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Testing middle range theories
in realist evaluation: a case
of a participatory
organisational intervention

Hamid Roodbari, Karina Nielsen and Carolyn Axtell
Sheffield University Management School, The University of Sheffield,
Sheffield, UK, and
Susan E. Peters and Glorian Sorensen
Harvard T.H. Chan School of Public Health, Harvard University,
Boston, Massachusetts, USA

Abstract

Purpose — Realist evaluation seeks to answer the question of “what works for whom in which circumstances?”
through developing and testing middle range theories (MRTs). MRTs are programme theories that outline how
certain mechanisms of an intervention work in a specific context to bring about certain outcomes. In this paper,
the authors tested an initial MRT about the mechanism of participation. The authors used evidence from a
participatory organisational intervention in five worksites of a large multi-national organisation in the US food
service industry.

Design/methodology/approach — Qualitative data from 89 process tracking documents and 24 post-
intervention, semi-structured interviews with intervention stakeholders were analysed using template
analysis.

Findings — The operationalised mechanism was partial worksite managers’ engagement with the research
team. Six contextual factors (e.g. high workload) impaired participation, and one contextual factor (i.e. existing
participatory practices) facilitated participation. Worksite managers’ participation resulted in limited
improvement in their awareness of how working conditions can impact on their employees’ safety, health,
and well-being. Based on these findings, the authors modified the initial MRT into an empirical MRT.
Originality/value — This paper contributes to the understanding of “what works for whom in which
circumstances” regarding participation in organisational interventions.

Keywords Realist evaluation, Organisational interventions, Food service, Work environment,
Occupational health
Paper type Research paper

Introduction

From an occupational health perspective, participatory organisational interventions can be
defined as “planned, behavioural, theory-based actions that aim to improve employees”
health and well-being through changing the way work is designed, organised, and managed’
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(Nielsen, 2013, p. 1030). These interventions are the recommended approach for improving
psychosocial working conditions and employees’ health and well-being (EU-OSHA, 2016;
ILO, 2001). However, the evaluation of participatory organisational interventions is
challenging (Fox et al, 2022; Roodbari et al, 2021a). First, participatory organisational
interventions work through different emergent process mechanisms (e.g. the process of
action planning) and content mechanisms (e.g. the content of action plans) (Nielsen and
Miraglia, 2017). Second, participatory organisational interventions are implemented in
dynamic, complex organisational contexts where various contextual factors facilitate or
impair the operation of intervention mechanisms (Nielsen and Randall, 2013). Realist
evaluation is considered a promising approach to evaluate complex participatory
organisational interventions (Nielsen and Miraglia, 2017).

Over the last decades, different evaluation waves have become dominant: science-driven,
dialogue-oriented, neo-liberal, evidence (Vedung, 2010), and collaborative and citizen-focused
(Krogstrup and Mortensen, 2021). In organisational intervention research, the Randomised
Control Trial (RCT) has been considered the gold standard (Nielsen and Miraglia, 2017).
However, recently, Nielsen and Miraglia (2017) argued for a need to move beyond the RCT
question of “what works?” to the realist evaluation question of “what works for whom in
which circumstances?”. Realist evaluation suggests that evaluators and intervention
participants should engage in an “assisted sense-making relationship” and interact
collaboratively to evaluate interventions (Pawson and Tilley, 2004). As such, realist
evaluation is situated in the collaborative and citizen-focused wave.

Recent reviews show that participatory organisational interventions have been
effective in improving employees’ health and well-being (Fox et al., 2022; Roodbari et al.,
2021a, b, c). Participatory organisational interventions are advantageous as they: (1)
allow targeting the right working condition problems at source (Busch et al, 2017
Schelvis et al., 2016), (2) allow tailoring the intervention to fit the organisational contexts
and individuals within the organisation (Abildgaard et al, 2020), and (3) trigger
co-learning processes which empower middle managers and employees to solve the
working condition problems (Nielsen and Randall, 2012). These interventions improve
employees’ feeling of intervention ownership, psychosocial risk management, perceived
autonomy, perceived social support, and health and well-being (Abildgaard et al., 2020,
Busch et al, 2017; Nielsen and Randall, 2012; Tafvelin et al, 2019; von Thiele Schwarz
et al, 2017). On the other hand, the two disadvantages of participatory organisational
interventions are: (1) their outcomes are highly context-specific as the development and
implementation of intervention activities are determined by managers and employees in a
specific workplace (Abildgaard et al., 2020; Nielsen et al., 2006) and (2) their outcomes are
notoriously difficult to measure (Holman and Axtell, 2016). To address these issues, it has
been suggested to focus on proximal outcomes rather than distal outcomes of these
interventions (von Thiele Schwarz et al, 2017) and to explore the links between these
interventions’ processes and outcomes, for instance by using realist evaluation (Nielsen
and Miraglia, 2017).

