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1 Introduction

This report provides an account of interventions initiated by trade unions to support improved approaches
to safety and health in micro and small firms in four Member States of the European Union.

It takes as its point of departure several established understandings drawn from recent research literature
concerning the question of safety and health in these enterprises. These embrace, firstly, the significance of
micro and small enterprises (MSEs) in the economy of the EU, not only in terms of their number and share
of employment but also their wider contribution to the economy, their position in the structure and operation
of markets and their wider contribution to European societies. Secondly, they acknowledge that outcomes
for the safety and health of workers in a substantial proportion of these enterprises represent a serious
cause for concern and are a consequence of the multifaceted dimensions of the resource poverty
experienced in many of these enterprises. Thirdly, these current understandings recognise that such
resource poverty and the inequality in the exposure to risk with which it is accompanied occurs not only from
the often, limited awareness, skills and capacities of owner-managers of MSEs to effectively manage safety
and health. It is also a consequence of the weak and vulnerable position in which these firms are situated
in the wider markets in which they conduct their business, where their struggle to address the competitive
pressures that determine their economic survival may cause them to fail to prioritise adequate arrangements
for the safety and health of their workers.

These poor OSH arrangements and outcomes continue to occur despite the presence of regulatory
frameworks to protect workers’ safety and health, the activities of agencies charged with their enforcement
and a plethora of preventive services intended to support their delivery. The further understanding that
therefore emerges from the recent research literature is that these requirements and systems for prevention
are to some degree failing in their tasks. At the same time, it is evident from the pronouncements of
governance in many Member States that there is a perception of over-regulation of OSH in relation to MSEs
and that they should be allowed greater freedoms from so-called ‘regulatory burdens’, including those
concerning safety and health.

All of which leads to questions concerning what is required to address this situation. Aside from the usual
arguments concerning the adequacy of regulation, its enforcement and the systems in place to support both
employers and workers to achieve better OSH outcomes, there are several further elements identified in
recent research that point towards possible understandings concerning ‘what works’ in relation to improving
OSH for workers in MSEs.

In this chapter, the rationale for the study and its reasons for exploring the role of trade unions in supporting
OSH in MSEs are outlined, along with an overview of the structure of the report.

1.1 The study rationale

Most research that has focused on supporting the implementation and operation of adequate arrangements
for OSH in micro and small firms agrees that some form of intervention is required to help owner-managers
and their workers understand, implement and operate appropriate arrangements to assess and control the
risks of the work in which they are engaged. That is, for a host of reasons to do with the multifaceted
vulnerabilities of owners and workers in these enterprises, research suggests that it is unlikely that they will
deliver these arrangements without some form of help. Hence much research, and the subsequent policies
that have been based on it, are focused on the various forms such help can take and on the evidence for
what makes it effective. This work has identified a huge range of specific forms of intervention that are
successful under particular circumstances. Disappointingly, reviews of this work point to the conclusion that,
for the vast majority of interventions, the circumstances of their application are quite narrow. Even when
there is good evidence for their success, this rarely extends to an evaluation of the wider transferability or
sustainability of such interventions.

At the same time, the findings of a parallel body of work in regulatory studies suggests that a range of ‘smart’
regulatory compliance strategies may have some traction in relation to addressing challenges associated
with poor arrangements for OSH among MSEs. For example, such findings indicate that structural changes
evident in trends in the current organisation of business, work and employment make ‘command and control’



inspection and enforcement of OSH regulation increasingly less relevant. MSEs feature prominently in the
restructured economies that present these challenges. Their sheer numbers alone make it impracticable for
regulatory authorities to contemplate inspection visits to more than a small minority of these workplaces.
For reasons of practicability, therefore, it is argued that additional approaches to compliance are necessary.
But there are further important reasons to support such conclusions, that have been highlighted by recent
research on MSEs. These include their heterogeneity and that of the risks they represent, with the activities
of some being of much greater risk than others, suggesting that a risk-based approach to inspection may be
beneficial. They also reflect consequences of the limited decision latitude of owner-managers and workers
in these enterprises, where their inadequate arrangements for OSH result from their weak and dependent
positions at the ends of product and labour supply chains. Here their failure to manage OSH effectively is
not solely the result of relations within the enterprise, but is also created by their need to comply with the
contractual requirements for price and delivery determined by economically powerful third parties. Further
complications arise from fragmented management structures in multi-employer worksites where MSEs
predominate in the lower tiers of supply chains and are most remote from the influence of OSH management
strategies developed by principal contractors.

Regulatory scholars argue that to address these situations modern regulatory compliance strategies should
seek to combine face-to-face inspection with a host of additional strategies to extend reach and influence.
These include not only making surveillance more risk-based, going up-stream in the inspection/supervision
of supply chains, and broadening surveillance of multi-employer work organisation in sectors like
construction, but also focusing more on advice and guidance, and using infrastructures, actors and
procedures within the social and business environments of MSEs to ‘cascade messages to hard to reach’
duty-holders. There is some evidence that labour inspection authorities in many EU countries are at various
stages in the adoption of such approaches. At the same time, it is possible to find regulatory agency policies
that advocate the use of ‘co-ordinating strategies’ involving intermediaries, including players whose main
purpose is not OSH, in order to create and lead more orchestrated efforts to achieve compliance with OSH
requirements from multiple duty-holders. Thus, they seek to shape the governance of the business
environments of MSEs in ways in which incentivisation of appropriate arrangements for OSH become strong
business drivers.

Putting these two groups of research findings together prompts several further understandings concerning
what works in relation to OSH in MSEs. Firstly, the findings on ‘what works’ in terms of intervention in MSEs
provides strong evidence that the role of intermediary actors and processes are important. Secondly it further
shows that face-to-face contact with change agents is by far the most effective way of bringing about a
successful intervention. While the use of more arms-length methods may have some merit, they are nowhere
near as effective as those that reach out to owner-managers in MSEs in ways that include some form of
personal contact with change agents, whoever they might be. Unfortunately, it also shows that such
approaches tend to be among the more resource intensive and this is therefore a limiting factor in relation
to reach, transfer and sustainability. To overcome this, co-ordinated approaches in which several key players
and processes are involved in more orchestrated actions in which support for reach, sustainability and
transfer are embedded have been suggested as possible solutions. Therefore, the link between what is seen
to work in studies of intervention in OSH and the research that points to the need for smarter regulatory
strategies to address the consequences for OSH compliance created by the changing world of work in Europe
is fairly obvious. It is no great surprise that recent major research studies on what works in supporting OSH
in MSEs have concluded on this note, and stressed that the implications of these findings for organisations
that are in pole positions to provide the necessary leadership and co-ordination of such orchestration are
considerable (EU-OSHA, 2018a). As well as regulatory agencies and other public bodies with an interest in
OSH, these organisations include those that have key roles in policy and practice around prevention, such
as are held, for example, by organisations representing professional interests in OSH, as well as employment-
based insurance associations and the like, but most significantly for our purposes, it also includes
organisations representing capital and labour.

This requires some pause for reflection concerning these latter organisations, and especially trade unions,
since it is their role in particular on which the present research is especially focused.



1.2 Trade unions and the safety and health of workers in micro and small firms

Trade unions are indisputably important in the protection of workers’ safety and health and represent a
potentially powerful support for OSH in all work scenarios. The traditional basis for providing this support is
through their representation of the collective identity of labour. Through articulation of this identity of interest
in work and employment issues, they are able to mobilise workers around particular foci, not only those
concerning pay and conditions but also around collective resistance to other effects of work on workers,
including those on their safety, health and well-being. Indeed, matters of safety and health featured
prominently in the early histories of trade unionism in many of the hazardous industries with which the origins
of trade unions are strongly associated. This capacity to mobilise collective action is also the source of the
power of trade unions, since it represents a challenge to the economic power of capital and a potentially
serious threat to production and profit.

Of course, trade unions are nowadays embedded within the fabric of democratic societies in all the Member
States of the EU and engaged in a multiplicity of actions and activities covering a host of social and
employment related matters and beyond, including many that are relevant to the safety and health of
workers in micro and small firms. But at a more fundamental level it remains the balance struck in the
powerplay between capital and organised labour which has enabled trade unions to engage in a wide variety
of unilateral, bilateral and tripartite actions to promote workers’ interests in safety and health, including
many in which they co-operate with both capital and the state to develop regulatory and other protections
for workers’ safety, health and well-being across all sectors of the economy and at regional, national and
global levels. The ability to mobilise workers to take (or threaten) collective action to further their interests
remains fundamental to their power and, for a host of obvious reasons to do with communication, organising
and collective identity, their strategies in this respect have traditionally enjoyed greater success in relation
to workers in larger organisations than in smaller ones. And this remains the case today. It is far more
challenging for trade unions to organise among workers in MSEs than it is for them to do so in larger
organisations, as the workplace size-related distribution of union membership makes plain.

Nevertheless, trade union representation of the collective interests of workers on their safety and health in
MSEs does occur. As we will explore in this report, it does so in a number of both direct and indirect ways
and through the use of strategies that depart from the more conventional forms of organising and
representation associated with larger firms. One of our central aims is to explore the range and effectiveness
of these approaches to improve understanding both of the processes that contribute to such effectiveness
and what constitutes its contextual determinants. In so doing, we also hope to explore the potential of trade
unions and their strategies for representing the OSH interests of workers in MSEs to contribute to the co-
ordinated actions that recent research suggests may be the way forward for supporting improvement in OSH
arrangements and outcomes in these enterprises in Europe.

At the core of this report, therefore, are findings that analyse the effectiveness of the visits of trade union
supported peripatetic worker representatives to micro and small firms to advise both workers and their
employers. Such arrangements are present in several EU countries such as Sweden, Italy and Spain, where
a mix of regulatory and voluntary supports enable their operation. Our aim in exploring the operation of such
arrangements, however, is also to identify what limits their transfer and sustainability. The schemes we have
explored appear to exist only in a minority of EU Member States and we think it is important to understand
why this is so. Consequently, in the course of the following chapters we explore the reasons why such
practices occur, for example, in Sweden, Spain and Italy, but not to the same extent in the UK and seemingly
not at all in Poland. Through this analysis we will address a further key aim of the present study, which is to
discuss what in practice acts to limit the transfer and sustainability of such approaches, whether it might be
feasible to address such limitations and what policies and actions would be required to extend the relevance
and reach of these initiatives more widely in the Member States of the EU.

However, we further acknowledge that these examples, important though they may be, are but one of the
ways in which trade unions attempt to address and support the safety and health of workers in MSEs. We
have also sought to identify and assess some of the other strategies they use to achieve this in the countries
we have studied. Doing so requires prior acknowledgement of the position of workers within MSEs for, as we
have already indicated, not only are they remote from the conventional organising strategies of trade unions,
but both they and their employers are often surrounded by a multifaceted poverty of resources for OSH that
are the result of their market positions and business relations. Therefore, our starting point here has been



to regard them as likely beneficiaries of strategies that trade unions and other similar supportive
organisations use to help vulnerable workers in these scenarios. There are, for example, joint structures to
support workers and employers in small firms with advice, information and training in which there is
engagement of trade unions in several EU Member States. Interventions higher up supply chains have also
been employed by trade unions in sectors such as transport, textiles and construction, both nationally and
globally, to influence the working conditions experienced by workers in the micro and small firms that are
often situated at their ends. All of these examples have already been shown by the literature to be successful,
and we explore their extent and that of other similar initiatives in which trade unions are involved in one way
or another in the countries we have studied.

In all of this, a key feature of trade unions which we regard as important and significant is that, despite the
reduction of their membership and power in recent decades, they remain a ubiquitous presence across most
sectors of economic activity in the EU. They are, therefore, a potential conduit and support for the more
concerted and co-ordinated actions around supporting OSH in micro and small firms that have been
suggested to be required in the future in recent policy orientated research. As such, in terms of the
sustainability of actions to support OSH in MSEs, they are potentially very important indeed, and their
engagement centrally in whatever public/private regulatory mixes are employed by governance to take
forward such improvement is crucial. In the following study, therefore, we have focused on ways to increase
and extend this support to protect the growing proportion of workers in MSEs for whom traditional
approaches to organising labour are less relevant or effective.

1.3 Structure of the report

Following from the rationale outlined in previous sections, Chapter 2 provides a brief account of the methods
used in the present study. Essentially, we have adopted a qualitative case study approach to our analysis, in
an indicative study which aims to inform policy. This has certain strengths but also some limitations, which
we acknowledge in Chapter 2. The chapter also further develops the rationale behind the study that is
outlined in this Introduction. In particular, it focusses on further exploration of the features of intervention in
OSH in MSEs and on the important roles played by intermediaries in these processes. In so doing it explores
the role and potential of the social partners and offers some theoretical positioning of the study within wider
understandings of the labour relations of OSH.

The methods chapter is followed by a review in Chapter 3 of some of the key elements of current knowledge
that help us to understand why trade union strategies to influence OSH arrangements and outcomes in MSEs
are important. It begins with a brief account of the key features of OSH in MSEs in the five countries we have
studied, including indicators of both their economic and OSH performance, and the influences on OSH that
are the result of the position of MSEs in the economy, as well as regulation, market and business practices.
This takes account, for example, of knowledge on size-related inequalities in the distribution of risk; of the
limitations of data; and of features shared by owner-managers and their workers which, in combination with
those of the market and regulatory contexts in which MSEs are situated, help to create the ‘structures of
vulnerability’ sociologists have long associated with work in MSEs. This leads to the development of the
theoretical perspectives taken in the present research in which we offer an elaboration of the explanations
already outlined in this Introduction for why we think trade union prevention agents (TUPAs)® are important
and why trade unions more generally represent a significant and substantial resource to support improved
OSH arrangements and their outcomes in MSEs. This helps situate the schemes we have studied in detail in
the present research in relation to those with similar features that have operated in the recent past in other
countries included in this study, such as the UK, as well as in relation to similar schemes elsewhere, such
as in Norway, Denmark, France and Australia.

Next, we turn to the empirical findings of the present study and Chapters 4 to 7 present accounts of key
features of the schemes in which trade union prevention agents are active in Italy, Spain, Sweden and the
UK. Each chapter first outlines the position of MSEs in the economies, the evidence on OSH outcomes and
the relevant features of labour relations in each country. They then each consider the evidence of present

1 These trade union prevention agents are referred to by various different names in different countries. For example, they might be
territorial health and safety representatives in Italy, regional health and safety representatives in Sweden, roving health and safety
representatives in the UK and so on. For the sake of clarity and simplicity we have adopted the acronym ‘TUPA’ to signify them in all
the countries we have studied.



and past actions involving TUPAs. They discuss the regulatory/voluntary background to these schemes as
well as their development and the literature (where it exists) that has already analysed the extent of their
activities and effectiveness.

The review presented in each of these chapters sets the scene for the further analysis we present in Chapter
8 which focuses on the features of the schemes in Italy, Spain, Sweden, and the UK, highlighting those that
contribute to the successful actions of the TUPAs studied. Taking a comparative analytical focus and drawing
on the case studies of practice, it compares and contrasts the operation of past and current schemes in the
four countries, analysing evidence from the qualitative case studies concerning the forms TUPAs take and
their actions on OSH in MSEs in order to present an understanding of both the formal parameters of their
operation and how they work in practice. The chapter therefore explores features of their operation,
identifying significant elements they have in common as well as differences between them. The aim is to
identify patterns in the arrangements for the tasks that TUPAs perform, as well as the support they receive
to enable this — for example, in the role of: time off to undertake functions and receive training etc; the
provision of information; and rights to undertake inspections, investigations, make representations, respond
to unsafe work situations and so on. TUPAS’ perceptions of their key activities in supporting and promoting
OSH within the MSEs they visit are compared, as are the forms of such support and the effects it is perceived
to have. A key question the analysis in this chapter seeks to address concerns the mode of action of TUPAs.
For example, do they behave in ways that can be understood in terms of the actions of worker
representatives, or are their actions better explained in terms of the delivery of OSH expertise, facilitated
through the contribution of external trade unions to this process. It is important to be clear about these
distinctions because they are significant to the ways of understanding both the effectiveness of their actions
and what determines it, as well as being a necessary basis for analysing the policy implications for their role
in wider efforts to achieve more co-ordinated support for OSH in MSEs. The chapter also seeks to explain the
contexts in which TUPAs occur and what shapes them. The key question here concerns the identification of
the contextual determinants of the existence of such arrangements, and to understand, in a comparative
sense, why it is that they occur in some sectors and in some countries but not in others. The chapter therefore
considers and compares the institutional basis of schemes — for example, whether they exist as the product
of legislative requirements, collective bargaining, or as the result of some other means. It seeks to
understand the labour relations and business contexts in which the actions of TUPAs occur and how these
contexts influence such actions, including the role of management style and commitment in MSEs towards
facilitating or obstructing external supporting actions, and the effects of sector, size and business practice
on TUPAs’ actions in the cases studied.

Chapter 8 also takes a wider comparative focus and discusses the effects of changes in the way in which
work is structured and organised on both the practice and perceived outcomes of TUPAs. In particular, this
discussion seeks to understand what, if any, are the perceived effects of business relations outside the
workplace on the actions of TUPAs and their outcomes. For example, what are the effects of the price and
delivery demands of principal contractors on subcontractors? And more generally, how do TUPAs address
‘upstream effects’ of economic/business relations in the more porous enterprises that characterise modern
economies? The aim here is to understand the role of TUPAs in relation to the acknowledged shift away from
traditional bilateral employment relations to the more complex influence of third party interests that is a
prominent feature of the experience of work in many MSEs, and to assess whether these changes have a
significant impact on this role.

Following on from this wider focus, the further aim of Chapter 8 is to examine the evidence of the study
concerning what happens in situations in which there are no (or only very limited) TUPA systems in place. It
therefore explores what other forms of trade union actions have also been identified in the study that are
aimed at supporting the representation of workers’ interests in small firms. It examines in which contexts
they might occur and what shapes them, for example seeking to establish if they are a product of collective
agreements, or tripartite arrangements, or solely the initiative of unions. What are their labour relations and
business contexts? How do these contexts influence actions? Where are these actions perceived to be most
successful? The aim here is to explore whether there is evidence of a wider or more varied role for trade
unions as intermediary actors in supporting intervention processes in MSEs. In so doing, in addition to
drawing upon the evidence from the cases in four countries in which there are, to varying degrees, schemes
involving TUPAs, the discussion draws on material from a fifth country, Poland, where we found no significant
signs of such schemes being operational. This has been done in order to provide a further perspective, in



this case, on obstacles confronting the possible transfer and development of such schemes in the EU more
generally.

In the final chapter of the report, the various themes of the analysis of the previous chapters are summarised
and drawn together and some conclusions presented concerning the general contribution to preventive OSH
made by TUPAs (or other external trade union actions) in the countries studied. In Chapter 9, therefore, our
conclusions concerning the key features explored in the previous chapters concerning the nature of TUPAs
and their contributions to OSH in MSEs, how they operate, what determines the nature and effect of their
actions and the contexts in which they take place in the countries studied are presented. The chapter seeks
to place the evidence of the present research in the wider contexts of current knowledge concerning ‘what
works, where and for whom’ in supporting improved arrangements for the safety and health of workers in
MSEs and explores its implications for policies on these matters in the EU at the present time.



2 Methods

This study involved a qualitative investigation of experiences of trade union support for OSH in micro and
small enterprises. The fieldwork was carried out by an international consortium of European researchers in
five EU Member States. The following pages outline the design and methods that were employed to
undertake the study.

2.1 The focus of the study

The study focused on experiences of trade union support for interventions aimed at improving OSH in MSEs
in Italy, Spain, Sweden and the UK. We also sought evidence from Poland concerning wider determinants of
support and obstacles for the development of such schemes. The countries were deliberately selected to
represent both the range of supportive initiatives organised by trade unions in relation to workers in MSEs,
and also a range of differences between Member States in, for example, their systems for regulating and
supporting occupational safety and health in relation to MSEs, their economies and the position and role of
MSEs within them, as well as differences in the situations of trade unions, and the institutions and processes
of labour relations. Thus, Poland was chosen as a country that is fairly typical of Central and Eastern EU
Member States that have transformed their economies from planned to increasingly mixed and free-market
models in recent decades. Spain and Italy were regarded as fairly typical of Southern/Latin Member States
in terms of their approach to regulation, labour relations, OSH systems and the position of MSEs in the
economy, while Sweden was selected to represent Scandinavian models in these respects. The UK was
chosen because of its own special features of interest in relation to the role of MSEs in the economy, and
styles and institutions of labour relations, regulation and OSH.

The reasoning for the selection was therefore based around a set of postulates concerning possible
differences in regulatory cultures, labour relations, the economy and the character and arrangements for
OSH management in enterprises. Such differences have been observed in previous studies and concluded
to be not solely the consequences of regulatory style, but the result of a combination of wider factors that
include regulation but further embrace organisational cultures and labour relations, as well as wider
economic and political features, and the situation of MSEs in relation to all of these. The results of a previous
analysis (EU-OSHA, 2013) were suggestive of these possible differences, as were the findings described in
the recently published review of OSH in MSEs in the EU (EU-OSHA, 2016).

The empirical investigation that is presented and discussed in the following chapters explored experiences
of the operation of arrangements to represent workers’ interests in OSH in MSEs each of the countries
studied and the factors that supported or constrained it. This was undertaken in particular in relation to the
operation of schemes in which trade union prevention agents (TUPAs) act as change agents and
intermediaries through face-to-face contact with employers and workers in MSEs. The analysis was intended
to allow some comparisons to be made of the contextual determinants of effective interventions based on
representative participation in OSH in MSEs in the countries studied. This in turn was intended to support
reflection on questions of transfer and the sustainability of effective models of engagement with the
protection of workers’ safety and health in these enterprises more widely in the EU. We have also explored
trade union prevention actions in a wider sense, since we wish to explore how trade unions go about
supporting the OSH of workers with more general actions in support of the interests of workers in MSEs and
related work situations in the five countries.

Since the aims of the study included exploring the processes whereby interventions impact on relations
between institutional actors involved in the labour relations of workplace safety and health — in this case in
MSEs — the research methods used were those normally adopted by qualitative case studies. Case studies
are generally employed in the social sciences when understandings of the quality of processes and relations
are required. They allow the collection and analysis of data from several inter-related sources. While they
may have some limitations in terms of representativeness, generalizability, reliability and validity (Flyvbjerg,
2006; Starman, 2013; Yin, 2003), these limitations are commonly moderated by triangulation techniques
using multiple data sources or methods and by examining different perspectives on the same
process/relations to allow theoretical saturation (Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007). The methods of the
present study also followed this practice. We therefore emphasise here that a case study approach is not a



guantitative study and neither its aims nor results can be validated by techniques applied in respect of such
studies.

Ideally in case studies, multiple perspectives on the same set of processes are obtained from a variety of
sources. To do this effectively, multiple approaches to data collection are used, including not only interviews,
but also the collection and analysis of documentary material, as well as site observations during field visits,
that can support the full development of a nuanced, contextual view of reality which helps uncover the
complexities embedded in the multi-faceted processes under investigation. The following pages outline the
ways in which these methods were employed in the present study through a series of interlinked work
packages.

However, it is important to remind the reader of some caveats. The study has gathered information using
purposive sampling techniques among key informants. It aimed to achieve indicative findings and it is
therefore acknowledged that further research may be required to add power and substantiation to these
findings. Nevertheless, the research adds substantial knowledge of forms of intervention in which trade
unions are involved in OSH in MSEs which, until now, have enjoyed a comparatively low profile in the
burgeoning literature on interventions on OSH in MSEs more generally.

2.2 The research team

Reflecting the comparative nature of the research, the research team comprised partners from institutions
in the countries that were the focus of the project. The team was co-ordinated by the Instituto Sindical de
Trabajo, Ambiente y Salud (ISTAS) in Spain and included research partners from the Cardiff Work
Environment Research Centre, at Cardiff University in the United Kingdom, the Fondazione Di Vittorio, in Italy
and NSZZ ‘Solidarnos¢’ in Poland.

The methodological approach to the project was designed to maximise the effective deployment of the
expertise within the research team. This involved the participative development of the detailed methodology
by the whole research team through two workshops held in Madrid and Rome, along with several meetings
via Skype and email exchanges of drafts of the research protocols and fieldwork instruments. As described
in the following sections, a collaborative, developmental approach to the research design and delivery was
central to the effective completion of the study.

2.3 The work packages

The project was divided into four work packages, which are described below.

There were several elements to this activity which were undertaken in parallel. Using an agreed study
protocol, a review of the research literature concerning the national contexts in which trade union initiatives
involving participative approaches to intervention on OSH in MSEs was undertaken in all the countries
studied. Online sources of both academic and grey literature were searched and relevant material was
reviewed in the usual way. In addition, a limited number of interviews were undertaken with key informants
at the national level. The aim of this activity was to ensure that information concerning the features of
national socio-economic systems and the roles of micro and small firms and trade unions within them, was
gathered and analysed. The information sought included:

Country size and economy — including features of the labour market and the structure and
organisation of work most relevant to MSEs, the extent of restructuring of work, trends in preferred
business processes, the role of value chains and other relevant aspects of work restructuring and
re-organisation.

Role of small and micro firms in the economy - the extent of micro and small firms in the economy,
the sectors in which they have a major presence, data on injuries and ill-health by firm size, data on
the extent of trade union density and its distribution in MSEs, and exemptions of MSEs from
regulatory protections - including the provisions for worker representation on OSH.



The labour relations context of OSH and OSH management in MSEs — key features of labour
relations systems, such as: the extent and form of trade union penetration; the role of workplace
representation; national, sectoral and local arrangements for social dialogue; the position of OSH in
trade union and employers’ organisation policies; the support provided for directly informing and
consulting with workers in workplace relations; and major changes in these factors, especially those
in response to labour market changes.

The style and character of the national regulatory regime for OSH and OSH management, in
particular for MSEs — the origins and character of the provisions made for OSH management in
MSEs and worker participation in this, including through TUPAs; the length of time such approaches
have been embedded in the style and character of the regulatory systems for OSH; national
infrastructures for general OSH support (such as the availability and competence of OSH services,
training and information provision) in as far as they aim to support MSEs' OSH, OSH management
and worker participation in this; and activities by unions and others to support OSH in MSEs in the
new economy.

Draft reports produced as a result of this exercise describing the initiatives adopted by trade unions in
supporting OSH in MSEs in each country and their background and contexts were presented and discussed
at the first research workshop, which was held in Madrid in March 2017. Emergent from this workshop was
a further study protocol which was the basis of Work Package 2 and is discussed below. However, review of
literature in relation to each of the national studies continued in the further development of Work Package
1 during the parallel delivery of Work Package 2 in order to provide a better understanding of the contexts
in which the identified trade union initiatives took place.

Ethical approval for fieldwork methods and the confidentiality of the data gathering process was obtained by
national partners from relevant institutional ethics committees. Fieldwork interviews and other data
collection activities were all undertaken between March 2017 and February 2018 by members of the
research consortium in the five countries studied. Interviews were arranged with the assistance of trade
union officials and other key gatekeepers.

As previously mentioned, it was clear at the outset of this study that there were two different orders of activity
relevant in relation to trade union initiatives on OSH in MSEs:

Those involving face-to-face interventions of TUPAs in representing the interests of workers in OSH
in MSEs

Those more general and related strategies and actions of trade unions to represent the interests of
workers in OSH in MSEs and related work scenarios

For the former, a qualitative empirical field research methodology was adopted, which is presented in detail
in this chapter. However, the Swedish study was also able to use the unions' extensive quantitative and
qualitative yearly reporting of the regional safety representatives' activities, including short case descriptions
of their interventions. For the latter, literature sources and interviews with key informants were employed.

Fieldwork methods were based on the study protocol developed as a result of the workshop in Madrid, as
outlined above. In relation to TUPAs, in order to describe their form and supporting actions for OSH in MSEs
and how they work in practice, information was sought addressing the following research questions:

In which contexts do TUPAs occur and what shapes them?

What is their legislative basis in provisions and/or in collective agreements and so on?

What are the labour relations and business contexts in which these actions occur? How does this
context influence such supporting actions, and in which MSE contexts are these actions perceived to
be most successful?

What is the role of MSE management style and commitment in facilitating or obstructing such
external supporting actions?

What is the influence of size (self-employed, micro and small firms) and sector/industry on the
presence, form and effectiveness of TUPAs to support OSH in MSEs?



What is the experience of TUPAs of the specific arrangements for their tasks (e.g. the role of time off
to undertake functions, receive training etc., provision of information, rights to undertake
inspections, investigations, make representations, respond to unsafe work situations etc.)?

How are MSE workers (or their representatives) involved in the process of TUPAs?

What is the nature of the relationship between MSESs' institutions for worker
representation/participation on OSH - including TUPAs - and institutions for
representation/participation on other matters?

How do TUPAs support and promote worker participation on OSH within MSEs? What forms does
such support take and what are their effects?

Efforts were made to focus on sectors in which MSEs were a significant presence, such as in construction.
However, there was no systematic effort to seek to compare experiences between the same sectors in
different countries. Generally, researchers were led by information from key informants as to where TUPAs
were to be found in each country and this informed the approach to purposive sampling followed in the
research. It nevertheless resulted in a focus on generally similar sectors across the four countries in which
they were evident.

As the trade union agents for prevention are, in most countries, the result of collective bargaining at local
level, key informants were identified who could provide information on:

the general view of the experiences and development of schemes involving TUPAs
in-depth information on selected relevant experiences.

To further contextualise this information, relevant and available quantitative data from official sources on
the area or the sector where the experiences were situated were also examined.

The number and nature of key informants contacted varied according to the particularities of the national
situation, but in general between 15 and 20 respondents were interviewed in each country. In all cases, they
included trade union officials at national and regional levels, regional public authorities, trade union experts
on OSH, trade union preventive agents themselves and, where possible, employers’ organisations and those
representing the business interests of MSEs, as well as employers' regional representatives and employers
and workers of small firms involved in the experiences.

In Italy, empirical research was based on participation in trade union general assemblies (including the CGIL-
CISL-UIL national assembly2 of OSH union representatives in Marghera and the CGIL regional assembly in
Rome), a seminar on OSH with the territorial OSH representatives of the artisan sector in Florence, a focus
group (with 4 representatives at productive site level), and in-depth interviews with: an occupational doctor,
3 OSH representatives at territorial level in the artisan sector and 3 in the building sector, 3 trade unionists,
2 employers in the artisan and building sectors, a representative of the local health services in Rome, a
spokesperson for the National Bilateral Joint Body in the artisan sector, and 2 representatives of the regional
Joint Bodies in the building and agriculture sectors.

In Spain, as well as key informants at the national level, others were selected from the four Spanish regions
and sectors in which arrangements for TUPAs were explored in greater depth. These included programmes
operating in Asturias, Madrid, Castilla y Ledn and Castilla-La Mancha. They were selected following a
mapping exercise to identify existing practices involving union agents visiting MSEs. The mapping exercise
was undertaken with the help of a mail survey and several short telephone interviews with trade unionists in
charge of OSH at territorial or federal level within one of the two main Spanish union confederations - the
CC.00. For each case study, three main sources of information were used: 1) research and grey literature
on the special characteristics of the region; 2) documentation on public policy declarations, collective or
social partner agreements, and funded projects; 3) in-depth interviews with selected key informants. The
latter included: 5 territorial TUPAs, 4 sectoral (building and forestry) TUPAs, 8 trade unionists, including 7
from CC.00. and 1 from UGT, 3 representatives of employers, 4 representatives of local labour authorities

2 The three main trade union confederations in Italy are — Confederazione Generale Italiana del Lavoro (CGIL), Confederazione lItaliana
Sindacati Lavoratori(CISL) and Unione Italiana del Lavoro (UIL).



(Asturias and Castilla-La Mancha) and a senior representative of the labour inspectorate in Asturias. For the
interviews, a common interview schedule was used. Conversations with the interviewed persons were
recorded, with their permission. In some of the case studies, it was possible to accompany TUPAs during
their visits to MSEs.

In Sweden, interviews were undertaken with representatives of trade unions, employers’ organisations (with
membership including MSEs) and other key informants on relevant labour market issues. Trade union
participants were selected at the union confederation level from trade unions in three industries where MSEs
were abundant: construction, transport and hospitality. Work environment officers in these unions were
interviewed, as was a regional safety representative in the construction sector. The latter was accompanied
on some site visits.

In the UK, the development of current schemes involving TUPAs comparable with those found in the previous
three countries was limited. For this reason, the UK case study focused on providing an account of examples
of such schemes that had existed previously. Interviews with key informants among unions, employers’
associations and other associations representing the business interests of MSEs were undertaken in order
to explore the reasons for their discontinuation.

Similarly in Poland, investigations quickly concluded that current practices to support preventive
arrangements for OSH in MSEs did not include any involving TUPAs. For this reason, it was decided not to
include Poland as one of the case study countries, but rather to focus on the contextual determinants of
trade union support for TUPAs. This was done using literature sources and interviews with key informants in
Poland. This has this report to examine how, in the Polish context, these contexts have not allowed the
development of support for TUPAs.

The practice and contexts of the trade union initiatives were analysed separately for each of the four
countries in which such initiatives were found. Detailed nationally based accounts were finalised for each
country and circulated among the research consortium. Presentations of key findings were delivered at the
second consortium workshop, held in Rome in May 2018. In each country, as precise an account as possible
is presented concerning the existing relevant experiences, and an assessment made of how developed they
are, as well as of their relevance and effectiveness. The aim of the five national reports was to present an
exploration of TUPA activity in the country and an analysis of its effectiveness. Such analysis adopted
methods used in qualitative case study research, such as those outlined in section 2.1.

In all the countries studied the research team sought to explore the evidence of effectiveness, sustainability
and transferability of schemes involving TUPAs. This was clearly possible for the three countries in which
such schemes are well established, but as described in section 2.3.2 above, the prior understanding of the
research team was that in at least two of the countries included in the study, the presence of such change
agents was limited or non-existent. Part of the reason for the selection of these countries was to seek to
understand why schemes involving TUPAs exist in some national contexts but not in others. That is, to explore
what are the wider contextual determinants of these schemes in different countries.

To an extent, the research focused on trade union strategies and actions to support workers’ safety and
health in the face of contextual challenges in all the countries in the study. Analysis sought to understand
how changes in the way in which work is structured and organised affected both the practice and perceived
outcomes of schemes in which TUPAs were involved, as well as to explore what other forms of support and
action trade unions were able to provide in order to represent the interests of workers in OSH in MSEs.
Hence, in each country, the research addressed primarily the actions of prevention agents of trade unions,
but also in a wider sense, it took account of the prevention actions of trade unions. In the latter case the
research sought to address questions concerning the possible effects of business relations outside the
workplace. It explored, for example, perceptions of the effects of price and delivery demands of buyers of
goods or services on TUPAS and other external support, as well as internal worker participation in MSEs and
the effects of the requirements of principal contractors on subcontractors. It also more generally considered
how trade unions address ‘upstream effects’ of economic/business relations in the more porous enterprises



that characterise modern economies. More specifically it sought information addressing questions
concerning:

the role of collective agreements or tripartite arrangements, and the initiative of unions in shaping
them

their labour relations and business contexts and how they influence such supporting actions, as
well as where these actions are perceived to be most successful

the influence of size (self-employed, micro and small firms) and sector/industry on the presence,
form and effectiveness of these actions to support OSH in MSEs

how MSE workers (or their representatives) are involved in these initiatives

Finally, the research provides an assessment of how significant the general contribution to preventive OSH
made by TUPAs (or other external trade union actions) is in each country. Because of the variation in the
presence of TUPAs as agents in the national schemes supported by trade unions in relation to representing
the interests of workers in their OSH in MSEs, there were wide differences in the quality of sources of
evidence concerning their effectiveness. Therefore, an indicative approach has been taken to evaluating this
evidence as it is not possible to make strictly defined comparison based on available empirical data.
Nevertheless, the effectiveness or otherwise of the role of TUPAs was clear from these indications in all the
countries where they were present.

The final work package was the comparative analysis presented in this European report which includes
summaries of the key initiatives in each country, as well as a comparative thematic analysis of the similarities
and differences between these initiatives and their contexts in the countries studied. It used a thematic
approach to identify common patterns, similarities and differences among the countries, sectors and
establishment size bands covered in the study. The intention was two-fold: first, to identify the key issues
emerging from the national research; and second, to be clear about the key comparative issues for the
overarching analysis conducted in the study. Throughout the report we have adopted realistic evaluation
methods (Pawson and Tilley, 1997; Pawson, 2006), focusing on the variables of the conceptual framework,
in order to allow comparison of the experiences of the different countries.



3 Trade unions and occupational safety and health in micro and small
enterprises: a review of the literature

This chapter seeks to explain why trade union strategies to influence OSH arrangements and outcomes in
MSEs are important. It does so by firstly providing a brief account of the position of MSEs in the EU economy
and the arrangements and outcomes for OSH in MSEs in the five countries we have studied. It also reviews
some of the findings of recent research concerning features of MSEs themselves, and especially those of
their owner-managers, and the social, regulatory and market contexts in which they are situated, which
together go some way to explain the limited arrangements many MSE owner-managers make for the safety
and health of their workers. This recent research, in which some of the authors of the present research were
centrally involved, is the subject of several detailed reports that collectively represent the most substantial
review of OSH in MSEs in the EU available to date (EU-OSHA, 2016, 2017a, 2017b, 2018a, 2018b). We
therefore have reason to make frequent reference to it in the following pages. This said, we have
supplemented these sources with more focused review in the countries we have studied, as well as in
relation to the trade union initiatives and their contexts with which the present research is specifically
concerned.

This chapter also explores size-related inequalities observed in the distribution of occupational safety and
health risks in MSEs, which contribute to the ‘structures of vulnerability’ that sociologists have associated
with work in these enterprises (see Nichols, 1997). Strategies to support workers’ safety and health in MSEs
clearly need to take account of these determinants if they are to be effective. Key players in providing such
support and influence, whether public regulatory agencies, occupational safety and health prevention
services, employment insurance associations, employers’ or trade organisations, powerful business partners
or trade unions and their agents, all occupy different positions of influence in the social, economic and
regulatory environment in which MSEs and their workers are situated. Consequently, the nature of their
relations with these enterprises and their workers are also different and, following from this, so are the forms
and focus that their influence on OSH might take. These are important considerations that need to be taken
into account in strategies for effective intervention to support workers’ safety and health. This is no less true
for the strategies of trade unions than for the interventions of other intermediaries.

The chapter, therefore, reviews current understandings concerning the challenges for safety and health in
MSEs with a particular focus on their implications for trade union strategies to support workers’ safety and
health. In so doing, it takes as its point of departure the theoretical perspectives outlined in section 1.2 of
the Introduction to this report concerning why TUPAs (both the agents and the actions of trade unions) may
be important in supporting improved OSH arrangements in MSEs and why trade unions are a significant
resource in this respect. In particular, it explores these contexts in relation to previous literature on schemes
in which trade union prevention agents have been active in Sweden, Italy and Spain and, to a lesser extent,
in the UK. The chapter considers the significance of the regulatory/voluntary background to these schemes,
as well as their development, activities and effectiveness. It also situates these schemes in relation to those
with similar features that have operated in the recent past in other countries, such as Norway, Denmark,
France and Greece. While it contains relevant material, much of this literature is comparatively old. The
review in this chapter, therefore, sets the scene for the further and more recent description and comparative
analysis we present in subsequent chapters that are based on our current empirical findings.

3.1 Micro and small firms in the EU and the challenge for workers’ OSH

Micro and small enterprises (i.e. those enterprises with fewer than 50 workers) account for nearly 99% of
enterprises in the European Union and employ nearly 50% of EU workers. While there are minor variations
in the role of MSEs in the economies of the countries included in the present study, they are of substantial
importance in terms of their numbers and share of employment in all five of them.

In Italy, for example, the economy is highly fragmented in terms of business size and has one of the lowest
average enterprise sizes in Europe. In industry and services, micro enterprises (i.e. those with 0-9 employees)
account for 95% of the total number of enterprises and 47.5% of employees; and in 2013 average business
size was roughly 3.7 employees (slightly below the average of 3.9 for the whole economy). Micro-enterprises
are particularly common in the construction and services sectors (accounting for 67% and 54% of employees



respectively) (ISTAT, 2015). They tend to operate mainly in the regional market (63.3% compared with 36%
of larger businesses), and the majority are family-run businesses (84.3%) (ISTAT, 2014).

In Poland, The largest component of its economy is the service sector (62.3%), followed by industry (34.2%)
and agriculture (3.5%). SMEs constitute 99.8 per cent of Polish businesses and the SME sector is dominated by
micro enterprises (firms employing less than 10 persons) to a greater extent than in the EU in general: Polish
micro firms made up 95.8 per cent of the country’s total number of firms, while the EU average in this respect is
91.8%.3

Spain is also among those EU Member States with lower than average enterprise size. Data from the Social
Security registry indicate that over 44% of workers are employed in MSEs. This includes 26.8% and 17.9%
of workers employed in micro and small companies respectively (MEySS, 2017a). If the self-employed are
excluded, the proportions are 49.4% employed in MSEs, with 29.6% in micro and 19.8% in small firms.

Similarly, Sweden has more small firms than the EU average. Of the 300,000 or so private employers in
2016, 86% were micro and 11% were small firms, employing 22% and 23% of the 2.9 million privately
employed workers respectively (SCB, 2015).

In the UK, which has less than the EU average proportion of small firms, MSEs are nevertheless an important
constituent of the economy, both numerically and in terms of employment. Growth of employment in small
enterprises was a well-established feature of economic trends by the early 1990s, and this trend has
continued, with over 99% of the UK’s 4.5 million private sector businesses employing fewer than 50 people
in 2011 (BPE, 2017).

The importance of MSEs in economic and employment terms, therefore, is widely recognised. However, a
range of socio-economic developments in recent decades has resulted in a growing structural vulnerability,
forcing a large proportion to adopt ‘low road’ organisational and business strategies in order to survive. By
this we mean that for their business to survive, these firms may be forced to pay their workers low wages,
and often use low-skilled labour in insecure jobs in order to compete in low-quality or non-specialised
markets in which they maintain a precarious and vulnerable business position with little decision latitude.
For example, one key trend much in evidence in modern economies is the lengthening of global value chains,
where MSEs are often situated in dependent and less powerful positions than their larger counterparts and
where they experience the consequent shift of risks and costs from larger operations on to their own. The
burgeoning research literature shows that the related pressure on working conditions implicit in these trends
has contributed to the growth of precarious work and a more vulnerable workforce in these MSEs and in
related work situations, in terms of insecure contracts, loss of wage benefits, unpaid overtime, and
occupational health and safety risks. The increasing complexity of organisational interdependencies further
implies a growing disconnection between the employment contract, employment regulation and managerial
control, captured under the term ‘fissured employment relations’ (see, for example, Weil, 2014).

As a result of these developments, many MSEs in the EU, including in the countries we have studied, face a
general lack of resources for OSH prevention and adequate OSH management. Workers employed in these
firms are likely to experience poor working conditions, low job quality and proportionally greater risks to their
health, safety and well-being than those in larger firms. In addition, such developments bring major
challenges for the traditional approaches organised labour has used to promote and protect the collective
interests of workers, including those concerning their safety and health. As we have already suggested in the
Introduction to this report, trade unions have responded in three main ways to these challenges. One
response has been to support variations of approaches to representative participation on OSH that are more
suited to the needs of workers in MSEs. Another has been to press for improvements in the systems for
regulating and governing OSH at all levels, which often benefit workers in smaller organisations as well as
those in larger ones. The third embraces a variety of approaches aimed at applying trade union influences
at levels beyond those of the traditional contract of employment in order to support workers whose safety
and health are affected by the increasing porosity of the boundaries of the employment relationship and
determined by the indirect effects of actors and processes situated outside it.

3 See: https://www.msp.gov.pl/en/polish-economy/economic-news/37 10,Investments-of-Polands-small-medium-sized-and-micro-
enterprises-in-2012.html



3.2 Evidence of OSH performance in MSEs

The international research evidence on size-related differences in OSH performance is generally in
agreement that ‘small is not necessarily beautiful’, and that there is a greater risk of a serious or fatal injury
and (probably) ill-health arising from work in smaller workplaces than in larger ones (EU-OSHA, 2016). The
widely accepted conclusion that risk of serious and fatal accidents is inversely proportional to workplace size
is drawn from robust analysis of data from the UK manufacturing industry (Nichols et al., 1995). As the
national reports in the present study indicate, there is reason to believe that this pattern is also evident in
the countries we have studied. For example, in Spain published data reveal that companies with fewer than
50 workers accounted for 49.4% of the employed population and registered 53% of total work accidents and
65% of fatalities in 2015. In terms of size and severity, further analysis showed that fatal accidents are
particularly concentrated in companies with fewer than 50 workers, especially micro enterprises (MEySS,
2017b). In Spain, as elsewhere (EU-OSHA, 2016), information on the incidence of work-related ill-health is
unreliable and it is impossible to make accurate comparisons in relation to workplace size because of the
greater levels of underreporting in smaller workplaces (Garcia Gomez et al., 2017). However, a host of
individual studies suggest that it is very likely that poor arrangements for OSH in MSEs will lead to far greater
incidence of work-related ill-health in these firms than is reported in official statistics. A similar story is found
in Italy, where fatal accidents are concentrated in micro and small enterprises, but where the limitations of
reporting make further comparisons problematic. In Sweden, analysis of work-related risks and ill-health by
enterprise size has similar limitations. While the regulatory authority has claimed injuries are lower in smaller
workplaces, it ignored the issue of underreporting, even though an earlier study by the same authority found
that underreporting was far worse by smaller than by larger employers (Bengtsson, 2000). Antonsson et al.,
2002, p.18) found that the risk of fatal occupational accident was six times higher in firms with 1-49
employees than in larger ones for the period 1995-1998. Similarly, Bornberger-Dankvardt et al. (2005) found
that the risk of non-fatal serious accidents was much higher in small than in larger firms operating in the
same industry.

In Poland systematic figures on OSH performance in MSEs are unreliable. However, the limited research
literature suggests a significant problem and its under-reporting is acknowledged. Safety on construction
sites is for example claimed to be compromised by small construction firms which dominate the market and
have high accident rates (Dabrowski, 2015). There is a current National Programme for the Improvement of
Safety and Working Conditions. Its scope and implementation methods are claimed to take into account the
structure of the economy and the fact that 98% of it consists of small and medium enterprises,* as well as
legal measures adopted in order to assist SMEs and micro-enterprises in the implementation of OSH
requirements.5 Under-reporting is acknowledged to be a significant problem.

Such under-reporting is a widely accepted feature of the documentation of OSH performance in small
enterprises in all countries, including those in the present research. Nevertheless, the overall conclusion
from the more robust studies strongly indicates an inverse size effect in relation to the incidence of serious
injuries and fatalities that is more likely than not to be repeated in relation to work-related ill-health. It follows
from this that the work environment may be poorer in these enterprises than in their larger counterparts,
although here again generalisability is difficult to demonstrate, as the results of the Eurofound Working
Conditions surveys show (Eurofound, 2012). However, here too more sophisticated analysis is possible. The
increased risks that result in poor OSH outcomes are generally linked to limitations in the arrangements
made for managing OSH in smaller enterprises. Recent review of the literature reveals a complex picture,
since MSEs are far from homogenous in their identity and features. The report of the EU-OSHA study, for
example, draws attention to differences between those enterprises pursuing what it describes as a ‘high
road strategy’ towards their economic and business success and those that are obliged to follow more ‘low-
road strategies’ to ensure their market survival. Based on its wide-ranging review of the research evidence,
that report further suggests that it is in these latter enterprises, which make up a substantial proportion of
MSEs overall, that the poverty of resources, and the influence of their weak market positions, are most likely
to result in inadequate arrangements for OSH and a consequently greater incidence of injury and ill-health
for workers. The report further suggests that it is also in these enterprises that there may be a relationship

4See:https://www.ciop.pl/CIOPPortalWAR/appmanager/ciop/en?_nfpb=true&_pagelLabel=P26400121511406886174136&htmlI_tr
esc_root_id=300008569&html_tresc_id=300008553&htmI_klucz=300008569&htmI_klucz_spis=

5See: Evaluation of EU Occupational Safety and Health Directives: Country Reports: Poland:
ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServiet?docld=17121&langld=en P251



between working conditions and job quality, where possible effects of ‘low road’ survival strategies may
impact negatively on the experience of the latter, which in turn may have consequences for both physical
health and psychosocial well-being (EU-OSHA, 2016, pp.43-48).

The EU-OSHA report concludes that, for MSEs generally, including many that are quite successful businesses,
making the necessary arrangements for OSH remains something of a challenge and both owner-managers
and workers need support to do so effectively. Providing this support requires some understanding of the
internal conditions under which work and business are conducted in MSEs, and of the nature of those
conducting it, as well as of the regulatory and market contexts with which they surrounded.

3.3 Determinants of OSH in MSEs?

There is now quite a large body of research that documents the limitations of the approach to OSH within
MSEs. The following brief summary organises the determinants of these limitations into influences that
operate from within the relations of work in MSEs and those that act upon these relations but originate
outside MSEs, in their wider social, regulatory and business environment. We acknowledge that this
distinction is somewhat fluid and boundaries between the internal/external nature of some such
determinants are not quite so clear cut as such a demarcation implies. Nevertheless, we think it a suitable
artifice to summarise what is, in practice, a complex reality.

It will be apparent that, while there are many determinants of poor OSH outcomes among the internal
influences to which MSEs are subject, as well as in those with which they are surrounded, there are also
some elements that help to provide positive influences on OSH in these enterprises. We have, therefore,
tried to include these t00, especially in our account of the role of regulatory and voluntary intervention among
the external determinants of OSH in MSEs. Finally, in a report of a research project that sets out to explore
the role and effectiveness of initiatives of organised labour to support workers’ OSH, such a summary is
incomplete without some reflection on ways of understanding this reality from the standpoint of workers.
Following our review outlining research on the internal and external influences on the arrangements made
for OSH in MSEs, we therefore also offer some such reflections.

Previous analysis argues that there are a number of features of work and business in MSEs that can be
regarded as resulting from multifaceted limitations on the resources available to both employers and workers
in these enterprises (EU-OSHA, 2018a). They include, for example, limitations to management resources,
leading to owner-managers often performing all the management functions in the enterprise themselves,
from marketing and sales, through planning of work, to billing and accounting. The smaller the enterprise
the more pronounced this feature. This, compounded by these individuals often not having received any form
of managerial education, may resultin a low level of general managerial knowledge, which in turn contributes
to limited OSH knowledge. In these circumstances, research suggests that OSH management is simply not
something to which owner-managers feel it necessary to devote more than minimum time and financial
resources. A further consequence is that, by regarding OSH as something that does not merit specific
attention, owner-managers also overestimate their own knowledge concerning what actions are required to
address it, demonstrating ignorance concerning the need to assess risks and little understanding of how to
handle and redress them. In addition, MSEs typically have scarce access to financial resources and are often
in a vulnerable position in relation to their larger and stronger customers and suppliers, which exploit their
relationship to gain business advantages. Further, many MSEs have limited technological resources. All this
may lead to a situation where even those owner-managers who consider themselves to be concerned to look
after the safety and health of their workers, are likely to either underestimate or wrongly diagnose both the
nature of risk and the means of its effective management. At the same time, and for reasons elaborated
further below, in practice the burden of responsibility for doing something to address risks is shifted away
from the employer and onto the worker (EU-OSHA, 2018a). Moreover, as a Swedish research review of
limitations and misconceptions in OSH management in MSEs found, managers in MSEs understood OSH
management to concern documentation of 'risk assessment' more than did their counterparts in larger



organisations, but at the same time paid scant attention to the evaluation of its preventive effects, while
most MSEs anyway lacked such procedural documents (Frick, 2013a).

General resource poverty is one of the most important constraints for OSH management in MSEs (Hasle et
al., 2012a) - but it is not the only one. Compounding it is the importance of the autonomy and identity of the
position occupied by the owner-manager in these firms. For a host of reasons, these features promote the
role of the owner-manager as the key player in decisions concerning the operation of the firm and, as such,
in those that affect OSH arrangements and practice. This central role of owner-managers in decision-making
in MSEs is distinctive from the situation in larger firms, where other forms of ownership are found, where the
owner is rarely involved in daily operations and where management structures are considerably more
complex. The key role of the owner-manager is, therefore, frequently highlighted in all types of research on
MSEs, where these firms are most often characterised as having an owner (or sometimes a partner-owner)
who is also the daily manager(s) of the firm. Indeed, as noted in the recent wide-ranging review of existing
research literature on OSH in these firms (EU-OSHA, 2016), the centrality of owner-managers in the affairs
of MSEs helps explain why most research on OSH in these firms has focused solely on owner-managers,
appearing to regard them as synonymous with the MSE and seldom distinguishing a separate identity for
workers in these firms.

Previous research on MSEs more widely has also examined the ways in which the identity of these individuals
is formed (Down, 2006; Hasle et al., 2012a; Reynolds, 1991). The majority of owner-managers make their
living from their small business and they devote all their work time to it. The business is also often closely
integrated with their family lives, not least as family members may also work within it. Research suggests
that their identity is therefore shaped by three core elements: a) being an entrepreneur running a business;
b) the craft of being, for instance, a carpenter, hairdresser or chef, with which the business originated; and
c¢) the family. The close spatial and social proximity of the owner-manager with both work and family also
helps encourage the owner-manager to identify themselves as a decent person taking care of their workers
and demonstrating this to the network of workers, customers and other stakeholders with which they are
involved. The EU-OSHA study points out that many of the owner-managers of MSEs in the case enterprises
throughout the nine European countries it focused on, expressed a generally positive attitude towards
maintaining a good work environment, although at the same time demonstrated low awareness of what this
actually meant in terms of understandings about requirements concerning occupational safety and health
(EU-OSHA, 2018b).

