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Abstract
Attempting to enhance their productivity or improve working conditions, many

businesses have adopted organizational change programs that involve a participatory
comporent. To attain a comprehensive understanding of these change programs we need
to investigate the influence of social factors such as power, the impact of local and global
contexts, and the role that agency plays in these programs. Further, because
organkational programs do not unfold linearly and the contexts in which they are
embedded continually evolve, it is crucial to employ an approach that allows studying
organizational programs over time. Attending to these considerations enables the
production & narratives of organizational change that are congruous with the dynamism

of organizational life.

This dissertation explores the dynamics of an organizational program in a
particular type of occupational health and safety program, which emphasizegesmplo
involvement: participatory ergonomics (PE). Participatory ergonomics, intended to
reduce wor ker s éelated muscsiloskeketal disomersydrawg on the input
of small groups of labour and management representatives called ergonomic change
teams (ECTs) to address exposure to hazards that may lead to musculoskeletal disorders.
The dissertationds examination of an organi z

analysis of PE programs in two workplaces: a courier depot and a manufacturing plan

The dissertationdés investigation of the F
observations, which were gathered longitudinally as the ECTs endeavoured to make
ergonomic changes, and fiffiwve semistructured interviews, which were carried out

with ECT members and other key informants who were not members of the ECTs. Data



collection occurred during 48 months in the manufacturing setting; in the courier

company, collection took place duringa®® nt h per i od. The dissert
informed bynegotiated order and critical theory lenses. Negotiated order considers

social order as an ongoing process and draws attention to the activities of individuals and

groups, and the manner in which they influence the dynamics of social life. In regard to
organi zational programs, it rejects the idea
efforts; rather, i1t considers them as produc
maintain the necessary agreements to ensure their operation. Critical teebry, a

pertains to occupational health, identifies the constraints that shape working conditions

and links these with the uneven distribution of power in the workplace and production

imperatives. The dissertation addresses the following general reseastibregpieWhat

actions were undertaken by individuals to ensure the PE programs functioned and

continued? How did the organizational and societal context enable or constrain the

pursuit of PE program activities?

The presentation of the findings beginghnan account of the problesolving
processes used in both of the settings, an overview of the types of knowledge that were
used, and a description of the actorsb6é acces
parameters, production pressures, the natutleecknowledge required to design
solutions, and the differential distribution of that knowledge among workplace personnel
influenced (a) the effectiveness of the ECTSs
process, and (c) the nature and degrgeafr t i ci pati on by the teams?d
The dissertation then proceeds to an examination of the implementation process. It

explores how this process is affected by the organizational context, in particular the



ECTso | i mited a idangepand shoys thastheangienal aushority theyc
possessed prompted the ECTSs to select an array of strategies to accomplish their work.
These strategies often took the forms of persuasion, persistence, and enlisting the

assistance of other personnel.

Extending the discussion of implementation, the dissertation then focuses on the
division of labour within the ECTs as they carried out their activities. In both settings,
implementation activitesereu nevenl y di stri buted among the
werepredominantly carried out by managerial personne.tBh t he pr ogr ams?®o
functioning and the participation of worker representativere influenced by the
interplay among three main factors: the type of activities that needed to be carried out,
workpace hierarchy, and stance, or participant

effectively.

The discussion of the PE programs then proceeds to an examination of whether
the programs were supplied with the resources required to continue over time. The
outcomes differed: in Courier Co. the program was discontinued, whereas in Furniture
Co. it was maintained. The discussions investigate how PE program continuation was
affected by the program supporterso activiti
external to the organizati on. Foremost amon

of health and safety and the occupational health and safety regulatory framework.

The dissertationds examination of the PE
that the @inctioning and the degree of worker involvement in participatory occupational
health programs are conditioned by structural and interactional elements. The programs

were shaped by an uneven distribution of power, limits on access to knowledge and



scarcee sources, and actorsodo divergent interests

these interests.

The final chapter of the dissertation reviews the key findings and examines
common themes that arose across the workplaces. The dissertation conitludes w
observations on several topics: the challenges of evaluating program outcomes in settings
such as occupational health and safety; the lessons that participatory ergonomics
practitioners can take from t he venuesdfy 6s

future research.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION
1.0 INTRODUCTION

Responding to competitive mkaats, many businesses have adopted organizational
change programs, such as total quality management, lean production, team working, and
information systems management (Osterman, 2000). Prescriptions for implementing
organizational change programs and atares about how they have performed have been
guestioned by some sociologists. Patrick Da
accountso of organizational <c¢change in whioch
explain a pr ogr améssneed o bertheoroughdyrscrugimzed far their c o
veracity. Questioning the sequential and linear way that the unfolding of change
programs is often presented, Collins (1998: 90) argues that organizational transition is
typically complex and seldom straifrtward. Simple accounts of organizational change
often fail to address, or at | east downpl ay,
interpretations, and soctustoric context, all of which shape organizational change.
Additionally, simple acconts exclude the emergent character of organizational change
and the active role that individuals, both labour and management, play. Dawson (2003b:
3) states, fATo put it simply, change does no
choices are ifuenced by values and beliefs developed and modified during a lifetime of
interaction with family, friends and social groups, and are constrained byesmmriomic
circumstances and power relations. o Similar
Awor kphawcge is not akin to a surgical proced

These authors suggest that to produce narratives of organizational change that may be



more congruous with the dynamism of organizational life, researchers need to incorporate

the influence of structure and agency into their accounts.

With an eye to social factors, some researchers have examined organizational
change programs in workplace settings. Research reveals that conditions at the
organizational and the broader societal le¥&roimpinge upon organizational change
programs in such a way that they become ineffectual, or at least, operafatisudily
(e.g., Vallas, 2003: 22324). In some cases, change programs are hindered because of
worker resistance (Ezzametl al, 2002;Dawson, 2003b: 8209). In other cases,
organizational change failed as key managers opposed the programtaantetily
supported it (Balogun and Johnson, 2004; Buchabah, 2005b; Milkman, 1998;

Zuboff, 1988). Further, organizational change mayrbplemented to ensure that a
power f ul groupbés control i's maintained or re

(Noble, 1979).

In addition to the social and organizational factors they identify as affecting
organizational change, some researche&rsal the active role of individuals, both labour
and management, who are engaged in the operation of organizational change programs.
These researchers, while still noting the importance of conditions that may constrain or
facilitate a ,gofutgertaené@nsne thepnacthmamic®alchange,
such as negotiation, politicking, and resistance (e.g., Balogun and Johnson, 2005;
Rouleau, 2005). Clarke and Preece (2005) explored the implementation of an Intranet
designed to foster idea exchanggegang a f i r mdés wor ker s. They (

Intranet use was largely the product of how different groups interpreted it:



[T]he emerging Intranet configuration represented different things
to different people, was used in different ways by diffepsople
(and the same people over time), and was both shaped by, and in
turn, used to shape a range of organizational and personal
objectives and intentions. Some people were willing and able to
go along with this, if not always necessarily to embrhatelrave

new world, whilst others did not have the opportunity to do so, or
were not convinced of the net benefits to be obtained for
themselves and/or the organization.

McLoughlinet al, (2000), examining the implementation of a telamsed
manufactuing system, reported on the critical role that individuals played in shaping the
adoption of the program. The program failed, and the researchers (2000: 34) explained
that this failure was | argely because fAof th
knowledge, and expectations concerning the configuration of technical and human
elements of production within the firms and those proposed by the sociotechnical values
and beliefs expressed in the frameterof t he a
example, Garrety and Badham (1999: 279), focusing on the introduction of a

computerized manufacturing process, examined politics, which they defined as:

[A] collective, communicative activity thatisgedli r ect edé The

goals involved aspirationstowad s some vVvi si on of fAthe go
for oneself (e.g., career advancement, freedom from

responsibility) and/or the group (e.g., a more efficient factory, a

more democratic society, a stronger uni
encountered by people in their lgdives may be viewed as

opportunities or obstructions along the paths towards these goals.

Through interactions (the production of papers and manifestos,

meetings persuasion, manipulation, argu
change the meanings of things so feticular courses of action

can become easier or more difficult, and certain or more difficult

assumptions become routine whereas others are excluded.

The above research adds to our comprehension of how organizational change
programs function and uoitl. A unifying element of the research is that exploring the

Apolitics of change, 0 to use Garrety and Bad



importance to understanding how change programs function, how they evolve over time,

and how they are shapbg contextual factors.

A central aim of these approaches is to disaggregate the process of change; that is,
the investigators sought to understand the actions of individuals and groups within
specific organizational circumstance and broad historic tiondithat enable or
constrain program functioning. To avoid excluding the consideration of pertinent factors
t hat shape the change process and prioritize
sensitizing frame is valuable for investigating change. Oranmef investigating what
factors are involved in change making is to examine what Strauss (19938) Efers to
as a Atrajectory, o0 or A(l) the course of an
time (an engineeri ng p()dheactonsandantecattionsni ¢ i | | n
contributing to its evolution. o This disser
guestions regarding how a workplace change program functions in practice. Such an
approach allows one to focus on the midgmamics 6échange, such as the interactions
that pave the way for change or throw barriers up to alter its course or bring about its

demise.

Relying on both interview and observational data, the dissertation examines two
occupational health and safety (OHS)graoms. The analysis is particularly attendant to
the activities of individuals and groups trying to manage the programs. Specifically, the
analysis considers the asymmetrical access to resources and power among actors, the
variations in support for therggrams within and among levels of management, the
influence of broader societal factors such as the OHS regulatory climate and economy,

and the role these latter factors played in the functioning and maintenance of the OHS



programs. | show how the funating of the programs was shaped by organizational and

social conditions and the agency of the actors involved.

The dissertation explores the dynamics of a particular type of OHS program
referred to as participatory ergonomics (PE). | expand odefieition and origins of PE
later in the chapter but it is sufficient to say here that PE seeks to address the burden of
work-related musculoskeletal disorders (MSDs) by altering the physical workplace using
input from workers and managers. MSDs areriagiand disorders of the soft tissue
(e.g., muscles, nerves, tendons), such as lower back injuries and carpel tunnel syndrome.
Exacting a human and an economic toll (Kome, 2006), MSDs constitute a serious social
problem whose emergence is partly linkedrtacro shifts in the types of work that
Canadians are doing (Sullivan and Frank, 2000) and the conditions under which they are
working (Rinehart, 2006). Indeed, MSDs now account for the largest number of work
related lostime injury claims in Ontario,ra during the period 1998004, MSDs
accounted for 40 percent of all lefhe claims or reported injuries serious enough to
warrant an employee taking time off to recover. Financially, from 1996 to 2004, MSDs

resulted in direct claim costs of approximgt®4 billion (Kome, 2006; Ontario, 2005%).

This chapter is organized as follows. To situate these programs in a historical
context, | begin by briefly describing the changes in the nature of work in Canada that
have occurred over the last 30 years aedctincomitant increase in the prevalence of
MSDs. This is followed by a discussion of the emergence of PE and its underpinnings.

Next, | outline the theoretical lenses that the dissertation relies upon. | then discuss how |

! Itis estimated that the indirect costs of MSDs to employers maytbe2 i mes the costs of

compensation claims (Punnett, 1999).
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selected the settings in whitte study was carried out, introduce these, and describe the
participatory ergonomic intervention that the dissertation examines. The chapter

concludes with an overview of the dissertati

1.2 THE RISE AND CHALLEN GE OF MSDS

1.2.1 Charmging Nature of Work and Injury

Over the last 30 years, the types of jobs that Canadians hold have changed as
Canadads empl oyment | andscape has undergone
changes such as-#iedustrialization and the movement of induadtjobs out of Canada
and North America to areas where production costs are lower and/or the regulatory
climate more conducive to business (High, 2003; Kiethad,, 2007: 29) have contributed
to a loss of jobs in the manufacturing sector. At the sames there has been increased
growth in the service sector. Il ndeed, the s
employer as the number of jobs in the primary (resource extraction) and secondary
sectors (manufacturing) has decreased (Gundersoryattj 2000; Krahret al, 2007:

59-68). These changes in the nature of work have contributed to what Sullivan and Frank
(2000) refer tepiaemihbéeé oii cddstshiidlt, 0 an alt e
type of workplace injury that Canadians suist Canadian workers are incurring more

MSDs than traumatic injuries such as lacerations, broken bones, and amputations than

they had in the past.

Empl oyeesd working conditions are also un
which can be linkedtocpror at i onsdé attempts to address <ch
competition and globalization (Anders@onnellyet al, 2002; Gunderson and Hyatt,

2000: 6264; Landsbergis, 2003). While approaches to increased competition have



varied, many companies haweught to introduce new technology and new management
regimes, such as lean production. These and other rationalization schemes have typically
intensified employeesd work, increased wor kil
over their work. The effectsn work have been felt in various industry sectors such as
automotive (Askenazy, 2001; Lewchakal, 2001; Parker, 2003; Rinehaittal, 1997,
Yateset al, 2001), garment (Gannagé, 1995; 1999), hospitality services (Seifert and
Messing, 2006), miningHall, 1993; 1999; Russell, 1999), and food processing (Novek,
1992; Novelet al, 1990). Characterized by fewer rest breaks, deskilling, increased
mechanization, and rationalization, these changes in the labour process have created new
physical demandsiad enhanced existing ones and thus i
to injury.
1.2.2 Addressing MSDs: Participatory Ergonomics

Ergonomics, also known as human factors e
interaction with their environment. The InternatioBajjonomics Association defines
ergonomics as Athe scientific discipline con
among humans and other elements of a system, and the profession that applies theory,
principles, data and methods to design in ordeptonize human welbeing and overall
system performanceo (Il nternational Ergonomic
ergonomi stsdé work is on the interactions bet
an effort to reduce musculoskeletal injuriesgdiromics focuses on physically altering
the workplace through Aengineering control s,
removal of features of a work process that expose workers to risk of musculoskeletal
injury (Norman and Wells, 2000). Significantlyecause it considers the source of injury

in the work environment, ergonomics contrasts with other workplace health and safety

v



programs that address hazards by altering wo
regulations of work, or supplying workerstivpersonal protective equipment. The

intention in ergonomics to locate and address injury in the physical work environment

corresponds with one of the key precepts underpinning ergonomics: that the workplace

should be altered to suit the worker rathent vice versa (Norman and Wells, 2000).

Participatory ergonomics is one type of injury prevention program for addressing
work-related musculoskeletal disorders (Wilsgiral, 2005). While there are numerous
definitions of PE, they typically highlight wolvement of stakeholders, including, notably
workers, based on the understanding that their knowledge is particularly important for
comprehending workplace hazafd©ne of the most widely cited PE definitions is that
of Wilson and Haines (1997:49®3), whi ch states that particip
involvement of people in planning and controlling a significant amount of their own work
activities, with sufficient knowledge and power to influence both processes and outcomes

in order to achieve desirb | e goal s. 0

Connected to a larger sodnistorical trend of worker involvement in workplace
decisionmaking, participatory ergonomics has emerged, in Witssan €005) dvards,
out of the fAparticipatory t unrproductionrn occupati o
improvement (Imada, 1991). Participatory arrangements, known variously as total

guality management, lean production, and quality circles, have been introduced in a wide

2 Although PE programs are premised on the involvement of bothersand managers in the
identification and reduction of watrak 2008s2%),tkeyposures t
vary widely in the degree of involvement of worker and management representatives @iain@902;

Moir, 2005; Wilsonet al., 2005).



variety of organizations with the intention of improving workplace ptastio enhance

production and give employers a competitive edge (Smith, 2006).

Another condition that ushered in the use of PE programs was a conducive OHS
regulatory climate. In the late 1970s, in many western countries, state health and safety
regulabry regimes moved to a model that relied less on externally monitoring workplaces
to one that increasingly emphasized combining state inspection with an approach
whereby managers and workers were responsible for monitoring health and safety
conditions (Frck and Wren, 2000: 225). A significant feature of the 1970s policy shift
was that it provided workers an opportunity to participate in OHS deaisaking,
which previously was deemed to be management
subject to labodmanagement negotiation (Frick and Wren, 2006222Smith, 2000;

Storey and Tucker, 2006: 14&8; Tucker, 2007; Walters, 2006).

1.3 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

In this dissertation, | examine participatory ergonomics with an interest in how
organizational ppgrams operate and are maintained. As mentioned, a key concern in the
dissertation is the micrdynamics around organizational programs. With this in mind, |
address the following broad research questions in the dissertation: What actions were
undertalen by individuals to ensure the PE programs functioned and continued? How did
the organizational, and societal contexts enable, or constrain the pursuit of PE program
activities?

1.4 THEORETICAL FRA MEWORK
The dissertation relies on two complementary teecal approaches that, in

combination, allow for an examination of the mictgnamics of organizational change



while attending to broader structural concerns. Conceptual material from negotiated
order theory is used to assist in understanding how tlenaof individuals in work
settings affected the interventions. To complement this, | employ a critical theoretical
approach to investigate the structural dimensions of the settings. Below, | give a brief
overview of the theories, while a more fullyweéoped theoretical discussion is provided

in Chapter Two.

1.4.1 Negotiated Order and Critical Approaches

For negotiated order theorists, order in an organization and the rules and
regulations within it are created and maintained through the contineeddtion of
individuals. According to Anselm Strauss (199380 ) , fAsoci al organi zat.i
are inconceivable without some form of negot
Social order is a continual process in which individuals and grougsat@onstructing
and maintaining the necessary arrangements through which order is produced and
reproduced. These arrangements are required because social units, such as workplaces,
consist of heterogeneous groups, each of which has their own intekstseapretations

of social I|ife, which may be discordant with

Although highlighting the actions of individuals and groups, negotiated order
researchers see these activities as fashioned within and influenced by local and broader
conditions. Br example, according to negotiated order theorists, the creation and
maintenance of arrangements among workers in a factory may be influenced both by that
wor kplacebds culture as well mar ket conditi on
among actorsTo correctly understand the order in a setting, negotiated order considers

the multiple levels of influence in which interactions are situated.
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As plans that may go into an organizational change are rarely comprehensive,
easily controvertible, and udlyapossess different meanings for different actors,
negotiated order theory is particularly helpful for exploring the evolution of an
organizational change program (Strauss, 1988: 164). The perspective draws attention
toward the activities that individisaneed to undertake to ensure that program goals can
be accomplished. Additionally, it considers the role that coiitbrth local and societal
T might have as individuals attempt to carry out tasks. Fundamentally, the unfolding of
programstrajetheiyoAin Straussd words, is pr
and group interactions within a set of circumstances over which actors may have varying
|l evel s of control. As Strauss (1993: 54) po
unfold nor are they straightforwardly determined by social, economic, political, cultural,
or other circumstances; rather, they are, in part, shaped by interactions of concerned

actors. o

If one makes the assumption that organizational change is emergetynanaic,
as suggested at the chapterdés outset, negoti
change. Because negotiated order foregrounds the interactions among individuals and
groups in its conceptualizations of organizational life, it providesdheeptual tools to
examine the activities, or in Garrety and Ba
surround the execution of an organizational change program. Additionally, negotiated
order theorists note that organizational programs often evolvtharefore should be
examined processually, drawing links between responses to organizational conditions and
outcomes of these responses. Further, the n

multiple and divergent interests within an organizaticaioées a view that captures
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influences that may be facilitative or constraining. Finally, by considering both the
micro, organizational, and broader societal levels, a negotiated order approach keeps the

analysis open to influence from multiple levels, aoly micro or macro.

Critical theory also offers important insights that inform the dissertation. | use
critical theory to locate the analysis in the politieabnomic conditions that might affect
an OHS program in the workplace. The critical panadigas been used successfully to
understand OHS conditions and their alteration. As it applies to OHS, it predominantly
considers the influence of structure and politeabnomic factors involved in the
creation of hazards and how and if they are adddesgsing the framework, | consider
the important role that the profit motive may play in the realization of OHS intervention
goals and health and safety generaByunberg, 1983Littler and Salaman, 1984;
Nichols, 1997. The critical paradigm also peygs a framework for understanding
| abour and management ds asymmetrical access

turn, how differences in power affect the capacity of each party to alter the workplace.

To some extent, managers need to atterattupational health and safety to
reproduce the conditions required to produce surplus value. Conditions need to be at
least tolerable to labour. The degree to which labour will tolerate health and safety
conditions may be affected by its strength.r &mample, Grunberg (1986b) and Hall
(1993) demonstrated that in situations in which labour was strong it was able to exert
some control over health and safety conditions; whereas, Novek (1992) reported on a
situation in which labour was weakened and tfegecunable to forestall the deterioration

of working conditions.

12



Attention to heath and safety is affected by attendant costs. Generally, capital

regards health and safety expenditures as a surplus value loss (Navarro, 1982; Schatzkin,

1984) and accomgly may be reluctant to invest money to address health and safety
hazards. As a result of these eagbidance concerns in cases in which workers have
sought to have a health hazard addressed, employers often have tended to select
inexpensive options ew if this means not achieving the best protection for workers. In
one example of this, Storey and Lewchuk
address poor air quality by providing paper masks rather than more effective, though

more expensive, veltdiion.

The critical framework also enables a consideration of the fact that management
may not want to cede its control of work procesdesonomic imperatives encourage
managers to maintain (or increase) their control over employees and the |aioesspr
Loosening control over employees or the labour process can negatively affect the
gathering of surplus value (Braverman, 1974; Buroway, 1979; 1985Walters (1985)
points out, it is within the context of these structural constraints that maaagdetides
whether it is willing to invest in occupational health and safety and to what extent it is
willing to do so. The critical framework, as it applies to occupational health and safety,
is helpful in its consideration of the influence of broadaand political factors and the

relations between labour and management in the workplace.

1.5 THE INTERVENTIO N SETTINGS AND PARTICIPATORY ERGONOMIC
PROGRAM

Pathways to selecting a research setting are numerous and vary considerably.
Some researchebegin with particular settings in mind that would ideally suit their

research questions. |did not. The beginnings of this priojet selection of the

13
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settings and decision to investigate PE programere not part of a carefully planned,
well-exeaited research design. Rather, they were the product of a broad interest in the

sociology of organizations and a set of fortuitous circumstances.

Hired to work with a universitpased, multidisciplinary research team as a
research assistant, | was resgibte for collecting and analyzing qualitative data relevant
to the unfolding of the two PE interventions over time. The research team consisted of
ergonomists, epidemiologists and a sociologist with extensive experience in workplace
interventions to adeéiss MSDs. Prior to my hiring, the team had formed an agreement
with a corporation, Courier Ch.to implement and study a participatory ergonomic (PE)
program in one of its facilities. Some months later, and after | was hired, the research
team arrangedith a manufacturing company, Furniture Co., to commence and study a
PE program in its factory. Shortly after | was hired, | realized that my employment as an
RA with the intervention project provided an opportunity to explore the functioning of an
organiational change program. My experience of site selection is by no means unusual;
in fact, the alignment of a researcher 6s
the source of an individual 6s deci s5 ons
Ouellet, 1994:1112). | expand on my involvement in the settings in Chapter Three.

Below, | provide a brief overview of the companies and their respective industry sectors.

1.5.1 Parcels and Parts: Description of Settings

One setting in which theEPprogram was set up, Courier Co., was owned by a
large courier company, which had customers in Canada and the United States, employed

more than 10,000 workers in approximately 100 facilities across Canada, and had a fleet

3 Courier Co. and Furniture Co. are pseudonyms.
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of more than 2000 delivery vehed. The facility where the intervention was
implemented employed 150 people; of these, 135 were hourly workers. The courier

industry is labour intensive; its production processes are largely dependent upon manual

labour rather than a reliance on compglee c hnol ogy . Courier Co.

good at the time of the intervention and in the early 2000s, it expanded and built new
facilities. Competition in the transport industry is intense as courier companies, which
of fer cust omaeartse rii adfedmnicesegdgstnatons inside and outside
Canada, compete with rival companies which offer similar services-dayneouriers,

which operate in a restricted geographical area, such as a city; and logistics companies,
which specialize itransporting freight that is larger and in greater volumes than couriers
would typically ship. Companies compete based on the services they can provide to
customers, most importantly the speed and reliability of delivery. Accordingly,
companies in thisector put a great deal of emphasis on the efficiency and effectiveness
of their operations. In response to the time sensitivity of the courier industry, Courier Co.
monitored the quality of its service daily and the timely pickup and delivery of parcels

were continually stressed to employees by management.

Furniture Co. manufactures components for office furniture and home appliances
and had 300 employees, of which approximately 250 were hourly. Part of a larger
company that was established in theye&800s, it has plants in Canada, the United
States and Taiwan and is one of the largest manufacturers of its product globally. The

industry is capital intensive and relies heavily on technology in its production processes.

* Companies that offer overnight or later delivery service to a wide geographical area tend to be large firms
that have at their disposal fleets of delivery vehicles. Conversely;dayoeuriers, also known as local
messenger services, are typically small firms and often are independent.
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The industry has become extreljncompetitive in the last several years as raw material
costs increased, foreign competition grew, and some customers sought overseas suppliers
that could make parts more cheaply. In response, Furniture Co. restructured to offset
these challenges andmain profitable. The reconfiguration of its Canadian operations in
2003 included amalgamating two plants and laying off workers. Coming in several

waves, these lay offs typically involved 20 to 40 employees and included both hourly and
salaried personnelFor some employees the lay offs were temporary; for others, they

were permanent. Late in the study, the plant renewed its lean production program in an
effort to shed inventory and eliminate waste in the production process. Additionally, the
company #empted to become more specialized in the types of products it manufactured

and focused on producing smaller volumes of higimnet parts.

1.5.2 The PE Program Frameworkand Change Team Formation

The interventions were the collaborative effort of treesgch team, management,
and the union at each site. In each setting, the interventions were initiated by
management, who contacted the university research team with an interest in reducing
MSD injuries in their facilities. This initial contact was falled by preliminary
discussions among management, union and the research team about the workplaces and
types and frequency of injuries. These informal discussions led to more formal
negotiations, in which the research team presented a detailed desaiphiersorts of
activities that a participatory ergonomic program would involve, discussed the costs that
the company would incur in implementing the program, and stressed that management
support was essential to the program for it to be a success. sEHagdeteam also
discussed the methods that would be used in the program, most notably the creation of a

participatory ergonomic change team (ECT), consisting of workers and manager
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representatives. Importantly, the managers from both settings agread E@T would

be the agent of ergonomic change in the facilities and have the time and resources it

required to alter the work processes. In each facility, the ECTs membership included

hourly workers, management representatives, and an ergosaailisator who was a

member of the research team. Composition of
participationo model of p etral, 2002t IABI2p r y ergono

which means that members on the teams represented their work aheashagisettings.

Before each of the interventions began, the research team gave company
representatives suggestions about the personnel who would be needed on the ergonomic
change teams. Two main considerations were identified: 1) bringing togetheippatt
with different knowledge and skills appropriate for making ergonomic changes such as
hourly workers, management representatives and technical specialists such as health and
safety, human resources, and skilled trades personnel (Haiaes2002;St. Vincentet
al.,, 2006: VanEerétal , 2008); and 2) the notion of a A
model of participatory ergonomics (PE) (Haimtsl, 2002: 311312) wherein personnel

on a change team represent their work areas and are directlyad in the change

making process.

Ultimately, determination of ECT composition was the responsibility of the
workplace parties. Recruitment procedures differed across the settings. In Furniture Co.,
a primary criteri on faspastorecurentexgehenceondhe t he EC
plant Joint Health and Safety Committees (JHSCs). In Courier Co., membership overlap
between the JHSC and ergonomic change team was intentionally avoided as there was a

general understanding in the depot that the JW&€ineffective and thus, a desire to
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avoid overlap in the composition of the ECT and JHSC. In this workplace, management
identified potential participants and asked if they wished to serve on the ECT. The
selection process resulted in each of the E@lisgocomposed of hourly workers,
management representatives, and an ergondauitator, who was a member of the

University Research Team.

1.5.3 Ergonomics Training

Once the ECTs were formed in each setting, activity commenced with a series of
training sessions conducted by research team members. These sessions, held for four
hours a day, for four days, covered the principles of workplace ergonomics, basic
anatomy as it related to werklated musculoskeletal injury, a model for systematically
idenifying and addressing risks of exposure, and tools for risk factor identification and

measurement.

During the training and throughout the interventions, the research team
emphasized two principles. One was that the sources of musculoskeletal injugies we
located not in the behaviour of an employee but rather in the physical features and
organization of workstations and the production process. This principle corresponds to
the idea that ergonomics is concerned with how work can be adapted to the employe
rather than fitting the employee to his/her work. Another principle that the research team
emphasi zed was that there was a fAdAhierarchy o
some strategies that altered the physical work environment were flemtéve at
reducing risk of exposure to injury than others. According to ergonomists, the best way
to reduce injury is to alter the physical wo

contrast to altering wor k metbhBhawbars.by attempt
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Accordingly, in their deliberations, the hierarchy of control strategies was influential in
determining the types of hazards the ECTso f

solutions they devised to address hazards.

In the trainingsessions, workers and managers were also introduced to a model
for guiding their ergonomic act etalj200l)e s . Ref
it was devel oped on the basis of a review of
previousexperiences in implementing workplace ergonomic interventions. The Blueprint
specified stages in which opportunities for change were identified, solutions formulated,
implemented and evaluated, and then modified on the basis of the evaluations. Although
there are variations in the content of models used in PE programs, such as the Blueprint,
their use is widespread (Wilsen al,, 2005: 93941) and considered by some
researchers as a crucial prerequisite to a successful PE program (Bumggrssk et d.,

2007; de Loozet al, 2001; St. Vincengt al, 2006; Wilson and Haines, 1997).

The research team provided the ECT members with several tools for evaluating
risks of musculoskeletal injuries. These tools enabled ECT members to develop an
understandng of workersodo job tasks and any pain
As an example, one tool was designed to gath
guestionnaire, méeheteedutrevegsofitideonesearct
workers to use a tool designed to quantify risk of exposure to injury by calculating the
bi omechanical forces acting on empl oyeesd ba
members a sense of the workersd risks of exp
thes injuries were. Having described the settings and the intervention framework, | now

provide a preview of the dissertationbés subs
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1.6 THE CONCEPTS OFCHANGE MAKING AND CH ANGE

The objective of the PE program was to address workpladthfemncerns by
establishing an ECT that addressed MSDs.
refers to the process whereby members of the ECTs and those they enlisted for assistance
formulated and implemented projects in an effort to reduce Me&dards. | examine two
components of change makingolution design and implementatiorand their
constituent parts in depth in Chapter Four and Chapter Five, respectively. Throughout
the dissertation the term dudidngprocgss.oTha ef er s
production process involves both the job tasks and technology used in the manufacture of

a good or provision of a service. The changes to the production processes generally

t

0

involved alteration of atorfoareplatemenyyobs physi cal

equipment or tools, amendments to the speed or pace of production, and introduction or
removal of equipment to a work area. Changes ranged from the simple to complex; from
inexpensive to costly; from large to small. Typically, $kepe of any given change
affected ten or fewer people in a work area.
1.7 DISSERTATION OVERVIEW

Chapter Two provides a more detailed review of the theories that inform the

dissertation. The chapter takes the negotiated order and critical geespgctives in

turn and reviews their assumptions and featu

analysis. It also explains how each perspective helps to comprehend the functioning of
the OHS programs under examination here and how the perspecampkEment each
other. The chapter concludes with a list of questions that the dissertation attempts to

answer.
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In Chapter Three, | discuss the methodology used in the dissertation, the data
collection methods, and the analysis. | describe the settirdgtail, outline where and
how field notes were recorded and what they contained, and talk about how interview
data were gathered. Additionally, the chapter recounts some of the challenges |
encountered as | established my role as an observer and thraugh t he pr oj ect 0s

gathering phases.

The dissertationdés analysis follows the ¢
with a consideration of the solution design stage. Next the dissertation moves to the
implementation of solutions and then on tstaining the PE programs. The focus on
these stages of change largely results from the fact that this is where | came into the

process after being hired as a research assistant.

In Chapters Four through Seven, the findings are presented. The findaggsrs
focus on three aspects of the trajectory of
for change, the implementation of changes, and the continuation of the OHS programs.
Chapter Four focuses on the nature of and access to knowledge duri@®The B
development of solutions to address musculoskeletal hazards. The chapter describes how
the availability and selection of resources affected both the production of solutions to
address MSDs and the process for developing them. In Courier Co., theds@adr the
most part able to design workable solutions. However, later in the intervention, the ECT
wor ker representativesd6 opportunities to app
knowl edge were constrained by m#&omahgie ment 6s U
regular job duties to participate in ECT activities. In Furniture Co., solution development

required technical expertise the ECT members did not initially have, limiting their
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capacity to design solutionsrtreimproMecby ECTO6s s ol
adding managerial personnel with technical expertise. However, their participation and
changes in the way solution design was carr.i

involvement.

The analysis in Chapter Five considers how the orgtniwd contexts shaped
the ECTsd6 i mplementation activities. Addi ti
to overcome obstacles and compl ete changes.
uneven distribution of power within the workplace affectedBH@ Ts 6 act i vi ti es.
findings also enhance our comprehension of t
they draw attention to the negotiation that ECT members engaged in to implement
changes. The chapter highlights the fact that implemenfafianfrom being a
straightforward, linear, stepwise procédsvolved negotiation with key decision
makers, which often derailed the process. Problems securing authority to make changes
added complexity and in some cases redundancy to the process and hadiba com
effect in both settings of protracting the change process. The chapter examines the
responses of the ECTs to problems in implementing changes that arose out of their
respective organizational contexts. In each setting, the activities the ECTs okdterto
response to their problems residhmbl ed fAarti cu

establishment and maintenance of arrangements to ensure goals were accomplished.

The discussion in Chapter Six continues the examination of the process of
implementing banges and turns attention to the division of labour on the teams. It shows
that the teamsd i mplementation activities we

typically ECT management representatives wer

22



work. To examine the distribution of tasks | dr.
1993: 88), which is actorsodé perceptions of t
ot her actors. I n doing so the chapter exami
pas interactions with nofECT members, and the history of relations between

management and workers | imited worker repres
tasks. The findings in Chapter Six advance our comprehension of how involvement

within the PEprograms was enacted.

The participatory OHS interventions described here were designed to continue so
that the risk of injury would be reduced over a longer period of time. Chapter Seven
indi cates what happened i n tyevetdmeandthen t he PE

explores the factors that either facilitated or constrained their continuation.

A

Chapter Seven describes how management s
of the interventions. The chapter examines some of the conditionstestial and
external to the organization that affected n
chapter describes how management ds perceptio
effectiveness were in part related to the go
adi tion, the chapter explores the ECTsodo effo
for the programs. Further, | explore how efforts to secure support were influenced by
leadership, or the lack thereof, within the ECTs. The findings in Chapter Séven te
t hat continuation was affected by the econon
the regulatory and compensation system, and

members attempted to push for the PE progran
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Chapter Eight closeséidissertation. The first part of the chapter briefly restates
the theoretical approach and recaps the central findings. Next, theasasthemes are
discussed in relation to some of the literature and theoretical frameworks. In particular |
reflecton access to knowledge in solution development, authority and the process of
implementing change sustainability, and participation. These topics are covered as they
figure into the narratives in each chapter and are helpful in understanding participatory
workplace arrangements and comprehending how the organizational programs function
in practice. In discussing these topics, the section addresses larger questions about

participatory OHS approaches and organizational change programs.

Following the above, discuss the outcomes of the PE programs and some of the
chall enges of evaluating these. The chapter
of the dissertationbds contributions to part.i
discussion focusesn what practitioners may take away

conclude the chapter | briefly discuss some possible avenues of future research.

This chapter has introduced the dissertat
type of organizational cimge programs that will be looked at, and offered an overview of
the chapters that follow. | now proceed to Chapter Two, in which I discuss the

theoretical orientation in the dissertation.
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CHAPTER TWO

THEORETICAL ORIENTAT IONS
2.0 INTRODUCTION

This chater examines two theoretical frameworks that are used in the dissertation
to understand the functioning of the OHS interventions. Negotiated order theory helps
comprehend the agency of actors attempting to make changes and the processes that
actually comstitute change making. Ciritical theory gives insights into the structural
constraints on the introduction, maintenance and functioning of OHS programs, such as
economic imperatives. Together, the orientations let us see both the constraints and

activities of those carrying out the OHS programs.

The chapter proceeds as follows: First, | briefly review the assumptions of
negotiated order theory, an approach that considers both structure and agency, and how
the theory might inform an investigation into \place OHS interventions. Next, |
review the main elements of critical theory as it applies to analyses of occupational health
and safety. As | examine these theoretical approaches | discuss their relevance for
examining organizational change programecscally.

2.1 NEGOTIATED ORDER THEORY

Practicebased theories that consider the role of structure and agency are able to
capture the reality of workplace interventions and, because they are attentive to change
and activity, are particularly wetluited t o gui de t he dissertationo
acts of those engaged in OHS interventions. In this section of the dissertation | focus on

one of those theories: negotiated order.
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Negotiated order theory emerged in the 1960s in part in reaction to the
determinism of structural functionalist and critical theories. Its origins lie in the symbolic
interactionist tradition. There are some central tenets that underpin interactionist
thinking. One set of premises that serve as a nice encapsulation détpectative
orientation is provided by Prus (1996:18): (1) people communicate using symbols
(e.g., language) and their shared understandings of these arise through social interaction;
(2) individuals and groups may possess multiple perspectives;qBledesave the
capacity to consider the othersdé6 point of vi
people have the capacity to influence and oppose the influences of others; (6) people
develop ties and associations with others based in part edshterests, and, (7) social

life is ongoing and is not static.

Anselm Strauss (1963) and coll eagues wer e
order . 0 Strauss (1978; 1993), Fine (1996),
proponents of the theonstudies employing the negotiated order framework have been
carried out in a variety of organizational settings, including restaurants, television

networks, hospitals, schools, and prisons.

At the heart of the negoti amgthatisomat der f r an
organization and order are inconceivable without some form of negotiation between
individuals and groupso (Strauss, 1993: 46) .
does not exist objectively. Instead, negotiated order theory sugjugséstors

perpetually enact and-enact organizational structurgs his comparison with other

® | am referring to organizational structure here.
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perspectives on organizations, Reed (1992: 120) points out, negotiated order theorists

view

organizations as much more precarious and fragile colleafons
negotiated agreements and arrangements that are always open to
renegotiation and reconstruction. It presumes that structure is
something that has to be continually worked at and reproduced
through social interaction rather than treating it as a tradsoén
object or entity imposed on social actors by the environmental
imperatives they face.

2.1.1 Organizations and Structuré

The negotiated order framework rejects the notion that organizations or the

environments in which organizations are embeddegl detni ne act or sdé behavi c

negotiated order theory, actors play a key r
arrangementso (Reed, 1992: 86). How individ
theorists, is less a product of organizationalandd al structure than it

interpretations of their circumstances (Fine
interpretations are at the centre of activity means that multiple avenues of action are
possible and that structuralconur ati ons do not, fAautomati cal

to one course of actiono (Altheide, 1988: 314

The negotiated order framework suggests that structure exists insofar as
interaction among organizational actors gives rise to it and maintaimstitis way,
organi zations and their structures fdare hi st

will be reviewed, ree val uat ed, revi sed, revoked or rene\

® Maines (1982) and Strauss (1978:38 distinguish among negotiative (or immediate) contexts,
orgarizational context and structural context. | use terms organizational structure and social structure to
differentiate between local and broader social constraints.
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Rather than treat key features of organizatieuch as goals,
structures, technologies, socialization mechanisms and control
systemd as suprandividual or collective forces which impose
themselves on social actors, the negotiated order framework is
based on the belief that these factors only take on meaning and
significance in so far as they are recognized and utilized by actors
in the source of their negotiating activities (Reed, 1992: 85).

Al t hough the negotiated order perspective
their circumstances and make changes acogisdiit considers these actors embedded in
both organizational and social structure, which they may have limited ability to control.
The significance that negotiated order theor
surrounding conditions does nokan that they dismiss structural influences,
organizational rules, regulations, and so forth. According to Strauss (1993: 42),
negotiated order theory rejects both conceptions of human behaviour in which structure is
deterministic and conceptions in whistructure has no influence on behaviour. While
structure is fluid in the sense it can be re
activities. Rules, regulations, division of labour, and hierarchies can exert constraint over
activities, but ultimaty, for negotiated order theorists, they are alterable and are not
objective in the sense they are fAstructur al

(Reed, 1992: 86).

Negotiation, according to the negotiated order framework, is influenced by
multiple cantexts, including the immediate circumstances and broader social structures.
As Fine (1996: 3) points out, ASpecific nego
organization and the field in which the organization operates. Negotiations faiksw li
of power and communication and are patterned anedenam d o m. 0 For exampl e

manufacturing setting, the local context might include the fact that there are scarce
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resources, which affects managerial negotiations to invest in new machinery. The
broader context may be the economic conditions, which in a recession may create a
dearth of company resources. Moreover, Hall and Spetale(1982: 346) note that
organizational features such as the distribution of power, the size of an organization and
the degree to which power is centralized affect the degree of negotiation and that these

Adel i mit the negotiative context and the con

There is little disagreement among key negotiated order theorists about the fact

that structoe should be taken into account. Fine (1984: 241) is unequivocal about this

point, noting, ADespite the way in which the
caricatured é its advocates do not claim tha
relationships nor do these theorists believe that f

suggested that the relationship between structure and agency was not to be denied and

connections were to be made between macro and micro levels of ahalysis.

2.1.2 Power

Whil e negotiated order theory emphasi zes
theory also recognizes the significance of p
(1992: 90) notes that for the negotiated order perspective the importance of power is
linked to the fact that actors have divergent interests; within organizations, these different
interests are connected to different intentions, which need to be worked out through

negotiation among actors. As Reed (199288Y points out, in negotiateddsr theory,

"As Strauss (1993: 42) explains, it hteagnactiansvhilm o gr eat s
also emphasizing that actions cannot possibly be completely determined by economic, cultural, biological,

ideol ogical, political, etc., conditions. o é. . fAbe bc
Strauss pointsouts captured in the notion of O6structur al proc
23942).
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APower 1 s approached as a capacity to contro
participants so that the negotiation process reflects the preferred outcomes of certain

i ndividuals and groups ovVver dstshseistericatly Power ,
and situationally rooted, or in other words

within an organizational setting over a part

The angle that negotiated order theorists take on powgestggthat its
distribution may change over time. As conditions change internally or externally to an
organization, opportunities may arise for those with less power to gain more. Negotiated
orderdés take on power al s popoweanaegaesnpostant hat al t
shaper of negotiative processes, the sources of power are not limited to those who are
formally recognized as having it, such as managers and professionals in work settings.
2.1.3 Social Worlds

As a means of talking about diféat groups that inhabit settings, negotiated order

theorists talk about fisoci al worl ds. 0 Accord

Social worlds are selbrganizing units that share resources,
information, assumptions about what is important, andtalsbat
sorts of activities are desirable and worthwhile. They consist of
things as well as peopiedocuments, buildings, and
configurations of technology that facilitate work and
communication within worlds. Although many worlds coincide
with formal workstructures (factories, laboratories, committees,
departments) many do not.

Strauss notes that an organization may be constituted of a web of multiple sub
worlds (Strauss, 1993: 2@21). The notion of social worlds reflects the fact that there
are muliple groups with potentially different perspectives on a situation. They subscribe
to different values and beliefs and these different perspectives shape how they act in

regard to other social worlds (See Star, 1991).

30



2.1.4 Examining the Concept of Wik and its Reliance on Interaction

Throughout the dissertation | rely on Str
activities of those attempting to alter the
is not limited to paid employment. He applie term to a broader range of activities.

For him, work may involve both activities that one does which are associated with jobs

but also those associated with recreational pursuits, such as hobbies or sports. In this

study, the concept of work can applied to the activities that the ECTs undertook to

carry out changes in their workpl aces. Il mp o
work focuses on interaction. By this he means that work is accomplished through a set of
Acoordinatetscol |l g&beieveoandinati on of separat
securing agreements among different groups a
conception of work focuses analytical attention on the practices of work. Given that one

of the central questien mot i vating the dissertation is,
programs work to achieve their goals, 0 of pa

howactors make changes.

The focus orhowwork is carried out leads us to consider interactions gmon
participants and suggests examining the sorts of agreements actors are making and the
conditions that affect these agreements. These interactions are necessary in any instance
in which a goal is to be accomplished. According to Strauss (1998:140The A
multitude of sequential actions involved in any interactional course requires a constant
aligning (lining up) or articulation of thes

even for seemingly simple activities the alignment work that goegtsnto

accomplishment can be complex:
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The necessity for this [alignment work] can be seen, for instance,
even during simple projects such as two couples deciding to meet
for dinner at a restaurant. What day? What hour? Where? Not

t here, it 6sgpensieceortdofomaloowhy rotat e
another place? A complex project like the ascent of Mount
Everest by a team involves thousands of acts that need to be
articulated in order to carry it off.

Negotiated order theorists stress the linkages among thassetting that are
required to accomplish work. Work is not merely the immediate act or task but the
procession of activities leading up to the task and even a consideration of those tasks that
follow. In this regard, work is about making necessatkalges with individuals or

groups to accomplish a task. Strauss (1988: 45) points out,

The accomplishing of tasks requires the
actions: that is, the process by which workers fit together their

respectiveworkr el at ed act naotaslsi®chried out wh e

by a single worker, it usually involves some interactions before

and after to articulate it with the other specific tasks on which it

depends or which depend on it.

Straussd6 conception of worhkspartgulaconsti tut e
relevance to the analysis presented here. According to Strauss (1993), carrying out work
may involve the following: (1) articulation, (2) arrangements, (3) stance, and (4) working
it out. The first element, articulation, refers to the dowtion of lines of work (Strauss,
1993: 87) and entails creating and maintaining linkages between units and departments
that enable work to take place. If actors have not been successful at aligning various
steps in an interdependent chain then goakaement is impracticable, if not

impossible.

The amount of articulation work may contract and expand over time, depending
on the arrangements that actors in the setting have created and whether (and the degree to

which) actors have been successful inntaning these. As Straussal, (1985: 267)
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point out, in some cases there is extensive time and energy that goes into securing

arrangements among individuals and groups; in other instances expenditures are minimal:

The most complicated unquestiohatakes place when the

representatives of multiple worlds and organizations are

intersecting, for then at first nothing is routinized and virtually

everything must be fiworked outo | ater t
reordered, in a word, reworked. Since those comipliexsections

are likely to lead to further segmentation within the organizations

and social worlds of the respective participants, the negotiative

work spawns further negotiations.

The work of negotiating and arrangement making is not over once arbouka
secured. Articulation is dependent upon the maintenance of arrangements. If these are
altered by participating parties, for instance because conditions outside an organization
force them to, then actors must endeavour to articulate lines ofagaimk. Indeed, over
time aligned | ines of actetiah1985mM6é3xy2)dilmeaki di sar t i
down if those in the setting fail to fulfill a bargain they have brokered with others. In
response, actors may dadctioetmensurethatwdrkcandbet i cul at

successfully accomplished.

The second element that may be looked at when examining the performance of
work are arrangements, which are the agreements among actors concerning who is
responsible to do what and the maninewhich those responsibilities are to be fulfilled.
These arrangements concern the scheduling of tasks, recompense and the standards which
actors need to meet while completing tasks (Strauss, 1993: 87). Settlement of these

understandingsisnecessarpr a taskods successful compl eti

Arrangement making, according to Strauss (1993: 89), is partly influenced by a

settingbés history:
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Each arrangement making process is built also upon history,
including personal histories, and the history of the degaion,

the interactions within and between departments, the power
distribution within the organization, and the past experiences with
both the current arrangements and similar ones.

Additionally, arrangement makiviogments condi ti o
which is constituted by other organizations. In the case of a business, for example, its
environment may be made up of competing businesses, parent companies, subsidiaries,

suppliers, and regulatory bodies.

The third element that warrants catesiation in examinations of aligning work
tasks is an actoro6s stance. Stance, accordi
taken by each participant toward both the workingt pr ocess and the wor
importance of stanceisitsatt¢ i on t o the fAperceived power o c
arrangements fAfor gaining control over the ©b
conditions upon which the arrangements stand
stance is partly baseduponacte 6 expectations of what the ou
negotiating agreements will be. The more control actors have over the structural and
organizational conditions, the better positioned they may be to create arrangements that

are in their intereqiCorbin and Strauss, 1993).

An actorés stance is also affected by her
personal experiences, which may be relevant to the work at hand, and/or other
experiences that have little relation to the current work. It maytegelated to her/his
understanding of the work, and past interactions with those in the setting (Corbin and
Strauss, 1993) . Further, arrangement making

interactions within and between departments, of power distibwithin the
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organi zati on, and past experiences with both

(Corbin and Strauss, 1993:72; see also Prus, 1999).