Realist evaluation seeks to answer the question of “what works for whom in which
circumstances?”. To answer this question, realist evaluation studies (1) the underlying
mechanisms of an intervention (what makes the intervention work?), (2) the contexts under
which the mechanisms operate (what are the conditions that influence the operation of these
mechanisms?), and (3) the patterns of outcomes produced (what are the observed patterns of
outcomes?). These form context—-mechanism—outcome (CMO) configurations (where
context + mechanisms = outcomes) (Pawson and Tilley, 1997). Realist evaluation follows
a cycle that contains four steps. First, initial middle range theories (MRTSs) are developed.
MRTs are programme theories based on CMO configurations that outline how certain
mechanisms of an intervention work in a specific context to produce particular outcomes.



Second, interventions are designed and implemented based on the initial MRTs and empirical Testing middle

data are collected to test these MRTs. Third, the empirical data are analysed and synthesised
to develop empirical MRTs. Fourth, initial MRTs are tested against empirical MRTs, it
means, it is explored if CMOs of the empirical MRT's are the same or different from the CMOs
of the initial MRTs (Pawson and Tilley, 2004; Roodbari et al., 2021b). The purpose of this
paper is to perform the second, third, and fourth steps of a realist evaluation cycle in a
participatory organisational intervention in a large multi-national organisation in the US food
service industry.

The current literature shows that a few organisational intervention studies have
employed realist evaluation (for example, Abildgaard et al, 2020; Busch et al, 2017,
Nielsen et al., 2014; von Thiele Schwarz ef al., 2017). As such, we only know a little about how
to apply realist evaluation in the evaluation of organisational interventions, and consequently
have limited knowledge of the causal links between mechanisms of organisational
interventions, the contextual factors that influence the operation of such mechanisms, and
the outcomes the mechanisms produce (Nielsen and Noblet, 2018).

We conducted a proof-of-concept cluster randomised controlled trial, the Workplace
Organisational Health Study, to test the feasibility and efficacy of a participatory
organisational intervention to improve working conditions and safety, health, and well-
being of low-wage food service workers (Sorensen et al., 2019). Food service workers are
exposed to adverse working conditions that pose high levels of stress (Matsuzuki et al, 2013)
and high risks of injury (Alamgir et al, 2007; Cann et al, 2008; Cocci et al, 2005).
Organisational interventions focus on changing working conditions to improve workers’
safety, health, and well-being, however, few have been evaluated and are available in the
literature (Busch ef al., 2017, Haukka et al., 2008, 2010; Nielsen et al., 2006; Siukola et al, 2011).

Based on empirical data from the planning phase of the participatory organisational
intervention (Peters et al, 2020), we undertook the first step of a realist evaluation cycle and
developed four initial MRTs (Roodbari et al, 2021b). This paper empirically tested one of
these initial MRTs, participation. Although the literature highlights the importance of
participation for intervention outcomes, still little is known about Zow participation interacts
with prevalent contextual factors to produce intervention outcomes (Nielsen, 2013). In this
paper, therefore, we empirically tested the following initial MRT about participation:

Initial MRT about participation: “if there are reasonable workloads for employees and
worksite managers, the level of employees” turnover is low, employees’ readiness for change
is high, and there are structures in place including existing regular meetings (contextual
factors);, then giving autonomy to employees to, collectively with their worksite managers,
make decisions about improving their working conditions (a participation mechanism)
will improve employees’ awareness of their working conditions and behaviours,
management of their energy levels and fatigue, and their feeling of being valued and
satisfied (outcomes).

The current paper’s main contribution is the demonstration of how qualitative data can be
used to test an initial MRT about participation. First, Nielsen and Miraglia (2017) called for future
organisational intervention studies to use realist evaluation. In response, this paper uses
qualitative data from a participatory organisational intervention in the US food service industry
to empirically test an initial MRT. As such, the first research question in this paper is:

RQI. How can initial CMO configurations be tested in an organisational intervention
using qualitative data?

Second, Nielsen (2013) called for future organisational intervention studies to examine the
mechanism of participation. In response, this paper tests an initial MR T about the mechanism
of participation using evidence from the participatory organisational intervention. Therefore,
the second research question in this paper is:

range theories
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Figure 1.
Intervention design

RQ2. What works for whom in which circumstances regarding participation in an
organisational intervention?

The empirically tested MRT can help in the design of future participatory organisational
interventions and increase their likelihood of success (Nielsen, 2013; Roodbari et al., 2021a).