As wider research makes clear, identity is something that owner-managers, like others, are constantly
shaping (Sveningsson and Alvesson, 2003; Watson, 2009). With such processes, people construct their
understandings of themselves and in so doing create a picture of themselves they find acceptable. In the
case of owner-managers in MSEs, this picture is shaped by the social relations between their actions and
how others react to them. This partly explains how, in relation to OSH, owner-managers might argue for the
need to maintain a high safety standard, while at the same time fail to see the need to take action
themselves, instead ascribing responsibility for such actions to their workers. The EU-OSHA study notes how
statements emphasising that workers need to ‘look out for themselves’ because the owner-manager cannot
‘watch them all the time’ were frequently made by owner-managers (EU-OSHA, 2018a). Thus, they stated
that they aimed to secure a good work environment with no accidents, but they also expressed an
acceptance of the risk that accidents may eventually happen. They sought to avoid the risk of being blamed
for causing harm to their workers, and so tended to place responsibility with their workers. They typically
expressed the view that the workers could ask for improvements and changes in the work environment or
for personal protective equipment (PPE) and, in such cases, the owner-managers claimed that they would
do as requested, if it were within their economic capacity to do so. As the authors of the EU-OSHA research
conclude, not only did this indicate something of the quality of the ad hoc and reactive approach to OSH
adopted by owner-managers in MSEs, it further confirmed their low level of knowledge on OSH, as well as of
their legal responsibilities in this respect, which they compounded by overestimating their understanding of
both the OSH risks and the necessary measures for control (EU-OSHA, 2018a, 2018b). These tendencies
have also been reported in previous studies (for example, Fairman and Yapp, 2005; Olsen et al., 2010).



Further important determinants of the kinds of arrangments made for OSH are found in the spatial and social
proximity with which work takes place in MSEs and the informality of its organisation. In many micro firms,
owner-managers and workers share the same working facilities, with the owner-manager often working
alongside the workers and performing the same work tasks. This spatial proximity tends to imply a social
proximity, which may be one important explanation for the tendency towards higher job satisfaction and
better psychosocial work environments that is reported in some studies (Sgrensen et al., 2007; Tsai et al.,
2007). In describing their experiences of work in the MSEs, some workers use terms like 'extended family’
when talking about the social relations in their company. This indicates how proximity may open up
possibilities for workers to be integrated into a community by being socialised into the company perspective.
However, an important consequence of this is that they also often end up taking responsibility for their own
safety at work. In the recent EU-OSHA study, workers often ascribed the main responsibility for safety at work
to themselves and their co-workers rather than their employers (EU-OSHA, 2018b). This has been found in
other studies (Eakin, 1992; Hasle et al.,, 2012a). Furthermore, social proximity may also mean close
monitoring of workers (Eakin and MacEachen, 1998) on the one hand, while exposing the (lack of)
competence of the owner-managers on the other (Mallett and Wapshott, 2014).

Proximity obviously varies with firm size: it is closer in micro firms than in larger MSEs. However, the specific
organisation of the company can also be influential. For example, workers in sectors such as manufacturing
and hotels and restaurants, where owner-managers and workers work together in the same physical location,
may be at greater proximity than those in, for instance, construction, where workers in the same enterprise
often work on different construction sites. Despite such social proximity, however, research further shows
that, for the most part, workers rarely directly challenge the authority of the owner-manager (EU-OSHA,
2018a, 2018b). Indeed, research indicates that close social relations in MSEs act to reinforce the status
quo on OSH, in which it becomes difficult for anyone to ask for improvement of the work environment. Such
a status quo, however, is often one that arises from the lack of real understanding of the issues concerned,
as documented above, but this is reinforced and compounded by shared notions of acceptability and
responsibility. Even in cases of serious accidents, there are reports of owner-managers and workers tending
to agree that these could not have been avoided, and further agreeing that their main cause was stupidity
on the part of the injured worker (Hasle, Kines and Andersen, 2009; EU-OSHA, 2018a).

Linked to social proximity, informality, or the lack of formal work organisation, is a further common feature
within MSEs. Both owner-managers and workers often regard this informality as a basic and desirable
feature of their activities, and the way that work is organised in MSEs is often strongly marked by informality
(Storey et al., 2010; Wapshott and Mallett, 2015). Informality is seen as giving flexibility, which is a key
business strategy for many MSEs (Verreynne et al., 2013). But it also results in an ad hoc approach
dominating the organisation of work, which has important implications for the way in which OSH is likely to
be managed - an area that, at least in most common understandings, is considered to require a relatively
high level of formalisation. Informality is also influenced by the resource poverty described above, since there
is a lack of human resources to develop formalised procedures, as well as by spatial and social proximity,
which is typically seen by both owner-managers and workers as sufficient to secure daily operations, as they
are there to talk them over at any given time (even though, as noted, workers might accept the decision-
making authority of the owner-manager). This experience is one of the important reasons for the difficulty of
applying a systematic approach to OSH in MSEs, as both employers’ and workers’ experiences reinforce the
idea that formalised procedures are unnecessary, due to the employers’ and workers’ close proximity with
one another. This is strongly articulated in studies of work in MSEs (EU-OSHA, 2018a), not only in relation to
OSH generally, but also specifically in relation to worker participation in safety and health matters (EU-OSHA,
2017a).

Of course, none of these ‘internal determinants’ can be entirely separated from wider, external influences
that determine how, when and to what degree they might apply, nor can they be separated from the market
position of MSEs, which further strongly influences business strategies and hence the employment situation
of the workers in them.



Micro and small enterprises do not exist in a vacuum. They are situated in a range of contexts, which help to
determine what goes on within them. Three fairly obvious sets of such contextual determinants influence the
way in which OSH is understood and acted upon. They are: the market position of MSEs and its influence on
their business survival, the regulatory framework and its enforcement, and the accessibility and
responsiveness of MSEs to various elements of OSH services, insurance systems and similar facilities with
the potential to intervene and support efforts to improve arrangements for OSH.

We outline some key research findings on the nature of these sets of determinants in the following sub-
sections. We have done so both in relation to the challenges and support these determinants might offer
OSH in MSEs. At the same time, while we have no space in this report to detail them, this account
acknowledges that wider economic policies that facilitate or drive dominant market processes at sector,
national and EU levels, act to define the extent and direction of such influences on the internal will and
capacity of MSE owner-managers to protect their workers’ safety, health and well-being. We will have reason
to return to the implications of this for policy support for interventions to improve OSH in MSEs in a later
chapter.

Suggestions that work is becoming more precarious in the economies of most EU Member States are now
both well evidenced and widely accepted (Baccaro and Howell, 2017; Doellgast et al., 2018; Grimshaw et
al., 2016). It is equally acknowledged that such precariousness is, in part, the result of modern business
responses to competitive pressures created by globalisation, in which techniques emphasising cost
efficiencies and the outsourcing of risk are now normal business strategies. Increasingly, larger organisations
in both the private and public sectors choose to place a greater emphasis on management by ‘contracting
out’ rather than through relying on their own internal hierarchies (Doellgast and Greer, 2007; Drahokoupil,
2015; Marchington et al., 2005). Available evidence suggests that, at the aggregate level, this trend has
contributed to a deterioration in working conditions. As David Weil (2011) has argued, the shift towards
externalisation has led to the creation of ‘fissured’” employment relationships in many sectors in which there
are large concentrations of low paid workers employed, not exclusively, but substantially in MSEs. In these
scenarios, powerful lead firms shape service and product market conditions, while to a large extent
separating themselves from the employment of the workers who produce the services and goods for them.
Weil argues that, in these situations, the direct employers of workers, often MSEs, operate with limited
resources under increasingly competitive market conditions, and are confronted with downward pressures
on terms and conditions for their workers.

There is widespread evidence across several sectors that lends weight to Weil’s thesis on the way in which
processes of externalisation have served to generate adverse employment effects in supplier organisations.
International research evidence on the occupational health and safety effects of these arrangements (EU-
OSHA, 2016) shows that outsourcing has produced poorer OSH management and outcomes. The research
literature is remarkably consistent in this respect and has also shown most of this outsourcing was to smaller
firms (Quinlan, Mayhew and Bohle, 2001; Quinlan and Bohle, 2008). Further evidence of these effects can
be found in the variety of sectors included in the empirical studies undertaken in the recent EU-OSHA
research to which we have already referred extensively. For example, in construction, sub-contracting to
smaller firms, and the supply chains in which it is embedded, is a central feature of the way in which work
and employment is organised in many EU Member States (Gieskens, 2012; Ramioul, Van Peteghem and
Benders, 2016). It operates against the backcloth of often short-term and informal employment, in a sector
numerically dominated by small and micro enterprises, but where a substantial share of production is
generated by a small number of large firms. For instance, in the UK it has been estimated that approximately
a quarter of the construction industry’s output is generated by fewer than 125 large companies, each of
which employ 600 or more people (HSE, 2009). Such features mean that, structurally, the industry strongly
resembles Weil’s description of ‘fissured’ employment contexts. It is, of course, a sector in which both low
pay and job insecurity are prevalent, although with greater national variation than many other sectors
(Refslund and Arnholtz, 2017). Meanwhile, many studies have identified the widespread use of sub-
contracting and its often poor management as important contributors in the occurrence of accidents and
associated injuries (see, for instance, Rebitzer, 1995; Johnstone, Mayhew and Quinlan 2001; Dawson et al.,
1985; James et al., 2015). Spanish research suggests the construction sector is characterized by the



dominance of a small group of very large companies that act as developers/contractors, with a high degree
of cooperation between them. Manual work is outsourced to external, subcontracted, small and micro
companies, that face tough competition among them for this work. These small firms hire most of their
workers to carry out manual jobs, under atypical conditions, involving temporary positions® and, in particular,
self-employment. This model thus gives the larger companies access to a secondary labour market, and
sometimes even to the extensive informal labour market. Workers operating through such subcontracting
are isolated from secure, stable employment and rotate between jobs and between firms; these workers
suffer high levels of unemployment even in boom periods (Recio, 2007).

MSEs are also prominent in similar situations in public and private services, where there is a substantial
body of evidence pointing to the way in which the growth of outsourcing of social care services to voluntary
and for-profit organisations has been associated with a substantial deterioration in the employment
conditions of those delivering such care against the background of downward pressures on contract prices
(Cunningham, Hearne and James, 2013; Rubery and Urwin, 2011; Pennycook, 2013; Besse et al., 2013;
Holtgrewe, Kirov and Ramioul, 2015). It would be surprising indeed if this poor treatment of workers did not
include limitations in the attention paid to appropriate arrangements for safety and health.

Elsewhere, sub-contracting has also grown considerably — for example, in business services, where there
are many MSEs. Once again available evidence from EU surveys identifies a link between such
externalisation and the deterioration of employment conditions (Doellgast and Greer, 2007; Jaehrling, 2015;
Wills, 2009). Studies of the supply chain dynamics in food processing and production have similarly shown
them to be associated with adverse employment effects. For example, they have revealed how supply chain
relationships between supermarkets and their often much smaller suppliers lead to increased casualisation,
unstable patterns of work, and working time and work intensification (Baud and Durand, 2012; Equality and
Human Rights Commission, 2010). Further studies have reported similar effects in a number of other
sectors, including clothing manufacture, road haulage, fast food, and others similarly characterised by
extensive use of franchising of MSEs (Weil, 2009).

It is frequently MSEs that are in the weakest position in these business dependencies. As we have already
pointed out, in order to stay in business they are obliged to subordinate themselves and their workers to
poor employment conditions. Thus, while the business strategies of more powerful firms act to restructure
economic relations, they also serve to undermine or de-structure existing ones which may create more MSEs
through outsourcing, but which at the same time ensure that both new and existing such firms are placed in
weak business positions and controlled by these more powerful businesses. Cost and delivery requirements,
in combination with these power imbalances, help blur boundaries between the ‘inside’ and ‘outside’ of the
MSE, leading to what some scholars have called ‘increased porosity’ (Marchington et al., 2005), again
embraced within Weil's somewhat wider conceptualisation of ‘fissured workplaces’ (Weil, 2014). In these
scenarios, the control of work outputs and the pace of their delivery, conventionally influenced and organised
under the aegis of the employment relationship, are increasingly subject to more pervasive pressures
sourced outside this relationship and the legal nexus in which it has been traditionally embedded. The
research literature also points to a further element of these patterns, in as much as the increasingly
triangulated relations thus created between workers, their employers and customers/clients and buyers, act
to alter the power dynamics of the conventional employment relationship (see, for example, Carré, 2000;
Leidner, 1996; Lopez, 2010). While such relations are not new, the number of new forms of employment
status that are triangular has grown quickly in recent decades (Eurofound, 2015).

Many MSEs are especially susceptible to these changes because they have relatively little power at their
disposal to direct the situation in which they find themselves. As the previous paragraphs make clear, the
literature indicates that this is likely to reduce decision latitude on the part of owner-managers in MSEs and
intensify the competition for business to which they are subject. For many, this combined lack of resources
and absence of competitive power leaves them with little choice but to adopt ‘low road’ survival strategies
and to cut corners (including those on OSH) to ensure their survival, regardless of how much they might
aspire to take the ‘high road’ in these respects. The challenge for policy on OSH at national and European
levels, therefore, becomes how to mobilise effective strategies for prevention in such scenarios. This requires

6 50% of total employment in the first quarter of 2008, according to the Economically Active Population Survey (Instituto Nacional de
Estadistica, 2012).



the identification of structures, processes and actors through which leverage on good OSH practices can be
achieved. We will argue in this report that TUPAs have an important role to play in this respect.

Research generally emphasises the significant role of regulatory elements (both regulation and regulatory
enforcement practice) as a determinant of positive outcomes in small enterprises. Indeed, it suggests that
even when they have no direct experience of regulatory inspection, owner-managers in MSEs may be
influenced by the possibility of it. This suggests that coercive institutional pressure may be the most
important element in influencing the basis for much action of owner-managers of MSEs, as well as a
determinant of the success of intermediaries in supporting their OSH arrangements.

Current regulation builds on process-based requirements that aim to protect more or less all workers within
an employment relationship by emphasising their employers’ responsibilities to competently assess and
control the risks of work in ways that normally also include the participation and cooperation of workers.
Most EU Member States take as their starting point for regulating OSH the requirements of the Framework
Directive 89/391, which reflect essentially what legal scholars have referred to as the three ‘pillars’ of
regulation: competent employer engagement with responsibility for evaluating and controlling risks;
participation of workers both individually and through their representatives contributing practical knowhow;
and state inspection and enforcement (see, for example, Bluff and Gunningham, 2004: Gunningham and
Johnstone, 1999; Coglianese, Nash and Olmstead, 2002). None of these general principles is meant to apply
any less significantly to MSEs than to larger organisations. However, while frameworks for the protection of
workers’ safety and health in the Member States of the EU do not overtly discriminate against vulnerable
workers’, it is questionable whether they always offer them adequate protection. This is apparent for many
workers in MSEs in a number of different ways, as is shown by many previous studies (EU-OSHA, 2016).

Recent survey analysis demonstrates that there is a size effect in evidence in quantitative data on the uptake
of arrangements for safety management in the EU (EU-OSHA, 2017c). There is a clear gradation from micro
to large enterprises in relation to both the commitment of managers to OSH and the arrangements they
make for it, as well as in the presence of worker representation on OSH. There is also substantial evidence
that the principles of process-based requirements, while understood and more or less accepted in larger
organisations, remain a mystery to owner-managers in many MSEs, who would prefer to be ‘told what to do’
by regulation that indicated more prescriptively what was required of them (EU-OSHA, 2016).

This may be why the importance of face-to-face contact with regulatory inspectors is a prominent finding of
research concerning ‘what works’ in supporting compliance practices on OSH by MSEs, as is evident from
recent review of previous research (EU-OSHA, 2016). However, two particular issues stand out. One, which
we have already mentioned, is that the highly competitive business environments that the outsourcing
activities of large and powerful organisations have obliged many MSEs to occupy, may increase the adoption
of ‘low road business strategies’. The second follows from this, in as far as these enterprises are situated in
positions that are ‘hard to reach’ for regulators, and therefore there is little chance that contact with
inspectors will prevent them from exposing their workers to the increased risks to OSH that are associated
with these strategies.

Some inspectorates may be better equipped than others to respond to these consequences of structural,
economic and labour market change. For example, Teague (2009) has argued that responses of labour
inspection to change are circumscribed by the nature of their remit for inspection. He suggests that the
narrow organisational pattern on which specialist inspectorates, such as those in the UK, are based, make
them less suited to address the consequences of such change than those inspectorates concerned more
broadly with social and employment affairs. However, empirical research evidence in support of this
argument is lacking. Moreover, at least as far as small firms are concerned, published inspection policies in
the UK from the early 2000s were in the vanguard of those that acknowledged the problem of reaching small
firms with OSH inspection and promoted alternative strategies to effect compliance among these firms
(Walters, 2016; Cardiff University et al., 2011). However, it should be noted that, since that time, a

7 As elsewhere in this text we use the term ‘vulnerable’ in a broad sociological sense to refer, for example, to the precarious work
positions occupied by some workers brought about by insecure contracts, loss of wage benefits, unpaid overtime and occupational
health and safety risks that are well-established in the literature as consequent to these features, rather than to mean the personal
features of the workers themselves, although of course the term may also embrace such features.



combination of budgetary cuts and political pressure have led some observers to argue that, at present, UK
strategies signal an approach that is more in line with reduced enforcement than it is with innovative
approaches to reaching hard to reach scenarios (see, for example, Tombs, 2017). Nevertheless, the
approach contains several elements now more widely adopted by the regulatory authorities of many EU
Member States in relation to the attention paid to MSEs and hard to reach work scenarios, including:

Greater attention to strategic co-ordination, stimulation and promotional activities increasing
reach and ‘buy-in’

Support for greater ‘stakeholder’ involvement in work environment issues by labour market actors
and other interest groups

Policy reorientation emphasising target setting and evaluation in relation to inspection practices
Broadened surveillance for multi-employer arrangements, especially in construction

Supervision of temporary/agency firms

Going upstream in inspection/supervision of supply chains

Greater focus on advice and guidance, cascading messages to ‘hard to reach’ duty-holders such
as small and micro firms, foreign firms and workers, sub-contractors, migrant workers etc.

While these are indications of changes in regulatory thinking at the level of institutional policy-making, the
extent to which such policies have led to concrete changes in inspection practice, or the support for it, is far
less clear (see, for example, Walters et al., 2011; Quinlan, Johnstone and McNamara, 2009; Bruhn and
Frick, 2011; Frick, 2014).

MSEs have been explicitly identified as among the targets of the strategies put in place to deliver these
policies, in which communication, using intermediaries with an interest in OSH in MSEs from among private
and public actors, and identifying the business benefits of OSH for smaller firms, are advocated. As we will
detail later, such an explicitly focused ‘co-ordinating or orchestrating role’ for regulatory agencies in relation
to the activities of intermediary bodies has been identified in recent EU studies as a significant success
factor among the strategies and tools deployed in supporting OSH in MSEs (EU-OSHA, 2017b). Importantly,
this approach is one that has potential for trade unions and TUPAs to engage with, and we will return to
further discussion of this later.

Overall then, the evidence of previous studies indicates that the public regulatory contexts inhabited by MSEs
provide a statutory framework of OSH standards, even though there is a significant problem of reaching and
influencing all MSEs through face-to-face contact with regulatory inspection. Regulation hence serves as the
foundation for various other activities and actors, such as those of OSH advisers, occupational health
services, and preventive insurance systems. But it is important to be clear that the findings of previous
research strongly indicate that public regulation and inspection remain important factors in determining the
actions of owner-managers in MSEs in relation to OSH. As such, therefore, ideally they also frame the policies
of other institutions, including those of trade unions, that contribute forms of private regulation to the current
mix of regulatory strategies that apply influence on OSH in MSEs.

In addition to the role of public regulation as a direct institutional determinant, other somewhat less tangible
or formalised elements are also relevant. For example, as well as requirements to comply with regulatory or
other standards, more subtle but equally important influences on the way owner-managers and their workers
understand OSH in MSEs are found in the institutional pressures to secure the social licence they require to
operate (Scott, 2001). All firms - large as well as small - need to be accepted as legitimate within the
environment in which they function in order to be able to operate. Institutions, in this sense, constitute the
social structures which regulate the relations between both individuals and organisations, and in this context
especially, the relations between firms and society. These structures are institutionalised when they have
become generally accepted and, in principle, taken for granted. Thus, without necessarily acknowledging it
as a response to a specific regulation or imposed standard, owners and managers of firms generally know
that they have to treat their customers in a reasonable manner, and they have to treat their workers properly,
and they know that if they violate such institutionalised rules, there may be unwelcome consequences for
both themselves and their business.

At the same time, the research literature points out that MSEs tend to experience a lower institutional
pressure in this respect than larger firms (Beck and Walgenbach, 2005). Important reasons for this include
their lower visibility to regulatory enforcement than larger firms, their lower vulnerability to public media



attention, and their generally more limited governance contacts which would otherwise influence their OSH
management. Arguably, their lower profile in terms of trade union membership and influence further
contributes to this lesser institutional pressure. In such circumstances, another prominent institutional
mechanism pushing organisations to behave and organise as other organisations do, is what DiMaggio and
Powell (1991) have termed ‘isomorphism’, and MSEs are subject to the effects of this as much as they are
directly influenced by regulation and its enforcement or by the pressures of other direct forms of intervention.
This may be so, whether such isomorphism is coercive, and ultimately derived from the state and the market,
forcing MSEs to act in a certain manner; or normative, and based on beliefs about what is right and wrong
in a certain field; or mimetic, involving copying what others do when uncertain about what might be the right
actions in given situations.

Current governance and regulatory policies within the EU, as well as in other advanced market economies,
place increased emphasis on regulatory mixes. This is, in part, an acknowledgement of the limits of
conventional regulatory inspection in restructured business contexts, including in relation to MSEs, whose
numbers mean, as we have already made clear, that conventional methods reach only a small proportion of
them. It is also a pragmatic approach to exploiting business and other relationships to improve compliance
with health and safety regulations in modern economies. In some countries, it is further a reflection of the
traditions for corporate and industrial relations collaboration, where social partners, insurance companies
and others collaborate in order to reach out with support to MSEs.

There are a number of institutions and actors that play prominent roles in the OSH infrastructures in the
Member States we have studied. They are, therefore, potential actors in the regulatory mixes currently
advocated in the governance of OSH. As well as employer organisations and those of organised labour, there
are other membership organisations with a professional or policy interest in OSH, such as associations of
practitioners, voluntary and charitable organisations, and employers’ organisations specifically representing
the interests of owner-managers in small firms. There are also prevention services, required by law in some
countries and determined by the market in others, as well as both large and small consultancy style
organisations which provide OSH services. There are important bodies in public administration, such as non-
profit insurance organisations and those addressing work-related elements of social welfare, which assume
far greater importance in the infrastructure for OSH of some countries than in others. And there are also non-
OSH actors that, under certain circumstances, can have positive impacts on OSH in MSEs. There are
differences between countries in the extent and balance of the presence of these actors and processes in
their OSH systems, such as, for example, in the role of social insurance, that is determined by the nature of
the historical balance between no-fault workers’ compensation systems and the role of private litigation in
compensating work-related harm. Such differences are further evident in the extent to which corporatism
has characterized historical and current approaches to the representation of employers, organised labour
and the state in matters of employment and labour relations, as well as on OSH; and in the membership and
role of professional bodies and practitioner organisations; and further differences evident in the form,
functions and importance of organisations representing small businesses.

Many of these actors, nevertheless, play roles in the governance of matters relevant to OSH in MSEs, through
processes that help facilitate voluntary action on OSH. Such processes may achieve this effect as part of
their general engagement with small businesses, even without an explicit focus on OSH. For example,
processes involved in business start-up, taxation, employing and training workers, accounting and financial
record keeping, as well as dealing with suppliers and customers, all have elements that influence the
arrangements an owner-manager might make for the safety, health and welfare of their workers. Moreover,
the relations workers have with their employers may also include processes in which they may have
opportunities to influence their employers’ provision and practices in relation to their OSH. These processes
are relevant to the requirements that owner-managers perceive as necessary to provide them with the social
license to operate which gives their business both the social and economic legitimacy to which we have
already referred.

The research literature identifies a host of examples of initiatives facilitated by institutional actors, some of
which show measurable impacts and are innovative and well-designed, reaching an important share of
MSEs, and helping improve OSH practice and procedures in these firms (EU-OSHA, 2017b, 2017c). Among
the lessons learned concerning ‘what works’ in relation to the success of these initiatives are the extent of



the direct face-to-face support they offer MSEs, and the ease with which their proposed solutions can be
implemented in the MSEs. As has been well documented previously, since MSEs are often faced with
immediate issues to which they need to react, research shows that owner-managers in these firms prefer
solutions adapted to their specific settings and work processes. While simple tools offering direct support
have been found to contribute to improving OSH standards, such solutions are better transferred through
face-to-face communication with intermediaries than by leaving owner-managers to find or receive
information via IT or other sources.

As the review undertaken by EU-OSHA made plain, it is not necessarily a lack of initiatives originating with
these various intermediary organisations that is the central problem in helping MSEs improve their
arrangements for OSH. Rather, this problem has more to do with the reach of the interventions that the
intermediary organisations support. As is widely acknowledged, MSEs are a heterogeneous mix of very
different organisations, a substantial proportion of which display features, such as those outlined in previous
sections, which make them averse to voluntary forms of engagement with interventions on OSH.

Several previous researchers have tried to summarise these features and have suggested ways of
categorising MSEs to indicate the likelihood of their responsiveness to different styles of intervention (Hasle
et al., 2012b; Lansdown, Deighan and Brotherton, 2007; Vickers et al., 2005). Thus, Vickers et al. (2005)
distinguish four types of small firm according to their likely compliance behaviour, ranging from ‘avoiders’
through ‘minimalist responders’ and ‘positive responders’ to ‘proactive learners’. The more extensive recent
EU-OSHA study used a similar approach and, based on case studies of MSEs in nine different EU Member
States, it suggested that three different types could be distinguished in relation to business practices and
reactions to OSH regulation and other forms of support aimed at improving OSH. Its authors refer to these
as ‘avoiders,’ ‘reactors’ and ‘learners’. They explain that ‘avoiders’ embrace the sorts of enterprises that
tend to neglect work environment issues, many of them following a low-road survival strategy, typically
utilising precarious contracts, low wages and often low-skilled labour in order to compete in low-quality or
non-specialised markets. Some ‘avoiders’ might also use low OSH standards as a competitive business
advantage. ‘Reactors’, which probably represent the largest proportion of MSEs, like many of the ‘avoiders’
generally display a passive approach and limited understanding of OSH. Risks are typically seen as inherent
in the industry, and unavoidable. Owner-managers do not actively seek to improve or change the work
environment, but are likely to react when an accident or serious incident occurs, or when OSH is brought to
their attention in some other manner, such as through a visit from the labour inspectorate or interaction with
other intermediaries. Best practices used by these intermediaries are successful in reaching some MSEs in
this category. The third type, the ‘learners’, display features more often associated with a high-road strategy
for business, for example frequently competing in high-quality or niche markets emphasising product quality
rather than pure price competition. Enterprises in this category would be likely to employ highly-skilled
workers and emphasise on-the-job training and development. They might even be persuaded that better OSH
conditions, or a sensitivity towards considering OSH, might support the retention of employees. Owner-
managers thus categorised would be those who perceived OSH as something that could be controlled and
improved, typically regarding such improvement as part of an on-going development of their business.
‘Learners’ would be likely to actively use available OSH knowledge and external advisors, and would also
have a positive perception of labour inspectors as partners rather than opponents. This latter category of
firms would obviously be easier to address with various voluntary supportive strategies, while the avoiders
and reactors are much more difficult to engage in voluntary initiatives, suggesting that more coercive forms
of intervention, such as those involving regulatory inspection and enforcement, are more successful
strategies for reaching these groups.

In short, therefore, the external determinants of the improvement of OSH arrangements in MSEs, whether
they originate in public regulation and its enforcement or through voluntary initiatives, face substantial
challenges in influencing practice within small firms. While there is a growing awareness of the nature of
‘what works’ in relation to both influence and support, and there are many examples of good practice, it
remains the case that, as a result of a combination of multifaceted resource poverty, in the broadest sense
of its meaning, with market precarity and business competitive pressures, a very large proportion of MSEs
remain beyond the reach of the determinants of good practice.

Relatedly, even where interventions display the virtues of best practice, for example including face-to-face
engagement, simple relevant messages, and easy to use tools, limited coordination of separate initiatives
means that reach is often only to those firms that arguably need support least. Such co-ordination requires



different stakeholders to cooperate and disseminate the same messages in order to avoid fragmentation,
confusion and overload. Good examples of attempts to achieve this are considerably less frequently
encountered in the literature than the plethora of single initiatives. The final report of the EU-OSHA study
(EU-OSHA, 2018a) concludes that strategies and programmes that offer significant help in securing
substantial OSH improvements are usually complex and use a range of different tools and actions. Long-
lasting and far-reaching OSH improvements typically require process and organisational changes as well as
technical ones. They also need to be clearly supported by policy at the sector, national and even European
levels. Despite such challenges, however, as we will argue in the following sections, trade unions and TUPAs
are well placed to contribute to such positive actions. As indicated above, another important finding that
emerged from the EU-OSHA study is that such efforts need to be supported by schemes which can provide
a strong element of obligation for the MSE. Without this element, the coverage of such approaches is likely
to be limited. The significance of this for trade unions lies in the potential it suggests for the greater use of
requirements of collective agreements, which are binding on their signatories, to support such initiatives. As
we see in the following chapters, this is indeed central to TUPAS' initiatives that are present in both Italy and
Spain and also, to a considerable extent, in supports practiced in Sweden in this respect too.

As we have already noted, a remarkable feature of the literature on OSH in MSEs is the way in which by far
the large majority of studies, as well as much of the grey literature, regard MSEs almost exclusively as the
preserve of their owner-managers. Much of this literature also makes assumptions concerning the identity
of the interests of owner-managers, MSEs and those who work in them and only rarely acknowledges the
possibility of a separate ‘workers’ standpoint’ in discussing arrangements for their safety and health (EU-
OSHA, 2016, 2018a, 2018b). There are, of course, some obvious reasons for this to be found in the central
position occupied by the owner-manager as often the sole decision-maker in the enterprise and their
importance in determining acceptance of OSH interventions, as we have already noted. However, as we have
tried to show in previous sections in this chapter, from an analytical perspective such a narrow focus has
serious limitations in understanding both the relations of work in these enterprises and why it is that unsafe
work practices feature prominently.

At a macro-level, of course, as we have made clear, there are a host of studies that indicate that small is not
necessarily beautiful for many workers. However, even within MSEs that are not entirely obliged to follow
low-road business survival strategies, a more detailed understanding of the underlying determinants of the
OSH experiences of workers suggests that there may be major disconnects between them and assumptions
concerning their OSH behaviour that are based on a shared identity with the owner-managers of the firms in
which they work. These disconnects become more apparent when research findings on the determinants of
OSH in MSEs are examined in the light of understandings derived from more sociologically informed analysis
of the relations of work in MSEs. Eakin (2010) argues, for example, that workers’ perceptions of, and
responses to, issues of health and injury are closely tied to the social relations of the production in which
they are embedded. She further argues that there are two features of these relations that have particular
consequences in small workplace settings: personal relations of work, and the social proximity of labour and
management. She concludes that when working ‘normally’, these features may take on the appearance of
a supportive and central feature of workers’ experience. She indeed notes that they are therefore often cited
by workers as the reasons for job satisfaction and a sense of shared interest with that of management and
the enterprise generally, a finding also reported in the recent EU-OSHA study (EU-OSHA, 2018a). But she
further argues this ‘normality’ masks a conflict of interest inherent between the workers and the owner-
managers of the organisations in which they work. She suggests, however, that it is generally only when
things go wrong in matters of safety and health, such as when workers are injured or made ill by their work,
that their sense of ‘being treated like a person’ disappears and this conflict that is inherent in the labour
management relationship in small firms is unmasked.

Such ways of understanding safety and risk are of course socially constructed and, as such, are lenses
through which workplace experiences are perceived and processed and sense is made of these experiences.
The consequences of this may be to socially amplify or reduce the significance of risk and the actions
deemed appropriate to address it.



One of the important findings reported in the analysis of workplace experiences in the recent EU-OSHA study
is the perception shared by both owner-managers and workers that addressing safety matters was just
‘common sense’. As the authors of the EU-OSHA reports explain, these understandings referred to shared
perceptions and judgements, appealed to as possessing authority and therefore not requiring debate. They
arose from abstract and culturally determined perceptions which anticipated (safe or unsafe) behaviour and
decisions. These understandings were received from a host of wider sources in the social milieu inhabited
by workers and owner-managers both inside and beyond the enterprise. At the same time, the authors note
that, since most of the owner-managers in their study did not consider OSH as part of their core tasks, they
also did consider it necessary to manage it as part of these tasks. Instead, they had a reactive and ad hoc
approach to OSH, which was further reinforced by their limited management resources, which were normally
fully occupied by day-to-day operations. This has also been a consistent finding in the literature on MSEs
(Baldock et al., 2006; Hasle and Limborg, 2006; Walters, 2001). In combination with notions that safety was
no more than ‘common sense’, a consequence of this was the high discretion owner-managers appeared to
allow workers in choosing the ways to protect their safety and health that the workers deemed appropriate
to a given situation — such as when deciding about whether to wear personal protective equipment (PPE),
for example. This further implied that such discretion allowed them to choose unsafe solutions, such as
those perceived as time-saving, or ones that increased production, with other studies indicating how such
solutions often become part of ‘normal practice’, even in situations in which workers are instructed by
company rules to do things in a specific and different manner.

These findings are not so far removed from what Nichols and Armstrong (1973) observed nearly fifty years
ago in their investigations of the occurrence of industrial accidents in a workshop that was part of a large
manufacturing establishment. Their analysis focused on the underlying sociological reasons why workers
had performed the proximal unsafe acts that had led to their injuries. They showed that the explanation for
these acts was to be found not solely in their ‘irresponsible personal behaviour’ but rather in the wider
relations of production within which their actions had occurred. Each accident had taken place when the
victim and others had been trying to rectify faults that had interfered with the production process. They had
done so by breaching safety rules, not because they were ignorant of the rules, apathetic or unconcerned
about their safety, or seeking to deliberately injure themselves, but because their actions were determined
by stronger imperatives concerning production and profitability, which were prioritised by the company
management and which permeated the ethos of social relations among managers and workers alike. Among
workers who, like those in small firms, saw safety as a matter of personal responsibility, their ‘common-
sense’ understandings suggested that actions to ensure the continuity of production were more important
and therefore to be placed before those addressing personal safety. Given the overwhelming pressures to
meet price and delivery demands that we have argued are placed on many small firms as a result of their
business dependencies in market situations, it seems hardly surprising that their workers in these scenarios
should adopt similar strategies towards ‘getting the job done’.

As we have made clear, research findings suggest that, in the case of MSEs, while owner-managers may
appear to acknowledge their responsibilities for the safety of their workers, limitations in their own capacities
to do so lead them to strongly advocate the workers’ own responsibilities to ‘look after themselves’. However,
a more sociologically informed analysis of such attitudes might interpret them as emblematic of the trend
towards the responsibilisation of workers in neo-liberal economies (see Gray, 2009), where moral and legal
duties that have been understood to be those of employers in the past are in practice nowadays tacitly
shifted away from them and placed on the shoulders of those the duty was originally intended to protect (i.e.
the workers). We would suggest that proper acknowledgement of these more nuanced understandings of
how safety and health are operationalised in the relations of production in MSEs should feature more
prominently in informing the policies and strategies of regulators, agencies and others with the potential to
intervene in matters of safety and health in these firms. Of all the actors with such potential, given their
background in organised labour and the familiarity this brings with the pluralist discourse that surrounds
production in capitalist economies, TUPAs are perhaps among the best placed to put such understandings
to good practical use in their relations with MSEs.

3.4 Trade unions and support for workers’ safety and health in MSEs

The challenges for protecting workers in MSEs through the efforts of organised labour are formidable. As we
discussed in the Introduction to this report, while there is irrefutable evidence that trade unions can have a



positive effect on OSH, conventional approaches to organising labour through the mobilisation of workers
and the organisation of collective action, work well under preconditions associated with larger workplaces,
but are particularly challenging in smaller ones. The presence of collective representation on both general
matters as well as OSH, is proportional to size and far more likely to be found in larger establishments than
in smaller ones. Indeed, in some EU Member States, micro firms (and, in certain cases, firms with less than
20 workers) are exempt from statutory requirements to establish arrangements for workers’ OSH
representation which apply in larger organisations. Studies also indicate, for example, that in small firms,
their size, their organisation and operation, the accessibility of decision makers, the shared experiences of
workers and managers, and the proximity of social relations, all contribute to making formal arrangements
for worker representation seem cumbersome and unnecessary to those who manage or work in these
establishments (see, for example, EU-OSHA, 2017a). In these studies, participants often furnish examples
of situations in which they believe the direct participation of workers and managers achieve the desired
effect of engagement with OSH issues.

Research undertaken mostly in relation to larger workplaces shows that, for workers in MSEs to represent
their autonomous interests in safety and health, whether directly or indirectly, requires the support of certain
preconditions for its effectiveness. These include a strong legislative steer, the will and capacity of employers
to manage OSH participatively, and the support of trade unions inside and outside workplaces of confident,
well trained and competent worker representatives. In this respect, research indicates a clear difference
between the representation of the autonomous interests of workers in their safety and health® — which as
we have argued, are far from always identical with those of the business or its owner-manager — and getting
workers to participate in schemes that serve only to further these organisational and business interests.

What these findings also clearly show, however, is that, in most situations, features of what make
arrangements for worker representation a useful contribution to successful outcomes in larger firms do not
apply in the same ways in small firms. Such formal arrangements are neither a practicable nor necessarily
a useful strategy in small organisations. However, we will argue in this report that forms of participation that
support workers’ autonomous interests in OSH are nevertheless as important in MSEs as they are in larger
organisations. But like other forms of support for OSH in MSEs, they require adaptation to the social relations
of production in these enterprises. It is here that the principle challenge for trade union preventive actions
lies. In the following section we briefly summarise what previous research has concluded concerning the
ways in which trade unions have responded to this challenge.

To begin with, this research shows that trade unions undertake this role successfully and at a number of
different levels. Their impact is evident on strategies aimed at improving protection and prevention for
workers in small enterprises that are developed at the macro-economic and political level and, as Walters
(2002) concluded, such impact is apparent:

in the development of regulatory measures and their operation;

in national and sectoral collective agreements and in tripartite measures;

in insurance association policies and strategies; and

in influencing the political will of the state to develop preventive policies aimed at hard-to-reach
sectors.

At the same time, through their representational roles, trade unions impact at the operational level within
sectors and regions, and at the level of the workplace, within small firms and related employment situations.
Research has already shown this impact to be present in most of the countries in our study by outlining the
role of trade unions in creating structures and processes at regional and sectoral levels, either through
legislative or voluntary means. It further shows how trade unions contribute to the operation of these
structures and processes and how they support the activities of representatives and workers in health and
safety in small enterprises. Finally, it has demonstrated that it is the activities of worker representatives
themselves that are ultimately responsible for successful worker participation in arrangements for OSH in
small enterprises and related work situations (Walters, 2002).

8 The research literature demonstrates that one of the preconditions for effective actions of representatives of workers on OSH is
their capacity to understand OSH in ways that are autonomous from the normative arguments of their employers (EU-OSHA, 2017c).
Such ‘knowledge activism’ (see Hall et a.l, 2006, 2016) combines technical, political and representational understandings in ways
that enable them to implement effective strategies on OSH matters during consultations with their workers (see also Walters and
Frick, 2000 and Walters and Nichols, 2007).



Previous accounts indicate that many of the initiatives trade unions have instigated are successful in
increasing and supporting the role of worker participation in health and safety in small enterprises. They also
suggest something of what seems to work well in promoting and sustaining the participatory engagement of
workers and employers in making effective arrangements for OSH in small enterprises, as well as what
supports or constrains such activities in the countries concerned. They show that there are many ways of
operationalising participative approaches to arrangements for addressing risk in small enterprises, and
several factors that promote their success and sustainability (see for example Frick and Walters, 1998;
Walters, 2002, 2004a).

There are no significant examples of participative arrangements for OSH in small enterprises in the absence
of trade union involvement at some stage in their development and operation. This is not to say that direct
participation between employers and workers on health and safety does not or cannot take place in small
enterprises — as we have already made clear. Rather, it is to argue that to be successful and sustainable on
any scale, these practices require support, and trade union organisations are the main source of such
support for the workers involved in such arrangements. However, in most cases, the structures of
vulnerability that exist in small enterprises mean that trade unions can also play a major political role in
instigating participatory approaches at the level of the sector or region. These approaches or their influences
are further developed at the level of the workplace.

The explanation for this is found in the theoretical arguments concerning the labour relations of OSH. In
short, achieving autonomous worker-centred engagement in participatory OSH management, in which
workers are able to exert their own normative and economic influence, a framework of support is required.
This is necessary both within enterprises (in the form of workplace organisation) and outside of workplaces
(in the form of a political presence and practical support through co-ordination, training and information).
Trade unions are the only organisations that supply both these forms of support. These arguments apply to
all forms of representative participation in OSH, regardless of workplace size. However, as we have observed,
MSEs present a particular challenge because worker organisation within workplaces is a function of size and
is both less likely to be present and more difficult to establish in small enterprises than in their larger
counterparts. Equally, the relative isolation of workers in small enterprises and their particular vulnerabilities
mean greater (and relevant) supportive efforts are required from trade unions outside workplaces if
organisation within them is to be effective.

Organisation at the level of the workplace is fundamental to the trade union approaches we have described.
Regional/territorial representatives, regional/sectoral committees, and trade union regional or sectoral
organisers do not operate as substitutes for worker organisation in small enterprises. A primary objective in
all cases is to instigate and support the development of worker organisation for health and safety within
workplaces. This is evident, for example, in the approach of the Swedish regional representatives and in that
of representatives in other schemes modelled on the Swedish approach, such as those in Italy and Spain. It
is also evident in the activities of trade union organisers and in the various trade union information and
training initiatives described in previous literature. Although the reason for the existence of these initiatives
is the recognition of the problem of organising for OSH in small workplaces, they are not alternatives to
workplace organisation. An appreciation of this helps in understanding both the trade union strategy towards
sustainability (through organisation inside the workplace and its support from outside by trade union/joint
structures), as well as the political hostility to these initiatives that is sometimes expressed by employers’
peak organisations.

While trade union involvement may be fundamental to the operation of schemes to increase worker
participation in making and maintaining health and safety arrangements in small firms, there is little doubt
that a legislative framework is enormously important in initiating and sustaining such schemes. The literature
on experience in countries such as Sweden, in which there have been legislative provisions for many years,
as well as in a country such as ltaly, where legislative provisions are more recent, strongly support this.
However, the need for legislative provision is also supported by the evidence of the limited sustainability of
initiatives such as those in the UK (see Walters, 2001, 2002), where no such provision exists.

Previous studies suggest that most schemes involving trade union representatives, such as those in Italy
and to some extent in Spain, whether they were based on legal requirements or voluntary ones, follow the
Swedish model of regional representation. However, there are other approaches to achieving and supporting



participation in small enterprises.® Occasionally, as in Denmark, trade unions and employers have avoided
adopting a regional representational approach, and concentrated their efforts on achieving collective
agreements that support and improve the development of internal joint arrangements and bipartite
interventions (EU OSHA, 2017c)10,

Nevertheless, there are several reasons why a legislative framework is important. It sets out minimum legal
requirements that parties involved with small enterprises are obliged to follow. It provides a useful framework
for trade unions and employers to build on in their collective agreements and saves them having to negotiate
over the basic requirements. And it raises the profile of the issue and provides a conspicuous marker for all
small enterprise workers and employers to see.

As we have already noted, there are many studies of small enterprise owner-manager attitudes that indicate
that they regard compliance with the law and the threat of legal sanctions as powerful motivators in health
and safety. Legal support for the rights to some form of representation helps reduce the sense of isolation
and vulnerability experienced by many workers in MSEs, and provides encouragement to act in situations
where otherwise fear of victimisation may prevent them from doing so. Moreover, the legitimacy that a legal
framework can give the existence of regional/territorial representatives and their support structures is quite
a powerful factor in determining their acceptance by all parties.

However, it is also quite clear that a legal framework on its own is insufficient to ensure the success of
schemes to achieve better participatory arrangements in health and safety in small firms. From previous
accounts of initiatives involving regional representatives, it is clear that trade union national, sectoral and
regional structures have made considerable political and practical efforts to ensure their success. At the
same time, the engagement of employers’ organisations (and the branches of such organisations that
represent the interests of small firms) is shown to be crucially important. In the eyes of observers, schemes
are most effectively implemented through a framework elaborated in agreements between trade unions and
employers’/small enterprise organisations (and sometimes other parties). Such agreements help to ensure
the commitment of members, as well as providing pooled resources to support training and information.

It is also clear that regulatory agencies, preventive services and (sometimes) insurance organisations share
an interest in ensuring the success of such schemes, since they recognise that they are of assistance in
spreading and operationalising their own efforts to boost preventive OSH in small enterprises. There are
potential close links between such agencies and trade union efforts to achieve a representative role on
health and safety in small enterprises. As a result, the more successful efforts are situated within wider
national approaches to set up intermediary structures and processes that help achieve better OSH in small
enterprises. National strategies increasingly advocate that agents of the health and safety systems take
greater advantage of opportunities offered by social and economic interests in the environment of small
firms to help to cascade and sustain initiatives on OSH. Trade union involvement as intermediaries and as
push-pull influences on small firms is especially significant in this respect. Also, importantly previous
research demonstrates that the access that trade unions and their representatives have to small firms, while
by no means complete, is considerably greater than that enjoyed by many other agents of national health
and safety systems. It is enhanced by the number of representatives involved, the coverage of agreements,
and the possibilities for contact with the workers within small firms.

Research has also demonstrated that generally, regional/territorial representatives are well-informed and
useful sources of information and advice on health and safety matters. Importantly, this viewpoint is shared
not only by trade unions and agencies of the health and safety system, but also by representatives of
employers. Such knowledge and skills make these representatives extremely useful contributors to improved
health and safety arrangements in small firms. As well as this, their acknowledged competence adds to their
legitimacy in the eyes of owner-managers in small firms. Studies suggest that, despite the hostility of small
firm owner-managers to regulatory ‘interference’ in their businesses, as well as to the activities of trade
unions, many found regional health and safety representatives a valuable resource.

9 For example, the role of joint committees in ship-building in Greece and regional observatories in France are two very different
approaches, one (in Greece) which has legal support and the other (in France) which is implemented by agreement (see Walters,
2001).

10 Since 1998, Danish legislation has made provision for safety groups in workplaces with 5 or more workers. Safety groups consist of
safety representatives and supervisors and are the basis of all joint arrangements for health and safety in Denmark.



Previous studies point to several reasons why trade union representatives are able to develop positive
relations with small firm owner-managers. As well as the legitimising role played by legislation and by the
engagement of employers’/small firm organisations in agreements on regional/territorial representation,
other factors include training and experience as union representatives and awareness of the range of
possibilities for action that their role allows. These include building workplace organisation for OSH, but also
undertaking inspection activities and making authoritative comments to owner-managers concerning
improvements, while cultivating strong working relations with other actors, such as regulatory inspectors.

Furthermore, previous research has emphasised that trade union representatives and organisers that are
engaged in representing the needs of workers in small firms do so in ways that are both structurally and
socially different from those undertaken by more traditional forms of representation from within workplaces.
Schemes to represent the health and safety needs of workers in small enterprises must take particular
account of the circumstances of such workers. However, it is quite difficult to make generalisations
concerning the 'best’ ways of doing this. Findings demonstrate that communication skills are important, as
is the ability to function on many levels in health and safety, not only in relation to employers and workers in
small firms, but also with regard to regulatory inspectors, personnel of external preventive services, local
media, and other social and economic interests. Training that takes account of these needs is important.
Also important are the information resources provided by trade unions and/or the bilateral bodies that have
been set up in a variety of regions and sectors. In addition, support and co-ordination of the efforts of trade
union regional/territorial representatives by such bodies is vital to the success of their mission. Trade union
representatives that support the needs of workers in small firms from outside the firm do so in a state of
comparative isolation. One function of training courses is bringing together these representatives to enable
them to share experiences and to gain support from one another.11

It should be clear from this resume of previous findings on trade union initiatives involving their
representatives that there is no single ‘preferred approach’. Although versions of the Swedish model of
regional health and safety representation are most frequently adopted, economic, regulatory and labour
relations systems in different countries mean that each national application has its own unique features. In
addition, there are many other initiatives, such as the experiences of health and safety advisory services for
workers in the UK and in Spain,12 as well as the roles of joint committees and bilateral structures in some
regions and sectors of Spain and Italy, which suggest that there may be other ‘horses for courses’ according
to local circumstances. It seems clear from the literature that a variety of approaches, each taking account
of the peculiar circumstances of the region/sector to which it is addressed, are more likely to reap better
overall benefits than exclusive allegiance to the implementation of one particular model of achieving better
health and safety performance in small enterprises through representative participation.

Whatever scheme is most appropriate to local circumstances, they all have some degree of resource
implication. This is a fundamental point and it cannot be ignored. If worker representatives are to participate
in creating and sustaining health and safety arrangements in small firms, they can only do so effectively if
they are properly trained, well informed and their activities reasonably well co-ordinated. In addition, to make
them effective requires the collaboration of other groups with an interest in health and safety in small firms,
such as employers’/small firm organisations, regulatory agencies, prevention services and insurance
associations. Setting up arrangements to effect such collaboration and to train, inform and organise worker
representatives to operate effectively within them requires resourcing. This is not news. Previous studies
have emphasised that if the costs represented by ill-health, injuries and fatalities as a result of poor health
and safety management in MSEs are considered, a reduction of even a small amount in such a toll
represents a huge saving of financial loss.13 Although the literature does not provide clear evidence of the
extent of the reduction in the costs of accidents that could be attributable to the work of regional/territorial
health and safety representatives or other trade union initiatives, there is sufficient indication of the success
of their role for us to anticipate that it is considerable and dwarfs the cost of the implementation and
operation of such schemes.

11 This is not an uncommon finding in research that evaluates trade union health and safety training generally (see for example
Walters , Kirby and Daly, 2001). However, since the isolation of regional/territorial representatives is more extreme it is likely their
need for such sharing will be greater.

12 See Walters (2001) for other examples, such as sectoral/regional health and safety committees in Greece, trade union initiatives in
Denmark and regional trade union health and safety observatories in France.

13 See Frick and Walters (1998) for a detailed discussion of this point in relation to the Swedish system and Walters (1998) for its
wider significance.



The real problem is perhaps not the cost of the schemes, but who is responsible for bearing it. Current
arrangements vary. Commonly, costs are met through levies of one kind or another on employers. In other
systems the bulk of the costs are borne by the state, in still others by surpluses generated by mutual accident
insurance systems. Trade unions themselves also contribute significantly to the costs of many of the
schemes we have examined. Unless such outlays can be connected to the potential savings they generate,
they are unlikely to be popular with the agencies that provide them. Moreover, a major criticism of voluntary
initiatives is that their resourcing is often a one-off arrangement on the part of the state or its agencies. Even
if they are successful in terms of improving the indicators of health and safety performance during their life-
span, it is not clear how these schemes will demonstrate their longer-term sustainability.

The literature points to significant barriers and constraints to the operation of these schemes. Some of these
constraints are simply the reverse of the coin described in the previous section. Thus, in the absence of a
legislative framework, and without the coverage of a detailed agreement between interest groups covering
issues such as access, training and information, schemes to promote participation in health and safety in
small workplaces are likely to encounter problems. Representatives and organisers are especially likely to
meet resistance from owner-managers in small firms. Peak organisations representing the interests of small
business are also likely to present political resistance to the introduction of such schemes. Similarly, the
absence of support from regulatory agencies, social insurance organisations and preventive services
contributes to limiting the success and coverage of schemes. And last but not least, the absence of
resourcing is a major barrier to both development and sustainability.

Assuming that most of the fundamental supports for schemes are in place, they still face major constraints
on their success. Nichols’ ‘structures of vulnerability’ mean that the ’'general and multifaceted lack of
resources’ in small establishments limit development of management competency, information, training,
and safe plant and equipment. They often result in restricted access of workers to the autonomous
representation of their interests, such as provided through works councils and trade unions, and there may
be little experience of OSH management on the part of both workers and their employers. As we have already
argued, these vulnerabilities may be further exacerbated by the insecurity of work in many MSEs, and the
prevailing threat of unemployment, limited profitability and the large amount of illegal (and consequently
unregulated) work and workers associated with them. All of this prevents workers from feeling able or willing
to participate in any meaningful way in making and maintaining OSH arrangements. 14

It is not only employers who pose obstacles and constraints for the role of regional/territorial representatives
(although it is likely they are the main source of such problems). As we have indicated, workers themselves
may be resistant to engaging with health and safety issues. There are therefore difficulties with activating
and building health and safety organisation in workplaces where there is none already, and especially in very
small workplaces. Problems have been attributed to a mixture of lack of awareness of health and safety
issues, spatial and social proximity with employers, isolation and job insecurity. These are particularly acute
in very small workplaces. Lack of adequate time to undertake training is also a significant problem, as is the
quality of the training provided. Since participants in schemes to increase worker involvement in health and
safety in small firms need special skills to deal with their difficult task, their training needs to address this.
There is very limited information available concerning the extent to which this is achieved.