The fourth element involved in carrying out work is what Strauss (1993) refers to
as Aworking ohimhnhlhge owl |l ecti on of #Ainteractio
strategies that actors use in their attempts to make and maintain linkages that will enable
the execution of work (Corbin and Strauss, 1993: 74). Interactional strategies vary
considerably anthey may include such actions as manipulation, persuasion, coercion or

various combinations of these.

Interactional processes include persuading others (such as the
company president), teaching relevant others about the value or
feasibility of the projet, or negotiating some exchange that will
make the project seem worthwhile to them. At least two other
interactional processes may be involved, even at this early phase.
The first is manipulation (such as not revealing anything about the
goal or plan);he second is coercion or the threat of coercion.
These interactional processes are essen
work and getting work done despite the inevitable impediments to
the workflow, even when major disturbances arise (Strauss,
1988:166).

Understanding arrangements and articulation work are central to comprehending
the accomplishment of work. Corbin and Strauss (1993: 74) provide the activities of a

nursing staff as an example of the centrality of arranging and articulating in work:

The work that a nursing staff must do in hospitals requires
coordinated and cooperative arrangements with physicians and
other departments (engineering, surgery, central suppisty X

and other labs). Without arrangements the nursing staff would
have no way oénsuring that treatment plans were available and
up- to-date, medications would not be on the unit when needed,
and that patients would be fed and could be operated on, rooms
kept clean, sufficient manpower and supplies would be on hand
and that equipmenvtas kept in working order.
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Strauss (1988; 1993) points out that disruptions or contingencies are always
possible in the accomplishment of work and they may nullify or alter agreements to the
extent that articulation is not possible. In the case of gaatmry ergonomics,
contingencies, depending on their severity, may hinder or completely disrupt a project
from being completed or workflow from proceeding. As Strauss (1993) points out, some
contingencies are routine and easily handled by actors bus @tteenorroutine and
pose significant threats to work and maintenance of alignment. The latter may therefore
cause actors to rearrange how work is carried out aastablish arrangements so that

articulation is once again possible.

2.1.5 Studies Emjpoying a Negotiated Order Framework.

A number of studies have employed negotiated order theory to explore work
practices. Investigating the work of scientists in a cancer research laboratory, Fujimura
(1987) focuses on how scientists attempt to maim@airtinual research output by
aligning their experiments with multiple social worlds, including granting agencies, the
scientific community, and the university which hosts their laboratories. Failure to do the
articulation work necessary to line up thegéedent social worlds behind research
endeavours means a potential disruption in the funding that is integral to achieving

research goals.

I n a different setting, Allen (1997)
order examined the negotiations beeém nurses and doctors. Allen (1997) and Svensson
(1996) found that though doctors had authority over much of the work that went on
within the hospital units, the nurses were able to assert control over their own work and

A

to a certain degree overthedmet s 6 wor k.
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Garrety and Badham (1999) examined how a group of employees attempted to
develop a computerized manufacturing process. In their analysis, the researchers draw on
Straussod (1993) noti onsStoafr saoncd sé@Olmweosrel ndesr,6 t r
notion of #Aboundary wor k. o I n this case, Ga
relations among divergent parties as one group attempted to include human factors

principles into the technologyds desi gn.

Greenbergtald s ( 2 0 0 5)on segatiaded order teeewamine activities
undertaken by employees to sistep management control in a television broadcasting
facility. The actors used inaction as a mea

content of what a television station cdtlroadcast.

Fine (1996) applies a negotiated order ap
research is particularly significant in the context of the present research because, like the
work presented here he ably draws links between the everyday worklhadrkgtaff and

the local and broader economic circumstances in which restaurants are located.

2.1.6 Utility of the Negotiated Order Approach for Studying OHS Programs

The negotiated order approach has great utility for explaining the activities
involvedin OHS programs. The functioning of OHS programs is not solely the product
of a programds inherent properties. The neg
it is actorsé agency as well as how the stru

the functioning of an OHS program.

OHS programs are embedded in work organizations, which are in turn located in
the capitalist mode of production and characterized by differential access to resources,

including time, and power, sets of rules and reiguia, labour process and production
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pressures. These contexts may shape the actions of those associated with the programs

but do not determine their behaviour. The consciousness of actors, their agency and their

ability to respond to the features of gedtings play an important role in explaining the
programés operation and its continuation. A
those in the setting can create and recreate critical arrangements, which need to be intact

to meet program objectige

2.2 CRITICAL THEORY

The critical paradigm has its origins in the writings of Karl Marx (1867 [1976])
and, when applied to work settings, theorizes that workplace conditions are the product of
relations between labour and capital. Central to thearparadigm is a concern with
empl oyerso6 control over the means of product
technology, capital investments, and labour pwert hat i s empl oyeesd ca
used in the production process. Sociologists uskrgieal framework suggest that
| abour and employersd interests are incompat

organization of work is contested (Buroway, 1979; Edwards, 1979).

A central concept in understanding the organization of work is ttial selations
of production; that is, the formal and informal relationships that emerge from ownership
over the means of producti on. Ultimately, b
means of production the form the relations of production taketisvitrkers are
accountable to and directed by management and the latter has final say in decisions

concerning the work processes and workplace conditions. However, the relations of

®Marx differentiates between | abour, the people doing
capacity to carry out work. Struggles over cohof the workplace, workers, and the production process
are often about managementdéds attempts to ensure they
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production take on a slightly different form in every workplace. Thequéati form the

relations of production take are partly a product of the distribution of power, which is
conditioned by | abour and managersodo access t
relatively powerful position they are more likely to call for betterknaonditions,

whereas in a weakened position to demand, they are less apt to call for better conditions.

Investigations into occupational health and safety that use a critical framework are
concerned with the generat iestriskofdinegsanelvent i on
injury, such as musculoskeletal disorders, and how these are affected by relations
between labour and capital. In particular, researchers using a critical framework consider
the relationship between injury and the control empeyave over work organization
and conditions. Few comprehensive theoretical articulations of occupational health and
safety using a critical theory exist. Some examples of the use of the theory include
research by Theo Nichols (1997; 1999), Eric Tu¢k®©2; 2003) and Vivienne Walters
(1983; 1985). | unpack the assumptions that underpin a critical theory of occupational

health and safety in greater detail below.

2.2.1 Worker Health and the Labour Process

The critical paradigm considers work orgatians as embedded in larger social
structures. Reed (1992: 94) points out that in the critical paradigm, organizations are
formed and maintained by dominant power hol d
structural arrangements and managerial practicesalypi formal or complex
organizations are determined by these wider configurations of domination; the latter also
control the extent to which organizations reproduce the ideological and political

constraints in which they are embeddedod (Ree
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For critical theorists, formal organizations are a means by which dominant classes
establish, defend, and replicate class relations (Reed, 9992The relations of power

are contested though, and thus while organizations are places of reprodugtiarethe

also sites of struggle where capital attempts to ensure its power is maintained and labour

attempts to alter the conditions under which capital accumulation occurs. Given these

struggles forcontrol Reed (199 2: 121) p ceimpartancedart t hat ,

the critical paradigm are O0the mechanisms of

endemic conflicts of i Nt erest and value

It is within this context that health and safety issues are dealt with. Thedalrive

maintain and increase capital accumulation affects the extent to which health is taken into

consideration and how it is addressed. Typically, employers must continually increase
capital accumulation to remain competitive in the capitalist mode of gtiody(Littler

and Salaman, 1984: 235; Nichols, 1997: 989). Generally, the process of altering

work organization begins as alternatives to existing means of production emerge. Labour

process transformation may come in a variety of forms includieggéitbn of a

managerial style or production equipment (Nichols, 1997: 99). An example of the
adoption of a new managerial style is the utilization of{p@stist techniques in the

1980s and 1990s by employers. One such technique is lean manufacthiaig, w
emphasi zes standardization, efficiency,
many recent instances, the outcomes of adoption offmodist techniques have been
increased control over quality and quantity of production and in general the
intensification of work (e.g., Landsbergis, 2003). One way employers achieve this is by

altering the | abour process, or the way
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the transformation of raw materials into commodities (e.g., Braverman, 107ay8&y,

1979; Edwards, 1979; Marx, 1867/1976; Nichols, 1997).

2.2.2 Contradictions of Capital Accumulation

Occupational health and safety in the capitalist mode of production is, in part, the
product of contradictions produced in the labour proc€ssthe one hand, to remain

profitable, employers attempt to maxi mi ze en

o
=
o

work, and restrict investment in workerso
safety. On the other hand, employers and managedstagrovide conditions for the

reproduction of | abour power. Empl oyer so

o
©
—

capital accumulation.

A critical framework suggests that employers cannot completely disregard worker
health, as they need to ensure tbeditions of production are reproduced. The
production process depends upon obtaining the consent db@dikd workers to
exchange their labour power for a wage. Once employers negate worker health to the
extent that wor ker sndhed, prgdacton angl capital | abour i s d
accumulation may be hindered. In this way, alterations to the labour process that create
unacceptable levels of illness and injury among workers may actually conflict with
capital accumulation (Grunberg, 1983; Hall, 1993y#&ieo, 1982; Novek, 1992; Walters,
1983; 1985). This helps to explain why management would be willing to alter the work
conditions and incur costs in an effort to prevent worker injury. Walters (198%t141)3

describes how injurious work can potentialle duce wor kersé | abour po\

In order for capital accumulation to occur labour power must be

renewed or reduced, for 1t is the sale
that makes possible the appropriation of surplus value. One

aspect of the reproduction of labbqaower is the physical
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maintenance of workers and this will include the physical health

of |l abour forceé To the extent that the
illness and injury it destroys the physical health of workers and is

therefore destructive of labour pew In this sense there is a

contradiction between the requirement of capital accumulation

which leads to a primary emphasis on the profitability of new

technologies and materidlsand the requirement of reproduction

of labour power.

Asinjuriesand | | ness increase, workersodo | abour |
(i .e., to create surplus value) iIs reduced.
ability to extract surplus value and subsequently, accumulate capital. In this way,
empl oytetresrapt s to maxi mize workerso | abour po
with their need to maintain a relatively healthy workforce. Maintenance of worker health
may be especially salient in situations where workers are highly skilled and are difficult
to replace and/or during labour shortages. To maintain a minimal level of health for
workers, employers must invest to a degree in health and safety (Walters, 1985: 58). This
investment may take the form of creating return to work programs, trainirkgsson
health and safety, hiring health and safety personnel and providing rehabilitation for

injured workers.

The second aspect of the reproduction of labour power is that employers must
create and maintain the fr elgd&twardnlO79pf consen
Edwards, 1986; Hall, 1993; Littler and Salaman, 1984). In order for workers to exchange
their labour, they must be relatively satisfied with, or at least, consent to the conditions
the employer provides. In part, the relations of conaencontingent upon the provision
of a satisfactory level of health. Unhealthy working conditions potentially create discord

between workers and management, which jeopardize the consent required for labour
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power to be transformed into labour and, imfunto surplus value (Eakin and

MacEachen, 1998; Hall, 1993; Walters, 1985).

The establishment of a fisatisfactoryo | ev
product of negotiation or contestation between labour and employer. One important
result ofthese negotiations concerns the attention or investment in health, which is part of
what Novek (19) refers to as the fAwage/ effor
bargain is a tentative agreement between labour and management about how much wage
aworker receives for a specified amount of work and the working conditions, including
the health conditions, that the work is to be carried out under. The health conditions and
how these may be altered if deemed unacceptable to one of the parties aremft
the ongoing negotiations between workers and managers and may be altered as the labour
process is changed or as the power of capital and labour shifts. The health bargain that is
arranged between workers andgempatoiyend amsd t
should reflect the balance of power in the w
(Novek, 1992: 19). Therefore, I f workersoé b
little leverage to contest the state of health conditions, they meratelthe conditions
under which labour power is exchanged even though they became unhealthy.
Conversely, if workers are in a relatively powerful positionasigs an employer, they
can demand better working conditions (Grunberg, 1983; Navarro, 198®%I8lid997;
Storey and Lewchuk, 2000). Grunberg (1983: 623) aptly captures the negotiation

concerning health and safety in a manufacturing setting:

éthe actual effort [intensity of | abor]
determined by the extent to which workers carr@sch upon and

limit the prerogatives and power of capital to determine the social

conditions of production. In concrete terms the struggle will
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revolve around the degree to which management can
independently decide upon manning levels, the speed ofhthe li
noise and heat levels, the length of rest breaks, the allocation of
tasks and the movement of workers across tasks, and on the
freedom management has to discipline and fire workers.

It should also be noted that employers can draw on a variety of imgavisch to
satisfy calls to address health and safety concerns and minimize their investment in health
and safety. One way of keeping health and safety costs down is to adauoisiow
protections, such as personal protective equipment, rather thangattexitechnology
used in production, which usually is much more expensive to do. Employers have also
attempted to minimize investment in health and safety by staunchly resisting attempts by
workers to broaden the definition of what can be considerisét arwhat ailments can
be considered workelated (Harrison, 1995; MacEachen, 2003; Mor€llosch, 1997,
Walters,et al, 1995). The maintenance of narrow definitions of health risks serves
empl oyersd interests by r adiessinthgcoardeef scope o

Aprotectingodo workersd health, thus protectin

2.2.3 Studies Employing Critical Theory

Novekds (1992) comparative case study of
meatprocessing plants provides a goexample of an application of a critical framework
to the analysis of workplace injuries. In one plant, a new system of production enabled
management to increase the speed at which animals were killed and processed, and
thereby exacerbated the intensityd repetitiveness of the already onerous physical
labour workers did. As a result of the intensification of work, employees were at a
greater risk of lacerations and muscle strains (Novek, 1992: 27). In the labour process
transfor mati onwa se naplltoeyreeeds 6i nwotrwko si gni fi cant

jobs that originally involved performing numerous varied tasks became specialized so
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that workers did only a limited number of tasks but did these repeatedly. Second, under
the new system of productipemployers introduced conveyance machinery, the speed of
which was regulated by management, and as a result workers lost much of the control
over the pace of their work and the speed at which workers performed their tasks
increased markedly. Novek (28ptes that changes in the injury rate in one workplace
that experienced transformation of the labour process were commensurate with the

increase in output:

The number of lost time accidents at the plant was 25.8 per 100
production workers in 1983 and 26r71984. In 1985 with the
intensification of production well underway the rate rose
dramatically to 39.4 per 100 production workers, almost 40
percent of the bargaining unit.

Storey and Lewchuk (2000) provide support for the notion that, in attempting
minimize OHS investment, employers may invest in cheaper and less effective
safeguards. In their case study of worker health in a manufacturing plant, Storey and
Lewchuk (2000: 11-121) found the employer provided only protective clothing in
reacton6 hi gh | evels of carcinogenic dust 1in
installing expensive, but more effective, ventilation equipment. Moreover, workers were

provided personal protective equipment only after a bitter round of collective bargaining

A

em

Hall 6s (1993) study in the mining industr

may resist deleterious work conditions. In his case study, management implemented new
production processes characterized in particular by new technologies to increase the
production rate. One outcome of these changes was increased injury and iliness rates.

Hall 6s (1993) study shows that increased

increased the rate of injuries, in part because workers sacrificed their contrifiere
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work and the informal safety practices they had developed to protect themselves from

i njury. Wor kersodo | oss of control over safet
management. Hall (1993: 456) points out that restructuring the labour procéss a

altered the relations workers had with supervisors, which was one of the primary ways

health and safety concerns had previously been handled:

e[ DJ]ue to | abour process changes, mine
longer handle resistance. While conflict had ¢édydbeen
mediated and addressed in conventional relations among miners

and between miners and their if oreman, O
pl anning to management, the creation of
tenti al conf | i

€. shifted the | ocus of ofp
1

0
resol uti onél4;1%816)ee al s o 2

2.2.4 Utility of Critical Theory for Studying OHS Programs

The critical framework highlights the significance to working conditions of
labourmanagement relations and economic imperatives, including investments in
occupational health and safety. Following from the above discussed broad features of the
critical perspective, we can identify some specific contributions to the analysis of OHS in
particular. First, it recognizes structure as important in explaining @dtisioamaking
and in particular, it considers the effects that the social relations of production and
economic imperatives may have on OHS interventions. Second, it draws out the
important role that power plays in the workplace and how it may infeugrierventions.
In the workplace, power is unevenly distributed, such that workers typically will be
unable to push their agenda the way others who are in positions of power may. It embeds
workplace activities in the capitalist mode of production amshemic imperatives,
which have an i mportant bearing on manager so
Significantly, it considers the effects that

and/or increase production may have on occupational herltbadety and OHS
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interventions. I n so doing, a critical par a
and often subordinate, position relative to economic imperatives. Third, it recognizes

that work processes can have negative impacts on workién had that managers need

to address these so the conditions required for capital accumulation remain intact.

Fourth, health hazards are socially constructed and, as such, their presence, severity, and

how they are addressed, are a product of negotjatimhoften contestation, between

labour and management. Therefore, this opens the possibility that management may

contest an injury or illnesses6é work related

2.3 CONCEPTION OF MANAGERS IN CRITICAL THEORY

While research on OHS from a critical ppective has done a good job in
exploring occupational health and safety, a feature of this work is that it has failed to
fully explore the concept of management and how divisions and in some cases conflicts
between managerial roles may affect OHS. Initheature on OHS that employs a
critical framework there are few examples where researchers go beyond the dichotomous
representation of management and labour and the class roles they fill. Several
researchers have noted that the critical framework gftesses over important aspects of
management and managerial activity. As Reed
economic imperative that management have to realise is the need to achieve a sufficient
degree of control over the production process necessagcure the efficient extraction
of surplus value and corresponding | evels of
how management carries out these activities, and even whether it carries them out, may

be more complex than is reflected in someards of the critical paradigm.
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One of the elements of managerial activity that researchers have discussed is the
degree to which management acts to implement and sustain economic imperatives that
are crucial to capital accumulation. Within this dgale around managers and their
activities there is a discussion of the various, and sometimes conflicting, influences on
their behaviour. For instance, Whittington (1992) notes that there may be multiple
influences on management, some of which may impupge how mechanisms of

control that are so essential to capital accumulation are put into practice.

Reed (1989: 12529) notes that some managers may share some of the same
concerns that labour does in terms of fending off work intensification and mey ac
protect both their status within an organization and their work involvement. Managers
may resist organizational change such as the implementation of new technology if the
outcomes of such changes are anticipated to have detrimental effects owtheaveer
and authority within the firm (Balogun, 2003; Harelyal, 2003; Knights and Graham,
1994). This may particularly be the case foreidel managers, who possess less power
than their uppelevel counterparts. Mitl e v e | ma n a g echasge, basedjoe ct i on o
how these changes affect them personally, <co
ensure labour transformations are successful and that capital accumulation is improved,
or at least maintained. Significantly, the research noted abohighits midlevel
management 6s medi ating role between economic

attempts to respond to these imperatives.

Willmott (1997) provides an insightful critique of how managers are considered
in Marxist writing. In particulahe criticizes the ordimensional character that

managers are often assigned. In large part, thislmnensionality is rooted in the fact
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that managers are tasked with maintaining or improving capital accumulation by, among

ot her thingsgt ircaolntaad mtirmagdisdtriuons and conf | i

Though these factors may be the primary motivation for managers, for Willmott (1337),

they are reflective and agentic and thus sho

economi ¢ c dlnetdl®97:1838).nates thaMoweanking managers are

often exposed to similar forms of pressures

as surveillance and increased pressure to perform. Reacting to this, managers seek to

protectthemselvdsy attending to things such as ficare

I n Willmottds (1338) words, AThe positioning

production, asellers of laboytends to render managers less concerned with the demands

of captal per sethan with the security of their employment and their career prospects

(emphasis in original).o For Wi ll mott (1909

capitalist mode of production thaiyadmi ghl i ght

career prospects and managers, as reflective beings, will act accordingly in efforts to

maintain their security and maximize their career prospects. As Willmott (1340) notes,

AManagers are not O6judgement al rfanothee sd ( Gar f i

functions of capital. The very positioning of managers within capitalist labor processes

makes it possible, and indeed likely, that there will be departures from the performance of

those functions attributed to managers by Ma
Similarly, Wh t t i ngt on (1992), drawing on Gidden

institutional theory, argues that the labour process perspective needs to move to a more

agencyor i ented understanding of managers. As \

of particulr actors to society becomes less one of passive embeddedness, and more a
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matter of active engagemento (704). Whittin
agency. The first source of agency emerges from the myriad possible avenues of action
formanagerss achi eve their companyO0s economic goa
managerial discretion and the choices manage
structureso which are both numerous and ambi
their goal is to ecumulate capital for their company, Whittington argues that how
managers should pursue this goal is not straightforward. Because the path to profit
making is unclear, managers are frequently compelled to make choices among multiple
options. InWhittingpn s wor ds, fAmanagers ¢é are €& faced
rules of conduct, all legitimate and plausible, but, often, none with any obvious
superiorityo (705).

Agency can also arise from sources outside of the economic sphere. Noting that
manages inhabit economiandnoneconomic spheres, Whittington (1992: 71036)
suggests managers are able to draw on Arul es
spheres connect managers to the multifariousesmmomic influences that they may
draw on in tkeir decisioamaking. According to Whittington (1992: 706) such a
conceptualization recognizes a manager 6s fApl
family, religion and ethnicity that may i nf/l
participation in thes realms and the assumptions and norms embedded in them may
bleed into managerial decisionaking. Significantly, norms and values in the non
economic sphere may be inconsistent with economic imperatives, and managers may
make decisions based on thesaigalthat diminish capital accumulation, or at least, do

little to improve it.
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Another point that emerges in the discussions concerning managerial activity is
that with the divisions of labour among managers come differences in power in the
workplace. Maagers who have a close connection to the production processes and
control over labour typically have greater control over the workplace than those managers
who are closely connected to production. These differences in power can have important
consequencdsr the shape and effectiveness of organizational programs (Thomas, 1994;

Vallas, 2003).

2.4 OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH AND SAFETY MANA GERS

A number of researchers including Barely (1996) and Lounsbury and Kaghan
(2001) have noted that organizational theoniesd to keep pace with changes in
organizational forms, the emergence of new occupations and professions, and the
changing nature of work. Keeping astride of workplace changes includes taking into
account the changes that new occupations may have baduglhitin work organizations.
The emergence of new occupational groups, or structural changes that may have
increased an extant occupationds power, may

power balance in a workplace.

One occupation that is dfiterest in this dissertation is that of the occupational
health and safety manager, who monitors OHS conditions and when necessary addresses
health and safety concerns. Changes in the nature of injury, how injury and iliness are
addressed in the workplaand rising injury costs (Sullivan and Frank, 2000; Sullivan

and Cole, 2002) have influenced the responsibilities and pressures faced by OHS

managers. These actors may medi ate worker sbéb
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and may provide each with neesources that they did not have in the past. These actors

may have an important role in shaping how OHS management practices play out.

Dwyer (1991) noted that the increase in the number of occupational health
managers has come about to address theasera injuryrelated costs. Swuste and
Arnoldy (2003) and Hale (1995) note that OHS managers are transitioning from their
traditional role of monitoring individual so
taking on more organizationbdvel activiies, such as the construction and
implementation of OHS policy, procedures, and programs. For example, in a study of the
pulp and paper industry in Quebec, Brun and Loiselle (2002) noted that fifty percent of
their sample of health and safety managemsdct i n an Aadvisory rol eo

who considered the health and safety implications of their business decisions.

Another point to consider when examining the role of OHS managers is that the
degree of influence they wield in the workplace is vdeialtHale (1995) notes there are
differences in power between managers, especially production managers, and
occupational health and safety professionals and an important part of this is whether or
not the OHS manager is a technical specialist (e.g., edgadiee suppression) or a
health and safety generalist. Research with a variety of health and safety professionals,
including generalists and ergonomists, highlights the difficulty these managers have in
getting management to heed their recommendafBraberg and Hermund, 2004;

Fulmeret al, 2006; Garrigou anBeisselCottenaz2008; Perrow, 1983).

2.5 CONCLUDING COMM ENTS ON THE THEORETI CAL FRAMEWORKS

Negotiated order and critical perspectives present important insights, with

particular relevance tihe examination of OHS programs. A critical perspective provides
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a means of unpacking the structural conditions that OHS programs are immersed in,
which may enabl e or constrain the PE pro
asymmetrical access tesources, the critical perspective recognizes the influence of
power on actorso6 attempts to modify work
comprehend the importance of the economic imperative and the role that it may play in
shaping the funaining of OHS programs. In so doing, it makes us aware that for
employers the economic imperative is central to organization survivability and other

concerns such as health and safety will generally be subordinate to it.

The negotiated order framewadnighlights a different set of considerations,
which are equally important to examining the processes involved in an OHS intervention.
The perspective considers that competing groups in any organization may have different
interests and interpretations aibevhat should be done, or in the manner something
should be done. Furthermore, the perspective considers both power and structure as
influencing negotiations, although does not see these as deterministic. It recognizes that
even those with limited powenay be able to influence the program. The negotiated
order framework also highlights the crit
linking of lines of action through arrangements to accomplish program goals. Finally, as
it is rooted in interactioist assumptions, negotiated order theory considers any program
to be enacted by knowledgeable humans and reliant on individual agency (interpretation,

creativity, resistance, etc).

The theories discussed above raise several considerations. Thelpaurkim
suggesting a set of questions that is more specific than the broader questions identified in

the introductory chapter: AWhat actions
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programbés functioned and c¢ o mnditsacietal eotext How di d
enable or constrain, the pursuit of PE prog
derived from a consideration of the theories, guide my examination of the PE programs.

How do differences in power between workers and managers tigeECTs? How does

the economic i mperative influence the ECTsO
workerso6 divergent (sometimes opposing) 1int
programs are supported? Do mamamthe ment 6s at

conditions of production affect the PE program? And if so, to what extent? To what
extent do peopleds different perspectives (
What role does articulation woh&sopsloay i n t h
tasks constitute the arc of action or trajectory of work? What sorts of work are involved

in articulation?

In this chapter | have outlined the theoretical lenses that inform the analysis. In
doing so | have des agasshngptionstamdaliscuskeel theiri e s 6 und
relevance for examining workplace change. Importantly, they enable consideration of
both structure and agency and their influen
chapter | discuss the methodology used and treegihering and analysis techniques.

This is followed by a description of the validity and generalizability of the findings. The

remainder of the chapter is devoted to a discussion of the limitations of the methods.
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CHAPTER THREE

SETTINGS AND METHODS
3.0 INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the research settings, the participatory ergonomic (PE)
program implemented in each setting, and the data collection and analysis techniques
used. In my description of the data collection | cover the details rdfegimterviewing
and direct observation, but | also consider some of the challenges | encountered in
gathering the data for the project. Accordingly, the descriptions concerning how the data
were collected are interspersed with what Van Maanen (1988yref t o as fAconf es:
taleso that describe some of the methodol ogi
gathering.Van Maanen (73) states that confessional tales include, "Stories of infiltration,
fables of fieldwork rapport, mininelodramas of hardshégendured (and overcome), and
accounts of what fieldwork did to the fieldworker." Including these typstooies about
how the data were collected is part of the responsibility researchers have in presenting a

transparent and accurate picture of the dgithering process.

The chapter begins by discussing the methodology used and then describes the
data collection techniques and the data analysis. This is followed by a description of how
| endeavoured to ensure the findings were valid and generaliZzabéechapter
concludes by talking about the limitations of the methods.

3.1 METHODOLOGY

The research aimed to examine how two ergonomic change teams worked and

how they attempted to sustain a participatory ergonomic program. With little known

aboutthe processes by which bodies such as ECTs go about altering work practices, an
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appropriate way of investigating these occupational health interventions was to consider
the perspectives of those who were carrying them out, using qualitative data gathering
and analysis techniques. These techniques were not presumptive about what the
problems, concerns or capabilities were of actors involved in the OHS programs under
study or that the programs would function as conceived by the RT. Accordingly, | used
an @éhnographic approach consisting of direct observation and interviewing in which |

observed events as they unfolded over time.

Ethnography typically involves the use of multiple data gathering techniques,
such as interviewing and direct observation, toriately study some group, usually over
an extended period of time. As well, it stresses the interpretation of the setting from the
point of view of those within it, and generally focuses on process dtoasdl and Fine
(1997:438) noteth reference torganizational ethnographigsh e fidoi ngo of
organizational work rather than the outcomes (seeAdldnson and Hammersley, 1994;
Friedman and McDaniel, 199Bjorrill and Fine, 1997; Prus, 1996; Spradley, 1979). To
represent the perspectives of indivituiavolved with the PE programs and to capture
the process of addressing watated hazards, | incorporated multiple data gathering
techniques, and maintained contact with individuals in the settings over a period of
months. | describe the data gathgriechniques below but before doing so introduce the

settings.

3.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE SETTINGS AND PARTICIPATORY ERGONOMIC
MODEL

3.2.1 Courier Co.

The interventions took place in two settings, a courier facility (Courier Co.) and a

manufacturing plan(Furniture Co.). The courier industry can be divided in to two
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categories: | ocal messenger services which s
deliver to destinations within a local area, and courier companies, which specialize in
Afoverni ght eo del i veryo and deliver to | ocati
internationall y. Il n 2002, delivery firms cl
12% of firms in the courier industry, but accrued approximately 85% of the industry

revente and accounted for 85% of pieces moved (Statistics Canada, 2005). The courier

facility in which the intervention was carried out was owned by a large company in the

overnight or later delivery category, which has customers in Canada and the United
Statesemploys more than 10,000 employees in approximately 100 facilities across

Canada and has a fleet of more than 2000 delivery vehicles. In the facility where the

intervention was implemented the company employed 150 people; of these 135 were

hourly workes . The companyos financial health was

and, in the early 2000s it expanded and built new facilities.

Competition in the transport industry is intense. Courier companies compete with
both small local couriers and l&¢ransport companies. Essentially, in the courier
industry, companies sell consumers the ability to ship an item from one location to a
destination. Companies compete based on the quality of services they can provide to

customers, most importantly theeed and reliability of deliveries.

Macro-level changes over the last several years have increased the time sensitivity
of courier work and the pressure on companies to ensure their services are both fast and
reliable (Taylor and Hallsworth, 2000: 243pevelopments in information technology
allow for the tracking, monitoring and dispatching of couriers. The emergence and

growth of justin-time modes of production in which inventory is minimal, means that
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courier companies constitute an integral pathe infrastructure of production. To

retain the customers that use justime production processes, courier companies are

pressured to ensure they maintain dependable and expeditious service. At one point in

the history of the industry, courier coampes focused on niche markets (Taylor and

Hallsworth, 2000) but now many firms offer similar services and compete over the same

markets. Additionally, changes in the market resulting from internet sales in which

companies do not use retail outlets bstéad depend on couriers to distribute their

products have also created opportunities for courier companies to expand and compete.

Courier companies now provide an invaluable link between customers and retailers, a

link that has created what TaylorandHas wor t h (243) refer to as i
whereby certain companies that do not maint a
locations, sell their products over the Internet and use couriers to ship their products to

customers. The combined eftef the above changes in the courier market puts pressure

on courier companies to maintain promptness and reliability of their serviogtis

end, Courier Co. monitored the quality of service and the timely delivery of freight daily

both acrosstheecmpany and within the facility accord

which were continually stressed to employees by management.

In Courier Co., the production process consisted of unloading and loading of
delivery trucks and the delivery and pick up @idght. Couriers delivered and picked up
freight; dockworkers, who worked in the depot, unloaded, sorted, and loaded freight from
delivery trucks. Consisting |l argely of manu
dockworkersd j ob t @sukistensive. TBeotachnology used mthe wer e |

production process was neither complex nor varied and the operations performed during
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the production process were simple and predominantly manual. For dockworkers, the
packages wer e movV e dhelprpcessihgoohpdckages manuallygvitho or t
minimal use of tools. Typically, if a tool or equipment was used to relocate freight within

the depot, moving was accomplished through the use of (1) powered and manual

conveyance equipment; (2) pump carts, whi@hlarge manually operated carts that were
Apumpedod or fAjackedo to raise their |l oads of
carts, which were large carts in which freight was enclosed in a wire cage. Couriers

transported their freight in delivergucks. Once at a destination, they either carried their

freight or relied on tweoand fourwheeled carts and dollies, two principal tools of courier

work, which typically were manually operated and consisted of simple components.

Some managerswhowarenvol ved in Courier Co.6s PE p
within the depot and others at the companyo6s
management in Courier Co. consisted of the district manager, supervisors and a human
resources manager. The district mamaged i r e c t e d -ta-dayeopedadopso Thies day
supervisors oversaw the couriers and dockworkers. Many of the senior managers were
|l ocated at the companyds headqguarters appr ox
This included the general manageopgrations, and the department heads of fleet,
engineering, retail, facilities, and materials handling. The national health and safety
director oversaw the companyé6és health and s a
manager was responsible for hieand safety in the jurisdiction where the depot was
|l ocated and answered to the national heal t h

offices were located at company headquarters.
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3.2.2 Furniture Co.

Furniture Co. produces a variety of compasdor office furniture and home
appliances and at the time of the intervention had 300 employees, of whom
approximately 250 were hourly. A subsidiary of a larger company that was established in
the early 1900s, Furniture Co. has plants in Canada, thedJ8iates and Taiwan and is

one of the largest manufacturers of its product globally.

Furniture Co. competes predominantly with two large multinational
manufacturers and a number of smaller foreign and domestic manufacturers.
Competition in this manuuring subsector is based on the price and quality of parts.
Furniture Co.6s manufacturing expenses consi
of raw materials, such as plastics and stébke industry became extremely competitive
intheearly200s.Duri ng the time of the study the con
challenged by an increase in the worldwide steel price, a decrease in demand in the
furniture market, a sl owdownsomercusttreensand f or F
looked for overseasuppliers that could make parts more cheaptyg an increase in
competition from Asian manufacturers. Indeed, in a discussion | had with him, the
companyb6s president said that attempts to in

about holdingontoexisi ng mar ket share and fisurvival .o

In response to the challenges it has faced, Furniture Co. remained profitable in
part by restructuring. It reconfigured its operations in Canada in 2003 by amalgamating
plants and layingff workers. Beginning in 2003he company initiated several rounds
of temporary and permanent layoffs of typically betweed@bourly and salaried

workers. Late in the intervention, the plant adopted lean production methods in an effort
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to shed inventory and eliminate waste in pn@duction process. Additionallyy an
attempt to enter into areas of the market that were not as crpthdezbmpany focused
on producing medium and hignd parts and on a line of specialized components few of

its competitors sold.

The production gocess in Furniture Co. comprised a set of interrelated
operations: roll forming, pressing, assembling, painting, and packaging of finished
product. Much of the technology used during these operations was automated and
complex. Operations technology caied of roforming machines and an assortment
of different sized machine presses and assembly machines. Additionally, there were
areas in the plant where products were painted. Most of the work that went on in these
areas involved feeding parts into chanery. The factory was divided into work areas,
such as the assembly department, and parts were shuttled between work areas by forklifts
and lift trucks. Because production at Furniture Co. was highly mechanized, altering
machinery or reconfiguring tHay out in any significant way was neither straightforward
nor quick. | expand on the work processes in Furniture Co. insofar as they affected the

ECTO6s activities in Chapter Four.

In Furniture Co., all managers involved with the PE program were logatigid
the plant (see Table 3.1). The President managed three plants but was usually not
directly involved in daily operations. The
operations and one of his responsharges! i ti es w
The plant manager was in charge of the supervisors in the each of the departments. In
turn, the supervisors ran their departments and monitored the operators within them. The

maintenance manager supervised the maintenance department arsbriiagexrhose
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duties included regular machine maintenance, emergency maintenance (e.g., repairing
breakdowns), and installation of new equipment. The production manager was
responsible for maintaining and, in some cases improving production efficiency, whi
involved such responsibilities as overseeing factory layout, workflow, and planning new
product manufacture. Both the plant manager and the production manager answered

directly to the Vice President of Operations.
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Table 3.1 Managerial Personnel Invedvin the ECTs

Company Position Responsibilities Located
- Oversaw the daily operatior
District Manager within the depot and outsid Depot
National Health Oversaw health and safety Corporate
and Safety .
: countrywide Headquarters
Director
Courier Regional Health | - o saw health and safety Corporate
and Safety : , )
Co. Manager provincewide Headquarters
Senior Managers]
Fleet, Facilities, | Oversaw various facets of, Corporate
Engineering, the company's operation | Headquarters
Operations
SUDEIVISOrs Oversaw couriers and Depot
P dockworkers b
President Oversaw Operations at Thre Plant
plants
Vice President | Oversaw Operations within
) . Plant
Operations Furniture Co.
Plant Manager Oversaw d_ally plant Plant
operations
Production Supervised layout and
; ) Plant
Manager production equipment
Furniture . .
Co. Supervised maintenance de
Maintenance -- emergency maintenance
: Plant
Manager and preventative
maintenance
Oversaw individual
Supervisors production units (e.g., Plant
assembly, press)
Ocaupational
Health and Safety Oversqw_health and safety Plant
within the plant
Manager
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3.3 THE PE PROGRAMSAND CHANGE TEAM FORM ATION

In each setting, the programs were a collaborative effort of a univeessd
research team (RT), management, and thenu The change process began with the
formation of facility Ergonomic Change Teams
participationodo model of p etral, 2002t A B2 r y ergono
The ECTs included hourly workers, management sepratives, and an ergonomist
facilitator who was a member of the University Research Team. The same ergonomist

facilitator served in both settings.

In the courier setting, the ECT consisted of 11 representatives: five salaried
employees including, a supgsor, the human resources representative, a health and
safety management representative from corporate headquarters, and six worker
representatives and an ergononrfiggtlitator who was a member of the University
Research Team. The team experienceduanduring the course of the programs as one
management member was transferred and replaced and two worker members from the

team left and were replaced.

In Furniture Co., the ECT was composed of nine members: two worker
representatives and a supervisbe health and safety manager, an engineer, the plant
manager, a continuous improvement manager and maintenance manager and the
ergonomistfacilitator. In Furniture Co. turnover involved an engineer and the two
worker representatives. Three months ineghogram, the engineer was released from
the company in one of the lay offs as the plant downsized and not replaced. The worker

representatives were laid off and replaced with other workers from the plant.
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In each setting, ECT activity commenced vatkeries of training sessions
conducted by members of the RT, including the RT member who would serve as an
ergonomisffacilitator throughout the intervention. These sessions, held for
approximately four hours a day, for four days, covered some of timeissaes in
ergonomics, including risk factor identification and measurement. In their deliberations,
the ECTs identified hazards and designed and oversaw the implementation of multiple
changes. The programs wer e irntnendesatiWetld sev ol
2001) that specified stages in which opportunities for improvement were identified,
solutions formulated, implemented and evaluated by workers and then improvements
modified on the basis of the evaluation. The Blueprint was devetop#te basis of a
review of I|iterature pertinent to making erg
experiences in implementing workplace ergonomic programs in previous sites. Similar
models of change have been used in other MSD reduction programddd.ggzeet al,

2001; St Vincentt al, 2006).

In Furniture Co.he ECT met for 48 months, for the first 12 months weekly, and
after that, biweekly. In Furniture Co., the ECmade 40 changesn the courier setting,
the ECT met for 30 months, fordHirst 8 months weekly, then-bieekly and then on a
monthly basis.During this period, the ECimplemented 14 changes. Having described
the settings and PE intervention framework | now move to a discussion of the data

collection and analysis.

3.4 DATA COLLECTION AND ANALY SIS

In this section | describe the primary data gathering technique: observation. In so

doing | relate some of the challenges that | encountered in the field. | begin by describing
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the process of securing ethics approval. Thersdudis my entry into the settings,
establishment of my role, and adoption of a research stance. | conclude the section by

outlining the sequence of events that typically unfolded during a field visit.

3.4.1 Ethics Clearance

Prior to entering the field leceived ethics clearance through the University of
Waterl oobés Office of Research Ethics (ORE pr
| informed the plant and district manager in each setting in writing about my research
objectives and sought theiepnission to spend time in the facility. Each manager wrote
a brief letter to the University of Waterl oo
they were cognizant of and consented to my presence in the setting. For all audio
recorded interviews, indiduals were presented with an information letter indicating that
the project was directed by researchers from the University of Waterloo and describing
the goals of the research, data collection techniques, and procedures for ensuring
par ti ci pentialitys(see AppendixiA)Xd After a potential interviewee read the
letter, | asked if they would give written consent to participate in an interview and for the
use of anonymous excerpts from their interviews in academic publications (see Appendix
B). Additionally, before beginning the interview, | verbally summarized the research
objectives and underlying interests, provided some examples of the interview questions,
and reiterated my commitment to confidentiality. In particular, | noted that no orig with
t he organi zation would see the raw data and
would be replaced with a pseudonym in any publications or presentations. In each of the
settings, in a high traffic area, | posted an information letter that desonypegisearch.

Additionally, prior to periods of observation of r&CT members, | informed
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individuals about the purpose of my research and asked for their verbal consent to

observe.

3.4.2 Gaining Entry

My research was part of a larger project, vardimed to examine both the
outcomes and implementation of a participatory ergonomic program. | was hired as a
research assistant to collect qualitative data to examine the implementation of the PE
programs. As a research assistant, | was provided f@enaks to the settings. That
management, labour, and the RT had already discussed and agreed to the broad goals and
data gathering methods of the research prior to my entry into the settings meant that
much of the timeconsuming preparatory work typicakhssociated with accessing
research settings (Schatzman and Strauss, 1973) was already done. Therefore, my
experiences gaining entry may differ from those researchers who work independently
(e.g., Barley, 1995:-91; Smith, 2001; Thomas, 1994: 28@5). Although my
connection with the research group facilitated my initial formal entry into the settings, as
discussed below it did cause some confusion when it came time to establish my role as a

researcher.

3.4.3 Establishing my Role

While my entry intathe setting was facilitated by my involvement in a larger
research project, | still needed to establish and clarify my role and develop rapport with
individuals in the settings. An important aspect of establishing my role was achieving
independence frorthe ergonomistacilitator, who filled both a researcher role and a
facilitator role for both of the change teams. In his researcher role he conducted such
activities as collecting data about the injury rates in the organizations and gathering

biomechanial data about the changes the ECTs were making. As a facilitator, his
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responsibilities included, but were not limited to, teaching the ECTs ergonomic skills,

assisting them in identifying and assessing hazards and the formulation of solutions to
addresshtese hazards, and for the first eight months of the interventions, chairing the

ECTs6 meetings. I nfeontrasatotrodédst headr gopoami
interventionist role, my own role was that of an observer and | did not involve myself

the ECTsd6 act-makihg i es or deci sion

Initially, managers, ECT members and workers in the setting did not distinguish
between the ergonomista ci | i t at or s work and mine, and p
Because both the ergonomiatilitator and | vere part of the RT, often travelled together
and were seen together, many in the setting were under the impression that the
ergonomistfacilitator and | shared the same interventionist role. Confusion around my

role was connected to my namerventionist observer, status.

One of the ways that | thought my association with the ergondaaiitator
could be damaging was if participants saw me as an agent of surveillance. | suspected
that workers and manager s maye untortalsleyed nbeutas
rather as someone who was there to monitor t
the research team. Most significantly, they
compliance with the ergonomista c i | i t at or 6 s s ungmpaisgs,andns, par-t
willingness to carry out ECT activities. Such a perception would affect their trust in me

and what they shared with me.

To counter such understandings, | attempted to distance myself from the
ergonomistfacilitator, frequently noting iflcCT meetings and in conversations with

workers and managers that | was working independently of him as another researcher on
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equal footing, with complementary but distinct, research priorities. Additionally, in my
conversations with workers and manademphasized that my interest was in

describing the interventionds eand!|l ution, tha
inegativeso about the ergonomics program and
developing an understanding of the intervention. d alsanged for times, and

opportunistically seized occasions, when | could talk to workers and managers without

the ergonomist present, in an attempt to insure they could speak freely about the

ergonomics program.

After several weeks, the ECT memberdath settings came to understand my
position as the individual who was chronicling how the PE programs unfolded and, as
sever al participants said, who Ajust took no
Courier Co. frequently joked that my nicknameswafibuzz, 6 referring to
wall. Conversely, throughout the intervention, there remained confusion about my role
among some ne&RCT workers, who on occasion misidentified me as an ergonomist, and

directed my attention to Aergonomic probl ems

Another important aspect of data collection involved delimiting the opportunities
for observation. | knew that | wanted to observe as much of ther8l&Ed activities
relevant to the research questionderedhs possib
that attending ECT meetings and observing ECT members would receive the bulk of my
attention (which | describe later in the chapter). Indeed this was the case, but as themes
emerged and | became aware of what | needed to know, | realized that iceet@ctions
and discussions that occurred outside of the

research.
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I n Courier Co., in the programbs first mo
observation that | had not anticipated. For example, | determinechyhanderstanding
of the changenaking process would be enhanced if | learned about the relations between
the ECT members and other company representatives, as these had significant bearing on
the ECTsO activities. | nn Courier Cee,dawas y mont hs o
surprised to learn that | was excluded from a meeting among the worker representatives,
ergonomistfacilitator, and representatives from middle management concerning the
acquisition of a solution the ECT had recommended. Upon lgeaiout this meeting, |
immediately made the ergonomfscilitator aware that | wanted to be informed of the
conversations that were occurring outside of
invited to attend. | explained that if | was not able tonatt¢hat | would be interested to
know about the discussions he was having with people from either of the sites regardless
of whether these were fate-face, over email or teleconferences, noting that what went
on was valuable for my research. The ergoiséfacilitator responded favourably to this
request and subsequently included me in much of the correspondence and meetings that
were relevant to my interests or informed me of deliberations in meetings that | was
unable to attend. Typically, | askedrhabout the circumstances under which such
communications arose and how he had dealt with (or was going to deal with) their
inquiries, requests, and so forth. This information, obtained either directly or indirectly
through the ergonomigacilitator wasvery helpful. It usually allowed me to glean
insights regarding the obstacles the ECTs had encountered and/or enablers that the ECTs

used to deal to with obstacles and address hazards.
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3.4.4 Research Stance

Researchers doing qualitative fieldwork adaggtance or relationship to
participants that is informed by their research goals, theoretical orientations, and the
limits and opportunities they encounter while collecting data. Several possible options
exist in regard to the role a researcher migay pluring fieldwork including those in
which the researchero6és aim is to intervene |
action research (e.g., Szaleneok and Lohfeld, 2005; Ulichny, 1997; Whyte, 1998). In
participatory action research,ttes ear cher 6s aim i s typically t
those people under study and in many cases collaborate with the groups to alter

conditions they identify as negative.

Another stance, the one | took during the research, wastementionist. It$
decidedly different from one that seeks to advocate on behalf of a particular group. It
aims to describe a setting but does not advocate on behalf of a group of individuals or
aim to transform the setting. Instead, it seeks to minimize, as much ddgydke
researcherdéds influence on the setting (Hamme
nonpartisan orientation not only serves to r
dynamics in a setting, but al sosattiagy facil it a
(Prus, 1996; 1997).Grills (1998: 77) speaks to this approach to participant observation
research and notes that the participant obse
remaining nofjudgemental to interpersonal advantages an interactiaa strategy that
allows for access to the relations, negotiations, perspectives, and processes found within

any particular research setting. o This stan

° While | strove to minimize contamination in the setting, | am aware that not having act isipa ideal.
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on behalf of a particular group, which diminishes thk ofsalienating other groups in the
setting, and conveys to individuals in a setting that a researcher has no particular agenda

outside learning about the goings on of a seffing.

As is typical with workplace ethnography (Buroway, 1979; Delbridge, 1998;
Fine, 1996: 233235), | was aware that both management and labour could interpret my
presence as a threat to their interests, and | was cautious about appearing sympathetic to
either group or even to the PE program itself. Therefore, from the early dégs of
initiatives, | tried to play the part of an interested but neutral researcher. To this end, |
attempted to spend time with each group in the setting and while doing so | tried not to
present views that might be seen to ally me with either managemiaibiour, or factions
within either group. Also, in my conversations with stakeholders | did not praise the
intervention or the RT. Thistanceto my knowledgeyorked out well. | freely moved
between labour and management and saw no evidence tivaduats in either group
were concerned about my work, including most notably, the possibility that | would
relate any of the material | recorded or share any of my observations with the other party.
Fortunately, my experiences concerning the relatiosshith groups in the field stand in
contrast to those of researchers who have described how study participants have
attempted to label them a spy for one group by another (Barley, 1926) 26r ask
them to become a spy for one group (Ferdiretral, 2007: 529531; Morrill, 1996:237),

or to pressure a researcher to disclose where his or her loyalties lie (Grills, 1998; Murray,

19 As productive as it can be, there can be also serious repercussions from adopting this stance. Participants
may for instance question the loyalty of researchers who do not appear to be advocates aligned with their
values (Grills, 1998) Also, researchers themselves may have misgivings about maintaining this stance
(Murray, 2003). | pick up this latter point below.
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2003) or simply act uncooperatively (Leidner, 1993:-242 The consequences of such
situations on fieldwork may range fromlchdiscomfort to abandoning a particular data
gathering technique or line of inquiry, or, at worst, abandoning a research project

altogether.