Methods
Sampling and study setting
The need to improve food service workers’ safety, health, and well-being prompted a large
multi-national organisation to approach the Harvard T.H. Chan School of Public Health.
This partnership resulted in the development and implementation of the Workplace
Organisational Health Study. The organisation had worksites that provided food services to
corporate clients through a contractual relationship. The worksites were located in corporate
clients’ premises across Massachusetts, USA. Each worksite had a worksite manager, grouped
into districts and managed by a district manager, who supervised the worksite managers.
The proof-of concept trial had two aims. First, to assess the effectiveness of the
intervention (i.e. does it work?) using a cluster randomised design. Second, using realist
evaluation, to understand variations in the intervention implementation in the intervention
worksites (i.e. what works for whom in which circumstances?) within the intervention
worksites. We aimed to identify contextual factors that are likely to trigger the intervention’s
mechanisms to bring about the intended outcomes (Nielsen and Miraglia, 2017).

Intervention design
The participatory organisational intervention followed three phases: planning,
implementation, and synthesis (Figure 1) (Sorensen et al.,, 2021).

In the planning phase, the research team collaborated with organisational members at the
district and worksite levels to create readiness and support for the intervention. In this phase,
the research team conducted formative research, full details of the formative research are
reported in other paper (Peters et al, 2020). The formative research revealed four critical
process mechanisms: (1) participation, (2) leadership commitment, (3) communication, and (4)
tailoring the intervention to fit the organisational context. It, also, revealed three content
mechanisms (i.e. influential working conditions on employees’ safety, health, and well-being):
(1) safety and ergonomics (e.g. burns, cuts, falls, trips, slips), (2) work intensity

Planning Phase Impl tation Phase Synthesis Phase

Process and Outcome Evaluation
through Realist Evaluation

Formative Research

* 20 semi-structured interviews

with the organisation’s
managers

» Five focus groups with a total

of 30 employees

» Five worksite observations

Implementation Focusing on
‘Working Conditions

 Safety and ergonomics

(October 2018-February 2019)

*  Work intensity (March 2019-

May 2019)
Job enrichment (June 2019-
November 2019)

* 89 process tracking documents
* 24 post-intervention, semi-

structured interviews with
intervention stakeholders
including intervention worksite
managers, senior managers,
individual employees at one
intervention worksite, the
project champion, and two
interventionists




(e.g. workloads, various shift works), and (3) job enrichment (e.g. role clarity, career Testing middle

advancement pathways).

In the implementation phase, by using a Cluster RCT, ten worksites were assigned to five
intervention worksites and five control worksites (Sorensen et al, 2019). The implementation
phase was from October 2018 to November 2019, lasting 13 months. Over this period, the
intervention focused on improving the pre-determined working conditions sequentially
(Nagler et al., 2021): safety and ergonomics (October 2018-February 2019), work intensity
(March 2019-May 2019), and job enrichment (June 2019-November 2019). At the start of the
implementation phase, the research team conducted orientation meetings with the five
intervention worksite managers. In these meetings, they reviewed intervention goals,
problematic working conditions, and ways to align the intervention with the worksites.
During the implementation phase, there was at least one in-person monthly meeting and a
phone call between the research team and each worksite manager. In the in-person meetings,
they discussed potential priorities and action steps for the action planning process, strategies
for encouraging employees’ input on priorities, and needed resources to move forward.
Approximately two weeks after each in-person meeting, the research team and worksite
managers spoke on the phone to reflect on the last in-person meeting, plan for the next in-
person meeting, track what has occurred related to the intervention, and provide necessary
guidance and technical assistance.

In the synthesis phase, both the implementation process and intervention outcomes were
evaluated using realist evaluation. This study received approval for human subjects research
through the Harvard T.H. Chan School of Public Health Office of Regulatory Affairs and
Research Compliance (Protocol # IRB16-0488).

Data collection

To empirically test the initial MRT about participation, we collected qualitative data during
the intervention’s implementation and at follow-up. The first and third authors assisted the
research team in collecting data at follow-up. We used qualitative data for two reasons. First,
although using quantitative data is advantageous in causally linking participation measures
to contextual factors and intervention outcomes, qualitative data may better capture the
complex nature of and interactions between mechanisms and contextual factors that result in
outcomes (Pawson, 2013). Second, the targeted organisation provides food services to its
corporate clients through its small-sized worksites (with employees ranging from 5-22). In
quantitative studies with small sample size, the results may not have sufficient statistical
power to detect a significant difference or effect (Cohen, 1988).