Finally, it needs to be noted that while the above discussion has repeatedly referred to experiences in four
of the five countries included in the remit of this study, reference to the fifth country, Poland is notable for
its absence. The simple reason for this is that there does not appear to be any analysis in the literature
concerning the explicit role of trade union representation in OSH in MSEs in this country, despite the
dominance of these firms in the economy. This is not to say that trade unions have no such role, but it is
fairly clear from the Polish literature, that if they do, it is not one that is widely acknowledged by either
research or policy. It is therefore very difficult indeed to draw parallels between the analysis of experiences
in the other four countries, which are fairly easily fitted into the same analytical framework and what, if
anything, occurs in relation to trade union representation of the safety and health interests of workers in
MSEs in Poland. The country report for Poland concerning evaluating operation of EU OSH directives in that
country summarises a variety of initiatives concerning support for OSH in MSEs. They appear to be all aimed
at supporting owner managers to improve awareness and understanding of OSH, many are aimed at
improving safety behaviour, including those organised by state bodies such as the national labour

14 See Nichols (1997).



inspectorate and the state sanitary inspectorate, but none refer to trade unions or trade union
representatives. Similarly, the current national plan for safety and health in Poland refers to several similar
initiatives to support owner managers in addressing safety and health in small and medium sized
enterprises, but here again none refer to the role of trade unions or trade union representatives.

The reasons for this are not difficult to explain when the set in the wider context of the Polish political
economy and the role of trade unions since democratisation in 1989. But empirical evidence focusing
specifically on the effects of these contexts on the role of trade union representation in health and safety,
both generally and specifically in relation to OSH in MSEs is hard to come by. In a research project of this
kind we are concerned with the analysis of empirical evidence, however in its absence, a few observations
concerning the effects of this wider context are pertinent. Firstly, it is widely acknowledged that trade unions
occupy a relatively weak position in the Polish economy. In 2015 the Central Statistical Office of Poland
calculated that 1.6 million people belonged to trade unions, in Poland representing 17% of those who are
employed on the basis of employment contracts, but only 11% of all people in employment.1> Moreover
membership has been in decline since democratisation. The three major Polish trade union confederations
have taken different positions in relation to the Polish state’s neo-liberal economic policies but it is widely
acknowledged that they have struggled to engage in meaningful dialogue with the state or employers, despite
the existence of tripartite structures of governance for labour relations and safety and health. Indeed, there
is a fairly strong consensus among analysts of labour relations in Poland concerning the comparative
marginalisation of trade unions in the Polish economy more widely. On representation on safety and health
there are regulatory provisions that address OSH representation in larger firms through provisions for trade
union appointed Social Inspectors. These are found in the Trade Unions Act of 23 May 1991 and date from
earlier provisions originating with an Act of 4 February 1950 which established 'social labour inspection’
(Spoteczna Inspekcja Pracy), subsequently substantially revised by the Employee Labour Inspection Service
Act of 24 June 1983. They are, therefore, based on provisions introduced during the period of the controlled
economy. They provide trade unions in larger organisations with powers to appoint Social Inspectors, as well
giving them particular functions, including monitoring the enterprise’s compliance with Labour Code
provisions on: occupational health and safety; working time and leave; protection of women, young adults
and persons with disabilities at work; occupational accidents; and diseases compensation systems. They
also have entitlements to audit workplaces, demand data and information from the administrative staff and
other employees, as well as to notify the employer of any breaches of the labour protection regulations. The
legislative provisions further require regulatory Labour Inspectors to cooperate with them. The extent to
which these provisions result in actions in MSEs is however quite another matter and it would seem from
the limited mention of the activities of these inspectors in the literature that their activities are restricted to
larger organisations in which there are trade unions present.

3.5 Conclusions

This chapter has reviewed the relevant literature situating the role of TUPAs in representing and improving
the safety, health and well-being of workers in micro and small enterprises in Europe. It has demonstrated
that there is good reason for concern about OSH experiences and outcomes for a significant proportion of
these workers — which the literature shows to be poor compared with those experienced by workers in larger
enterprises. When the scale of employment in MSEs in the EU is borne in mind, the seriousness of such
concern becomes apparent. There is also strong evidence that the reasons for these poor outcomes are to
be found in the structures of vulnerability inhabited by both workers and their employers in these firms and
created by the multifaceted poverty of resources available to many of them and the harsh competition they
face in their struggle for their business survival. The literature further shows that such harsh conditions are
in part a feature of the structure and operation of modern economies in which larger and more powerful
organisations manage their businesses through outsourcing risks to weaker and more vulnerable players in
their business relations. And it argues that the price and delivery conditions these more powerful actors are
thus able to impose upon their product and service supply networks serve to undermine OSH conditions
among the weaker MSEs, often situated in dependent positions in such networks.

The literature shows that in the struggle to remain competitive and meet these conditions, both employers
and workers in MSEs often have little recourse but to sacrifice any prioritising of OSH if they are to remain
competitive. It also indicates that in such situations the conventional means of protecting workers’ safety

15 See: www.stat.gov.pl
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and health, whether through regulatory enforcement or through advice and support from prevention services
and the like, fail to reach the great majority of these workers in MSEs. It suggests that in these scenarios
there is a need to develop a range of more appropriate strategies and tools that better serve to protect the
safety, health and well-being of workers in MSEs in the present-day economies of the EU.

However, the chapter goes on to show how much of the research on OSH in MSEs and the understandings
that have emerged from it, focus not on the needs of workers but on those of their employers — the owner-
managers of MSEs. It points out that while in many ways this focus is understandable and indeed arguably
necessary because owner-managers are, after all, the primary decision makers on how OSH arrangements
are made in MSEs, it is misguided to imagine that their interests are identical to those of their workers. Or
that by addressing the needs of owner-managers, the interests of their workers are equally covered. But it
also shows that remedying this is not straightforward, for while trade unions provide the traditional voice of
labour they face serious challenges in doing so for workers in MSEs. A host of structural conditions mean
that mobilising and organising workers to act collectively to improve working conditions, including those on
OSH, is far more easily achieved in relation to larger organisations. This partly explains why organised labour
is a far stronger presence in these organisations than in relation to their smaller and more heterogeneous
counterparts.

Nevertheless, the literature provides some evidence that trade unions are active in a variety of ways in
supporting workers’ safety and health in smaller firms and the chapter has provided a resume of the albeit
fairly limited research undertaken on the effectiveness of such support. It shows that most of the countries
included in the present study are prominent among those in which such work has been undertaken. The
schemes involving TUPAs in Italy, Spain, Sweden and the UK on which we focus in this report have already
been subject to some degree of analysis. Therefore, the chapter has briefly outlined some the key findings
that emerge from this research and indicated the relationship between these findings and those of recent
wider research on OSH in MSEs. It points out that the TUPAs schemes described in the literature in these
countries, along with several of the other forms of trade union action to support OSH in MSEs, appear to
display a number of the key features that wider research concludes to be important in influencing ‘what
works, for whom and in which contexts’ in the deployment of strategies and tools for OSH improvements in
MSEs. This conclusion therefore forms an important point of departure for the more detailed comparative
exploration of trade union initiatives and the evaluation of their significance, that are the subjects of the
following chapters based on our empirical findings in the countries we have studied.
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4 Italy

4.1 Introduction

Italy is one of the two countries included in this project where there are legislative provisions governing the
appointment and activities of TUPAs. A ‘strong regulatory steer’ has been repeatedly identified among the
determinants of effectiveness of arrangements for the representation and consultation of workers on their
safety and health in a host of previous studies (EU-OSHA, 2017c). But the extent to which such a steer is
either relevant or practicable in relation to OSH in MSEs has been a central issue of debate for many years.
This makes it especially important to consider how such measures operate and how effective they are in the
countries where they exist, and this is one of the key aims of the present chapter. Additionally, however, Italy
has many special features of its own that may influence what TUPAs can or cannot do in relation to OSH in
MSEs. It is, for example, organised on a regional basis in which very different administrative and economic
scenarios prevail in its different territories, seen most notably, of course, in differences between the relatively
prosperous and industrialised northern Italian regions and those in its more agriculturally based and less
well-off southern regions. Therefore, a further aim of the present chapter, as with all the other national
studies that follow, is to help in understanding what are the institutional and contextual determinants of the
success or otherwise of TUPAs in such circumstances. These understandings also help better assess which
of these institutional and contextual determinants are nationally specific and which are transferable to other
national contexts, and this is, therefore, a further important aim of the present chapter.

To achieve these aims, the following account begins with an outline of the position of MSEs in the Italian
economy, the OSH outcomes in MSEs and the main features of the regulatory and labour relations systems
that allow for the appointment and operation of TUPAs as well as influence their operation. This is followed
with an outline of previous research findings on the role and activities of TUPAs in Italy and especially of the
conclusions of the most recent national research. These are helpful in situating the present study’s empirical
contribution to this knowledge, the details of which then follow. The findings of the current research build on
previous work by focusing on the experiences and reflections of key actors who participated in the study and
provide data on the detailed experiences of TUPAs. In the main, these are focused in two sectors in four
northern Italian regions, but they also offer some more general reflections on the situation in other sectors
and regions too. In particular, these sections of the chapter focus on participants’ experience and
understandings of ‘what works’ in relation to the engagement of TUPAs in supporting OSH in MSEs, and what
are the drivers and constraints that determine this. These are the subjects of further reflection and analysis
in the final part of the chapter which discusses the regulatory and labour relations contexts of the TUPAS’
activities, explores the kinds of strategies they adopt to support workers (and owner-managers) in MSEs to
achieve improved OSH arrangements and asks what particular contribution is made by TUPAs to these
outcomes in Italy.

4.2 MSEs in Italy

By way of background to the present chapter, this section presents a brief overview of the role of MSEs in
the Italian economy and the wider contexts of change in the structure and control of employment of which
they are a part. It then outlines what is known concerning health and safety outcomes in these enterprises
and something of the institutions and procedures that are relevant to the governance of labour relations
within them and therefore help determine both the role of TUPAs and the institutional factors that support
them.

The Italian economy has one of the lowest average enterprise sizes in Europe, standing at just 3.7 employees
in 2013. The proportion of micro enterprises is also substantial, accounting for 95% of all industry and
service businesses and 47.5% of employees. Micro enterprises are particularly common in the construction
and services sectors, where they employ 67% and 54% of employees respectively (ISTAT, 2015). Other
subsectors with high proportions of micro firms include: wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles
and motorcycles; professional, scientific and technical activities; accommodation and food service activities;
and manufacturing. Agriculture is, of course, also dominated by micro firms, as well as by seasonal and
temporary work (ISTAT, 2015). In addition, micro enterprises tend to occupy regional and local markets



(63.3% compared with 36% among larger firms whose main business engagement is with similar markets)
and the majority (84.3%) are family-run (ISTAT, 2014). The country is also characterised by considerable
regional variation, and regions with the highest incidence of employees in micro and small enterprises are
found in southern Italy. For example, more than 60% of employees work in companies with 9 or fewer
employees in the southern regions of Calabria, Molise, Sicilia, Sardegna and Puglia.

J

In addition to the large-scale presence of MSESs, the Italian economy has a high incidence of non-standard
contracts and outsourcing, with the latter described as an ‘ordinary practice’ (ISFOL, 2012, pp.157) used,
as elsewhere, to reduce costs and increase efficiency and competitiveness. Short-term contracts, as well as
‘flexible’ or ‘atypical’ contracts and self-employment, are all also very common (Berton, Richiardi and Sacchi,
2009). Furthermore, subcontracting is not only much in evidence in the private sector, but is also spreading
within public administration: it currently represents 15.9% of GDP, and has been associated with several
negative consequences, including:16

the orientation of tenders towards reducing public spending rather than increasing efficiency
further fragmentation into numerous subcontracts
illegality, corruption and rule-breaking

Indeed, trade unions argue that, in ‘labour-intensive’ sectors in particular, subcontracting is mainly used to
reduce labour costs and workers’ OSH protection (Lai, 2011). Similarly, the Italian economic context has
been described as being characterised by competition based more on lowering labour costs than on
innovation (Butera and De Michelis, 2011) and the phenomena of widespread illegality in employment,
ranging from the evasion of labour rights (through ‘black’ or ‘grey’ work), to corruption (Di Giacomo and
Montanari, 2010), and even near slavery working conditions for migrant workers in agriculture in southern
Italy (Galossi, 2017). The consequences of these trends are presented in the snap-shot facts and figures
given in Text Box 4.1.

Work in MSEs, therefore, takes place within the wider contexts of business restructuring in which the features
of the fissured workplace (Weil, 2014) are much in evidence and where MSEs often occupy the lower tiers
of long supply chains where competition on price and delivery requirements is fierce and investment of
scarce resources in OSH is likely to be limited. Moreover, such work occurs in scenarios in which security of
employment is weak, where employment rights enjoyed by workers in larger establishments are absent, and
where informal and illegal employment practices are common. The consequences for the safety and health
of workers in such contexts are, therefore, of some concern. And, as in other countries, all these
developments pose significant challenges for conventional ways of organising workers’ collective actions to
protect their safety and health.

16 Commissione per lelaborazione di misure in tema di trasparenza e prevenzione della corruzione nella pubblica amministrazione,
2012.
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Text Box 4.1: Some data on the Italian contextl7

In 2015, 22,894,000 people were in employment (429,000 less than in 2007).

Between 2007 and 2015, the percentage of people looking for work doubled, going from 6.1% to 11.9%
(the latter exceeding the EU average of 9.4%).

2015 saw a decrease of 0.8% in the unemployment rate compared to 2014, the first drop in 8 years.
However, this can be attributed mainly to tax incentives introduced with the Stability Law of 2015, as
well as the introduction of the ‘permanent employment contract with rising protections against unfair
dismissal’ in the Jobs Act.

Youth unemployment is among the highest in Europe: it increased from 20.4% in 2007 to 40.3% in
2015. The NEET rate (those aged between 15 and 29 and ‘not in education or training’) is also one of
the highest in Europe, increasing from 18.9% in 2007 to 25.7% in 2015.

The share of employees on fixed-term contracts rose from 13.2% in 2007 to 14.1% in 2015.

Part-time work increased from 13.1% of workers in 2007 to 18.3% in 2013, and is now much more
commonly involuntary, with the proportion of part-time workers wanting more work having doubled from
39.3% in 2007 to 65.6% in 2015.

At 23% of all workers, Italy has one of the highest rates of self-employment in Europe, and this has
remained stable over the last ten years. In 2015, those in self-employment included: 1,327,000
freelancers, 3,234,000 self-employed, and 3,604,000 in other forms of contract work (the equivalent of
being self-employed without employees).

In 2012, 18.2 million people (29.9% of the population) were at ‘risk of poverty or social exclusion’ -
above the European average of 24.8%.

The Italian productive structure is based on micro and small businesses. During the 2009 economic
crisis, fragmentation increased: the percentage of workers employed in small businesses (with fewer
than 15 employees) increased from 36% in 2007 to 40% in 2012, which had a negative impact on
contract-based employment rights (since the Workers Statute applies only to businesses with more than
15 employees).

Between 2011 and 2016, employment grew in the qualified professions in services and commercial
activities (+403,000) as well as in intellectual, scientific and highly specialized professions (+ 330,000).
However, at the same time it increased in the non-skilled professions (+268,000) and fell among
artisans, skilled workers and farmers (-579,000) and in the executive professions in office work (-
106,000).

Migrant employees are concentrated in a few sectors: community and personal services (37%); building
(19.2%); agriculture (13%); hotels and restaurants (15.8%); and transport (11.7%). During the last five
years the proportion of migrant workers has increased, especially in these sectors, confirming a trend
towards the use of the migrant workforce in low-skilled and physical work.

4.2.2 Injuries, fatalities and work-related ill-health in MSEs in Italy

Long term trends in Italy, as shown by official statistics, are characterised by a decrease in injuries at work
and an increase in occupational diseases - though, as elsewhere, these figures are acknowledged to suffer
from the usual challenges to the accuracy of officially reported data. Nevertheless, according to such figures
occupational injuries and diseases are concentrated in: manufacturing; construction; wholesale and retail
trade; repair of motor vehicles and motorcycles; transportation and storage; human health and social work
activities; and agriculture; with the incidence of occupational diseases being particularly high in the latter.
As indicated above, many of these sectors have high proportions of MSEs, but analyses suggest no significant
difference in injury rates by enterprise size within sector. However, as is widely acknowledged, this may be a
reflection of problems of reporting, since fatal injuries (which are generally more accurately recorded) are
more in evidence in smaller enterprises than in their larger counterparts in Italy (Smuraglia, 2008). Indeed,
one trade union territorial representative who participated in the present study suggested explained such
differences between the reported incidence of fatal and non-fatal injuries in MSEs as follows:

17 Based on ISTAT and Eurostat data.
18 Based on ISTAT and Eurostat data.



The underestimation of accidents in small businesses is a result of the presence of irregular work,
occupational blackmail, and the high proportion of family businesses in which non-reporting is
particularly common.

The representation of workers’ interests in their safety and health outcomes is mediated by the institutions
and procedures of labour relations in the enterprises in which they work, as well as those in the wider sector
and national contexts in which those enterprises are embedded. In order to understand the support and
constraints for such representation, as well as its potential to improve the safety and health of workers in
MSEs, it is necessary to know something of these institutions and procedures.

The Italian system of industrial relations for the private sector is dominated by voluntary approaches to
collective bargaining based around tripartite social pacts and inter-confederate agreements. Such
agreements are forms of ‘private law’ based on the self-regulatory capacity of the signatories.1® Despite the
absence of public law, collective bargaining is estimated to cover around 80-90% of all wage earners.
According to OECD data, union membership among active employees in Italy reached 37.3% in 2013.
However, the exception here is the public sector where, since the late 1990s, Legislative Decrees no.
296/1997 and 165/2001 (article 43) have determined the selection of representative unions entitled to
negotiate on behalf of employees.

Under a framework agreement reached in 1993, Italian collective bargaining is based on a two-tier system
comprising national sector-level collective labour agreements (Contratti Collettivi Nazionali di Lavoro, CCNL)
and decentralised collective agreements at company or territorial level. The latter are used where companies
are small and unions weak (i.e. in particular in agriculture, construction, retail, and tourism). These two levels
of collective bargaining are hierarchically organised, with the national agreements establishing a basis of
rights and standards.

The Workers Statute 1970 regulates the employee and trade union representative structure at company
level (Rappresentanze Sindacale Aziendale, RSA). In workplaces with 15 or more employees, following the
tripartite social agreement of 1993, a workers’ representative (Rappresentanza sindacale unitaria, RSU)
may be nominated by the unions involved in the industry-wide agreement applied in the workplace and
elected by the employees. However, in workplaces with fewer than 15 workers, there are no such rights to
workplace representation. Therefore, in sectors with very high proportions of MSEs, and/or of seasonal or
fragmented work, and where employment has traditionally been unstable and trade unions are weak at the
workplace level (such as in construction, crafts, agriculture, retail and tourism), unions and employers’
associations have also established bipartite joint bodies and funds, originally as a form of collectively agreed
welfare provision, in a system known as ‘bilateralism’ (bilateralita)2°. Bilateralism was originally established
in the building sector (the first ‘Cassa edile’ was founded in Milan in 1919), as a channel for collaboration
between employers’ associations and trade unions, with the aim of administrating financial resources to
provide benefits to workers in critical circumstances (such as illness, occupational injuries and
unemployment). In addition, a system of bilateral bodies was set up in the early 1980s in other sectors where
the institutions of industrial relations were weak, and where there was a high prevalence of micro
enterprises, unstable employment, high employee turnover, and atypical and undeclared work, as well as
limited trade union presence. Such conditions are common in craft, commerce and tourism, and bilateral
bodies are now frequently found in these sectors.

Similar initiatives have been taken by the social partners in relation to temporary agency work, and also exist
in other segments of the tertiary sector (such as banking, the post office and aviation) that are not covered
by the workers’ protections available elsewhere. Bipartite joint bodies and funds now deal with issues such
as: complementary pension schemes; supplementary health insurance; unemployment benefits; training;
and work-life balance and wellbeing at work; but also, and importantly for our purposes, arrangements for
health and safety. Bilateralism thus provides a structured and effective form of joint participation.

19 For an analysis of the Italian system of industrial relations, see Carrieri and Pirro, 2016; Leonardi and Sanna, 2015.
20 For an analysis of the bilateral system in Italy, see Leonardi, 2005; Sandulli et al., 2015.



Encouraged by recent legislation, hundreds of bilateral funds have been established in many sectors and
branches, along with a multitude of collective agreements which regulate them.

The bilateral system described above relates to and interacts with the system for regulating preventive
arrangements on OSH.21 The latter is governed by the Ministry of Labour and Social Policies and the Ministry
of Health. They work with the National Insurance Institute for Health and Safety at Work (INAIL) to produce
legislation, information and assistance, and to form technical working groups, which include representatives
of the social partners, as well as professional, scientific and other associations and institutions. At the local
level, regional public administration works with local public health boards (ASL), public inspection services,
fire services, social partners (including the bilateral bodies described in the previous section), and regional
INAIL services, to operationalise laws, support OSH prevention and supervise compliance with legal
requirements.

The legal basis of arrangements for worker representation in relation to this system is found in Legislative
Decree no. 81/08. While industrial relations institutions and procedures in ltaly are, as previously described,
characterised by voluntary collective bargaining, the provisions of this decree create three types of health
and safety representatives (Rappresentante dei Lavoratori per la Sicurezza, RLS), at company level (RLS),
territorial level (RLST), and multi-employer site level (RLSSP). Procedures for their election or appointment
are established in the social partners’ collective agreements.22 We are primarily interested in RLST, as these
are the representatives most involved in/acting as TUPAs. However, in certain cases both RLS and RLSSP
can also be relevant.

The RLS (at company level) is an employee elected or appointed to represent workers with regard to health
and safety at work. Their number is decided by collective agreement, but the law also lays down a minimum:
1 RLS for up to 200 employees; 3 for 200 to 1,000 employees; and 6 RLS for companies with more than
1,000 employees. For companies with fewer than 15 employees, an OSH representative at territorial level
(RLST) may be elected or appointed if the workers have not elected their own representative at company
level. The RLST has the same rights and tasks as the RLS and can access the companies’ workplaces at the
territorial level under their jurisdiction. Collective agreements establish the format, duration and specific
content of RLST training (which includes a minimum of 64 hours’ initial training). The RLST is prohibited from
undertaking other operational functions for the union.

The workers’ OSH representative at productive site level (RLSSP) covers worksites such as harbours,
intermodal transportation centres, steel plants and construction sites with at least 30,000 ‘worker/days’,23
where production contexts create complex problems related mainly to the fragmented OSH management
arrangements created by multiple employers operating on the same site.24# RLSSP are chosen from among
the existing company safety representatives on the site. They take on a leadership and co-ordinating role for
OSH representation on the site and have access to the senior management responsible for OSH at the site
level. In addition, they have similar rights to other OSH representatives in relation to receiving information,
training appropriate to their tasks, and undertaking representative actions. Procedures for their appointment
are again established by the social partners’ collective agreements. They are relevant to the representation
of workers in MSEs because, of course, many small firms are engaged in contracting and subcontracted
work tasks on such large multi-employer sites. However, empirical data on their role specifically in relation
to MSEs is lacking, and although we undertook interviews with RLSSP who were active in the port of Genoa
for the present study, in the main they acted in ways similar to senior OSH stewards or convenors, working
primarily with RSUs from multiple companies which were active in the port but which were large enough for
the workers to have elected their own RSU. We therefore found little specific detail on how they represented
the interests of workers in MSEs without RSU.

21 For an in-depth analysis of the regulatory system on health and safety and on the role of OSH representatives, see Campanella,
2008; Zoli, 2011; Ales, 2011; Guariniello, 2017; Lai, 2017; Natullo 2015.

22 RLS and RLST were set up by the previous Legislative Decree 626/94.

23 A calculation that is designed to take account of the total number of working days required to complete a construction project, and
which is normally applied complex sites with an average of 500 workers.

24 For an analysis of the role of OSH Representative in complex site, see Angelini, 2017.



Legislative Decree 81/08 (article 51) also establishes the role of regional joint bodies (organismi paritetici).
These are created by the employers’ and workers’ associations most representative at national level. They
support companies in identifying technical and organisational solutions aimed at ensuring and improving
the protection of health and safety at work. Members of these bodies with specific technical skills in the field
of health and safety at work may visit companies in their territories and in the productive sectors that come
under their competency. The joint bodies can also promote and run training activities, again using inter-
professional funds (article 118 of the Law of 23 December 2000, no. 388, and article 12 of Legislative
Decree 10 September 2003, no. 276). As indicated above, these joint bodies are promoted by the
representative organizations of the social partners, through specific Inter-confederate Agreements stipulated
by the employers and trade unions. They are resourced by the companies through part of the mandatory
‘contributions for involuntary unemployment’ that made to the National Institute of Social Security (INPS).

The joint bodies are required to communicate the names of the workers’ OSH representatives at territorial
level (RLST) both to companies and to the local inspection authority. They further communicate the names
of those companies that have joined the system of joint bodies and the names of the RLST to INAIL (National
Insurance Institute for Employment Injuries). In addition, the joint bodies are the first point of reference in
disputes about rights of representation, information and training (as set by current regulations), except in
situations that are provided for by collective agreements.

Currently, the presence and activity of regional joint bodies for OSH varies greatly between sectors and
regions and, as one of our trade union participants put it:

They are stronger and are present across the country in the building and artisan sectors.

In the building sector, the local trade union delegates for OSH were established before the requirements of
Legislative Decree 626/94 - on the bipartite joint funds (casse edili) - and there are currently 102 Territorial
Bilateral Joint Committees in the provinces (Comitati Paritetici Territoriali, CPT) organised in a network by the
National Bilateral Joint Commission (CNCPT). In the artisan (craft) sector, there are both Regional Bilateral
Joint Bodies and Territorial Bilateral Joint Bodies (Organismi Paritetici Regionali e Territoriali per IArtigianato,
OPRA and OPTA) organised in a network by the National Bilateral Joint Body (OPNA). However, there is
considerable fragmentation in these bodies’ functioning, as well as in the role of RLST, relations with the
company at local level, and the extent of local membership, industrial relations, and the role of social
dialogue and relations with local institutions. In addition, there are significant differences between regions
in north and south Italy in relation to all these activities.

Each member company pays an annual fee (per worker) to the bilateral bodies, with workers also making a
contribution. Fees for the work of the RLST are calculated in several ways, such as: by setting contributions
in relation to the number of workers; or by fixed annual amounts. Usually, these funds are used to pay both
the RLST and for administration, prevention activities and training. Each region can use its funds with a high
degree of autonomy, and so there are many differences at regional and territorial levels in terms of the
presence of the unions, the numbers of RLST, and their practices and role.

Usually RLST are not elected but are nominated by the unions. For example, a national trade union official
in the artisan sector who participated in the study indicated:

There are about 300 RLST in the artisan sector and about 400 in the building sector, with the
distribution of RLST related to the total amount paid by the companies and by the local
administration of these resources. However, nobody knows the exact numbers.

All RLST have to report their activities to the regional bodies with the aim of coordinating health and safety
strategies, but reporting activities are also organised in different ways between regions, which creates
something of an obstacle to the development of more global prevention strategies. As another trade union
official put it:



One of the main problems of these bilateral bodies is the difficulty of having relations with the local
institutions. This is a big gap.

It was clear from the context of this remark that the interviewee was referring to public administrative bodies
(such as the ASL and INAIL), but he could not be drawn on precisely why these relations might be difficult.
To address the problems of the largely voluntary and uneven development of the role of these bodies,
Legislative Decree 81/08 (article 52) also establishes a fund at INAIL to support small and medium
enterprises, workers’ OSH representatives at territorial level, and joint bodies. At present, however, this fund
is not operative because the Ministry for Labour, Health and Social Policy has yet to define its rules and
functions - something that must be done in consultation with the Ministry of the Economy and Finance, and
after consultation with employers’ associations, trade unions and the standing conference for relations
between the state, regions and autonomous provinces. According to Legislative Decree 81/08 (article 52),
the fund should support sectors where there are no joint bodies established by agreements between the
social partners by:

supporting and financing the activities of RLST, including their training

financing training for employers in small and medium enterprises, seasonal agricultural workers and
self-employed workers

supporting the joint bodies

Resources for the fund - and therefore also for the work of RLST - should be financed by a contribution of
two hours pay each year for each employee from companies without a RLS (the calculation of the number of
workers is based on full-time work of 8 hours per day). The health and safety authorities are charged with
responsibility for collection of these contributions and with organising payment for the work of RLST, while
RLST should provide an annual report for the fund on the activities they have carried out.

4.3 Previous research on the impact of the Italian system for representation on
OSH in MSEs

INAIL has undertaken quite extensive research on the operation of the prevention system through the INSULA
project.25 This research program aimed to analyse the role of the various players in the system by carrying
out a series of surveys specific to the various groups involved, including: workers and employers; workers’
OSH representatives; company managers for OSH prevention and protection; competent OSH doctors; and
those providing services for workplace prevention and safety. Through this initiative, research on the role of
RLS (Buresti et al., 2014) was conducted on a sample of 600 respondents in three regions in Centre-North
ltaly (Tuscany, Marche and Emilia Romagna). It focused on the role of RLS at company level, but also
provided some information about RLST and RLSSP, indicating, among other things, that there was a lack of
appropriate training for many (56.5%). Surveys carried out since, as well as our own study, suggest this may
have been addressed.

More recently, in partnership with the Politecnico di Milano, Fondazione Di Vittorio and Universita di Perugia,
and with the support of the trade unions (CGIL, CISL and UIL), INAIL financed and carried out a second
INSULA research programme (IMPACT-RLS) (Cagliano et al., 2017). This research was based on a wider
sample and used different methodologies, including: a survey with 2 questionnaires for national samples of
2,109 RLS at company level and 115 RLST at territorial level; and qualitative research comprising in-depth
interviews with RLSSP. As described in the research report, the RLST sample was characterized by a high
incidence of representatives in the construction (55% of the sample) and artisan sectors (43%), and fewer
operating in services (11%) and agriculture (4%). Most of the respondents were men (88%), and their average
age was 48 years. The majority had been selected by the trade unions or by the Territorial Joint Body, with
only 10% elected or designated by workers, and almost all (98%) had completed the mandatory training. For
just over half (54%) of the RLSTs, their first contact with companies was the result of their own approach to
those companies, while for 29% it followed an approach by the joint bodies, with just 18% the result of an
initiative taken by the company itself. While 77% of respondents claimed to have access to workplaces in all
or most of the companies they covered, many reported difficulties in accessing internal company information
and low involvement in decisions relevant to OSH. Most could access the companies’ written risk evaluations

25 https://www.inail.it/cs/internet/comunicazione/pubblicazioni/catalogo-generale/insula_i_report_dell_indagine.html



(the DVR), but less than a third found that these had been compiled in compliance with the regulations.
Respondents also reported experiencing many difficulties in their participation and involvement in the
prevention system at company level, with about 40-50% of respondents saying they were never consulted
by companies on many elements of risk prevention (such as the analysis of accidents or suggestions for
improving protection). Even when they were consulted, only 20% reported in-depth consultation. Just over
half the RLST were able to communicate an opinion, but reported that there was no negotiation (10%), or
they were only informed (23%) or, in the worst cases, they were neither consulted nor informed (21%). Micro
companies were identified as being particularly problematic in this regard, with respondents suggesting that
many were concerned about the ‘risk of interference’ in production as a result of involvement with the RLST.
The majority of RLST also felt isolated in the local prevention system, with a lack of institutional support and,
in particular, non-existent or conflictual relationships with: public administration (54% of respondents), local
institutions’ occupational doctors (53%), INAIL (48%), and local health and inspection services (37%). At the
same time, and perhaps not surprisingly, they reported collaborative relationships with trade unions (87%),
workers (87%), other RLST (86%) and joint bodies (84%).

As far as the RLSSP were concerned, the results showed them to be especially present in ports, major
construction sites and the sites of large trade fairs and exhibitions, though they reported difficulties in
developing their activities in shopping centres and airports (where their presence is also theoretically
possible). The research showed differences at national level in relation to various working contexts, working
conditions and agreements governing their role, and indicated that they faced further difficulties in coping
with work fragmentation. However, it also suggested that the introduction of RLSSP provided opportunities
for improving workers’ health and safety protection, as RLSSP were seen as able to cope with the substantial
complexity of productive contexts characterized by considerable fragmentation as the result of multiple
companies (including MSEs) at the same site, and labour intensive processes, operating on continuous
cycles, with a high turn-over of both companies and employees (Cagliano et al., 2017). Although relations
with workers in MSEs on these complex sites were not the focus of this work, the research indicates that the
actors involved were positive regarding the usefulness of the RLSSP (Cagliano et al., 2017). While their role
was characterized by continuous challenges, it was widely seen to be useful and, because it was based on
agreement between the employers and trade unions, it also presented numerous opportunities to establish
the possibility of a prevention system that was appropriate to address the risks of complex production sites.
Larger and more structured production sites allowed RLSSP to be more effective in using specific provisions
contained in collective agreements. In these circumstances, there was more evident awareness of health
protection issues and workers’ safety. In parallel to these positive aspects, it was also acknowledged that
the RLSSP faced a number of critical issues in successfully carrying out their role. Firstly, there was often a
difficult relationship with individual workers employed on the production site, due to the lack of time and
provisions allocated for consultation and discussion in the contract or legislation. Equally, problems were
reported in the relationship with individual companies operating on the production site. This was often due
to their heterogeneity, both in terms of size and activity, but was mainly caused by the differing extent of the
presence and nature of a work safety culture among them. Another critical point emerging from this analysis
was the coordination between the RLSSP and RLS who represent each individual company involved in
production. A final aspect that should be highlighted was the lack of training taking into account specific
risks and special working conditions present in complex production sites where the combination of several
production organizations in a single working area may generate specific conditions of risk.

Overall then, the existing research on the presence, role and effectiveness of trade union arrangements to
support workers in MSEs through the engagement of TUPAs shows such engagement to have rather mixed
results. There is regulatory support for them and for the bipartite institutions that provide them with training
and resources. But their presence is far more obvious in some sectors than in others, and in the more
industrialised and traditionally unionised north of the county in comparison with the south. They offer a wide
range of potentially useful contributions to preventive actions on OSH in small firms where there is little
collective organisation, but reports of practice suggest many barriers to the effective realisation of this
potential. Most such barriers can be related to the features of the owner-managers of micro and small firms
described in Chapter 3, which militate against them taking advantage of any form of external support for
OSH and cause them to regard such intervention as unwelcome and unnecessary interference with their
business, which they have little time or cause to prioritise. Other barriers also reported in the overview in
Chapter 3, such as ignorance and poor OSH skills among owner-managers in MSEs, mean that even when
the representatives gain access to these firms, low levels of knowledge and skills among their inter-locuters
contribute further to making their tasks difficult. Nevertheless, the results also show some potential for



successful outcomes that may be related to the skills of RLST, the institutional support they receive from the
bilateral system and the fact that they represent a substantial resource for face-to-face communication with
workers and owner-managers in MSEs. To explore these matters further we turn to a series of findings from
the present study.

4.4 Some recent examples of experiences of RLST and RLSSP

As outlined in Chapter 2, in Italy we sought information on RLST activities and also on the relevant activities
of RLSSP at various levels in several different sectors and locations. Most of the inquiry focused on four
cases illustrating examples of these activities in northern Italian regions around Milan, Rome, Prato, and
Venice, mostly involving the craft and construction sectors. However, the research also included interviews
with key players with a national perspective, as well as, in the case of RLSSP, an example of activities in the
port of Genoa.

The first of the four cases sought information on arrangements for TUPAs in Lombardia where, according to
official statistics, there were 759,392 enterprises with 9 or fewer employees (in total employing 1,364,682
workers) (ISTAT, online data-base, 201826). Our informants were drawn from Milan, where there were 6 RLST
covering the artisan sector (2 CGIL, 2 CISL and 2 UIL), operating with the support of the local bilateral body
(OPTA). Their workload was substantial because in the artisan sector in the area they covered there were
282,828 enterprises with 9 or fewer employees (accounting for 477,251 workers), and 6,800 companies
with fewer than 15 employees.

The second case involved interviews with participants in Rome (and the region of Lazio). In the region of
Lazio there were 409,655 enterprises with 9 or fewer employees (employing 677,729 people), with a lower
incidence in Rome, where 32.5% of the work-force was employed in the micro-enterprises. The RLST we
focused on were active in the building sector, in which 42,822 enterprises (nearly 96%) had 9 or fewer
employees, accounting for 17,723 workers (60% of the total) (ISTAT, online database, 2018). Participants
were mainly RLST from Rome (where there were 6 RLST) and Latina (3 RLST), though in some cases the
same RLST worked in both provinces because of the distribution of companies. The third case was in
Tuscany, where there were 305,150 enterprises with 9 or fewer employees (employing 580,250 workers).
In Prato, where the study was focused, there were 25,917 such enterprises (accounting for 55,563
employees, 60.6% of the workforce) (ISTAT, online database, 2018), and just 3 RLST.

The final case drew informants from the Veneto Region where there were 368,203 enterprises with 9 or
fewer employees (employing 1,364,682 workers), with a more or less equal rate of workers employed in
micro companies among the provinces (40-50%) (ISTAT, online database, 2018). Here there were 21 RLST
in the artisan sector, organised in 3 local associations related to the confederal trade unions: ART-Al lavoro
sicuri (CGIL), F.R.T.S.A.V. (CISL) and Associazione Regionale per la Sicurezza (UIL).

As is clear from these structural differences, there was considerable variation in the coverage and scope of
the schemes involving TUPAs — as indeed was suggested by the second INSULA project summarised in the
previous section. Nevertheless, there were also similarities in the basic profiles of the arrangements reported
to us. That is, TUPAs participating in our study had, for the most part, been appointed by the trade unions,
and they were experienced trade union representatives who normally operated in close conjunction with the
bilateral bodies supporting their activities. They expressed a range of views concerning the importance of
the support for their activities, and especially concerning the importance of co-operation between employers’
associations and trade unions, as well as public regulatory institutions and small business organisations, in
helping to ensure some degree of legitimisation and acceptance of their role among MSEs. However, there
were also examples of RLST being able to function effectively in more hostile labour relations climates where
there was only partial institutional support. The following sub-sections provide indications of what the
experiences of representatives and other participants in the study suggest concerning the determinants of
effective actions, as well as some of the variations in this experience illustrated by the different regional
schemes included in the study.

26 http://dati.istat.it/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=DICA_ACDP



Generally, RLST enjoyed more positive co-operation from owner-managers and workers in MSEs when they
were operating as part of wider co-ordinated OSH initiatives. For example, as outlined in Text Box 4.2, in
Milan there was a co-ordinated action involving RLST and RLS that took place during the development and
operation of Expo 2015, a large exhibition event hosted by Milan in 2015.

Trade unionists interviewed in the present study regarded the co-ordinated actions taken to support the
prevention programme for this event as having successfully allowed them a clear role in the prevention
system. This is not to say that they believed the arrangements solved all the difficulties in co-ordinated
preventive actions for such complex construction projects; rather, and as one trade unionist commented:

The structural short-term presence of employers and workers in the Expo, made building relations
and sharing a common culture of prevention difficult.
Trade unionist

Another example of co-ordinated action was seen in the operation of the ‘Observatory of Work’2” - an
institution established by the municipal administration in Rome (see Text Box 4.3). Its aim was to check that
OSH legislation was correctly applied and to implement strategies to contract municipality outsourced
services and other work activities though public tenders and subcontracting. Unfortunately, it appears that
the Observatory of Work ceased its activities in 2017 and future co-ordinated activity is uncertain.

27 Osservatorio sul lavoro: https://www.comune.roma.it/pcr/it/uo_politiche_per_il_lavor_1.page
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Text Box 4.2: RLST in Expo 15

Expo 2015 involved the construction of a major exhibition site, with 143 buildings and 145 national
exhibits occupying an area of 1,100,000 square metres. It included 200 separate construction sites and
10,000 workers were involved in the final phase of its development. The relevant institutions and social
partners made a number of agreements to implement prevention actions as part of their planned
prevention system for the event. They created a ‘centre for the culture of prevention in working and
living conditions’ with the collaboration of Milan City Council (Direzione Centrale Politiche del Lavoro,
Sviluppo Economico e Universita), ATS Milano, INAIL (Direzione Regionale Lombardia), Direzione
Territoriale del Lavoro di Milano, Vigili del Fuoco di Milano and la Consulta Interassociativa Italiana per
la Prevenzione (CIIP). This centre organised conferences, seminars and meetings on a weekly basis
throughout Expo 2015.

The social partners agreed ‘protocols for the exhibition site’ (between Expo 2015, CGIL, CISL, UIL Milan,
FILCAMS-CGIL, FISASCAT-CISL and UILTUCA-UIL Milan) which addressed how social dialogue and
prevention systems should operate during the development and running of the exhibition. The part of
the agreement related to OSH established that social partners should have an office within the Expo
site, and that there should be an OSH committee made up of representatives of Expo 2015 S.p.a. (the
major contractor company, the national, regional and local public institutions and the companies on the
Expo site), and including OSH representatives at both company and site levels. This committee was to
hold monthly meetings, with data and information to be shared between all players, as well as with
external players such as the RLST and bilateral bodies.

A protocol in 2013 introduced RLSSP for the ‘productive site’ and for all phases of Expo 2015 (including
its construction, the exhibition and events themselves, and its subsequent dismantling). Three RLSSP
were chosen by the trade unions. With the collaboration of INAIL, ASL and Milan Metro, 24 hours of
training on OSH topics was provided for RLS and supervisors. The RLSSP provided a link between the
elected RLS in the companies on the site and the other players within the prevention system.
Companies without RLS assigned this role to RLSSP, through a declaration by the employer.

The arrangements were seen as comparatively successful in terms of OSH outcomes. Ninety-nine
accidents occurred during the construction of EXPO (between 2011-2015) with an overall incidence rate
of 27 per 1,000 workers (including among the subcontracting companies). According to Expo 2015
S.p.a. official data, this is lower than the incidence rates of other complex building sites, such as the
construction of the TAV Milan-Tourin railway and the 2006 Tourin Winter Olympic games.

Nevertheless, securing compliance with OSH protocols in the face of the presence of multiple
subcontracting companies in the lower tiers of supply chains was acknowledged to be a significant
challenge throughout the construction and operation of the event.
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Text Box 4.3: The Observatory of Work — Rome

The Observatory was set up to address OSH issues in relation to services from private operators that
were contracted out by the Municipality. It also promoted agreements with public entities and joint
bodies aimed at implementing social dialogue, training, and information and awareness initiatives on
issues of safety at work and irregular work. In relation to RLST, it promoted a joint strategy to control
building sites and improve OSH. A task force of municipal police officers, experts from the Observatory,
technicians from the bilateral body and RLST visited more than a hundred workplaces each year,
working two or three days each week. RLST found this experience really useful:

It was not a way to penalise the company but to strengthen the collaboration between the public
institutions, trade unions, public health services and the companies.
RLST

It was further considered a particularly useful way to deal with OSH problems, especially because of the
tripartite support it provided for RLST:

The institution plays a fundamental role in helping RLST in their work. Through their collaboration they
strengthen and legitimise this role.
RLST

4.4.2 Legitimising the role

The question of the legitimisation and acceptance of the role of RLST recurred in several of the examples we
studied and there was little doubt that the support of the bilateral bodies at local, sector and national levels
was seen as significant. In Milan, for example, representatives indicated that, through an agreement
between trade unions and employers’ associations, the bilateral body at territorial level in the craft sector
(OPTA) shared information on the role of RLST with trade unions and employers’ associations, and had set
up a formal procedure for contacting and accessing companies because, as one interviewee representing
the employers put it:

The first step, when contact has to be made with the company, is an important phase; companies
need support and not just controls, and they need to understand the role of RLST in this regard.
Employer

In the construction sector in Rome, RLST cooperated with the bilateral bodies while still retaining a high
degree of autonomy. They were based in the bilateral body’s offices, but the amount of travelling involved in
their work meant they spent comparatively little time there. In Veneto, the Regional Joint Body for the artisan
sector (COBIS)28 aimed to support employers in small firms by offering them several ways to contact and
build relations with RLST, as well as with the joint body, in order to comply with statutory requirements on
OSH or undertake prevention activities. COBIS had developed a website with a list of detailed contacts and
information about RLST.

4.4.3 The importance of training

The RLST participants were well trained and generally reported positively on both the provision and their
experience of training. In Rome, for example, RLST in the construction sector reported many opportunities
for training (usually provided by the local bilateral bodies), with a provision of 120 hours of initial training.
However, they valued training sufficiently highly to suggest there could never be sufficient provision, since
experience and support for specific OSH problems were always essential. In Milan, specific training for RLST
was provided by the Regional Bilateral Body (OPRA), while the OPTA supervisors participated as teachers or
in workshops. RLST were also sometimes involved in providing training themselves. For example, in Veneto
the bilateral organisation, COBIS, developed 'participatory training’. During the four hours of general training

28 http://www.cobis.it/sistema-bilaterale/rist.html



that was compulsory for all workers, two hours were devoted to the active participation of RLST, something
that was found to be highly useful in promoting their role, and understanding of it, among workers in MSEs.
As one RLST in the region told us:

These practices give RLST the opportunity to meet many thousands of workers in all the sectors
and provinces.

There were also differences observed in the ways RLST went about their work in the different regions
included in the study. In Milan, for example, a high level of fragmentation and diversification of companies
at the local level meant RLST strategies were often oriented towards project-based work, where planning
was essential to enable better focus:

It is really important to work following some specific projects, because in the sector there are
mechanics and beauticians, and there also are many small companies with family management;
but also a number of companies which have a high degree of internationalisation, and automation
increases the complexity of the organisation of work, so we might also find a very small company
with complex management. Also, the working shifts are very different, and we might find a small
company, such as a bakery, with 24-hour shifts.

OPTA had endeavoured to organise the work of RLST to focus in particular on one sector each year. For
example, it had focused on car repair shops in 2016 and commercial beauty treatment facilities in 2017. As
one RLST from this region said:

An RLST is not omniscient. Therefore, RLST visits by sector must be planned in order to support the
RLST, as well as through adequate training.

OPTA divided the territory of Milan into areas and each RLST operated in one of them. In addition, to address
the consequences of the number and highly fragmented profile of MSEs in the metropolitan area of Milan, it
had worked with an IT company to build a geolocation program to help RLST find companies and access
information about their businesses.

RLST met each month with their supervisors at OPTA, and each RLST was required to produce a ‘fact sheet’
with information about their work, including the number of visits made to companies, their main actions and
relevant supporting documentation.

Similarly, in Veneto, where the emphasis was on co-operation between companies, RLST and the bilateral
body, COBIS, maintained a strong presence in the territory, with local offices for OSH in all the provinces. As
described above, the region was relatively well-provided for in terms of numbers of RLST, and participants
indicated that co-operation between the peak organisations was an important determinant of the relatively
generous resourcing for the scheme. The presence of local offices allowed companies to fulfil their obligation
to consult RLST and for the latter to respond to their needs. Owner-managers whose companies were part
of the scheme could, for example, deposit their documented risk assessments at the office, thus giving RLST
an opportunity for initial scrutiny and enabling them to request further information, and so to support
prevention strategies. COBIS had also established ‘provincial commissions’, which were joint structures that
aimed to develop monitoring and research activities at sectoral and territorial level in collaboration with
universities, and to coordinate the activities of RLST and the local OSH offices, defining strategies for
prevention at all these levels. As one trade unionist said:

These tools are used to build networks and to provide a neighbourhood support structure for
workers and companies.



In Rome, in contrast, our informants acknowledged that there was considerable heterogeneity in the
operation of the construction sites on which they focused. As one RLST put it:

Each site is different from the next, so it takes a lot of experience to be able to understand how they
work.

Each RLST visited the temporary construction sites registered with the bilateral bodies (about 30 sites for
each RLST), as well as attempting to visit unregistered construction sites (with about a hundred visits in a
year). For each assigned company, the RLST usually requested an annual meeting with the players in the
prevention system (usually the employer and external OSH consultant). Because of the temporary nature of
construction sites, however, RLST also gathered information on new sites themselves and built their own
maps of the visits to be carried out.

During a visit they normally walked around the site together with the company’s OSH managers, not in order
to inspect it formally, but to help them understand the most important problems and propose solutions. Each
visit lasted about two hours. After the visit, the RLST produced a written account of their findings and
suggested improvement actions. Usually, they focused their attention on fairly straightforward and visible
OSH arrangements, such as: access to drinking water; the presence of a first-aid kit, fire extinguishers and
emergency plans; the presence and state of personal protective equipment; welfare arrangements, such as
the provision of a place for rest breaks and to consume food, and problems related to excessively hot or cold
temperatures. The information in the RLST account of the visit was regarded as a way to influence the site’s
prevention system and cooperate with employers and OSH management:

These suggestions are considered useful by the company because they can help avoid accidents
and, thus, fines from the public inspection bodies.

RLST also cooperated with trade unionists and the trade union services of the local chamber of labour, in
particular in less visible cases of irregular work and in relation to the potential for occupational diseases.

In short, therefore, for most of the cases on which our participants shared their experiences, the presence
of competent, well trained and committed representatives who understood the concerns of both workers
and owner-managers in micro and small firms was seen as an important determinant of their success.
Equally important in this respect was the extent of support RLST felt they received from the peak
organisations of labour, employers, small businesses and the public authorities. These determinants were
generally manifest in the bi- and tripartite agreements that led to the creation of institutional support for the
representatives, as well as sometimes planning and co-ordinating their activities and providing training. It is
clear from the previous account that there was considerable variation in the practical means with which this
support was delivered, but behind it was a common understanding that co-operative approaches to the
delivery of interventions on OSH in MSEs were necessary determinants of effectiveness.

However, this is not to say that such co-operation was always in evidence, or that RLST were unaware of
conflicts of interest between the representation of labour on OSH and the business concerns of the owners
and operators of small firms. Nor were they unaware that the decision latitude of these owner-managers was
often limited by the market position of the MSEs for which they were responsible and the power held over
them by businesses operating at the heads of the supply chains in which they were involved. Their focus, as
well as that of the institutions supporting them, on a co-operative approach to intervention in MSEs seems
to have been more the representation of a pragmatic strategy adopted to enable effective actions in relation
to MSEs where both owner-managers and their workers were likely to be initially resentful or fearful of outside
intervention. In such situations, as the literature reviewed in Chapter 3 makes clear, it is regarded as
important that external change agents are able to build trust and co-operation with owner-managers and
workers before their interventions are accepted. Similarly, it often becomes important that TUPAs and the
institutions supporting them are regarded as politically neutral, as well as receiving sufficient resourcing to
enable their actions.



But building this profile in a market environment in which the question of their economic survival is
paramount for many small firms, and where there is hostility among them towards anything imagined to
threaten this or the employment security of the workers that depend on it, is of course not always possible.
There were, therefore, also examples in the experiences of our participants in which other strategies of
intervention had been necessitated in recognition of the embedded conflict in the labour relations of small
firms and the consequences of their market orientations. In Prato, for example, as previously mentioned, the
challenges of the highly fragmented structure of MSEs meant that the RLST of the CGIL Chamber of Labour
was concerned to develop supportive networks with unionists and trade union services, to help workers in
MSEs operating in the lower tiers of supply chains. She said:

The fragmentation of the companies must not be repeated in the trade unions, and we have to try
to work together, also with other RLS at company level, with trade unionists at federal and
confederal level, and with the services of the chambers of labour.

In particular, the CGIL RLST managed a helpdesk for the RLS, with a website2° providing several services
that included: an online space for questions and requests; a set of forms and documents related to OSH
norms and agreements; and a selection of useful links.

RLS need support starting from the basic operations, such as letters to employers asking for a
meeting.

There were on-going actions in the hospitals and health services of Prato, with a company-by-company
undertaking to involve RLS and workers in building a network. The RLST was also involved in a campaign for
migrant workers (with a focus on Chinese workers in the textile sector in Prato, where they had a big presence
and many problems related to OSH) aimed at improving their knowledge of health prevention systems and
rights at work.

One particularly illustrative example of these conflict-based approaches was a collaboration between RLST,
RLS and the CGIL Chamber of Labour in Prato, in a trade union campaign focused on a large corporate group
producing and selling furniture. Here there were poor working conditions, in combination with a highly
autocratic and anti-collectivist management style, both in the core company and in its outsourced and
subcontracted activities. A particularly significant feature of this trade union action was the way in which it
attempted to address both the conditions experienced in the core company and those that its price and
delivery demands imposed on workers in the MSEs along its supply chain, where short-term contracts and
very low wages were common. The trade union campaign had involved successful demands for action from
the local health board (ASL), which resulted in inspection visits to the company, as well as subsequent
industrial and legal actions in a hostile conflict. The RLST had followed a training course about ‘community
organising’ with the CGIL Nazionale and said:

This experience has been really useful for building representation in a context with scared workers
and high levels of individualisation.

This example confirms that, while co-operative approaches have some obvious advantages in terms of
successful outcomes and may indeed be a preferred route to achieving TUPAs interventions, they require
certain preconditions to be in place before they are likely to be possible. Where such preconditions cannot
be found, TUPAs obviously need to adopt alternative strategies to represent the interests of workers in MSEs.
This was well illustrated by the actions of the RLST in Prato. We will have cause to return to a discussion of
the role and merits of conflict-based approaches to TUPAs actions in a later chapter when we compare the
experiences of TUPAs in all four of the countries where we have studied their activities.