Attempting to minimize my impact in the setting and on the PE program
processes and to Ilyeto eveantvaul grefdoll d tdhdat amdlol
in the settings. This meant revealing little to individuals about my interpretations of the
setting, or activities associated with the programs, teams or their members. Periodically
those inthe settinghse d me f or my perspective on the pr
Occasionally, as | took fieldnotes, they asked about what | was recording and often this
took the form of comments such as, fil déd | ove
these inquiries Uised strategies similar to what Schatzman and Strauss (1993) 89
refer to as fAbegging offo in which participa
formul ating an i mpression of what i s going o
a researcharomments on occurrences in the setting but in ways that minimize
contamination of the study, and reveal very little about the his/her findings. Additionally,
infrequently those in the settings asked whether | thought what | was observing was
strange, to Wwich | typically replied that what | was observing was not unusual. (For
another example of participants inquiring ab

Fine, 1996: 256).

| also was faced with decisions about what to reveal to the ergor@miigator.
We occupied similar positions in that we were both researchers, but otherwise filled very

different roles. As | noted above, he was also an interventionist, whereas | was solely
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observing. | suspected that revealing my interpretation otewae sharing information

with him might affect his behaviour and lead to alterations in the program being studied.

In instances in which | felt my interpretations might lead the ergonomist to rethink how

he approached an issue, this often required bgggf or giving bits of information.

Additionally, in many instances, when | felt answering a question could lead the
ergonomistfacilitator to change his position, | reiterated that | was in an observer role

and | did not want my interpretations to urfhce what was unfolding. After several

months, the ergonomist realized that | evaded some of his questions or responded vaguely

to them. And there were occasions when he asked a question and before | could reply
guickly stated, nfeyroutbhraet ,n oatr eg oyionug? ot-o Qavnesrw t i
facilitatords questioning | essened, although
the interventions. An email exchange that took pldtenonths into the program was

typical of the exchanges the ergmnistfacilitator and | had when questions about the

ECTs arose. On this occasion, the ergonofargtitator emailed a company

representative to confirm whether the ECT had a meeting scheduled for the following

day. The company representative repliedhs f ar as | knoNetsurd her e i s
what the attendance wil |l be.. .0 and noted th
The ergonomistacilitator then asked me for my interpretation of the situation. Worried

that | may influence whethénere was a meeting or not, | told the ergonoifaistlitator

that | would go to the meeting, if held, but declined to comment on whether there should

be a meeting or not. He responded that he did not expectimem cancel or not.

that, Aerwag wbad your thoughts were on this

74



An unanticipated consequence of my ethnographic stance ehnolnement
was that it occasionally made me uneasy. My commitment tonvoivement
conflicted with my awareness that effective OHS intetvenons decr ease wor ker
exposures to risk of injury. My nenvolvement stance was also incongruous with the
fact that MSDs are a serious issue in need of addressing; that they had altered some
workerso |ives i n either secammitdeg iftbey dr amat i c
functioned well, might play a significant role in reducing work hazards. However, taking
action with these observations in mind would go against a stance of neutrality. Perhaps
naively and arrogantly, there were many occasions Whamted to be involved in the
discussions in various ways, such as to point out some of the topics that | thought were
i mportant but being overl ooked, to disagree
alternatives, and to reveal information that not all lera were privy to. These were
not topics that involved ergonomipsr sein either the assessment of work hazards or
development of solutions to address hazargpics about which | had no expertise.
l nstead, they wer e t opoithesroadeuwotk orgasizatiome ECT s 6
communication between the ECT and managerial personnel, and what ECT members or
theergonomist aci | itator could be doing to i mprove
effectiveness and continuation. Despite my misgivihgadeavoured to remain

purposefully uninvolved with the exception of one occasion.

| broke character, to borrow a theatrical phrase, and injected my interpretation of
an event late in the intervention at Courier Co., as the team struggled to pesform it
activities in the face of failing management support. | was discouraged by this state of

affairs but hoped that members would remain enthusiastic, despite growing problems
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related to managementos | ack of comem t ment.
during an ECT meeting in which team members were talking about the outcomes of a

discussion that had occurred in which senior management, the research team, and

management from the local depot were involved. One of the issues under discussion in

this meeting was whether the ergonomic program was going to continue at this depot or

be terminated and introduced elsewhere. No answer to this question was provided during

this meeting involving senior management. Yet, hours later, at an ECT meeting when a

worker member asked whether the ergonomic program would continue he was told by a
management member it was going to be cancell
not what happened! o | then noted that when t
senior management there was no final answer. An ECT member playfully stated that it

must be true because | was protesting too much. Some of the members, laughing, also
chided me noting that | was fAnot supposed to
statement made. Surveying the ethnographic literature one can find examples of

situations in which researchers, despite aiming to minimize involvement, have

occasionally intervened (e.g., Leidner, 1993:-24@). Sometimes these interventions

are motivaed by aggravation with individuals under study; other times, by compassion

for those investigators study. Fine (1993: 287) points out that these types of emotional

di splays are not uncommon among participant
becones participation intervention: Finding a problem we wish to fix it. Identifying with

our informantsn loco parentisnve wi sh t o take their sideé. to

and make everything right. o
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3.4.5 Description of Field Visits

The observatianrecorded during visits to each of the settings make up the central
part of my data. During the program at Courier Co., | visited the depot approximately 75
times; during the program at Furniture Co., | visited the plant around 90 times. The visits
ranged in length from one to nine hours but typically lasted approximately three hours.
In the first months of the intervention the visits to each of the sites were weekly and then,
in keeping with the ECTO60s scheduling, they
approximately eight months into the intervention the ECT switched to meeting biweekly
and at Furniture Co. the ECT shifted to biweekly meetings 18 months into the
intervention. The goals of my site visits shifted over time as | moved through the phases
of the data collection. The intent initially was to develop rapport with those in the sites
and become familiar with how organizational factors affected the PE program and its
continuation. As the intervention proceeded, my data collection became masedoc

and | moved from questions about fAwhat was

0

9

things were going ono (Pettigrew, 1995: 106)

shifted and | began to go to the settings with more specific questions.

Atther esearch projectdés outset in each sett

with the workers and managers, | told them that | was interested in how the process of
making change in the workplace unfolded, that | would be attending the ECT meetings

and activites, observing, and making notes. In the early stages of data gathering, visits to
the research settings involved going to ECT meetings, which usually lasted

approximately 2% to 3 hours. In the meetings the ECT members sat around a table and |
sat with hem. There were no assigned seats but most often the worker representatives sat

close to one another, managers sat together and the ergoefamtisttor typically sat
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near the OHS manager. The meetings at the courier facility were held in a small

confaence room approximately 10 x15 feet, around a rectangular table, which prompted

people to sit fairly close together but everyone had room to sit at the table. In the

manufacturing setting, the majority of meetings took place in a much larger space, about

25 x 25 feet, that permitted members to spread out. In each of the settings, the meeting

rooms were equipped with an overhead projector, an easel, and dry erase board that the
ECTs6 periodically used when diseadhssi ng chan
person was given an agenda by the ECT chair,
mi nutes, and a binder supplied by the resear
contained a condensed version of the training manual, the notes they had individually

taken concerning the changes the team had or was in the process of making, and the

minutes and agendas of past meetings.

During the ECT meetings | listened to and watched discussions and recorded
observations that were germane to the investigation.eBetmeetings | was not covert
about taking notes. ECT members appeared to pay little attention to my presence during
the ECT meetings but occasionally jokingly inquired about whether | had recorded
something that they found particularly interesting or brons. Such comments by
participants are not atypical of ethnographic research (Barley, 1995: 28; Fine, 1996: 235;

Theberge, 2000).

As the intervention proceeded, in addition to attending the meetings | spent time
outside of the meetings, talking dirgctb ECT members and to those who were involved
with supporting the ECTsd6 activities. I nf or

on each of the ECTs before and after meetings, as well as during meeting breaks, were
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invaluable opportunities to ask egtions, to get reactions to what had or had not
transpired, and to talk to members about what they had done regarding ergonomics

between meetings and about what was going on in the organization more generally.

Berg (2004: 174173) refers to individualsivo possess fAexpert

know

the setting as fAguideso (see also Spradl ey,

sites, one individual filled this role and was particularly valuable in supplying
information about the ECTs' activities: the OHS agar in the manufacturing setting

and the operations administrative assistant in the courier setting. These individuals,

because of their position within the ECT and within the worksite, possessed an awareness

of the ECTO6s act i vithe E€ETgid hohhave. Thdir vamtage ppgitimb e r s 0o

was different from that of others in the setting partly because they had the opportunity to
spend more time on OHS than other ECT members. They were also heavily involved
with the requests that the ECTs were mgko management, so they had insight into
who was involved and how management was
Perhaps as importantly, their position within the organization meant that they routinely

had time to discuss the ergonomics programemi visited the settings.

Paramount to starting and keeping information flowing in a setting is building and
maintaining rapport with the individuals in it. Having poor relations with those in the
setting and failing to develop rapport can often imping what can be heard, observed,
recorded and asked about (Prus, 1996; 1997; Skati, 1994: 4748; Spradley, 1979;
Schatzman and Strauss, 1973:28}. Generally, rapport between researcher and
participants is established over time and throughathestnations of respect and goodwill

(Berg, 2004; Morrill, 1996; Prus, 1996; 1997). Overall, my rapport with participants in
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the settings was good and remained stable throughout my time in the field. Few

individuals would not answer my many questions. rk@orepresentatives at the courier

company indicated that they wanted their story told and were glad someone outside the

company in a position of neutrality was there to record what was happening. In both

settings, | think the trust | gained was partiybled by the fact | was a member of the
university research team and as such an fAout
by the fact that funding for the project came from external sources (specifically, the
Research Advi s or yokmasenSafety Insardnce Boatdpand thatd s

was not working for the companies or the unions. Moreover, the trust between the ECT

members and me was nurtured by my regular attendance at meetings, which

demonstrated my commitment to telling the ECT mentbers t or i e s .

3.4.6 Typical Field Visits

Generally, a visit to the courier depot proceeded as follows. 1, often accompanied
by the ergonomistacilitator, arrived at the facility thirty to sixty minutes prior to the
scheduled meeting time and signedthe s i t or s 6 | ogbook. I then p
the depot where the supervisors workeadlarge office with several computer
workstations and phonésand/or to the area of the depot where the delivery vehicles
were loaded and unloaded and often t@ltaeany ECT members | located. In many
instances, prior to meetings, ECT worker representatives congregated outside the

building talking and | would chat with them in this location.

At the manufacturing setting, | arrived, usually accompanied by thadtor,
signed in at the front entrance, and then typically proceeded either directly to the ECT

meeting or to the OHS manager 6s office. Unl
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worked up to a few moments prior to meeting time so there was liteta chat. On
other occasions, | met ECT members who were milling about prior to the meeting, we

chatted and then | accompanied them to the ECT meetings.

In both settings | often stayed after the meetings, especially after the program had
been underwafor a couple of months. Usually this meant lingering in the meeting room
to talk to ECT members before they dispersed and/or talking briefly with an ECT
member in another part of the facility before s/he went back to work. Staying after
meetings typicdy granted opportunities to ask ECT members to clarify remarks they
made during the meeting, to comment on what occurred in the meeting, and to investigate

topics that emerged out of the previously collected data.

The opportunities to chat with managarsl worker representatives were
different as the former had more discretionary time. Unless it was a scheduled formal
interview, in which case the member was given a block of free time, | talked with
individual employees in the settings as they carrigdhair regular work duties or

change team related tasks.

3.5 DATA SOURCES

In the subsections that follow | describe the three data sources that | used: field
notes, interviews, and documents. | discuss what | recorded in my notes, what personnel

| talked to in my interviews, and what sorts of documents | used in my analysis.

3.5.1 Field Notes
As Berg (2004: 173) points out, fAThe cent

is the ethnographic account. Providing such narrative accounts of what goghen

lives of study subjects derives from having maintained complete, accurate, and detailed
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field notes. o Recording observations can be
Some researchers do not recor dnothegysmodres i n
mental notes, choosing to wait until they leave the setting to compose notes (Esherson

al., 1995: 1719, Papp, 2007); others take notes in the setting but do so covertly (Berg,

2004: 173175; Delbridge 1998: 28). In my case, during infornaadwersations and in

the ECT meetings, | took notes with pen and notepad clearly visible, making no attempt

to conceal the fact that | was recording observations. The nature of my notes varied.

Some of these were in theo04 b/i)ymwbidhl Acryptic |
recorded the significant aspects of what went on in the setting and depended on these to

cue my memory later when developing full notes. The bulk of my field notes, recorded

in ECT meetings, wer e 0Ac o mgonsisthdeohdetailede 0 ( Wol f i
accounts of the teamsodo activities and discus
conversations and verbatim quotations. Regardless of the manner in which field notes

were taken down, they were transcribed into more elaboraiedeesoon after | left the

field. Both in the field and when | elaborated on my field notes as | transcribed them |

made use of what Berg (2004: 174) refers to
Al i nkages bet ween peomigheserverio ekplaia somdthingy , t heor
happening in the field, or simply a judgment
comments was to note the possible connections between activities | observed in the

meetings and the circumstances surrounding theurence.

3.5.2 Interviews

The other data source for developing an understanding of the programs for the
research is facw-face interviews with ECT members and 68T members. Thirty

one individuals were interviewed in the courier setting, twenbpleewere interviewed
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in the manufacturing setting, and the ergonorfasilitator was interviewed on four
separate occasions. In Courier Co. | carried out interviews after 16 months and in
Furniture Co., | carried out interviews after 20 months intarttevention. In each
setting | did some follow up interviews with ECT members (Courier Co. N=6; Furniture
Co. N=4).
The interviews were senstandardized, based on research questions common to
both sites and adapted to address issues specific toieatttasemerged in an analysis
of the field notes. I n the interviews | wuse
guestionso ( SYrywhidhlaskwn intetviéwe® to sp8cBy, in as complete
detail as possible, the activities involvieda task. For instance, | asked interviewees,
Atypically, in order to do X what sorts of t
undertook X?0 I al so usedd7),fwpchcabhben g quest i o
employed when the interviewer wants thieiiewee to be more expansive in her/his
answer (See Appendix C). In an attempt to elicit detailed answers | employed a number
of verbal and notverbal cues signalling to interviewees that | was interested in what they
had to say further about a poirtalso deviated from the interview schedule when
warranted. For example, during the interviews if an interviewee mentioned a topic that
s/he was particularly passionate about or s/he mentioned a topic repeatedly or mentioned
a topic that | had not thougbf but was relevant to the research, | pursued this point and

also would ask the next the interviewee about this.

Interviews ranged from 45 minutes to 150 minutes in length, with most lasting
around 90 minutes, were aueiecorded, and transcribed verbati The majority of

interviews were carried out in the workplaces, in rooms where there was privacy, and that
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were free of interruptions, such as offices with the door closed. Three of the-tilow

interviews were carried out efiite at settings ofthent er vi eweeds choosing.
interviewees consisted of those people who were directly involved with the ergonomic

program, including the change team members, senior management and a small group of

workers from each setting (N=5), who were not on the cheeage but had some

involvement in the change making process. With the exception of four individuals in

management who had been with the companies for at least a year, those interviewed had

been with their respective companies for five or more years.

While | typically found that individuals readily accepted my requests for
interviews, this process was not without its obstacles. One ECT member at the courier
company agreed to be interviewed, but repeatedly did not meet me for prearranged
meetings and in thend was not interviewed. This individual left the ECT in the sixth
month of the program and | was unable to interview this person, who was replaced by
another worker representative, whom | did interview. At the manufacturing facility, three
supervisorgsleclined to be interviewed. Folleup interviews were carried out with some
of the ECT members from each site but folaps with some employees were

impossible because these individuals had left the company.

3.5.3 Documents

In addition to the primargata sources field notes and interview transcriptg
examined a number of types of documents that were made available to me. These
included copies of minutes of ECT meetings, meeting agendas, the surveys the ECTs
used to assess job task hazards, @ngrams of potential changes drawn by ECT

members. The documents reviewed also included materials produced by the companies
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that seemed pertinent to my investigation such as company newsletters, documents

related to health and safety, production data, emthe case of Courier Co., results of a

companywide employee satisfaction questionnaire. Also, to gather additional

i nformation about the companiesd backgrounds

news stories in the popular press.

Documerts prepared by the company, such as newsletters, were used to develop a
better understanding of the context influencing the company internally and externally.
For instance, in one of the newsletters gathered from Furniture Co., a column written by
theprai dent explained the companyés financi al
concerns, such as the reduced market demand for parts and increase in the price of raw
materials. In another example, the ECT meeting minutes provided an excellent source to
crosstieck findings and to review timelines. In particular, the minutes were a means to
corroborate which personnel most often had t
implementation tasks. Looking at both agendas and timelines one could also get a sense
of the pogress (or the lack thereof) the teams were making toward their goals.
3.6 DATA ORGANIZATI ON AND ANALYSIS

Once a portion of the data was transcribed, a coding scheme was developed. This
coding scheme was adjusted over time as the data collectionedinciqarry analysis
progressed. As field notes and interviews were transcribed they were imported into a
gualitative data software package, QSR NUD*IST. This software facilitated data
organization and analysis by allowing me to code, save, and easdyeatategorized

data.
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Once field notes and interviews were transcribed and imported to NUD* IST they
were coded. | used both initial and focused coding (Lofland and Lofland, 1995: 189
191). Initial coding represents a first examination of the rawatatausually involves
going through the transcripts li-line, categorizing small units of text. Focused
coding is used to examine codes that the researcher identifies as particularly salient to
getting at the research objectives. During coding Ildouni t hel pf ul to foll o
(1987) suggestion of Rnasking the data specif
series of questions that | found useful are those that Charmaz (2004: 507) suggests:
fiWhat 6s going on?,; Wha the gersan sqyiegd; pvhae dothese n g ?
actions and statements take for granted?; How do structure and context serve to support,

mai ntain, Iimpede or change these actions and

As the analysis proceeded, | followed an iterative process, continualipngno
back and forth from interpretations to the raw data. This added to the clarity of
interpretations as well as insuring that they were representative of the data from which
they were produced. An analysis technique that | found particularly usefugtiout
the anal yses was the Aconstant compl&r ati ve n
Lofland and Lofland, 1995; Strauss and Corbin, 1998). The constant comparative
method may involve comparing data from different individuals, comparing different
situations, and/or comparing data from two different points in time if the data are
collected longitudinally, and aims to identify consistencies and inconsistencies and

reasons for these.

Principally, | compared data from different situations, pointsme, and data

from different ECT members. | also compared interviews, field notes and documents
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(e.g., meeting minutes). For instance, a ju
assessment and solution building in the first several months oftémedantions with the

ECTs6 activities around assessment and sol ut
me an idea of how the ECTs altered some of their activities. Further examination gave

me an understanding of why these changes had occurretli Adi onal | vy, as the
projects varied in scope, complexity, and duration, | was able to examine the various

types of activities associated with different types of projects, what the activities were, and

whether they enabled the ECTs to reach their tilvps

Anot her technique | wused during analysis
Lofland, 1995: 19901) as a means to help to organize what was going on in each of the
settings. Diagramming often directed my attention to topics to be followed and twlped
generate questions that | pursued in the field and as | analyzed the data. For instance, |
used flow charts to map the processes involved in implementing changes, and at various
times, to map how the ECTsd actofeventsledes chang

to these changes.

Figure 3.1 is an example of a diagram used during data analysis. The diagram
makes clear how worker representatives and others were not fully aware of what
activities needed to be carried out during implementation in Gdddeonce a request
had been submitted to senior managers outside the depot. (This topic is discussed in
detail in Chapter Six.) The diagram outlines the factors that perpetuated this lack of

awareness such as organizational hierarchy, worker representae s 6 r el uct ance t
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Figure 3.1 Constraints on Change Team Member Learning About Implementation
Activities

Ergonomic Teambs

problem recommendation is

identified sent on to a manager
external to team and

outside the depot

Investigation
using
blueprint
ABl ack boxo
and maintained team
members do not know
whatgoes on beyond
their recommendation a
the facility-level
Following
investigation
:ii?mmends Explanation of the blackdx
solution Some group members are kept out of theg
implementation proce§HOW i
Processes within black box essential for
ECT to make change
Structures/conditions that support/mainta
this relationship:
regular bureaucratic channels; authority;
class; the neetb get change made;
Action adherence to the blueprint; adherence to
plans are patterns of authority
worked out (professional/managerial); workers feel
incapable of communicating with hierarck
beyond local management
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with senior managers, and failure to discuss how the process of requests is negotiated.
Combined, these factors created and maintaifietbd ac k box o0 around i mpl e
that prevented several ECT members from learning about the process by which changes

were requested.

A technique that | also used to coax patterns from the data was to perform what
Huberman and Miles (1994: 429) refertbafidat a di spl ay, 0 which is
compressed assembly of information that permits conclusion drawing and/or action
taking. o | found that data display techni qu
material around a code using NUD*IST, whictoaled me to efficiently display the data

when trying to comprehend what and why At hin

A significant portion of the latter phases of analysis consisted of metting.
Memos ranged in length from a few sentences to a couple of pagessanded
particularly significant themes and the relations between these themes (Eeteaison
1995: 162166; Lofland and Lofland, 1995: 19385). Some of these memos were

developed into narratives.

Qualitative researchers are faced with the task ahdisishing between
irrelevant and germane themes as they analyze their data. Part of the burden of this task
is that there are few criteria by which to |
selected themes that | pursued based on several critrc vesemble those outlined by
Emersoret al, (1995: 157160). | judged themes to be important according to whether |
found recurring instances in my fieldnotes and interviews, how important particular
issues seemed to be to the individuals in thenggtind how the themes related to the

broad research questions | set out to investigate which were, What actions were
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undertaken by individuals to ensure the PE programs functioned and continued? How did
the organizational, and societal context enableonsitain, the pursuit of PE program
activities?
3.7 ASSESSING QUALITY
This section discusses issues related to the quality of the data gathering and
analysis. | describe the techniques that were used during the data gathering and analysis
toenhancetn vali dity of projectédés findings. The
credibility then proceeds to talk about transferability. | conclude the section by
considering the limitations of the methods.

3.7.1 Credibility

To evaluate qualitative reseeh there must be some sort of assessment of how

consistent the fit is between a researcher 6s
setting. Anot her way to put this is how val
went on? One approachtoqiuestns of validity is by fAestabli
naturalistds substitute for the conventional
1985: 296).

| attempted to ensure the validity of the findings in the present study by following
some of théechniques that Lincoln and Guba have laid out. Lincoln and Guba (1985:
301-309) put forward a set of measures for assessing the credibility of a piece of
gualitative research, which they refer to as
trustworhiness in the results of qualitative analysis can be achieved both during data
collection and analysis stages. One way | tried to establish credibility during the data

coll ection phase was to use fAprol onged engadg
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to achieve certain purposes: | earning of the
introduced by distortions either by the self
(303) (see also Creswell and Miller, 2000). Another way | sought to increase thad s
trustworthiness was to engage in what Lincol
observation, ¢ which fAadds the dimension of s
be I'ittle more than a mindless | mmthe si on. 0
inverse of prolonged engagement in the sense that the former intends to focus on a select

group of themes relevant to the research questions, whereas the latter intends to cast

oneds net as widely as possinlpérsisteso as not to
observation, instead of going to the field and focusing on new events each time with no

direction as to what may be of importance to the research questions, one goes there with

specific questions in mind. Persistent observation motivatesane isort 6 among tF
aspects of the setting that are relevant to the phenomenon and those that are not and to

focus on elements that are germane to the emergent themes in the analysis. As such, the
observations were recorded over several moitsiu, collected contemporaneously, as

events unfolded, as opposed to retrospectively, thus reducing recall bias.

Triangulation is another way of enhancing credibility (Lincoln and Guba, 1985:
305). Most simply put it is the use of multiple sources of infdrom to verify or
corroborate some observations and/or interpretations. In the analysis, triangulation was
employed by using different data sources and methods of collection. | used documents,
interviews, and observations as data sources and usedeniagyand direct observation
as the core data collection methods. Together, the various data sources and data

gathering methods enabled me to continually recheck my observations.
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Another means of enhancing credibility was to discuss my findingsothtr
researchers in particular, Nancy Theberge and Donald Cole, who were familiar with the
project, and worked on both conference presentations and papers with me. During these
Apeer debriefings, 0 in the-309panmbsptherf Li ncol n
suggestions, they encouraged me to check whether my portrayals corresponded to what
the participants had said or done and to check the sequencing of events. In particular, it
was helpful to ensure there were no gaps in the narrative and to askatmeade

guestions.

3.7.2 Transferability

Some would say that the question of whether what happened in the sites is
representative of what may occur in other settings is beside the point, noting that there is
a Atrade off o ( Mo-44l)ibdtweendhe deptfraneaehievet &n@how 4 4 0
representative the setting is of a broader population of settings. Qualitative researchers
typically reject conventional notions of generalizability (Athelaide and Johnson, 1994;
Lincoln and Guba, 1985; Lincoln, 29; Patton, 2002). Instead, they generally rely on
what iIs referred to as Atransferability. o In
At hat only working hypotheses may be abstrac
empirical matter, dependiran the degree of similarity between sending and receiving
contextso (Lincoln and Guba, 1985: 316) . Li
on the researcherimtt o predi ct whet her or not the resu
toensurethere s enough det ail or Athick descriptior
data gathering process, and the process whereby interpretations were arrived at such that
future researchers can compare between studies. Following this line of thinking,

Schofel d (2002:198) notes that, AA consensus a
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researchers generalizability is best thought
situation studied and others to which one might be interested in applying the camcepts

conclusions of that study. o

Schofield (2002: 180.85) suggests there are ways of increasing the
generalizabilityof qualitative findings. One such way is to do masite analyses.
Carrying out the study in two settings exposed me to a wider cdmqyecesses and
events, enabled me to see common processes, and allowed me to compare the
circumstances under which different processes arose. Further, some of the data collected
from Courier Co. was used in a creste analysis of several sites in wiihe RT had
conducted PE interventions and there was consistency of the findings among it and three
other settings (Colet al, in press).According toSchofield (2002)another way to
enhance the generalizabilityosat udy 6 s f i ndi maisns thasarettypicae x a mi n e
or representative of the phenomenon under stirdgstablishing the representativeness
of the interventions two aspects of the intervention are of interest: the intervention model

and the organization itself.

Based on descrifths of PE interventions in the ergonomic literature, | am
confident that the programs that were introduced in the sites were representative of the
interventions that PE researchers usually undertake (see for instance,gtlain@902;
Hignettet al, 2005; St Vincentt al, 2006; Van Eereét al, 2008) and have parallels
with other participatory interventions designed to reduce musculoskeletal disorders (e.g.,
Wands and Yassi, 1992). The PE program the RT introduced followed the general
precepts of pdicipatory ergonomics (e.g., Imada, 1991; Wilstral, 2005) including an

emphasis on worker input and use of ergonomic assessment tools to evaluate work
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hazards. It was also similar to other models of PE programs in its use of ergonomists to
tranand hen gui de the ECT, its use of WArepresen
involvement, and its use of an iterative model (the Blueprint) to guide change making

(see Van Eerét al, 2008).

It is more difficult to establish whether or not the organizationghich the
interventions took place were representative of the population of organizations in the
courier sector or manufacturing sector. Nonetheless, some of the relevant characteristics
of the settings can be enumerated. Fih&, dettings were uniged and staffed by full
time employees. Studies have shown thatumuionized labour typically fare worse on
health and safety issues compared to their unionized counterparts (Nichols, 1997).
Second, the settings may differ from other Ontario workplaceass e d on manage me nt
interests in health and safetyhe organizational settings where the interventions took
place were seléelected to take part in a PE program arashagement, at least to some
extent, saw workplace health, or at least recordedi@sjuas important, as evidenced by
the fact that management in each company contacted the university research team in an
interest to address MSDs. Third, the settings in which the interventions were carried out
were midsized organizations and both wegatpof larger companies. This is relevant
because their size gave them reliable access to certain resources, such as health and safety
practitioners, not likely to be possessed by smaller organizations. Lastly, the
occupational health and safety regutgitdimate differs across Canadian jurisdictions.
Some provinces, such as Manitoba, Saskatchewan, and British Columbia, have legislation

regarding MSDs. The absence of such MSD legislation in Ontario may have had some
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impact on how managers respondeth®PE programs both in their functioning and

continuation.

3.8 LIMITATIONS OF THE METHODOLOGICAL A PPROACH

One limitation of ethnography is that the ethnographer, despite how much he or
she would like, cannot be in all places at once to observe aord @ctivities and
circumstances germane to the research. Situations unfold, conversations take place, and
deci sions are made in the researcheros absen
but which the researcher has no opportunity to observesaodd. This reality reflects
the natural goings on of a setting and was definitely the case in this study. While much
ofthedecisiorma ki ng was carried out in the ECTsO me
accompany the ECT members during some of their aetigitt s ome of the ECTS
activities were carried out at times, usually fmeeting days, when | was not in the
settings. Also, there were some meetings and discussions about the participatory
ergonomic programs that | was not present for but would likeve been. Missing
some of these opportunities to observe is one of the hazards that researchers are exposed
to as they attempt to witness and chronicl e
minimize this issue by staying in the settings over a pg#d period and trying to get at
what had happened when | was not around by talking with those in the setting. When |
became aware of decisions that had been made or discussions that had occurred that had
shaped or could possibly shape the participatovgnams, | tried to follow them up as

much as possible.
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3.9 COMPARING CASES

The comparison of multiple cases can be formatted in several ways. One could,
for instance, use a predetermined list of core or common concepts that allows comparison
across cses and elucidates the phenomenon of interest with one explanation. This type
of comparison is suitable when the cases under study are similar and differ quantitatively
on a set of data points. A problem with this approach is that it does not leaveominch
for qualitative differences between, or among, the cases under study. As a result, as a
researcher attempts to capture the empirical findings using a single explanation, some of
the key qualitative differences between the cases, such as the pafsef@etor in one
setting that is absent in another, may be overlooked, undervalued and/or excluded.
Significantly, such instances may di minish t
MacPhee (1995: 191) points oagesuyndeidsingle key c ha
model is one of calibratiohma ki ng sure that cases with diff
general variables or categories really do belong on the same dimension in the order they

appear to have. o0

Another way of comparing across casad the one that this dissertation uses is to
rely on different explanations for the cases. The idea underpinning such an approach is
that different factors may account for divergent or similar outcomes across cases.
MacPhee (1995:191) suggests thizetyf style is analogous to looking at a map in the
sense that, Athere can be two or more altern
the effectiveness of an occupational health and safety program in one site may be
attributed to strong managenteommitment, but in another, effectiveness may be due to

actions by OHS consultants external to a company. In the dissertation, discussions of the
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empirical findings from each site will be interpreted using concepts that in some cases

differ basedontn f i ndings from each site. The di sse
organized as parallel case studies that explore a common set of topics for each, namely:

(1) how the ECTs developed solutions to address the hazards they identified, (2) how the

ECTs impemented solutions, and (3) how the participatory ergonomic programs were

sustained. The examination of the cases resembles what Bonnell refers to as an

=]

anal ytical comparison. 0 Bonnell (1980) desc

1]

anal ytiiccadnoc oanmpdarini | l ustrative comparison. 0

the main point of comparison is between or among equivalent
units. The comparison involves identification of independent
variables that serve to explain common or contrasting patterns or
ocaurrences. The investigator juxtaposes equivalent units with
each other in order to discern regularities that might provide
explanatory generalizations. In the second or illustrative type [of
comparison] the main point of comparison is between equivalent
units on the one hand and a theory or concept on the other. This
variant evaluates individual units not in relation to each other but
in relation to a basic theory or concep
(Bonnell, 1980: 1645).

Unlike illustrative compasons, which tend to be more deductive and where the
objective is to provide a test of theory, analytic comparisons are typically more inductive
but stil] may use concepts to guide the rese
dissertation, similaties and contrasting elements of each case are discussed at a
conceptual level in the final section of each chapter. By pursuing this comparative style
more of the particularities of each setting are retained, enabling a closer examination of
some of thecontextual factors that may account for different empirical findings in each
setting. There are challenges though in following such a comparative strategy. MacPhee

(1995:192) points out that, AThe key chall en
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between minor case differences and differences reflecting different models, and

determining the exact relations that hold an

3.10 SUMMARY

This chapter presented a description of the settings and an overview of the data
sources, theata collection techniques, and the analysis. It also described some of the
problems that were encountered while establishing my role in the settings as an observer
rather than interventionist. Additionally, the chapter outlines how issues such as
credibiity and generalizability were dealt with. The primary data gathering techniques
chosen, direct observation and interviews we
intervention change and sustainability. Chapter Four discusses the activities undertaken

by the ergonomic change teams as they identified ways to address MSDs.
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CHAPTER FOUR

THE NATURE OF AND AC CESS TO KNOWLEDGE IN DESIGNING

SOLUTIONS
Al 6ve wal ked the circumference of the e
Christbds sakes. | ss.hoéulMo weshadbdled t o sp
|l i sten to what | have to sayo (Courier
engineer6s questions about one of the d
ECT).

4.0 INTRODUCTION

Participatory ergonomic (PE) programs are intended to involve workers,
considered to be éhmost familiar with production processes, in the design of
ergonomically sound solutions. However, as the design process is also affected by social
and organizational conditions, attaining this goal of ergonomicatigt workefinformed
solutions can bproblematic for an ergonomic change team (ECT). Some projects
require specialized knowledge that is not possessed by an ECT and gaining and
maintaining access to this knowledge may be difficult. Further, production pressures

often pose challengestoasce i ng wor kerso6 time to attend to

This chapter examines solution design, the process by which the ECTs in each
setting developed a means to address MSDs.
reduce MSDs and, in doing so, apphp r k er s 6 e x p e r'li llethig chapterl k n o wl e c
present an account of the problswiving processes used in both of the settings, an

overview of the types of knowledge that were

" worker knowledge encompasses both an understanding of a job that may be codified in a job description
butalsoanundert andi ng of a job that is amassed over time, i
experiences, not formal training. Kustererdés (1978)
knowledge and skill brings to light the depth of worker knalgke Worker knowledge includes

knowledge of how to perform a job but also the hazards that it entails. Recentlyet@hn(2008)

reminded us of the important role worker knowledge plays in identifying hazards.
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access to knowledge. In examigisolution building, the chapter investigates one part of

the changemaking trajectory. The analysis reveals that the organizational program was

dependent upon the perspectives of multiple groups. It also suggests that different types

of and differentiabccess to knowledge affected both the levels of worker participation

and the design process effectiveness. In each setting, design parameters, production

pressures, the nature of the knowledge required to design solutions, and the differential
distribution of that knowledge among workplace personnel influenced (a) the
effectiveness of the ECTs0O0 solution building

nature and degree of participation by the te

4.1 CHALLENGES TO KNOWLEDGE SHARING AND APPLICATI ON

The degree to which worker knowledge is used in workplace programs is affected
by the extent to which workers are given opportunities to use it. Evidence in the
literature on occupational health programs demonstrates that managemteol of a
wor kpl ace may | imit workersd application of
(Hall et al, 2006; Nelkin and Brown, 1984; Smith, 2000; Tucker, 1995; Walters and
Nichols, 2006). In the literature on participatory work arrangements #re many
examples in which the goal of worker involvement is not reached because production
demands subordinate participatory objectives (e.g., Vallas, 2003), and managers are
reluctant to grant workers autonomy to provide input into problem solvigg (e.

Rothstein, 2006). This literature makes clear that worker involvement in participatory
schemes is not straightforward and is often shaped by both managerial control and

economic imperatives.
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Findings reported in the ergonomic design literature detraieghat the
incorporation of ergonomic principles into workplace design is a political process
(Garrety and Badham, 1999; 2004; Jensen, 2002; Perrow, 1983). In a study of interaction
during a design project, Burns and Vicente (2000) showed that bexfahsedivergent
perspectives of multiple actors it was necessary for ergonomists to negotiate the
incorporation of ergonomic principles into the design; this process was often difficult and
sometimes resulted in conflict. Similarly, Wuéft al, (1999a 1999b) note that even if
an organization has policies and procedures in place for the application of ergonomic
principles in design processes, integrating them involves negotiation. In their study of
OHS consultantsdé eff or tBsobergandpiermuncd(R084) er g o n 0 mi
confirmed that, for OHS consultants to participate in technology design they must be
Askilled in political and negotiative proces
processes. 0 | mp or t atadie$ iythat tlze desigmprocessist hr e a d
affected by the priorities which actors in different social worlds place on ergonomic
informed design.
4.2 KNOWLEDGE LIMIT ATIONS

The uneven distribution of workplace kno

participation. Beause opportunities for learning about the whole labour process are
often limited by the conditions of Fordi$production, production workers (e.g., machine

operators) typically possess fewer skills than trades people (Braverman, 1974; Rinehart,

12 Generally, Fordism refers to prodian processes in which there is little worker involvement in

production decisions (e.g., how job tasks should be carried out), work is carefully controlled by
management, and often machine paced. -Potist organizations are those that have genuimalyraced
participatory schemes. Many authors note that claims by management and consultants about the genuine
adoption of PosFordist practices are exaggerated (see for instance Vallas and Beck, 1996).
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2006). Accordingly, even if workers are granted opportunities to engage in the problem
solving process, the uneven and often hierarchical distribution of knowledge within the
workplace means they may be unable to come to a solution themselves. As a result, some
types of problem solving require involvement of those with specialized expertise. In
participatory initiatives to improve quality and production processes (e.g., Delletidge

al., 2000; Rothenberg, 2003), which resemble participatory OHS programs ithat b
depend on worker knowledge for their effectiveness, there is evidence of a discrepancy

bet ween the knowledge required to solve prob

A body of literature that has focused on collaborative design processes has
examined the ways in which these processes are constrained. Evidence in various
contexts, such as science (Fujimura, 1987; Sundberg, 2007), policy formation (Hall and
McGinty, 1997; Prus, 2003), medicine (Casper and Clarke, 1998), technology (Klein and
Kleinmann, 2002), culinary arts (Fine, 1996), art (Becker, 1974; 1982) theatre (Lyon,
1974), and invention (Whalley, 1991) highlight the constraining influence of multiple
audiences on design. A key point atthe t hi s | i
local level is subject to shaping by organizational and social structure. Ensuring that
something meets the need of those who designed it is important, but because designs are
contextually influenced, typically this is not the only design conatdar. For instance,
an architect may be tasked with designing a house but have to create a house plan that is
compliant with local fire codes, electrical codes, and municipal bylaws. Multiple
audiences typically have different expectations about wisgnielements need to be

taken into consideration. Design teams need to be aware of these parameters; more, they
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must also have the knowledge to incorporate the global features into their designs;

otherwise, design failure may result.

The research disissed above makes clear that design processes may be affected
by a multitude of factors: in the case of OHS programs, both the process and the extent
of worker involvement may be shaped by access to knowledge and access to opportunity
to share and applhat knowledge. This chapter explores how the nature of and access to
knowl edge affected solution design and the i
design process. The next section describes the approach that both ECTs used to

formulate plans taddress hazards in the initial months of the interventions.

4.3 DESIGNING SOLUTIONS IN COURIER CO. AND FURNITURE CO.

This section describes the scheme that was intended to guide the processes, and
how in both workplaces, as the process unfolded, demgmfrom the scheme occurred.
Dealt with are the types of knowledge that were deemed important, the formal model
used by the ECTs to address hazards, the activities entailed in devising plans to address
them, and the sequence of stages that the ECTs #adlevhen developing solutions to

address these hazards.

The discipline of ergonomics studies how humans interact with their physical
environment. With regard to injury prevention, ergonomics is devoted to reducing the
biomechanical forces acting on worker In what are typically referred to as
Aengineering interventionso ergonomists devi
work environments by modifying work processes, usually locating the source of injury in
the physical workplace ratherthanworkédd per s on al characteristics

(Wilsonet al, 2005) . As Norman and Wells (2000: 1
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interventions are physical manipulations of hazards or routes of exposure to physical

hazards. Typical examples may be the mion of lift tables to prevent lifting from

ground | evel, or adjustable office equi pment

ergonomics is on the source of injury in the work environment, the ECTs concentrated on
addressing injury by manipulating thiysical environment through modifying tools,

machines, and work organization.

Given that this was a project in participatory ergonomics, the principal
knowledge the ECTs relied on was ergonomic. As described in Chapter 3, in both
settings, ergonomiccko wl edge was provided to the ECTs6®6
multi-day training session held at the outset of the programs and anthredollow-up
training session held ten months into the programs. During these sessions, the ECTs
learned about basanatomy, how physical forces act on the human body, and how these

forces are identified and measured.

The ECTs also relied on workerso6 experien
the ECTO6s worker representativeeETand coll ect
me mber s. The ECTs spent considerable time <c

prospective changes and gathering information from workers regarding the potential

hazards and ways of addressing them.

PE programs may also require technical knowdedigat is, an understanding of
how to carry out the design and development of changes, and perhaps familiarity with the
operation and inner workings of machinery, as well as knowledge about the use of tools

and operations of systems, and the alignmewmtainbus pieces of production equipment
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in order to manufacture a product or provide a service. This knowledge may also include

information about industry standards that need to be followed, including safety protocols.

An important feature of technicahkwledge is that it also includes knowledge
specificto agivenworksite(As Cookebs (2002; 2003) research
maintenance personnel possesamay of skillsb ot h generi ¢ -and types o
speci fi c o0 fkvhao witeedngaencc:e arabermkich mareythan ehecking p
machines and fixing breakdowns; it may involve the purchasing of spares, liaising with
the supplier/ customer, supervising contracto
Both formal and informal knowledge of equipment araitk processes may need to be

taken into consideration in the design of a change.

I n the ECTs 6 smekengabougwhat shdul bea cekangedand how
it should be changed was shaped by the muttie p mo d e | call edetthe nbl
al., 200)), which emphasizes that decisioraking should be based on carefully gathered
evidence from the examination of work areas and job tasks. In each of the settings, the
ergonomisf aci | itator frequently endorsed the for
the teamsd6 use of it. He frequently pointed
necessary steps in the model, and on these occasions, asked thewatoate the

hazard under consideration so they could accurately identify its source.

The initial steps bany project undertaken by the ECTs were to develop a solid
understanding of the job and then evaluate the hazards it exposed workers to (Chapter 3
provides details of the process of identifyli
members referredtoéiss ol ut i on buil dingo team members i

a hazard and determined how it would achieve that goal. Central to solution building was
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the application of workersd intimate knowl ed
principles to geerate solutions. Solution building initially involved coming up with a

general idea of how to optimally address a hazard. For instance, if a hazard arose from

bending into a bin, then the solution would likely involve minimizing the need to bend.

Next, solution building involved the ECT specifically identifying how it would put its

general idea into practice. It also involved locating articles, such as equipment and tools,

or services so that a hazard could be addressed. Occasionally, the ECTdenere ab

identify articles that were purpo$iilt to reduce MSDs (e.g., adjustable tables), which

minimized the time and effort to design something. Sometimes there was equipment

housed within the facility that the ECTs could use; other times, the ECTis bad

outside the worksite to obtain equipment or services. With regard to equipment, whether

it was found in the facility or outside, it often needed some adjustments andwas re
configured to fit within the wogukempntsocesses
If a solution was unavailable, the ECT designed something from scratch to address a

work task that exposed employees to MSDs.

Sources of information about potential solutions varied: In some cases, these
activities could be accomplished by diag on the knowledge within the team; other
times it meant going to get information from RBET members. Few changes were ever
designed in one meeting. Design usually occurred over a series of meetings. There were
two reasons for this: (a) design koa good deal of time and team members did not have
a lot of time to devote to design in a single meeting and (b) often, the information to

pursue a design required was not possessed by those in the meeting.
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The ECTs began sol utmiomg, Duitlhei ngrbny offbrtdii
generate several alternative approaches that might address a hazard. Typically, the teams
next compared these solutions by examining their positives and negatives and asking
abouttheir feasibility, in order to narrovhé list to those solutions that best addressed the
hazard.Frequently, during the generation of solutions and their evaluation they sought
additional information about them. These additional types of information included
concerns such as the financiastand measurements to allow the ECT to predict the
extent a solution would reduce exposure to i

feedback from notieCT workers on what would best address a hazard.

As brainstorming and the evaluation of possible sohgtiwere intended to
include ECT membersd perspectives, both were
within the teams Encouraging as frank an exchange of ideas as possible, the ergenomist
facilitator often emphasised that during brainstorming there welincorrect suggestions
about how a problem should be addressed and that ECT members should think as
creatively as possible and not limit their thinking by worrying about cost or how
management might respond to the suggestion. In both settingspatsbeof
interventions, the teams were quite inclusive in their efforts and their activities could be
described as eproduction or ceauthorship. In Courier Co., for instance, the ECT
members described it as a Agoed Wwoowmgo oi n wh
Likewise, in Furniture Co., worker representatives described solution building and

assessment of solutions as very participatory.



4.4 COURIER CO.

4. 4.1 Solution Building and ECT Member sé EX

Once the ECT had enumerated a benmof potential solutions to address a
hazard, the members typically tried to narrow their list to a single possible solution.
Whether worker representatives were involved in the process was generally contingent on
whether they possessed knowledge of tlwsvhazard could be addressed and knew
where they might be able to get what the ECT needed. When worker members were not
involved, solution building mainly involved

for the most part, excluded worker represenésii

The solution building stage generally emphasized the application of contextual
information, which was the kind of knowledge that workers possessed, and so they
generally were heavily involved. For instance, when the ECT was looking into injuries
incurred by couriers delivering to a shopping mall, they suggested that getting a trailer
with a mechanical lift, known as a tdiitt, would reduce risk of injury. The decision to
get the trailer and tallft was based on the fact that there were few toaltling docks
onto which couriers could offload their cargo, and these were often inaccessible to the
couriers, which compelled workers to repeatedly clamber in and out of the trailer,
exposing themselves to pot entsisaeettionioha) ur vy. I n
lightweighttwowh eel ed cart for a courier was not on
freight but also about how easily it could ©b
trucks, a task that the couriers performed repeatedly elagry Because the ECT
operated with workersdé6 knowledge of the job,

specifically to their understandings of worKk
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A dramatic example of how workers brought their experiential knoweléaghe
solution building stage occurred in a situation in which a worker was invited into a
meeting to talk about a design for a new falneeled cart, to replace a cart that couriers
currently were using to pull heavy loads of freight. The hedadgn cart that they
wanted to replace, weighing several hundred pounds, often needed to be stopped quickly.
When the team asked the worker how he stopped the cart he swung a dirtyormell
steelt oed wor k boot onto t he .tThebehtler mchbeenpoi nt ed
stripped from the toe of his boot revealing the steel underneath and he indicated that he
usually slowed the cart by bracing his body against its load and sticking the toe of his
wor k boot under one o fofthe preposedadestgoad thefcarto nt  wh e e

was to add a handbrake.

Worker representatives used their experiential knowledge of a job not only to
determine a practicable solution, but also as a resource to identify vendors who could
assist in developingorprovidig t he sol uti ons. For instance,
representatives frequently relied on information from customers on their delivery routes
to develop ideas about how to address a hazard. The mechanic drew on his own expertise
as well as relationships witvendors who did regular depot maintenance, with companies
t hat supplied parts and tools to the depotbs
repairs to Courier Co.06s delivery trucks. I
experiential knowledge intsolution building, some couriers requested new wheels and
casters on two carts. As the ECT began to think through the appropriate type of cart
wheel s, a courier on the ECT pulled out a su

handling equipment,eed s ome of the wheel sé characteri st



knew of a vendor on his delivery route from whom wheels could be purchased. In

another instance in which the ECT was investigating different types of carts to haul

parcels, several worker negsentatives participated in the process of selecting what the

best type of cart might be. Some worker representatives volunteered to talk to people

they knew who sold carts, and another worker representative offered to look into a

differenttype ofcarts ayi ng, Al 6l 1 see i f there are pl ac

can be purchased]. o The worker representat.

availability of carts using the Internet, the phone book, and their personal contacts.
Whilethemajo i t y of t h ebuidityTaétigitieshealily inviolved

worker representatives, in other instances solution building involved almost exclusively

management members. When worker representatives were unaware where they could

obtain a solution,they y pi cal |y turned to the ECTO6s manac

ergonomistfacilitator for assistance. The OHS manager and operations administrative

assistant were the team members who either had this information or knew people in the

company who had it, anthus could give members insight into their options. The

ergonomistfacilitator drew on his ergonomics knowledge and on his experiences with

past interventions in other settings. Usually, the operations administrative assistant or

OHS manager came forwhor was asked by the ECT to look into possible solutions and

then share them at the next meeting.