During the implementation, the research team collected 89 process tracking documents,
recording all interactions between the research team and managers from the five intervention
worksites. These interactions included regular in-person meetings, phone calls, and webinars
between the research team and managers. We used process tracking as this method allowed
us to avoid retrospective sensemaking and improve the understanding of how participation
was triggered during the intervention and affected intervention outcomes (Nielsen and
Randall, 2013). At follow-up, we conducted 24 semi-structured phone interviews with
intervention stakeholders, see Table 1 for the details of the interviews. We used semi-
structured interviews as this method allowed us to ask specific questions based on realist
evaluation principles to explore how intervention stakeholders perceived participation and
its related contextual factors and outcomes (Nielsen and Randall, 2013). In the interviews, we
followed the principles of realist evaluation (Nielsen and Miraglia, 2017); and asked questions
exploring perspectives on intervention mechanisms, facilitating and impairing contextual
factors, and intervention outcomes (Roodbari ef al,, 2021a). All interviews were audiotaped
and transcribed verbatim.

range theories
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Table 1.

Overview of the data

collection methods

When data was Data collection Who
collected methods collected data  Participants Timing
During the 89 Process The research ~ Multi-level managers of the five N/A
implementation tracking team intervention worksites
documents
Follow-up Five semi- The research  Five intervention worksite 30 min
structured phone  team managers (range 13 to
interviews 53 min)
Six semi- The research  District level managers, including 39 min
structured phone  team district managers, humanresources, (range 29 to
interviews health and safety, and operations 50 min)
leaders involved in the intervention
11 semi- The research 11 individual employees at one 19 min
structured team intervention worksite (range 14 to
interviews 26 min)
One semi- The second The project champion (a senior 63 min
structured phone  and third manager who represented the
interview authors company’s national leadership and
provided corporate-level support for
the study)
One semi- The first Two interventionists (two research 53 min
structured online  author team members responsible for the
interview process tracking)

Data analysis
We used template analysis (King, 1998) to analyse data, in which an initial template (a priori
themes from the initial MRT) is developed and then refined as data are analysed (Crabtree
and Miller, 1992). In refining the initial template (i.e. initial MRT) into a finalised template
(representing the empirical MRT), the first author and an experienced qualitative researcher
independently coded empirical data based on intervention mechanisms, contextual factors,
and outcomes. Both used NVivo 12 to code data and cross-checked their codes to enhance
trustworthiness. Then, the first, second, and third authors, focusing on participation, refined
the initial template based on the emerged themes. Following a process of retroduction, which
identifies links between specific mechanisms, their influencing contextual factors, and their
outcomes (Greenhalgh et al., 2017), the coded data was synthesised into a CMO configuration.
This CMO configuration was then translated into an MR T using the statement of “if there are
specific contextual factors, then specific mechanisms produce specific outcomes”.

The description of how qualitative data were collected, analysed, and synthesised into
empirical CMO configuration answers the Research Question 1.

Results

In the following, we describe how the mechanism of participation was triggered, what
contextual factors influenced triggering participation, and what proximal outcomes
participation contributed to produce.

Mechanisms of participation

This mechanism was partially operationalised in some worksites, hindered by the
organisational context. We found that “worksite managers” participation’ and “employees”
participation’ were two different participation mechanisms operationalised as follows:



Mechanism one: worksite managers’ participation in the intervention activities. Worksite Testing middle

managers were the gatekeeper between the research team and employees. As such, their
participation in the intervention activities was at two levels: (1) engagement with the research
team and (2) engagement with employees.

For engagement with the research team, worksite managers attended approximately two-
thirds of the targeted number of in-person visits, phone calls, and group training/discussion.
Process tracking showed that: “fotal contact points/planned contact points was 12.6/19
(66%).” Worksite managers’ engagement with the research team varied across worksites.
Process tracking showed that worksite managers received consultation, tools, and technical
support from the research team in the forms of: (1) worksite-specific assessment reports of
working conditions, (2) tools for developing and implementing an action plan, (3) consultation
to develop solutions for improving the targeted working conditions, and (4) tools for engaging
employees including scripts for huddles (existing regular meetings between worksite
managers and employees in each worksite) for each working condition, and a coaching and
feedback tool.

Regarding worksite managers’ engagement with their employees, they decided the
intervention activities that employees would participate in.

First, worksite managers’ engagement with their employees varied in different worksites.
(1) Only one of the worksite managers used the 2 + 2 coaching and feedback tool with
employees. The 2 + 2 coaching and feedback tool was used to guide a brief conversation with
an employee about two things that are working well, two things the employee should
improve, and specific actions and next steps. An interventionist said: “One worksite started —
by the end of the intervention-using that (the coaching and feedback tool) and found it very
helpfulin terms of providing feedback and providing coaching.” (2) Only one worksite manager
did involve employees in selecting priorities for the safety and ergonomics module. (3) Only
two worksite managers confirmed using the huddle scripts.

