisation alters the number of labour grades/salary ranges applicable 

to its structure; or (2) the duties, responsibilities, etc. of an 

anchor position alter to such a degree that the position may no longer 

be regarded as an anchor position according to criteria previously 

defined, either within the survey organisation structure, or within a 

participating organisation structure. However, as the chances of such 

possibilities occurring are fairly remote, the standardised structures 

in the form of matching labour grade numbers, may be regarded as 

permanent for future survey procedure. In this way, once such 

standardisation procedure has been completed, techniques of determining 

individual position comparability fall away as useful, or necessary , 

techniques; the use of these techniques, therefore , are applicable only 

initially and strictly on a one-time basis. 

Finally, fo r future survey purposes, structures which have been 

standardised according to anchor position and therefore key labour grade 

identification, are to be used on a permanent basis. As suggested 

previously , supportive positions and their corresponding key grades are 

utilised to substantiate the immediate standardisation process , and in 

fact are to be considered as permanent supportive tech niques only if 

the required adjustment and weighting factor is minimal, and therefore 

able to produce as near an exact match as is objectively possible , 

otherwise such positions and grades are to be permanently discarded in 

order to prevent cumulat i ve subjectivity over successive survey periods. 

PHASE IV COMPENSATION DATA ANALYSIS PROCEDURE 

I. Establishing Competitive Total Compensation 

Total compensation in its broadest meaning includes any payment, 
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whether in cash, or in kind, that has a financial value to the employee. 

Bass salaries, extra salary payments, incentive bonuses, allowances , 

subsidies, perqui sites , benefits, etc., are all elements of compensation. 

However, for the purpose of establishing competitive base salary 

structures, survey organisations should ordinarily include in the t otal 

compensation paid by participating organisations only base salary 

midpoints, extra salary payments, such as thirteenth month payment, and 

possibly incentive bonuses. The competitiveness of the survey 

organisation wi th respect to any other element of compensation should be 

assessed, and decisions made by the survey organisation management, 

separately from considerations of base salary structures, r egarding 

whether and by what means such competitivenss should be achieved. If 

management deems it appropriate in the light of local conditions, such 

other elements paid by a participating organisation might be included 

in its total compensation. 

It is important to note at th i s stage that competitive total 

compensation in the context of structural comparison techniques refers 

to the midpoint of any key range, as identified by anchor positions, 

adjusted by whatever factors are deemed permanent and necessary , for 

example, thirteenth month payments. Thus, when the process of 

standardising participating organisation position hierarchy structures 

has been completed through the process of assessing comparability of 

survey positions , the next step is to establish the total compensation 

for each competitive anchor and supportive position, such that 

standardisation of base salary structures in compensation terms may be 

completed. 

Identifying Base Salary Key Ranges: Through the process of 

identifying anchor positions and s upport ive positions within the 

organisation position hierarchy, it i s possible to identify key labour 

grades, or those labour grades which incorporate the complete series of 

positions which are represented by the nucleus anchor or supportive 

position. In a similar fashion key ranges of base s alary structures 

may be identified in that the hierarchy of labour grades representing 

relative wor th in terms of job evaluation points allocation has a 

corresponding hierarchy of salary ranges as applicable to each labour 

grade, and representing the monetary limits of such grades. Thus, 

since the identification of key labour grades has been completed, in 
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effect i dentification of key ranges has also been completed. 

In short , then , key ranges, whether identified through anchor or 

supportive monetary rates of pay within a base salary structure as 

app l icable to the ranges of positions represented by, and identified 

through the establishment of key positions and supportive positions. 

However, key ranges as identified by anchor positions are most 

important. 

Identifying Base Salary Anchor Points: In this context base 

salary structure anchor points may be regarded as base salary range 

midpoints which represent the competitive rates of pay attributable to 

those positions in the organisational position hierarchy which are not 

only regarded as key positions, but positions with which exact 

comparisons may be established in the position hierarchy of a 

participating organisation, in terms of overall comparability criteria, 

i.e. anchor positions. 

This, as an initial step in the process of establishing 

competitive total compensation, the identification of these midpoints 

becomes necessary, a process which is directly linked to the 

establishment of anchor position key ranges. Once such key ranges have 

been positively identified, those base salary structure midpoints which 

represent the competitive rates of pay fo r the groups of positions 

falling within those ranges are regarded as anchor points. The important 

fact to stress is that these points are identified th rough establishing 

exact position-to-position comparisons on the basis of job description 

criteria, rather than on base salary range midpoint equality. 

Further, the midpoints of key ranges identified through anchor 

positions are the only base compensation points which may be regarded as 

being truly comparable competitive rates, as supportive position key 

range midpoints are only comparable due to predetermined weighting and 

adjustment factors. Thus , structural comparison in compensation t erms 

is based primarily on anchor position key range midpoints. 

If the participating organisation has an established group range 

for its pOSitions, i.e. established minima and maxima, the midpoint of 

that range should be used. This is important as this is the rate of 
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pay that represents the competitive rate applicable not only to the 

identified anchor position, but to the complete range of positions 

falling within that salary group. These base salary midpoints which 

represent competitive rates of pay for key range positions may thus be 

used as bases for comparing standardised structures at the compet itive 

compensation level. 

However, as suggested , key ranges may also be identified through 

identification of supportive positions , and the base salary midpoints 

of such key ranges may be used to substantiate the structural comparison 

of competitive compensation. However, due to the fact that supportive 

position compensation data requires weighting and adjustment , such key 

ranges are secondary in their use as structural comparison bases. 

Calculation of Base Salary Supportive Points: Base Salary 

Supportive Poi nt s may be regarded as a base salary range midpoints which 

represent the competitive rat es of pay attributable to those positions 

in the organisational hierarchy which have initially been regarded as 

key positions, but which have had weighting and adjustment factors 

applied to their original base salary midpoints in order to establish 

comparable counter parts within the position hierarchy of a participating 

organisation, in terms of overall comparability criteria , i.e. 

supportive positions. 

As discussed, certain positions in a participating organisation's 

hierarchy may be judged to be heavier or lighter than those corresponding 

positions within the s urvey organisation' s hierarchy due to differences in 

individual comparability criteria. Should this be the case, a comparable 

level may be established between these positions by adjusting the base 

midpoint representing the participating organisation's position. The 

reaSon for this i s that the competitive rate for a job wh ich has a degree 

of responsibility egual to that of the s urvey organisation must be 

determined. If, for example, the participating organisation position is 

heavier, its base salary midpoint must be reduced to a value that would 

be reasonable for that position if it were equal to the survey 

organisation. Conversely, if the position is lighter, its base salary 

midpoint must be redu ced . 

The adjustments to be made vary in technique, depending on whether 
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the participating organisation's total compensation consists of base 

salary alone , or includes incentive bonuses as we112 . 

If the total compensation of the participating organisation 

consists solely of base salary (including one or more extra payments , if 

any), the adjustment is made to the midpoint of that organisation's base 

salary range. The technique used to make this adjustment is based on 

the fact that the participating organisation position is valued in terms 

of plus or minus one-half, one, one- and-one- half, etc., s urvey 

organisational salary groups. Thus, assume that Position "A" of the 

participating organisation is minus one-half to Position "A" of the 

survey organisation. If, for example, the s urvey organisation position 

is evaluated in salary group fourteen, the participating or ganisation 

position would be evaluated in salary group thirteen-and-a-half. To 

adjust the participating organisation midpoint , it must be increased by 

one-hal f of the group-to-group progression rate (i.e . the percentage 

difference between two adjacent salary group ranges) that exists between 

the survey organisation 's midpoints of sal ary group thirteen and salary 

group fourteen . This process, in effect, establishes a hypothetical 

base salary midpoint that would be appropriate in the participating 

organisation's salary structur e for a position whose level of 

responsibility is equal to that of the survey or ganisation . 

Examples of method used in the calculation of such adjustments 

a r e provided in FIGURE 5 overleaf. 

2Although the structural comparison method deals essentially with 
base salary midpoints as competitive total compensation data , which 
usually includes a factor for thirteanth month payments , s ome 
organisations pay incentive bonuses, and this factor may be incorporated. 
These bonus payments will be discussed in the following section . 
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FIGURE 5 

BASE SALARY MIDPOINT ADJUSTMENT CALCULATIONS 

FOR SUPPORTIVE POSITIONS 

If the participat ing organi sation 
position is lighter by : 

~ sal ary group . 

1 salary group . 

1~ salary groups . 

2 salary groups . 

2~ salary groups . 

NOTE : 

Then multiply the participating 
organisation midpoint by the 

a 
factor as calculated below: 

Factor = 1 plus one-half of the 
percentage differe nce btween 
groups. 

Example: 

Factor = 1 + (~ x 0,1076)b 

= 1 + 0,053B 

= 1,0538 

Factor = 1 plus the full percentage 
difference between groups. 

Example: 

Factor 1 + 0,1076 
= 1,1076 

Factor = the factor for o ne group 
multiplied by the factor for 
one- half of a group . 

Exampl e : 

Factor = 1,1076 x 1 , 0538 
1,1672 

Factor the factor for one group 
multiplied by itself. 

Example : 

Fa ct or 1, 1076 x 1,1076 
= 1,2268 

Factor = the factor for two groups 
mu l tiplied by the factor for 
one-half of a gr oup . 

Example : 

Factor 1, 2268 x 1 , 0538 
= 1, 2928 

~bviously gr oup- to-group progression r ates vary from one 
salary structure to another; however , for purposes of above 
i llustrations, it is assumed to be 10 ,7ff'/o . 

bWhen the participating organisation position is heavier than 
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the survey organisation position, the same factors as 
illustrated above are used, but because the participating 
organisation midpoints must be reduced, they are divided 
by the app ropriate factors. 

If the total compensation of the participating organisation 

consists of both base s alary and incentive bonus, the base salary 

midpoint should first be adjusted as described above. The adjusted 

value for the incentive bonus should be the amount that t he participating 

organisation would normal l y pay to an employee whose sslary is at the 

participating organisat ion's adjusted base salary midpoint, and whose 

performance level is comparabl e to the survey organisation's performance 

rating which indicates a meeting of all requirements of the particular 

posit ion as stipulated in the j ob description. This amount should then 

be added to the adjusted base salar y midpoint to obtain the adjusted 

total compensation for the participating organisation posit i on . 

Those positions falling within the sur vey organisation hie r archy 

which have counterparts falling within participating organisation 

hierarchies which may be we i ghted by utilising the job evaluation method 

as pr eviously discussed , with s ubsequent mi dpoint adjustment as 

illustrated , are the supportive positions wh i ch may with i n themselves be 

ut ilised to identify supportive key ranges. Once the supportive 

position ' s matching part icipating organisation position base salary 

midpoint has been adjusted according to the applicable weighting factor, 

that adjusted midpoint then identifies the supportive key range midpoint. 

In order to clarify , we may return to our example in wh i ch Pos i tion "A" 

of the participating organisation is minus one-hal f to Position "A" of 

the survey organisation; thus, the participating organisat i on position 

has been evaluated in salary group thirteen-and- a- half in terms of the 

s urvey Organisation base salary r ange structur e. To obtain a comparable 

level between the two positions, the participating organisation 's base 

salary r ange midpoint for that position is adjusted by one- half of the 

gr oup- to- group progression r ate that exists between the survey 

organisations midpoints of salary gr oup thirteen and salary group 

fourteen . In this way a supportive key range is identified within the 

survey organisat ion structure , but the adjusted midpoint refers to the 

par ticipating organisation base salary midpoint, regarded as a 

hypothetical midpoint within the survey organisation structure. These 
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midpoints thus form the base salary supportive points which may either be 

used to substantiate anchor point key r ange midpoints, or form separate 

suppor tive key range midpoints themselves . 

Incentive Bonus Payments : An incentive bonus is an award grant ed 

for individual per formance . Its value is stated as a cash amount 

regardless of the form i n which it is paid. If a participating 

organisation regularly awards incentive bonuses, the cash value of awards 

made for performance during the latest full year (calendar ) may be 

i ncl uded in that organisation's total compensation . In some cases , 

awards are made in the year following the performance year , while in 

others, awards are made during the performance year . 

When the participating organisation has established salary group 

ranges, the bonus amount to be included should be that amount which the 

participating organisation would normally award to an employee whose 

salary is at the midpoint of the group range, and whose per formance 

rat ing is comparable to the survey organisation ' s performance appraisal 

rating which indicates a meeting of all requirements as stipulated by the 

job description/specification fo r that particular position . 

If bonus payments vary significantly from year to year, the 

average of the bonuses paid in the most recent five calendar years 

(including any year in which a bonus waS not paid ) should be used3 . For 

example, if a bonus was paid in three of the years , the sum of the three 

awards should be divided by five to obtain the average award. This 

procedure is applicable both when the participating organisation has 

established salary gr oup r anges, and when it does not , which is a 

possibility to be discussed at a later stage. 

Monthly or Annual Compensation Values: Organisations usually 

prefer to express compensation data in either monthly or annual terms. 

Whichever i s the preference , it is essential that each element of 

~his figure has been cal culated as that which represents the most 
reliable number of years on which an average bonus may be calculated for 
an incumbent rated as meet ing all requirements of a position as stipulated 
in the job description/specification . "Old Mutual: Western Cape 5urvey" 
(Cape Town : Old Mutual , August , 1976). 
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compensation paid by participating organisations be converted, if 

necessary, to the same basis . It is s uggested, however, that a mont hly 

basis be utilised for ease of analysis and cal culation . 

For example, if the survey organisation uses the monthly basis, 

the base salary data of all participating organisations must be 

converted to monthly amounts. Similarly, if a participating 

organisation pays extra salaries such as a thirteenth month payment, its 

base salary midpoint data should be analysed to ascertain whether the 

extra payment is included or not. It it is not , the monthly base 

salary midpoint should be increased by one- twelfth . 

Finally, i f incentive bonuses are paid by the participating 

organisation, the total award granted for the performance year should be 

divided by twelve to obtain the equivalent monthl y value. This amou nt 

should be added to the monthly base salary midpoint to obtain the total 

compensation midpoint. 

II. Hypothetical Base Salary Structures 

If a participating organisation does not have est.ablished salary 

group ranges , but the organisation is regarded as being an important 

competitor within the labour market such that its rates of pay should be 

regarded as significantly competitive, s uch organisation ' s rates may be 

taken into consideration in the structu ral comparison system by the 

development of a hypothetical base salary structure . 

In other words, should such an organisation have su rvey positions 

which have exact corresponding counterparts in terms of comparability 

criteria, within the survey organisation position hierarchy, but do not 

have established salary group ranges, and therefore do not have 

representative midpoints , then it is possible to calculate hypothetical 

midpoints for such positions . However, although these hypothetical 

midpoints may be calculated, they are based on compensation data, and 

therefore positional hierarchy standardised structures cannot be 

developed for future survey purposes. This fact presents problems with 

regard to the simplicity of the continuing process of structural 

comparison surveys over time, as hypothetical st ru ctures would require 
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reconstruction according to competitive rates applicable to that 

organisation at the time of each survey. With these facts in mind, it 

is suggested that construction of hypothetical structures be limited to 

individual s urveys, rather than incorporating them in the ongoing 

structural comparison procedure. 

Hypothetical Midpoint Calculation: Should a number of positions 

falling within the position hierarchy of a participating organisation 

having no established salary group ranges, be regarded as being exact 

counterparts of survey organisation positions , these positions will not 

be regarded as anchor positions as they do not represent the core 

positions of labour grades , and therefore anchor points cannot be 

identified. However, hypothetical midpoints for such positions may be 

calculated, and TABLE 12 below has been developed for use by the survey 

organisation in making the calculation. 

TABLE 12 

STRUCTURAL COMPARISON HYPOTHETICAL MIDPOINT CALCULATION 

If years in position are: Multiply actual salary by the factor: 

less than 1, 1364 

1 1,1033 

2 1,07 12 

3 1,0400 

4 1,009B 

4.1 
2 1, DODO 

5 ,9948 

6 , 9851 

7 ,9754 

8 ,9657 

9 ,9562 

10 , 9467 

11 , 9373 

12 ,9281 

13 , 9189 

14 , 9098 

15 ,8320 
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Factors have been calculated on the basis of four-and- a­
half years as the minimum average period required for 
full effectiveness to be achieved according to job 
description/specification, i.e. the requirement in terms 
of time and training before the midpoint of the salary 
range is achieved . Applying a factor of 1,000 to 
four-and- a- half years , corr esponding factors have been 
calculated for each year, on the basis of a 50~ spread 
in the salary range. 

The resulting salary value will represent an objective estimate 

of the hypothetical midpoint for the position under consideration . 

Where there is only one incumbent in the position, the actual salary and 

years in position of all incumbents should be used. 

It is important to note that should the participating organisation 

gr ant one or more extra monthly base salary payments, the hypothetical 

base salary midpoint should be increased by one-twelfth for each such 

ext r a monthly payment. Similarly, with regard to incentive bonuses, 

the organisation should be asked to provide an estimate of a "normal" 

bonus for an employee who meets all requirements of the position . If 

a "normal" bonus estimate is not provided , the average of the actual 

bonus paid to the incumbents of the position should be used, calculated 

by dividing the sum of bonuses paid by the number of incumbents, 

including those who did not receive an award . 

Further, should incentive bonus payments vary significantly from 

year to year, the average of the bonuses paid in the most recent five 

calendar years (including any year in which a bonus was not paid) should 

be used. 

The hypothetical midpoints thus calculated may be used as bases of 

equality between the participating organisation r ates and the survey 

organisation base salary structure, bearing in mind that these midpoints 

represent individual positions rather than groups, 

Development of Hypothetical Structures: As with all other 

participating organisations, those organisations which do not have 

established base salary group ranges may also have positions within 

their hierarchies which do not match the survey organisation position 

exactly in terms of comparability criteria , but which may have a possible 
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weighting factor app l ied such that an adjustment may be made to 

compensation data. 

In this way the actual salaries of such positions may be utilised 

to calculate hypothetical midpoints, and such midpoints may then be 

adjusted accordingly by the predetermined weighting factor to provide 

adjusted hypothetical midpoints, which may then be utilised in a 

supportive role to the existi ng hypothetical midpoints . In other words, 

such adjusted hypothetical midpoints may be regarded as hypothetical 

supportive points in their role of substantiating the calculated 

hypothetical anchor points of "equal" survey positions. 

Through the process of cal culating hypothetical midpoints and 

adjusted hypothetical midpoints, the participating organisation's 

positions may form clusters of midpoints consisting of core hypothetical 

midpoints plus substantiative and supportive adjusted hypothetical 

midpoints , which may then be regarded as hypothetical key ranges forming 

the skeleton hypothetical structure . 

III. Tabulating the Ancho r and Supportive Total Compensation Midpoints 

Once anchor and supportive points have been identified and 

necessary adjustment calculations , if any, have been made , the anchor and 

supportive midpoints for each position should be tabulated on a worksheet 

similar to that shown in Exhibit E or Exhibit F, Appendix I. 

Exhibit E: This exhibit illustrates a format which may be used 

when the total compensation paid by all participating organisations 

consists solely of base salary midpoints (with the annual bonus factor 

included) and the survey organisation records data in monthly terms. 

Exhibit F: This exhibit illustrates a format which may be used 

when the total compensation of one or more of the participating 

organisations includes both base salary and incentive bonus. Data is 

expressed in annual terms. In both exhibits position averages are 

calculated for comparison purposes only. 

The anchor total compensation midpoints, and the supportive total 
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compensation midpoints (i.e. adjusted midpoints) for each participating 

organisation for each survey position should be tabulated , by salary 

group according to standardised structure determination, as illustrated 

in Exhibit G, Appendix I. This serves to identify any supportive 

midpoints which are not consistent with the anchor midpoints for the 

same position. When such identifica _ions are made, the survey 

information for the affected position should be reviewed and a decision 

reached concerning the validity of the job comparison that was made with 

the participating organisation. Ordinarily, as these midpoints represent 

supportive position key ranges, such inconsistent midpoints should be 

deleted from the tabulation. For example, the midpoint of Supportive 

Position "E" of Organisation "C " shown on Exhibit G, Appendix I, waS 

inconsistent and thus deleted. This deletion can be applicable to 

single positions, as indicated in the above example, or collectively for 

a number of organisations, as illustrated in the following Section IV. 

Should the necessity ar ise for the development of hypothetical 

standardised structures through hypothetical midpoint calculations, the 

hypothetical anchor and supportive positions are tabulated and analysed 

according to the abovementioned methods . Once such hypothetical 

structures have been developed, the relevant data is adjusted and 

analysed according to methods and techniques applicable to data of other 

participating organisations. In other words, this hypothetical data is 

to be incorporated under exactly the Same analysis process as applicable 

to any other participating organisation data. 

IV. Deleting the Data of Certain Supportive Positions 

As has been stressed , structural standardisation relies on the 

identification of anchor positions and midpoints for the establishment 

of permanent links of equality between the survey organisation and 

participating organisation base salary structures , and as such the 

permanent standardisation relies on these permanent formations of 

skeleton key ranges. However, supportive positions and their supportive 

key ranges may be used to substantiate these skeleton structures, but are 

by no means regarded as being permanent in their supportive function. 

This is so because , whereas anchor positions and their corresponding 
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a nchor points are identified through a process of exact comparison 

between survey organisation and participating organisation survey 

positions, while supportive positions and their corresponding supportive 

points are based on adjusted midpoints, and thus an element of 

subjective judgement has been introduced . 

On the basis of this logic it must be stressed that the 

supportive midpoints which are inconsistent with anchor midpoints should 

be deleted. Once the tabulation has been refinBd as describBd in 

SBction IV, thB Competitive Total Compensation Midpoint for Bach key 

rangB should finally be establ ishBd. EssBntially thB midpoints 

represBnting such kBY r angBs will bB t hose anchor points which have beBn 

idBntified through anchor positions, and substantiated by supportive 

points if necBssary . WhBn the supportivB point for a supportive 

position is nBarer thB CompBtitivB Total CompBnsation Midpoint for kBY 

r a ngBs placed higher or lowBr than that in which the supportivB position 

has bBBn Bvaluated, the supportivB point for that position should bB 

delBtBd. For example, if Supportive Position "C" (Exhibit G, AppBndix I), 

is evaluatBd in key rangB ten , but thB survey data indicatBs that an 

evaluation in key range elBvBn would bB morB appropriatB, SupportivB 

Position "C" should be delBted. HowevBr, bBfore this is donB, it is 

s uggested that the comparisons made bBtwBBn SupportivB Position "C" and 

thB corrBsponding surVBY organisation position be rBviBwBd to chBck the 

validity of the assBssment of job diffBrBncBs. 

Note may onCB again bB made of the fact that, due to thB rolB of 

s upport i ve positions and their corresponding supportive points , which may 

bB dBleted dUB to inconsistBncy, attention is onCB again focused on thB 

vital rolB of thB job Bvaluation system in the Bventual BstablishmBnt of 

valid and r eliabl e comparisons , wBightings and nBcBssary adjustments. 

Thus, thB nBcessity for developmBnt of a valid and reliable job 

Bvaluation systBm in thB fo rmation of a subjectivB structural comparison 

base . 

V. DBtBrmining thB CompBtitivB Average Total CompBnsation Midpoint 

for Each Salary Group 

AftBr the necBssary ad justment s h ave bBen madB, including 

adjustmB nts of thB midpoint data and dB1Btion of supportivB position data , 

thB CompBtitive AveragB Total Compensation Midpoint for each salary group 



232 

may be calculat ed as follows: 

1. First, for each sal ary group, finally establish each 

organisation's Competitive Total Compensation Midpoint for each 

standardised key range as described in Section V. For example, as 

shown on Exhibit G, Appendix I, this midpoint for key range for 

Organisation "A" for salary group ten is R 1034. 

2 . Second , for each salary group , calculate the average of the 

organisation standardised key range Competitive Total Compensation 

Midpoints as established in the first step. This is the Competitive 

Ave r age Total Compensation Midpoint for the salary group in question. 

As shown on Exhibit G, Appendix I , this average for salar y group ten is 

R1008. The resulting averages are used in determining the Competitive 

Total Compensation Trend Line , which represents the average community 

base salary structure when calculated as described below. 

VI . Determining the Competitive Total Compensation Trend Line 

The Competitive Total Compensation Trend Line 

may be drawn by inspection from a plot of the survey 

(line of best fit) 
4 data as follows: 

1 . First, plot the Competitive Aver age Total Compensation 

Midpoints on semi-log graph paper as shown in Exhibit H, Appendix I. 

Semi-log graph paper facilitates the graphic representation of data since 

a wide range of values can be drawn within a small space. Also, the 

trend line will appear as a st raight line rather than a curve because the 

horizontal scale is spread arithmetically, whil e the vertical axis is 

spread logarithmically. 

If semi-log graph paper is not available , linear graph paper may 

be used. In this case, the salary group number is represented on the 

horizontal axis, and the logarithm of the Competitive Average Total 

Compensation Midpoint is represented on the vertical axis, Exhibit I, 

Appendix I, illustrates the plotting of survey data on linear graph 

paper . 

4The determination of this trend line may be computerised for 
absolute accuracy; however, as such a step i s not always feaSible , the 
above guide illustrates the detailed process involved in the determination, 
assuming limited knowledge of statistics. 
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2. Draw the Competitive Total Compensation Trend Line by 

super imposing a straight edge, such as a transparent ruler, upon the 

plotted midpoints. 

As shown on Exhibit H, Appendix I , the distribution of the 

midpoints indicates that a single straight line may be drawn from salary 

gr oup one through salary group fifteen because: (1) the midpoints 

cluster close t o the line all along its length , and (2) the sum of the 

distances from the line to the midpoints above the line will be 

approximately equal to the sum of the distances from the line to the 

midpoints below the line. 

On the other hand, the single straight line drawn through the 

entire series of salary group midpoints may not adequately r ep r esent the 

competitive trend line. Visual examination may show, for example , that 

a st r aight line for salary groups one through ten appears to be 

reasonable, but that a different line should be drawn for salary groups 

eleven through fifteen. Exhibit J, Appendix I, illustrates this point . 

Such a break in the competitive t rend of salaries may occur at any place 

in the structure . Normally, one or two lines are adequate for salary 

groups one through fifteen, while two to four lines might be adequate 

for salary groups sixteen and above , depending on the highest salary 

groups included in the survey. 

should cover a minimum of five 

Generally, each 
5 

salary groups 

separate trend line 

3 . Compare the Competitive Total Compensation Trend Line values 

with the Competitive Average Total Compensation Midpoints . The t r end 

line values should be reasonably close to the corresponding midpoint 

values. If the average of the individual percentage deviations of each 

t rend line value from its corresponding midpoint falls outside the range 

of -D, ~ to +o , ~h , the line should be redrawn until the average 
6 

deviation falls within this range . 

The suggested procedure in calculating individual percentage 

deviations is as follows: 

Brhis depends on the total number of salary groups concerned. 
See French, The Personnel Management Process , 246- 248 . 

~or statistical analyses of these concepts see William L. Hays, 
Basic Statistics (Belmont , California: Brooks/Cole Publishing Company , 
1967], pp. 96-1 04. 
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(a) Divide the trend line value by the corresponding midpoint 

value. 

(b) 6ubt ract 1, DOD from t he answer. 

(c) Move the decimal point two places to the right in order to 

obtain the percentage deviation. 

The following examples illustrate this procedure: 

Example A 

The trend line value (752) is larger than the Average Total 

Compensation Midpoint (740). 

Example B 

752 
740 = + 1,016 

- 1,000 

+ 0,016 = +1,&~ 

The trend line value (900) is smaller than the Average Total 

Compensation Midpoint (924). 

900 
924 = + 0,974 

- 1,000 

- 0,026 = -2,&~ 

The suggested procedure in calculating the average of the 

indi vidual deviations is as follows: 

(a) Total the plus deviations. 

(b) Total thE! minus deviations. 

(c) 6ubtract the smaller total from the larger. 

(d) Divide the remainder by the number of salary groups in the 

structure for which there are competitive average midpoints. The 

resulting answer in the average deviation. 
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The following example illustrates this procedure: 

Salary Group Percentage Deviation of Trend Line Value 
from Average Total Compensation Midpoint 

11 - 2 , 7 

12 +2 , 2 

13 No Competitive Average Total Compensation Midpoint 

14 +1, 3 

15 -2,5 

Total of minus deviations = - 5,2 

Total of plus deviations = +3,5 

Remainder = -1,7 

Average Deviation = (-1,7 - 4) 

= -0,4'/0 

VII. Establishing the Survey Organisation Base Salary Structures 

The base salary structure of the s urvey organisation may be 

determined from the Competitive Total Compensation Trend Line as outlined 

below: 

1. Determine the ratio of the trend line value for the highest 

salary group to that for the lowest salary group on the same straight 

line. Thi s ratio is found by dividing the value for the highest salary 

group by the value for the lowest salary group as determined from the 

trend line. For example, from Exhibit A, Appendix I, the value for 

salary group fifteen is R1610 and for salary group one the value is R424j 

therefore: 

Ratio 1610 
422i = 3,7972 

2. Determine the group-to- group progression rate . 

above example, refer to page two of Exhibit K, Appendix 17 

For the 

Fi nd the 

column containing the nearest ratio equal to 3,7972 which is 3 , 8. 

Follow down the column headed 3,8 to the value opposite the number of 

7 
The tables in Exhibit K have been compiled to facilit ate group-to-

group progression rate calculations. These tables express progression 
rates calculated for selected ratio values and possible corresponding 
range of base salary structures, in terms of numbers of salary groups. 
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salary groups in the structure (in our example the number is fifteen) 

as indicated in the first column. The approximate group-to-group 

progression rate (r) for this example is shown to be 1,1001 . Since the 

r at io of the midpoint to the highest salary group in the structure 

divided by the midpoint of the lowest salary group in the structure is 

not an even-tenth, the group-to-group progression rate may be calculated 

more closely by interpolat i on as shown below: 

(a) Identify the two even-tenth ratios that the actual ratio 

lies between (3,7972 lies between 3,7 and 3,8). 

(b) Calculate the difference between the "r" values as shown 

in Exhibit K, page two, Appendix I, for the ratio 3 , 7 and 3,8: 

r for 3,8 

r for 3,7 

di fference 

= 

= 

= 

1,1001 

1, 0980 

0,0021 

(c) Calculate the difference between the actual ratio and the 

lower enven-tenth ratio : 

actual r atio = 

l ower even-tenth r atio = 

di fference = 

3 ,7972 

3,7000 

0,0972 

(d) Move the decimal point in the difference from Step (c) 

(0,0972) one place to the right (0,972). 

(e) Multiply the difference in the "r" values from Step (b) 

(0,002 1) by the result from Step (d) (0,972): 

0,0021 x 0,972 0,0020 

(f) Add the result from Step (e) to the "r" value for the 

lower eve n-tenth ratio: 

1,0980 

+ 0 ,0020 

1, 1000 

This is the group-to-group progression rate (r) for the actual 

ratio of 3 ,7972. 
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Although the tables in Exhibit K, Appendix I have been compiled 

to facilitate the calculation of the group-to-group progression rates, 

and thus prevent unnecessary mathematical calculation, the mathematical 

formula for these calculations may be utilised, as illustrated below, 

using the same example as above, and revealing the use of base salary 

midpoints of the trend line: 

r = group- to-group progression rate 

= 

= 

In this equation: 

N number of salary groups in st ructure 

M1 midpoint of highest salar y group in structure 

M2 = midpoint of lowest salary group in structure 

Rm = M1 divided by M2 

From the abovementioned example: 

= 

= 

15 

1610 

M2 424 

Rm = 3 , 7972 

Substituting: 

r 

= 

15-1) 1610 
424 

log 3 , 7972 
divide log 

= 0,57946 
3 , 7972 by 14 

0,57946 
14 = 0 ,04139 
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Then : 

antilog 0,04139 1,100 

This is the group-to-group progression rate (r) for the ratio 

3 ,7972. 

3 . Calculate the tentative salary group midpoints. Multiply 

the value on the Competitive Total Compensation Trend Line for the lowest 

salary group (in this example, R424 for group one) by the progreSSion 

rate (r = 1, 100) . This results in the calcul ated value fo r group two. 

Then multiply the calculated value of group one by "r" to obtain the 

calculated value of group three. This process is repeated for each 

subsequent salary group . The results of these calculations are 

tentative midpoints for the salary groups . (Each resulting tentative 

midpoint should be rounded to the nearest whole number) . 

4 . Calculate salary gr oup minimums . 

(a) Divide the tentative midpoint by a factor which is equal to 

the sum of one plus one-half of the desired "spread", such "spr ead " 

representing the percentage by which the maximum of the range exceeds 

the minimum
8 . The result of this calculation is the tentative minimum. 

For example, if the spread is 5rY/, and the tentative midpoint is 

R909, the tentative minimum is R727 (R9D9 divided by 1,25). 

(b) Adjust the tentative minimum to the nearest whole number 

that is divisible by a factor which i s equal to two times the reciprocal 

of the spread. 

For example, if the spread is ~/o and the tentative minimum is 

R727, the factor is four (two times the reciprocal of 5Ofo = two times two) 

and the nearest whole number that is divisible by four is R728 . 

This is the salary group minimum . 

~xperience has shown that a 5J'/o spread in the salary range is 
proper for most salary groups. Spreads of less than 5Gfo do not provide 
adequate range for administration of salaries on a merit basis over a period 
of time . Spreads of more than EfJ'/o, particularly where salary 
administration policy is not well defined , result in compensat ion levels at 
salary group extremes which are either non- competitive or excessive. 
Richard C. Smyth, Financial Incent i ves for Mana ement, (New York: McGraw-Hill 
Book Company, Inc., 1960 , p . 68. 
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5. Calculate the salary group midpoint. Multiply the minimum 

by a factor which is equal to one plus one-half the desired spread. For 

example, if the spread is ~h, the factor is 1,25 . 

6 . Calculate the salary group maximum. Multiply the minimum by 

a factor which is equal to one plus the full amount of the spread. For 

example, if the sp read is ~h, the factor is 1,5. 

Application of the above calculations in the example cited results 

in the salary group ranges shown in Exhibit L, Appendix I. 

Once the range midpoints have been calculated, a tabulation should 

be prepared showing, by salary group, the calculated range midpoint, the 

corresponding Competitive Total Compensation Midpoint , and the percentage 

deviation (plus or minus) of the calculated range midpoint from the 

Competitive Average Total Compensation Midpoint. (See Exhibit M, 

Appendix I). 

VIII. Comparison of Recommended structure to Present Structure 

After the recommended salary structure has been developed 

according to data analysed from survey results, a comparison of the 

recommended midpoints and present midpoints should be made as illustrated 

in Exhibit N, Appendix I. 

As a guide, a recommendation to adjust a salary structure should 

be made only if the average change in midpoints will exceed plus or minus 

IX . Preparation of Summary Report to Manageme nt 

The survey findings and the recommended salary structure should be 

submitted to management in a report which incorporates the following 

format and content: 

Proposal: This is a summary statement that includes: 

1. Recommendation that the proposed structures. be adapted. 

2 . The effective date for implementation. 

3. The average percentage by which the proposed structure differs 
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from the existing one (Exhibit N, Appendix I). 

4. Reference to an exhibit in the Summary Report which contains 

the proposed structure (Exhibit L, Appendix I). 

Background: In this section, the pertinent events that have 

taken place since the last formal survey should be outlined. 

1. Date of last survey and salary groups included. 

2. The chronology and details of any interim ad justments that 

were made in the survey organisat ion , including the compounded percentage 

increase in ranges since the last survey. 

3. The chronology and details of range changes made by 

participating organisations since the last survey. 

4. The chronology and details of general increases granted by 

the participating organisations and the survey organisation. 

5. A statement of general economic conditions and trends , 

includi ng any pertinent indicators, such as consumer price index. 

Scope of Survey: This section should include: 

1. Definition of geographic area covered by the survey. 

2. List and description of participating organisations including 

an explanation of any variations from the previous survey. 

3. Date of competitive data. 

4. List, by salary group, of the survey organisation ancho r 

positions included in the survey. 

Survey Technigues and Findings: This section should include: 

1. A st atement of the staff and line employees who were involved 

in the preparation of the job descriptions/specifications used, in 

personal visits to participating organisations, in the analysis and 
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review of data, in the review of validity of job matches and adjustments 

in the initial one-time basis of standardising participating organisation 

structures. 

2. An explanation of the techniques used in the adjustment of 

competitive data, calculation of competitive salary group averages, 

construction of the c ompetitive trend line, and calculation of the survey 

organisation base salary structures . 

3. Reference to Supporting exhibits. 

X. Summar y Report of Survey Data for Participating Organisations 

A Summary of the survey data should be prepared and forwarded to 

the participating organisations. Tha data for each participating 

organisation should be identified by code only, i.e ., by Organisation"A" , 

Organisation "8" , etc . This will ensure that the information axchanged 

is treated confidentially. 

It is suggested that, for the initial comprehensive survey aimed 

at collecting data for structural standardisation purposes, the survey 

data be summar ised for each s urvey position in a manner similar t o that 

shown in Exhibits E or F, Appendix I , with the exception that competitive 

averages for the survey positions should not be included. Since these 

averages include data for the participating or ganisation positions and 

exclude data for the survey organisation , they are meaningless to the 

par ticipating or ganisation . 

However , for the purposes of all future surveys which rely on the 

established structu r al standardisations , and therefore key range 

comparisons rather than individual position comparisons, it is suggested 

that only individual or ganisational key range midpoint data , plus any 

additional total compensation midpoint data as revealed by the gene r al 

information questionnaire, be forwarded. (Exhibit 0 , Appendix I). 

XI . Indicate d Re-Evaluation of Positions Based on Survey Results 

The survey results may indicate a need to review the survey 

organisation position evaluations. This will usually arise when it has 
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been necessar y to delete a supportive posi cion and therefore its 

suppor tive key range , as discussed in Section IV of Phase IV. In 

Exhibit G, Appendix I , the data for Supportive Position "C", which had 

been evaluated by the s urvey organisation in key range ten, waS deleted 

because the internal evaluation of key range ten is not consistent with 

the community's evaluation of compar a ble jobs . The survey organisation 

may wish to consider re-evaluating the position. Howe ver, any decision 

by the survey organisation t o re-evaluate should take into accou nt the 

effe ct upon other positions whose evaluat ions have been based upon 

comparison with that reference position. Such consi de r ation might 

indicate that the best course of action is to retain the present 

evaluation . 

PHASE V FUTURE SURVEYS - THE CONTINUING STRUCTURAL 

COMPARISON PROCEDURE 

Although the i nit ial procedure involved in gathering the data 

necessary to establish as s ubject i ve and reliable a basis as possible fo r 

structural standardisation purposes , is of necessity involved a nd time 

consuming, the ultimate objective of such a pr ocedure is to develope a 

wage and salar y survey system which is both simplistic in application, 

and r eliable and valid in production of results . The app l ication of 

phases I to IV in the outlined guide are thus applicable in the initial 

process of achieving such an objective . However , once participati ng 

organisation str uctural standardisation has been achieved , certain of 

t hese phases are no l onger applicable in future survey procedures, which 

in fact become far less complex and time consuming i n their application, 

a fact which considerably reduces the ove r all s urvey costs . 

Once the initial data gathering process has been completed and 

structu r al standardisations achieved, the following procedur e is suggested 

for future surveys , utilising the aforementioned guide as an established 

basis: 

I. Pr epar atory Procedure 

The preparatory pr ocedure phase of t he guide is totally appli c able 

to all future s urveys , with a few minor exceptions. With regard to 

survey community and organisations , careful consideration should be given 
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to the initial decision on the organisations to be included in the survey . 

This is of importance due to the fact that once the decision has been 

made, and structural standardisations have been completed, the survey 

community remains essentially unchanged for all future survey purposes . 

The inclusion of any further organisations in future surveys would 

involve data gathering for structural standardisation of those particular 

organisations, a procedure which i s to be avoided unless absolutely 

necessary. However, it is assumed that once a st ru ctural standardisation 

procedure has been completed, the participating organisations involved 

wil l form the core of the survey community for the survey organisation , 

which may in fact add new organisations or exclude existing member 

organisations as the necessity arises . 

To a certadn extent then , the participating organisations will 

define the community to be surveyed , and as a result, once structural 

standar disation has been completed , the survey community in terms of 

geographic area, will remain essential ly unchanged for future survey 

purposes . It is thus suggested that the stru ctural standardisation 

procedure be conducted on a national cummunity basis in order to 

facilitate both national and regional standardisation of base salary 

ranges, if necessary. 

With regard to preliminary contact with participati~g 

organisations, there will no longer be a necessity to inform such 

organisations of the necessity for personal interviews, as these 

interviews will not be necessary for future survey procedure. Only 

objectives of the structural comparison procedure need be outlined, and 

any pertinent information supplied in the form of the previously 

mentioned Survey Booklet . 

II. Structural Data Gathering Procedure 

Selection of key jobs for survey and personal interview purposes 

is no longer necessary as the structural comparison results rely on 

complete pay structure comparisons as based on key range equality in 

terms of comparability criteria, rather than on individual position- to­

position comparisons. Thus , the complete job analysis process as 

applicable to the structural comparison basis development procedure, 

becomes obsolete for future survey procedure , as does the necessity of 
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the personal interviews for purposes of establishing levels of 

comparability. 

However, the use of the Survey Booklet as a means of gathering 

data which is necessary for application of the structural comparison 

method , is essential to the success of the continuing survey procedure. 

These booklets should be aimed primarily at obtaining information in the 

form of Exhibit A, Appendix I , which is the general information 

quest io nnaire . The most pertinent sect ion of this general information 

questionnaire is the "Salary Practices " section, as the questions 

incorporated in such section are aimed at gathering information with 

regard to established base salary ranges , a nd general salary 

administration policies which possibly affect such ranges. Similarly , 

compensation data required will be that dat a specifically applicable to 

base salary ranges, i.e . base salary range midpOints , additional month(s) 

payme nt (bonus) , and possible incentive bonus payments, as it is 

essentially the information incorporated in the base salary s tructures 

which is to be analysed . Actual s alaries of individual pOSitions, or 

average salaries of all incumbents are no longer necessary. 

Further, the process of establishing levels of comparability, and 

weighting and adjusting data is no longer necessary to the continuing 

survey procedure, as the st ruct ural standardisations are regarded as 

being permanent once established. 

III. Structural Standardisation Procedur e 

As mentioned in previous sections, the necessity to standardise 

participating organisation structures for future survey purposes is 

regarded essentially as a "one-time " process, and thus the necessity for 

careful choice and application of various techniques in the establi shing 

of an objective and reliable basis. Once these techniques have been 

app lied and the process completed, t he resultant standardisations are the 

only necessities in the overall f low of events forming this process which 

are applicable t o future survey procedures. In other words, the basic 

techniques involved in establishing these standardisations are no longer 

useful i n future survey procedur es. 

These structural standardisations are applied as originally 
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established to the analysis of all future survey data. However, it is 

once again important to stress the difference between the labour grade 

structure and the base salary range structure as applicable to the 

structural comparison procedure. Although these two structures refer 

basically to the same overall pay structure, it is the standardisation 

in terms of labour grades, and not salary ranges, which is applicable to 

all future surveys. In other words, in each future survey the original 

standardisation of labour grades in terms of comparability criterie, or 

points allocation according to the job evaluation menual, which forms 

the basis of the overall survey procedure. It is not the standardisation 

in terms of salary range monetary compensation midpoints which is 

applicable, as these ranges tend to alter over time, as deemed necessary 

by individual participating organisations; thus , participating 

organisation ranges alter at different rates of expansion. The basic 

number of labour grades, or ranges, do not alter, however , and it is this 

standardisation in terms of number of labour grades formulating individual 

structures which is carried forward. The corresponding base salary range 

compensation midpoints, which have altered over time , are then applied to 

these standardised structures in order to determine an overall community 

average structure, or trend line. 

IV. Compensation Data Analysis Procedure 

In order to apply the total compensation figures, which are 

applicable to each individual participating organisation, to the 

standardised structures it is still necessary to identify base salary 

anchor points and key ranges. However, through application of principles 

suggested in the phase IV of the structural comparison procedure guide, 

such midpoints, and corresponding relevant data, if any, may be readily 

identified by referring to the established base salary range compensation 

data as supplied by participating organisations. Thus, it may be 

assumed that the only compensation information required by future 

structural comparison wage and salary surveys is essentially the base 

salary ranges of participating organisations, as such ranges supply the 

midpoint information necessary to establish a community pay structure. 

It is the simplicity of the above principle which forms the nucleus 

of the structural comparison method of conducting wage and salary surveys. 

On this assumption then, reliable, valid and objective wage and salary 
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survey results may be obtained by analysis of participating organisation 

base salary range midpoints alone , as applied to the predetermined 

str uctural standardisations. 

In short, the phase IV of the structural comparison guide is 

applicable to future surveys in that it is devoted to specifying 

techniques involved in the process of determining the competitive total 

compensation trend line , or community average pay structure , as 

established from the individual participating organisation standardised 

structure key range midpoints , as well as techniques involved in 

establishing the survey organisation base salary structure to be 

recommended on the basis of the community trend line analysis, all of 

which are very relevant to the data analysis procedure of future 

structural comparison method surveys. 

Finally, such phase is also devoted to suggestions regarding 

management reports and presentation thereof, plus summary of information 

to be supplied to participating organisations, both of which are 

relevant not only to the structural comparison procedure, but to all 

wage and salary survey procedures. 
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ASSESSING THE STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM 



CHAPTER VIII 

THE WAGE AND SALARY SURVEY COMMUNITY 

AND BACKGROUND 

GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

In order to assess the effectiveness of the structural comparison 

system as a guide to conduct ing wage and salary surveys such that valid 

and reliable results are obtained from successive surveys, and on as 

objective a basis as possible, the guide as outlined in the previous 

chapter has been utilised by a large survey organisation in conjunction 

with its normal survey process in order to establish a basis for 

comparison. 

The survey organisation which waS utilised as a base organisation 

is a large international oil company which conducts compensation surveys 

on a three-yearly basis in order to maintain a competitive pay structu re. 

The survey guide present ly utilised by this organisation relies to a 
1 large extent on the job evaluation system and the midpoint concept in 

order to obtain survey community organisation wage and salary data on a 

position-to-position com pari son basis. Although this guide has proved 

e f fect ive in obtaining individual position salary data, the overall 

reliability of such data in the adjustment of the total pay structure, 

a nd the cumulative effects of subjective judgements while utilising 

various techniques has led to the necessity for r esearch into a new 

method. Further, the various disadvantages as outlined in Chapter III 

are applicable to this exist ing s ystem. 

Comprehensive surveys were thus conducted during the years 1974, 

1977 and 1980 with the international oil organisation as the survey 

organisat ion and utilising both the conventional system and the structural 

1As outlined in 
Compensation Surveys". 
will be referred to as 

Chapter III. 
The survey 

the Midpoint 
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See Snelgar, 
guide utilised 
System. 

"A Guide to Conducting 
by this organisation 
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comparison system as guides. In this way results were obtained from 

both guides while using the same survey community and labour markets, 

but by applying the different methods and techniques as applicable to 

each guide. The two sets of results were then analysed and compared in 

order to gauge the effectiveness of the structural comparison system 

guide against an established tried and tested guide which is based on the 

same data analysis logic, namely, an anlaysis of salary range midpoints. 

In order to utilise the structural comparison guide it waS 

necessary to standardise the various community organisation pay structures 

according to that of the survey organisation, as outlined in the 

structural comparison system guide , bearing in mind that such 

standardisation occurs only on a one-time basis, and the standardisations 

thus obtained are carried forward for all future survey purposes. Thus , 

such standardisation of structures waS completed according to the 1974 

and 1980 surveys. However, in order to obtain a wide r base for 

compar ison , the standardisation procedure waS thoroughly tested against 

both the 1974 and the 1977 survey data in order to ensure that the 

reliability of the procedure as a whole remained at an acceptable level, 

and could thus be utilised effectively in successive surveys . 

In or der to further evaluate the structural comparison system, 

results obtained by utilisation of such a guide were then compared with 

the survey results obtained by two international salary survey 

organisations , both of which conduct surveys on a twice- yearly basis , 

using a national community, covering one-hundred- and-twenty- four economic 

sectors and sub-sectors within the Republic of South Africa, and over 

one hundr ed and four thousand individual salaries; thus providing the 

most reliable and complete salary data available. The following section 

of this text is devoted to the evaluation of the structural comparison 

guide survey results against the wage and salary data obtained and 

analysed from the surveys conducted by these two survey organisations. 

Mention may be made of the fact that, although the comprehensive 

compensation surveys naturally consist of two sections , namely, a 

benefit survey and a wage and salary survey, data pertaining to the 

benefit survey has not been included within this report as the techniques 

and methods which have been scrutinised throughout this text are 
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applicable only to the wage and salary survey as such, and thus it is 

unnecessary to include benefit, or fringe-package, data. However, the 

basic fringe-benefit which has a direct effect on compensation , namely, 
2 the annual bonus , has been taken into account alongside wage and salary 

data, such that pay structures have been analysed on a basis of basic 

salary range midpoint plus monthly portion of annual bonus. In other 

words , all salary range midpoints are altered by the relevant bonus 

factors. 

SURVEY ORGANISATION BACKGROUND 

The organisation posing as the survey organisation and which 

provided a survey community which could be utilised to estimate the 

effectiveness of the Structural Comparison System, is an international 

marketer of petroleum products. Due to the fact that the policy of this 

organisation is to pay competitive compensation in order to attract and 

maintain a highly competitive labour force, it is necessary to conduct 

wage and salary surveys which determine whether the pay structure is 

competitive bot h within the industry concerned , as well as within 

communities in which such organisation's subsidiaries may compete for 

qualified employees. On this basis the organisation conducts 

comprehensive compensation surveys every three years, and it is thus 

imperative that a valid and reliable data gathering and analys i ng system 

be utilised to effect competitive adjustments to the overall pay 

structure . Further, in order to prevent a lapse in pay policy 

competitiveness on a general basis, close attention is paid to influences 

such as the Consumer Price Index, competitive adjustments made by 

competing organisations to their own pay structures, national salary 

surveys conducted by international survey organisations such as Peromnes 

Surveys (Pty) Ltd., and Urwick International (Pty) Ltd., plus analysis 

of labour market trends on an annual basis. 

2Although a myriad of fringe-benefits affect the actual 
compensation l evels of employees , the only benefit which may affect actual 
pay structure salary ranges, and which is therefore taken into account by 
the Structur al Comparison System , is the annual bonus (or incentive bonus). 
See Exhibit B, Appendix I. As the annual bonus award has become common 
practice in most organisations, the applicable monthly factor has been 
included in all structural analyses by adding it to the relevant salary 
r ange midpoints. 
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However, in order to achieve and maintain pay structure 

competitiveness as a compensation policy objective , the comprehensive 

compensation survey data analysis conducted at four-yearly intervals 

provides the basis for competitive adjustments to total pay structure. 

Thus the necessity for an objective, reliable and valid system of data 

gathering and analysis. Further general background information is 

provided in summarised form. 

I. General 

The survey organisation as an international manufacturer and 

marketer of petroleum products is basically divided into two types of 

operation within the Southern African setting, namely, marketing and 

refining. As s uch the organisation has marketing offices, bulk plants 

and warehouses throughout the Republic of Sout h Africa, South West Africa 

and Mocambique , with one refinery based in Durban. 

With regard to the size of the organisation, the approximate sales 

value is in excess of R450 000 000 , while the refinery capacity exceeds 

100 000 barrels per day, the number of employees relevant to the 

marketing operation is in the region of 2260, while the number relevant 

to the manufacturing operation is in the region of 771. 

II. Salary Administration Practices 

Pay Structure: The survey organisation has a pay structure which 

is divided into twenty-four separate salary groups, or ranges, each 

having a 50~ spread from minimum to maximum salary points, but with 

differing group-to-group progression rates for ranges r epresenting lower, 

middle and upper sections of the structure, basically dividing the total 

hierarchy into three separate groups of salary ranges, each having a 

different rate of progression on the scale from salary range to salary 

range. Basically, these three separate groups of salary ranges 

represent the following organisational levels: ( 1) unskilled and 

semi-skilled; (2) skilled , middle management, and senior management, and 

(3) top management. 

The pay structure has been developed according to job evaluation 

principles, and groups positions within salary ranges according to 
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similar levels of skill and decision-making. A logarithmic relationship 

exists between wage rates and respective salary ranges in that pay 

differentials between each range increase exponentially. Very simple 

mathematics establish the gradients of the curve, or the group-to-group 

progression rates, i.e. the angle of climb in pay from bottom to top 

Thus , knowing the pay value at the lowest range, the gradient of the 

curve and the number of employees in each salary range group, the total 

equitable payroll for the organisetion may be established. Once the 

minimum salary value has been established it is possible to then draw 

the pay structure curve at the appropriate gradient /s from such minimum 

salary point; thus, the importance of adequate and reliable salary 

survey data. 

The total pay structure is maintained at a competitive level by 

adjustments according to comprehensive compensation surveys undertaken on 

a four-yearly basis, as well as the Consumer Price Index and general 

economic trends. 

These competitive adjustments vary in size from year to year, 

but is generally necessary to adjust the total pay structure approximately 

every fourteen to fifteen months, depending on market pressures. As an 

example of such adjustments to the actual pay structure since the 1974 

comprehensive survey, the following upward trend has taken place: 

1 . March 1974 ~~ (groups one to twenty-four) 

2. August 1974 + 4, 7'~ (groups seven to twenty-four) This 
adjustment was necessary as a result 
the 1974 compensation survey. 

3. March 1975 + 8,O~ (groups one to twenty-four) 

4. June 1976 +10,1J'~ (groups one to twenty-four) 

5. August 1977 + 6,2~ (groups one to twenty-four) This 
adjustment waS necessary as a result 
the 1977 compensation survey. 

6. August 1978 + 8, (}O~ (groups one to twenty-four) . 

7. March 1979 + 6, lJ'/' (groups one to twenty-four) 

As a result of these adjustments the compounded percentage 

adjustment to the overall pay structure is as follows: 

1 • 

2. 

Groups one to six 53, 1i, 
Groups seven to twenty-four 

of 

of 
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General Adjustments: Adjustments to the actual pay structure do 

not necessarily indicate a corresponding adjustment to actual salaries, 

as emphasised by the fact that emphasis has been placed on the 

utilisation of the wage and salary survey as a system of surveying 

accepted competitive market rates, rather than actual salaries. 

Adjustments to actual salaries , therefore, may be as a direct r esult of 

survey data analysis , but usually depend .on a multitude of other factors 

as wel l . These adjustments to actual salaries are usually in the form 

of "general adjustme nts II , or across the board adjustments to all actual 

salaries in the form of a fixed per centage. As an example, the 

following general adjustments have been made to actual salaries since 

1974. 

1 . April 1974 6'~ (salary groups one to twenty only) 

2. March 1975 1O'y, (salary groups one to twenty only) 

3. June 1976 1D'~ (salary groups one to twenty only) 

4 . August 1977 fJ'/o (salary groups one to twenty only) 

5. August 1978 8"/0 (salary groups one to twenty only) 

6. March 1979 6'/0 (salary groups one to twenty only) 

These increases have compounded salaries by 55,6'/0. 

However, as the general adjustment factor is increasingly looked upon as 

a disincentive due to the fact that such factors are usually larger than 

than actual merit increase factors , use of the compensation survey has 

been stressed as a tool for recommending disposal of such general 

adjustment factors , to be replaced by a merit increase factor which 

includes a proportion of a general economic factor depending on 

individual performance. In other words, actual salaries are incr eased 

by a merit factor which includes a proportion of an economic factor, and 

thus prevents all actual salaries being adjusted according to a single 

general economic factor, irrespective of individual performance. 

Merit I ncreases: Employees are appraised and rated and merit 

increases are awarded in accordance as follows: 

1 • Below Range Midpoint 

Time Factor Percentage Increase 

High Performance 12 months Max . 12"/0 

Average Performance 12-18 months 5-7'/0 

Low Performance 18-24 months 5-6,,/0 
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2. Above Range Midpoint 

High Performance 

Average Performance 

Low Performance 

Time Factor 

15 months 

15-21 months 

24 months 

Percentage Increase 

As mentioned previously, no economic factor is as yet 

incorporated in merit increases, but the general trend through 

ut ilisation of the comprehensive compensation survey has indicated the 

necessity to do so. All salaries are reviewed annually in September/ 

October of each year, but increases are spread throughout the year. The 

following table illustrates comparisons of percentage increases according 

to pay structure , general economic, and merit adjustments which have 

affected the survey organisation since 1974: 

TABLE 13 

COMPARISON OF SURVEY ORGANISATION SALARY ADMINISTRATION 

ADJUSTMENTS 

~, OVERALL PAY '/0 GENERAL '/0 MERIT 
DATE STRUCTURE ECONOMIC INCREASE 

INCREASE INCREASE (AS ~ OF SALARY BILL) 

1.4.74 6 6 -
1.8.74 4 , 6 - ± 4,5 

1.3.75 8 10 + 4,5 -
1.6.76 10 10 + 4,5 -
1.8.77 6 , 2 6 + 4 ,5 

1.8.78 8 8 + 4,5 -

1.3.79 6 6 + 4 , 5 -

Promotional Increases: Promotional increases are awarded in 

recognition of an actual promotion to a position of a higher 

responsibility level which falls within a higher salary group , or range. 

Such increases are, under normal circumstances, awarded at the time of 

the promotion, but may in unusual circumstances be deferred. 

Promotional increases are awarded as follows: 
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1. I~o one salary group higher ~ 1~ 

2. I~o two salary groups higher 1~ 1~ 

3. I~o three or more salary 
groups higher Up to 1~ 

However, when the salary of a recently promoted employee is well 

below the minimum of the new range after applying the promotional 

increase, a further increase up to 1~~ or to range minimum, whichever is 

the lesser, may be given six to twelve months after promotion, provided 

performance within the new position shows promise. 

Bonus: The survey organisation operates an Annual Christmas 

Bonus plan, such bonus being payable as a thirteenth month salary. The 

formula for such bonus is B,3f, of annual salary , or one full month's 

salary, and is pensionable. However , such bonus is only applicable to 

employees falling within salary groups one to nineteen, and excludes top 

management salary groups twenty to twe~y-four. The bonus factor is 

taken into consideration in all analyses of pay structure data, and is 

considered a permanent feature of the pay structure when considering 

midpoints as competitive rates of pay within the wage and salary survey 

context. 

SURVEY BACKGROUND 

I. Survey Community 

Due to the fact that the survey organisation has regional offices 

situated in all the provinces of the Republic of South Africa, and 

competes for labour ranging from unskilled to highly skilled and 

professional employees at all levels of the labour market, it is necessary 

to maintain an overall pay structure which provides competitive rates, 

irrespective of geographic location. In view of this fact then, the 

geographic a r ea to be covered by the compensation survey is necessarily 

defined by the borders of the Republic of South Africa. As a result, 

all surveys have been conducted on a national baSiS, and the resultant 

organisational pay structure is therefore applicable to all regions and 

regional offices of the survey organisation. 
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II. Participating Organisat i ons 

Although the survey organisat ion regards the oil industry 

organisations as the major competitive community, due to the diverse 

nature of its labour force it is necessary to compete with many large 

organisations, irrespective of type of industry. On this basis the 

organisations representing the survey community are formed around a 

basic core of oil industry organisations representing a petroleum 

products manufacturing and marketing community, and is substantiated by 

careful selection of organisations from other industries and communities 

which are large enough to compete for labour within the same labour 

market. 

These organisations are selected on the basis of being 

representative of the leading indust r ies within the communities 

concerned, and as such are reputable employers in the community under 

s urvey, and compete with the s urvey organisation for employees. 

The number of organisations included in the various surveys has 

varied from survey year to s urvey year, but in order to increase the 

reliability of survey results , the number has been maintained at a level 

varying between fiftee n and eighteen , depending on various circumstances 

and willingness to participate . 

In short then, as the survey organisation has regional offices on 

a national baSiS, but administers sal aries and wages according to a 

single pay structure, the compr ehensive surveys are undertaken on a 

national basis and incl ude organisations f rom diverse industries 

competing in a similar labour market. The following organisations form 

the oil industry , representing the core community around which surveys 

are conducted , and which provide the most competitive pay structures for 

the survey organisation s urvey purposes , and from which general community 

trend lines may be gauged : 

1. Shell Oil South Africa (pty) Ltd . 

2. Caltex Oil (S.A.) (pty) Ltd. 

3. B.P. Southern Africa (pty) Ltd. 

4. Total South Africa (Pty) Ltd . 

5 . Mobil Oil Southern Africa (pty) Ltd. 
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Further participating organisations are drawn for each survey 

from various activities and industries such as: 

1. Food; Beverages 

2. Textiles; Clothing; Footwear 

3. Distribution 

4. Pharmaceuticals; Cosmetics 

5. Heavy Engineering; Basic Metal Industry 

6. Machinery; Transport Equipment 

7. Rubber; Chemicals 

8. Transport 

9 . Mining 

10. Banking, Building Society 

11. Insurance 

12. Service Industry 

III. Survey Positions 

Those positions selected from the survey organisation hierarchy 

for purposes of establishing position-to-position matches with 

corresponding participating organisation positions, were selected on the 

basis of key position criteria. 

These survey positions utilised in each survey were used as the 

basis for obtaining competitive total compensation rates from the labour 

market under consideration, and as such formed the vital link between the 

survey organisation pay st ructure and the average community competitive 

wage rates and levels. 

Thus , the importance attached to the careful selection of these 

survey positions is strongly emphasised, and a great deal of care has 

been taken in procedures adapted for the analysing, screening and 

selecting of such positions. 

In order to provide an idea as to which positions were selected 

from the survey organisation position hierarchy, simplified organisation 

charts have been supplied in the form of Appendix IV, these organisation 

charts indicating those positions which were included as survey positions 

over successive survey years. These survey positions are indicated by 
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being "boxed" on the respective charts. 

These organisations charts, although completed according to 1977 

manpower statistics, hierarchies and position titles, indicate all 

survey positions included in successive 1974, 1977 and 1980 surveys, as 

an indication of the limited range of positions which are utilised for 

survey purposes, as drawn from both Head Office functions and regional 

offices, including the survey organisation refinery. 

IV. Survey Techniques 

As explained in the general introduction to this chapter, in order 

to gain a basis for comparison, both the existing survey organisation 

compensation survey guide and the proposed Structural Comparison System 

guide have been utilised together over three successive survey years, 

representing the movement of salaries over seven years in total. 

The exist ing survey organisation survey guide3 has been developed 

over a number of years due to the necessity for a formal guide to 

conducting compensation surveys. However, due to the vital importance 

of obtaining survey information over successive years on as reliable and 

objective basis as possible, it became clear that various disadvantages 

necessitated the development and research of an improved guide, which is 

both less costly and timeous, and which would effectively reduce 

aforementioned disadvantages. 

The Midpoint System Technigues: Positions surveyed were selected 

on the basis of job comparisons made in previous surveys, and on 

positions generally used in surveys of participants. Such positions 

satisfiad basic criteria of "key" positions as discussed in previous 

chapters of this text. Job descriptions were prepared for each of the 

survey positions in conjunction with the Departmental and/or functional 

manager concerned. 

A booklet containing such job descriptions and relevant 

organisation charts was sent to each of the participating organisations. 

3Hereafter referred to as the Midpoint System. Sae Snelgar, 
"A Guide to Conducting Compensation Surveys". 
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This was followed by visits to each participating organisation by the 

Personnel Manager and his assistant, at which time, with the assistance 

of Line Managers when necessary, each survey position was compared with 

its corresponding match, discussed and, where necessary, weighted. The 

validity of these weightings was afterward discussed with and agreed 

upon by the Functional Managers concerned. 

Percentage weightings were calculated on the basis of existing 

survey organisation group-to-group progression rates. Where weighting 

was considered necessary, multiples of over half of a salary group were 

used, depending on the differences in the magnitude and scope with the 

relevant survey position. The techniques utilised to provide a basis 

for decisions as ragards weighting in terms of multiples of one-half 

salary groups, as indicated by the relevant group-to-group progression 

rate, was the survey organisation job evaluation system. 

Analysis and weighting of data was based solely on the midpoint 

concept, that is, where participating organisations had established 

ranges, the midpoint of salary groups concerned were utilised for data 

analysis, and where organisations did not have established ranges, data 

provided was utilised to calculate hypothetical midpoints. When survey 

positions of participating organisations required weighting, the midpoints 

of the relevant salary groups were thus altered by the necessary 

weighting factor. 

Once the personal interviews had been completed, and data 

collated, a booklet of results was sent to each participating 

organisation containing (1) a summary of the General Information 

Questionnaire, (2) a summary of salary data for each survey position in 

the form of Exhibit 0, Appendix I. Data Analysis submitted to 

participating organisations in this form is not complete in terms of the 

survey organisation analysis techniques, but is rather in raw form such 

that these organisations may apply their own methods of analysis. An 

explanation is supplied with these booklets illustrating method of 

analysis in the compilation of data supplied for each position. 

A comprehensive analysis according to the Midpoint System Guide 

was undertaken for each respective survey such that community average 

trend lines could be drawn up. As mentioned previously, the elements of 
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compensation taken into consideration for base salary analysis consist 

of base salary plus annual bonus, these base salaries being represented 

by respective salary group midpoints, or calculated hypothetical 

midpoints. 

Overall evaluation weightings were calculated for each participating 

organisation position according to various weighting criteria, such 

weightings were then converted to monetary values according to necessary 

job weighting factors based on the survey organisation progression rates, 

competitive adjusted averages of all positions were then calculated , and 

finally community avereges for each salary group were calculated and 

plotted on graph paper to reveal the community trend line, or average 

community pay structure. 