An exchange at one meeting provides a good example of worker representatives
seeking assistance from management representatives. On this occasion thasECT w
attempting to address the concerns of some o

of their shift standing stationary on a concrete floor sorting packages, a position which
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created pain in their knees and ankles. Having decided thdatgtie mating would

address these concerns, the ECT needed to select the most appropriate matting for their

needs from an array of different types. The ergonefaclitator advised the group to

compare the quality of several types of matting and to select shigpleest suited the

teamds purposes. The OHS representative sug
some sampl es. However, the ECTO0Os worker rep
consult, and during the discussion a worker representativd Hskx®©HS manager to

contact an appropriate vendor.

A similar exchange occurred at another meeting. The ECT discussed changing
the speed of one of the depotédés conveyor bel
a device that the team couldusetosnear e t he bel t 6s speed from m
depot. After a lengthy discussion of the problem, the ergondausitator asked who

was going to be responsible for measuring th

some calls to acquire the measgrind e vi c e . A worker representa
youevenc al | 20 The operations administrative ass
Al wi || do it.o Even when the teamb6s worker

company personnel to contaeaching these individuals often proved difficult. The
operations administrative assistant recalled an instance in whi¢hezht® connect a

change team member with company personnel located outside the depot.

€. we tried that roenpcree swintthat[i BEvGT éwo.r kaenrd
he had to find out about the low boy trailer [trailer that sits low to
the ground] and it didnét work out to

o]
couple of names and he came back and he
| had to talk to this person attuis person said | had to talk to this
person. o0é which is the same thing | wou
calledi sometimes you are not talking to the right person and
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thatdos how you find out who the right p
you should talk to somee else.

Overall, in the ECTO6s solution devel opmen
and selecting solutions were largely done within the change team and did not require
outsiders. The reliance upon team members flowed from the kinds of concernsrthat w
addressed. The production processes in the depot involved very littesbigh
machinery. For the most part, it involved considerable manual materials handling: the
movement of packages, freight, and ammea i | fron
or form a delivery truck to another. The equipment used was rudimentary: mainly two
and fourwheeled carts, manual and powered conveyance equipment, pallet jacks, and
cage carts. Significantly, the limited amount of complex production equipestnted

the ECT6s need for technical knowl edge.

The descriptions above give a sense of the types of knowledge that the ECT in
Courier Co. required and how this influenced the involvement of worker members.
Those whose knowledge was required to devikdieas were, for the most part, ECT
members, and only infrequently did members have to go outside the group to get
information abouhowit could best design a solution to address hazards. The workers
supplied their intimate knowledge of tasks, as welineir opinions about how they

should be addressed, based, in part, on their ergonomic knowledge.

4.4.2 Forwarding Frustrations and Challenges to Knowledge Application

To apply and share their knowledge, worKke
meeting and involve themselves in its activitie

local management, supportive of the PE program, provided the ECT with the time it
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needed to investigate hazards and discuss how they could be addressed. Significantly,

thar support included relieving workers from their regular duties so they could attend

ECT meetings and carry out activities related to making change. This support began to

wane some eight to twelve months into the intervention, when the district manager

expressed concern about his ability to meet production demands and indicated he was
experiencing difficulty relieving workers from their jobs to attend to ECT activities.

Thus, worker attendance at the ECT meetings became irregular as the intervention

proceded, which greatly hindered the ECT membe
knowl edge. The effect of workersod absences

and worker represent at i-wmakisgprodesswaslimtedment i n t

AnECTworkemr epr esent ative explained how the ¢
pressures constrained the ECTO6s ability to c
| asked what he thought of the formal model for making changes, he noted that the
approach was fine but was sificéintly compromised by the time pressures that workers

faced:

As a process itself it [ergonomics program] makes great sense. To
apply it to [Courier Co.] is theé. weak

Interviewer: Why is that the weak link?

[Courier Co.] is a minutdy-minute business. They think about
two seconds ahead at any given moment. They want results

exactly when things happen. They have
want to see the money spent, they want to see the results for the
money. Thi s er go bflowmwitlctbe cddtlrer e pr i nt doesn
of [Courier Co], because it takes time. It takes research. It takes
people to € go out and have a |l ook and

and try to solve the problem.
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Management was able to relieve workers, and especially courieEECTor
meetings under certain conditions, but on many occasions scheduling couriers off was
precarious. Such scheduling hinged on whether a spare courier was available to cover the
ECT memberds delivery route. Hawasng one or
company policy. The availability of spare couriers was conditional on whether any
difficulties developed. If there was a problem, such as a worker calling in sick, and the
spare courier had to fill his/her spot, then a courier was often unabledlzased to
attend the ECTO6s meetings. When | asked the

the couriers about the challenges the ECT faced in getting its work done he said:

€l had four back up guys, | had two guy
morningfcour er ] 6s out there and his grandmot
éand [courier]6s truck [engine] just bl
going to do?

The supervisoros comments highlight the prec

facility, which relied on the availability of pgonnel to cover team members as they

engaged in ergonomic activities. The limited availability of people to relieve couriers on

the ECT is linked closely to the limited number of spare couriers in the depot.

When | asked the OHS manager why it was diffito relieve workers so they

could attend meetings he said,

The bottom line is that operations come first. Delivering the

package comes first. We deliver package
packages therebés no opportunity for the

evenbe looked at.
The couriersd inability to get relieved f
ECT6s ability to gather the information that
address hazards, and thus, limited its progress. As one worker refireésenta st at e d, A\
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need to, the ergo team needs to do things qu
dondét have the people there. éonly four peop
failure to grant worker representatives time to participate in ng=etr do ergonomic

related activities restricted the ECTO0Os acce
experiential knowledge, and their suggestions and evaluations of ways to address risks of
exposure to injury. Withowtvotl vemE@QTGs twer K e
commi t ment to use workersd knowledge of job
address them could not be fulfilled, and its progress on several projects slowed or even

came to a standstill.

An exampl e of hmaton dathexing Bdlivitiéssconilictedl with the
ti me available for employees was in the tean
i nformation about the work hazards associ at e
team was interested in examininglidery truck doors because it identified that the
incidence of injuries was related to several features of the doors and their use. The
delivery trucks had three different doors, each presenting distinct hazards. The ECT split
into three subgroups, eattvestigating one door. The subgroups aimed to gather
information about the biomechanical forces it took to open and close the doors, the
frequency with which the doors were opened and closed during a shift, the condition of
the doors (e.g., damage, lawkmaintenance) which affected their operation, and the
couriers6 sense of the work processes that n
forming, the subgroups had difficulties meeting because members were not relieved to
attend the meetingshése troubles persisted for over three months. At several

consecutive meetings, because couriers were not relieved from their regular duties,
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members reported that they were unable to meet with their subgroups. At one point, in an
attempt to ensure theCH made some progress, the team decided that it would only

examine one delivery truck door but because workers still could not get the time off, this

change did not resolve the problems of making time to address issues. A meaningful
discussion among ECTenmb er s about the delivery trucks©®o

associated with them might be addressed, never occurred.

The dialogue around devising solutions involved substantial worker input and
i ncorporated wor ker sd Kk n o wilovwatligeand@&nowlgdgeb t as ks
of sourcing the ECTO6s solutions. Di scussi on
t he production i mperative and management s ¢
worker representatives. The conflict between produgiiessures and the ergonomic
approach became more prominent over several months of the intervention, and continued
to affect the ECTO6s access to worker knowl ed

in solution development.

4.4.3 Summary

For the most p&, in the courier company solutidauilding processes were a joint
effort between worker and management representatives. Brainstorming and solution
evaluation relied heavily on workersod experi
to generate and theselect potential solutions. As noted above, there were some
exceptions, when worker representatives need
Later in the intervention, attendance problems associated with production pressures

hindered the particip@in of worker members, which had the effect of also limiting their
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ability to apply their experiential knowledge to solution building and slowed this process

down.

4.5 FURNITURE CO.

This section examines how the ECT in Furniture Co. assessed hazards and
developed solutions designed to address them. The discussion indicates that the ECT
experienced problems at the outset because its members lacked access to knowledge
required to design solutions. These problems were addressed through managerial
intervert 1 on . The chapter also examines how
time and the effects of these changes on

representatives.

4.5.1 Back to the Drawing Board

In its earliest months, ECT members were abldeatify hazards but had
difficulty developing workable solutions. Many of these difficulties were due to the
complexity of the production process. In a few instances, the ECT developed a solution
to address a hazard, attempted to implement it into ¢tk process, but quickly realized
it was impracticable. In other instances, the ECT took its designs to plant maintenance
personnel and was told that its plans were unworkable, as they did not adequately take
into consideration key features of the produtiprocess or plant layout. These problems
often prompted team members to backtrack and redesign solutions that they thought they
had settled on. Scrapping or significantly modifying plans cost the team a lot of time.
Indeed, twelve months into the émvention the team had seven projects in progress, and
was having difficulty finalizing an acceptable design for each. Difficulties devising

workable solutions frustrated the teamobs

he

t he

me n



discussions about work hazards aotution designs but lacklustre progress, one member

| amented the team was fAnot moving, 0 another
Astagnating, 06 and still another said the tea
section examines in detail the design coasations that the ECT needed to take into

account to devise workable solutions.

4.5.2 Considering Production Flow, Machinery, and Shopfloor Space

Plant features, such as the production process, built environment, and the
technical complexity of mduction equipment determined the types of knowledge that
the ECT required to formulate practicable solutions. One consideration the ECT needed
to think through was whether a change coul d
restrictions. In Furnitur€o., work was carried out in interdependent work areas within
different departments (e.g., roll forming, press, assembly, paint). To move raw materials
and finished parts between work areas they were loaded into corrugated steel containers
c al | e dmeadoringabquita metre long, three quarters of a metre high, and three
guarters of metre wide, and then forklifts and tow motors shuttled the bins among the
work areas. Typically, bins sat near machine operators and usually there were input bins
that héd parts that required work and output bins in which finished parts were placed so
they could be moved to another department. Significantly, the bins took up a lot of floor
space and limited the room available near production machinery. Accordingly, when
ECT members recommended that a machine be repositioned or modified, or that a piece
of equipment be installed near a workstation, they had to consider whether (a) fork lift
drivers had sufficient room to safely and quickly place and retrieve parts around
equipment and operators and (b) fork lifts and employees could travel unobstructed in the

pl antds aisl es.
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The plantdés production flow was another f
designs. In particular, the team members needed to think thraaigitehconnectedness
of the production process within and among departments. Such production process
interconnectedness meant that the ECT had to consider in its solution building not only
how its proposed changes would impact a job task, but also haiahge would affect
the sequence of job tasks necessary to complete a part in any department. One example
in which the interconnectedness of the work processes confounded the ECT and they
were unable to formulate a workable solution was the attemptedurtion of a lift
table. During a lengthy discussion about where the lift should be located, the ergonomist
facilitator observed that the ECT needed to consider the jolatedkow t he | i ft, fa
a whole system that involves the press shop, opemto on t heé ri veter [ mac
placement of parts in the bin prior to arriving at the riveter, and the correct positioning of
the bin on the Iift by forklift operators. o
knowledge in the room to know the whole syste 0 The ECTO0s | ack of «cc
knowledge of how its changes might disrupt operations within a work area and/or the

departmentevel production flow complicated and often slowed solution building.

One feature of plant life that the ECT also needdiktaware of was the ongoing
changes in the factory that were introduced independently of the ECT but nonetheless
influenced its activities. For instance, un
sometimes were reconfigured or eliminated, or a pieceachinery on a line, such as a
press, was modified. The significance of this is that the ECT devised some solutions but
then had to revise or even scrap its plans because the area that it was working in had

changed in a way that rendered its changes Udafate or impractical to install.



Adding to the ECTO0s design considerat.
whether the solution it devised negatively affected safety. This meant that the ECT
needed to ensure its proposed changes to work processes iditathice new hazards.

If the team did identify safety hazards that were linked to its proposed change, it had to
develop a plan to address them. In one example of how this unfolded, the ECT attempted
to add safety features to a lift table, which wowduce the need for workers to bend to

floor level. In this case, the team had to ensure that the lift table met OHS regulations
concerning proper safety guarding around the mechanism that raised and lowered the
table. At one point during an ECT meetiafier several failed attempts to come up with
proper guarding and the lift table had sat unserviceable in storage for a number of weeks,
the plant manager remarked that the ECTOS
Aa | ittl e e mdherinstansesin whigh.the ECTIhad toantegrate safety
features into its designs, the teamds att
workstation to reduce reaching stalled because one design was too expensive and another
was unsafe due to thisk of operators pinching their fingers. In the end, after

approximately eight months of considering various designs and prototyping some of

these, this project was abandoned.

Ascertaining whether the functionality of a piece of equipment it intendaiteto
would be negatively affected by the proposed changes was an additional concern for the
ECT as it attempted to devise workable solutions. Whereas some machinery could be
repositioned and perform optimally with minimal adjustment; repositioning othas

complex. For example, it was easier to have a trench dug in the floor where workers

12C

ons

e mp



stood to operate a large piece of production machinery, providing a lower work platform,

rather than lower the machine.

Additionally, to create operable plans @quipment that the team sought to
introduce, its members needed to be aware of four design considerations. First, if the
ECT was attempting to introduce a lift table or tilt table, the team needed to be attentive
to the weightbearing tolerances under igh the equipment could oper&tand to what
extent a load on a lift could be safely tilted to facilitate the removal of parts. Second,
because the ECT6s solutions typically invol v
knowledge and an understandingoh e mat eri al s required. Thir
mechanical changes, such as lift tables, operated hydraulically, pneumatically, or
electrically thereby requiring a power source; therefore, the team members needed to be
cognizant of whether this was &ssible. For instance, some E€&tommended lifts to
reduce employees bending into bins required pneumatic power so a source of this had to
be located for each lift. Fourth, the ECT needed to consider issues that arose around
equipment installation, sucs whether it must be portable or stationary. Typically, lift
tables had to be moveable; conversely, tilt tables had to be bolted to the floor so they

would not tip.

4. 5.3 The Need for ATechnical Expertisebo

The significance of the above discussed desansiderations were particularly
significant at the interventionds outset, wh

required knowledge that was not possessed by

% Indeed, when it came the redesign of some pieteguipment, according to provincial occupational
health |l egislation, their safe operation had to be ce¢
Start Health and Safety Review. 0 http:rdéxiwmiw. | abour . gc
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arose from this fact led to considerable slowingdfe t eamés wor k, whi ch |
frustration among team members. The ECTOSs
to design workable solutions came to a head approximately 12 months into the

intervention and in a series of meetings the teacudsed the problems it was

experiencing. A prevailing theme expressed by several members during this period was

that, in the ECT memberso6é6 words, the team di
needed. In one such meeting, the ECT discussed its tpabiformulate plans for

changes and the OHS manager asked three times if the team had the right composition.

At one point she queried, fls t h-upsofthkei nd of t
facility? | am questioning whether we have therigre o pl e on t he team. 0 Tc
|l ack of technical expertise, the ECTO6s membe
with the plantdés skilled trades personnel , s
department, who were responsible for moidifyand installing equipment, and with the

pl antdés production manager, who was responsi
i mproving the plantés producti on. The ECT e
trades personnel would improve its capatstgonceive and implement workable

solutions.

To address the above concerns, the change team requested that the maintenance
manager and the production manager become me
month, the maintenance manager started attendasgimgs and then, approximately

eight months later, the production manager became a méfnbae maintenance and

“I' expand on the production manager and maintenance r

discussion of implementing changes.

12z



production managers possessed knowledge abou
operation of its machinery that other change team meswhe not, and for this reason,
their addition to the team greatly i mproved

solutions.

While a certain amount of the production
knowledge overlapped, each possessed some distiliet $khen | talked to the ECT
members about the managerial personnel they stressed the importance of the production
manager 6s | engthy and varied experience: he
years, and had done machiye ogefatorttohis prgsédna nt 6 s j obs
position. Hi s experience enabled him to enu
ECT needed to consider during solution design that were not visible to other ECT
me mber s. During t he ECTniasagedfeefuentlyedesaripeado ns, t h
the spatial parameters the team had to work within to install (and/or modify) a piece of
equi pment in a department. Acutely aware of
positioning or modifying equipment would interferémproduction flow. He also had a
commanding knowledge of the plantds product.i

described the production manager 6s knowl edge

For example, one of our | ast meetings,
the reaching necessary foparticular die and [production

manager] says, ANo big deal. We can ru
and in the other press itdéds closer to a
remove the issue. o0 | WOULDNOGT have know

which dies can run in which ¢ie presses, but [production

manager] 6s had years of experience here
big deal he just changed that on the order routing. And he also

knew that there was probably enough capacity in that other

machine to do t h&enmetwoHoasof woul d have ta
goindé all over the place to figure that
made, what, in a couple of minutes as | recall as opposed to
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weeks of running around and finding the answer and bringing it
back to the team.

Additionally, the productt manager 6s regular duties and
pl antdés senior management Kkept him abreast o
alter equipment. He was therefore able to help the ECT avoid designing unworkable
solutions that they may eventualigve had to reconfigure. In ECT meetings the
production manager frequently noted that the volume of parts that was running in a
particular work area was either low or high and whether or not the work area would
maintain, increase or decrease that outgrtcially, this knowledge influenced the types
of change that the ECT considered were possible or sometimes even whether the ECT

would attempt to introduce a change at all.

| f the production managerd6s central contr
his comprehensive knowledge of the plantds |
mai ntenance manager 6s intimate knowledge of
principal asset to the ECT6s solution buil di
Rothemer g (2003:1792) referred to as fAprocess
mechanical and chemical properties at hand, as well the performance parameters within
which the process should operate. 0 Possessi
operation ad adept at modifying machinery, the maintenance manager could ascertain
what sort of materials needed to be procured and how they should be fashioned to realize
the ECT6s designs. I n many instances, when
maintanance manager drew on his skills and experience to raise issues that he foresaw as
problems and suggest ways to address these issues. For instance, during discussions

about conveyance equi pment he knew that a sp
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clogged so he suggested alternatives. In another instance, in which the team attempted to
reduce employeesd bending, he advised the te
vacuum to extract ball bearings from a drum. When asked about the maintenance

ma n a gaeron the ECT, the plant manager said:

éwe needed [ mai hMAENLVfarteehnicala nager ]

solutions and looking at technical ideas or technical solutions in

the tradesd6 areas. We needed his input
problem, what makes sen3®HAT is possible. And we just had

ideas we want to take something from A
on paper to say, AWedll get this measur
and this is what we want, this is nice and friendly to grab it from

here. 0 héet hpiesr siosn tt o do this with. € ho\

physically do that? What kind of mechanisms do you use when
you do it? So we needed the [maintenance manager] for that.

As Cooke (2003) has pointed out, skilled trades people often draw on knowledge
that goes beyahtools and machines; they also rely on knowledge of who the parts and
services suppliers are. The production and
that they had continual responsibility for replacing, modifying, and/or repairing
equipment and liree These responsibilities familiarized both of them with vendors from
whom the ECT could procure some of the equipment it needed. Throughout the
intervention they relied on this knowledge extensively to provide critical input into the
ECT deliberationm c e s s . Frequently, during the ECTOs
production manager and maintenance manager passed around catalogues that contained
equipment or tools that the team may be interested in, so each member could consider
whether equipmentrdool under discussion suited the problem. Additionally, in the ECT
meetings, the managerial personnel often drew on their organizational memory to provide
information that was useful to team activities. For example, there were instances in the

E CT 6 stingaswhen they pointed out that there was unused equipment in the facility
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that the ECT could use. They were also knowledgeable of some of the attempts to make
changes that had occurred in the past and gave pertinent information about how this was

carried out.

The maintenance manager and production manager delimited what sort of
solution could be built, based on several factors. One of these factors was cost. They
often explained that the cost of a change increased markedly with its complexity,
therefae designing or selecting a solution that was simplest was better. Also, given the
time it would take to design a solution from scratch, the managers frequently suggested
purchasing something readyade, if possible. Another vital piece of informatioatth
the maintenance manager and production manager contributed was knowledge about how
the solutions would be crafted: how the change could actually be designed, what
materials were to be used and, in cases in which something could be sourcedadady

what company could supply it.

Drawing on the maintenance manager d0s and
knowledge enabled the ECT to create ergonomigaftyymed, workable solutions,
something that previously proved very difficult for the EQReytothenmm nager s 0
participation was that they were able to take abstract ideas about how a hazard should be
addressed and transform these into concrete
representativeds comments typified what ot he
mang er s0 abilities to transform ideas into of
a million ideas, andé without [ maintenance n

someone who knows a bit on how things éare n
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asopt experience with thatél think things

t hem. 0O

| mportantly, the maintenance manager 0s
were not just about technological know how, although that was important. They also
contributed to design based on their knowledge of the local and global design parameters
and how the two needed to correspond. For instance, one could design and fabricate a
piece of equipment according to ergonomic principles but these had to be carried out in
accordance with parameters such as safety rules, production flow, and machine tolerances

and functionality.

WO |

an

The production manager 0s and maintenance

made them similar to Nutcho6s (lexBeBl) fAgadget

biologists who were able to overcome environmental challenges and equipment
limitations and malfunctions to accomplish their study goals. Drawing on their skills and
experience, gadget scientists and management personnel enabled their eegprgbiy

to surmount technical contingencies, anticipate and subsequently avoid problems and

formul ate successful pl ans. The production

participation in solution building reduced the likelihood the ECT would devise

unworkable solutions, spared it from struggling with design issues, which its members
were not knowledgeabl e about, and saved t
designing the changes that the ECT wanted to make still took a fair amount of time even
after the maagers joined the team, their participation made the process much more

efficient.
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4.5.4 Changes to Solution Building

The teambs solution building changed dr an
progr am. The team remai ned peswesmihdazardssd t o r ed
but solution building changed such that ergonomic principles and formal model €hange
making were no longer an important means by which hazards were reduced. Instead, the
dominant concern was designing workable solutions that were cbiepaith the

factorydés | ayout and work processes.

The ECT6s changes to its solution buildin
time needed to follow the steps outlined in the formal model, the failure to make
substantial changes inthe interventi 6s ear |l y mont hs, and a view
that following the formal model was needless or at least inefficient for what it intended to
accomplish. In reference to the changes the ECT had made in its solution designing and

its aims to devise workadlsolutions, the OHS manager said:

e | think we became | ess concerned with
exactly and the paper flow and whether we had enough surveys or

enough pictures or it documented and just more concerned with,

ALet 6s make soalelt hi mgi hprefoOorRewaduse t hat

people were feeling, é ALIi ke, am | maki
think not. o Thatoés how we were at the e
think it came wit h, fLet 6s make somet hi

dondt <car e h ewWUSWbkavegehave somethingto w
show for all this effort.

Contrary to the stepy-step process in which the ECT went about solution
building in the interventionds initial mont h
carefully considered the rochgses of injuries and they seldom paused to evaluate the
extent to which their solutions addressed the hazard. Initially, the determination of the

extent to which a solution addressed a hazard was typically based on careful
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measurement of how a solutioaaleased the biomechanical forces acting on a worker.

Later in the intervention, the ECTO6s deci sio
principles regarding acceptable motions, postures, and positions. For instance, the group

knew that repetitive bemg was to be minimized so they aimed to devise solutions that

reduced it. Approximately 12 months into the intervention, the ergondagistator

became markedly less involved in the assessment and solution building, notably by not

asking the team teeconsider the cause of injuries when group members were either

skipping steps or not attempting to identify the root causes of an injury. Additionally, the

team less often engaged in brainstorming and evaluation of their proposed solutions,

which had beenccasions in which all members, regardless of expertise, had an

opportunity to participate. Approximately 20 months into the intervention this point was
captured by one ECT member who said, Al canéo
using the steps. Il n an i fouramonths iatethe program, one ECT member

described solution building this way:

éwe talk about the injury, é we say, ASo
webll come up with a solution right the
basicallyoitfastSeri NOW hut wedre not do
|l egwork behind it so we say, #fls it the
be a better solution, what are the draw
empl oyees working there think?0 So we d
anymore before we goaheal.nd maybe the solutions t ha
coming up with right now are simpler if
One feature that was noticeable during this period was that the ECT had lowered
its standards for defining a result as a meaningful improvement. One manager
repreentative said that the team took a different orientation to solution building later in
the intervention, fAAnd now weodre just kinda
project could be put in place beguatuse this s
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come up with a solution and we think, 0Okay

ECT members shared this sentiment, whi ch

expectations.

The change team members felt that there were few drawlratke new way that
solutions were devised and the new approach enabled them to more quickly fulfill their

goals. Many ECT members noted that although they sidestepped several of the formal

rep

model 6s stages, | ittl e wedwversiomafdolutiom t he tr ans

building. The plant manager distinguished between the forms of solution building used at
the outset of the intervention and the one used later, noting that both achieved the same
purpose:

e s still br ai nlgedagimieng | us
b nning. €l donét think ser
e KI NG for somebody that ha
trying to brainstorm and come up with the answer to look to

7

i
e
L

[ producti on manager] AWhat can we do

manager] AWhat are we going to do here?

| think we still talk about it [solutions] enough to make sure that
we feel good about the solution.

ECT members did not doubt t hat t he teambs

solutions was imiving the efficiency of its activities. In an ECT meeting

approxi mately 24 months into the program,
accomplishments that year by listing their finished projects. Looking at the list of

changes, the maintenance manageri d , Al didndt realize we

t hough things have been painfully slow. 0

on track, we said we would do two changes per month and we are on track to have

twentyf our done by vy etaexcemtrihdt.fobows, devemped from hotes o
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taken in an ECT meeting, points to the fact that the change team members sought to make

changes, but not necessaril y -basedcapprodch.ng t o t h

[OHS manager] notes that with [man&ance manager] and

[ production manager] 6s help the te
efficiently. [ Maintenance manager ] fw
the sky solutions but we are doing th
not enough [indicating that there werd#l shany MSDs to

address], but we are rolling. o

4.5.5 Diminishing Worker Involvement

Changing the way solution design was carr
increased involvement reduced participation by other ECT members in the development
of solutins. In the later stages, during the discussions in which the ECT identified a
hazard, discerned its cause, and talked about solutions at a very general level, typically all
members were involved. Once the discussion began to move from a general to a
paricular solution, however, the maintenance manager and production manager often
dominated the discussions. In fact, in many instances during the ECT meetings, the two
managers had extended discussions between themselves as the other team members
looked on.When it came time to discuss the specifics of a change, that is, the particular
measurements and materials needed to build something, where a piece of equipment
mi ght be found, or who might build it the ma
t a | These discussions were typically wide ranging, including elements such as
whether there was a supplier who could readily provide a piece of equipment down to the
minutiae of design, such as the types of nuts and bolts required and types of mechanisms.
Exchanges between the managers were rapid, with little time taken to explain the nuances
of machine function. Often, tech talk was impenetrable unless someone possessed the

know-how to design a change in accord with both local and global parameters.
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Worker representatives were also prevented from being more involved in solution
building as the maintenance manager and production manager sought information from
external sources. The maintenance manager and production manager were devising
solutions, makingalls to suppliers, and discussing solutions between themselves outside
of, as well as in, the meetings. Often, members who were not involved in the discussions
about solutions that occurred outside the EC
solution one the maintenance manager and/or production manager reported to the ECT,
after a series of decisions had already been made. These activities effectively shut some
of the ECT members out of the process. Also, these activities stood in contrast with the
ECT6s earlier investigations in which sales 1
company and met with all the team members to discuss equipment of interest to the ECT.
Moreover, unlike solution design at the inte
suggested and then scrutinized at team meetings, the maintenance manager and
production manager s suggestions were not he
ot her team members did not evaluate the mana
underss od as the managers having what Mukerji (
The past experiences and expertise that managers possessed, which was acknowledged by
team members, exempted managerso6 ideas from

examinationhat other suggestions received.

4.5.6 Summary

The evolution of solution design in Furniture Co. was affected by a number of
factors. The problems encountered in the first 16 months were associated with its
inability to devise workable solutions. Additially, they were complicated by the lack

of personnel on the ECT who had the expert knowledge to design solutions that were
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practicable in |Iight of the plantds product.i
constraints. Solution building changed dramdfcafter about a year and half, in that

the gathering of ergonomic information and following the formal process became much

less a focus for the ECT. The primary focus was on building solutions that were

workable with much less attention to whetherthise | ded t he fAbest o possi
solution. This change had serious repercuss

they were much less involved than they had been.

4.6 DISCUSSION

The chapter began by noting the goal of PE programs was tgmaggionomie
and worketinformed solutions to address MSDs. In both settings, the ECTs had received
ergonomics training, had guidance from the ergonefagstitator, and had worker

representatives on the team who possessed intimate knowledge of gob task

Additionally, as the analysis shows, the tea
affected by the social and organizational co
required to devise workable solutions, and t
apply their knowledge.

I n both settings, | imitations to worker r

influenced by factors that were related to the production process, although the manner in
which this occurred diff effistd2monthsinhe t wo si t e
Furniture Co., the complexity of the product
skilled trades personnel and their specializ
attempts to devise workable solutions. The need to havedskiides personnel

involved in the ECT6s solution building was
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that were required to be accounted for such as production flow, spatial constraints, and
machinery functionality. In contrast, team members inrf@o€o., were generally able

to develop operable solutions themselves without additional expertise. In part, this was
connected with the simplicity of the tools used in production, which enabled, or at least
facilitated, the process whereby workers cairaw on their experiential knowledge and

ergonomic knowledge.

The findings that pertain to access to technical knowledge raise important
guestions about workersd involvement in the
maintain managerial control ovéret production process, for the most part, workers are
the executors and not the designers of work (Braverman, 1974; Rinehart, 2006). This is
contrary to the principles of PE, which endeavours to draw workers into the conception
of work activities in an ébrt to reduce MSDs. Yet, in the two workplaces examined
here, the differential access to knowledge c
some parts of the design process. Under Fordist production regimes workers generally
receive limited techical training in how machinery functions and the overarching
knowledge of the production processes (Livingston and Sawchuk, 2004). In a study of
workplace knowledge, Livingstone and Sawchuk (2004) highlight the limitations on
workplace learningand offernsi ght s i nto why workersé6 invol
in participatory initiatives. Writing about their own research in an automphites

factory, Livingstone and Sawchuk (2004: 181) state

In general, there are clear limits to worker involvemenntank
processes shaped by the organization of work. For production
workers at this parts factory, for example, intensification of work
and the demands of the assembly line diminish human energy,
limit the time to reflect, constrain access to an experiehtee
broader production process and restrict discretionary interaction
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among ceworkers. Through the organization of work, the
production worker comes to participate in wdnksed learning
|l ife more as an fioperativeo or fAtool 0 t

production.
I n Courier Co. , |l ate in the intervention,
affected the ECTO6s functioning and wor ker in

difficulties relieving workers from their regular duties, restricted their opporsrtid

apply their ergonomic and experiential knowledge. Discrepancies between the time that
worker representatives needed to complete ECT activities and how much time
management at Courier Co. was willing to provide are consistent with findings reported

in other research on participatory work arrangements (Ichniatsii 1996).

In Furniture Co. the lack of access to knowledge of the production system

prompted the ECT to seek, in the ECT members
maintenance magae r and production manager. The man
greatly improved the ECTO&6s capacity to devis

the ECT carried out solution development and the presence of the managers eventually

limited workerr@¢r esent ati vesd6 input into the dialogu

The specialized knowledge that was required to design solutions to address
hazards influenced solution design and involvement of worker representatives. This
finding is consistent with egdence from various bodies of literature on participatory
problem solving. For instance, Rothenberg (2003) in a study of an environmental
management program, found that changing a workplace may involve a number of
different types of knowledge which typlbaare not possessed by workers. Likewise,
Delbridgeet al, (2000), in an examination of a production improvement program, found

that decentralizing responsibilities to workers was difficult for anything beyond their
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regular production activities, infige part because of their limited production system

knowledge.

The design problems that the ECTs®d encoun
in literature on ergonomic design (Badham and Ehn, 2000; Broberg and Hermund, 2004;
Burns and Vincente, 2000).sA Bur ns and Vincente (2000: 81)
constraints provide the background for any ergonomics problem. Constraints arising
from the parsing and distribution of design work are commonplace in engineering design
projects. And finally, consaints from other domains are inevitable in an
interdisciplinary design effort.o Similarly
project, Garrety and Badham (1999:288) discuss the constraints that face those

attempting to integrate ergonomic prinefpinto design plans:

it [the study] demonstrates the sheer difficulty of aligning people
and objects into trajectories deemed to be desirable by human
factors experts. There are always others involved. These others
may have different goals and plaaad they may possess the
power to carry them through in ways that override or circumvent
the trajectories planned by human factor experts.

The ECTs6 solution building process was ¢
producti on pr oc e stethesknowledgeiteequir€lT Modeovarctliee s s
difficulties encountered in solution building had important consequences for the
collaborative nature of problem solving around MSDs and the efficiency of the solution
design process. Significantly, this r&spiestions about notions of participation and

involvement and what, in practice, it means to be involved in solution design.

Drawing on the negotiated order insights, the findings demonstrate that the ECTs
had to align the designs they put forth withltiple audiences. This was particularly the

case for Furniture Co., where the design process was marked by a greater number of
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concerns. A solution had to be ergonomically sufficient but also had to meet a number of

other concerns: fit within the workea, match with the interdependent workflow among

areas and

departments, and correspond with safety and engineering protocols. In this

study, worker representative creativity and involvement were limited by production

pressures,

production process compyeyand the uneven distribution of knowledge.

Beckerodos (1974: 770) words, though pertainin

members:

Artists often create works which existing facilities for production

or exhibition cannot accommodate. Sculptaugd constructions

too large and heavy for existing museums. Composers write
music, which requires more performers than existing

organizations can furnish. Playwrights write plays too long for
their audienceds taste. ofWhen they
existing institutions, their works are not exhibited or performed:
that reminds us that most artists make sculptures which are not
too big or heavy, compose music which uses a comfortable
number of players, or write plays which run a reasonable length

of time. By accommodating their conceptions to available
resources, conventional artists accept the constraints arising from
their dependence on the cooperation of members of the existing
art world. Wherever the artist depends on others for some
necessarcomponent he [sic] must either accept the constraints
they impose or expend the time and energy necessary to provide it
some other way.

Given the multiple worlds that the ECT had to satisfy, or at the very least

consi

go

der, we coul Hwas anglogousta that af theescighiSEins wor

Fujimura (1987) research who sought to

to Fujimura (1987:2), ADoability is the

These include experiments as aaf@bsks; the laboratory as a bundle of experiments and

other tasks; and the social world as the work of laboratories, colleagues, sponsors, and

ot her

players all focused on the same f

envi

al

ami

S

g
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The chapter highligistthat solution design was a creative, collaborative activity
employing both worker and ergonomic knowl edg
experiential knowledge and their involvement in the process of solution design were
affected by the circumstaecs i n t he settings. Lining up th
audiences proved challenging in Furniture Co. as the production processes consisted of
compl ex machinery and work processes. Il n Co
opportunities to apply theknowledge was circumscribed by production pressures. In
Chapter Five, the examination of the trajectory of change is furthered as the dissertation

investigates the implementation of changes and the factors that bear upon this process.
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CHAPTER FIVE

THE LONG AND WINDING ROA D TO CHANGE IMPLEMEN TATION
5.0 INTRODUCTION

Evidence in the literature on health and safety programs demonstrates that OHS
program functioning is often undercut by social and organizational factors such as lack of
managerial supportOne finding of interest is that often health and safety committees are
able to identify and assess hazards but unable to effectively alter the conditions to

minimize hazards. In reference to joint health and safety comnint@esker (1995:

256) pointebut t he i mportance of t heecdndmicandr i but i

ideological circumstances. Management guards its control over basic investment

decisions, including what, when, and how

implementat n of <changes are workersd weak power

managerial support, and the weak position of health and safety experts (Euéher

2005; Tucker, 1995; Walteet al, 1995; Walters, 1985). Our understanding of how

health and safg programs function greatly benefits from these studies, and we are able

to identify some of the key obstacles to effective OHS program functioning. However,
there has been less attention paid to how those involved in health and safety programs are
ableto make changes and overcome constraints if they are encountered. This chapter
extends the available research by examining the hindrances to implementing changes that

the ECTs faced and the ways they attempted to circumvent these hindrances. It focuses

15 Joint Health and Safety Committees (JHSC) are legislated in many jurisdictions in Canada and
elsewhere. In Ontar, all companies with 20 or more employees must have a JHSC. Consisting of both
labour and management representatives, they are intended to give workers an opportunity to assess the
health and safety conditions in a workplace and address conditiomsehait satisfactory.
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on the ECTsd6 i mplementation activities. The
notion of articulation work to examine the strategies that ECTs used to turn their plans
into concrete changes in the wor &ndpaaec e . Il s
was affected by workplace conditions and in particular the authority ECTs had to make

changes.

5.1 HOW WORK IS CARRIED OUT

To understand how project work plays out, we have to understand how this work
is Afitted t oget lcampish{asks, aceowdmegpto Straudsq1®gs), To a
workers need to ald+ghatkedi aciieange ot whe cWwork
engage in a series of interactions, a proces

ergonomic changes, actors muavé the authority to bring together both material and

nonmaterial resources.

Creating and maintaining the necessary links between units and departments to
make changes is part of the articulation process. Of central importance to Strauss (1988;
1993) ishow work processes are brought together, or linked, so that an objective can be
met or workflows maintained. Successfully articulating work tasks means that
arrangements among actors have to be created and preserved. Arrangements refer to the

agreementamong actors about the work to be done. Strauss noted that (1993: 89)

Within departments, the arrangements pertain to such queations
what work, by whom, where done, for how long, for what-pay
back, for what purposes, and according to what standards?
Between departments the arrangements may be concerned with
the above but also with other issues, such as: what resources,
technology, and supplies, within what tiframe, with what
information, in what space, and with what other baplservices
thata particular department may need to do its work?
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If arrangements are not created and maintained, then workflow is hindered, or may even

be stopped.

Arrangements are made through Ainteracti o

which refers to tactics that acs use to make arrangements so that project goals can be
accomplished. Interactional processes include such activities as negotiating,
manipulating, lobbying, and discussing. Arrangements and the form(s) that interactional
processes take are influend®dlocal circumstances and broader structural conditions
(Strauss, 1993: 88). That is, those involved are not free to make arrangements as they
wi sh but are to some extent constrained

power relations beteen labour and management.

5.1.1 Articulation Work

Articulation work, encompasses securing authority to make change and gathering
material and nonmaterial resources. In the case of PE this includes the personnel to
physically carry out and integrateet changes into the work processes. To accomplish
these tasks, the ECTs used an array of interactional pro¢essgstiation, persuasion,
alliance building, and recruitment. Articulation work involves coordinating tasks. In the
workplaces studied, is directed at linking the tasks that are required to alter the
workplace, including gathering scarce resources and securing support from managers
who may see investment in occupational health as unimportant or even threatening to the

maintenance of capitaccumulation.

At the core of articulation work in these settings is the fact that there were

problems realizing the ECTs6é authority t
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changes independently, the ECTs had to negotiate for permission tainagges and

secure the resources they needed to do so. As Corbin and Strauss (1993: 76) point out,

To arrive at an arrangement, then, involves arriving at a common
definition of the situation. This means that any discrepant
understandings (such as, abwho has what power to control
structural organizational conditions and a willingness to share or
relinquish some of that control; or about expectations about what
is to be done) must be discovered, thought about, and ironed out
through interactional sitegies.

In both settings, although management agreed the ECTs were to be the agents of
change for the PE programs, arriving at HAcon
the ECTs had to independently alter the workplace was difficult and promptecihe

to do articulation work.

Articulation work was necessary for two reasons. First, as noted above, there was
a need for articulation work because the ECTs had little independent authority to affect
changes, a contradiction of the initial manageragpuiroved agreement that the ECTs
would oversee and implement ergonomic changes. Similar to the advisory role of joint
health safety committees and their limited powers to make change (e.g., Tucker, 1995;
Nichols and Tucker, 2000), the ECTs were constrhinghe degree to which they could
independentl y act. Management had to approv
but were often uninterested and/or reluctant to do so. In both settings, managers at
various levels, who controlled the resources reglio make changes and had the

influence to authorize changes, were uncooperative for at least part of the interventions.

Second, articulation work was required because of the collaborative nature of
change making in such settings. Changes, dégss of their scope, necessitated that

material and nonmaterial resources be gathered and a plan formulated concerning who
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would carry out the change. However, gathering these resources required the cooperation
of personnel who were often unwilling tager assistance. Aligning the resources

required for ECT changes often meant channelling resources away from production, but
such resources were already typically scarce and, generally, were controlled by groups
that were closest to production (Ranstal., 1980). Therefore, achieving a degree of
access to the personnel and the material resources required to fabricate and install
changes meant that the ECTs had to employ interactional strategies in an effort to secure

arrangements to achieve their goals

In examining the implementation of changes the chapter explores how this
process is affected by (1) the organizati ona
agents of change, and how their activities, were shaped by conditions in theissetting
and (2) the activities that constituted the
that limitations on the authority the ECTs had to make changes prompted them to select

an array of interactional strategies.

5.2 COURIER CO.

5.2.1 Context of Chage Making

In Courier Co., change implementation was complex and time consuming. Three
contextual features in particular shaped the form and pace of the ahakigey process:
(1) the ECTO6s | imited authorit ytonaizedan agent

organi zational hi erarchy, and (3) manager so

The ECT had no authority in practice to make changes independently; thus it had
to frequently contact senidevel managers for permission to make changdsdrepot.

Seeking management 6s permission to make <chan
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organi zationds hierarchy. The division of |

(1989) terms Afractionalizedo and Acentraliz
management functions are highly fractionali z
a relatively heavy technical component, with
roles. o The division of an or dghatthosemt i on i nt

the organization trying to make change may have to consult with and get permission from

multiple managers. Importantly, Hales (1989: 34) noted that

The extent to which ownership and management functions are

fractionalized will impactpredomnant | y upon manager so6 col

and interactions. Where these functions are relatively

fractionalized, managers will need to accomplish their work

through relatively large networks, a high level of lateral

communication, many meetings and contact patteiore closely

resembl i ng t-degendénttyplesiStawart, 19€e r

Manager involvement was not straightforward, however: some of them were

resistant or indifferent to the ECTO6s recomn
unaware of the ECT oif, aware, either uninterested in, or resistant to, its activities.
When the ECT sent requests to management representatives, they typically failed to
respond or referred the request to another unit within the company. In other cases,
though less frequenty , managers argued that the ECTO6s r

unwarranted. Management 6s responses, or | ac

revisit issues.

It is within this organizational framework that the ECT evolved a set of practices,
or carriedout articulation work, that enabled it to implement some of its intended
changes. These practices, however, were not always successful; indeed, four of its

recommendations were denied; and, in the other cases that were approved, the process
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was bothineff ci ent and time consuming, hindering t
effectiveness. Three aspects of articulation work found in this setting are examined: (a)

revisiting (persistence), (b) using allies, and (c) making a case for change. Although |

separate these for the purpose of the analysis, often, they were used concurrently during

articulation work.

5.2.2 ARevisiting | ssueso

In many instances, the ECT was forcegéosist andevisit issues. Indeed, at
l east nine of t hachangdsdeguireditsmembers to coptacoap o s e
manager multiple times to ensure that a project was proceeding. The OHS manager
referred to these activities as fAkeeping is
general indifference to the programedause management often did not act on proposals
for change, the ECT needed to make contact with management again; otherwise, the
change making process stalled. The OHS manager and the operations administrative

assistant were most involved in keeping éssalive.

Ensuring that changes proceeded involved following up on requests and
reminding managers that a project existed. Such activities usually came about after the
team considered it had waited for an unreasonably long time for management approval or
to get feedback on a request. While revisiting was a feature of all proposed changes,
projects of greater scope generally required particularly extensive follow up. Typically,
larger projects required the team to contact management repeatedly thekpegect
moving; in smaller projects, fewer calls were placed to management and much less time

and energy were required.
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In one case, the ECT needed to contact a manager repeatedly to ensure a small
handcart, a relatively routine piece of equipment tizal been requested, was received.
The ECT recommended a cart but the wrong cart was sent by management. The
operations administrative assistant phoned the purchasing department and clarified what
the ECT wanted, requested the cart again, but, once thermcorrect cart was sent. A
second call was placed to the purchasing department, and the manager there noted that
the cart sent was the Astandardo cart wused f
administrative assistant explained what the ergoo®team had requested, and the
purchasing manager said that he was unaware of the ergonomics program. In the end,
after the administrative assistantodos repeate

simple, offthe-shelf cart finally arrived.

5.2.3 Using Allies andMaking a Case for Change

The OHS manager drew on a repertoire of tactics in an effort to secure
management cooperation with the ECTG6s recomn
much of what he referred ngeshapen.tinddeingBd, e gwor k O
he sometimes relied extensively on connections with key managers. On certain
occasions, to help push changes through, he contacted the general manager of operations,

who was a supporter of the program. In a discussion withenmeted that he and the

gener al manager were c¢close, and they had bee
together. o About one change the OHS manager
I di dn o tlift proje&t®it would havéget bariadi |

if the team went to [the distticnanager] he would have looked at

16 A tail-lift is a mechanism attached to the rear of a delivery truck or trailer that allows workers to lower
items from the back of the truck or trailer to ground level. For couriers in this setting, the tail lift
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the cost and said Ano. o0 [It was a resul
manager of operations] and got a commitment on it when there is
NO money.

The OHS manager described himself as a nl
changes, something that involved fAsellingo th
the right direction. He explained that some company personnel needed to have projects
explained to them and be convincedaddobout t he
circumvent regular procedures. 0 Someti mes t

persuading uncooperative managers that the project had the full support of other senior

managers.
Part of the OHS manager 6s actseforthe i es i nvo
change. One el ement of making a case involyv

changes from other requests in the company. He explained that senior managers see

numerous requests and, if unfamiliar with them or unable to quickly unaetiir

usefulness, they put the requests aside. To address this concern the OHS manager often
tried what he termed, fAputting a faced on a
what i1t was for, and the r atnagemstawaedthbe hi nd it

right decisions. Often, he did this by having fagcdace discussions with the managers.

Another aspect of articulation work involved discussing the benefits of a change.
Il n some ways, doing so r es e9mPlus kP89 Piteh,c hi ng o
managers wanted to know about potenti al cost

back. o These inquiries were connected to t

eliminated the neakto climb into the back of the truck using poor haawed footholds, and it eliminated the
need to move parcels from the back of the truck to ground level by hand, both of which were sources of
injury.
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were being assessed by some managers, notonmeritte duce wor ker soéo expo
injury, but on economic merithow the change would either save or make the company

money. Consequently, gaining some manager so
ECT6s changes wer e sel do mandiateegwerepreturng r et ur n

would only show up many months later or in enhanced productivity. Importantly, when

1]

it came to results, the OHS manager noted,
see the fruits ofé t hiluntlagdamaway.eBven[saimeef. | ower

the people whoé SHOULD wunderstand that donot

The ECT also sought to make a case for changes by highlighting both health
related and other types of benefisiness parti cu
case f or ¢ han g efacilitddoy and GHS managerotheensuasiveness of
these arguments rested on explaining to managers that there were production benefits to
changes, such as decrease in task time and reduction in rework, whicme&eld
operations more efficient and less costly. The ergonefatsitator met with managers
facetof ace t o make the case for the ECTO6s chanc
ergonomistfacilitator was that his expertise enabled him to make a nwreincing case
for an ergonomic change than the OHS manager could. The ergoffeciitdtor noted
that there were times when the OHS manager and other members of the ECT could not
articulate to management why changes were required beyond the faddhegd

workerso6 exposure to injury.

On one such occasion, the ergonorfasilitator went to corporate headquarters
to meet with the head of engineering; in another case, he met with the head of the

companyo6s fl eet depar tklhepurchagedby the copmpany.tilhat a |
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yet another, he met with the district manager, unit supervisor, and engineer to argue for a
speed reduction in the depotdéds main conveyor
department, the manager argued thatasmallé¢ r uc k woul d best meet t}
demands. Countering this point, the ergonomist noted that the larger truck would be

beneficial because it gave workers more room to manoeuvre and in this way decreased

the risk of injury.