Second, worksite managers’ engagement with their employees about the intervention
activities was limited. An interventionist explained: “I would say most of them (worksite
managers) didn’t do much. They sat on the phone calls, they talked to us when we were in, but I
don’t think much happened in between . . . There was always a lot of reasons why they couldn’t
get to it when we had our check-in phone calls.”

In short, worksite managers’ engagement with the research team was partially
operationalised. Worksite managers’ engagement with employees was limited and
inconsistent across worksites.

Mechanism two. employees’ participation in the intervention activities. Data showed that
employees’ engagement in determining how to improve their working conditions was
minimal. An interventionist recalled: “Yeah. So only in the one smaller worksite where they
(employees) provided written feedback to the worksite manager. And then at one of my other
worksites the worksite manager did ask everyone to write something down regarding safety and
ergonomics, and only two people did. But while we were in the worksites, the few huddles that we
were participating in, they said abmost nothing.” In brief, employees’ engagement in the
intervention activities was minimal.

Contextual factors that influenced participation

Contextual factor one: existing high workloads of both worksite managers and employees (a
barrier). High workloads limited worksite managers’ and employees’ ability to participate in
intervention activities. A worksite manager asserted that: “I really think it (a barrier to
participating in the intervention) was a time thing. Our industry is very intense — our jobs are
very intense ... There’s ravely any downtime in our position.” In summary, existing high
workloads of both worksite managers and employees impaired their participation.

range theories
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Contextual factor two: lack of worksite managers’ motivation to participate in the
intervention (a barrier). Three worksite managers described their motivation for
participating in the intervention as coming from higher leadership, in that they were
informed by their managers that they would participate in the intervention. A worksite
manager explained that: “There was nothing really that motivated me. I was told pretty much
that my worksite was selected and asked me what you'’re gonna do.” The lack of worksite
managers’ motivation o hindered their participation.

Contextual factor three: host corporate clients’ control over the worksite environment (a
barrier). Worksites were accountable to both the organisation (the parent employer) and their
clients. First, worksites had to respond to clients’ catering requests often with little notice,
which meant they had limited time to engage in the intervention activities. The project
champion explained: “We try to stick to their (clients’) goals. It’s all about them. So, if quality of
life or employee wellbeing is important, truly, for everyone, yeah we’d bring them in. Otherwise,
no, because it’s another time thing and — the [clients’] perception could be, why are they
(worksites) doing this, why is it taking away time from them doing the core business [which is
preparing and selling food]?” Second, as the cafeterias were owned housed in the client’s
building, the client needed to approve any changes made to the appearance/physical work
environment. For example, process tracking showed: “There are some things that the client
won’t allow to change . . . The worksite has no choice.” In short, host corporate clients’ control
over the worksite environment impaired participation.

Contextual factor four: high worksite managers’ turnover (a barrvier). There was a high
level of worksite managers’ turnover during the intervention period. For instance, in one
worksite, four worksite managers turned over during the intervention. A safety manager
outlined that: “They (worksite managers) get shuffled and moved around. They want to get
promoted and further their careers and they’re always looking at the next step. So, there’s that
turnover which is a big challenge.” Such a high level of turnover meant that new worksite
managers did not know enough about the work environment and employees in their
worksites to engage them in the intervention activities, or have enough time to complete
intervention activities when they were becoming oriented to their new job/worksite. For
example, process tracking notes revealed: “The worksite manager is very hesitant to engage
employees [in the intervention activities]; he doesn’t know enough about the worksite or staff
yet.” In brief, high worksite managers’ turnover hindered their participation.

Contextual factor five: employees’ language barriers. Communication at worksites was
generally conducted in English, unless the manager or other employees could translate.
Therefore, language barriers made engaging employees, whose primary language was not
English, in the intervention activities harder. A worksite manager explained that: “We
(worksite managers) ave those ones that set the tone and pass through all the information [about
changes at the worksite level] . . . And of course, there are some language barriers in that.” In
summary, language barriers impaired employees’ participation.