The structural Comparison System Technigues: The Structural 

Comparison System guide was utilised in conjunction with the survey 

organisation Midpoint System guide, except that all methods and 

techniques as form ally explained in the previous chapter were applied. 

The positions utilised as an initial base were carefully selected 

according to job analysis , descriptions and evaluation techniques. 

However , to facilitate comparisons of salary data analysed according to 

respective system techniques , once such key positions had been identified 

and analysed according to the Structural Comparison guide, these 

positions were also utilised by the Midpoint System for survey purposes. 

These positions were very carefully screened and thus provided as 

reliable a base as possible for standardisation purposes. 

Per sonal Interviews with participating organisation Personnel 

Managers and Functional and Line Managers were conducted s o as to ensure 

comparable levels of responsibility such that exact position matches 

could be established. Although such interviews were essential in order 

to establish these exact comparisons for purposes of structural 

standardisation on a one-time basis, such interviews were conducted 

duri ng both 1974 and 1977 surveys such that two standardisations were 

completed for comparison purposes, and these were then carried forward to 

the 1980 surveys. 

The structural standardisation process was completed according t o 

the identification of Anchor Positions and Supportive POSitions, based on 
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the establishment of exact positional compar isons , and weightings 

according to responsibility and scope and magnitude criteria, as 

exemplified on Summary Worksheets similar to Exhibit D, Appendix I. 

The identificat ion of these anchor and supportive positions allowed 

standardisation of partici pating organisation pay structures through 

identi fication of key grades. 

Through the process of applying compensation factors to the 

identified anchor and supportive positions, and key grades, establishment 

of an average community pay structure was possible in monetary terms 

through the process of initially identifying anchor and supportive 

points, tabulating such midpoints on worksheets similar to Exhibits E 

~, Appendix I and subsequently drafting such midpoints to a form 

similar to Exhibit G, Appendix I in order to calculate average community 

competitive pay rates. Inconsistent data was deleted both on 

positional as well as group bases, and the community trend line 

established through the analysis of the community average pay rates 

revealed the average comm·unity pay structure. 

V. Executive Compens.ation Analysis 

Due to the difficulty experienced in analysing and describing 

executive positions in terms of the usual job content and job factors , 

all executive compensation data was treated on a separate basis by both 

survey systems. 

However, these executive surveys were subject to the same 

principles and techniques applicable to all other positions, with one 

major proviso , namely, that all such positions were surveyed by a selected 

staff membe r who was involved with executive remuneration and in 

conjunction with the executives concerned. Such executive compensation 

data was collected by a member of survey staff who was intimately involved 

with the remuneration of the executives in the survey organisation. 

Confidential interviews were conducted with similar counterparts from 

participating organisations, as well as the actual executives involved , 

and in this way levels of job comparability were established, and the 

nature of such compensation practices was kept on a confidential basis for 

each participating organisation. 
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Thus, although all positions were surveyed according to the same 

principles and techniques applicable to the respect ive guides, actual 

information for executive positions was collected and analysed on a 

separate and confidential basis. This was achieved by collect ing 

information in two separate booklets one for top management positions, 

and one for all positions other than top management. To facilitate this 

maintenance of confidentiality, booklets containing job descriptions and 

relevant organisation charts for top management (executive) positions 

we re sent to participating organisations under separate cover to those 

booklets for all other positions. 

As such pOSitions are surveyed according to the same techniques 

applicable to all other positions, and are incorporated within the same 

pay st ructure, anal ysis of compensation data has been incorporated with 

all other analysis. Although the actual process of establishing 

comparability as well as various compensatory practices are treated 

confidentially, the actual analysis of salary data does not require such 

confidentiality due to the fact that under the conditions of the 

midpoint concept as applicable to both survey guides, the final analysis 

deals essentially with salary range midpoints and effective bonus 

payments, and not actual salaries as such. 

In this way the survey organisation salary groups/ranges twenty 

to twenty-four, regarded as top management ranges, have been included in 

the general analysis so as to present a complete average community pay 

structure . 

VI. " Non....INhite"Compensation Analysis 

With respect to Non....INhite compensation analysis, it is important at 

this stage to note that, although different progression rates exist within 

the survey organisation pay structure, such st ructure is determined 

independent ly of race and according to principles of job evaluation. 

Due to the fact that the survey organisation has an international base, 

its sophisticated personnel systems force it t o rationalise pay structures 

according to job evaluation principles and prevent treatment of each job 

as a category on its own. 

Thus , as emphasised by the structural Comparison System guide, the 
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trend is a movement away from surveying of actual salaries, and relying 

rather on the midpoints of salary ranges as representing competitive 

rates of pay. In this way such a system allows analysis of survey data 

on a similar basis, and according to pay structures as representing 

respective competitive pay rates. The size of community organisations 

predetermined the necessity to rationalise pay structures according to 

the abovementioned principles, and in this way the surveys completed 

during each survey year relied on the effective analysis of pay 

structures as such and were thus unaffected by race variables such as the 

wage gap. 

In short then, the important fact'Or to note is that the 

compensation surveys conducted over this period relied on the analysis 

of actual pay structures within a community which relied on the 

rationalisation of pay structures according to job evaluation principles, 

and as such all data was unaffected by actual salaries. This is 

regarded as a major advantage of the st'ructural Comparison System. 

SURVEY RATIONALE 

Although the basic rationale behind the undertaking of a 

comprehensive compensation survey is attributable to the requirement that 

the survey organisation remain competitive in the labour market, 

justification for the expense involved must be required prior to each 

survey for purposes of management reports and budgetary control. 

Obviously, the basic justification for the survey as such is the 

necessity to make competitive adjustments to pay structures, based on 

community labour market rates. However, as far as management is 

concerned, the need to remain competitive within the labour market 

indicates that with each adjustment to the pay structure follows a 

corresponding increase in the total wage bill which definitely requires 

justification. 

Thus, as background to each successive compensation survey is the 

necessity to provide facts and figures with regard to various aspects of 

the economy which affect the organisation pay system. As an example, 

prior to a particular survey conducted by the survey organisation , it 

was calculated that the compounded pay structural alterations and general 

salary increases of the survey community organisations competing in the 

labour market relevant to the survey organisation, surpassed similar 
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adjustments made by the survey organisation by averages of 5,8~ and 

10,00/, respectively. These figures indicate a lag in competitive 

adjustments to both pay structures and actual salaries, a situation which 

required the applicetion of a rectifying factor such as a wage and salary 

survey. A vital factor in justifying such a requirement at this stage 

waS the fact that the survey organisation dominated the petroleum 

products marKet, and in order to maintain this larger "market share" one 

of the basic requirements was to remain as competitive as possible 

within t he labour market and thus maintain pay rates which would satisfy 

basic employee requirements. 

To illustrate the abovementioned factors, TABLE 14 and TABLE 15 

reveal that, although the survey organisation maintained a larger market 

share of the petroleum products marKet, employees were not being rewarded 

accordingly as both the pay structure as such, as well as actual salary 

levels were lagging behind the competitive market levels. 

TABLE 14 

OIL CUMMUNITY ORGANISATIONS : PERCENTAGE SHARE OF PETROLEUM 

PRODUCTS MARKET 

PETROLEUM 
PRODUCT 

GASOLINE 

POWER 

ILLUMIN-
NATING 

.£T 

DIESEL 

FUEL OIL 

ASPHALT 

TOTAL 

NOTE: 

ORGANISATION 

SURVEY 
ORGANI- A B C 0 E F G H 
SATION 

18,47 16,84 19,83 17,40 12,83 2,29 6,96 1,29 4,09 

19,10 20,34 15,31 19,85 16,40 0,68 - 1,21 7, 11 

24,06 17,14 17,91 17,76 13, 77 0,31 - 1,54 6,91 

24 , 92 25 ,06 17,76 16,71 13,09 2,47 - - -
20,95 23,22 21,34 19 , 97 15,35 4,96 1,94 3,28 7,83 

29 , 89 20,31 15, 65 22,50 0 , 97 2,09 2,74 - 5,84 

33 , 74 14,48 11,30 19,67 5,00 5,90 4,93 0,87 4, 11 

19,73 18,34 18,50 17 , 57 12,02 2,95 4, 11 1,69 5,09 

In order to maintain confidentiality, oil community 
organisations have been allotted alphabetical codes. 
Organisations reflected in the above table are: Shell Oil 
South Africa (Pty) Ltd., Mobil Oil Southern Africa (Pty) 
Ltd., Caltex Oil (S.A.) (Pty) Ltd., B.P. Southern Africa 
(Pty) Ltd., Total South Africa (pty) Ltd., Trek Petroleum 
(Pty) Ltd., Sonarep (Pty) Ltd., Sasol, Esso. 
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TABLE 15 

SURVEY COMMUNITY ORGANISATIONS : COMPOUNDED PAY STRUCTURE 

ALTERATIONS AND GENERAL SALARY INCREASES 

DR GANISA TIoN 
'I, COMPOUNDED STRUCTURAL '/0 COMPOUNDED GENERAL 

ALTERATI8N SALARY INCREASES 

B.P. 36,3 36,3 

CALTEX 33,0 34 , 7 

SHELL 36,3 36,3 

TOTAL 28,6 not applicabla 

SAPREF 36,3 36,3 

A.E. & C.L 37,9 not applicable 

AFRoX 27,2 not applicable 

ANGLO-AMERICAN not applicable not applicable 

DUNLOP 46,8 not applicable 

FORO 38,8 28,6 

MASSEY- FERGUSON 53,1 50,8 

METAL BOX 37,8 37,8 

S.A. BREWERIES 27,2 not applicable 

STEWARTS & LLoyoS 37,8 not applicable 

UNILEVER 

MOBIL OIL 

IBM 

NOTE: 

45 , 3 45,9 

32 , 1 28 , 3 

43,6 not applicable 

1. The above table reflects figures relevant to t hose 
participating organisations forming the 1977 sur vey 
community. 

2. For all cases where the words "not applicable" appear, 
this is i ndicative of the fact that such organisations 
do not grant general across-the-board salary increases, 
but rather build an economic factor into their merit 
programmes, and apply increases annual l y on fixed 
review dates. 

3. Anglo-American does not have established salary ranges. 

It i s therefore on the basis of t his type of data that a rationale 

for the undertaking of a comprehensive compensation survey is provided for 

management approval purposes. A ma jor market share plus the vital 

necessity to maintain, and even increase such a share, t ends to result in 

larger profits and therefore a margin which will justify an increase in 
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total wage bill, a factor which in turn provides a contributing factor 

in the cycle of events leading to the maintenance of such a share. 



CHAPTER IX 

THE 1974 SALARY SURVEY 

A comprehensive survey was conducted by members of the survey 

organisation Personnel staff utilising the organisation ' s existing 

system as a guide (referred to as the Midpoint System). In conjunction 

with this guide, the Structural Comparison guide was utilised to collate 

and analyse data according to the phases and steps applicable to such 

guide, and as set out in Chapter VII of this text. 

Although data and information obtained from the General 

Information Questionnaire (Exhibit A, Appendix I) was summarised for 

comparison purposes, such summary is not presented as emphasis has been 

placed on analysis of wage and salary data. However, the basic 

fringe-benefit which has a direct effect on compensation, namely, the 

annual bonus, has been incorporated such that pay structure midpoints 

have been analysed on the basis of basic pay rate plus annual bonus 
1 factor . 

I. Geographic Area 

SCOPE OF SURVEY 

The Republic of South Africa. 

II. Date of Competitive Data 

May 1974. 

III. Participating Organisations 

African Explosives and Chemicals Industries Limited: Manufacturers 

and marketers of explosives, ferti l isers , industrial chemicals and 

plastics with major fact ories in Transvaal, Orange Free State , Natal and 

Cape Province. Sales offices are maintained in the principal towns in 

1Where deemed necessary, and for purposes of confidentiality , 
alphabetical codes have been used to denote participating organisations. 
These codes are specifically relevant to tabulation of salary data. 
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Number of employees 

Sales value 

13760 

R204 million 

Anglo American Corporation of South Africa Limited: Mining and 

finance house holding widespread interests in all fields of mining, 

finance and industry. The Corporation also acts as secretaries, 

consulting engineers and managers to numerous organi sations. 

Capital employed 

Profits after tax 

R688 million 

R45,7 million 

Caltex Oil (S,A,) (Pty) Limited: Marketing company and refinery. 

Has marketing offices, bulk plants and warehouses throughout the 

Republic of South Africa, South West Afr ica , and Mocambique . Has one 

refinery in Cape Town of 50 000 barrels of oil per day capacity . 

Number of Employees 

Sales Value 

1910 

+A 150 millio n 

Dunlop South Africa Limited: Manufacturers of rubber and rubberlike 

products and products allied to them either by technology or marketing 

conditions in which competitive efficiency requires a capital intensive 

manufacturing approach. Principal products are tyres , tubes, conveyor 

belts, hose, vinyl floors, carpets, sports goods and foam products. 

Number of employees 

Sales Value 

Capital employed 

Profit after tax 

5396 

+A60 million 

R44,7 million 

R1 645 000 

Ford Motor Company of South Africa (Pty) Limited: Automative 

manufacturing assembly , comprising a car and light truck assembly plant, 

a heavy truck assembly plant, an engine manufacturing assembly plant, and 

a parts depot . Also distribute through comprehensive sales and service 

network throught the Republic of South Africa. 
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Number of employees 

5ales Volumes 

5548 

55 863 units 

5ales Value [excluding parts and accessories) R132 million 

Plant Capacity [cars, trucks and tractors) : 370 units per day 

International Business Machines 50uth Africa [pty) Limited: Market 

and service wide range of office machines and computers primarily in the 

main centres of the Republic of 50uth Africa. 

Number of employees 

5ales Value 

+1100 

:J12o million 

Kodak 50uth Africa [pty) Limited: Distributors of photographic 

and associated products throughout the Republic of 50uth Africa. 

Number of employees 

5ales Value 

580 

+R 14 million 

5hell/B.P. 50uth Africa (pty) Limited: Marketing company and 

refinery. Has marketing offices, bulk plants and warehouses throughout 

the Republic of 50uth Africa, 50uth West Africa and Mocambique. 

refinery in Durban of 180 000 barrels per day capacity. 

Has one 

Number of employees 

5ales Value 

4375 

+R2oo million 

The 50uth African Breweries Limited: Largest manufacturer and 

marketer of beer, wine and spirits in the Republic of 50uth Africa. 

Holding and operating company. Principal operating activities are in 

brewing, property, real estate development, hotels, department stores, 

food, shoe manufacture, cool drinks. 

Number of employees 

5ales Value 

4500 [Central Office and Beer 
Division only) 

+R276 million 

50uth African Coal, Oil and Gas Corporation Limited: 5tate-owned 

organisation manufacturing and marketing refined petroleum products from 

coal through utilisation of the Kellog synthesis reaction and the Arge 

process. Head Office and Refinery at 5asolburg in the Orange Free 5tate. 
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Also operate the National Pet roleum Refinery in which they have a 52.50/0 

interest, and in which Total South Africa (Pty) Ltd has a 30~ interest. 

This refinery has a capacity of 65 000 barrels per day. 

+7300 Number of employees 

Sales Value R196,4 million (Sasol Natref) 

Total South Africa (pty ) Limited: Marketing company. Has 

marketing offi ces , bulk pl ants and warehouses throughout the Republic of 

South Africa, South West Africa . 

Number of employees 

Sales Value 

+12000 

+A93 million 

Unilever Sout h Africa (pty) Limited : Manufacturers , distributors 

and marketers of wide range of soaps , detergents , foodstuffs , cosmetics, 

ice-cream , chemicals , and animal feeds. Associate of the International 

Unilever combine in London. Branch offices in all main towns in the 

Republic of South Africa. 

Number of employees 

Sales Value 

6140 

R125 million 

Mobil Oi l Southern Afri ca (pty) Limited: Marketing company and 

refinery. Has marketing offices, bulk plants and warehouses throughout 

the Republic of South Africa , South West Afri ca and Mocambique . 

refinery with capacity of 67 000 barrels per day. 

Num ber of employees 

Sales Value 

IV. Survey Positions 

3100 (including r efinery) 

+A200 million 

Has one 

The f oll owing positions formed the base of the 1974 comparability 

procedure, and are grouped according to the salary ranges of the survey 

organisation. 

Gr oup 1 General Labourer 
Office Messenger 
Cleaner/Tea Server 
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Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

Group 5 

Group 7 

Group 8 

Group 9 

Group 10 

Group 11 

Group 12 

Group 13 

Group 14 

Group 15 

Fork Lift Operator 
Artison's Helper 
Reproducing Machine Operator 

Chauffeur 
Clerical Assistant 
Junior Clerk (male and female) 
Key Punch Operator 

Telex Operator 
Laboratory Technician I 
Copy Typist 
Telephonist 

Senior Stenographer 
Assigned Stenographer 
Laboratory Technician II 

Senior Clerk (male and female) 
Chairman' s Secretary 

Computer Programmer 

Oraughtsman, Refinery 
Purchasing Assistant 
Assist ant Ledgers 
Chemist 

Employee Relations Assist ant (Structural 
Standardisation survey only) 

Section Head Ledgers 
Engineering Assistant 
Senior Computer Programmer 
Warehouse Supervisor, Refinery 

Employee Relations Assistant, Head Office 
(Structural Standardisation survey only) 

Depot Superintendent, Langlaagte 
Office Services Manager 
Credit Manager, Northern Region 

Purchasing Manager 
Chief Chemist 

Employee Relations Manager (Structural 
Standardisation survey only) 



Group 16 

Group 17 

Group 18 

Group 19 

Group 20 

Group 21 

Group 22 

Group 23 

Group 24 

Assistant Controller, General Accounting, 
Public Relations Manager 
Chief Projects Engineer , Refinery 
Refinery Superintendent 

General Trade Sales Manager, Cape Town 
Treasurer 
Chief Maintenance Engineer , Refinery 

Chief Operations Engineer 
Secretary and Legal Counsel 
Technical Services Manager 

Resale Sale Manager, No r thern Region 
Mechanical Manager, Refinery 

Assistant Accounting and Finance Manager 
R8sale Sales Manager , Cape Town 

Operations Manager 
Regional Manager, Nor thern Region 

Accounting and Finance Manager 

Manufacturing Manager 

Marketing Manager 

Note may be made of the fact that certain positions have been 

incorporated for structural standardisation survey purposes only. These 

positions have especially been incor porated to prevent the lack of exact 

position comparisons in certain salary groups. 

RATIONALE 

It has been prevailing practice in the Republic to provide for 

movement in salary levels by means of across- the- board general salary 

adjustments, and in line with prevailing practice, the survey 

organisation decided to adopt this practice. 

However , in 1971 the survey organisation's major competitors within 

the oil community had altered their method of implementing such increases , 

and instead of awarding a gener al adjustment, adapted a combined economic! 

merit factor approach, such that all merit increases were awarded on one 

of two specific dates each year. 



273 

As an indication of the lack of success which has been attributed 

to such a method, both of these competitors found it necessary to r eward 

general adjustments during 1973 and 1974, in spite of the economic 

factor having been built into the merit scheme, in order to keep salaries 

in pace with the market . As a result both of these competitors found it 

necessary to return to the general adjustment scheme at a l ater stage . 

Further par ticipants in the survey community who normally do not 

favour the general adjustment approach found, in the light of the 

inflationary environment, that they would be forced to adopt such a 

scheme. 

Although the survey organisation believed that, in more settled 

conditions with a market rate of ~~ or ~ per annum, the use of the 

economic facto r combined with merit would be the ideal method of salary 

administration, the rate of inflation and rapid rate of salary movement 

during 1974 waS making this impractical. 

As a result, the tre nd toward the utilisation of the general 

adjustment led to rapid upward movements in overall salary levels, rather 

than at controlled individual levels as would have been the case when 

applying a merit plus economic factor scheme. As a result the market 

rate during the year 1974 changed so rapidly that it became necessary to 

scrutinise competitive market rates with a view to adjusting the pay 

structure. 

A factor which further aggravated the situation waS the scarcity of 

skilled manpower in the Republic, a result of inadequate training programs 

and facilities which was being particularly heavily felt during 1974, and 

which waS having the effect of escalating salar y l evels . This coupled 

with the world-wide inflation was having adverse repercussions on the 

market place. 

Within the Oil Industry in particular, the survey organisation 

was faced with a situation of increasing competition for trained staff. 

Two larger organisations, namely Shell and B.P. had amalgamated their 

services a nd distribution networks, but decided during 1974 to once again 

form two separate organisations, a fact which created a drain on trained 

staff. On the other hand , the smaller oil organisations in the Republic 



looked to the majors as their principal source of supply for trained 

personnel. For these reasons then, it was essential that the survey 

organisation's pay structure remained competitive with both the larger 

and the smaller oil community organisations such that inevitable losses 

to the smal ler community would be evenly spread. 

BACKGROUND 

The survey organisation's pay structure prior to the 1974 survey 

was introduced on 1st April 1974, following approval of an interim 

structure adjustment of 6~ to the previous structure which had been in 

effect since 1st April 1973. The salary range minimum, midpoint and 

maximum rates of the pay structure as from 1st April 1974 is illustrated 

in TABLE 16. 
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TABLE 16 

SURVEY ORGANISATI ON PAY STRUCTURE AS AT 1st APRIL 1974 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM MIDPOINT 
(RANDS) (RANDS) 

1 95 120 

1A 11 2 140 

2 128 160 

2A 159 198 

3 179 223 

3A 201 252 

4 227 285 

5 258 322 

6 291 363 

7 329 41 1 

8 356 446 

9 389 486 

10 424 529 

11 461 576 

12 502 626 

13 545 68 1 

14 594 742 

15 654 817 

16 720 901 

17 795 993 

18 875 1 095 

19 965 1 206 

20 1 097 1 370 

21 1 245 1 556 

22 1 413 1 766 

23 1 604 2 005 

24 1 822 2 277 

NOTE : 

1 . Group- t o-group progression rate = Groups 1 to 8 
Groups 8 to 18 

Groups 18 to 24 

2 . gy~ spread in r ange . 

MONTHLY BASE 

MAXIMUM 
(RANDS) 

144 

167 

193 

237 

268 

302 

342 

387 

435 

492 

535 

584 

635 

691 

752 

818 

890 

980 

1 081 

1 193 

1 314 

1 447 

1 643 

1 866 

2 120 

2 406 

2 733 

1, 2063 
1,0940 
1,1 297 

3 . All ranges for Groups 1 t o 19 i nclu de Christmas Bonus of one 
mo nth's salar y. 
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Over the past twelve months participating organisations forming the 

survey community affected cer tain actions whi ch resulted in the necessity 

to reanalyse the survey organisation ' s pay structure with a view t o an 

upward adjustment . The inflationary effects of the market may be 

illust rated by the fact that within a period of approximately sixteen 

months the survey or ganisation pay structure was adjusted by an overall 

average of 10, ~~, or effectively 7,9~ per annum . TABLE 17 highlights 

structural and actual salary increases as applicable to part i cipating 

organisations for the period January 1974 to July 1974. 

TABLE 17 

SURVEY COMMUNITY ORGANISATIONS: COMPOUNDED PAY STRUCTURE ALTERATIONS 

AND GENERAL SALARY INCREASES JANUARY 1974 to JULY 1974 

ORGANISATION ~ COMPOUNDED PAY ~ COMPOUNDED GENERAL 
STRUCTURE ALTERATION SALARY INCREASE 

CALT EX 10,0 11 , 3 

SHELL/B.P . 9 , 8 11 , 3 

TOTAL 9 , 0 not applicable 

SASOL 25 ,4 not applicable 

MOBIL 10 ,9 6 , 0 

A.E. & e.I. 12 ,0 12,4 

ANGLO AMERICAN flDt applicable not applicable 

DUNLOP 15, 0 + 14,0 

FORD 16 ,0 + 7 , 6 

IBM 12,0 not applicable 

KODAK 7 , 0 + 10 0 - , 
S.A . BREWERIES :!: 15, 0 6 ,0 

UNILEVER 6 , 0 6 , 0 

NOTE: 

1. For all cases where the words "not applicable" appear, this is 
indicati ve of the fact that such organisations do not grant 
gener al across- the-board salary increases. 

2 . Anglo American does not have established salary ranges. 

The r esults of major salary surveys conducted by two professional 

organisations in the Republic of South Africa indicates that salary 

levels revealed the following upward trend : 
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1 • Peromnes Salary Surveys (Pty) Ltd . 

2 . Urwick International (Pty) Ltd. 

average of ~~ - g~ 
during the period April 
1973 to April 1974. 2 

average of 8 , 9~ during the 
period August 1973 to 
March 1974. 3 

Further, from April 1973 to April 1974 the Consumer Price Index 

had shown an increase of 8,~ , and an increase of 1~~ - 1~ during the 

1974 calendar year. 

THE MIDPOINT SYSTEM SURVEY 1974 

1. Method and Result s 

Subsequent to the forwarding of the survey position descr iption 

booklets and organisation charts, r elevant i nt erviews were conducted 

du ring which comprehensive discussions were aimed at determining levels 

of comparability. 

Position- to-position comparisons were made in all cases except 

the lower levels , whe r e attention was given to such factors as education , 

length of experience and general level of responsibility rather than 

speci fic job content 

The TABLE 18 group-to-group progression rates were applied as 

weighting fact ors whenever such weighting of individual positions was 

necessary . These rates represent 

pre-survey survey organisation pay 

the progressions applicable 

structure (see TABLE 16). 

TABLE 18 

to the 

SURVEY ORGANISATION PRE- SURVEY GROUP-TO-GROUP PROGRESSION 

RATES: 1974 

Salary Group Progression Rate 

to 24 1,2063 

8 to 18 1,0940 

18 to 24 1, 1297 

2 "Peromnes Salar y Survey - April 1974" (Johannesburg Peromnes 
Salary Surveys (Pty) Ltd., April 1974). 

3 "Urwick Salary Survey - March 1974" (Johannesburg Urwick 
International (Pty) Ltd ., March 1974). 
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In arriving at percentages utilised to adjust and weight certain 

position salary data in order to take cogniscance of variations in scope 

and magnitude, positions of participating organisations were first 

evaluated in terms of the survey organisation evaluation system, and this 

enabled a determination of the extent of the variations on the basis of 

full or half s alary groups . These group differentials were then 

converted into percentage differentials based on the actual group- to­

group progression rates of the survey organisat io n ' s pay st ructure , 

(TABLE 1B) . 

Overall evaluation weightings were calculated for each 

partic ipating organisation position on Summar y Worksheets (Exhibit 0, 

Appendix I), and these overall weightings in term s of multiples of 

one-half were converted to monetary values o n the Summary of Adjusted 

(Unadjusted) Salary Data Worksheets (Exhibit E, Appendix I). The 

competitive adjusted averages of all positions were then calculated on 

these same worksheets and tabulated on Adjusted Total Compensation 

Midpoint worksheets (TABLE 19) , s uch that "out-of-line" data could be 

de l eted or re-evaluated. The tabulation of s uch Adjusted Total 

Compe nsat ion Midpoint Data allows for easy comparison of positio n 

midpoints and a verages , for purposes of deletion and Competit ive Average 

Total Compensation Midpoint calculations. These community averages for 

each sal ary group were plotted on semi- log graph paper , and the l ine of 

best fit est ablished (FIGURE 6) . 

The seque nce of ca l culations and r esults obtained from the stage 

of tabulation of Adjusted Total Compensation Midpoint Data is presented 

in the following sequence o f tabulations and illustrations. 
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Salary Position Title Group 
Org.A B C D 

1 Gen. Labourer - 136 101 -
Office Messenger - 157 120 -
Cleaner/Tea Sen:-. - 135 101 -
AVERAGE - 143 107 -

2 Fork Lift Truck Op. - 184 153 -
Artisan's Helper - 157 109 -
Rep.Mach.Op. - 184 135 -
AVERAGE - 175 132 -

3 Chauffeur - 157 153 -
Clerical Asst. - 184 - -
Junior Clerk - 217 217 -
Key Punch Gp. - 260 240 -
AVERAGE - 204 203 -

4 Telex Operator - 314 - -
Lab. Technician I - 314 343 -
Copy Typist - 217 211 -
Telephonist - 260 20'i' -
AVERAGE - 276 254 -

5 Senior Steno. - 260 290 -
Clerk - 314 255 -
Nursing Sister - 314 295 -
AVERAGE -

I 
296 280 -

6 Senior Comp .. Op. - 379 343 -
Assigned Steno. - 314 364 -
Lab. Tech. II - - - -
AVERAGE - 346 353 -

7 Senior Clerk - 379 343 -
Chairman I s Sec. - 379 386 -
AVERAGE - 379 364 -

8 Comp.Program. - 455 495 -
Draught sman 

AVERAGE - 455 495 -

TABLE 19 

TABULATION OF ADJUSTED TOTAL COHPENSATION HIDPOINT D,\TA , 

MIDPOINT SYSTEH , 1974 

Adjusted Total Compensation Midpoint: Monthly Base (Rand) 

E F 

131 124 
135 136 
135 124 

134 128 

149 152 
149 137 
194 136 

164 142 

169 152 
104 188 
225 242 
257 303 

211 221 

322 266 
- -

264 266 
322 266 

303 
r 

266 

322 303 
360 350 
351 -
344 326 

451 386 
451 350 
451 498 

451 411 

458 499 
483 499 

470 499 

451 543 

451 543 

G 

128 
117 
117 . 

121 

153 
147 
179 

160 

189 
255 
277 
255 

244 

277 
-

301 
277 

285 

357 
389 
425 

390 

-
461 
461 

461 

461 
461 

461 

425 
40;1, 

425 

~".Jr,. 

-,,"'~c· 

H I J 

125 136 116 
142 137 118 
125 126 -
131 130 117 

- 179 141 
- 163 162 

161 243 134 

161 195 146 

198 179 304 
- 184 -

241 243 232 
- 258 194 

219 216 243 

262 312 228 
305 - 323 
291 258 228 
292 312 196 

287 294 244 

289 363 271 
345 312 326 
- 363 326 

317 346 308 

- 406 396 
440 431 326 
381 - -
410 418 361 

480 363 -
457 431 478 

468 397 478 

- 477 409 
~Ol!.-- 479 -J96--

- 477 469 

Competitive Average 
Total Compensation 

K L M N 
Midpoint 

(Salary Group) 

- - 91 128 
- 149 - 153 
- 149 - 143 

- 149 91 141 128 

181 178 127 186 
- - - 194 

225 209 150 220 

203 193 138 200 167 

235 181 154 248 
- 149 190 -

235. 211 236 239 
257 201 - 219 I\J 
242 185 193 235 218 l8 
335 - 323 255 
- - - 235 

235 247 285 219 
310 247 271 252 

293 247 293 240 273 

332 288 328 286 
341 247 310 322 
- - - 350 

336 267 319 310 322 

455 426 - 382 
446 363 375 4.14 
- - 375 2,2 

450 394 375 366 401 

413 - - 395 
500 391 - 567 

456 391. - 481 441 

500 411 - 453 I 
! -- --4%- - ..... 1>2 

500 411 - 453 ~h' I 
- -----

l. 

~ 



I Salary 
I Group 

Position Title I 
I Org.A B C D 

I 9 Draughtsman I - 547 457 -
Purchasing Asst. I - - 544 -
Asst.Ledgers - 520 408 -
Chemist - 547 544 -
AVERAGE - 538 488 -

10 ER§""\""-- "' .7. 

11 Section Head Led. - 602 544 -
Eng.Asst. - 602 575 -
Senior Camp.Prog. - 547 588 -
W arehou se Sup. - 602 684 -
AVERAGE - 588 598 -

12 ~ .7. 
-~"""-""aQ...!, 

13 Depot Supt. - 720 665 -
Office Serv.Mgr" - - 575 -
Credit Mgr. - 784 - BO 
AVERAGE 752 620 720 723 

14 ~"-I!g-- 7S4 72Q 
Purchasing Mgr. - 747 724 -
Chief Chemist - 760 730 -
AVERAGE - 753 727 -

15 A~~P- 79l 692 

~----
700 ~ 

16 Asst.Controller - 791 892 -
Public Rel.Mgr. - 911 842 
Chief Proj. Eng. - 863 815 -
Refinery Supt. - _ 959 1 001 -
AVERAGE - 881 888 800 