While the ergonomist aci | it at or s attempts to influe
successful, as in the examples noted above, on other occasions they failed. One example
of an unsuccessful effort involved an attempt to alter the task of unloading a trailer. One
ofthedutiesof he depot és dockworkers was to manuall
fityt hree f oot trailers of freight. The depot
of this job was hazardous for dockworkers, with workers suffering arm, shoulder, and
back njuries. The ECT evaluated the unloading job and determined that it placed
dockworkers at risk of injury based on a set of recognized health guidelines for manual
lifting.*” The ECT recommended that adding another person to the position to assist
unloadiyp t he trailerds contents could alleviate
engineering manager disagreed, arguing that there were enough people to unload the
truck, and that the intensity of the dockwor

hewas using. The ergonomifgtcilitator met with the engineer to make the case for the

"The ECT6s recommendat i olnnswaist ubtaes eodf oOxc ctuhpea t N aotniaol n aSla f
(NIOSH) lifting equation. The NIOSH lifting equation is a method to evaluate the hazards of lifting in

manual handling tasks. The equation provides a weight limit that should be lifted in a particulsk.job ta

The weight limit for a given job task is determined by considering the following: the weight of a lift,

frequency of lifting, duration of a lift, height of the lift, body position during a lift, and the quality of the

grip a person has on the objeeiry lifted.
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ECTOs proposed change, and in an interview,

describing the engineerds position.

Because his idea is to put one person in the iaunkd we 0 r e

saying, fAwell, theybve got to do doubl e
working in there all by themselves. They could be at risk of
anything. They could trip over a box, h
there to help them. Ameébodyeds saying, fw
right outside the dooroé. and his words
them to work as fast as they can and do
do, just work as fast as you can. Donoét
spell you off every 15 mngnutes. 0 So you
their ass off every 15 minutes. Well ,6 vy
increased because now theydore working |
going out there [on the | oading dock],
SOMETHI NG. Il tds not | i ketimgheydre just s
Then theyobére going back in and working
mi nut es And he quoted me a bunch of n
working within the [engineering standar
And | said, Abut no, thkayore working at
Theydre not working in the middle as yo
working at the top end of iit, by themse
these rates are even correct? Theyodr e
The significance of this story is that it highlights (®@thECTo6s | i mi t ati ons

pushing its agenda and (b) that the ergonomic principles and data showing the high injury
rate were insufficient to persuade the engineer. In this instance, the engineering manager
drew on materiakhandling standards to argue agaithe request for another worker,

even though there was good evidence from injury statistics that it was an injurious
position and the ECT, using a recognized set of lifting standards, calculated that work

tasks unloading the trucks put dockworkers &t oisinjury.

5.2.4 Budgeting for the Ergonomics Program

The ECT needed funding for the majority of its changes but receiving it was
problematic because there was no ergonomics budget; that is, no finances were

exclusively allotted for making ergonomimprovements. Consequently, each time the
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ECT wanted to make a changérge or small the team looked for a manager who

could draw resources from his/her budget. Company policy was that the district manager
had discretion over expenditures of five tHred dollars or less. If sums of money were
required beyond five hundred dollars, managers external to the depot needed to review
and approve the request, which often made the search for funds complicated and time

consuming.

When the ECT recommendedraal-scale inexpensive change, it relied on the
budgets overseen by company personnel who were within the depot and easily accessible,
such as the district manager. If the ECT received permission to make a change, and the
district manager agreed to supfiyds from his budget, getting monies for small
changes was handled with relative ease and speed. In one instance, a worker
representative was given the depotds credit
set of wheels and casters for a care Bistrict manager also used his budgetary
discretionto make small, EGAr i ven changes to the depotds p
removing a railing that obstructed dockworkers and forced them to do unnecessary
lifting.

If a change required largeexpend ur es, t he ECT went throug
administrative channels to make capital acquisitions: an unfamiliar and protracted process
for most of the ECT members. This process started with an effort to secure the district
manager 6s e ndo e wamequest wasfthert saneon to ftha more senior

managers who needed to approve the investment.

As mentioned, some senior managers were not cognizant of the intervention, and,

were thus reluctant to have monies drawn from their budgets. Withoutritbudget,
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the ECT was working outside the companyds r e

apparent funding source, sparking confusion among managers and hindering budgetary

approval. Typically, the ECTO6s reduests for
their cost; however, managersod6 were reluctan
budgets.

Throughout the intervention, the district manager and OHS manager noted that
the ergonomics team should have had its own
what they referred to as a fAproject code, 0 W
with a company project that had money allotted solely for it. If the PE program had such
a code its expenses would be associated with it and confusion amonggqrasonnel
minimized. According to them, a budget and project code would have greatly simplified
the process, eliminated some of the uncertainty among managers, reduced discussions
related to that uncertainty, and saved company personnel and the EGTrastration.
According to the OHS manager, the project code would have given the ergonomic
program and the ECT #Aits own corporate ident
of the importance of the ECT and its activities, extending the intervénson i s cope, 0 an
thereby minimizing the ambiguity about who was responsible for paying for ergonomic
changes. The district manager, in particular, was vocal about this point, in part because
he was concerned about the money coming out of his budget. &ked if having a
budget would speed up the process he said, C
talked about being responsible for maintaining his own budget and not overspending, and
commented on pulling money from one place to put it in am@the his frustration over

the fact that there was not a budget for ergonomics even after he had requested one.
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When the district manager was asked if he thought that not having a budget was a

problem from the beginning of the intervention he was unegalvo

Absolutely. A HUGE one. It delayed a number of things. I think

itdéds become very political. Il think
everything iIs politics. |l guess what

the process, we are identifying what we need aaceed
something we are going through the process of filling out
[acquisition forms] and whatever the case might be, but because
there is no budget | am looking at it differently than | would if the
money was there. Others are looking at it differentalbse the

money 1 snot there. |l think 1 f there

and someone was paid to manage that, to make sure it went to the

right stuff than | think it would be very easy to make decisions
because thatodés what tiled faa@wt sé say
what happens now is that my level to my boss to his boss to

whoever signs these things, knows whatever we are buying has to

come from a bucket that it wasnot
So, robbing Peter to paydergo. ¢é B
dollar ergo line, tell me what you need and if it makes sense,

we o1l | buy it. But thatdéds not what
definitely hampered the ergo process in my opinion.

If there had been an ergonomics budget, confusion about wispanstbility to
pay for changes resided and worries about accountability may have been reduced and

requests would likely have been processed more smoothly. As the OHS manager said,

By NOT getting that project classification up front, | think [we]
hamperd the effectiveness of this group tremendously, in the
sense of bogging [them] down with a lot of red tape and having
me do a lot more explaining and impromptu seminars about what
the ergonomic team is and why they [managers] are getting billed
for this.

Having a PE program budget would have eliminated, or at least lessened, delays

associated with managers who needed to be convinced that they would not be

accountable for the expenses and assured department heads that senior management was

supporting the fgram.
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One of the first change(s) the ECT attempted to carry out involved getting
cordless phones for the depotods retail and g
determine that cordless phones walstlaids, al | evi a
but it took quite a while to receive budgetary approval. A problem emerged when the
retail and fleet department heads balked at the request. The fleet manager, responsible
for signing off on a requestgarage,dignot an addit
return the ECTO6s call s, del aying the teamds
persuaded the retail manager and fleet manager to purchase the phones after explaining
that senior management endorsed the PE program and that where itime to review

the budgets, ergonomics expenditures would be considered.

If the ECT had possessed some discretionary power over a budget,-change
making progress would have been more efficient. Time consuming conversations with
management regardingriding would have been unnecessary. While the lack of a
budget and management ds incognizance of the
early months of the intervention, it does not explain why management was unwilling to
provide the ECT with a bt after it had operated for twelve months and raises

guestions about where ergonomics ranked on t

5.2.5 Consequences of Slow Change

The changes that the ECT undertook, even those that required limited or no
fabricationand would only minimally interrupt the workflow, required extended time to
complete because of the need to secure senior management approval. Frequent

negotiating and revisiting issues with managers had important consequences for the team.
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The constantd ngt hy, del ays contributed to the ECTS®

worker representatives.

In one instance of frustration exhibited over the protracted process, a worker
representative, who was quite involved with acquiring a small handcart doiriarg was
discouraged by the unreasonably long time it took to get the cart. Noting that the old cart
was heavy and unwieldy, and its use by the courier was putting him at risk for injury, he

said the process could have been speeded up. He notezhthefia courier company

that sells customers its speed of deliveries
weeks, COME ON! You know wedre a shipping co
next day. Siowed ocnadbnt 6 tt eg dt eidtfroéfoutdMestdror ont o, ¢
somet hi ng. Il think it [to receive the cart]

Some worker representativesd sense of dis
implement changes was rooted in their own expectations and also that tbeir fel
workers were waiting to hear about the status of their suggested changes and continued to
work under onerous conditions while they waited. In ECT meetings, the worker
representatives repeatedly noted that BQT workers wanted to know when their
charges would be implemented, that they were getting impatient, and that they were
starting to believe that there would be no changes. These worker representatives, feeling
obligated to fulfill their promises to fellow workers, found it difficult to repeateell
them that a change was ongoing. In one instance of this, a worker representative recalled

an episode in which a fellow worker asked him about the status of a change:

heés asking me, oWhatés the deal 206 and
trying. 0 thAenedECT meetmg] battling but | felt really
bad for the guy. € i1t was out of my han
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anything except wait iapparenttyhe
where it was ordered they did
was for. All theythought was that we were ordering a [standard]
cart. To me, if you can tell somebody on the other end of the

phone, AWe need this ASAPithis guy
heés already hurt himselfé, o0 and i
It shoehdbtveabed that way and it s
not here yet, Wel/l itdéds not here vy
been a phone call. éfinally a p
and it got shipped and finally came, and | assembled it for him.

Occasionaly, when confronted with a situation in which they were unable to
make a change for a prolonged period, the ECT suggested interim solutions. For
instance, as it waited for a cart, the team ordered wheels and bearings that served as a
temporary solution,ceuci ng couriersd exposures to injur
was able to fix some badly damaged carts that the dockworkers were using to move
freight around within the depot, without going to management. For the most part,

however, the ECT was foed to wait.

ECT members often c¢ommentiedhovomuchtihe ECTO6 s
was hindered by going through multiple channels to secure endorsement for its projects.
One of the ECT6s courier representeatti ves ref
for the projects and its concomitant probl en
interview 16 months into the intervention, the operations administrative assistant noted
that even when it came to the smaller changes, the ECT could not do thimgst wit
checking with multiple levels of management, which invariably took time and slowed
progress. Il n her words, nas far as even | it

make them without checking with someone el se

The pace of gdashlso fristtated Iscal mdnagement. In one meeting

the district manager said that the ECT was 0
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particul ar, he noted that there were items t

after week but were nevaccomplished.

Several members noted that the team could have operated more efficiently if
someone in management, supportive of the ergonomic program, was readily available to
help. Members suggested that having access to such a person would reduce the

cof usi on encountered among managers and made

5.3 FURNITURE CO.

5.3.1 Alt just takes so much time to get so

For the first twelve months at Furniture Co., the ECT had great difficulty
implementingitschmges, | eading to considerable frust:
and management representatives, both of whom saw the team as ineffectual. Members
described the ECT as #fAfloundering, 0 and Al an
changes. Managerston the ECT wondered whether the team had accomplished
anything. The plant manager, talking about

ECTOs problems this way:

Letbs sayé all the things wedre | ooking
standg alteringthes ands or the chutes [for parts
floundering as a group when webre tryin
those individuals, trying to buy lifting devices and tilting devices

trying to get them modified on our own. We were floundering as
agroup,wejustdin ot i ihtaveasno6t happening it was
weeks to get things in weeks and i f som
would take weeks to get it resolved.

In the first 12 months of the intervention, the team faced at least two problems
that hampered its changeaking activities. First, it had no influence on the shopfloor to
implement changes. Second, the ECT had little control over the material and non

material resources it required to have the solutions it designed fabricated and installed.
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At t he 1 nouteet, aneerthe EQT mdénsified a hazard and developed a

solution, a representative, typically the plant manager, went to the maintenance manager,

who was key to having the maintenance department fabricate and then install changes.
The pl ant icolatiorewpr& was sndeamined because the maintenance
manager was not carrying out the required changes.

Initially, the group underestimated the amount of work it took to make the

changes and did not directly involve the plant personnel who had authadityccess to

resources. The plant manager recounted early ECT attempts and expectations:

| thought if we got the employees on the plant floor, this
supervision and training from the University that we would be

able to package it better to be ableteprent it and say, Aher e
the organization, here is the i mproveme
what we want to deliver. I f you do thi

seem to work very well that way. It seemed more that we have

involve the structure within thglant that lives and breaths that
activity. |l think itdéds got to be
the plant that is responsible for CHANGES in the plant, this [PE

program] is all about changing things, and | think you have to

par

t

involve those groupsThat 6 s t he trades group becaus
the ones who are constantly something b
fixing it, or someone say fAthis is al wa
fixing it, candt you do something bette
thatds gohéeyw Wave htahis Workind relation
day out. That 6s what they do
Below, | describe some of the exigencies that the ECT faced as it attempted to
move its changes from the drawing board to the shopfloor and the articulation work that
it engaged ino implement its changes.
5.3.2 Shopfl oor fACollisionso: Aut hority Re
One factor related to the ECTO6s | ack of a
shopfloor was that it did not have the cooperation of the production manager regponsibl
One of the issues here was that the ECTO0s ac
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manager 6s wor ds, with the production manager
well into the intervention, the production manager described hisgo@ nd t he ECTO s
Aconflicting. O

The plant manager, an ECT member, oversaw department supervisors but had no
aut hority over the shop floorés production n
was set up such that control over the floor was sharkd.plant manager and the
production manager occupied parallel places in the authority structure so the former
could not simply direct the latter to carry out E@Ilated tasks. Moreover, the vice
president often gave directions to the production manadech were not shared with
the plant manager. The plant manager expl ai

work:

So the VP would be issuing directives or have initiatives that

[production manager] would be carrying out for him of which |

may noteveih e aware of. And even though | 6m |
the plant, thereds that one, one or two
report directly to the VP. Those things are outside of my control.

So he had [his] initiatives out there and for a lot of these that we

werecolliding on what we were working on.

Il n sever al i nstances, the ECTO06s activitie
production manager 6s wor k. I n one such epi s
exertion related to handling parts in an area of the asg@lmpartment. After examining
the work area, the ECT devised a way to reconfigure the lines to mitigate the strain on
workers. Part way through its reconfiguration, the ECT discovered that the production
manager was rearranging those lines as partaithan norRECT related project.
Consequently, the ECTO6s changes were undone

another instance, the ECT members examined a large press machine with the intent to



devise an easier way to load it with parts. As tir@ghed the change, they became

aware that the production manager os plant | a
equipment. In a third example, the ECT was trying to alter the manner in which workers

fed parts into a machine. However, the producti manager 6s pl anned cha
layout restricted the space available in the area to such an extent that workers and lift

trucks could not move around, which rendered

One of the teambds wor keproducterpmaeageewas at i ves

rarely positive about the ergonomic program

The production manager and | actually had a fight the one time
because we [ECT] wanted to move somet hi
remember whatitwasbutahde di dndét agree about wher e

Sshould be moved. And | said, AnWel |l éit
because itds one of our ergo projectséa
move it and wedre going to put the I ift
works €0 And he | ugthingdoidawitbit want t o hav
that and he goes, AYou gQguys just canot
what to do. l'tés already costing me mon

and the floor plan and | have everything planned out and you guys
candét and | am goingager oodoand talk to
The production managero6s | ack of support
consequences for the teambs activities. Son

negated the ECTO6s activities when they were
di srupted the ECTO6s changes when they were p
circumstances of the disruption, when it occurred the team was unable to make changes

that addressed a hazard. Regarding these problems with the production manager as

extrenel vy i mportant, the plant manager said tha

manager was working on, it was impossible fo
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sometimes the production manager, disagreeing with a proposed change, withheld his

support of the project so it could not go forward.

5.3.3 Supervisors

To implement its solutions the ECT needed the cooperation of shopfloor
supervisors; however, they typically were un
months. In some instaas, the supervisors did not understand the importance of
ensuring that the workers set up new equipment the way the ECT installed it. In others,
they failed to adopt the work processes that accompanied a new piece of equipment. In at
least a couple ohstances, a recentBdded piece of equipment was moved out of the
work area, as when the ECT introduced a lift table that minimized the need for workers to
bend. A key feature of the table is that workers could adjust it to a comfortable working
height However, the departmentds supervisors fai
use the table and it remained at floor level, the very position that required workers to
bend the most. Because of the supervisorso
beghnning months, the ECT often found the machinery it installed was being removed,

misused, or underused by workers.

ECT members distinguished between those supervisors who were helpful and
others who were unsupportive.s ©Ootedft hate, ERQ
got no complaints for my supervisor. He con
goodé. . Hedés one of the better ones from wha
the support from other supervisors he recounted experiences working ohtbae

ECT6s changes:

pport is that great
ngeé

i S u
about the | ayout <cha to |ine six an



them a drawing, | said Awhat do you th
going to increasesprddonotien At abhly890 i
why you doind it?09o So | said, Aitdéds ju
MI GHT hel p. 0 So his main concern was t
think thatoés the biggest problem with t

speak for all therest I thinkthabs t he bi ggest thing they
see a CHANGE, but to increase production to make their numbers
better, not so much to make it better for the employees.

Those supervisors who were unsupportive o0
for several reasonsThe OHS manager noted that many supervisors felt that they were
already doing many different jobs and resisted doing any more. Additionally, there were
fewer supervisors than there had been in the past and thus fewer to both carry out regular
activitiesand also to attend ergonomic changes. The environmental health specialist
noted that, for supervisors, ergonomics was an additional responsibility that they had
little time to péetrferends fAcShawhe nwipero pdeopl e
harderfor them as supervisors because people complain more and its more time out of
their day they have to train people on somet

too. 60

There were also indications that for the supervisors, production rates took
precedence over making ergonomic changes, and they did not want to adopt practices that
j eopardi zed their throughput. This i mpacted
one worker representative sai dhendmberf i nd a | o

[ pieces per hour] and are not so concerned a

5.3.4 Maintenance Manager Resistance

The maintenance manager needed to be involved in the vast majority of the
ECTO6s activities, and akdthemaimpgemantes of i mpl e me

departmentds considerabl e temporal i nvest men

162



ECTOs designs, were built from scratch. The
shopfloor and then tested (and in some instances, adjusted bagedrork e r s 0

evaluations). Typically, once workers had an opportunity to use a prototype and give the

ECT some feedback, the tearmenaluated the change and tried to modify it accordingly.

The plant manager, cogni zant rmdmahages, ECTOs pr

noted that the maintenance department gave t

one of our largest stumbling blocks in the beginning was because

they [ maintenance department] werenodt i
change teamé. We heeestefthp prisritiessomongst t

if we [plant] had equipment breakdowns they would take that as

first priority and they have a PM [preventative maintenance]

progr ame So all of a sudden we [ECT] a
line asked for those same resources.it 8@s slow.

Initially, the plant manager thought he could simply be an intermediary between
the ECT and the maintenance manager . Typi ca
manager took the ECTO&6s recommendatandons for c
asked that these be carried out. However, the maintenance manager either did not
comply with the ECT6s requests or took what
long time to do so. Therefore, approximately eight months into the interventqguiatit
manager brought the maintenance manager on to the team. After several meetings it was
evident that this only marginally i mproved t
t he ECT. The maintenance managetedbutt ended t
remained slow or uncooperative in getting the maintenance department to assist the team.
Frequently, the maintenance manager told the ECT what they wanted could not be done,

often invoking reasons why, or telling the ECT its requests would entiohef there
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was time. Other times, the maintenance manager said he was going to perform some

activity but returned to the group without having completed the task.

ECT members described the maintenance man

itsfirst1 2 mont hs as finegative, 0 and they wunder st

getting something done, it needed to ask rep
initial answer was invariably ANo. 0O

Team member sd frustr atessandshe madnenancet hei r | a
manager 6s | ack of assistance came to the for

specific change, the OHS managdrr ust r at ed by the ECTO6s poor
mai ntenance manager 0s r epeaimplemeatontagkes f or n

tersely told the maintenance manager to Ajus

completed but it took 12 months.

5.3.5 Production Pressure: fAKeeping the Lin

The maintenance manager 0 setocarrwoul ECT ngness t
activities was shaped by competing demands o
production, which slowed the pace at which E@lted projects were completed. The
maintenance manager noted both during the change team meeting®anihterview
that the ergonomic tasks received |l ow priori
principal function was to ensure the line kept running. In an interview tweuaty
months into the intervention, the maintenance manager describ&tutiteon in the

following manner:

Usuallyeé the guys é [ maintenance worke
he goes and does all the lubrication and oiling through the whole
plant, so he comes back and then he works a few hours on it and
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youodr e otiakbesn gaufsfd a nypott ask because itds n
primary function.

The time that could be allotted to fabricate, modify, or install ergonomic changes
was limited. Typically, anything in the plant that needed to be dealt with, to keep

production running, such as a mawy breakdown, took precedence over ergonomics.

The maintenance manager was unequivocal abou
priorities:
I f | have to choose, I 61 | pick product.
e . in gener al it 6s efrryowmaevch upggon éhaving
in doing something thatods an ergo i ssue
out . We canét just |l et it go down; 1ité
Whether anybody actually would say that out loud, probably not.
But | i ke guarant eacalthihgb®eé a r e al (Il aughs
everybody, every person that operates an industrial establishment
is in business for one thing, thatdés to
machinery isndét putting out the product

the customerds order.

Nevertheless, charg were made, but because of the subordination of ergonomic
change to production goals, they typically took a long time to finish. In an interview
twenty-four months into the intervention, the maintenance manager described the
precariousness of the timbodted to work on ergonomic changes and how the

mai ntenance department went about finding ti

What we do is we put the task out on the floor [of the
maintenance shop] this is what we need to get done, work on it in

our spare tne é . So basicdaflyhely ttbegthbaage a
breakdown or anything to do other than
wor k at. So thatdos why it ends up taki
in some cases, for some of the guys, th

Trying to find Aspare timeo for the maint

changes or install them on the shopfloor was difficult. Additionally, the maintenance
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manager noted that tending to E@Jated activities was difficult because there were not

enaugh department personnel.

As a result of the limited time available and because that time could be interrupted
by production problems, few projects were ever completed without some interruption to
the process. Crucially, maintenance personnel weredntigudistracted from
ergonomic work by production concerns, left projects in the midst of working on them,
and on resuming work had to retrace their work and figure out what they were doing prior
to the interruption. When | asked the maintenance mamagehe and his staff got

things done he said

Wel | I can virtually guarantee there i
very short variation, thaté gets done i
many, many starts and-s¢arts. And that takes a lot longer to

finisht he project for one, causeé every tir

from something and come back you have a reinitiate. Probably a

third of the time of what you spent to get you back to where you

were. € this is common. So a job that
forty hours ofwork, would take a hundred hours by the time you

get on and off back and forth and put all your tools away. And

for these guys [ maintenance personne
someti mes we dondét physically have t
although wehave a few people almost everyday now and then.

I]

he
The many fAstarts and restartso and the |

is illustrated by its attempts to build some workers anE€&bmmended adjustable

table. The maintenance department teekeral months to fabricate a prototype of the

table. One of the maintenance personnel spent about sixty hours trying to fabricate the

tabl e. According to the maintenance manager

put it together. Plus,we hadted i gn i t |, plus 1itds a prototype

gonna have to make changes. 0
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The maintenance manager also felt that it
responsibility to design and fabricate equipment for the team. This was, in his opinion
the engineering departmentods jurisdiction. O
maintenance manager stressed that it would be better, if possible, to get a contractor
outside the company to fabricate something or to purchase it directly off theashet

than have it built it in house. During an interview the maintenance manager said,

if the company was, would be driven from the top down

ergonomically they would probably say we need people just to do

that . Or weodll mpdt idanaemdgiwedderd igrtctham
make drawings and send stuff out to get it manufactured outside.

Where we have a committee to approve it or not, budget it, send it

out, ités their job to get it done righ
OQur focus nigSdMa&@TUflHuiilndihere, itodés not a f
THATO6S a common i ssue. The maintenance
| &m concerned, € should never build anyt

repair machinery.

Il n summary, for the programds sweieti al f ou
hindered by key managerial personnel 6s | ack
authority to make changes on the shopfloor; it had little control over the fabrication and
installation of changes; and, once changes were installedifterguperisors gave little
in the way of support to ensure that changes to the work process would be effectively

incorporated.

5.3.6 Securing Authority to Make Change

Responding to their difficulties in securing support, and slow progress, ECT
members carried dwactivities associated with articulation work. One important example
of this iIis the health and safety manager and
manager and maintenance manager onto the ECT. Their positions within the factory

gave them gaabilities not shared by other ECT members. Their involvement in the
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ECTOs meetings eventually changed the teamos
effectiveness and efficiency. | explore these changes and the activities associated with

articulationwork below.

5.3.7 Circumventing Roadblocks

When the ECT was floundering, the OHS manager was very aware that its
operation would have to be changed if it was going to be effective. Moreover, she
reali zed that part of tetusite BUdrilysompkeo bl em was
changes. As she said late in the intervention, referring to her efforts to speak on behalf of
t he ECT, Al candt walk up to a manager and d
noted that when she was dealing with ergonemici t was not about Al i fe
is, musculoskeletal disorders did not pose the same imminent threat as traumatic injury
posed to workers, and thus ergonomics had lower priority for managers than other safety
hazards. To accomplish EG@®&lated ativities, in spite of the challenges she faced, she
devel oped an indirect approach by, in her wo

or the regular chain of command.

Some of the OHS manager s articulation wo
aliances she built in the plant. She expl a
people you get things doneo and added that i
relationships. 0 She described the influence
differentiated it from power drawn from a title or position. Personal power was rooted in
the collection of relationships that the OHS manager had forged and maintained in the
plant that she deemed important for accomplishing work. She noted that personal power

accumulated over time through her endeavours, and that the credibility the health and
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safety department had built up rested on demonstrating that it was doing a good job. The

result was that fApeople do stuff djobbpand you | us
they want to contribute. o The relationships
i mportant to her carrying out health and saf
relationships with other KEY people within this organization and yowkjusiy for the
success of your <career thatoés what you do an
When the OHS manager was confronted with an obstacle to making changes she
sought alternative ways of completing the change. She said she went from onégerson
another, seeking someone who could push a change through. If that person could not
provide the support she needed, dAif he doesn
head to the next person. o She maout i nued, Al
another way and go get it. o
One of her most important relationships was with the production manager. Once
recruited, the production manager <coll aborat

manager explained thatda han yptrhoidnuge tfi corn nmea.néa g\

very well together. |l help him out and h
built. So he can facilitate stuff for me that | need doing, and | know that sounds a little

subversive, but thatoés the way | ife is. 0

The OHS manager said one of the things she did, even after the maintenance
manager was on the team, was to use her connections in the plant to get around the delays
that he created. When the maintenance manager was unacceptably slow to move on a
project, theOHS manager bypassed him and went to the production manager to

accomplish things. In reference to one of the excuses the maintenance manager

16¢

e

h



frequentlyinvoked t he OHS manager remar ked, AThere w
began not to trust that staterhbecause maintenance has always said that whether they

had 20 or 10 [personnel] that they never had enough help so | think those things were in

t he waownwskequently, the OHS manager said she |
the maintenance manager adea dozen times to increase the pace of change making

activities.

Another strategy she used to move changes along was to talk to the plant manager
and point out that the slow downs in the change process were directly affecting the

comp any 0 s sticsmpdinjury costs @hte OHS manager explained this process:

you go to [the plant manager] and say this is an implication of
[not addressing work hazard] We have to do this ergo project

because | have three people with this i
work and are showing up on your statistics as rvadk people
every month and you really dondét want t

some of that information to bear on why we needed to get the
next step done for an ergo project tended to move things.

538 Enlsting the Maintenance Manager 6s Assi st al

At about the eighth month of the intervention, and in an attempt to deal with the
above concerns, the plant manager recruited the maintenance manager onto the ECT. In
the first meetings he attended, however,aswbvious that merely having him in the
meetings was insufficient to secure his cooperation and assistance. In the plant
manager 6s words, AJust having him on the tea

the intervention, the plant manager explaihede mai nt enance manager 0s

way:
Because [the maintenance manager], | ike
supervisors | 6ve worked with before, th
where the priorities are is to say fAno
peoplegm way, itdéds not i mportant. So, even
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the team he hadndot really bought in yet
same answers in the team meetings as [he] was outside the team
meetings.

To address the maintenanceplantananaggrer 6 s | ack
intervened and spoke to him about his reluct
conversation, the plant manager told the maintenance manager that he needed to
prioritize the ECTO6s wor k jties Recaustingtres pri or it

meeting, the plant manager said

| tried to get him to |l ook at all three
bal ance them. o0 [production and er gonomi
on one and the ot

her ones wil/ be Awhen
timed0 because the other two will never be
our projects and PMs [preventative maintenance] will just never

get done i f you just sit back and do yo
got to manage that, heds got to | ook at
tomed them together and work on all of ¢t

After their discussion, the maintenance manager soon became much more
involved in the ECT meetings. This reduced, though did not eliminate, problems of
getting maintenance personnel involved in ergon@rofects. He continued to stress
that lack of enough maintenance personnel hampered efforts to handle both the

companyo6s work and the ECTOG6s.

5.3.9 Getting the Supervisors Involved

Initially uncooperative, the supervisors eventually became involveskfaral
reasons. The ECT arranged for ergonomics training for the supervisors. The team
members closely monitored how its changes were being used and that supervisors were
promoting the changes and intervened when necessary to assure that supengsors wer
taking the time to show workers how to properly use new equipment. The OHS manager

pointed out in an interview that the supervi
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program changed over time because they realised that the program was not going away

ard that they were going to have to cooperate with its goals.

5.3.10 Production Manager

Approximately twelve months after the program began, the OHS manager and
plant manager brought the production manager on to the ECT and he began to attend the
meetings.The production manager put his recruitm
working on their own and had a bit of a conflict with the things that | was doing so they
asked me to join them sdoectiohwhicltwasveegbodl be movi n

i dea. 0

The product manager 06s membership gave the
work processes. No longer was there confusion concerning what the production manager
and the ECT were trying to do. The production manager also brought with him access to
mate i al resources in the form of personnel wh
production manager said that getting someone

the right direction. o6 Wi thout thnege.person he

The pr oduct authority avartha \goekerdirs his department and
ability to control an employee who answered directly to him meant that there was less
dependence on the maintenance department to fabricate and install ECT changes. In
some nstances, this lessened the time the team had to wait for its changes to be
completed as the fabricator working for the production manager was less likely to be
interrupted by machinery breakdowns or other unscheduled production demands in the

same way maitenance personnel might be. The production manager understood that,
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Athe team couldnodét do it on their own really

that . o

Another advantage of having the production manager appointed to the ECT was
that,inthehal t h and safety manager és words, the E
activities on to changes this manager was already undertaking independently of
ergonomics. Piggybacking was a source of authority, opportunity, and money. Intent on
incorporating ergonomiprojects into other changes in the plant, the OHS manager
recalled that she kept apprised of the changes underway by talking with the production
ma n a g aiged to sit filn down every few weeks and ask about what he wasodoing.

Armed with thisinformat on, she aligned the ECT6s wor k wi
production manager was | eading, which i mproyv
effectiveness. Because these projects were already underway, were approved by senior
managers, and were being overseen by theuptimh manager and maintenance

manager, they presented opportunities for the ECT to become involved in activities that

could support its agenda without having to go through the often protracted process the

team experienced when it initiated changes. TH& @anager remarked that the
production mamoager MmMaddahe &nd ti me. And he

changes] i f you were going to tear it up [ si

Late in the interventi omohelptheeanpactoadyuct i on
increased when the company adopted lean production practices. The production manager
kept the team aware of plant changes and how ECT might integrate its projects into these
changes. Significantly, this meant the ECT did noehavseek legitimacy for its

recommendations.
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5.3.11 Securing Funding for the Ergonomic Changes

No monies were exclusively allocated for the ergonomic program, even though
the OHS manager had repeatedly requested a $100, 000 budget for occupatitnal hea
and safety and the ECTO6s changes frequently
to purchase expensive equipment or modify existing machinery. As a result, for each
desired change, the ECT searched for money from various sources. The ECT used

several mean$ both formal and informal to secure the needed funding for changes.

When the money for the ECT&s changes came
production, and/or plant manager had some control over, they often reapportioned funds
from plarnt budgets not intended for health and safety. Once they determined the cost of a
change, they looked for money that was not allotted for something else. The maintenance

manager referred to securing money that was not originally intended for ergonomic

chmges as fAstealingdo or fArobbingd and tal ked
representativesd6 |l ooked for money to the sup
Well, we | ook at the budget and say: 060
from there, 6 [Pl ant omanag@derJa days:l edWelt
here | can B&tqhuetese .Wh aBtuthtappens when up)|

management is promising you funding. If they truly believe in

this, there would be some money, which would help us, | guess

thatos the | ong daoneds nsohto rstt aorft iatt. t hSeo ,t oif
funding is piecemeal. So, [the production manager] has to go and

beg for money. And it has to come from somewhere else it

wasno6t intended to come fr om. | have t
account§ save money so mypvebijpldnget doesndt g
manager] has to do the same thing. [He] steals money from the

same place where he has done well | ast
money from there.

The maintenance manager described the work involved securing finances:

it 6s | ust ndsallghg timenrgingtolyet thihgs done.
Sometimes it means we may have to wait a month. If | have a
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bad month in maintenance, it means we d
month in ergo. That Gsfingthesah a fact of |
issueinallsafgt st uff and not jJjust ergo, er goaos
progr am. So itdés an issue for us becau

funds specifically for that purpose.

In the quotation above, the maintenance manager talks about reallocating money
from one budget andpplying it to something else, noting that if there was a budget
exclusively for ergonomics it would have been unnecessary to undertake these activities.
Significantly, he also notes the precarious position of the ergonomics funding when he
says,awvid fa lbahd mont h i n maintenance, it mean
in ergo. o Additionally, he notes that if ma
there would be money allotted specifically for ergonomics. His observations point to the
lowplaceof ergonomics in the companyds prioritie
bet ween budget and the maintenance depart men
For the maintenance manager, a dedicated pool of funds for ergonomic changes would
haveenal ed him to outsource more of the ECTO6s
because there were few maintenance personnel
thatds set up that says, O6this is what were
then allow us [ECT] to use that to get things done quicker. Most of my stuff though
doesndét get completed in a hurry becauseé th

ti me. o

The ECT also secured money by working thr
fundingchannels. One person who needed to be involved in this process was the
companyo6s Vice President, who oversaw many o

ECT6s management members frequently consulte
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production manager hadbse connections to the Vice President. In an interview, the
Vice President discussed the process that has to occur and the sorts of information he

needed to see before endorsing a request:

Well, normally | hear about it verbally and we discuss it veyball

and | know there may be a problem there or, | may have known

about the problem anyhow or somethind
€. so normally I|Iike | said we would s
verbally. With the sound enclosure out there, [OHS manager]

spoket 0 me she had some hearingé testing
testing and came up with the recommendation. And then

[maintenance manager ] got involved in it, went out to see who

supplies this type of stuff and what do they recommend and then

0
It

itgetsputdowninté¢ . . what we cal l a CAR for me.

corporate capital appropriation request
filled out and then | have toé review i
depart ment . And i f 1 tds just,é a safet
on investment requiredonth@ef m because é itbds just an
upgr ade. But | stildl need accountingos

about five people to sign it, the president, the VP of finance, the
VP of engineering, | sign it, and so, it gets about 5 signatures on it
and it gets attached, amber gets attached to it and then it goes
through the system and from that, people like [production
manager ] or [plant manager] or [OHS manager] or whoever are

given the okay to go ahead. Soénor mal |
recommendation that requiregppca t al , THATG6S what you nee
do. It takes a little bit to get through the system sometimes but

normally | canét think of one right now
health and safety work thaté. your tea

recommended thateé got turned down.

Another waythat the ECT found funding sources later in the intervention was to
link its changes with changes in the factory that were already ongoing, or were scheduled
to be undertaken as part of the plantds | ean
program. he ECT was closely connected to this program because the production
manager, as well as being a team member, oversaw continuous improvement. Not only
was he cooperative when the ECT asked to integrate into larger continuous improvement

changes, healsodou ght wupcoming changes to the teamods
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incorporate an ergonomic component into them. Indeed, in ECT meetings and in
conversations with the OHS manager, the production manager noted what he was

working on and thattheteamcdul iatt acho its change to this
its changes into these larger plant alterations, the ECT did not have to independently

pursue a project and do the accompanying paperwork and justification, both of which

hampered theyECTO6s efficienc

5.3.12 | mprovements in the ECT6s Capacity t

With the maintenance manager and production manager recruited to the ECT and
participating in its work, and the OHS manag
team was able to accomplisonsiderably more and do so more efficiently than it had in
the past. More than 24 months into the intervention, the OHS manager, who by this point
was leading the team, stated that she wanted to make at least two work area ergonomic
improvements per nmth. She updated the team monthly to show what had been
accomplished and what needed to be done. The team members agreed that there was a
substantial turnaround in the ECTO6s work in
remarked that withthetwma nager s on t he ECT, four success
dramatically. o The ECT efaucohangesiditsthirds g o al o f
year. Indeed, the changes that the ECT was making, both in number and efficiency, were
impressive given their history.sA i n programés third year, i n |
approximately two changes a month. Its capacity to make changes in this period
contrasted sharply with the interventionb6s f
successfully implemented. The Ghnanager recounted how her feelings about the

program changed over time:



There was a while there where it was terrible. | think that was

|l ast summer when we were ALL feeling 1|
DENT in this whole thing. Since the fall, when wertgd to see

a little bit of momentum build and | think when we added

[ production manager] and é [ maintenance

5.4 DISCUSSION

In Courier Co. and Furniture Co., issues around lack of authority for
implementation were never directly resolved. u@er Co., the locus of decision
making about the ECTOS -managemgrdlsvelarethai ned at t
authority to make change was never delegated to the team to a degree that enabled it to
operate efficiently. Consequently, the ECT typicaltglertook timeconsuming steps to
negotiate with senior managers before it could make the appropriate changes.
Addi tionally, management was often unaware o
unsupportive. To a lesser extent, management was notamenableh e ECT 0 s

suggestions. These issues were never resolved and the team continued to founder.

In Furniture Co., for approximately the first year and a half of the intervention,
the ECT made insignificant progress in its projects. The process of chanigg,mak
frustratingly slow for team members, | ed the

prompted some senior managers to question its effectiveness.

The ECTO6s problems at the interventionos
maintenance managema pr oducti on manager s support.
considerable authority regarding changes on the shopfloor, were integral to the change
process. Recruitment of the maintenance manager and production manager improved the

ECT6s change making.
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The findings discussed in the chapter are consistent with those in the literature on
joint health and safety committees (Walters, 1985; Wadteas, 1995; Walters and
Nichols, 2006) . Il n particular, the ECTs®6 1in
constrained by management is similar to a central tension that hinders JHSC policies:
how much influence these groups have (Leopol

Tucker, 1995; Storey and Tucker, 2006).

The findings also speak to a theme running tghoilne OHS program literature:
that management commitment is instrumental to the effective functioning of OHS
programs. Findings regarding the problems that the ECTs had in securing and
maintaining management support converge with those in PE studies tivber has been
a lack of management support (e.g., Dibml, 2009; Fulmeet al, 2005; Likeret al,

1991).

This chapter extends the literature on JHSCs and PE programs by looking at the
activitiesi especially articulation work of the ECTs. Thehapter highlights the crucial
role that Dboth authority and articulation wo
objectives. In Furniture Co. and Courier Co., ECT representatives used several
Ai nteractional pr oces s easadear¢sbinstances ofthigini sh t hei
Furniture Co. the OHS manager, using her connections with power holders, ensured that
ergonomic changes were prioritized. Additionally, she persuaded the plant manager to
prioritize changes that she felt were encounter@sgstance. Similarly, in Courier Co.,
the OHS manager, and to a lesser extent, operations administrative assistant and

ergonomistfacilitator used a mixture of persistence, lobbying, and allies to implement



changes. Evidence from both settings highlighesindividual and group efforts to

create and maintain arrangements that change making was dependent upon.

The findings regarding the activities th
accomplish changes are consistent with the literature on articulationMemkpson and
Junor, 2005; Strauss, 1993; Straesal, 1985). The articulation work enabled the ECTs
to create important links so that change goals could be accomplished. The interactional
strategies used to forge the agreements crucial to articutaemble those found in
Prusé (1996; 1997; 2003) discussion(s) of ta
strategies used by the OHS managers in both settings were similar to what Prus (1996:
157) refers to as the Ainfileftheet 9rapee mpiasi
part of people to 6gain the cooperation or c
6one to oned and more diversified O6group6 si
articulation work bear similarity to the research bplierg and Hermund (2004) who
found that the OHS practitioners they studied endeavoured to create and maintain a
network of people to support incorporation of healthy workplace features into the
construction of an airport chetdk area and manufacturingtseg. Though not
di scussing articulation work per se, these r

working conditions are complex political endeavours.

The amount of effort and the specific activities that constituted articulation work
differedbetween the settings. In part, this was due to differences in how the
organizations were configured. In Courier Co., senior managers, who were outside the
depot, needed to authorize the teamds sugges

manager, cotacted these managers and made the case for change. In Furniture Co.,
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managers who needed to be involved in the EC
brought on the team so little time was spent seeking these people out and making a case

for changed them.

Articulation work also differed between the sites in regards to its degree of
permanence. Strauss (1993; 1988) points out that if arrangements are created and
followed, less articulation work is necessary. In the courier setting, articuadidwas
doneonachangsy-c hange basi s ver ys hnoutc hn eagkoitni attoi otnhoe t
Strauss (1978) describes. These negotiations enabled the ECT, in some instances, to
secure the support it needed to make changes. However, these arrangements were
transient and lasted only long enough to ensure the activity on one project was done.
Conversely, in Furniture Co. some of the articulation work, such as recruitment, resulted
in a stable commitment from the managers who were needed to authorize ardicarr
the ECT6s tasks associated with i mplementat:i
consequence of this was that the ECT, at least after twelve months, did not have to start
anew each time it requested a change and mobilize people. Thus, onefaspect

articulation work was minimized.

Unions can play an important role in occupational health and safety programs.
Indeed, there are many examples of union support, if not leadership, of health and safety
programs (e.g., Fernandetal, 2000; Ochsner,®2). Therefore, in light of the
problems the team encountered, the lack of union involvement in the process may come
as a surprise. However, if their lack of involvement is looked at within the history of
health and safety committees in the settingsjihction of the unions may make more

sense. In both companies, the joint health and safety committees (JHSCs) were seen by
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the unions as ineffectual. They may have seen the problems that the ECTs were

encountering as paralleling the experiences ofHi®Cs and felt intercession would have

been nomproductive. Sometimes when faced with obstacles to pursuing health and

safety concerns by one means, such as JHSCs, unions have sought other avenues to

address OHS matters. For instance, Walters (1987itegpiinat a union that

encountered problems with managementds suppo

pursued other means of addressing their concerns.

Chapter Five discussed the challenges of implementing changes. Implementation
was oftenconstraied by the ECT6s | ack of authority.
of interactional tactics the ECTs found ways to achieve some of their PE goals. The
division of labour is taken up in Chapter Six. Implementation activities were divided

among ECT mendrs based on their position within the facility.
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CHAPTER SIX

ATHAT6S THE CBMMANOGB: E X P THERIVISIGN OF
LABOUR IN IMPLEMENTA TION ACTIVITIES

6.0 INTRODUCTION

Chapter Five explored the work the ECTs did to implement their changes and
showed hat the process was hindered by their lack of authority and budget. Reacting to
the problems they encountered, the ECTs adopted practices that eventually enabled them
to achieve some of their goals. This chapter extends the discussion in Chapter Five and

focuses on the division of labour within the ECTs as they carried out their activities.

A key principle of many participatory ergonomic programs is that worker
representatives are involved in all facets of workplaagesign'® including the
implementabn of solutions to address hazards. For example, Imada (1991: 30),
di scussing PE, points out that Athe end wuser
i mpl ementing the technol ogy. 0 -493 statetdatar | vy, Wi
PE should involvéi p e o p | ganning and ¢oetrolling of a significant amount of their
own work activities, with sufficient knowledge and power to influence both processes

and outcomes in order to achieve desirable g

Generally, participatory workplace schemeply that there are opportunities for
individuals to be involved in decisiamaking and to have a say in the organization of
work in ways they do not under traditional Fordist production conditions. Participatory

arrangements depend upon workers to doetbimg that they generally are not

18 |t is important to note that participatory ergonomic programs vary in the level of worker involvement.
Moir (2005) provides a detailed discussion of this topic.
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accustomed to doing: giving management input regarding the production process.
Typically, the relations of production have been the opposite. That is, management

directs workers to carry out tasks, usually with littlput from them.

An i mportant factor that may shape indiuvi
participatory arrangements and the form invo
expectations of how others will respond to their requests and concerns. A crucial part of
understanding peopleds willingness to negotd.i
1993:888 9 ) . Stance pertains to peopleds assess
on their object of influence and how well they think they will do in negotiating

arangements. Stance, as Strauss (1993:89) notes, is intertwined with context:

What enters into the stances are not only the perceptions of power
to influence broader conditions but also the history of the

wor kersdéd past i nter narangemenssto t he meani ng
them, their perceptions of how arrangements should work, their
knowledge about the nature of the work and what is necessary to
carry it out, and also their personal or organizational values,
ideologies, and interactional skills. Eachaagement is built also
upon history, including personal histories, and the history of the
organization, the interactions within and between departments,

the power distribution within the organization, and the past
experiences with both the current arrangatrand similar ones.

Evidence in the health and safety |literat
Some studies suggest that workerso willingne
concerns is affected by their perceptions of how management will feaa study by
Gray (2002), if workers foresaw a conflict with management they tended not to pursue
OHS concerns, or pursued them in ways that allowed them to avoid confronting
management. Studying joint health and safety committees, Walters (198 ddeated

that worker representatives who felt that management would listen to them participated to
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a greater degree than those who perceived management as less supportivedi/dhlters

1995). Moreover, as Walters (1991) has pointed out, many of ttleamiems outlined

under the internal responsibility systfra s k wor kers to fAdepart from
relations of production. o Therefore, i f par
effective workers need to believe that managers will tresat suggestions fairly and that

they can raise OHS concerns without fear of reprisal from or confrontation with

management.

In this study, m both settings implementation activitisreunevenly distributed
among the ECTs 6 mpradbnimantyltdrried outtoyhneayagenwae r e
personnel.l submit thatooth the trajectory of the change initiative as well as the
initiative itself, in so far as it shaped tBeC T division of labourwere influenced by the
interplay among three main factors: tlipe of activities that needed to be carried out,
wor kpl ace hierarchy, and, stance, or partici
effectively. Although the types of activities required to implement change in the
workplaces differed, they frequentlwiblved coordinating with middle and senior
managers to get permission to implement changes and organizing practical activities,
such as gathering resources, to make changes. Involving worker representatives in these

activities necessitated challenging therkplace hierarchy, which worker representatives

¥ The internal responsibility system (IRS) is the philosophy that underpitSs|&gislation in Canadian

jurisdictions whose central premise is that both workers and employers have a responsibility in keeping the

workplace safe. Emerging in the 1970s, the IRS is generally associated with three rights: the right to refuse

unsafe wok, the right to participate in decisions about OHS, which often takes the form of participation on

a joint health and safety committee, and the right tc
2000).
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were reluctant to do. Workersod reluctance

organizational programs.

6.1 COURIER CO.

As discussed in Chapter Five, ak Cour.
involved conferring with senior management and often a good deal of negotiating which |
referred to as articulation work. Articulation work was a response to the obstacles that
the ECT encountered, in particular lack of authority to pursue changeginudgply of
senior management. The ECT did not have the authority to unilaterally make changes
and had to consult with local and, depending on the scope of the change, senior
management, before it carried out its proposed changes. Usually, discussim@gbpot
changes with local managers was not a problem for the ECT, which was in regular

contact with these managers and who were typically supportive of its recommendations.

However, consulting with senior managers was more diffiddiinagement was
specalized, andrarious units in the company, such as fleet, facilities (depots),
engineering, retail, and operations, were overseen by different individuals, meaning that
the ECT had to confer with a different person for each of its projects. Additionally,
senior management were located at corporate headquarters, approximately 180 kilometers

from the depot and thus were spatially removed from the ECT. As discussed in Chapter

er

Five, some senior managers were indisfferent

were unaware that the participatory ergonomic intervention was in place in the company.

Further, a small number of senior managers

Consequently, when the work of implementation involved conferring with senior
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manag r s, which over half of the ECTO6s propose

someone with the requisite negotiating skills.