Contextual factor six: diminished support by the senior managers (district and national
managers) to the worksite managers (a barrier). Senior managers voiced support for the
intervention and supported the intervention at its start. However, during the intervention,
support from senior managers (mainly from district managers) was impeded by competing
priorities, turnover, and lack of resources. Therefore, worksite managers received little
support to overcome some of the contextual barriers to participation. A worksite manager
recalled that: “There was a lot of assistance from those above us, theve was a bit vight after the
meeting (an introduction meeting between the research team and managers at multi-level), but
then that’s kind of where it ended.” Diminished senior management support reduced worksite
managers’ motivation to participate in the intervention activities. For example, a district
manager called employees’ list of safety concerns a “Christmas Wish List”, which
discouraged the worksite manager from participating and further obtaining employees’



inputs. In sum, diminished support by the senior managers to the worksite managers Testing middle

hindered worksite managers’ participation.

Contextual factor seven: existing participatory practices (a facilitator). Two participatory
practices in the organisation were used in the intervention’s activities and facilitated
participation in some worksites. First, in each of the worksites, the worksite manager brought
together all staff in huddles—an existing organisational practice—on a regular basis to
facilitate employees’ participation. An employee stated that: “Since I've been here, it seems like
they’re (worksite managers) doing it [huddles] more. I guess they always did it, but they re doing
it more often now. I guess, to make sure everyone’s refreshed and knows about the safety rules
and everything.” Second, in one worksite, the manager used an existing health and safety
committee to funnel employee input. An interventionist stated that: “The worksite manager
had a health and safety committee at that worksite . . . he was going to funnel employee input
through this safety committee.” In short, existing participatory practices facilitated
participation.

Proximal outcomes that participation contributed to produce
Our analyses showed that worksite managers’ participation with the research team was
partially triggered, but worksite managers’ participation with the employees related to the
intervention was minimal. As such, the participatory intervention resulted in limited,
sporadic improvement in worksite managers’ awareness of how working conditions can
impact on their employees’ safety, health, and well-being. Three worksite managers
acknowledged this proximal outcome as a result of the participatory intervention. For
example, a worksite manager shared: “What it (the participatory intervention) brought to
the table for me was a fresh eye approach as to the way that we conduct our business. There
were some safety issues that were addressed and corrected . . . And it was a good opportunity
for us to address some over and above issues that aren’t currently covered by our standards.”
In sum, worksite managers’ participation resulted in limited improvement in their
awareness of how working conditions can impact on their employees’ safety, health, and
well-being.

Based on the above empirical evidence, we modified the initial MRT to the following
empirical MRT (Figure 2).

Contextual factors Mechanisms of Outcomes that
that influenced + articipation - participation
participation P P - contributed to
produce

range theories

Barriers

Facilitator

Existing high workloads of both
worksite managers and
employees

Existing participatory practices

Lack of worksite managers’
motivation to participate in the
intervention

Host corporate clients’ control
over the worksite environment

High worksite managers”
turnover

Language barriers

Diminished support by the
senior managers to the worksite
managers

Partial triggering of worksite
managers’ participation (in the
form of worksite managers”
engagement with the research
team)

Limited improvements in
worksite managers’ awareness
of how working conditions can
impact on their employees”
safety, health, and wellbeing

Figure 2.
Empirical MRT
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Figure 3.
Initial and
empirical MRTs

Empirical MRT about participation: if there are barriers of high workloads of worksite
managers and employees, lack of worksite managers’ motivation to participate in the
intervention, host corporate clients’ control over the worksite environment, high worksite
managers’ turnover, language barriers, and diminished support by the senior managers to
the worksite managers (barriers), despite existing some participatory practices in the
organisation (facilitator) (contextual factors); them partial triggering of worksite managers’
participation (in the form of worksite managers’ engagement with the research team)
(participation mechanism) results in limited improvement in worksite managers’ awareness of
how working conditions can impact on their employees’ safety, health, and well-being
(proximal outcome).

The above empirical MRT about participation answers the Research Question 2.

Discussion
Based on qualitative empirical data from a participatory organisational intervention in the
US food service industry, we tested and modified an initial MRT about the mechanism of
participation into an empirical MRT. Figure 3 shows CMOs of the initial and empirical MR Ts.
As shown in Figure 3, the CMOs of the empirical MRT have similarities and differences
compared to the CMOs of the initial MRT. Regarding mechanisms, in the initial MRT the
proposed mechanism was full engagement of both worksite managers and employees in
intervention activities to improve their working conditions. However, in the empirical MRT,
the operationalised mechanism was partial worksite managers’ engagement with the
research team. Since the full operation of worksite managers’ participation was necessary for
triggering employees’ participation, it was unlikely that employees’ participation was
triggered. This finding highlights the importance of examining participation at the different
levels of the organisation and the research team’s role in the participatory processes.
Regarding contextual factors, both the initial and empirical MRTs acknowledged that
existing participatory practices facilitate participation and high workload impairs
participation. The empirical MRT incorporated five unanticipated contextual factors, all of
which impaired participation: (1) lack of worksite managers’ motivation to participate in the