17 Gen. Trade Sales Mgr .. 952 - - 952 
Treasurer - 1 099 881 -
Chief Maint .. Eng .. - 959 1 225 -
~~~~ - - %9- l,-OO,l,-

AVERAGE 952 1 029 1 053 952 

I 

,--, 

TABLE 19 - - continued 

TABULATION OF AOJUSTED TOTAL COMPENSATION MIDPOINT DATA: 

MIDPOINT SYSTEM 1974 

Adjusted Total Compensation Midpoint: Monthly Base (Rand) 

E F G H I J K L 11 N 

433 - 461 608 479 396 - - 495 562 
606 755 648 517 510 478 - - 573 478 
551 - 461 520 431 478 - - - 474 
551 - 648 564 - 478 - - 495 490 

535 755 554 552 473 457 - - 521 501 

024 ~ -076------------------647--

691 543 596 656 510 686 689 546 559 575 
- 624 597 - - 576 - - - 647 
546 624 547 - 623 576 616 508 - -
489 - 547 - 604 576 - - 465 707 

575 597 572 656 579 603 652 527 512 643 

74g -iij,2------~---~-
0!)J, ----!i4J.- --096- 0.0 OJ,Q 6S6 --6°, -OW-;< 

723 ))81 - - 729 - - - - 716 
- - - - - 748 812 - 625 738 
- - - - - 794 - - 687 625 

681 681 - - 729 771 812 - 656 693 

---794-----------<>S7 02. -
715 1 015 768 841 752 729 751 - - 750 
702 906 795 850 788 810 - - 578 910 

708 960 781 845 770 769 751 - 578 830 

669 J,..l,74 64. 906-- 7SS 6~g 990 -"07--l-OOO---~ 
--702--- 900----79. Sog ~ ~ - - ~ --9J,(>...-

889 1 174 845 968 788 810 9QO 867 1 005 855 
- 1 094 862 945 - 823 1 017 - - -
920 - 845 1 097 - 891 - - - 835 
844 - 883 - 1 005 1 027 - - 979 -
884 1 134 859 1 003 H96 888 1003 867 992 845 . 
- - 970 - - - 1 010 - - 1 017 

1 049 1 182 1 024 1 032 1 005 1 064 - - - -
1 012 - - - 1 005 891 - - - 1 111 

-------ll44 -- ---ll2;l l.-OO~- ~~- - - 979 -
1 030 1 182 997 1 032 1 005 977 1 010 - - 1 064 

---- --- ----- ----- -

.1', 
~.~.)i. 

,.,"'~-' 

Competitive Average 
Total Compensation 

Hidpoint 
(Salary Group) 

521 

590 

709 

781 

916 

1 023 

I 

f\.) 
OJ 
o 

i 



Salary 
Group 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

-
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TABLE 19 - - continued 

TABULATION OF ADJUSTED TOTAL COMPENSATION MIDPOINT DATA: 

HIDPOINT SYSTEM : 1974 

Adjusted Total Compensation Midpoint: Monthly Base (Rand) 
Position Title 

Org.A ·B C D E F G H I J 

Chief Ops. Eng. - 1 055 - - 1 107 1 182 - - - -
Secret~ - 949 - - 1 049 - 970 1 019 1 200 -
Tech.Services Mgr. - 1 103 - - - - - - 1 066 1 048 

AVERAGE - 1 036 - - 1 078 1 182 970 1 019 1133 1 048 

Resale Sales Mgr. 1 165 1 327 - 1 165 - 1 086 1 092 - - 1122 
Mech.Mgr. - 1 441 1211 - 1 379 - - - - -
AVERAGE 1 165 1 384 1 211 1 165 1 379 1 086 1 092 - - 1 122 

Asst.Acc.Mgr. -
1 789 

- - 1144 1 605 1 591 1 310 1 412 1 581 
Resale Sales Mgr. 1 055 - 1 055 - 1 331 1 278 - 1 412 1407 

AVERAGE 1055 1 789 - 1 055 1144 1468 1 434 1 310 1 412 1494 

Operations Mg. - 1804 - - 1 673 1 361 - - 1 714 
Regional Mgr. - 1628 - - - - 1534 - 1 655 -
AVERAGE - 1716 - - 1 673 1 361 1 534 - 1 655 1 714 

Acc. and Fin.Mgr. - 1 930 1881 - 1719 - 1 833 - 1 961 2009 

Manufacturing Mgr. - 2038 2015 - 2 148 - 1944 - 1 986 2190 

Marketing Mgr. 2 283 2 411 - 2 283 - 2 269 2 200 - 2 318 2 505 

---_._- - - -

NOTE: 

The following positions will be studied with a view to re-=eva1uation: 

1. 

2. 

3. 
4. 

5. 
6. 

7. 
8. 

Draughtsman 

Engineering Assistant 

Section Head Ledgers 

Office Services Manager 

Credit Manager 

Chief Chemist 

Assistant Controller 

Refinery Superintendent 

";,='"JA 

--. .,;I~-: 

from Salary Group 8 to 9. 

from Salary Group 10 to 11. 

from Salary Group 12 to 11. 

from Salary Group 12 to 13. 

from Salary Group 14 to 13. 

from Salary Group 15 to 14. 

from Salary Croup 15 to 16. 

from Salary Group 17 to 16. 

K L )I 

- - -
1 250 - 1 212 
- - 1 182 

1 250 - 1197 

1 366 1 152 1186 
- -

1 366 1 152 1 186 

1 757 - 1472 
2 001 - 1402 

1 879 - 1437 

- - -
- - 1 628 

- - 1 628 

2000 1 734 1628 

- - -

2450 - 2 500 

.t, 

I 

N 

I 
-

1 130 
-

1 130 

1 152 
1 130 

1 171 

1 377 
1 306 

1 341 

1 533 
1 518 

1 525 

2 257 

2099 

2 109 

', .. ~~-"~~~;{~-'i " 

Competitive Average 
Total Compensation 

Midpoint 
(Salary Group) 

1 101 

1 212 

1 436 

1 605 

1 895 

2060 

2 333 

I 

I 
i 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

[\) 
CD 
-" 
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FIGURE 6 

COMMUNITY SALARY TREND LINE:MIDPOINT SYSTEM: 1974 

~R401:Salary Trend Line Value 
for Group 6 

R2333:Salary Trend Line Value 
for Group 24 

o 
"0 

_R916:Salary Trend Line Value 
for Group 16 

NOTE : 
1.Group-to-Group Progression 

Rates = Groups 1 to 6 :1,2256 
o Groups 6 to16 :1,0861 

Groups16 to24 :1,12396 
"_R145:Salary Trend Value 2 . 0 = Community Salary Group 

for Group 1 Averages 
12'5 ch I I , 

1 6 16 24 
SALARY GROUP 

I\J 

Rl 
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The line of best fit thus established was utilised as a basis 

for calculat ing an adjusted survey organisation pay structure, 

represented below: 

NOTE: 

1 • 

TABLE 20 

SURVEY ORGANISATION RECOMMENDED PAY STRUCTURE 

MONTHLY BASE: MIDPOINT SYSTEM 1974 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM 
(RANOS) 

1 116 

2 142 

3 174 

4 2 14 

5 262 

6 321 

7 349 

8 378 

9 411 

10 446 

11 485 

12 526 

13 572 

14 621 

15 674 

16 733 

17 824 

18 926 

19 1 041 

20 1 170 

21 1 314 

22 1 478 

23 1 661 

24 1 866 

Group-to-group progression rate 

MIDPOINT 
(RANDS) 

145 

178 

218 

267 

327 

401 

436 

473 

514 

558 

606 

658 

715 

776 

843 

916 

1 030 

1 157 

1 301 

1 462 

1 643 

1 847 

2 076 

2 333 

= Groups 
Groups 
Groups 

1 to 6 
6 to 16 

16 to 24 

2. ~~ spread in range. 

MAXIMUM 
(RANDS) 

174 

214 

262 

320 

392 

481 

523 

568 

617 

670 

727 

790 

858 

931 

1 012 

1 099 

1 236 

1 388 

1 561 

1 754 

1 972 

2 2 16 

2 491 

2 800 

1,2256 
1,0861 
1, 12396 

3. All ranges for Groups 1 to 19 include Christmas Bonus of 1 
month's salary. 
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The adjustment to individual salary range midpoints may be 

highlighted by comparing the recomme nded pay structure in the form of 

the adjusted community trend line values to the existing pay structure 

of the survey organisation. 

TABLE 21 

COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDED PAY STRUCTURE TO PRESENT SURVEY 
ORGANISATION PAY STRUCTURE : MONTHLY BASE : MIDPOINT SYSTEM 1974 

SALARY RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE PRESENT STRUCT URE 0/, RECOMMENDED VARIES 
GROUP (MIDPOINTS : RAND) (MIDPOINTS : RANOl FROM PRESENT 

1 145 120 + 20 , B 
2 17B 160 + 11,3 
3 218 223 - 2 , 2 
4 267 285 - 6,3 
5 327 322 + 1,6 
6 401 363 + 10,5 
7 436 411 + 6,1 
B 473 446 + 6 ,1 
9 514 486 + 5, B 

10 558 529 + 5, 5 
11 606 576 + 5,2 
12 658 626 + 5,1 
13 715 681 + 5,0 
14 776 742 + 4 , 6 
15 843 817 + 3 , 2 
16 916 90 1 + 1,7 
17 1 030 993 + 3 ,7 
1B 1 157 1 095 + 5,7 
19 1 301 1 206 + 7,9 
20 1 462 1 370 + 6 , 7 
21 1 643 1 555 + 5,6 
22 1 847 1 766 + 4,6 
23 2 076 2005 + 3,5 
24 2 333 2 277 + 2,5 

AVERAGE VARIANCE = + 5,18 

NOTE: 

1 . Average Variance Groups 1 to 6 + 5,EP/o 
Groups 6 to 16 + 5 , 3'/0 
Groups 16 to 24 + 4, 7'~ 

2. Recommended Structure group-to-group 
progression rates = Groups 1 to 6 1, 2255 

Groups 6 to 16 1, 0861 
Groups 16 to 24 1, 12396 

3. Present Structure group- to-group 
progression rates Groups 1 to 8 1,2063 

Groups 8 to 18 1,0940 
Groups 1B to 24 1,1297 
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In order to gain further insight into the position of the 

recommended adjusted pay structure in relation to the market r ates 

regarded as being competitive for specific groups of positions, the 

compar ison of the recommended structure with the competitive average 

total compensation midpoints is provided in TABLE 22 . 

TABLE 22 

COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDE D PAY STRUCTURE TO COMPETITIVE AVERAGE TOTAL 
COMPENSATION MIDPOINTS: MONTHLY BASE : MIDPOINT SYSTEM 1974 

RECOMMENDED COMPETITIVE AVERAGE 
"/0_ RECOMMENDED MIDPOINT 

SALARY GROUP STRUCTURE TOTAL COMPENSATI ON 
VARIES FROM COMPETITIVE 

(MIDPOINTS : (MIDPOINTS : RAND) 
AVERAGE TOTAL COMPENSATION 

RANOl MIDPOINT 

1 145 128 + 13,3 
2 178 167 + 6 , 6 
3 2 18 218 0,0 
4 267 273 - 2,2 
5 327 322 + 1, 6 
6 401 401 0 , 0 
7 436 441 - 1 , 1 
8 473 468 + 1 , 1 
9 514 521 - 1,3 

10 558 - -
11 606 590 + 2,7 
12 658 - -
13 715 709 + 0,9 
14 776 781 - 0 , 6 
15 843 - -
16 916 916 0,0 
17 1 030 1 023 + 0 , 7 
18 1 157 1 101 + 5 ,1 
19 1 30 1 1 212 + 7,3 
20 1 462 1 436 + 1,8 
21 1 643 1 605 + 2 , 4 
22 1 847 1 895 - 2 , 5 
23 2 076 2060 + 0,8 
24 2 333 2 333 0,0 

AVERAGE VARIANCE = + 1, 50 

NOTE: 

1 • Group-to-group progr ession rates = Groups 
Groups 
Groups 

. 1 to 6 
6 to 16 

16 to 24 

1, 2256 
1,0861 
1, 12396 
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II. Discussion 

The group-to-group progression rates as calculated from the 

community trend line thus reveal t hat an adjustment of 5,2'/0 on the 

average , was required in order to realign the existing pay structure 

with the competitive market situation. Such recommended group-to-

group progression r ates are revealed in the table below. 

TABLE 23 

POST SURVEY RECOMMENDE D GROUP-TO-GROUP PROGRESSION 
RATES : MIDPOINT SYSTEM 1974 

SALARY GROUP 

6 

6 

16 

16 

24 

CUTOFF VALUES 
(RAND) 

145 ) 
401 ) 

401 ) 

916 ) 

916 ) 

2 333 ) 

GROUP-TO-GROUP 
PROGRESSION RATES 

1,2256 

1,OB61 

1,1 2396 

Import ant to note from the above table is the extremely high 

progression rate for the salary groups one to six i n comparison to those 

rates applicable to the other salary groups. It may be noted that , on 

the average and excluding groups one to six , the recommended pay structure 

various from the existing survey organisation pay structure by 

approximately 4 , ~/o , and t hat the inclusion of th858 groups increases such a 

variation to 5 , 2'/0 . 

This high progression r ate in the lower pay st ructure salary 

ranges may be attributed to the necessity f or a rapid escalation i n levels 

of pay rates fo r Non-Whites over the year s 1972 and 1973, in an effor t to 

decrease the exi sting wage-gap , and pay r ates which were regarded as 

non-di scriminatory . However , such an escalation seemed to indicate an 

over-reaction to the existing sit uation , and these high r ates of 

progression inevitably had a detrimental effect on fut ure pay structures . 

The progression rates revealed in TABLE 23 furthe r indicat es 
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that the recommended pay structure midpoints varied from the actual 

community Competitive Average Total Compensation Midpoints by an average 

of 1,~~, a figure which pe rhaps indicates an average level of variance 

which is slightly too high for an acceptable line of best fit. However, 

this figure is once again attributable to the fluctuating variations at 

the lower range of groups . In fact then, this figure suggests that the 

survey organisation, in adopting the recommended pay structure , would in 

effect be paying rates which were , on the average, 1,50/0 higher than the 

competitive market rates for the community under consideration. 

The implementation of the adjustment to the existing survey 

organisation pay structure as based on the abovementioned progr ession 

rates results in an immediate potential cost to the organisation in that 

midpoints of ranges requir e upward adjustments according to respective 

competitive rates. Further, the actual costs of adjusting salaries of 

those employees falling below the minima of their respective ranges to 

the recommended minima must also be taken into consideration. These 

costs are illustrated in TABLE 24, which reveals that the potential cost 

of implementing such a pay structu re amounted to R84 708 per month, while 

the costs involved in adjusting actual salari es to recommended minima 

amounted to R2 365 per month. 



TABLE 24 

COSTS OF IMPLEMENTING RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE 

POTENTIAL COST 
SALARY GROUP NO. OF EMPLOYEES 

BASED ON CHA NGE IN SALARY GROUP IN MIDPOI NT (RAND) 

1 548 13 643 
2 285 5 178 
3 107 -
4 354 -
5 323 1 521 
6 132 5 063 
7 264 6572 
8 189 5087 
9 79 2 233 

10 234 6 910 
11 46 1 393 
12 62 2 002 
13 80 2 745 
14 52 1 749 
15 EB 1 548 
16 18 266 
17 14 518 
18 11 688 
19 7 669 
20 7 645 
21 3 260 
22 1 81 
23 2 141 
24 1 56 

TOTAL 2 878 58968 

MIDPOINT SYSTEM 1974 

COST TO ADJUST 
NO. OF SALARIES BELOW SALARIES TO 

RECOMMENDED MINIMUM RECOMMENDED MINIMUM 
(RAND) 

85 588 
22 108 

1 3 
1 11 
1 17 
3 38 

40 989 
8 162 
2 23 
7 240 
- -
4 81 
2 47 
- -
1 58 
- -
- -
- -
- -
- -
- -
- -
- -
- -

177 2 365 

[\J 
OJ 
OJ 
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Although such costs did not represent an unjustifiable amount to 

the survey organisation, it was nevertheless necessary to further justify 

the necessary pay structure adjustment by providing comparison of both 

the Oil Community as well as the Non-Oil Community salary data such that 

an insight into the survey organisation's competitiveness within the 

survey community labour market rates could be gained. A summary of the 

analysis of this survey data is revealed in TABLE 25 which allows 

concise comparison of data analysiS on a group-to-group basis. Such 

analysis further provides an insight into the survey organisations ' 

degree of competitiveness with regard to those organisations forming the 

Oil Community , which is regarded as being the most important core- group 

of competitors. 



Sal.ary 
Group 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

NOTE: 

Present Oil 
Midpoints Community Averages 

(Rand) (Rand) 

120 128 

\ 160 153 

223 211 

285 275 

322 310 

363 399 

TABLE 25 

COMPARISON OF PRESENT MIDPOINTS, PROPOSED MIDPOINTS, OIL COMMUNITY AVERAGES 
AND TOTAL COMMUNITY AVERAGES : MONTHLY BABE : 

MIDPOINT SYSTEM : 1974 

Present MidJl"ints Total. Present IlidJl"ints Proposed Propo sed llidpoints 
compared to Oil CClIIIDUDity A.verag~s compared to Total Midpoints compared to Oil 

Community Averages (Rand) .' Community Averages (Rand) Community Averages 
(% )leviatio.n) (% Deviation) (% Deviation) 

- 6,3 128 - 6,3 145 +13,3 

+ 4,6 167 - 4,2 178 +16,3 

+ ,,7 218 + 2,3 218 + 3,3 

+ 3,6 273 + 4,4 267 - 2,9 

+ 3,9 322 0,0 327 + 5,4 

- 9,0 401 - 9,5 401 + 0,5 

AVERAGE DEVIA'I'ION PERCENTAGE 
SALARY. GilOIJPS 1 TIlRllUGII 6 : + 6,0 

1. Present structure group-to-group progression rate = 20,63% (Groups 1 through 8). 

2. Recommended structur.e group-to-gr<:lUP progression rate 22,6% (Groups 1 through 6). 

.;, 
,,:/:::'"JA, 

•. ,'l4~_, 

Proposed Midpoints 
compared to Total 
ColIlIllUn:i.ty Averages 

(% Deviation) 

+13,3 

+ 6,6 

0,0 

_ 2,2 

+ 1,6 

0,0 

+ 3,2 

Proposed llidpoints 
compared to 

!'resent Midpoints 
(% Deviation) 

+20,8 

+11,3 

_ 2,2 

- 6,3 

+ 1,6 

+10,5 

+ 5,6 

I\J 
lD 
o 



,c. ,,~:;~~"';i~'i>"lii!!I'l1ii __ ;jrj.i,\~j'i"'W~~~.'~~~'''''''';\'';'~;;,;ii;'~;':\~. __ ljlii!_'''ll''fllitiiJIn'.; Iilllldiltl,i'j!liW,.V.u.'ftIIIJ,t.nW, 7 nl •• "; , 

:Present Oil Salary 
Midpoints Community Averages Group (Rand) (Rand) 

6 363 399 

7 411 428 

8 446 486 

9 486 539 

10 529 -
11 576 590 

12 626 -
13 681 695 

14 742 787 

15 817 -
16 901 914 

TABLE 2S - - continued 

COMPARISON OF PRESENT MIDPOINTS, PROPOSED MIDPOINTS, OIL COMMUNITY AVEllAllES 
AND TOTAL COMMUNITY AVERAGES : MONTHLY BASE : 

MIDPOINT SYSTEM: 1974 

Present Midpoints Total Present Midpoints Proposed Proposed Midpoints 
compared to Oil Community Averages compared to Total Midpoints compared to Oil 

Community Averages (Rand) Community Averages (Rand) CoIl1lll11t1i.ty A.verages 
(% Deviation) (% Deviation) (% Deviation) 

~ 9,0 401 - 9,5 401 + 0,5 

- 4,0 441 - 6,8 436 + 1,9 

- 8,2 468 - 4,7 473 - 2,8 

- 9,8 521 - 6,7 514 - 4,6 

- - - 558 -
- 2,4 590 - 2,3 606 + 2,7 

- - - 658 -
- 2,0 709 - 3,9 715 + 2,9 

- 5,7 781 - 5,0 776 -1,4 

- - - 843 -
- 1;4 916 -1,6 916 + 0,2 

AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENTAGE 
SALARY GROUPS 6 THROUGH 16 : - 0,0& . 

L--__________ 
-~ 

NOTE: 

1. Present structure group_to_group progression rate 

2.. Recommended structure group-to-group progression rate 

9,4% (Groups 8 through 18). 

8,61% (Groups 6 through 16). 

,,:/:='")L 

... ""'~-' 

",', 

Proposed Midpoints 
compared to Total 
CClDIlIlBli ty Averages 

(% Deviation) 

0,0 

- 1,1 

+ 1,,1 

-1,3 

-
+ 2,7 

-
+ 0,9 

- 0,6 

-
0,0 

+ 0,21 

Proposed Midpoints 
compared to 

Present Midpoints 
(% Deviation) 

+10,5 

+ 6,1 

+ 6,1 

+ 5,8 

+ 5,5 

+ 5,2 

+ 5,1 

+ 5,0 

+ 4,6 

+ 3,2 

+ 1,7 

+ 5,3 

f\) 
(JJ 
--" 



Salary 
Group 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

NOTE: 

.,<.. -. 

TABLE 25 - - continued 

COMPARISON OF PRESENT MIDPOINTS, I'ROPOSED MIDPOINTS, OIL COMMONIU AVERAGES 
AND TOTAL COMMUNITY AVERAGES: MONTHLY BASE : 

Present Oil Present Midpoints 

Midpoints Community Averages compared to Oil 

(Rand) (Rane!) Community Averages 
(% Deviation) 

901 914 _1,4 

993 1034 - 4,0 

1095 1074 + 2.0 

1 206 1 253 - 3,8 

1 370 1 330 + 3,0 

1 556 1616 - 2,5 

1 766 1 843 - 4,2 

2005 2067 - 3,0 

2 277 2311 - 1,5 

-

1. Present structure group-to-group progression rate 

2. Recommended structure group-to-group progression rate 

MIDPOINT SYSTEM: 1974 

Total 
Present Midpoints Proposed 

Community Averages compared to Total Midpoints 
(Rand) Community Averages (Rand) 

(% DeViation) 

916 -1,6 916 

1023 - 2,8 1030 

1101 - \1,5 1157 

1 212 - 0,5 1 301 

1436 - 4,6 1462 

1605 - 3,1 1643 

1895 - 6,8 1847 

2060 - 2,7 2076 

2333 - 2,4 2 333 

AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENTAGE 

12,97% (Groups 18 through 24). 

12,4% (Groups 16 through 24). 

~~.);. 

--.... ~-

SALARY GROUPS 16 THROUGH 24 : 

Proposed Midpoints 
compared to Oll 

Community Averages 
(% Deviation) 

+ 0,2 

- 0,4 

+ 7,7 

+ 3,8 

+ 9,9 

+ 1,6 

+ 0,2 

+ 0,4 

+ 0,9 

+ 2,7 

.;, 

Proposed Midpoints 
compared to Total 
Community Averages 

(% DeViation) 

0,0 

+ 0,7 

+ 5,1 

+ 7,3 

+ 1,8 

+ 2,4 

- 2,5 

+ 0,8 

0,0 

+ 1,7 

Proposed Midpoints 
compared to 

Present MidpOints 
(% Deviation) 

+ 1,7 

+ 3,7 

+ 5,7 

+ 7,9 

+ 6,7 

+ 5,6 

+ 4,6 

+ 3,5 

+ 2,5 

+ 4,7 I 

(\) 
to 
(\) 
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THE STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM SURVEY 1974 

I . Method and Results 

The Structur al Comparison System Guide was utilised to process 

and analyse the same key positions utilised by the Midpoint System , 

those positions being identified as relevant ancho r positions and 

supportive posit i ons forming the base of the standardisation process. 

After the job analysiS process had been utilised to describe the 

selected key positions as carefully as possible, the exact position- to­

position compar ison bases were discussed at the personal interviews 

conducted with participating organisations. The survey organisation 

job evaluation system was utilised to evaluate participating 

organisation key positions in order to establish exact matches in the 

form of anchor positions, and also to establish weighted matches in the 

form of supportive positions, the weightings being estimated in terms of 

the survey or ganisation salary group/range size. 

The exact positional matches thus established in terms of the 

survey organisation job evaluation criteria were thus utilised in 

conjunction with the supportive positions to identify key grades/ranges 

and supportive grades/ranges. These key grades thus identified those 

grades/ranges of participating organisations which were regarded as 

matches of the corresponding survey organisation grades/ranges, and in 

this way provided the basis for standardisation of participating 

organisation pay structures according to the survey organisation pay 

structures . 

The Standardisation Base: It was important during personal 

interviews to establish (1) which participating organisations 

administered their pay structure according to established ranges, and 

(2) which participating organisations were willing to cooperate and 

become involved in the process of standardisation, and t hereafter 

participate in successive structural comparison su r veys. 

As a result of the above two questions , three of the participeting 

organisations involved in the Midpoint System survey were unable to 

remain part of the Structural Comparison System survey community. 



294 

However, the remaining participating organisations formed a survey 

community which was large enough to ensure a sample of salary data which 

was representative of a cross-section of the relevant market. The most 

important core-groups of the survey community, namely the Oil Community 

organisations regarded as being the survey organisation's major 

competitors within the labour market, remained as participants within 

the structural Comparison System survey community. 

The St ructural Comparison System survey community consisted of 

the following organisations, drawn from the survey organisation's 

established community: 

1. Caltex Oil (S.A.) (pty) Ltd. 

2 . Shell Oil South Africa (pty) Ltd. 

3. B.P. Southern Africa (pty) Ltd. 

4 . International Business Machines South Africa (pty ) Ltd. 

5. Ford Motor Company of South Africa (pty) Ltd. 

6. Total South Africa (pty) Ltd . 

7 . Kodak South Africa (pty) Ltd. 

8. Dunlop South Africa Ltd. 

9. The South African Breweries Ltd. 

10. Unilever South Africa (pty) Ltd. 

11. Mobil Oil Southern Africa (Pty) Ltd. 

Note may be made of the fact that data is analysed separately for 

Shell and B.P., due to the fact that there was a necessity to 

differentiate between positions in each of the separate B.P. and Shell 

marketing companies as opposed to those falling under the joint Shell/B.P. 

Service Company. 

The personal interviews with these organisations revealed exact 

positional matches in the form of anchor positions, plus weighted matches 

in the form of supportive positions. The TABLE 26 below reveals the 

titles applicable to the respective participating organisation anchor 

positions which were established as exact matches with corresponding 

survey organisation posit ions through utilisation of the job evaluation 

process, and which thus provided the basis f or identi fication of anchor 

positions. Supportive positions are also illustrated in this table a nd 

are indicated as such. 
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Survey 
Organisation I 
Salary Groll 

4 

10 

11 

12 

.. < 

TABLE 20 

STRUCTURAL COHPARISON SYSTEH SURVEY COMMUNITY ORGA~ISATlO~31 

ANCHOR AND SUPPORT lVE POSITIO~S : 1974 

Survey 
Organi sat ion 

Posi tion Title 

, ------ ---- -- -- r -----
Caltex Shell SP IBM I Ford Total 

Gen. Labourer Gen.Labourer 

Cleaner/Tea serverl Houseman 
Office Messenger Messenger 

F. L. Truck operator/ Mobile Equip.Op. 
Artisan's Helper Maint. Asst. 

Rep.Machine Op. Printing Op. 

Chauffeur 

Clerical Asst. 

Junior Clerk 

Key Punch Operator 

Telex Operator 

Lab. Tech. I 

Copy Typist 

Telephonist 

Senior Steno. 

Clerk 

Nursing Sister 

Senior Comp.Op. 

Asst.Steno. 

Lab. Tech. II 

Driver 

Clerical Asst. 

Junior Clerk 

CIerI, Cables 

Lab. Tech. B 

Typist 

Telephone Op. 

Stenographer 

~ 
Nursing Sister 

Comp.Op. 

Senior Steno. 

! Gen.Labourer 

~ 
i Office Messenger 

'F.L. T. O. 
I Mech., Asst. 

Rep. Machine Op. 

Chauffeur 

Clerical Asst. 

Junior Clerk 

Telex Operator 

i COPY TYpist 

Telephonist 

Stenographer 

Clerk 

Nursing Sister 

Comp.Op. 

I Magt.Secr. 

Lab.Tech. 

I Gen. Labourer 
;Tea Server 

i Office Messenger 

F.L.T.O. 
Mech. Asst. 

Rep. Machine Op. 

Chauffeur 

Clerical Asst. 

Junior Clerk 

Telex Operator 

CoPy Typist 

Telephonist 

Stenog;r-~pher 

Clerk 

Nursing Sister 

IComp.Op. 

I
Magt.secr. 

Lab.Tech. 

Senior Clerk j Senior Clerk 
Chairman1s Secr. ,Chairman's Secr. 

Senior Clerk 

Cha i rman I s Seer. 

Senior Clerk 

C~mp.Progr. 

Draughtsman 

Purch.Asst. 

Asst. Ledgers 

Chemist 

Emp.Rel.Asst. 

Programmer : Camp. Prog. 

Snr.Draughtsman . Draughtsman 

! Buyer 

Sub-Accountant 

Chemist : Lab.Supervisor 

Relations Asst. I Personnel Off. 

I I Comp. Prog. 

I Draught sman 

I 

Buyer 

Sub-Aceountant 

, Lab.Supervisor 

Personnel Off. 

Section Head Ledg.1 Group Acct. Ace. ,Gen. Ledgers ! Ace. ,Gen. Ledgers 

I Comp. Pro;. 

I Warehouse Sup. 

Eng.Asst. Snr.Op:->.Asst. 

Sen ior Comp. Prog. Snr. Progranuner 

Warehouse Sup. Stores Supervisor 

Comp.Prog. 

Warehouse Sup. 

H.O.Emp.Rel.Asst .. I Snr.Relations As&.. Snr.Pers.Off. Snr.Pers.Off. 

[Labourer 

i Messenger 

I Dept.Labourer 

: Canteen Asst. 

Messenger 

Machine Ope IF_LoT.a. IFeLTeO. 

i Relief Shop Asst. I Mech..Asst .. 

Printing Mach.Op. IPrint Room Ope I Dupl.Hach.Op. 

Driver 

Junior Clerk 

Key Punch OJ). 

Telex Operator 

Copy Typist 

Switchboard 0p. 

Secretary 

Interm.. Clerk 

Comp.Cp. 

Senior Secr. 

Senior Clerk 

Exec.Secr. 

Jnr. Comp. Prog. 

I Asst. ACC:unt""t 

-.l 
I 
I 

Chauffeur 

Accounts Asst. 

Key Edit Operator 

I Chauffeur 

I~st. 
i Junior Clerk 

I Data Typist 

Telex Operator 

Lab. Technician 

Secretary nBn 

Telephone Op. 

: Telex Operator 

CoPy Typist 
Switchboard Op. 

iSecretary "All 

I Accounts Clerk 

iTypist 

I Clerk 

Industrial Nurse 1 
I Snr.Elec.Comp.Op. Ii Comp.Op. 

Djreetor~ Secr. I Secretary 

I Lab.Tech. 

I Acc.Asst .. 

M.D. Secretary M.D. Secretary 

Elec. Comp. Prog. Progranuner 

Design Draughtsmanj 

Buyer B I Buyer 

Unit Sup., Ace. l' 
Lab.Engineer 

Personnel Off. I 

-.l 
Admin.Special i st 

I
· Sup., Cen.Acc. 

Proj.Eng.A 
i S.H. t .Accounts 
Eng. As~t. I -

! Comp. Prog. 

ipersonnel Off. 

I Snr .. Compo Prog. 

I UQ.it Supervisor 

! Snr. Pers.Off. 

~~ "). 

..... --

I Chi ef Prog .. 

Kodak 

~ 
General Clerk 

F.L.T.O. 

Rotor Print.Op. 

Driver 

ICen.Clerk 

Acct. Clerk 

Key Punch Op. 

S.A. 
Breweries 

Dtmlop 

~ I Labourer 
Clcdner/Tea Server, -

Office Messenger i 

F.L.T.O. IF.L.T.O. 
Artisan I s Helper I 
Machine Op. : Litho~rapher 

Chauffeur 

Junior Clerk 

PWlch Operator 

Telex Operator 

i Dr i ver 

I~ 
Junjor Clerk 

Telex Operator 

Shorthand Typi st ! Copy Typist 

Recep/Telephonist I H.. O. Telephonist 

Copy Typist 

Telephonist 

Secretaries 

Shipping Clerk 

liD. P.Equip.Op. 

Secretary 
I-~­
I 

:M.n.Secretary 

i Camp. Prog. 

I Accountant 

E.D. P. Analyst 

Snr.Pers.Off. 

",', 

I
snr.Mgrs.secr. 

Clerk 

_LInd. Nursing Sister 

Isnr.comp.op. 

! Director's Secr. 

Stenographer 

Clerk 

Secretary 

Lab.Tech. 

Senior Clerk i Senior Clerk 

I~e~ 

i Systems Anal. i .programmer 

) - - I 
I Design Draught sman I Draught sman 

'Snr.Buyt"r ~ 

i Section Leader I. -
~~ 

I 
!Chief Clerk, Acc. ! Asst.Acc. 

I - I 
Snr.Systems Anal. 

, I 
'Stores Mgr. IWarehouse Sup,,-

t1nilevc-f' 

Gen. Labour er 

I Clecll1er, Tea Server 

'Offic€" Ml."ssenger 

,F. L. T. O. 

Artisan I s Helper 

Hultilith Op. 

Chauffeur 

: Junior Clerk 

I Punch Operator 

I Telex Operator 

1 Lab. Technician 

Copy Typist 

, Telephonist 

I Secretary 

J
IClerk i 

!nd:Nursing Si ster J 
I Console Op. 

1

-. Director I s Secr. 

Snr.Lab.Asst .. 

I Senior Clerk 

! Chairman's Seer. 

Comp .. Prog. 

I 

! Draughtsman 

1 Buying Clerk 

Section Head 

: Chemist 

Personnel Off. 

! 4.sst.Acc. 

Constr. Eng. 

Stores ~Igr. 

I 
i 
I 

I\J 
lO 
OJ 
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TABLE 26 - - continued 

STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM SURVEY COMMUNITY ORGANISATIONS' 

ANCHOR AND SUPPORTIVE POSITIONS: 1974 

Survey Survey S A -~ 
tex Shell BP IBM Ford Total Kodak Dunlop Bre~e;'ics Unilever I IBM Ford Total Caltex Sh 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

NOTE: 
1. 

2. 

Depot Superint. 

Office Serv.Mgr. 

Credit Mgr. 

Purchasing Mgr. 

Chief Choodst 

Emp.Rel.Mgr. 

Asst.Controller 

Pub.ReI.Mgr. 
Chief Proj.Eng. 

Ref .. Superint. 

G.T. Sales Mgr. 

Depot Supt. Depot Mgr. Depot Mgr. 

Gen. Serv .Mgr .. 

Credit Mgr. Credit Advisor Credit Advisor 

Purch. Co-Ord. Materials Ml?ir. Materials Ml?ir. Buyer 

Lab. Superv. !!ead of Lab. Head of Lab. 

Relations Mgr. Personnel Mgr. I Personnel Mgr .. Personnel Mgr .. 

Sup.Cen.Ledgers I Financial Acct. I Financial Acct. IAcc.Mgr. 
Pub.Rel.Mgr. Trade ReI.Advisor Trade Rel.Advisor Comm.Mgr. 

Eng. Supt. Head, Pro ject Eng.. Head: Pro i.Eng" -
Process Unit Sup. Plant Mgr. Plant Mgr. -

I Admin .. Sen. SUE. 
I Depot Su:erint. 

Branch Mgr. 

Purch. Agent Chief Buyer 

P,rod. Serv .. Mgr. Chief Chemist Chief Chemist 

Personnel Mgr. Personnel Mgr. Personnel Mgr .. 

I Acc.Mgr. IAcc.Dev.Mgr. 
Press Rel.Officer P.R.Officer 
Fac.Eng.. Mgr. 

Prod.Mgr. 

Ace. Supervisor 

Treasurer I Fin.PIan.Mgr. 
Chief Maint.Eng. Maint.Supt. 

Mktg.Advisor 

Treasurer 

Head Civil Eng. 

Mkt. Dev. Advisor 

Treasurer 
Heed Civil Eng. 

Treasury Serv.Ml?ir.ITreasury Mgr. 

Mgr. Plant Eng. 

Treasury Mgr .. I~ 

Chi of Ops.Eng. 
Secretary 

Tech.Serv.Mgr. 

Asst .. Div.Mgr. 

Admin.Mgr. 

Prod.Eng.MPgr. 

Resale Sales Mgr. I Ret. Sales Mgr. 
Mechan.Mgr. Asst.Mgr.Eng. 

Asst.Acc.Mgr. 

Res-Sales fotgr. I Retail Sales Mgr. 

Ops.Mgr. IOps.Div.Mgr. 

Regional Mgr. Branch Mgr. 

Eng.Mgr. 
Co. Secretary 

Reg .. Retail Mgr. '. 

Chief Eng. 

Finance Mg. 

Ret.Mkt.Dir. 

Distr.Dir. 

~ 
Co. Secretary 

Reg.Retail Mgr. 

Chief Eng. 

Finance Ml?ir. 

Ret.Mkt.Dir. 

Distr.Dir. 

Legal Advi sor 

D.P.Mkt.Mgr .. 

Fin.Ops.Mgr. 

Mgr. Plan. & Cont. 

Gen.Ops.Mgr. 

Ace. & Fin.Mgr. I Ace •• & Fin.Mgr. J Fin. & Serv.Dir. I Fin. & Serv.Dir. I Fin. Controller 

Manufacturing Mgr. I Ref.Mgr. I Ref.Mgr. I Ref.Mgr. I Area Ops.Mgr. 

I 

Marketing Mgr. I Gen.Mgr. . Mging.Dir. I Mging.Dir. I Sales Mgr .. 

Prod. Qual.Mgr. 

Reg.Mgr. 

Controller 

Gen. Mgr. 

SUPPly Mgr. 

Seer. /Treasurer 

Gen. Han.Mgr. 

Oell.Sales Dir .. 

Chief Eng. ,constr.1 -
Secretary 

1 

Reg..Ret.Sales Mgr. Sales Mgr. 

.Fin.Mgr .. Ace.Mgr. 

Gen.Ret.Sales Mgr. 

Ops.Mgr. 

Reg.Mgr. 

Admin.Direc. 

Gen.Works Mgr. 

. Mktg.Mgr. i Gen.Mkt.Mgr. 
I 

! Office Mgr. 

1 

I Mgr.Buying Serv. 

Compounder 

Personnel Mgr. 

Accountant 

Prod.Mgr. 

I Treasurer MSir. 
Chief En~ineer 

Secretary 

Tech.Mgr. 

\ Controller 

i Sales Mgr. 

!con.Mgr. -
1--

I Fin.Director 

I 
I Works Director 

J 
! Ops.Dir. 
I 

I Admin. SUP. 

I Credi t Advisor 

~ Chief Chemist 

I Accountant 
1 

Prod. Mgr. 

I Le~al Consultant 
i Consult. ~Process 

I Mkt.Mgr. 

IDiv.Fin.cont. 
Gen.Mgr. 

loen.Hgr. 

~ proup S~cr .. /Treas. 

I 
I Gen.Mgr. 

I Dist.Mgr. 

l Office Serv.~I~r. 
Credit Mgr. 

Buyer 

Lab .. Mgr. 

Financial Acct. 

I -
I Proj. Eng~ 

! Sales Mgr. 

, 
1 W:,?!ks Eng. 

, -
i Co. Secret ar)' 

I Sales Mgr .. 
Chief Eng. 

I 
Group .I\cc. 

IMkt"Dir. 

Mging.Dir. 

Mging Dir. 

: Fin. Direct:or 

~lging.Dir. 

Mktg.Dir • 

All positions which have been underlined are exact matches of corresponding survey organisation positions, and are thus regarded as being anchor positions. All other positions are supp~rtive 
positions. .. 

Additional survey organisation positions have been incorporated for structural standardisation purposes: 

Group 10 - Employee Relations Assistant 
Group 12 - Employee Relations Assistant, Head Office 
Group 15 - Employee Relations Manager. 

")~JA 

-..... ~-

.i, 

f\J 
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The organisations forming the structural Comparison System 

community were further required to supply copies of their established 

selary range structures, revealing minimum, midpoint and maximum salary 

values for each range, as well as the number of ranges applicable to 

respective pay structures. These ranges were utilised in conjunction 

with the anchor and supportive positions, not only to standardise 

structures on a one-time basis in terms of number of applicable ranges, 

but also to supply relevant midpoint salary data in monetary terms such 

that a competitive average community pay structure could be calculated 

and analysed. To ensure the collation of relevant midpoint values, 

therefore, it was necessary to ensure that formal salary range values 

supplied were applicable as at May 1974. These participating 

organisation formal salary range values are illustrated in the form of 

pay structures for each organisation, effective May 1974, in Appendix III. 

The Standardisation Process: Through utilisation of the exact 

positional matches established and revealed as anchor positions in 

TABLE 26, as well as the weighted positional matches as supportive 

pOSitions, the identification of key labour grades and supportive labour 

grades was completed. This identification of such grades thus s upplied 

the necessary standardisation of participating organisation structures, 

as revealed in TABLE 27. In short then, the positions revealed as 

anchor and supportive positions in TABLE 26 automatically identify key 

labour grades and supportive position key labour grades as those grades 

in the organisational hierarchy within which they are included. These 

anchor positions are regarded as being the ideal representatives of the 

labour grades within which they fall, in terms of job evaluation 

comparability Criteria, and in this way are ideal representatives of 

the group of positions incorporated within such grades. Similarly, 

supportive positions, once weighted according to necessary factors, may 

represent those labour grades within which they fall. In this way then 

the position titles of anchor positions in TABLE 26 were converted 

into respective participating organisation labour grade numbers as 

applicable to each corresponding survey organisation labour grade number, 

and thus revealed in TABLE 27. 

Compensation Data Analysis: The standardised labour grade 

hierarchies as illustrated in TABLE 27 provide the basis for an 

analysis of the relevant midpoints as applicable to the key labour 



TABLE 27 

PARTICIPATING ORGANISATION STRUCTURAL STANDARDISATION KEY LABOUR GRADE IDENTIFICATION 1974 

SURVEY 
ORGANISATION ORG. A ORG. B ORG. C ORG. 0 ORG. E ORG.F ORG. G ORG. H ORG. I ORG.J 
GRADE NUMEER 

1 1 15/14 15/14 - - 15/16 22 17/1B 1 W 1/W2/W3 
2 2 13 13 - - 14 23 16 3 S1 /S2/W 5/W6 
3 3 12/11 12/11 11 1 12/13 24 14/15 5/A S3/W6 
4 4 10 10 12 3 10/11 25 13/14 6/B S4/W8 
5 5 9 9 14 4 9 - 13 - 85 
6 6 8 8 16 5 B 27 - 7/C 86 
7 - - - 17 6 7 2B 12 8/0 -
B 7 7 7 18 - 6 39 10/11 E 87 
9 - - - 19 7 - - 10 F -

10 8 6 6 - - - - - - 15 
11 - - - 20 B 5 40 9 G -
12 9 5 5 21 - - 41 - - -
13 - - - 51 9 4 - 8 H 21 
14 10 4 4 52 - - 42 - I 22 
15 - - - 53 10 - 43 7 - -
16 11 3 3 54 - - 44 - J 23 
17 - - - 55 - 3 45 6 - 24 
18 12 2 2 56 12 2 46 - K 25 
19 - - - 57 - - 47 - - 26 
20 13 1 1 58 13 * 2( 1aM-} 48 4 * K+3( 1at<L} 27 
21 - - - !"B 14 * 2(13'/cL} 49 3 - 28 
22 14 A A 60 - - 50 2 K+2 29 
23 - - - 61 - 51 - 30 
24 15 B B 62 16 * 1 r 13'/d.-1 53 1 * K+ 1 r 2C1'/cL ) 31 

NOTE: 1. Asterisks indicate supportive position key grades (supportive grades). Percentages in brackets behind 
such key grade numbers indicate degree of "lightness" (L) or "heaviness" (H) of participating 
organisation supportive positions when evaluated against the corresponding survey organisation key 
positions by utilising job evaluation weighting criteria. 

2. Those participating organisation key grades which are indicated as having more than one exact match for 
the corresponding survey organisation key grade have been incorporated as double key grades as indicated. 

3. Participating organisations have been allotted alphabetical codes to ensure confidentiality. 

(\) 
<0 
CD 
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grades (anchor points). These relevant anchor points of key labour grades 

were drafted from the r espect ion established salary range structures, as 

illustrated in Appendix III, for each participating organisation onto 

tables similar to Exhibit G, Appendix I, in the form of a tabulation of 

total compensat io n midpoint data, as illustrated by TABLE 2B. 

Important to note is the fact that the t otal compe nsation figures 

for each organisation consisted of base salary range midpoints adjusted 

by any relevant bonus facto r s. In this way , s hould a participating 

organisation award an annual Christmas Bonus which is equivalent to one 

month ' s salar y, then the salary r ange midpoints are adjusted by a B,3~/o 

factor. Thus , figures in TABLE 2B are salary range midpoints (anchor 

points) drafted from the r elevant salary range structures illustrated in 

Appendix III, but adjusted according to bonus factors where necessary. 

The exclusion or inclusion of bonus factors in actual established sal ar y 

range structures are indicated where applicable in Appendix III. 

The tabulation of the total compensation midpoint data , as drafted 

from participating organisation salary range structures according to the 

standardised key labour grade structures as indicated in TABLE 27 , is 

illustrated in TABLE 28. This table reveals the deletion of inconsistent 

supportive position data, plus the calculated Competitive Average Total 

Compensation Midpoint data for each survey organisatio n salary group. 

Although supportive position compensation data has been included alongside 

anchor position compensation data, it must once again be stressed that 

such data is only useful in a supportive role, and cannot serve to 

identi fy key labour grades as such . Thus, it may be noted in TABLE 28 

that only anchor position compensation data (identified as such) , which 

identifies respective key labour grades in TABLE 27, is taken into 

account when establish ing the average key range midpoints, and when 

calculating individual s a l ary group competitive average total compensation 

midpoint data. 

The Competitive Average Total Compensation Midpoi nts thus obtained 

were plotted on semi- log graph paper , a line of best fit was established 

from this scattergram, and finally a new set of minimum midpoint and 

maximum salary r ange values were calculated according to the St ructural 

Comparison Guide , in order to establish a competitive pay structure. 

This line of best fit , or community trend line, is illustrated in FIGURE 7 , 

while the recommended pay structure values are revealed in TABLE 29 . 



Salary 
Position Title 

Group Qrgani sat ion Organisation Or.e,anisation 
A B C 

1 Gen.Labourer 157 151 151 
Office Messenger 157 151 151 
Cleaner/Tea Server 157 151 151 

KEY RANGE MIDPOINT 157 151 151 

2 Fork Lift Truck Op. 184 181 181 
Artisan I s Helper 205 181 181 
Rep. Mach. Ope 184 200 200 

KEY RANGE MIDPOI NT 184 181 181 

3 Chauffeur 19b 197 197 
Clerical Asst. 196 217 217 
jW1ior Clerk 217 217 217 
Key Punch Ope - - -
KEY RANGE MIDPOINT 217 217 217 

4 Telex Operator 260 260 260 

-! 

Lab. Tech. I 260 - -
Copy Typist 260 260 260 
Telephonist 260 260 ·260 

KEY RANGE MIDPOINT 200 260 260 ! 

5 Senior Steno. 346 294 294 I 
I 

Clerk 314 294 294 
Nursing Sister 314 267 267 

KEY RMGE MTDPOl NT 314 294 294 

I 
6 Sen.Comp.Op. 421 401 401 

Assie;ned Steno. 349 401 401 1 
Lab. Tech.l [ - 401 401 

KEY RANGE MIDPOINT 421 401 401 

7 Senior Clerk 452 449 449 
Chairman I s Sec. - 449 449 

KEY RANGE MIDPOINT - - -
8 Computer Prop.;. 474 I 470 470 I 

KEY RANGE MIDPOINT 474 470 470 
I 

.. < 

TARLE ZS 

TABULATION OF TOTAL CQ\1PE!XSATTO~ MmpOI~T DATA 

STRUCTURAL COHPARISON 1974 

Competitive Total Compensation Midpoint: Monthly Rase (Rand) 

Organi sation Organisation Organi sathm 
I 

Organisation Organisation I Organisation Organisation 
D E F G H L I i J 

i i i I, 

- - 118 - 145 - -
- - 130 149 145 - -
- - 118 149 145 - -
- - 118 149 145 - -

178 - 125 174 184 - 189 
- - 137 - 184 - 209 

195 - 125 174 184 - 209 

- - 125 174 184 - 209 

235 - 196 211 238 212 249 
- - 179 -l49- - 234 -

235 - 196 211 238 212 
: 

249 
235 - 179 253 263 - 274 

235 - 196 211 238 212 I 249 

257 - 273 -
I 

287 271 I 287 
- - - - - - I 287 

257 - 273 247 287 271 I -'l-ll7-
257 - 301 ~ 287 271 

, 
260 

217 - 273 247 287 
I 

271 i 2b7 

310 

I 275 288 344 I Jl5 273 -
! ! 310 - 332 288 312 29' 330 

- I - - - 344 - .<30 

310 

I 
- 332 - 312 I - 330 

1 ! 
430 - 451 363 301 I - , 304 
390 - 409 

i 
401 329 i .179 402 

- - 371 - - 379 .)02 

390 - 409 I 401 I - I .179 402 I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
420 - 476 

I 
- 4.15 400 

i 
416 

420 - 476 420 435 - 416 

420 - ! 476 420 

i 
435 ! 400 -

455 - 517 487 480 J 422 43u 

455 - 117 487 480 
, 

422 -l3o 
I 

.... , 
OJ:~:). 

.. ~--

:=..::..~""""""=<- ~ 

! 
Competitive Average 
Total Compensation 

Midpoint 
(Salary Group) 

145 

177 

221 

267 

312 

401 

410 

46~ 

I 
I 

w 
o 
o 



TABLE 28 - - continued 

TABULATION OF TOTAL COMPENSATION HIDPOINT DATA: 

STRUCTURAl. COMPARISON: 1974 

Competitive Total Compensation Midpoint! Monthly Base (Rand) Salary Position Title Group Organisation Organisation Organisation Organisation Organisation Organisation Organisation Organisation , Organisation organ~sation 
A B C D E F G H H 

i 
I 
I 

9 Draughtsman 519 519 519 - - - - I 534 490 478 
Purchasing Asst. - 519 519 - - 566 -

I 
510 490 499 

Asst.Ledgers - 495 495 500 - - - 510 - 499 
Chemist 519 495 495 - - - - - 490 525 
KEY RANGE MIDPOINT - - - 500 - - - I 510 490 -

I 

10 Empl.Rel.Asst. 571 569 569 
I - - - - - - -

KEY RANGE MIDPOINT 571 569 569 - - - - - - -
11 Eng.Asst. 606 569 569 579 - 594 614 604 623 573 

Sec. Head Ledgers 579 - - - - 594 - - - 547 
Senior Comp.Prog. 579 624 624 579 - 594 560 552 - -

\ Warehouse Sup. 579 652 652 - - - - 604 568 57L-
KEY RANGE MIDPOINT - - - 579 - 594 560 604 568 -

12 H.O.Emp.Rel.Asst. 689 689 689 616 - - 641 - - -
KEY RANGE MIDPOINT 689 689 689 616 - - 641 - - -

13 Depot Superint. 789 721 721 - 718 - 716 

j 

- 797 
Office Serv.Mgr. - - - 689 - - - - 682 797 
Credit Mgr. 754 789 789 - - - - - 682 834 
KEY RANGE MIDPOINT - - - 689 - 718 - 716 

I 

682 797 

14 Purchasing Mgr. 825 828 828 772 - 788 - 785 - 909 
Chief Chemist 825 828 828 - - 859 737 822 I 812 828 

KEY RANGE MIDPOINT 825 828 828 772 - - 737 -
! 

812 909 

15 Emp.Rel.Mgr" 903 908 908 872 - 864 844 846 - -
KEY RANGE MIDPOINT - - - 872 - - 844 846 I - -

16 Asst.Controller 1 000 993 993 1 037 - 905 867 969 953 1 017 
Pub.Rel.Mgr. 955 905 905 990 - 905 - - - i -
Chief Proj.Eng. 914 993 993 - - - - - - I 1 017 
Refinery Supt. 1 000 905 905 - - - - 928 910 -
KEY RANGE MIDPOINT 1 000 993 993 990 - - 867 - I 953 1 017 

17 Cen.Sales Mgr. - 1 089 1 089 - - I - - - - 1 142 
Treasurer 1 000 1 040 1 040 1 122 - 1 083 1 113 1 005 - -
Chief Maint.Eng. 1 097 1 137 1 137 - - - I - 1 005 - 1196 

KEY RANGE MIDPOINT - - - 1 122 
I 

- - I 1 113 1 005 - I 1 142 
-- -------- -- -- - -- --- -- - - -- I_ --- - - -- ----~---- - L_ 

¥'" 

~.;:' :). 

.-.... ~-
____ ._ , ___ • ____ =-n. __ -- .. ;::c:::-:-.-:._..;;c;..~-=;=:===--
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Competitive Average 
Total Compensation 

Midpoint 
I. Salary Group) 

500 

570 

Sfl 

665 

720 

816 

854 

988 

1 096 

I 

I 

w 
o 
--" 



Salary 
Group 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

-

TABLE 28 - - continued 

TABULATION OF TOTAL COMPENSATION MIDPOINT DATA: 

STRUCTURAL COMP ARI SON: 1974 

Competitive Total Compensation Midpoint: Honthly Base (Rand) 
Position Title 

Organisation Organisation 
i 

Organisation Organisation Organisation , Organisation I organ~sation I Organisation Organisation 
A 8 C D E I F H I 

I I I 

I 
I 

I Chief Ops.Eng. 1 225 1 237 1 237 ! - - 1 188 - -
I 

-
Secretary 1 225 1 237 1 237 1 254 - - 1 275 1 052 1 146 
Tech.Serv.Mgr. 1 225 - - - - - 1 101 1 146 

KEY RANGE MIDPOINT 1 225 1 237 1 237 1 254 - - 1 275 - 1 146 

Resale Sales Mgr. 1 474 1 397 1 397 1 366 - - 1464 - 1 295 
Mech.Mgr. 1 384 1 397 1 397 - - - - - -
KEY RANGE MIDPOINT - - - 1 366 - - 1 464 - -
Asst.Acc .. Mgr. - 1 516 1 516 1 534 - - 1 681 1 411 1 525 
Resale Sales Mgr. 1 530 1 516 1 516 1 358 - - - 1 411 1 432 
(Cape Town) 

KEY RANGE MIDPOINT 1 530 1 516 1 516 1 534 - - 1 681 1 411 1 432 

Operations Mgr. 1 728 1 516 1 516 1 757 - - - - -
Regional Mgr .. 1 841 - - - - - 1 930 1 655 1 618 

KEY RANGE MIDPOINT - - - 1 757 - - 1 930 1 655 -
Ace.. and Fin .. Mgr .. 1 915 1 963 1 963 2 012 - - 2 216 1 961 .+-..... s.. 
KEY RANGE MIDPOINT 1 915 1 963 1 963 2012 - - 2 216 1 961 -
Manufacturing Mgr .. 2031 2 361 2 361 2 304 - - 2 544 2 318 -
KEY RANGE MIDPOINT - - I - 2 304 - - 2544 - -

I 

I l-farketing Mgr. 2 393 2 453 : 2 453 2 639 i - - 2 921 2 318 2 605 

KEY RANGE MIDPOINT 2 393 2 453 2 453 2 639 -1------ - I 2 921 2 318 2 605 

I - -J I - --- - ~ --

, 

NOTE: 

1. Total compensation midpoint data for those positions regarded as being anchor positions, and thus identifying midpoints applicable to key labour grades, 
is identifiable by those individual survey position figures which are equal to the key range midpoint figures. 

2. Organisation D has annual bonus factor included i.n salary ranges. 

3. Organisation G pays bonus of two month's salary to employees \dth over five years of service, and one month! s salary to employees with over one year of 
service. 

4. All other organisations pay -umual Christmas Bonuses of one month's salary. 

5. All such bonus factors have been taken into consideration in the above figures. 

6. Figures for Organi sation E have been excluded on request. 

.;, 
~~JA 

.-,.,;I~-" 

Organisation 
1 

I 
I -
I 1 291 

-
1 291 

1 450 
1 544 

1 450 

1 534 
1 634 

1 634 

1 833 
1 623 

1 833 

2 067 

2 067 

2 325 

2 325 

2 616 

2 616 
I , 

I Competitive Average 
Total Compensation 

Hidpoint 
(Salary Group) 

1 238 

1 427 

1 532 

1 794 

1 966 

2 391 

2 550 

w 
o 
f\) 
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FIGURE 7 

COHMUNITY SALARY TREND LINE: STRUCTURAL COHPARISON SYSTEM: 1974 

~R401:Salary Trend Line Value 
for Group 6 

Q 

Q 

R2550:Salary Trend Line Va.Lue 
for Group 24 

b 

o 

o 

-_R854: Salary Trend Line Value 
for Group 15 

NOTE : 
----1. Group-to-Group Progression 

Rates = Groups 1 to 6 :1,2256 
Groups 6 to16 :1,0876 
Groups 16 to24 :1,1292 

2. 0 = Communi ty Salary Group 
Averages R145:Salary Trend Line Value 

140(f5~ for Group 11 I 

1 6 15 24 
SALARY GROUP 

w 
o 
w 
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TABLE 29 

SURVEY ORGANISATION RECOMMENDED PAY STRUCTURE 
MONTHLY BASE : STRUCTURAL COMPARISON 1974 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM MIDPOINT 
(RANDS) (RAND) 

1 116 145 

2 144 140 

3 176 220 

4 216 270 

5 264 330 

6 324 405 

7 352 440 

8 380 475 

9 414 518 

10 452 565 

11 488 610 

12 532 665 

13 576 722 

14 628 785 

15 684 855 

16 772 965 

17 872 1 090 

1B 984 1 230 

19 1 112 1 390 

20 1 256 1 570 

21 1 420 1 775 

22 1 600 2 000 

23 1 808 2 260 

24 2 040 2 550 

1 . Group- to- group progression rate : Gr oups 1 to 6 
Groups 6 to 15 
Groups 15 to 24 

* (Before midpoint adjustments to nearest R5). 

2 . 50% spread in range. 

MAXIMUM 
(RAND) 

174 

216 

264 

324 

396 

486 

528 

570 

621 

678 

732 

798 

864 

942 

1 026 

1 158 

1 308 

1 476 

1 668 

1 884 

2 130 

2 400 

2 712 

3060 

1,2256 ) 
1,0876) * 
1,1292 ) 

3 . All ranges for groups 1 to 19 include annual Christmas Bonus of 
one month's salary. 
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The following tables allow a comparison of the recommended 

structural Comparison System midpoints with various other relevant data 

in order to provide an insight into variance of midpoints. 

TABLE 30 

COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDED PAY STRUCTURE TO PRESENT SURVEY 
ORGANISATION PAY STRUCTU RE : MONTHLY BASE : STRUCTURAL COMPARISON 1974 

SALARY RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE PRESENT STRUCTURE '/0 RECOMMENDED VARIES 
GROUP 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
2 1 
22 
23 
24 

NOTE: 

1 . 

2. 

3. 

(MIDPOI NTS : RAND) (MIDPOINTS : RAND) 

145 120 
180 160 
220 223 
270 285 
330 322 
405 363 
440 411 
475 446 
518 486 
565 529 
610 576 
665 626 
722 681 
785 742 
855 817 
965 901 

1 090 993 
1 230 1 157 
1 390 1 3D1 
1 570 1 462 
1 775 1 643 
2 DOD 1 847 
2 260 2 076 
2 550 2 333 

AVERAGE VARIANCE 

Average Variance = Grou ps 
Groups 
Groups 

1 to 6 
6 to 15 

15 to 24 

Recommended structure group-to-group 
progression rates = 

Present structure group- to- group 
progression rates = 

" (Before midpoint adjustments to the 

+ 6 , 8D'/o 
+ 6,7'/0 
+7, 7'/0 

Groups 
Groups 
Groups 

Groups 
Groups 
Groups 

1 t o 
6 to 

15 to 

1 to 
8 to 

18 to 

nearest R5) 

FROM PRESENT 

+ 20,8 
+ 12,5 
- 1,4 
- 5 , 3 
+ 2 , 5 
+ 11,6 
+ 7 , 1 
+ 6,5 
+ 6 , 6 
+ 6 , 8 
+ 5 ,9 
+ 6, 2 
+ 6,0 
+ 5 , 8 
+ 4,7 
+ 7,1 
+ 9 , 8 
+ 6, 3 
+ 6 ,8 
+ 7 ,4 
+ 8 , 0 
+ 8 , 3 
+ 8,9 
+ 9 3 

= + 7,01 

6 1, 2256 ) 
15 1,0876 ) " 
24 1,1292 ) 

8 1,2063 
18 1,0940 
24 1, 1297 
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TAB LE 31 

COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDED PAY STRUCTURE TO COMPETITIVE AVERAGE TOTAL 
COMPENSATION MIDPOINTS : MONTHLY BASE : STRU CTURAL COMPARISON 1974 

RECOMMENDED COMPETITIVE AVERAGE 10 RECOMMENDED MIDPOI NT 

SALARY GROUP STRUCTURE 
TOTAL COMPENSATION VARIES FROM COMPETITIVE 

(MIDPOINTS : (MIDPOINTS : RAND) AVERAGE TOTAL COMPENSATION 
RAND) MIDPOINT 

1 145 145 0,0 
2 180 177 + 1, 7 
3 220 22 1 - 0,5 
4 270 267 + 1 , 1 
5 330 312 + 5 ,8 
6 405 401 + 1,0 
7 440 430 + 2,3 
8 475 468 + 1, 5 
9 518 500 + 3 , 6 

10 565 570 - 0,9 
11 61 0 58 1 + 5 ,0 
12 665 665 0,0 
13 722 720 + 0,3 
14 785 816 - 3 , 8 
15 855 854 + 0,1 
16 965 9B8 - 2 , 3 
17 1 090 1 096 - 0 , 6 
18 1 230 1 238 - 0 , 7 
19 1 390 1 427 - 2 , 6 
20 1 570 1 532 + 2 , 5 
21 1 775 1 794 - 1, 1 
22 2 000 1 966 + 1, 7 
23 2 260 2 391 - 5,5 
24 2 550 2 550 0,0 

AVERAGE VARIA NCE ; + 0 , 36 

NOTE : 

Group- to- group pr ogressi on rates ; Groups 
Groups 
Groups 

1 to 6 
6 to 15 

15 t o 24 

1, 2256 
1,OB76 
1,1292 

* (Be f ore midpoint adjustments t o the nearest R5) 

II . Discussion 

Those key pOSitions selected for survey purposes th r ough use of 

the job anal ysi s pr ocedure outlined in the Structural Comparison Guide 

provided a significantly br oad enough base for the standardisation process , 

as revealed by the num ber of exact compar isons identified as anchor 

positions in TABLE 26 . However , due to the fact that the utilisation 

of this process , plus the utilisation of the proposed job evaluation 
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system, revealed that certain survey organisation survey positions 

required formal re-evaluations they were consistently evaluated as being 

more applicable to either one salary group higher or one salary group 

lower than the existing allocated group, it was necessary to include a 

number of key positions specifically for the purposes of standardising 

structures. These positions were included in order to prevent, as far 

as was possible, a complete lack of both supportive and anchor position 

comparisons within certain salary groups or labour grades, a factor 

which may have reduced the reliability of the standardisat io n process. 

As illust rated in TABLE 26, although there are certain survey 

organisation salary group key positions which do not have comparable 

matches either in the form of anchor positions or supportive positions 

for corresponding participating organisation salary groups, and thus 

cause a lack of a comparison base for individual salary groups, these 

instances are isolated and do not necessarily redu ce the level of 

reliability. Generally, it may be noted that the majority of salary 

groups of participating organisations have either one or more anchor 

positions or supportive positions which form comparable matches with 

corresponding survey organisation pOSitions. 

The point to emphasise is that these positions were included in 

the structural Comparison System survey, not to prevent possible lack of 

comparison between occasional survey organisation and participating 

organisation salary groups, but rather to prevent a lack of comparison 

between specific survey organisation salary groups and the complete range 

of participating organisation salary groups. 

The illustrated structural standardisation in terms of salary 

group/labour grade numbers (TABLE 27) reveals that certain supportive 

positions have been identified as supportive key labour grades for 

Organisations F and I, while the remainder of the salary groups indicated 

have been identified as key labour grades. These supportive key labour 

grades have been incorporated due to the fact that these particular 

organisations did not have anchor pOSitions at the upper management and 

execut ive levels. Thus , these supportive grades have been identified 

with corresponding adjustment factors included . However, it must be 

mentio ned that these grades were utilised for comparison purposes only, 

and their corresponding adjusted total compensation data was not taken 

into consideration when competitive average total compensation midpoints 

were calculated for TABLE 28 . 
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The data for Organisation E has been excluded from TABLE 28 due 

to the fact that such organisation did not wish to have its salary range 

data adjusted and included for analysis purposes . However, formal 

salary ranges were supplied by this organisation and this allowed a 

structural standardisation to be completed , as illust rated in TABLE 27. 

Although the exclusion of midpoint data relevant to Organisation E 

salary ranges narrowed the survey community base, the actual data base 

waS considered broad enough to warrant reliable results. In order to 

test the effect of such exclusion, the competitive total compensation 

midpoint data for Organisation E was included in a separate data 

analysis which revealed that, on the average, the community competitive 

average total compensation midpoints thus calculated were only affected 

by +0,08~, the highest percentage for any particular salary group being 

+O, 2Yo. 

The group- to-group progression rates calculated f r om the community 

trend line established by plotting the community competitive average 

total compensation midpoints, as illustrated in FIGURE 7 , reveal that the 

recommended pay structure varied from the existing pay structure by an 

overall average of 7,01~. These group-to-group progression rates are 

revealed in the TABLE 32 below. 

TABLE 32 

POST SURVEY RECOMMENOEO GROUP-TO-GROUP PROGRESSION RATES STRUCTURAL 
COMPARISON SYSTEM 1974 

SALARY GROUP CUT OFF VALUES GROUP - TO-GROUP 
(RANO) PROGRESSION RATE 

1 145 ) 
6 401 ) 1,2256 

6 401 ) 
15 854 ) 1,0876 

15 854 ) 
24 2 550 ) 1,1292 

NOTE : 

These progression rates are applicable to trend line values prior 
to midpoint adjustments to the nearest R5. 

The actual costs that would have been involved should the survey 

organisation have decided to implement t he recommended struct ure as based 

on the Structural Comparison Sys cem survey results, ar~ revealed in TABLE 

33 . An overall comparison basis is provided in TABLE 34 . 



TABLE 33 

COSTS OF IMPLEMENTING RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE STRUCTURAL COMPARISON 1974 

POTENTIAL COST COST TO ADJUST 
NO. OF EMPLOYEES NO . OF SALARIES BELOW SALARI ES TO , 

SALARY GROUP BASED ON CHANGE IN SALARY GROUP 
IN MIDPOINT (RAND) RECOMMENDED MINIMUM RECOMMENDED MINIMUM 

(RAND) 

1 54B 13 643 85 588 
2 285 5 700 22 152 
3 107 - 1 5 
4 354 - 1 14 
5 323 2 579 1 20 
6 132 5 544 3 50 
7 264 7 660 40 1 149 
8 189 5479 8 178 
9 79 2 526 2 31 

w 
Eil 

10 234 8 430 7 289 
11 46 1 563 - -
12 62 2 418 4 109 
13 80 3 280 2 61 
14 52 3 536 - -
15 59 2 242 1 70 
16 18 1 152 - -
17 14 1 358 - -
18 11 803 - -
19 7 623 - -
20 7 756 - -
21 3 396 - -
22 1 153 - -
23 2 368 - -
24 1 217 - -

TDTAL 2 878 70 426 177 2 716 
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TABLE 34 

COMPARISON OF PRESENT MIDPOINTS, PROPOSED MIDPOINTS, OIL COMMUNITY AVERAGES 
. ANa TOTAL COIlMUNI'I'Y AVERAGES : MONTHLY BASE : 

STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTID!: 1974 

Present Oil Present Midpoints Total Present Midpoints . Proposed Proposed Midpoints Proposed Midpoints Proposed Midpoints 
Salary Midpoints Community Averages 

compared to Oil' 
ColIllIlUDi.ty Averages compared to Total Midl"'ints compared to Oil compared. to Total compared to 

Group (Rand) (Rand) Community A.verages (Rand) Comunity Averages (Rand) Community Averages Community Averages Present Midpoints 
(% Deviation) (% Deviation) (% Deviation) (% Deviation) (% Deviation) 

-, 

1 120 145 -13,8 145 0'13,8 145 0,0 0,0 +20,8 

2 160 168 - 4,8 177 - 9,6 180 + 7,1 + 1,7 +12,5 
w 
-" 

3 223 212 + 5,2 221 + 0,9 220 + 3,8 - 0,5 - 1,4 o 

4 285 263 + 8,4 267 + 6,7 270 + 2,7 + 1,1 - 5,3 

5 322 309 + 4,2 312 + 3,2 330 + 6,8 + 5,8 + 2,5 

I 

6 363 408 -11,0 401 - 9,5 405 - 0,7 + 1,0 +11,6 I 
I 
I 

AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENTAGE 

1 
SALARY GROUPS 1 THROUGH 6 : + 3,3 + 1,5 + 6,8 

---~------.---- - ---- ------ ------- ----- -- ---- -- ------ ---------~ --- --~-- --

NOTE: 

1. Present structure group-to-group progression rate 20,63% (Groups 1 through 8). 

2. Recommended structure~ group_to_group progression rate 22,56% (Groups 1 through 6, before adjustments to nearest RS). 

,;, 
~~)L 

-.,,,,,,~--, 

.0 .~ 



Salary 
Group 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

NOTE: 

' .. 

:i.Y~:~"" l~",~·""~~:;,,~ ... ~~~~,~-,.;""' ... ·__',,~:,,~..:, , .... -* .... ~.,;".~_::w~~,&.."4i~ ..... ~~~<j;;>'Ii1t iii' iT "tUNiC;-", 

Present Oil 
Midpoints Community Averages 

(Rand) (Rand) 

363 408 

411 476 

446 477 

486 -
529 570 

576 594 

626 689 

681 718 

742 827 

817 -

TABLE 34 - - continued 

COMPARISON OF PRESENT MIDPOINTS, PROPOSED MIDPOINTS, OIL COMMUNITY AVERAGES 
AND TOTAL COMMUNITY AVERAGES : MONTHLY BASE : 

STRUCTIlRAL OOMPARISON SYSTEM: 1974 

Present Midpoints Total Present Midpoints Proposed Proposed Midpoints 
compared to Oil Community Averages compared to Total. Midpoints compared to Oil 

Community Averages (Rand) Community Averages (Rand) Community Averages 
(% Deviation) (% Deviation) (% Deviation) 

-J.l,0 401 - 9,5 405 - 0,7 

-13,7 430 - 4,4 440 - 9,7 

- 7,0 468 - 4,7 475 - 0,4 

- 500 - 2,8 518 -
- 7,2 570 - 7,2 565 - 0,9 

- 3,1 581 - 0,9 610 + 2,7 

- 9,1 665 - 5,9 665 - 3,5 

- 5,Z 720 - 5,4 722 + 0,6 

-10,2 816 - 9,1 785 - 5,1 

- 854 - 4,3 855 -

AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENTAGE 
SALARY GROUPS 6 THROUGH 15 : - 2,1 

- ------------------- ----- --- -

1. Present structure group-to-group progression rate 9,4% (Groups 8 through i8). 

2. Recommended structure group-to-group progression rate -= 8,76% (Groups 6 through IS, before adjustments to nearest RS). 

.?, 
~~-)t 

--,""'~--

Proposed Midpoints 
compared to Total 
Community Averages 

(% Deviation) 

+ 1,0 , 

+ 2,3 

+ 1,5 

+ 3,6 

- 0,9 

+ 5,0 

0,0 

+ 0,3 

- 3,8 

+ 0,1 

+ 0,9 

Proposed Midpoints 
compared to 

Present Midpoints 
(% Deviation) 

+11,6 

+ 7,1 

+ 6,5 

+ 6,6 

+ 6,8 

+ 5,9 

+ 6,2 

+ 6,0 

+ 5,8 

+ 4,7 

+ 6,7 
-------

I 

I 

W 
....::. 
....::. 

"'~-" .• ,~ ... -.-'3 
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:Present Oil Salary Midpoints Community Averages 
Group (Rand) (Rand) 

15 817 -
16 901 996 

17 993 -
18 1095 1233 

19 1 206 -
20 1370 1 521 

21 1556 -
22 1 766 1947 

23 200S -
24 2 277 2433 

TABLE 34 - - continued 

COMPARISON OF PRESENT MIllPOINTS, PROPOSED MIllPOINTS, OIL COMMUNITY AVERAGES 
AND TOTAL COMMUNITY AVERAGES: HONTlILY BASE : 

STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM: 1974 

Present Midpoints Total Present Midpoints Proposed Proposed Midpoints 
compared to Oil Community Averages 

compared to Total Midpoints compared to OU 
ColllIllWlity Averages 

<Rand) 
COlWUunity Averages (Rand) Community Averages 

(% Deviation) (% Deviation) (% Deviation) 

- 854 - 4,3 855 -
- 9,5 988 - 8,8 965 - 3,1 

- 1096 -9,4 1090 -
-11,2 1238 -1l,6 1230 - 0,2 

- 1427 -15,5 1 390 -
,,- 9,9 1 532 -10,6 1570 + 3,2 

- 1794 -13,3 1775 -
- 9,3 1966 -10,2 2000 + 2,7 

- 2391 ~6,1 2 260 -
- 6,4 2 550 -10,7 2550 + 4,8 

AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENTAGE 
SALARY GRoUPS 15 THROllGH 24 : + 1,5 

-------- -- ---------- ----- -- --

NOTE: 

1. Present structure group-to_group progression rate = 12,97% <Groups 18 through 24). 

2. Recommended st:ructure group-to-group progression rate 12,92% (Groups 15 through 24, before adjustments to nearest RS). 

,;. 
~~')f. 

...... ~-' 

Proposed Midpoints Proposed Midpoints 
compared to Total compared to 
Community Averages Present )fidpoints 

(% Deviation) (% Deviation) 

+ 0,1 + 4,7 

- 2,3 + 7,1 

_ 0,6 + 9,8 GJ 
-" 
f\) 

- 0,7 + 6,3 

_ 2,6 + 6,8 

+ 2,5 + 7,4 

- 1,1 + 8,0 

+ 1,7 + 8,3 

- 5,5 + 8,9 I 

0,0 + 9,3 
I 

I 
- 0,9 + 7,7 

- -- --- - --
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A COMPARISON OF THE MIDPOINT SYSTEM RESULTS AND THE 

STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM RESULTS : 1974 SURVEY 

I. Method of Comparison 

Numerous comparisons may be made between various data bases as 

established by utilising the two systems. However, in order to provide 

the most meaningful comparison of those statistics regarded as being 

most important in the calculations of the two recommended pay structures , 

an overall comparison basis has been provided in the form of TABLES 25 

and 34. The relevant statistics and comparisons thus compiled are 

revealed in TABLE 35. 

A graphical representation of the t rend lines established through 

calculation of competitive average total compensation midpoints for Ghe 

respective systems has also been included and is illustrated by FIGURE B. 

Mention must be made of the fact that this graph represe nts a comparison 

of actual t rend lines , rather than midpoint structures representing 

recommended structures as derived from such t rend line values. This 

trend line comparison is necessary due to the fact that actual Grend line 

values are only utilised as a base for the calculation of recommended 

structure midpoint values in the Structural Comparison System Guide (as 

i llustrated in Section VII of Phase IV, Chapter VII). Thus , due to the 

fact that the Midpoint System trend line values have not been adjusted 

along similar lines, and because trend line values may be regarded as 

being the closest representatives of the actual survey community 

competitive average total compensat io n midpoints, it is necessary that a 

graphical comparison be made at this level. A graphical representation 

of the actual recommended structure midpoints has not been provided , as 

adjusted Structural Comparison System recommended midpoints vary only 

slightly from the actual trend line values, which would have only a minor 

effect on the graphical representation of FIGURE B, as the Midpoint System 

recommended midpoints do not vary from the actual trend line values at all. 

II. Discussion 

The data analysis according to the Structural Comparison System 

Guide has resulted in a recommended pay structure with midpoints which 

vary , on the overall average , from the Midpoint System recommended pay 

structure midpoints by +3, ~/o . However, closer scrutiny of the actual 
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Struc .. cOJnpot 

Midpoint Trend Line 
Struc.Comp. Values 

Salary System 
Trend Line compared to 

Group Trend Line 
Values Midpoint 

Values 
(Rand) Trend Line (Rand) Values 

(% Deviation) 

1 145 145 0,0 

2 178 178 0,0 

3 218 218 0,0 

4 267 267 0,0 

5 327 327 0,0 

6 401 401 0,0 

AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENTAGE 
S/ILARY GROuPS 1 THROUGH 6': 0,0 

N(1fE: 

TABLE 35 

COMPARISON OF TREND UNE VALUES, RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE MIDPOINTS, 
OIL COMll1JllITY AVERAGES AND TOTAL COllMUNITY AVERAGES: MONTHLY BASE : 

STRUCTURAL COMPARISON vs. MIDPOINT SYSTEMS: 1974 

Struc.Comp. Midpoint Struc.Comp. 
Midpoint Struc.Comp. Hidpoints System System 

System System compared to Oil Oil 
MidPDints Midpoints Midpoint Community COImIlunity 

(Rand) (Rand) Midpoints Averages Averages 
(% Deviation) (Rand) (Rand) 

145 145 0,0 128 145 

178 180 + 1,1 153 168 

218 220 + 0,9 211 212 

267 270 + 1,1 275 263 

327 330 + 0,9 310 309 

401 405 + l~O 399 408 

+ 0,8 

1. Midpoint System group-to-group progression rate = 22,56% (Groupa 1 through 6). 

2.. Structural Comparison System group-to-group progression rate = 22~S6% (Groups 1 through 6~ before adjustments to nearest RS). 

.:<')1. 
...... '-' 

Struc.c"mp. Struc. Comp. 
Oil Commwrity Midpoint Struc.Comp. Total Community 

Averages System System Averages 
compared to Total Total compared to 
Midpoint C01IbDunity Community Midpoint 

Oil Commusity Averages Averages Total Communi. ty 

(%A~:::~~on) (Rand) (Rand) Averages 
(% Deviation) 

+13,3 128 145 +13,3 

. + 9,8 167 177 + 6,0 
w 
-" 

- 0,5 218 221 + 1,4 ~ 

- 4,4 273 267 _ 2~2 

- 0,3 322 312 - 3,1 

-ll~O 401 401 0,0 

+ 1,2 + 2,6 
to ----

.J', 
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~=.c: 
Midpoint Stmc.OoIllP. Values 

Salary System Trend Line compared to 
Group 

Trend Line Values Midpoint 
Values 
(Rand) 

(Rand) Trend Line 
Values 

(% Deviation) 

6 461 401 0,0 

7 436 436. 0,0 

8 414 474 + 0,2 

9 514 516 + 0,4 

10 558 561 + 0,5 

11 606 610 + 0,7 

12 658 . 664 + 0,9 

13 715 722 + 1,0 

14 776 785 + 1,2 

15 843 854 + 1,3 

16 916 964 + 5,2 

AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENrAGE 
SALARY GROUPS 6 THROUGH 16 : + 1,0 

~-.--- -

NorE: 

TABLE 35 - - continued 

COMPARISON OF TREND LINE VALUES, Rl!CIlMMENDEIl STRUCTURE MIDPOINTS, 
OIL COMHUNITY AVERAGES AND TOFAL COlOOJNITY AVERAGES : MONTHLY BASE : 

STRUCTURAL COMPARISON va. MIDPOINT SYSTEMS: 1974 

Struc. Cemp. Midpoint Struc.Comp. 
Midpoint Struc. COlap. Midpoints System System 

System System compared to Oil Oil 
Midpoints Midpoints Midpoint Conununity COlllllunity 

(Rand) (Rand) Midpoii>ts A.verages Averages 
(% Deviation) (Rand) (Rand) 

401. 405 + l~O 399 408 

436 440 + 0,9 428 476 

473 475 + 0,4 486 471 

514 518 + 0,8 539 -
5S8 565 + 1,3 "' 570 

606 610 + 0,7 590 594 

658 665 + 1,1 - 689 

715 722 + 1,0 695. 718 

776 785 + 1,2 781 827 

843 855 + 1,4 - -
916 965 + 5,3 914 996 

" 1,4 
- - - - _. -_. - - ----

1. Midpoint System group-to-group progression rate = 8,61% (Groups 6 through 16) .. 

2. StructW'al Comparison System group-to-group progression rate = 8,76% (Groups 6 through 15, before adjustments to nearest RS). 

t:.:&Jt, 
........ -

Struc.Comp. 
Oil Community Midpoint 

Averages System 
compared to Total 
Midpoint Community 

Oil Community Averages 

(% A~~,,:~on) (Rand) 

+ 2,3 401 

+1l,2 441 

- 1,.9 468 

- 521 

- -
+ 0,7 590 

- -
+ 3,3 709 

+ 5,1 781 

- -
+ 9,0 916 

+ 4,2 

.i, 

Struc.Comp. 
System 
Total 

Conununity 
Averages 

(Rand) 

401 

430 

468 

500 

570 

581 

665 

720 

816 

854 

988 

Struc. Comp. 
Total Community 

Averages 
compared to 
Midpoint 

Total Community 

(% A;:~a::~on) 

0,0 

- 2,5 

0,0 

- 4,0 

-
- 1,5 

-
+ 1,6 

+ 4,5 

-
+ 7,9 

+ 0,.8 

w 
(JJ 
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Struc.Comp .. 

Midpoint Trend Line 

System Struc.Cowp. Values 
Salary Trend Line compared to 
Group T'"end Line Values Midpoint Values 

(Rand) (Rand) Trend Line 
Values 

(% Deviation) 

16 916 964 + 5,2 

17 1030 1089 + S,7 

18 1157 1 230 + 6,3 

19 1 301 1 389 + 6,8 

20 1462 1 S68 + 7;3 

21 1643 1771 + 7,8 

22 1847 2000 + 8,3 

23 2076 2258 + 8,8 

24 2 333 2 S50 + 9,3 

AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENrAGE 
SALARY GROUP 16 THROUGH 24 : + 7,3 

NOTE: 

TABLE 3S - - continued 

COMPARISON OF 1'RJlN!) UNE VALUES, RECOIIMENlJED STRUCTURE MIDPOINTS, 
llIL COMMUNITY I\VERA!:)ES AND TOTAL COIOOJNITY I\VERAGES • 1I0NTlR.Y BASE : 

STRUCTURAL COMPARISON VB. MIDPOINT SYSTIlMS ,: 1977 

Struc.Comp. Midpoint Struc.Comp. 
Midpoint Struc.Comp. Midpoints System System 

System System ccnnpared to Oil Oil 
Midpoints lIidpoints Midpoint ColDlIlUn.ity Community 

(Rand) (Rand) Midpoints 
(%' Deviation) 

Averages Averages 
(Rand) (Rand) 

916 96S + S,3 914 996 

1030 1090 + S,8 1034 -
1157 1230 + 6,3 1074 1 233 

1301 1390 + 6,8 1 2S3 -
1462 1570 + 7,4 1 330 1 521 

1643 177S + 8,0 ~ 616 -

1847 2000 + 8,3 1843 1947 

2076 2260 + 8,9 2067 -
2333 2 SSO + 9,3 2 311 2433 

+ 7,3 

1. Midpoint System group-to-group progression rate ;:::: 12,4% (Groups 16 through 24). 

Struc .. Comp. 
Oil Community 

Averages 
compared to 
Midpoint 

Oil Community 

(%A:~a::~on) 

+ 8,9 

-

+14,8 

-
+14,4 

-
+ s,6 

-
+ 5,3 

+ 9,8 

2.. Structural Comparison System group-to-group progression rate = 12,92% (Groups 15 througb 24, before adjustments to nearest RS) • 

.;, 
~?'.JA 

--· ... ~c-

-75 

Struc. Comp. 
Midpoint I Struc.Comp. 'f'otal. Community 
System System Averages 
Total Total compared to 

Comm1llli.t,)' I Commuriity Midpoint 
Averages Averages Total Community 

(Rand) (Rand) Averages 
(% Deviationl 

916 988 + 7,9 

1023 1096 + 7,1 
w 
-" 

1101 1 238 +12,4 01 

1 212 1427 +17,7 

1 436 1 S32 + 6,7 

1 60S 1794 +1l,8 

1 89S 1966 + 3,7 

2060 2391 +16,1 
I 

2 333 2 SSO + 9,3 

I 

+10,3 
I 
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NOTE: 
1.- Structural Comparison System 

Trend Line 
2. Midpoint System Trend Line 
3. Group-to-Group Progression Rates: 

Structural Comparison System; 
Groups 1 to 6 :1,2256 
Groups 6 to 15 :1,0876 
Groups 15 to 24 :1, 1292 

Midpoint System; 
Groups 1 to 6 :1,2256 
Groups 6 to 16 :1,0861 
Groups 16 to 24 :1,12396 

40r R145:Structural Comparison System Group 1 1 I I ! 
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structures and a comparison of the lower , middle , and uppe r ranges of 

salary groups , as delineated according to respective progression r ates , 

reveals a clearer indication of just where such structures vary to a 

greater extent. 

On this basis, for salary groups one through six , six through 

sixteen , and sixteen through twenty-four, the Structural Comparison 

System midpoint structure varies from the Midpoint System midpoint 

structure by averages of +O,~, +1,4~, and +7,~ respectively. In short 

then, there a r e on the average, only minor differences between act ual 

midpoint values at the lower and middle sections of the structures , 

whereas major differences in these values occur at the upper levels . 

Although, as mentioned previously , the Structural Comparison System trend 

line values were adjusted in order to obtain midpoint values, whereas the 

Midpoint System val ues remained unadjusted, t his fact had little effect 

on these comparative figures , as revealed by the respective t r end line 

comparisons. The average deviation figures for the 

for the same salary group ranges as mentioned above , 

+7,~ . 

trend line values, 

are O,O~, +1,Di, and 

A basic interpretation of these figures, then , indicates that the 

results obtained from the two systems tend to vary to a great er extent at 

the upper management and executive levels, while figures for the lower 

and middle levels of the hierarchy do not vary to any significant degree. 

The factors causing such a situation are numerous, but emphas i s may be 

placed on the following: (1) The key positions selected for comparison 

purposes at the upper management and executive levels were too few in 

number to allow a reliable calculation of various salary group averages, 

whereas the range of key positions selected at the lower levels was far 

wider, and therefore more representative of each salary group. However, 

note may be made of the fact that the surveying of salary group midpoints, 

rather than of actual salaries , as proposed by the Structural Comparison 

System , tends to over come this disadvantage to a large extent. (2 ) The 

analysis of executive positions in terms of normal job comparability 

criteria is a difficult and subjective t ask to perform, a factor which 

tends to reduce the reliability basis for position-to- position comparison 

and weighting purposes, and further creates fluctuations in within sal ary 

group compensation figures. These fluctua cions tend to reduce the 

validity of the competitive average total compensation (community everege) 
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figures for systems which rely on an analysis of actual salaries. 

However, to a certain degree this disadvantage is overcome by the 

structural Comparison System , as this system relies on the analysis of 

key range midpoints, which are those total compensat i on figures which are 

deemed by the various participating organisations to be the 

representative competitive rates of pay for the complete ranges or groups 

of jobs within those key r anges. 

The unadjusted competitive average total compensation midpoints , 

or total community averages as revealed i n TABLE 35 tend t o support the 

abovementioned interpretation , with t he exception that, whereas t rend 

line values for the two systems do not vary at all for salary groups one 

to six, the unadjusted total community ave rage s vary by an average of 

+2,&/0 for the same range of salary groups . However, th i s discrepancy 

may well be due t o the fact that the survey community had been paying 

highly unrealistic rates at the lowest salary group levels , and a 

r ealisat ion of this fact resulted i n an attempt to readjust such rat es . 

Thus, for example, s urvey community competitive average total compensation 

midpoints for salary groups one and two are R128 and R167 for the Midpoint 

System , but the corr espondi ng trend line values are R145 and R178 

respectively , an adjustment which was necessary to eccommodate the 

abovementioned logic , as well as provide a r eali stic group- to-group 

progression rate. 

However , it may be noted that competit ive average total 

compensation midpoints appli cabl e to the same salary groups for the 

Structural Comparison System survey did not require any such adjustment, 

as these values did not vary significantly f rom the trend line values. 

The competitive averages in this Case are R145 and R177 for salary groups 

one and two respectively, and the corresponding trend line values are 

R1 45 and R178 respectively. 

In short then , it may be stated that on an overall basis for data 

gathering and analysis which has provided results which are acceptable 

in te~s of results provided by the existing sur vey organisation Midpoint 

System utilised for conduct ing surveys. However, as the struct ural 

Compariso n System has r evealed discrepancies at certain levels of the 

final pay structures as derived from data analysed according to the two 

systems , further r eliability analysis must be reserved until further 
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comparable survey statistics have been scrutinised . 

A final basis of comparison may be provided in the cost analysis 

of implementing the respective structures. The potent ial cost of 

implementing the Midpoint System recommended pay structure based on the 

changes in midpoints was R58 968 as opposed to a cost of R70 426 

applicable to the implementation of the Structural Comparison System 

recommended pay structure . Further the actual cost involved in 

adjusting those salaries falling below the recommended minimum to the 

recommended minimum amounted to R2 365 for the Midpoint System, as 

opposed to R2 7 16 , for the Structural Compar ison System. However, these 

immediate costs tend to r eflect cost differences in actual str uctu r e 

implementation , and therefore emphasise the actual variations in monetary 

midpoints , whereas stress must be placed on costs involved in the actual 

process of surveying . As stressed in earlier chapters in the long term 

the Structural Comparison System actual surveying costs in terms of time 

and labour devoted to each successive survey should prove to be minimal 

in comparison with conventional systems, due to the simplicity of data 

analysis once the structural standardisation process is completed. 

However, this cost/benefit analysis is beyond the scope of this t ·ext. 

In conclusion, and for future s urvey purposes, th r ee important 

factors were noted from the comparison of the 1974 survey results, 

namely, that (1) more attention should be paid to broadening the base 

for comparison purposes at the upper management and executive levels, 

(2) care must be taken to note any overadjustments by participating 

organisations to formal salary range structures at the lower levels in 

order to provide "realistic" ranges for unskilled Non-White workers, and 

(3) it may be hypothesised that, assuming the Midpoint System to a large 

extent relies on the analysis of actual salaries paid to employees to 

establish midpoint total compensation , while the Structural Comparison 

System relies entirely on an analysis of salary range midpoints , the 

comparison of trend line values revealed that the survey community was 

paying actual salaries which were , in effect, below those r ates which 

were regarded as being the competitive "going rates" within that 

community , especially at upper manageme nt and executive levels. 
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CHAPTER X 

THE 1977 SALARY SURVEY 

A further comprehensive survey was conducted by the survey 

organisation utilising both the existing survey guide, namely the 

Midpoint System , as well as the Structural Comparison System Guide in 

order to once agai n compare results obtained. 

This survey waS conducted on a basis which was as similar as 

possible to that utilised in the 1974 su rvey in order to allow cross-

survey reliability comparisons to be made. However, where specific 

weaknesses and disadvantages were not ed in the 1974 survey procedures, 

attempts were made t o improve on such arees in the 1977 survey process. 

Once again, although data from the General I nformation 

Questionnaire (Exhibit A, Appendix I) waS summarised for comparison 

purposes , the summary has not been presented . Only the basic fringe­

benefit which directly affects total compensation, namely, the annual 

bonus, has been i ncorporated as a fact or adjusting base salary midpoints. 

SCOPE OF SURVEY 

I. Geographic Area 

The Republic of Sout h Africa . 

II. Date of Competitive Data 

April/May 1977. 

III. Participating Organisat i ons 

African Explosives and Chemical Indust ries Limited : Manufacturers 

and marketers of explosives , industri al chemicals, plastics , vinyl 

products and fertilisers with major fact ories in Transvaal, Orange Free 

State and Cape Province. 

321 
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Number of employees 

Sales value 

11614 

R456 million 

Anglo American Corpor ation of South Africa Limited: The 

corporation is the head of an international group of mining , indust r ial 

and investme nt companies. Administer s and developes the companies of 

the group , and makes investments i n them and companies which it does not 

administer . 

Capital employed 

Pr ofits after tax 

R967 million 

R94,9 million 

B.P. Southern Africa (Pty) Limited: Marketing company. 

market i ng offices, bulk plants and warehouses thr oughout the Republic of 

South Afr ica , South West Africa, Mocambique, Rhodesia, Malawi , Lesotho , 

Botswana, Swaziland , and Transkei . Has 5~~ interest in Sap r ef Refinery 

in Du r ban of 200 000 barrels of oil per day capacity. 

Number of employees 

Sales value 

2280 

R420 million 

Caltex Oil (S.A.) (Pty) Limited: Marketing company and refinery. 

Has marketing offices , bulk plants and warehouses th roughout the Republic 

of South Africa , South West Africa , Mocambique, Rhodesia, Malawi , 

Lesotho , 8otswana, Swaziland , a nd Transkei . Has one refinery in Cape 

Town of 58 000 barrels of oil per day capacity. 

Number of employees 

Sales value 

Dunlop South Africa Limited: 

2454 

+ R400 million 

Manufacturer s of rubber, and rubber 

like products and products allied to them either by technology or 

marketing conditions in which competitive efficiency requi res a capital 

intensive manufacturing approach . Principal pr oducts are tyres, t ubes, 

conveyo r belts , hose, vinyl floor ing , carpets , sports goods and foam 

products . 

Num be r of employees 

Sales value 

4708 

R83 million 
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Ford Motor Company of South Africa (pty) Limited: Automotive 

manufacturing assemly, comprising car and light truck assembly plant, 

heavy truck assembly plant, engine manufacturing assembly plant, and 

parts depot. Total operation based in Port Elizabeth. 

Number of employees 

Sales value 

4676 

R 191 million 

International Business Machines South Africa (pty) Limited: 

Market and service wide range of office machines and computers, primarily 

in main centres of the Republic of South Africa. 

Number of employees 

Sales value 

1473 

R50 million to R100 million 

Massey Ferguson (South Africa) Limited: Manufacturer, importer 

and distributor of agricultural, industrial, and construction machinery 

through a network of franchised dealers covering the Republic of South 

Africa, South West Africa, Botswana, Lesotho and Swaziland. 

Number of employees 2119 

Sales value R59 million 

Metal Box South Africa Limited: Manufacturers of packaging 

containers, closures and components in metals, plastics and board, and 

are builders of machinery and equipment for the packaging and related 

i ndustries. 

7174 Number of employees 

Sales value R142 million 

Shell Oil South Africa (pty) Limited : Marketing company. Has 

marketing offices, bulk plants and warehouses throughout the Republic of 

South Africa, South West Africa, Lesotho , Botswana , Swaziland, and 

Transkei. Has gy/o interests in Sapref Refinery in Durban of 200 ODD 

barrels of oil per day capacity. 

Number of employees 

Sales value 

2187 

R440 million 
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The South African Breweries Limited: Largest manufacturer and 

marketer of beer , wine and spirits in the Republic of South Africa . 

Holding and Operating Company. Pr incipal operating activities are in 

brewing (Beer Division), wine and spir its (Stellenbosch Wine Trust Ltd.), 

department stores (O.K. Bazaars) , furniture (Afcol and Amrel), shoe 

manufacture (Shoe Corporation), food (Food Corporation), hotels (Southern 

Sun and Transito Hotels) , banking (U.D.C. Holdings), real estate (Retco), 

and soft drinks (Schweppes). 

Number of employees 

Sales value (group) 

52000 

R1195 million 

South Africa Petroleum Refine r ies (Pty) Limited : Refini~ 

company s ituated i n Durban, in which the marketing companies B.P. Southern 

Africa (Pty) Ltd., and Shell Oil South Africa (Pty) Ltd., have equal 

interests. 

Number of employees 

Refining capacity 

1205 

200 000 barrels per day 

Stewarts and Lloyds of South Africa Limited: This company 

operates in the Republic of South Africa , Rhodesia, Malawi, and South 

West Africa . The Group comprises four divisions : a division engaged 

in manufacture and marketing of tubing, a found r y division, a t rading 

division , and a manufactured products division . 

Number of employees 

Sales value 

9600 

R20B million 

Total South Africa (Pty) Limited: Marketing company. 

marketing offices, bulk plants, and warehouses throughout the Republic of 

South Africa , South West Afr ica, Mocambique, Lesotho , Botswana , 

Swaziland , and Transkei. Has a 3~ interest in the National Petroleum 

Refinery which is operated by South Africa Coal, Oil and Gas Corporation 

Ltd., and has a capacity of 70 000 barrels of oil per day. 

Number of employees 

Sales value 

1244 

R200 million 
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Unilever South Africa (pty) Limited: Manufacturers, distributors 

and marketers of a wide range of s oaps, detergents (Lever Brothers (pty) 

Ltd., and Hudson and Knight (PLy) Ltd.), edible fats and sundr y foods 

(van den Bergh and Jurgens (pty) Ltd.), tea and coffee (Pit co Ltd., and 

Glenton and Mitchell (pty) Ltd .), toilet preparations (Elida Gibbs (Pty) 

Ltd . ) , ice-cream (T . Wall and Sons (pty) Ltd.), chemicals (Silicote and 

Chemical Industries (pty) Ltd.) , f looring (Nairn Industries (pty) Ltd.), 

war ehousing and distribution (S.A. Warehousing Services (pty) Ltd . ), and 

market research (Consumer Research Services (pty) Ltd.). 

Number of employees 

Sales value (group) 

6~9 

R24 1, 5 million 

Mobil Oil Southern Africa (pty ) Limited: Marketing company and 

Has marketing offices, bulk plants and warehouses throughout 

the Republic of South Africa , South West Africa, Mocambique, Rhodesia, 

Mal awi , Lesotho , Botswana, Swaziland and Transkei . 

Durban of 100 000 barr els of oil per day capacity. 

Has one refinery in 

Number of employees 

Sales value 

IV. Survey Positions 

Group 1 

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

Group 5 

Group 6 

3354 (including refiner y) 

R450 millio n 

General Labourer 

Fork Lift Operator 
Artisan's Helper 

Chauffeur 
Junior Clerk 
Reproducing Machine Operator 

Key Punch Operator 
Copy Typist 

Clerk 
Telephonist 
Laboratory Technician 

Warehouseman/storeman 
Assigned Stenographer 
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Group 7 

Group 8 

Group 9 

Group 10 

Group 11 

Group 12 

Group 13 

Group 14 

Group 15 

Group 16 

Group 17 

Senior Clerk 
Computer Operator I 
Chairman's Secretary 

Programmer II 
Senior Laboratory Technician 

Assistant, Purchasing 
Assistant, Ledgers 
Programmer I 

Salesman, General Trade 
Employee Relations Assistant, Region 
Payroll Supervisor, Refinery 

Engineering Assistant, Cape Town 
Programmer/Analyst I 
Warehouse Superintendent , Refinery 

Section Head, Ledgers 
Employee Relations Assistant, 

Compensation and Benefits 
Chief Oraughtsman 

~istrict Manager , General Trade 
Maintenance Zone Supervisor, Refinery 

Transport Co-ordinator, Region 
Financial Analyst, Cape Town 
Legal Advisor, Cape Town. 

Employee Relations Manager, Region 
Chief Chemist, Cape Town 
Instrument /Elect rical Superint endent , 

Refinery 
Island View "A" Superint endent, 

Refinery 

Assistant Controller, General 
Accounti ng, Cape Town 

Data Processing Manager, Cape Town 
Chief Maintenance Superintendent, 

Refinery 

Real Estate Manager, Cape Town 
Transport Manager, Cape Town 
Chief Project Engineer, Refinery 
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Group 18 

Group 19 

Group 20 

Group 2 1 

Group 22 

Group 23 

Group 24 

Treasurer , Cape Town 
Secretary and Legal Counsel, Cape Town 
Controller, Cape Town 
Employee Relations Manager, Cape Town 

Resale Sales Manager , Northern Region 
Systems and Computer Manager, 

Cape Town 
Technical Manager, Refinery 

Resale Sales Manager, Cape Town 
Assistant Accounting and Finance 

Manager, Cape Town 

Regional Manager, Northern Region 
Operations Manager, Cape Town 
Relations Manager, Cape Town 

Accounting and Finance Manager, 
CapeT~n 

Manufacturing Manager, Refinery 

Marketing Manager , Cape Town 

The s cope of the 1977 survey was broadened in comparison with the 

1974 s urvey i n that the number of participating organisations was 

increased from thirteen to sixteen, and the number of positions surveyed 

was increased from fifty- five to sixty. To a large extent the same 

posit i ons were included as key positions for survey comparison purposes , 

specifically at the upper management and executive levels as it was 

necessary to determine a reliability factor by determining to what extent 

the two systems provided comparable differences in 1974 and 1977 survey 

trend line values. Howeve r , it may be noted that a number of those 

positions which required re- evaluating in terms of comparability c r iteria 

used for weighting purposes by the Structural Comparison System Guide in 

the 1974 survey, were in fact either re- evaluated 

appropriate salary groups, or excluded completely 

and placed int o 
1 from t he 1977 s urvey . 

Since the 1974 s urvey the survey organisation made the following 

changes in the survey community participating organisation component : 

1 
See TABLE 19 for details of possible re-evaluat ions for these 

positions. 
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2 . Included 
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Kodak (South Africa) (pty) Limited. 
South African Coal, Oil and Gas Corporation Ltd. 

Afrox Limited 
Massey Ferguson (South Africa) Limited 
Metal Box South Africa Limited 
Stewarts and Lloyds of South Africa Limited 

Kodak (South Africa) (Pty) Ltd. was excluded as they had a small 

operation in South Africa and it was not possible to obtain many adequate 

position-to-position matches. As far as the South African Coal, Oil and 

Gas Corporation was concerned, their labour market situation is regarded 

as being s omewhat different to that of the survey organisation i nasmuch 

as this organisation is situated in a rural area with a township 

exclusive to it , while the salaries paid are lower than those of the 

other participating organisations, a fact which is offset by a better 

benefit package. 

The four new participating organisations are all large by South 

African standards and are all engaged in manufacturing. These 

particular organisations were selected to enable an enlargening of the 

spread of manufacturing positions under survey, and to further obtain 

position-to-position matches within other functions. 

RATIONALE 

According to the survey organisation's policy of conducting a 

comprehensive compensation survey on a regular three-yearly basis, 1977 

waS logically such a survey year. 

However, a number of contributory factors stressed the need for a 

comprehensive survey to be undertaken at such a time. As a result of the 

unsett led situation within the national labour market as a whole, due to 

the country wide Non-White riots which had taken place during 1976, it 

was necessary to gauge the extent to which survey community participating 

organisations had adjusted established pay structures in order to realign 

Non-White wages and salaries with what was regarded as being "fair" rates 

of pay, and in this way reduce the wage gap that existed between White 

and Non-White pay levels. To a large extent these adjustments would 

affect the lower sections of organisational pay structures, as the large 
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majority of the Non-White labour force were unskilled and semi- skilled 

employees, and therefore occupied positions which were incorporated 

within those labour grades with corresponding salary ranges at the 

lower levels of the hierarchy. 

A further factor which necessitated the conducting of such a 

survey was the reaction to such Non-White unrest by the survey 

organisation's international Head Office, which stipulated that there 

was to be an overall adjustment to salary levels in order to accommodate 

Non-White demands for equitable pay rates. Thus , in order to justify 

such an adjustment it became necessary to guage the corresponding 

movements in competitive pay structures. 

On the basis of these factors, an analysis of the distribution 

of Non- White manpower within the survey organisation salary groups, and 

the corresponding Non-White average salaries applicable to those same 

salary groups, waS completed as a basis for the survey or ganisation 1977 

salary survey rationale. These analyses are presented in TABLE 36 and 

TABLE 37. These tables thus provide a picture of the rate of progression 

of Non-White manpower within sal ary groups , as well as the r ate of 

increase of corresponding average salaries as applicable to each salary 

group . Such an analysis, in conjunction with survey results would thus 

provide an empirical, rather than an emotional basis for the 

justification for any lower level pay structure adjustment. 

BAD<GROUND 

Subsequent to the overall adjustment of ± 4,~~ to the survey 

organisation pay structure in August 1974, due to the results of the 1974 

salar y su r vey, a number of further adjustments were made as revealed 

below: 

1 . August 1974 ~ 4,78~ [groups seven to twenty-four; as 
a result of the 1974 survey). 

2. March 1975 +8,~~ [groups one to twenty-four). 

3. June 1976 +10,~~ [groups one to twenty-four). 

As a result the pay structure salary ranges were adjusted by an 

average compound figure of 24 , 4~ over the period August 1974 to June 1976, 

resulting in the pay structure illustrated in TABLE 38. 
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TABLE 36 

SURVEY OR GANI SATION DISTRI BUTION OF NON- WHI TE MANPOWER 
WITHI N SALARY GROUPS : 1972 - DECEMBER 1976 

1972 1974 1975 

MANPOWER !, OF 
TOTAL MANPOWER !, OF 

TOTAL MANPOWER 'Yo
DF 

TOTAL 

861 82 , 3 759 6 1, 0 736 59 , 0 

3 - 5 163 15 , 6 422 33 , 9 446 35 ,7 

6 - 8 

8 - 12 

13 

TOTAL 

2 1 2 , 0 55 4 , 5 58 4 , 7 

1 0, 1 B 0 , 6 8 0, 6 

- - - - - -

1 046 1 244 1 248 

TABLE 37 

SURVEY ORGA NISATION AVERAGE SALARIES MONTHLY BASE 
1972 - DE CEMBER 1976 

1976 

MANP OWER 'Yo_ OF 
TOTAL 

751 56 , 6 

481 36 , 3 

84 6 , 3 

9 0 ,7 

1 0 , 1 

1 326 

SALARY 1972 (RA ND ) 1975 (RAND) 1976 (RAND) 

GROUP WHITE NON- WHITE WHITE NON- WHITE WHITE NON-WHITE 

1 - 86 - 152 - 171 

2 146 11 6 - 17 1 - 200 

3 153 150 223 211 230 240 

4 199 203 289 27 1 308 275 

5 232 223 337 284 358 299 

6 269 261 418 360 424 374 

7 328 - 424 385 453 420 

8 340 309 472 433 535 454 

9 - - 5 14 430 560 527 

10 - - 549 - 595 350 

11 - - 578 534 656 -
12 576 457 640 550 709 668 

13 - - - - 779 6 10 
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TABLE 38 

SURVEY ORGANISATION PAY STRUCTURE AS AT APRIL 1977 MONTHLY BASE 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM 
(RANO) 

1 144 

2 170 

3 208 

4 254 

5 312 

6 382 

7 415 

8 450 

9 489 

10 531 

11 576 

12 626 

13 680 

14 738 

15 802 

16 872 

17 980 

18 1 101 

19 1 238 

20 1 390 

21 1 562 

22 1 756 

23 1 974 

24 2 218 

NOTE : 

1 . Group-to- group progression rates 

2 . 50ia spread in range. 

MIDPOINT 
~RANO) 

180 

2 12 

260 

3 17 

390 

477 

519 

563 

61 1 

664 

720 

782 

850 

923 

1 003 

1 090 

1 225 

1 376 

1 547 

1 737 

1 953 

2 195 

2 468 

2 772 

Groups 
Groups 
Groups 

MAXIMUM 
lRANO) 

216 

255 

312 

381 

468 

573 

623 

675 

734 

797 

864 

939 

1 020 

1 107 

1 203 

1 308 

1 470 

1 652 

1 857 

2 085 

2 343 

2 634 

2 961 

3 327 

1 6 
6 - 16 = 

16 - 24 = 

1, 2256 
1, OB61 
1, 12396 

3. All r anges for groups 1 to 19 include Christmas Bonus of one 
month's salary. 

In order to provide a comparable basis as regards salary a nd pay 

stru ctural adjustments , details of general salary adjustme nts and pay 

structure adjustments are pr ovided in TABLE 39 for the period May 1974 t o 

May 1977, for those organisations participating in the survey. 
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TABLE 39 

SURVEY COMMUNITY ORGANISATIONS : COMPOUNDED PAY STRUCTURE ALTERATIONS 
AND GENERAL SALARY INCREASES OF PARTICIPATING ORGANISATION : 

MAY 1974 to MAY 1977 

ORGANISATION 'I, COMPOUNDED PAY i COMPOUNDED GENERAL 
STRUCTURE ALTERATION SALARY INCREASE 

a.p. 28,6 28 , 6 

CALTEX 25 , 5 27,1 

Sf-ELL 28 , 6 28 , 6 

TOTAL 21,3 not applicable 

SAPRE F 28 , 6 28 , 6 

MOBIL 24,4 21,0 

A.E. + C.l. 30,1 not applicable 

AFROX 20,0 not applicable 

ANGLO-AMERICAN not applicable not pplicable 

DUNLOP 38,5 not applicable 

FORO 31,0 23 , 3 

IBM 35 , 5 not applicable 

MASSEY FERGUSON 44, 4 42,3 

METAL BOX 30 , 0 30 , 0 

S .A. BREWERIES 20 ,0 not applicable 

STEWARTS AND 30,0 not applicable LLOYDS 

UNILEVER 37,1 37,6 

NOTE: 

1. For all cases where the words "not applicable" appear, this is 
indicative of the fact that such organisations do not grant 
general across-the-board salary increases. 

2 . Anglo-American does not have established salary ranges. 

The abovementioned data waS supplemented by the results of major 

salary surveys conducted by two professional organisations utilising the 

national labour market of the Republic of South Africa as a survey 

community base . These results indicated that salary levels had shown an 

upward trend as follows: 

1. Peromnes Salary Surveys (Pty) Ltd . 

2 

average of 8,~/o during 
the period April 1976 to 
April 1977. 2 

''Peromnes Salary Survey - April 1977" (Johannesburg, Peromnes 
Salary Surveys (Pty) Ltd ., April 1977). 
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Urwick International (pty) Ltd. average of 8~ during the 
period March 1976 to March 
1977, and an average of 4,~/o 
during August 1977 to March 
1977. 3 

Further, from June 1976 (the date of the survey organisation's 

previous general across-the-board adjustment) to April/May 1977. The 

Consumer Price Index indicated an increase of 9,4~, and forecasts 

indicated potential increase of 1o,4~ for the twelve month period ending 

May 1977. In this respect, a further vitally important fact stressing 

the need to review the labour market competitive salary rate situation, 

was the fact that during the previous five to six years the survey 

organisation's major competitors had been maintaining an extremely high 

correlation between movements of the Consumer Price Index and movements 

of their own pre-tax salaries, irrespective of the 1975 Government 

Manifesto which in essence had stipulated that Commerce and Industry should 

make every endeavour to limit their cost-of-living general adjustment 

salary increases to 7~/o of the Consumer Price Index for the period October 

1975 to end March 1977. The following TABLE 40 reveals the increase in 

salaries as opposed to the increase in the Consumer Price Index for the 

survey organisation's major competitors, namely, the Oil Community 

organisations plus a number of international organisations with national 

interests throughout the Republic of South Africa. 

TABLE 40 

PARTICIPATING ORGANISATION SALARY INCREASES VERSUS CONSUMER PRICE 
INDEX INCREASES : 1974 1976 

YEAR 
"/0 INCREASE 

~ CUMULATIVE INCREASE "/0 INCREASE ,/0 CUMULATIVE 
IN ACTUAL IN ACTUAL SALARIES IN CPI INCREASE IN 

SALARIES CPI 

1971 7,7 7,7 7,3 7,3 

1972 8,9 17, 3 8,2 16, 1 

1973 8,9 27,7 8 , 8 26,4 

1974 13,1 44,5 14,7 44,9 

1975 12,3 62,2 11,4 61,5 

1976 11,5 80,9 11,8 80,6 

3 
"Urwick Salary Survey - March 1977" (Johannesburg, Urwick 

International (pty) Ltd., March , 1977). 
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On the basis of these background statistics , plus the fact that 

the survey organisation pay st r ucture adjustments and general salary 

increase figures were lagging in comparison with those of major 

competitors, a fact which had been underlined by the data revealed in TABLE 

40 , which illustrates the fact that competitive organisations regarded it 

as being imperative to maintain salary levels which were as competitive as 

possible within the labour market, and in this way prevent the pr obable 

loss of employees through salary levels lagging behind inflation rates, a 

decision was made to conduct a comprehensive compensation survey. Once 

again the structural Comparison System Guide WaS to be utilised in 

conjunction with the Midpoint System in order to gauge the effectiveness 

and reliability of this guide. 

THE MIDPOINT SYSTEM SURVEY 1977 

I. Method and Results 

The same Midpoint System method as that utilised during the 1974 

survey was applied for the collection and analysis of data. 

The TABLE 41 group- to-group progression rates were applied as 

weighting factors according to necessary salary group weightings of 

individual pOSitions which had been compared on an inter- organisational 

position-to- position comparison basis , as estimated against various 

weighting criteria. These rates represent the progression rates 

applicable to the 1977 pre- su rvey survey organisation pay structure 

(TABLE 39 ) . 

TABLE 41 

SURVEY ORGANISATION PRE-SURVEY GROUP-TO-GROUP PROGRESSION RATES : 1977 

SALARY GROUP 

1 to 6 

6 to 16 

16 to 24 

PROGRESSION RATES 

1,2256 

1,OB61 

1,12396 

These progression rates were utilised as weighting facto r s when 

weighting was necessary in terms of multiples of one-half salary groups. 

Such salary group weightings were calculated for each participating 

organisation position according to criteria such as reporting relationships , 
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functional responsibility, and scope and magnitude of responsibilities. 

These overall weightings in terms of multiples of one-half of the survey 

organisation salary group concerned were then converted to monetary 

values utilising the above progression rates. 

utilising this basis as a means for ensuring job comparability , 

and taking into considerat ion basic elements of compensation, namely , 

base salary adjusted by annual bonus factors , competitive average total 

compensation midpoints were calcul ated such that a line of best fit, or 

community trend l ine, could be established in order to calculate a 

pr oposed competitive pay st ru ctur e . 

Note may be made of the fact that , whereas the trend line values 

obtained by utilising the Midpoint System du ring the 1974 survey were 

utilised as the recommended pay structure midpoints, while the trend line 

values obtained from the Structural Comparison System were in fact used as 

a base and adjusted accordi ng to the System Guide in order to obtain 

recommended structure midpoints , (Section VII, Phase IV, Chapter VII), it 

was decided to adopt such a procedure for the Midpoint System trend line 

values of the 1977 survey data . In this way then these values were 

utilised as a base in order to calculate recommended structu re midpoint 

values. 

The sequence of data anlysis from the stage of tabulation of 

Adjusted Total Compensation Midpoint Data is presented in the following 

tabulations and illustrations. 



! I Salary 
Position Title 

Group 
Org.A B C D E 

1 Labourer 186 195 187 - 161 

2 Fork Lift Truck Op. 240 230 248 - 226 
Artisan I s Helper 240 273 248 - 184 

AVERAGE 240 252 248 - 205 
I 
I 

3 Chauffeur 271 273 279 - 287 
JQRiel-' Clerk------- ---,'ll4--- .25 
Reproducing Machine Op. 271 325 279 - 226 

AVERAGE 271 299 279 - 257 

4 Key Punch Operator 314 325 320 - 448 
Copy Typist - 325 379 - 390 

AVERAGE 314 325 350 . - 419 

5 Clerk 457 387 420 - 373 
Telephonist 376 387 379 - 408 
Laboratory Technician 457 387 379 - -
AVERAGE 430 387 393 - 391 

6 Warehouseman/Storeman 
~!t 

466 460 - 448 
A.&si~eL;l SteagglV'aplwp- -406--~ 522 
AVERAGE 549 466 466 - 448 

7 Senior Clerk 549 515 555 - 597 
Computer Operator I 457 466 460 - 522 
Ga<H,FQl.aQ! & 5e£vet apy-- QQS- 56. -67S- 597 
AVERAGE 503 491 508 - 560 

8 Programmer II 441 563 555 - -
Senior Lab. Technician - 506 - - 597 
AVERAGE 441 535 555 - 597 

TABLE 42 

TABULATION OF ADJUSTED TOTAL COMPENSATION MIDPOINT DATA, 

MIDPOINT SYSTEM , 1977 

Total Compensation Midpoint : Monthly Base (Rand) 

F G H I J K L 

181 145 196 180 171 - 138 

225 225 - 201 213 309 162 
- 191 - 201 - - 146 

225 208 - 201 213 309 154 

250 197 285 226 189 188 
~ ---J7S----.;;22--

266 249 215 290 190 308 

258 223 250 258 190 308 

379 - - 355 285 -
450 - 355 355 331 343 

415 - 355 355 308 343 

379 409 447 421 393 457 
412 369 337 355 293 415 
- - 418 355 460 -

396 389 401 377 382 436 

531 - - - 354 552 
---629- S~-£iJ-~ 469---669-

531 - - - 354 552 

531 - 532 500 546 552 
- 650 - 421 542 608 

-62_S9!i~---S94---6SJ- -ilO9-
531 650 

- -
677 -
677 -

532 

-
553 

553 

.~ ).. 

" .... --

461 544 580 

594 650 669 
500 659 -
547 655 669 

162 

175 

285 
352 

319 

428 
314 
-

371 

487 
-4SS 

487 

548 
496 
SSO 

522 

-
-
-

,...< I ~ ... ,1 I 

M N 0 P 

206 149 140 194 

206 212 154 231 
166 252 - 238 

186 232 154 235 

202 250 214 383 
.05 ---292----JJJ-- 305 178 255 

202 278 196 319 

- - 292 383 
412 375 292 334 

412 375 292 359 

449 380 336 395 
361 305 292 438 
- 447 515 438 

405 377 381 424 

479 - 515 383 
-- --S~--422-- -SS2 

479 - 515 383 

- 451 487 505 
414 - 515 505 
7J,S SO. .74 005 

414 451 501 505 

- - 574 582 
753 613 726 582 

753 613 650 582 

",', 

Competitive 
Av. Total 

Compensation 
Midpoint 

(~~:~:!:) 

174 

220 
214 

250 
--J2,l---

251 

339 
361 

409 
363 
428 

475 
-----~4--

528 
505 

-O.l2---

579 
b17 

Competitive ! 
Av. Total 

Compensation I 
Midpoint 

I G~~~~~~. ) 

174 

219 

251 

353 

396 

475 

517 

602 

".--,,,,,,,,\ 

w 
w 
(j) 



Salary 
Group 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

Position Title 

Assistant Purchasing 
Assistant Ledgers 
Programmer I 

AVERAGE 

Org.A 

885 

525 

705 

679 
679 

679 

621 
675 

648 

D E 

781 

597 

689 

TABLE 42 - - continued 

TABULATION OF ADJUSTED TOTAL COMPENSATION HIDPOlNT DATA: 

MIDPOINT SYSTEM: 1977 

Total Compensation Midpoint : Monthly Base 

F 

628 
747 -

688 

G 

651 

709 

680 

H 

597 
583 

590 

702 
594 
702 

666 

660 
725 
728 

704 

(Rand) 

735 
809 

772 

.,. .. 

L M N 

622 

635 589 

635 622 589 

o 

040 
726 

683 

582 
582 
665 

610 

Competi tive 
Av. Total 

Compensation 
Midpoint 

( Position 
Average) 

685 
643 
676 

Sales Rep_ Gen. Trade 
Empl. Rel .. Asst. Reg~on 

569 
668 

679 
679 

654 695 688 626 701 654 685 702 813 639 667 675 
- 665 671 7- -72J---747------ -c9~--~ ~ .;;:6S---6SS --740--

AVERAGE 619 679 654 695 688 626 701 654 685 702 813 639 666 

Engineering Assistant 668 679 815 781 862 711 771 899 752 '35 711 771 
Programmer/Analyst I 873 755 815 781 883 726 843 1 059 996 834 747 847 
_-s..~ ~ ~ 77Q W; ~ 039 ~ -----"g3---

AVERAGE 771 717 815 781 883 862 711 726 807 1 059 899 996 752 835 729 

Sootioa Woad LoGgo.s 6% 747 -7Qg---7Q2--~--------a~0----4il&-----------+9J,T--i-07--
Elil>J.~Oomp.&llenefits 972 820 977 883 - - 776 1 202 783 837 - - 747 887 
Chief Draughtsman 820 850 966 886 - 904 871 - - 902 854 726 796 858 

AVERAGE 972 820 977 850 925 886 904 819 1 202 783 870 854 726 772 

District Mgr. Gen.Trade 807 820 goO 924 852 1 084 849 1 042 834 
Maint.Zone Sup., Refinery 786 goO 888 961 932 747 862 892 834 771 

AVERAGE 807 803 900 goO 924 888 go7 1 008 798 952 B92 834 803 

Transport Co-ord. Region 
Financial Analyst 
Legal Advisor 

AVERAGE 

807 

972 

890 

913 
906 

910 

977 755 964 

977 957 

977 856 064 

1 009 1 059 1 015 
876 

876 1 009 1 059 1 015 

993 
985 

985 993 

970 

1 004 

987 

837 
747 

792 

~::r..&~~~~egion --t~----=--------=------l,-~7--~~_9---=---WS&--~-~--------~-----------l,.!~-=--~~--~L--i-:L 
Instrument/E1ec. Supt. - 1 077 - 1 079 - 1 143 - - 1 264 - - - - - - 1 197 
Island View "A" Supt. - 1104 - 937 - - 1140 - - - - - - - - 98~ 

AVERAGE 1 082 1 057 1 008 1 126 1 146 1 198 1 168 

."rr'JA, 
.-.~~-

L 854 898 1 007 070 1 oS3 

"i, 

901 
857 

911 
969 
922 

1 124 
---'-G~7--

1 152 
I 044 

Competi ti ve 
Av. Total 

Compensation 
Midpoint 
( Salary 

Group !Y.) 

664 

679 

823 

(583) 

878 

947 

1 133 
I 
I 

w 
W 
-.J 

i 

I 
I.ii 
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TABLE 42 _ - continued 

TABULATION OF ADJUSTED TOTAL CC!4PENSATION MIDPOINT DATA: 

MIDPOINT SYSTEM: 1977 

Total Compensation Midpoint : Monthly Base (Rand) 

Salary Position Title 
Group 

Org.A B C D E F G H I J K L H N 0 P 

16 Asst.Controller, Gen. Ace. 1 107 1 199 977 - 1 039 1 194 - 1 117 1 264 1 111 1 494 - - 1 206 1 186 1 157 

Data Processing Manager 1 226 1 077 1 439 - 1 004 - - - 1 214 1 140 1 576 - 1 170 - 1 157 1067 

Chief Maint.Supt. - 991 - 982 1 134 ' 1 257 - 1 163 1 169 - - - - 1 053 1 300 

AVERAGE 1 167 1089 1 208 982 1 022 1 164 1 257 1 117 1 214 1 140 1 535 - 1 170 1 206 1 132 1 175 

17 Real Estate Manager, CTO 1 441 1 067 1 439 924 - - - - - 1 402 - - - - -
~~~~-