6.1.1 Delimiting Manager and Worker Tasks

Early in the intervention, an understanding developed among ECT members that
the waker representatives would not contact management about proposed changes. In
part, this understanding was based on the EC
carrying out implementation activities that involved contacting and communicating with
senior nanagers. In a couple of instances, workers were unable to reach managers. In
other instances, worker representatives were able to contact managers but unable to
persuade them to accept the ECTOds recommenda
representatives wereluctant to take on these tasks because of their low position in the
workplace hierarchy and their perceptions that management would not be receptive to
theirrequest® As a result, worker representatives e
management represatites to contact senior managers. Accordingly, it was the OHS
manager, and to a lesser extent, the operations administrative assistant and ergonomist

facilitator, who typically consulted with ma

One of the charesg in Courier Co. in which the OHS manager intervened was the
removal of equipment referred to as Arewei gh
no longer in use, had been used to weigh packages, and were positioned such that they
forced dockworkersemnar t he depot s main conveyor | ine
inducing postures. The operations administrative assistant contacted a senior manager

and requested that the stations be removed. This request was denied because the stations

20| explore this point in detail later in th@apter.
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may be used in thfuture. She then approached the OHS manager for assistance, who
then spoke with the manager involved, and, after some convincing, this issue was

resolved and the reweigh stations were removed.

In another instance, a worker representative tried toverfrom service delivery
trucks that posed hazards to couriers. Phone messages left by the worker representative
with the fleet manager responsible for such decisions received no response. After waiting
several weeks and receiving no response, the woekeesentative became discouraged
and asked the OHS manager to intervene and talk with the fleet manager. This turned out

to be an effective strategy, as the trucks were removed from operation shortly thereafter.

The ECT manage me ndularsueqesses steompletingi ves o r e
implementation activities indicated to worker representatives that managers were
effective at both contacting senior managers
representative said that part of the managementrepresentaec s 6 r ol e on t he t «
contact senior management, which was fAnatur a
managemeniabour composition. Another worker representative stated unequivocally
that relying on manage me ndfféecvelyacantactert ance was

negotiate with senior managers.

Several factors contributed to the understanding that the OHS manager was in the
best position within the companyds manageri a
to carry ouul aheoBCWOéskartln the ECTO0s meet.
OHS manager as a resource was reinforced in three ways. First, the ergonomist
facilitator frequently noted that the OHS ma

ECT when it came time to contagbperlevel management. Second, the OHS manager
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himself noted on a number of occasions that he talked to senior management informally

during his regular duties. Often, the team would need to consult with a senior manager

about a change, and the OHS ngeravould volunteer to do it, noting that he was going

to be talking to a manager about another matter, unrelated to the ECT, anyway. The
facilitatordos promotion of the OHS manager a
would have had in talking tole¢rs managers combined with a third element: his

consistent willingness to confer, and often, negotiate with senior managers.

Anot her factor that contributed to the EC
the teambs member s hi pneoeasarytoacquiretsoluiang &teni n t h e
the ECT required money to make a change, it needed to complete an acquisition form,
which required the following pieces of information: a description of the item or service
required, a rationale for the purchase, andgstimated cost. Once completed, it was
submitted to a senior manager for his/ her re
required that the ECT complete paperwork for acquiring funding to make changes and
seeking permission from managers outsidithefdepot. Most ECT members knew little
about what went into completing the required paperwéidx. the duration of the
intervention, the operations administrative assistant and OHS manager typically executed

these paperwork tasks.

Several months intthe intervention a working style had evolved in which
typically the OHS manager, and to a lesser extent, the operations administrative assistant
and ergonomistacilitator, were responsible for contacting and conferring with senior
manager s ab praposediclimegesE Thése soles were maintained from

approximately the fourth month of the intervention to its termination 26 months later. In



the foll owing section, |l di scuss the sources
become involved in impleméation activities, which were linked largely to their lack of

both connections with management and authority.

6.1.2 Connections with Senior Management

A theme running through the ECT memberséo
tasks were divided amomgembers, in part because of their differential links with
management. In interviews with worker representatives, when asked why it was the OHS
manager 6s responsibility to do certain tasks
A connectnioomanagers Abow £6 months into the intervention, in a dramatic
example of the importance worker representatives attributed to connections, an ECT
worker representative who had hitherto enthusiastically headed up a project, relinquished
the leadershipole he had played. When asked whether he was continuing to lead the
project, the worker representative said, M@ANO

this; they have the connections. 0

I n another worker repr es eretearteidv & dos fvkarodas |,
everyoneo in the company and because workers
management, using them to contact management
and extremely time consuming. Therefore, involving workers would have delayed the
ECT6s already sl ow pace. The quotation belo

typical sentiments shared by other ECT worker representatives:

[ OHS managers6] connections played a |
done. AYou would newvkerdin[€igle me, | owly |
sending an email to [gener al manager |
manager] buddy. o6 Itds not going to hap
howeveré and the connections that [ he]
along those lines and with his connections come iedbk] can

©
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go to somebody higher up and say
and this and theyo6ll say, sure n
of that inner circle, the upper echelon, that gives [him] a certain
amount of authority and flexibility that thest of the group does

not have.

Q: And, why doesnét the group have it?
couldnét call [VP Operations]é

Theoretically, | could, but looking at it from an honest to
goodness practical standpoint, an email from [OHS manager]
versus an emaftom [dockworker], which one is going to get
more priority? [OHS manager] every time. Why? [OHS manager]
is IN management, [OHS manager] is someone that [VP
Operations] knows because they run in the same circles.
[Dockworker] is a faceless dockworker domnCity] and [as if

S

senior manager is talking to him] o6Hebd
what 6s he want?6 O0Hmmmé yeah, whatever.
l'ife, but i1tdés true.

The worker highlights several reasons for his reluctance to represent the team in
its discissions with management, all of which centre on the importance that accompanied

being known to senior management versus the low standing of being a production

wor ker . First, the dockworker said he was
managerwh was, fAin the same circles, o0 in the fiu
Second, the dockworker said that because of
get positive results. Third, because he was unknown to, and would not be taken seriously
by, senior management it was impractical for him to try to contact senior managers
because a response would not be forthcoming.

The OHS managerds perspective on the situ
representativeso6 vi ews. agérmibehe expectediweutrd | a s k e

happen if a worker representative tried to contact senior managers he said:

It would be difficulté i f someone | i ke
a director of an organization it ends up as a phone message. The
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first cahl iheckidwhoe hi s and why are they
contact me?0 Can you find this out for
€ and they may say, fAOh yeah | know [ OH
to work over here and bl ah, blah bl ah. o
and i tds a edsoltwodd bengldt emare dificutt @nd

you may get the run the around. ¢éif 110
there as a note on someoneds desk sayin
AWho the heck is this?o0 It takes on a
of the situatiorcomes in because it might nothavef t hey canoét

put a face to the name therefore, it might not be given the

legitimacy it should be. | think a worker rep could do it, but it

would be a | ot more difficult getting s

Similar to other ECTmembers, the OHS manager noted that worker
representatives would have found it difficult to gain access to senior managers. Notably,
he said workersd6 progress would be sl ow beca
or, in his wormameipuagai n adrawiondg hattenti on
worker representatives versus their management counterparts. Conversely, the OHS
manager 6s shared history with the managers
affiliations with senior managers meant tha t@quests would receive attention faster

t han would worker representativeso.

6. 1.3 ALowly Workers, 0 Disparaging Manager s

Low status also contributed to worker rep
company. On several occass, one worker member said that management would never
|l isten to a dl owly worker. o Anot her worker
status between him and management, they were
uniforms,i a t d di te daynl was just a guy in the polyester pants and the funny
j a c kVehen | asked one worker representative about contacting senior management he

sai d, AWoul d you, as an outsider, take me, a
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representatves 6 perceptions of their | ow standing

management about the ECTO6s i mplementation i s

Sever al of the ECTO6s worker representatiwv
would prompt senior management to respond &g tiequests derisively. When | asked

an ECT courier representative what would happen if he called a senior manager, he said:

Well, if you made a cold call l i ke that
courier. |l dm wor king on the Ergonomics
funding for this, o0 theydd go AYEAH, righ

and then hedd get hold of the district
your drivers just called me up trying to piss me off. Look after

him. o6 Thatdés how it would wor k. | 6m su
on voice of manager] AWell, whatoés the I
|l 6m sure thatodos the way it would work.

Wor ker representativesd expectations that
requests disparagingly were intertwined with their belief that generally maragemd s
treat ment of employees suggested that worker
outlined in their work descriptions for the attainment of production goals. One worker
said management considered workers incapable of providing input aboutgeeatin
healthier workplace and only wanted workers to get the parcels out the door. Similarly,
another worker representative said that management undervalued the skills workers
possessed to perform ergonomic activities and their regular jobs. This wotee ittt
management was unappreciative of worker repr

treated workers as only able to carry out their regular, presumabiskitied, tasks.

They look at us as though we are all brain dead. Regardless of
ergonomics. Wer e dri ver s. Wedre dockworker sé

are concerned web6re unskilled | abor. W
management s opinion] if we can wipe ou
mor ning. They think wedre idiots.
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Significantly, the fact that worker representatives hadived ergonomics
training and were repeatedly told by the OHS manager and ergosfanilishtor that top
management was supportive of the ergonomic intervention did little to diminish their
belief that management would dismiss their requests becaussrdbh standing in the
company6s hierarchy and expectations of wunf a
even a visit by the companydés vice president
to call him personally for assistance with PE program needsdadialter the worker
representativesd6 understanding that their at
would go nowhere. The deep mistrust between workers and managers was not resolved

throughout the duration of the program.

Worker representatv e s 6 under standings of their | ac
implementation activities were shared by others on the ECT, including the ergenomist
facilitator and OHS manager. When | asked the ergondausitator about the
distribution of tasks among ECT membédrs,said that tasks concerning hazard
identification and solution design were spre
implementation activities were not, and these were typically performed by the OHS

manager.

That poor guy [OHS manager] gets stuck guane because it

revolves back at Corporate so he gets the .. tasks. Every other

meeting heds running on ten things [ he]
t

rep ], whoodos a worker, didndét volun er
Because he is gonna sit on the phone and @S manager]
gonna wal k into the office and say,

mi nutes and heds never gonna get by
thatds the chain of demmarsde iwre 6trtee c
doing this in [City] and not companyide, how do you get up

t hat chain of command?é how do you get
doesndét really know about it but [ Vice

A
I need this. o And [ mechanic] gonna t a
t
o]
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knows about it. [ V
cal l me. 0 They <call
got on the phone.

i C
ed hi m, waited

The preceding comments capture a number
affected the ECTOG6s f un-fadlitator acknowledgethdt the s t |,

ECT6s worker representatives attempted,

f

e hRadearsli dent Oper at

or h

of p
t he

but

he acknowl edges that the management 6s centr a

take on the responsibility of liaising with senior mgmt. Finally, likeviioeker

representatives, he indicates that because o

way the team was working was inevitability the only way it could productively

implement changes.

I n the interventionds | atnagenifthed&ATt h s,
relied on him, he said fiyeso but noted
the type of activity the group was carrying out. When the ECT assessed hazards and

devised solutions to address those hazards, apart from gettiegceatact information,

when

t hat

it typically did not need his assistance and functioned independently. However, when the

ECT needed to discuss its proposed changes with senior managers outside the facility the

OHS manager was <cl ear abaotueto tlhiek et ehaimm nteoe dai cntg

spokesperson.

Not for the [initial] stages [assessing and solution building],
maybe for stages three and stage four [implementation]. You
need someone who is an advocate. [Operations administrative

assistant] could be that adeot e . Absolutely. She does
to be at corporate. [Operations administrative assistant] has those

connections. [Operations administrative assistant] has to

understand is that, ANoo isndét @ANo. O F
stations. | argued, | discussl . . It wasndét an argument,

senior engineer about why we needed the reweigh stations
changed. [Operations administrative assistant] could definitely do
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the advocate job if she just got a little more pushy. She needs to
know how and where to push.

In the above excerpt, the OHS manager not only points to his crucial role in the
ECTO6s activities, but also the necessity of
doing. In his view, worker representatives, already reticent to confer with senior
managers, who were sometimes indifferent or resistant to ECT recommendations, would
|l i kely have greater problems with fAarguingbo

department head.

To communicate effectively with management and meet the challengesasesd
with senior managementoés offsite | ocation, t
representatives to bring its concerns to senior management. Although this way of
working enabled the ECT to make changes, it severely limited worker representative

involvement.

6.1.4 Summary

The allocation of implementation tasks among ECT members in Courier Co. was
uneven. Generally, if implementation involved conferring with senior managers the
worker representatives were only marginally involved and instead, then@id&ger, the
operations administrative assistant, and ergoneiatditator were involved in this
activity. Worker representatives stressed that when the team was engaged in certain
types of activities, and specifically conferring with senior managenstggotential
changes, management representatives took on these responsibilities. Typically, it was the
management representatives who possessed the connections and influence required for
positive results. Wor k er enierpanageraemttiwast i ves o6 i

conditioned by both their lack of connections and their lower status, where were related.
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Conversely, it was his affiliations with senior management and elevated standing that
enabled the OHS manager to engage senior managersisdisco ns about the EC

recommended changes and more significantly, gain their support for these changes.

6.2 FURNITURE CO.
In Furniture Co., the changes the ECT typically tried to implement involved
introducing or modifying equipment and tools, andtering factory layout. These
changes often required discussions with suppliers, consultations with those who had
significant authority in the plant, and practical activities, such as the coordination of tasks
to ensure changes were incorporated orstiopfloor. Typically, because of their
authority and their expertise, only the tean
i mpl ementation activities. Wor ker represent

expertise led to an uneven task distributiorhimithe ECT.

6.2.1 Delimiting Manager and Worker Tasks

The ECT6s worker representatives were rar
infrequently playing a very minor rol e. For
management representative, usuallyglat manager, brought solution designs to the
maintenance department. After the maintenance manager and production manager were
recruited, they were most often responsible
tasks. Regardless of the type of ches)dhe maintenance department was ultimately

responsible and its manager was well aware of his integral role in the ECT activities:

A

O0m b as i daoaglylfoy anything thag tbe committee

I

i nvents. | 6m the guy to follow it thro
done even i f ités stuff we buy. I'toés g
eyou think of anything to be done on th
anything you can find that I havendét be



One of the ECTO6s management r@presentatiyv
members as fAdoers, 0 and fAthinkers. o Doers w
out implementation tasks on the shopfloor, such as the maintenance manager and

production manager. Thinkers were those who knew the production process and could

partat pate i n solution design. To use the man:
scheme, a worker representative, who could b
typical sequence of event s: AFor me to do s

ideg | usually go to [production manager]. [Production Manager] will check with

[ mai ntenance manager] and then together they
invol ved and wher e we 0r-aptaple, | dnew it upptheyudsde i t . L
the rest. o This account describes the proces
once the team identified a hazard and agreed how to proceed, implementation activities

were coordinated and carried out by management representatives.

Few opportunites r ose i n which the ECT6s worker r
effectchanges hems el ves, as the changes wusually reg
mechanical expertise. However, even for two changes that did not require technical
expertise,the ECTwok er s6 activities were hindered bec
authority to acquire the resources to complete their implementation activities. During
one project, the workers needed more supplies to complete the changes and were told by
the purchasing degptment that they could not get supplies simply by purchasing through
the maintenance department and that the proper paperwork needed to be completed. In
the other project, the worker representatives struggled to free up time to put in place

simpleplatfto ms t o reduce workersé6é exposure to shol

19¢€



instances, the OHS manager had to intervene so that the tasks could be carried out

successfully.

Worker representatives were further excluded from participation because much of
the digussion about, and actual work on, implementation of changes occurred outside the
ECT meetings among the plant manager, maintenance manager, production manager, and
OHS manager, who were in regular contact with one another. Typically, worker
representatw s only | earned about a projectds stat.
managers reported on their findings and activities, or during chance encounters with the

maintenance manager or production manager on the shopfloor.

6. 2.2 |l t s Part of Their Job

When linquired why implementation activities were carried out almost
exclusively by management personnel, ECT members said that these activities were an
extension of regular management duties and that the tasks required to implement changes
necessitated partitar skills. Noting that the division of labour was natural, the OHS
manager said, fAall the upgrades regarding ©ptr
manager] and the maintenance manager is the one who coordinates any outside contracts

and hisownpepl e woul d be doing the fabricating c¢h

The OHS manager said the work that the managers were doing on behalf of the
team Ajust fits wiodllaywlh Basause feéheir pdsitionen a day
within the planthey had discretionary tim&nowledge of suppliers and how to order
from them, and technical expertise concerning the complexity of the changes. One of the

ECT6s worker representatives, echoing other



were certain implementation tasks thatldonly be done by specific team members on

account of their position in the plant:

€ certain tasks |like fabricating of any
anyone on the team, That 1S A MAI NTANEN
[the maintenance manager] may have a lot ofttivatst on him or

certain things may be thrust on [the production manager] because

of their roles here at workéeé

6.2.3 Lack of Authority

Another reason why implementation tasks were also concentrated among ECT
management members was because of the rythesociated with their plant position.
When | asked one worker representative why manager representatives were often most
involved in implementation activities, he sa
said, A[ The pr odu cstautbanty mgehtlingedone omttes t he mo
shopfloor. [ The plant manager] he has got th
responses to this question from other team members, the worker stated that he could not

perform some of the tasks that the managemsaresentatives were doing.

When | asked one of the ECT members about the distribution of tasks and why

the maintenance and production manager were so heavily involved she said,

6Cause theyor the supervisors for the
wor k. ié@lslp)ecf ités doing any actwual é i
anything. I'tds [ maintenance manager 0s]
installations so heb6és the one to tell t
jobs for today, and this is what | want

Importantly, she noted that terms of installation, it would have taken her
significantly longer to track down people and have them move equipment. Conversely,
the management representatives had decrsiaking authority associated with their

plant position, which gave them thppmrtunity to be involved in implementation. This
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lack of authority excluded other representatives, and especially worker representatives,

from implementation activities.

The OHS manager noted that she had little power in situations that involved
askingfor changes to be made and said that, because of her position, she was unable to
directly ask the supervisory staff to adopt
layout, but that the production manager could. In an interview with the OHS manager,
sh e s a iTte [prddwiction maimager] walks into any area like the press shop and says,

6This needs to be changed. & And people say,

When | asked the OHS manager about task distribution, and in particular worker
representativeso6 involvement in ECT activitie
within the plant circumscribed their ability to accomplish implementation tasks

independently and that other ECT members were better suited to make changes:

€ what foundis aswg@od as those people [worker

representatives] are, because they bring intimate knowledge of

theéproduct [and]é how we make it, they
to get anything done. And it ends up being ME pulling them off

their jobs, talking to theupervisors and saying we need this

much time to do this, é and itds a LOT
their regular hours and giving them projects to do. And then

empowering them to do it and basically going around and making

sure t heydv eheyneet. Aesalagiedpdrdon on the t

team can go get their project done. Th
ask the RIGHT people. Nobody worries about them being off the
l'ine. e thatés a whole | ot easier for m

the hourly people. Aftough they make a good contribution, |

would no® | do not necessarily feel any compulsion to add more

hourly people to our team. We go and ask people [workers] and

certainly bend their ear and ask their
a project iome soumte onledys dondt have the
really pull their weight as a team memb
been a HUGE drawback, o6écause none of wus
have other things to do, so.

201



The quotation above contains a number of importaments pointing to the fact
that although worker representatives made important contributions in assessing hazards
and devising solutions to address them, thei
diminished their involvement in implementation tasksisTé evidenced in the OHS
manager 6s comments that relieving the worker
was a fAhassle, 0 and Aempowering themo so the
consuming. Conversely, management ECT representatives contpkstaatojects in
part because of their shopfloor influence, areas of expertise, and discretionary schedules,
which enabled them more easily to integrate ergonomic tasks into their regular daily

duties.

6.2.4 Summary

To a large degree, workerreps e nt at i vesd i nvolvement in t
implementation activities was influenced by the types of activities required, which in turn
affected which team member was perceived to be most capable to get the work done.
| mportantly, the t efaimatpersormeleauld éfecpvely careyput i on s
implementation tasks were shaped by the lack of authority they felt that worker
representativesdé had on the shopfl oor. The
manager and production manager and to a lessemtexhe plant manager and OHS
manager in the i mplementation of the ECTO6s c

to proceed, but worker representatives were generally excluded from the process.

6.3 DISCUSSION

In both settings, worker representativasely partook in the implementation of

changes. Il n Courier Co., the majority of th

20z



managers because the ECT did not have the degrsading latitude to proceed

independently. Frequently this meant contactimdj @ften recontacting managers about

changes as some were unaware and/or indifferent while others, to a lesser extent, were
resistant to the ECTO0OsS suggestions. Typi cal
that involved conferring with senior managemssloy t he ECTO0s management
representatives carried out articulation work and were involved in implementation

activities.

Implementation played out differently in Furniture Co. In this setting, the ECT
needed to consult with management, but unlike in Coae, those who had to endorse
changes were within the factory; in fact, some of the managers who needed to be
included in discussions of the changes, such as the plant manager, maintenance manager,
and production manager, were ECT members. Becaus€tieEs changes i n Fur
Co. often required both expertise and a level of authority that only some managerial
personnel possessed, wusually only the teamods
in implementation. They coordinated implementation witlorgcoutside the company,
supervised the thouse modification and fabrication of equipment, and arranged its

integration into the plantédés work processes.

What were the reasons for the sharp demarcation in worker involvement in design
and implementatiorers ponsi bi |l i ti es? Wor ker representa
implementation was connected to the type(s) of tasks that constituted implementation, to
their lack of influence, and to their position in the plant/depot hierarchies. At Courier Co.
worke representatives said they lacked the connections and authority to effectively

represent the ECTO0s concerns to senior manag

20

(1)



did not discuss the ECTO0s changes with manadg

includeupperlevel management. Similarly, at Furniture Co., worker representatives
noted that it was the dag-day responsibilities of the managerial personnel to undertake
implementation activities. Additionally, they noted that they themselves did notheve

influence on the shopfloor to do so.

The division of | abour in the ECTs was
managersod6 understandings of their typical
worker representatives were uncomfortable withittea of consulting with senior
managers, expecting them to react to their requests with derision and enmity, and
doubting their conversations with management would be productive. Additionally,
worker representatives felt they did not have the influemd¢ke connections to
communicate with senior management to secure their endorsement of changes. In

Furniture Co. , the teamdbs task distributd.i

a l

on

and management said that t-to-dayjobacomegpendednt r epr

to the types of tasks that were necessary for the ECT to implement changes. Further, the
OHS manager, who had a key role in arranging when and what tasks were done, found it

difficult to involve worker representatives in implementatmtivities.

The types of work that were required to carry out implementation in both

companies configured the division of | abour

Strausso6 (1978) suggestion that citedcumstance

out that context will affect what topics can be negotiated and even whether the actors

decide to negotiate. As Strauss (1978:254) notes there are several
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[rlelevant impingements on negotiation: (1) the organizational

setting within its intraorganizatnal properties, (2) the external

setting fAwithind which the organization
scale setting (for example, national), (4) historical as well as

contemporary considerations, and (5) power, dominance, and

political considerations.

In Halland SpenceHa | | 6s (1982) words, the context
of fundamental importance for understanding whether there is negotiation and the form it
takes. A negotiative context has multidgersi immediate, organizational, and
struduraliand this chapteroés findings make <cl ear
how the division of labour was worked out in these case studies. In the immediate
context, the ECT members in their interactions with each other and with those owgside th
change team concluded that making use of the established division of labour was a
practical way to share responsibilities. Organizationally, in neither setting was there a
history of participatory decisiemaking. On the structural level, the companvese
functioning according to the economic imperatives of the capitalist mode of production,
which meant that time was devoted to production rather than other conE€ms.
members were aware of time constraints and anticipated that management wauld plac

limitations on them.

An implication of the findings is that while there may be spheres where
participatory activity is declared, such as within PE programs, factors at the
organizational or broader level may subvert participation. Instructive hestudres on
empl oyee ownership in which conditions are f
(19864a) study of occupational health and safety in an emplmyaed company found
that although workers highly valued OHS, attention to conditions that expaskers to

injury suffered because of worker concerns a
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Russelletaldé s (2004) s townedystea mill, the antborsKoand that

programs set up to facilitate participatory decision making were displaced by
management 0s responses to mar keetalpressur es.
(2004) remind us that even under the most favourable conditions for worker participation,

contextual elements external to the workplace can influence negotiative activity.

An el ement of both management and worker
on the division of | abour was the el ement of
distribution were influenced by concerns about the extra time it would take worker
repregntatives to carry out tasks that management representatives could readily
undertake. This concern was part of the context and it was connected to the pressures to
produce in the capitalist mode of production. Team members were aware that the change
proaess was protracted and time was limited. Individuals on both teams were responsible
to carry out their change team related tasks with the least amount of inirtisrenwise
T on their regular duties, thereby mitigating any infringement on producfliba.
responsibility At o epgakdts t(hLi9rBgps) dmorred,sg iam dS tdroa
fashion undermined worker representatives®é n

changes.

Revisiting a principle that underlies many definitions of ipgr&tory ergonomics,
PE typically involves including workers in tloesign and implementation of workplace
changes that reduce MSIAs the findings presented in this chapter highlight, workers
were only partially involved in implementation: they weretkapprised of what went on
and infrequently carried out some tasks related to implementation but typically were on

the sidelines. In each setting, the level of involvement was defined by the type of work
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required, repr esent atevelotisfldence, @asiiopsarctiiei v e s

organizational hierarchy, and the requisite skills needed to make changes.

abou

Findings concerning worker representatiyv

with other literature on participatory arrangements. Specificdigse findings are

consistent with other examples of how the typical relations of production affect joint
labourmanagement committees, both in the literature devoted to participatory workplace
arrangements and in the literature on teamworking aimeathaneing quality and

production (Ollilanen and Rothschild, 2001; Ollilanen and Calasanti, 2007). The findings
also converge with the literature on elements of participatory occupational health and
safety schemes such as the right to refuse (Gray, 200&rg/d.991) and participation

in joint labourmanagement OHS committees (Hatllal, 2006; Tucker, 1995; Walters,

1985; Walterset al, 1995). The authors of these studies point out that the utility of these
participatory OHS schemes are conditionedvby r k er sd posi-gvisons of
management. Additionally, the findings with regard to the limitations on worker
representativesé involvement concur with

Wallace (1996), Dunphy and Bryant (1996), and Delbrietge., (2000). A common

theme in these studies, which corresponds

autonomy and failure to transfer responsibility to production workers. In Delletdge
a | (2@06: 1474) examination of lean teamworkingeneral automotive parts

manufacturers they note the following,

[T]he technical role [quality inspection, rework effort,
maintenance activities and machine setting] of production
workers is rather limited. Operators have responsibility for
routine qualitytasks but have not been upskilled in order to play
significant roles in activities such as maintenance. Neither do
operators have significant responsibility for production
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activitiese These findings question th

teams have substaattautonomy and that lean teams are-self

managing in a meaningful way.

The influence of organizational hierarchy

guestions about the nature of participation in joint laboanagement occupational
health teams. It prompts tio examine the diversity of tasks involved in making changes
and to distinguish between those that workers may have some reasonable likelihood of
participating in and those that they do not. If worker representatives in a PE program are
to be involvedm the tasks required for implementation they must have the latitude to do
such tasks. At a more fundamental level, the typical social relations of production must
be transformed, or at least bent, in such a way that workers are enabled to perform tasks
beyond their regular duties and management cedes some of its control over the
workplace. In the settings examined in this dissertation, such was not the case. Worker
representatives had a good deal of involvement when it came to identifying hazards and
discussing how they might be addressed but were excluded from many of the activities
required to implement changes. The typical relations of production, or in the words of an

intervi ewee, ithe chain of commandated chall en

wor kerso potential to i mplementing workpl ace

The uneven distribution of tasks across t
Chapter Si x. Wor ker representatives had | in
implementation activities. Largely, thisag attributable to the hierarchical relations in
the settings between management and workers

about their ability to successfully carry out implementation tasks. Departing from
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previous chapters, which discussedterataround change design and implementation,

Chapter Seven will focus on whether the PE programs were able to continue over time.



CHAPTER SEVEN

SUSTAINING THE PARTI CIPATORY ERGONOMIC P ROGRAMS

Veritas dies aperit
Time reveals the truth
(Tattooonaworker e pr esent ati veds forearm in

7.0 INTRODUCTION

I n Chapters Four through Six | examined t
design and implementation activities and the contextual factors that influenced these
activities. Chapter Seven contirsuthe discussion of how the ECTs functioned by
examining how they were able to acquire and maintain the resources required to continue

their programs over time.

The chapter gives a strong indication of the ways that social structure influences
the paricipatory ergonomic (PE) program. It also highlights the role that influence work
played in negoti at i ng?®anttheiRpBctq pooveyonahms &6 cont i
ECTsd6 activities. Further, the central rol e
definitions of results play in continuation is illuminated. Crucially, the analysis connects
management 60s assessment of the PE programs t

especially the regulatory environment.

Evidence from the literature on sustainabitityggests that just because a program

is working well does not necessarily mean that it will be maintained. Rather, there must

ZLWhen | am using the words continuation or sustainability | am referring to the maintenance of the PE
programs over time not individual changes the ECTso6
use.
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be some advocacy on behalf of the program

(Goodman and Steckler, 1988). For exampitsenet al, (2005), in a study of
communitybased injury prevention programs noted that factors such as social networks

that advocated on behalf of the programs were better predictors of sustainability than

t

(o

objective evidence of the programsd outcomes

An important part of achieving sustainability may be convincing the people in a
settingods mul? i whe smagi dlavworiIncdo®mpati bl e
worth. People in a work setting, especially management, who have the authority to
continueor suspend a program, have to be persuaded that anmgugntion program,
such as PE, is a viable means of reducing injury or more simply, is a good investment.
Strauss (1993) and others (Clarke, 1991; Fujimura, 1987) have pointed out that when
activities involve participants from multiple social worlds, persuading those participants
to pursue a course of action typically invoheesange of interactional strategies, such as
negotiation and lobbyingThese activities are shaped by local circumstaandsroader

social factors.

Building on the aforementioned literature and insights from negotiated order
theory and a critical perspective, several questions guide this chapter. What activities did
the PE program supporters engage to endeavour to siltgrograms? What
conditions shaped the form that these activities took and what were their outcomes? The
outcomes differed: in Courier Co. the program was discontinued, whereas in Furniture

Co. it was maintained. | suggest in both settings the Pgrares continuation was

ZAaSoci al wor | dslystraceired uaits i eHick peopte share gsoarces and information.
They are characterized by a commitment to common assumptions about what is important, and what should
be donedo (Garrety, 1997: 731).
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affected by the program supportersd activiti
their outcomes were shaped by conditions both internal and externabtgdmezations
Foremost among the c¢ondiothealtmasd safetyraed thmma na g e me n

occupational health and safety regulatory framework.

The chapter proceeds as follows: First, | discuss some of the salient macro
conditions under which the ECTs6 attempted t
presentthemar ati ves from each setting concerning
sustain the PE programs and what organizatiavall factors affected these processes. |

conclude by comparing some of the key findings across the sites.

7.1 EVALUATING AN OHS PROGRAMG6 S WORTH

Program maintenance requires a continuous flow of resources, which itself often
needs stimulation through demonstration of a
decision makers. Demonstrating program viability can be difficult becdifisesdt
actors judge its value differently. Actors in multiple social worlds may have discrepant
and sometimes conflicting views about whether an endeavour, such as an organizational
program, is worth pursuing or maintaining (Clarke, 1991; Garrety adtd®a, 1999;

2004; Fujimura, 1987; Prus, 2003; Strauss, 1993). Keeping with the negotiated order

approach, one social world may use one set of evaluative criteria to assess a project,

while constituents of other worlds may use others, with radically diffeassumptions

about what is important, leading to discrepant valuations of a program. Successfully
demonstrating an OHS programébés worth may inv

appeal to an organi zati onods apactorsmeeditoe soci al
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convince benefactors, for example, that a project is a viable means of achieving

objectives.

Although an OHS investment may bring about a healthier workplace, this is
usually not a central criterion in management decision makirgermination of the
worth of an OHS program is shaped by the extent to which health and safety is valued.
Critical theory would see occupational health and safety as contested éi@hi2007;
Smith, 2000: 43) as capital may see investmentinhealtha s af ety as a Asur pl
l osso0 (Schatzkin, 1978; Walters, 1985). OH S
costsaving value and not as something good in itself; in this instance it is likely to be

subjected to a coftenefit analysis as would any etlbusiness cost.

Workplaces embedded in the capitalist mode of productionctaogetitive
pressures that encourage managers to minimize their OHS expenditures (Littler and
Salaman, 1984; Nichols, 1997; Spencer and Carlan, 2008; Walters, 1985)s e
researchers in the critical perspective have reminded us, managers cannot neglect OHS in
order to meet economic imperatives without the risk of threatening future production.
Rather, to sustain capital accumulation, managers need to ensure ltheaind:aafety
conditions are maintained to a certain degree. Hall (1993; 1999) notes that health and
safety programs are affected not only by their link to economic imperatives but also by
management s concerns about noecisionsabouti ng pr od
investing in health and safety, though influenced by maintaining profitability and a
competitive market position, are also conditioned by an awareness on the one hand that
health and safety costs can be substantial and on the othejuhatsioan negatively

affect capital accumulation (Hall, 1993; 1996; Walters, 1985).
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7.2 CALCULATING THE COST-SAVING OF HEALTH AND SAFETY
PRACTICES

Evidence suggests that management is often not convinced that an occupational
health program may redupéysical demands (Co&t al, 2003: 398; Hendrick, 2003;
Kerr et al, 2008; Oxenburgh and Simpson, 2005). Often, management wants a cost
saving to be associated with OHS investment. Calculating the effects of OHS programs
is not straightforward, howevéColeet al, 2003; Kerret al, 2008; Oxenburgh and
Simpson, 2005; Tompet al, 2008). Kerret al, (2008) and Hendrick (2003) note that

assessing the financial benefits of an ergonomics intervention is generally difficult, and

can | ead tiomatni dirutn deefr etshese benefits. Compo

calculating the costs of an ergonomics intervention may be easier than calculating its

benefits (Koningsvelét al, 2005: 577578).

One feature of evaluating the benefit of OHS programs that affexistbenefit
analysis is the type of injury under examination. The nature of musculoskeletal disorders
(MSDs) poses some challenges for dasstefit calculations. Due to the long onset of
MSDs there is a time lag between introduction of an ergondmaicge and
improvements in health outcomes. As a result, managers often do not sedershort
return on their investment in ergonomic changes to reduce MSDs. Moreover, because
MSDs are often created by a multiplicity of factors (Norman and Wells, 2000;
Shainblumet al, 2000), addressing a hazard may not fully address the causes of
musculoskeletal strain and therefore not reduce OHS costs because workers continue to

be exposed to myriad sources of injuries.

Management 6s appr geofiOCds pragram aufcomeshray also | |

be limited if only decreases in compensation costs are considered (Dempsey, 2007;
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Tompaet al, 2006; Tompatal, 2008) rat her than other meas:!
reports of pain reduction and pain reports. Somearekers (Keret al, 2008;
Oxenburgh and Simpson, 2005; Tongtal, 2006: 376) have suggested enlarging the
scope of effects that are measured to include benefits, such as productivity improvements,
decreased reraining costs, reduced costs associat#ld absenteeism, reductions in
filing of injury claims.
7.3 REGULATORY PRESSURES

Examining features of the regulatory environment clarifies why both
compensation costs may be of more i mportance
pain reduction anddw regulatory pressures may shape management decisions to
continue an OHS progr am. Germane to this <c¢h
principles underlying Ontariobds OHS policies
workplace personnel. A ceat part of the occupational health and safety system in
Ontario is the internal responsibility system (IRS). Two tenets underpinning the IRS that
are relevant to this analysis are that workers and management are responsible for
monitoring health and sdfeand that government should not interfere with-ttaglay
workplace operations (Storey and Tucker, 2006; Nichols and Tucker, 2000; Tucker,
1995; Walters, 1983). The premise that underlies mandategkgal&tion in Ontario is
that employers will aciotaddress health concerns to meet broad OHS targets rather than
yield to regular inspections of their facilities by health and safety inspectors (Storey and
Tucker, 2006). Importantly, regulators are more concerned about employers meeting
health and safgtstandardsnothow the standards are met (Nichols and Tucker, 2000);

consequently, employers are relatively free to develop the means they feel are necessary
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to create and maintain healthy workplaces (Nichols and Tucker, 2000). Managers may
have even mme latitude when addressing MSDs versus other types of injuries because

there are so few enforceable MSD exposure regulations.

Another assumption underpinning the IRS is that employers will attend to OHS
matters based on the financial importance of DHSal so known as the fAsaf
argument, 0 that employers invest in health a
considerable cost saving. Al t hough i ntuitiyv
safety pays policies are actually put into practice thay not serve the interests of
workers and protect them from harm (Cutler and James, 1996; Frick, 1990; Hopkins,
1999). For instance, management may avoid investing in OHS because they do not
expect to incur the costs of hazards (Cutler and James, 10@6¢r and James (1996:
761) point to the wvital i ssue that wunderl i es
identification of potential costs of accidents. This in turn requires that those making the
case (e.g., safety officers) and those to whom the isamade (e.g., business managers)

operate within a common framework of &ération

I n Ontario, one way the safety pays thesi
compensation boardsdé injury insurataghce scheme
compensatory system. In this system, the premiums that employers pay annually to the
wor kersod compensation board are in some degr
performance. The amount of premium a firm pays is determined by its injury rate,
relative to the average for similar companies in the same sector. Firms with above
average injury rates pay higher premiums and surcharges, while firms that report lower

than average injury rates receive rebates from the board. The expeagngeystenis
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based on the idea that a taxation system | in
performance or injury rate fAexperience, o0 rat
companies to address health and safety conditions (Thomason and Pozzebon, 200

Tompaet al, 2007).

Although the threat of higher premiums and surcharges is intended to induce
employers to commit resources to health and safety, a key problem with experience
rating is that employersdé ef febytheis t o reduce
premiums may not take the form of improved health and safety conditions (Harcourt,
1996; Kralj, 1994; 1995; 2000; Lanoie, 1992; Thomason and Pozzebon, 2002). Instead
of addressing workersd exposure -term the ri sk
claims management practices, such as placing workers on modified duties to reduce the
reported number and severity of recorded-timse claim$® (Thomason and Pozzebon,
2002) . As a result, an empl oyer 68njuyl ai ms on
and illness may remain. The significance of this feature of the experigtig system
is threefold. First, it links the definition of health and safety to reported compensation
claims and not to the creation or maintenance of healthy wodgla8econd, activities
devoted to reducing claims may channel resources away from OHS programs that
actually address the source of health and safety problems, such as PE programs, which
jeopardizes the establishment and continuation of these prograiind, QHS programs
are evaluated based on the degree to which they reduce compensation claims not by how

much they reduce work hazards.

% Losttime injuries are those for which an employgeff work due to workrelated illness or injury.
While an injury may be recorded in a companyds heal tth
serious unless a worker has to take time off because of it.
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7.4 DIFFERING LEVEL S OF ORGANIZATIONAL POWER

I n addition to the challengesalosf establis
attempting to maintain a health and safety program may also face problems if they have
low status within the organization. In work organizations, as power is unevenly
distributed among organizational subunits, not everyone has the same authority to
advocate for the adoption of occupational health programs. Management may consider
that some organizational subunits are more valuable than others to an organization's
workflow or survival. These more valuable subunits generally have more control over
resaurces and more authority than other lesser counterparts (RetnaiQri980: 78).
Other subunits, such as a health and safety department, may not be regarded as
contributing to an organi zat ieal,@606;tilkant r al ac
et al, 1991; Perrow, 1983; Thomas, 1994), and so their requests for funding and other
forms of support may be are rejected or at least questioned. If those who favour
sustaining occupational health programs have low status, licafeakity toadvocate
and cannot adequately lobby k#gcision makerghe likelihood of program continuation
is diminished.
7.5 SUSTAINING PE FROGRAMS IN THE WORKP LACES
In both settings, the ECTs and the research team hoped that the programs would
be continuedasaperma& nt part of each companyds health
system once the research team, represented by the ergefamititstor, had withdrawn.
However, in Courier Co., support for the PE program waned over time, and it was
eventually discontinued. Hmally, in Furniture Co. support for the program was weak,

but it increased over time and the PE program was maintained for a number of years.
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The analysis below shows that the PE program was weakly integrated into the

organizational structureatCour@o . 1 n part because of managen
its worth; conversely, the PE program in Furniture Co. was well integrated into the
company, due, in part, to the ECTO0s alignmen

need to address musculoskeletaliiigs.

7.6 COURIER CO.

Courier Co.06s top management, intent to a
severity rates plaguing the company, was supportive of the intervention at its outset. The
company was spending a great deal of money on injury claomgducing injury rates
would result in a significant cost saving.
national health and safety director estimated that, on average, a singi@éostjury
cost the company approximately $16,000. Therefaeecompany had an in interest in

addressing its high injury burden through the participatory ergonomic program.

Bet ween the interventionds twelfth and ei
unable to make genuine progress on its projects. As deatusShapter Four and Five,
the ECT6s activities were dogged by attendan
month of the program and by manageriafiguced headwind that slowed project
implementation. Both the depot manager and a more senior mantage that the ECT

was not working well.

7.6.1 Seni or Management 6s Ebbing Support: C

By the programbés twelfth month, senior ma

to wane, giving way to concern about lack of results,talmde PE pr ogramdés cont



was in jeopardy. Speci fically, the PE prog

seni or manager and locally from the depotds

Approximately ten months into the intervention, the company hired a new
national director of health and safety, and part of his responsibilities was to oversee the
ergonomic project. Initially an enthusiastic supporter of the PE program, the national
OHS director, on a visit to an ECT meeting, noted that he liked the partigipatorat
and praised its members for how well they functioned as a team. However, about two

mont hs after, he indicated he wanted, to se

r

e

was making a genuine i mpact loersametinee,heompanyo6s

reiterated his support for the program and noted that other senior managers eventually

would ask questions about the programds val

u

championing the PE program, sanotetpastdhe t he n a

need to see RESULTS. o He noted that he and

talked about the ergonomics program, and the
many injuries have we stopped?ohiasndo AiWhat be
The national OHS directords questions con

unreasonable: the PE program was both a significant temporal and financial investment

for the company, and he wanted to see positive outcomes. The director was particularly
interested in whether the PE program was decreasing the frequency and severity of
injuries in the depot and much |l ess in whet
sources of injury. This narrow definition of results reflected the evaluative criteria that

the province of Ontariobs Workplace and Saf

company6s health and safety record: injury
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the preceding discussion, if a company is able to keep its injury frequethcpagrity

rates low, it stands to decrease the costs of its WSIB premiums.

Approximately sixteen months into the initiative, in a meeting held to discuss the
PE programés continuation, the national heal
thatot her seni or managers in the company wante
time and money invested in PE were reducing the injury frequency and severity rates
and/or leading to decreases in production costs. In other words, he wanted to know tha
the PE program was having an impact on revenues. He said that the company measures
the success of initiatives, such as the PE p
wanted to see if the program was having a positive financial effect and tatevial
primarily on its economic impact corresponde

asked the OHS director where health and safe

saiRr,obfably 1 6d say fourth. Pr o dmobertwio,vi ty num
gual ity number three, safety number four. Th
6safety i s number Inamistdview eighteen monthiitothet 6 s not . O

intervention, the national OHS director noted that managerial persomuEdt be
convinced that there were outputs coming from a project that had a direct bearing on their

performance; otherwise, they were uninterested in supporting the projects.

They [production managers] are very much hard numbers people.
AWhat k mbed arewe gettuing out of it [ergonomic

program] ?0 We have a scorecard here [in
manager i s measured on their scorecard,
the numbers on their scorecard, they do
astheyareconceend, t hereds no value in ité.. |
them that connection, then theyobére supp
them that connection, then they dondét h

have way too much on their plate already.
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To demonstrate the success of d&tS0nitiative, the director said that a
Abusiness cased needed to be presented for C
management understood. Further, he pointed out that even in instances in which
managers were told they needed to invest in OHS bedauas law, which had been the
traditional approach within the company to address OHS concerns, it had little persuasive

impact on management.

A problem for the members of the ECT was that the benefits of their work were
not easily measured or quantdien ways that satisfied management. Their activities did
not easily or immediately translate into decreases in injury frequency and severity rates.
Typically, the time between when an ergonomic change is introduced and when
workplace parties see a diféace can be lengthy (Dempsey, 2007; Koningseth,
2005: 569578; see also Tomp al, 2006), and this may have been the case with some
of the ECTO6s changes. Further, the number o
was hindered in part by itdow progress. Lack of authority to make changes and the
previously discussed problems in accessing n
sources of the ECT6s slow progress. l'ts |in
management was going to see sigaifit reduction in injuries, decreased production
costs, and/or increased production, all key elements in calculating a good return on
investment. The PE program may initially have been attractive to management because
t he ECTO6s c¢ han g edproguctiviy.nHowesel, thgse impmgqvaments
al so were difficult to discern. I n the cour
reduce the amount of double handling and rew

designed work methods and layout,iehin turn could increase productivity. The
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district manager and senior managers, however, did not see these benefits. Regarding

one change, the district manager said:

So as much as the process suggested that it would save rework,

and reduce whatevdr, havendét seen it yet. Now, I
complaining because it did lessen the stress on the employees

working there six and half hours a day, so to me that is a benefit.

But, from the numbers on paper | am not seeing anything.

The ECT measured its succes®y examining the feedback from depot workers
about the changes it was making, and decreases in the biomechanical loadings on
employees (Reidt al, 2003; Riviliset al, 2006). Additionally, the ECT fought an
uphill battle against statistics. Someéohe ECTO6s projects, modest i
smal | number of the depotds personnel and th
frequency and severity measures. As Wetlal, (in press) note, there are problems with
seeing positive health outces of PE interventions because of the multiplicity of MSD
sources, the fact that some injuries may not be reversible, so workers will continue to
report pain regardless of the change, and the possibility of an insufficient intensity of

change to create pitise health outcomes changes.

7.6.2 Diminishing Returns

Around 18months into the intervention, the national OHS director concluded that
the ECT6s work had Aplateauedd or progressed
investment would have dimimigg returns. According to the director, the fact that the
program had plateaued prompted, or at least underlined, the view that it should be re
evaluated, an opinion connected to his idea that programs had a regular evolution; in his
experience, a progmainitially accomplishes things and then its worth needs to be

reassessed, and i f need be, in his words, nr
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the projectodos benefits came in the programbs
wor ds, Ipli ctkleed Iiaw hanging fruit.o Addi tiona
program, he noted that the projectds timelin
assessed for its benefits atthegne ar mar k: Al t Hiwokeérsis t 6 s bee
t oo |loam oterdiew 18 months into the intervention, the national OHS director

elaborated on his perspective that the intervention had reached a point where

management should reassess its value:

| think we also have to realize like with any initiative it ttaoff

€ and you are going to be doing great t
to hit a point wheveahereyodare goi ng to be a
going to slow down and youbre going to
that point you have to celebrate its successes, cut draffsay,

AThank you for your involvement, it was
going forward itdés going to be somethin
that my vision of that timing is that f
depot] that probably happened within, that plateabaioty

started happening around nine months, a year, fifteen months

somewhere around there. And I think that at point you had to sort

of cut it off and écelebrate the succes
way you do ité Thatoés thellother compone
safety programs, éwhere you can devel op

get them out there and get them implemented and they go great
guns and we get great results, but they always tend to plateau at
some point.

He acknowledged that the ECT faced hindrances frihimthe organization,
such as the teambés relation with the enginee
district managers, but did not think these were important considerations when evaluating
the programds wort h. lengesthetP& programfacedand i e wi ng t
adjusting it accordingly or addressing conditions in the organization that hindered

progress, he felt the program had run its course.
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I n the projectdos eighteenth month, the na
wasondi tional upon seeAsngfaheaprogntaimigsanat ue
be convinced that there is a reason to continue the project in [the depot]. If there is value,

then | would support it.o

Importantly, at the same time he started to exmesssrvations about maintaining
the PE program, he was developing a compaitye returnto-work initiative. He
ushered this new initiative into company depots in the last days of the PE program and
later touted it as a significant cesdver for Courier 6. The returrto-work program had
substantial cost savings for the company in terms of its potential to redutienkst
numbers and did not require addressing root causes of injury the way the PE program
did.** The director was becoming invested in ttegirnto-work initiative, which had
goals that potentially reduced injury costs, as did the PE program, but with fewer
investments. Significantly, this initiative was related to his waning interest and/or

support for the PE program.