Initial MRT about participation

Contextual Factors Mechanisms of Participation Outcomes
+ There are reasonable workloads for employees + Giving autonomy to employees to, collectively mm | Might improve employees’ awareness of their
and worksite managers with their worksite managers, make decisions - working conditions and behaviours
« The level of employees” turnover is low about improving their working conditions « Might improve employees’ management of their
- Employees’ readiness for change is high energy levels and fatigue
« There are structures in place, including existing « Might improve employees’ feeling of being
regular meetings valued and satisfied
Empirical MRT about participation
Contextual Factors

Barriers
+  Existing high workloads of both worksite . L

managers and employees Mechanisms of Participation Outcomes

Lack of worksite managers’ motivation to

participate in the intervention Partial triggering of worksite managers” Liinited Smprovemeits i worksits mistiageis

Host corporate clients’ control over the participation (in the form of worksite - - ‘; "ff] fmf/ Sk, o! :,‘? agers

worksite environment managers’ engagement with the research team) | EEE SWRISHESS oL oW pors g S dionsean

. v ., impact on their employees’ safety, health, and
High worksite managers’ turnover i
wellbeing

Language barriers

Diminished support by the senior managers to

the worksite managers
Facilitator

Existing participatory practices
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worksite managers’ turnover, (4) language barriers, and (5) diminished support by the senior
managers to the worksite managers. We identified more contextual factors in the empirical
MRT than in our initial MRT. The identification of further contextual factors indicates that
the initial MRT did not anticipate all the contextual factors that impaired triggering
participation during the implementation (Pawson and Tilley, 1997, 2004).

The proposed outcomes in the initial MRT were about employees’ awareness of their
working conditions and their health and well-being. These outcomes could not be measured,
and due to the very limited triggering of employees’ participation in a few worksites, our
expectation is that these outcomes were not likely produced. Instead, partial triggering of
worksite managers’ participation (in the form of worksite managers’ engagement with the
research team) resulted in limited improvement in worksite managers’ awareness of how
working conditions can impact on employees’ safety, health, and well-being.

Regarding the link between participation and contexts, the literature supports our finding
that existing participatory practices as a contextual factor facilitates the triggering of
participation (von Thiele Schwarz et al, 2017). The literature also supports the contextual
factors that we identified for impairing participation, including: (1) workloads of both
worksite managers and employees (Arapovic-Johansson et al, 2018), (2) lack of worksite
managers’ motivation to participate in the intervention (Busch et al, 2017), (3) language
barriers (Busch et al., 2017), and (4) diminished senior managers’ support of the intervention
(Schelvis et al., 2016). We also identified two additional contextual factors that impaired the
triggering participation, including: (1) host corporate clients’ control over the physical
worksite environment and (2) worksite managers’ turnover. These factors particularly
characterise this setting of contracted worksites in the food service industry. Future
organisational intervention studies can explore these two barriers further in other settings.

Regarding the link between participation and outcomes, we could not find evidence in the
literature showing the link between worksite managers’ participation and their awareness of
how working conditions can impact on employees’ safety, health, and well-being. However,
von Thiele Schwarz ef al. (2017) found that the employees’ participation increased employees’
awareness of and capacity to manage psychosocial issues.

Overall, the empirical MRT contained more CMOs compared to the initial MRT. As
such, we recommend that initial MRTs representing “what might work for whom in
which circumstances?” should be tested in different contexts to see “what actually
worked for whom in which circumstances?”. Following this cycle can add more crucial,
tested CMOs to the empirical MRTs that represent “what works for whom in which
circumstances?”.

Implications for future research and practice
Our study has both theoretical and practical implications. We employed realist evaluation as
a promising theoretical approach (Nielsen and Miraglia, 2017) to evaluate the mechanism of
participation in a participatory organisational intervention. We describe how we collected,
analysed, and synthesised qualitative empirical data to test an initial MRT about the critical
mechanism of participation in a participatory organisational intervention (Wong et al., 2016).
Future participatory organisational interventions can follow our data collection, analysis,
and synthesis process to further refine this MRT about participation in different contexts.
This approach helps accumulate theoretically informed knowledge about how participation
works for whom in which circumstances (Nielsen and Miraglia, 2017).