_~(l3 ____ W±;L _____ ...,J,-J,6S _______________ --
Chief Project Eng.,.Ref. _ 1 292 _ 1 104 _ 1 311 1 361 1 606 - 1 250 - - - - 1 090 1 197 

AVERAGE 1 441 1 180 1 439 1 104 924 1 311 1 361 1 606 - 1 250 1 402 - - - 1 090 1 197 

18 Treasurer 1 619 1 292 - 1 168 1 522 - 1 507 1 556 1 427 2029 - - - - 1 345 

Sec. & Legal Counsel 1 530 1 129 1 569 - - - - 1485 - 2 263 - - 1 466 1 325 1 513 

Controller ; 477 1 632 1 439 - 1 269 1 354 1 539 1 462 1 628 1 597 - - - 1 513 

Empl-..,.R~ri4a.qa~ ~ ;:64 l, 744 -l 737-- - ~ 4;2 -2-4Q;l - - 1-;42~1 -
AVERAGE 1 542 1 351 1 504 - 1 219 1 438 1 539 1 485 1 592 1 512 2146 - - 1 466 1 325 1 457 

19 1I~&4I~ -4...;z:,,;- 1 ~7 ~-¢4 l_46;z------------l-46G------H~Q-

Systems & Computer Mgr. 1 763 1 452 1 847 - 1 739 1616 1 597 - 1 943 1 306 2013 1 843 2050 - 1 538 1 703 

Technical Mgr. ,Refinery - 1 834 - - - 1 642 - - - - - - - - - -
AVERAGE 1 763 1 643 1847 - 1 739 1 629 1 597 - 1 943 1 306 2013 1 843 2050 - 1 538 1703 

20 Re<;al,<HlaJ,;,841gP.,...c;o- ~~-1llll,--l,-¢~-----J.-426------
~-943--4-799--------------~--J,-S~;!--l-S¢-

Asst.Accts.& 'Fin.Mgr. - - - - - - - 1 729 - - 2450 1 759 1 945 2 248 1 813 -
AVERAGE - - - - - - - 1 729 - - 2450 1 759 1 945 2 248 1 813 -

21 Regional Manager, North - 1 991 - - - 2025 2074 - 2 278 - - - - 1 994 2082 2103 

Operations Manager, CTO 2073 2199 2076 - 1 426 - - - - 2 143 - - - - - ~L 
R~ ..... ~-Gt:G- ~2-l*4-~....lJ/>J,..- ~ 9!l'--2 gJ,g 2 436---2...6!~-2~19 -4-+4. ,;-zg6 ~ 7g. ~00ll,-. ~ 90g 

AVERAGE 2073· 2095 2076 - 1 426 2025 2074 - 2 278 2143 - - - 1 994 2 082 2 162 

22 Acct. & Finance Mgr. 2 073 2 335 2 756 - 2 431 - 2416 2 239 2 278 2 341 3 393 2 277 2 374 2 224 ~-+44 2 438 

23 Manufacturing Manager - 2 472 - 2 591 - 2676 ,J.-2;z6 - 2719 2 580 - 2 243 - - - 2 723 

24 Marketing Manager 2 703 2 762 3 063 - 2454 3 007 - - - - 4 176 3 385 - 3 115 2476 -

~; 
~.::'-JA 

,.,"'~-' 

" 

Compenitive 
Av. Total 

Compensation 
Hidpoint 

(~~!;:;:) 

1 17l 
1 207 
1131 

1 255 __ -4_.96 __ 
1 276 

1 496 
1 535 
1 491 
-~...;z:0!--

__ ~~.22--

1724 
1 738 

__ ...L.lS4 __ 

1 991 

2078 
2 023 

_2~2i--

2477 

2 572 

3 016 

Competitive 
Av .. Total 

Compensat in 
Midpoint 
(Salary 

Group Av. ) 

1 172 

1 275 

1 506 

1 740 

1 991 

2 039 

2477 

2 572 

3016 

w 
w 
CO 
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Averages , 

18 24 

w 
w 
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TABLE 43 

SURVEY ORGANISATION RECOMMENOEO PAY STRUCTURE 
MONTHLY BASE : MIOPOINT SYSTEM 1977 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM MIDPOINT 
(RAND) (RAND) 

1 140 175 

2 170 2 15 

3 208 260 

4 256 320 

5 312 390 

6 380 475 

7 420 525 

8 460 575 

9 508 635 

10 560 700 

11 6 16 770 

12 676 845 

13 744 930 

14 820 1 025 

15 904 1 130 

16 996 1 245 

17 1 096 1 370 

18 1 204 1 505 

19 1 354 1 690 

20 1 520 1 900 

21 1 704 2 130 

22 1 916 2 395 

23 2 152 2 690 

24 2 412 3 015 

NOTE : 

1. Group-to- group progression r ates 

2. 5Y~ s pread in all ranges. 

~ Groups 1 to 6 
Groups 6 to 18 
Groups 18 to 24 

MAXIMUM 
(RAND ) 

210 

258 

312 

384 

468 

570 

630 

690 

762 

840 

924 

1 014 

1 116 

1 230 

1 356 

1 494 

1 644 

1 806 

2 028 

2 280 

2 556 

2 874 

3 228 

3 618 

1, 2225) Before midpoint 
1,101 ) adjust ments to 
1,1 227) nearest R5 . 

3. All ranges for groups 1 to 19 include Christmas Bonus of o ne 
month's salary. 
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TAELE 44 

COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDED PAY STRUCTURE TO PRESENT SURVEY 
ORGANISATION PAY STRUCTURE : MONTHLY BASE : MIDPOINT SYSTEM 1977 

SALARY RE~IOMMENDEo STRUCT~)E 7~ESENT STRUCTUR~) 0/0 RECOMMENDED VARIES 
GROUP MIDPOI NTS : RAND MIDPOINTS : RAND FROM PRESENT 

1 175 1Bo - 2, 7 

2 215 212 + 1,3 

3 260 260 0,0 

4 320 317 + 0,8 

5 390 390 0,0 

6 475 477 - 0 , 3 

7 525 519 + 1,2 

8 575 563 + 2, 1 

9 635 611 + 3 ,9 

10 700 664 + 5,4 

11 770 720 + 6 ,9 

12 845 782 + 8,0 

13 930 850 + 9,4 

14 1 025 923 + 11, 1 

15 1 130 1 003 + 12,6 

16 1 245 1 090 + 14,2 

17 1 370 1 225 + 11,8 

18 1 505 1 376 + 9,4 

19 1 690 1 547 + 9 , 2 

20 1 900 1 737 + 9,4 

21 2 130 1 953 + 9 , 1 

22 2 395 2 195 + 9,1 

23 2 690 2 468 + 9,0 

24 3 015 2 772 + 8 8 

AVERAGE VARIANCE = + 6,2 

NOTE: 1 . Average variance = Groups 1 to 6 0,15'~ 
Groups 6 to 18 + 7,4'/0 
Groups 18 to 24 + 9,1'/0 

2 . Recommended structure group-to-group 
progression rates Groups 1 to 6 1,2225) 

Groups 6 to 18 1, 101 ) * 
Groups 18 to 24 1,1227) 

" (Before midpoint adjustments to nearest R5). 

3 . Present structure group-to-group 
progression rates Groups 1 to 6 1,2256 

Groups 6 to 16 1,0861 
Groups 16 to 24 1,12396 
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TABLE 45 

COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDED PAY STRUCTURE TO COMPETITIVE AVERAGE TOTAL 
COMPENSATION MIDPOINTS : MONTHLY BASE : MIDPOINT SYSTEM 1977 

RECOMMENDED COMPETITIVE AVERAGE '/0_ RECOMMENDED MIDPOINT 

SALARY GRaJP STRUCTURE TOTAL COMPENSATION VARIES FRDM COMPETITIVE 
[MIDPOINTS : AVERAGE TOTAL COMPENSATION 

NOTE : 

1 . 

RAND) [MIDPOINTS : RAND) 

1 175 174 

2 215 219 

3 260 251 

4 320 353 

5 390 396 

6 475 475 

7 525 517 

8 575 602 

9 635 664 

10 700 679 

11 770 823 

12 845 883 

13 930 878 

14 1 025 947 

15 1 130 1 133 

16 1 245 1 172 

17 1 370 1 275 

18 1 505 1 506 

19 1 690 1 740 

20 1 900 1 991 

21 2 130 2 039 

22 2 395 2 477 

23 2 690 2 572 

24 3 015 3 016 

AVERAGE VARIANCE 

Group- to- group progr ession rates Groups 
Groups 
Groups 

MIDPOINT 

+ 

+ 

+ 

-

-

+ 

-

-
+ 

-

-

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

-

-
-

+ 

-
+ 

. 
= + 

1 t o 6 
6 to 18 

18 to 24 

0, 6 

1, 8 

3 , 6 

9,3 

1, 5 

0 , 0 

1,5 

4,5 

4,4 

3 , 1 

6 , 4 

4,3 

5,9 

8,2 

0 , 3 

6,2 

7,5 

0 ,1 

2 ,9 

4 , 6 

4 ,5 

3,3 

4,5 

0 , 0 

0 , 12 

1, 2225 ) 
1,1 01 ) * 

1, 1227) 

+ [Befor e micpoint adjustments to near est R5). 
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Salary 
Group 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

NOTE: 

Present Oil 
Midpoints Community Averages 

(Rand) (Rand) 

180 182 

212 236 

260 277 

317 352 

390 400 

477 481 

TABLE 46 

COMPARISON OF PRESENT MIDPOINTS, PROPOSED MIDPOINTS, OIL COOIUNrrY AVERAGES 
AND TOTAL COMMUNITY AVERAGES: MONTHLY BASE : 

MIDPOINT SYSTEM : 1977 

Present Midpoints Total Present Midpoints Proposed 
Proposed Midpoints 

compared to Oil Community Averages compared to Total Midpoints compared to Oil 
Community Averages (Rand) Community Averages (Rand) Community Averages 

(% Deviation) (% Deviation) (% Devi ation) 

-1,3 174 + 3,4% 175 - 4,0 

-10,1 219 - 3,0 215 - 9,0 

- 6,0 251 + 3,6 260 - 6,0 

- 9,8 353 -10,1 320 - 9,1 

- 2,6 396 - 1,5 390 _ 2,6 

- 0,8 475 + 0,4 475 _ 1,2 

AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENTAGE 
SALARY GROUPS 1 THROUGH 6 : - 5,3 

------------ ----- ---- ----- ---_.- ----

1. Present structure group-to-group progression rate 22,6% (Groups 1 through .6). 

2. Recommended structure group-to-group progression rate 22,3% (Grnups 1 through 6, before adjustments to nearest RS). 

",'. 

,!.::')i; 

..... ~-

Proposed Midpoints 
compared to Total. 
Community Averages 

(% Deviation) 

+ 0,6 

- 1,8 

+ 3,6 

- 9,3 

- 1,5 

0,0 

- 1,4 
----_ .. _-

ProPDSed Midpoints 
compared to 

Present Midpoints 
(% Deviation) 

- 2,7 

+ 1,3 

0,0 

+ 0,8 

0,0 

- 0,3 

- 0,15 

W 
-P> 
W 
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Salary 
Group 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

NOTE; 

TABIE 46 - - continued 

ClJlPARISON OF PRESENT MIDPlJINTS, PROPlJSED MIDPlJINTS, OIL CDM!IUNITY AVEIlAGES 
AND TOTAL CIIIlIUNITY AVEIlAGES ; MONTHU BASE : 

MIDPOINT SYSEEM : 1977 

Present Oil 
Present Midpoints Total 

Present Midpoints Proposed Proposed Midpoints 

Midpoints Cowunmity Averages 
compared to Oil 

Community Averages compared to Total Midpoints compared to Oil 

(Rand) (Rand) Community Averages (Rand) Community Averages (nand) Community Averages 
(% Deviation) (% Deviation) (% Deviation) 

477 481 - 0,8 475 + 0,4 475 -1,2 

519 516 - 0,7 517 + 0,4 ~ + 1,8 

563 532 + 5,9 602 - 6,4 575 + 8,1 

6U 680 -10,2 664 - 8,0 635 - 6,7 

664 662 + 0,4 679 - 2,2 700 + 5,8 

720 771 _ 6,6 823 -12,5 770 - 0,1 

782 905 -13,5 883 -U,4 845 _ 6,6 

850 867 - 1,9 878 - 3,1 930 + 7,3 

923 908 + 1;6 947 - 2,5 1025 +12,9 

1003 1049 - 4,4 1133 -U,5 1130 + 7,7 

1 090 1094 - 0,3 1 172 - 7,0 1 245 +13,8 

1 225 1 216 + 0,6 1275 - 3,9 1370 +12,5 

1 376 1404 - 2,,0 1 506 _ 8,6 1 505 + 7,2 

AVEIlAGE DEVIATION PERCENTAGE 
SALARY GROUPS 6 THROUGH 18 : + 4,8 

1. Present structure group-to-.,.group progression rate 8,6% (Groups 6 through 16). 

2. Recontmended structure group-to-group progression rate "" 10,1% (Groups 6 through 18, before adjustments to nearest RS). 

,;, 
~.~.JA. 

.. t"'~_' 

_C'~~~-,=_~=~~~=====~ 

Proposed Midpoints Proposed Midpoints 
compared to Total compared to 
COlIIDlUllity A.verages Community A.verages 

(% Deviation) (% Deviation) 

0,0 - 0,3 

+.1,5 + 1,2 

- 4,5 + 2,1 

- 4,4 + 3,9 
w 

+ 3,1 + 5,4 

- 6,4 + 6,9 I 
f: 

- 4,3 + 8,0 

+ 5,9 + 9,4 

+ 8,2 +11,1 

- 0,3 +12,6 

+ 6,2 +14,2 

+ 7,5 +U,8 

- 0,1 + 9,4 

+ 1,0 + 7,4 
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Salary 
Group 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

NOTE: 

Present Oil 
Midpoints Community Averages 

(Rand) (Rand) 

1376 1404 

1547 1748 

1737 -
1 953 1 916 

2195 2 556 

2468 2532 

2772 2746 

TABLE 46 - - continued 

COMPARISON OF PRESENT MIDPOINTS, PROPOSED IIIDPOINTS, OIL COMMUNITY AVERAGES 
AND TOTAL COMMIlNITY AVERAGES: MONTHlY BASE : 

MIDPOINT SYSTEM: 1977 

Present Midpoints Total Preseut Midpoints Proposed compared to Oil Collmtunity Averages compared to Total 
MidpoiJlts Community Averages (Rand) Community Averages (Rand) (% Deviation (% Deviation) 

- 2,0 1506 - 8,6 1 505 

-n,5 1740 -11,1 1 690 

- 1 991 -12,8 1900 

+ 1,9 2039 - 4,2 2130 

-14,1 2477 -11,4 2 395 

- 2,5 2 572 - 4,0 2690 

+ 1;0 3016 - 8,1 3015 

AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENTAGE 
SALARY GROUPS 18 THROUGH 24 : 

1. Present structure group-to-group progression rate 12,4% (Groups 16 thrcugb 24). 

2. Recommended structure group-to-group progression rate = 12,3% (Groups 18 through 24, before adjustments to nearest RS). 

~:;!~ 

-..... ~-

Propa sed l-tldpoint s Proposed Midpoints 
compared to Oil compared to Total 

Community Averages Community Averages 
(% Deviation) (% Deviation) 

+ 7,2 - 0,1 

- 3,3 - 2,9 

- - 4,6 

+11,1 + 4,5 

- 6,3 - 3,3 

+ 6,3 + 4,6 

+ 9,8 0,0 

+ 4,1 + 0,3 
_._._--

"i, 

Proposed Midpoints 
compared to 

Present Midpoints 
(% Deviation) 

+ 9,4 

+ 9,2 

+ 9,4 

+ 9,1 

+ 9,1 

+ 9,0 

+ 8,8 

+ 9,1 
I 

LJ 
~ 
U1 



TABLE 47 

COSTS OF I MPLEMENTI NG RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE MIDPOI NT SYSTEM 1977 

NO . OF EMPLOYEES POTENTIAL COST NO. OF SALARIES BELOW COST TO AOuUST 
SALARY GROUP BASED ON CHANGE SALARIES TO I N SALARY GROUP 

IN MI DPOINT (RAND) 
RECOMMENDE D MI NI MUM 

RECOMMENDED MI NIMUM 
(RAND) 

1 541 - - -
2 299 - 6 42 
3 113 - 2 9 
4 368 1 104 5 78 
5 324 - 7 183 
6 139 - 3 246 
7 255 1 530 31 985 
8 192 2 304 5 123 'S 
9 8 1 1 70 1 2 31 OJ 

10 230 8 280 21 941 
11 46 2 300 14 496 
12 64 4 032 ' 14 439 
13 81 6 480 - -
14 52 5304 - -
15 59 7 491 1 26 
16 19 2945 - -
17 16 2 320 - -
18 11 1 4 19 - -
19 7 1 001 - -
20 7 1 14 1 - -
21 3 531 - -
22 1 200 - -
23 2 444 - -
24 1 243 - -

TOTAL 2 908 50 772 11 1 3 599 
- - ------- -- --- - - -- -_ .- ----- ---- -----
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II. Discussion 

The recommended group- to- group progression rates as calculated 

from the community trend line provided the basis for a recommended pay 

structure which indicated an average upward adjustment of 6,~ in order 

to realign the survey organisation pay structu r e with community 

competitive r ates of pay . The recommended gr oup- to- group pr ogression 

rates are revealed in TABLE 4B . 

TABLE 4B 

POST SURVEY RECOMMENDED GROUP - TO- GROUP PROGRESSION 
RATES : MIDPOINT SYSTEM 1977 

CUTOFF VALUES GROUP-TO-GROUP 
(RAND) PROGRESSION RATES SALARY GROUP 

6 

6 

1B 

1B 

24 

175 

475 

475 

505 

505 

3 015 

) 

) 1,2225 

) 

) 1, 101 

) 

) 1, 1227 

NOTE: As applicable before midpoint adjustments to nearest R5 . 

Once again note may be made of the fact that the progression rate 

for salary gr oups one to six is extremely high , differing by only 0,3i, 
when compared with the existing pay structure progression rates for the 

same groups. Subsequent to the 1974 salary survey it waS suggested that 

the high progr ession rate in the lower pay structure ranges was 

attributable to the necessity for a rapid escalation in N8n-White pay 

levels. Coupled with this factor waS the influence of the 1976 Non-White 

riots throughout the Republic of South Africa which resulted in the survey 

organisation International Head Office requiring a further rapid 

escalation of actual salaries and corresponding adjustments to pay 

structure levels. 

However , as a result of the 1977 survey data analysis , a negative 

adjustment of the survey organisation pay st r ucture was recommended fo r 

salary groups one to six (see TABLE 46). This recommendation stemmed 

from the fact that, due to the abovementioned factors, an overeaction 

to the situation resulted in an unrealistic adjustment to this lower 

section of the pay structure. This overeaction is highlighted by the 
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fact that t he Oil Community organisations as a whole tended to adjust the 

lower pay structure salary ranges unrealistically, as revealed by the 

fact that the proposed midpoints for survey organisation salary groups 

one to six were all significantly lower than the Oil Community averages, 

with an average deviation of - 5, Jio , as opposed to an average deviation 

of +4,~h, for the remainder of the salary groups . 

The recommended progression r ates provided 8. pay structure which 

in fact , on the average, r esulted in midpoint rates of pay for the 

survey organi sation which were o ,1 ~h higher than those rates which were 

regarded as being compet i tive within the labour market by the survey 

community (see TABLE 45). Thi s level of average variance between the 

recommended midpoints and the competitive average total compensation 

midpoints is at an acceptable level i n terms of the limit values provided 

by t he str uctural Comparison Guide, and adapted for the Midpoint System 

purposes. (See Phase IV , Section VI of Chapte r VII) . 

The potential and actual costs involved in the implementation of 

the recommended structure are illustrated in TABLE 47 and indicate t hat 

such costs are certainly not excessive. In fact, although the number 

of employees employed by the survey organisation incr eased slightly over 

the 1974 figure, the potential costs of implementation based on the 

change in midpoint values was less for the 1977 survey recommended 

structure than for the 1974 recommended structure . However, this fact 

was once again attributable to the necessity f or a negative adjustment to 

the lower section of the pay st r ucture , as a result of Non-White salary 

adjustments. 

On the other hand, the actual costs of adjusting salaries to the 

recommended minimum within each salary group was significantl y higher 

for the 1977 re commended structure even though the number of actual 

salaries falling below t he recommended minimum was significant ly lower 

for the 1974 recommended pay st ru cture. 

In short , the Midpoint System data analysis revealed that whereas 

a significant upward trend in competitive pay rates at the middle and 

upper levels of the survey organisation pay structure emphasise the need 

for positive adjustment, certain unsettled conditions in the labour 

market resulted in an initial overadjustment which tended to have an 
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eventual stagnating effect on the lower level salary ranges of the pay 

structures , as indicated by the necessity for a negative adjustment. 

THE STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM SURVEY 1977 

I. Method and Results 

The Structural Comparison System Guide waS once again utilised 

to process and analyse the same key positions utilised by the Midpoint 

System. The personal interviews conducted with representatives of the 

participating or ganisations provided an opportunity to re-evaluate the 

range of positions which had been identified as anchor positions and 

supportive positions by the 1974 survey st andardisation procedure. This 

task waS undertaken in order to provide an acceptable degr ee of 

reliability for such standardisation pr ocedure. Although the details of 

the correlations between individual position ratings for both surveys 

will not be reproduced, note may be made of the fact that the average 

correlation obtained for the r atings of all those positions identified as 

anchor positions during the 1974 survey standardisation procedure and 

re-evaluated during the 1977 survey , was very high, the figure being 0,89. 

This figure indicates an acceptable level of reliability. Note may also 

be made of the fact that those positions which had been identified as 

requiring re-evaluation during the 1974 position evaluation and weighting 

interviews, by the structural Comparison System procedure , were either 

re-evaluated and thus reclassified for the 1977 survey purposes, or were 

excluded from the survey base altogether. 

On this basis, the structural standardisation as completed during 

the 1974 survey was carried forward to the 1977 survey and ucilised as a 

basis for analysis of relevant participating organisation formal salary 

range midpoint data. Thus , the standardisation of structur es in terms 

of salary group/range numbers , as illustrated in TABLE 27 , waS once again 

utilised as a reliable basis for data analysis. 

In short, then, on the assumption that the structural 

standardisation of participating organisation pay structures is completed 

on a one-time baSiS, the standardised structures in TABLE 27 have been 

carried forward and utilised as a basis for data analysis in TABLE 49. 
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The Standardisation Base: Although the same core- base of 

participating organisations were agreeable to providing data for 

Structural Comparison System purposes, the exclusion of Kodak South 

Africa (pty) Ltd., as a survey participant prevented the analysis of 

this organisat ion's salary range dat a. However, the exclusion of this 

organisation was offset by the fact that Ford Motor Company of South 

Africa (pty) Ltd. , waS agreeable to providing formal salary range data 

for analysis purposes. Fortunately a structural standardisation of 

this organisation ' s pay structure had been completed during the 1974 

survey. 

Thus, the Structural Comparison System survey community consisted 

of the following organisations, as drawn from the survey organisation's 

1977 survey communit y: 

1. Caltex Oil (S.A.) (pty) Ltd. 

2. Shell Oil South Africa (pty) Ltd. 

3. B.P. Southern Africa (pty) Ltd. 

4. International Business Machines South Africa (pty) Ltd. 

5. Ford Motor Company of South Africa (pty) Ltd. 

6. Total South Africa (pty) Ltd. 

7. Dunlop South Africa Ltd. 

8. The South African Breweries Ltd. 

9. Unilever South Africa (pty) Ltd . 

10. Mobil Oil Southern Africa (pty) Ltd. 

These or ganisations were required to supply copies of their 

established salary range structures as applicable at 1st May 1977, 

revealing minimum midpoint and maximum salary values for each range, as 

well as the number of ranges applicable to each pay structure. These 

base organisation formal salary range values are illustrated in the form 

of pay structures, as applicable at 1st May 1977, in Appendix III. 

Compensation Data Analysis: As mentioned, the standardised 

labour grade hierarchies illustrated in TABLE 27 were once again utilised 

as a basis for the analysis of the relevant participating organisation 

salary range midpoints as applicable to the key labour grades (anchor 

points) . The relevant midpoints, or anchor points, were drafted from 

the respective salary range structures illustrated in Appendix III, onto 
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tables representing a tabulation of total compensation midpoint data , 

as illustrated by TABLE 49. These total compensation figures consisted 

of base salary range midpoints adjusted by applicable bonus factors. 

In this way the anchor position and supportive position data waS 

presented in tabulation form such that Competitive Average Total 

Compensation Midpoints could be calculated for the purposes of 

establis hing a Community Trend Line, and hence a competitive pay 

structure. Thus , utilising the same techniques and procedures as 

outlined in the structural Comparison System Guide , a series of results 

were obtained as revealed by the following tables and figures. 
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TABLE 49 

TAIlUUTION fJ1! TOTAL COIII'EIISATION MIDPOINT DA:I'A : 

STRUCTURAL COMPARISON: 1977 

Survey Competitive Total Compensation Midpoiet : Monthly Base (Rand) 
Competi ti ve 

Av. Total 
Organisation Compensation 

Salary 
Groups 

Organisaticn Organisation Organisation Organisation Organisation organisation Organisation Organisation Organisation Midpoiet 

A B C D E F G H I (Salary Group) 

1 195 193 194 - - 162 - 196 - 188 

2 230 222 219 - - 213 273 250 183 227 

3 273 264 256 281 255 288 363 328 260 285 

4 325 320 314 309 339 366 414 388 317 344 

5 387 379 376 374 400 422 479 421 - 405 

w 
R3 

6 466 471 437 452 471 493 553 - - 480 

7 - .:.. - 497 561 563 - 500 487 522 

8 587 578 573 547 - 655 634 648 606 604 

9 - - - 602 667 - - 702 720 673 

10 708 704 698 - - - 900 - - 753 

11 - - - - 788 737 - 832 - 773 

12 856 850 843 728 - - - - - 819 

13 - - - 840 929 872 1133 985 1048 968 

14 1035 1020 1015 952 - - 1 283 - 1 202 1 085 

15 - - - 1080 1096 - - 1163 - 1113 

16 1251 1 224 1 227 1 235 - - 1442 - 1 405 1 2'17 

-

~i 

~;r)k 

,",""'~-' 
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TABLE 49 - - continued 

TABULATIIl!' IlF TOrAL OOMPENSATION MIDPOINT DATA: 

STRUCTURAL OOMPARISON : 1977 

Survey Competitive Total Compensation Midpoint: Monthly Base (Rand) I Competitive 
Av. Total Organisation 

Ccmpensation Salary 
Groups 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

NOTE: 

Organisation Organisation Organisation Organisation Organisation Organi sation Organisation Organisation Midpoint Organisation 
A B C D E F G H I (Salary Group) 

- - - 1412 - - 1617 1384 -

1514 1528 1530 1616 1436 - 1 825 - 1 633 

- - - 1734 - - 2050 - -
1881 1873 1872 2021 1712 - 2 308 1943 1 909 

- - - 2 351 1986 - 2592 2278 -

2 336 2341 2 334 2690 2 343 - 2 917 2699 2204 

- - - 3163 - - 3283 - -
2934 2927 2920 3713 2765 - 3692 3190 3 325 

1. In order to ensure confidentiality of' salary data, participating organisations have been coded alphabetically. 

2. Alphabetical coding of organisations in TABLE Z7 and TABLE 49 are identical, except that, due to exclusion and inclusion of certain organisations, Organisation J 
in 'l'ABLE 27 refers to organisation G in TABLE 49. 

3. The above table contains compensation midpoint data for participating organisations as drawn from formal. salary range midpoint d~ta in Appendix III, adjusted 
by relevant bonus factors. 

4. Organisation D has annual bonus factor included in salary ranges. 

S. All other organisations pa.y Annual Christmas Bonuses of one month's salary. 

';', 

~?'")i 

,.,"'~-' 

1471 

1 583 

1892 

1940 

2302 

2483 

3223 

3183 
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FIGURE 10 

COMMUNITY SALARY TREND LINE:STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM: 1977 

o 

° o 

__ R480: Salary Trend Line Value 
for Group 6 

o 

R3183 :Salary Trend Line Value 
for Group 24 

° 

0_ 

~R1583:Salary Trend Line Value 
for Group 18 

NOTE: 

R188:salary Trend Line Value 

1 . Group- to- Group Progression 
Rates = Groups 1 to 6 :1,2062 

Groups 6 to 18 :1,1045 
Groups 18 to 24 :1,1235 

2. () = Community Salary Group 
I Averages I 

18 24 
18o¢r~ for Group ~ 

1 6 
SALARY GROUP 

w 
~ 
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TABLE 50 

SURVEY ORGANISATION RECOMME NDE D PAY STRUCTURE 
MONTHLY BASE : STRUCTURAL COMPARISON 1977 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM MIDPOINT 
(RAND) (RAND) 

1 152 190 

2 182 227 

3 220 275 

4 264 330 

5 320 400 

6 384 480 

7 424 530 

8 468 585 

9 520 650 

10 572 7 15 

11 632 790 

12 700 875 

13 772 965 

14 852 1 065 

15 940 1 175 

16 1 040 1 300 

17 1 148 1 435 

18 1 268 1 585 

19 1 424 1 780 

20 1 600 2 000 

21 1 796 2 245 

22 2 024 2 520 

23 2 268 2 835 

24 2 548 3 185 

Group-to-group progression rate Groups 1 to 6 
Gr oups 6 t o 18 
Groups 18 to 24 

* (Before midpoint adjustments to nearest R5). 

2. gy/o sp r ead in r ange. 

MAXIMUM 
(RAND) 

228 

273 

330 

396 

480 

576 

636 

702 

780 

858 

948 

1 050 

1 158 

1 278 

1 4 10 

1 560 

1 722 

1 902 

2 136 

2 400 

2 694 

3 036 

3 402 

3 822 

1,2062 ) 
1, 1045 ) 
1 , 1235 ) 

3. All ranges for groups 1 to 19 include annual Christmas Bonus 
of one month's salary. 

* 
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TABLE 51 

COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDED PAY STRUCTURE TO PRESENT SURVEY ORGANISATION 
PAY STRUCTURE : MONTHLY BASE : STRUCTURAL COMPARISON 1977 

SALARY RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE PRESENT STRUCTURE 'fo RECOMMENDED VARIES 
GROUP 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

NOTE : 

1 . 

2 . 

(MIDPOINTS : RAND) (MIDPOINTS : RAND) FROM PRESENT 

190 180 + 5 , 6 

227 212 + 7 ,1 

275 260 + 5,8 

330 317 + 4,1 

400 390 + 2 , 6 

480 477 + 0 , 6 

530 519 + 2 ,1 

585 563 + 3 , 9 

650 611 + 6,4 

715 664 + 7 , 7 

790 720 + 9 , 7 

875 782 + 11,9 

965 850 + 13,5 

1 065 923 + 15, 4 

1 175 1 003 + 17,1 

1 300 1 090 + 19,3 

1 435 1 225 + 17,1 

1 585 1 376 + 15,2 

1 780 1 547 + 15 ,1 

2 ODD 1 737 + 15,1 

2 245 1 953 + 15,0 

2 520 2 195 + 14,8 

2 835 2 468 + 14,9 

3 185 2 772 + 15,0 

AVERAGE VARIANCE = + 10 , 6 

Average Variance Gr oups 
Gr oups 
Groups 

1 to 6 
6 to 18 

18 to 24 

+ 4 , 3'~ 
+ 9 , ~/, 
+15, D"~ 

Recommended structure gr oup- to- group 
progression rates = Groups 

Groups 
Gr oups 

* (Befor e midpoint adjustme nts to nearest R5). 

1 to 6 
6 to 18 

18 to 24 

1,2062) 
1,1 045) 
1,1235) 

3 . Present structure group-to-group 
pr ogression rates = Groups 1 to 6 

Groups 6 to 16 
Groups 16 to 24 

1,2256 
1,0861 
1, 12396 

* 
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TABLE 52 

COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDED PAY STRUCTURE TO COMPETITIVE AVERAGE TOTAL 
COMPENSATION MIDPOINTS : MONTHLY BASE : STRUCTURAL COMPARISON 1977 

RECOMMENDED COMPETITIVE AVERAGE 0/0_ RECOMMENDED MIDPOINT 
SALARY GROUP STRUCTURE VARIES FROM COMPETITIVE TOTAL COMPENSATION 

NOTE: 

(MIDPO~)TS : AVERAGE (MIDPOINTS : RAND) RAND 

1 190 188 

2 227 227 

3 27S 2BS 

4 330 344 

S 400 405 

6 4BO 4BO 

7 530 522 

B 5B5 604 

9 650 673 

10 715 753 

11 790 773 

12 875 819 

13 965 96B 

14 1 065 1 085 

15 1 175 1 113 

16 1 300 1 297 

17 1 435 1 471 

1B 1 585 1 5B3 

19 1 7BO 1 B92 

20 2 000 1 940 

21 2 245 2 302 

22 2 520 2 4B3 

23 2 B35 -
24 3 185 3 1B5 

AVERAGE VARIANCE = 

Group-to-group progression rates = Gr oups 1 to 6 
Groups 6 t o 18 
Groups 18 to 24 

* (Before midpoint adjustments to nearest R5). 

TOTAL COMPENSATION 
MIDPOINT 

+ 

-
-
-

+ 

-
-
-
+ 

+ 

-
-
+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

-
+ 

-
+ 

+ 

-

1 , 1 

0,0 

3,S 

4,1 

1, 2 

0,0 

1,5 

3,1 

3,4 

5 , 1 

2,2 

6 , B 

0,3 

1, B 

5, 6 

0,2 

2,4 

0 , 1 

5,9 

3 , 1 

2,5 

1,5 

-

0 ,1 

0,26 

1,2062 ) 
1, 1045 ) * 
1, 1235 ) 



Salary 
Group 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

NOTE: 

·A . _ 
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Present Oil 
Midpoints Community Averages 

(Rand) (Rand) 

180 186 

212 221 

260 270 

317 331 

390 391 

477 472 

TABLE 53 

COMPARISON OF PRESENT MIDPOINTS, PROPOSED MIDPOINTS, OIL COMMUNITY AVERAGES 
AND TOTAL COMMUNITY AVERAGES : MONTHLY BASE : 

STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM: 1977 

Present Midpoints Total Present Midpoints Proposed Proposed Midpoints 
compared to Oil C-ollllllUnity Averages compared to Total Midpoints compared to Oil 

Community Averages (Rand) ColDlllUllity Averages (Rand) ColDIllLUlity Averages 
(% Deviation) (% Deviation) (% Deviation) 

- 3,2 188 - 4,3 190 + 2,1 

- 4,1 22:1 _ 6,6 227 + 2,7 

- 3,7 285 - 5,3 275 + 1,9 

- 4,2 344 - 7,8 330 - 0,3 

- 0,3 405 - 3,7 400 + 2,3 

+ 1,1 480 - 0,6 480 + 1,7 

• AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENTAGE 
SALARY GROUPS 1 THROUGH 6 : + 1,7 

-------- ----- - -------

1. Present structure group.-to-group progression rate = 22,6% (Grol\Ps 1 through 6). 

2.. Recommended structu::re group-tn-group progression rate = 20,6% (Groups 1 through 6, before adjustments to nearest RS). 

"".:$]k. 
' ..... -

"i', 

Propo sed Midpoint s 
compared to Total 
ColllllllUli.ty Averages 

(% Deviation) 

+ 1,1 

0,0 

- 3,5 

- 4,1 

- 1,2 

0,0 

- 1,3 
--- -

Proposed Midpoints 
compared to 

Present Midpoints 
(% Deviation) 

+ 5,6 

+ 7,1 

- 5,8 

+ 4,1 

+ 2,6 

+ 0,6 

+ 4,3 
-----

w 
U1 
(JJ 



Salary 
Group 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

NOTE: 

V·ee. .;e:",~",Y:::~:~*~~1 (; e. 'rr rlictilO ·.:lM~tljmt1itirir'f'''~iili~;:ti;ltli~~~ZJ 

TABLE 53 - - continued 

COMPARISON OF PRESENT MIDPOINTS, PROPOSED MIDPOINTS, OIL COMMUNITY AVERAGES 
AND TOl'AL COMMUNITY AVERAGES : MONTHLY BASE : 

STRUCTIlRAL COMPARISON SYSTEM: 1977 

Present Midpoints Present Midpoints Proposed Proposed Midpoints Present Oil. compared. to Oil Total compared. to Total compared to Oil Midpoints Community Averages CollllllW1ity Averages Midpoints 
(Rand) (Rand) CODllllUD.ity Averages (Rand) Commwtity Averages (Rand) Community Averages 

(% Deviation) (% Deviation) (% DeViation) 

477 472 + l~l 480 - 0,6 480 + 1,7 

519 563 - 7,8 S22 - 0,6 530 - 5,9 

563 598 - 5,9 604 - 6,8 585 _ 2,2 

6U - - 673 - 9,2 650 -
664 703 - 5,5 753 -J.l,8 715 + 1,7 

720 737 - 2,3 773 - 6,9 790 + 7,2 

782 850 - 8,0 819 - 4,5 875 + 2,9 

850 - - 968 -12,2 965 -
923 1023 - 9,8 1085 -14,9 1 065 + 4,1 

1 003 - - 1113 - 9,9 1 175 -
1090 1 234 -11,7 1297 -15,6 1 300 + 5,3 

1 225 - ., 1471 -16,7 1435 -
1 376 1524 - 9,7 1 583 -13,1 1 585 + 4,0 

AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENTAGE 
SALARY GROUPS 6 THROUGH 18 : + 2,1 

e 

1. Present structure group-to-group progression rate 8,6% (Groups 6 through 16). 

2. Recommended structure group-to-group progression rate 10,5% (Groups 6 through 18, before adjustments to nearest RS). 

.;, 

~:S'JA 

, ... ~-' 

Proposed Midpoints , Proposed. Midpoints I 

compared to Total cOlIIpared to I Community Averages Present Midpoints 
(% Devia!;ion) (% Deviation) 

0,0 + 0,6 

+ 1,5 + 2,1 

- 3,1 + 3,9 

- 3,4 + 6,4 LJ 

- 5,1 + 7,7 f:B 
+ 2,2 + 9,7 

+ 6,8 +ll,9 

- 0,3 +13,5 

- 1,8 +15,4 

+ 5,6 +17,1 

+ 0,2 +19,3 

+ 2,4 +17,1 

+ 0,1 +15,2 

I + 0,4 + 9,4 
--



Salary 
Group 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

NOTE: 

TABLE 53 - - continued 

COMPARISON OF PRESENT MIDPOINTS, PROPOSED MIDPOINTS, OIL OOMIIUNITY AVERAGES 
AND TOlAL COMMUNITY AVERAGES: MONTHLY BASE : 

STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM: 1977 

Present Oil Present Midpoints Total Present Midpoints Proposed Proposed Midpoints 

Midpoints Comunmity Averages 
compared to Oil 

Community Averages compared to Total Midpoints compared to Oil 

(Rand) (Rand) Community Averages (Rand) Community Averages (Rand) Community Averages 
(% Deviation) (% Deviation) (% Deviation 

1376 1524 - 9,7 1583 -13,1 1585 + 4,0 

1547 - - 1892 _18,2 1780 -

1737 1875 - 7,4 1940 -10,5 2 000 + 6,7 

1953 - - 2302 +15,2 2245 -

2195 2337 - 6,1 2483 -11,6 2520 + 7,8 

2468 - - - - 2835 -
2772 2927 - 5,3 3183 -12,9 3185 + 8,8 

AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENTAGE 
SALARY GROUPS 18 THROUGH 24 : + 6,8 

1. Present structure gr'OUp-to-group progression rate 12,4% (Groups 16 through. 24). 

2. Recommended structure group-to-group progression rate 12,4% (Groups 18 through" 24, before adjustments to nearest RS). 