7.6.3 Depotlevel Support

At the twentymonth mark of the program, not only was senior management
support for the PE program ebbing, local level support also became tenuous. As
di scussed in Chapter Four, after the initiat
difficulties relieving workers from their regular duties to attend the ECT meetings and
| ater began to complain that the ECTO6s actiyv

this point in the intervention, the district manager said on several occasiorrettesrm

%4 During the period 2002 to 2005 thember of days lost to injury was reduced from 9,721 to 6059. This
reportedly saved the company an estimated3 énillion dollars.
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should be combined with the joint health and safety committee and meet once a month.
Such a plan would reduce the hours that he would have to relieve worker representatives
from their regular duties. As evidenced by this argument, similar toeti@enal OHS

director, the district manager was concerned

The district manager was also concerned that the ECT was not making adequate

progress given the time it was spending in its meetings. Approximately 14 nmanths

the intervention, the district manager atten
Ai't was stuck in the mudo and that Ait was s
progress to team membersdé | ack okamési vati on

problems were, in part, beyond its control. Nor did he recognize problems were rooted in
seni or management6és | ack of support for the
representatives to attend ECT meetings and carry out ergonomidestiBbth of these

problems contributed to the protracted change making process.

To address what he saw as the teamds poor
seen as declining morale the district manage
In an nterview, however, he noted that he was not prepared to rejuvenate the team in his

depot and suggested that the program be tried elsewhere:

Webve burnt the resources and spelled o
[ECT] the people you need for the meetings, but froon m

perspective | O0m reading the same thing
there three weeks ago. They didnét see
They were reviewing it and they were me
anything happening. So that was what m
ECT] Atake a | ooko and say, fAdAWhere are w
group has had enough and ités time to g
with new ideas, more energyeée
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The district manager 6s sentiments about t
with those of the ergonast-facilitator and OHS manager, who lobbied for the PE
programdés continuation. Attempting to garne
ergonomisf aci | itator emailed two of Courier Co. 0
safety manager and apprisedtherh t h e E CT O0Tée edyonbrhistaciliatort i e s .
noted that he did not question the district
been very supportive of it. However, the ergonotsfastlitator was concerned that the
district manager may néully appreciate the challenges and resources involved in
initiating and maintaining a PE prograrHe explained to the managers that the
complexity of the program, the resources required, and the lengthy timeframe needed to
for an ECTOs neneahtimoving inetsewbegoeevouddtbe sowaste of
resources and little would be accomplished. He suggested that to ensure the PE

programdés continuation the ECT remain in the

to discuss ways t ostaigabiltypaodrfuturetddvedopmpento gr amé s s u

The district manager 6s concerns about the
connected to his unease about the ECTO6s effe
relieving worker representatives so they could atEe@d meetings, and at the same
time, meet production goals. In a meeting in which the continuation of the program was
discussed that included members of the research team, the ergeflagitiiator, and the
national health and safety manager, the distn@nager made it clear that production was
the main priority.

The participatory ergonomics program faced considerable neglect in its later

mont hs. The outcomes of the ECTO6s activitie



managers that the program represed a genuine benefit to Courier Co. These managers

were increasingly reluctant to support investment in the participatory ergonomic

program. With few demonstrable outcomes that could be linked with cost savings for the
company, key local and senior nagyers treated the program as a hindrance to production

goals and a drain on the companyds resources

reaching revenue goals.

7.6.4 Reluctance to Take on Leadership

In the later part of the intervention, ECT membérsggled with lack of
leadership and ownership as it attempted to meet regularly. Their capacity to negotiate
the PE programdébs continuation was affected b
ergonomisifacilitator withdrew from the setting in the twentieth mim, the OHS
manager became the ECTO6s unofficial |l eader .
individuals from within the depot coalesced, the PE program could be sustained. In a
conversation about 18 months intoptaldag i nt er v

things, 0 and expl ained:

So we need them [l ocal members] to take
administrative assistant ] [ dockwor ker ]
good if [courier] stays. ¢éé. They need
team. The nucleus thatthenea had has broken aparté [op
administrative assistant] will be a good person to keep them on

tracké

However, no one in the depot would agree to take a leadership role and no one had the
authority to call and s ched uwilkerrepresentitivesgs and
were relieved to attend.

Reluctance to take on key leadership roles was not openly discussed among the

ECT members: it was not discussed at ECT meetings and worker representatives did not
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convey their unwillingness to the OHS manageergonomisfacilitator, neither of

whom fully appreciated the barrier the ECT n
Instead, there was talk among team members about how the team could be rejuvenated.

In another conversation 18 months in, the OH8mag er s ai d, AWhen we ge:
New Year we will put on the O6renaissanced an
some momentum the team would have some weekly meetings. The New Year began
auspiciously, with a string of weekly meetings but afteow@pte of months attendance

problems reemerged. The OHS manager and the ergondaugitator discussed

-}
—
D

getting the ECT fAl eadership trainingo or
ECT members, except in passing. In these discussionsgtheoenist and health and

safety manager assumed that team members lacked knowledge about how to properly
function in a group, which was not the case; ECT members, though not experienced
meeting attendees or ergonomists, nevertheless could ably run agnieetmify MSD
hazards, and devise solutions based on ergonomic principles. Rather, the problem was
that the ECTO0s survival was contingent on a
meetings, to take action to carry out its activities, and toveeliorkers. Team training

would not have addressed these contextual factors. In the end, the OHS manager

requested a training course for the team, but management did not approve this request.

Wor ker representativesd vemmwarytothe change t
OHS manager 6s. Wor ker representatives belie
anyone on the team, or even from within the depot but needed to be filled by someone in

a manageri al position. I n one worker repres

Well, you need a guy like [OHS manager]. You need a guy, if it
isn't [OHS manager], you need somebody else that has an idea of
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what's going on. If he gets another job within the company, he

doesn't want to do this anymore, that is DEFINITELY gonna be

the death of this. It's on its last legs now, it's hanging by its
fingernailsé but if he | eaves, it
gone.

Another worker representative agreed that management needed to be involved to
keep the ECT going but speeii that it had to be a management representative who was

interested in ergonomics:

It would mean more to them [manager who is interested in
ergonomics] than toé a management membe

the ergonomics team who atodwd d be |i ke,
nice, however | have ten couriers that | have to deal with right

now. 0 ltéds not as high on the priority
interested and AYeah it could work, we

But whether or not they do anything beyond that, yeak,f
doubtful. | think mostly any management member who is
involved in ergonomics would be more likely to put forth an
effort to continue it.

Although workers felt the team needed someone in management, local
management was not interested in pursuingtgenomic program, which was
significant because without upper management support, the program likely would fold.
The ECT needed management personnel who possessed the necessary connections to
lead the team, and, in particular, negotiate forthe PEproggra cont i nuat i on. V
representatives, when interviewed, agreed that the likelihood of program sustainability

would be increased if a supportive senior manager was involved: in one worker

representativebds words, matetthébefhaoasal Fokeéev
hourly wise, to take time off you have to wo
above that, you have to do whatever they say

The OHS manager was aware of his seemingly contradictory position. On one

hand, he knew that his participation was abso
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the other hand, he knew that local membership needed to take control of and lead the
team if it were to continue. Members were never in a position to formulata éopla

taking control of the ECT because many of them lacked the influence to determine if and
when the ECT could continue. Unfortunately, there were never discussions about these

structur al constraints among the ECT6s membe

7.6.5 nltdés Their Showo

By month twentyfour, the intervention was in its last days. At this point, the
ECT worker representatives did not negoti at e
continuation, but instead said it was manage
marmgement 6s ownership of the means of produc
generally fatalistic about their chances of success in negotiations with management
regarding the ECT6s continuation. One wor ke
manaement controlled the program and that worker representatives had no influence,

said,

None of the employees are gonna fight for it because there's no

use fighting for it. They're [management] just gonna tell us that

t he probl em' s s opany]endiativegand[@HSs t hei r [ com
manager ] is the leader on this as far as that's concerned. He's

gone, we're gone.

Similarly, another worker representative articulated the constraints of his position:

|l candt go tell employe@ay to come to th
their wages, [Courier Co.] does. And if they were paying the

people to attend, to me it was up to them, but with the team, sit

down and say, ALook, we canét have thre
just take them off the road. But we can have one at a meeting
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Noting that, above all else, management was interested in production, and that the
ergonomic program was under managementos con

not matter what he, or the rest of the ECT members, thought the program achieved:

It 6s just their game, itdés their show.
mean regardless of how good this can be or how bad it is, or how
awful itisorwhatamoneys avi ng thing it could be, it
matter. The bottom | i neeradsfé t hat i f thi
the freight sits on the floor, somebody
sling.

One worker representative stated that it

resources so the ECT could function:

The employee grouplfeelii n t hi s ta&e mi nal canodot t

|l eader ship. The | eadership, even thoug
equal partnership, the natural leadership comes from the

company. And it didnét come from t hem,.
the resources basically, all the power
this is what we are going to do. o0 You Kk
[ courier] as a courier, [dockworker] as
have the ability I d o n & or the ¢onfidekce to say to

[ di strict manager] é AHey éwe are havin
weebyrocall [ OHS manager] and say fAHey,
This thing is going to roll. We are goi
| dondédt know what the right word is, bu
confidence to do that, even though itds
partnership Ihink the management has the better ability to take

the bull by the horns in that instance and make it happen, where it

is a little harder for us. €& we could h
and said, fADo you know what? Letds go. o0
would havethe j umped on management and sai d,
thing rolling. o Probably. I'n my mind it
keep this thing alive and moving and on
failed. Al |l can, all we can do as mem
éwhat 6s gowamt on® det this thing rollin
write the cheque, which is the bottom line, right. We have very

little power.

Clearly, then, the idea that the ECTO6s me

positions and | obby for hiherd@®Eepriogrmaeamdise c o
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say i n the PE programb6s sustainability. Wo r
direction was tightly connected to their limited workplace power and lack of ownership

of the means of production. They said management couttbkeresources that the
ergonomic program needed to function, and th

controlled the program as well.

7.6.6 Discontinuing the PE Program

Approxi mately 24 months into the interven
the ECT meetings became more infrequent and
activity. The team depended on him to be a conduit of information between it and senior
managers; thus when he was absent, communi ca
slowed. At this point, the ECT was having great difficulty organizing meetings, and
when it did, the meetings were rarely productive. Around this time, as well, the national
OHS director withdrew his support and instructed the regional occupational health and

safety manager to cease traveling to the depot and assisting the ECT.

Two and a half years after it had been introduced, the ergonomic program at the
depot ceased operating. There was no formal announcement of cancellation, no
consul t at i osworker or managemrentEe@réséntatives, and no meeting to
inform them of managementmgagingpveeresippyadti ve on t
scheduled anymore. Even the visible evidence of the ECT was removed from the
building. Worker representatives réed their surprise when they arrived for the
beginning of their shift and the fAergonomics
central means of communicating with employees in the depot, had been removed.

Around this time, a new district manager vilasught into the depot who knew little
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about the ergonomics program. One worker representative indicated his surprise to learn

the PE program had been shut down and said t
projectds dead, a helwotkéreeprésentativesalso intlicatedrteeir 0 Ot
surprise that no cancellation announcement was made, and expressed they were

di sappointed to see the programés ending, es

representativeds view

The end of it was détawith piss poor... Very unprofessional from

a company standpoint that prides itseltf
appearance and all that stuff but everything they do internally is
very unprofessional at ti mes. |l 6m very

company for theéact that they just let it die a natural death. Not
happy at all with if it was going to be finished they should have
had everybody together or whatever or something. Some sort of

communication to people that, fALook thi
iswhatwe shoul d do?d6 Do you want it to con
want i1t to continue. l'tés your ball typ
happens. They didndét do it they didnot
new guy [district manager] in town and he knows NOTHING

absolutely NOHI NG about it other than iIitds no
and [ OHS manager ] gets a new boss and
mont hs, no communication, no nothing.

on the health and safety committee | guess to find out if anything
else is goindo happen. But very poorly handled, very
unprofessional é.

Some of the ECTO6s projects remained wunfin
program concluded, change to one of the depo
midst of investigating was incompégta cart for pulling freight that the team had
invested much time and energy into and waited months for, was delivered to the depot
but went unused by couriers because it was awaiting modifications that never came, and
an investigation that the ECT wastie middle of into the hazards associated with

courier trucks was not completed.
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7.7 FURNITURE CO.

The sustainability of the participatory ergonomic program in Furniture Co.
changed over time and was infl uenament, by: (1)
and, in particular, by occupational health and safety regulatory bodies, such as the
workersdé compensation board; (2) the company
member sdé6 attempts to integrate thamesal®E pr ogr a
programs. Attempting to align itself with elements of the corporate structure, the ECT
raisedawareness of the PE program and complemented extant OHS programs, enhancing
their worth I n this section | desictheplmgramtahde ECTO s

how they were affected by the factors noted above.

7.7.1 Lack of Progress

Il nitially, support came from some of Furn
provision of time for workers to meet and carry out ECT activities, but assdisd in
Chapter 5, managers did not initially provide the personnel and necessary authority to
implement changes. After approximately twelve months, because of the slow process by
which it was making changes, the ECT had little to show for its efforspite early
setbacks, the ECT6s output increased over ti

approximately 40 months.

The ECT6s inability to make change in its
of the plantds manager sssoslowinitsinidat yiearthd he t e a mo
pl ant manager noted that, Anlt took forever t
that i1t was he, and not anot her Simary,e seni or

the human resources manager said to the OHf#agea that the ECT appeared not to be
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making any progress. In an interview twenty months into the intervention, the health and
safety manager described this concern and he
the first year whether [the ECT] had @doANYTHING at all because as far as she was
concerned she couldnét see anythingéAnd | wa

0OA, 06 to be visible, and 6B, 6 to prove that w

Responding to the challenges to maintaining the PE prografeheleveloped
a set of strategies in an effort to ensure its {@mg viability. Some of these strategies

were aimed at demonstrating to management that the ECT was having a positive impact.

7.7.2 Promoting and AProceduralizingo the F

Attempting to preserve the PE program, the OHS manager endeavoured, in her
words, to Aintegrateodo the program into the p
Integration, she said, was difficult but would ensure the PE program had enough status
that manager woul d not treat it as a fAflavour of t
ergonomics program into OHS practices, she,
program in a set of practices that could be evaluated by company personnel. As part of
this, e put together an AErgonomic Policyo in
programdés procedures and protocol s. 't outl
it aimed to achieve, what it needed to function, and who was responsible for its operation.

This document was reviewed and signed by both the VP human resources and company
president . Additionally, she attempted to r
goals with the plantds senior management . V

integrating he PE program into the OHS practices she said:

Well, to make it part of the workplace culture you have to make a
procedureé and in the procedure it says
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and then you have to do that stuff, and PROVE that you do it.

When youeétrye amd syadudbére dealing with reg
agencies and external audits you have to PROVE everything.

There has to be signatures, and dates and proof of training and a

document trail and all the rest of it.
as i f | 6m egboondhya skad |i tsbosm a | i ttl e | ess
would be to keep the machinery guarded, for example. But if it

doesndét say whodés responsible for what,
accountability to hold people responsib
gonna die. And if ever change ROLES, the ergo program would

just go boom. So for me it was really important to write it up

with all those responsibilities of what
together. And MAKE it just part of how we live our life here,

whichistheninprastie, whi ch i s i mpacting our cul
Annually, | have to prove that | reviewed them all as part of my

program; that theyodére still current and
gets put in with those procedures itoll
reviewproces. € t hatds how everything functi
to be put into the way we do our busine

In addition to proceduralizing the program, the OHS manager tried to create and
maintain awareness about the PE program among management at various levels. Sh
spoke about the ECT in the pl aaWodks weekl y Sa

Committee meetings. Frequently, she informally talked to the Vice President about the

ECT6s work to keep him apprised of its actiyv
keptmanagement informed about the ECTO6s activi
and Evaluation Sheeto (Figure 7.1), which de

it was currently working on, and what prospective projects it was looking to unelertak

Copies of these documemtere regularly circulated to managers. Further, the OHS

manager organized ergonomic training for the
fact that PE program was not just another initiative but that it was a prim@gonent

in the facilityés OHS management system.



Table 7.1 Ergonomic Audit and Evaluation Sheet

Activity Measures

Ergo Employee Ergo Training: Job Safety Ergo ECT
Program | Suggestions| Workers, Supervisors, |  Analysis Projects | Meetings
Written Received | Managers, Engineers,| Complete | Complete Held
ECT Members 2/month
2003 Oct ¢ 5 0 38 4 25
Jan ¢ 9 Production 3
Supervisors, Hourly
Workers
Feb 6 2 3
Mar 6 1 3
Apr 6 48 2
May 6 13 2
June 29 2 1
Jul vy 2 14 1
WSIB Firm Profile
# NLTI # LTI # Fatal LTI # Total Injuries
2004 (as of May 26) 19 1 20
2003 102 20 0 122
2002 143 28 0 171
2001 211 28 0 239

ECTT1 Ergonomic Change Team
NLTI ¥ No Lost Time Injury

LTI T Lost Time Injury
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Table 7.1 Ergonomic Auditad Eval uati on Sheet
Project List Update
Project Description Champion Status
1 Loading skidg fold-up table prototype for 3000 ISL Line.| WR/PMgr ETA June
2 Jig Project. Unable to ch|Sup Complete
instead. Ralesign of line pending.
3 Tilt Stand Project OHS Mgr/ Hold
WR/WR
4 Plating Project hold No easy answers! Test Tilter there fi MMgr/Sup Hold
unracking.
5 Tilt stand and fixed platform Press 135 done, Presses 70 Sup/PMgr ETA May
138 & 85 in May 0604.
6 Half bin projecti recommendation to management. Costf OHS Mgr Complete
prohibitive.
7 Personal Height Adjustment Units provided in 9000 and | Sup/WR Complete
Assembly
8 Ergo Chairg Fast Track project. Provided throughout OHS Mgr/WR | Complete
plant.
9 Plastts work station$ chairs, adjustable tables, chutes | PMgr ETA Au
done. Degaters being adde
10 3000 Narrows grease, ball sizes, layout changes, PLntMgr/
automation MMgr/WR/WR
11 Platingi lazy Suzan, ball sizes, layout changes, automat| Env H&S Mgr | ETA shut
down 0
12 Welders #12
13 Plastic Retainer Pre$schanges to cart to eliminate need { Claims Mgr ETA Au
bending to pick product
14 Office Workstations reception workstation complete Eng/OHS Mgr
15 Press 9 elevated inches MMgr Complete
June O
16 Foot Pedal$ matting with Velcro attached WR/WR ETA Au/
17 Rod Maching modifications based on Ergo assessment| Claims Mgr Complete
18 Vacuum ball bearings PMgr
19 General Welding lifting arm, combining process PMgr
Workstation Changes (Goal: 2/month
2002 Workstation change for Worker, Ergo chairs investigated and purchased for plant
2003 Personal Height Adjustment Units provided in 9000 and Assembly, workstation change f
Workers
J an ¢ Toolroom compter station set up correctly; Press 52 tilter installed
F e b @ Plastics workstationi chairs, adjustable tables, chutes
Ma r @ Press 135 platform & tilter/ crimping of narrow channel/ reception workstatidesign/ foot
pedal
Apr g None
Ma y @ 6 Retainer press guards installed/ 3 Press platforms with tilters (70, 138, 85)
J u n e | 4 Degating units/ 3000 ISL Line layout improvements
J ul y | Retainer press cartdgesign/ Turn Lift Tablé Keyboard Tray Assembly
Au g (¢ Plating 6800 Line Chayes/ 3402 adjustable table (Slide Assembly/ Press 9 replaced for h

issues)

WR'T Worker Representative

PMgr, MMgr, PLntMgri Production Manager, Maintenance Manager, Plant Manager

Supi Supervisor
OHS, Env H&S, End Occupational Health and SafeBnvironmental Health and Safety, Engineer
ETA'T Estimated Time of Arrival
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The ECT, and, in particular, the OHS manager, through both promotional
activities and the fAproceduralizationo of th
important part of thelpant 6s regul ar operatieaa,2004)d t hus t
it as something that could not be easily sid
attempts to secure support for the PE program unfolded in a facilitative context in which
the plraemstdbructuring efforts and the workersbo
plant management to take ergonomics more seriously than it previously had. These

topics are discussed further in the next sections.

7.7.3 Restructuring

The pl ant 6osinreaction tg marketzlhanges is a pertinent part of
understanding management 6s acceptance and co
Decreasing product demand, rising global competition, and soaring material costs
translated into layoffs and apushtorineas e t he pl antds operationa
effect of restructuring was that it complica
workers and, as | demonstrate below, this provided an important condition contributing to
t he PE pr ogr leapngeff emmoyees/samificamtly reduced the spots in
which modifiedduty personnéf could be accommodated, or given a task, which had
previously been plentiful. Late in the inte
most of those jobs have lreeliminated because of a drop in volume. So you may still
have one person [performing a task] when you had three people, six people doing it

before. o When | asked one of the plantds se

% Modified-duty personnel are individuals suffering from either permanent or temporary injury who need
to be assigned worthat does not lead to-igjury. Modified-duty personnel may also be referred to as
light-duty and restricteduty personnel.
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Well , é first o000employeeswhare b geara bout 7

ago. Today wedbre down to about 260 hou
thereds been 450 jobs that have been | o
being eliminated it certainly hasalong with those being

el iminated ther eoaybeawerejusiguttng of |j obs t ha
washers on a riveter or something that was quite light work and

€ it was jobs that we used when peopl e
those jobs have disappeared now so that
difficult to find work for these people.
Plant mangement also considered the financial ramifications of |agiffig
injured workers. Layingff injured workers resulted in extra costs for employers due to
Workplace Safety and Insurance Board (WSIB) policies. Under the WSIB policies,
employersareobligatd t o try to Aprovide injured worke
restores their earnings before the injuryo (

then an employee enertrisy threodgil am® ufromanm &tert air
2006). Alhough employers do not directly pay for rehabilitation and retraining costs, the

inability of employers to accommodate injured employees is recorded in WSIB appraisals

of a plantds health safety record #afhd may re
employees who were injured meant an added cost. With fewer places to provide workers

who suffered from permanent injuries, management was aware of the importance of

preventing such injuries and creating work areas where injured workers could be

accommodted. As a senior manager in the plant said,

| am comparing it to other companies, Ww
still have more lostime injuries or injuries that require some type

of modified work restrictions. And, | i
Fora young worker i f theydére injured to
to be retrained] ité may be the only al

several hundred thousand dollars to retrain a worker to do
something else.
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7.7. 4 Surcharges: Maki ng Mbontagceendent @St and

Anot her, more direct way that Furniture C
environment was through the surcharges it incurred under the expeaiatinge
compensation system. During the intervention, the plant received a series oépdnalt
its high losttime injuries rate. These encouraged senior management within the plant
and at corporate levels to carefully consider how musculoskeletal disorders were

addressed.

As mentioned in the previous description of the experieatieg system, the
Workplace Safety Insurance Board imposes a surcharge on companies that have higher
than average injury rates. Furniture Co. had received rebates due to its low injury rates
for several years prior to tjrgnuRliersi nt ervent.
increased over time; mid way through the program, they exceeded the average injury
numbers for its rate group, the rebates stopped, and Furniture Co. incurred three

consecutive hefty surcharges from the WSIB, each close to a million dollars.

The surcharges affected Furniture Co. 06s p
management to focus on health and safety and decrease injury costs. Company officials
considered the surcharges to be very serious, and in the words of the OHS manager, they
mademnagers, fistand up and take notice. 0 Fur
pressure from Furniture Co.0s parent company
the United States and Taiwan, had significantly lower health and safety costs than

Furniture M. did, adding to the pressure on plant management to control OHS costs.

The fact that plant and corporate management regarded the surcharges as a

substantial and avoidable cost gave justification for investment in MSD prevention and
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increased the lefymacy of the participatory ergonomic program. | asked a senior

manager about the corporationds response to

éthey have a real concerné t hat we co
hundred thousand dollars ori gust on asurcharge fee this year

and that comes off the bottom | ine. So
about it I mean thatds what drives bus

The plant manager recounted how corporate management responded to the surcharge, and
how it gave t he tsbmedeverageyinritermsmofaheinsgending on

ergonomics:

it [surcharge] was eight hundred thous
right to our CEO of our corporation in the United States. He was

not blaming us but blaming himself, more or less saying as a

company,wal dnét it have been smarter for us
hundred thousand dollars in interventions and improvements

rather than spending it on fines. Now we have to do both. We got

to still pay the eight hundred thousand dollars, but we should be

budgeting ad spending money in a way as we move forward to

avoid that from occurring. So thatoés wh
forth better budgets for spending to say we were going to spend a

hundred or two hundred thousand dollars a year on making

improvements.

Within  t hi s context of high surcharges and man:
ergonomic program was seen as one means to decrease the high numbers of injury claims

and reduce, if not avoid, future surcharges.

Pressure from the WSIB and an intensealsnpetitive market motivated the
pl antés management to make changes, which af
programbs status. The surcharges encouraged
addressed workelated musculoskeletal disorders. Downsizing a shift to lean
manufacturing had previously reduced the spots where employees hitherto worked on

modi fied duty. These pressures meant that t
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considered a viable part of the way the plant was to reduce OIS ddsey also created
conditions under which the participatory erg
interests could be aligned and created opportunities for the ECT to gain more legitimate

status.

7.7.5 Demonstrating the PE Programdés Util it

In the @ntext of plant restructuring and surcharges, linking the ergonomics
program to other parts of the plantdés health
utility and lend it some security. To this end, the ergonomics team attempted to
demonstrate its reance to management, and show itself as a viable ipjemention

program.

The ECTO6s efforts t eexistingmdalthiandsafeeyct i vi ti es
framework could be seen in the teamdés meetin
monthsintote i nt ervention, whereby at the beginni
revi ewed the plantds weekly fiaccident report
health and safety personnel. As each of the injuries was described, team members
deliberated ad decided whether and how it could address the circumstance that had led
to the injury. In reviewing the weekly accident report, the ECT was attempting to

directly reduce the facilitybés muscul oskel et

The ECT also enhanced its profile as deaive injuryreducing and costaving
mechanism by capitalizing on retutmrwork concerns. The ECT did this by modifying
work areas so that employees who had musculoskeletal injuries could work safely. It was
able to do this by responding toissuesth ar ose i n toWorkpl ant 6s ARet

Committee, 0 (RTW) a group consisting of mana
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devoted to arranging work with minimal risk for employees on modified duty due to

work-related injury.

Ideally, in RTW programs, emplegs who have been injured are brought back to
work as quickly and safely as possible when they are ready. Injured workers may benefit
as they can slowly transition back to work,
compensation may provide, and, generallypriove their physical and emotional state as
they recover from injury; employers may benefit in that workers are doing-adblex
tasks and their logtme claims are reduced (Baet al, 2003; Loisekt al, 2005).
Meeting the goals of retuto-work programs can be challenging, as reintroducing
employees to work requires consideration of several factors, such as availability of
positions, union concerns that employees receive pay similar to what they-thfupye
and reinstating employees beforeyttmave fully recovered (IWH, 2005: 38; Krauseet

al., 2001;MacEachenet al, 2006)

I n its decisions concerning theto-pl acement
work committee considered the empl oweeds wor
do valueadded work while on restricted duty and the influence a worker on modified
duties may have on production. Contractually, the company was obligated to give
employees who received layoff notidehh e opti on bet ween being | ai
transferring from one job to another in a different area of the plant and thereby displacing
the employee in that area who had lowest seniority; whether an employee could bump
was based on his/her seniority. In the area a worker decided to transfer iotkeafar
whom the opportunity was available would either exercise his/her own bumping option or

be laid off. Therefore, each round of lay offs typically triggered bumping, which had a
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cascading effect in which workers bumped others until the lesestity employee
was laid off. If an injured worker was bumped, had enough seniority, and chose to
exercise her/his bumping option, the RTW committee searched for a place on the

shopfloor where s/he could be accommodated.

Layoffs, bumping, and the reduatian positions that were suitable for modified

duty employees complicated the RTW committee
workers with physical restrictions. The OHS
deliberations concerning where theyshquidl ace modi fi ed duty worker
and a Anightmare. 0 She said that, Athe ergo
witho these staffing issues as it altered wo
With its mandate to improve working conditioise PE program gave the RTW

committee more options of where workers could be placed and thereby relieved some of

the pressure on the committee.

T h e E CT 6-makingraetivitigsenot only allowed the company to
accommodate modifieduty employees, butsb ensured the work that these employees
were doing was valuadded. In one work area in particular the plant manager noted

accommodating modified duty workers paid back in big dividends:

The biggest example here is the systema
sysematic machines requires people to bend into bins, lift

guantities of parts, put them on a shelf, feed them through an

automatic machine, they [parts] go through the machine and back

into a bin, they [operators] got to reach down again and try to

straighte them around. So they [ECT] are coming up with lifting

devices, lift and tilt devices to bring the parts right up to the

empl oyeesd | evel and then all you got t
a time out of a container and place them on a conveyor and feed i

in. Then people we had on light duty at the time could go in and

do the job. éwe [company] had two of th
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on two shifts at a time, so really that that creates some

employment for three people that we were taking off of light duty

joband they were now on direct worKk. So
investment but it was probably six or seven or eight thousand

dollars worth of lifters and modifications and things like that. So

that would be very quick payback.

The ergonomi c cyhoxmeaeespates farrmodsfiedallty worketrs
i mproved its profile among management . Wh e n
activities were facilitating the placement of modified duty workers, the plant manager
was categorical aboult mehans, T HAONO Snotshte dfedfci unsi t
in a | ot of cases. It was justification to
high numbers of employees on modified duty n
improvements, we had to look at doing thiklgféerently because not only have we got a
lot of people on light duty that we now have to somehow accommodate but the workforce
is getting older. o Significantly, managemen
program to be one important means to addra key issue arising from workplace

injuries: financial costs.

7.7.6 The Upshot of ATrending Downwar do

One of the most convincing pieces of evidence for maintaining the ergonomic
program was that the injury rates had fallen since its initiationin®tine time that the
ECT had been operational, the number of bothtlost and ndost-time injuries were
decreasing, or as the OHS manager said, the
Indeed, the number of letitne injuries in the plant had castently dropped, from 28 in

2001 to 10 in 2004.

Crucially, the plantds senior management

i njury numbers. In a visit with the team, t



work, noting that it was integraltoegh c ompany 6s health and safety
intervention, one of the companyds Vice Pres
had value but confessed that he was surprised there were still such a high number of
repetitive strain injuriesgivenh e company and ergonomic teamo:
injuries. He noted that, fAif we hadndét have
numbers] coul dove been right off the radar.
DEFINITELY has improved. | mewgjust the way people work today on those

workstations that we changed versus the way they worked dayearo year s ago. I
much better. o When asked about his i mpressi

Vice President said:

eat f i r st swasdgoihgdaubg ¢reaat ahdithen it sort of

hit a bit of a lull where | thought, #fi
|l s anything good coming out of this? &
see some of the things that are changin

good. lat worhédemwhile program. o

The plant manager was seeing results too. He explained that injury reduction was
due to several factors, including not only the ergonomics program but also the plant

layoffs and the other elements of the health and safety systhen fiaxctory:

When we first started this we were between six and eight hundred

hours a week in light duty costsndirect costs. And through a

combination of three things. €& Part of
them is to let them know that we have to tryitmfsome work

for these people and get them on direct work even though we can

modify the workstations so that they can do the work which

would incorporate some ergonomic interventions and try to come

up with some different ways so they are not lifting bedding

and twisting. So if we come up the ideas as supervisors where we

can make i mprovements and wedoll [ECT] w
group if necessary to make improvements getting them to do

direct work rather than [candét under st a
month after month we could see that that was getting better.
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Anot her indicator that the companysds appr
improving was that it scored high on an external review of its occupational health and
safety (OHS) program. Because the camphad high injury rates, it was subject to a
WorkWellaudit®* 1 n t his audit, carried out by a WSI B
program is reviewed and if improvements are required, these are stipulated and then an
inspector returns six months later to ggbese recommendations for improvements have
been acted on. The company successfully passed both audits; part of the reason for this,
according to the OHS manager, was the planteao
risk of injury.
7.8 DISCUSSION

The chapter began by describing the difficulty encountered when a group attempts
to satisfy multiple social worlds that may have interests that are inconsistent with its own.
Despite the changes that the ECT made, the participatory ergonomic prograot was n
accepted by management in Courier Co. as a worthwhile way to address OHS concerns.
Support for the programdéds maintenance, stron
management was unprepared to provide for its continuance. Conversely, in Furniture
Co., support grew over time and management accepted the PE program as an important
means of addressing high OHS costs. The cha

programso sustainability differed and how th

% |n Ontario a WorkWell audit is conducted if a company routinely has an unsatisfactory health and safety
record. Seenttp://www.wsib.on.ca/wsib/wsibsite.nsf/public/WorkwelThe consequences of failing the

audit on the return visit by the assessor are considerable. If a company fails the secondsernesipial
annual insurance premium can increase from anywhere betwee3%% addition to already imposed
surcharges.
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capacity to make a case for PE program continuation and (b) the organizational and

broader social context in which the programs were embedded.

I n both settings, actorsd perspectives in
shaping program continuatiohe physical demands on workers were lessened through
the ergonomic change teamsdéd activities. The
workers in Courier Co. did not, however, coincide with a discernable drop 4tinest
injury rates. As a result, maregent did not deem the PE program a success.
Congruent with a negotiated order perspective (Strauss, 1978; 1993), alignment of the PE
programbébs aims with the perspectives of mul't
Management wanted to see that there wasesmpact on lostime injuries for the
investment in PE. This made making the case

the ECT in Courier Co. as it was unable to address those concerns.

The findings concerning how the PE program results weleatea based on
reductions in lostime injury rates draw attention to the connection between what is
interpreted as positive OHS program outcomes and the external regulatory environment.
Management s6 decisions about pedhbythe E pr ogr ams
prevailing occupational health and safety regulatory context, which emphasizes
evaluating an OHS programéds vi a-tmelnuryy by t he
rates. Moreover, judgements abowdemns he PE pr
related to OHS investment; specifically, minimizing this investment. This finding is
congruent with Waltersdé (1985; see al so Hal/l
concerning workplace hazards are embedded in the structural contradictiwesrbe

capitalés interests and the promotion of and
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Another finding is that the strength of the efforts to maintain the PE programs by
the ECTs differed markedly. The ECT in Courier Co. did not demonstrate to the
company hat it was a viable part of the health and safety system and could provide a
good return on investment. Part of the reas
reluctance to take their case for PE program continuation to management; the main
reason for tls was their lack of influence. In contrast, in Furniture Co., the OHS
manager and plant manager pursued ways of in
OHS system. They did this in three ways: they attempted to promote awareness about the
PE programthey proceduralized the program, and they established PE as complementary
to the plantds OHS pr o gto-Wonsprogram Morsopeg ci f i cal |
they aligned participatory ergonomic program goals with key organizational objectives,
in particdar the reduction of health and safety costs. As a result, the PE program was

considered by management as one way to address high OHS costs.

The findings regarding the differential outcomes in the programs are consistent
with some of the factors idefied in the public health literature that support
sustainability (Goodman and Steckler, 1988; Nilseal., 2004; Schreir, 2005). Three
factors identified in this literature are particularly relevant to the findings here: a program
needstobe(@)seens f i tting with an organizationés gc
supporters, and (c) producing benefits for an organization that are apparent to key
organizational benefactors. In Courier Co., according to management, the program did
notconvergewit t he organi zationés goals, there was
ECT for the programdés continuati on, and the

immediately apparent to key managers. Conversely, in Furniture Co., the PE program
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was aligned withth o r g a ni zsaung goals) alvocated for by the ECT, and

especially the OHS manager, and recognized by senior managers as benefiting the plant.

Consistent with the literature that points to influences on the sustainability of
health programs fra sources external to an organization (Buchasaa, 2005a;Pluye
et al, 2004; Shedia®izkallah and Bone, 1998), the organizational environment played
an i mportant role in creating the conditions
experienceaating system affected management s orient
dramatically different ways. In Courier Co., the company sought to handle its injuries in
a different way than through the PE program. In Furniture Co., the ECT was able to align
its interests with larger company objectives. The findings highlight the importance of
examining the influence of government health and safety policy on programs which may
be enacted within workplaces. These findings also suggest the importance of attending to

theunintended consequences of policy on programs such as OHS.

The regulatory environment was also important in terms of its influence on
multiple | evels of management in Furniture C
relevance was enhanced when pressaa® put on local management by senior
management, who were reacting to the poor health and safety record and attendant
surcharges from the provinceds compensation
accommodate injured employees, an objective that restingtand lean manufacturing
made more difficult because they reduced the number of positions in which workers
could perform light work. These factors, related to the regulatory environment, gave the
problem of softissue injuries more legitimacyand¢on i but ed t o management

decisions to continue supporting the PE program as they saw it as one way that injuries
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could be addressed. The ECTO6s cdupyacity to a
workers could be accommodated and perform vatided worlenhanced the PE

programbés | egitimacy.

In Furniture Co., senior managers felt that the PE program decreased injury

numbers and that the program contributed to
safety record. The PE rpgednmanageménsto mpam@int i ve i n
the program, despite its slow start. In particular, the PE program enhanced the
companyb6s capacity to decreasdutyhows. fi nanci al
This status gave the ECT the recognition and resourcesliéthiée continue. In sum,
management s continued support of the partic
the | ocal context and broader regulatory cli

organi zationds objectives.

One of the central ideasunderpni ng Ont ari od6s regul atory
safety pays, or that if organizations attend to health and safety they will benefit
financially. A key aspect of the safety pays approach is expesiating. As Thomason

and Pozzebon (2002: 287) explain

The Iink between the employerdés <c¢cl ai ms
compensation assessments provides employers with incentives to
reduce the frequency and severity of claims. Broadly speaking,
there are two ways in which employers may do this. They may
improvethe health and safety conditions at the workplace, which
reduces the probability that worker will suffer a workplace injury
or disease and possibly the severity of injuries that do occur.
Alternatively, firms may engage in a variety of practices known
asclaims managemenivhich reduce the cost of injury or disease
without necessarily affecting workplace health and safety.
(emphasis in original)
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Both of the companies engaged in claims management. Experience rating did not
encour age Coumenetocoinue thesPE pragnae gvaich was intended to
address the source of injury. In the final months of the PE program, management was in
the process of adopting a largeale retursto-work program: a claims management
approach to reducing OHS costa. Furniture Co., management was interested in claims
management as well, and in addressing this accommodated matlifiedmployees.
However a feature of their approach was to address the source of injury through the
ECTO6s activiticdutywoeeratdderformgvalua adiled taske. That the
companies engaged in claims management is consistent with literature on experience

rating (Kralj, 1994; 1995; 2000; Thomason and Pozzebon, 2002).

The different outcomes between Courier Co. andikue Co. are partly
attributable to whether the ECTs could demonstrate they were addressing health and
safety costs. In Courier Co. there were no indications that the PE programs were
reducing OHS costs; conversely, in Furniture Co., management savwotram saving
OHS <cost s. These companiesd different react
that local circumstances mediated how the experieatogg system was translated within
the organizations. The complex interactions between intendatxternal conditions,
multiple, competing valuations of the OHS programs, and different actions by the ECTs
that led to the differential outcomes in the workplaces are in accord with the findings of

Buchanare t  @2005) 8wsvey of sustainability stedi. They (203) note,

No simple prescription for managing sustainability emerges from
this review. However it seems appropriate to recommend
strategies sensitive to context, complexity, ambiguity, uncertainty,
competing stakeholders and to the rangeobvémiial interlocking
influences. It is also evident that sustainability depends on a
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number of externalities beyond direct management control and
manipulation.

Given that wunions are generally supportiyv
(e.g., Beker and Morawetz, 2004; Johansson and Partanen, 2002), it was unexpected that
they did not get involved in efforts to sustain the PE programs in Courier Co. or Furniture
Co. In Courier Co., the union steward was on the team, saw the ECT and PE program as
a good thing and was upset about its demise. Nonetheless, he did not make efforts to
alter the course of the program. Perhaps there was no protest from the union in Courier
Co. because it saw the programdés bdathmdc onti nua
been started and then discontinued as so many other programs had in the past and
therefore felt that protesting the PE progra
Furniture Co., perhaps the absence of involvement of the unions was duéatd that
the PE program was receiving continued support from management and no union

assistance was required.

Chapter Seven described the challenges that the ECTs encountered while
attempting to ensure the PE program continuation. In Chapter Eightithe s er t at i on o6 s

significant findings, lessons for practitioners, and future research directions are discussed.
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CHAPTER EIGHT

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION: ENCOUNTERING LIMITATIONS AND
OVERCOMING OBSTACLES

8.0 INTRODUCTION

This dissertation examines twargicipatory OHS programs designed to reduce
the incidence and prevalence of waetated musculoskeletal disorders. Employing
direct observations recorded over the course of the programs and interviews, | examined
the participatory ergonomic (PE) programThe dissertation addressed the following
research questions: What actions were undertaken by individuals to ensure the PE
programés functioned and continued? How did
enable or constrain, the pursuit of PE progictivities? Considering the influence of
both the actors and the structural condition

draws on insights from negotiated order and critical theory frameworks.

This chapter discusses some of the key findindght of the theoretical lens that
guides the analysis as well as some of the literatures relevant to the dissertation. The
chapter begins with a brief review of the theories and a presentation of the key findings.
Then | discuss themes that permebtet di ssertati onds findings.
consider the issue of the success or failure
penul timate section | discuss the dissertat.i
ergonomics literature. A brief discussiof future research directions concludes the
chapter.
8.1 RESTATEMENT OF THE THEORETICAL FRAM EWORK

I examined the ECTs6 activities using con

The first is negotiated order theory, which focuses on the micro anmd msects of
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phenomena. Negotiated order considers organizational life as an ongoing

accomplishment. In terms of organizational programs, the perspective does not see them

as pregiven but as enacted by those in the setting. Negotiated order considers

organizational life as unfolding in ways that may differ from stated organizational rules

or regulations. Instead it considers these as being ambiguous and possibly unknown to

some actors. Even actors who are familiar with rules and regulations mayatteem

in different ways. Negotiated order theory presumes organizations are composed of
heterogeneous actors whose interests are myriad. In part, because of these diverse

interests among actors and that different actors carry out distinct tasks,resd to

forge agreements about how they will achieve
words, multiple Asocial worldso in a setting
Moreover, actors may have varying levels of interest in a program andbtiecireiat it

with indifference or even resist it. Also, differential distribution of power in workplaces

among groups can affect a programdéds function

Critical theory also offered important insights that informed the dissertation. |
used critical theory to locate the analysis in the economic conditions affecting the PE
programs. The critical paradigm has been used successfully to understand OHS
conditions and their alteration. As it applies to OHS, it predominantly considers the
influence of structure and economic and political factors involved in the creation of
hazards and how and if they are addressed. Using the framework, | consider the
important role that the profit motive may play in the realization of OHS intervention
goals orhealth and safety generally (Grunberg, 1983; Littler and Salaman, 1982; Nichols,

1997). The critical paradigm also presents a framework for understanding labour and



management 0s asymmetri cal access to resource
differences in power affect the capacity of each to alter the workplace. With respect to

OHS, the paradigm highlights the differences in resources among groups within

workplaces. It also considers the role of the economic conditions that shape theslecisio

of management; most importantly, about production. Finally, it highlights the fact that
management and worker interests are not always shared when it comes to health and

safety concerns.

By considering an organizational change program from negotatied and
critical perspectives, the dissertation focuses on how individuals and groups carry out
activities that are required to achieve program goals. These activities entailed
establishing and maintaining the arrangements that these programs rehed up
functi on. To describe how these arrangement
interactional strategies, or the means employed to advance agendas, such as persuasion

(Strauss, 1988; 1993, Strauss and Corbin, 1993).

8.2 RECAPPING THE FINDINGS

Chapter Four explored how different types of and access to knowledge affected
both the levels of worker participation and the solution design process. Workplace
features such as design parameters, production pressures, the nature of the knowledge
requiredto design solutions, and the differential distribution of that knowledge among

workplace personnel, influenced involvement and solution design.

In keeping with the precepts of participatory ergonomics (Wiktal, 2005), the
teams drew heavilyonwogkr s & knowl edge of the producti on

with ergonomic knowledge in their attempts to effectively address musculoskeletal
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disorders. Having been provided with an introduction to ergonomic principles and task

analysis techniques, the E@lembers recognized hazards and incorporated worker

knowl edge of job tasks into their thinking.
crucial to understanding job tasks was, at times insufficient to devise solutions. This had
important consequenceso wor ker sé i nvolvement during sol
Furniture Co., i n the interventionds initial
required more specialized technical knowledge than was available to the ECT, ECT

members had greatfficulty designing practicable solutions to address hazards. In part,

this was because the vast majority of changes involved alteration of the production

process which was mechanized and production flow interdependent, so the ECT needed

to consider in itsolution design many features of the production process, such as the

movement of parts and functionality of machinery. Conversely, in Courier Co., the

nature of the labour process involved predominantly manual hand tools and only

infrequently required #t the team engage in complex tasks such as integrating or

altering machinery.

I n Furniture Co., the teambs capacity to
improved when the maintenance manager and production manager were brought on to the
ECT because of their formal training and practical knowledge of machinery, production
processes, and factory layout. However, their increased involvement diminished the

participation of the worker representatives in the design process.

Chapter Five describedh e ECTs 6 acti vities when tryin
they had identified and created solutions fo

securing permission from management to carry out changes and lack of budgetary



authority led to protracted chge initiation and implementation processes and, on

occasion, resulted in no change at all. The sources of this problem differed for each

setting. In Courier Co., the problems resided primarily with the fact that senior managers

were located outside dfite depot but had authority over th
equipment. In Furniture Co., it was middle management who either resisted or were

indi fferent to the ECTO6s recommendations and
implementation activities forthemtr vent i ondés first 12 mont hs.
change implementation led to a set of common consequences in both settings: frustration

among team members and questions from managers astelGoworkers in the

facilities about.the ECTsd sl ow progress

The ECTs reacted in different ways to the problems that they encountered. In
Courier Co., the OHS regional manager, and to a lesser extent, other team members
empl oyed a set of interactional strategies t
changes. rl Furniture Co., the OHS manager and the plant manager recruited the
maintenance manager and production manager onto the ECT and secured their
cooperation. Although change making progressed more smoothly with the presence of
the production manager and mi@nance manager, it was not without its problems. The
OHS manager still had to shepherd ergonomic changes around some roadblocks after the

manageri al personnel s enlistment.

Chapter Six examined the ECTsd6 division o
Implementation tasks were unevenly distributed across members, with management
personnel typically carrying them out. The

on who would have success in carrying out implementation tasks, profoundly affected
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whoame forward to act. The workplaceds hier
understandings of the typical relations of production contributed to their perspectives and

subsequently to the division of labour.

Chapter Seven discussed the fate of the PE prograiks so many
organizational programs that are short lived (Beer and Nohria, 2000), the PE program in
Courier Co. was discontinued after approximately 30 months. Conversely, in Furniture
Co., at the conclusion of the research, 48 months after it hagdstdoe PE program was

still operating.

Seni or management in the settings took di
sustainability. In Furniture Co., senior managers were supportive; conversely, in Courier
Co., senior and local managers were natCourier Co., the national health and safety
manager did not consider the program to have achieved valuable results. Primarily
interested i n whether t htene@gams,ghrs mamagerelid uced t h
not support the continuation of theogram. In Furniture Co., WSIB surcharges and
plant restructuring prompted management to continue to invest time and money in the PE

program.

In neither company were the programs evaluated based on whether they were
having a positive effect on workeete | t h, as r e p o-repoesdbfphif/ wor ker s
l nstead, a key criterion in managementos t hi
was that they should reduce the {bste injury rates. | suggest that the experieratang

syst embs thenmporsasce of reported lestne claims for assessing the utility

However, in Courier Co. the research teepotxamined t
of pain. The results of thEenalysis are reported in Rivilet al, 2006.
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of a prevention strategy diminished the significance attached to other criteria, such as
workerselfr eports of their health. These regul at
orientaton toward OHS and willingness to continue the programs in each setting,

although in markedly different ways.

I n both of the settings, managerso6 deci si
be linked to the fact that the partial sedfjulation model of @S legislation in Ontario
does not specify what companies should do to reduce highrtastates (Nichols and
Tucker, 2000; Storey and Tucker, 2006). As a result, managers are relatively free to
decide how they will endeavour to ensure their compatagsusder the average injury
rates for their industry sector. They may choose to engage iatstrartlaims
management practices without addressing the sources or primary causes of injury.
Importantly, the ways that management choose to address iimgungtchecessarily focus

on addressing root causes of MSDs.