It is also important to stress that the examples that have been the main source of the empirical data analysed
in this chapter are mostly from two sectors, and from northern and central Italy, which have long been argued

29 http://www.cgilprato.it/salute-e-sicurezza/
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to be responsive to such approaches (Walters, 2002). The situation in other sectors and other parts of Italy
is quite different. The case of agriculture is illustrative in this respect, and provides substantial contrast.

In 2016, national sector-level collective labour agreements in agriculture established that ‘the bilateral body
E.Bi.N.Ag. has the function of appointing the RLS territorial figure through the establishment of special joint
committees to be set up within 90 days of signing this CCNL’" (National Collective Labour Agreement in
Agriculture 2016).

However, as a trade union official commented, in agriculture, outside the large food producers organised on
industrial lines, RLST are rare:

In agriculture, there are few RLST (maybe less than 30) in the whole country, across all the unions.
It is difficult to organize their work at national level and the situations are different among the
regions. Also, bilateral bodies are really small with few resources and employers’ associations seem
less interested in having local agreements on these topics.

In such a difficult context as agriculture, the main actions for OSH prevention are usually oriented toward the
application of the law and the defence of migrants’ rights. This involves a struggle against the prevalence of
illegal employment practices and attempts to collaborate with relevant institutions and associations, as well
strategies to inform and influence public opinion. Union attention on OSH issues in small farms, therefore,
is strongly focused first on prioritising ways to control illegal and exploitive labour conditions (Galossi, 2017;
Carchedi, lovino and Valentini, 2016). As one trade union official put it:

To have good working conditions, first of all it is necessary to stop the slave market that is at the
origin of exploitation.

Trade unions are using several tools to address the challenges of the sector, including:

local agreements to strengthen studies and the monitoring activities, inspections and control carried
out by public institutions, in particular in relation to employment conditions and subcontracting
procedures

supply-chain agreements, such as the agreement between the trade unions (FLAI-CGIL, FAI-CISL and
UILA-UIL) and employers’ associations (ANICAV and AlIPA) to establish a negotiating platform in the
tomato-canning sector for the adoption of ethical standards that promote good labour conditions
among suppliers

campaigns against irregular work and exploitation, such as the ‘Invisibili’ (the ‘Invisibles’) — a
campaign promoted by FLAI CGIL to support migrant workers

local actions and strikes, such as protests organized by migrant workers in South Italy (Nardo,
Puglia) in 2011 which contributed to the introduction of ‘gangmaster’ (‘caporalato’) as a criminal
offence in the civil code (Legislative Decree 109/2012)

However, currently there is little or no specific role for RLST in all of this. Of course, there is some awareness
that RLST could play a role, and that strengthening local agreements in ways that helped to establish RLST
at the local level would be beneficial. However, there are substantial obstacles for resourcing such a
development in practice, as one trade union official indicated:

Employers in very small business contexts try to save money, including on security issues, in a sector
where they do not have a clear idea of seasonal work and earnings.

4.5 Discussion and conclusions

This chapter indicates that, although there are legislative provisions in Italy that create a system for the
representation of workers’ interests on OSH in MSEs through the appointment of trade union



representatives, along with an infrastructure of support to which they can relate, examples of the successful
operation of this system remain largely restricted to certain economic sectors and regions. Elsewhere, and
especially in the south of Italy, there are still many problems of coverage and operation in economic contexts
in which OSH in MSEs is not prioritised and where this is exacerbated by issues of structural and procedural
fragmentation and fissure among these firms and the economic contexts in which they are situated.

Nevertheless, the positive examples of good practices in the crafts and construction sectors in some regions
(especially in the north of Italy) outlined in the previous section show that, given the presence of certain
preconditions, these systems have the potential to make a substantial and unique contribution to supporting
worker safety and health in MSEs through the ways in which the active involvement of RLST can play an
important role as a ‘reference point’ for workers and their employers and in supporting them to comply with
legal standards and find better solutions to OSH issues. In this respect, they provide ‘external support’ for
the employer, often in small companies where the culture and capacities for OSH prevention are poor. Our
findings show that, while RLST have some opportunities for voice on information and consultation practices,
there are few spaces for bargaining in MSEs because small companies lack a culture of negotiation, social
dialogue and industrial relations. Formal bargaining activities are therefore especially oriented towards the
territorial level and the achievement of agreements and protocols with employers’ associations and
institutions. The RLST are actors involved in a territorial system of prevention that determines their concrete
opportunities for action. For this reason, one of the most important challenges is to strengthen the role of
the RLST within participatory prevention systems, building trilateral formal networks in a scenario
characterized by extremely fragmented relations.

In Italy, arrangements for OSH in MSEs are often set up by an external consultant, and RLST, therefore, may
have to build a relationship with this figure and, at the same time, with the employer, as well as keeping in
touch with workers through meetings and informal contacts. Our findings show that they regard building the
trust of all these players as important, and suggest that, from preference, many RLST try to avoid conflictual
approaches, as well as further frightening workers who may already be afraid of losing their jobs. RLST,
therefore, try to build relations with the company through a cooperative attitude based on several drivers,
including: ethical (the importance of prevention and of workers’ health); economic (the profitability of good
safety and health arrangements); and legal compliance (the fines and criminal consequences arising from
accidents) arguments. Thus, they are actors within the territorial prevention system. Generally, as reported
in the INSULA study, there is better cooperation between the bilateral bodies, RLST and trade unions, and a
different engagement of the local health services, while there is a lack of collaboration especially with other
institutions, such as the local agency of INAIL and the inspection services. In particular, the role of the
bilateral bodies is fundamental to orient and support RLST through training, research and study, information
campaigns, monitoring and planning. The most effective experiences based on cooperation are those
promoted by the most structured bilateral bodies. And in these cases, there appear to be several
determinants of such effectiveness. These include: an adequate number of RLST (which is also dependent
on a high presence of affiliate companies and a significant level of economic investment); the development
of locally planned interventions (involving strategies shared by the social partners and institutions); projects
promoted by the unions focused on specific issues; the continuous presence of the RLST in the territory (as
well as the establishment of local offices, and the involvement of RLST in training courses for workers); and
the provision of both appropriate tools (including IT) and training to support RLST. However, the bilateral
bodies operate in very different ways in different regions, and common strategies are underdeveloped at the
national level.

Our findings largely confirm those of the second INSULA study, in as much as they have demonstrated the
expected range of challenges facing external intervention in preventive OSH in MSEs and a wide range of
structural and procedural differences in the ways that RLST and their support structures in different sectors
and regions were organised to respond to these challenges. At the same time, as we outline above, the
findings suggest a degree of commonality in the examples of what works in terms of RLST interventions and
what is needed to support their effectiveness. In particular, they stress the importance of co-operative
approaches from the social partners, public authorities, OSH practitioners and small firm organisations in
supporting the role of these TUPAs. They further demonstrate the importance of competence and training to
support the considerable skills needed by RLST in order to win the trust and co-operation of workers and
owner-managers in MSEs. This said, the findings also show that RLST are able to turn to more conflict-based
strategies aimed at mobilising collective actions to support the protection of workers’ OSH and welfare when
they are faced with serious abuses by employers. Fundamentally, RLST are trade union representatives and



it appears from our interviews that they retain a consciousness of this role even when acting in a cooperative
and advisory role with employers.

Our findings, therefore, suggest that, in the best cases, RLST are resourceful in their strategies, whether they
are co-operative and partnership orientated, or employing current approaches to union organising and
industrial action in the face of hostile and exploitive employment and business practices.

There were also some differences between our findings and those of the INSULA study. These were partly
related to the difference in the methodologies, particularly the wide-ranging quantitative survey used by
IMPACT and our own smaller-scale qualitative field research focused on TUPAs. In the main, RLST in the
present study enjoyed better experiences of institutional support, and greater integration in the preventive
system, than seems to have been the case for the majority of those involved in the INSULA survey. This of
course may have been an artefact of selection, where differences of focus between the studies meant a
greater proportion of best case examples were present in our study than was the pattern in the larger and
more general population of RLST included in the INSULA survey. It may also have been because our
qualitative and open-ended interview methods allowed representatives opportunities for more detailed
reflection on their experiences than was possible in a questionnaire-based survey. Nevertheless, the present
study provides confirmatory evidence on the effectiveness of co-operative intervention strategies by RLST
and the institutional support for them provided by the bipartite and tripartite structures of which they are
part. It further suggests that, where such bipartite and tripartite support can be extended to sector wide
initiatives and developed at regional and national levels, RLST have strong potential to make significant
contributions to the co-ordinated actions that wider research findings on OSH in MSEs indicate are among
the most effective preventive strategies in relation to these enterprises (EU-OSHA, 2018a). At the same time,
while there is the suggestion of such potential in some of our cases, in combination with the wider findings
of the INSULA study, the overall picture indicates there is still a long way to go before the majority of RLST
share such positive experiences.30 Indeed, it would be remiss not to reiterate that our positive cases were
drawn mainly from two sectors — construction and crafts - and from northern Italian regions — both of which
have been widely acknowledged for some time to lend themselves to the approaches on which we have
focused (Walters, 2002). As the example from agriculture illustrates, other sectors and regions have a
considerably greater journey to undertake before they reach the level of infrastructural support that
underpins many of the successes in these sectors.

Greater support and co-ordination of the activities of RLST is required, along with better understandings of
the significance of their role and its better integration into wider preventive strategies. At the same time, the
heterogeneity of small firms and their different market positions needs to be acknowledged, as does the
implication this holds for the development of a multiplicity of prevention strategies that reflect the
implications of such heterogeneity. It is clear from our study that, while the bilateral system offers support
for the MSEs that are part of it, there are many other enterprises that lie beyond its reach. It is quite often
among these firms that poor OSH conditions are experienced. These are the result of such firms being locked
into low tier dependent positions with little decision latitude in supply chains in which the price and delivery
demands of more powerful organisations oblige them to pursue low road strategies towards their business
survival. In this respect it is significant that both our study and the previous INSULA survey found that RLST
consistently reported enjoying collaborative relationships with trade unions and workers. As we have
illustrated in the example in the craft sector in Prato, such relations allow for the development of more
conflict-based mobilisation strategies for industrial action that can be used to draw attention to these poor
conditions so they are addressed by the appropriate authorities. Here again, if we recall the findings of wider
research on OSH in MSEs outlined in Chapter 3, in terms of the likelihood of compliance with OSH standards,
the owner-managers of firms in which such poor OSH conditions are experienced are often characterised as
reactors or avoiders, among which voluntary compliance is unlikely. The wider research acknowledges that
more forceful compliance strategies are necessary in these situations and it is here that the trade union
organising role of RLST is both relevant and important.

Equally important in such scenarios is the further recognition that, in such fragmented and complex market
positions and at the ends of supply chains in which managerial decisions are determined by external market

30 The extension of the roles of RLST and bilateral bodies in all sectors and regions is a basic goal identiiedy by the recent join strategy
on health and safety promoted by the trade unions CGIL, CISL, UIL (CGIL, CISL, UIL, Un’azione di prevenzione efficace, partecipata e
diffusa. Obiettivi e priorita di un percorso per la salute e la sicurezza nei luoghi di lavoro, Marghera, 19 Gennaio 2018).



relations over which firms have little influence, micro enterprises are unlikely to respond to conventional
trade union actions, dependent as they are on features of labour relations within firms. Instead, the attention
of unions needs to focus on the more significant influences upon such firms, which often originate further
up the supply relations in which they are embedded. There is some evidence that this is already occurring in
some sectors (as indicated by the information presented earlier on collective agreements in agriculture, for
example), but its development remains limited and patchy. The significance of RLST as external change
agents is important in this respect too, because as illustrated in the Prato case, being located outside the
firm but with access to its workers, they can act both in relation to the workers within the firm and in relation
to the forces acting upon the firm from the supply relations in which it is situated. Also significant in this case
was the acknowledgement by the RLST of the need for the adoption of different organising and mobilisation
strategies to those conventionally deployed by trade union actors in industrial disputes.

There is no doubt that these situations are difficult and challenging ones for trade unions and likely to be
unresponsive to conventional approaches to the representation of workers’ interests, but a further significant
finding of the Italian research was the extent to which this is already acknowledged by many of the trade
union actors who participated in the study.
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5 Spain: Varying agreements on TUPA programs

5.1 Introduction - the TUPAs methodology and structure of the chapter

Since around 2000, Spain has had Trade Union Preventive Agents (TUPAs) programs for visiting micro and
small firms (MSES) in several regions, based on voluntary agreements. The first two such programs were
described and analysed by Walters (2002), along with similar systems in Italy, Sweden and the UK. This
chapter is based on a new field study of the 2017 TUPAs programs, and provides an update on them and
their backgrounds. The chapter also describes how cooperation between the social partners and, for the
most part, regional authorities, is a crucial determinant of the kind of help TUPAs can give to MSEs and their
workers to improve OSH management. The voluntary basis of these agreements also makes TUPAs
dependent on temporary regional/sectoral decisions about cooperation and funding.

The TUPAs programs described in this chapter are not a statistically representative or randomly selected
sample - something that would, in any case, be very difficult to achieve as there is no central register of the
programs, which also vary substantially by region. Based on a survey on existing programs to the heads of
the OSH departments of regional CC.00. units, seven programs in four of the seventeen regions were studied
by the researchers at ISTAS.31 These programs were strategically selected to combine regional and sectoral
variety, and also to include programs assessed to have clearly improved OSH in MSEs.

For each case study, four main sources of information were used:

1) Bibliography on special characteristics of the region;

2) Documents detailing public policies and collective or social partner agreements, as well as reports
from, and other information on, funded TUPAs programs;

3) In-depth interviews with selected key informants, including: 5 territorial TUPAs, 4 sectoral (building
and forestry) TUPAs, 8 trade unionists, including 7 from CC.00. and 1 from UGT, 3 representatives
of employers, 4 representatives of local labour authorities (Asturias and Castilla-La Mancha) and a
senior representative of the labour inspectorate in Asturias. A common set of interview questions
was prepared by the Spanish research team. The interviewees were recorded, with their permission.

4) In some of the case studies, it was also possible to accompany a TUPA on a workplace visit.

Before we go into the detail of case studies, we first give a brief outline of their contexts, including in relation
to the labour market, economic and employment structure, industrial relations, OSH regulations and OSH
actors. The rest of the chapter is therefore structured as follows:

5.2 The background: the economy, labour market and industrial relations

5.3 The OSH system, safety representation and initiatives to reduce risks in MSEs
5.4 Differing TUPAs schemes through regional and sectoral cooperation

5.5 Case VI: OSH sector delegates for construction sites in Asturias

5.6 Case VII: Visits to regional government ordered forestry work in Castilla y Le6n
5.7 Conclusions: Major differences in TUPASs' prerequisites and outcomes

5.2 The background: the economy, labour market and industrial relations

Spain was hit by the financial crisis of 2008-2009, when the booming construction sector and housing
market collapsed. GDP per capita shrank from €30,000 in 2007 to €24,000 in 2016. Unemployment
peaked at 26% in 2013. At the time of writing, it was 19%, but 40-50% of the working population shift
between periods of unemployment and temporary jobs (Spanish Government, Spain Today, 2015). This is
mainly the case for the young and for the many unskilled workers. The number of MSEs more than halved
between 2006 and 2016. Yet the remaining 1.4 million make up 96% of all firms and employ half of the
approximately 15 million workers. With a high turnover of firms and staff, MSEs are particularly common in

31 |STAS is a part of the CC.00. union federation, but the other large federation, UGT, has similar TUPAs practices and experiences.



sectors such as farming, tourism and construction, but are relatively less common in high-skilled and
innovate industries, such as IT.

Spain has often been included in a fourth type of welfare system (compared to the three described by Esping-
Andersen, 1990), the Mediterranean model (Sapir, 2005). This is characterised, among other things, by
fragmentation of benefits and programs, low social expenditure with low benefit levels in social security, and
low levels of redistribution, which are compensated for by strong ties between family members and the
importance of other welfare providers, such as, for example, the church (Esping-Andersen et al., 2002).

Spanish governance is substantially delegated to the seventeen regional authorities (formally: 'autonomous
communities'). Both the national government and the regional authorities have the power to legislate over
social services and benefits and oversee their distribution. And both national and regional authorities have
channels for dialogue with the social partners which, as noted above, can be the basis for agreements on
sectoral or regional TUPAs programs.

The Spanish erga omnes system of collective agreements means that trade unions and employers’
organisations (with the required representation) can bargain and regulate conditions, including for non-
organized firms and workers affected by the agreement. The bargaining system is complicated, as
agreements are reached at national, regional, sectoral and firm levels (Rios Salmerén and Ferrando Garcia,
2002). Since 2011, industrial relations reforms intended to increase economic and labour market flexibility,
have encouraged the fragmentation of labour relations (Banyuls and Recio, 2015). The number of company
agreements signed each year has tripled, and most are in MSEs without elected workers' representatives
(CC.00., 2015).

The fact that collective agreements also cover non-members may be a reason for the low level of trade union
membership. After many members were lost through the economic crisis and its associated soaring
unemployment, only about 2.6 million workers (or 16% of those employed) are now organised in unions,
mainly in the large CC.00. and UGT federations (Vidal et al., 2016). However, organisation rates increase
with company size. In 2010, the range was from 7% membership in micro firms to 30% in large employers
(ECVT, 2010). Despite this, the unions often have a presence in firms, as they can initiate the election of
workers’ representatives in enterprises where there are six or more workers (RDL 2/2015, art. 62).32 Most
are general representatives elected by and for all workers, but in very large companies, union members may
also elect trade union delegates. In 2015, there were some 260,000 general worker representatives, most
in medium or large employers, but 78,000 were representatives in firms with 6-49 employees (CC.0O0.,
2016).

5.3 The OSH system, safety representation and initiatives to reduce risks in MSEs

The occupational health and safety system was modernised during the 1990s, based on the EU's OSH
directives. Law 31/1995 on the prevention of work-related risks transposed the Framework Directive
(89/391/EEC). It requires employers to assess and manage all possible safety and health risks at work.
Compliance with this and other OSH regulations is monitored and enforced by a national labour inspectorate,
whose work is organized and planned jointly by the Ministry of Labour and the regional labour authorities, in
dialogue with the social partners. There are also regional OSH agents, which the regional authorities can
appoint as collaborators to the labour inspectorate. The latter supervises compliance with both OSH
regulations and labour and employment law (Boronat and Gonzales, 2015). lllegal employment is common
and is a major focus in inspections. There are some 970 labour inspectors for 1.5 million workplaces, and
50 of these inspectors specialise in OSH regulation and supervision. Of the 300,000 labour inspection

32 RDL 2/2015 Real Decreto Legislativo 2/2015, de 23 de octubre, por el que se aprueba el texto refundido de la Ley del Estatuto de
los trabajadores.



workplace supervisions in 2015, some 70,000 monitored OSH regulations, i.e. an inspection rate of once in
20-25 years. During these inspections approximately 15,500 OSH infractions were recorded, sanctions
totalling about €40M were suggested, and 105,000 OSH subpoenas were issued by the inspectors (Labour
Inspectorate Annual Report, 2016).

Workers and their elected safety representatives have a right to participate in their employer's OSH
management arrangements (see below). Spanish regulations also give an important role to (OSH) prevention
services - with defined competences - which assist employers to assess risks and fulfil their preventive
responsibilities. Only companies with more than 500 workers (or 250 in certain activities) are legally obliged
to set up an internal preventive service. Smaller companies can hire private multidisciplinary occupational
health services.

These actors are supported by several OSH related agencies, including:

1. Around 20 occupational injury and disease compensation agencies. These ‘Mutuas’ are private and
employer related agencies within the social security system. As an employer’s insurance costs vary
with the sector's assigned risk category, the Mutuas effectively reward under-reporting. Trade unions
and others criticize the under-recognition of occupational accidents and, in particular, diseases (see,
for example, the estimate by Takala et al. (2014) of 14,188 fatal work-related diseases versus 546
fatal occupational accidents per year in Spain).

2. The National Foundation for the Prevention of Occupational Hazards is an OSH prevention fund
regulated by the Prevention Act to collect part of the Mutuas' yearly surplus and to use it to promote
prevention, especially in MSEs, in the form of funding to the social partners to develop prevention
projects.

3. The National Institute for Safety, Health and Well-Being at Work (INSST),33 which is active in
research, information/training, institutional representation and international collaboration. Similar
institutes operate in most of the regions.

4. A national observatory of working conditions uses official occupational accident data to report on
sectors that should be prioritized for further public support. However, it relies on official OSH
statistics and there is little other Spanish data on the actual extent of various OSH hazards and
related injuries and diseases (cf. Takala et al. (2014) above).

5. National and regional tri-partite OSH commissions with representatives of the government,
employers and unions. These discuss and propose policies and programs. Those at the regional
level are the main forums for discussing and guiding TUPAs.

6. Prevention 10, which was set up by INSHT (now INSST) to assist MSE employers who take on the
OSH functions provided by preventive services (when this is possible): MSE employers may do so in
firms with up to 25 workers (formerly 10 workers).

Workers' safety representatives exist only where general workers’ representatives have been elected. The
latter elect some of their number to specialise in OSH issues, and in this role, they are entitled to enhanced
rights, duties and functions. In firms with 1-5 workers, OSH consultation is carried out as direct dialogue with
the manager, but where there are 6-49 workers, 1 safety representative can be elected. In firms with 50
workers there can be 2 safety representatives, where there are 101 workers there can be 3 safety
representatives, where there are 501 workers, 4 safety representatives, and so on up to 9 safety
representatives in very large workplaces of 5001 or more workers. In all, 43% of workers lack safety
representation (Eurofound, 2013).

Formally, safety representatives have significant rights. As they are also general worker representatives, they
have the right (according to the Workers Statute), among other things, to:

receive information on the most relevant aspects of the company’s activity (employment, financial
balance sheets, economic trends of the sector and the company, recruitment policies, absenteeism,
occupational injuries and diseases, prevention policy and activities, and equal opportunities)

33 Known as the Instituto Nacional de Seguridad e Higiene en el Trabajo (INSHT) until July 2017, then the Instituto Nacional de Salud,
Seguridad y Bienestar en el Trabajo (INSSBT), before the current name was adopted in July 2018.



participate, be consulted and express their opinions in influential periods of the company’s activity
have oversight of compliance with labour regulation

inform workers on issues of concern and convene meetings

time-off (during working hours) to perform union representation duties

As safety representatives, they have additional rights to:

receive OSH training during working hours or have such training regarded as working time
accompany OSH professionals on their visits to the company during working hours (this includes
labour inspectors)

participate in the investigation of occupational injuries (during working hours)

suspend work when there is clear and present danger to workers’ lives or safety

With the huge fall in employment since 2009, the number and relative rate of safety representatives are
much reduced, especially in micro and small enterprises. A calculation made on the basis of the 2011
workplace election results indicated that there are about 187,000 OSH representatives, 80% of whom are
linked to the two major union organisations (CC.00. and UGT). This equates to a rate of one safety
representative per 75-90 workers. Four years later, the total number of regular representatives elected in
companies fallen, compared to the results for 2011, with a loss of 48,000 delegates (15.6%). More than
half of those (25,772) were lost in companies with 6-49 workers, which amounts to a loss of 25% in this
size-band, as a result of redundancies within, and the disappearance and downsizing of, small companies
(CC.00., 2016).

Occupational injury statistics kept rising even after the 1995 OSH Act. Trade unions and others pointed to
the weak implementation of the reforms. Most MSEs were not capable of the mandatory OSH management
requirements. Instead, they hired prevention services that provided merely bureaucratic formalities - such
as standardized risk assessments - to 'prove' compliance with the regulations, but with minimal preventive
use for the individual firm. As the labour inspectorate also focused heavily on formal documents, unions
demanded better OSH oversight - specifically mechanisms for the control of subcontracting chains and job
insecurity, notably in construction.

The tripartite National OSH Strategies for 2007-2012 and 2015-2020 recognized the poor compliance in
many MSEs. This has led to reforms to support OSH in MSEs, including, for example:

Limitation of subcontracting chains in the construction industry

Improvement of employers’ OSH coordination in subcontracting chains. Their OSH representatives
may also help workers from MSEs in the subcontracting chain

Constructions firms, and any other company engaged in risky operations, must have a person in
charge of OSH at the workplace during the work

The quality of the prevention services is to be improved through mechanisms for oversight by the
regional authorities

Public administrations are to develop MSE supports (advice, information, training and technical
assistance)

Since 2009, the economic crisis has partly shifted public policy away from OSH risks in MSEs, and towards
helping them to survive. This includes:

Reducing bureaucratic formalities for companies with up to 50 workers and without special
occupational hazards, by simplifying their documentary obligations; employers in companies with
fewer than 25 workers (who are present at the workplace and have the required knowledge) may
take charge of occupational health and safety activities, minimising the need for external OSH
services

Occupational health and safety policies have to take into account the specific needs and difficulties
of small and medium-sized companies



Economic incentives to promote the 'involvement’ of employers in OSH, including: a reduction of
social security OSH contributions for those companies that reduce injury reports or meet other
requirements

Nevertheless, there remains a recognition of MSEs' high OSH risks, as is expressed, for example, in the
tripartite national OSH strategies. Similar tripartite dialogues, agreements and strategies exist at the regional
and sectoral levels, again with a focus on MSEs.

5.4 Differing TUPAs schemes through regional and sectoral cooperation

From the start of the national tripartite negotiations for the transposition of the Framework Directive (in
1995), trade unions demanded that regional/territorial safety representatives should be included in the new
OSH Act. These were mentioned in a document drafted around 1993, but subsequently slipped off the
regulatory agenda. In March 2017, a joint CC.00. and UGT proposal for a new national agreement (again)
included demands for regional/territorial OSH representatives to monitor OSH in companies with fewer than
6 workers, with the same rights and protections afforded to other safety representatives in the OSH Act.

With no regulation, trade unions have instead made other attempts to address the lack of OSH management
and of workers’ participation in OSH in MSEs, especially where there are no workplace representatives. Over
the last twenty years, there have been several union-initiated voluntary programs for visiting MSEs to
promote OSH and workers’ participation (Narocki et al., 2011). These visit programs are based on regional
and/or sectoral agreements with employers’ organisations, and mostly also include regional authorities and
their OSH institutions. Funding for visit programs is not only given to the two main unions, CC.00. and UGT,
but in several cases is also provided for OSH advisors appointed by the employers. In some programs, MSE
visits are carried out by joint teams, either of union and employer OSH advisors, or in addition with an expert
from the regional OSH institute.

The agreements on sectoral programs are mostly funded by the previously mentioned National Foundation
for the Prevention of Occupational Hazards, while those at regional level are funded by the regional
authorities' budgets. In addition, some TUPAs are funded by employers’ fees. The type and amount of
funding, as well as the scope, objectives, required OSH training, check-lists, report forms and follow-up tools,
therefore, vary in each TUPAs agreement by region and sector. Yet, as TUPAs have no national legal basis,
they all depend on periodic regional/sectoral decisions to set up or to maintain the visit programs.

The survey to regional trade union OSH bodies (within CC.00.) referred to above, found widespread TUPAs
visit programs. Eleven of the seventeen regions have or have had programs:

6 regions (Asturias, Castilla y Ledn, Madrid, Castilla-La Mancha, Murcia and Andalusia) have TUPAs
agreements.

2 regions (Galicia, Navarra) had TUPAS programs, but these have been discontinued.

3 regions (the Basque country, Andalusia, the Canary Islands) have visit programs within specific
sectors.

Taking into account the regions' varying populations, over 45% of Spain's MSE workforce is presently covered
by regional TUPAs agreements. An additional 7% had similar visit programs in the recent past. The
agreements on TUPAs visit programs - which, as noted above, are mostly union based, and so sometimes
joint agreements - focus mainly on construction, agriculture manufacturing, forestry, hospitality and
retail/wholesale. These sectors employ some 30% of all employees and are dominated by MSEs. The TUPAs’
experiences in these five sectors vary.

Since 2001, tripartite visits have been carried out in construction, through a joint sector OSH body
(OPPC). The costs are covered by small contributions from employers, through the Framework
Collective Agreement for the Construction Sector. Regional developments further improve the



provisions of this agreement, for instance in Andalusia, Asturias, the Basque Region and the Canary
Islands.

Experiences of TUPAs visits in the hospitality and retail sectors are recent, and probably
unsatisfactory, considering that the trade union federations in charge of these sectors have chosen
not to submit visit programs in the next call for funding from the OSH foundation.

TUPAs’ experiences in industry and in agriculture vary substantially between regions.

TUPAs programs in Asturias, Castilla y Ledn, Madrid and Castilla-La Mancha were selected for this study as
they represent a variety of prerequisites for, and types of, program, as well as a range of ways in which the
unions have assessed their outcomes. Seven TUPAs cases were studied. Two - OSH sector delegates for
construction sites in Asturias and visits to the regional government forestry subcontractors in Castilla y Le6n
- are presented in more detail in sections 5.5 and 5.6 below. The other five are briefly outlined in the
following subsections:

The territorial prevention delegates (DTPs) for non-construction MSEs in Asturias are quite similar to the
TUPAs for the region’s construction industry (see case VI below). They are appointed by each social partner,
have a high level of OSH training, have similar rights as OSH representatives, operate with a checklist and
report sheet, and copy their reports to their joint body.

The DTPs have regional government funding as a part of the tripartite agreements between the social
partners and the regional government on broad development issues, including improved OSH at work (IAPRL,
2017). Unlike in construction (case VI, presented in section 5.5 below), the eight DTPs (four from the
employers and two from each union) continue to visit MSEs in four joint pairs (i.e. from each social partner).
Of Asturias approximately 70,000 MSEs, the DTP teams visited an average of 800-850 per year between
2013 and 2016 - depending mainly on their varying government funding. As a result of their longstanding,
joint operation and regional government support, the pairs of DTPs rarely face difficulties in visiting MSEs
and engaging them in an OSH dialogue. However, when such problems do occur, they are referred to the
social partners' joint body, which occasionally refers them on to the labour inspectorate. Qualitative
assessments of the DTPs' impact have been quite positive. And a comparison between DTPs’ assessments
of eleven aspects of the OSH management arrangements in the visited MSEs showed marked improvements
in their preventive capacity between 2008 and 2016; for example, 'complete risk assessments' up from 41%
to 56%. There is limited information on how representative the visited MSEs are, but this general
improvement is still remarkable, given the often deep-rooted problems apparent in most MSEs’ OSH
management arrangements (EU-OSHA, 2018a) and given the DTPs relatively low visiting rate (of about once
in 50-100 years).

TUPAs in Madrid are funded by the Governing Plan for OSH development, agreed in the dialogue between
the regional government and the social partners since 2002. The present plan, for 2017-2020, has broad
objectives, including reducing occupational accidents and diseases, increasing OSH training and supporting
OSH in MSEs. The plan covers two types of activities: those funded by the government via the regional OSH
institute; and separate projects carried out by each of the social partners (following application to the OSH
institute for funding).

CC.00.-Madrid got €1.3M from the plan to fund all of its OSH projects during 2017-2020. One of the most
recent CC.00. projects consists of hiring 8 persons, chosen for their trade union background, as OSH
advisors to MSEs. As part of the program, they receive 'basic’ OSH training (50 hours) and have to fill in an
agreed checklist at each visit. In 2016, these union OSH advisors monitored more than 3,100 of the 177,000
MSEs in the Madrid region, and a similar number of visits was planned for 2017.

However, these basic OSH advisors face resistance from MSE managers and have no formal position or
rights to support them. They are sometimes met with hostility, and rarely allowed to enter the workplace to



observe OSH conditions, or speak with the workers, who are often afraid for their jobs if they talk with a union
representative. Although the OSH advisors can generally fill out their checklists - and thus register a visit -
this is normally based only on information given to them, with no independent verification. Overall, the OSH
advisors estimate that they have little OSH impact. Yet they, and the union supporting them, still hope to
raise awareness regarding the union's role in relation to OSH - including among MSE managers - and to
organise some workers, and so in time help to improve their OSH conditions.

In another of CC.00.-Madrid's TUPAs programs funded by the Governing Plan, since 2002 CC.0O.-
construction has hired an OSH specialist to be part of a joint team of four visitors: one from each of the larger
unions, one from the employers’ association and one technician from the regional OSH institute. The team
visits about 1,000 construction sites per year. They monitor not only safety but also chemicals and other
long-term risks. Overall, this joint TUPAs program is considered to have had a clear impact. The combined
authority of the team meets with no local resistance and their frequent improvement recommendations are
nearly always implemented by the managers, as they can also activate a requirement for an urgent visit by
a Labour Inspector. Disagreements within the team are rare, not least as possible risks are mostly
photographed for verification.

The two TUPAs programs in Castilla y Ledn are funded by the same tripartite OSH agreement - in the regional
OSH council - through which the regional government funds MSE visits. The employers’ organisation gets
48% of the funding for visiting OSH advisors and each of the unions gets 26%. This has allowed CC.0O0. to
hire 15 advisors with academic OSH training. Together these advisors visit at least 1,500 MSEs per year, out
of the 67,000 in the region (with additional visits carried out by the UGT and employer OSH advisors).

These TUPAs visits have had mixed results. The regional government has not advertised the program and
rarely uses the information from the TUPAs' reports, and the TUPAs lack formal rights, and so need to be
quite diplomatic to engage MSEs’ managers in a meaningful OSH dialogue. They also have limited options
for action when they notice grave risks. Overall, they see little change in MSEs' negative view of OSH issues.
However, they do manage to engage enough MSEs in a dialogue for the managers to sign the visit form
(without which the visit does not count), and the unionists involved in the program still see it as an important
service to MSEs, to their workers, and (sometimes) to local OSH representatives (Alvarez Gonzélez, 2013).

This program was preceded by a temporary project in 2000 by the regional CC.00.'s OSH department to visit
and give OSH advice to 300 SMEs (i.e. including medium sized firms). The visits revealed widespread neglect
of OSH duties, but managed to raise awareness and to get several local OSH representatives elected
(Walters, 2002). The present program is based on tripartite OSH agreements made in the early 2000s. These
included (varying) government funding for the social partners to hire highly trained OSH advisors, of which
CC.00. has 5 (UGT also has 5 and the employers have 6). The advisors’ role is to support OSH in the
approximately 60,000 MSEs in the region, with the three social partners' OSH advisors aiming to visit 800
MSEs per year (from a list of 1,500). Until 2017, CC.00.'s TUPAs visited firms mainly following requests from
local OSH representatives or managers, though firms were also selected on the basis that their managers
were expected to be open to OSH dialogue. The TUPAs then helped workplaces with some interest in OSH to
further improve. However, the visits rarely reached the great majority of micro firms with little competence
or interest in OSH issues.

Since 2017, the regional authority has provided the social partners with a list of firms to visit in sectors with
high accident risks. When CC.00.'s OSH advisors first contacted firms on this list, they found resistance and
distrust, as these were mainly MSEs with no local OSH representative or other union activity. The visiting
agents were rarely allowed to access company facilities and the checklist was completed in an office with
the manager, and with no verification by the union’s OSH specialist. They also met with many refusals to
accept any visit at all. However, the employers' OSH advisors met much less resistance from the MSEs and
were more accepted as a source of useful advice. Despite these severe problems, CC.0O0. still supports the



visit program, considering that this both raises awareness of OSH problems and the union's offer to help, as
well as giving some opportunities for providing advice and responding to workers’ concerns.

5.5 Case VI: OSH sector delegates for construction sites in Asturias

The prevention delegates (Delegados Regionales de Prevencion Sectoriales — DRPSs) of Asturias'
construction sector are probably the oldest trade union prevention agents in Spain. They began their activity
in 1999, as an evolution of the General Construction Agreement, which provides for an OPPC (Joint
Construction Prevention Commission), known as the 'Commission'. The Commission consists of employer
and union representatives, but it can also co-opt representatives of the labour inspectorate and other
relevant regional government agencies, with competences both to obtain first-hand accident rates in the
sector and to visit companies. The Commission also funds (from contributions made by all employers) and
monitors the DRPSs and gives them rights equal to those of safety representatives provided for in the OSH
Act. Two TUPAs are appointed each by CC.00. and by UGT, and four OSH advisors are appointed by the
employers’ organisation. All have academic OSH training and were trained by the regional labour
inspectorate in how to visits workplaces, to which they are to have free access, including to documentation
and to workers, and where they have the right to make OSH recommendations.

Initially the visits were carried out by a team of two DRPSs, one from the employers’ organization and one
from the trade unions. The interviewed DRPSs preferred the joint visits, as the pair could, for example,
support each other in difficult situations, had more time to talk with workers and could detect and interview
irregular workers by entering from different sides of a site. The degree of agreement between the pair was
high, and their few disagreements were solved by the Commission. However, in 2014 the social partners in
the Commission opted for individual visits, in order to cover more construction sites. The sites are run by
some 1,600 firms, which is half the number that existed before the crisis. In 2016, the four union (2 CC.0O0.
and 2 UGT) and four employer-appointed DRPSs together carried out 4,755 visits to 3,471 of the
construction firms’ sites (i.e. all sites except for very short jobs or those in private homes (to which TUPAs
have no access) (FLC, 2017, pp.37-44)).

Unlike other TUPAs, the DRPSs monitor not only OSH but also employment issues. With the de-regulation of
the sector, as a result of the economic crisis and the increase in irregular contracts, most of the TUPAs'
actions are focused on controlling contracting and subcontracting. All irregularities are reported directly to
the Commission, which informs the labour inspectorate. Many companies have recently been penalized for
such practices. The visiting DRPSs also photograph the site's subcontracting book and send it to the social
partners' joint labour commission, the FLC. The FLC can then require all companies to contribute the
mandatory fee of €56 per worker per month, part of which funds the DRPSs.

The DRPSs can geo-locate all worksites that have been reported (which is a requirement on construction
firms). In the same database, they can register new worksites that they spot and track previous actions in
each worksite. Visits are made without prior notice, but the DRPSs always first introduce themselves to the
responsible manager (if necessary by phone). They begin by going through the entire worksite, if possible
with the manager or foreman. Risks or potential for improvement are identified and discussed on the fly.
Normally, all suggestions are well received. In particular, the shortcomings recorded during previous visits
are reviewed and any new problems are recorded on the visit sheet.

There is a constant and fruitful exchange in which the DRPSs play the role of a driving force, proposing simple
and easy to implement solutions and improvements and pointing out the need to follow what is indicated in
the prevention plan in the most complicated cases. The suitability of changing rooms, toilets and premises
to consume and heat meals is checked. After this safety round, the documentation is reviewed, specifically
the site's safety plan, the opening communication, the appointment of the mandatory safety coordinator, the
incident logbook and the subcontracting book.



At the end of the visit, DRPSs fill in the 'on-site health and safety report’, in which they record detected and
corrected deficiencies and those outstanding. They leave a copy on site as evidence of the visit and to
facilitate the correction of irregularities by all companies in the site's contracting chain. The report is saved
as a computer file, to make it available to all DRPSs and to the Commission. When deficiencies are not
remedied, the DRPSs communicate the situation to the Commission, which sends an ’official letter’ to the
non-complying company, warning that if the deficiencies are not remedied within a certain period of time,
the information will be passed on to the labour inspectorate.

As mentioned above, DRPSs focus first on hiring (because without legal jobs there is no work safety), then
on prevention, followed by facilities and welfare, and finally on documentation. However, their visits in 2016
still noted around two OSH deficiencies per visit in their report sheets. Among other things, the DRPSs find
that safety plans are often 'cut and paste’, instead of tailored to the reality of each project. They know which
OSH prevention services do such plans well and which do not. And the DRPSs note that the mandatory safety
coordinators rarely monitor OSH on the sites (as their log book is usually empty).

Nevertheless, the DRPSs find that the vast majority of recommendations on prevention, facilities and
documentation are addressed, with greater or lesser swiftness, but almost always satisfactorily, with very
few of them reaching the labour inspectorate. And all those involved in the DRPSs program unanimously
affirm that the health and safety situation of the worksites in Asturias has changed enormously since the
beginning of the agreement, and that the average standard of OSH compliance has improved.

5.6 Case VII: Visits to regional government ordered forestry work in Castillay Leon

The two TUPAs programs in Castilla y Ledn are part of the same tripartite OSH agreement - in the regional
OSH council - through which the regional government funds MSEs visits by advisors with academic OSH
qualifications, alongside another program aimed at providing advice to workers and OSH representatives on
OSH issues. Most of the TUPAs visits are to MSEs in general in the region (see case V, in section 5.4.3 above).
However, 15% of these TUPAs’ funding is set aside to support OSH in forestry work carried out by
subcontractors to the regional government (i.e. excluding both private and nationally owned and managed
forests). This equates to four full-time TUPAs, two each from CC.00. and UGT. The high-risk forestry work in
Castilla y Ledn employs around 1,700 workers in the region, with barely any union membership or worker
representation. Trade union activity is difficult as workers are scattered in some 100 moving work crews in
the forests and only have seasonal contracts. They are usually farmers, students on summer leave or migrant
workers.

CC.00. tried to start visit to these sites in 2003, as part of their general program, but it was impossible to
locate the work crews as they lacked information about their exact locations in the forests. Furthermore, they
had no authority to support their actions. As a result of union struggle, visits are now an explicit part of the
tripartite OSH agreement and have the financial support to allow each of the two unions to hire two
technicians. They also have an additional source of legitimacy, as the need for the visits is recognized in the
sector's collective agreement, which assigns visits by the unions' OSH professionals to ‘promote and monitor
OSH in the sector’. Pressure by the union also ensured that the Regional Directorate on the Natural
Environment reinforced the means to assume its OSH duties. It has now contracted a company to coordinate
work safety and has an occupational preventive services for all its forestry works.

Through its joint support from a collective agreement, the visiting program has achieved legitimacy,
expanded its goals, and covers all workplaces, each of which is visited once a year. The interviewed TUPAs
are now well known and openly received by crew leaders and by workers. They refer to themselves as CC.0O.
trade union experts and find that workers appreciate their role and advice. The TUPAs receive information
on the location of all works, and the contracted MSEs cooperate with them. This even extends to work crew
leaders picking the visiting OSH advisors up on the closest road to bring them to the worksite in the forest.



At the site, the TUPAs first talk to the crew leader about the OSH conditions, and then check the worksite,
looking at how work is carried out, the machinery, vehicles and equipment, work clothes and protective gear.
Information is verified by talking to the workers, for example by asking if they have received proper training.
The TUPAs then give recommendations on what the crew leader should improve, including advice on polluting
wastes and other environmental aspects. If they find a problem that cannot be solved locally, they call the
Directorate. For example, once a helicopter model which was not safe for transporting workers was taken
out of use. The OSH advisors use report sheets and checklists that all parties have agreed upon. Completed
forms are forwarded to the Directorate, which can use them to supervise contractors. However, this rarely
happens as TUPAs directly call in deficiencies that require the Directorate to intervene.

The interviewed TUPAs observed a radical OSH improvement over time: from totally deficient (for example,
workers wearing sneakers when operating chain saws) to a more regulated situation. In addition, the
Directorate send improvement requests to the contracted companies, and verify their compliance with OSH
requirements through safety coordination measures - one of which is the visits to work crews by the TUPAs.
The former regional OSH leader of CC.00.-Castilla y Le6n also suggested that the program has had a
significant impact on working conditions, indicating that it has achieved union oversight in companies
without union presence and is the best example of a TUPAs programs known to him. In addition, the
signatories of the last tripartite agreement noted that there is a need to continue with this program as
accident figures in the forestry sector have dropped from over 150 per 1000 workers in 2007 to (a still very
high) 80-90 per 1000 in 2014 (Junta de Castilla y Le6n, 2016).

5.7 Conclusions: Major differences in TUPAS' prerequisites and outcomes

Spanish TUPAs lack formal rights in the OSH Act. Their MSE visits are instead based on rights, funding,
legitimacy and support provided mainly by regional and sectoral agreements with employers and authorities.
As a result, the programs in the seven studied cases differ in how they are organised and implemented, in
their TUPAs' OSH competence (from 50 hours training to academic exams), in their interactions with
managers and workers in MSEs, and in how their unions' OSH experts assess the outcomes of the programs.
The cases and their varying practices demonstrate the importance of Trade Union Preventive Agents visiting
MSEs with some power - authority, competence, legitimacy and support - to get access to the firm and its
worksites, workers and OSH documentation, and then to engage them in an OSH dialogue which makes the
owner-manager act on the TUPAs' OSH-advice.

Two programs where the TUPAs were provided with extra authority were assessed by their unions to be
effective, i.e. as Trade Unions Preventive Agents who could, independently, promote better OSH and OSH
management in MSEs. In the Asturias construction sector (case VI), the TUPAs are funded and are given the
(extensive) rights of local OSH representatives by a bipartite agreement between the unions and the
employers’ organisation. This is upheld by the social partners in the joint prevention commission, which tries
to resolve any differences between the TUPAs and the MSEs and can report serious and non-corrected risks
to the labour inspectorate. Even after 2014, when the unions' TUPAs began visiting MSEs alone, they
retained this authority and backing, which still gives them full access to construction sites, with firms and
site managers mostly implementing their OSH advice.

In the forestry sector in Castilla y Leon (case VIl), the unions’ general OSH agreement with the employers and
the regional government has, since 2003, included TUPAs visits to the government’s procured forestry work.
At the start, the TUPAs had neither support from the regional government's natural resources directorate,
nor any collective agreement with the forestry employers. As a result, their visits were both difficult and
deemed to have a limited OSH impact. This changed after further union struggle resulted in the inclusion of
a special sub-programme for visiting worksites in the forestry sector, as part of the general visit programme
agreement. A collective agreement included a mention of the TUPAs programme, following which the regional
government assumed its OSH responsibility for its procured forestry work, thus opening a direct line of
communication to receiving TUPAs' improvement demands. This combined authority and support have
achieved good cooperation for efficient TUPAs visits to the moving, temporary work crews, as well as effective
implementation of their OSH advice. All those involved consider that the TUPAs program has substantially
improved OSH in government procured forestry work in Castilla y Leon.



The authority and legitimacy for TUPAs to access MSEs and for their OSH advice to be listened to is integrated
into the organisation of the two joint programs. The unions' general territorial delegates in Asturias (case |)
visit MSEs together with the employers' OSH advisors. In the Madrid region's Governing Plan's construction
program (case lll), visits are carried out a team of representatives of the unions, the employers and the
regional OSH institute, based on collective agreements with the support of the employers’ organisation, as
well as good access to the labour inspectorate if MSEs do not improve enough. Both programs are assessed
by the unions’ OSH experts as helping MSEs improve OSH, and the trade unions have been active in
achieving and continuing these support programs. However, there is also no principal difference between
union TUPAs making visits alone or together with others. As is the case for all local safety representatives,
TUPAs have to operate in relation to employers/managers and to labour authorities. Nevertheless, it is
difficult to assess what OSH impact these TUPAs would have had without the extra authority of the employer
representative in Asturias, plus a government representative in Madrid.

The three programs assessed to have more limited results in achieving an OSH dialogue with MSEs also
indicate that TUPAs need more leverage than just funding and a bi- or tripartite agreement. The union's OSH
specialists in Castilla y Leon (case IV) have had mixed results with their general visit program (but are
effective in their forestry visits, case V). They get limited support from the authorities, need to be quite
diplomatic to engage MSEs in an OSH dialogue and the authorities rarely use their visit reports. The TUPAs
also have few options for action when they notice grave risks and they have seen little change in MSE
managers’ generally negative view of OSH issues. However, these TUPAs still succeed in engaging many MSE
managers in a first OSH dialogue. And the union see the TUPAs visits as an important service to MSEs and
to their workers and (occasionally) their OSH representatives.

The visits of the also highly trained TUPAs in Castilla-La Mancha were, until 2016, assessed as promoting
better OSH. Visits were mainly ‘on demand’, either from local OSH representatives (i.e. from firms where
such representatives had been elected) or to firms believed to be open to an OSH dialogue. TUPAs helped
to improve this positive selection of firms. However, from 2016 onwards, TUPAs funding has been provided
for visits to lists of MSEs in sectors with high accident risks. Since then, the union's TUPAs have faced
problems of refused access to workplaces, to documentation and to workers in these MSEs, which has
substantially reduced their OSH impact. However, when the employer OSH advisors (in the same program)
visit a similar selection of high risk MSEs, their OSH advice is listened to, as the MSE managers see them as
‘friends’.

The TUPAs in Madrid CC.00.'s program of MSE visits by OSH advisors (case Il) had only 50 hours basic OSH
training and little support or legitimacy from the regional government or the employers’ organisations,
beyond the regional government resourcing the programme and the employers’ organisations being
represented on the body that approves them. Very many MSEs refused their visits or only accepted a talk,
without any obligation to show the premises or the paperwork. The TUPAs could rarely assess OSH conditions
- and had limited competence for this - or talk with workers about risks and how to prevent them.

The TUPAs in all three programs (cases Il, IV and V) succeeded in meeting their required visit quotas.
However, the visit reports were more based on managers’ answers during the visits, than on the TUPAs’
monitoring of worksites or talks with their workers. And the interviewed TUPAs found that they had a limited
effect on OSH management arrangements or risks in the MSEs they visited. Nevertheless, the unions behind
the three programs take a longer view. They still see them as important ways to promote contacts with MSEs
and their workers’ OSH issues to give them a voice in the social dialogue and thereby to gradually create
better prerequisites for more effective TUPAs visits and advice.
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6 Sweden: Comprehensive but contested system of regional safety
representatives

6.1 Introduction - main points, methods and overview of the chapter

Since 1974, Swedish trade unions have been able to appoint regional safety representatives (RSRs) for all
workplaces with a union member but without a joint safety committee - in practice micro and small
enterprises (MSEs). RSRs are thereby the oldest system of Trade Union Preventive Agents (TUPAs) to support
MSE managers and workers in their work environment activities. RSRs are also the only TUPAs system to
cover (nearly) all of the labour market (see below).

RSRs have been described before (Frick, 1979, 1996, 2009; Frick and Walters, 1998). This chapter presents
a ten-year update on how employment changes and lower unionisation have eroded RSRs' support to
vulnerable workers, and how these changes are linked to the employers' critique of and proposal to abolish
union RSRs. Secondly, the chapter describes how RSRs operate in practice, providing evidence indicating
that they resolve many health and safety risks and promote their more preventive management within in
MSEs.

The findings presented in the chapter have been gathered through a combination of literature review and
interviews with key persons, as well as examination of the extensive yearly reports on RSR activities (from
2009 on). Those interviewed included nine representatives of the trade unions and four of employers’
organisations, and the discussions with these interviewees covered the work environment system in general
and the role and impact of RSRs in particular. In addition, the researcher was able to accompany a RSR
operating in the construction sector on a number of workplace visits.

Before we go into the details of how the system of regional safety representatives operates, we give a very
brief outline of the backdrop to their activities, including in relation to the labour market, economic and
employment structure, industrial relations, and regulations of and actors within the work environment. The
rest of the chapter is therefore structured as follows:

6.2 Changes in the economy, labour market and industrial relations

6.3 The work environment system of cooperation, voluntarism and safety representatives
6.4 RSRs as the main support to MSEs with high risks and poor prevention

6.5 RSRs' challenges, employers' critique, and ineffective conflict resolution

6.2 Changes in the economy, labour market and industrial relations

Sweden and its 10 million inhabitants have an open economy, of which some half is made up of export and
import. The GDP per capita was 45,500 USD in 2017. Despite generally good economic growth since 1995,
unemployment is 6.8% - a level mainly due to the 20.2% rate among those born abroad (which accounts for
17% of the population (Migrationsinfo, 2016)). The employment rate is 68%, or 5.035 million: 4.561 million
are employed (3.819 million in permanent jobs) and 474,000 are mainly self-employed (figures for those
aged 15-74 years, as of November 2017 (AF, 2017)).

The economy has been much affected by the digital revolution, liberalisation and globalisation. These
changes have been especially marked since the domestic economic crisis (1991-94) and the EU's
enlargement in 2004.34 Since the 1990s, labour market and other political deregulation, together with
extensive privatisation of welfare services, have been added to these economic changes. Following the
dominance of manufacturing in the post war decades, private services have become the largest and growing
sector of the economy. In 2016, 2% were employed in the primary sector and mining, 20% in manufacturing
and utilities, 10% in construction, 8% in transport and trade, 29% in private services, and 32% in the public
sector (mainly in local authorities/councils) (AKU, 2016).

34 Sweden joined the EU in 1994.



The economic crisis of 1991-1994 was a watershed. It shifted the governance model from the earlier social
engineering during the reform years after the Second World War towards neoliberal deregulation, new public
management and market solutions. Public services are now managed by quantitative targets and are being
gradually privatised, while public infrastructures are being transformed into private corporations. There are
fewer, simpler and more general regulations. The centre-right government of 2006-2014 deregulated the
labour market, making it easier to produce in supply chains with casual and/or imported labour. Overall,
class differences have increased and the Gini-coefficient rose from 0.23 in 1995 to 0.32 in 2016 (SCB,
2018).

Reductions in manufacturing and corporations that focus on their core business have created more supply
chains with more and smaller firms and workplaces (AV, 2012). Four out of five of the 45,000 new firms
starting up per year produce services (Ds, 2008). From 1993 to 2015, the registration of new firms and their
number of employees more than tripled (Ekonomifakta, 2017). Compared to other sectors, private services
include smaller and more short-lived firms, younger staff and a higher staff turnover (Frick, 2005). There are
now 300,000 private employers (with some 350,000 workplaces), 86% of which are micro firms (1-9
employees) accounting for 22% the 2.9 million people in private employment. A further 11% are small firms
(10-49), accounting for 23% of employees, 2% are medium firms (50-249), employing 19% and 0.4% are
large firms (250+) with 35% of private employees. The 1.6 million public employees mainly work within
welfare services for local authorities, and within governance and administration (SCB, 2015).