.;, 
~~.JA 

-..... ~-" 

Proposed Midpoints 
compared to Total. 
Community Averages 

(% Deviation) 

+ 0,1 

- 5,9 

+ 3,1 

- 2,5 

+ 1,5 

-
+ 0,1 

- 0,6 

Proposed MidpOints 
compared to 

Present Midpoints 
(% Deviation) 

+15,2 

+15,1 

+15,1 

+15,0 

+14,8 

+14,9 

+15,0 

+15,0 
i 

w 
(J) 
o 



TABLE 54 

COSTS OF IMPLEMENTING RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE STRUCTURAL COMPARISON 1977 

NO , OF EMPLOYEES POTENTIAL COST NO, OF SALARIES BELOW COST TO ADJUST 
SALARY CROUP BASED ON CHANGE SALARIES TO IN SALARY GROUP 

IN MIDPOINT (RAND) 
RECOMMENDED MINIMUM 

RECOMMENDED MINIMUM 
(RAND) 

1 541 5 410 - -
2 299 4 485 6 114 
3 113 1 695 2 33 
4 368 4 784 5 118 
5 324 3 240 7 1 281 
6 139 417 3 258 
7 255 2 805 31 1 109 
B 192 4224 5 163 
9 B1 3 159 2 55 8i 

~ 

10 230 11 730 21 1 193 
11 46 3 220 14 720 
12 64 5952 14 775 
13 81 9 315 - -
14 52 7 384 - -
15 59 10 148 1 62 
16 19 3 990 - -
17 16 3 360 - -
18 11 2 299 - -
19 7 1 631 - -
20 7 1 841 - -
21 3 876 - -
22 1 325 - -
23 2 734 - -
24 1 4 13 - -

TOTAL 2 908 93 437 111 5 881 
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II. Discussion 

The calculated group-to-group progression rates based on the 

cut-off values revealed in FIGURE 10 indicate that an adjustment of +10,&~ 

on the average would have been required to realign the survey organisation 

pay structure with competitive labour market rates. 

progression rates are revealed in TABLE 55. 

TABLE 55 

These group-to-group 

POST SURVEY RECOMMENDED GROUP-TO-GROUP PROGRESSION RATES 
STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM : 1977 

SALARY GROUP CUT OFF VALUES GROUP-TO-GROUP 
(RAND) PROGRESSION RATE 

1 190 ) 
6 480 ) 1, 2062 

6 4BO ) 
18 1 585 ) 1,1045 

18 1 5B5 ) 
24 3 185 ) 1,1235 

NOTE: These progression rates are applicable to trend line values 
prior to midpoint adjustments to the nearest R5. 

Note may once again be made of the fact that the greatest upward 

trend in competitive rates had been indicated at the higher levels of the 

pay structure, as revealed by an average increase of +15,~~ for salary 

groups eighteen to twenty-four , when comparing recommended structure 

midpoints with present survey organisation midpoints. Similar 

comparisons at the lower levels reveal an average increase of +4,~~ for 

salary groups one to six, and an average of +9,4io for salary groups six 

to eighteen. 

A determined effort had been made during this survey to ensure 

that the anchor positions established during the 1974 survey 

standardisation process at the executive levels of the pay structure were 

once again carefully re-evaluated for reliability purposes, and to ensure 

as broad a base as possible. However, due to the fact that the top 

salary groups, by nature of the work involved, contain a very limited 

range of positions, thus making the task of finding exact 
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intra-organisational position matches even more difficult, and due to t he 

fact that certain organisations do not analyse executive positions in 

terms of normal job content facts, certain salary groups remain a problem 

with regard to broadness of base fo r community average midpoint 

calculation purposes. 

Due to these reasons i t may be noted that certain salary groups 

in the tabulation of total compensation midpoint data (TABLE 49) , are not 

well represented , in terms of key range midpoint data, at the higher 

l evels of the structure. For example, salary group twenty- three 

contains only t wo s uch key range midpoints , a nd as a result of the fact 

that both of the participating organisations involved tend to have 

established competitive midpoints which are generally higher than those 

of the remaining participating organisations, this has resulted in a 

competitive average total compensation midpoint for sal ary group twenty­

three which is in fact higher than that for salary group twenty- f our, 

the values being R3223 and R3 183 respectively. 

However, this does not necessarily reduce the reliability of 

either the standardisation process as a whole, or the salary group in 

particular. Due to t he basic logic of the structural Standardisation 

System, namely, that the total compensation midpoints contained within 

participating organisations' formal salary ranges represent those rates 

which are regarded as being the competitive going rate for the particular 

groups of positions involved, rather than an average of the actual 

salaries paid for each position within each group , i t becomes absolutely 

necessary to take such rates into consideration, irrespective of whether 

or not s uch rates are generally higher or lower for any particular 

organisation. It is thus the overall trend of competitive r ates 

indicated by the community salary trend line which is important rather 

than individual salary group rates . In this way , should a participating 

organisation reveal consistently high total compensation midpoints, this 

is bound to affect those salary groups which have fewer representative key 

range midpoints. 

The abovementioned anomaly did not affect the general trend line, 

as indicated by the fact that the average percentage deviation of the 

trend line values from the actual total community averages, or the 

competitive aver age total compensatio n midpoints, is -D,4~ excluding 
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salary group twenty-three, and +o,1 1~ including salary group twenty-three, 

both of which fall within the range -o,5~~ to +o,5~ as set by the 

structural Comparison System Guide. (Chapter VIII, Phase III, Section VI). 

A COMPARISON OF THE MIDPOINT SYSTEM RESULTS AND 

THE STRUCTUAL COMPARISON SYSTEM RESULTS 1977 SURVEY 

I. Method of Comparison 

The basis utilised for comparison purposes is similar t o that 

utilised for the 1974 s urvey in t hat the various data has been tabulated 

and differences in various components revealed in the form of individual 

percentage deviatiOns, as well as average deviations for relevant pay 

structure levels. This overall comparison is revealed in TABLE 56. 

A graphical representation of the trend lines applicable to the 

two system competitive average total compensation midpoints is 

illustrated by FIGURE 11. Although these trend line values had been 

utilised as bases for the calculation of recommended structure midpoints 

for both systems , whereas such values had not been adjusted for the 

Midpoint System , during t he 1974 analysis, it waS still necessary to 

compare actual trend line values rather than recommended st ructure 

midpoint values as these t rend line values are the representative bases 

of the competitive total compensation midpoints averages, or community 

averages. Further , these trend line values are utilised as a basis for 

midpoint value calculations and are simply adjusted to provide figures 

to the near est R5 , a factor which has minor effects in terms of a 

comparison basis, 

II. Discussion 

As a result of this overall comparison, it may be established that 

the Structural Comparison System trend line val ues are on the average 

4 , o~~ higher than those of the Midpoint Syst em, whereas the actual 

competitive average total compensat ion midpoints are on the average 

3 , 9~~ higher in the case of the Structural Comparison System. These 

averages once again emphasise the fact that the survey community under 

consideration was paying r ates which were, on the average , ± 4,ry~ lower 

than those rates regarded as being competitive "going rates" fo r the 
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labour market concerned , this observation being based on the underlying 

logic of the structural Comparison System. 

Scrutiny of the various levels of the pay structure reveals that 

once again the greatest difference between the two systems , with regard 

to trend line values, took place at the upper or management levels of 

the structure, such differences between individual figures providing an 

average figure of +5, ~/o for salary groups eighteen to twenty- four, as 

opposed to +4,~/o for groups one to six, and +3, ~/o for groups six to 

eighteen, all such figures represent ing the average difference of the 

structural Comparison System figures over the Midpoint System figures. 

A further scrutiny of individual salary group differentials 

reveals that there are large differences between the two systems at 

salary groups one, two and three levels, indicating , once again, 

inconsistencies in pay policies applicable to the Non-White labour force. 

Assuming that the Structural Comparison System reflects the competitive 

labour market rates in the form of average formal salary range midpoints , 

as opposed to a reflection of adjusted actual/midpoint rates by the 

Midpoint System, it may then be assumed that the participating 

organisations were generally paying rates which were too low for those 

categories of employees falling within the lower three labour grades. 

This once again reveals inconsistent pay policies when considering 

previous survey figures. 

It may further be noted that individual salary group discrepancies 

between the two systems increase at a gradual but consistent rate from 

salary group six to salary group twenty-four, such discrepancies being 

1,1~ at salary group six, 5,~/o at salary group eighteen, and 5,~/o at 

salary group twenty- four. This conSistently widening gap between the 

two trend lines is emphasised by the group-to-group progression rates , 

such rates being 1 0 , ~/o for the Structural Comparison System, as opposed 

to 10,1~ for the Midpoint System, for salary groups six to eighteen, and 

12,4~ and 12,~/o respectively for salary groups eighteen to twenty-four. 

These figures further underline the discrepancies between the two 

systems at the upper management and executive levels ; the higher the 

salary group within the pay structure, the greater the discrepancy. 

However, these differences are not significantly large, as emphasised by 

the differences in terms of real monetar y values fo r salary group 



~l:l"Uc."olllp. 

IIidpoint 
Trend Line 

Struc.Colllp. Values 
Salary System '!'rend" Line compared to 
Group 

Trend. Line Values Midpoint Values 
(Rend) 

(Rend) !freud Line 
Values 

(% Deviation) 

1 174 188 + 8,0 

2 213 2Z7 + 6,6 

3 260 274 + 5,4 

4 318 330 + 3,8 

5 389 398 + 2,3 

6 475 480 + 1,1 

AVERAGE DEVlATION PERCENTAGE 
SALARY GROUPS 1 THROUflH 6 : + 4,5 

NOTE: 

. ., . 
" , 

TABLE 56 

COMPARISON OF' TREND LINE VWJES, RECOMMENDED STRUCTIlIlE MIDPOIIITS, 
OIL CO~lUIIlTy AVERAGES AND TMAL ~ AVERAGES: MONTln.Y BASE : 

STRUCTURAL OOMl'ARISON va. MIDPOIIIT SYSTEMS: 1977 

Struc.Comp .. }tidpoint Struc.Comp. 
llidpoint StruC.COlIIP. IIidpoints System System 

System System compared to Oil Oil 
llidpoints llidpoints llidpoint Community ColllDlUDity 

<Rend) (Rend) llidpoints Averages Averages 
(% Deviation) (Rend) (Rend) 

175 190 + 8,6 182 186 

Zl5 2Z7 + 5,6 236 2Zl 

260 275 + 5,8 277 270 

320 330 + 3,1 352 331 

390 400 + 2,6 400 391 

475 480 + 1,1 481 472 

+ 4,5 

1. Midpoint System group-to-group progression rate = 22,25% (Groups 1 through 6, before adjustments to nearest RS). 

2. Structural Comparison System group-to-group progression rate = 20,6% (Groups 1 through 6, before adjustments to nearest RS) .. 

~.~)L 

_ ..... --

Struc.Comp.. 
Oil Community llidpoint 

Averages System 
cOlllpared to Total 
IIidpoint Community 

Oil Community A.verages 
Averages (Rend) 

(% Deviation) 

+ 2,2 174 

- 6,4 219 

- 2,5 251 

- 6,0 353 

- 2,3 396 

- 1,9 475 

- 2,8 

,;, 

,tt'",;"'~j:-f.i~" .. _",~~i;.!t.tt.~~}f,.:",~.",y..1~~i~~~": 

Struc.Comp. 
System 
Total 

Community 
Averages 

(Rend) 

188 

227 

285 

344 

405 

480 

Struc.Cowp. 
Total Community 

Averages 
compared to 
IIidpoint 

Total Community 
A.verages 

{% Deviation I 

+ 8,0 

+ 3,7 

+13,5 

+ 2,,5 

+ 2,3 

+ 1,1 

+ 3,9 

GJ 
(J) 
(J) 

"'~ 
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Struc.Comp. 

Midpoint Trend Line 
Struc .. Comp. Values 

Salary System 
Trend Line compared to T!'end' Lme Group Values Val.ues lI~dPomt 

(Rand) (Rand) T!'end Line 

(% :~=:ion) 
6 475 480 + 1,1 

7 523 530 + 1,3 

8 576 586 + 1,7 

9 634 647 + 2,,1 

10 698 714 ~ 2,3 

11 769 789 + 2,6 

12 846 872 + 3,1 

13 932 963 + 3,3 

14 1026 1063 + 3,6 

15 1 129,' 1174 + 4,0 

16 1244 -1297 + 4,3 

17 369 1432 + 4,6 

18 1507 .1 583 + 5,0 

AWRAGE DEVIATION PERCEllrAGE 
SALARY GROUPS 6 THROUGH 18 : + 3,0 

NOTE: 

p4 • -, 

TABLE 56 - - contmued 

COJIPARISON OF TREND UNE VALUES, RECOMMENDED S'i'RUC'1'URE IIIDPOINTS, 
OIL COMlIUNITY AWRAGES AND TOTAL COMlIUNITY AVIlRAGES : MONTHLY BASE : 

STRUCTURAL CIDIPARISON vs. IIIDPOINT SlI'STEIIS : 1977 

Struc.Comp .. Midpomt Struc.Comp .. 
lIidpomt Struc.Comp. Midpoints System SysteID 

System System compared to Oil Oil 
Midpomts Midpomts lIidpomt Community Community 

(Rand) (Rand) Midpoints Averages Averages 
(% Deviation) (Rand) (Rand) 

475 480 + 1,1 481 472 

525 530 + 1,0 516 563 

575 585 + 1,7 532 598 

635 650 + 2,,4 680 -
700 715 + 2,,1 662 703 

770 190 + 2,,6 m 737 

845 875 + 3,6 90S 850 

930 965 + 3,8 867 -
1025 1065 + 3,9 go8 1023 

1130 1175 + 4,0 1049 -
1245 1 320 + 4,4 1094 1 234 

1370 435 + 4,7 216 -
1505 1 585 + 5,3 1404 1 524 

+ 3,1 

L Midpoint System group-to-group progression rate = 10,,1% (Croups 6 through 18, before adjustments to nearest RS). 

2. Structural Comparison System group-to_grtmp progression rate = 10,5% (G~ups 6 through 18, befo::e adjustments to nearest RS). 

,r-:]k 
,,-,~-" 

Struc.Comp. 
Oil COlIIIIIunity Midpoint 

Averages System 
compared to Total 
lIidpomt Community 

Oil Co ... unity Averages 

!% A;~,,:~cn) (Rand) 

- 1,9 475 

+ 9,1 517 

+12,4 602 

- 664 

+ 6,2 679 

- 4,4 823 

- 6,1 883 

- 878 

+12,7 947 

- 1 133 

+12,8 1 172 

- 1 275 

+ 8,5 1 506 

+ 5,5 

,;, 

Struc.,Comp. 
System 
Total 

Community 
Averages 

(Rand) 

480 

522 

604 

673 

753 

773 

819 

968 

1085 

1113 

1 297 

1471 

1 583 

Struc. Ccmp .. 
Total Community 

Averages 
compared to 
Midpoint 

Total Community 
Averages 

(% Deviation) 

+ 1,1 

+ 1,0 

+ 0,3 

+ 1,4 

- 3,8 

- 6,1 

- 7,2 

+10,3 

+14,6 

-1,8 

+10,7 

+15,4 

+ 5,1 

+ 3,,2 

I 

I 

! 

G.l 
(JJ 
---:J 
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Struc.Comp. 

Midpoint Trend Line 
Struc...Comp. Values 

Salary System 
Trend Line compared. to 

Group Trend Line Values Midpoint Val\les 
(Rand) (Rend) Trend Line 

(% ::!~::iOl!) 

18 1 507 1 583 + 5,0 

19 1 692 1 778 + 5,1 

20 1900 1 997 + 5,1 

2I 2133 2 244 +·5,2 

22 2 395 2520 + 5,2 

23 2688 2832 + 5,4 

24 3016 3183 + 5,5 

AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENrAGE 
SALARY GROUPS 18 TIIROUQII 24 : + 5,2 

NOTE, 

..A. _, 

TABLE S6 _ - continued 

COMPARISON OF TREND LINE VALUES, RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE ~IIDPOINTS, 
OIL COMI\UNITY AVERAGES AND TOTAL COMll1JNITY AVERAGES : MONTHLY BASE : 

STRUCTURAL COMPARISON vs. MIDPOINT sYSTEMS: 1977 

Struc.Comp. Midpoint Struc. Comp. 
Midpoint Struc. Comp. Midpoints System System 

System System compared to Oil Oil 
Midpoints Midpoints Midpoint Community Community 

(Rand) (Rend) Midpoints Averages Averages 
(% Deviation) (Rend) (Rend) 

1 505 1 585 + 5,3 1404 1524 

1690 1 780 + 5,3 1748 -
1 900 2000 + 5,3 - 1 875 

2130 2 245 + 5,4 1 916 -

2 395 2520 + 5,2 2 556 2 337 

2690 2 835 + 5,4 2 532 -

3015 3185 + 5,6 2 746 2927 

+ 5,4 

1.. Midpoint Systems group-to-group progression rate = 12,3% (Groups 18 through 24, before adjustments to nearest RS). 

.' q:>. ·.·t.,~:..;:lt,"1ti;;':r~tJ;~:.,<,tf. 

Struc.Comp .. 
Oil Community Midpoint 

Averages System 
compared to Total 
Midpoint Community 

Oil Community Averages 
Averages (Rend) 

(% Deviation) 

+ 8,5 1 506 

- 1740 

- 1 991 

- 2039 

- 8,6 2477 

- 2 572 

+ 6,6 3 016 

+ 2,2 

2. Structural Comparison System group-to-group progression rate = 12,4% (Groups 18 through 24, before adjustments to nearest R5) .. 

,~ j. 

..... -

~ .. 

.'.l.;, 51· ~\;rl..~t,~~'1'-'''';i;,~;,..;,~.·.:..;~, 

Struc.Comp. 
Struc.Comp. Total. Community 

System A.verages 
Total compared to 

Community Midpoint 
Averages Total Community 

(Rend) Aver-ages 
(% Deviation) 

1 583 I + 5,1 

1 892 + 8,1 

1940 _ 2,6 

2 302 +12,9 

2483 + 0,2 

- -

3183 + 5,5 

+ 5,0 

I 

I 

I 

w 
()) 
CD 
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FIGURE 11 
COMPARISON OF MIDPOINT SYSTEM AND STRUCTURAL 
COMPARISON SYSTEM SALARY TREND LINES : 1977 
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3. Group-to-Group Progression Rates: 
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Groups 18 to 24 1,1235 
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twenty-four, the structural Comparison competitive average total 

compensation midpoint being R167 greater than the corresponding Midpoint 

System value. The discrepancies had further, on the average, dropped 

from 7,~;' to 5,~;' for salary groups eighteen to twenty-four when 

comparing the 1974 survey figures with the 1977 survey figures. 

Nevertheless, due to various factors, the collection of reliable and 

valid data at the upper management levels is a potential problem area 

as stressed by the discrepancies between the two systems for both the 

1974 and the 1977 surveys. 

As mentioned, although attempts had been made to increase both 

the base of comparability as well as the overall reliability in terms 

of consistency of results obtained, the natu rally restricted range of 

executive positions available for comp arison purposes, plus the 

difficulties involved in analYSing and evaluating such pOSitions have 

posed problems which proved difficult to overcome. 

However, although a comparison basis between the respective 

systems may be provided subse quent to each survey, it is impossible at 

this stage to utilise either system results as a yardstick against which 

a measure of success for the results of the other system may be 

determined. Thus, on this basis, a simple comparison is provided, and 

degree of reliability as a meaSure of success is provided in a 

comparison with national survey organisation (Peromnes and Urwick) data 

in a forthcoming chapter. 

Generally, then, it may be stated that, although the Structural 

Comparison System trend line values and recommended midpoint values were 

generally higher than the corresponding Midpoint System rates, these 

discrepancies tended to be consistent at all levels of the pay structure, 

as emphasised by the lack of fluctuations between various salary group 

differentials. On such a basis, and on the basis of a lack of any 

particularly large discrepancy, it may be assumed that the Structural 

Comparison System has provided reliable results in terms of the 

comparison with the Midpoint System results for the survey years 1974 

and 1977. 

A further comparison may be made on the basis of potential 

immediate costs to the survey organisation of impleme nting the respective 
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recommended structures. Due to the fact that the 

System recommended structure midpoints were on the 

struct ural Comparison 

average : 4,~ higher 

than those of the Midpoint System recommended structure midpoints , the 

potential cost of implementing such a structure, as based on actual 

changes in midpoints would have been R42 665 greater than the potential 

cost of implementing the Midpoint System recommended structure on the 

same basis. Further, the actual costs involved in adjusting those 

salaries falling below the respective salary range minima would have 

been R2 282 greater for the Structural Comparison System. 

80th costs represent fairly significant increases over the 

Midpoint System implementation costs . However, these cost emphasise 

potential costs of implementation, and are greater for the Structural 

Comparison System only as a result of the fact that such recommended 

structure midpoints were greater on the average in terms of mo net ary 

value. On this basis, then, for the potential costs, as based on 

midpoint adjustments , to be higher by R42 665, one would have to assume 

that all employees are paid at the midpoint rate, and this is highly 

unrealistic. A further factor which reduces the potential costs, as 

based on change in Midpoint, for t he Midpoint System is that the 

recommended structure indicates the need for negative adjustments to 

certain salary groups at the lower levels of the pay structure. An 

example of such a case is salary group one, which contains by far the 

greatest number of employees, and a negative adjustment indicates no 

potential cost. On the other hand, the Structural Comparison 

recommended structure does not indicate the need for negative adjustments, 

and as a result the potential cost applicable to the salary groups in 

question provides an immediate increase of R15 247 over the total 

applicable to the Midpoint System. 

Thus, although this cost analysis does provide a basis for 

comparison in that it emphasises the extent of discrepancy between the 

two systems in terms of monetary value to the survey organisation, t his 

does not necessarily indicate that the one system is more acceptable in 

terms of providing a more realistic analysis of market t r ends and rat es. 

The most important long run cost to the organisation is represented by 

the number of man-hours required to complete successive surveys, and the 

basic aim of the Structural Comparison System is to greatly reduce such 

a number, and thereby reduce long-run costs. 



CHAPTER XI 

THE 1980 SALARY SURVEY 

The Midpoint System and Structural Comparison System Guides were 

once again utilised as salary survey bases du r ing the first quarter of 

1980, such that results obtained from each could be compared. 

The same methods and techniques as utilised during the 1974 and 

1980 surveys were once again applied in order to collect and analyse 

data for reliability purposes on a cross- survey comparison basis. 

However, whereas both the number and quality of the survey positions and 

participating organisations were altered subsequent to the 1974 survey, 

these variables were unchanged for the 1980 survey. In this way the 

same survey community participating organisations and survey positions 

as applicabl e to the 1977 survey were once again utilised for the 1980 

survey. 

SCOPE OF SURVEY 

I. Geographic Area 

The Republic of South Africa. 

II. Date of Competitive Data 

January 1980. 

III. Participating Organisations 

The participating organisations which formed the survey community 

for the 1977 survey once again formed a basis for comparison of 

competitive market rates. These organisations are listed below (details 

are supplied in Chapter X): 

1. Afr ican Explosives and Chemical Industries Limited. 

2. Anglo-American Corporation of South Africa Limited. 

3. B.P. Southern Africa (Pty) Limited. 
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4. Caltex Oil (S.A.) (pty) Limited . 

5 . Dunlop South Africa Limited. 

6. Ford Motor Company of South Africa (pty) Limited . 

7. International Business Machines South Africa (pty) Limited. 

8 . Massey Ferguson (Sout h Afr ica) Limited. 

9. Metal Box South Africa Limited. 

10. Mobil Oil Southern Africa (Pty) Limited. 

11. Shell Oil South Africa (pty) Limited. 

12. The South African Breweries Limited . 

13. South African Petroleum Refineries (pt y) Limited . 

14. Stewarts and Lloyds of South Africa Limited. 

15. Total South Africa (pty) Limited. 

16 . Unilever South Africa (pty) Limited . 

IV. Survey Positions 

Those positions utilised for comparison purposes during the 1977 

survey were once again used as survey positions , as listed in Chapter X. 

The decision to maintai n the same survey community organisations 

and survey positions was made on the assumption that a more reliable 

basis for comparison of data , would thus be provided, and in this way 

facilitate a reliability calculation. 

RATIONALE 

Once again the survey organisation's policy of conducting a 

compr ehensive compensation survey on a three-yearly basis resulted in the 

necessity to conduct a survey during 1980 . Further , an agreement 

between certain Oil Community organisations to the effect that each such 

organisation conduct a comprehensive survey on a regular cyclical basis 

in orde r to provide survey data for ut ilisation by its part ner Oil 

Community organisations , emphasised the necessity for the su rvey 

organisation to fulfill this obligation, 1980 being the year in which the 

cycle was once again completed f or the survey organisation. 

Further, salary s urveys completed by ot he r organisations i ndicated 

a s ignificant movement in salary levels over the previous twelve months, 

and due to the fact that these movements had not been taken into account 
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by the survey organisation, it thus became necessary to survey the 

national labour market in order to assess the competitiveness of the pay 

st r ucture . As an example of these salary movements TABLE 57 illustrates 

the movements of average base salaries during the period January 1979 to 

January 1980 , for the national community. 

TABLE 57 

AVERAGE BASE SALARY MOVEMENTS : JAfIlJARY 1979 to JAfIlJARY ·1980 

LEVEL ~o AVERAGE BASE SALARY ADJUSTMENT 

TOP EXECUTIVES 12,8 

SENIOR MANAGEMENT 7,2 

MIDDLE MANAGEMENT 9,6 

SUPERVISORY AND SKILLED 7,0 

LOWER AND SEMI-BKILLED 3,9 

UNSKILLED 16, 6 

OVERALL 8,6 

BACKGROUND 

The survey organisation pay st r ucture waS adjusted according to 

competitive rates analysed during the 1977 salary survey, and received 

subsequent adjustments as follows , these adjustment factors being based 

on the Consumer Price Index (C .P.I.) and survey data r eceived f r om Oil 

Community organisations conducting annual surveys. 

1 • August 1977 +6,2'/0 (groups one to twenty- four; as a 
result of the 1977 survey). 

2. August 1978 +8,0"/0 (groups one to twenty-four) . 

3 . March 1979 +6 , Ufo (groups one to twenty- four) . 

As a resul t of these adjustments , the survey organisation pay 

structure, prior to the 1980 salary survey, is illustrated in TABLE 58 . 
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TABLE 58 

SURVEY ORGANISATION PAY STRUCTURE AS AT JANUARY 1980 MONTHLY BASE 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM 
(RAND) 

1 160 

2 197 

3 238 

4 304 

5 357 

6 435 

7 481 

8 526 

9 582 

10 641 

11 705 

12 774 

13 852 

14 938 

15 1 035 

16 1 612 

17 1 254-

18 1 378 

19 1 548 

20 1 740 

21 1 950 

22 2 194 

23 2 464 

24 2 762 

NOTE: 

1 . Group-to-group progression rates 

2. 50~ spread in range. 

MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 
(RAND) 

200 

246 

298 

380 

446 

544 

601 

658 

727 

801 

881 

967 

1 065 

1 173 

1 294 

1 425 

1 568 

1 723 

1 935 

2 175 

2 438 

2 742 

3 080 

3 452 

Groups 
Groups 
Groups 

(RAND) 

240 

295 

358 

456 

535 

653 

721 

790 

872 

961 

1 057 

1 160 

1 278 

1 408 

1 553 

1 742 

1 882 

2 068 

2 322 

2 51 0 

2926 

3 290 

3696 

4 142 

1 to 6 = 1, 2225 
6 to 18 = 1, 101 

18 to 24 = 1, 1227 

3. All ranges for groups 1 to 19 include Christmas Bonus of one 
month's salary. 
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The following table provides an analysis of general salary 

adjustments and pay structure adjustments applicable to the various 

participating organisations for the period Mey 1977 to January 1960. 

TABLE 59 

SURVEY COMMUNITY ORGANISATIONS : COMPOUNDED PAY STRUCTURE ALTERATIONS 
AND GE NERAL SALARY INCREASES OF PARTICIPATI NG ORGANISATIONS : 

AUGUST 1977 to JANUARY 1960 

ORGANISATION ~ COMPOUNDED PAY ~ COMPOUNDED GENERAL 
STRUCTURE ALTERATION SALARY INCREASE 

B.P. 23,5 23,5 

CALTEX 21,6 21,6 

SHELL 23,5 23,5 

TDTAL 19 ,5 not applicable 

SAPREF 23,5 23,5 

MOBIL 21,6 20,0 

A.E. & C.L 29,8 not applicable 

AFROX 18,0 not applicable 

ANGLO-AMERICAN not applicable not applicable 

DUNLOP 25,8 not applicable 

FORD 23,5 19,5 

IBM 28 ,6 not applicable 

MASSEY FERGUSON 26,7 26,7 

METAL BOX 23,0 23,0 

S.A. BREWERIES 19,0 not applicable 

STEWARTS & 
22,0 not applicable LLoyoS 

UNILEVER 26,6 28,0 

These individual organisational movements in both pay structure 

and actual salary levels indicate the diverse range of alterations made 

by competitors within the same labour market, and stress the need for 

successive salary surveys to gauge the actual average movement of both 

structures and salaries. 

These statistics are further s upplemented by data provided by a 

national survey conducted by a professional survey organisation, which 
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indicates the following trends in base salaries for different groups of 

employees, for the period September 1978 to September 1979 1: 

1 . White males, excluding artisans + 8, CJj, 

2 . Artisans + 11 , 00/0 

3 . White females + 4, &/' 
4. Black males +10, 2'/, 

An analysis of the Consumer Price Index revealed from 

September 197B to September 1979 an upward adjustment of 12,9~ . When 

considering s uch an increase and the corresponding increase in the survey 

organisation's actual salaries , statistics reveal that actual salaries 

were lagging behind the C.P.I . since the 1977 survey. Whereas the survey 

organisation's major competitors had been maintaining an extremely high 

correlation between movements of the Consumer Price Index and movement of 

thei r own pre-tax salaries for the period 1971 to 1976 (as i llustrated by 

TABLE 40), this trend tended to change over the per iod 1975 to 1979 , as 

base salary alterations began to lag behind the rapidly increasing C.P.I. 

The movements in base salar ies of participating organisations as opposed 

to movements in the C. P . I . for the period 1975 to 1979 are revealed in 

TABLE 60. 

TABLE 60 

PARTICIPATING ORGANISATION SALARY INCREASES VERSUS CONSUMER PRICE 
INDEX INCREASES : 1975 - 1979 

~ INCREASE IN 
~ CUMULATIVE INCREASE ~ INCREASE '/' CUMU LATIVE 

YEAR ACTUAL 
IN ACTUAL SALARIES IN C.P.I. 

INCR EASE IN 
SALARIES C.P.I. 

1975 BASE YEAR 

1976 8 ,3 8,3 11, 1 11 , 1 

1977 9,9 19,0 11, 1 24,0 

1978 5 , 9 26 ,0 12, 1 39 ,1 

1979 9 , 6 38 , 1 12 , 9 57,1 

On the basis of these statistics the survey organisation 

management agreed on the necessity for a comprehensive salary survey, not 

only to determine a competitive adjustment to the pay structure, but also 

to gauge the effectiveness in overall pay structure adjustments in 

1 "Peromnes Salary Survey - September 1979" (Johannesbu r g : Peromnes 
Salary Surveys (Pty) Limited., September, 1979). 



378 

relation to changes in the Consumer Price Index. The significance of 

adjustments to both pay structures and actual salary levels of survey 

community organisations could in this way be collectively analysed by 

utilisation of both the existing survey organisation Midpoint System 

survey guide, as well as the Structural Comparison System survey guide 

in order to determine the necessary degree of adjustment on an average 

competitive rate basis. These competitive "going rates" would further 

indicate the degree of similar ity between these actual rate changes and 

corresponding changes in the C.P.I. 

Once again, such a survey provides a basis for comparison between 

the existing survey system and the Structural Comparison System in order 

to further determine the degree of reliability and consistency in both 

the gathering and analysis of survey data. 

THE MIDPOINT SYSTEM SURVEY 1980 

I. Method and Results 

The method utilised for data gathering, weighting and adjusting , 

and analysis was exactly the same as that utilised during the 1977 survey. 

The survey organisation pre-survey group-to-group progression 

rates, as indicated in TABLE 61 , were utilised as actual salary data 

adjustment factors as applicable to those participating organisation 

survey position salary data requiring adjustments in terms of weighting by 

multiples of one-half of the survey organisation salary groups. 

TABLE 61 

SURVEY ORGANISATION PRE-SURVEY GROUP-TO-GROUP PROGRESSION RATES : 1980 

SALARY GROUP 

to 6 

6 to 18 

18 to 24 

PROGRESSION RATES 

1 , 2225 

1, 101 

1, 1227 

The salary data adjusted accordingly for each position applicable 

to each participating organisation was then tabulated in the form of 

adjusted total compensation midpoints in order to allow the calculation of 
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competitive average total compensation midpoints for each relevant survey 

organisation salary groups. These midpoints were then plotted on 

semi-log graph paper, and a regression analysis established a community 

trend line from the resulting scattergram. This community trend line 

thus allowed calculation of new progression rates. 

This sequence of results and calculations is presented in the 

following tabulations and illustrations. 
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Salary 
Croup 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

----

Position Title 

Labourer 

Fork Lift Truck Op. 
Artisan I s Helper 

AVERAGE 

Chauffeur 
Junior Clerk 
Rep~Hachine Op. 

AVERAGE 

Key Punch OP. 
Copy Typist 

AVERAGE 

Clerk 
Telephonist 
Lab. Technician 

AVER AGE 

\¥arehouseman 
4&8j.g~ 

AVERAGE 

Senior Clerk 
Comp. Oper. I 
I;ha;i.PfMAA..L.e-ie&r- -

AVERAGE 

Programmer II 
Sen. Lab. Tech. 

AVERAGE 

---------- -

Org.A B C ,j) 

219 251 227 -

259 292 262 -
259 338 262 -
259 315 262 -

304 338 311 -
372 398 - -
304 398 311 -
304 378 311 -

372 398 377 -
- 398 377 -

372 398 377 -

542 471 495 -
445 471 447 -
542 471 447 -
510 471 463 -

600 ~~? ~~? -
''''' 
600 569 560 -
600 618 654 -
542 569 560 -
~- 904- --74ll 

571 594 607 -

542 654 654 -
- 618 - -

542 636 654 -
_. - - -- -

TABLE 62 

TABULATION OF ADJUSTED TOTAL COH PENSATION MIDPOINT MTA : 

HIllPOINT SYSTEH : 1980 

Total Compensation ~1idpoint : Honthly Base (Rand) 

K F. G H I J K L H N 

193 217 195 235 230 218 - 200 242 215 

253 .252 252 - 293 297 343 276 242 251 
253 - 261 ~ 293 - - 276 242 304 

253 252 257 - 293 297 343 276 242 278 

343 299 236 341 352 297 - 296 250 304 
- - - 372 - - 420 401 - 372 

253 298 279 241 352 297 343 276 - 372 

298 299 258 318 352 297 381 324 250 349 

457 426 - - 416 409 - 370 - -
457 450 - 416 383 381 415 401 416 438 

457 438 - 416 400 395 415 386 416 4J8 

435 441 476 520 493 446 551 505 534 430 
471 476 426 389 416 381 503 370 430 372 
- - - 493 416 521 - - - 456 

453 459 451 467 442 449 527 438 482 419 

553 596 - - - 446 551 575 570 -
6,1.~-74~~~. ,94 ~ --60~ --¢lj 

553 596 - - - 446 551 575 570 -

720 640 - 642 588 667 667 647 - 569 
619 - 771 - 493 667 734 585 493 -
720 746 706--74a- ~0----720 734- - 6a4 - -7li-- 634-

670 640 771 642 541 667 701 616 493 569 

- - - - 650 720 795 - - -
720 816 - 656 588 720 - - 753 708 

720 816 - 656 619 780 795 - 753 708 

- - - - ---- - - -- --- - - ------ - ---

0 P 

198 250 

218 298 
- 298 

218 298 

303 432 
413 409 
218 377 

311 406 

344 432 
344 397 

344 415 

396 432 
345 494 
608 494 

450 473 

608 455 
4¢ ~--= 
608 455 

575 657 
608 657 
67+ _--69-
592 657 

677 692 
726 692 

702 692 

Competi ti ve 
Av. Total 

Compensation 
Midpoint 

(Salary Group) 

221 

275 

322 

405 

464 

553 

622 

693 
I 

I 

GJ 
ill 
o 

I 
------------~==~~. .. 



TABLE 62 - - conbnued 

TABULATION OF ADJUSTED TOTAL COMPENSATION MIDPOINT DATA, 

MIDPOINT SYSTEH , 1980 

Total Compensation Midpoint : Honthly Base (Rand) 

Salary Positi on Title 
Group 

Org.l D C D E F G H I J K L H N 

9 Asst. Purchasing 795 - - - 876 - 771 716 825 730 - - 740 -
Asst.Ledgers - 789 796 -

;20 ~~~ - 700 ~~~ ~t~ 
872 

149 
-

851 Programmer I 650 789 780 800 - 87 2 -
AVERAGE 723 789 788 - 798 771 786 70s 767 792 872 749 740 851 

10 Sales Rep.Cen.Tr. 678 789 780 - 834 814 839 - .825 730 - 808 835 1 031 
Empl. Rel. Asst. 827 789 - -

876 
- - - - - - - - -

Payroll Supervisor - - - 841 881 - 1 096 825 915 - - - -
AVERAGE 752 789 780 841 855 848 839 1 096 825 823 - 808 835 1 031 

11 Engineering Asst. 827 823 960 - 957 - 1 017 853 - 994 - 1 061 851 
Prog./Aoalyst I 997 ~~ 960 - 957 1051 

~9 - 825 994 1 296 - 996 -
Warehouse ~up. - - 666 - - - - 666 - 1 020 

AVERAGI 912 925 960 666 957 1 051 963 853 825 885 1 296 1 045 996 851 

12 Section Head - 955 831 - 957 889 - 912 825 lOS3 - 968 813 887 
Empl. ReI. Asst . 1152 955 1 149 - - 1 051 - - - 994 1 351 924 996 -
Chief Draughtsman - 955 - 900 - 1 051 1· 045 - 1 062 994 - - 1 073 887 

AVERAGE 1 152 955 990 900 957 997 1 045 912 944 1 024 1 351 946 961 887 

13 District Mgr. 956 m 1 045 - 1 037 - 1 005 - 1 ;.174 1 083 - 1 230 - -
Maint . Zone Sup. - - 1 oOS - 1 051 1134 - 1 095 915 - 1 017 1 061 -
AVERAGE 956 955 1 045 1 008 1 037 1 051 1 069 - 1 185 999 - 1124 1 061 -

14 Transport Co-ord. 956 1 101 1 101 - 876 1147 - - - - - - - 1174 
)I"'inancial Analyst - 1100 - - - - - - - 1 173 1 482 1198 1 172 -
Legal Advisor 1 094 - 1 101 - 1 054 - - 1 051 - - - - - -
AVERAGE 1 025 1 101 1 101 - 965 1 147 - 1 051 - 1 173 1 482 1198 1 172 1 174 

15 Empl.Rel.Mgr. 1 253 1 205 - - - 1 320 - 1 438 1 258 - 1 694 - 1 068 1 225 
Chief Chemist - 1 205 - - 1 256 - - 1 366 1 157 - - - 1 223 -
Instr. / Elect.Sup. - 1 256 - 1 295 - 1 360 - - 1 485 - - - - -
Island VieW' nAn Sup. - 1 310 - 1124 - 1 353 - - - - - - -
AVERAGE 1 253 1 244 - 1 210 1 256 1 340 l. 353 1 402 1 300 - 1694 - 1 146 1 225 

- -- -- - - - - ----------

--- ----=---=--- ...;;-- --- ':""""" . -..::..-~-- - _ ._,..= --'---.-~---'. 

0 P 

- 692 

m ~~; 
805 713 

755 754 
754 

906 808 

831 772 

985 808 
985 850 
754 650 

908 769 

- 939 
- 850 
857 939 

857 909 

984 
984 
917 

984 951 

1 145 -
- 1 200 

1 185 984 
1 165 1 092 

1 144 1 266 
984 1 309 
- 1 424 
- 1 175 

1 064 1 294 

Competi ti ve 
Av. Total 

Compensation 
Hidpoint 

(Salary Gr oup) -

777 

848 

929 

986 

1 034 

1 142 

1 291 

w 
rn 



Salary 
Group Position Title 

Org.A B C D 

16 Asst .Controller 1 466 1 457 1 443 -
Data Proc.Mgr. 1 621 1 637 1 627 -
Chief Maint .Sup. - 1 457 - 1 324 

AVERAGE 1 544 1 517 1535 1 324 

17 Real Estate Mgr. 1 706 1 457 1 667 -
Transport Mgr . 1 734 - 1 873 -
Chief Proj.Eng. - 1765 - 1 325 

AVERAGE 1 720 16U 1 770 1 325 

18 Treasurer 1 918 1 869 - -
Sec. and Legal 1 813 1 457 1 851 -
Controller 1750 1 875 1 698 -
Empl.Rel .Mgr . 2 347 - 2 081 -
AVERAGE 1 957 1 734 1 877 -

19 Resale Sales Mgr . 2 038 1 984 1 908 -
Systems & Com. Mgr. 2 089 1 985 2179 -
Tech. Hgr. - 2 210 ~ -
AVERAGE 2 064 2 066 2 044 -

20 Resale Sales Mgr. 2 089 2 230 2 179 -
Asst. Accts . &F1n.Hgr. - - - -
AVERAGE 2 089 2 230 2 179 -

21 Regional Mgr. - 2 150 - -
Operations Hgr. 2 456 2 376 2 350 -
~ ~3l4 

AVERAGE 2 456 2 263 2 350 -

22 Ace. & Fin.Mgr. 3 203 2 670 3 252 -

23 Manufacturing ~lgr. - 2 795 - 3 109 

24 Marketing Hgr. 3 203 3 314 3 614 -_ .-

TABLE 62 - - cont i nued 

TABULATION OF ADJUSTED TOTAL COHPENSATION flIDPOINT DATA 

MIDPOINT SYSTf1-1 1980 

Competitive I 
Total Compensation Midpoint : Monthly Base (Rand) 

Av. Total 
Compensation 

E F G H I J K L M N 0 P 
Hidpoint 

( Salary Group) 

1 389 1 420 - 1506 1 517 1 633 1 694 - - 1 528 1 423 1 528 
1 389 - - - 1 457 1 633 1 939 - 1 392 - 1 388 1 516 

- 1 608 1 495 - 1 517 1 705 - - - 1 423 1 716 

1 389 1 514 . 1 495 1 506 1 497 1 657 1817 - 1 392 1 528 1 411 1 587 1 514 

-
1300 - - - - - 1 867 - - - - -
1 472 - - - - - - - - - - -

- 1 620 1 606 1 927 - 1 651 - - 1 498 1 516 

1 386 1 620 1606 1 927 - 1 651 1 867 - - - 1 498 1 516 - 1 625 

1 390 18n - 1 808 1828 1 826 2081 - - - - 1 601 
- - - 1 782 - - 2 081 - - 1 715 1 564 1 800 

1 497 ~~ 1 816 1754 1 913 1 957 - - - - - 1 800 
- - 2 oB4 - 1838 2 425 - - 1 804 1 724 -

1 444 1 B2B 1 816 1 857 1 871 1 874 2 195 - - 1 760 1 644 1 733 1 818 

1 939 1 861 - - - 2 273 - - - 2 073 - 1797 
2 069 

1 ~~~ 1. 884 - 2 283 2 164 2 337 2 174 2 440 - 1 814 2 027 
- - - - - - - - - - -

2 004 1 902 1 884 - 2 283 2 219 2 337 2 174 2 440 2 073 1 814 1 912 2 087 

2 069 - - - 2 283 2 273 - - - 2 031 2 139 2 209 
- - - 2 075 - - 2821 2 093 2 315 2630 2 139 -

2 069 - - 2 075 2 283 2 273 2 821 2 093 2 315 2 331 2 139 2 209 2 239 

- 2 410 2 447 - 2577 - - - - 2 333 2 293 2 503 
2 069 - - - - 2 273 - - - - - 2 643 
~~ .... ~ 725 2 714 -d-:ll~04---~Q--2~~ 

I 
2 069 2 410 2 447 - 2577 2 273 - - - 2 333 2 293 2 57 3 2 368 

I 

2 892 - 2851 2 687 2 677 2 682 3 228 2 587 2 793 2 602 2 058 2 901 2 791 
I 

- 3 184 .....us - 3 194 3 068 - 2 647 - -

- ,m ::: _1 
2 920 3 578 - - - - 4 456 3 994 - 3 645 2 922 _ 3 516 

- --_._-

L.J 
CD 
I\J 
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TABLE 63 

SURVEY ORGANISATION RECOMMENDED PAY STRU CTURE 
MONTHLY BASE : MIDPOINT SyscEM 1980 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM 
(RAND) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Group-to-group progression 
rates = Groups 

Gr oups 
Groups 

180 

2 12 

256 

308 

368 

444 

488 

540 

596 

656 

724 

796 

880 

96B 

1 068 

1 180 

1 300 

1 452 

1 620 

1 808 

2 020 

2 256 

2 

2 

520 

812 

1 to 6 
6 to 17 

17 to 24 

MIDPOINT 
(RAND) 

225 

265 

320 

3B5 

460 

555 

6 10 

675 

745 

820 

905 

995 

1 100 

1 210 

1 335 

1 475 

1 625 

1 815 

2 025 

2 260 

2 525 

2 820 

3 150 

3 515 

1,2013) 
1,1029) 
1,1167) 

2. 9Yj, spread in range. 

MAXIMUM 
(RAND) 

270 

318 

384 

462 

552 

666 

732 

810 

894 

984 

1 086 

1 194 

1 320 

1 452 

1 602 

1 770 

1 950 

2 178 

2 430 

2 712 

3 030 

3 384 

3 780 

4 218 

Before midpoint 
adjustments to 
nearest R5. 

3. All ranges for groups 1 to 19 include Christmas Bonus of one 
month's salary. 
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TABLE 64 

COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDED PAY STRUCTURE TO PRESENT SURVEY 
ORGANISATION PAY STRUCTURE: MONTHLY 8ASE : MI DPOI NT SYSTEM 1980 

SALARY RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE PRESENT STRUCTURE ,/0 RECOMMENDED VARIES 
[flOUP 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

NOTE: 

1 • 

2. 

3 . 

(MIDPOI NTS : RAND) (MIDPOINTS :RAND) 

225 200 

265 246 

320 298 

385 380 

460 446 

555 544 

610 601 

675 658 

745 727 

820 801 

905 881 

995 967 

1 100 1 065 

1 210 1 173 

1 335 1 294 

1 475 1 425 

1 625 1 568 

1 815 1 723 

2 025 1 935 

2 260 2 175 

2 525 2 438 

2 820 2 742 

3 150 3 080 

3 515 3452 

AVERAGE VARIA NCE 

Average variance = Groups 
Groups 
Groups 

1 to 6 
6 to 17 

17 to 24 

Recommended Structure group-to-group 
progression rates = 

+5, 7'/0 
+2, 8"/0 
+3, r:y/o 

Groups 
Groups 
Groups 

" (Before midpoint adjustments to nearest R5). 

Present Strcture group-to-group 
progression rates = Groups 

Groups 
Groups 

" (Before midpoint adjustme nts t o nearest R5). 

1 to 6 
6 to 17 

17 to 24 

1 to 6 
6 to 18 

18 t o 24 

FROM PRESENT 

= 

+ 12,5 

+ 7,7 

+ 7,4 

+ 1, 3 

+ 3 ,1 

+ 2 ,0 

+ 1,5 

+ 2 ,6 

+ 2,5 

+ 2,4 

+ 2,7 

+ 2,9 

+ 3,3 

+ 3 , 2 

+ 3,2 

+ 3,5 

+ 3,6 

+ 5,3 

+ 4 ,7 

+ 3,9 

+ 3,6 

+ 2,8 

+ 2 ,3 

+ 1,8 

+ 3,7 

1,2013 } 
1, 1029 } 
1,11 67 } 

1,2225 }} 
1,101 } 
1,1227 

" 

" 
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TABLE 65 

COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDED PAY STRUCTURE TO COMPETITIVE AVERAGE TOTAL 
COMPENSATION MIDPOINTS: MONTHLY BASE : MIDPOINT SYSTEM 1980 

SALARY RECOMMENDED COMPETITIVE AVERAGE .'&_ RECOMMENDED MIDPOINT 

GROUP STRUCTURE TOTAL COMPENSATION 
VARIES FROM COMPETITIVE 

(MID~)INTS : (MIDPOINTS : RAND) 
AVERAGE TOTAL COMPENSATION 

RA ND MIDPOINT 

1 225 221 + 1,8 

2 265 275 - 3,6 

3 320 322 - 0,6 

4 385 405 - 4,9 

5 460 464 - 0,9 

6 555 553 + 0,4 

7 610 622 - 1,9 

8 675 693 - 2 , 6 

9 745 777 - 4 ,1 

10 820 848 - 3 ,3 

11 905 929 - 2 ,6 

12 995 986 + 0,9 

13 1 100 1 034 + 6,4 

14 1 210 1 142 + 6,0 

15 1 335 1 291 + 3,4 

16 1 475 1 514 - 2,6 

17 1 625 1 625 0,0 

18 1 815 1 818 - 0,2 

19 2 025 2 087 - 3,0 

20 2 260 2 239 + 0,9 

2 1 2 525 2 368 + 6 , 6 

22 2 820 2 791 + 1,0 

23 3 150 3 034 + 3,8 

24 3 515 3 516 0,0 

AVERACE VARIANCE = + 0,04 

NOTE : 

Group-to-group progression rates = Groups 
Groups 
Groups 

1 to 6 
6 to 17 

17 to 24 

1,2013 
1, 1029 
1,1167 



Salary 
Group 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

NOTE: 

il 

11,' ' . 

TABLE 66 

COMPARISON OF PRESENT MIDPOINrS, PROPOSED MIDPOINTS, OIL COMMUNITY AVERAGES 
AND TOTAL COMMUNITY AVERAGES :' MONTHLY BASE : 

MIDPOINT SYSTEM : 1980 

Present Oil Present Midpoints Total Present Midpoints Proposed Proposed Midpoints 

Midpoints Community Averages compared to Oil Co_unity Averages compared to Total Midpoints compared to Oil 

(Rand) (Rand) CollllDUldty 4vera.ges (Rand) Coatunity Averages (Rand) Community Averages 
(% Deviation) (% Deviation) (% Deviation) 

- -
200 222 - 9,9 221 - 9,5 225 + 1,4 

246 272 - 9, 6 275 -10,5 265 - 2,6 

298 323 - 7,7 . 322 - 7,5 320 - 0,3 

380 401 - 5,2 405 - 6,2 385 - 4,0 

446 474 - 3,7 464 - 3,9 460 - 3,0 

544 571 - 4,7 553 - 1,6 555 - 2,8 

AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENTAGE 
. SALARY GROUPS 1 THROUGH 6 : - 1, 9 

1 . Present structure group-to-group progressi on rate 22,3% (Groups 1 through 6). 

2. Recommended structure group-to-group progr ession rate 20,1% (Groups 1 through 6, before adjustments to nearest R5). 

Proposed Midpoints 
compared to Total 
CollDllUDity Averages 

(% Deviation) 

+ 1,8 

- 3,6 

- 0,6 

- 4,9 

- 0,9 

+ 0,4 

- 1,3 . 

__ .w .. __ ._ 

Proposed Hid~.i.nts 
compared. to 

Present Midpoints 
( % Deviation) 

+12,5 

+ 7,7 

+ 7,4 

+ 1,3 

+ 3,1 

+ 2,0 

+ 5, 7 

w 
(JJ 
....,J 

=== -'r 



Salary 
Croup 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

NOTE: 

Present Oil 
Midpoints Community Averages 

(Rand) (Rand) 

544 571 

601 611 

658 638 

727 775 

801 803 

881 884 

967 991 

1 065 1000 

1 173 1 048 

1 204 1 241 

1 425 1 462 

1 568 1 562 

T ADLE 66 _ - continued 

C(MPARISON OF PRESENT MIDPOINTS, PROPOSED MIDPOINTS, OIL COOIUNITY AVERAGES 
AND TlJl'AL CCMHUNITY AVERAGES : MONTHLY BASE : 

MIDPOINT SYSTFlI 1980 

Present Midpoints Total. Present Midpoints Proposed Proposed Midpoints 
compared to Oil Co.wlity Averages compared to Total. Midpoints compared to Oil 

Co_unity Averages 
(Rand) 

Co_unity Averages 
(Rand) Community A.Terages 

. (% Doviation) (% Deviation) (% Deviation) 

- 4,7 553 - 1,6 555 - 2,8 .. 

- 1,6 622 - 3, 4 610 - 0,2 

+ 3,1 693 + 5,1 675 + 5,8 

_ 6,2 777 - 6,4 745 + 4,0 

- 0,2 848 - 5,5 820 + 2,1 

- 0,3 929 - 5,2 905 + 2,4 

- 2,4 986 - 1,9 995 + 0,4 

+ 6,5 1 034 + 3,0 1100 +10,0 

+11,9 1 142 + 2,6 1 210 +15,5 

- 3,0 1 291 - 6,7 1 335 + 7,8 

- 2,5 1 514 - 5,9 1 475 + 0,9 

+ 0,4 1 625 - 3,5 1 625 + 4,0 

AVERAGE DEVIATION l'ERCENTAGE 
SALARY GROUPS 6 TnROOOH 17 : + 4,2 

1. Present structure group-to-group progression rate - 10,1% (Groups 6 through 18). 

2. Recommended structure group-to-group progression rate =- 10,3% (Groups 6 through 17, before adjustments to nearest R5). 

i: . ,.,..._. 
l~ --.-. -"~--- """'~-~-' 

Proposed Midpoints 
compared to Total. 
Community Averages 

(% Deviation) 

+ 0,4 

- 1,9 

_ 2,6 

- 4,1 

- 3,3 

- 2,6 

+ 0,9 

+ 6,4 

+ 6,0 

+ 3,4 

- 2,6 

0,0 

0,0 

Proposed. Midpoints 
compared to 

Present Midpoints 
(% Deviation) 

+ 2,0 

+ 1,5 

+ 2,6 

+ 2,5 

+ 2,4 

+ 2,7 

+ 2,9 

+ 3,3 

+ 3,2 

+ 3:2 

+ 3,5 

+ 3,6 

+ 2,8 

I 

I 

w 
OJ 
OJ 



Salary 
Group 

17 

IS 

19 

20 

21 

2~ 

23 

24 

NOTE: 

Present Oil Present 

TABLE 66 - - continued 

CQlPARlSON OF PRESENT MIDPOINTS, PROPOSED MIDPOINTS, OIL COHMUNITY AVERAGES 
AND TOTAL ClHIIlNITY AVERAGES : MONTHLY BASE : 

MIDPOINT SYSTEM : 19S0 

Midpoints Present Midpoints 
cOlZIpared to Oil Total. compared to Total 

Proposed Propo sed Midpain t s 
compared to Oil Midpoints ColllDWli.ty Averages COllillmity Averages Midpoint s 

(Rand) (Rand) Ca.munity Averages (Rand) Co.mm.i ty Averages (Rand) Co_uni ty Averages 
(% Deviatioo) (% Deviation) (% Deviatio.n) 

-
1 56S 1 562 + 0, 4 1 625 - 3,5 1 625 + 4,0 

1 723 1753 -1,7 1 SIS - 5,2 1 SIS + 3, 5 

1 935 2045 - 5,4 20S7 - 7,3 2 025 - 1,0 

2175 2142 + 1,5 2 239 - 2,9 2 260 + 5,5 

2438 2 285 + 6,7 2 368 + 3,0 2525 +10,5 

2742 3004 - S, 7 2791 + I;S 2S2O - 6,1 

3 080 2 952 + 4,3 3 034 + 1,5 3150 + 6, 7 

3452 3 263 + 5,S 3 516 . - I,S 3515 + 7,7 

AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENTAGE 
SALARY GROUPS 17 THROUGH 24 : + 3,9 

1. Present structure group-to-group progression rate = 12, 3% (Group. 18 through 24). 

2. Recollllllended struct ure group-to-group progression rate - il, 7% (Groups 17 through 24, before adjustments to nearest RS). 

Proposed Mi dpoints 
compared to Total 
ColllllltOli.ty Averages 

(% Deviation) 

0,0 

- 0,2 

- 3,0 

+ 0,9 

+ 6, 6 

+ 1,0 

+ 3,S 

0,0 

+ 1,1 

Proposed Midpoints 
compared to 

Present Midpoints 
(% Deviation) 

+ 3,6 

+ 5,3 

+ 4,7 

+ 3,9 

+ 3,6 

+ 2,8 

+ 2,3 

+ 1,8 

+ 3,5 
I 

w 
en 
(.[) 



TABLE 67 

COSTS OF I MPLEMENTI NG RECOMMENDE D STRUCTURE MIDPOI NT SYSTEM 1980 

POTENTIAL COST COST TO ADJUST 

SALARY GROUP NO. OF EMPLOYEES BASED ON CHANGE NO. OF SALARIES BELOW SALARIES TO 
IN SALARY GROJP 

I N MIDPOINT (RAND) RECOMME NDED MINIMUM RECOMMENDED MINIMUM 
(RAND) 

1 529 13 225 - -
2 220 4 180 8 55 
3 119 2 618 - -
4 340 1 700 8 42 
5 352 4 928 9 38 
6 14 1 1 551 9 69 
7 250 2 250 25 205 
8 194 3 298 9 109 
9 88 1 584 7 63 

&l 
o 

10 244 4 636 15 150 
11 45 1 080 3 51 
12 63 1 764 9 99 
13 88 3 080 2 138 
14 55 2 035 3 52 
15 58 2 378 - -
16 19 950 1 36 
17 16 1 552 - -
18 11 1 012 - -
19 7 630 - -
20 7 595 - -
21 3 26 1 - -
22 1 78 - -
23 2 160 - -
24 1 63 - -

TOTAL 2 853 55 608 108 1 107 
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II . Discussion 

The recommended group-to-group progression rates as calculated 

from the community trend line provided the basis for a recommended pay 

structure which indicated an average upward adjustment of 3,~~ in order 

to realign the survey organisation pay structure with community 

competitive rates of pay. 

reveal ed in TABLE 68. 

These recommended progression rates are 

TABLE 68 

POST SURVEY RECOMMENDED GRoUP-To-GRoUP PROGRESSION 
RATES : MIDPOINT SYSTEM 1980 

SALARY GROUP CUTOFF VALUES GRoUP-TO-GROUP 
(RAND) PROGRESSION RATES 

1 225 ) 

6 555 ) 1,2013 

6 555 ) 

17 1 625 ) 1, 1029 

17 1 625 ) 

24 3 515 ) 1 , 1167 

NOTE: As applicable before midpoint adjustments to nearest R5. 

These progression rates result in a pay structure which differs 

from the existing survey organisation pay structure to a greater extent 

at the lower levels. For example, the recommended structure midpoint 

for salary group one is 12,~~ higher than that of the present structure. 

This fact conforms with the trends established during the 1974 and 1977 

salary surveys, namely , that there tends to be greater movement in 

salaries and wages at the lower levels of the pay structures, as 

exemplified by the high fluctuations at these levels over the survey 

years. This may be attributable to the realisation by participating 

organisations during the early 1970's that there waS a necessity to 

improve the basic rates payable to the Non-White worker, the majority of 

whom fall into the unskilled and semi-skilled labour categories, which 

form the basis of the lower levels of the pay structure. This 

realisation and subsequent reaction and over-reaction resulted in far 

greater fluctuations at these levels as opposed to other levels, 

especially at the salary group one level. 
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Note may be made of the fact that the smallest change in midpoint 

values has taken place at the executive levels, as exemplified by the 

change in midpoint from present to recommended structure by only 1,~ 

for salary group twenty-four. This minor movement is opposed to the 

statistics of the 1977 survey, which resulted in an alteration of 8,~~ 

for salary group twenty- four. However, although the progression rate 

is once again fairly high for the lower levels of the struct ure, and 

certainly much higher than those applicable to the middle and upper 

levels, a trend which has once again been constant throughout successive 

survey years, both the lower level and the upper level 1980 survey 

recommended progression rates have dropped by 2,1% and 0,6% respectively. 

The overall tendency to improve the lot of the No n-White worker 

is once again highlighted by the fact that the change in midpoints from 

present to recommended structure is significant ly higher for groups one 

to six , which contain approximately 8~~ of the Non-White labour force of 

the s urvey organisation, than for either groups six to seventeen or for 

groups seventeen to twenty-four, the average changes for these three 

sections being 5,7~ as opposed to 2,~~ and 3,~~ respectively. This 

trend is even further emphasised by the fact that the recommended 

structure midpoints are in fact lower in value than the actual Oil 

Community averages for groups one to six by an average of -1, 9% for 1980 

and -5 , ~~ for 1977 , statistics which are as a result of the overreaction 

of international oil organisations to the Non-White situation as a result 

of overseas Head Office pressure to rapidly escalate salaries of this 

section of the labour force. 

An analysis of the potential cost to the survey organisation of 

adapting the recommended structure, as based on the changes in midpoint 

values indicates that, although the average recommended alteration to the 

overall structure is only 3,7~ as opposed to the 1977 recommended 

alteration of 6 , 2%, the cost figure is higher by R4 836, a fact which is 

attributable to the 1977 recommended negative adjustments for salary 

groups one to three . 

THE STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM SURVEY 1980 

I. Method and Results 

The Structural Comparison System Guide waS once again utilised to 
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analyse the data applicable to the standardised structures of TABLE 27 

which was once again carried forward as the basis for comparison purposes. 

It was not necessary to utilise the st ructu r al standardisation 

procedure phase of the guide, as this standardisation had been completed 

during the 1974 survey and thoroughly tested for reliability during the 

1977 s urvey . As stressed, this standardisation procedu re is to be 

completed on a "one-time" basis , and should prove to be effective for 

successive surveys. As a result then, the standardisation of 

participating organisation pay st r uctures as illustrated in TABLE 27, 

completed during the 1974 survey , waS once again utilised during t he 

1980 su rvey . In effect, the pr eparatory phases of the structural 

Compari son System Guide have been completed fo r the survey organisation, 

and the logic upon which the whole system is based effectively comes 

into operation in the reduction of time and cost factors f or the 1980 

survey . Thus, basically the final phase (Chapter VII , Phase V) of the 

guide waS utilised as a basis for utilisation of relevant sections of 

the overall guide. 

The Standardisation Base: In order to ensure simplicity of 

application and to utilise the same structural standardisations as 

employed during the 1977 survey , the same organisations which participated 

in the 1977 survey were once again utilised as a survey community base for 

the Structural Comparison survey of 1980. 

follows: 

1. Caltex Oil (S.A.) (pty) Li mited . 

These organisations are as 

2 . Shell Oil South Africa (pty) Limited. 

3. B.P. Southern Africa (pty) Limited 

4. International Business Machines South Africa (pty) Limited. 

5 . Ford Motor Company of South Africa (Pty) Limited. 

6. Total South Africa (pty) Limited. 

7. Dunlop South Africa Limited. 

8. The South African Breweries Limited. 

9. Unilever South Africa (pty) Limited . 

10. Mobil Oil Southern Africa (pty) Limited. 

Once again these organisations were requested to supply copies of 



their established salary range structures as applicable at 1st January 

1980 , revealing minimum, midpoint and maximum salary values for each 

range, as well as the numbe r of ranges applicable to each pay structure. 

These base salary range values are illustrated in the form of pay 

structures in Appendix III. 

Compensation Data Analysis: TABLE 27 standardised labour grade 

hierarchies were ut ilised as a bas i s fo r the analysis of the relevant 

participating organisation salary range midpoints. These midpoints 

were drafted from the respective salary range structures illustrated in 

Appendix III , adjusted by relevant bonus factors, and tabulated for 

analysis, as illustrated by TABLE 69 . 

Competitive Average Total Compensation Midpoints were then 

calculated , a Community Trend Line established from these midpoints 

plotted on semi- log graph paper , and finally a recommended pay structure 

for the survey organisation calculated from the trend line values. This 

series of results is revealed by the following tables and figures. 



TABLE 69 

TABUlATION OF TOTAL COMPENSATION MIDPOINT DATA : 

STRUCTURAL COMPARISON: 1980 

Survey Competiti ve Total Co.:pensation Midpoint : Monthly Base (Rand) 
Organisati on 

Salary 
Groups Organisation Organisation Organisation Organisation Organisation Organisation Organisati on 

A B C D E F G 

1 251 227 230 - - 193 229 

2 292 262 259 - - 253 336 

3 338 311 304 343 330 343 383 

4 398 377 ! 373 377 446 435 452 

i 
5 471 447 

I 
445 456 521 503 571 

6 569 544 - 542 551 615 586 657 

7 - - - 606 720 671 -

8 682 682 678 667 - 780 754 

9 - - - 734 843 - -
10 823 831 827 - - - 1071 

11 - - - 808 994 876 -

12 997 1002 998 888 - - -

13 - - - 1008 , 1 173 i 038 1 349 

14 1 205 1 202 1 201 1142 - - 1 527 

-- - -

Organisation Organisation 
H I 

230 -

294 215 

385 304 

456 372 

495 -

- 456 

588 570 

761 708 

824 851 

- -
977. 1 031 

- -
1157 1 225 

- 1 407 

Competi ti ve 
.tv. Total 

Compensation 
Mi dpoint 

(Salary Group) 

227 

273 

338 

410 

489 

565 

631 

714 

813 

888 

937 

971 

1 158 

1 281 

I 

L.J 
lD 
OJ 



TABLE 69 - - cont inued 

TABUlATION OF TOTAL C~PENSATION MIDPOINT DATA : 

STRUCTURAl. ~PARI5ON : 1980 

Survey Competitive Total COlllpensation Midpoint : M~nthly Base (Rand) 
Organisation 

Salary 
Groups Organisation Organisation Or&ani sation Organisation Organisation Organisation Organisation Organisation Organisation 

A B C D E F G H I 

15 - - - 1 2<)6 1 383 - - 1 361 -

16 1 451 1 443 1453 1482 - - 1 n6 - 1 643 

11 - - - 1694 - - 1 923 1 621 -
18 1 166 1 110 1 812 1 939 1 926 - 2112 - 1 910 

19 - - - 2081 - - 2 438 - -
20 2150 2 210 ' 2 219 2425 2 213 - 2 141 2 284 -
21 - - - 2821 2682 - 3083 2611 -
22 2 610 2162 2 110 3 228 - - 3 410 31n 2 518 

23 - - - 31<)6 - - 3 908 - -
24 3 315 3453 3460 4 456 3135 - 4 394 3 148 4 279 

NOTE: 

1. In order to ensure confidentiality of data, participating organisations have been coded alphabetically. 

2. Alphabetical coding of organisations in TABLE 49 and TABLE 69 are identical. 

J. The above table contain s compensation oddpoint data as drawn from formal salary range midpoint data in Appendix III , adjusted by relevant bonus factors. 