The ECTs varied in the ways that they sought to continue the PE programs. In
Courier Co., the ECT did Iittle to push for
representatives supported the peogr noting it had achieved some successes; however,
they did not petition management for its continuation, citing the fact that their opinions
would do little to sway management. The OHS manager assisted the ECT into its
twenty-eighth month, but atthena onal heal th and safety manag
championing the PE program after that point. Conversely, in Furniture Co. the OHS
manager pushed strongly to ensure that middle and senior managers understood the PE

programbés rel evamam waad itrhtad grtaiteedpriont o t he
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safety management system. She strove to have the PE program recognized as

supplementary to other programs as well as worthwhile for its own sake.

8.3 REVIEWING CROSS-SITE THEMES

In my description of tb cases, | did not adopt a standard set of dimensions upon
which to compare the settings. Instead, in each of the findings chapters, | looked at the
two cases independently and discussed some of the relevant similarities and differences
between them. Idoing so, | endeavoured to minimize the chance that an important
distinguishing feature might be ignored, downplayed, and/or rejected. | hoped to allow
salient elements to be given the attention they deserve, thus contributing to the validity of
theovera | studyds results. I n this section, I

common themes that arose across sites.

8.3.1 Participatory Ergonomics Programs Unfold in a Social Context
Scholars such as Collins (1998) and Dawson (2003a; 2003t at

organizational change programs do not exist independently of the dynamism that

characterizes organizational life: scarcity of resources, multiple and conflicting interests,

and the capacity of actors t a. Ratherder or f aci
elements such as these shape programs over time. The PE programs were conditioned by
actions of those within the settings as well by organizational and societal conditions. In

particular, the study demonstrates how the PE programs weresdffactliscrepant
interests, power, and the actions of Aintere

terminology.

Agreements regarding how the PE programs would operate were in place at the

outset of the interventions: the arrangements were made withge@ent for time and
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finances; the teams were composed, were trained in ergonomics and were assisted by an
ergonomisffacilitator for more than a year and a half; and the ECT had a plan to follow

in the form of the blueprint. However, some key elementseofigreements concerning

the support the programs would receive were
implementation, and continuation activities changed markedly over time as contingencies

arose and the ECT members responded to these. thlter#o the way the ECTs

operated over time are consistent with Strau

Projects characteristically have narrative histories: they evolve

over time. While that evolution may entail the alteration or

elaboration of the origial goal or goals, the work and the work

itself and the work relationships of project members do develop

over ti me. Hence their efforts to achi

togethero of their work are permeated b
Any analysisot he Afitting togethero must take

into consideration.

Structures in the settings had erosive effects on some agreements, which in turn
influenced the PE programsdé functioning and

imperative limted the available time to carry out changes. Additionally, the uneven

di stribution of power played an i mportant pa
This was mani fest in managementoés contr ol oV
progamsad affected how i mplementation activiti

perspectives regarding the importance they deemed health and safety and PE influenced
the programs. In particular, PE program support differed among different managerial
levels anl responsibilities. Conditions internal and external to the organizations, such as
production pressures, managerial indifference and resistance, and economic imperatives
all shaped the programs. One of the main consequences of these influences was that

participants continuously faced contingencies, such as scarce resources, which they

264



responded to by attempting to Awork things o
Ultimately, the programs did not function according to plan or the precepts of

participabry ergonomics alone; rather, they operated as a product of ongoing

arrangement making of the ECTs within their organizational and structural contexts.

These findings align with the |iterature ref
which suggestthat organizational change is fundamentally social, emergent, and

processual (Dawson, 2003a; 2003b; Dawson, 2005; McLoughlin, 2005; Thomas, 1994).

The findings also pointtothe mieppo | i t i ¢cs of change or i ndi
directed toward makinghange and continuing the programs. The significance of these
factors converges with the insights of the negotiated order framework (Fine, 1996;
Garrety and Badham, 1999; Straesal, 1985) . ECT membersé unde
programs were not openag effectively motivated them to alter course and modify their
operati on. For instance, the slowness and i
implementation of changes prompted them to adjust their activities accordingly. The
ECTs 6 r e acttingemcies thepfacedrard theioability to create new ways of
operating highlight the local creativity that shapes organizational programs. The next
section explores some specific instances of the dynamics of micro change by examining

change work.

8.3.2Activities Involved in Making Change

Regarding change making as interactional directs attention to the arrangements
participants make in order to ensure program goals are accomplished. The findings
demonstrate the practice of change as a product eéagmts sown and maintained

among various heterogeneous groups in the settings, each with their own interests and
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perspectives. Agreements amongst the groups often resulted from the interactional

strategies adopted by the ECTs. | submit that in the saapé¢hat the production of art

(Becker, 1974; 1982), theatre (Lyon, 1976), science (Fujimura, 1987; Sundberg, 2007),

and policy (Hall and McGinty, 1997; Prus, 2003) are wholly reliant on a number of
actorsod6 coll aborative e maaehangesuAdsiftedlgthe t oo 1 s
idea that accomplishing program goals requires group collaboration is not news; indeed,

it might even be a sociological truism. The analysis of organizational change is not

merely about identifying the multiple parties the¢ avolved; it is also about examining

what these people are doing, the agreements that they construct among themselves about

a course of action, how these are maintained over time, and the conditions under which

these understandings can be reached.

AsStrauss (1988) has pointed out Afitting
getting people moving toward a common objective. Gathering material resources,
coordinating who would physically carry out a change, scheduling time to meet and
design changes, drgetting permission to alter the workplaces were all practices of
making change that typically required the involvement of multiple individuals and
interactional strategies, such as persistence. In various ways, making change was about
the continuous fging of arrangements and aligning the different activities that needed to
be carried out, to ensure that organizational change was possible with interactional

strategies that would promote change work.

The dissertation provides insight into the intti@nal strategies used to meet the
goals of an organizational change program. To overcome the roadblocks they

encountered, the EXO&) war cPy,usfoen(dd@PeOd ilr67a
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enterprise. o Recall that Cdnapumbeerof Fi ve exan
strategies to overcome problems with managerial indifference and resistance to the

teamdbs recommendati ons. For example, persua
ECTs used persistence and in still other cases, they used aléaBdtyg others who

had influence in the setting. Frequently, more than one strategy was used simultaneously.

I n Furniture Co., much of the teambs energy
the PE program in the company. In this effort, B@&Tl drew on a wide array of tactics

such as educating personnel about the benefits of the PE program, drawing attention to

the ECTO6s accompli shments and goals, promoti
programs to already institutionalized OHS programd,vanat the OHS manager referred

to as, fAproceduralizing, o or formalizing the

integrated into the companyds policies.

The ECTs6 activities highlight that chang

complexityofhese activities Iis consonant with Streé

To actors themselves, the working -qubcess appears to be a
series of strategies and counterstrategies aimed at convincing,
educating, discussing, negotiating, threatening, extracting,
demanding, and/or dominating. By interacting strategically, they
are attempting to shape the specifics of a given arrangement, thus
to exert control over the work, resources, and working conditions.

Treating the PE programs as negotiated orders foregroumdstehactional strategies
involved in the establishment, maintenance, and occasiceatablishment of
agreements. Evidence of the politics that are involved in health and safety is found in
other studies, although many of these do not focus on myoranuics of organizational

life per se. Walterst al.(1995) discussed some of the ways that joint health and safety

committee members go about pushing the health and safety agenda. Gray (2002)
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highlights the strategies workers undertook to ensure taktyswhile avoiding

confrontation with management around the right to refuse unsafe work. More recently,

Hall et al, (2006) illuminated the activities carried out by joint health and safety

committee members as they attempted to gather information ladaith risks, which

could be used as resources in the struggle to alter the workplace. These studies and the

di ssertationds findings remind us that makin

According to Strauss (1993:89):

Interaction refers first ofleto the articulated collective act of

work performance. Interaction also refers and [sic] to the
strategies used in working out the arrangements that allow for the
articulation of those collective acts within any given structural
/organizational context.

8.3.3 Moderated Autonomy

There were very few attempts by ECT worker representatives to participate in
implementation activities. Generally, the division of labour during implementation
mimicked the typical relations of production in that worker regmestives did not take
on tasks that were usually carried out by management, such as ordering equipment from
suppliers. Similarly, we saw that the chang
Co. did not attempt to negotiate with management abouteéxtemg t he PE pr ogr an
tenure, in large part because they doubted the likelihood their efforts would be successful.
In both settings, worker and managerial representatives felt that using worker
representatives for implementation activities would haveyddlghe process and reduced
the probability of success. Organizational hierarchies structured which personnel carried
out the integration of the ECTsO6 preferred c
perspectives concerning the success they would experiemeticulation work affected

what they offered t o-l68)coreneritsaktacticiansBre us o (1999
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hel pful i n understanding both management

rep

tasks and worker r epr eakecertaiathsksv es 6 r el uct ance

it iIs important to recognize that people may engage human targets
with a wide range of stances. Thus, tacticians may sometimes
envision themselves as exceedingly advantaged relative to the
other, as implied in notions of being in totaintrol, being
resourcdaden, having authority, being revered, or being able to
apply extended sanctions to the other. At other times, tacticians
may see themselves on comparatively equal grounds relative to
those they encounter, or they may see theraseis both

advantaged and disadvantaged relative to the targets they plan to
engage. In still other instances, tacticians may view themselves
as greatly disadvantaged or essentially powerless relative to
prospective targets.

Chapters Four through Sevprovide examples of the conditions, at multiple

|l evel s, that shaped the ECTsO6 activities. T
various forms and were compelled to circumvent these to achieve their goals. For

example, the production imperativeskagp management 6 s willingness
the projects. The I ow priority that OHS was

functioning. The OHS regulatory climate also had a role in shaping the PE programs.
Additionally, the physical environmeatfected the level of difficulty of the changes that

the ECTs sought to make. In examining these concerns, the dissertation provides
evidence that social life is nested amidst local physical structures and the local and larger

societal structures.

Consistent with the negotiated order approach, negotiative activity evolved

within an organizational and broader context (Fine, 1994; Hall, 1997; Maines, 1982;



Maines and Charlton, 1985; Strauss, 1978:288)?® A number of studies have
examined the limétions that mark negotiations in different settings. In their comparative
study of the functioning of school boards, Hall and Spehiedir(1982: 344) noted that

negotiative activity was linked with a number of organizatideaél conditions:

(1) the n&ure and organization of operational tasks; (2) the
organizational size and complexity; (3) the distribution, use, and
effectiveness of power; (4) the leadership and administrative
style; (5) the degree of organizational change; (6) the nature and
relatiorships of organizational personnel; and (7) the number and
significance of organizational problems.

In his analysis of restaurant workers, Fine (1996: 3) notes that the influential

backdrop against which human action plays out goes beyond the orgaaizizie!:

People are able to define situations but these definitions have

consequences. For organizations, ecology, political economy,

and authority hierarchy have this character. Micronegotiations

that are so compelling to interactionists are orgahimean

obdurate, enveloping reality. To understand persons and their

settings, we must oscillate between the
environments in which these actions occur.

The findings regarding the constraints on
consistent with those found in studies of joint health and safety committees (3HSCs)
(Lewchuket al, 1996; Milgateet al, 2002; Tucker 1995; Walters, 1987; Walters, 1985;
Walters,et al, 1995; Walters and Nichols, 2006). A common thread in thesistisd
that JHSC activities played out under circumstances in which the committees had limited

influence or authority to take actions independent of management. In the present

ZOr, in Strausso6 (1978) words, fAnegotiative, o fAorgani
*The findings of the dissertation also converge with some studies in the PE literature, which have found

that managment commitment is integral to the success of PE programs (Fetlmler2006; Laitineret

al., 1997; Motamedzade, 2003; Van Eetdil, 2008; Whysalkt al, 2006; Westlandest al,, 1995) and

the OHS literature more generally (e.g., Shannon, 2000).
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analysis, an uneven power distribution in the workplaces manifested itselpperiost
significantly in managementos control over t
participation in addressing health and safet
functioning. The findings highlight that for some managers OHS was not aypriorit

compared to other concerns in the settings, in particular production. As a result, the
process of change maki nl§95ws6pvordsivellen sl owed.
summarize what bodies such as JHSCs and ECTs are up against in terms of the

imbalance of pwer:

Management guards its control over basic investment decisions,
including what, when, where and how to produce. JHSCs have
been unable to change these prerogatives and are unlikely to be
able to do so unless there are dramatic and unexpected ciranges
the direction of more economic democracy.

The findings in this study support Tucker
control o over the production process. Howev
that managerial control varied; th€Es had some room for manoeuvring. The latter
point is consistent with Shainds (1999: vi)
which management rights, as laid down in common law, can be encroached upon at all.
Management was more protective of sonafees of the production process than others.
|l f the ECTsd6 activities did not interfere wi
carry on. Further, management exercised con
spend. There was money to invest innges though management was reluctant to
relinquish budgetary control; they preferred
projects rather than giving the ECTs a pool of company money and the discretion to

spend it as they required.
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An important elememnf the dynamics of organizational change explored in this
dissertation is that the changes the teams sought to make often were somewhat removed
from what management deemed most I mportant.
design the solutions that thésjt best suited the ergonomic problem that they aimed to
address, so long as this did not interfere with production. One expects that if the ECTs
proposed changes that significantly threatened to decrease capital accumulation then

there would have beenare management resistance.

The interventions highlighted the i mport a
production system. The ECTs did not have authority to change what they reasoned
should be changed without first consulting with management. Thisitatien was, at
times, a drawn out process and, at other times, an unsuccessful one. Under current
conditions, workersdé6 reports of pain, injuri
alter the production processes. A similar problem has facdd;antinues to face, joint
health and safety committees since their widespread introduction in Canada and other
jurisdictions in the 1970s (Tucker, 1995; Waltetsl, 1995; Walters, 1985, Walters and
Nichols, 2006). Under current legislation these cate®s often do not have adequate
power to intervene in the workplace and management can ignore their recommendations.
The problems that bodies such as ergonomic change teams and joint health and safety
committees encounter reflect the link between ownpraver the means of production
and ownership over the meapsodicprewmwembnager
lack of ownership over the means of production makes it difficult for them to control the

means of prevention.
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8.3.4 PE Programs: Creatng and Partitioning Participatory Spaces

One of the key concerns underlying this analysis is worker participation: what it
entails and how it is enabled and constraindticipation can be examined along
different dimensions. There is both shallawdaleep involvement in participatory
programs. In some PE and OHS interventions a practice is to consult with workers, with
no, or at least few, provisions for following up on those consultations. Others attempt to
fully involve workers in the processesidentifying hazards, designing solutions, and
implementing those solutions (see Moir, 2005 for a discussion of this). St. Veiadnt
(2006: 125127) provide a detailed description of how they attempted to involve workers
and managers in a seriglSRE programs. Participation can be looked upon as a staged
continuum, such as the one provided by Tybjerg Aldeical, 1995 (cited in Jensen
1997:10791. 08 0) . These authors describe five sta
(2) activeinvolvemet i n gathering information about i
them, (3) development of a strategy to address injuries, (4) recommendations regarding
the best solution, and (5) implementation of
ECT menbers were quite involved in stages one, two, three, and four, although less so in
stage four at Furniture Co. In both settings, worker representatives had limited

involvement in stage five.

In this study, as mentioned above, participation varied basedthp stage of
change making that the ECT was undertaking; in some stages, the ECT members had
more involvement than in others. In large part, the examples of limitations on worker
representativesoé participati onsofdifferentile connec
access to knowledge and material resources, which was linked to the division of labour

within the facilities, and managerial control over the production process.
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Focusing on the different ways in which workers and others are invim\tad
participatory OHS programs and how they contribute may reduce the ambiguity that
presently exists around the notion of participation (Granzow and Theberge, 2009). It
may force us to ask whether worker representatives are merely sources of iofolnati
sharers and appliers of their knowledge. Investigations of these concerns will get us
closer to understanding how participation actually is enacted in practice. Is participation
the equivalent to being involved in all the stages of change maksigghaving the
responsibility and the necessary power to not only identify hazards and design solutions
to address them but also implement these changes? Is participation episodic and
dependent on what stage of change a group such as an ergonomicteaanigeworking

through?

George Strauss (2006: 779) helps to answer some of these questions by

distinguishing between involvement and influence:

For me the distinction between Ainfl uen
significant. Involvement is often passivefluence is active. |

may be involved in a sporting event or
influence t hem. Many forms of Afinanci
stock options, may involve workers, but make no provision for
them to exercise influence.

Inthisstudy,a noted above, worker representativeso

based on the stage of change making in which the ECT was engaged. For instance, for
implementation tasks, worker representatives were in a position of involvement rather

than influen c e , i f Straussd distinction in used. I
as involvement and influence and then examines the conditions, which enable

involvement and/or influence is central to furthering our understanding about

participation in OH$rograms.
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8.4 MANAGEMENT

Management support was crucial for the PE programs to function, which is
consistent with other studies on OHS (e.g., Shannon, 2000). Support among managers
varied on a number of counts. Discrepancies in support among maaggpestly
attributable to the fact that managers have diverse responsibilities, they have limited time
to attend to these, and they have to attend to pressures from changing organizational
conditions, all of which may affect their willingness and capaoitsupport

organizational change programs, such as PE.

The dissertationds findings demonstrated
organizational and societal contexts that made maintaining theitdomgsupport for the
program difficult. Significantlythere were competing demands placed on managers to
both maintain production goals and support the PE programs. Often, the needs of the
program were subordinated to those of production. The finding that managers face
choices between attention to produnteind other concerns, such as health and safety or
ergonomic programs is consistent with evidence in the literature on organizational change

(e.g., Balogun, 2003; Harlest al.,2006).

Additionally, as | noted earlier in the dissertation, there wdferdnces in power
among managers. Generally, managers who are involved closely with production have
more power than neproduction managers, such as those in human resources and
occupational health and safety. Those managers with less power havditlgds ab
undertake activities, such as the marshalling of resources, required for organizational
change programs to function or continue (e.g., Dawson, 2003b). Generally, OHS

managers have a weak power base and because of this have difficulty addesdgiing h
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and safety concerns (e.g., Fulne¢@l.,2006; Garrigou and Pies€lottenaz, 2008;
Perrow, 1983). In part, their lack of power is explained by the fact that the activities they
oversee are neessential to production and this affects how other grsarespond to

their concerns.

The dissertation also shows that notwithstanding their limited power base, OHS
managers played a crucial role in the activities of the ECTSs, frequently pushing the
teamsd agendas for war d. uselifeeactiQndl proceszas,ager s we
such as persistence and lobbying, to advocate for ergonomic changes. Such findings
show that actors who do not possess institutional power can nonetheless affect the
operation and outcomes of programs, such as ergonomiesiweisi. These findings
contrast with evidence in the literature, such as Fuenal, (2006), concerning OHS
managerso6 | ack of influence regarding their

health and safety matters.

A detailed examination that fases exclusively on the strategies that managers
might use to advance OHS goals would contribute to improved understanding of how
OHS programs evolve. One research direction of possible interest is to examine how
OHS manager sd act idifferent ceganizational cantextsjffarenced by
example it would be of interest to examine differences between organizations that
predominantly attempt to reduce injury numbers by addressing the sources of injury and
organizations that for the most part intendagduce OHS costs through claims
management. Another possible avenue of research is to examine the broader conditions
that influence managersd6 actions. For inst a

present, such as British Columbia, the legislaon may i nfl uence manager
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strategies to reduce MSDs and the outcomes of these efforts. Does the presence of MSD

legislation enable OHS managers to make a stronger case to other managers for

investment in measures to reduce injury?

8.5 UNON INVOLVEMENT IN T HE PARTICIPATORY ERG ONOMIC
PROGRAMS

Nichols (1997) notes that the presence

uni |l ater al control over health and safety.

studies that demonstrate jomtalth and safety committees (JHSCs) function more

effectively in unionized workplaces than Ronionized settings (Reillgt al, 1995;

Walters, 1996). In both of the workplaces examined in the dissertation the unions were

involved in the agreements stkuwith management at the outset of the PE programs.

However, they figured little in the story of how the interventions unfolded. The

literatures on organizational change and JHSCs offer some insights into why unions do or

do not get involved that may Ipeunderstand their neimvolvement in the settings

examined here. Drawing on this work, below | discuss possible reasons why the unions

were largely uninvolved in the period following ECT formation and reflect on some

actions the unions may have undeetakad they been more involved.

One possible reason for the unionsaé
the intervention was that labour never came to see the PE programs as related to its
interests. In some other settings in which OHS prograave been attempted, the fear
that | abourdés interests were infringed
in some cases it threatened to derail the projects entirely. St Vetcani2001)
recounted how labotmanagement relations pewed ergonomic teams from

functioning effectively. Yasst al.(2004) reported that trust between union and
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management also affected a participatory health and safety program in the health sector.

The broad societal context influenced their projechat tecently introduced government

| egi sl ation fall owed employers to reframe
parts of hospitals and |l ay off workerso (4
trust management 0s theproject\aradadcadngly didoatactadopt i n
cooperatively. In an OHS intervention in a newspaper setting, Rosecrance and Cook

(2000: 261) observed that worker and manager committee members were initially
skeptical about each dnglasthe® svasmbidtorywfat i ons f
acrimony between the two. I n Rosecrance a
changes were made, relations within the committee improved and labour and
management came to an under stamvedbotmg t hat t
groupsO6 interests. Il n the above cases, th
mechani sm by which management could furthe
the cases examined in the dissertation, lalnoamagement relatierdid not pose a hurdle

to the teamsdé functioning. Al t hough the t
Co. was low and there were lay offs at Furniture Co., which may have made the union
suspicious of whether recommendations from the ECT wouldt iaselimination of

tasks and jobs and ultimately to laying off more workers, in neither of the settings was

there evidence that the PE program was see

Another possible reason that organized labour did not getvedah the PE
programs was because ergonomics was not defined as a central issue, such as wages, or
as a threat to other issues that the union was invested in and thus not an issue they

wished, or had the capacity to, invest energy and resources. Stgiost health and
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safety activity highlight that union represe
leverage workers have (Waltersal, 1995). Frost (2000), in a study of a workplace

restructuring, concluded that union involvement was contilgent | abour 6 s power
organization. In his examination of a workplace change program, Vallas (2003),

evaluating the influence unions had, suggests we need to look beyond whether a union is

present in a setting; we need to ascertain whether they wameyamvolved in program

related activities and if so what specifically their role was.

In the present analysis, if the worker representatives had acted as formal entities
working on behalf of their fellow workers, and had they recognized the PEaprag a
key part of protecting workersodo health, they
program in their collective agreement. They may have also soughtup aainion
based ergonomic training program in which workers were educated about M&@d$ha
(e.g., Becker and Morawetz, 2004; Rosen, 2005). Additionally, the union could have
of fered -apbl veicapltgsent atetah(@008),andn t he wor ds
confronted management on a range of concerns about the program such as manégsmen
failure to adequately support the initiative. As politicalltive representatives they may
have sought to mobilize workers to report any M@&ted pain they were suffering,
requested the Ministry of Labouandpossiblgval uat e

even refused to perform tasks that were exposing employees to MSDs.

Future research may want to examine the relationship between unions and
participatory health and safety programs in greater depth with a wide variety of unionized
settings.An obvious question is, Awhy it is in so

actively in OHS programs, whereas in others
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may enable us to understand the conditions under which unions become actively involved
in OHS matters. For instance, we could get a better sense of how union participation in
OHS programs is influenced by contract negotiation, economic transformations, and the
regulatory environment. An additional line of inquiry would explore differences batwe
nonunionized employees and their unionized counterparts in regard to participation in
OHS programs. Are there conditions under which-noionized workforces effectively

act to participate in OHS programs? And if so, what are these conditions?

While the dissertation research was carried out in workplaces with organized
labour, the vast majority of Canadians are employed irumionized settings. Indeed,
in Canada, in 2004, 30.6 percent of employees were unionized and this percentage has
declined 7 prcent since 1981 (Kralet al.,2007: 364). Workplaces with organized
labour may likely have different dynamics than nomnonized settings and by
researching both we may develop a more comprehensive understanding of OHS
programs? Nonrunion settings mapose challenges to PE program functioning. There
is evidence that neanionized workers are often less likely to report MSDs (MetsH.,
2003) and have more difficulty advancing the OHS agenda than their unionized
counterparts (Walters, 2006), bothwhich may hinder the effective functioning of PE
programs. It is difficult to overestimate the importance of power differences in
workplaces and the influence these may have on the activities of worker representatives
in participatory OHS programs, suak PE. In a neanion setting, workers may have

been even more reluctant to come forward, or participate at all, than the worker

% polanyiet al.,(2005:106107) point out that researchers need to ensure that understandings of how
interventionsd unfold are based on studies that
This includes looking at both unionized armhvunionized workplaces.
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representatives in Furniture Co. and Courier Co. Typically, workers Huniomized
settings have fewer protections regagdjob security than those in unionized settings and
this is likely a source of reluctance to request health concerns be addressed. In these
settings, to ensure there is sufficient participation for the PE program to function,
interventionists will needotdevote particular energy attending to concerns workers may
have that discussing OHS matters with management will not negatively affect their

employment status and will be considered by management.

8.6 GENDER AND WORKPLACE PARTICIPATORY PROGRAMS

Underganding the dynamics of organizations and the functioning of
organizational programs within them can be improved by taking into account the role that
gender plays. While the significance of gender was not explored in this dissertation, it is
definitely atopic worthy of examination. Organizations often create and maintain
policies and practices that channel women into different occupations than men, and
different jobs within those occupations (e.g., Messingl.,1 992) and obstruct
pathways tadvancement. Additionally, if we look at other studies on teamwork such as
the research by Ollilainen and Calasanti (2007) and Ollilainen and Rothschild (2001) we
can see that gender influences task allocation on these teams. A finding in these studies
was that men and womenbés expectations about
females influenced the division of labour, the form that participation took and,
i mportantly, l i mi ted meaningf ul participatioao
(2007) research into seffianaging teams, they noted that women in their study typically
undertook tasks that required interpersonal skills and this had the effect of reproducing

womenods inferior status and f atedmeethost o achi ev
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One topic that may have been explored in the dissertation is the relevance of
gender to the division of labour within the ECTs. In both settings, there were both female
and male workers; however, in Courier Co., the workforce, especiatiggaoouriers,
was predominantly male. There were few female managers in the companies. Those
women who filled management positions were generally health and safety and human
resource personnel. Indeed, only one female manager representative, who tathe on
ECT in Courier Co. in its last days, was a p
generally reflected the make up of the workforce in the settings, although the two worker
representatives in Furniture Co. were women. Notably, during the fgeattof the PE
program in Furniture Co., these women were laid off and were replaced by male worker
representatives. I n both settings, the minu
then circulated by women. And, once the ergoncfaistitator hadeft the setting,
female team members were often responsible for preparing meeting agendas. As | did
not follow this line of inquiry | cannot say with any certainty as to why these

responsibilities rested with female ECT members.

With the aboveinmind one mi ght ask, did the ECTsb®b
tasks that are assumed to be better suited for women? For instance, were there
assumptions among team members that female members would take on some tasks
because they were better at secretarial @ofke female members expected to carry out
tasks such as surveying workers in the facilities because they are seen as possessing
better interpersonal skills? Both minute taking and surveying workers are important parts
of participatory ergonomic intervaans but they lack the influence of a position such as

chair of an ECT. Future studies should examine the influence of gendering processes on
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OHS programs with an eye to how gender may affect the functioning of bodies, such as

ECTs, and also how it infences equality.

8.7 EVALUATING THE PARTICIPATORY ERGONOMI C PROGRAMS®
OUTCOMES?!

| have had the opportunity to listen to and to give presentations on participatory
ergonomics several times in the past five years. During these occasions | have often felt
unease when an audience member asks the fisuc
ASo do these programs wor k?o0 It is a | oaded
sources of my unease which are rooted in the (a) the various criteria for evaluating
program outcomes, (b) the difficulties researchers have had determining success or
failure even when a single group of Aobjecti

consequences of labelling these endeavours as unqualified failures or successes.

I n reflecting on the PE programso6 out come
dimensions. Success and failure is not a simple dichotomy €éCalein press).
Evaluating whether the interventions were successful may mean examining a range of
dimensionsincludig: t he number of changes made, whet
participative, and the extent to which biomechanical outcomes (i.e., the amount they
reduced biomechanical loadings) or eventual health outcomes (i.e. reductions in worker
reports of pain) chamgl. Ergonomists, ECT members, management, andE@dn
workers may use different criteria for assessing success or failure. Moreover, there are

no definitive answers about whose criteria are best. Workers may rely on what their

31| was hesitant to include a section regarding the relative success or failure of the PE programs as the

di ssertationbés focus is on the process of change ratt
but I do notdefinitively state whether they were a success or not. This determination, | think, is left to the

reader.
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bodies tell them as to wtteer they experience less pain or exertion. Management might
look at the number of hours devoted to the process, costs of changes and whether injury
numbers were reduced. One consequence of this is that satisfactorily meeting the
evidentiary requiremestof one group may not convince others of the success of a PE

program, due to differetalf20cul tures of evide

Using different criteria one can come up with a different answer regarding the
relative success or failure of these in@ritons. A number of observations about the
ECTs argue against judging the programs as a failure. If one evaluated the PE
interventions based on whether they educated workers about musculoskeletal hazards and
encouraged them to view the workplace throaglergonomic lens, then the
interventions could be seen as successful. The ECTs received training and effectively
identified musculoskeletal hazards with the assistance of workers from the facilities and
the ergonomisfacilitator. The ECTs also effeggly designed solutions, though this
varied over time in Furniture Co. With regard to participation, worker representatives
were very involved in both hazard identification and solution building, although generally
uninvolved at the implementation stadggo, in terms of involvement, one could point to
these outcomes of the PE programs as a partial success. In each of the settings, the ECTs
implemented a number of changes and in both settings, the feedback the ECT received

was that workers liked the chagand they lessened physical demands.

Conversely, there are a number of indicators that could be judged to demonstrate
relative failure. The companies invested large sums of money so that the ECTs could be
trained, meet, and then make changes to theplamr&. This meant scheduling workers

of f their regular duties, tying up skilled t
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purchasing products or services to make changes. This was done to make what many
observers might consider a modest number of chamg®sa lengthy period of time. In

other words, based on a rough set of economic criteria, the PE programs might be judged
quite inefficient. Moreover, in an analysis of the changes in Courier Co. little or no

impact on health outcomes was found degpigechanges made (Rivilt al, 2006).

An important consideration in evaluating success is who decides whether the
projects were a success or failure. Even when one steps away from the fact there are
numerous sets of criteria by which to assess BBrams there are problems with
evaluating relative success or failure. A few recent studies indicate that even when
interventions make changes they fall short of having a positive health impact. In a recent
randomized control trial of PE programs in 6@kens in which 402 changes were made,
Haukkaet al.(2008)found little improvement in reported health outcomes. Similarly,
Wells et al. (in press) reports on a series of studies in which PE programs integrated both
worker and management perspectivesaking physical changes but in which intensity
of biomechanical changes and health impacts were limited. Success, at least based on the
measures used in these studies, remained elusive. Difficulties in producing the desired
health outcomes may have to @ith how the programs are evaluated, timeframes and
the scope of change required to effect improvements amongst employeese({\@klia

press).

A final consideration regarding labelling programs a failure or success concerns
the potential consequeree of doi ng so. Researchers may g:
of nothing styleo in their critiques of OHS

mean that the larger project of protecting workers may not benefit from sweeping
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criticism, which failsto take into account some of the improvements that new health and

safety programs may foster, or from focus on a narrow definition of success.

One of the criticisms of many workplace OHS programs is that they fail to

achieve their promise. Moir (2005)shaxplored the ideological underpinnings of PE

programs, and notes that depending on someon

=1}

valuations of PE. She notes (22),

industrial democracy to productiyiaind efficiency. At either end of the spectrum

a spectr

ideol ogists would Ilikely challenge each ot he

get the job done. 6 From the |l eft: O6Tinker
statements could be applied k@ tPE projects investigated in the dissertation. However,

these assessments gloss over the impacts of the programs and do not recognize that in

both cases the PE programs yielded changes and these affected workers. Moreover, by
clinging to values in thevay Moir describes, we may miss an opportunity to examine

what aspects of a program worked and what did not: we lose a nuanced picture of the PE

programs.

Different groups have different stakes in workplace programs and stating that a
program is a suces or failure can be used by groups as an argument to bolster claims
that these programs universally do not function well, that funding should be cut, that
participatory endeavours do not lead to valuable workplace change. Sociologist Joel Best
(2001: 10) discussing the pessimism sociologists seem to write with as they describe
social policy and progress, notes the problems of telling stories in negative language and

failing to recognize social progress as positive when it is warranted:
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Pronouncing soclgrogress as trivial and social policies as
ineffective may not be the best way to encourage commitment to
new policies and further progress. In particular, liberal activists
and social scientists whose rhetoric denies that there has been
social progresshould not be surprised when conservatives use
lack of progress (i.e., clams that nothing works, that social
programs have made things worse) as a justification for opposing
new social policies. Pessimism and paranoia seem at least as
likely to foster didlusionment and despair as they are to inspire
any sort of enthusiasm for further reform. Sociologists need to
acknowledge social progress and to stop fearing that that
acknowledgement will somehow make things worse.

A different but no less serious prebh emerges when these programs are deemed
successful without reflecting on what that label means or completely telling the story of
change. The fact that the ECTsO0 change
obstacles are important elements of a faBaiption of these programs. Considering the
fact that some ECT representatives only had marginal involvement and that the teams
never did really gain independence from management might lead one to conclude that the
PE programs were not wholly successfuhchieving participation. Another way of
looking at the latter point is that usually design and implementation of change requires
the involvement of numerous constituents from different social worlds, which will
require arrangement making (Broberg &efmund, 2004; Garrety and Badham, 1999;
Strauss, 1993). Given this, perhaps the better question is not whether there were
obstacles but rather what obstacles arose, how did they shape the lairgge process,

were they overcome, and if so, how?

ma K i

Easyanswers exi st for responding to the fst
and no responses, unless contextualized and qualified, are fraught with problems such as
those, which | have touched on above. Wh e n
the besta s wer we can give at present or one | eas
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programs can wor k. o AThey can work under ce

intend to achieve and how success IS measur e

8.8 A DIFFERENT KIN D OF HAZARD MAPPING %% LESSONS FOR
PRACTITIONERS

This dissertation contributes to the growing literature on participatory ergonomics
in several ways. It explores in detail the significance of contextual factors to the manner
in which programs operate. In so doing, it enharme understanding of the barriers
that PE interventions encounter as well as the actions that may help to overcome those
barriers in order to establish and maintain effectively operating programs. In the
following section | discuss the implicationsbfé di ssertationds finding
nature of making change and (b) the techniques that interventionists may use as they

endeavour to make change.

The dissertation has implications for discussions about the nature of change. As
Collins (1998:83)assers we need to be sceptical of si mpl
failure of these approaches to analyse social factors in any real depth, treating the
problems of organization and change as if they involved the combination of molecules of
cookery ingrediets rather than the skilled interaction of humans, we might refer to these
approaches as change formul ae or O&érecipes. 00
dissertation is that change making is complex, a point that practitioners would do well to

keep in mid despite their understandable desire for simpler solutfons.

%2 Hazard mapping is a technique often used by health and safety practitioners to identify and inventory
potential workplace dangers. In this sestihe hazards | refer to are those difficulties that emerge out of
social activity that may impinge upon the operation of a PE program.

% 1n my own experience, in several venues presenting to practitioners, they have expressed their want of a
magic bulletto enable them to make programs workomething which, | argue, does not exist.
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In emphasizing the complexity of change, the dissertation makes clear that this
complexity derives in good measure from the fact that implementing ergonomic change
programs iisviat wsocimVolaetng a group of actor

competing interests. I n a discussion of @me

foster participatory design, Garrety and Badham (1999: 288) rightly suggest that

[tlhe idea that human ¢#ors experts will eventually be able to
develop methods that will remove the politics from sociotechnical
change is an illusion. As long as there are several people
involvedi and there usually aiiethere will be negotiation,
persuasion, and lobbyind=xclusion, manipulation, deception,

and conflict are always possible.

Garrety and Badham go on to note that met
argue, are integral and can provide people with opportunities to collaborate and in this
way may help t@vercome barriers among diverse groups. | would agree with Garrety
and Badham and add that lists of prerequisites, which are often used in PE (e.g.eHaines
al., 2002), are useful as well. Nevertheless, these aids need to be employed with the
recogniton that programs are contextually bound and that organizational change involves
power and conflicting interests. Moreover, the fact that change is emergent means that
factors that are unforeseen at t hethodnt er vent

T in some cases rendering them meaningless, in other cases acting to facilitate their use.

A key outcome of the analysis is that some of the activities that Star (1991) would
refer to as fAinvisible wor k isilderinereases the al e d .
likelihood that practitioners can get a more complete picture of the nature and extent of
the activities that need to be undertaken in order to establish and sustain a PE program
and the circumstances that influence that progranotel two features of change making

that practitioners may want to keep in mind. First, the hidden work tasks involved in
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articulation work were revealed. Articulation involved making and maintaining

arrangements among actors from multiple social worlds dd discordant, and

sometimes conflicting, interests and perspectives regarding how the PE programs should
functi on. Second, the difficulties associ at
access to resources were highlighted. These differeneeseass translated into some

groups being better able to shape the PE programs than Yttizusing interventions,

practitioners should be aware of the need to forge and maintain agreements among actors

and be mindful of the differences in power among gsoururther, they need to find

ways to avoid problems that can arise from eroding agreements and unequal power

sharing in the workplace, such as difficulties securing permission to implement changes.

Another feature of the PE process that we need lhinketoncerns what
personnel should be involved in PE program teams and what they should be doing.
Practitioners should plan on including certain key actors in their change initiatives but
also continuously examine who might need to be involved as tigegpnaunfolds and
perhaps changes how it functions. Plenty of papers recommend what personnel need to
be involved in PE programs (St. Vincesttal, 2006; Vinket al, 2008). Frequently, the
required personnel include worker representatives, managegarsonpel, and technical
personnel, such as mechanics and engineers. Recentlyet\édhk(2008) drawing on
interview data, attempted to specify the responsibilities of those involved in ergonomics
interventions. Although considering the personnel wiaukl be involved in PE and the

tasks that generally rest with them are important for program design and change

34 Other researchers, such as Badham (2006), Badham and Ehn (2000), Collins (1998), Dawson, (2005) and
Garrety and Badham (1999), have talked about similar issues thougthreigtrénce to PE programs.
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implementation stages, they requirevigiting in any particular program. The lack of
discussions about how to address personnel needs asdg?&mps evolve over time,
particularly the unavailability of personnel integral to the PE, is a gap in the literature to
which this dissertation has responded. In the programs examined here, when key actors
were unwilling to participate or their involvemewas limited by their workload, other

strategies were pursued.

Considerations of the personnel required to enable PE program functioning should
recognize that people ultimately act in a social context, which can be enabling or
constraining. By thinkig of context and the obstacles that workers and managers may
encounter, we get a sense of what factors may hamper or enable their participation.
Considering the hindrances labour and management can face may also motivate us to
think about what recoursedte is if representatives from either group are unavailable? |If
the situation arises in which workers are unable to be freed from their regularly scheduled

jobs to participate in ergonomic activities, how will a practitioner address this?

As the activites of people in committees such as ECTs are reconsidered we need
to reflect on the responsibilities and challenges they face. What is the distribution of the
tasks? What does worker representativeso pa
barriers o participation? If so, can they be removed? What sort of effects, if any, are
representativesod abilities having on their t

productivity of the group having on member s

Talk of reconceptualizing howe think of PE program implementation broadens
our understanding of program functioning but does not put techniques into

i ntervent i on i-bdownsdiBcudsianrbhew lessoids letroned from
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interventions such as those | examined should be traddiat practitioners but is

beyond the dissertationds scope. Therefore,

One way interventionists may be able to improve intervention outcomes is to
reconsider their responsibility in the implementation procésit is, interventionists
need to realize they have an active role to play in program change. As Strauss (1993)
suggests, projects do not wunfold fAautomati ca
interested parties. Interventionists are one soihi@sted party and to potentially
improve PE program success they need to adopt interactional strategies and forge
arrangements as the ECT members did. According to Badham (2006), if organizational
change is considered as involving the straightforwamglementation of readgade
solutions then the role of change agents is a relatively passive one. Conversely, if
implementation is considered as a social activity then the change agent is recast as an
actor playing a much more complex, involved role. ti@s of organizational change,
such as its conflictual and emergent nature, mean that the change process is better led
t han managed. Key to Badhambés agigwemeihtt d s t
be shepherded by managers. Rather, organizatbaabe is socially constructed and
requires the activities of wetliriented, socially adept leaders to put them into action.

Badham (2006: 242) points out,

The leader of changing institutions is one who seeks to socially
construct and temporarily achea degree of cooperative
endeavour from and within a complex and often highly
conflictual social setting, explicitly recognizing its limited role as
one influencing factor in an ongoing process that is not under
control nor the only essential source ofamiag for

organizational personnel.
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A redefinition of the role that interventionists play, similar to the one that Badham
suggests, could be integrated into the array of skills which ergonomists and other health

and safety practitioners should develop amaintain.

Practitioners may al so be assisted by the
stories.o0o In contrast to success stories, wh
programs typically encounter these would discuss change ts alessiness. From these
Acompl eted accounts, practitioners can take
attempted projects. Part of this, congruent
be to treat organizational change as somethinggtwatrried out by individuals as a
collective activity and which frequently involves contestation, negotiation, and usually a

degree of accommodation.

Another step that could be taken to improve PE program outcomes is for

interventionists to incorporate axamination of organizational power and inequity.

~

One way to do this is to use tools such as

strategic tools by which actors within political fields (or other

fields) assess the social terrain in which tbeigt, and how they

can best move forward their personal or
agenda within the terrain. Power mappi
within a particular field of action, defines the power that these

actors have in relation to particular déeiss or resources, and

assesses the relationships of these actors with each other and with

oneself.

Tools such as power mapping can give interventionists, whether they are lay individuals
or ergonomists, a means of identifying the hindrances they fateainge making and

developing plans for their circumvention.
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Finally, an additional exercise that may be used by interventionists is to send out
hypot hetical recommendations for change to n
stages. This exercisefiot e st t he waterso would enabl e PE
trouble spots prior to requesting management
would be for a change team to send a hypothetical recommendation to management.
Next, the team would fdw the path of the recommendation, documenting what
personnel needed to be included and identifying any hiccups that hindered the progress of
the change. It would also describe what information those who needed to be involved
required, such as argumenggarding return on investment. The final step of the process
would be to create a flow chart that team members could use in their change making
activities. Importantly, this chart could be adjusted over time if new challenges arose.
The practice wouldlush out problems in the implementation process and enable efforts
to respond to them. Another consequence of the exercise could be that all team members,
not just managers, learn about what is involved in implementing a change. In the end,
this practie would be what Strauss al, (1985:1551 6 0) refers to as a s
operating procedure, 0 which may decrease the

at least for as long as the organizational context remained sufficiently unchanged.

One coull suggest that conceiving of the change agent in the way | have above
relies on assumptions of voluntarism and underplays the role of structure. Following the
negotiated order framework some topics are-negotiable and what is negotiable at one
point intime may not be later. | concede that even if there were more recognition of
structure and the complex nature of change and if interventionists adopted more explicit

| eadership practices, actorso6é6 abiltobhei es to c
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shaped by organizational and societal conditions. Admittedly, the problems that
occupational health interventions may face are tied to structural constraints, such as

empl oyersd economic i mperatives and regul ato

Nevertheless, raising areness among interventionists and those with whom they
collaborate may improve their chances to make changes, design intervention programs
that account for obstacles, and enhance intervention outcomes. In this regard it is
important to note that activdis , i n Hall 6s (1997) words, fAare
outcomes are not determined. o To create a n
interventionists can attempt to address MSDs, changes may also need to be made at the
policy level and workers may ne&mbe given more authority over health and safety. As
mentioned earlier in the chapter, in the province of Ontario, no specific legislation
currently exists that governs exposure to MSD risks, though in 2005 the province
launched a campaign to reduce inevalence of MSD¥, Enacting regulations
concerned specifically with MSDs may influence managers to take MSDs more seriously
and give bodies such as ECTs and innovations such as ergonomic programs more

leverage in negotiations for workplace improvements.

8.9 FUTURE RESEARCHDIRECTIONS

The dissertationés findings suggest that
dynamics that shape OHS programs enables us to delineate the numerous activities that

bodies, such as ECTs, undertake to achieve theis.gbdé need to be attentive to the

®The Ontario government | aunched a fisprains and strai
prevalence of MSDs. There is also a guide available to business and workers concerning MSD prevention,
entitled, ABMeDdPlFrement oonOntari oo (Occupational Heal t

2007). There is however, no specific MSD legislation.
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influence of factors internal and external to organizations, such as the differences in
power between workers and management, and among organizational subunits and their

varying access to resources.

The negotiated orddramework and critical theory were useful for examining the
PE interventions. Further work regarding OHS or PE interventions may endeavour to
theorize the relationship between interventions and the organizational and societal
conditions. An importantansequence would be that explanations of PE program
outcomes are not related only to the idiosyncrasies of a setting such as the specific
concerns of a manager. Theorizing the relationships between context and program would
have the effect of embeddingethiscussions of program outcomes within the broader
economic and political conditions. Use of the negotiated order perspective as it attends to
interaction amidst circumstance could be used to further our understanding of not only
what individuals in boigs such as ECTs are doing to make changes but also what
organizations are doing to move forward policy changes to support such work.
Investigations with an eye to interactional strategy could provide insights into what deals
are being made, what allieseabeing sought, and, in general, what tactics are being taken
up by individuals and organizations trying to make changes. Differences among PE
processes in large, resouieh companies and smaller businesses (Eakin, 2000) could
also be compared. Findjs of such research could serve to build theory around what
actors are doing in participatory OHS projects and also assist practitioners in learning

what works in what contexts in the pursuit of change.

Another research track that may offer fruitful inggymto how OHS programs

function is to compare programs across jurisdictions that differ in their policies regarding
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OHS. For instance, are there differences in the support that management would provide
in an organization in British Columbia, which has® regulation, compared to an
organization in Ontario where no such legislation exists? Such comparisons may yield
insights into the ways that variations in regulatory environment affect the enactment and

maintenance of OHS programs.

My approach in theesearch was to let events unfold as naturally as possible,
without trying to influence the OHS progr ams
others, such as Beirne (2008), Neumanal, (2008), McLoughliret al, (2000),
Broberg and Hermund (2@), Jensen (2002) have suggested taking an action research
orientation, whereby researchers assist those in the setting aiming to make changes. An
avenue for future research would be to adopt an action researcher role and support the
interventions. Oneauld draw on tools such as power mapping to assist workplace
partners with overcoming the challenges that are faced during OHS interventions. This
process would involve iteratively examining the organizational landscape and adjusting
activities to the enrgent and processual nature of change and in particular to the actions

of management and other stakeholders.

The analysis presented here investigates one approach to addressing occupational
health hazards: participatory ergonomics. The adoptiorhef ¢ypes of health and
safety programs, such as wellness programs, seems to be on the rise in many jurisdictions
(Frick and Wren, 2000). Nichols and Tucker (2000) suggest that some of these
programs individualize risk and seek behavioural changes ikewgorather than work
environment to address hazards. An avenue of potential research would be to critically

analyze OHS programs and policies to improve our comprehension of how workers are



experiencing health in changing workplaces and under changingmd and social
conditions. In particular, do OHS programs grant workers more control over health and
safety or diminish it? One might examine whether these programs are supplanting,
hindering, or enhancing the role of the three rights (to know hazafdse unsafe work,

and participate in OHS management) that constitute the internal responsibility system.

8.10 CONCLUSION

Establishing and maintaining workplace programs is a complex process.
Although goals and tools to reach those goals may theed, rarely is it clear to actors
in the planning stage how a program will function in practice. Consequently, actors will
have to work to make concrete the agreements and arrangements necessary for the
program to reach its goals. Forging such agre¢srnend arrangements is fraught with
challenges as actors have different, and sometimes conflicting, interests and ideas about
how programs should operate, and even whether they should operate. The functioning
and the longevity of the program are not gtedmined. Moreover the arrangement
making required to establish and maintain these programs is affected by local and broader
social structure. As Strauss (1988:176) noted, a large part of the work that actors do will

be around arrangement making.

Whatwe wish to know, following the processual model, is how
organizations manage to achieve the degree of articulation they
do, and what their members must do to maintain it. We also wish
to know what happens when that degree of articulation is
estimated dierently by different participants, with different

stakes and influences in the definitions.

Answering the questions that Strauss poses needs to be recognized as part and
parcel of the approach to comprehending organizational change to improve workplace

conditions and ultimately employee health.
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