Outsourcing to supply-chains has grown. The public sector purchases goods and services for one sixth of the
total economy: mainly privatized welfare services and mainly from small firms (Upphandlingsmyndigheten,
2018). Part of this growth has been in franchising firms, which accounted for more than 3% of all employees
in 2015 (HUI Research, 2018). Self-employment tripled between 1981 and 2016 (Ekonomifakta, 2018), but
much of this may be 'fake' self-employment - i.e. those that are employed in reality (SOU, 2017; LO, 2018).
This and temporary employment have grown to account for 14% and 20% respectively of all employment. Of
those in temporary employment, some 40% have zero-hour contracts or are on stand-by (SCB, 2014).
Staffing agencies offer another form of flexible labour. These had some 200,000 employees in 2015
(75,000 as full-time and whole year (Arbetet, 2017)). At the same time, it has become more costly not to
work, as both sickness and unemployment benefits have dropped to 69% and 61% of previous earnings
respectively for workers and even less for those with higher salaries (Arbetet, 2018a).

In 'the Swedish Model' labour conditions have traditionally been sparsely regulated and mainly settled by
collective agreements upheld by the social partners, which are particularly strong in Sweden. Nevertheless,
at the peak of the unions’ strength, during the 1970s, LO (the Swedish Trade Union Confederation) and the
long-ruling Social Democratic party, initiated work reforms that remain the basis of Swedish labour law. Apart
from the Work Environment Act (WEA), the most important of these were Acts on:

union representation on company boards

shop stewards’ right to take paid time for their role

lay-off rules on ‘first in, last out’

co-determination, i.e. the right of the unions' local representatives to information and consultation
before employers take major decisions that affect employees

Labour’s strength and the centralised labour market model eroded both before, and especially during, the
economic crisis in the early 1990s. Tripartite corporatism has been dismantled and collective agreements
are now reached at the industry level (though they are nationally co-ordinated). In combination with the
changing economy and labour market (described in the previous section), this has affected the trade unions.
The white-collar unions in TCO (the Swedish Confederation of Professional Employees, which now covers
38% of union membership) and especially the academic unions in SACO (the Swedish Confederation of
Professional Associations, now covering 19%) have grown, while the LO federation's blue-collar unions have
shrunk (to 43% (Kjellberg, 2018)).



Unionisation fell to 69% in 2015, with 74% organisation in white-collar and 63% in blue-collar unions.
Membership varies from 81% or more among public employees to under 50% in private services, and even
less in MSEs and among those in precarious employment. More than half of employers now lack collective
agreements (Kjellberg, 2018). Union and industrial relations conditions vary substantially by sector. For
example, according to a construction RSR, of some 40-45,000 construction workers in greater Stockholm,
the regional union Byggnads-Stockholm has 15,000 members and represents 6,000 members from other
parts of Sweden. Some 10-15,000 are unorganised, including those in fake 'self-employment'. Finally, there
are some 10,000 posted workers - which is much higher than the number officially registered. To reduce
unfair competition, Byggnads has signed substitute agreements with minimum conditions for many of the
posted workers - even though very few of them join the union - and it runs a campaign with the employers
against illegal forms of work in construction.

Some EU decisions have affected industrial relations and thereby the work environment actors. The Directive
on Posted Workers and some EU court verdicts (notably the Laval case, C-319/05) weakened the Swedish
model of primarily settling wages and most other working conditions in collective agreements, rather than in
legal regulations (Bruun et al., 1992). For many years, unions could only take limited industrial action to
uphold some minimal conditions for posted workers, the presence of which they found increased the risk of
a dual labour market with social dumping (LO, 2013). However, from 1 July 2017 the Swedish Act
implementing the Directive on Posted Workers became stricter (SFS, 2017). Unions may now take industrial
action to get more than the minimum conditions, collective agreements also apply in part for non-unionised
posted workers, and the posted worker's employer must have a representative with authority to sign
collective agreements.

Despite all of these changes, much of the Swedish/Nordic industrial relations model remains (Sandberg,
2013). Some 90% of employees still work under collective agreements, as larger employers are organized
and the unions sign substitute agreements with many of the unorganized firms (Kjellberg, 2018). Unions
and employers still control some formal organs and retain much influence through organised and informal
meetings with authorities. The social partners maintain many joint bodies and projects, at national and sector
levels, on the work environment, training and other issues. This longstanding cooperation includes TCO’s
and SACO’s white-collar unions and the public employers.

6.3 The work environment system of cooperation, voluntarism and safety
representatives

Swedish ministries are small and govern indirectly. Policies are specified and executed through the (often
large) national authorities. Work environment issues are handled by the Swedish Work Environment Authority
(SWEA). SWEA consults extensively with the social partners (which uphold labour relations issues). Work
environment policies were reformed during the 1970s, including through the 1978 Work Environment Act
(WEA, 2016). WEA is a framework act with broad requirements and a general preventive duty for employers
(which extends to their hired labour), for those who produce, import or market products for work, and for
actors in the construction process. Prevention is further specified in provisions issued by the SWEA under
mandate in the Act. Since the 1990s, many of the detailed requirements in the provisions have been
replaced by fewer and overarching performance-oriented ones.

The major provisions are those on Systematic Work Environment Management (SWEM (AFS, 2001), see
below). But in 2015, SWEA also issued the much noted provisions on the Organisational and Social Work
Environment (AFS, 2015) on risks from workload, working times and bullying at work. Their implementation
must be part of employers' SWEM. These new provisions have been accompanied by a great deal of
information by SWEA, aimed in particular at employers. This is in line with Swedish work environment policies
that, since their instigation, have been consensus oriented and primarily aim to advise and persuade
employers to assess and address risks (see below). The overwhelming majority of employers comply with
SWEA's non-binding inspection notices without the need for cumbersome legal enforcement (Frick, 20113,
2011b; see also section 6.3.4 below). However, enforcement has increased, albeit from low levels. The
approximately 16,000 workplace inspections carried out in 2017 (AV 2018a;35) resulted in 775 direct

35 Statistics on SWEA workplace inspections. Mail 2016-04-13 from Lennart Johanssson, Arbetsmiljoverket.



sanctioning fees for violations of clearly specified requirements, 1,002 injunctions and prohibitions, and 176
cases were referred for prosecution. Yet with most inspections targeting medium and large employers, the
290 or so labour inspectors (down from 355 in 2006 (Arbetet, 2018b)) visit each MSE only once in about
50 years.

The 1993 provisions on Internal Control transposed the EU’s Framework Directive (89/391/EEC), but with
stronger worker participation and better quality control through auditing and (if necessary) improvement of
prevention. The provisions were updated in 2001 and renamed Systematic Work Environment Management
(SWEM). They have become, by some distance, labour inspectors’ most cited provisions (AV, 2018a). A
research review evaluated how employers comply with the provisions (Frick and Johanson, 2013; Frick,
2013a, 2014). As manager surveys have serious flaws, the review was based on some 270 reports of
(multiple) case studies and of other reviews, comparative studies, labour inspections campaign reports and
work environment statistics. The review evaluated SWEM by industry and size. However, despite variations
between more and less ambitious employers, practices turned out to be very similar across industries. This
high level of consistency supported the reliability of the review's findings.

The evaluation distinguished between three levels of management control in the provisions' sections (as a
program-theory, in the terms of Pawson and Tilley, 1997):

l. What should be done? Procedures to detect and abate risks
Il How should it be done? Capable actors to implement the procedures
. Management control: to ensure that SWEM procedures eliminate or reduce all risks, notably section
11 requiring a regular audit and (if needed) improvement of SWEM.

Medium and larger employers comply best at the first level: the required procedures. Specifically, from some
200 employers, nearly all organise SWEM with documented task allocation, risk assessments and action
plans for unresolved problems. However, the assessments are not always carried out and they are rarely
comprehensive. In addition, plans do not go far enough upstream and they are not always implemented. This
SWEM is more effective against technical risks in on-going operations than against organisational risks and
when changes are planned. Large employers often have employee surveys with questions on psychosocial
risks, but few have a SWEM that acts effectively against such risks. These may instead recur as, for example,
high stress levels in subsequent surveys.

The greater focus on documented procedures than on eliminating risks is mainly the result of deficiencies
at the second level of control. Employers rarely empower their SWEM actors sufficiently. Written task
allocations and instructions and at least some training are normal, but instructions are often unclear and
training is mostly insufficient. Most importantly, the SWEM evaluation found that managers (and others)
rarely have enough resources - in terms of time, funding, competence and authority (as is required in the
provisions) - for their SWEM. Many technical risks are still not assessed and resolved due to managers’
limited SWEM capability. The third required level - to ensure that SWEM assesses and resolves all major
risks - is the least implemented. Policies rarely have objectives that are clear enough to guide SWEM and
against which to evaluate its practices and results. If SWEM is audited at all, the focus is on procedures (for
example, numbers of safety rounds and joint meetings). Although many employers monitor reported accident
risks, they generally disregard the fact that occupational diseases are by far the most common risks faced
by workers (Takala et al., 2014).

Workers are to cooperate with the employers to implement SWEM, mainly through their safety
representatives (SRs) (WEA, chapter 6). The WEA stipulates that local unions shall appoint SRs at workplaces
with five or more employees, and in those workplaces with fifty or more employees, unions and employers
shall set up joint work environment committees. Unlike other union representatives, SRs speak for all
employees, as well as for hired workers. SRs have rights to take paid time off to be trained, to be informed
and consulted on all relevant issues and to speak to workers. If the employer does not swiftly answer a
formal SR request for action, the SR may appeal to SWEA, which is then obliged to quickly inspect the



workplace (WEA, 6.6a). And if the SR notes an acute and serious danger, and if this cannot be immediately
fixed by asking the employer, the SR may stop work pending SWEA's decision (WEA, 6.7).

Around 2015, the unions had 96,600 SRs. LO unions had 59,492 (21 working members per SR (Gellerstedt
and Melin, 2016)), TCO unions some 31,550 SRs (one for every 32 working members36), and SACO’s unions
around 5,600 representatives (one for every 98 working members (Fristedt, 2013)). The number of SRs per
employee has fallen by more than a third since 1989, mainly due to the strong shift towards white-collar
jobs, where there are fewer representatives. The SR ratio varies by industry. In 2004 (the latest available
general figures), in workplaces with at least five employees, there were representatives in 3% to 10% of
private service workplaces, rising to 21% in construction, 35% in manufacturing and 79% in the public sector
(Arbetarskydd, 2004). In 2012, 25% of LO's single SRs (i.e. those in small firms) and 36% of single SRs in
construction, reported that they had been chosen by managers and not by the union (Gellerstedt, 2012).
Such SRs have legal rights only if they are registered by the unions.

SRs’ time spent carrying out their duties has shrunk. In 1996, LO's safety representatives’ activity alone
equalled some 10,950 full-time equivalent positions (FTE). This had dropped to some 6,500 FTEs in 2012,
partly because there were fewer LO representatives, but also because the SRs themselves had become less
active. SRs in TCO and SACO likely add at most 1,000 FTEs, bringing the total to some 7,500 full-time
equivalents. Surveys by all three union federations in 2012 found that most SRs experience reasonable
cooperation with their managers (Gellerstedt, 2012; Fromm, 2012; Fristedt, 2013). But some quarter of the
SRs (and around a third of those working in MSES) reported that they could not take enough time for their
duties (with about 40% reporting that they could take enough time). However, although SRs still have a
substantial amount of dialogue with managers, the SWEM evaluation found that this is less effective in
practice. Managers rarely have enough time, competence and resources to resolve all the issues raised.
Furthermore, this dialogue seems to have deteriorated. Thirty percent of TCO's SRs reported that being a
safety representative had worsened their relations with management (Fromm, 2012), while 8% to 17% of
LO's representatives in the service industries reported that managers obstructed them (Gellerstedt, 2012).
In 2016, 32% of LO's SRs felt obstructed by managers, 12% reported that managers harassed them and 6%
had faced violence in their SR role. The situation was generally worse in private services than in
manufacturing (Gellerstedt and Melin, 2016). The unions rarely react to such harassment because of the
cumbersome process involved in suing employers, according to a union OSH officer. The rise in the number
of SRs’ appeals to SWEA is another sign of more conflict between SRs and managers. SR stops of acutely
dangerous jobs (in accordance with WEA, 6:7) had increased to 100 per year in 2015, but formal requests
for a direct labour inspection (WEA, 6:6a) have risen sharply from under 100 per year in the early 1990s to
500-600 in 2011-15.37 At the same time, 11% of the safety representatives in LO's survey reported that they
had been appointed by their employer. This was most common in construction and in private services
(Gellerstedt, 2012).

Various experts are an important fourth group in Swedish work environment policies. Safety representatives’
major means of influence is normative power - convincing managers to act by the strength of their arguments
(including by referencing the regulations). However, which issues SRs can raise and resolve very much
depends on how they, as well as the managers and workers, define their work and its risks. The 1970s
reforms included a government 'enlightenment strategy’: to promote voluntary improvements by spreading
knowledge of risks, but also of workable solutions, to workplaces. Substantial funding has subsidized:

Research and development (R&D) on work environment and working life issues and dissemination
of its results

Employers hiring of multi-disciplinary occupational health services to spread and apply the risk
solutions defined by the increased R&D

Training of safety representatives and managers

36 Mail with data and experiences on safety reps in TCO's union. From Lise Donovan, TCO, 2016-03-09.
37 Statistics on safety reps use of the WEA's sections 6.6.a (formal appeal to SWEA) and 6.7 (emergy stop of work, also to be settled by
SWEA) 2004-2014. Mail 2016-03-21 from Lennart Johanssson, Arbetsmiljoverket.



Budget cuts after the 1990s crisis reduced funding for R&D, training and information, while the subsidy to
occupational health services was abolished in 1993 (Hakansta, 2013). In 2007 further cuts closed the
National Institute for Working Life (NIWL), but SWEA still gets appropriations to produce and disseminate
information. The social partners have partly compensated for this with more funding from their central and
industry-based bodies for R&D, training and information. Although safety representatives often want more
training (Gellerstedt, 2012; Fromm, 2012; Fristedt, 2013), the enlightenment strategy still supports the
legitimacy of raising work environment issues (even for investors (Almquist and Henningsson, 2009)). For
example, the employers’ organisations initially opposed the provisions on the organisational and social work
environment, but now train their members in how to implement them (Suntarbetsliv, 2016). However, locally,
consensus varies and managers often lack competence (see section 6.3.2 above). Friction between
employers and safety representatives has also increased (as indicated in section 6.3.3). These problems are
especially common in MSEs.

6.4 RSRs as the main support to MSEs with high risks and poor prevention

Workers compensation (WC) claims and compensated sickness days are commonly used as work
environment indicators in Sweden, but both measure social insurance rules and reporting more than actual
work risks (Sundstrém-Frisk and Weiner, 2005; Larsson, Marklund and Westerhom, 2005). However, an
epidemiological review estimated that there are around 3,000 work-related fatalities per year in Sweden, of
which around 50 are accidents (Takala et al., 2014). It found that work-related ill-health costs Sweden some
4% of its GDP. When the broader and long-term erosion of work ability (i.e. for a delayed retirement) was
included, the costs were considerably higher. The carefully crafted (Wikman, 1991) bi-annual work
environment and work health surveys to employees also describe work risks in various industries and
professions. They indicate widespread mental and/or physical work overload, but large groups still also face
technical risks, such as noise, chemicals, vibrations or accidents (AV, 2014a, 2014b).

There is even less information about risks and ill-health by size of employer. MSEs have a lower sickness
absence, but this probably reflects on their higher staff turnover (SOU, 2011). SWEA (AV, 2014c) claimed
that accident risks shrank with employer size, but their study ignored MSEs' huge under-reporting
(Bengtsson, 2000). Antonsson, Birgersdotter and Bomberger-Dankvardt (2002) and Bornberger-Dankvardt
et al. (2005) instead demonstrated that MSEs’ workers faced much higher risks of fatal and other serious
accidents. Nise, Sundh-Nygard and Hogstedt (1995) also measured significantly higher chemical exposures
in MSEs than in the small workplaces of larger employers.

Higher risks are in line with the findings of many studies relating to MSES’ weak prevention arrangements
(Hasle and Limborg, 2006; EU-OSHA, 2018a). In Sweden, Frick (2013a: chapter 10) found that firms with
over 10 to 20 employees had often started some SWEM procedures, but MSEs' preventive compliance is
generally low, as they rarely try to become capable of assessing and managing risks. Experience and
uncomplicated management enable them to handle some risks through ad-hoc solutions, but most are
overlooked. MSE managers mostly overestimate their knowledge and 'prevention' and downplay the risks.
Avoiding harm is thereby unloaded on to MSE workers' behavioural safety. MSEs’ workers are supported by
the few local safety representatives as are appointed for at most 40,000 of the 150,000 workplaces with
more than four employees (SCB, 2017; Frick, Erkisson and Westerhom, 2005; Frick, 2013b). Their position
is weak because the social construction of work and its risks is dominated by their managers (SOU, 1972;
Sjostrom, 201.3; Frick, 2013b) and they often get too little time for their duties (Gellerstedt, 2012).

Sweden's micro and small firms - making up 86% and 11% of all firms respectively - thus rarely have a
SWEM capable of handling their widespread work risks, and they rarely hire external advisors to compensate
for their weak internal prevention (Antonsson, 2011). As mentioned above, at best labour inspectors monitor
MSEs once in some fifty years - a substantial fall from once in eleven years in 1994 (Frick, 1996). Instead,
regional safety representatives are by some considerable distance the main actor in promoting health and
safety in MSEs, with their 55-60,000 visits per year (AV, 2017, 2018b). The RSR system was proposed by a
parliamentary inquiry dominated by unions and employers’ organisations (SOU, 1972). This emphasized that



effective prevention required 'the Swedish model' of an organised and informed workplace dialogue between
managers and workers' safety representatives, that the basis for this cooperation was weak in small firms,
and that:

work environment management had to be stimulated in most small firms

their workers had to be more engaged in the work environment dialogue

it was often difficult to find and appoint local safety representatives in small firms, and

if local SRs were appointed, they were often too dependent on management to fully promote
improvements, especially costly ones.

The inquiry therefore unanimously proposed that the existing limited system of regional safety
representatives should be extended to all of the labour market. In the reformed Work Environment Act (1977,
6:2, paragraph 3), RSRs are 'local' representatives in workplaces where they are appointed, with a right to
enter, to monitor and to a dialogue on the work environment and the employer's SWEM. They may also
appeal to SWEA for rapid inspections and, in emergencies, stop work. Safety representatives’ rights are not
upheld by SWEA but by the appointing union, which can sue employers for obstruction (for example, for
refusing RSRs access, although, as noted above, legal actions are rare (Gellerstedt and Melin, 2016)).

LO unions started to appoint RSRs, but in later decades all TCO unions with small firm members, and many
in SACO, have also appointed RSRs. All unions in primarily public sector jobs have also appointed RSRs for
privatised service MSEs. There were 1,676 regional safety representatives in 2017 (311 as full-time
equivalents), covering some 540,000 workplaces (of which some half are temporary construction sites (AV,
2018b)). Of these, 1,104 were from LO unions (242 FTE), 505 (61 FTE) from TCO unions and 64 (8 FTE)
from eight SACO unions. This is roughly the same RSR activity as in 2005 and 1995, although the workplaces
they are to cover have increased to 280,000 from 180,000 in that time (SOU, 2017; Frick, 1996). Of the
RSRs' 56,000 workplace visits in 2017, LO RSRs carried out 48,000 visits, TCO RSRs 7,000 visits and SACO
RSRs 1,300 visits (AV, 2018b). Safety representatives are funded by the employers, but it was not feasible
to make MSEs pay the RSRs' costs. The government instead reimburses the unions' costs, but the
appropriations have grown more slowly than the RSR system. Currently, government funding is 110 million
SEK, while the unions (mainly LO and TCO) subsidize the RSRs with 106 million SEK. Even so, the activity of
RSRs and local SRs in MSEs is only some third per worker compared to their provision in larger workplaces
(Frick, 1996; Frick, Eriksson and Westerholm, 2005). As other actors do little, this means that there is
substantially less competent time to promote prevention in MSEs than in other workplaces.

The trade unions differ in size, conditions of production and industrial relations. This results in varying types,
numbers and operation of RSRs. Only Transport RSRs are full-time representatives. In large workplaces,
many are experienced local representatives, often chief safety representatives, who are also RSRs as a side-
task. But most are union officers who are RSRs on a part-time (though sometimes close to full-time) basis,
due to the shortage of funding and of experienced local representatives (Frick, 1996; AV, 2018b; SOU,
2017). RSRs are (as FTEs in 2017 (AV, 2018b)) most common in the LO unions Kommunal (which has many
members in privatized welfare services, 64 FTESs), Transport (33 FTEs), Construction (30 FTEs), and IF Metall
(the general manufacturing workers union, 25 FTEs). However, TCO's Unionen (for all those in manufacturing
and commerce) has expanded its activity to 32 FTE RSRs.

MSEs per RSR vary from very few to more than 2,000. RSRs in construction visited 3% of their 400,000
temporary sites in 2017, while stationary LO unions' RSRs visited 41% of their MSEs. TCO and SACO unions'
RSRs (which have less funding) visited 3-8%. RSRs also provide a great deal of support by mail and phone,
as well as training safety representatives and participating in development projects, often jointly with the
employers.

RSRs operate by union instructions, as well as often also by agreements with the employers. LO's (2011)
guidelines for RSRs emphasize areas such as planning, training and instructions for their activities, based
on integration in overall union activities with work environment training for all officers. RSRs must also always
be clear with managers about the role in which they are visiting workplaces and follow the detailed reporting
instructions. This results in a structured and mostly standardised manner of operation. Workplaces are



selected based on the union's RSR plan and workplace knowledge, and with a route to minimize travel time.
Managers are normally notified in advance (Frick, 1996; SOU, 2017). However, this is less often the case in
construction, partly so as to avoid sites to be cleaned up and partly as many visits are responses to acute
workplace requests, according to a construction RSR. At the workplace, RSRs present themselves, their task
and the purpose of the visit to the manager (this can be done by phone if s/he is absent). Then the RSRs
usually check (mainly SWEM) documents such as task allocations, risk assessments, action plans, and the
records of their implementation, as well as details of the training of managers and of any local SRs. Next,
LO's RSRs carry out a safety round of the premises and talk with workers, especially any safety
representatives (and try to recruit such, where possible). RSRs normally end by discussing their observations
and proposed improvements with the manager, and for clarity provide them with a written note. Finally, the
RSRs file an activity report, including problems and required improvements. White-collar RSRs focus mainly
on talks with managers, members/employees and safety representatives (LO, 2011; AV, 2018b; TCO, 2017,
2018).

By law, RSRs have three tasks (Frick, 1996): to minimize work risks, to support local SWEM and to promote
worker participation in the SWEM. The yearly reports (AV, 2017, 2018b; TCO, 2017, 2018), interviews with
RSRs and union OSH officers and earlier studies (Frick, 1979, 1996, 2009) confirm that this is what RSRs
do. They identify and propose solutions to many thousands of risks - that vary by industry - often citing
SWEA's provisions. Through this, and through directly raising SWEM issues, RSRs help managers to improve
their SWEM. And RSRs recruit and train very many safety representatives, so improving local SWEM dialogue.
For example, in 2006, the RSRs recruited 100 new local representatives in restaurants (Frick, 2009). RSRs
thereby act as the organised 'workers’ voice' envisaged by the social partners (SOU, 1972), in three respects:
they speak for the workers as they use their experiences to resolve risks; they relocate the main burden of
prevention from the workers to the employers/managers' SWEM; and they improve local dialogue by
appointing, training and supporting safety representatives.

However, micro firms, which are the vast majority, have limited capabilities to organize a preventive SWEM
(Frick, 2013a, chapter 10) or to find local safety representatives (SOU, 1972). RSRs support MSEs' SWEM,
but they also have to focus in particular on resolving risks. Where there are local safety representatives, they
prefer RSRs to raise difficult issues, including stopping acutely dangerous jobs. In the Stockholm district,
construction RSRs stop work roughly twice a week. The risks (normally falls from height) are then nearly
always directly resolved with management, according to a construction RSR.

RSRs support small firms in all industries including, nowadays, those where work is office-based. The risks
they encounter are equally diverse, as are their interventions to abate them. LO unions' RSRs still mainly
deal with 'traditional' risks, such as accidents, noise, chemicals and widespread MSD risks. With the
economic changes outlined earlier in this chapter, many of these risks (re)appear in new forms, for example
through outsourcing of risks to subcontractors and hired, or even illegal, labour, according to RSRs from
several unions. However, all RSRs notice the risks associated with stress resulting from high workloads. For
example, the HRF union's RSRs support immigrant women hotel cleaners who are afraid to complain to
managers that they have far too many rooms to clean, which results in very high musculoskeletal workloads
(Dahlqvist et al., 2017).

The provisions on the organisational and social work environment (AFS, 2015) were the major focus of 20%
to 40% of the LO unions' and half or more of the white-collar RSRs' workplace visits during 2017 (AV, 2018b).
For example, LO's commercial workers' RSRs reported increasing problems of harassment, stress, reduced
staffing, robberies, lack of breaks, working alone and a higher workload on fewer permanent employees who
have to guide more and more temporary colleagues from labour hire agencies. TCO's teachers' RSRs very
often deal with stress (high rates have been revealed by several surveys), which is getting worse due to a
severe shortage of teachers. RSRs in Unionen (which is the dominant union in terms of size and RSR activity
within TCO (TCO, 2017, 2018)) often face high workloads and unlimited work (including in relation to dealing
with mail and phone calls, as well as working at home and/or outside office-hours). They find a strong link
between such organisational risks and both lack of risk assessments and a generally poor SWEM.



According to a construction RSR, technical measures can reduce risks, but these are poorly implemented
where there is more pressure and less time for prevention, where responsibilities are unclear in
subcontracting chains, and where more jobs are carried out simultaneously in cramped areas, as well as
where there are many foreign workers who know neither Swedish nor the safety practices and where illegal
labour is common. Shorter deadlines also increase the stress for all on the sites. Overall, it is hard for site
managers to assume their work environment responsibilities. Hence the regions' RSRs regularly use their
right to request answers from the employers and thus frequently stop work. RSRs select sites to visit (within
each RSR's areas in the region, to save journey time) based on the RSR plan, alerts and other tip-offs.
Managers also request information, which can result in visits. The construction employers want pre-
announced visits, but the RSRs rarely do. It is difficult when sites come and go and, as one interviewee put
it:

The bad ones would clean up their sites before we arrive....We anyhow often see undocumented
workers running off the sites when we come.

As noted earlier, the researcher was able to accompany an RSR on a number of construction site visits. On
one such occasion, the site in question was part of a large project converting buildings into condominiums.
The RSR noted that (as is often the case) most of the many workers were migrants, and could not speak
Swedish. He immediately asked a supervisor to get one of them off the scaffold while it was properly secured.
At the office, it took time to find the work environment coordinator. The RSR noticed very cramped staff
facilities. The manager accompanying the RSR on the site said that they had had to call in many more workers
than they had expected, but promised to improve the facilities. The document check then revealed
shortcomings, including insufficient specification of how to handle high risk jobs. Other risks were noticed in
the safety round, such as blocked fire exits. The RSR finally mentioned that he would specify his observations
in a report, and asked for a written response and to be invited to the next safety round to check
improvements. The dialogue with the manager was polite and relaxed, and the manager seemed to
appreciate the feedback (possibly as it would support giving a higher priority to his area of responsibility).
The RSR explained:

If you want to get results, you have to take it easy, even at problematic sites.

While construction RSRs deal with traditional risks, in new organisational settings RSRs in TCO's Theatre
union deal with the risks associated with a precarious working life. Nearly all the 8,000 members are
temporarily employed for each production. During 2016 their 11 RSRs (4 FTE) trained 182 people, had some
2,500 mail and phone contacts and visited 520 workplaces. In 2017, their 396 visits were mainly to the
500 permanent sets and to some film sites. The RSRs inform managers and employees of the industry's
risks, of their rights and duties, and how to cooperate in SWEM, and try to elect safety representatives. The
union and their RSRs cooperate with the employers. For example, in 2017 this resulted in a policy against
sexual harassment (TCO, 2017, 2018).

The effects of the government subsidy of the RSRs' activities have not been evaluated.
Ekonomistyrningsverket (ESV; the Swedish National Financial Management Authority) noted this when it
audited the government's RSR funding and proposed improved reporting and accounting procedures (ESV,
2009). As effectiveness measurements are not feasible, ESV proposed better reporting of the RSRs'
preventive and action-oriented accomplishments. The former include, for example: ‘training of employees
and employers; establishment of work environment policy, SWEM, risk assessments, support for the work
environment efforts’; while action oriented accomplishments include, for instance, ‘report from work
environment monitoring’ (p. 35).

The government did not implement ESV's proposal that SWEA should evaluate RSRs. This may be linked to
its large funding cuts for SWEA and work life research (Hakansta, 2013). SWEA still issued detailed



guidelines in 2010 for the union's RSR reports of accomplishments in terms of numbers of: RSRs (as FTEs);
visited workplaces; workplace visits (some of which were follow-ups to the same workplaces); main content
of those visits (percentage of each of the four categories used by SWEA); advice by phone and email; RSRs’
training; and external training given by RSRs. These figures are combined with specified financial accounting
and qualitative descriptions of the RSRs' activities and the problems and changes they note.

Since then the unions' reports (AV, 2017, 2018b; TCO, 2017, 2018) list all these RSR accomplishments. By
far the majority of their 50-60,000 visits result in notes on risks and proposed improvements, mainly to micro
firms without risk assessments. The reports often list the many safety representatives that RSRs have helped
elect and train, which is another important ‘support for work environment efforts’. Details of RSRs’ stops of
work are not a requirement in the reports, but with the availability of details of both their number in
construction and the sector’s share of all stops, they can be assessed to be some 1-3,000 per year.38 MSEs
have comparatively more serious accidents than their larger counterparts, so RSRs' threats of or actual work
stops likely prevent a great many more.

The qualitative reporting also describes how RSRs promote the goal of their government subsidy. The LO
unions' reports focus on how RSRs intervened against various types of risks, and on how economic changes
increase risks and hamper prevention. The RSRs raise SWEM with managers but positive results are difficult,
as the vast majority are working in micro firms. White-collar RSRs focus even more on SWEM. For example,
the RSRs for Journalists. Symf (classical musicians), Theatre, and Vision (welfare services) described many
cases where they had resolved conflicts between managers and staff in workplaces under economic
pressure and started a SWEM cooperation to assess and abate risks (TCO, 2017, 2018).

6.5 RSRs’ challenges, employers' critique and ineffective conflict resolution

The new reality for the constant number (as FTE) of RSRs can be summarized as a tripling of workplaces and
of new firms to cover from 1993 to 2015. Four out of five new enterprises are private service firms. As noted
earlier, these are smaller, more short-lived and have a younger staff with a higher turnover than other MSEs
(Frick, 2005). As indicated above, 86% of employers are now micro firms, with another 11% small firms; and
55% lack collective agreements. They have 10% of the workers - some are union members - and nearly all
are micro firms in private services, with weaker traditions and more hostility towards unions (Kjellberg,
2018).

The RSRs' MSEs have also become even less capable of assuming their employer responsibilities. Service
micro firms have limited work environment traditions and competence. Their businesses and work risks are
heavily dictated by tough price competition and/or larger clients, such as in supply-chains (SOU, 2017; EU-
OSHA, 2018a). The need for RSR support further increases as local dialogue deteriorates. Safety
representatives in MSEs are much fewer, notably less active, face more resistance from managers and more
of them are 'appointed' by managers, (i.e. the motives for the RSR system by the social partners, as outlined
in section 6.4.2 (SOU, 1972)). Even so, more MSEs lack support from RSRs. More lack union members as
unionisation declines (Kjellberg, 2018) and/or have 'joint work environment committees' organised by
management. The unions find that many committees that deny RSRs entry violate the WEA, but they have to
sue employers to fight such 'fake' committees (SOU, 2017).

In the 2006 survey, LO's RSRs reported that most employers and workers were passive towards work risks,
especially in the service industries. However, they found that employers were either positive (55%) or neutral
(43%) at their first visit, and the relationship mostly improved over time. About a quarter of RSR visits were
even initiated by the employers. The RSRs' proposed improvements were mainly received positively (56%) or
neutrally (37%) (Gellerstedt, 2007). The unions' yearly RSR reports also often comment on their relations
with employers/managers. Nearly all of TCO's and SACO's white-collar RSRs describe this as positive. The
RSRs may identify serious problems and find that managers are ignorant of risks and how to tackle them, as
well as of their duties. Nevertheless, these RSRs initiated dialogues with managers and workers on
improvement processes, that were appreciated by the employers.

38 Statistics on safety reps use of the WEA's sections 6.6.a (formal appeal to SWEA) and 6.7 (emergy stop of work, also to be settled
by SWEA) 2004-2014. Mail 2016-03-21 from Lennart Johanssson, Arbetsmiljoverket.



However, some LO RSRs meet more resistance. Livs (food industry) described how city employers have
become less cooperative, questioning RSR rights, obstructing them and refusing entry. And RSRs in the
construction industry unions find that the growing internationalisation and fragmentation in supply chains
increase difficulties in communicating with workers and managers, when neither speak Swedish or English
and there is no interpreter. It may also be hard to find out who the responsible employer is in a mix of jointly
working sub-sub-contractors. Likewise, RSRs in the service unions HRF (hospitality), Transport, Kommunal
(public sector, but also privatised care) and Handels (commerce) all report a tougher climate (AV, 2017,
2018b; TCO, 2017, 2018).

A public inquiry on legal work environment responsibilities in modern working life (SOU, 2017) analysed
economic changes such as the growth in outsourcing, self-employment (including fake self-employment),
supply chains, temporary employment, hired labour, own employment (with hiring all administration from a
coordinating agency), IT-based work from home directly with customers, digital platform work, posted foreign
workers and black labour. Yet, by far the majority still have permanent contracts in traditional employment
relationships. However, health and safety responsibilities should be clarified in several situations, such as
self-employment, multi-employer work (or work-sites), IT-based work and new app-based services. The inquiry
rejected a general work environment duty for procurers and instead proposed a further study of the legal
definitions of employers and employees and of a possible broader work environment responsibility for those
with authority over the work and its conditions (Johnstone, Quinlan and Walters, 2005).

The inquiry also looked at the RSRs right of entry in the changing labour market. It proposed that unions
could also appoint RSRs for workplaces without members but with a union link (normally) through a collective
agreement. As unions have substitute agreements with many MSEs, including those without members, RSRs
would get more right of entry in many industries, such as construction and hospitality, while it would make
less difference in transport firms, according to union OSH officers. The enlarged entry right for RSRs was to
start from 2018. However, so far, the government has not proposed a bill to change the Work Environment
Act, as there is no majority in parliament to support this change.

Svenskt Naringsliv (SN, the employers' organisation) rejected much of the inquiry's analysis and proposals,
including the extension of RSRs' right of access. In a report, they proposed abolishing union appointed safety
representatives, suggesting that the government RSR subsidy should instead fund independent advisors to
MSEs' SWEM, and local safety representatives should be elected by the work group (i.e. the reserve
alternative in the WEA, when there is no collective agreement (SN, 2017)). The consequences would be
strongest in MSEs, especially in private services. Their unionisation is lower, they have fewer local safety
representatives and more conflicts around these areas. The RSR system was created by the social parthers
as lone safety representatives in MSEs were considered too vulnerable, and hence ineffective (SOU, 1972).
Their abolition would thus make effective workplace dialogues in small firms dependent on managers’
benevolence - managers that research consistently demonstrates mostly lack competence and fail to
prioritise work environment prevention.

SN rejected the Swedish model of a collectively based dialogue through union appointed safety
representatives as it had become harder for unions to recruit local representatives, when many workplaces
have few or no members. Forty-five per cent of firms with 5-10 employees and 73% of those with 11-50
employees have safety representatives, but most are appointed by workgroups or managers rather than
unions (i.e. they are rarely legally safety representatives according to the WEA definition). This was the finding
of a survey to managers, but SN gives no information on response rate or any methodological details.3? It is
difficult to measure SWEM through manager surveys, which often produce very exaggerated figures
compared to all other data (Frick, 2013a). SN's survey, therefore, provides no real supporting evidence.

SN presents several reasons to abolish the RSRs. Firstly, they suggest that, even with a less formalised
SWEM, MSEs generally manage their work environments well and have few risks. While MSEs make up 95%

39 Mail 2017-11-07 from Amelie Berg on no information on the survey. In SN, 2017, Svenskt Naringsliv.



of all firms, the report claims that ‘work environment management is effective in the vast majority of firms’
and ‘Swedish firms generally have very good work environments’ (SN, 2017, pp.11). However, SN only
supports this with a very brief and selective reference to the extensive evidence to the contrary, that firms
very often violate their preventive duties and that MSEs have even higher risks and poorer prevention (see
section 6.4.1 above). For example, the report mentions that SWEM benefits from a long relationship between
permanent employees and managers, but not that MSEs in fact have more temporary employment and
higher staff turnover. SN is also critical of the lack of evaluation of the effectiveness of the RSR subsidy and
their activities. However, while there is indeed no such evaluation, this critique disregards all the numbers
and descriptions indicating how RSRs promote the MSEs' SWEM and problem solving, provided in the unions’
yearly RSR reports (see section 6.4.5 above).

Despite questioning the RSRs’ usefulness, SN generally finds that the RSR system works well and that MSEs
often appreciate RSR support (as presented in SOU, 2017). However, member firms also complain of
perceived misbehaviour (SN, 2017;40:41), suggesting that RSRs too often confuse their union and RSR roles
and/or hamper rather than promote cooperation:

a) RSRs obstruct firms' attempts to improve work environment cooperation when they refuse to accept
local safety representatives appointed by the employees as well as joint work environment
committees with such safety representatives as members. In the latter case, RSRs still insist on
their right to supervise the workplaces.42

b) In two service industries, employers disliked the fact that some RSRs also work at the premises of
competitors.

c) RSR requests are too similar to labour inspection reports, which makes it too easy for small firms to
confuse them.

d) RSRs ask for all SWEM documents, including risks assessments and action plans, which may be
difficult in an often informal management system.43

e) RSRs misuse their right of entry to pursue union interests, including in relation to: settling pay
disputes, recruiting members and checking staffing issues and lists of wages and sub-contractors
(SN, 2017;44:45),

f) Transport employers have had requirements from rival RSRs, when their two unions competed to
sign collective agreements with the employer.46

g) RSRs require exaggerated or even unfounded improvements. An RSR stopped the same work twice,
despite the fact that SWEA repealed the first stop.#” Another insisted that a storage shelf needed
railings at the back to prevent parcels from falling down. Such protections are normally required,
but this shelf was bolted to the wall. The firm had to contact its employer organisation, which made
the union get the RSR to withdraw the unfounded request.48

The inquiry to extend the RSRs right of entry, therefore, unleashed a great deal of employer criticism,
especially from the service industries, though other employers referred to many MSEs that appreciate RSR
support. However, some of the critique seems rather more indicative of MSEs ignorance of the regulations
than of RSR misbehaviour:

40 Notes by Amelia Berg, Svenskt Naringsliv from a meeting 2016-12-16 on the proposal to extend the right of entry for regional safety
reps, with the work environment experts of the member organisations.

41 Mail 2017-12-19 from Jan Arvidsson, work environment expert at Transportféretagen.

42 Notes by Amelia Berg, Svenskt Néaringsliv from a meeting 2016-12-16 on the proposal to extend the right of entry for regional safety
reps, with the work environment experts of the member organisations.

43 Notes by Amelia Berg, Svenskt Naringsliv from a meeting 2016-12-16 on the proposal to extend the right of entry for regional safety
reps, with the work environment experts of the member organisations.

44 Notes by Amelia Berg, Svenskt Néaringsliv from a meeting 2016-12-16 on the proposal to extend the right of entry for regional safety
reps, with the work environment experts of the member organisations.

45 Mail 2018-01-02 from Lise-Lotte Argulander. Féretagarna.

46 Mail 2017-12-19 from Jan Arvidsson, work environment expert at Transportféretagen.

47 Mail 2017-12-19 from Jan Arvidsson, work environment expert at Transportféretagen.

48 Mail 2018-01-02 from Lise-Lotte Argulander. Féretagarna.



a) In MSEs with collective agreements, 'safety representatives' which have not been appointed by the
union are not legal representatives. It is the RSR’s duty and right not to accept joint committees built
on such fake representatives (even if, as mentioned, they are cumbersome to challenge in court).

b) RSRs, including chief safety representatives from competitors, must not reveal information gained
in their duties and can be sued if they do. RSRs within the industry have instead spread good work
environment solutions between firms (Hedman, 1984).

c) RSR visits are important but remain scarce. Written improvement requests - a safety
representative’s right - are hence important for clarity and effectiveness.

d) MSEs must have access to SWEM documents and it is the RSR’s duty to inspect these.

Nevertheless, how RSRs pursue these legal rights and duties is important for their dialogue and cooperation
with the MSEs (cf. section 6.4.4 above on the benefit of staying calm, even when conditions are bad). This
remains a matter of interpretation in each case, as is other criticism of the RSRs:

e) Work environment and industrial relations overlap substantially. If RSRs try to recruit incorrectly
appointed 'safety representatives' as members, this is part of their duty. Lists of staff - often with
wages - and of subcontractors, are legitimate work environment information. Although pay disputes
are outside their remit, the RSRs’ view is that they are regularly asked - including by managers - to
settle such problems during their visits.

f) The appropriateness of the two competing RSRs’ visits to the transport MSE hinges on how
consistent and correct their requirements were. If they were, then the MSE should simply implement
the improvements, but if they were not, the RSRs may well have misused their rights.

However, the last point (g) shows that RSRs sometimes require too much and do not listen to MSE managers.
This comes as no surprise to the unions. That many of the MSEs’ points of criticism are matters of
interpretation of each visit, demonstrates the fact that RSRs have a complex and sensitive task. With some
1,700 RSRs doing 50-60,000 visits per year, the LO unions (which are involved in nearly all of the disputes)
understand that in some cases RSRs may act improperly. They have therefore repeatedly asked the
employers’ organisations to raise all cases when they find that RSRs misbehave, so they can be resolved
between the social partners. However, the unions rarely receive any specific RSR complaints, but only reports
of general employer dissatisfaction, according to union OSH officers.

The employers have an opposite view not only of the balance between supportive and obstructive behaviour
by the RSRs, but also of the central social partners' lack of dialogue on this. Employer experts state that they
have complained to the unions about how RSRs act like labour inspectors, but with little response or
change.49:50:51 The construction employers have some 1,000 such disputes per year (on around 13,000 RSR
visits). The transport employers have specified many examples of improper RSR behaviour to the union, but
with little response and no change in how RSRs act.52

Regional safety representatives are the most important support for a healthy work environment in MSEs.
This is clearly supported by a substantial body of evidence, none of which is contradicted in the employers’
critical report. However, whether or not RSRs also occasionally (as the unions believe) or much too often (as
the employers claim) misbehave is an open issue. The social partners must talk in order to resolve this
superficially simple issue and so have any chance of mending this serious fracture in the weakest, but
arguably most important, part - support for MSEs - of the Swedish work environment model.

49 Notes by Amelia Berg, Svenskt Naringsliv from a meeting 2016-12-16 on the proposal to extend the right of entry for regional safety
reps, with the work environment experts of the member organisations.

50 Mail 2017-12-19 from Jan Arvidsson, work environment expert at Transportféretagen.

51 Mail 2018-01-02 from Lise-Lotte Argulander. Féretagarna.

52 Mail 2017-12-19 from Jan Arvidsson, work environment expert at Transportféretagen.
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7 The United Kingdom

7.1 Introduction

The UK is one of Europe’s larger economies with a long history of trade union representation on OSH.
However, aside from some provisions aimed at a few particular and exceptional situations, there are no
special legislative requirements concerning the role of trade union prevention agents in micro and small
firms. Such arrangements, where they exist, are therefore usually either the result of voluntary agreements
between the stakeholders involved, or a consequence of ad hoc trade union strategies aimed at supporting
vulnerable workers that are difficult to reach with conventional organising strategies. The ad hoc nature of
these approaches, along with their localised and largely undocumented application, makes it difficult to
determine the extent of their impact systematically. Nevertheless, they provide information to allow some
degree of comparison with the approaches we have documented in the other countries involved in the
present study. In addition to these particular examples of actions involving TUPAs, there is some evidence of
recent wider trade union actions that are not aimed directly at improving participatory engagement of
workers and their representatives in improving OSH arrangements in MSEs, but which nonetheless may help
to do so indirectly. These actions are often responses to features of fissure and fracture in the structure and
organisation of work in the current economy which create scenarios that are hard to reach with conventional
trade union organising and mobilising strategies. Since the presence of MSEs is often prominent in these
scenarios, such wider trade union actions are also relevant to our inquiry.

In this chapter, the role of MSEs in the UK economy is outlined, before a brief review of the research on
arrangements and outcomes for OSH in these firms is presented. This is followed by an account of the
regulatory framework for representing workers on OSH and its wider labour relations context, paying
particular attention to their relevance for workers in MSEs. Research on recent experiences of trade union
involvement in initiatives to provide support for OSH in MSEs is reviewed and its key findings on ‘what works’
are presented. Bearing these findings in mind, the chapter then considers examples of current experiences
of these and similar initiatives before discussing their significance, both in terms of what determines their
success and what limits their further development. This allows some conclusions to be drawn concerning
the relevance and significance of trade union prevention agents in current approaches taken by trade unions
and others to the OSH of workers in MSEs in the UK.

7.2 Micro and small firms in the UK

Although traditionally the UK economy has been dominated by large and medium sized establishments,
small and micro firms have always been a significant presence both numerically and with their contribution
to the socio-economic infrastructures of communities. The restructuring of work and the labour market at
the end of the 20th century and its continuation to the present time has further raised their profile, as
outsourcing and the growing use of business relations within supply chains to achieve ‘economic efficiencies’
are increasingly part of the way organisations manage their operations. This has occurred in both the private
and public sectors, while in the latter the increased presence of smaller organisations has also been
occasioned though privatisation of formerly public services such as health and social care.

The resulting profile of micro and small enterprises in the UK economy is summarised in Figure 7.1 and
Table 7.1. MSEs are most abundant in sectors such as agriculture, construction, property, professional,
scientific & technical, information & communication, retail, motor trades, and arts, entertainment, recreation
& other services - in each case making up over 98% of all UK enterprises in the sector. This trend in the
growing significance of smaller firms within economy, now established in the economic profile in the UK for
some decades, is continuing. For example, in 2014 there were 351,000 business start-ups in the UK, which
is the highest recorded number since comparable records began in 2000.53 And by 2015, there were 5.4
million small or medium sized enterprises (SMESs) in the UK, representing 99.9% of all businesses, providing
60% of employment, employing 15.6 million people and accounting for 47% of turnover.54 At the start of
2017, there were 5.7 million private sector businesses in UK. Over 95% of these were micro businesses and
a further 4% were small, meaning that together micro and small businesses accounted for over 99% of total

53 http://www.iosh.co.uk/Books-and-resources/IOSH-SMEs-policy.aspx
54 http://www.iosh.co.uk/Books-and-resources/IOSH-SMEs-policy.aspx
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UK private sector businesses. Furthermore, sole proprietorships made up 76% of such businesses (BPE,
2017).

Figure 7.1: Proportion (%) of enterprises®® by industry and size in the UK, 2017
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55 Includes: companies (including Building Societies), sole proprietors, partnerships, public corporations/nationalised bodies, central
government, local authorities and non-profit bodies or mutual associations.



89

Table 7.1: Number and % of enterprises®é by industry and size in the UK, in 2017

N % N % N % N % N %
Agriculture,

forestry & fshing | 143320 | 9697 | 4000 | 271 | 410 | 028 | 65 | 004 | 147795 | 100
Production 117,090 | 7865 | 24,005 | 1612 | 6,395 | 430 | 1,380 | 0093 | 148870 | 100
Construction 301,065 | 9412 | 16575 | 518 1,916 | 0.60 | 305 | 0.0 | 319,860 | 100
Motor trades 68370 | 9107 | 5755 | 7.67 | 765 | 102 | 185 | 025 | 75075 | 100
Wholesale 84,745 | 81.95 | 15670 | 1515 2,565 @ 2.48 | 435 | 0.42 | 103,415 | 100
Retail 177,075 | 89.98 | 17,615 | 895 @ 1,630 | 0.83 | 480 | 0.4 | 196,800 | 100
Z{i:;eort & 99230 | 90.80 | 8145 | 7.45 | 1,540 | 1.41 | 375 | 0.34 | 109,290 | 100

Accommodation
& food services
Information &

communication

113,915 7580 @ 32,670 | 21.74 | 3,110 | 2.07 595 0.40 150,290 100

205,580 94.73 9,320 4.29 1,740 | 0.80 385 0.18 217,025 100

Finance &

insurance

Property 87,020 93.39 5,350 5.74 585 0.63 225 0.24 93,180 100
Professional,

scientific & 451,740 94.34 22,785 4.76 3,545 0.74 755 0.16 478,825 100
technical

Business

administration & 206,450 | 90.47 | 16,730 7.33 3,940 | 1.73 | 1,065 | 0.47 228,185 100
support services

Public

administration & 6,285 87.90 330 4.62 165 2.31 370 5.17 7,150 100
defence

GL025 91.58 3,405 6.11 920 1.65 365 0.66 6l 71l 100

Education 36,010 74.55 6,875 14.23 | 4,470 | 863 | 1,245 | 2.58 48,300 100
Health 86,735 7222 | 27,425 | 2258 5,135 | 4.28 | 1,110 | 0.92 120,105 100
Arts,

entertainment,
recreation &
other services

151,085 89.44 | 15,360 9.09 2,000 | 1.18 485 0.29 168,930 100

2,386,74
Total o 89.43 | 231,715 | 8.68 | 40,530 @ 1.52 | 9,825 | 0.37 | 2,668,810 @ 100

7.2.1 Injuries, fatalities and work-related ill-health in MSEs in the UK

It is evident from the Figure and Table in the previous subsection that MSEs are a significant presence in
sectors in which there are high risks of work-related injuries and ill-health. However, straightforward
comparison of OSH outcomes by establishment size and sector are well-known to be unreliable. This is the
result of reporting and compositional effects, including those associated with workforce features such as
sex, age and length of service (as well as others that are far more difficult to measure - for example, the
security of employment, supply chain position, and features of work organisation and intensification, and so
on). Injuries and ill-health are notoriously under-reported by MSEs, but there are also differences in the extent
of reporting by sector, with under-reporting in some sectors far higher than in others. All this makes
comparisons that do not account for these variations fairly meaningless. This said, studies focusing on single
sectors, such as manufacturing, that have taken account of these complications demonstrate that there is
greater risk of fatalities and serious injuries occurring among MSEs than among their larger counterparts
(see Nichols, Dennis and Guy, 1995; Nichols, 1989) - and this despite the likely increased level of under-

% Includes: companies (including Building Societies), sole proprietors, partnerships, public corporations/nationalised bodies,
central government, local authorities and non-profit bodies or mutual associations.



reporting among smaller enterprises. Similarly, figures for the construction sector (for the five years between
2003/2004 and 2007/2008) show that two-thirds of fatalities were among the self-employed or those
working for firms employing 15 or fewer workers and two-thirds of accidents occurred on small sites (with
15 or fewer workers), making it very clear that those working for smaller firms in the industry are at greater
risk (HSE, 2009).

Recent figures also show that the highest prevalence of work-related illness was among the smallest
businesses - those with no employees. Similarly, the highest incidence of work-related injury was among
businesses with 25<50 employees (Figure 7.2). Although these differences are not statistically significant,
they nevertheless seem to support the wider literature in pointing to poorer outcomes for those working in
smaller firms in the UK.

Figure 7.2:
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Source: Labour Force Survey, Great Britain

Historically, the United Kingdom has had a strong tradition of trade unionisation. However, membership
levels reached their peak in 1979 at 13 million and fell by 38% to 8.3 million by 1994 (Sweeney, 1996;
Millward, Bryson and Forth, 2000). Although there has been some stabilisation since the late 1990s,
numbers are still falling, with most recent figures showing that around 6.5 million employees belonged to a
trade union in 2015. This represents 24.7% of UK employees and is the lowest rate since 1995 (a decline
of 7.7 percentage points in those 10 years). Over that same period, membership rates fell from around 35%
to 22% among men, while among women they have remained broadly stable at a little under 30%.