4. Organisation D has annual bonus factor included in salary ranges . 

5. All oth er organisations pay Annual Christmas Bonuses of one month's salary. 

Competitive 
Av. Total 

Compens ation 
Midpoint 

(Salary Group) 

1 348 

1 532 

1148 

1899 

2 260 

2 330 

2815 

2949 

3 852 

3855 

W 
lD 
(Jl 
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FIGURE 13 

COMMUNITY SALARY TREND LINE: STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM: 1980 

o 
Q 

o 

~R565:Salary Trend Line Value 
For Group 6 

o 

R3855:Salary Trend Value 
for Group 24 

o 

r:h-

o 

~R1748:Salary Trend Line Value 
for Group 17 

NOTE: 

, R227:Salary Trend Line 
22dP- for Group 1. 

Value 

1 .Group- to- Group Progression 
Rates = Groups 1 to 6 :1,2 

Groups 6 to 17 :1, 1081 
Groups 17 to 24 :1,1197 

2. () = Community Salary Group 
Averages 

1 6 17 24 
SALARY GROUP 

8l 
" 
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TABLE 70 

SURVEY ORGANISATION RECOMMENDED PAY STRUCTURE 
MONTHLY BASE : STRUCTURAL COMPARISON 1980 

SALARY GROUP MINI MUM MIDPOINT 
(RAND) (RAND) 

1 184 230 

2 216 270 

3 264 330 

4 316 395 

5 376 470 

6 452 565 

7 500 625 

8 556 695 

9 616 770 

10 684 855 

11 756 945 

12 836 1 045 

13 928 1 160 

14 1 028 1 285 

15 1 140 1 425 

16 1 264 1 580 

17 1 400 1 750 

18 1 564 1 955 

19 1 752 2 190 

20 1 964 2 455 

21 2 196 2 745 

22 2 460 3 075 

23 2 756 3 445 

24 3 084 3 865 

Group-to-group progression rate: Groups 1 t o 
Groups 6 to 
Groups 17 to 

* (Before midpoint adjustments t o nearest R5). 

2 . ~~ spread in range. 

MAXI MUM 
(RAND) 

276 

324 

396 

474 

564 

678 

750 

834 

924 

1 026 

1 134 

1 254 

1 392 

1 542 

1 710 

1 896 

2 100 

2 346 

2 628 

2 946 

3 294 

3 690 

4 134 

4 626 

6 = 1,2 
17 1, 1081 
24 = 1 , 1197 

3 . All r a nges for gr oups 1 t o 19 include a nnual Christmas Bonus 
of one month 's salary. 

) 

l "" 
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TABLE 71 

COMPARISON OF RECOMME NDED PAY STRUCTURE TO PRESENT SURVEY ORGANISATION 
PAY STRUCTURE : MONTHLY BASE : STRUCTURAL COMPARISON 1980 

SALARY 
GROUP 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

NOTE: 

1 . 

RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE 
(MIDPOINTS : RAND) 

230 

270 

330 

395 

470 

565 

625 

695 

770 

855 

945 

1 045 

1 160 

1 285 

1 425 

1 580 

1 750 

1 955 

2 190 

2 455 

2 745 

3 075 

3 445 

3 855 

Average Variance = Groups 
Groups 
Groups 

PRESENT STRUCTURE 
(MIDPOINTS : RAND) 

1 to 6 
6 to 17 

17 to 24 

200 

246 

298 

380 

446 

544 

601 

658 

727 

801 

881 

967 

1 065 

1 173 

1 294 

1 425 

1 568 

1 723 

1 935 

2 175 

2 438 

2 742 

3 080 

3 452 

+8, 10;0 
+7,7'/0 
+12,4,,/0 

~ RECOMMENDED VARIES 
FROM PRESENT 

+ 15,0 

+ 9,8 

+ 10,7 

+ 3,9 

+ 5,4 

+ 3,9 

+ 4,0 

+ 5,6 

+ 5,9 

+ 6,7 

+ 7,3 

+ 8,1 

+ 8,9 

+ 9,5 

+ 10,1 

+ 10,9 

+ 11,6 

+ 13,5 

+ 13,2 

+ 12,9 

+ 12,6 

+ 12,1 

+ 11,9 

+ 11,7 

2. Recommended structure group-to-group 

3. 

NOTE: 

progression rates = Groups 1 to 6 
Groups 6 to 17 
Groups 17 to 24 

* (Before midpoint adjustments to nearest R5). 

Present structure group-to-group 
progression rates = Groups 

Groups 
Groups 

1 to 6 
6 to 18 

18 to 24 

" (before 1977 midpoint adjustments to nearest R5). 

1,2 ) 
1,1081) * 
1, 1197 ) 

1,2225 ) 
1,101 ) 
1 , 1227 ) 

* 
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TABLE 72 

COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDED PAY STRUCTURE TO COMPETITIVE AVERAGE TOTAL 
COMPENSATION MIDPOINTS : MONTHLY BASE : STRUCTURAL COMPARISON 1980 

RECOMMENDED COMPETITIVE AVERAGE '/0 RECOMMENDED MIDPOINT 
SALARY STRUCTU RE TOTAL COMPENSATION 

VARIES FROM COMPETITIVE 
GROUP (M IDPOI NTS : (MIDPOINTS : RAND) 

AVERAGE TOTAL COMPENSATION 
RAND) MIDPOINT 

1 230 227 + 1,3 

2 270 273 - 1, 1 

3 330 33B - 2 , 4 

4 395 410 - 3 , 7 

5 470 4B9 - 3 ,9 

6 565 565 0,0 

7 625 631 - 1,0 

8 695 714 - 2 , 7 

9 770 813 - 5 , 3 

10 855 888 - 3,7 

11 945 937 + 0,9 

12 1 045 971 + 7 , 6 

13 1 160 1 158 + 0,2 

14 1 285 1 281 + 0 , 3 

15 1 425 1 348 + 5 , 7 

16 1 580 1 532 + 3 ,1 

17 1 750 1 748 + 0,1 

18 1 955 1 899 + 2 , 9 

19 2 190 2 260 - 3,1 

20 2 455 2 330 + 5, 4 

21 2 745 2 815 - 2,5 

22 3 075 2 949 + 4, 3 

23 3 445 - -

24 3 855 3 855 0,0 

AVERAGE VARIANCE = + 0,1 

NOTE : 

Group- to- gr oup progression rates = Groups 
Groups 
Gr oups 

1 to 6 
6 to 17 

17 to 24 

1,2 ) 

* (Before midpoint adjustments to nearest R5). 

1 , 1081 
1, 1197 

) * 
) 



TABLE 73 

COMPARISON OF PRESENT MIDPOINTS, PROPOSED MIDPOINTS, OIL COMMUNITY AVERAGES 
. AND TOTAL COMMUNITY AVERAGES: MONTHLY BASE: 

STRUCTURAL CQlPARISON SYSTEM: 1980 

Present Oil Present Midpoints Total 
Present Midpoints Proposed Proposed Midpoints Propo sed Midpoint s Propo sed Midpoints 

Salary Midpoints Community Averages 
compared to Oi l 

COIUDunity Averages compared to Total. Midpoints compared to Oil compared to Total. compared to 
Group . (Rand) (Rand) CoJlllDUllity Averages (Rand) COllDlunity Averages (Rand) Community Averages Community Averages Present - Midpoints 

(% Deviat ion) (% Deviation ) (% Deviation) (% Deviation) (% Deviation) 

1 zeo 225 -11,1 227 -11,9 230 + 2,2 + l ,j +15,0 

2 246 267 - 7,9 273 - 9,9 210 + 1 ,1 - 1, 1 9,8 

g 
3 298 324 - 8, 0 338 -li, S 330 + 1,9 - 2,4 +10;7 

4 380 396 - 4,0 410 - 7,3 395 - 0,3 - 3,7 + 3,9 
, 

I 

5 446 467 - 4,5 489 - 8,9 470 - 0,6 - 3,9 + 5,4 
I 
I 

6 544 560 - 2,9 565 - 3,7 565 + 1,0 0,0 + 3,9 
r 

AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENTAGE 
SALARY GROUPS 1 THROUGH 6 : + 0,9 - 1,6 + 8,1 

NOTE: 

1. Present structure group-to-group progression rate ~ 22,3% (Groups 1 through 6). 

2. Recommended structure group-to-group progression ra.te - 20,0% (Groups 1 througtt 6, before ad justments to nearest RS). 



Sa:l.ary 
Group 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

NOTE: 

Present Oil 
Present 

TABlE 73 - - continued 

COMPARISON OF PRESENT MIDPOINTS, PROPOSED MIDPOINTS, OIL COMMUNITY AVERAGES 
AND TOTAL COHMUNITY AVERAGES : MONTHLY BASIl : 

STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYST~ : 1980 

Mi dpoints Present Midpoints 
compared to Oil Total compared to Total Proposed Proposed MidpoiI)ts 

compared to Oil 
Midpoints Community Averages Community Averages Midpoints 

(Rand) (Rand) 
Co_unity Averages 

(Rand) . 
Co.munity Averages 

(Rand) COlll!lunity Averages 
(% Deviaticn) . (% Deriation) (% Deviation) 

544 560 - 2,9 565 - 3,7 565 + 1,0 

601 671 -10,4 631 - 4,8 625 - 6,9 

658 706 - 6, 8 714 - 7,8 695 - 1,6 

727 - - 813 -10,6 770 -
801 827 - 3,1 888 - 9,8 855 + 3,4 

881 876 + 0,6 937 - 6,0 945 + 7,9 

967 999 - 3,2 971 - 0,4 1045 + 4,5 

1065 1038 + 2,6 1 158 + 0,6 1160 + 2,1 

1173 1203 - 2,5 1281 - 8,4 1 285 + 6,8 

1 294 - - 1 348 - 4,0 1 425 -
1 425 1 451 - 1,8 1 532 - 2,4 1 580 + 8,9 

1 568 - - 1 748 -10,3. 1 750 -

AVERAGE DEVIATION PlRCENTAGE 
SALARY GROUPS 6 THROUGH 17 : + 2,6 

1. Present structure group-to-group progression rate .EI< 10,1% (Groups 6 through 18). 

2. Recommended structure group-to-group progression rate """ 10,8% (Groups 6 through 17, before adjustments to nearest R5). 

P~opo sed Midpoints 
compared to Total 
COlllEunity Averages 

(% Deviation) 

0,0 

- 1,0 

- 2,7 

- 5,3 

- 3,7 

+ 0,9 

+ 7,6 

+ 0,2 

+ 0,3 

+ 5,7 

+ 3,1 

+ 0,1 

+ 0,4 

Proposed Midpoints 
compared to 

Present Midpoints 
(% Dev~.tioD) 

+ 3,9 

+ 4,0 

+ 5,6 

+ 5,9 

+ 5,7 

+ 6,3 

+ 8,1 

+ 8,9 

+ 9,5 

+10,1 

+10,9 

+11,6 

+ 7,7 

I 
I 

I 

+:> o 
N 

- " 



Salary 
Group 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

NOTE: 

Present Oil 
Midpoints ColDllUIli ty Averages 

(Rand) (Rand) 

1 568 -

1 723 1 783 

1 935 -

2175 2193 

2438 -

2 742 2734 

3 080 -

3452 3 409 

TABLE 73 - - continued 

COHPARISON OF PRESENr MIDPOINrS, PROPOSEO HIDPOINrS, OIL COMMUNITY AVERAGES 
AND TOTAL COMMUNITY AVERAGES : MONTHLY BASE : 

STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM : 1980 

Present Midpoints Total. Present Midpoints Proposed Proposed Midpoints 
compared to Oil Community Averages collpared t o Total. Midpoints compared to Oil 

Community Averages CollllltWli.ty Averages Community Averages 
(% Deviation) 

(Rand) (% Deviation) 
(Rand) 

(%Doviation) 

- 1 748 -10,3 1 750 -

'. - :3,4 1 899 - 9,3 1 955 + 9,6 

- 2260 -14, 4 2190 -

- 0,8 2330 - 6,7 2455 +11,9 

- 2815 -13,4 2 745 -
2 

+ 0,3 2 949 - 7,0 3 075 +12,S 

- 3 852 -20,0 3445 -

+ 1,3 3 855 -10,5 3 a55 +13,1 

AVERAGE DEVIATION PEIICENrAGE 
SALARY GROUPS 17 THROUGH 24 : +11, 8 

- ----

1. Present structure group-to- group progression rate 12, 3% (Groups 18 through 24). 

2. Recommended structure group-to-group progression rate = 12,.0%. (Groups 17 through 24, before adjustments to nearest R5). 

Proposed Midpoint s 
cOllpared to Total 
Community Averages 

(% Deviatioo) 

+ 0,1 

+ 2,9 

- 3,1 

+ 5,4 

- 2,5 

+ 4,3 

-10,5 

0,0 

- 0,4 

Proposed Midpoints 
compared to 

Present Midpoint.s 
( % DevhUon) 

+11,6 

+13,5 

+13,2 

+12,9 

+12,6 

+12,1 

+11,9 

+11,7 

+12,4 

-Po 
o 
w 



SALARY GROUP 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

TOTAL 

TABLE 74 

COSTS OF I MPLEMENTING RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE 

POTENTI AL COST NO . OF EMPLOYEES BASED ON CHANGE I N SALARY GROUP 
I N MIDPO INT (RAND ) 

529 15 870 
220 5 280 
119 3 808 
340 5 100 
352 8 448 
141 2 961 
250 6000 
194 7 178 
88 3 784 

244 13 176 
45 2 880 
63 4 914 
88 8 360 
55 6 160 
58 7 598 
19 2 945 
16 2 912 
11 2 552 
7 1 785 
7 1 960 
3 921 
1 333 
2 730 
1 403 

2 853 116 058 

STRUCTURAL COMPARISON 1980 

COST TO ADJUST 
NO. OF SALARIES BELOW SALARIES TO 

RECOMME NDED MINIMUM RECOMMENDED MINIMUM 
(RAND 1 

- -
8 87 
- -
8 106 
9 110 
9 141 

25 505 
9 253 
7 203 

15 570 Ei 
3 147 ., 
9 459 
2 234 
3 232 
- -
1 120 
- -
- -
- -
- -
- -
- -
- -
- -

108 4 212 
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II. Discussion 

The recommended group- to- group progression r ates and resulting 

pay structure values indicate an average adjustment of +9,4,/, to the 

present survey organisation pay structure in or der to ensure competitive 

midpoint values . These progression rates ar e reve aled in TABLE 75. 

TABLE 75 

POST SURVEY RECOMMENDED GROUP - To- GRoUP PROGRESSION 
RATES : STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM : 

1980 

SALARY GROUP CUT--OFF VALUES 
(RAND) 

1 230 ) 

6 565 ) 

6 565 ) 

17 1 750 ) 

17 1 750 ) 

24 3 855 ) 

NDTE: 

GROUP-TD- GROUP 
PROGRESSION RATE 

1, 2 

1, 1081 

1, 1197 

These progression r ates are applicabl e to trend line values 
prior to midpoint adjustments to the nearest R5. 

These recomme nded progression rates remain fairly constant when 

compared with those of the 1977 Structur al Comparison survey. The 

progression r ate applicabl e to the l ower section of the pay structure has 

dr oppad by 2 , &/0 since 1974, which suppor ts the suggestion that there has 

been a tendency to "level out" after the ovar reaction to the Non- White 

s i tuation du r ing the early 1970 ' s, a factor which resulted in an effort 

to rapidly escalate rates at tha lower levels of the pay structure. 

An anal ysis of the t otal compensation midpoint data once again 

reveals thae cer tai n salar y groups at the executive levels may be affected 

by the midpoints of those organisations paying consistently high rates , 

and for which there ar e r elativel y few representative anchor points . As 

a result salary group twenty- three indicates a competitive average total 

compensation midpoint which is signifi cantly high in value when compar ed 

with that of salary group twenty-fou r , these values being R3 852 and 
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R3 855 respectively. However, as mentioned,this may be effectively 

combatted by identification of further anchor positions at these levels, 

such that fu r ther anchor points of participating organisations may be 

utilised to stabilise the key range midpoint . 

This was not undertaken subsequent to the 1977 survey, however, 

due to the fact that it was preferable to use the same comparison basis 

in terms of survey community , participating organisations and sur vey 

positions for both the 1977 and 1980 surveys in order to facilitate 

comparison and reliability estimates. This particular anomaly, however, 

once again fails to affect the reliability of the results t o any 

s i gnificant degree as i ndicated by the fact that the average pe r centage 

deviation of the trend line values from the competitive average total 

compensation midpoi nts is +O,~ excluding salary group twenty- threa, and 

-0,1~ including salar y group twenty-three , both of which are well within 

the -O, ~~ to +O , ~~ limits . These facts never theless stress the need to 

pay particular attention to executive pay st ru ctu r e l evels a nd pOSitions 

in the standardisation process as this is a potential problem area, as 

emphasised in previous chapter s. 

Comparisons of proposed and present pay structure midpoints reveal 

that t he great est movement in pay rates has taken place at the upper 

levels of the pay structure , namely, salary groups seventeen to twenty-

four, which indicate an average incr ease of 12 , 4~ . However, the middle 

and lower section corresponding figures a re not significantly lower , 

these figures being 7,~~ and 8,1~ respectively. These figu res i ndicate 

a s i gnificantly greater average overall pay structure increase than that 

proposed by the Midpoint System . 

A COMPARISON OF THE MI DPOINT SYSTEM RESULTS AND THE 

STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM RESULTS 1980 SURVEY 

I. Method of Comparison 

An over all comparison of Midpoint System data and Structural 

Comparison System data is provided in TABLE 76, the comparison basis being 

similar to that utilised for the 1974 and 1977 survey data. 
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Graphical representation in the form of a comparison of trend line 

values obtained through the analysis procedures of the two systems is 

supplied in the form of FIGURE 14. Once again the trend line values are 

utilised for comparison purposes as the respective recommended structure 

midpoint values represent adjusted values as based on actual t r end lina 

values established from the survey community averages. 

II. Discussion 

The results obtained from the application of the structural 

Comparison System once again ind icate an overall pay structure with 

midpoint values which are , on the average, higher than those obtained 

through application of the Midpoint System , especially at the senior 

management levels. This has been a constant trend which has developed 

throughout the three successive surveys. 

An analysis of the respective results reveals that the Structural 

Comparison System trend line values are, on the average , 5,9~ higher 

than those of the Midpoint System, while the competitive average total 

compensation midpoints , or community averages, are on the average 5,1~ 

higher in the case of the Structural Comparison System. This overall 

higher value figure is as a result of the gradual increase in the 

Structural Comparison System values over the Midpoint System values f rom 

salary group one, where the figure is 2,~ higher, through salary group 

seventeen , where the figure is 7 , ~ higher, to salary group twenty-four, 

where the figure is 9 , &~ higher. These figures clearly reveal the 

tendency for the Structural Comparison System procedure to supply 

midpoint values which are highe r in value than those of the Midpoint 

System essentially at the senior management levels of the pay structure. 

This tendency is further highlighted when analysis of recommended 

structures of the two systems against the existing sur vey organisation 

pay structur e is made. The Midpoint Sytem recommends an averaga 

adjustment of +5 , ~~ for salary groups one to six , +2,8~ f or salary groups 

six to seventeen , and +3 , ~~ for salary groups seventeen to twenty- four, 

whil e the corresponding figures for the Structural Comparison System are 

+8,1~, +7,7~, and +12,4~ respectively; thus i ndicating a discrapancy of 

8 , ~~ between the two systems in reporting compensation movaments at the 

senior management levels. 



Strue. Comp. 

Midpoint Trend Line 

System Struc. Comp. Values .' Salary Trend Line Trend Line compared. to 
Group Values Values Midp,oin,t 

(Rand) (Rand ) Trend Line 

(% ~:!~=:ion) 

1 221 227 + 2,7 

2 265 272 + 2,6 

3 319 327 + 2,S 

4 383 392 + 2,3 

5 460 4n + 2,4 

6 553 565 + 2, 2 

AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENTAGE 
SALARY GROUPS 1 THROUGH 6 : + 2,5 

NOTE: 

.. . - ' 

TABLE 76 

COMPARISON OF TREND LINE VALUES, RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE MIDPOINTS, 
OIL COMMUNITY AVERAGES AND TOTAL COMMUNITY AVERAGES: MONTHLY BASE: 

STRUCTURAL COMPARISON vs. MIDPOINT SYSTEMS : 1980 

Strue .Comp. Midpoint Struc.Comp. 
Midpoint Struc.Coznp. Midpoints System System 

System System compared to Oil Oil 
Midpoints Midpoints Midpoint Community Community 

(Rand) (Rand) Midpoints Averages Averages 
(% Deviation) (Rand) (Rand) 

-
225 230 + 2,2 222 225 

265 270 + 1,9 272 267 

320 330 + 3,1 323 324 

385 395 + 2,6 401 396 

460 470 + 2,2 474 467 

555 565 + 1,8 571 560 

+ 2,3 

1. Midpoint System group-to-group progression rate 20,1% (Groups 1 through 6, before adjustment s to nearest RS ). 

2. Structural Comparison System group-to-group progre:ssion rate ... 20,0% (Groups 1 through 6, before adju:stments to nearest RS). 

Stree. COlip. 
Oil Community Midpoint 

Averages System 
compared to Total 
Midpoint Community 

Oil COlllllunity Averages 
Averages (Rand) 

_l.% Deviatiol!L 

+ 1,4 221 

- 1,8 275 

+ 0,3 322 

_ 1, 2 405 

- 1,5 464 

- 1,9 553 

- 0,8 
- -----

Strue.Comp. 
System. 
Total 

Community 
Averages 

(Rand) 

227 

273 

338 

410 

489 

565 

;:;truc.Comp. 
Total Community 

~verages 

compared to 
,Midpoint 

Total Community 
Averages 

(% Deviation) 

+ 2,7 

- 0,7 

+ 5,0 

+ 1,2 

+ 5,4 

+ 2,2 

+ 2,6 
--- ---- - ----

.p­
O 
CD 



~truc. Comp. 

I 
Midpoint Trend. Line 

Struc. COIIp. Values 
Salary System Trend. Line compared to 
Group Trend Line Values Midpoint 

Values 
(Rand) 

(Rand) Trend Line 
Values 

(% Deviation) 

6 553 565 + 2,2 

7 610 626 + 2,6 

8 673 694 + 3,1 

9 742 769 + 3,6 

10 818 852 . :+- 4,2 

II 902 944 + 4,7 

12 995 1046 + 5,1 

13 1 097 1 159 + 5,7 

14 1 210 1 284 + 6,1 

15 1 335 1 423 + 6,6 

16 1472 1 577 + 7,1 

17 1 625 1 747 + 7,5 

AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENTAGK 
SALARY GROUPS 6 THROUGH 17 : + 4,9 

NOTE: 

TABLE 76 - - continued 

COMPARISON OF TREND LINE VALUES, RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE MIDPOINTS, 
OIL COMMUNITY AVKRAGKS AND TIYfAL COMMUNITY AVERAGKS : MONTHLY I1ASE : 

STRUCTURAL COMPARISON vs. MIDPOINT SYSTEMS: 1980 

Struc.Comp. Midpoint Struc. Comp. 
Midpoint Struc. Camp. Midpoints System System 

System System compared to Oil Oil 
Midpoints Midpoints Midpoint Commwtity COlIIDunity 

(Rand) (Rand) (Rand) Av·e):'ag.e·s Averages 
(% Deviation) (Rand) (Rand) 

555 565 + 1,8 571 560 

610 625 + 2,5 611 671 

675 695 + 3,0 638 706 

745 770 + 3,4 775 -

820 855 + 4,3 803 827 

905 945 + 4,4 884 876 

995 1045 + 5,0 991 999 

1 100 1 160 + 5,5 1 000 1 038 

1 210 1 285 + 5,8 1048 1 203 

1 335 1 425 + 6,7 1 241 -
1475 1 580 + 7,1 1 462 1451 

1 625 1 750 + 7,7 1 562 -

+ 4,8 

1. Midpoint System group-to-group progression rate = 10,3% (Croups 6 through 17, before adjustments to nearest R5J. 

2. Structural Comparison System group-to-group progression rate = 10,8% (Groups 6 through 17, before adjustments to nearest R5). 

Struc. Comp. 
Oil Co.a:munity Midpoint 

Averages System 
compared to Total 
Midpoint Conaunity 

Oil Community Averages 

(%A~~~:~on) (Rand) 

- 1,9 553 

+ 9,8 622 

+10,7 693 

- 777 

+ 3,0 84B 

- 0,9 929 

+ 0,8 986 

+ 3,8 1 034 

+14,8 1 142 

- 1 291 

- 0,8 1 514 

- 1 625 

+ 4,4 

Struc. Comp. 
System 
Total 

Community 
Averages 

(Rand) 

565 

631 

714 

813 

888 

937 

971 

1 158 

1 281 

1 348 

1 532 

1748 

Struc. Comp. 
Total. Community 

Averages 
compared to 
Midpoint 

Total Community 
Averages 

0> Deviation) 

+ 2,2 

+ 1,5 

+ 3,0 

+ 4,6 

+ 4,7 

+ 0,9 

- 1,5 

+ 2,3 

+12,2 

+ 4,4 

+ 1,2 

+ 7,6 

+ 3,6 

.p. 
o 
tD 



Struc. Comp. 

Midpoint 
Trend Line 

Struc. Comp. Values 
Salary System 

Trend Line compared to 
Group Tren4 · ~1ne Values Midpoint Values 

(Rand) ( Rand) Trand Lin. 

(% ~~:~ion) 

17 1 625 1 747 + 7,5 

18 1 813 1 956 + 7,9 

19 2 025 2190 + 8,1 

20 2 261 2 452 + 8,4 

21 2 525 2 756 + 9, 1 

22 2620 3075 + 9,0 

23 3148 3443 + 9,4 

24 3 516 3 855 + 9,6 

AVSRAGE DEVIATION PERCENTAGE 
SALARY GROUPS 17 THROUGH 24 : + 8,6 

NOTE: 

TABLE 76 - - continued 

COMPARISON OF TREND LINE VALUES, RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE )IIDPOINTS, 
OIL COMMUNITY AVERAGES AND TOTAL COMMUNITY AVERAGES : MONTHLY BASE : 

STRUCTURAL COMPARISON v s. MIDPOINT SYSTEMS : 1980 

I Struc. Comp. Midpoint Struc. Comp. 
Midpoint Struc. Comp. Midpoints System. System 

System. System compared to Oil Oil 
Kidpoint Midpoints Midpoint Comnmity COIIIIlwrlty 

(Rand) (Rand) . Midpoint s Averages Averages 
(% Deviation) (Rand) (Rand) 

1 625 1750 + 7,7 1 562 -

1815 1 955 + 7, 7 1 753 1 783 

2025 2190 "+ 8,1 2 045 -
2 260 2455 + 8, 6 2142 2 193 

2 525 2745 + 8,7 2 285 -
2820 3075 + 9,0 3 004 2 734 

3150 3445 + 9,4 2 952 -

3 515 3855 + 9,7 3 263 3409 

+ 8,6 

1.. ~.idpoint System group-to-group progression rate = 11,7% (Grot.ps 17 through 24, before adjustments to nearest R5). 

2. Structural Comparison System group-to-group progression rate = 11,8% (Groups 17 through 24, before adjustments to neares R5). 

Oil Community Midpoint 
Averages System 

compared. to Total 
Midpoint Community 

Oil Co_unity AYerages 

( ~l~~~:~on) (Rand) 

- 1 625 

+ 1,7 1 818 

- 2 087 

+ 2,4 2 239 

- 2 368 

- 8,9 2 791 

- 3034 

+ 4,5 3 516 

- 0,1 

Struc. Camp. 
System 
Total 

Co_unity 
Averages 

(Rand) 

1748 

1899 

2 260 

2 330 

2815 

2 949 

-

3 855 

Struc.COIip. 
Total CoDlllunity 

Av erages 
compared to 
Midpoint 

Total Colllllnmity 
Av erages ! 

. (% Deviat ion). 

+ 7,6 

+ 4,5 

+ 8,3 

+ 4,1 , 

+ 8,9 

+ 5,7 

-
+ 9,6 

+ 8, 4 

-P> 

o 



FIGURE 14 
COMPARISON OF MIDPOINT SYSTEM AND STRUCTURAL 
COMPARISON SYSTEM SALARY TREND LINES : 1980 

400a' R3855 : Structural Comparison System Group 2) /' 
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However, it may be suggested that this discrepancy is as a result 

of the tendency for the Midpoint System to reflect movements in actual 

salaries, while the Structural Comparison System reflects movements in 

competitive market rates in the form of salary range midpoint values, and 

thus the two systems are essentially reporting movements in two different 

compensation areas, but measured against a similar standard, namely, the 

existing survey organisation pay structure. This standard of 

measurement may add to the discrepancy i n that the survey organisation 

pay structure waS adjusted according to the Midpoint System recommendations 

subsequent to both the 1974 and 1977 surveys, and as a result the higher 

midpoint values recommended by the Structural Comparison System were not 

taken into account, which resulted in a cumUlative increase in structural 

movements reported by the Structural Comparison System, as revealed when 

such results are compared against the existing pay structure. 

To illustrate this point, should the Structural Comparison System 

recommended structure have been adopted by the survey organisation 

subsaquent to the 1977 survey, and the Structural Comparison data 

measured against the res ulting structure in 1980, then the average 

recommended pay structure adjustment figures applicable to the Structural 

Comparison data would be reduced to 3 , ~/o fo r salary groups one to six, 

4,~/o for salary groups six to seventeen, and 5 ,9f, for salary groups 

seventeen to twenty-four. These figures do not as a result vary 

significantly from the corresponding figures of the Midpoint System. 

Despite these discrepancies, general trends in salary practices 

have been reflected by the final data analysis of both systems. As an 

example, both systems reflect substantial movements in salary levels at 

the salary group one to six section of the pay structure. The Midpoint 

System reflects a movement of 12,~/o for salary group one, while the 

corresponding Structural Comparison System figure is 15 ,~/o. Thus , both 

systems are reflecting the reactions of organisations to the Non-White 

labour situation, these figures corresponding not only f or the 1980 survey 

but also the 1974 and 1977 surveys. 

As a result of the higher midpoint values reflected by the 

Structural Comparison System, the corresponding potential cost of adopting 

the recommended structure, as based on the change in midpoint values, is 

significantly higher for the Structural Comparison system, such figure 
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being R11 6 058 as opposed to R55 608 f or the Midpoint System. However, 

once again the cost figure applicable to the Structural Comparison System 

would be significantly reduced should the 1980 survey data be compared 

against a pay structu r e based on the Structural Comparison recommended 

structure of 1977, this figure being reduced from R 116 058 to R69 707, an 

effective cost reduction of 60 ,1'/0. Similarly, the cost figure of 

adjusting all salaries below recommended minimum to the minimum figure 

is reduced significantly. 

Thus, although the cost figures applicable to the respective 

systems have been calculated to determine the potential cost to t he 

survey organisation of adopting the recommended structure at that point 

in time, such figures are not calculated to provide a basis for cost 

comparisons, as these figures are naturally higher for the Structural 

Comparison System, by virtue of the fac e that the indicated salary 

movement figures are higher. Nevert heless, these figures do indicate 

the diffe r ence in costs to the survey organisation, should a decision 

have been made by management to adopt the Structural Comparison System 

in place of the Midpoint System, for future survey purposes , assuming 

that all employees would be paid at the respective midpoint rates, which 

is unlikely. 

Finally , then , taking these factors into consideration, it may be 

assumed on the basis of the comparisons, that the Structural Comparison 

System is in fact providing consistent results in the light of results 

obtained by the Midpoint System, as emphasised by the overall comparisons 

calculated subsequent to each survey. Although results obtained and 

analysed through techniques of the Structural Comp ~rison System have 

proved consistent in the light of similar r esults obtained from the 

Midpoint System, the 1980 comparisons do indicate the necessity for an 

improvement in the standardisation of pay structures at the executive 

levels. However , as mentioned, this problem may in fact be effectively 

neutralised by increasing the reliability of results at such levels 

thr ough the establishment of a wider base of anchor points. 

CONCLUDING REMARKS AN OVERALL COMPARISON 

In order to provide a logic for an overall comperison baSis, note 

must be made of the fact that subsequent to each survey conducted, the 
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results obtained by both systems were measured initially against a 

common yardstick , namely , the existing survey organisation pay structure , 

prior to the actual comparison of one system ' s results against the other. 

However, of importance is that the survey organisation pay structure 

values in each subsequent survey had been based on the previous survey 

recommendations according to the existing survey procedure in use, 

namely , the Midpoint System . Thus, although this common yardstick was 

necessary as a measuring device against which each systems results could 

be compared, due to the fact that it was the accepted pay structure in 

use at the times in question , such a yardstick does not supply a 

successive equitable and consistent basis against which the Structural 

Comparison System as such may be effectively tested for reliability. 

With th i s factor in mind, an overall comparison of results obtained 

by the two systems may be pr ovided on the basis of the movement in total 

compensation figures as reflected by each system at various levels of the 

pay structure, but measured against those total compensation figures 

supplied by the same system during the previous survey, as i l lustrated by 

TABLE 77. In other words , TABLE 77 supplies the percentage incr ease in 

actual competitive average total compensation figures for each system 

separately , as based on results obtained fo r each previous survey. The 

results obtained f rom each survey are thus used as bases f or the 

calculations of percentage movements, the 1974 survey figures being the 

base upon which totals are calculated . A graphical representation of 

these compensation movements reflected by each system is illustrated in 

FIGURE 15 . 

TABLE 77 

INCREASE IN COMPETITIVE AVERAGE TOTAL COMPENSATION VALUES 
STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM VS MIDPOINT SYSTEM : 1974-19BO 

SALARY STRUCTURAL COMPARISON MIDPOINT 
GROUPS PERCENTAGE INCREASE PERCENTAGE INCREASE 

1974-1977 1977-1980 1974-1980 1974-1977 1977-1980 1974-1980 

1 - 6 22,6 19 , 5 52 , 5 25,5 21,5 52,6 

6 - 16 30 , 2 19,5 55 ,9 26, 5 18,3 50 , 4 

16 - 24 29,4 20 , 0 55,3 31 , 9 18,0 55,6 

1 - 24 28,0 19 , 7 54 ,9 24,8 19 ,0 53,0 
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TABLE 77 reveals that the moveme nts in competitive average total 

compensation values, or community averages, as reflected by each system 

for the per iod 1974 to 19BO do not differ significantly at all, the total 

averages being 54 .50/0 for the structural Comparison System as opposed to 

53 , ~~ for the Midpoint System. However, basing the comparison on 

movements in actual pay structure midpoints, utilising the survey 

organisation pay structure subsequent to the 1974 survey as the base for 

percentage calculations, the average movement in midpoints is reflected 

as 58 , 30/0 by the Structural Comparison System , as opposed to 50,~ by the 

Midpoint System, figures which indicate a far gr eater discrepancy between 

the two syst ems. These figures thus effectively illustrate the 

cumulative effect on the margin of discrepancy between the systems when 

using the existing pay structure as a standard yardst ick. Nevertheless, 

as stressed earlier, the existing structure was essential as a base 

against which respective results could be measured for each survey, as it 

was the accepted pay structure for the survey organisation. 

On the basis of the comparison provided in TABLE 77 it may be 

concluded that the Structural Comparison System has provided results 

which are consistent in relation to those provided by the Midpoint System , 

in terms of the movement of the respective compensation figures collected 

and anlysed by the systems for the period 1974 to 1980. A close 

scrutiny of the table reveals that no significant differences between 

values are evident, such values being more or less similar for each level 

of the pay struc ~ure and for each period of movement. Further, 

utilising the same basis of comparison, and correlating the results 

obtained from the two systems for the years 1974, 1977 and 1980, res ults 

in a coefficient of 0 , 96 overall, a figure which is acceptably high by all 

standards . 

Thus , on the basis of these calculations it may be stated that, in 

the light of results obtained from the Midpoint System, the St ructural 

Comparison System indicates a relatively high degree of consistency in 

the reporting of similar results, which in turn indicates a relatively 

high degree of reliability. 

A further indication of the acceptab ility of the Structural 

Comparison System may be analysed in terms of potential costs to the 

organisation when conSidering the adoption of a recommended structure. 
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As stressed, the potential cost analysis provided for each system 

subsequent to each survey waS absolutely necessary as an indication of 

the potential costs of adopting the recommended pay st ructures applicable 

to the results obtained by the respective systems , at that point in time, 

but these cost analysis do not provide an effective or adequate basis for 

cost comparisons between the two systems, as once agai n the existing 

survey organisation pay structure was ut ilised as a basis for 

calculations , and this fact determined t he higher potential costs 

applicable to the structural Comparison System. 

utilising a basis of comparison whereby potential cost 

calculations are based on changes i n midpoint values from su r vey to 

survey for each system separately , r ather than utilising the existing 

s urvey organisation p.ay structure as a basis for both systems , reveals 

that potential costs applicable to tha Structural Comparison System data 

are drastically reduced , and compar e more favourably with the 

corresponding potential costs applicable to the Midpoint System , as 

r evealed in TABLE 7B . 

TABLE 7B 

COMPARISON OF POTENTIAL COSTS BASED ON CHANGE IN MIDPOINT 
VALUES : STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM VS MIDPOINT SYSTEM : 1974-19BO 

POTENTIAL COST (RAND) 
SYSTEM 

1974 1977 19BO 

STRUCTURAL 70 426 64 812 69 707 COMPARISON 

MIDPOINT 58 968 50 772 55 60B 

'f, DISCREPANCY 19 , 4 27 , 6 25 , 4 

Thus , although the potential cost to the survey organisation would 

have been higher in each case , should the survey organisation have adopted 

the Structural Comparison recommended structure, mainly due to the higher 

midpoint values reflected, the above table does in fact provide a more 

r ealistic comparison of such costs than the comparison based on changes in 

midpoint values of che existing pay structur e. However, these potential 
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costs are not by any means a reflection of the actual costs which are 

applicable to the s urvey system procedure in terms of manhours, travelling 

expenses, etc. It is in fact in this long term successive survey 

procedure base which has proved to be extremely costly to the survey 

or ganisation , and at which the structu r al Comparison System aims its cost 

reduction rationale. Unfortunately a cost analysis of the abovementioned 

type is beyond the scope of this research pr ogram, and thus a comparison 

on this basis cannot be supplied. Nevertheless , an estimate of the 

number of manhours necessary to conduct the 1980 salary surve y according 

to the Midpoint System , as opposed to the number of manhours necessar y to 

conduct the su rvey according to the Structural Comparison System, reveals 

that the total applicable to the latter system was in effect 8~~ less than 

that required by the former . Although it must be emphasised that this 

percentage is based on estimates, clearly the cost reduction in terms of 

manhours alone is substantial, while the results obtained from the 

St ru ctural Comparison System are consistent and acceptable . 

A furthe r factor which tends to support the consistency of results 

obtained from the Structural Comparison System in the light of those 

results obtained from the Midpoi nt System is the similar reflection of 

trends which had developed th roughout the number of years which had 

developed throughout the number of years which were surveyed . For 

example , the reaction and overreaction on the part of participating 

organisations t o the Non-White labour situation and unrest was reflected 

in both actual salaries and pay structur es, and was therefore reflected 

by both systems in the analysis of such data , as indicated by 

recommended pay struct ure moveme nts specifical ly at the salary group 

one level, and generally at the salary groups one to six level. 

However, a furthe r trend developed over the s urvey years , namely, 

that the midpoint values recommended by the Structural Comparison System , 

tended to be, on the average , higher than those of the Midpoint System , 

and this waS more noticeable at the upper management and executive levels 

of the pay structure, while the discrepancies at the lower levels, or 

salary groups one to six, were not significant. On the basis of the 

discrepancies at the uppe r levels of the pay structure, a cl oser scrutiny 

of the Structural Compar ison System analysis of the relevant salary 

groups was undertaken during the 1977 survey , and although the specific 

potential pr oblems were recognised, it may be assumed that the logiC of 
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the standardisation process of the structural Comparison System 

effectively reduces the possibility of a reduction of reliability at 

these levels. Most important is the fact that this system reflects the 

closely matched midpoint values of participating organisation formal 

salary ranges, regarded as representative "going rates" for groups of 

positions , and on this basis the values reflected in the structural 

standardisation are applicable irrespective of the actual rate in terms 

of monetary value. In this way such a system reflects midpoints rather 

than actual salaries. 

In conclusion , although various problems relating to the 

Structural Comparison System have been identified and discussed subsequent 

to each completed survey , and results obtained from this system have 

proved to be acceptable in terms of similar r esults obtained from the 

Midpoint System , which has been extensively applied in practice by an 

international organisation, it is nevertheless impractical to assume 

that such a system is a totally acceptable and effective yardstick 

against which the Structural Comparison System may be measured. This is 

by virtue of the fact that the rationale and logic of the Structural 

Comparison System is aimed at effectively reducing to a minimum, or 

eradicating , the disadvantages of those systems such as the Midpoint 

System. 

With this point in mind , then, the base of comparison against which 

results of the Structural Comparison System could be measured for 

effectiveness, acceptability and consistency has been broadened by the 

provision of an analysis of the respective survey results in the light of 

results provided by national survey organisations such as Perom nes Salary 

Surveys (Pty) Limited, and Urwick International (Pty) Limited. The 

following section is thus devoted to providing this comparison of 

Structural Comparison System results against those provided by the 

abovementioned or ganisations. 



PAR T VI 

EVALUATING THE STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM 



CHAPTER XII 

ESTABLISHING THE BASIS FOR COMPARISON 

INTRODUCTION 

Although number and methods of salary survey undertaking vary 

from organisation to organisation, there is available to all organisations 

in South Africa comprehensive compensation survey data which has been 

compiled and analysed on a national basis by certain organisations which 

conduct such surveys on a bi-annual basis , utilising nationally accepted 

survey systems and techniques. These survey organisations offer their 

services to any organisation interested in participating in such surveys, 

and the resulting data provided may either be utilised to supplement the 

client organisations own survey data , or as a basis to competitively 

adjust pay structures. 

Typical of such survey organisat ions are Per omnes Salary Surveys 

(Pty) Limited , and Urwick International (Pty) Limited, who have 

developed their own comprehensive survey systems on the basis of national 

and international research . These organisations devote their time to 

gathering and analysing compensation data from their client organisations 

on a bi-annual basis. Although the particular systems in use by these 

organisations are obviously not available to client organisations , 

extremely thorough and comprehensive reports, containing both raw data 

as well as analYSis and interpretation thereof, are submitted to 

participants for their consideration and/or further analysis. 

A large number of organisations rely solely on these reports for 

annual adjustments to pay structures, as the data and analysis of data 

is regarded as being highly reliable on both regio nal and national bases 

as a result of the comprehensive range of organisations, communities, 

industries, labour markets and positions utilised for data collation. 

Although the oil company used as the survey organisation for the 

purposes of this research program, utilises its own survey system and 

techniques in order to obtain data upon which pay structure adjustments 

may be based, management still finds it necessary to participate in the 

surveys conducted by Peromnes and Urwick in order to obtain comparative 

421 
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data and analyses. The data obtained from these bi-annual surveys thus 

provides, in conjunction with data received from other oil companies, the 

basis and justification for annual adjustments to the survey organisation 

pay structure. These adjustments are absolutely necessary in order to 

maintain competitive pay structure midpoints for those years during which 

the survey organisation does not conduct its own comprehensive surveys. 

Thus, on the basis of the extensive labour market covered by the 

Peromnes and Urwick salary surveys , the salary data provided is regarded 

as being acceptable for competitive adjustment purposes, as well as for 

a basis for comparison against which the survey organisation's own survey 

statistics may be measured . In short, then, the Peromnes and Urwick 

surveys provide the most reliable basis as standards against which the 

reliability and val idity of the structur al Comparison System may be 

gauged, due to the following logic: 

1. Peromnes and Urwick provide internationally and nationally 

accepted compensation sur vey systems. 

2. The analysis and interpretation of data is comprehensive and 

reliable in terms of industries, communities , labour markets, and positions 

surveyed by the survey organisation. 

3. Survey results are provided regionally as well as nationally. 

4. These bi-annual surveys provide raw salary data , as well as 

comp l eted analyses , such that this data may be analysed in terms of 

techniques provided by other survey systems for comparison purposes. 

5. Both Peromnes and Urwick have formulated their own job 

evaluation systems, and salary group/labour grade structures based on 

such systems, which provides a rationale for the survey techniques 

utilised by each organisation. 

6. The survey organisation utilises one of the abovementioned 

systems for all internal position evaluations , as well as a method for 

establishing job comparability during surveys. In other words, the survey 

organisation job hierarchy is based upon the application of the same job 
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factors applicable to the overall system utilised by one of the 

abovementioned organisations, which provides a rationale and an extremely 

reliable basis for comparison purposes in that both organisations utilise 

the same system for position comparison and weighting purposes. 

On the basis of the above logic , then, the data provided by 

Peromnes and Urwick salary surveys has been analysed and adapted as 

standards against which the results of the structural Comparison System 

have been measured. However, in order to provide as wide a base as 

possible, different approaches of data analysis and adaptation have been 

utilised for each of the two organisations. To facilitate this 

requirement , the actual structure of salary groups of one of the 

organisations has been standardised, according to the Structural 

Standardisation procedures, in order to provide a standardised range of 

salary groups which are exactly comparable with those of the survey 

organisat ion. The data provided for these salary groups by the 

organisation concerned was then adjusted accordingly and utilised as a 

standard of comparison . 

On the other hand , the data provided by the second organisation 

was utilised in its raw form , as analysed according to such organisation's 

techniques to provide position averages, which were then used as the 

bases for calCUlation of community averages and trend line values. The 

positions used were those used as survey positions by the Structural 

Comparison System , comparability having been established through the 

analysis of job descriptions provided by the organisation in question. 

THE PEROMNES COMPARISON BASIS 

utilising its own methods and techniques Peromnes has established 

its own salary gr oup/labour grade structure, according to points 

allocation provided by the Peromnes job evaluation system . Basically , 

this structure consists of eighteen grades catering for job levels 

ranging from unskilled workers to top management, plus two top executive 

level grades which are dealt with on a separate analysis basis. The top 

executive levels are represented by grades 1+ and 1++, while the unskilled 

to top management levels are represented by grades one to eighteen . 

In order to provide a basis for compari son between the community 
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t rend line values applicable to the survey organisation ,and those of 

Peromnes fo r each survey year , i t waS necessary to standardise the 

Peromnes grade structure according to the sur vey organisation salary 

gr oup/labour grade structure, In other words , the Peromnes basic 

twenty grade structur e had to be adjusted to form exact grade- to- grede 

comparisons with the survey organisation twenty- f our grade structure, 

thus ensuring that each gr ade had a comparable par tne r grade in the 

gr ade hierarchy of the other organisation. 

The st r uctural Standardisation System logic and procedures were 

utilised in this standar disation pr ocess , comparisons being made on the 

basis of job comparability and not on salary levels, completed 

subsequent to the 1974 salary sur vey . In this way , the Peromnes 

structure or hierarchy of positions , and the correspondi ng grade 

structure were standar dised according t o the survey organisation 

structure , and t hus the points r anges applicable to the various Peromnes 

gr ades, based on the job factor points score evaluations acco r ding to 

the Peromnes job evaluation system , were also standardised according to 

the s urvey organisation str uctu r e. 

In shor t , utilising job descriptions provided by both organisations, 

and the Peromnes met hod of job evaluation, posit i o n- to- posit io n 

comparability was established , on the basis of points score evaluations, 

to est ablish exact matches which in tu rn provided the means for 

structu r al standardisation based on job comparability. 

The su rvey organisation salary group structure and the 

standardised Perom nes equivalent is illust rated in TABLE 79 . 
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TABLE 79 

STANDARDISED PERDMNES GRADE STRUCTURE 

SURVEY ORGANISATION 
SALARY GROUP 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

PEROMNES 
SALARY GROUP 

18 

17 

16 

15/ 16 

14 

13 

12 

11 

11/10 

10 

9 

9/8 

8 

8/7 

7/6 

6 

6/5 

5/4 

4 

3 

3/2 

2/1 

1+ 

By utilising this table as a basis, Peromnes survey statistics were 

extracted from bi-annual reports, and compared with the s urvey 

organisation statistics, for each survey conducted by the survey 

organisation. Care waS taken to ensure that the data extracted from the 

Peromnes r eports waS effective at the same date as that applicable to the 

conducting of the respective survey organisation comprehensive surveys . 

All basic salary data extracted waS adjusted according t o the same bonus 

factor utilised in the Structural Comparison surveys. 
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THE URWICK COMPARISON BASIS 

Alt hough this particular organisation has established a formal 

job evaluation system, as well as a structure of grades based on this 

system, in order to provide a different base against which the Structural 

Comparison System results could be compared, and thus provide variation 

in the form of a wider overall comparison basis , rather than standardising 

the grade structure according to that of the survey organisation, the 

actual raw data provided in the form of position averages by Urwick, was 

utilised to establish a community trend line. 

Basically, those survey positions which had been utilised by the 

survey organisation in conducting surveys were matched with comparable 

positions surveyed by Urwick, and these positions provided the basis for 

the extraction of position averages supplied by such organisation. 

Due to the fact that the survey organisation participates in the 

surveys conducted by Urwick on an annual basis , position-to-position 

comparability and subsequent exact matches were established through an 

analysis of job descriptions supplied by Urwick . Thus, the survey 

organisation's survey positions could be matched with those supplied in 

each survey report submitted by Urwick, such that relevant position 

averages could be extracted for comparison purposes. These position 

averages were then utilised to calculate community averages for each 

survey organisation salary group, and these were subsequently plotted in 

order to provide the community trend line values. 

Thus, although no standardised structure is formed, data has still 

been prcvided such that an analysis in terms of the survey organiSation 

salary group structure may be made for each relevant survey. As a 

result, trend line values may be established for each relevant salary 

group and these values provide measures against which the corresponding 

values of the structural Comparison System may be compared. 

Care was once again taken to ensure that the data extracted from 

the Urwick reports waS effective at the Same date as that applicable to 

the conducting of the respective survey organisation comprehensive 

surveys. All basic salary data extracted was adjusted according to the 

Same bonus factor utilised in the structural Comparison surveys. 
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THE OVERALL COMPARISON BASIS 

In both the Cases of the Peromnes and the Urwick comparison bases, 

the actual trend line values were computed for each of the survey years 

under consideration, and these values were then used as measures against 

which corresponding Structural Comparison System values were compared. 

This analysis provided a meaSure of discrepancy between various salary 

group values, job level averages, and overall structural averages. 

The overall comparison basis, namely, the individual comparisons 

combined to reveal discrepancies in t otal compensation movements 

represented by changes in the computed pay structure values as reflected 

by each individual survey organisation, provide an indication of the 

reliability of results obtained through application of Structural 

Comparison System techniques. 



CHAPTER XIII 

COMPARISONS WITH PEROMNES SALARY SURVEYS 

THE 1974 SURVEY 

I. Method and Results 

On the basis of the standardised Peromnes structure, statistics 

were extracted from the applicable Peromnes survey report and adjusted 

accordingly1 In other words, those salary data values supplied by 

Peromnes in the form of the normal pay structure were adjusted to 

accommodate the standardisation of the grade structure according to the 

survey organisation structure. This adjustment of community average 

midpoints as supplied by the Peromnes April 1974 survey report is 

illustrated in TABLE 80. Of importance is the fact that the data 

extracted and utilised to calculate the adjusted Peromnes midpoints 

consisted of base salary adjusted by an annual bonus factor, en 

adjustment which was necessary, as the Structural Comparison System 

includes annual bonus factors in the analysis of the competitive average 

total compensation midpoints. 

The adjusted Peromnes community average midpoints were plotted on 

semi-log graph paper, and the community trend line, or line of best fit 

was established from the scattergram. Trend line values were calculated 

and compared with those of the Structural Comparison System, these 

discrepancies being revealed by TABLE 81. The graphical comparison of 

the respective trend lines and the group-to-group progression rates are 

illustrated by FIGURE 16. 

II. Discussion 

The comparison of trend line values reveals that the national 

labour market "going rates" as reflected by the Structural Comparison 

System survey are, on the average, 2,8~ higher than those reflected by 

the Peromnes survey. However, this overall average does not provide an 

1As adapted from "Peromnes Salary Survey - April 1974" 
[Johannesburg: Peromnes Salary Surveys [pty) Ltd., April, 1974). 
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TABLE 80 

ADJUSTMENT OF PERoMNES COMMUNITY AVERAGE MIDPOINTS MONTHLY 
BASE 1974 SURVEY 

PERoMNES PERoMNES COMMUNITY SURVEY ORGANISATION ADJUSTED PERDMNES 
SALARY AVERAGE MIDPOINT SALARY COMMUNITY AVERAGE 
GROUP (RAND) GROUP MIDPOINT (RAND) 

18 188 1 188 

17 212 2 212 

16 242 3 242 

15 282 4 262 

14 318 5 318 

13 362 6 362 

12 412 7 412 

11 469 8 469 

10 534 9 501 

9 606 10 534 

8 692 11 606 

7 786 12 650 

6 919 13 692 

5 1 075 14 739 

4 1 255 15 853 

3 1 462 16 919 

2 1 712 17 997 

1 2 006 18 1 164 

1+ 2 266 19 1 255 

20 1 462 

21 1 587 

22 1 854 

23 2 006 

24 2 266 

NOTE: 

1. Figures represent base salaries adjusted by bonus facto r of 1,0833. 

2. Figures have been adjusted according to TA8LE 79 standardisation. 



430 

TABLE 81 

COMPARISON OF STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM TREND LINE VALU ES AND 
ADJUSTED PEROMNES SYSTEM TREND LINE VALUES : MONTHLY BASE : 1974 

SALARY GROUP STRUCTURAL PEROMNES STRUCTURAL COMPARISON 
(SURVEY ORGANISATION COMPARISON TREND LINE VALUES COMPARED TO 

AND STANDARDISED TREND LINE VALUES PEROMNES VALUES 
PEROMNES) VALU ES (RAND) (RAND) ("!o DEVIATIO N) 

1 145 188 - 22,8 

2 178 214 - 16 , 8 

3 218 244 - 10,7 

4 267 278 - 4 ,0 

5 327 317 + 3 , 2 

6 401 361 + 11, 1 

7 436 412 + 5 , 8 

8 474 469 + 1 , 1 

9 516 510 + 1, 2 

10 561 555 + 1 , 1 

11 610 603 + 1,2 

12 664 656 + 1, 2 

13 722 713 + 1, 3 

14 785 776 + 1,.2 

15 854 844 + 1,2 

16 964 917 + 5 , 1 

17 1 089 997 + 9 , 2 

18 1 230 1 122 + 9 , 6 

19 1 389 1 261 + 10 , 2 

20 1 568 1 418 + 10,6 

21 1 771 1 594 + 11, 1 

22 2 000 1 793 + 11,5 

23 2 258 2 016 + 12 ,0 

24 2 550 2 266 + 12,5 

AVERAGE VARIANCE = + 2 , 8 

NOTE: 

1 . Structural Comparison group- to- group 
Progression rates Groups 1 to 6 1,2256 

Groups 6 to 15 1,0876 
Groups 15 to 24 1,1292 

2. Peromnes group-to- group 
Progression rates = Groups 1 to 8 1, 1396 

Groups 8 to 17 1,0874 
Groups 17 to 24 1, 1288 
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adequate reflection of the actual salary level differences t hat exist 

between the two st ructures , and which are mor e clearly illustrated by 

FIGURE 16 . 

A closer look at the lower levels of the salary group hierarchy 

(the survey organisation salary groups one to eight, and the Peromnes 

salary groups eleven to eighteen) reveals that this is an area of greatest 

individual salary group discrepancies, as illustrated by the structural 

Comparison trend line value being 22,sy, lower than that of the Peromnes 

figure, for the survey organisation salary gr oup one level; 16,8~ lower 

for the salary group two level; and 10,~~ lower for the salary group 

three level. The average discrepancy between the structural Comparison 

trend line values and the corresponding Peromnes trend line values for 

survey organisation salary groups one to eight is - 4, 1~. These 

significantly large differences at salary groups one, two, and three 

levels, and the lowering of the average figure from - 16 , ~~ for these 

three groups to a figure of -4,1~ for salary groups one to eight, are 

undoubtedly due to the vastly different group- to- group progression rates 

applicable to each system at these levels. The Peromnes progression 

r ates for the salary groups is 13,9~~ as opposed to 22 , 5~~ applicable to 

the structural Comparison System, which accounts for an intergroup 

differential of 8,60/0 . 

The causal factors behind s uch a discrep ancy may be due to the 

fact that the Peromnes survey covers a far wider community in terms of 

numbers of organisations and positions surveyed than does the Structural 

Comparison System , and as a result , the reaction of the national 

community to the necessity to improve Non-White labour rates has been 

more r eadily reflected by a much higher lower structure level aver age 

rate, and thus a less steep progression rate. 

The middle section of the structure reveals a much lower level of 

discrepancy between the results obtained by the two systems. Although 

the Structur al Comparison System trend line values are generally higher 

than the Peromnes trend line values for this middle section of the 

structure (survey organisation salary groups eight to seventeen, and 

Peromnes salary groups eleven to five), the actual average discrepancy is 

minimal, such average figure being 2,4~. This figure is even lower for 

survey organisation salary groups eight to fifteen, such average being 
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Tha group-to-group prograssion ratas for this saction of tha 

structure ara almost idantical for tha two systams, namaly 8,7&/0 for 

tha structural Comparison Systam, as opposad to tha Paromnas figura of 

8, 74~,. 

Finally, tha discrapancias batwaan t rend lina valuas for tha two 

systams at tha uppar managamant lavals of tha structura ara onca again 

fairly significant, tha structural Comparison valuas on tha avaraga 

highar than thosa of tha Paromnas survay by 1 o,~/o (survay organisation 

salary groups savantaan to twanty-four, and Paromnas salary groups six 

to ona plus). Tha group- to-group prograssion ratas for salary groups 

at t his laval of tha structura diffa r by 0, 4~" tha structural Comparison 

Systam providing t ha staapar trand lina inclina. Tha raas ons bahind 

thasa discrepancias at tha top managamant lavals of tha structure may 

only ba hintad at, but onca again this araa of analysis indicatas a 

potantial problam area for intar-survay comparison purposas. 

Tit 1977 SURVEY 

I. Mathod and Rasults 

Tha sama mathod of comparison as that utilisad for tha 1974 survay 

results waS onca again appliad to tha data suppliad by tha Paromnas and 

structural Comparison Survays. Utilising tha structural standardisation 

revaalad in TABLE 79 , tha figures axtractad f r om tha April 1977 Paromnas 
2 survay report wara adjustad accordingly for comparison against tha 

structur al Comparison Systam figures. 

is ravaalad in TABLE 82. 

This adjustmant of Paromnas data 

Thasa adjustad midpoints wara plottad on sami-Iog graph papar 

and tha lina of bast fit, or community trend line group- to- group 

prograssion ratas thus astablishad allowad calculation of t ra nd lina 

valuas, which wara than comparad with corrasponding trend lina valuas of 

tha Structural Comparison Systam 1977 survay , as ravaalad in TABLE 83. 

Graphical reprasantation of tha raspactiva trend lina valuas is providad 

by FIGURE 17. 

2 As adaptad from "Paromnas Salary Survay - April 1977" 
(Johannasburg : Paromnas Salary Survays (Pty) Ltd., April, 1977). 
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TABLE B2 

ADJUSTMENT DF PERDMNES COMMUNITY AVERAGE MIDPOINTS MONT HLY 
BASE 1977 SURVEY 

PEROMNES PEROMNES COMMUNITY SURVEY ORGANISATION ADcUSTED PEROMNES 
SALARY AVERAGE MIDPOI NT SALARY COMMUNITY AVERAGE 
GROUP (RAND) GRaJP MIDPOINT (RAND) 

18 174 1 174 

17 2D8 2 208 

16 250 3 250 

15 340 4 295 

14 37D 5 370 

13 44D 6 44D 

12 495 7 495 

11 610 8 610 

10 695 9 653 

9 775 10 695 

8 8B5 11 775 

7 1 011 12 830 

6 1 230 13 885 

5 1 450 14 948 

4 1 650 15 1 121 

3 1 926 16 1 230 

2 2 364 17 1 340 

1 2 610 18 1 550 

1+ 2 898 19 1 650 

20 1 926 

21 2 145 

22 2 487 

23 2 61 0 

24 2 898 

NOTE: 

1. Figures rep r esent base salaries adjusted by bonus factor of 1,0833. 

2 . Figures have been adjusted according to TABLE 79 standardisation. 
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TABLE 83 

COMPARISON OF STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM TREND LINE VALUES AND 
ADJUSTED PERDMNES SYSTEM TREND LINE VALUES : MONTHLY BASE : 1977 

SALARY GROUP STRUCTURAL PEROMNES STRUCTURAL COMPARISON 
(SURVEY ORGANISATION COMPARISON TREND LINE VALUES COMPARED TO 

AND STANDARDISED TREND LINE VALUES PERCJv1NES VALUES 
PEROMNES) VALUES (RAND) (RAND) (~o DEVIATION) 

1 188 174 + 8,0 

2 227 208 + 9 ,1 

3 274 249 + 10,0 

4 330 298 + 10, 7 

5 398 356 + 11,8 

6 480 426 + 12,7 

7 530 510 + 3, 9 

8 586 610 - 3 , 9 

9 647 670 - 3 ,4 

10 714 735 - 2 ,9 

11 789 807 - 2,2 

12 872 886 - 1,6 

13 963 973 - 1,0 

14 1 063 1 068 - 0,5 

15 1 174 1 172 + 0,2 

16 1 297 1 287 + 0 , 8 

17 1 432 1 413 + 1,3 

18 1 583 1 550 + 2 , 1 

19 1 778 1 721 + 3,3 

20 1 997 1 911 + 4,5 

21 2 244 2 120 + 5,8 

22 2 520 2 353 + 7,1 

23 2 832 2 611 + 8 , 5 

24 3 183 2 898 + 9,8 

NOTE : 

1 • Structural Comparison group- to-group 
progression rates = Groups 1 to 6 1,2062 

Groups 6 to 18 1, 1045 
Groups 18 to 24 1,1235 

2 . Perqmnes group-to-group 
progression rates = Groups 1 to 8 1,1963 

Groups 8 to 18 1,0978 
Groups 18 to 24 1, 1098 
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II. Discussion 

Although the overall average discrepancy between trend line values 

is greater for the 1977 survey comparison than that applicable to the 

1974 survey comparison, a breakdown of the pay structure into the three 

levels, or categories of jobs, namely lower, middle and upper, reveals 

that the discrepancies at upper management levels has narrowed , while at 

lower levels the discrepancies have become more evenly dispersed. 

At the lower levels of the hierarchy, individual salary group 

differences are still significantly large, the average difference between 

structural Comparison System trend line values and those of the Peromnes 

survey being 7,8~ (survey organisation salary groups one to eight, and 

Peromnes salary groups eleven to eighteen). However, whereas during the 

1974 s urvey the greatest difference between individual salary groups waS 

indicated at the salary groups one and two levels, the 1977 survey 

discrepancies reveal the greatest discrepancies at the salary groups three 

to six levels, as indicated by an average difference of 11,3~ for the 

Structural Comparison over the Peromnes systems for these four groups. 

This trend may reflect the upward movement, and the absorption of the 

r eaction , in monetary terms, of the national community to the Non-White 

labour situation, as reflected in salary groups one, two and three 

discrepancies for the 1974 surveys . Certainly this assumption is 

supported by the fact that the Peromnes group-to-group progres sion rate 

increased over the 1974 su rvey rate by 5,67Y, for the same range of salary 

groups, a fact which resulted in a considerable flattening of the pay 

st ructure curve at these levels. 

Once again, the middle section of the pay structure indicates the 

lowest levels of differences between the two system trend line values. 

The average discrepancy for these levels (survey organisation salary groups 

eight to eighteen, and Peromnes salary groups eleven to four) reveals that 

t he Structural Comparison values were 1,ay, lower than the corresponding 

Peromnes values, the progression rates differing by O,6~. 

Significantly, discrepancies at the upper management levels (survey 

organisation salary groups eighteen to twenty-four, Peromnes salary groups 

four to one plus) for individual salary groups have dropped sufficiently 

to reveal a more acceptable average figure of 5,9"/" the St ructural 
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Comparison trend line values being greater than the corresponding Peromnes 

values. However, the group-to-group progression rates at this level 

indicated that the structural Comparison rate waS greater by 1,37"/0 than 

the Perom nes rate. 

THE 1980 SURVEY 

I. Method and Results 

The original standardisation of the Peromnes structure according 

to the survey organisation pay structure illustrated in TABLE 79 was once 

again utilised to adjust data extracted from the September 1979 Peromnes 
3 su rvey report Although this report did not provide remuneration 

figures applicable at the exact date of the survey organisation 

comprehensive survey , such figures were nevertheless accepted as a basis 

for comparison due to the fact that the majority of those organiSations 

which participated in the 1980 Structural Comparison survey provided 

formal salary ranges that were effective at approximately the same date, 

namely , September, and it is these salary range midpoints which are 

utilised by the Structural Comparison System for analysis purposes. The 

adjustment of Peromnes survey salary data is revealed in TABLE 84 . 

Graphical representation of the community trend line established 

fo r these adjus t ed Peromnes community averages is illustrated in FIGURE 18, 

which provides a comparison of this trend line with that applicable t o the 

structural Comparison 1980 survey. The comparison of actual trend line 

values in the form of individual salary group percentage difference between 

corresponding salary groups, as well as an average discrepancy percentage 

calCUlation is provided in TABLE 85. 

II . Discussion 

The differences between the Structural Comparison and Peromnes trend 

line values for the 1980 survey once again indicate basic pay st ructure 

levels of discrepancy which have emerged as t re nds over the three survey 

years in question. For example, as established during both the 1974 end 

3 
As adapted from "Peromnes Salary Survey - September, 1979" 

(Johannesburg: Perom nes Salary Surveys (Pty) Ltd., September , 1979). 
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TABLE 84 

ADJUSTMENT OF PERoMNES COMMUNITY AVERAGE MIDPOINTS MONTHLY 
BASE 1980 SLRVEY 

PERoMNES PEROMNES COMMUNITY SLRVEY ORGANISATION ADJUSTED PERoMNES 
SALARY AVERAGE MIDPOINT SALARY COMMUNITY AVERAGE 
[ROUP (RAND) GROUP MIDPOINT (RAND) 

NDTE: 

18 1 221 

17 2 260 

16 290 3 290 

15 380 4 335 

14 423 5 424 

13 489 6 489 

12 579 7 579 

11 682 8 682 

10 813 9 748 

9 921 10 813 

8 1 050 11 921 

7 1 236 12 986 

6 1 479 13 1 059 

5 1 746 14 1 148 

4 2 080 15 1 358 

3 2 368 16 1 479 

2 2 863 17 1 612 

1 3 480 18 1 9 13 

1+ 3955 19 2 080 

20 2 368 

21 2 616 

22 3 172 

23 3 480 

24 3 955 

1. Figures rep r esent base salaries adjusted by bonus factor of 
1,0833 . 

2. Figures have been adjusted according to TABLE 79 
standardisation. 
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TABLE 85 

COMPARISON OF STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM TREND LINE VALUES AND 
ADJUSTED PERDMNES SYSTEM TREND LINE VALUES: MONTHLY BASE : 1980 

SALARY GROUP STRUCTURAL PERDMNES STRUCTURAL COMPARISON 
(SURVEY ORGANISATION COMPARISON TREND LINE VALUES COMPARED TO 

AND STANDARDISED TREND LINE VALUES PEROMNES VALUES 
PEROMNES) VALUES (RAND) (RAND) ('/0 DEVIATION) 

1 227 221 + 2,7 

2 272 260 + 4,6 

3 327 305 + 7,2 

4 392 358 + 9,5 

5 471 421 + 11,9 

6 565 494 + 14,4 

7 626 580 + 7,9 

8 694 682 + 1,8 

9 769 750 + 2 , 5 

10 852 826 + 3,1 

11 944 908 + 4,0 

12 1 046 999 + 4,7 

13 1 159 1 100 + 5,4 

14 1 284 1 210 + 6 ,1 

15 1 423 1 331 + 6 ,9 

16 1 577 1 465 + 7 , 6 

17 1 747 1 612 + 8,4 

18 1 956 1 832 + 6 , 8 

19 2 190 2 083 + 5 ,1 

20 2 452 2 368 + 3, 6 

21 2 756 2 692 + 2,4 

22 3 075 3060 + 0,5 

23 3 443 3 480 - 1, 1 

24 3 855 3 955 - 2, 5 

NOTE: 

1 . Structural Comparison group-to-group 
progression rate = Groups 1 to 6 1,2 

Groups 6 to 17 1,1081 
Groups 17 to 24 1, 1197 

2. Peromnes group-t o-group 
progression rate Groups 1 to 8 1,1746 

Groups 8 to 17 1, 1003 
Groups 17 to 24 1,1368 
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1977 survey data comparisons, the area of the structure reveal ing the 

greatest discrepancies for individual salary groups, is at the lower 

levels of the hie r archy (survey organisation salary groups one to eight, 

and Peromnes salary groups eleven to eighteen), the average percentage 

discrepancy for the 1980 survey data comparison at this level being 8,~~ . 

However, note may be made of the fact that a further narrowing of the 

discrepancy gap has t aken place at the salary group one to four levels, 

while there has been a corresponding widening at the salary groups five 

to seven levels , once again indicating the possible "climbing the ladder" 

effect of the national survey community reaction t o the Non-White labour 

market necessity recorded by Peromnes survey during the early months of 

1974. 

A further area of discrepancy which has indicated a trend over the 

years i s at the middle section of the pay structure. The salary groups 

applicable to this level (survey organisation salary groups eight to 

seventeen, and Peromnes salary groups eleven to five) have generally 

revealed insignificant differences in trend line values applicable t o the 

respective systems. TA8LE 85 discrepancies for these salary groups 

result in a structural Comparison System figure which is greater , on the 

average, than the Peromnes figure by 5 ,1'/0 , which does indicate a slight 

widening in the discrepancy gap when this figure is compared with 

corresponding figures of the 1974 and 1977 surveys . 

A very significant fact to note is that the differences at the 

upper management levels of the st ruct ure (survey organisation salar y 

groups seventeen to twenty-four, and Peromnes salary groups five to one 

plus) have narrowed significantly. The average percentage figure, 

indicating the greater Structural Comparison values over the Perom nes 

values, for these salary groups has dropped from 10,8'/0 for the 1974 survey 

comparisons , to 5,9'/0 for the 1977 su rvey comparis ons and finally to 2 , 9'/0 

for the 1980 survey comparisons. Most important , however, is that 

whereas the Peromnes senior executive level figures were significantly 

lower than those of the Structural Comparison System for the 1974 survey 

comparisons , these discrepancy figures being 12,~~ for salary group 

twenty-three, and 12,~~ for salary group twenty- four , such Peromnes 

figu r es ware in fact greater than those of the st ructural Comparison 

System for the 1980 survey comparisons, as indicated by TABLE 85 



443 

discrepancy figures of -1, 1~ for salary group twenty-three and - 2, CI'/o fo r 

salary gr oup twenty-four. 

However, irrespective of individual salary group figu res, the 

relatively inSignificant level s of discr epancy at the middle and upper 

levels of the pay structure are important in that this indicates an 

acceptable level of comparison. The de velopment of the various trends 

and their identification has , thus, further indicated a level of 

consistency in the gathering and analysis of relevant compensation data. 

AN OVERALL COMPARISON 

In order to provide a comparison of the actual movement in total 

compensation f i gures at various levels of the pay structure, as reflected 

by each system , percentage increases over the period 1974 to 1980 have 

been provided in TABLE B6 , indicating movements in actual competitive 

average t otal compensation figures rather than trend l ine values . A 

graphical representation is supplied in FIGURE 19. 

TABLE B6 

INCREASE I N COMPETITIVE AVERAGE TOTAL COMPENSATION VALUES : 
STRUCTU RAL COMPARISON SYSTEM VS PERDMNES SYSTEM : 1974 - 1980 

SALARY GRaJPS STRUCTURAL COMPARISON PERDMNES 
(STANDARDISED) PERCENTAGE INCREASE PERCENTAGE INCREASE 

1974- 1977- 1974- 1974- 1977- 1974-
1977 1980 19Bo 1977 19Bo 1980 

1 - 6 22, 6 19 , 5 52 , 5 7 ,4 17,9 26,0 

6 - 16 30,2 19 , 5 55, 9 2B , 8 18 , 2 52,0 

16 - 24 29 , 4 20,0 55,3 32,3 26 , 5 67,2 

1 - 24 28 , 0 19,7 54 , 9 24,6 20 , 9 50 , 6 

The Structu r al Comparison System surveys provide an overall 

average movement in total compensation figure which is 4, ~/o higher than 

that of the Perom nes system. A breakdown of this overall analysis into 

upper, middle and lower levels of the pay structure reveals that 

significant differences do in fact exist at such levels. Although the 
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structural Comparison System surveys have revealed a more or less constant 

movement in total compensation figures for all levels of the pay structure, 

for the period 1974 to 1980, the Peromnes surveys have revealed an 

entirely different situation. Although the average overall figures for 

the middle section of the pay structure , i.e. salary groups six to sixteen 

indicated above , are similar for both systems , the Peromnes surveys 

indicate a much lower average movement at the salary groups one to six 

level, while at the same time indicating a much higher average movement 

at the salary groups sixteen to twenty- four , or upper management levels. 

This significant difference at the lower levels may be attributed 

to the fact that a negative adjustment to the pay structure waS necessary 

according to dat a supplied by the 1977 Peromnes survey . This negative 

adjustment has thus been reflected in the relatively low percentage 

figure representing the Peromnes survey average movement in total 

compensation figures for salary groups one to six. The significantly 

higher average percentage total compensation movement figure for the 

upper levels of the pay structure revealed by the Peromnes surveys 

accounts for the narrowing of the discrepancy gap between trend line 

values applicable to the two systems for salar y groups twenty-three and 

twenty- four, for the period 1974 - 1977. 

However, apart from the significant difference in average total 

compensation movements at the lower levels of the structure for the 1974 

to 1977 period, and although there are discrepancies at various levels, it 

may be stated that the data comparisons reveal a fairly consistent level 

of data gathering and analysis on the part of the Structural Comparison 

System when measured against the Peromnes system as a yardstick. 

Generally, there has been a tendency for the Structural Comparison System 

to reflect significantly higher rates at the lower levels of the structure, 

and initially higher rates at the upper management and executive levels, 

although this discrepancy gap reduced considerably over successive 

sur veys. Further, at the middle section of the pey structure, which 

baSically spans the majority of the salary groups in the hierarchy, the 

Structural Comparison rates and the Peromnes rates showed no significent 

differences , and were conSistently similar over successive surveys . 



CHAPTER XIV 

COMPARISONS WITH URWICK SALARY SURVEYS 

THE 1974 SURVEY 

I. Method and Results 

Due to the fact that the survey organisation participated in the 

Urwick surveys , it waS possible to utilise the information and data 

s upplied by such organisation to calculate competitive average total 

compensation figures from the individual position averages supplied in 

the various Urwick survey reports. 

Job descriptions are regularly supplied to client organisations by 

Urwick in order to allow position-to-position matching such that relevant 

and reliable compensation data will be supplied by such participating 

organisations. Thus , utilising these job descriptions, matches were 

very carefully established with the survey organisation s urvey positions, 

and the corresponding Urwick survey report s alar y data extracted on the 

basis of these matches. This position average data, adjusted by the 

relevant bonus factor, was then utilised to calculate salary group 

averages, or competitive average total compensation values which were then 

plotted on semi-log graph paper in order to establish a community trend 

l ine. The position averages as extracted from the Urwick May 1974 survey 

report 1, and the calculated competitive average total compensat ion values 

are revealed in TABLE 87 , while the graphical representation of the 

corresponding trend line values is i llustrated by FIGURE 20 . A 

comparison of these trend line values calculated from the group-to-group 

progression rates established from the line of best fit, with the 

corresponding values of the Structural Comparison System 1974 trend line 

is provided in TABLE 8B. 

II. Discussion 

Both the graphical comparison and the trend line value comparisons 

reveal that overall very little discrepancy exists between the results 

1 As adapted from "Urwick Salary Survey - May , 1974" (Johannesburg 
Urwick International (Pty) Ltd., May , 1974) . 
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! Salary 
Position 

Competitive 

Position Title Average Av. Total 
Croup (Rand) cornr:~~)ion 

1 Ceo. Labourer 136 

Office Mess. 145 141 

Cleaner/ Tea Server 142 

2 Fork Lift Truck Op. 164 

Artisan I s Helper 158 171 

Rep .• Hach.Op .. 191 

3 Chauffeur 196 

Clerical Asst. 193 

Junior Clerk 219 
213 

Key Punch ~ 243 

4 Telex Oper ator 279 

Lab. Technic ian 267 272 
Copy Typist 268 

Telephonist 274 

5 Senior Steno. 316 

Clerl< 306 314 

Nursing Sister 320 

6 Senior Comp. Op. 391 

Assigned Steno. 406 399 

Lab. Tech. II 399 

7 Senior Clerk 

i 
414 

Chairman's Sec. 456 
435 

TABLE 87 

TABULATIOO OF COi'lPETITIVE AVERAGE TOTAL COMPENSATION FIGURES 
FROH URWICK POSITIONAL AVERAGES : HONTf\LY !lASE : 1974 

Position Competitive 
Salary Po sition Title Average Av . Total 
Group (Rand) 

Computer Prog. 461 461 

Draughtsman 489 

Purch-Asst . 513 

Asst . Ledgers 495 
512 

Chemist 550 

10 Emp. ReI. Asst. 557 557 

11 Eng.Asst. 594 

Sec. Head. Ledgers 611 

Sen. Comp. Prog. 598 599 

Warehouse Sup. 593 

12 Emp.Rel.Asst. 656 656 

13 Depot Superint. 732 

Offie Sen.Mgr. 686 734 

Credit Mgr. 783 

14 Purchasing Mgr. 810 

Chief Chemist 831 
821 

15 Emp.Rel. Mgr. 899 899 

Salary 
Croup 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Position . Competit i ve 

Position Title Average i Av. Tot al 

(Rand ) ! Compensation 
(Rand) 

i 
As st.Controller 1 ooQ 
Pub.Rel.Hgr. 980 

Chief Proj . Eng. 953 984 

Refinery Supt . 996 

Ceo.Sales Mgr. 1 118 

Treasurer 1 046 1 085 

Chi ef M aint. Eng. 1 092 

Chief Ops.Eng. 1 298 

Secret ary 1 199 1 261 

Tech. S erv. Mgr. 1 285 

Resale Sales Mgr. 1 354 

Mech.~lgr. 1 455 1 405 

Asst.Acc.Hgr . 1500 

Resale Sales Mgr. 1 612 1 586 

Operations Hgr. 1 855 

Reg.Mgr. 1 710 1 780 

Ace. & Fin.Mgr. 

I 
1 878 1 878 

Hanuf.Hgr. I 2177 "" J Harketi~~=- _ __ 1 __ 2_ 373 
2 373 
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TABLE 88 

COMPARISON OF STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM TREND LINE VALUES AND 
URWICK SYSTEM TREND LINE VALUES : MONTHLY BASE 1974 

STRUCTURAL URWICK STRUCTURAL COMPARISON 

SALARY GROUP COMPARISON TREND LINE VALUES COMPARED TO 
TREND LINE VALUES URWICK VALUES 

VALUES (RAND) (RAND) ('t'o DEVIATION) 

1 145 141 + 2 , 8 

2 178 174 + 2 , 3 

3 218 214 + 1,9 

4 267 263 + 1, 5 

5 327 324 + 0,9 

6 401 399 + 0 , 5 

7 436 435 + 0 ,2 

8 474 475 - 0, 2 

9 516 518 - 0,4 

10 561 565 - 0,7 

11 610 617 - 0,5 

12 664 673 - 1,3 

13 722 734 - 1,5 

14 785 817 - 3,9 

15 854 909 - 6, 1 

16 964 1 011 - 4 , 6 

17 1 089 1 125 - 3 , 2 

18 1 230 1 252 - 1, 8 

19 1 389 1 392 - 0,2 

20 1 568 1 549 + 1,2 

21 1 771 1 724 + 2 , 7 

22 2 000 1 918 + 4,3 

23 2 258 2 134 + 5,8 

24 2 550 2 373 + 7,5 

AVERAGE VARIANCE = + 0,3 

NOTE : 

1. Structural Comparison group-to- group 
pr ogression rates = Groups 1 to 6 1, 2256 

Groups 6 to 15 1, 0876 
Groups 15 to 24 1, 1292 

2. Urwick group-to-group progression 
rates = Groups 1 to 5 1,2313 

Groups 6 to 13 1,091 
Groups 13 to 24 1,1126 
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obtained from these two systems . The average discrepancy between trend 

line values is calculated as +O,Y/o , although at various levels of the pay 

structure the structural Comparison values are greater than Urwick values, 

while at other levels Urwick values are greater than structural Comparison 

values. 

The average discrepancy between the two systems at the salary 

groups one to six level stands at 1,7Yo, the structural Comparison trend 

line values being greater than those of the Urwick survey. However, this 

situation alters over the salary groups seven to nineteen section of the 

pay structure, where the Urwick trend line values are greater, on the 

average, than those of the structural Comparison survey by 1,~/o. 

The greatest discrepancies between trend line values occur at the 

upper management levels of the pay structur e, although these are not very 

significant, the structural Comparison values being greater by an average 

of 3,&/0. 

Although the cut-off point value of the Urwick trend line for the 

middle section of the pay structure is at salary group thirteen , which is 

much lower down the hierarchy than is generally the case, the group- to­

group progression rates are not significantly affected inasfar as 

comparisons with those of the structural Comparison System are concerned. 

This may be attributed to the fact that the Structural Comparison 

corresponding cut-off point value for this section of the pay structure 

is at salary group fifteen, which is similarly lower down the group 

hierarchy than is usually the case, such cut-off points , as illustrated 

by pay structures resulting from analysis of data supplied by the surveys 

conducted over the years 1974 to 1980, generally falling at the salary 

group eighteen level. 

As a result of the corresponding cut-off points, then, there are 

only minor differences in group-to-group progr ession rates, such 

differences being 0,5~/o for salary groups one to six, 0,34~ for salary 

groups six to fifteen, and 0,6&/0 for salary groups fifteen to twenty-four. 

The Urwick progression rates proved greater for the lower and middle 

sections of the pay structure , while the Structural Comparison progression 

rate was higher for the upper management section, thus accounting for the 
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greater discrepancies in trend line values, and therefore salary group 

midpoints , at these levels. 

Apart from the minor discrepancies between the data supplied by 

the two survey systems, the results obtained have proved to be similar 

over the ent ire pay structure. In short , the 1974 structural Comparison 

System s urvey has resulted in a pay structure reflecting competitive pay 

rates which are generally in agreement with corresponding rates reflected 

by the Urwick survey. 

THE 1977 SURVEY 

I. Method and Results 

Those positions utilised in the 1977 Midpoint System and Structural 

Comparison systems salary survey as survey positions were matched with 

Urwick survey positions through position-to-position comparisons 

established according to respective job descriptions and specifications. 

Subsequent to this careful matching to establish levels of exact 

comparability, relevant position average salary data waS extracted from 

the Urwick May 1977 survey report2 , adjusted by the applicable bonus 

factor, and utilised to calculate the competitive average total 

compensation values applicable to each salary group, as illustrated in 

TABLE 89. The corresponding trend line values and group-to-group 

progression rates, as compared with the Structural Comparison trend line 

values obtained from the 1977 survey , are illustrated graphically in 

FIGURE 21 , and numerically in TABLE 90. 

II. Discussion 

Once again, the comparison of the corresponding trend line values 

of the two systems under consideration indicates very similar results, the 

average overall discrepancy between these values being +1,~, the 

Structural Comparison System values generally being slightly higher than 

the Urwick values. 

2As adapted from "Urwick Salary Survey - May , 1977" (Johannesburg 
Urwick International (pty) Ltd., May, 1977) . 



Position 
Competitive 

Salary Po si tion Title Average A.v. Total 
Group (Rand) comr::~)ion I 

I 
1 Labourer 192 192 I 

, 

2 Fork Lift Truck Op. 246 

I 
Artis an t s Helper 218 

232 

3 Chauffeur 295 

Junior Clerk 284 284 

Rep.Mach.Op. 283 

4 Key Punch Op. 350 

Copy Typist 329 
340 

5 Clerk 422 

Telephonist 388 402 

Lab.T.echnician 395 

6 Warehouseman 485 

Assigned Stena. 453 
469 

7 Senior Clerk 528 

Comp.Op.I 508 530 

Chairman t s Sec. 554 

8 Prograllller II 602 

Sen. Lab. T ecb. 577 
590 

9 Asst. Purchasing 685 

Asst.Ledgers 643 669 

Programmer I 679 

TABLE 89 

TABULATION OF COMPETITIVE AVERAGE TOTAL COMPENSATION FIGURES 
FROM URWICK POSITIONAL AVERAGES : MONTHLY BASE: 1977 

Position Competitive 
Salary Position Title Average Av. Total 
Group (Rand) comY:::)ion 

10 Sales Rep. 717 

Emp. Rel. Asst. 732 717 

Payroll Sup. 703 

U Eng. Asst. 799 

Prog./ Anal. I 773 759 

Warehouse Sup. 704 

12 Section Head. 798 

Emp.Rel.Asst. 814 814 

Chief Draugbtsman 8 30 

13 District Mgr. 943 

Haint . Zone Sup. 935 
939 

14 Transp.Co-ord. 1 039 

Financial Anal. 927 997 
Legal Advisor 1 026 

15 Emp.Rel.Hgr. 1 093 

Chief Chemist 1 062 

Instr. / Elect.Supt. 1 217 
1 u 8 

I sland VieW" "A" Supt .. 1100 

16 ",sst. Controller 1 286 

Dat·a Proc. Mgr. 1 235 1 230 

Chief Maint . Supt . 1 169 

Salary Position Title 
Group 

17 Real Estate Mgr. 

Transport Mgr. 

Chief Proj.Eng. 

18 Treasurer 

Sec. & Legal Couns. 

Controller 

imp.Rel.Mgr. 

19 Resale Sales Mgr. 

System &: Com.Hgr. 

Tech.Mgr.Ref. 

20 Resale Sales Mgr. 

Asst.Acc. Mgr. 

21 Regional Mgr. 

Ops.Hgr~ 

Relations Mgr. 

22 A.ce. & Fin.. Mgr. 

23 Manuf. Mgr. 

24 Marketing Mgr. 

--

Positi.,n 
Average 

(Rand) 

1 241 

1 410 

1 369 

1 418 

1 679 

1 518 

1 537 

1 542 

1724 

1 799 

1 861 

1 954 

2 283 

2 300 

2 293 

2 351 

2 846 

I 
3 256 I 

I I 

Competl.t1ve 
Av. Total 

Compensation 
(Rand) 

1 340 

1 538 

1 688 

1 907 

2 292 

2 351 

2 846 

3 256 

.p, 
U1 
f\J 
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TABLE 90 

COMPARISON OF STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM TREND LINE VALUES AND 
URWICK SYSTEM TREND LINE VALUES : MONTHLY BASE 1977 

STRUCTURAL URWICK STRUCTURAL COMPARISON 

SALARY GROUP COMPARISON TREND LINE VALUES COMPARED TO 
TREND LINE VALUES URWICK VALUES 

VALUES (RAND) (RAND) ("/, DEVIATION) 

1 188 192 - 2,1 

2 227 229 - 0,9 

3 274 274 0,0 

4 330 328 + 0 , 6 

5 398 392 + 1,5 

6 480 469 + 2 , 3 

7 530 517 + 2 ,5 

8 586 571 + 2,6 

9 647 630 + 2 ,7 

10 714 696 + 2,6 

11 789 767 + 2 ,9 

12 872 847 + 3 ,0 

13 963 935 + 3,0 

14 1 063 1 032 + 3,0 

15 1 174 1 139 + 3 ,1 

16 1 297 1 256 + 3 , 3 

17 1 432 1 386 + 3,3 

18 1 583 1 530 + 3 , 5 

19 1 778 1 688 + 5 , 3 

20 1 997 1 925 + 3 ,7 

21 2 244 2 196 + 2,2 

22 2 520 2 504 + 0,4 

23 2 832 2 855 - 0,8 

24 3 183 3 255 - 2,2 

AVERAGE VARIANCE ~ + 1,9 

NOTE : 

1 . Structural Comparison group-to-group 
progression rat8s ~ Groups 1 to G 1,2062 

Groups 6 to 18 1, 1045 
Groups 18 to 24 1,1235 

2. Urwick group-to-group 
progression rat8s ~ Groups 1 to 6 1,1955 

Groups 6 to 19 1,1036 
Groups 19 to 24 1, 1404 
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FIGURE 21 
COMPARISON OF STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM AND 
URWICK SYSTEM COMMUNITY SALARY TREND LINES: 1977 

R3256:Urwick System Group 24 

R3183:Structural Comparison System Group 24 

/ 
,/ 

,/ 

~ 
,/ 

h 
~ 

~# 

R1583:Structural Comparison System ~,/ 
,/ ~R1688:Urwick System Group 19 

Group 18 /' ,/ 
,/ 

,/ 
,/ 

" ,/ 

" ,/" 
/ 

-< 

" / 

" "" /. 

/. NOTE: /. 
-e. 

",/ R480: Structural Comparison System Group 6 r---
~ R469:Urwick System Group 6 

1.- Structural Comparison System 
Trend Line 

2. Urwick System Trend Line 
3. Group-to-Group Progression Rates : 

Structural Comparison System; 
Groups 1 to 6 :1,2062 
Groups 6 to 18 :1,1045 
Groups 18 to 24 :1,1235 

Urwick System; 
Groups 1 to 6 :1,1955 
Groups 6 to 19 :1,1036 
Groups 19 to 24 :1,1404 

R192:Urwick System Group 1 

~R1R8:Structural Comparison System Group 1 

1110r I I I 

1 6 18 19 24 
SALARY GROUP 

Po 
[Jl 
Po 



Of significance , however , is the fact that whereas the upper 

management levels of the pay structure indicated the greatest discrepancies 

when comparing trend line values of the respective systems for the 1974 

surveys, this discrepancy gap has been considerably reduced when 

comparing the same up per management level trend line values for the 1977 

survey. Further, whereas the Urwick values were significantly less 

than the corresponding Structural Comparison values at these levels for 

the 1974 surveys, such values were in fact greater in the Case of the 

Urwick results for the 1977 survey. As an example of this observation, 

whereas the trend line value of the Structural Comparison System was 

greater than the corr esponding Urwick trend line value by 7 , ~ for salary 

group twenty-four as a result of 1974 calculations, the results of the 

1977 calculations indicate that in fact, for the same salary group, the 

Urwick value is greater than the Structural Comparison System by 2,~~ . 

A similar situation exists for the salary group twenty-three values. 

However, although this greater movement in compensation data is 

indicated at these upper management levels by the Urwick survey , the 

important point is that there has been a narrowing of the discrepancy 

gap between individual salary group values reflected by data obtained 

from the two systems, such that the overall average community rates are 

generally similar over the entire pay structure. To emphasise this 

point, the average discrepancy between trend line values at the lower 

levels of the pay structure, or salary groups one to six, is 0, 1~, while 

the average discrepancy for the middle levels, or salary groups six to 

eighteen is 2 , ~~, and the average discrepancy for the upper levels, or 

salary groups eighteen to twenty-four is 1,~~. 

On the basis of these results, and the similar results obtained 

during the 1974 surveys, it may be stated that in the light of the Urwick 

survey results, the Structural Comparison System results are both 

acceptable and reliable to the extent that the same degree of movement in 

total compensation data has been reflected. 
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THE 1980 SURVEY 

I. Method and Results 

Initially a problem waS encountered with obtaining the necessary 

survey data applicable at the time of the conducting of the Structural 

Comparison System survey, namely, January 1980, due to the fact that the 

Urwick organisation does not supply s urvey data to client organisatiOns 

at this time of the year. However, this problem was overcome by 

obtaining average estimates of percentage movements in both base salary 

and total compensat ion data for each relevant survey position, applicable 

to the time period lapsed between the latest Urwick survey report and 

January 1980. The necessary positional compensation data waS therefore 

extracted from this latest report and adjusted according to the relevant 

t t f " 3 percen age movemen ~gures 

This adjusted data applicable to the matched survey positions, 

which were the same positions which had been utilised as the survey basis 

during the 1977 survey conducted by the survey organisation, was then 

used to calculate the competitive average total compensation values, 

subsequent to bonus factor adjustments, as illustrated in TABLE 91. 

These values were plotted on semi-log graph paper, and trend line values 

established, which were subsequently compared with those corresponding 

trend line values of the 1980 Structural Comparison System survey, as 

graphically illustrated by FIGURE 22 , and statistically compared in 

TABLE 92. 

II. Discussion 

Results obtained from analysis of data extracted from the Urwick 

survey and adjusted as mentioned previously, proved to be very similar to 

results obtained from the Structural Comparison System data analysis and 

as a result only minor discrepancies between salary group trend line 

values exist. As a result, the overall average percentage discrepancy 

between trend line values applicable to the respective s urvey systems is 

only O,O~~, the Structural Comparison values proving greater on the 

average. 

3As adapted from "Urwick Salary Survey - August, 1979" 
(Johannesburg: Urwick International (pty) Ltd., August 1979 ). 



Position Competi ti v'e 
Salary Position Title Average Av. Total 
Group (Rand) comf:~S~ion 

1 Labourer 230 230 

2 Fork Lift Truck Ope 294 

Artisan ! s Helper 236 265 

3 Chauffeur 342 

Junior Clerk 322 327 

Rep.Mach.Op. 317 

4 Key Punch Op. 408 

Copy Typist 348 378 

5 Clerk 464 

Telephonist 428 466 

Lab.Tech. 505 

6 Warehouseman 555 

Assigned St;eno. 549 
552 

7 Senior Clerk 639 

Comp.Op. I 600 632 

Chairman I s Sec. 658 

8 Programmer II 709 

Sen. Lab. Tech. 738 724 

9 A. ss t . Purchasing 802 

l sst.Ledgers 799 803 

Programmer I 807 

I - -

TABLE 91 

TABULATION OF COMPETITIVE AVERAGE TOTAL COMPENSATION FICURES 
FROM URWICK POSITIONAL A VERACES : MONTHLY BASE : 1980 

Position Competitive 
Salary Po sit ion Title Average Av. Total 
Croup ( Rand ) comr:~;)ion 

10 Sales Rep. 868 

bpl. Rel.Asst . 932 892 

Payroll Sup. 877 

11 Eng. Asst . 959 

Prog. / Anal. I 938 922 

Warehouse Sup. 870 

12 Section Head 941 

Smp.Rel . Asst. 1 001 977 

Chief Draught sman 989 

13 District Mgr. 1 120 

Maint. Zone Sup. 1 131 
1 126 

14 Trans. Co-ord.. 1 256 

Financial Anal. 1197 1 227 

Legal Advisor 1228 

15 I!mp1. ReI. Mgr . 1 301 

Chief Chemist 1 360 

Instr. / Elect. Sup. 1 445 
1 359 

I sland Vie", "A" Sup. 1 331 

16 Asst. Controller 1 555 

Data Proc.Mgr. 1638 1 601 

Chief Mai nt . Supt. 1 611 

- -

Salary Position Title Croup 

17 Real Est. Mgr. 

Transport Mgr. 

Chief Proj.Mgr. 

18 Treasurer 

Secretary 

Controller 

Emp. Rel . Mgr. 

19 Resale Sales Mgr. 

Systems & COIll.~jgr. 

Teclmical Mgr . 

20 Res ale Sales Mgr. 

Asst . Acc . & Fin. Mgr. 

21 Regional Mgr . 

Oper ations Mgr. 

Relations Mgr. 

22 Ace. & Fin. Hgr. 

I 23 Manuf. Mgr. 

24 Marketing ~lgr. 

--- --_~ ______ -~~ ___ ._~-======"""'=======================~====-c===-;;= 
~-------- --- ~ 

Position 
Average 

(Rand) 

1 628 

1 705 

1 731 

1 842 

2 068 

1 938 

1 891 

2 -034 

2 273 

2 275 

2 337 

2 494 

2 861 

2 834 

2 901 

2 974 

3 727 

3 895 

Competi ti ve -I 
Av. Total 

Compensation 
( Rand) 

1 688 

I 

I 

1 935 

2 194 

2 416 I 

I 

2 865 

2 974 

3 727 

3 895 

- --

-P> 
U1 
-..j 
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TABLE 92 

COMPARISON OF STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM TREND LINE VALUES AND 
URWIOK SYSTEM TREND LINE VALUES : MONTHLY BASE 1980 

STRUCTURAL URWIOK STRUCTURAL COMPARISON 

SALARY GROUP COMPARISON TREND LUI:: VALUES COMPARED TO 
TREND LINE VALUES URWIOK VALUES 

VAWES (RAND ) (RAND) ("!o DEVIATION) 

1 227 230 - 1, 3 

2 272 274 - 0, 7 

3 327 326 + 0,4 

4 392 389 + 0,8 

5 471 463 + 1,7 

6 565 552 + 2 , 4 

7 626 614 + 2 ,0 

8 694 683 + 1,6 

9 769 759 + 1,3 

10 852 844 + 0,9 

11 944 939 + 0 , 5 

12 1 046 1 044 + 0,2 

13 1 159 1 161 - 0 , 3 

14 1 284 1 291 - 0 , 5 

15 1 423 1 435 - 0 , 8 

16 1 577 1 596 - 1,2 

17 1 747 1 775 - 1, 6 

18 1 956 1 974 - 0 , 9 

19 2 190 2 194 - 0, 2 

20 2 452 2 462 - 0,4 

21 2756 2 760 - 0,1 

22 3 075 3 097 - 0,7 

23 3 443 3 473 - 0 , 9 

24 3 855 3 895 - 1,0 

AVERAGE VARIANCE = 0 ,05 

NOTE : 

1 . Structural Compari son group-to-group 
progression rates = Groups 1 to 6 1,2 

Groups 6 to 17 1, 1081 
Groups 17 to 24 1, 1197 

2. Urwick group-to-group 
pr ogression rates = Groups 1 to 6 1, 19 14 

Groups 6 to 19 1, 1120 
Groups 19 to 24 1, 1216 



3000 

~ 

@2000 
« 
p; 
~ 

~ 
p.. 

t5 « 
el 
:> 

~1000 
E-I 

~ 
~ 

~ 

I 
<) 500 

~ 
/ 

~ 
~ 

/0 
'/. 

FIGURE 22 
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This extremely low overall average discrepancy figure is supported 

by similar discrepancy figures when the pay structure is divided into 

the three basic sections, or levels of positions. The lower section 

levels, consisting of salary groups one to six, indicate an average 

percentage -discrepancy of O , &~, while the middle section levels, 

consisting of salary groups six to nineteen , indicate an average 

percentage discrepancy of O,~~, and the upper section levels, consisting 

of salary groups nineteen to twenty-four, indicate an average percentage 

discrepancy of O,&~. 

Although on the average the structural Comparison System trend 

line values tend to be greater, in fact, these values are grpater only 

for the lower half of the pay structure, while the Urwick values are in 

fact greater for the upper half, which obviously includes upper 

management levels. Thus, from salary group thirteen upwards, Urwick 

trend line values tend to be slightly greater than the corresponding 

Structural Compar ison salary group values , this average percentage 

discrepancy for salary groups thirteen to twenty-four being O,~~. 

However, the greatest individual salary group percentage discrepancy for 

this upper half of the pay structure is only 1,Bf" which illustrates the 

degree of similarity between salary group trend line values overall. 

Thus, on the basis of these statistics it may once again be stated 

that the Structural Comparison System provides a survey procedure which 

allows collection and analysis of competitive compensation data on both 

an acceptable and reliable baSiS, in the light of Urwick survey data. 

AN OVERALL COMPARISON 

Comparisons of Structural Comparison and Urwick trend line values 

for individual survey years have revealed very favourable results , 

indicating a very similar interpretation of the national labour market 

competitive wage and salary rates. 

In order to gain inSight into comparisons of average percentage 

movement in total compensation values as reflected by the respective 

systems, TABLE 93 provides figures relevant to these movements at three 

different levels of the pay structure, basically reflecting lower , middle 

and upper organisational levels, these figures representing movements in 
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competitive average total compensation values rather than t rend line values. 

A graphical representation of these compensation movements is provided by 

FIGURE 23 . 

TABLE 93 

I NCREASE IN COMPETITIVE AVERAGE TOTAL COMPENSATION VALUES 
STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM VS URWICK SYSTEM : 1974 - 1980 

SALARY GROUP STRUCTURAL COMPARISON URWICK 
PERCENTAGE INCREASE PERCENTAGE INCREASE 

1974- 1977- 1974- 1974- 1977- 1974-
1977 1980 1980 1977 1980 1980 

1 - 6 22,6 19 , 5 52 , 5 26,5 18 , 8 50,3 

6 - 16 30 , 2 19,5 55 ,9 23,7 22,8 52 ,0 

16 - 24 29 , 4 20,0 55,3 27 , 5 25,7 60,1 

1 - 24 28 ,0 19 , 7 54 , 9 25 ,7 22 , 8 54 , 3 

The average percentage movements in compensation values reflected 

by the two systems f or the t otal pay structur e , or salary groups one to 

twenty-four , are almost identical, the difference between these values 

being o , &~ for the period 1974 to 1980. 

However, analysis of the three sections, or levels, of the pay 

structure reveal that the Urwick surveys indicate a greater movement in 

compensation values at the upper management levels ; or salary gr oups 

sixteen to twe nty- four section of the structure , for the same time period, the 

discrepancy being 4 , ~. On the other hand , the Structural Comparison 

surveys indicate a greater movement in compensation values at both the 

salary groups six to sixteen levels, and the salary groups one to six 

levels , over this t i me period , these discrepancies being 3 , 9"/0 and 2,2°~ 

respectively. These overall discrepancy figures are not signifi cant, 

given the time period under considerion , namely six years. The largest 

discr epancy , at the upper management levels, may be attributed to the 

greater movement in compensation values reflected by the Urwick surveys 

for the period 1974 to 1977 at these levels , whereas for remaining 

periods , and considering all levels of the pay structure, percentage 

discrepancy figures are not very significant. 
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Although the greater movement in compensation values r eflected by 

the Urwick surveys f or the upper management levels f or the period 1974 to 

1977 ar e not illustrated by TABLE 93, due to the lowering in averages 

over salary groups sixteen to twenty- four , scrutiny of individual salary 

group values supports the above statement . For example, for salary 

group twenty-four the Urwick surveys indicat e a movement in competitive 

average total compensation val ues in the order of 37 , ~~ as opposed to the 

corresponding structu r al Comparison survey indication of only 24,~~, for 

the period 1974 to 1977. Similarly, for the same period, the average 

figure reflecte d by Urwick surveys for salar y groups twenty- one to 

twenty-four is 33 , ~~, as opposed t o the Structu r a l Compariso n figure of 

25 , 4,,/0 . However, subsequent su rveys reflect similar movements in 

compensation values fo r both systems at these levels as well as other 

levels of the pay structure. 

In short then, it may be stated that the only significant 

discrepancies in compensation values reflected by the two systems wer e 

at the upper management levels of the structure as revealed by the 1977 

surveys. However, the comparisons of trend line values derived from 

actual national communi ty averages revealed significant s imilarity at 

all level s of the pay structure to warrant acceptance of the Structural 

Comparison System met hods and techniques of data gathering and analysis . 

Both r eliability and validity of che system tend to be reflected in its 

practical applicability and consistency in supplying accurate and 

acceptable results in the light of the Urwick analysis. 



CHAPTER XV 

THE STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM AS A VIABLE AND PRACTICALLY 

ACCEPTABLE COMPENSATION SURVEY SYSTEM 

In order to effectively evaluate the Structural Comparison System 

as a valid and reliable system which may be adopted by any organisation 

wishing to competitively adjust its pay structure according to changes 

in market compensation levels over successive surveys, assessments have 

to be made not only of the statistical results obtained through practical 

application, but also of the success of the system in effectively 

achieving its goal through utilisation of basic concepts upon which its 

logic is based. In other words, an assessment must be made of how 

successful the system has been in the objective gatheri ng and analysis 

of competitive compensation data through the comparison of total pay 

structures rather than individual pOSitions over successive s urveys. 

Thus, concluding remarks may be made in terms of 

of 

1. Results of successive comprehensive surveys. 

2 . 

(a) job 

The effectiveness of the system in terms of the utilisation 

evaluation elements , (b) the midpoint concept , (c) the key 

position concept, and (d) structural standardisations. 

RESULTS OF SUCCESSIVE SURVEYS 

In order to gauge the effectiveness of the Structural Comparison 

System in the provision of consistently reliable results, it waS 

necessary to conduct comprehensive surveys over a number of years, and 

subsequently to compare results obtained through application of this 

system's various methods and techniques of data gathering and analysis, 

with results obtained from similar surveys conducted according to methods 

and techniques applicable to various other systems. In the light of 

these comprehensive comparisons completed in previous chapters, which 

have provided both an internal comparison basis (the Midpoint System) as 

wel l as an external comparison basis (Peromnes and Urwick Systems) , an 

effective measure of both viability and acceptability may be gained. In 

terms of individual survey system analysis, then, it may be stated that, 

464 
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on the average , the structural Comparison System results compared 

favourably with those results obtained by other comparable systems in 

that overall, there exists no significant degree of variance between 

final pay structures derived from analysis of data collected by the 

various systems over successive periods. Thus, in terms of the 

comprehensive comparisons provided , based on analysis of national labour 

community compensation rates , it may be assumed that the Structural 

Comparison System provides techniques which may adequately survey such a 

market, such that competitive adjustments may be made to an organisation ' s 

pay structure. 

However, in spite of the fact that this is an evaluative statement 

made in the light of empirical evidence, such a statement is made bearing 

in mind that those systems chosen as yardsticks against which results of 

the Structurcal Comparison System were to be compared, were chosen as those 

systems most likely to reflect the survey goals of the particular survey 

organisation under cons i deration. Although the Structural Comparison 

System has been developed as a guide for use by any organisation within 

any labour market or industry, to evaluate such system in terms of every 

such market or industry would prove to be a monument al task. Thus, these 

abovementioned systems were chosen on the basis of analysis of national 

survey communities which provide adequate yardsticks fo r comparison, 

against which the Structural Comparison System has been favourably 

assessed. 

Nevertheless, to further emphasise this problem with respect to 

the choice of these systems as adequate yardsticks of comparability, it 

is important to stress the fact that it is difficult t o assume the 

reliability and validity of anyone system in terms of another, since 

each system has its own weaknesses in terms of obtaining objective 

information. Thus , there is no system which may be regarded as a perfect 

method in the gathering and analysis of information on an objective bases, 

and against which other systems may be effectively evaluated. Further, 

due to the fact that the Structural Comparison System is aimed at 

improving or effectively eliminating the subjective disadvantages of these 

same systems by reanalysing the very logic upon which they are based, it 

is fu r ther difficult , if not unrealistic, to assume that these systems 

provide adequate yardsticks against which the success of the Structural 
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Comparison System may be measured. As a result, these systems simply 

provide the most acceptable basis for comparison purposes against which 

the effectiveness, validity and reliability of the Structural Comparison 

System may be estimated, and do not provide perfect meaSures against 

which meaningful statistical calculations of reliability may be applied. 

As stated, then, an estimate of reliability is established through 

the consistency of results obtained over successive years of surveying, 

and compared against those results obtained by various other survey 

systems. Comparisons of results against these systems has in fact 

revealed that the Structural Comparison has provided results which do 

not differ significantly over the entire pay structure, when reflecting 

movements in total compensation levels over the period 1974 to 1980, from 

similar results obtained by those survey systems utilised as comparison 

yardsticks. With regard to the average movement in the entire pay 

structure over the period 1974 to 1980, the systems under consideration 

have reflected similar statistics. Consideration of average total 

compensation movements at different levels and subsections of the pay 

structure, however, do reveal that certain discrepancies are highlighted 

over certain periods under survey, as discussed previously. 

Whereas the middle section of the pay structure (approximately 

salary groups six to sixteen) tended to indicate the most reliable levels 

of comparison between Structural Comparison System results and 

corresponding results obtained from the Midpoint System, Peromnes and 

Urwick surveys , there tended to be greater discrepancies in results 

obtained from these comparisons at the lower section (approximately 

salary groups one to six), as well as the upper section (approximately 

salary group sixteen to twenty-four). 

However, discrepancies at the lower sections were attributed to 

the unrest in the Non-White labour section of the market, reflected in 

salary movements as a result of the overreaction of organisations to the 

need to improve rates of pay to Non-White employees, and highlighted by 

the fact that whereas the Structural Comparison System waS aimed at 

surveying salary range midpoints, the other abovementioned systems tend 

to survey actual salaries. 

This tendancy to survey actual salaries, emphasised as one of the 
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major disadvantages of the present survey systems, is further highlighted 

by discrepancies at the upper management levels. As suggested prior to 

the undertaking of structural Comparison Surveys, the surveying of 

executive level compensation rates has always been recognised as a problem 

area due to various difficulties involved in the analysis, weightings and 

adjustment of such data, and as such was therefore recognised as a 

potential problem area with r egar d t o obtaining adequate comparison bases 

for the results obtained by the structural Comparison System. Thus, due 

to these difficulties, it is once again difficult to assume levels of 

r eliability in the light of available results obtained from those syst ems 

utilis ed as comparison bases. However, the logic of the St ructural 

Comparison System tends to allow for adequate and acceptable gauges of 

competitive movements at these levels, as reflected by an indication of 

consistent movement in total compensation levels through successive 

surveys . 

As suggested, i rrespective of these discrepancies reflected at the 

l ower and upper levels of the pay structure, the overall individual survey 

results provided by the Structural Comparison System may be regarded as 

being acceptable in terms of results obtained from those systems utilised 

as yardsticks; however, it is extremely difficult to provide an 

objective evaluation on the basis of these analyses alone, without an 

adequate comparison of the actual techniques utilised by these various 

systems . Although this is impossible, as these various methods and 

techniques are unknown in detail, evaluation of the Structural Comparison 

System techniques may be made, to a certain degree, in terms of success 

of objective information gathering and analysis. 

The validity of the Structu ral Comparison System might be judged 

by its practical applicability and usefulness, as well as by the extent 

to which it contributes to the attainment of the goals of the 

organisation. This contributio n is very difficult to meaSure, however, 

since a large number of variables would need to be held constant in order 

to measure the effect of anyone variable, such as the wage and s alary 

survey system. This problem is furthe r complicated by the fact that 

organisational goals are usually multiple, and divising an adequate 

measure of organisational success , is in itself, a difficult problem. As 

a result of these problems , it is under standable that there has been 
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practically no research done directly on the validity of different systems 

of wage and salary surveys. However, if we assume that a goal of the 

structural Comparison System is to provide an index of what wage levels 

are necessary to recruit and retain needed talent, and thus allow 

competitive adjustments to the pay structure , such that necessary wage 

levels are applied and unnecessary costs avoided, then a degree of 

validity has been indicated by the practical applicability and usefulness 

of the system, in that these competitive wage levels have been adequately 

gauged over successive surveys . 

Apart from the validity indicated by the abovementioned empirical 

factors, a further indication of validity may be obtained by examining 

the logic of some of the underlying assumptions and by asseSSing the 

contribution of the various techniques to the maintenance of these 

assumptions and logic of the Structural Comparison System. In the 

examination of this logic underlying these assumptions , several revealing 

questions may be asked , namely: Is the job description an accurate 

reflection of the actual job being performed? Are the specifications 

those really required by the job? Are the factors used in the overall 

job evaluatio n plan related to value produced? Are the selected key jobs 

representative of the range of jobs falling wi thin the salary group in 

question? Is the midpoint of a salary range an adequate reflection of 

the competitive rate for the key job under consideration? Is the 

structural standardisation representative enough of an organisation's 

entire pay structure? 

In short, thinking through the probable contribution of a 

particular device or technique to the success of the overall system will 

give useful insight into the validity of such a system. 

EFFECTIVENESS OF STRUCTURAL COMPARISON SYSTEM COMPONENTS 

Emphasis throughout the discussion of the compensation survey in 

general, and the wage and salary survey techniques in particular , has 

been placed on the importance and value of a reliable job evaluation 

system as a most useful means of obtaining objective information necessary 

to establish the one-time basis necessary fo r participating organisation 

pay structure standar disation. 
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Although, as mentioned in earlier chapters , there has been very 

little res earch on the reliability of salary surveys as such, one stu dy 

provided useful insight into the question of reliability by finding that 

generalised, ambiguous job descriptions led participating organisations 

t o report widely diverse s alary ranges for these jobs in contrast to the 

"spread" of s alaries reported for jobs more clearly and speci fically 

descri bed. 1 As the job description forms a vital s ource of information 

for the process of establishi ng position comparability through providi ng 

the basis of i nformation f or actual evaluation in terms of compe nsable 

job factors, meticulous care had t o be taken in the f ormulat io n of a job 

analysis process in order t o allow for r eliable compilation of such job 

des criptions and specifications. 

Once again, great difficul ty would be encountered in an attempt to 

establish an accurate meas ure of reliability and validity of such a 

system while holding constant the many other variables invol ved . However, 

a degree of validit y i s provided by the s uccess of s uch a system in 

obtaining exact matches o n an intra-organisational basis , without 

utilisation of job evaluation as a weighting technique, as emplified by 

the number of anchor positio ns identified duri ng the 1974 s alary sur vey 

standardisation procedure. The reliability of s uch a syst em waS further 

highlighted by the r e-evaluation of this range of positions identified as 

a nchor positio ns during the 1977 survey standardisation procedure, the 

average correlation obtained for ratings of these pOSitions duri ng the 

1974 and 1977 surveys being 0, 89 . These re-evaluations included all 

positio ns from labourer to t op executive , a factor which stresses the 

degree of reliabilit y in that positions at the execut i ve levels are 

extremely difficult to adequately analyse and describe i n terms of us ual 

job content factors. 

A fu r ther factor which indicates a degree of validity of this job 

analysis process, as well as the job descriptions used, WaS the 

identi fi cation during the structur al standardis ation procedure of those 

survey positions which in fact required re-evaluation in t erms of j ob 

co ntent due to the fact that such pOSitions were incorrectly placed in 

the position hierarchy. Of these pos i tions identified during the 1974 

survey, all receiving re-evaluation were in fact r e-positioned within 

1 Harker, Personnel Journal, XXXI , 13 1-1 34. 
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higher or lower selery groups, thus indiceting correct identificetion of 

"out-of-line" positions. The usefulness of this job enalysis process in 

the provision of reliable information for job evaluation purposes WaS 

further emphasised by the results obtained in the selection and testing 

of an overall job evaluation plan in that such a system waS utilised to 

analyse those positions utilised for these purposes (Chapter VI). 

When position comparability could not be obtained on the basis of 

the job descriptions , i .e. when exact matches in the form of anchor 

positions could not be identified on the basis of job description 

material; the selected overall job evaluation plan (Chapter VI) waS 

utilised to obtain a degree of comparability through evaluation and 

weighting according to job content criteria. In this way supportive 

pOSitions were identified. The success of such a job evaluation plan 

in the identification of -such positions is indicated by the extent to 

which the adjusted total compensation data matches, or "supports" , the 

total compensation data supplied by the anchor pOSitions within each 

salary group, i .e . the anchor points indicating the key range midpoints. 

Once again, although it is difficult to evaluate the success of such a 

method in terms of absolute objectivity, a degree of s uccess may be 

indicated by the necessity to delete inconsistent data supplied in the 

form of supportive anchor points which are in fact inconsistent with the 

anchor point values, or key range midpoints. As an example, during the 

1974 structural standardisation procedure, it was necessar y to delete 

the supportive point data of four supportive points (TABLE 28). Thus, 

out of a total of a possible five-hundred-and- eighty position-to-position 

comparisons completed according to the structural Comparison System, the 

data of only four such comparisons was deleted due to inconsistency with 

other comparisons, a n effective 0,7,/0. Furthermore, such inconsistencies 

occurred only at the salary groups three, four and twenty-two levels of 

the pay structure , or the lower and upper sections. As already 

discussed; positions at the upper management levels are extremely 

difficult to analyse and describe, and this may well have been the cause 

for such an inconsistency , whereas reaso ns for inconSistencies at the 

lower levels are difficult to pinpoint. 

The reliability of the job evaluation plan which was used as a 

technique in the initial structural standardisation procedure, was 
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thoroughly tested as an independent variable prior to its application as 

a survey comparability technique. This testing emphasised the high 

degree of reliability of such a plan, as indicated by the coefficients 

obtained by correlating various ratings [see Chapter VI). This degree 

of independent reliability, plus the degree of reliability indicated by 

the successful application as a survey technique , underline the 

contribution to the system's overall validity . 

Evaluation of the key position concept and the midpoint c8ncept 

cannot be made in terms of reliability or validity. Rather, as 

discussed, these concepts are valid in terms of their logic. 

Specifically, the utilisation of the midpoint concept is essential to 

the basic logic upon which the Structural Comparison System is based. 

Taking this a step further, the logic of the midpoint concept combined 

with the logic of the key position concept pr ovide the skeleton t o the 

basis for structural standardisation and the streamlining of data 

gathering and analysis . The obvious reasoning behind such a statement 

is that participating organisations with established salary group ranges 

were able to provide exact position matches, which in turn provided the 

necessary compensation data in the form of salary range midpoint rates 

being representative of the competitive rate of pay f or positions in 

that particular salary group, and requiring no adjustment through 

application of weighting criteria. 

The essentiality of the midpoint concept to the structural 

standardisation basis is emphasised by the necessity to survey overall 

pay st ructures rather than individual positions in the form of actual 

salaries . As suggest ed in previous chapters, levels of discrepancy 

between the Structural Comparison System survey results and those of the 

Midpoint System, Peromnes and Urwick surveys may well be due, to a large 

extent, to the tendency of these latter systems to survey actual 

salaries. A study conducted in 1977 revealed that, for the same 

positions surveyed, utilising the same job descriptions, but analysing 

actual salaries on the one hand as opposed to corresponding salary range 

midpoints and calculated hypothetical midpoints on the other, an average 

discrepancy of 4,~~ resulted between the final trend line values 

applicable t o the respe ctive analyses2 

2Snelgar , "A Guide To Conducting Compensation Surveys," 143. 
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Thus, because of the tendency for actual salaries to fluctuate 

within salary ranges, the midpoint of the range should in fact be 

utilised as the representative rate, and the key position concept, through 

identification of various essential criteria, provides the meens to select 

the necessary midpoints for analysis purposes . 

Finally , it is also through the logic of the key position concept 

and the midpoint concept that the validity of the structural 

standardisation is defined. Accurate interpretation and utilisation of 

these concepts should ensure the velidity as well as the reliability of 

the analysis of data through structural standardisation techniques over 

both short and long terms . Once again, it is only the empirical testing 

and practical application of such techniques which allow an insight into 

reliability over successive surveys. As mentioned, the analysis of 

results subsequent to each survey has provided insight into the practical 

application of the Structual Standardisation procedure and subsequent 

consistency of results obtained through continued application . Although 

certain questions were raised regarding discrepancies at the upper 

management levels of the pay structure, which in fact cannot be 

attributed to any particular system, the general reliability and 

consistency of results obtained through utilisa_ion of the Structural 

Comparison System guide are acceptable in the light of similar survey 

results obtained by various other systems. 

As suggested in earlier chapters, the importance of analysis of 

accurate compensation data at the upper management and executive levels 

is vital to the success of the salary survey in general. Thus , the 

identification of problem areas, and potential problem areas at these 

levels due to discrepancies in results obtained through Structural 

Standardisation techniques as opposed to results obtained from other 

surveys, is of significance. Certain possible causes for such 

discrepancies on the part of the Structural Standardisation System 

procedure .have been suggested, such as the lack of sufficient matching 

anchor positions throughout the survey community participating 

organisations to ensure an adequately representative key rang midpoint 

for any particular salary gr oup. However, it has also been suggested 

that the underlying logic of the structural standardisation procedure 

namely, that the anchor point is the representati ve competitive "going 

rate " midpoint of the complete range of jobs falling within one particular 

labour grade, and therefore the key range midpoint is representative of 
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that complete range, irrespective of the number of exact positional 

matches, ensures that the abovementioned "adequacy" factor is not 

applicable. 

Thus, it must once again be st ressed that such discrepancies 

cannot be attributable t o anyone system in particular, as it is difficult 

to assume that the reliability and validity of any system is superior to 

another as each has its own weaknesses and disadvantages, and as a result 

there is no perfect system to be utilised as a yardstick . 

In terms of the concepts discussed hen, we may state that the 

st ructural Comparison System has proved to be adequate in the attainment 

of organisational goals stipulated in the purpose of such a system. 

Actual empirical results compare favourably with those of various other 

comprehensive survey systems, and thus provide an acceptable basis for 

the adjustment to base salary ranges, and total pay structures on a 

competitive average market rate basis. Further, the application of 

practical concepts suggested in the formulation of the structural 

standardisation procedure have proved acceptable in that the reliability 

and validity of each has cont ributed to the overall reliability and 

validity of the total system in compensation dat a gathering and analysis, 

as emphaSised by results obtained. 

CONCLUDING REMARKS 

Although the research completed in order to formulate, establish 

and develop the Structural Comparison System Guide has been aimed at 

testing the adequacy and practicality of such a system within the 

industrial setting, the course of such research has revealed that a 

great deal of further research into the application and development of 

survey techniques is necessary in order to pave the way to ultimate 

objectivity. As mentioned, although research has been co nducted on the 

reliability of job evaluation, job descriptions and job specifications , 

the re has been practically no research on the r eliability of salary surveys 

as such , or on these consistent techniques in te rms of their contribution 

to the salary survey procedure. Further, although validity of such 

methods and techniques may be judged by the extent to which they contribute 

to the attainment of the goals of the organisation th rough the survey 

system as such, an exact measurement of this contribution is very 
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difficult to obtain since all other variables would need to be held 

constant in or der to meaSure the effect of anyone variable, such as 

job evaluation. However, research into this cont r ibution of particular 

variables is important, if not essential, if the degrees of objectivity 

and accuracy of the overall system ara to be continually improved. 

In short then, although a graat deal of research must still be 

conducted in the development of the wage and s alery survey es such , 

much work remains to be done with regard to the reliability and validity 

of the various constituent techniques and concept s , as it is only th rough 

an assessment of the degree of success obtained through application of 

these numerous techniques and concepts that an asses sment of the degree 

of reliability of the system as a whole may be gauged. This degree of 

success will in turn indicate the extent of validity of the system in 

the attainment of organisational goals and objectives. 

The degr ee to which a particular method , technique or concept 

contributes to organisational objectives will also depend on the 

s uccessful application of many other variables in the complex survey 

e nviro nment. Thus , syst emat ic and thorough attention must be given t o 

the process of wage and s alary surveying and the many variables which 

influence it if serious mistakes are to be avoided and the organisation 

i s to prosper within t he l abour market setting. 

This research project has thus been completed in the light of the 

basic abovementioned necessities in the st riving for as objective a 

compensation data gathering system as possible, due to the f act that the 

wage and salary survey is one of the most significant aspects of the wage 

determination process, which in turn is one of the most significant 

aspects of personnel management. The success of this system is 

achievement of i ts primary goal, namely, effective reduction, and even 

e l imination of disadvantages of existing systems with regar d to 

ob jective compensation data gathering and analysis, can only be gauged in 

the light of available yardsticks, which are of necessity the existing 

systems. Nevertheless , due to the Significance of the wage and salary 

survey system in the overall wage and salary administration program, 

emphas is is placed on the necessity to continue ,the research int o the 

development of a completely objective s yst em. 
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As the existing wage and salary survey methods, techniques and 

devices provide the organisation with tools to aid in establishing wage 

and salary levels, as well as having other equallY impor tant uses in wage 

and salary administration, and until better tools are forged, constant 

effort must be made to improve these survey procedures, as the total 

wage and salary survey system must continue to carry a heavy load as a 

wage and salar y determination technique . 
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EXHIBIT A 

GENERAL INFORMATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

Two copies of this questionnaire are provided (one in each booklet). 
The blank copy should be completed prior to the survey i nterview and 
handed to our representatives. The completed one , i.e. s urvey organisation 
informatio n , should be retained. Should more space be required to 
provide complete answers , please use the reverse side of the applicable 
page. 

A. GENERAL: 

1. Participating organisation(s} 

2. Organisation Re pr esentative(s} 

3. Type of Operations (e.g. Marketing , Manufacturing, Services, etc.). 

4. Size of Company (Approximate 1977 Sales Value, Manu facturing 
Capacity, et c. ) . 

5 . Number of Employees 

6 . Organisation Charts 

It would assist discussions and final analysis if a set of 
organisation charts could be made available , indicating those 
positions r elated to the survey pOSitions. 

B. SALARY PRACTICES: 

1 . Salary Ranges 

(a) 00 you have established ranges? 

If so , please attach a copy. 

(b) What is the date and amount of last increase to salary 
ranges? 

(c) When do you anticipate the next change in your salary ranges? 

2 . Salary Administration 

(a ) Merit increases 

( i) 

( ii) 

Do you have a policy cover ing size and frequency of 
merit increase? Are increases based on an appraisal 
r ating or any form of time or age progression? 

Do you grant annual increases on a fixed review date 
or do you spread them throughout the year? 
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(iii) 

( iv) 

( v) 
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Are merit increases combined with any other 
type of increase, e.g. economic or cost- of-living 
i ncreases? 

Indicate the changes to your salary ranges and the 
increases your Company has granted over the past 3 
years. 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

"h Renge 
Changes 

Economic Increases 
and Date 

Merit (as "/0 
of Salary 

Bill) 

Do you anticipate an economic adjustment t o 
salaries in 1978? 

(b) Promotional Increases 

Do you have a policy cover'ng promotional increases? If 
so, indicate the size (percentage) of the promot ional 
increase and whether this varies by category of employees. 

(c) Other Increases 

Bonus ---

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

Indicate and describe briefly any other types of increases 
based on economic indicators, cost-of-living, etc. 

Do you operate a bonus plan? 

Indicate t he type of bonus plan (e .g. Leave , Christmas , etc.). 

Is the bonus payable to all employees or does it differ by 
category of employees? 

Indicate the formula for bonus (e.g. one month ' s salary). 

Is the bonus pensionable? 

C. MAJOR FRINGE BENEFIT PLANS: (excluding Pension and Medical Aid 
Plans) . 

1. Housing Assistance 

Do you provide any form of assistance to employees with regard t o 
housing? (e.g. company house or flat, susidi sed rent , guaranteed 
deposit , low-interest bond, etc.). 

2. Vehicles 

I t is accepted that vehicles are provided where essential for the 
job. If, over and above this , you have any plan for assisted 
purchase, car lease, etc., please give details . 



POSITION 
TITLE : 

PURPOSE OF 
THE POSITION: 

SUPERVISION: 

EDUCATION 
REQUIRED: 

PREVIaJS 
EXPERIENCE: 

SPECIALISED 
KNOWLEDGE: 
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EXHIBIT B 

SURVEY POSITION DESCRIPTION 

RELATIONS DIRECTOR POSITION DESCRIPTION NO.: 7 

Guides, initiates and administers, in a supportive staff 
function to Line Management, effective employee 
relations, aimed at optimising skills and calibre, in 
Recruitment, Career Development, Manpower Planning and 
Productivity; in advancement of a sound and dynamic 
organisational health and climate. In the Public 
Affairs sector to provide optimum support to Management 
in ensuring that the Company is seen to be a wholly 
responsible and constructive community leader. In all 
of the foregoing take careful account of the extensive 
ethnic and cultural diversity applicable . Also 
responsible for the Office Services function . 

No. of employees 3 354 

(a) Received: Keeps the Chairman and Managing Director 
informed of significant progress, trends 
and development within the field of 
Employee Relations; Employee 
Development; Productivity and Public 
Affairs. 

(b) Exercised: Directs the activities of the overall 
Employee Relations and Public Affairs 
function through an Employee Relations 
Manager; Employee Benefits Manager; 
Public Relations Manager and a 
Pr oductivity Manager. Has B2 employees 
reporting to him. 

U ni versi ty degree and an MBA. 

Many years of experience in Petroleum Marketing. 

Substantial 'Line ' experience in dealing with people and 
detailed knowledge of the Company's business, policies 
and procedures . 

SALARY INFORMATION: (per month) 
Minimum Midpoint Maximum 

Salar y Range: 
Salary Range: 

PARTICIPATING NUMBER ACTUAL! INCENTIVE CAR OTHER 

ORGANISATION OF AVERAGE BONUS 
BONUS BENEFIT 

CoMPEN-
INCUMBENTS SALARY SATIoN 

TITLE OF COMPARABLE POSITION: 
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EXHIBIT C 

SALARY INFORMATION 

SALARY INFORMATION: (per month) 

NO . OF YEARS OTI-£R PARTICIPATING SERVICE IN ACTUAL BONUS INCE NTIVE CAR COMPEN-ORGANISATION PRESENT SALARY BONUS BENEFIT SATION POSITION 

TITLE OF COMPARABLE POSITION : .......... . .. . .............. ........... 
NOTE: 

I t must be noted that EXHI BIT C should, in practice , form the 
reverse side of EXHIBIT B. 