Union density also varies significantly by sector: it is highest in the education (52%) and public administration
and defence (46%) sectors and lowest in the accommodation and food services sector (3.5%).57 Industrial
sectors with traditionally high membership rates have seen substantial falls. For example, union density in
the manufacturing sector fell from 33% in 1995 to 17% in 2015. These figures also show that, across all
sectors, just over 40% of UK employees (42.7% in 2015) were in a workplace where a trade union was
present. This is a fall from 46.1% in 2010 (Achur, 2011). In 2015, 27.9% of employees’ pay and conditions
were affected by a collective agreement, down from 36.4% in 2000. In fact, collective agreements have

57 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/525938/Trade_Union_Membership_2015_-
_Statistical_Bulletin.pdf



declined in both the public sector, where they are much more common (they covered 64.5% of employees
in 2010, down 3.6% from 2000 (Achur, 2011), and by 2015 had fallen to 60.7%), and the private sector
(they covered 16.8% of employees in 2010, down 5.7% from 2000 (Achur, 2011), and by 2015 were at
16.1%). Figures from the 2004 and 2011 Workplace Employment Relations Study (WERS) surveys>8 also
show that union density varies significantly by sector and has declined even within this relatively short period.
WERS survey figures further show that most of the decline in the rate of union recognition has occurred
among small workplaces

The presence of ‘direct methods’ of consultation on health and safety is also a function of workplace size.
Such methods are much more common in smaller workplaces, with both representatives and joint
committees much more commonly found in larger workplaces. However, these health and safety
arrangements are not only a function of size, they are also affected by union recognition. On average,
workplaces that lack union recognition are consistently more likely to resort to so-called ‘direct methods’,
even within the same size bands. Trade union recognition has been falling over the last quarter of a century.
In the Workplace Industrial Relations Study (WIRS)/WERS series for 1980, 64% of establishments with 25
or more employees had recognised trade unions. This had fallen to 42% by 1998 and to 39% by 2004. In
the 2004 and 2011 surveys in workplaces with five or more employees, the proportion that recognised trade
unions had dropped to 22% and was constant in both surveys. By 2011, union recognition was also much
lower in the private sector, with public sector workplaces accounting for the majority of workplaces where
unions are recognised. Also, in the findings of the 2011 WERS, in workplaces with five or more employees,
the proportion of all employees who belonged to a trade union declined from 31% in 2004 to 29% in 2011,
which is in line with the slow downward trend seen in official statistics covering all employees (see Brownlie,
2012). Again, decline is most marked in the private sector.

The WERS (2011) survey (see van Wanrooy et al., 2013) showed that employee representatives and
consultative committees were present in 21% and 11%, respectively, of workplaces with five or more
employees.

The trade union position in relation to safety and health in small firms is, therefore, complicated by the very
low levels of union penetration, particularly outside more traditional sectors (such as manufacturing). That
is, while trade unions are concerned about OSH in small firms, including in micro enterprises, their low
presence among them is a significant limitation to turning such concern into effective actions through
traditional trade union strategies. In addition, they, like all the other relevant bodies, are struggling with the
altered framing of the debate around regulation to one in which doctrinal features of neoliberal ideology
have been transformed into a set of foundational assumptions about what regulation can, and ought to, look
like (EU-OSHA, 2016). In this way, a wider, so-called, ‘common sense’, orthodoxy has replaced more specific
attempts at deregulation and ‘at every stage, a neo-liberal, small-state agenda of individualized, business-
oriented, narrowly-targeted regulation has exerted considerable influence over the direction of policy’
(Almond, 2015, pp.229). This has helped alter the profile of the UK system for OSH, and has influenced the
positions taken by all the main actors within it, including regulatory and professional bodies, trade unions
and employers’ organisations.

7.3 Arrangements and procedures for representing workers on OSH in the UK

The original UK provisions on worker representation on OSH, found in the Safety Representatives and Safety
Committees (SRSC) Regulations 1977, were unusual in the way they created a single-channel model of
industrial relations of health and safety, in which trade unions received rights to represent workers’ interests.
The decline of unionisation is therefore particularly significant for worker representation on OSH because,
not only does research indicate that its effective operation is dependent on support from trade unions, both
inside and outside establishments, but because at the time the regulatory framework for worker
representation on OSH was introduced in the late 1970s, trade union influence was at its height. This
strongly influenced the discourse behind the introduction of regulatory provisions, it was significant in
determining the nature of the provisions and it helped distinguish these measures from the participatory
arrangements for health and safety envisaged in the Robens Report (Robens, 1972).

58 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/336651/bis-14-1008-WERS-first-findings-report-
fourth-edition-july-2014.pdf



Decline in trade union membership and influence, resulting in the 14 million UK workers who do not belong
to trade unions, led to concern about the extent to which the UK provisions adequately addressed
consultation rights for all workers. In line with the requirements of the EU Framework Directive 89/391, in
which all workers are entitled to be consulted and represented on health and safety, in 1996 new measures
were introduced to supplement the existing provisions in the UK. Direct participation of workers and their
non-trade union representation in health and safety arrangements was provided for by the Health and
Safety (Consultation with Employees) Regulations 1995. However, these regulations added nothing of
practical substance to the existing legal framework for worker representation and consultation, and they
allowed employers so much discretion in their application that they were (and remain) both ineffective and
unenforceable (James and Walters, 1997).

The SRSC Regulations 1977 contain a curious and underutilised provision that allows workers in situations
akin to those found in the majority of small workplaces, rights to peripatetic forms of representation but
restricts these rights to members of unions representing actors and musicians. Under Regulation 8 of the
SRSC Regulations these unions may appoint representatives who do not need to be employees of the same
employer as their constituents. In effect, this allows these unions to appoint the equivalent of
regional/territorial representatives. In the case of the Musicians’ Union, this right is regarded as critical. In
the view of the Union’s health and safety officer (Walters, 2004b):

No way would we get into workplaces without the legal right. We would be shown the door, or we
would not even get through the door.

However, this right is limited to a comparatively tiny group of workers and their trade unions and not extended
to others in similar situations, nor has there ever been any serious attempt to achieve such wider regulatory
extension.5? As such, it is regarded as a somewhat anomalous provision with very limited application. There
has been little institutional support for the musicians and actors’ unions’ efforts to operationalise their
statutory entitlements, a factor that has played a significant part in their very slow development since the
rights came into effect in 1978.

As a result, representation on OSH in small workplaces takes place in only a limited way and as a
consequence of successful trade union initiatives and collective agreements, as outlined in the next sub-
section. The voluntary nature of these arrangements was not the choice of trade unions, however, and at
various times during the history of the application of the SSRC Regulations, they have made an effort to
demand regulatory reforms to address these issues, although their demands have met with relative
indifference on the part of a succession of governments.

More than twenty years ago, the election of a Labour government in 1997 led to widespread indications that
regulatory reforms, including those to consolidate and strengthen the existing statutory provisions on worker
representation and consultation on health and safety in relation to smaller firms, might take place. Measures
for regional/territorial representatives were canvassed by the trade unions in the UK after the Trades Union
Congress (TUC) adopted a resolution to this effect in 1998. Responses to a Health and Safety Commission
(HSC) discussion document (1999) on reforms for regulation on worker representation in health and safety,
indicated overwhelming trade union support for statutory measures to this effect. However, as described
below, the HSC eschewed the opportunity to make the necessary legislative changes and instead advocated
a voluntary approach (HSC, 2000).

Expectations were further fuelled by pronouncements from government ministers concerning the importance
of the role of health and safety representatives. However, concrete development on promised new regulatory
proposals was tardy. Finally, in July 2003, a set of regulatory proposals drafted by the Health and Safety
Executive (HSE) was put before the HSC. Normally, discussion at this level would be expected to result in an
amended set of draft regulations published as a Consultation Document. By this means, public opinion would
be sought and then, following further discussion and possible amendment by the HSC, a final set of draft
regulations laid before Parliament. However, in this case, apparent failure of the HSC to agree to the original
HSE draft seems to have led to abandonment of the revision of the legislation on worker representation.
Instead, the HSC decided that a voluntary approach was the way forward. In November 2003, the HSC

59 Although there is some evidence in wording of early drafts of the Regulations that suggests the legislators may have had a broader
application in mind in their original conceptualisation of this right of access.



announced that further efforts of the HSC to reach agreement on revised regulations were a poor use of
resources, and declared that, anyway, such regulations would risk introducing a more bureaucratic system
that would have little effect on what should be the regulations’ main target—workers and employers in small
and very small companies.

In place of the expected regulations, the HSE was instead charged with seeking agreement on an evidence-
based statement as the basis for securing greater worker involvement. The statement was proposed in
tandem with a HSC strategy promoting a non-regulatory approach to workplace health and safety and
suggested a series of non-regulatory measures to encourage worker involvement (HSC, 2004). In the
statement, great emphasis was placed on the government’s financial support for the development of these
voluntary arrangements, and especially for building partnerships between trade unions and employers’
groups to promote health and safety in small firms through a Worker Safety Advisors scheme. However, as
described in the following subsection, while this scheme led to some interesting initiatives, it operated on a
very small scale and encompassed only willing and committed participants (Walters, 2005). In the first of its
three years of funding, for example, it supported the appointment of only 28 worker safety advisors for the
whole country. As a model for more widespread representation of workers’ interests in health and safety in
small firms, therefore, it had limitations and provided little justification for the HSC’s apparent belief that it
could have widespread application without further regulatory support.

In 2004, the Parliamentary Work and Pensions Select Committee undertook an inquiry on the work of the
HSC/HSE. It heard evidence from a large number of interest groups, and in its report refuted the notion that
best results on worker representation could be achieved without further statutory interventions (House of
Commons, Work and Pensions Committee, 2004a). It expressly recommended that by October 2005 the
HSC publishes proposals to develop improved rights to consultation for employees, particularly in
nonunionised workplaces, including rights of enforcement through its Employment tribunal and private
prosecution routes’. However, the government response to these recommendations was to reiterate the HSC
commitment to voluntary approaches, extol the virtues of the Worker Safety Advisors scheme and its funding,
and expressly reject the need for further regulatory reform, stating:60

The Government considers that current legislation concerning worker involvement and consultation
on health and safety is adequate and it does not believe that further legislation, including new rights
on enforcement, to be either beneficial or likely to attract the necessary wide-ranging stakeholder
support to be effective.

Since this time, and until very recently, there has been no further debate concerning regulatory measures to
support trade union representation on OSH in micro and small firms or workplaces.

7.4 Examples of recent and current experiences of efforts to represent workers
on OSH in MSEs in the UK

An early article that examined employee representation in health and safety in small enterprises in the UK
and compared these practices with those in Sweden concluded that regional health and safety
representatives offered a potentially cost-effective contribution to improve the organisation and
arrangements for preventive health and safety in small enterprises (Walters, 1998). In the UK, this research
had studied a voluntary initiative that had been introduced in agriculture, led by the trade union that
organised agricultural workers but with the support of the tripartite committee for agriculture — the HSC
Agriculture Industry Advisory Committee - and the employers’ organisation. Schemes based on ‘roving safety
representatives’ for farm workers had been pursued by the agricultural trade unions intermittently since the
early 1990s. Evaluation of these approaches stressed their limitations when enacted unilaterally and without
the backing of legislation or the full voluntary support of all the parties affected (Walters, 1997). They
eventually led to a joint scheme in which roving representatives were appointed alongside a number of
employer sourced health and safety advisors. The role of the trade union as a support for health and safety
expertise remained an important feature of the joint scheme.é1 However, despite positive evaluations of this

60 House of Commons, Work and Pensions Committee, 2004b
61 This is clear from records that can be found in the minutes of the HSC Agriculture Joint Advisory Committee from the early 1990s to
the early 2000s.



scheme, once its limited funding had been used up, it proved to not be sustainable on anything like a scale
sufficient to have a significant impact in the sector and it was eventually wound up.

Following the debates of the late 1990s described in the previous sub-section, in a much-publicised national
initiative the HSE/HSC introduced its Worker Safety Advisor Scheme, in 2003. It was adopted in various
sectors (but, curiously, not agriculture) and emphasised the tasks of building participative health and safety
arrangements within workplaces, alongside other tasks of advising on health and safety practices, as being
of fundamental importance. It received a substantial level of institutional support and funding from the
HSC/HSE and the co-operation of various employers’ organisations in the sectors concerned. Independent
evaluation of the scheme concluded:62

... the activity of Workers’ Safety Advisors can make a difference to the standards of health and
safety practice at small workplaces.

Specifically, the evaluation found:63

nearly 73% of employers said awareness had increased on health and safety matters and a third
of employers stated that communications had improved
over 75% of employers said that they had made changes in their approach to health and safety as
a result of the pilot, with those changes taking place in:

o revising or introducing new policies and procedures (61%);

o regular health and safety discussion with staff (21%);

o risk assessments being carried out (11%);
nearly 70% of workers observed an increase in the amount of discussion on health and safety
the pilot facilitated the creation of safety committees in some workplaces and joint working on risk
assessments and training for workers.

Many of the Worker Safety Advisors were former trade union representatives and functioned in practice in a
manner broadly similar to regional health and safety representatives. However, under the conditions of the
scheme, which was widely publicised as a cooperative initiative, they were for political reasons not regarded
as such, but rather as products of partnership agreements between various stakeholders interested in
improving OSH in small enterprises.

Despite the success of the scheme, as suggested by the above evaluation, when the initial three-year period
of its resourcing came to an end the arrangements it had created also rapidly ceased operation.

The Worker Safety Advisor's scheme was not the only small-scale instance of a voluntary initiative involving
trade union representation on OSH for micro and small firms. As well as the earlier interventions in
agriculture, other voluntary arrangements resulting from collective agreements can still be found, such as
those in some parts of the financial services and construction sectors. In the banking sector, for example,
there are arrangements to allow trade union representatives access to worksites on a regional basis, by
voluntary agreement between the unions and the employers in the sector. On some large construction sites
where the principal contractors are among the largest construction firms, full-time trade union health and
safety 'convenors’ provide representation not only for workers employed by these principal contractors but
also, by agreement with them, for workers employed by other contractors and subcontractors.

Organising strategies for enhancing health and safety representation in small firms are also evident to
varying degrees in sectors in which there are large numbers of workers in small enterprises. Here, for many
years, unions have, of necessity, had representation strategies accounting for problems of size and
fragmentation. They may have made no overt attempt to set up formal schemes for regional representation,
but many of their practices reflect elements of such schemes and gradually merge into organising strategies
in which they are explicit. The Union of Shop Distributive and Allied Workers (USDAW), for example, has a
well-developed system for representing its members in small workplaces through the appointment of
organisers (many of which are former workplace representatives) that cover large numbers of different
workplaces usually within a particular region. Enterprises in the UK retail industry are characterised by chains

62 Shaw and Turner, 2003
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of small establishments where there is considerable devolution of managerial autonomy. Health and safety
policy is often centralised but relatively poorly understood by the management of individual retail outlets.
Health and safety is a prominent issue for union organisers, who provide advice and information, make
representations to management and may be involved in investigating hazards and accidents.

In 2008, the TUC published a guide to organising on health and safety. It set out to show how union
organisers, officers and health and safety representatives could use health and safety as a tool in campaigns
for union recognition as well as to be better organised in already unionised workplaces:64

Health and safety has not been an explicit element of our push for organising. In 1998, we launched
new unionism and the academy. OSH is only coming on board now, which is in part because we are
progressing in how we approach organising and becoming more sophisticated - branching out in
different directions. ... Organising is no longer a bolt on. It is built into everything we do. ... Health
and safety and organising complement each other. Better organisation makes for better OSH and
vice versa.

Amongst these union organisers, health and safety has therefore been increasingly perceived as a
membership recruitment issue. There is also a perception among some trade union organisers that health
and safety has become a more prominent workplace issue. This is attributed partly to greater awareness of
health and safety issues and greater prominence of deteriorating working conditions. It is also sometimes a
result of difficulties in representing workers on other matters of pay and working conditions, where, in
contrast, representation on matters of OSH gains more traction (Walters, 2001, pp. 293-295). However,
these perceptions are by no means held universally among organisers and their trade unions. For many, the
strategic choice is a matter of where the biggest gains are to be made, both in terms of membership and
impact on labour relations, and this, for the reasons outlined in the Introduction to this report, often militates
against trade unions committing their scarce resources for union organising to the situation of workers in
MSEs.

Despite these challenges, in 2018 the TUC produced guidance on representing workers in micro and small
firms in which it reiterated the provisions of the SRSC Regulations 1977 in relation to actors and musicians,
pointing out that there is nothing stopping trade unions from using them to negotiate similar arrangements
covering their own sectors and indicating it to be perfectly permissible for unions to negotiate improvements
to the current arrangements so that safety representatives can, by mutual agreement, represent workers in
several different workplaces or across a range of employers. The guidance suggests there is no blueprint for
the perfect scheme and points out that arrangements made depend on the sector and on the nature of
workplaces where trade unions have membership, but stresses that there are examples of such initiatives
being successful, including in schools, the health service, construction and the voluntary sector. It states:65

Many unions have been successful in developing some form of roving safety representatives. Here
are a few examples:

Several unions have got employers to agree that health and safety representatives can
inspect areas of work where contractors are working, raise issues with the contractors,
and discuss safety matters with the contractor’s staff.

In the voluntary sector, where there are a number of small employers, unions have in
some cases, been able to negotiate that a safety representative covers a number of
employers.

Some local authorities have agreed that, in schools, there is a system of roving safety
representatives whereby several representatives are given time off to visit other
schools to inspect. This is paid out of a separate council-wide fund.

In one ambulance service, management have supported a scheme where 12 roving
health and safety representatives cover all the ambulance stations in the area.
Previously the policy had been to have one safety representative per station, but in
practice, this had not been achievable.

64 Quoted in Loudoun and Walters, 2009
65 TUC, 2018



One branch got their employer to agree that health and safety representatives would
be given time off to visit all locations, even those where there were no union members.
Health and safety representatives can visit these sites and raise concerns. They have
been able to recruit a significant nhumber of them, and as a result some of these
workplaces now have union health and safety representatives.

Obviously, these are small scale, ad-hoc and unevaluated examples. But two of their features are striking.
First there is the similarity of their approaches and the prominence of the role played by TUPAs in each of
them. Typically, these schemes rely on local negotiation to reach agreements with employers concerning
their operation. They are frequently the result of joint actions between more than one trade union and often
in relation to a number of employers, where an agreement is reached, for example, to allow existing
representatives to extend their cover to workers of other employers, who may be working at the same
worksite or at different worksites within the same locality. Or they are commonly the result of negotiated
agreements between trade unions and larger employers with multiple worksites and fragmented
management systems, that allow representatives based at one site to travel to and have access to other
sites operated by the same employer. To this extent, their features can be seen to be responses to the
increasingly fissured and fragmented structure of work and employment highlighted in the work of
researchers such as David Weil (Weil, 2014). Their second striking feature is their similarity to those
approaches we have described in previous chapters, especially in Spain and Italy. While in the UK, these are
usually local and small-scale initiatives responding to needs perceived locally and made possible by the
nature of local labour relations, they suggest that a similar set of preconditions may determine the
development and effective operation of interventions involving TUPAs, wherever they are found. This is a
matter to which we will return in the following chapter.

Other trade union initiatives responding to conditions in MSEs are also seen in the UK. The health and safety
of workers in MSEs are not the central concern of such initiatives, rather they are responses to features of
the structure, organisation and control of the current economy in the UK, in which MSEs are prominent. That
is, they are responses to conditions found in MSEs but which are not exclusive to these enterprises or
necessarily focused directly upon them. For example, Wright (2013) notes that the implications of
externalisation and supply chain pressures for the organisation of work and production provide an obvious
stimulus for unions to develop strategies that are ‘attentive to how organisations are embedded within
[these] wider institutional structures’ (Grimshaw et al., 2005, pp. 261). Their aim is to persuade large firms
to use contractors and suppliers that comply with basic labour standards, including those on safety and
health, as a contractual requirement. To this end, sustainable sourcing strategies by unions aim to counter-
act negative impacts of price and delivery demands imposed by firms on their suppliers (Weil, 2009). Such
suppliers ultimately include many small and micro firms that are situated at the ends of the supply chains
involved.

There are signs that these strategies are being used more widely by British unions (Simms, 2011). For
example, extending collective bargaining and improving working conditions in MSEs and among suppliers
and subcontractors, has been a central objective of the living wage campaign in the cleaning industry, where
rather than establishing agreements with the contractors that employ cleaners, unions have aimed to secure
agreements with the organisations purchasing their services. For it is these organisations that effectively
determine the workers’ conditions through the price and delivery pressures they impose on their cleaning
contractors. Some cleaning contractors and subcontractors are small or micro enterprises and the working
conditions that are targeted include those affecting worker’ safety, health and well-being (Wills, 2009).

Wright (2013) observes that several unions have adopted similar approaches by utilising their position in
large unionised entities to raise the standards of the organisation’s suppliers and subcontractors. For
instance, he argues that the public-sector unions, PCS (Public and Commercial Services Union) and the
Communication Workers’ Union, successfully used their organising strength to pressure government
departments and public entities to secure recognition agreements with non-union employment agencies,
and thereby improve the pay and conditions of agency workers. Another large public-sector union, UNISON,
also utilised pressure from members working in local governments, state schools and hospitals as part of its
strategy for gaining recognition and improving labour standards and working conditions among workers
employed by catering and cleaning contractors and subcontractors for these public services. UCATT (Union
of Construction, Allied Trades and Technicians) has adopted a similar strategy in the civil construction
industry, leading to a number of firms adopting ‘framework agreements’ with which all contractors and



subcontractors must comply. Also, in construction, UNITE has succeeded in persuading local authorities,
such as Bristol, to give their backing to a construction charter that seeks to ensure that conditions for workers
on construction projects under local authority control in the city meet the highest standards. The charter
commits the local authority to work with the union to achieve the highest standards on various employment
issues, including health and safety, and the implementation of appropriate nationally agreed terms and
conditions of employment. It covers important local authority construction projects. As the mayor of Bristol,
said:66

....It'’s great that we are moving forward with ethical construction practices and | am delighted to
work with Unite to make construction sites in the city fairer and safer.

The union’s regional political officer said:67

The charter will help local workers to operate in a safe environment on construction sites and to
ensure they can raise health and safety issues without fear.

The union is seeking to extend the uptake of the charter by other local authorities. Although not directly
providing for TUPAs, these agreements have helped improve conditions among lower-tier and self-employed
contractors, where both precarious and unsafe work are most likely to exist. They often operate on larger
sites where the union can monitor their effectiveness through its safety representatives employed by larger
contractors, or occasionally by ‘safety convenors’, who are super-safety representatives, normally paid by
the principal contractor but with access to workers of all on-site employers. Similarly, unions have used their
political links to pressure government bodies to incorporate fair employment principles into their
procurements policies. Again, all these strategies are not aimed primarily at either MSEs or OSH, but their
effects may nevertheless be felt by MSEs and the safety and health of workers within them thus improved.

Another well-documented trade union approach which also helps workers in MSEs, although they are not its
primary target, is community unionism and forging links with community groups to work towards improving
pay, employment security and OSH for workers who are in poorly paid, precarious and insecure work, often
with poor OSH conditions, who are afraid to speak out for fear of losing this work and thus their sole means
of economic survival. Often disadvantaged migrant workers, many of these precarious workers whose work
is in MSEs, are therefore fearful of engaging directly with trade unions. To take account of this and stimulated
by successful experiences of the same kind of approach used by unions and community groups in the United
States, trade unions like UNITE have sought to organise precarious workers in the hotel/hospitality sector in
London (Serrano and Xhafa, 2016). UNITE also sought to build broader solidarity across large hotel chains,
rather than taking each workplace as an individual employer, and used leverage on particular high-profile
hotel brands, especially the larger ones that had signed global framework agreements or had corporate
social responsibility statements. Both the East London Communities Organization (TELCO), a broad-based
community organization, and the national community-based Citizens UK, have been involved with UNITE's
work in the sector, particularly during the Living Wage campaigns (Tapia and Turner, 2013). Citizens UK has
been effective at using community groups, particularly through local churches and other faith bodies, to raise
issues affecting low-paid and often migrant workers in the UK. These initiatives have together yielded some
positive results, including improving workers’ protection in relation to shift patterns, and bullying managers.
Significantly for our purposes, the UNITE branch’s campaign persuaded the Health and Safety Executive to
undertake an ergonomic study on housekeeping, which led to the introduction of new formal guidance for
employers and workers in the sector and the union’s involvement in the development of tools to reduce
health and safety risks involved with handling materials in hotels. Even though much of the campaign’s focus
was on influencing the policies and actions of larger organisations, it undoubtedly had some indirect
beneficial effects on conditions for precarious workers in MSEs or so called ‘self-employed’ workers in hotels
and catering. The resulting formation of a cleaners’ branch led to the appointment of health and safety
representatives, and union learning representatives and were important steps in integrating immigrant
workers into the union structure. This may help provide a platform for further and more direct action by trade
union prevention agents in the future, including those addressing OSH.
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All these approaches are, therefore, typical of modern trade union strategies to engage with the problem of
non-unionised workers that are hard to reach with conventional organising strategies in the fissured and
fractured structure and organisation of many sectors of employment in which MSEs feature. It needs to be
stressed that they cannot be regarded as the actions of TUPAs, in the same sense as those that actually
involve trade union preventive agents, such as described earlier in this section. Rather they are examples of
trade union preventive actions with the potential to improve OSH conditions for workers in MSEs. However,
although such strategies to improve working conditions across organisational boundaries have been
increasingly the subject of the industrial relations literature, their uptake remains relatively limited (Wright
and Brown, 2013).

7.5 Discussion and conclusions

This chapter has shown that, as with all the other countries in the present study, MSEs form a significant
element of the UK economy and account for the employment of a substantial proportion of the workforce.
Evidence of their OSH performance strongly indicates it is poorer than in their larger counterparts, across a
whole range of indicators, including knowledge, awareness, arrangements and outcomes in terms of
fatalities, serious injuries and work-related ill-health. Studies of these features of work in MSEs in the UK
have also pointed to explanations for these patterns that are to be found largely in the structures of
vulnerability (Nichols, 1997) inhabited by both workers and their employers in these enterprises. Moreover,
as elsewhere, there are strong indications that the structural, organisational and controlling factors that lead
to this situation are increasing in the current ‘fissured and fragmented’ nature of work, which has a
disproportionate effect on the vulnerability to harm for many workers for whom work in these scenarios is
their sole means of economic survival. In such a situation it would seem reasonable to anticipate the strong
engagement of the preventive actions of TUPAs in protecting such workers from harm.

However, this is not the case. While we have found a number of small-scale and local initiatives, the extent
of the presence and engagement of TUPAs in preventive actions in relation to OSH in MSEs is very limited
indeed. There would seem to be several reasons for this. Firstly, although under Regulation 8 of the SRSC
Regulations 1977, there is a limited provision made for the appointment of TUPAs in relation to a couple of
very specialised forms of employment in the UK, there is no general legislative requirement. Although the
stated policy position of the TUC for many years has been to call for regulatory reforms that include measures
to support TUPAs, no such reforms have been made. Therefore, all the TUPAs initiatives outside of these
limited exceptions under Regulation 8, are undertaken on a voluntary basis and are generally the result of
collective agreements between unions and employers. There have been some examples of sectoral
initiatives and one of a national initiative, that have been supported by the national authority for OSH, but
these proved unsustainable beyond the limited period for which some form of funding was available to
support them. Paradoxically, the local initiatives we have described may be more sustainable because they
have developed in response to local needs and by agreement between unions and employers acknowledging
that they need to be undertaken within the limited means provided through redistribution of existing
resources. A corollary of this, unfortunately, is that these limited resources are likely to strongly limit their
transferability to other situations and ensure that they remain quite narrowly defined local initiatives.

This said, as we have noted, there is a remarkable similarity between schemes involving TUPAs in the UK
and those in place by voluntary or regulatory requirements in Spain and Italy. Most significantly, the majority
rely on co-operation between trade unions and employers’ organisations and sometimes also between these
and public or professional institutions for their support. In the UK, from the late 1990s onwards, taking
advantage of a somewhat less hostile political and social environment resulting from the election of New
Labour in 1997, a popular labour relations strategy promulgated by the TUC and some trade unions was one
of ‘social partnership’ with employers and employers’ organisations, in which their mutual interests were
focused upon, in order to develop more favourable means of operation. Proponents (especially among
national trade union organisations) of this notion argued that trade unions were no longer able to
fundamentally challenge the priorities and interests of employers. Instead they needed to adapt their
strategies, ‘and seek out issues on which they can forge common or compatible objectives with employers’
(Kelly, 1998). Health and safety already had a strong currency as such an issue, and it is not surprising,
therefore, that it has been promoted as such by some trade union organisations (for example, see TUC,
2000). Thus, social partnership became a means adopted by trade unions to retain their position in industrial
relations, and health and safety is potentially a key organising issue in this respect. This is obviously highly
relevant to the role trade unions might play in preventive interventions in health and safety that aim to exploit



the business environment of small enterprises. It was in this climate that the initiatives identified in the
previous section, such as the Worker Safety Advisors scheme and to some extent the roving representatives
in farm-working, enjoyed their brief success. But overall, the extent to which such schemes were developed,
even in such a supportive environment, was quite limited.

While such forms of social partnership remain possible and are to some extent reflected in the current
initiatives involving TUPAs, with a changed political climate, partnership arrangements more widely are
nowadays regarded as having achieved relatively little. As indicated above, partnership involved unions
establishing agreements with employers around the principles of mutual gains through cooperation and joint
commitment to the success of the enterprise. In practice they were adopted mainly in enterprises where
unions already had a presence, rather than in non-unionised enterprises like MSEs.

Parallel approaches to improving the position of unions, developed at the same time as social partnership,
and again influenced by some trade unions in the United States, involved new forms of ‘organising’ aimed
to empower workers by instilling a culture of workplace activism, and the support of skills development to
enable them to build and maintain organisational strength. These were advanced as more suitable strategies
for gaining a foothold in non-union enterprises where managerial hostility could be expected. Although such
organising has been embraced widely and could in theory apply in relation to MSEs, much of its actions have
nevertheless focused on existing areas of strength. As with partnership strategies, therefore, unions have
struggled to organise in small firms and in the industries and workforce segments where precarious work is
concentrated, including many characterised by the strong presence of MSEs (Daniels, 2009, pp.266; Simms,
2010).

Nowadays, awareness of the extent to which the structure and organisation and control of work have become
increasingly fragmented and fissured has resulted in the development of further union strategies to exploit
the business needs of large employers through linking trade union representation and OSH in small
enterprises with supply chain initiatives. In parallel and sometimes overlapping with these strategies, are
others in which forms of ‘community unionism’ are the basis for attempts to organise otherwise
unrepresented workers in hard to reach scenarios. Such strategies are increasingly proclaimed as ‘ways
forward’ for trade unions by peak organisations in the labour movement such as the TUC. However, while
there are good examples of unions adopting community unionism and sustainable sourcing strategies to
extend representation and improve the conditions of precarious workers, including those of safety and health
in MSEs, the resources of British unions remain invested primarily in servicing members and consolidating
their position in their existing areas of strength. Labour relations writers argue that because the TUC is ‘a
voluntary and weakly organised federation of disparate sectional and producer interests’ with limited control
over its affiliates (Taylor, 2000, pp.13) it cannot ensure the strategies it advocates are implemented more
widely. The decentralised and uncoordinated governance structures of the British union movement have
traditionally allowed unions to pursue their sectional interests. Not surprisingly, therefore, when hard
pressed trade unions with haemorrhaging membership take account of the significant time and resource
costs of organising and improving the conditions of workers in MSEs, along with those of other hard to reach
workers in precarious employment, they often seek to address more immediately beneficial targets.
Substantial resources may be required to develop strategies likely to yield successful outcomes among the
concentration of precarious workers in non-union industries, including MSEs where strong collectivist
traditions are absent and where employers may be hostile to unions (COVE, 2008, pp.73). Devoting
resources to workers in non-standard employment and in MSEs also invariably means fewer resources for
permanent workers and existing members, which unions are obliged to service.

A further problem confronting trade union strategies that might help to improve the OSH conditions of
workers in MSEs while addressing wider issues of pay and working conditions is that such improvement is
not their main purpose. There is, therefore, usually no message carrier or ‘OSH awareness raiser’ in the
schemes to implement these strategies, such as is the case in the initiatives involving TUPAs that we have
previously described. As a result, the extent to which OSH is likely to feature in these initiatives depends to
a large extent on workers’ pre-existing collective concerns in relation to the OSH conditions they experience.
It is debatable how much they can serve to stimulate or raise workers’ collective awareness concerning the
need to improve their OSH conditions. But this is a problem because, as many studies of workers in small
firms show, they often share broadly the same attitudes to safety and health matters in their workplace as
those held by their employers (see, for example, the review in EU-OSHA, 2016). That is, they are often
unaware of the extent or seriousness of the risks of their work. In as far as they are aware of them, they



often both accept these risks as inevitable and ‘part of the job’, as well accepting a responsibility of doing
whatever is necessary to work with them while at the same time meeting the productivity demands of their
work. Moreover, these studies show that, to a large extent, workers condone the risk shifting practices used
by their employers to ensure that they accept these responsibilities, both in relation to addressing the risk
burden in their work and for injuries and ill-health that arise as a consequence of their failure to do so.
Further studies of such responsibilisation have linked it to the de-collectivisation of workers’ voice and the
atomisation and individualisation of the experience of work in modern economies (see, for example, Gray,
2009). In these circumstances, as we explained in Chapter 3, an important role of TUPAs is in countering
this process of responsibilisation, making workers aware of the nature of the OSH risks they encounter, what
could and should be done to address them and who is responsible for taking action to do so. Such awareness
raising is often key to the sustainability of the impact of TUPAs, and it is far from clear how wider trade union
initiatives, such as those taken to address the mobilisation of precarious and hard to reach workers,
including those in MSEs, can provide for such sustainability in the absence of key change agents to help
deliver such collective understandings.

These challenges are among those that help explain why British unions have not comprehensively devoted
resources to new strategies for reaching out to workers in MSEs. And also why they have not highlighted the
plight of these workers in terms of the poor safety and health outcomes experienced in these firms and the
ways in which they are often held responsible for them. Of course, the paradox here is that a continued
failure to do so is likely to be self-defeating for trade unions, since leaving workers in these situations without
some form of collective consciousness and organisation is likely to lead to further growth of such situations.
While allocating resources solely to members might allow a union to consolidate support among its
membership base, this invariably inhibits its capacity to expand. The emergence of new non-union firms
ultimately places pressure on unionised firms to reduce labour costs to remain competitive. Unions
perceived as focusing too heavily on defending members’ interests, instead of extending gains to those
without union representation, also undermine their legitimacy among non-members and the broader commu-
nity.

Finally, this chapter concludes that, while there is considerable potential for trade union action and actors
to play a role in improving OSH in MSEs, current practices fall some way short of realising this potential.
Moreover, in the absence of significant funding and a legislative framework that provides trade unions with
clear rights of representation, within which future strategies could be framed to help spread the successful
small-scale initiatives we have seen, it is difficult to see how the potential of TUPAs to make a significant
difference to the participation of workers in MSEs in improving the OSH conditions of their work, could be
achieved on a substantial scale. Furthermore, while the wider strategies employed by trade unions to reach
out to non-union and unorganised vulnerable workers, including those in MSEs, could, in theory, help play a
role in improving the OSH conditions for many of these workers, current experience of these approaches
suggests they too have some way to go to realise their potential to do this successfully or sustainably.



8 Discussion: Comparative findings on the determinants of success for
TUPAs in five countries

8.1 Introduction

This chapter considers the features of schemes for TUPAs in Italy, Spain, Sweden and the UK that contribute
to their success. It compares and contrasts their structures and operation and discusses what determines
how they work in practice. The aim is to identify patterns in the arrangements, operation and support for
TUPAs in the countries studied. To do so, it compares TUPAs’ perceptions of their key activities, the support
they receive and the effects they have on OSH in MSEs. It considers, comparatively, the institutional supports
for their actions, such as the resourcing of the schemes of which they are part, time off to undertake
functions and receive training, the provision of information, and rights to undertake inspections,
investigations, make representations, respond to unsafe work situations and so on; as well as the contexts
that shape them. A key further question the chapter seeks to address concerns the mode of action of TUPAs
and how it can be understood in the contexts of the social and economic relations of OSH within MSEs. In
particular, the chapter explores the extent to which TUPAs might offer significant supports for workers’ safety
and health in MSEs by helping to offset the pressures of risk shifting and responsibilisation faced by workers
in these situations. In this respect, for example, as we indicated in the Introduction to this report, it is
important to ask whether TUPAs behave in ways that can be understood as actions of worker representatives,
or are they better understood as means of delivering OSH expertise, facilitated through the contribution of
external trade unions and other partners to this process.

As our review of the relevant literature in Chapter 3 makes clear, it is also important to explain the contexts
in which TUPAs are found and which help to shape them and their actions. There are several relevant
elements to this discussion. Some are found in the national determinants of the existence of TUPAs, critically
for example, whether they are a product of legislative requirements, voluntary joint arrangements or the
result of some other means. Put another way, it is clearly important to understand the regulatory, labour
relations and business contexts in which the actions of TUPAs occur. Assessing how these contexts influence
TUPAs is necessary if their contribution to preventive practices is to be effectively understood and the
possible implications this may have for future preventive policies targeting MSEs properly appreciated. It is
clear from the preceding chapters that these contexts vary enormously, even within the few Member States
of the EU we have studied. Therefore, this discussion will explore the significance of the effects of such
variation, ranging from the embedded support for TUPAs found in Sweden to its seeming complete absence
in Poland.

Finally, the chapter discusses the contribution made by the evidence of the present study in helping to situate
the position of TUPAs relative to the analysis of current research on the effectiveness of support for OSH in
MSEs in the EU. It considers the implications of this for the future development of national and European
Union policies to support improved OSH arrangements for MSEs.

8.2 What works?

Survey evidence of patterns in OSH outcomes in MSEs is notoriously difficult to analyse effectively, as we
showed in Chapter 3. Analysis of patterns in trailing indicators of outcomes, such as recorded work-related
fatalities, injuries and ill-health, is hampered by limitations in the quality, reliability and detail of the available
data. It is also extremely difficult to distinguish possible size-effects from those of other confounding
variables. The impact of TUPAs on these outcomes is usually impossible to ascertain from such data. In this
respect, approaches to evaluating the effectiveness of TUPAs are therefore no different from those informing
the evaluation of most interventions on OSH in MSEs. Evidence of the effectiveness of these interventions
is usually sought from measures of their impact on leading indicators, such as arrangements for OSH made
in MSEs before and after particular interventions, including changes in OSH awareness and practices among
workers and owner-managers. Such evidence is usually provided by owner-managers and workers
themselves, as well as by observers of their actions, such as regulatory inspectors and OSH practitioners,
and occasionally records of these actions. The data are often subjective and qualitative and subject to
considerable limitations concerning their representativeness, reliability and generalisability. Nevertheless,
as the previous four chapters suggest, in the case of TUPAs, this evidence, where it is available, points with



remarkable consistency across four countries, to a perception of the effectiveness of their interventions in
supporting and sustaining improvements in OSH in MSEs. Chapter 6, for example, makes reference to the
long history in Sweden of positive evaluations of the system of regional representatives, which continue to
the present time. The actions of regional health and safety representatives and their outcomes are also often
cited as examples of successful and effective interventions in wider research on OSH in MSEs, (see, for
example, EU-OSHA, 2017b, 2018a). In Spain, as Chapter 5 makes clear, TUPAs report success in achieving
marked improvements in approaches to OSH management in MSEs in many of the sectors, like construction
and forestry, where they are active. In Italy, as discussed in Chapter 4, territorial health and safety
representatives have been successful in achieving improvements in OSH in MSEs in co-ordinated actions in
several localities and sectors, especially, for example, in construction and the craft sector. In the UK,
although present day schemes have not been evaluated, the impression received from the trade unionists
who participate in them is that they are successful interventions, while the evaluations of previous schemes
both in the UK and elsewhere showed that participants believed them to lead to significant improvements
in MSEs (see, for example, Walters, 2002). All these perceptions would appear to be entirely absent in the
discourse surrounding OSH in small firms in the fifth country in our study, despite the long-standing potential
for such a role conferred on the social inspectors in Poland.

This leads to questions concerning why TUPAs are effective and what sustains such effectiveness. Looking
at the variety of schemes involving TUPAs in different sectors and regions of the four countries, what is
perhaps most striking is not so much the differences between the various settings of TUPAs’ activity which,
given the different national contexts, are themselves unsurprising, but the evidence of threads in common
running through the accounts of the engagement of TUPAs in OSH in MSEs. These common elements lead
to some conclusions concerning ‘what works’. The following discussion of what makes for effective TUPAs,
distinguishes between institutional factors that contribute to their success and those that reflect qualities of
engagement of TUPAs with workers and owner-managers in MSEs. The latter are discussed in a subsequent
section. However, it is important to bear in mind that such institutional and individual factors are, in practice,
interlinked and operate in tandem to determine the outcome of initiatives involving TUPAs.

Among institutional factors that contribute to success, the extent of financial support for the TUPAs schemes
is a clearly important determinant. Schemes involving TUPAs in different countries require resourcing to
cover the costs of the time of the TUPAs themselves, the provision of their training and information and the
co-ordination of their actions. The schemes that are perceived as most successful are, in almost every case,
those that are most adequately resourced. Conversely, the availability and continuity of such support for
them is a strongly limiting factor on the development of schemes involving TUPAs and their capacity to
influence OSH arrangements and outcomes in MSEs. In the four countries studied there is a considerable
range of sources and forms of support, as indicated by Table 8.1, while no such support would appear to be
contemplated in Poland.



Table 8.1:

Bilateral bodies, ultimately
employers’ contributions.

Salaries, visits,

Basis of system and provided for by
regulation and bilateral agreements,

Ital Financial ) training, ) )
y National fund controlled by informition but applied very unevenly by region
INAIL but currently not operative and territory
A range, including regional : . Voluntary, bipartite or tripartite
.g. ) g g' . Salaries, visits, Y, bIp ) P
administrative authorities, training agreements, estimates suggest
Spain Financial insurance, employer im‘ormaytion o something like 45% of Spain's
contributions and trade union ordination ’ workforce is covered by regional
sources TUPAs agreements
Regulatory requirements, cover is
Salaries, visits, regtt muzh uqniversal in workplaces
) ) State funding (55%) training, Pretly ) . .
Sweden | Financial . . . where there is a trade union
supplemented by trade unions information, co- . .
o member, i.e. around two thirds of all
ordination
MSEs
Schemes supported by Training,
redistribution of existing information, Limited to situations in which
UK None resources for OSH time off for arrangements for representation
representation, usually by visits to other already exist and extends them to
agreement between unions and | workplaces, achieve wider coverage
employers travel etc.
Poland None None None None

It is clear from the Table that, firstly, to be operational TUPAs schemes benefit from some kind of resourcing,
even if it is provided through redistribution from elsewhere. As anticipated, such resourcing helps to pay for
the time spent by TUPAs engaged in preventive activities in MSEs, and for the cost of the training and
information that enables them to perform their tasks effectively. It also pays for other facilities they may
require, such as office accommodation and transport to the sites of their activities. In every case, the more
substantial schemes are in their coverage, then the greater are likely to be their demands on resourcing. In
the cases where the resources for them are provided by redistribution from elsewhere, such as in the UK, as
is clear from the accounts in Chapter 7, such arrangements are limited to particular sub-sectors and
localities where they are made possible usually through local collective agreements with larger employers or
unilateral actions by trade unions. In these situations, there is no possibility for their more widespread
expansion. Similarly, where TUPAs are the result of time limited interventions where, for example, a
programme is funded for a limited period or by a fixed amount, in most cases, once this has been used up,
the initiative has been discontinued. Sustainability of resourcing is, therefore, a major factor influencing the
development and operation of such schemes and there are no instances of them being self-sustaining
except on a very limited scale. As some of the experiences in Spain illustrate, it is possible for voluntary
initiatives to achieve stability in their financing thanks to multi-year agreements and their semi-automatic
renewal, but there is also a link between regulatory provision for TUPAs and the provision of resources, as is
seen in both Italy and Sweden. This is an important consideration with policy implications concerning, for
example, sources of funding for such schemes, and what they actually represent in terms of real costs, to
which we will return later. However, for the time being, it is important to emphasise that one of the essential
messages that emerges from past and present analysis of TUPAs schemes is that adequate resourcing is a
significant determinant of ‘what works’ in terms of effective TUPAs’ actions.

The second element of support that has proved to be essential in the promulgation of arrangements for
TUPAs in all the countries we have studied is the commitment of the trade unions concerned to actively
promote and support the development of the role of TUPAs in their policies and practices. It would appear
from the examples detailed in previous chapters that there is considerable variation in the extent and ways
in which this is done. In some cases, especially where there is support from wider regulatory measures,
TUPAs appear to have become embedded in the approaches taken by trade unions towards their role in OSH.
In Sweden, for example, the regulatory requirements for regional health and safety representatives are of
long-standing and supported by both blue and white-collar unions. Chapter 6 reports the presence of a



structured and mostly standardised manner of operation. Workplaces are selected based on the union's
regional safety representative plan and prior knowledge of workplaces. When conducting visits, the TUPAs
present themselves, their task and the purpose of the visit to managers, usually check documents, inspect
the premises and talk with workers (and their safety representatives if there are any), before ending a visit
by discussing their observations and proposed improvements with managers and filing an activity report
which details those problems and required improvements. Patterns were more varied in other countries
depending on circumstances, but these routines were more or less recognisable in Italy, Spain and the UK
too.

A third and related element in common in the majority of the successful schemes described in the previous
chapters is that they are supported by some degree of institutional co-operation. Successful TUPAs schemes,
regardless of whether they have a voluntary or regulatory basis, are far more commonly the result of
institutional cooperation between trade unions, employers and sometimes other public actors, than they are
a reflection of embedded conflict between these bodies. In Italy, the creation of a network of bilateral bodies
at both regional and territorial levels, through which TUPAs’ actions are both resourced and co-ordinated,
involves co-operation between trade unions, employers’ organisations, including those representing small
businesses, as well as, to varying degrees, the engagement of public authorities, practitioner bodies and
other agencies.

Even in the UK, the current local schemes described in Chapter 7 involve some level of agreement between
trade unions and employers supporting the peripatetic activities of TUPAs, while past schemes, such as the
WSA scheme, covering a variety of sectors, and the roving trade union representatives specifically related to
agriculture, were strongly supported at the institutional level by both employers’ organisations and the public
authorities. One feature of this support evident in a number of the schemes currently operating in Spain,
Italy and previously the UK, is joint actions involving both TUPAs and preventive agents that have been
appointed by employers, working closely together and even sharing visits to MSEs between them. TUPAs in
these schemes often indicated that such joint actions were a significant element in winning trust and co-
operation from owner-managers in MSEs. However, they were not a determining feature of the success of
all of the TUPASs’ initiatives described in previous chapters, and the majority of such initiatives involved TUPAs
acting independently of employer appointed agents, even where both were part of a jointly supported
scheme.

Therefore, while it is undoubtedly in many cases a helpful feature of schemes involving TUPAs, such
institutional co-operation is not always a determining factor for their success. There is evidence in a number
of countries that these approaches can also be successful when they are the result of unilateral labour
relations strategies of trade unions to represent the needs of workers in MSEs. As we will explore further in
the following section concerning the mode of action of TUPAs, one of the significant issues in understanding
the challenges for TUPAs in relation to helping to protect and improve the OSH of workers in MSEs is the mix
of representative, co-operative and advisory actions and roles that their position calls for. Which of these
roles is adopted is largely informed by the contexts in which the TUPAs operate. In the situation of the TUPA
in Prato in Italy that is discussed in Chapter 4, for example, she perceived that the requirement of her role
emphasised supporting disadvantaged workers in MSEs in her territory who faced considerable exploitation
and abuse of their legal rights from the owner-managers of these firms. Co-operation with employers’
organisations and with owner-managers in these situations was not judged to be an option that would
produce useful support for these workers. Instead, the considerable challenges of protecting their interests
had led to the adoption of a more conflict-based trade union role that focused on mobilising and organising
workers, as well as working with regulatory enforcement agencies, to achieve a degree of collective
protection for workers in this situation. Similar approaches are discussed in Chapter 7 on the UK, indicating,
for example, how local trade union officials have co-operated with community organisations to support
vulnerable workers in hotels and restaurants, as well as those employed in cleaning, to better organise to
address the challenges of exploitation and its OSH consequences that these workers also faced. Other
examples of this approach were also found in Spain and Sweden. The approaches adopted, therefore, reflect
the range of strategies used by trade unions and their health and safety representatives and the variety of
exigencies in the labour relations contexts in which their actions are embedded (see, for example, Walters
and Frick, 2000).

Further related to institutional co-operation is the sector-based orientation of many of the schemes
discussed in previous chapters. This provides a fourth feature in common among the successful initiatives



described previously, since many of them are sector-based. Here, what is most evident concerns the
specificity of solutions for OSH in MSEs. As we highlighted in Chapter 3, wider research on successful
interventions on OSH in MSEs points to the importance of owner-managers and their workers perceiving the
relevance of interventions to their specific needs and the perception that those making the intervention have
experience and understanding of these needs. Thus, situation-specific solutions are more likely to be
perceived as being appropriate and effective than more generic ones. There are many examples of the
recorded successes of TUPAs presented in the previous chapters that illustrate this point. They may be
actions that have led to improvements in management practices in relation to traditional risks, such as
accidents, noise, chemicals and widespread MSD-risks, specific to particular sectors. Or, as the examples
from Sweden show, they might involve regional health and safety representatives from the hospitality
workers’ unions supporting immigrant female hotel-cleaners who are afraid to complain to managers of
having too many rooms to clean, which results in very high musculoskeletal workloads; or the psycho-social
risks arising from the organisational and social work environment which are the subject of more than half of
the workplace visits of white-collar unions’ regional representatives, such as those for school teachers,
addressing high levels of work-related stress, high workloads and unlimited work among other white-collar
workers too.

It is also the case, of course, that much of the bipartite or tripartite institutional infrastructure supporting
TUPAs is sector-based. This further ensures that sector-based approaches are probably more common and
more likely to be supported with appropriate resourcing and contacts than other types of TUPA initiatives.
Equally, however, the local basis of these initiatives is important for similar reasons of proximity and know-
how. Locally based TUPAs are far more likely to understand the social and economic position of workers and
their employers in the local economy and to recognise the influences that can be brought to bear on
improving OSH in these situations than are agents with less familiarity with local affairs. For example, in most
of the countries studied, together with the regional or territorial structures that support them, TUPAs are able
to develop a strong sense of the profile of MSEs in the area they cover, and from this they are able to plan
visits with some degree of systematicity and keep records of progress made in the locality. In the forests of
Castilla y Ledn in Spain, for example, as Chapter 5 describes, although work sites were very difficult to find,
map and visit because of their remoteness, following the support of a collective agreement, a visiting
program was established and it succeeded in expanding to cover all workplaces with an annual visit. TUPAS
are now well known and well received by crew leaders and by workers, and the contracted MSEs cooperate
with them. In Italy, in Veneto, for example, local development of an infrastructure for the support of the
actions of territorial representatives allowed companies to consult RLSTs and for the latter to respond to
their needs. Local networks had also been established with the aim of developing monitoring and research
activities in collaboration with universities, and of coordinating the activities of RLSTs and the local OSH
offices, defining strategies for prevention at all these levels. Participants noted that they helped ‘provide a
neighbourhood support structure for workers and companies’.

The other obvious institutional feature contributing to the success of programmes involving TUPAs to which
we have already alluded is the role of regulation in their support. The present research confirms findings of
previous studies in this respect (see for example, Frick and Walters, 1998; Walters, 2002, 2004b). Where
regulatory provision has been made for the appointment and functions of TUPAs, such as is especially the
case in Sweden, but also in Italy, it is far more likely to result in both successful and sustainable interventions
than is the case where such interventions are the result of voluntary initiatives. Even in countries like the
UK, where regulation is very limited and highly specific, as Chapter 7 makes clear, its beneficiaries regard it
as an essential support to their operation. There are a number of reasons why regulation is important, all of
which have been extensively argued in previous publications.68 Firstly, regulation bestows rights and
responsibilities on its beneficiaries, as well as requirements upon duty holders. These act to provide a steer
to trade unions and employers’ organisations as to what can be expected from the structure, organisation
and operation of TUPAs schemes and indicate what is required of owner-managers in MSEs to allow TUPAs
access to their workers and to cooperate with them to improve OSH arrangements. They also, of course,
provide TUPAs with a set of functions to conduct and some guidance on the parameters within which these
functions can be expected to operate, as well as an understanding of what is anticipated from the TUPAs
themselves in the delivery of their functions. Of course, the power of regulation to ensure any of this happens

68 These include, not only Frick and Walters, 1998, and Walters, 2002, 2004b, but also Walters, 2006, and most recently EU-OSHA,
2016, 2018b. In addition, various studies of the supports for the actions of health and safety representatives more generally,
confirm the importance of a regulatory steer, especially in relation to representation in smaller firms).



is far from absolute, but such requirements have nevertheless been shown in previous studies to be an
important influence on practice. This was also true in Sweden and in Italy in the present study.

For example, in Sweden it is quite clear that the regulatory provisions provide the framework for the extensive
development of the system of regional health and safety representatives that is seen there more than
anywhere else in the world. In Sweden, the regional safety representatives are the main actors promoting
OSH in MSEs, making 55-60,000 visits to these enterprises annually. There are different forms of regional
representative, according to sector and union policies and resources; thus in Transport they are full-time,
whereas elsewhere they are part-time. Sometimes they are experienced local representatives, often chief
safety representatives, who perform a regional role in addition to being a representative in a large enterprise.
But the majority are union officers who are also RSRs on a part-time basis (though this is sometimes close
to full-time), due to the shortage of both funding and experienced local representatives. Moreover, it is clear
that the representatives and the owner-managers of most MSEs are at least to some extent aware of these
provisions and the basic rights they confer upon the representatives. It would also appear that in many
instances regional representatives act in leadership roles in participative approaches to OSH in MSEs, and
to some extent the legislative provisions help facilitate this. For example, although both local safety
representatives and regional representatives have rights to stop dangerous work in Sweden, it is noted in
Chapter 6 that when such action was required, local representatives in small enterprises often preferred
regional representatives to undertake it rather than doing it themselves. And the regional representatives
generally appear to have done so without fear of retribution and say that nearly all work-stops are quickly
resolved with management without calling in the labour inspectorate.

In Italy the picture was more mixed and dependence on bi-partite and tripartite arrangements was important
regardless of the legislative provisions. The former arrangements meant that there was considerable
variation in the ways in which the legislative requirements were operationalised in practice and there does
not seem to have been any role for the regulatory authorities in determining or enforcing this. However, here
too the regulatory framework provided a baseline and where co-operative arrangements were not adequate
or present, representatives were still able to operate with the legislative requirements and union organising
strategies to achieve protections for vulnerable workers in MSEs, as the case in Prato illustrated.

More significantly perhaps, regulatory requirements convey a general message, not only to their subjects but
more widely, concerning societal expectations. This is, in itself, an important contextual influence supporting
the confidence of TUPAs concerning their legitimacy, and awareness of them and their role by workers,
employers and other parties with an interest in MSEs. More specifically, regulation is a means with which to
provide a platform of rights and functions on matters such access to workers in MSEs, co-operation from
owner-managers in investigations, provision of information, training and support for TUPAs, and so on which
helps give TUPAs an authoritative and objective baseline for their operation, making it easier to achieve
common standards in this respect across a wide range of workplaces and work situations. Finally, as we
have already mentioned, regulation also facilitates the development of TUPAs schemes by stimulating their
funding and institutional support, as is evident from the descriptions of the arrangements in both Italy and
Sweden. At the same time, the presence of regulatory requirements on the statute book contributes to
ensuring the continuation of institutional support for TUPAs by embedding them more generally in prevention
systems and creating public expectation concerning their sustainability. At the same time, the inclusion of
regulatory provisions concerning the appointment and activities of TUPAs in legislation on OSH and labour
relations, signals that the national discourse on the involvement of TUPAs in preventive OSH for MSEs has
already progressed to a fairly advanced stage. While measures may remain the subject of political dispute,
their inclusion in regulation in some countries implies the presence of a far greater degree of
institutionalisation, acceptance and consequent continuity in these national settings than is the case in
countries in which such provisions do not exist.

In short, therefore, the previous four chapters provide a rich account of the operation of institutional supports
for TUPAs in four EU countries. They demonstrate the importance of a regulatory steer, engagement of trade
unions and employers’ organisations, the support of other actors with an interest in OSH, such as regulatory
inspectors and OSH practitioners, as well as the importance of ensuring that TUPAs themselves are well
trained and competent to undertake the tasks with which they are charged. Although we have only studied
these supports in relation to a variety of schemes involving TUPAs in four EU Member States, there is
sufficient consistency in our findings to predict that the same type of support would be necessary in any



Member State in which such schemes were expected to have a significant impact on preventive OSH in
relation to MSEs.

It is, therefore, of some concern that in the fifth country that was included in the study, researchers were
unable to find any evidence of such support. Although micro and small firms are a strong presence in the
Polish economy and there is some acknowledgement that safety and health in these firms is at least as
problematic in Poland as it is elsewhere in the EU, as we discussed in Chapter 3, there appears to be no
appetite for a regulatory framework that provides TUPAs with any role in prevention initiatives in relation to
them.

Unionisation in Poland is comparatively low (and has been falling continuously since 1989), this would seem
to have rather marginalised the presence and significance of the social inspectors, that in theory have
functions similar to health and safety representatives elsewhere, in strategies to ameliorate working
conditions overall. While the social inspection system has quite advanced features which, in theory, could
be adapted to extend the influence of TUPAs to protect workers in MSEs, nothing in our findings indicates
that this has occurred. A combination of falling union density, neo-liberal economic policies and a weak trade
union position politically, seems to have resulted in such a potential being overlooked both in the discourse
on the reform of labour relations and that on improving OSH. Indeed, since the demise of the planned
economy and accession to the EU, far from resulting in extending the role of social labour inspection,
increasing neo-liberal political and economic policies have resulted in pressures to remove the requirements
for them from the statute book. National contexts help determine the level of institutional support for TUPAs
among Member States in the EU, and there is clearly a spectrum of different levels of such support that are
dependent on context. While countries like Sweden illustrate the extent of its potential, at one end of this
spectrum, the example of Poland suggests that, at the opposite end of this spectrum, the possibilities of
institutional support are very limited indeed. Exploring how far the Polish experience is repeated in other EU
Member States was beyond the remit of the present study. However, contemporary accounts of the role of
trade unions in industrial relations in Eastern Europe point to strong similarities between the Polish approach
and that found in other, so called, Visegrad states like Hungary, the Czech Republic and Slovakia (see, for
example, Bernaciak, 2017). This suggests that contextual barriers to the development of institutional
support for TUPAs may not be limited to the Polish experience alone.

Finally, on institutional support for TUPAs, readers who are familiar with research concerning this form of
support for worker representation on OSH more generally, will have recognised the similarity between
findings on institutional support required for effective actions on the part of TUPAs and those that other
research has shown to be necessary for the effective action of workplace representation on OSH more
generally. However, one key difference is that both TUPAs and the institutional support they receive, are
based outside the enterprises on which they hope to achieve an effect. Therefore, key assumptions
concerning the role of worker/trade union organisation and support from inside the workplace — which are
often among the most critical factors affecting successful outcomes for worker representation in larger
organisations (see, for example, the conclusions of a review of a host of previous studies in EU-OSHA, 2017c¢)
— do not apply in the same way to the actions of TUPAs. The consequences of this for the mode of action of
TUPAs are explored in the following sub-section.

Turning to the actions of TUPAs within MSEs, there are a number of parallels between the various schemes
described in the previous chapters, in which the effectiveness of the direct influence of TUPAs on OSH in
MSEs is evident and from which further details of the picture of ‘what works’ in terms of effective actions on
OSH in relation to MSEs emerges. For example, in Sweden regional health and safety representatives are
expected by law to engage with workers and owner-managers in MSEs in several different but
complementary ways. As Chapter 6 indicates, the law stipulates three tasks: to minimize work risks; to
support local OSH management arrangements; and to promote worker participation in these measures.
Annual reports on their activities confirm that this is what they do, thereby acting as 'workers’ voice' in three
respects: using their knowledge, skills and experiences to address the risks workers face; relocating the
main burden of responsibility for preventing harm from workers back to the owner-managers who are legally
responsible for managing the risks; and improving local dialogue on OSH by appointing, training and
supporting safety representatives. In Italy, RLSTs reported that they normally walked around the workplace
with the owner-manager or OSH manager, to help them understand the most important problems and



propose solutions, and afterwards produced a written account of their findings focused on suggesting
improvement actions. Usually, they paid attention to fairly straightforward and visible OSH arrangements,
and their account was used as a way to influence the site’s prevention system and cooperate with employers
and OSH management. At the same time, however, they consulted with the workers in the MSEs and
responded to their requests and concerns, as well as investigating the issues they raised. In Spain, although
there was much variation in practice, similar routines were also easily identifiable among the more
successful schemes. That is, TUPAs visited worksites and, having first introduced themselves to the
responsible manager, they examined the entire worksite, usually with the manager or supervisor, identifying
and documenting risks and suggesting improvements, usually focusing on proposing simple solutions. They
also usually verified their understandings by talking to the workers before making their documented
recommendations. In addition, it was recognized that the establishment of legitimacy and authority for the
TUPAs was an important support for the success of their actions; something that was important in all the
countries studied. Its achievement was in part a result of the institutional support for TUPAs that we have
described in the previous section, but it was also the consequence of the experience, personal qualities and
training of the TUPAs themselves. As each of the national chapters demonstrate in their different ways,
successful TUPAs were almost always skilled, knowledgeable trade union representatives with a clear
understanding of the technical, legal and advocacy elements of their tasks, and possessed of the diplomatic
skill to engage MSE owner-managers in a dialogue, as well as good judges of the appropriate balance of
these elements in their relations with owner-managers and workers.

What is perhaps most striking about these findings is that, apart from the external nature of the role of
TUPAs, and the challenges this presents, the personal qualities and experience, as well as the need for good
quality information and training, that all influence their effectiveness, are not significantly different from what
research has demonstrated to be among the features of successful health and safety representatives
generally. For example, Hall et al. (2006, 2016), based on both qualitative and quantitative field research in
Canada, discuss the role as one of ‘knowledge activism’ in which effective health and safety representatives
adopt and adapt a mix of political, legal and technical knowledge to be able to engage in dialogue on OSH
with employers and managers in ways that have some chance of influencing outcomes. Based on their
mainly European studies, Walters and Frick (2000) argued that representatives selected from a spectrum of
communication strategies, ranging from conflictual approaches to those relying on consensus, to engage
effectively with employers and managers. They further argued that, as with the findings of the present study,
the labour relations contexts in which representatives operated determined where on this spectrum the
selection was made. These points are re-confirmed in the major European study of the role and actions of
worker OSH representatives in a follow-up to the ESENER-2 project commissioned by EU-OSHA (2017c). In
their studies of worker representation on OSH in mining globally, Walters et al. (2016a, 2016b, 2016c,
2018), also show that successful strategies of miners’ OSH representatives to bring about improved OSH
conditions involved a sound understanding of their own legal entitlements, along with an equally good
understanding of those addressing the OSH issues they wish to improve. Effective representatives positioned
this understanding and OSH dialogue with mine management in ways that could not be confused with
negotiations addressing wider terms and conditions of employment in mining in order to successfully
overcome the embedded hostility of powerful mining companies to both their presence and their actions. To
be able to function effectively, in all these cases, the research shows that, as with TUPAs, the representatives
needed to be well-informed, well-trained, and experienced, but also to possess strong personal qualities of
confidence, commitment and resourcefulness in overcoming the substantial challenges they faced.

These common findings on what makes trade union representatives effective prevention agents, regardless
of whether they are based outside or inside enterprises, are important for several reasons. Firstly, of course,
they indicate that these prevention agents use more than just technical skills and knowledge to be effective.
They suggest that their additional resources include competencies acquired as trade union representatives,
that are especially useful. Secondly, they show that it is precisely because of their background and training
as trade union representatives, that they act in participative ways that help to increase awareness of OSH
issues on the part of both owner-managers and workers. Thirdly, they indicate that they have well-thought
through strategies for doing so in ways that will help improve the OSH experiences of the workers on whose
behalf they act.

While these features have been repeatedly shown to be critical to the success of the knowledge activism of
trade union OSH representatives generally, they are especially important in the particular circumstances of
OSH in MSEs. As we indicated in Chapter 3, a significant potential in the use of TUPAs in relation to MSEs is



found in the way that their interventions can also help to reduce practices of risk shifting that are well
established means with which owner-managers deal with OSH issues in MSEs and which result in workers
having to cope with these risks as though they were solely their own responsibility. Research suggests such
practices are often prevalent in MSEs in which a multifaceted absence of resources, combined with
pressures arising from the organization of work and the relations of production, mean that workers are
frequently unable to take measures that would address these risks adequately and therefore this risk shifting
and responsibilisation has the overall effect of increasing their burden of risk (EU-OSHA, 2018a, 2018b). We
suggested in Chapter 3 that TUPAs are particularly well suited to ameliorating this process. This is not only
because their trade union background means they are likely to have a particular focus on workers’ needs,
but also because they are well-informed concerning regulatory responsibilities and the requirements of OSH
management, and are trained in the techniques of representation. As a result, they are therefore in a position
to make representations to owner-managers concerning workers’ needs and at the same time to help to
build a more participative culture for risk management within the MSE. As the last four chapters clearly
demonstrate, there is ample evidence to support this understanding of their role in all four of the countries
we have studied.

These observations are also especially important because they are congruent with the findings of wider
research concerning ‘what works’ in relation to OSH interventions in small firms. This work has repeatedly
demonstrated the important role played by face-to-face contact between (usually) owner-managers in small
and micro firms and change agents or intermediaries that deliver OSH messages to them in ways that engage
their attention and persuade them of the benefits of taking action to improve the arrangements they have
made for OSH in their enterprise (see, for example, the review of this research in EU-OSHA, 2016).
Regardless of whether the change agents are regulatory inspectors, OSH practitioners, consultants or even
intermediaries with a more distant relation to OSH, such as public health inspectors, sales representatives
or tax inspectors, it is their visits to workplaces and face-to-face contact with owner-managers that have
been shown to be critical in extending influence on owner-managers. This is because this contact allows
them to transfer (often quite simple) OSH messages to owner-managers in ways that register with the latter
far more effectively than through arms’ length delivery strategies such as internet portals or paper-based
tool-kits. TUPAs function in the same way, with the added bonus that, unlike most other intermediaries, there
are both knowledgeable and skilled in OSH, and their particular feature is that, unlike other intermediaries,
they are there to represent the interests of workers in achieving better arrangements for OSH.

The cases presented in the previous four chapters, therefore, demonstrate the potential of TUPAs to act
effectively in improving OSH arrangements and outcomes in MSEs, and help to explain the mechanisms with
which they do so, both in terms of the institutional support they receive, and the qualities of their personal
engagement that contribute to their effectiveness. Confirmation of this potential in the present study, begs
questions concerning the role of TUPAs in wider strategies that seek means to achieve improvement in OSH
in MSEs. It is to this role that we turn in the following section of this chapter.

8.3 The role of TUPASs in prevention strategies for OSH in MSEs

Within the EU, there are European and national level policies concerned with the role of MSEs in the
economy. For several decades there has been a tension observed in these policies, between those driven
by neo-liberal orthodoxies and those addressing social protection, including the protection of labour. This is
manifest, for example, between policies with the aim of promoting more ‘business friendly’ forms of
regulation and regulatory inspection, believed to encourage business success among MSEs, and those that
seek to achieve improved OSH outcomes through compliance with strict legal standards of worker protection.
Both are often the responsibility of the same governance to deliver and (in the case of the latter) to enforce.

At the level of the EU, there are a range of recent policy statements that recognise both the importance of
protecting workers’ safety and the challenges of doing so in MSEs.%° Recent research on OSH in MSEs has

69 The most recent major policy developments at the EU level in which safety and health in small firms is explicitly addressed can be
found in the:
. EU Strategic Framework on Health and Safety at Work 2014-2020;
. Establishment of the European Pillar of Social Rights, adopted in June 2017 and signed at the summit in Gothenburg in
November 2017; and



reported signs of acknowledgement of the specific needs of MSEs in several key regulatory initiatives (EU-
OSHA, 2018a). As we outlined in Chapter 3, the same research has pointed to the problem of transfer and
sustainability of interventions to improve OSH in MSEs and for the need for more effective co-ordinated
strategies of support for OSH in MSEs to overcome this challenge. All this suggests that now is an opportune
time to review the elements of current knowledge on ‘what works’ for OSH in MSEs and ensure such
knowledge is turned to good advantage. The positive findings reported in the present research concerning
the role of TUPAs in initiatives to promote improved OSH arrangements and outcomes in MSEs, therefore,
prompt some consideration of their possible role in such strategies. At the same time, as the present report
has also made clear, the unmistakable leitmotif of modern economies in the EU concerns the scale and pace
of change in the structure, organisation and control of work, in which MSEs play a significant part. This leads
to some further reflection concerning the implications of such change for TUPAs and related trade union
efforts to contribute to improved OSH arrangements and outcomes in MSEs. The following subsections
consider both these issues in turn and what the present research suggests concerning the role of TUPAs in
relation to each of them.

MSEs are regarded as of central concern in the national OSH policies and plans of the majority of Member
States and by the EU itself. In general, such policies and plans make reference to the need to take account
of the challenges of securing safe and healthy work environments in these firms and doing so by paying
particular attention to the needs of owner-managers and their workers to enable them to achieve this. In
Chapter 3, it was suggested that the means with which national authorities go about this involve increasing
use of regulatory approaches that depart from traditional command and control inspection strategies. While
they generally acknowledge the significance of research findings highlighting the important role of face-to-
face contact with inspectors, these additional approaches adopt a variety of further strategies designed to
reach ‘hard-to-reach’ MSEs. Such strategies include, for example, paying greater attention to stimulation and
promotional activities that aim to increase reach and ‘buy-in’ from both MSEs and the organisations that
may represent them, with greater focus on advice and guidance, and on cascading messages to MSE duty-
holders and sub-contractors. The combination of their sheer numbers and the low profile they have with
regulatory agencies, means they simply cannot be adequately reached with normal face-to-face inspections.
In some cases, these approaches are consciously combined with the use of intermediary organisations and
actors that have the capacity to transfer OSH knowledge and methods to MSEs and, as detailed in Chapter
3, when these methods have been combined with strategic co-ordination to achieve maximum effect, recent
research suggests they are among the most successful and sustainable ways of extending influence on OSH
to MSEs (see EU-OSHA, 2018a).

Chapter 3 further pointed out that trade unions are among the intermediary organisations that are relatively
well-placed to contribute to this. Previous studies provide some evidence that they are active in a variety of
ways in supporting workers’ safety and health in smaller firms. It showed that their use of TUPAs was one of
the ways in which they had already done so in the countries included in the present study (see, for example,
Walters, 2002). This study has confirmed this to be the case and shown that schemes involving TUPAs in
Italy, Spain, Sweden and the UK continue to provide support to workers in MSEs, as well as to those in small
workplaces, such as shops or schools, that are part of larger organisations but which function semi-
autonomously and with little of the resources available for OSH management in more centralised, larger
organisations. It further confirms the success of the influence of these social agents on OSH in MSEs and
establishes that, like their predecessors, current TUPAs schemes display several of the features that
research on OSH in MSEs concludes to be important in influencing ‘what works, for whom and in which
contexts’ in the deployment of strategies and tools for OSH improvements in MSEs.

This suggests a strong potential for the role of TUPAs in wider co-ordinated strategies to support OSH in
MSEs, such as those envisaged by the current regulatory thinking discussed above and in Chapter 3, and
which recent research suggests to be the most successful of the range of interventions designed for this

. Communication of the EC in January 2017 on the Modernisation of EU Occupational Safety and Health Legislation and
Policy.

This triumvirate emphasizes the importance of worker protection in MSEs, as well as the significance of Member States’ responsibilities
in this respect. Although the importance of support for business success features in all these policy statements, their parallel
emphasis on worker protection and enforcement responsibilities signals something of a departure from previous texts with a more
neo-liberal orientation.



purpose. However, with the possible exception of the Swedish arrangements for regional health and safety
representatives, the present research also indicates that the current scale of operation of schemes studied
in other countries falls a long way short of delivering this potential. While in Italy and Spain there are
numerous initiatives involving TUPAs, supported by regulation and/or by collective agreements across a
range of sectors and locations, and they can be judged to be more or less successful in delivering the support
for which they are intended, the scale of their development since they were previously studied nearly 20
years ago suggests relatively slow and uneven progress has been made with their uptake and transfer more
widely. It is also evident that TUPAs are most effective when they have both the policy and practical support
of other institutional actors, such as employers’ organisations, the public authorities and OSH practitioners,
as has been shown to be the case in Italy and Spain. But despite the willingness of such actors and
institutions to provide this support, many of the schemes do not extend much beyond the confines limited
both by sector and locality.

The present research has been unable to fully establish the reasons that explain the relatively limited and
slow growth of these schemes. It is clear they are best supported when they are included in provisions of the
regulatory framework and where they are a strong and established element of the mission of trade unions
generally, such as in Sweden. But even here, as Chapter 6 makes plain, employers’ organisations have
escalated their public pronouncements of a political hostility to regional health and safety representatives
in recent years, with mounting criticism concerning the motives and integrity of the representatives and their
trade unions, along with demands for the repeal of the regulatory provisions, demands which opposition
political parties have threatened to implement should they be in government in the near future. Generally,
such schemes have often been viewed with a degree of suspicion by institutional actors in other countries
too, where they have been regarded as underhand means for trade unions to recruit new members and
spread their influence on labour relations.

Of course, a major issue for the growth, transfer and sustainability of TUPAs concerns the resourcing of
schemes to support them. An undoubted reason for the initial success and spread of the Swedish
arrangements was that they were largely resourced from a Work Environment Fund that was contributed to
by taxes collected from employers. And although this Fund no longer exists, a substantial part of the costs
of the scheme has been borne by the state, with trade unions also contributing an increasingly significant
proportion. Chapters 4 to 7 have shown that schemes in other countries are funded in a variety of different
ways — from regional funds, contributions from participant organisations, funds transferred from non-profit
making social and employment insurance schemes and so on. In all cases, there are significant costs
associated with the schemes, even if they can be shown to be negligible in terms of the savings to the public
purse as well as to employers, that are made through the contributions TUPAs make towards the prevention
of injuries and ill-health in MSEs. The problem with this, however, is that while the former costs are borne
directly by the organisers and/or supporters of the TUPAs schemes and are usually visible and known to all,
the latter represent more indirect savings to the public purse or beneficiaries, the magnitude of which
requires calculation and is frequently debated. The result of this has been a general unwillingness of
potential funders to make significant long-term commitments to supporting such schemes. This makes them
difficult to both start and sustain, with uncertainty often surrounding the continued existence of even the
most successful of schemes. This presents huge challenges to the development of their undoubted potential
to play a significant role in wider co-ordinated strategies to support OSH in MSEs.

A further limiting factor concerns the attitudes of trade unions themselves to these schemes. As indicated
in the Introduction and Chapter 3, trade unions in most EU Member States have been suffering
haemorrhaging membership for some time and are naturally concerned with recruiting new members and
with organising strategies to do so. However, contrary to the fears expressed by employers’ organisations
and the like, their priorities for doing so seldom involve targeting workers in micro and small firms because
the returns for the investment of their scarce resources are not sufficiently rewarding. Instead, they tend to
target their traditional sources of membership in larger organisations with these strategies, where the
rewards for success are likely to be numerically greater. As we have discussed in previous chapters and will
revisit in the following sub-section, although there are some indications of changing approaches taken by
unions to mobilising groups of workers in non-traditional forms of employment, while some of these workers
may be employed in micro and small firms, and while unions may use poor OSH conditions as a mobilising
strategy to organise workers, these are not the primary target of such strategies and generally TUPAs are not
involved in such activity. So, while trade unions may wish to help unorganised workers in MSEs improve their



work environment and OSH outcomes, investment of their scarce resources in doing so is unlikely to be a
top priority for most union strategists.

This report has made it clear that changes in the ways in which work is structured, controlled and organised
are evident in all the countries studied. Equally evident in these economies, is the speed of such change,
which is widely agreed to be historically unprecedented. Here is not the place to rehearse the reasons for
this, but it is important to acknowledge that such change has implications for the practice and perceived
outcomes of TUPAs schemes and, as the accounts in previous chapters make clear, such effects are much
in evidence.

In particular, challenges for the approaches of TUPAs include, for example, the ‘upstream effects’ of
economic/business relations and how to respond to the acknowledged shift away from traditional bilateral
employment relations to more complex influences of third party interests that are a prominent feature of the
experience of work in many MSEs. Similarly, there are challenges for TUPAs presented by the increasing
presence of so-called fissured workplaces and the increased fragmentation of managerial control,
particularly in multi-employer worksites in which MSEs are especially prominent in the lower tiers of the
relations of supply. There are further challenges presented by precarious, insecure and casualised work
arrangements and by the unorganised workers that increasingly dominate employment in these situations.
By no means all of these situations are the preserve of MSEs, and quite large organisations are also often
involved, but they are part of the same changing work scenarios in which hard-to-reach MSEs have a strong
presence and which are increasingly acknowledged to present problems for the effectiveness of
conventional regulatory strategies, as well as those of organised labour, to protect decent working conditions
and the safety and health of the workers involved.

Even where TUPAs systems are quite extensive, their supports and conventional modes of action are
challenged by such changes, as the experiences in Sweden described in Chapter 6 make clear. While in
other national situations where there are no (or only very limited) TUPAs systems in place, these
developments may act as formidable barriers to their establishment and influence. Previous chapters have
touched on how other forms of trade union action aimed at supporting workers’ interests have sometimes
been adopted to address these situations. For example, some trade unions have the capacity to exert
influence on major high-profile economic actors higher up supply chains, to support better working conditions
in the MSEs at their ends, or through alliances between themselves and community groups to help raise
collective awareness and mobilise actions among migrant or other disadvantaged groups. In previous
chapters, some examples of successful trade union initiatives to improve working conditions in such
scenarios, where workers in MSEs are hard to reach with conventional trade union actions, including
arrangements for TUPAs, have been presented. There are many questions concerning the nature and
determinants of such actions and the labour relations and business contexts in which they might be effective;
as there are concerning the extent and capacity of trade unions to act effectively in such situations. There
are also questions concerning their relationship with more conventional approaches, such as those involving
TUPAs.

The extent to which these departures from traditional union organising strategies represent evidence of a
wider or more varied role for trade unions as intermediary actors in supporting intervention processes in
MSEs is also important to consider, especially in the light of developing regulatory strategies to address the
same scenarios. It is clear from reports of official inquiries into these emergent scenarios, as well as from
the recent research literature and policy pronouncements in some Member States and at the level of the
EU, that there is a growing awareness on the part of the state of the need to adapt the conventional
approaches of governance and regulation of work and employment to meet the challenges of these
situations.

As recent policy pronouncements at these levels suggest, there is a growing recognition of some of the
unacceptable consequences of economic liberalisation for the conditions of work and employment for many
workers. The importance of this for trade union approaches to OSH in MSEs is clear. If, as suggested in the
previous sub-section, trade unions have a significant role to play in the co-ordinated actions to support OSH
in MSEs that recent research has found to be effective, then it follows that there may also be opportunities
for them to participate in representing the interests of workers in the development of wider approaches to



the reform of governance and regulation also intended to improve working conditions in these and other
work situations in which workers are vulnerable. Although there are few explicit references in national
inquiries to TUPAs schemes as possible solutions in these scenarios, the present research suggests there
are some indications that this may be the case in at least some of the countries studied. In Sweden, for
example, as reported in Chapter 6, a recent public inquiry (SOU, 2017) analysing structural and
organisational changes arising from outsourcing, self-employment, supply chain pressures, temporary
employment, hired labour, self-employment, and so on, also looked at the RSRs right of entry in the changing
labour market. It proposed extensions to these rights, allowing unions to appoint RSRs for workplaces
without members but covered by collective agreements, which would have the effect of extending union
entry rights in many industries.

But the study also shows that these are developments that are still a long way from becoming part of either
state or trade union approaches to supporting the prevention of harm to workers in MSEs generally. Or
indeed, that trade union engagement with new approaches to regulation and governance is always
encouraged or accepted by state actors. Therefore, it seems there is still a considerable way to go before
trade unions play a sufficiently prominent role in these wider strategies to contribute effectively to
representing the interests of workers caught up in the situations they are intended to address, and thereby
more effectively meet the challenges of change in the structure, organisation and control of work and
employment, in which MSEs also feature prominently.

8.4 Summary and conclusions

This chapter has presented a discussion of the main findings of research in five European countries
concerning the role and achievements of trade union prevention actors in supporting workers’ safety and
health in MSEs in the EU. It has focused on the evidence of previous chapters concerning their effectiveness
and discussed supports and constraints as identified by the present research. It has also situated both the
reality and potential of TUPAs to contribute to improved OSH in MSEs in relation to the wider strategies of
governance and regulation that share the same purpose in the EU and its Member States, discussing the
implications of this for future prevention policies on OSH in MSEs in Europe.

First and foremost, the contribution of this study adds to existing evidence of the effectiveness of TUPAs.
Despite marked differences between schemes involving TUPAs in four of the five countries studied, a
consistent finding was that, in the experience of both participants and observers of these schemes, they
were effective contributions to the means of improving the safety and health of workers in MSEs. This was
not the case in the fifth country, because the research found no evidence of the presence of such schemes
among the strategies to address OSH in MSEs in Poland.

The research confirmed the findings of earlier studies concerning the supports for TUPAs’ interventions
(Walters, 2002). It divided discussion of these supports into first considering those with an institutional basis,
and then those that explain the effectiveness of TUPAs based on their personal qualities and their mode of
action. But the discussion also made the point that, in practice, these two types of support are interlinked
and operate in tandem with, for example, the contributions of personal qualities and modes of action of
TUPAs being also dependent on the nature, quality and extent of the institutional support they receive. In
short, the discussion found supports for effectiveness to include:

a regulatory steer, such as is strongly evident in Sweden but is also present in Italy;

commitment and action from trade unions, embedding their TUPAs strategies firmly in their
organising priorities as well as those on OSH and MSEs

engagement of other institutional actors with TUPAs schemes, especially through bipartite or
tripartite agreements between unions and other institutional actors, in particular those representing
employers, as well as those representing the interests of MSEs, regional and local government,
regulatory authorities, social insurance organisations, OSH practitioners and other bodies with
related interests;

secure and sustained funding for TUPAs schemes either through state support or through the above
agreements, or both

Turning to the personal qualities and modes of action of TUPAs, the discussion in this chapter has made it
clear that research findings strongly suggest that, apart from the external nature of their relations with



workers and employers in MSEs, what supports effective action is not that dissimilar to the findings on these
matters in relation to health and safety representatives operating from inside workplaces. That is, confident,
well-trained and well-informed representatives who use a mixture of political, legal and technical skills in the
ways they approach their tasks, are most likely to have some chance of influencing the OSH outcomes of
their engagement with both workers and owner-managers in MSEs.

It is further notable that, in so doing, these change agents also meet the criteria of success that wider
research on the interventions of intermediaries in OSH in MSEs concludes to be effective. This is particularly
important when reflecting on the possible role of TUPAs in wider policy and strategies to support sustainable
improvement in OSH in MSEs, and the discussion in the present chapter concludes on this note. It argues
that the findings of the present research confirm those of previous studies and point very strongly to the
potential TUPAs have to play a significant part in the co-ordinated strategies of support that wider research
on OSH in MSEs has argued to be necessary if good practice in relation to OSH in these MSEs is to be
transferred more widely and sustained. Moreover, it explains why this is so by focusing especially on the
mode of action of TUPAs. However, it also acknowledges that the realisation of this potential is beset with a
number of significant challenges, including the need for sufficient political will to include support for these
approaches at appropriate levels in national and EU policies; continued commitment from trade unions in
ensuring the effective delivery of the contribution of TUPAs, along with continued exploration of making this
contribution more relevant and attuned to the changing world of work and employment and their control; co-
operation from the key actors involved; as well as redistribution of resources to reflect the public
responsibilities of production and thereby safeguard the safety and health of workers in all workplaces,
regardless of size, and to remove inequalities in this respect.

In most of the countries in the present study there are signs that if the above preconditions were met, the
role of TUPAs in effective strategies to support OSH in MSEs has the potential grow into an even more
significant and important contribution than it is already. However, as is illustrated by the experience in the
fifth country we have studied, without such preconditions it is unlikely that such schemes can have even the
smallest impact.



9 Conclusions

This report has presented an account of schemes in which trade union prevention agents are active in
supporting OSH in MSEs in four EU countries. It has discussed what their operation suggests concerning
their effectiveness and its support. The research also examined approaches to the involvement of TUPAs in
a fifth European Member State, but was unable to find evidence of their presence. References to Poland in
the report have therefore mostly concerned the contextual reasons that help explain the absence of TUPAs
from initiatives to improve OSH in MSEs in this country. These are, of course, also important in informing
reflections on the feasibility of a significant role for TUPAs in European strategies to improve OSH in MSEs in
the future, which has been one of the central aims of this report. This final chapter, therefore, summarises
the research findings and their analysis and offers some conclusions concerning the key features of TUPAs
and their contributions to OSH in MSEs, including: the problem they address, how they operate, what
determines the nature and effect of their actions and the contexts in which they take place in the countries
studied. Here, as in other chapters, the aim has been to situate the evidence of the present research in
relation to the wider contexts of current knowledge concerning ‘what works, where and for whom’ in
supporting improved arrangements for the safety and health of workers in MSEs. This approach allows some
final reflections concerning implications for the role of trade unions in future policies and strategies on the
governance and regulation of OSH in MSEs in the EU.

9.1 The problem of OSH in MSEs

Chapter 3 of this report began by outlining the social and economic significance of micro and small
enterprises (MSEs) in the economy of the EU, in terms of their numbers and share of employment, as well
as their wider contribution to the economy, and to European societies more generally. It noted that outcomes
for safety and health of workers in a substantial proportion of these enterprises have been a cause for
concern for some time, and pointed to the presence of a significant inequality between workers in these
enterprises and those in larger organisations, concerning both their exposure to risk and the extent to which
they benefit from arrangements in place to protect them and manage these risks appropriately. It further
pointed out that the reasons for such inequality are found in the multifaceted dimensions of their resource
poverty and consequent vulnerability in both human and economic terms. This in turn is widely recognised
to be a result, not only of limited awareness, skills and capacities of owner-managers of MSEs to manage
OSH effectively, but also the weak and vulnerable positions in which these firms are frequently found in the
markets in which they conduct their business. The struggle to address the competitive pressures that
determine the economic survival of many MSEs means their owner-managers often do not prioritise
adequate worker protections and workers often accept this situation in efforts to preserve their pay and
employment security.

In these circumstances the challenge for governance and regulation of OSH in MSEs, as well as to trade
unions that represent the interests of workers in these firms (regardless of whether they have members in
them), is how to get regulatory frameworks to protect workers’ safety and health effectively operationalised
and their benefits delivered to these workers.

9.2 Strategies for prevention and the significance of TUPAs

The earlier chapters of this account explained how, in theory, TUPAs have the potential to play a significant
role in contributing to improved OSH in MSEs. For example, Chapter 3 indicated that, while EU Member
States have frameworks in place for the governance and regulation of OSH in all workplaces, review of the
research literature on OSH in MSEs demonstrates that for many MSEs this alone is insufficient to ensure the
presence of appropriate arrangements for OSH. It showed how acknowledgement of the need to ensure OSH
messages are delivered in ways that are relevant and useful to owner-managers has led to a substantial
array of tools developed to bridge the gap between regulatory requirements on good practice on OSH and
the concerns, practices, abilities and understandings of owner-managers in MSEs. These tools aim to equip
owner-managers and their workers with the knowledge, skills and instruments to operationalise OSH
requirements and duties. But as this report has also pointed out, a second key finding of previous research
is that such development does not achieve operational change on its own, because whatever their clarity
and relevance, such arms’ length tools do not necessarily motivate owner-managers to use them.



Emergent from this research, therefore, has been a consensus that some form of intervention is mostly
necessary to assist owner-managers and their workers in understanding, implementing and operating
required OSH arrangements. The review of previous research presented here has taken the theoretical
position that TUPAs are key players in providing such intervention.

In brief, in Chapter 3, we argued that the findings on ‘what works’ in terms of intervention in MSEs provides
strong evidence that the role of intermediary actors and processes are important. Our review of previous
research confirmed that face-to-face contact with change agents is by far the most effective way of bringing
about a successful intervention. While the use of more arms’ length methods may have some merit, they are
nowhere near as effective as those that reach out to owner-managers in MSEs in ways that include some
form of personal contact with change agents, whoever they might be. Of course, regulatory inspectorates
have long known this and indeed research has repeatedly confirmed that face-to-face contact between
inspectors and owner-managers produces action, but since there are so few inspectors and so many owner-
managers, significant contact between them is extremely unlikely. Research shows that, instead, there is
considerably greater likelihood that owner-managers will have contact with a host of other intermediaries
with the potential to convey messages that may have the same effects on actions on OSH. Some, such as
OSH practitioners, advisers and consultants, and the agents of social and employment insurance
organisations, have detailed knowledge of the ways and means required to meet OSH requirements or use
OSH related instruments. Others, such as other agents of the state (for example, tax or customs and excise
inspectors), business start-up advisers, other financial advisers, the officers of employers’ associations and
small firm organisations, suppliers of substances and materials, and so on, have less OSH knowledge but
are nevertheless likely to be able to command the attention of owner-managers. TUPAs are good examples
of the first type of intermediary, and therefore it might be anticipated that they will be well-placed to have a
significant impact on improving arrangements for the safety and health of workers in MSEs.

The findings of the present research confirm this. In the cases investigated in four of the five countries
included in the study, the TUPAs who participated were usually well-trained, well-informed, experienced,
confident and competent interlocuters on OSH for both workers and managers in MSEs. As the summary
presented in the following section concludes, in the majority of these cases they were able to show that they
had been able to achieve significant improvements in awareness of, and arrangements for, OSH in the MSEs
that they had visited and helped. This was not the so in the fifth country, but here we found no cases of
TUPAs involvement in MSEs and concluded that wider political and economic contexts were unsupportive of
such arrangements in this country.

However, a major concern with the role of intermediaries identified in wider research on OSH in MSEs
generally, is that, unfortunately, while research demonstrates their usefulness, it also indicates that the
nature of their interventions is often quite narrow, focused on support for addressing particular problems,
often in restricted types of MSEs, localities and trades, and thus its effects may be quite limited in terms of
their reach and transfer. It also suggests that their sustainability is problematic, especially because of their
often time-limited funding. Our studies have shown that the same can be said for many of the examples of
TUPAs reported from lItaly, Spain and the UK, and when this evidence is combined with the findings of
research previously undertaken on TUPAs, these limitations become even more apparent. For example, the
majority of the TUPAs schemes included in the review undertaken by Walters in 2002 in these same three
countries are no longer active, not because evaluations found them to be ineffective, but mainly because
there was no provision made for their long-term resourcing. Moreover, many of the present schemes we have
studied are dependent on the co-operation of employers, their organisations and those of small business
and restricted to trades or localities where such co-operation can be found. The funding for them is often
precarious and its future highly uncertain, while other schemes, such as those currently operating in the UK,
have no extra funding at all and rely on the goodwill and mutual agreement of the parties concerned to
facilitate them within their existing resourcing by whatever means they have available.

Nevertheless, despite these significant challenges, the findings of the present research in these three
countries, as well as those on the more robust, comprehensive and better sustained provision in Sweden,
suggest sound reasons why it might be anticipated that TUPAs and trade union actions on OSH in MSEs more
generally, are among the schemes involving intermediaries that are most likely to be successful and
sustainable. We have concluded that they therefore have the potential to play a significant part in the co-
ordinated strategies for supporting OSH in MSEs that recent research suggests as a positive way forward
(see EU-OSHA, 2018a). We will return to further reflections on this following the next section, in which we



first summarise our conclusions on the experiences of TUPAs in the four countries in which we have found
them to be active.

9.3 What TUPAs achieve and what supports their achievement — evidence from
the findings

Chapter 8 discussed the findings from the detailed cases of the actions of TUPAs in four countries. It
concluded that, although there was great variation in the quality and extent of evaluation (reflecting the
different levels of development of TUPAs in the four countries), there was nevertheless reasonable evidence
from all these countries that TUPAs were a significant support for improved OSH awareness, arrangements
and practices in MSEs. They were a particular support for workers in MSEs who otherwise may have felt
unable to raise OSH issues with their employers, and they further supported efforts to improve participative
arrangement on OSH in these firms. But more often than not they were also valued by owner-managers of
MSEs as sources of guidance on OSH that was especially relevant to their needs.

The research also examined the mode of action of TUPAs and showed that they were usually experienced,
well-trained, well-informed and competent trade union representatives that acted in ways similar to those
explored in greater detail among workplace health and safety representatives and described in the literature
as typical of ‘knowledge activists’ (EU-OSHA, 2017c). That is, they behaved in ways best understood in terms
of the actions of experienced worker representatives. Where it was appropriate to do so, they actively
defended the interests of exploited workers. At the same, they were sensitive to their position as external
agents and of their potential influence on owner-managers who were receptive to advice and guidance on
good practices. Their actions therefore also often involved the delivery of OSH expertise to owner-managers
as well as workers.

The research found these achievements to require institutional support, which was available in a variety of
ways and to varied extents in different countries, sectors and localities, and these various forms of support
were important in shaping the modes of action adopted by TUPAs. First and foremost, the research
concluded that a regulatory steer was probably the most significant support available to TUPAs, and in
countries, such as Sweden, where regulatory provisions have been embedded in national requirements on
the work environment for decades, their effects were strongly facilitative of the extent of TUPAs activity —
which was far greater here than in any of the other countries studied.

But regulatory provision is a product of national context and, while it is undoubtedly an important influence
in Sweden, it is not the only reason for the spread and success of regional safety and health representatives
in this country. Comparatively high levels of trade union density in Swedish workplaces, as well as a long-
established culture of social democracy, allow its effective operation in Sweden in ways that would not be
supported in the other countries in the study. Nevertheless, we have concluded that a regulatory steer
remains an important support for TUPAs schemes generally because, even if its provisions are not as
extensive as in Sweden, it can still provide a platform of basic requirements on which more specific and
detailed arrangements can be made according to circumstance. This was largely seen to be the case, for
example, in Italy, where regulatory provisions also exist, albeit in a more limited way than in Sweden. Of
course, the labour relations and business contexts in which the actions of TUPAs occurred were also
influential in both shaping them and in determining their outcomes, as were the effects of sector, size and
business practice in the cases studied. The research further concluded, therefore, that just as important as
a regulatory steer, were the collective agreements that could build more detailed and practical arrangements
fitted to local and sector business conditions. In addition, such agreements imply the support and co-
operation of other institutional actors, as was seen in all of the four countries where TUPAs were active. Not
only did these include the trade unions’ traditional interlocuters, such as employers’ organisations and
regulatory agencies, but also small business and practitioner organisations and, in some countries, at least
historically, they have included the agencies and organisations of social insurance too.

The research concluded that a major feature of the support for TUPAs that helped to determine the size and
scale of their actions was the level and continuity of funding for schemes involving them. Here again national
context would seem to be a primary influence, and what has occurred in Sweden in relation to the original
and current sources of public and trade union funding has not been replicated anywhere else.



There are several further conclusions to be drawn in relation to resourcing. Firstly, the evidence suggests
that if TUPAs schemes are to enjoy any significant degree of development, they will require some level of
funding. Secondly, if this support is not continuing, it is unlikely that the TUPAs schemes will become well-
established. Thirdly, there are a variety of sources of funding, but arguments concerning the cost-
effectiveness of the schemes need to be made at the macro level if they are to be meaningful, since the
costs of poor OSH outcomes in MSEs are mostly felt at this level, rather than at the level of individual
enterprises (except in the case of catastrophic incidents). The research therefore further concludes that
these too are issues involving the national contexts in which TUPAs occur, since political will is necessary to
make such decisions concerning resources on a sufficiently wide scale for cost-efficiency arguments to apply.
It is significant in this respect that, with the exception of Sweden, in all of the countries studied there had
been either very limited or non-existent efforts made to fund TUPAs in these ways. Even in Sweden, as we
have previously noted, such funding appears to be politically contentious.

Finally, while the cases in the four countries studied mostly focused on trade union prevention actors
(TUPAs), the research nevertheless also frequently noted the wider role of trade union prevention actions in
contributing to the support for workers on OSH in MSEs. Chapter 8 argued that the latter were especially
significant when account was taken of the challenges presented by change in business operation and its
regulation in most EU economies. It noted the effects of these changes on the way in which work is structured
and organised and discussed its effects on both the practice and perceived outcomes of TUPAs. It also
explored what other forms of trade union action could be seen to be supporting the representation of
workers’ interests in small firms in such situations. From this discussion it is concluded that there is some
evidence of a wider and more varied role for trade unions as intermediary actors in supporting intervention
processes on OSH in these changed work scenarios in which MSEs are often embedded. Several initiatives
found in the UK, in Sweden, in Spain and in Italy, as well as evidence of a wider awareness among trade
unions concerning the challenges that change in the organisation, structure and control of work present for
conventional approaches to the representation of workers’ interests, point to ways in which trade union
preventive actions can be adapted to address these scenarios. For example, there are joint structures to
support workers and employers in small firms with advice, information and training in which there is
engagement of trade unions in several EU Member States. Interventions higher up supply chains have also
been employed by trade unions in sectors such as transport, textiles and construction, both nationally and
globally, to influence the working conditions experienced by workers in the micro and small firms that are
often situated at their ends. All of these examples have already been shown by the literature to be successful.
Again, however, wider national political and economic contexts are important determinants of such actions
and in terms of the potential obstacles confronting such transfer and development of both preventive agents
and actions. It is, therefore, a sobering reflection that in the fifth country included in this study, no such
agents or actions were evident and the national context was widely agreed to be unsupportive of them.

9.4 Implications for policy and strategy

In the Introduction to this report we pointed out that recent research on ‘what works’ in relation to strategic
support for OSH in MSEs has suggested that to overcome the known limitations of interventions, co-
ordinated approaches in which several key players and processes are involved in more orchestrated actions
in which support for reach, sustainability and transfer are embedded are possible solutions. We further noted
the link made in recent published research between what studies of OSH in MSEs have found to be
successful, and contemporary regulatory research showing the need for smarter regulatory strategies to
address the consequences for OSH compliance created by the changing world of work. Putting the findings
of these two separate fields of research together with those of the present study suggests several important
conclusions:

TUPAs have special features that enable them to act as successful intermediaries, worker
representatives and change agents on OSH, with both workers and owner-managers in MSEs;
Intervention strategies that use intermediaries including those involving TUPAs are more successful
at achieving improved OSH than arms’ length strategies, but they are limited in their reach, transfer
and sustainability;

Co-ordinated strategies that combine intervention with strategic leadership and support from peak
organisations involved in the market relations in which MSEs are embedded, have a better chance
to overcome these limitations of reach, transfer and sustainability, including those found in the



changed scenarios of structure, organisation and control increasingly present in European
economies;

Trade unions are among these peak organisations. Despite the reduction of their membership and
power in recent decades, they remain a ubiquitous presence across most sectors of economic
activity in the EU. As such, in terms of the sustainability of actions to support OSH in MSEs, they are
potentially very important indeed, and their engagement centrally in whatever public/private
regulatory mixes are employed by governance to take forward these co-ordinated strategies may be
an important key to the success of such strategies

Our overall conclusion, therefore, is that our evidence confirms the strong potential of TUPAs to play an
important role in future strategies to achieve more effective arrangements for OSH in MSEs and related
scenarios. These include the strategies necessary to deliver the objectives of recent EU policies on OSH (see
Chapter 8) and also to address OSH protections in the ‘new world of work’ currently denied to many
vulnerable workers, a large proportion of which labour in MSEs. However, to realise this potential requires
the political will necessary to think positively and creatively about macro level policies and strategies that
will support the extension and resourcing of schemes involving TUPAs. Our findings show very clearly that
this includes an examination of ways to improve legislative support for the rights of workers in MSEs to have
access to trade union representation on OSH matters; and serious consideration of the cost effectiveness
of funding to extend the arrangements involving TUPAs that have proven successful, both more widely and
on a more long-term basis than is presently the case in most EU countries. Rather obviously, this also
requires buy-in from the key institutional actors involved, including not only trade unions but also regulators,
employers and small business organisations at national, regional and local levels.

We therefore end on a more cautionary note. Throughout the report we have focused on examples of good
practice and the supports necessary to ensure their success. We have found a number of cases in several
countries in which it has been possible to demonstrate how these can work to improve the experience of
OSH arrangements and their outcomes for workers and owner-managers in MSEs. But it would be naive
indeed to assume that evidence of the existence of these positive outcomes is sufficient to ensure the
support necessary to achieve their wider application. After all, as we have already noted, a previous
publication which included an exploration of the role of TUPAs in the same countries as those we have
studied in the present report, came to more or less the same conclusions concerning their usefulness
(Walters, 2002). Yet, nearly twenty years later, the schemes discussed in that previous publication have not
grown significantly. Indeed, many of them have ceased to exist altogether, while many others have struggled
to survive. Moreover, in countries such as Sweden, where the preconditions for an effective contribution to
be made by TUPAs are already well established and there is good evidence that such a contribution is in fact
made in this way, the work of TUPAs has become increasingly difficult, the proportion of funding received by
trade unions to organise these initiatives has continued to fall in comparison to the overall costs of the
schemes and their very existence remains threatened by the consequence of a possible political change in
government. At the other extreme, in at least one of the EU Member States in which we have explored the
possible existence and actions of TUPAs we have found that no such schemes appear to exist and the
preconditions for their support are also not present. In others, such as the UK, the few schemes that could
be described as involving a form of TUPAs are nowadays mostly the result of unilateral initiatives on the part
of trade unions that have been able to achieve a limited number of successes mostly with local sector based
agreements, which, while reasonably successful in their own right, do not seem to be the basis for more
universal extension, without considerable additional support.

The conclusion from this is plain. Despite the evidence of the achievements of TUPAs, the spread of their
development is relatively limited in most Member States of the EU. For the most part, they are neither
supported by legislative actions nor by sustained funding and there remains considerable resistance to the
mainstream adoption of such approaches from employers’ and small business organisations and their
political supporters in government. To exploit the potential that is shown by the limited schemes studied so
far would require initiatives at sector and national levels and a strong leadership steer. But regulators are
wary of adopting this role because of the perceived resistance to such schemes from employers and their
representatives, while trade unions are also cautious of unilateral commitment to such schemes. Although
demands for legislative provisions to set up arrangements to enable them to represent workers on OSH in
MSEs have been made by trade unions in many countries, promotion of OSH in MSEs through the role of
TUPAs rarely features prominently in the organising strategies of these and other trade unions. There may
be sound, if pragmatic, reasons for this. In a climate in which unions generally struggle to retain members



and recruit new ones, devoting their diminishing resources to actions perceived to require the investment of
resources in initiatives that produce little in the way of significant gains in membership, profile or power are
unlikely to be appealing, or indeed even practicable.

We therefore end with the conclusion that, although research clearly demonstrates the benefits of TUPAs
and their potential to play a more significant role in delivering the prevention strategies on OSH in MSEs in
the modern world of work that are sought by the EU, to achieve this potential will require a considerable shift
in the political will of all key actors in peak organisations of governance, regulation and the market.



References

Achur, J. (2011). Trade union membership 2010. London: Department for Business Innovation and Skills.
AF (2017). Arbetsmarknadsutsikter - hosten 2017. Stockholm: Arbetsformedlingen.
AFS (2001). Arbetsmiljéverkets féreskrift 2001: 1. Systematiskt arbetsmiljéarbete. Stockholm: Arbetsmiljoverket.

AFS (2015). Arbetsmiljéverkets foreskrift 2015: 4. Organisatoriska och social arbetsmiljé. Stockholm:
Arbetsmiljéverket.

AKU (2016). Labour Force Survey March 2016. AKU201603_1574.XLS. Stockholm: SCB.

Ales, E. (2011). Lart. 9 dello statuto dei lavoratori alla luce della legislazione pit recente in materia di salute e
sicurezza: partecipazione o controllo? . Rivista italiana di diritto del lavoro, 30(1), pp.57.

Almond, P. (2015). Revolution blues: the reconstruction of health and safety law as ‘common-sense’ regulation.
Journal of Law and Society, 42(2), pp. 202-229.

Almquist, R. and Henningsson, J. (2009). When capital market actors reduce the complexity of corporate personnel
and work environment information. Journal of Human Resource Costing and Accounting, 13(1), pp. 46-60.

Alvarez Gonzélez, D. (2013). Evolucién y resultados del programa de visitadores en Castilla y Ledn llevado a cabo por
los Agentes Econémicos y Sociales. Consejeria de Economia y Empleo de Castilla y Ledn. Junta de Castillay
Leon, Valladolid: Boletin de Prevencion de Riesgos Laborales nimero 169, Direccion General de Trabajo y
Prevencon de Riesgos Laborales.

Angelini L., (2017). La rappresentanza dei lavoratori per la sicurezza nelle societa di capitali e nelle aggregazioni
economiche complesse. Diritto della Sicurezza sul Lavoro, 2, pp. 102-142.

Antonsson, A.B. (2011). Féretagshélsovard i smaféretag; i SOU 2011: 63. Framgangsrik féretagshélsovard -
mojligheter och metoder. Stockholm: Fritzes.

Antonsson, A. B., Birgersdotter, L. and Bornberger-Dankvardt, S. (2002). Small enterprises in Sweden. Health and
safety and the significance of intermediaries in preventive health and safety. Arbete och halsa 2002:1.
Arbetslivsinstitutet.

Arbetarskydd (2004). Skyddsombuden i Sverige. Arbetarskydd, 3, pp. 4-5.

Arbetet (2017). Bemanningsbranschen har vuxit med 60 procent. Tidningen Arbetet, 2017-01-20.
Arbetet (2018a). Sjukforsékringen grops ur allt mer. Tidningen Arbetet, 2018-06-28.

Arbetet (2018b). Antalet arbetsmiljéinspektorer under ILO-kravet. Tidningen Arbetet, 2018-01-15.

AV (2012). Férstudie om det fortsatta arbetet med utlédndska féretag och arbetstagare. Projektrapport 2012:5.
Stockholm: Arbetsmiljéverket.

AV (2014a). Arbetsmiljon 2013. Arbetsmilljdstatistisk Rapport 2014:3. Stockholm: Arbetsmiljoverket.
AV (2014b). Arbetsorsakade besvar 2014. Arbetsmilljéstatistisk Rapport 2014:4. Stockholm: Arbetsmiljoverket

AV (2014c). Riskfaktorer for arbetsolycka - bakomliggande faktorers inverkan pa individens olycksrisk. Analysrapport
2014:2. Stockholm: Arbetsmiljéverket

AV (2017). Redovisning av de centrala arbetstagarorganisationernas och Svenska Hamnarbetarférbundets RSO-
verksamhet 2016. Stockholm: Arbetsmiljoverket

AV (2018a). Arsrapport fér 2017. Stockholm: Arbetsmiljdverket
AV (2018b) RSO-sammanstallining. Stockholm: Arbetsmiljoverket

Baccaro, L. and Howell, C. (2017). Trajectories of neoliberal transformation: European industrial relations since the
1970s. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Baldock, R., James, P., Smallbone, D. and Vickers, I. (2006). Influences on small firm compliance-related behavior: the
case of workplace health and safety. Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy, 24(6), pp. 827 -
846.