SURVEY POSITION TITLE, GENERAL MANAGER, MARKETING 

Scope and Magnitude 

+ Company + % 
and 

Reporting FWlctional. No. of % Market Relation s hip Responsibilities Total Posit ion Title Retail Annual 
Outlets H.arket (Gas--

Share aline) 

Survey Report s to Resale 2694 15 13 
Organisation 

Chief Executive Commercial Sales 
Officer (including 

(1 of 7) 
Chemical Salos) 

Operations 

Purchasing 

Organisation A. Reports to Resale Sales 1 748 12 13 

Marketing Chief Executive Commercial Sales 
Manager Officer (including 

(1 of 6) Chemical ) 

Ope~a.tions 

No Purchasing 

. ~ ~ 
Organisation 8 Report s to Resale Sales 3 820 24 22 

Vice- Presiden t 
Chief Executive Conunercial Sales + + + 

Marketing Officer 

(1 of 5) 
Operations 

No Chemical 
Sales 

No Purchasing 

Overall Overall 

EXHIBIT D 

SUHMARY WORKSHEET 

SURVEY POSITION NO., 10 

of Responsibility 

Rand M No . of + 
Total 

Geog. 
Employ 

Areas 
Annual -ees 
Reali-

of 
Super-

sation 
Resp. vised 

499 Country 2003 
_wide 

330 Country 915 
-wide 

-
Overall 

526 Country 2800 
- ..... ide 

+ + 

,-
Overall + 

Other Non-
Qua.U.fi able 

Overall 
+ Evaluation 

Factors 
of Compared 

innuencing Position to 
Po sition Mobil 

Evaluation 

Member of 

Board of 

Directors 

P.fember of - 1 Salary 

Board of Group 

Directors 

Marketing: 

Hetropolitan 

~ 

Member of -+! Salary 

Board of 
Group 

Directors 

~ 

Unadjusted Honthly Compensation 

Base Add. 
Oonus Total 

Salary Camp. 

3 150 263 240 3 653 

2 869 239 100 3 208 

3 260 272 230 3 512 

SALARY GROUP: 20 

Comments: 

.p. 
m 
-" 



EXHIBIT E 

SUMMARY OF ADJUSTED (UNADJUSTED) SALARY DATA WORKSHEET MONTHLY BASE 

EVALUATION 

PARTICIPATING TITLE OF POSITION COMPARED TO JOB ADJUSTED (UNADJUSTED 

ORGANISATION COMPARED SURVEY WEIGHTING BASE SALARY 
ORGANISATION 'S FACTOR (RAND) 

POSITION 

Or gani sat io n II A" Engi naar I - 1/ 2 1, 0538 1 040 
(987) 

Organi s ation "8" Enginaar A Equal - 936 
(936) 

Organisatio n "e" Enginaar II +1 1/2 1, 1672 1 019 
(1 189) 

Organi sation "0 " Enginaar I Equal - 988 
(988) 

Organisation "E" Jr . Enginaar Equal - 1 060 
(1 060) 

Compatitiva Adjustad Avar aga 1 009 

Survay Engi naar I 
Survay 953 Or ganisation Position 

NOTE : 1 . This workshaat f orm at is das i gnad for usa whar a only basa salar y data is involvad. 

2 . Each or ganisation "Ad j ust ad Avar aga Actual Salary" givan waight of ona . 

3. Survay or ganisation groUp-cD- groUP prograssion rata of 1, 1076 was usad as tha basis fo r adjusting data. 
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~XHIBIT F 

SUHHARy OF ADJUSTED (UN ADJUSTED) SALARY 

DATA liORKSHEET : MONTKLY BASE 

SURVEY POSITION TI TLE: General Manager, Marketing SURVEY POSITION NO.: 10 SALARY GROUP: 20 

Evaluati on Base Adjus t ed Adju s t ed 
compared to Base Average Base Average 

Hypothetical Midpoint 
Job 

Adjusted Bonus Total 
Organisation Position Title Survey Hidpoint Salary No. of Years i n 

Midpoint or Weighting Base Salary and/or other Compensation 
Qrganisation (Rand) (Rand) Incumbent s Grade 

Adjustmen t Hypothetical. 
Factor 

Hi dpoint Elements of Midpoint 
Position Fact or ~tidpoint (Rand) Compen sation (Rand) 

( Rand) (Rand) 

nAil Marke t ing Director - 1 - 2 917 1 6 0,9831 2 873 1,1067 3 180 125 3 305 

118 11 Vice-Pres. J Mrkt~. +! 3 313 - 1 2 - 3 31 3 1, 0538 3 144 - 3 144 

nen Oil Sales Manager Equal - 3 042 3 3 - 3 042 - 3 042 167 3 209 

IIDII Pr oduct Sales Mgr. - ! 3 167 - 1 6 - 3 167 1 ,0538 3 337 - 3 337 

It E" Marketing Director +l! - 3 250 1 1 1,1033 3 586 1,167 2 3 072 167 3 239 

GOM PETITIVE 
ADJUSTED 3 155 3 247 
AVERAGE 

SURVEY General Hanager, 
3 208 2708 1 1 3 208 ORGANISATION Marketing -

---- - - - 1 - ____ __ L ------

NOTE: 

1. This works beet format is designed for use when the total compensation of one or more partici pating organisations include base salary and other el ements of compensation, 
or when partici pating organisations do not have existing salary ranges and hypothetical midpoints must be calcul ated. 

2. Each organisation lI Adjusted Base Salary Midpointn and IIAd justed Total Compensation Midpoint!1 given weight of one. 

3. Average s alary and year s in grade are u sed t o calculat e a hypothe tical midpoint where a participating organisation does not have an established salary r ange. 

4. The adjusted bonus and/ or other elements of compensation should be the amount that the participatin g organisation would normally pay to an employe e whose salary is at t he 
organisation ' s ad justed base s alary midpoin t <U1d whose performance level i s comparable t o t he survey organisation' s "mee ts requ i rements" perf onnance appraisal rating. 

5. Survey organ i sat ion group- t o- gr oup progressi on r ate of 1,1076 was used a s t he basis for adjusting da t a. 
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EXHIBIT G 

TABULATION OF TOTAL COMPENSATION MIDPOINT OATA 

SALARY POSITIDN COMPETITIVE TOTAL COMPENSATION MIDPOINT : MONTHLY BASE (RAND) 

GROUP TITLE ORGANISATION ORGANISATION ORGANISATION ORGANISATION ORGANISATION 
nAil "8" "CII "011 "E" 

10 POSITION "A" 1 034 * 986 " 1 0 19 * 988 * 1 060 

POSITION "B" 1 034 * 986 * 1 019 * 957 1 012 * 
POSITION "C"a 4~44---------4-494---------4-~g---------4-~4§----------------
KEY RANGE 1 034 986 1 019 988 1 012 MIDPOINT 

11 POSITION "0" 1 093 * 1 093 * 1 149 * 1 095 " 1 109 

POSITION "E" 1 093 * - 4-4Q~ 1 095 " 1 175 

POSITION "F" 1 093 * 1 093 * 1 149" - 1 133 " 
KEY RANGE 

1 093 1 093 1 149 1 095 1 133 MIDPOINT 

12 POSITION "G" 1 258 * 1 150 * 1 208 1 156 -
POSITION "H" 1 258 * 1 150 * - - 1 246 

POSITION "I" 1 258 * - 1 206 * 1 204 * 1 238 * 
POSITION "J" 1 233 1 148 1 206 * - 1 238 * 
KEY RANGE 

1 258 1 150 1 206 1 204 1 238 
MIDPOINT 

13 ETC, 
-- - -- ---- -- -- --- -~--- - ~- .. --- ~~-~ - - -- - -- ---- --- --~-

aOeletion of inconsistent Supportive Position Data. 

bDeletion of inconsistent Supportive Position Data. 

COMPETITIVE AVERAGE 
TOTAL C(];1PENSA TION 

MIDPOINT 
(SALARY GROUP ) 

1 008 

1 113 

1 211 

NOTE: Asterisks (*) indicate midpoints of Anchor Positions , i.e . Anchor Points . 
adjusted midpoints of Supportive POSitions, i.e. Supportive Points. 

All other midpoints represent 
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EXHIBIT H 

Competitive Average Total Compensation Trend Line 

I 1610 (Trend Line Value For Group 15) 
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EXHIBIT I 

Competitive Total Compensation Trend Line 
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EXHIBIT J 

Competitive Total Compensation Trend Line 

-=-:.----E 1840 (T r end Line Value For Gr oup 15) --
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NOTE: 
~p-to-group Progression 

Competitive Sal ary Group Average Rate From Group 10 to 
Group 11 is <= 1',1500 I 
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Number of 
Salary Groups 
in Structure 1 . 1 

2 1.1000 
3 -
4 -
5 -
6 -
7 -
8 -
9 -

10 -
11 -

Number of 
Salary Groups 
in Structure 2.0 

5 1. 1892 
6 1. 1487 
7 1.1225 
8 1.1041 
9 1.0905 

10 1.0801 
11 1.0718 
12 1.0650 
13 -
14 -
15 -
16 -
17 -

EXHIBIT K 

TABLE OF GROUP-TO-GROUP PROGRESSION RATES FOR 
SELECTED RATIO VALUES 

Ratio of Highest Salary Group Midpoint to Lowest Salary Group Midpoint 
1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.8 

1.2000 - - - - - -
1.0955 1. 1402 1. 1832 1.2248 1.2649 - -
1.0627 1.0914 1.1187 1.1447 1,1696 1.1935 1.2164 

- 1.0678 1,0878 1.1067 1.1247 1.1418 1.1583 
- - 1.0696 1.0845 1.0986 1 . 1120 1.1247 
- - - 1.0699 1.0815 1.0925 1.1029 
- - - - 1.0695 1.0788 1.0876 
- - - - - 1.0686 1.0762 
- - - - - - 1,0675 
- - - - - - -

Ratio of Highest Salary Group Midpoint to Lowest Salary Group Midpoint 
2.1 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.5 2.6 2.7 2.8 

1.2038 1.2179 1.2315 1.2445 - - - -
1.1599 1.1708 1.1813 1.1914 1 .2011 1.2106 1.2198 1.2287 
1.1316 1.1404 1.1489 1.1571 1. 1650 1. 1726 1.1800 1.1872 
1.1118 1 . 1192 1,1284 1.1335 1,1399 1. 1463 1 .1524 1.1585 
1.0972 1. 1036 1.1097 1.1157 1.1213 1.1269 1.1322 1.1374 
1.0859 1.0916 1.0970 1.1022 1.1072 1.1120 1.1167 1.1212 
1.0770 1.0820 1.0869 1.0915 1.0960 1.1003 1.1044 1.1085 
1.0698 1.0743 1.0787 1.0828 1.0869 1.0907 1.0945 1.0981 

- 1.0679 1.0719 1.0757 1.0794 1.0829 1.0863 1.0896 
- - 1,0662 1.0697 1.0730 1.0763 1.0794 1.0824 
- - - - 1.0676 1.0706 1.0730 1.0763 
- - - - - 1.0658 1.0685 1.0711 
- - - - - - - 1.0665 

1.9 

-
-

1.2386 
1. 1741 
1.1370 
1.1129 
1.0960 
1.0835 
1.0739 
1.0663 

2.9 

-
1.2373 
1. 1942 
1.1643 
1.1423 
1.1256 
1 . 1124 
1.1016 
1.0928 
1.0854 
1.0790 
1.0736 
1.0688 i 
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Number of 
Sal ary Gr oups 
in Structure 3 .0 

7 1.2009 
8 1 . 1699 
9 1.1472 

1D 1 .1 298 
11 1 . 1161 
12 1.1050 
13 1.0959 
14 1 . D882 
15 1.0816 
16 1.0760 
17 1. D711 
18 1.D668 
19 -
20 -

Num ber o f 
Salary Groups 
in St ructure 4.0 

8 1.2190 
9 1.1892 

10 1. 1665 
11 1 . 1487 
12 1.1343 
13 1.1225 
14 1 . 1125 
15 1.1041 
16 1 . 0968 
17 1 . D9D5 
18 1 . D850 
19 1 .08D1 
2D 1.D757 

EXHIBIT K (Continued) 
TABLE OF GROUP- TO-GROUP PROGRESSION RATES FOR 

SELECTED RATIO VALUE 

Ratio of Hiqhest Salary Group Midpoi nt to Lowest Salary Group Midpoint 
3. 1 3 . 2 3 . 3 3 . 4 3 . 5 3 . 6 3 . 7 3.8 

1. 2075 1. 2139 1.22D2 1 . 2263 1.2322 - - -
1. 1754 1.18D8 1.1 860 1 . 1911 1. 1960 1. 2DD8 1.2D55 1. 210 1 
1 . 1519 1. 1565 1.1609 1.1653 1.1695 1.1736 1.1777 1 . 1816 
1. 134D 1.138D 1 . 1418 1.1456 1.1493 1.1529 1.1565 1.1599 
1 . 1198 1.1234 1.1268 1 .1 302 1.1335 1 .1 367 1.1398 1.1428 
1.1D83 1.1115 1 . 1147 1.1177 1 . 12D6 1.1235 1.1263 1 . 1291 
1.0989 1. 1D 18 1.1D46 1.1074 1 . 1101 1.1127 1.1152 1. 1177 
1.09D9 1.D936 1.0962 1 .D987 1 . 1D 12 1 . 1D35 1 . 1D59 1.1D82 
1 . 0842 1 . 0866 1 . D890 1 .0914 1. 0936 1.0958 1.098D 1 . 1D01 
1 . D784 1 . D8D6 1 . D829 1. D850 1. D871 1.0892 1.0912 1.0931 
1 . D733 1.0754 1.0775 1. D795 1. D8 14 1.0834 1 . D852 1 . 087D 
1 .0688 1.D708 1 . 0728 1 . 0746 1.0765 1.0783 1 . 08DO 1 . 0817 

- 1 . D668 1.D686 1.0704 1.0721 1.0738 1.0754 1.0770 
- - - 1 .0665 1.0682 1.0698 1.0713 1.0728 

Ratio of Highest Salary Group Mi dpoint to Lowest Salary Group Midpoint 
4 .1 4.2 4 . 3 4 . 4 4 . 5 4.6 4 . 7 4 . 8 

1.2233 1.2276 - - - - - -
1 . 1929 1.1965 1 . 2000 1.2034 1 . 2068 1 . 2102 1 . 2134 1.2166 
1.1697 1.1729 1 . 1759 1.1789 1 . 1819 1.1848 1.1876 1.1904 
1.1515 1 .1 541 1.1571 1 .1 597 1.1623 1 . 1649 1.1674 1.1698 
1.1369 1 . 1394 1 .1 418 1.1442 1.1465 1.1488 1.1511 1.1533 
1 .1 248 1 . 1271 1. 1293 1.1314 1 . 1335 1.1356 1. 1377 1.1397 
1. 1147 1 . 1167 1 . 1187 1. 12D7 1 .1 227 1 . 1246 1 .1 264 1 .1282 
1 . 1060 1.1079 1 . 1098 1 . 1116 1.1134 1.1152 1. 1169 1. 1186 
1.D986 1.1D04 1 . 1D21 1.1D38 1.1D55 1 . 1071 1 . 1D87 1.1103 
1 . D922 1.0938 1 . D955 1 . D97D 1 . 0986 1 . 1DD 1 1.1016 1.1D3D 
1 . D866 1 . D881 1 .D896 1.0911 1 . 0925 1. D939 1.0953 1.D967 
1 . D815 1.D83D 1. D844 1.D857 1.0872 1.D885 1.D895 1.D911 
1.D771 1.D785 1.D798 1 .08 11 1.D824 1 .0836 1.D849 1. 0861 

3 .9 

-
1 . 2146 
1 . 1854 
1.1632 
1 . 1458 
1 . 1317 
1 . 1201 
1 . 11D4 
1. 1D21 
1 . D95D 
1. D888 
1 .0834 
1 .0786 
1.0743 

4 . 9 

-
1.2254 
1. 1931 
1 .1722 
1.1554 
1 . 1416 
1.1300 
1.12D2 
1 . 1118 
1. 1044 
1. D980 
1. D923 
1 .0873 
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Number of 
Salary Groups 
in St ruct ure 5.0 

9 1.2228 
10 1. 1958 
11 1.1746 
12 1.1576 
13 1.1435 
14 1.1318 
15 1 .1 218 
16 1 . 1133 
17 1.1058 
18 1. 0993 
19 1.0935 
20 1.0884 

Num be r of 
Salary Groups 
in Structure 6 . 0 

10 1.220 3 
11 1.1962 
12 1 .1769 
13 1 . 1611 
14 1.1478 
15 1.1365 
16 1 .1269 
17 1 .1185 
18 1 . 1112 
19 1. 1047 
20 1.0989 

EXHIBIT K (Continued) 
TABLE OF GROUP-TO-GROUP PROGRESSION RATES FOR 

SELECT EO RATIO VALUE 

Ratio of Highest Salary Groufl Midpoint to Lowest Salary Gro ufl Mi dpoi nt 
5.1 5.2 5.3 5.4 5.5 5 . 6 5 . 7 5 . 8 

1. 2259 - - - - - - -
1. 1984 1.2011 1.2036 1.2061 1.2085 1 .2110 1.2134 1.2157 
1 . 1769 1.1792 1.1815 1 . 1837 1.1859 1.1880 1 . 1901 1.1922 
1.1596 1.1617 1.1637 1.1657 1 . 1676 1. 1696 1 . 1714 1.1733 
1.1454 1.1473 1.1491 1.1 509 1. 1527 1.1544 1.1561 1.1578 
1.1335 1.1352 1.1369 1. 1385 1 .1 401 1. 1417 1.1432 1.1448 
1. 1234 1.1250 1.1265 1 . 1280 1 . 1295 1.1309 1.1324 1.1338 
1.1147 1 . 1162 1. 1176 1.1190 1. 1204 1 . 1217 1.1230 1.1243 
1. 1072 1.1085 1.1099 1 . 1112 1.1124 1 . 1137 1. 1149 1.1161 
1.1006 1 . 1018 1. 1031 1.1043 1.1055 1. 1066 1 . 1078 1.1089 
1.0947 1.0959 1.0971 1.0982 1.0993 1. 1005 1 . 1015 1.1026 
1.0895 1.0906 1.09 18 1.0928 1.0939 1.0949 1.0959 1.0969 

Ratio of Highest Salary Group Midpoint to Lowest Salar y Group Midp oint 
6.1 6.2 6.3 6.4 6.5 6 . 6 6 .7 6 . 8 

1. 2225 - - - - - - - -
1.1982 1. 2002 1 . 2021 1. 2040 1.2058 1.2077 1 . 2095 1 . 2113 
1 .1787 1.1804 1.1821 1. 1838 1.1 855 1.1871 1.1888 1.1904 
1.1626 1. 1642 1 .1 658 1.1673 1.1688 1.1703 1.1718 1. 1732 
1.1492 1. 1507 1 . 1521 1 . 1535 1.1549 1.1562 1 .1 576 1.1589 
1 .1 379 1. 1392 1 .1 403 1. 1418 1.1431 1.1443 1.1455 1.1468 
1. 1281 1 .1294 1. 1306 1 .1317 1.1329 1 . 1341 1.1352 1. 1363 
1.1196 1. 1208 1 .1 219 1 . 1230 1 . 1241 1.1252 1.1262 1.1273 
1. 1123 1. 1133 1 .1 143 1 . 1154 1.1164 1.1174 1. 1184 1 . 1194 
1 .1057 1. 1067 1. 1077 1.1086 1.1096 1.1105 1 .1115 1.1124 
1.0998 1. 1008 1.1017 1 .1026 1.1035 1 .1 044 1 . 1053 1.1062 

~- -- - - - -- - - - -- ,. - --

5.9 

-
1.21BO 
1.1942 
1 . 1751 
1.1594 
1. 1463 
1. 1352 
1. 1256 
1.1173 
1.1101 
1 . 1037 
1.0979 

16 
o 

6.9 

-
1.2131 
1 . 1919 
1. 1746 
1.1602 
1. 1479 
1.1374 
1.1233 
1. 1203 
1.1133 
1.1070 

~~-
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EXHIBIT L 

RECOMMENDED SALARY STRUCTURE MONTHLY BASE 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM MIDPOI NT MAXIMUM 
(RA ND) (RAND ) (RA ND) 

1 340 425 510 

2 372 465 558 

3 4 12 5 15 6 18 

4 452 565 678 

5 496 620 744 

6 548 685 822 

7 600 750 900 

8 660 825 990 

9 728 910 1 092 

10 800 1 000 1 200 

11 880 1 100 1 320 

12 968 1 210 1 452 

13 1 064 1 330 1 596 

14 1 172 1 465 1 758 

15 1 288 1 610 1 932 

NOTE : 

1. Gr oup- t o-group pr ogression rate ~ 1,1000 ( be fo r e 
adjustments) . 

2 . Salar y range spread 50/0 . 



EXHIBIT M 

COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDED SALARY STRUCTURE TO 
COMPETITIVE AVERAGE TOTAL COMPENSATION MIDPOINTS : MONTHLY BASE 

RECOMMENDED SALARY COMPETITIVE AVERAGE PERCENTAGE RECOMMENDED MIDPOINT 
VARIES FROM SALARY GROUP STRUCTURE (MIDPOINT) TOTAL COMPENSATION COMPETITIVE AVERAGE TOTAL 

~--

NOTE : 

(RAND) MIDPOINT (RAND) COMPENSATION MI DPOINT 

1 425 414 + 2,7 

2 465 480 - 3,1 

3 5 15 520 - 1,0 

4 565 558 + 1, 3 

5 620 606 + 2 , 3 

6 685 704 - 2 , 7 

7 750 740 + 1, 4 

8 825 820 + 0 , 6 

9 9 10 924 - 1, 5 

10 1 000 999 -

11 1 100 1 114 - 1, 3 

12 1 210 1 204 + 0,5 

13 1 330 1 304 + 2,0 

14 1 465 1 500 - 2 , 3 

15 1 6 10 1 592 + 1, 1 

AVERAGE VARIANCE = 0 , 0 
- - --- - ~ - - -- -- ------- - --- -

1. Group- to- group pr ogr ession r ate = 1, 100 (before adjustments) . 

2. Group- to- group pr ogression r ate fo r Group 15 (recommended) 
to Group 16 (p r ese nt) = 1, 1280. 

- -

16 
(\) 
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EXHIBIT N 

COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDED SALARY STRUCTURE TO 
PRESENT SALARY STRUCTURE MONTHLY BASE 

REC!l'I1MENDED PRESENT 
SALARY STRUCTURE STRUCTURE PERCENTAGE RECOMMENDED 
GROUP MIDPOINTS MIDPOINTS VARIES FROM PRESENT 

(RAND) (RAND) 

1 425 380 

2 465 421 

3 515 466 

4 565 5 16 

5 620 572 

6 685 633 

7 750 702 

8 825 777 

9 910 861 

10 1 000 953 

11 1 100 1 056 

12 1 210 1 169 

13 1 330 1 295 

14 1 465 1 435 

15 1 610 1 589 

AVERAGE 

NOTE: 
Recommended Structure : 

1. Group-to group progression rate 
Present St ructure : 

2 . Group-to- group progression rate 

3 . Group-to-group progression rate 

+ 11,8 

+ 10,5 

+ 10,5 

+ 9,5 

+ 8 ,4 

+ 8,2 

+ 6 ,8 

+ 6 , 2 

+ 5 , 7 

+ 4 ,9 

+ 4 , 2 

+ 3,5 

+ 2,7 

+ 2 , 1 

+ 1, 3 

VARIANCE = + 6,4 

1,100 (before adjustments). 

1,1076. 

for Groups 16 and above = 1, 1399. 

4. Group-to-group progression rate 
for Group 15 (recommended) to 
Group 16 (present) 1, 1280. 



EXHIBIT 0 

SALARY DATA WORKSHEET AS INCORPORATED IN 
REPORT TO PARTICIPATING ORGANISATION MONTHLY BASE 

~----- --- - - -

POSITION TITLE POSITION DESCRIPTION NO. 
MARKETING DIRECTOR - HEAD OFFICE 

COMPANY CODE 

A 
B 
C 
0 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
K 
L 
M 
N 
0 
P 

Mobil 

Number of Companies 
Community Average 
Weighted Average 
Median 

BASE SALARY NUMBER OF PLUS BONUS EMPLOYEES (RAND) 

1 3033 
- -
- -
1 1B23 
1 2480 
- -
- -
1 3250 
1 3760 
2 2771 
- -
1 2763 
- -
1 3038 
1 2347 
- -
1 2772 

9 
2807 (Arithmetic Mean) 
2804 
2771 

1 

COMMENTS 

PLUS CAR PLUS 

COMPARABILITY BENEFITS ENTERTAIflMENT 

(RAND) ALLOWANCE 
(RAND) 

Equal 275 67 
- - -
- - -

1'3'/0 Light 175 75 
1'3'/0 Light 175 -

- - -
- - -

1'3'/0 Heavy 275 200 
Equal 225 -

1'3'/0 Light 275 200 
- - -

Equal 175 80 
- - -

Equal 275 125 
300/0 Light 275 125 

- - -
Survey Position 275 -

- --- - - - - --- - - --- --

PLUS 
OTHER 

BENEFITS 
(RAND) 

67 
-
- 15 

.p, -
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

----
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EXHIBIT A 

JOB ANALYSIS QUESTIONNAIRE 

CODE NO. : ___ _ OATE: __ _ 

I NCUMBENT : POSITION: 

IMMEDIATE SUPERVIOR: POSITION: 

NAME OF EMPLOYER - COMPA NY, 

DEPARTMENT , SECTION, LOCATION: 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please read the entire form before making any entries. 

Answer each question as accurately and carefully as possible. When 

completed, return this form to your supervisor. 

refer to your supervisor. 

If you have any ques cions , 

A. THE JOB: 

1. What is the general purpose of your work? 

2. What duties and tasks exactly do you personally perform in 
the course of your daily work? (Explain from where you 
receive your work , what you do with it and where you send 
it. Discuss your daily routine) . Indicate average length 
of time required for each duty. 

3. What duties do you perform only at stated intervals , such as 
semi- weekly, weekly , or monthly? Indicate which period 
applies to each duty. 

4. What duties do you only perform at irregular intervals? 

5 . What reports do you make out or assist in making out? 
Designate whether daily, weekly , monthly, quarterly, or 
annually. 

6. State the prime function of the job, the section, the 
department , the branch. 

B. RESPONSIBILITY : 

1. Responsibility for people. 

(a) Are you responsible for the welfare of others? 
Indicate nature and extent. 
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(b) Are you responsible for the safety of other s? 
Indicate nature and extent . 

(c) Do your duties involve the discipline of others? 
Indicate nature and extent . 

2 . Responsibility for events. 

(a) To what extent do your duties involve the 
responsibility for seeing that it is done properly? 

(b) To what extent does the work involve the 
responsibility for seeing that others work properly? 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

What is the title of you r immediate superior? 

What is the title of your immediate subordinate? 

To what extent are you involved in contacts with 
others on an internal basis? Indicate whether these 
contacts are man to man , to other sections, to other 
departments , to other branches, to subordinates, to 
superiors , or to management. Give details of how 
often such contacts are made, on what basis, and t o 
what degree they involve the actual performance of 
your duties. 

(f) To what extent are you involved in contacts with others 
on an external basis? Indicate whether these co nt acts 
are with customers or clients, with suppliers, with 
competitors, with government officials. Give details 
of how often such contacts are made , on what baSiS, and 
to what degree they involve the actual performance of 
your duties. Indicate the extent of effect, bot h 
internally and externally, should the contact fail. 

3 . Responsibility for machinery and equipment . 

(a) Does your work involve responsibility for machinery? 
Describe the nature of such responsibility , indicating 
kind and worth of machinery involved, and what could go 
wrong with such machinery. What would be the cost 
involved in correcting such faults? 

(b) What would be the effect on production and other work 
should such machinery break down? When waS the last 
such incident? How many incide~ts in the last twelve 
months? How many such incidents take place before 
corrective action? 

(c) Does your work involve responsibility for equipment other 
than machinery? Describe the natur e of such 
responsibility , i ndicating kind and worth of equipment 
involved, and what could go wrong with such equipment. 
What would be the cost involved in correcting such faults. 



(d) What would be the effect on production and other work 
should such machinery break down? When was the last 
such incident? How many incidents in the last twelve 
months? How many such incidents take place before 
corrective action? 

4. Responsibility for materials. 

(a) Does your work involve responsibility for materials? 
Indicate kinds of materials, value of materials, how 
such materials might be damaged, and what the cost 
would be to repair such damage. 

(b) What would be the nature of loss of such material, e.g. 
mislaid , damaged, pilfered, other? When did the last 
loss take place? How many such incidents in the last 
twelve months? What action is taken against the 
employee? (if any). When waS the last such action? 
What was ·the result? What sort of check is kept 
against such a loss? 

5. Responsibility for cash and negotiables. 

(a) Does the work involve responsibility for handli ng 
money? Indicate amounts involved, and over what 
periods such amounts are involved. How often are 
these amounts checked? 

(b) What form of security is provided? 

(c) When did the last incident take place? How much was 
involved? How much waS recovered? ·How many such 
incidents in the last twelve months? 

(d) What other forms of negotiables are involved? Indicate 
worth of such negotiables, and over what periods such 
amounts were involved. 

(e) What form of security is provided? 

(f) When did the last incident take place? How much waS 
involved? How much waS recovered? ·How many such 
incidents in the last twelve months? 

C. SUPERVISION: 

1. Supervision received. 

(a) Indicate the extent to which questionable duties are 
referred to your supervisor. What is the nature of 
such duties? 

(b) Do you have to use your own judgement in meeting new 
situations? To what extent? Indicate the nature of 
such jUdgements. 
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(c) How often are you faced with questionable duties and 
new situations requiring your ow n judgement? When 
waS the last such incident? How many such incidents 
in the last twelve months? To what extent waS your 
supervisor and/or other superiors involved? 

(d) What decisions do you have to make without consulting 
your supervisor? Indicate the nature of such 
decisions. 

(e) To what extent do such decis ions affect int ernal 
matters such as production? Indicat e whether these 
decisions affe ct other employees, other sections , 
other departments , other branches. 

(f) To what extent do such decisions affect external 

(g) 

matters? Indicate nature and extent of such decisions 
on customers or clients , supplier s, competitors , 
government officials. What would be the effect of a 
bad decision? 

Is your work checked, inspected or verified? 
by whom, how often, and to what extent. 

Indicate 

(h) What is the source of your instructions , e.g. oral , 
written , specification? 

2 . Supervision of others. 

D. SKILL: 

(a) Do you supervise others? Indicate number of employees , 
job titles, extent and nature of supervision . 

(b) To what extent do you have full discretionary authority 
to assign work, correct and discipline , recommend pay 
increases , transfer , promote and discharge , and answer 
gr ievances? 

(c) To what extent do you assign work, instruct , and 
coordinate the activities of your subordinates? 

1 . Training . 

(a) Does the job involve cr aft or vocational training? 

(b) Indicate type and length of training required. 

2 . Learning. 

(a) Whether the job involves craft or vocational training 
or not , indicate how long it takes to learn to achieve 
the lowest acceptable level required by t he job, and 
to achieve the standard level required by the job. 
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3. Coordination. 

(a) Does the work involve special coordination between 
senses and muscles? Indicate nature and extent of 
such coordination , · and senses and muscles involved , 
e.g. sight , hearing, smell, taste , touch and fingers , 
hands, wrists, arms, feet , legs. 

4. Memory. 

(a) Does the work involve memorising details? Indicate 
nature and extent of such requirements, specifying 
whether short term, long term or persistent memory, 
how much detail, and what sort of detail. 

5. Intricacy. 

( a) 

(b) 

Is the work intricate? Indicate nature and extent. 

Does the work require alertness to detail? 
nature and ext ent . 

Indicate 

6. Monotony . 

( a) 

(b) 

Is the work repetitive? 

Is the work protracted? 

Indicate to what extent. 

Indicate to what extent . 

(c) Although neither repetitive nor protracted, dOBS the 
work involve the continuous performance of the same 
activity? Indicate whether 2~~, 5~~, 7~~, 1oo~ of 
the time. 

(d) Does the ' work involve visual concentration? 
nature and extent . 

Indicate 

(e ) Does the work involve close attention? 
nat ure and ext ent . 

Indicate 

(f) Does the work involve good communication in the 
reception and transmission of information? Indicate 
nature and extent. 

7. Reasoning and Planning. 

(a) How much of the work proceeds according to set 
instructions? Indicate nature and whether 2~~, 5~~, 
7~/o , 10o~. 

(b) Are further instructions immediately available? 

(c) Does the work involve making decisions as it proceeds? 
Indicate nature and extent of such decisions. 
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E. WORKING CONDITIONS: 

( a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

(f) 

(g) 

Are there any conditions attached to the work beyond the 
normal expectations? Indicate extent, and nature, e.g. 
height, depth, heat, cold, damp, dust, fumes, etc. 

Indicate degree of exposure to weather. 

Is your workplace dirty, dark, noisy? Indicate degree. 

Is the workplace isolated either because of time or place? 
Give details. 

Is the work dangerous in any way? Indicate nature and 
extent. List any disagreeable or hazardous conditions. 

What type of injury has taken place? When waS the last 
such incident? How many such incidents in the last five 
years? Has there ever been a fatality? How many 
employees have been injured in this job? Indicate nature 
of injuries. 

Indicate to what extent there is any risk of contracting an 
occupational disease. What is the nature of such disease? 
When waS the last such incident? How many such incidents 
in the last five years? 

(h) Does the work involve the use of protective material/ 
clothing? Indicate nature and extent. 

(i) Does the work involve the use of potentially dangerous tools 
and items, e.g. power t ools , naked flames, poisonous or 
harmful fluids or materials? Indicate nature and extent. 

(j) Does the work involve exceptional hours? Indicate nature 
and extent, e.g. irregular hours occasionally, frequent ly, always. 

shift work " " 
week-ends " " 

continuous nights " " 
occasional nights " " 
alternate nights " " 

overtime " " 
holidays " " 

(k) Is overtime paid for? What are usual working hours per day? 

(1) Does the work involve absence from home for periods of time? 
Indicate extent in terms of days per month. 

(m) Are there any special priveleges 
are not enjoyed by other worker s 
details. 

attached to the work which 
in the organisation? Give 

(n) What are the disagreeable featu res of your work? 

" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 



502 

F. PHYSICAL REQUIREMENTS: 

(a) Does the work involve extraordinary physical effort? 
Indicate nature and extent, e .g . lifting weights without 
mechanical aid , carrying loads , pushing, pulling, straining, 
and to what extent in terms of how heavy and how often. 

(b) Is there any other aspect of the work causing undue fatigue? 
Give details. 

(c) In what posture is the work done, and what proportion of 
the working day, i n terms of percentage, is standing , 
sitting , walking, running, carryi ng , kneeling , crouching, 
stooping , overhead reaching, cramped? 

(d) Does the work involve frequent change of posture? 

(e) Please list any other requirements not covered above, plus 
any personal qualifications and characteristics which you 
believe a candidate for your position should have. 

G. EDUCATION: 

(a) What is the lowest grade of schooling, technical or 
university education required of a person s tarting in this 
position? 

(b) What additional education would be helpful , if any? 

(c) What special courses are needed in order to perform your 
duties satisfactorily? 

H. EXPERIENCE/TRAINING: 

(a) What kind of previous work experience is necessary for 
minimum satisfactory performance of duties for a new 
employee on this job? Indicate nature of work experience 
and length of time in terms of months and years to secure 
it, plus where and how it could be obtained. 

(b) Having the above experience and education, what would a new 
employee have yet to lear n, and how long would it take the 
employee to reach the point at which he would perform 
duties (i) barely satisfactorily, and (ii) satisfactorily . 
Specify training needed and period of time to acquire it. 

(c) In what lower positions could an employee receive training 
for your position? 

(d) For what higher positions in the organisation does your 
present work train you? 

(e) What is the most difficult area in training for satisfactory 
performance of duties in your work , and why is it difficult? 
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EXHIBIT B 

JOB ANALYSIS DATA SHEET 

CODE NO . : ____ _ QATE: ___ _ 

JOB TITLE: 

DEPARTMENT : DEPARTMENT SUPERVISOR : ______ _ 

ORGANI SATION SECTION : _____ _ SUPERVISED BY : _________ _ 

PERSONS INTERVIEWE D: 

ANALYST : 

JOB LOCATION: 

JOB SUMMARY (key phr ases that cover job) : 

RELATION TO OTHER JOBS : 

Pr omotion from : 

Promotion to: 

Trans fe r to and from: 

WOR K PERFORMED : WHAT - HOW - WHY (Use addit i onal sheets if necessary) 

Major Out ies : Percent age of Time 
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Other Tasks : Percentage of Time 

Equipment , Machines: 

EXPERIENCE (typ·e and amount) : 

EDUCATION AND TRAINING (specific skills required): 

RESPONSIBILITY FOR PRODUCT AND MATERIAL : 

RESPONSIBILITY FOR MACHINERY AND EQUIPMENT: 

RESPONSIBILITY FOR WORK OF OTHERS: 

Supervision given (number , tiltes and type): 



505 

Other jobs directly affected : 

Responsibility for safety of others: 

RE5PON5BILITY FOR CA5H AND NEGOTIABLE5 : 

GENERAL 5KILL5 (Coordination, Memory, Intricacy, Monotony , Reasoning and 
Planning) : 

PHY5ICAL REQUIREMENT5: 

Physical effort: 

5urroundings : 

Hazards: 

Other: 

JOB IMPACT : 

Internal: 

External: 

5UPERVI5ION : 

Received: 

Given : 
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RESOURCEFULNESS (use of own judgement in problem sOlving) : 

CONSEQUENCE OF ERRORS: 

Internal: 

External: 

WORK PRESSURE (E xceptional hours): 

COMMUNICATION: 
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EXHIBIT C 

JOB DESCRIPTION - SPECIFICATION 

CODE NO . : ____ _ DATE: __ _ 

INCUMBENT : __________ _ POSITION: __________ _ 

IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR : ______ _ POSITION: __________ _ 

NAME OF EMPLOYER - COMPANY , 

DEPARTMENT , SECTION, LOCATION: _____________________ ___ 

PART 1 JDB DESCRIPTION 

PURPOSE OF JOB (job summary) : 

REGULAR ASSIGNED DUTIES: PERCENTAGE OF. TIME 



MENTAL 

SKILL 

RESPONSI­
BILITY 

CONDITIONS 
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PART II JOB SPECIFICATION 

Education Requirements or Equivalent: 

Specialised Knowledge: 

Previous Experience Required: 

Working Knowledge to be Acquired 
on the Job: 

Supervision Received: 

Supervision Exercised : 

Major Contribution of Job: 

Delegated Authority for Expenditure, etc.: 

Who Checks Work? 

Unusual Physical Requirements: 

Unusual Working Conditions: 

Work Week: Re qui red Overtime: 

ADDITIONAL I NFORMATION: 

(INCUMBENT'S SIGNATURE) (DATE PREPARED ) 

(SUPERVISOR'S SIGNATURE) APPROVED (MANAGER'S SIGNATURE) 



A P PEN 0 I X III 

PARTICIPATI NG ORGANISATION FORMAL SALARY RANGES 

" 

f 



1974 SALARY SURVEY 

PARTICIPATING ORGANISATION 

FORMAL SALARY RANGES 
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o R G A N I 5 A TID N "A" 

5ALARY RANGE5 MONTHLY BA5E 1974 

5ALARY GROUP 
MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 

(RAND) (RAND) (RAND 1 

15 1 736 2 170 2 713 

14 1 390 1 737 2 171 

13 1 110 1 3B7 1 734 

12 889 1 111 1 389 

11 738 923 1 108 

10 609 761 913 

9 509 636 763 

8 422 527 632 

7 350 438 526 

6 311 389 467 

5 230 290 350 

4 190 240 290 

3 160 200 240 

2 OPEN ( 135) 170 205 

1 OPEN ( 115) 145 175 

1A OPEN (100) 125 150 

NOTE : 

1. "Open" means due consideration should be given to current 
salaries for similar positions in the Same location in 
deter mining actual hiring rate. 

2. Figures represent basic monthly salaries excluding bonus. 

3 . Bo nus factor = 1,0833. 

4. 5alary ranges effective 1st January 1974. 
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o R G A N I SAT ION S 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 1974 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 
(RAND) (RA ND) (RAND) 

B 1 742 2 264 2 613 

A 1 393 1 B12 2 090 

1 1 115 1 40D 1 673 

2 911 1 142 1 367 

3 730 917 1 095 

4 609 765 914 

5A 558 700 837 

5 507 636 760 

6A 464 583 696 

6 413 526 620 

7 332 434 530 

8 203 370 507 

9 170 271 356 

10 170 240 302 

11 170 213 256 

12 150 188 226 

13 134 167 200 

14 118 148 148 

15 105 131 157 

I\IJTE : 

1. Midpoints of salary r anges are equivalent to + 8~~ of the 
maximum. 

2 . Figures repr esent basic monthly salaries excluding bonus. 

3. Bonus fact or = 1,0833. 

4. Salary ranges effective 1st October 1973 . 
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o R G A N I SAT ION "0" 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 1974 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 
(RAND) (RAND) (RAND) 

11 188 235 282 

12 206 257 308 

13 226 282 338 

14 248 310 372 

15 273 341 409 

16 312 390 468 

17 336 420 504 

18 364 455 546 

19 400 500 600 

20 463 579 Efi5 

21 493 6 16 739 

5 1 551 689 827 

52 6 16 772 928 

53 694 872 1 050 

54 786 990 1 194 

55 888 1 122 1 356 

56 991 1 254 1 517 

57 1 076 1 366 1 656 

58 1 206 1 534 1 862 

59 1 377 1 757 2 137 

60 1 610 2 012 2 414 

6 1 1 843 2 304 2 765 

62 2 111 2 639 3 167 

NOTE: 

1. Figures represent basic monthly salaries including bonus 
factors. 

2. Salary ranges effective 22nd April 1974. 
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o R G A N I SAT ION "F" 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 1974 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 
(RAND) (RAND) (RAND) 

1 No Range 

2 731 1 039 1 346 

3 636 795 954 

4 530 663 795 

5 435 548 663 

6 371 477 583 

7 343 439 536 

8 302 378 453 

9 254 307 360 

10 223 265 307 

11 201 239 265 

12 170 212 254 

13 117 151 181 

14 106 115 138 

15 91 107 128 

16 81 98 117 

NOTE : 

1. Figures represent basic monthly salar'es excluding bonus. 

2. Bonus factor = 1,0833. 

3 . Salary ranges effective 1st May 1974. 
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o R G A N I SAT ION "G" 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 1974 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 
(RAND) (RAND) (RAND) 

21 - 120 138 

22 119 138 161 

23 138 161 186 

24 159 195 239 

25 1B6 228 279 

26 217 266 326 

27 302 370 453 

28 317 388 475 

29 348 426 522 

30 406 497 609 

3B 320 392 480 

39 367 450 551 

40 422 517 633 

41 483 592 725 

42 555 680 833 

43 636 779 954 

44 731 895 1 096 

45 839 1 027 1 258 

46 961 1 177 1 442 

47 1 103 1 351 1 655 

48 1 552 

49 1 782 

50 2046 

51 2 348 

53 2 696 

NOTE: 

1. Figures represent basic monthly salaries excluding bonus. 

2. Bonus factor ; 1,0873. 

3. Salary ranges effective 1st April 1974. 
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o R G A N I SAT ION "H" 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 1974 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 
(RA ND) (RAND) (RAND) 

18 100 120 140 

17 118 143 167 

16 141 170 195 

15 168 202 235 

14 196 238 280 

13 236 288 330 

12 281 335 390 

11 331 398 465 

10 391 471 550 

9 466 558 650 

8 551 661 770 

7 651 781 910 

6 771 928 1 085 

5 911 1 093 1 275 

4 1 086 1 303 1 520 

3 1 276 1 528 1 780 

2 1 521 1 810 2 100 

1 1 781 2 140 2 500 

20 2 101 2 551 3000 

NOTE : 

1. Figures represent basic monthly salaries excluding bonus. 

2. Bonus factor = 1,0833. 

3. Salary ranges effective 1st May 1974 . 
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o R G A N I SAT ION "I" 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 1974 

SALARY GROUP 
MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 

[RAND) [RAND) [RAND) 

1 unavailable 

2 unavailable 

3 unavailable 

4 unavailable 

SA 180 204 274 

EB 215 260 332 

7C 291 364 437 

80 307 384 461 

E 325 405 495 

F 380 470 570 

G 445 545 655 

H 530 655 763 

I 630 780 908 

J 740 915 1 026 

K B80 1 100 1 166 

K + 3 1 042 1 250 1 458 

K + 2 1 250 1 563 1 875 

K + 1 1 fl37 2 084 2 500 

X 2 083 2 604 3 333 

NOTE: 

1. Figures represent basic monthly salaries excluding bonus. 

2. Bonus factor 1,0417 for salary groups 1 to K. 

3. Salary groups K + 3 and above participate in share purchase 
scheme. 

4. Salary ranges effective 1st March 1974 . 



518 

o R G A N I SAT ION "J" 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 1974 

ALL STAFF 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 
(RANO ) (RAND) (RAND) 

S1 120 187 225 

S2 140 217 260 

S3 160 250 300 

S4 185 287 345 

S5 215 329 395 

S6 245 371 495 

S7 320 402 485 

TEMPORARY STAFF 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 
(RAND) (RAND) (RAND) 

W1 96 104 112 

W2 104 116 128 

W3 114 129 144 

W4 126 145 164 

W5 138 163 188 

W6 150 181 212 

W7 164 202 240 

W8 180 226 272 

NOTE: 

1. Figures represent basic monthly salaries excluding bonus. 

2. Bonus factor ~ 1,0833. 

3 . Salary ranges effective 1st February 1974. 
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o R G A N I SAT ION " J " (Continued ) 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 1974 

MANAGEMENT 

SALARY GROUP 
MINIMUM MIDPOI NT MAXIMUM 

(RAND ) (RAND ) (RAND ) 

15 47 1 589 707 

20 530 662 794 

2 1 fE7 746 895 

22 671 839 1 007 

23 75 1 939 1 127 

24 843 1 054 1 265 

25 954 1 192 1 430 

26 1 071 1 339 1 607 

27 1 206 1 508 1 8 10 

28 1 354 1 692 2 030 

29 1 526 1 908 2 290 

30 1 717 2 146 2 575 

31 1 932 2 415 2 898 

32 2 172 2 71 5 3 258 

NOTE : 

1. Fi gures represent basi c monthly salari es excludi ng bo nus. 

2 . Bonus facto r = 1,0833. 

3 . Salary r anges effective 14th May 1974 . 



1977 SALARY SURVEY 

PARTICIPATING ORGANISATION 

FORMAL SALARY RANGES 
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o R G A N I SAT ION "A" 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 1977 

SALARY GROJP MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 
(RAND) (RAND) (RAND) 

15 2 166 2 708 3 250 

14 1 725 2 156 2 587 

13 1 389 1 736 2 083 

12 1 118 1 398 1 678 

11 924 1 155 1 386 

10 763 954 1 145 

9 632 790 948 

8 523 654 785 

7 434 542 650 

6 345 430 515 

5 285 357 430 

4 240 300 360 

3 200 252 305 

2 170 212 255 

1 150 180 210 

NOTE: 

1. Figures represent basic monthly salaries excluding bonus. 

2. Bonus factor = 1, 0833. 

3. Salary ranges effective 1st October 1976. 
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o R G A N I SAT ION "B" 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 1977 

SALARY GROUP 
MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 

(RAND) (RAND) (RAND) 

c 2 700 3 375 4050 

B 2 162 2 702 3 242 

A 1 729 2 161 2 593 

1 1 383 1 729 2 075 

2 1 108 1 385 1 662 

3 903 1 129 1 355 

4 753 941 1 129 

5A 689 861 1 033 

5 627 784 941 

SA 572 715 858 

6 520 650 780 

7 427 534 641 

8 335 425 515 

9 275 350 425 

10 235 295 355 

11 210 258 305 

12 184 230 276 

13 164 205 246 

14 149 186 223 

15 135 169 203 

NOTE: 

1. Figures represent basic monthly salaries excluding bonus. 

2. Bonus factor = 1,0833. 

3. Salary ranges effective May 1977. 
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o R G A N I SAT IO N "e" 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 1977 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 
(RAND) (RAND) (RAND ) 

B 2 156 2 695 3 234 

A 1 726 2 158 2 590 

1 1 382 1 728 2 074 

2 1 130 1 412 1 694 

3 906 1 132 1 358 

4 749 936 1 123 

5A 682 852 1 022 

5 622 777 932 

6A 564 706 847 

6 514 643 772 

7 422 528 634 

8 330 422 515 

9 270 347 425 

10 220 290 360 

11 200 250 300 

12 179 224 269 

13 162 202 242 

14 150 188 226 

15 136 170 204 

NOTE: 

1. Figures represent basic salaries excluding bonus. 

2 . Bonus factor = 1,0833. 

3. Salary ranges effective 1st October 1976. 



524 

o R G A N I SAT ION "0" 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 1977 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 
(RAND) (RAND) (RAND) 

11 250 2B1 312 

12 274 309 343 

13 302 340 378 

14 332 374 415 

15 366 412 457 

16 402 452 502 

17 442 497 552 

18 4B6 547 608 

19 535 602 669 

20 588 662 735 

21 647 728 809 

51 746 840 933 

52 845 952 1 059 

53 957 1 080 1 202 

54 1 093 1 235 1 376 

55 1 248 1 412 1 576 

56 1 426 1 616 1 805 

57 1 528 1 734 1 939 

58 1 779 2 021 2 263 

59 2 066 2 351 2 635 

60 2 361 2 690 3 019 

61 2 772 3 163 3 554 

62 3 249 3 713 4 176 

63 3 764 4 307 4 850 

64 4454 5 104 5 754 

NOTE: 

1. Figures represent basic monthly salaries including bonus 
factors . 

2. Above midpoint and maximum figures represent 25th percentile and 
50th percentile respectively of actual salary ranges. 

3. Salary ranges effective 1st J anuary 1977. 
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ORGANISATION "E" 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 1977 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 
(RAND) (RAND) (RAND) 

1 196 235 274 

2 225 270 315 

3 261 313 365 

4 301 369 437 

5 355 435 515 

6 423 518 613 

7 503 616 729 

8 593 727 B61 

9 700 858 1 016 

10 826 1 012 1 198 

11 939 1 174 1 409 

12 1 090 1 362 1 634 

13 1 264 1 580 1 896 

14 1 466 1 833 2 200 

15 1 730 2 163 2 596 

16 2 042 2 552 3 062 

NOTE: 

1. Figures represent basic monthly salaries excluding bonus. 

2. 80nus factor ; 1,0833. 

3. Salary ranges effective 1st December 1976. 
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o R G A N I SAT ION "F" 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 1977 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 
(RANO) (RAND) (RAND) 

1 no range 

2 860 1 105 1 350 

3 770 905 1 040 

4 680 805 930 

5 560 680 800 

6 500 605 710 

7 430 520 610 

8 380 455 530 

9 330 390 450 

10 300 355 410 

11 270 320 370 

12 240 282 325 

13 210 250 290 

14 160 197 235 

15 130 160 190 
, 

16 120 140 160 

NOTE: 

1. Figures represent monthly base salary excluding bonus. 

2 . 80nus factor = 1,0833. 

3. Salary ranges effective 1st August 1976. 
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o R G A N I 5 A TID N "G" 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 1977 

ALL STAFF 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 
(RAND) (RAND) (RAND) 

S1 185 254 320 

S2 215 293 370 

S3 245 335 425 

S4 280 383 485 

S5 325 443 560 

S6 375 510 645 

S7 430 585 740 

TEMPORARY STAFF 

SALARY GROUP 
MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 

(RA ND) (RAND) (RAND ) 

W1 156 165 174 

W2 164 176 188 

W3 174 192 210 

W4 188 212 236 

W5 204 236 268 

W6 220 260 300 

W7 236 287 338 

W8 254 318 382 

W9 274 355 436 

NOT E: 

1. Figures represent basic monthly salary excluding bonus. 

2 . Bonus factor ~ 1,0833 . 

3. Salary ranges effective 1st April 1977. 
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o R G A N I 5 A TID N "G" (Continued) 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 1977 

MANAGEMENT 

SALARY GROUP 
MI NIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 

(RAND) (RAND) (RAND) 

15 665 831 997 

20 745 931 1 117 

21 837 1 046 1 255 

22 948 1 185 1 422 

23 1 070 1 331 1 604 

24 1 194 1 492 1 790 

25 1 348 1 685 2 022 

26 1 514 1 892 2 270 

27 1 705 2 131 2 557 

28 1 914 2 392 2 870 

29 2 154 2 692 3 230 

30 2 425 3 031 3 637 

31 2 726 3 408 4 090 

32 3 071 3 839 4 607 

33 3 452 4 3 15 5 178 

34 3 883 4 854 5 825 

35 4 369 5 461 6 553 

NOTE: 

1. Figures represent basic monthly salaries excluding bonus. 

2 . Bonus factor = 1,0833. 

3 . Salary ranges effective 1st April 1977. 
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o R G A N I SAT ION "H" 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 1977 

SALARY GROUP 
MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 

(RAND) (RAND) (RAND) 

1B 137 165 192 

17 162 196 229 

16 193 231 269 

15 230 277 323 

14 271 328 385 

13 324 389 453 

12 386 462 537 

11 455 548 640 

10 538 648 757 

9 641 768 895 

8 758 909 1 060 

7 896 1 074 1 252 

6 1 062 1 278 1 494 

5 1 253 1 504 1 754 

4 1 495 1 794 2 092 

3 1 756 2 103 2 449 

2 2 093 2 491 2 889 

1 2 450 2945 3 440 

20 2892 3 510 4 127 

NOTE : 

1 . Figures repr esent basic month l y salary excluding bonus. 

2 . Bonus factor = 1,0833. 

3 . Salary r anges effective 1st Mar ch 1977. 
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o R G A N I SAT ION "I" 

SALARY RANGE MONTHLY BASE 1977 

SALARY GROUP 
MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 

(RAND) (RAND) (RAND) 

1 110 138 145 

2 120 150 160 

3 135 169 180 

4 160 198 210 

A 195 240 255 

B 240 293 310 

C 300 360 380 

D 375 450 475 

E 465 559 590 

F 570 672 705 

G 690 814 855 

H 820 967 1 015 

I 960 1 110 1 160 

J 1 120 1 297 1 355 

K 1 300 1 507 1 575 

K + 3 1 519 1 762 1 850 

K + 2 1 753 2 034 2 136 

K + 1 2 646 3 069 3 222 

NOTE: 

1. Figures represent basic monthly salary excluding bonus. 

2. Bonus factor ~ 1,0833. 

3. ~ 2~/o spread in range; represented midpoints are + 9~/o of 
maximum. 

4. Salary ranges effective 1st April 1977. 
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o R G A N I SAT ION "A" 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 19BO 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 
(RAND) (RAND) (RAND) 

15 2450 3 060 3 675 

14 1 970 2 465 2 960 

13 1 585 1 985 2 385 

12 1 300 1 630 1 960 

11 1 075 1 345 1 615 

10 885 1 112 1 340 

9 730 920 1 110 

8 605 760 915 

7 500 630 760 

6 415 525 635 

5 345 435 525 

4 290 367 445 

3 245 312 380 

2 215 270 325 

1 195 232 270 

NOTE: 

1. Figures represent basic monthly salaries excluding bonus. 

2. Bonus factor ~ 1, 0833. 

3. Salary ranges effective 1st August 1979. 
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o R G A N I SAT ION "B" 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 1980 

SALARY GROUP 
MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 

(RAND) (RAND) (RAND) 

C 3 186 3983 4 780 

B 2 550 3 188 3 826 

A 2 040 2 550 3 060 

1 1 632 2 040 2 448 

2 1 307 1 634 1 961 

3 1 056 1 332 1 598 

4 888 1 110 1 332 

SA 813 1 016 1 219 

5 740 925 1 110 

6A 675 844 1 013 

6 614 767 920 

7 504 630 756 

8 402 502 602 

9 330 413 496 

10 278 348 418 

11 243 304 365 

12 217 271 325 

13 194 242 290 

14 175 219 263 

15 160 200 240 

NOTE: 

1. Figures represent basic monthly salaries excluding bonus. 

2. Bonus factor 1,0833. 

3. Salary ranges effective 1st August 1979. 
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o R G A N I SAT ION "e" 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 1980 

SALARY GROUP 
MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 

(RAND) (RAND) (RAND) 

B 2 555 3 194 3 833 

A 2 046 2 557 3 068 

1 1 638 2 048 2 458 

2 1 338 1 673 2 008 

3 1 073 1 341 1 609 

4 887 1 109 1 331 

5A 808 1 0 10 1 212 

5 737 921 1 105 

6A 670 837 1 004 

6 610 753 916 

7 501 626 751 

8 400 5D0 600 

9 329 411 493 

10 275 344 413 

11 237 296 355 

12 212 265 318 

13 191 239 287 

14 178 223 268 

15 162 202 242 

NOTE: 

1. Figures represe nt basic mon+- hly salar y excluding bonus . 

2. Bonus factor ~ 1,0833 . 

3 . Salary ranges effective 1st September 1979 . 
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o R G A N I SAT ION "0" 

SALARY RA NGES MONTHLY BASE 1980 

SALARY GROUP 
MINI MUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 

(RAND) (RAND) (RAND) 

11 27 4 343 4 12 

12 302 377 452 

13 332 4 15 498 

14 365 455 547 

15 402 503 604 

16 441 551 66 1 

17 485 606 727 

18 534 667 800 

19 587 734 881 

20 646 808 970 

2 1 710 888 1 066 

51 806 1 008 1 21 0 

52 9 14 1 142 1 370 

53 1 037 1 296 1 555 

54 1 186 1 482 1 778 

55 1 355 1 694 2 033 

56 1 551 1 939 2 327 

57 1 665 2 081 2 497 

58 1 940 2 425 2 9 10 

59 2 257 2 821 3 385 

60 2 582 3 228 3 874 

6 1 3 037 3 796 4 555 

62 3 555 4455 5 347 

63 4 134 5 168 6 202 

64 4 9 00 6 125 7 350 

NOTE : 

1. Figures represent basic monthly salar i es including bonus. 

2 . Salary ranges effective 1s _ August 1979. 
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o R G A N I SAT IO N "E" 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 1980 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 
(RAND) (RAND) (RAND) 

1 254 305 356 

2 293 352 410 

3 343 412 480 

4 393 481 569 

5 464 568 672 

6 543 665 787 

7 635 778 921 

8 749 918 1 087 

9 884 1 083 1 282 

10 1 022 1 277 1 532 

11 1 206 1 507 1 808 

12 1 422 1 778 2 134 

13 1 679 2 099 2 519 

14 1 981 2 476 2 971 

15 2 338 2 922 3 506 

16 2759 3 44B 4 138 

NOTE : 

1. Figures represent basic monthly salaries excluding bonus . 

2. Bonus factor = 1, 0833 . 

3. Salary ranges effective 1st October 1979. 
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o R G A N I SAT ION "F" 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 19BO 

SALARY GROUP 
MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 

(RAND) (RAND) (RAND) 

1 no range 

2 1 052 1 315 1 578 

3 861 1 076 1 291 

4 766 958 1 150 

5 647 809 971 

6 576 720 864 

7 495 6 19 743 

8 433 541 649 

9 371 464 557 

10 338 422 506 

11 305 381 457 

12 269 336 403 

13 238 298 358 

14 187 234 28 1 

15 152 190 228 

16 134 167 200 

NOTE: 

1. Figures represent basic salaries excluding bonus. 

2. Bonus factor ; 1,0833. 

3. Salary ranges effective 1st December 1979. 
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o R G A N I SAT ION "G" 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY 8ASE 1980 

ALL STAFF 

SALARY GROUP 
MINIMUM MHPDINT MAXIMUM 

(RAND) (RAND) (RAND) 

S1 378 302 566 

S2 279 349 419 

S3 319 399 479 

S4 365 456 547 

S5 422 527 632 

S6 486 607 728 

S7 557 696 835 

TEMPORARY STAFF 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 
(RAND) (RAND) (RAND) 

W1 157 196 235 

W2 167 209 251 

W3 182 228 274 

W4 202 252 302 

W5 225 281 337 

W6 247 309 371 

W7 274 342 410 

W8 302 378 454 

W9 338 422 506 

NOTE: 

1. Figures represe nt base monthly salaries excluding bonus. 

2. Bonus factor 1,0833. 

3 . Salary ranges effective 1st July 1979. 
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o R G A N I SAT ION "G" (Continu8d) 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 1980 

MANAGEMENT 

SALARY GROUP 
MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 

(RAND ) (RAND) (RAND) 

15 791 989 1 187 

20 886 1 108 1 330 

21 996 1 245 1 494 

22 1 128 1 410 1 692 

23 1 267 1 584 1 901 

24 1 420 1 775 2 130 

25 1 604 2 005 2 406 

26 1 801 2 251 2 701 

27 2 029 2 536 3 043 

28 2 277 2 846 3 415 

29 2 562 3 203 3 844 

30 2 886 3 607 4 328 

31 3 245 4056 4 867 

32 3 654 4568 5 482 

33 4 108 5 135 6 162 

34 4 621 5 776 6 931 

35 5 199 6 499 7 799 

NOTE: 

1. Figur8s r8pr8s8nt bas8 salari8s 8xcluding bonus. 

2. Bonus factor ~ 1, OB33. 

3. Salary rang8s 8ff8ctiv8 1st January 1980. 
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o R G A N I SAT ION "H" 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 1980 

SALARY GROUP 
MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 

(RAND) (RAND) (RAND) 

18 155 194 233 

17 184 230 276 

16 217 27 1 325 

15 260 325 390 

14 30B 385 462 

13 366 457 548 

12 434 543 652 

11 5 15 644 773 

10 609 761 913 

9 722 902 1 082 

8 854 1 068 1 282 

7 1 010 1 262 1 514 

6 1 202 1 502 1 802 

5 1 414 1 767 2 120 

4 1 686 2 108 2 530 

3 1 934 2 471 2 900 

2 2 342 2 927 3 512 

1 2 768 3 460 4 152 

20 3 299 4 124 4949 

NOTE: 

1. Figure5 repre5ent ba5e 5alary excluding bonu5. 

2. Bonu5 factor ~ 1,0833 . 

3. Salary range5 effective 15t October 1979. 
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o R G A N I SAT ION "I" 

SALARY RANGES MONTHLY BASE 1980 

SALARY GROUP MINIMUM MIDPOINT MAXIMUM 
(RAND) (RAND) (RAND) 

1 129 161 193 

2 141 176 211 

3 158 198 238 

4 186 232 278 

A 225 281 337 

8 274 343 412 

C 337 421 505 

0 421 526 631 

E 523 654 785 

F 629 786 943 

G 762 952 1 142 

H 905 1 131 1 357 

I 1 039 1 299 1 559 

J 1 214 1 517 1 820 

K 1 410 1 763 2 116 

K + 3 1 650 2 062 2 474 

K + 2 1 904 2 380 2 856 

K + 1 2 873 3 591 4 309 

NOTE: 

1. Figures represent base salaries excluding bonus. 

2. Bonus factor 1,0833. 

3. Salary ranges effective 1st July 1979. 



A P PEN D I X IV 

SURVEY ORGANISATION 

SIMPLIFIED ORGANISATION CHARTS 

NOTE: 

1. For all organisation char ts, only those 
"boxed" positions have been included in 
surveys . 

2. Figures in parenthesis represent numbers 
of employees supervised. 



I ACCUl~T H'G &­
I Fl~,~'CI'; 
: 111 :<,::r"I'Olt f 

~; .,: .'!!AI~rXo , J) 

I ~~~F' I 
I ~lA "Al;ER i 

(SEE 1..':!A1('!' :\'u . 2) 

r rU::G!O~A~ ! ,'!A .. \'AGEll f 

, "(11("'11 I 1,\" I. 

(S!<!'; CILu(,f :\" ' . '») 

RELATIONS 
DlH.ECTOR 

(S~E CHART No . .,) 

COI-L'·ij,:ltC I AI, 
SALES 
MA..'UGlm 

C~:;~!~''':'l ~O .. ~ 

~TJP'VT-:'{ ORGAUISATION 
SO~'~:!ER:'i Iu"I"'RICA 

CllAlllMAN ! 
MANAGING 
DIRECTOR 

, CllAI 1lMAN' S I 
SECRETANY I 

2) 

~WtK..ETI NG 

1---- SEUVICES 
MANAGER 

I 

(SEE CllAl!'" No . 2) 

Itc:ti IONAL 
HA.\lAG£R 
CE~'l'ItAL 

ltffiJONAL 
HANAG8H 
SOUTH 

PLAN~ING §: 

SUPPLY 
D T IlliC'fOR 

(SEf; CHANT No.4) 

(SEE CHAIl"!' ~o. 5) (~j,.r; C!lA1Cr No , 5) 
HANAGj-;ll 
~IU\';A.~!I\lQUE 

I !-tA.~:';PAr.r0iiJ ,>:(j-: 
I lJlllliC']'OJt . 
(SE!': c.:llAIU' \u, I,) 

2) 

jI; 
W 

1C':l;~O\',\1. !-L\~A (;Ef{ 

!1l!l'!iI'~';! A:':-!,\I.A'II'] 



~rcial (28) 
I Manager 

la! Products ,or 
~ion Manager 

. Contractors 
,er 

ftrial Manager. 

to Manager 

, Technica.l 
lee r 

"' Purcbasing I M.anaR:er 

I Purchasing I 
I As s istant I 

CHART NO.2 

SURVEY ORGANISATION HEAD OFFICE 
MARKETING AND OPERATIONS 
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CHART NO.4 
SURVEY ORGANISATION HEAD OFFICE 
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CHART NO. 5 

SURVEY ORGANISATION 
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SURVEY 03GANISATION REFINERY 
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