Banyuls, J. and Recio, A. (2015). A crisis inside the crisis: Spain under a conservative neoliberalism. In Lehndorff, S.
Divisive integration. The triumph of failed ideas in Europe - revisited. Brussels: ETUI, pp. 39-58.

Baud, C. and Durand, C. (2012). Financialization, globalization and the making of profits by leading retailers.
Socioeconomic Review, 10(2), pp. 241-266.

Beck, N. and Walgenbach, P. (2005). Technical efficiency or adaptation to institutionalized expectations? The adoption
of ISO 9000 standards in the German mechanical engineering industry. Organization Studies, 26(6), pp. 841-
866.

Bengtsson, B. (2000). ISA - The Swedish Information System for Occupational Accidents and Work-Related Diseases
- scope, content and quality. Swedish Work Environment Authority Report 2000. Stockholm: Swedish Work
Environment Authority.

Bernaciak, M. (2017). Coming full circle? Contestation, social dialogue and trade union politics in Poland. In Lehnforff,
S., Dribbusch, H. and Schulten, T. (eds.), Rough waters European trade unions in a time of crisis. Brussels:
European Trade Union Institute (ETUI), pp. 151-172.

Berton F., Richiardi M. and Sacchi S., (2009). Flex-insecurity. Perché in Italia la flessibilita diventa precarieta. Bologna,
il Mulino.

Besse, L., Forde, C., Moore, S. and Stuart, M. (2013). National minimum wage, earnings and hours in the domiciliary
care sector. Leeds: University of Leeds.

Bluff, E. and Gunningham, N. (2004). Principles, process, performance or what? New approaches to OHS standard
setting. In Bluff, E., Gunningham, N. and Johnstone, R. (eds.), OHS regulation for a changing world of work.
Sydney: Federation Press, pp. 12-42.

Bornberger-Dankvardt, S., Ohlson, C.-G., Andersson, |.-M. and Rosén, G. (2005). Arbetsmiljéarbete i smaféretag -
samlad kunskap samt behov av forskning och utvecklingsinsatser. Arbete och halsa nr 2005. Stockholm:
Arbetslivsinstitutet.

Boronat, J. and Gonzales, S. (2015). Evaluation of the EU Occupational Safety and Health Directives - Country
summary report for Spain. Brussels: Milieu Ltd.

BPE (2017). Business population estimates for the UK and regions 2017. Department for Business, Energy and
Industrial Strategy. Statistical Release 2011. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/business-
population-estimates-2017 [Accessed 16/09/18]

Brownlie, N. (2012). Trade union membership 2011. London: Department for Business Innovation and Skills.

Bruhn, A. and Frick, K. (2011). Why it was so difficult to develop new methods to inspect work organization and
psychosocial risks in Sweden. Safety Science, 49, pp. 575-581.

Bruun, N., Flodgren, B., Halvorsen, M., Hydén, H. and Nielsen, R. (1992). The Nordic Labour Relations Model: Labour
Law and Trade Unions in the Nordic Countries — Today and Tomorrow. Dartmouth: Aldershot.

Buresti G., Persechino B., Fontana L., Rondinone B.M., Boccuni F. and lavicoli S., (2014). Indagine nazionale sulla
salute e sicurezza sul lavoro, Rappresentanti dei Lavoratori per la Sicurezza, Roma: INAIL, Settore Ricerca.
Roma: Dipartimento di Medicina del Lavoro.

Butera F. and De Michelis, G. (2011). Litalia che compete. Milano: Franco Angeli.

Cagliano, R., Trucco, P., Di Nunzio, D., Bellomo, S., Buresti, G., Boccuni, F., Calleri, S., Frascheri, C. and Lupi, M.,
(2017). IMPACT-RLS: indagine sui modelli partecipativi aziendali e territoriali per la salute e la sicurezza sul
lavoro. Roma: INAIL.

Campanella, P. (2008). | rappresentanti dei lavoratori per la sicurezza. In Zoppoli, L., Natullo, G., Pascucci, P. (eds.), Le
nuove regole per la salute e sicurezza dei lavoratori. Commentario al D. Lgs. n. 81/2008. Milano: Ipsoa, pp.
393-432.

Carchedi, F., lovino, R. and Valentini, A. (eds.) (2016). ASromafie e caporalato. Terzo rapporto. Roma: Ediesse.

Cardiff University, Kooperationsstelle Hamburg, Malardalen University and CIOP-PIB Warsaw (2011). Contract to
assess the potential impact of emerging trends and risks on labour inspection methodologies in the domain of
occupational health and safety (the NERCLIS Project). Report prepared for the European Commission. Cardiff:
Cardiff University.


https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/business-population-estimates-2017
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/business-population-estimates-2017

Carré, F.J. (ed.) (2000). Nonstandard work: the nature and challenges of changing employment arrangements. Ithaca,
NY: Cornell University Press.

Carrieri, M. and Pirro, F. (2016). Relazioni industriali. Milano: EGEA.

CC.00. (2015). Il Acuerdo para el empleo y la negociacién colectiva (AENC). Valoracién y criterios sindicales. (1l
Agreement on employment and collective bargaining. Trade union assessment and criteria). Available at:
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=2ahUKEwjxm661gOLcAhULxx0K
HW9zA800QFjAAegQICRAC&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ccoo.es%2Ffda8e3246¢ff89eal562e74e6e737be9000
001.pdf&usg=A0vVaw1PyQORfkxSHb8fVIHBBJZe [Accessed 16/09/18]

CC.00. (2016). Report on trade union elections for the period 2011-2015. Available at:
https://nuevatribuna.opennemas.com/media/nuevatribuna/files/2016/01/19/informe _eess periodo 2011
2015.pdf [Accessed 16/09/18]

Coglianese, C., Nash, J. and Olmstead, T. (2002). Performance-based regulation: prospects and limitations in health,
safety and environmental regulation. Regulatory Policy Program Report No RRP-03. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University.

Commission on Vulnerable Employment (COVE) (2008). Hard work, hidden lives: the full report of the Commission on
Vulnerable Employment. London: Trades Union Congress.

Commissione per lelaborazione di misure in tema di trasparenza e prevenzione della corruzione nella pubblica
amministrazione, (2012). Analisi della corruzione in Italia e politiche di prevenzione. Rapporto.

Cunningham, I., Hearne, G. and James, P. (2013). Voluntary organisations and marketisation: a dynamic of
employment degradation. Industrial Relations Journal, 44(2), pp. 171-188.

Dabrowski, A. (2015). An investigation and analysis of safety issues in Polish small construction plants. International
Journal of Occupational Safety and Ergonomics, 21(4), pp. 498-511.

Dahlqgvist, C., Granqyvist, L., Léfqvist, L., Enquist, H., Nordander, C. and Forsman, M., (2017). Arbetsbelastning vid
stddning av hotellrum. Rapport 4/2017. Region Skane, Lund: Arbets- och miljdmedicin Syd.

Daniels, G. (2009). In the field: a decade of organising. In Daniels, G. and Mcllroy, J. (eds.), Trade unions in a
neoliberal world: British trade unions under New Labour. London: Routledge, pp. 63-97.

Dawson, S., Clinton, A., Bamford, M. and Willman, P. (1985). Safety in construction: self-regulation, industrial structure
and workforce involvement. Journal of General Management, 10, pp. 21-38.

Di Giacomo, M. and Montanari, E. (2010). Dimensioni e caratteristiche dellillegalita in Italia. In AA.VV., Emersione e
legalita per un lavoro sicuro quali fattori di sviluppo per limpresa. Governance della crisi: il contresto alle
illegalita come condizione per un nuovo sviluppo. Roma: Ediesse, pp. 31-68.

DiMaggio, P.J. and Powell, W.W. (1991). The iron cage revisited: institutional isomorphism and collective rationality in
organizational fields. In Powell, W.W. and DiMaggio, P.J. (eds.), The new institutionalism in organizational
analysis. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, pp. 63-82.

Doellgast, V. and Greer, I. (2007). Vertical disintegration and the disorganization of German industrial relations. British
Journal of Industrial Relations, 45(1), pp. 55-76.

Doellgast, V., Lillie, N. and Pulignano, V. (eds.) (2018). Reconstructing solidarity: labour unions, precarious work, and
the politics of institutional change in Europe. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Down, S. (2006). Narratives of enterprise — crafting entrepreneurial self-identity in a small firm. Cheltenham: Edward
Elgar.

Drahokoupil, J. (ed.) (2015). The outsourcing challenge. Organizing workers across fragmented production networks.
Brussels: European Trade Union Institute.

Ds (2008). Arbetsmiljén och utanférskapet. Ds 2008: 16. Stockholm: Arbetsmarknads-departementet.

Eakin, J. (1992). Leaving it up to the workers: sociological perspective on the management of health and safety in
small workplaces. International Journal of Health Services, 22, pp. 689-704.

Eakin, J. (2010). Towards a ‘standpoint’ perspective: health and safety in small firms from the perspective of the
workers. Policy and Practice in Health and Safety, 8(2), pp. 113-127.


https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=2ahUKEwjxm66lgOLcAhULxxoKHW9zA8oQFjAAegQICRAC&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ccoo.es%2Ffda8e3246cff89ea1562e74e6e737be9000001.pdf&usg=AOvVaw1PyQORfkxSHb8fVIHBBJZe
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=2ahUKEwjxm66lgOLcAhULxxoKHW9zA8oQFjAAegQICRAC&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ccoo.es%2Ffda8e3246cff89ea1562e74e6e737be9000001.pdf&usg=AOvVaw1PyQORfkxSHb8fVIHBBJZe
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=2ahUKEwjxm66lgOLcAhULxxoKHW9zA8oQFjAAegQICRAC&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ccoo.es%2Ffda8e3246cff89ea1562e74e6e737be9000001.pdf&usg=AOvVaw1PyQORfkxSHb8fVIHBBJZe
https://nuevatribuna.opennemas.com/media/nuevatribuna/files/2016/01/19/informe_eess_periodo_2011_2015.pdf
https://nuevatribuna.opennemas.com/media/nuevatribuna/files/2016/01/19/informe_eess_periodo_2011_2015.pdf

Eakin, J. and MacEachen, E. (1998). Health and the social relations of work: a study of the health-related experiences
of employees in small workplaces. Sociology of Health and lliness, 20(6), pp. 896-914.

ECVT (2010). Encuesta de calidad de vida en el trabajo 2010, Ministerio de Empleo y Seguridad Social, capitulo V,
tabla 5.10. Available at: http://www.empleo.gob.es/estadisticas/Ecvt/ecvt2010/IN5/index.htm [Accessed
16/09/18]

Eisenhardt, K. and Graebner, M. (2007). Theory building from cases: opportunities and challenges. Academy of
Management Journal, 50, pp. 25-32.

Ekonomifakta (2017). Nystartade foretag per foretagsform. Uppdaterad 2017-06-27.
Ekonomifakta (2018). Antal féretagare efter foretagsform. Uppdaterad 2018-02-16.

Equality and Human Rights Commission (2010). Inquiry into recruitment and employment in the meat and poultry
processing sector. Manchester: Equality and Human Rights Commission.

Esping-Andersen, G. (1990). The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism. Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University
Press.

Esping-Andersen, G., Gallie, D., Hemerijck, A. and Myles, J. (2002). Why we need a new Welfare State. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

ESV (2009). Regionala skyddsombud - Férslag till nya rutiner fér administration och redovisning av det statliga stédet
till regional skyddsombudsverksamhet. Regeringsuppdrag, rapport 2009:7. Stockholm:
Ekonomistyrningsverket.

EU-OSHA (2013). An analysis of the determinants of workplace occupational safety and health practice in a selection
of EU Member States. Available at: https://osha.europa.eu/en/tools-and-
publications/publications/reports/analysis-determinants-workplace-OSH-in-EU/view/ [Accessed 16/09/18]

EU-OSHA (2016). Contexts and arrangements for occupational safety and health in micro and small enterprises in the
EU - SESAME Projects. Available at: https://osha.europa.eu/en/tools-and-publications/publications/contexts-
and-arrangements-occupational-safety-and-health-micro/view [Accessed 16/09/18]

EU-OSHA (2017a). From policy to practice: the design and implementation of OSH policies, strategies, programmes
actions and support for micro and small enterprises. Available at: https://osha.europa.eu/en/tools-and-
publications/publications/policy-practice-policies-strategies-programmes-and-actions/view [Accessed
16/09/18]

EU-OSHA (2017b). Safety and health in micro and small enterprises in the EU: from policy to practice — description of
good examples. Available at: https://osha.europa.eu/en/tools-and-publications/publications/safety-and-
health-micro-and-small-enterprises-eu-policy-practice/view [Accessed 16/09/18]

EU-OSHA (2017c). Worker participation in the management of occupational safety and health: qualitative evidence
from ESENER 2. Available at: https://osha.europa.eu/en/tools-and-publications/publications/worker-
participation-management-occupational-safety-health/view [Accessed 16/09/18]

EU-OSHA (2018a). Safety and health in micro and small enterprises in the EU: final report from the 3-year SESAME
project. Available at: https://osha.europa.eu/en/tools-and-publications/publications/safety-and-health-micro-
and-small-enterprises-eu-final-report-3/view [Accessed 16/09/18]

EU-OSHA (2018b). Safety and health in micro and small enterprises in the EU: the view from the workplace. Available
at: https://osha.europa.eu/en/tools-and-publications/publications/safety-and-health-micro-and-small-
enterprises-eu-view-workplace/view [Accessed 16/09/18]

Eurofound (2012). Fifth European Working Conditions Survey - Overview report. Available at:
http://eurofound.europa.eu/sites/default/files/ef publication/field ef document/ef1182en.pdf [Accessed
16/09/18]

Eurofound (2013). European Company Survey 2013. Available at:
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/es/country/spain#actors-and-institutions. [Accessed 16/09/18]

Eurofound (2015). New forms of employment. Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union.


http://www.empleo.gob.es/estadisticas/Ecvt/ecvt2010/IN5/index.htm
https://osha.europa.eu/en/tools-and-publications/publications/reports/analysis-determinants-workplace-OSH-in-EU/view/
https://osha.europa.eu/en/tools-and-publications/publications/reports/analysis-determinants-workplace-OSH-in-EU/view/
https://osha.europa.eu/en/tools-and-publications/publications/contexts-and-arrangements-occupational-safety-and-health-micro/view
https://osha.europa.eu/en/tools-and-publications/publications/contexts-and-arrangements-occupational-safety-and-health-micro/view
https://osha.europa.eu/en/tools-and-publications/publications/policy-practice-policies-strategies-programmes-and-actions/view
https://osha.europa.eu/en/tools-and-publications/publications/policy-practice-policies-strategies-programmes-and-actions/view
https://osha.europa.eu/en/tools-and-publications/publications/safety-and-health-micro-and-small-enterprises-eu-policy-practice/view
https://osha.europa.eu/en/tools-and-publications/publications/safety-and-health-micro-and-small-enterprises-eu-policy-practice/view
https://osha.europa.eu/en/tools-and-publications/publications/worker-participation-management-occupational-safety-health/view
https://osha.europa.eu/en/tools-and-publications/publications/worker-participation-management-occupational-safety-health/view
https://osha.europa.eu/en/tools-and-publications/publications/safety-and-health-micro-and-small-enterprises-eu-final-report-3/view
https://osha.europa.eu/en/tools-and-publications/publications/safety-and-health-micro-and-small-enterprises-eu-final-report-3/view
https://osha.europa.eu/en/tools-and-publications/publications/safety-and-health-micro-and-small-enterprises-eu-view-workplace/view
https://osha.europa.eu/en/tools-and-publications/publications/safety-and-health-micro-and-small-enterprises-eu-view-workplace/view
http://eurofound.europa.eu/sites/default/files/ef_publication/field_ef_document/ef1182en.pdf

Fairman, R. and Yapp, C. (2005). Making an impact on SME compliance behaviour — an evaluation of the effect of
interventions upon compliance with health and safety legislation in small and medium sized enterprises.
London: HSE Books and Kings College London.

FLC (2017)., Memoria de actividades 2016. Madrid: Fundacion Laboral de la Construccion

Flyvbjerg, B. (2006). Five misunderstandings about case study research. Qualitative Inquiry, 12, pp. 219-245.

Frick, K. (1979). Skyddsarbetet i sma industriféretag. Arbetarskyddsfonden and Arbetarskyddsnamnden, Stockholm.
Frick, K. (1996). De regionala skyddsombudens verksamhet. Rapport 1996:22. Stockholm: Arbetslivsinstitutet.
Frick, K. (2005). Blir privata tjanster nasta ohélsosektor? Inblick, Arbetarskydd, 6.

Frick, K. (2009). Health and safety representation in small firms: A Swedish success under threat. In Walters, D. and
Nichols, T. (eds.), Workplace Health and Safety - International Perspective on Worker Representation.
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 154-176.

Frick, K. (2011a). The regulation of Systematic Work Environment Management in Sweden — Higher ambitions in a
weaker Swedish work environment system. In Walters, D., Johnstone, R., Frick, K., Quinlan, M., Baril-Gingras, G.
and Thebaud-Mony, A. Regulating workplace risks: a comparative study of inspection regimes in times of
change. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing, pp.115-140.

Frick, K. (2011b). Implementing Systematic Work Environment Management in Sweden - Interpretation by SWEA and
supervision by its labour inspectors. In Walters, D., Johnstone, R., Frick, K., Quinlan, M., Baril-Gingras, G. and
Thebaud-Mony, A. Regulating workplace risks: a comparative study of inspection regimes in times of change.
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing, pp.141-166.

Frick, K. (2013a). Systematiskt arbetsmiljoarbete - syfte, inriktning, hinder och méjligheter i verksamhetsstyrningen.
Del II; Hur SAM genomfors i branscherna. Kunskapsoversikt, Rapport 2013:12. Stockholm: Arbetsmiljoverket.

Frick, K. (2013b). Resilience within a weaker work environment system - The position and influence of Swedish safety
representatives. In Walters, D. and Nichols, T. (eds.), Safety or Profit? - International Studies in Governance,
Change and the Work Environment. Amityville, NY: Baywood, pp.51-70.

Frick, K. (2014). The 50/50 implementation of Sweden’s mandatory systematic work environment management.
Policy and Practice in Health and Safety, 12(2), pp. 23-46.

Frick, K., Eriksson, O. and Westerholm, P. (2005). Work environment policy and the actors involved. In Gustafsson and
Lundberg (eds.), Worklife and health in Sweden 2004. Stockholm: National Institute for Working Life.

Frick, K. and Johanson, U. (2013). Systematiskt arbetsmiljéarbete - syfte och inriktning, hinder och méjligheter i
verksamhetstyrningen: En analys av svenska fallstudier. Kunskapsoversikt. Rapport 2013: 11.
Arbetsmiljéverket: Stockholm.

Frick, K. and Walters, D. (1998). Worker representation on health and safety in small enterprises: lessons from a
Swedish approach. International Labour Review, 137(3), pp. 367-389.

Fristedt, K. (2013). Skyddsombud - med rétt att géra skillnad. Stockholm: SACO.
Fromm, J. (2012). Skyddsombudens chans att skydda. Stockholm: TCO.
Galossi, E. (ed.) (2017). (Im)migrazione e sindacato. VIl Rapporto, Roma: Ediesse.

Garcia Gémez, M., Castafeda Lépez, R., Herrador Ortiz, Z., L6pez Menduifia, P, Montoya Martinez, L.M., Alvarez
Maeztu, E., Simén Soria, F., Flores Segovia, V., Escobar Martinez, F.J. and Sanchez Jiménez, G. (2017).
Epidemiological study of occupational diseases in Spain (1990 - 2014). Available at:
http://www.mscbs.gob.es/ciudadanos/saludAmblaboral/docs/EEPPEspana.pdf [Accessed 16/09/18]

Gellerstedt, S. (2007). Samverkan fér en béattre arbetsmiljé - skyddsombudens arbete och erfarenheter. Stockholm:
LO.

Gellerstedt, S. (2012). Skyddsombudens erfarenheter 2012. Stockholm: LO.
Gellerstedt, S. and Melin, S. (2016). Trakasserier av skyddsombud. Stockholm: LO.

Gieskens, B. (2012). Ketenintegratie in de bouwsectoren (Chain integration in building industries). In Heijinck, J. (ed.),
Flexibiliseren in ketens en netwerken (Flexibilisation in chains and networks). OR-strategie en beleid thema 16.
Alphen aan den Rijn, the Netherlands: Kluwer, pp. 101-106.



Gray, G. (2009). The responsibilization strategy of health and safety: neo-liberalism and the reconfiguration of
individual responsibility for risk. British Journal of Criminology, 49(3), pp. 326-342.

Grimshaw, D., Johnson, M., Rubery, J. and Keizer, A. (2016). Reducing precarious work — protective gaps and the role
of social dialogue in Europe. Brussels: European Commission.

Grimshaw D., Marchington M., Rubery J. and Willmott, H. (2005). Redrawing boundaries: reflections on practice and
policy. In Marchington, M., Grimshaw, D., Rubery, J. and Willmott, H. (eds.), Fragmenting work: blurring
organizational boundaries and disordering hierarchies. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 1-38,

Guariniello, R. (2017). Il Testo Unico sicurezza sul lavoro commentato con la giurisprudenza. Milano: Wolters Kluwer.

Gunningham, N. and Johnstone, R. (1999). Regulating workplace safety: systems and sanctions. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Hakansta, C. (2013). Swedish Working Life Research. Formation and conceptual development of a research field in
transition. PhD. Lulea: Lulea Technical University.

Hall, A., Forest, A., Sears, A. and Carlan, N. (2006). Making a difference: knowledge, activism and worker
representation in joint OHS committees. Relations Industrielles, 61(3), pp. 408-435.

Hall, A., Oudyk, J., King, A., Naqvi, S. and Lewchuk, W. (2016). Identifying knowledge activism in worker health and
safety representation: a cluster analysis. American Journal of Industrial Medicine, 59(1), pp. 42-56.

Hasle, P., Kines, P. and Andersen, L.P. (2009). Small enterprise owners’ accident causation attribution and prevention.
Safety Science, 47, pp. 9-19.

Hasle, P., Kvorning, L.K., Rasmussen, C.N., Smith, L.H. and Flyvholm, M.A. (2012b). A model for design of tailored
working environment intervention programmes for small enterprises. Safety and Health at Work, 3(3), pp. 181-
191.

Hasle, P. and Limborg, H. (2006). A review of the literature on preventive occupational health and safety activities in
small enterprises. Industrial Health, 44, pp. 6-12.

Hasle, P., Limborg, H.J., Kallehave, T., Klitgaard, C. and Andersen, T.R. (2012a). The working environment in small
firms: responses from owner-managers. International Small Business Journal, 30, pp. 622-639.

Health and Safety Commission (HSC) (2000). HSC gives go-ahead to new safety adviser pilot scheme. HSC press
release, October 2000.

Health and Safety Commission (HSC) (2004). Statement of principle on worker involvement and consultation. London:
HSE.

Health and Safety Executive (HSE) (2009). Phase 1 Report: Underlying causes of construction fatal accidents - A
comprehensive review of recent work to consolidate and summarise existing knowledge. Available at:
http://www.hse.gov.uk/construction/resources/phasel.pdf [Accessed 16/09/18]

Hedman, M. (1984). Férs6ksverksamhet for systematiserad problemldsningsdverféring mellan regionala
skyddsombud inomTréindustriarbetareférbundet.Ekonomiska Institutionen. Linkdping: Tekniska Hogskolan i
Link6ping.

Holtgrewe, U., Kirov, V. and Ramioul, M. (eds.) (2015). Hard work in new jobs. The quality of work and life in European
growth sectors. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

House of Commons, Work and Pensions Committee (2004a). The work of the Health and Safety Commission and
Executive, Fourth Report of Session 2003-2004, Vol. 1. London: Stationery Office.

House of Commons, Work and Pensions Committee (2004b). Government response to the Committee’s Fourth Report
into the work of the Health and Safety Commission and Executive. London: Stationery Office.

HUI Research (2018). Franchisbarometerns nr 2, 2017. Stockholm: HUI Research.

IAPRL (2017). Instituto Asturiano de Prevencion de Riesgos Laborales, Delegados Territoriales de Prevecion, memoria
2016. Available at:
https://www.iaprl.org/component/jifile/download/0OTY2Mjc5Nzg2NWEYOTRkNzA1NzBiIM2ZiY[FkOWU4MzY=/m
emoria-delegados-territoriales-de-prevencion-2016-pdf [Accessed 16/09/18]

Instituto Nacional de Estadistica (2012). Encuesta de poblacion activa [Economically active


http://www.hse.gov.uk/construction/resources/phase1.pdf
https://www.iaprl.org/component/jifile/download/OTY2Mjc5Nzg2NWEyOTRkNzA1NzBiM2ZiYjFkOWU4MzY=/memoria-delegados-territoriales-de-prevencion-2016-pdf
https://www.iaprl.org/component/jifile/download/OTY2Mjc5Nzg2NWEyOTRkNzA1NzBiM2ZiYjFkOWU4MzY=/memoria-delegados-territoriales-de-prevencion-2016-pdf

population survey]. September 2012. Available at:
http://www.ine.es/jaxi/menu.do?type=pcaxis&path=/t22/e308 mnu&file=inebase&N=&L=0 [Accessed
16/09/18]

ISFOL, Emanuele M. (a cura di) (2012). Il fenomeno delle esternalizzazioni in Italia: indagine sull'impatto
dell'outsourcing sull'organizzazione aziendale, sulle relazioni industriali e sulle condizioni di tutela dei
lavoratori. Roma: Isfol.

ISTAT (2014). Rapporto annuale 2013. La situazione del paese. Roma: llstituto Nazionale di Statistica.
ISTAT (2015). Struttura e competitivita delle imprese industriali e dei servizi. Roma: llstituto Nazionale di Statistica.

Jaehrling, K. (2015). The state as a ‘socially responsible customer’? Public procurement between market-making and
market-embedding. European Journal of Industrial Relations, 21(2), pp. 149-164.

James, P. and Walters, D. (1997). Non-union rights of involvement: The case of health and safety at work. Industrial
Law Journal, 26, pp. 35-50.

James, P., Walters, D., Sampson, H. and Wadsworth, E. (2015). Regulating the employment dynamics of domestic
supply chains. Journal of Industrial Relations, 57(4), pp. 526-543.

Johnstone, R., Mayhew, C. and Quinlan, M. (2001). Outsourcing risk? The regulation of health and safety where
subcontractors are employed? Comparative Labor Law and Policy Journal, 22(3-5), pp. 351-394.

Johnstone, R., Quinlan, M. and Walters, D (2005). Statutory OHS workplace arrangements for the modern labour
market. Journal of Industrial Relations, 47(1), pp. 94-116.

Junta de Castillay Ledn (2016). Il Estrategia Integrada de empleo, formacion profesional , prevencion de riesgos
laborales e igualdad y conciliacién en el empleo, 2016-2020. Available at:
http://economia.jcyl.es/web/jcyl/binarios/922/616/11%20Estrategia%20Integrada%20TEXTO%20CON%20FIR
MAS.pdf?blobheader=application%2Fpdf%3Bcharset%3DUTF-8&blobheadernamel=Cache-
Control&blobheadername2=Expires&blobheadername3=Site&blobheadervaluel=no-store%2Cno-
cache%2Cmust-
revalidate&blobheadervalue2=0&blobheadervalue3=JCYL EconomiaEmpleo&blobnocache=true [Accessed
16/09/18]

Kelly, J. (1998). Rethinking Industrial Relations. London: Routledge.

Kjellberg, A. (2018). Kollektivavtalens tdckningsgrad samt organisationsgraden hos arbetsgivare- och fackfébund.
Lund: Sociologiska institutionen, Lunds Universitet.

Labour Inspectorate Annual Report (2016). Inspeccion de Trabajo y Seguridad Social. Informes anuales 2015, 2016.
Ministerio de Empleo y seguridad social. Available at:
http://www.empleo.gob.es/itss/web/Que hacemos/Estadisticas/index.html [Accessed 16/09/18]

Lai, M. (2011). La sicurezza del lavoro negli appalti. Rivista degli infortuni e delle malattie professionali, 1, pp.43-59.
Lai, M. (20417). Il diritto della sicurezza sul lavoro tra conferme e sviluppi. Torino: Giappichelli Editore.

Lansdown, T.C., Deighan, C. and Brotherton, C. (2007). Health and safety in the small to medium-sized enterprise —
psychosocial opportunities for intervention. Edinburgh: Heriot Watt University.

Larsson, T. Marklund, S. and Westerholm, P. (2005). Den galloperande sjukfranvaron - Sken, fenomen och vésen.
Stockholm: Arbetslivsinstitutet.

Leidner, R. (1996). Rethinking questions of control: The case of McDonalds. In MacDonald, C.L. and Siriani, C. (eds.),
Working in the Service Society. Philadelphia: Temple University Press, pp. 29-49.

Leonardi, S. (2005). Bilateralita e servizi: quale ruolo per il sindacato? Roma: Ediesse.

Leonardi, S. and Sanna, R. (2015). Italy. In Van Klaveren, M., Gregory, D., Shulten, T. (eds.), Minimum Wages,
Collective Bargaining and Economic Development in Asia and Europe. Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 211-229.

LO (2011). Regionalt skyddsombud - en handledning fran LO-férbunden. Stockholm: LO.
LO (2013). Fusk och utnyttjande - om avregleringenav arbetskraftsinvandringen. Stockholm: LO.

LO (2018). F-skattesystemet skuggor. Om en maktférskjutning pa arbetsmarknaden. Stockholm: LO.


http://www.ine.es/jaxi/menu.do?type=pcaxis&path=/t22/e308_mnu&file=inebase&N=&L=0
http://economia.jcyl.es/web/jcyl/binarios/922/616/II%20Estrategia%20Integrada%20TEXTO%20CON%20FIRMAS.pdf?blobheader=application%2Fpdf%3Bcharset%3DUTF-8&blobheadername1=Cache-Control&blobheadername2=Expires&blobheadername3=Site&blobheadervalue1=no-store%2Cno-cache%2Cmust-revalidate&blobheadervalue2=0&blobheadervalue3=JCYL_EconomiaEmpleo&blobnocache=true
http://economia.jcyl.es/web/jcyl/binarios/922/616/II%20Estrategia%20Integrada%20TEXTO%20CON%20FIRMAS.pdf?blobheader=application%2Fpdf%3Bcharset%3DUTF-8&blobheadername1=Cache-Control&blobheadername2=Expires&blobheadername3=Site&blobheadervalue1=no-store%2Cno-cache%2Cmust-revalidate&blobheadervalue2=0&blobheadervalue3=JCYL_EconomiaEmpleo&blobnocache=true
http://economia.jcyl.es/web/jcyl/binarios/922/616/II%20Estrategia%20Integrada%20TEXTO%20CON%20FIRMAS.pdf?blobheader=application%2Fpdf%3Bcharset%3DUTF-8&blobheadername1=Cache-Control&blobheadername2=Expires&blobheadername3=Site&blobheadervalue1=no-store%2Cno-cache%2Cmust-revalidate&blobheadervalue2=0&blobheadervalue3=JCYL_EconomiaEmpleo&blobnocache=true
http://economia.jcyl.es/web/jcyl/binarios/922/616/II%20Estrategia%20Integrada%20TEXTO%20CON%20FIRMAS.pdf?blobheader=application%2Fpdf%3Bcharset%3DUTF-8&blobheadername1=Cache-Control&blobheadername2=Expires&blobheadername3=Site&blobheadervalue1=no-store%2Cno-cache%2Cmust-revalidate&blobheadervalue2=0&blobheadervalue3=JCYL_EconomiaEmpleo&blobnocache=true
http://economia.jcyl.es/web/jcyl/binarios/922/616/II%20Estrategia%20Integrada%20TEXTO%20CON%20FIRMAS.pdf?blobheader=application%2Fpdf%3Bcharset%3DUTF-8&blobheadername1=Cache-Control&blobheadername2=Expires&blobheadername3=Site&blobheadervalue1=no-store%2Cno-cache%2Cmust-revalidate&blobheadervalue2=0&blobheadervalue3=JCYL_EconomiaEmpleo&blobnocache=true
http://www.empleo.gob.es/itss/web/Que_hacemos/Estadisticas/index.html

Lopez, S.H. (2010). Workers, managers, and customers: triangles of power in work communities. Work and
Occupations, 37(3), pp. 251-271.

Loudoun, R. and Walters, D. (2009). Trade union strategies to support representation on health and safety in Australia
and the UK: integration or isolation? In Walters, D. and Nichols, T. (eds.), Workplace Health and Safety. London:
Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 177-200.

Mallett, O. and Wapshott, R. (2014). Informality and employment relationships in small firms: humour, ambiguity and
straight-talking. British Journal of Management, 25(1):118-132.

Marchington, M., Grimshaw D., Rubery J. and Willmott H. (2005). Fragmenting Work, Blurring Organizational
Boundaries and Disordering Hierarchies. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

MEySS (2017a). Cifras PyME D-abril. Available at: http://www.ipyme.org//Publicaciones/Cifras-PYME-abril-2017.pdf
[Accessed 16/09/18]

MEyYSS (2017b). Workplace accidents with leave by severity and company size. Available at:
http://www.empleo.gob.es/es/estadisticas/anuarios/2015/ATR/ATR.pdf [Accessed 16/09/18]

Migrationsinfo (2016). Sverige. 2016-09-07. Forskning och statistik om integration och migration i Sverige. Available
at: http://www.migrationsinfo.se/migration/sverige/ [Accessed 16/09/18]

Millward, N., Bryson, A. and Forth, J. (2000) All change at work? London: Routledge.

Narocki, C., Lépez-Jacob, M.J., Canaleta, E., Moran Barrero, P. and Briso-Montiano, P. (2011). Impacto del
asesoramiento sindical en salud laboral (Effect of trade union advisory programmes). Madrid: ISTAS.

Natullo, G. (a cura di) (2015). Salute e sicurezza sul lavoro. Torino: UTET giuridica.
Nichols, T. (1989). On the analysis of size effects and ‘accidents’. Industrial Relations Journal, 20(1), pp. 62-65.
Nichols, T. (1997). The sociology of industrial injury. London: Mansell.

Nichols, T. and Armstrong, P. (1973). Safety or profit: industrial accidents and the conventional wisdom. Bristol: The
Falling Wall Press.

Nichols, T., Dennis, A. and Guy, W. (1995). Size of employment unit and industrial injury rates in British manufacturing
a secondary analysis of WIRS 1990 data. Industrial Relations Journal, 26(1), pp. 45-56.

Nise, G., Sundh-Nygard, K. and Hogstedt, C. (1995). Sma arbetsstéllen - stora risker? Kemiska risker och internkontroll
pa 232 sma arbetsstéllen i Stockholms lén. Stockholm: Yrkesmedicinska enheten, Karolinska sjukhuset.

Olsen, K., Legg, S., Harris, A.-L., Laird, I., Perry, M. and Hasle, P. (2010). Differential intervention strategies to improve
the management of hazardous chemicals in small enterprises. Policy Practice in Health Safety, 8, pp. 57-76.

Pawson, R. (2006). Evidence-based Policy A Realist Perspective. London: Sage.
Pawson, R. and Tilley, N. (1997). Realistic Evaluation. Oxford: Sage.

Pennycook, M. (2013). Does it pay to care? Under-payment of the national minimum wage in the social care sector.
London: Resolution Foundation.

Quinlan, M., Bohle, P. (2008). Under pressure, out of control or home alone? Reviewing research and policy debates on
the OSH effects of outsourcing and home-based work. International Journal of Health Services, 38(3), pp. 489-
525.

Quinlan, M., Johnstone, R. and McNamara, M. (2009). Australian health and safety inspectors’ perceptions and actions
in relation to changed work arrangements. Journal of Industrial Relations, 51(4), pp. 559-575.

Quinlan, M., Mayhew, C. and Bohle, P. (2001). The global expansion of precarious employment, work disorganisation,
and consequences for occupational health: a review of recent research. International Journal of Health
Services, 31(2), pp. 335-414.

Ramioul, M., Van Peteghem, J. and Benders, J. (2016). Green construction and team design. Low road and high road
teams to build energy-friendly houses. World Review of Entrepreneurship, Management and Sustainable
Development, 12(1), pp. 33-49.

Rebitzer, J. (1995). Job safety and contract workers in the petrochemical industry. Industrial Relations, 34(1), pp. 40-
57.


http://www.ipyme.org/Publicaciones/Cifras-PYME-abril-2017.pdf
http://www.empleo.gob.es/es/estadisticas/anuarios/2015/ATR/ATR.pdf
http://www.migrationsinfo.se/migration/sverige/

Recio, A. (2007). The construction sector: What model of regulation is it moving towards? Available at:
http://www.lest.cnrs.fr/IMG/pdf/Paperd73.pdf [Accessed 16/09/18]

Refslund, B. and Arnholtz, J. (2017). Displaying power but altering identity: how Danish unions managed to organize
the transnationalised Copenhagen Metro construction project. Paper presented at SASE 29th annual meeting
‘What’s Next? Disruptive/Collaborative Economy or Business as Usual?’, Lyon, France.

Reynolds, P.D. (1991). Sociology and entrepreneurship: concepts and contributions. Entrepreneurship: Theory and
Practice, 16(2), pp. 47-70.

Rios Salmer6n, B. and Ferrando Garcia, F. (2002). The Role of Collective Bargaining - Spain. Tenth meeting of
European Labour Court Judges Stockholm, September 2, 2002. Available at:
www.ilo.org/wemsp5/groups/.../wems_160117.pdf [Accessed 16/09/18]

Risks (2018). TUC. Available at: http://www.unitetheunion.org/news/bristol-city-council-to-sign-charter-to-protect-
construction-workers/ [Accessed 16/09/18]

Robens, A. (1972). Report of the Committee on Safety and Health at Work. Command Paper 5034. London: HMSO.

Rubery, J. and Urwin, P. (2011). Bringing the employer back in: why social care needs a standard employment
relationship. Human Resource Management Journal, 21(2), pp. 122-137.

Sandberg, A. (ed.) (2013) Nordic Lights - Work, Management and Welfare in Scandinavia. Stockholm: SNS Férlag.

Sandulli, P., Faioli, M., Bozzao, P., Bianchi, M.T. and Croce, G. (2015). Indagine sulla bilateralita in Italia e in Francia,
Germania, Spagna, Svezia. Roma: Fondazione Giacomo Brodolini.

Sapir, A. (2005). Globalisation and the reform of European social models. Available at:
http://bruegel.org/2005/09/globalisation-and-the-reform-of-european-social-models/ [Accessed 16/09/18]

SCB (2014). Utvecklingen av tidsbegréansat anstélldaa. Statistiska meddelanden, AM 110 SM 1501. Stockholm: SCB.
SCB (2015). Antal arbetsstéllen november 2015 férdelat pa naringsgren (SNI-kod) och storleksklass. Stockholm: SCB.

SCB (2017). Antal-arbetsstallen-och-foretag-fordelat-pa-storleksklass. Available at: https://www.scb.se/vara-
tjanster/foretagsregistret/aktuell-statistik-fran-foretagsregistret/ [Accessed 16/09/18]

SCB (2018). Gini-koefficient 1991-2016. Availble at: http://www.scb.se/hitta-statistik/statistik-efter-
amne/hushallens-ekonomi/inkomster-och-inkomstfordelning/inkomster-och-skatter/pong/tabell-och-
diagram/inkomster—-ekonomisk-standard-riket/gini-koefficient/ [Accessed 16/09/18]

Scott, W.R. (2001). Institutions and organizations. London: Sage Publications.

Serrano, M. and Xhafa, E. (2016). From 'precarious informal employment' to 'protected employment': The 'positive
transitioning effect' of trade unions. Global Labour University Working Paper, No. 42.

SFS (2017). Lag om andring i lagen (1999:678) om utstationering av arbetstagare. Sveriges Forfattningssamling
2017, pp.320.

Shaw, N. and Turner, R. (2003). The Worker Safety Advisors Pilot. Health and Safety Executive Research Report 144.
Sudbury: HSE Books.

Simms, M. (2010). Trade union strategies to recruit new groups of workers - United Kingdom. Available at:
www.eurofound.europa.eu/eiro/studies/tn0901028s/uk0901029qg.htm [Accessed 16/09/18]

Simms, M. (2011). Trade union responses to precarious work: UK report, Bargaining for Social Rights (BARSORI)
report. Available at: http://www.uva-aias.net/uploaded files/regular/BARSORIReportUK.pdf [Accessed
16/09/18]

Sjostrom, J. (2013). Det komplexa deltagandet - Praktikgemenskaper, kunskapsprocesser och arbetsmiljbéarbete vid
ett pappersbruk. Tema teknik och social forandring. Linkdping: Linkdpings Universitet.

Smuraglia, C. (2008). Le malattie da lavoro. Roma: Ediesse.
SN (2017). Dags att tédnka nytt. Stockholm: Svenskt Naringsliv.

Sgrensen, 0.H., Hasle, P. and Bach, E. (2007). Working in small enterprises — is there a special risk? Safety Science,
45(10), pp. 1044-1059.


http://www.lest.cnrs.fr/IMG/pdf/Paper473.pdf
http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/.../wcms_160117.pdf
http://www.unitetheunion.org/news/bristol-city-council-to-sign-charter-to-protect-construction-workers/
http://www.unitetheunion.org/news/bristol-city-council-to-sign-charter-to-protect-construction-workers/
http://bruegel.org/2005/09/globalisation-and-the-reform-of-european-social-models/
https://www.scb.se/vara-tjanster/foretagsregistret/aktuell-statistik-fran-foretagsregistret/
https://www.scb.se/vara-tjanster/foretagsregistret/aktuell-statistik-fran-foretagsregistret/
http://www.scb.se/hitta-statistik/statistik-efter-amne/hushallens-ekonomi/inkomster-och-inkomstfordelning/inkomster-och-skatter/pong/tabell-och-diagram/inkomster--ekonomisk-standard-riket/gini-koefficient/
http://www.scb.se/hitta-statistik/statistik-efter-amne/hushallens-ekonomi/inkomster-och-inkomstfordelning/inkomster-och-skatter/pong/tabell-och-diagram/inkomster--ekonomisk-standard-riket/gini-koefficient/
http://www.scb.se/hitta-statistik/statistik-efter-amne/hushallens-ekonomi/inkomster-och-inkomstfordelning/inkomster-och-skatter/pong/tabell-och-diagram/inkomster--ekonomisk-standard-riket/gini-koefficient/
http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/eiro/studies/tn0901028s/uk0901029q.htm
http://www.uva-aias.net/uploaded_files/regular/BARSORIReportUK.pdf

SOU (1972). Béttre arbetsmiljé - delbetdankande avgivet av arbetsmiljbutredningen. SOU 1972:86. Stockholm:
Arbetsmarknadsdepartementet.

SOU (2011). Langtidsutredningen. SOU 2011:1. Stockholm: Fritzes.

SOU (2017) Ett férandrat arbetslivs: Hur paverkas ansvaret for arbetsmiljién? Betdnkande av Utredningen om
arbetsmiljéregler for ett modernt arbetsliv. SOU 2017: 24. Stockholm: Fritzes.

Spanish Government, Spain Today (2015). Ministerio de Economia, Industria y Competitad. Madrid; Spain Today.

Starman, A. (2013). The case study as a type of qualitative research. Journal of Contemporary Educational Studies, 1,
pp. 28-43.

Storey, D.J., Saridakis, G., Sen-Gupta, S., Edwards, P.K. and Blackburn, R.A. (2010). Linking HR formality with
employee job quality: the role of firm and workplace size. Human Resource Management, 49(2), pp. 305-329.

Sundstrém-Frisk, C. and Weiner, J. (2005). What do the occupational injury statistics tell us? In R. Gustavsson and I.
Lundberg (eds.), Worklife and health in Sweden 2004. Stockholm: National Institute for Working Life, pp. 79-
108.

Suntarbetsliv (2016). 0SA-kompassen. Available at: https://www.suntarbetsliv.se/verktyg/osa-kompassen [Accessed
16/09/18]

Sveningsson, S. and Alvesson, M. (2003). Managing managerial identities: organizational fragmentation, discourse
and identity struggle. Human Relations, 56(10), pp. 1163-1193.

Sweeney, K. (1996). Membership of trade unions in 1994: an analysis based on information from the certification
officer. Labour Market Trends, 104(2), pp. 49-53.

Takala, J., Hdmalainen, P., Saarela, K.L., Yun, L.Y., Manickam, K., Jin, T.W., Heng, P., Tjong, C., Kheng, L.G., Lim, S. and
Lin, G.S. (2014). Global estimates of the burden of injury and iliness at work in 2012. Journal of occupational
and environmental hygiene, 11(5), pp. 326-337.

Tapia, M. and Turner, L. (2013). Union campaigns as countermovements: mobilizing immigrant workers in France and
the United Kingdom. British Journal of Industrial Relations, 51(3), pp. 601-622.

Taylor, R. (2000). The TUC: from the General Strike to New Unionism. Basingstoke: Palgrave.

TCO (2017). Arsrapporter for RSO-verksamheten 2016 fran Journalistférbundet, Lararférbundet, SLF, ST, Symf,
Teaterforbundet, Unionen, Vision and Vardférbundet. Stockholm: TCO.

TCO (2018). Arsrapporter for RSO-verksamheten 2017 fran Journalistférbundet, Lararférbundet, SLF, ST, Symf,
Teaterférbundet, Unionen, Vision and Vardférbundet. Stockholm: TCO.

Teague, P. (2009). Reforming the Anglo-Saxon model of labour inspection: the case of the Republic of Ireland.
European Journal of Industrial Relations, 15, pp. 207-225.

Tombs, S. (2017). Social protection after the crisis: regulation without enforcement. Bristol: University of Bristol Policy
Press.

Tsai, C.J., Sengupta, S. and Edwards, P. (2007). When and why is small beautiful? The experience of work in the small
firm. Human Relations, 60(12), pp. 1779-1807.

TUC (2000). Partners in Prevention. London: TUC.

TUC (2018). Safety representatives: getting more than the minimum. A TUC guide to roving safety representatives and
union improvement notices. London: TUC.

Upphandlingsmyndigheten (2018). Socialt ansvarsfull upphandling. Available at:
https://www.upphandlingsmyndigheten.se/hallbarhet/socialt-ansvarsfull-upphandling/ [Accessed 16/09/18]

Van Wanrooy, B., Bewley, H., Bryson, A,, Forth, J., Freeth, S., Stokes, L. and Wood, S. (2013). The 2011 Work
Employment Relations Study: First Findings. Available at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/336651/bis-14-1008-

WERS-first-findings-report-fourth-edition-july-2014.pdf [Accessed 16/09/18]

Verreynne, M.L., Parker, P. and Wilson, M. (2013). Employment systems in small firms: a multilevel analysis.
International Small Business Journal, 31(4), pp. 405-431.



https://www.suntarbetsliv.se/verktyg/osa-kompassen
https://www.upphandlingsmyndigheten.se/hallbarhet/socialt-ansvarsfull-upphandling/
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/336651/bis-14-1008-WERS-first-findings-report-fourth-edition-july-2014.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/336651/bis-14-1008-WERS-first-findings-report-fourth-edition-july-2014.pdf

Vickers, l., James, P., Smallbone, D. and Baldock, R. (2005). Understanding small firm responses to regulation. Policy
Studies, 26(2), pp. 149-169.

Vidal, S., Alés, R., Beneyto, P.J. and Jodar, P. (2016). La afiliaciéna CC.0O0.: Evolucion, estructura y trayectorias.
Fundacién 1 de Mayo, Coleccion informes, 123. Available at:
http://www.1mayo.ccoo.es/cms/cli/000001/0/46/467067d7814a489fb8e6d2bfbcb5d86d000001.pdf
[Accessed 16/09/18]

Walters, D. (1997). The role of regional health and safety representatives in agriculture: an evaluation of a trade union
initiative on roving safety representatives in agriculture. HSE Contract Research Report 157/1997. Sudbury:
HSE Books.

Walters, D. (1998). Employee representation and health and safety: a strategy for improving health and safety
performance in small enterprises? Employee Relations, 20(2), pp. 180-195.

Walters, D. (2001). Health and Safety in Small Enterprises. Brussels: PIE-P. Lang.

Walters, D. (2002). Working safely in small enterprises in Europe. Towards a sustainable system for worker
participation and representation. Brussels: ETUC.

Walters, D. (2004a). Worker representation and health and safety in small enterprises in Europe. Industrial Relations
Journal, 35(2), pp. 169-186.

Walters, D. (2004b). Making things work: strategies for effective worker representation on health and safety in small
firms in Europe. Policy and Practice in Health and Safety, 2(1), pp. 53-73.

Walters, D. (2006). One step forward, two steps back: worker representation and health and safety in the United
Kingdom. International Journal of Health Services, 36(1), pp.87-111.

Walters, D. (2016). Labour inspection and health and safety in the EU. Brussels: HESA Magazine.

Walters, D. and Frick, K. (2000). Worker participation and the management of occupational health and safety:
reinforcing or conflicting strategies? In Frick, K., Jensen, P.L., Quinlan, M. and Wilthagen, T. (eds.), Systematic
occupational health and safety management — perspectives on an international development. Oxford:
Pergamon, pp.43-66.

Walters, D., Johnstone, R., Frick, K., Quinlan, M., Baril-Gingras, G. and Thebaud-Mony, A. (2011). Regulating workplace
risks: a comparative study of inspection regimes in times of change. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing.

Walters, D., Johnstone, R., Lippel, K., Quinlan, M., Bhattacharya, S., James, P. and Wadsworth, E. (2018). The role and
effects of representing miners in arrangements for safety and health in coal mining: a global study. IOSH, in
press.

Walters, D., Johnstone, R., Quinlan, M., Wadsworth, E. (2016b). Safeguarding Workers: A Study of Health and Safety
Representatives in the Queensland Coal Mining Industry, 1990-2013. Revue Relations Industrielles/Industrial
Relations, 71(3), pp. 418-441.

Walters, D., Johnstone, R., Quinlan, M. and Wadsworth, E. (2016c). Representing miners in arrangements for health
and safety in coal mines: A study of current practice. Economic and Industrial Democracy, DOI:
10.1177/0143831X16679891.

Walters, D., Kirby, P. and Daly, F. (2001). The impact of trade union education and training in health and safety on the
workplace activity of health and safety representatives. Sudbury: HSE Books.

Walters, D. and Nichols, R. (2007). Worker representation and workplace health and safety. Basingstoke: Palgrave
Macmillan.

Walters, D., Quinlan, M., Johnstone, R. and Wadsworth, E. (2016a). Cooperation or resistance? Representing workers’
health and safety in a hazardous industry. Industrial Relations Journal, 47(4), pp. 379-395.

Walters, M. (2005). First year of WSA schemes assessed. Occupational Health Review, 115, pp. 15-16.

Wapshott, R. and Mallett, O. (2015). Managing human resources in small and medium-sized enterprises:
entrepreneurship and the employment relationship. London: Routledge.

Watson, T.J. (2009). Narrative, life story and manager identity: a case study in autobiographical identity work. Human
relations, 62(3), pp. 425-452.


http://www.1mayo.ccoo.es/cms/cli/000001/o/46/467067d7814a489fb8e6d2bfbcb5d86d000001.pdf

WEA (2016). The Work Environment Act. Available at: https://www.av.se/en/work-environment-work-and-
inspections/acts-and-regulations-about-work-environment/the-work-environment-
act/?hI=Work%20environment%20act [Accessed 16/09/18]

Weil, D. (2009). Rethinking the regulation of vulnerable work in the USA: a sector-based approach. Journal of Industrial
Relations, 51(3), pp. 411-430.

Weil, D. (2011). Enforcing labour standards in fissured workplaces: the US experience. Economic and Labour Relations
Review, 22(2), pp. 33-54.

Weil, D. (2014). The Fissured Workplace: Why work became so bad for so many and what can be done to improve it.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Wikman, A. (1991). Att utveckla sociala indikatorer - en surveyansats med exemplet arbetsmiljé. Urval nr. 21.
Stockholm: Statistiska Centralbyran.

Wills, J. (2009). Subcontracted employment and its challenge to labor. Labor Studies Journal, 34(4), pp. 441-460.

Wright, C. (2013). The response of unions to the rise of precarious work in Britain. The Economic and Labour Relations
Review, 24(3), pp. 279-296.

Wright, C. and Brown, W. (2013). The emergence of socially sustainable sourcing: a mechanism for protecting labour
standards in the context of collective bargaining decline. In Freedland, M., Countouris, N. (eds.), Resocialising
Europe in a time of crisis. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 426-446.

Yin, R. (2003). Case Study Research Design and Methods, Volume 5. London: Sage Publications.

Zoli, C. (2011). Consultazione e partecipazione dei rappresentanti dei lavoratori. Sezione VI. Artt. 47-50 D. Lgs.
81/2008. lin Montuschi L. (a cura di). La nuova sicurezza sul lavoro. Bologna: Zanichelli, pp. 504-526.


https://www.av.se/en/work-environment-work-and-inspections/acts-and-regulations-about-work-environment/the-work-environment-act/?hl=Work%20environment%20act
https://www.av.se/en/work-environment-work-and-inspections/acts-and-regulations-about-work-environment/the-work-environment-act/?hl=Work%20environment%20act
https://www.av.se/en/work-environment-work-and-inspections/acts-and-regulations-about-work-environment/the-work-environment-act/?hl=Work%20environment%20act