Our tested MRT provides insights to occupational health practitioners and organisational
managers to design and evaluate future participatory organisational interventions.
Regarding the mechanisms of participation, the triggered mechanism in our study was
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worksite managers’ participation (in the form of worksite managers’ engagement with the
research team). In this regard, we recommend occupational health practitioners and
organisational managers should investigate participation at two levels with worksite
managers and employees, and assess their temporal effects on each other and on intervention
outcomes (Tafvelin ef al,, 2019). Both worksite managers and employees are active agents,
and they should, therefore, collectively participate in the intervention activities to make a
participatory intervention succeed. Worksite managers are often the drivers of change as
they translate intervention goals into plans for change that are understandable to employees
and, employees are responsible for implementing the planned changes (Nielsen and
Miraglia, 2017).

Regarding contextual factors, occupational health practitioners and organisational
managers should strengthen facilitators and overcome barriers to triggering effective
participation.

Regarding the facilitator of “existing some participatory practices in the organisation”, we
recommend increased use of existing participatory policies, practices, and procedures to
operationalise participation.

Regarding the barrier of “lack of worksite managers” motivation to participate in the
intervention’, possible solutions could be: (1) conducting transparent recruitment of
intervention worksites, (2) communicating with worksite managers about the importance
of employees’ health, safety, and well-being and the impacts of the participatory
organisational intervention on such outcomes, (3) ensuring they receive encouragement
from the managers above them and the requisite resources to support success, and (4) helping
them to tailor intervention activities to their specific organisational context (Lundmark
et al., 2020).

Regarding the barrier of “high workloads of worksite managers and employees”, we
recommend tailoring the intervention process and content to avoid putting additional
pressure on worksite managers and employees, for instance, through integrating the
intervention process into existing meeting structures (von Thiele Schwarz et al.,, 2021).

Regarding the barrier of “host corporate clients” control over the worksite environment’,
possible solutions could be: (1) communicating with the clients about the dual benefits of the
participatory organisational intervention for clients and employees and (2) including specific
terms in contracts with clients that allow the organisations to improve working conditions
considering the time and cost for implementing such improvements.

Regarding the barrier of “high worksite managers” turnover’, possible solutions could be:
(1) developing contingency plans in collaboration with multi-level managers to accommodate
turnover, or unexpected absences of worksite managers, (2) establishing an operational
steering group in each worksite to maintain intervention activities throughout the
intervention period, and (3) assigning more than one intervention champion in each
worksite (e.g. worksite manager and employees’ champion) responsible for the intervention
activities.

Regarding “language barriers”, a potential solution could be assigning experienced
employees to mentor junior employees who speak the same language (Busch et al, 2017).

Finally, regarding the barrier of “diminished support by the senior managers to the
worksite managers”, we recommend: (1) identifying who has decision-making authority to
influence the intervention activities, (2) communicating with them about the goals and
process of the intervention, (3) aligning intervention activities with their priorities early on,
and (4) developing their leadership resources for supporting intervention activities
(Karanika-Murray et al., 2018).

Our observed outcome manifested a link between worksite managers’ partial participation
in the intervention and limited improvement in their awareness of how working conditions
can impact on employees’ safety, health, and well-being (a proximal outcome). We recommend
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Mechanism (worksite managers’ participation)-Outcomes, Context-Mechanism (employees’
participation)-Outcomes, and their temporal effects on each other and on intervention
outcomes over the intervention period. Such effects can be investigated using a chain of
effects proposed by Nielsen and Abildgaard (2013, p. 288).

This paper answered two research questions. Research Question 1: How can initial CMO
configurations be tested in an ovganisational intervention using qualitative data? This paper
undertook the second, third, and fourth steps of a realist evaluation cycle (Pawson and Tilley,
2004). It described how qualitative data were collected (through 89 process tracking
documents and 24 post-intervention, semi-structured interviews with different intervention
stakeholders), analysed (using template analysis), and synthesised (using retroduction) into
empirical CMO configuration. Future intervention studies can follow our approach to test
their intended mechanisms using realist evaluation. Research Question 2: What works for
whom in which circumstances regarding participation in an organisational intervention? This
paper tested the initial CMO configuration about the critical mechanism of participation. The
tested CMO configuration showed how participation was operationalised in the intervention,
what contextual factors facilitated or impaired the operation of participation, and what
proximal outcomes participation contributed to produce. Future intervention studies can
further test and refine this MRT in similar or different contexts.

Strengths and limitations

Three strengths of this study can be highlighted. First, this study used realist evaluation, as a
promising theoretical approach, to study participation as the central mechanism of participatory
organisational interventions and its related contextual factors and outcomes (Nielsen, 2013;
Nielsen and Miraglia, 2017). Second, this study focused on a participatory organisational
intervention in a fissured work environment with low-wage employees from diverse cultures
and languages. Third, we collected data through a substantive number of process tracking
documents and post-intervention interviews with different intervention stakeholders.

This study also faced two main limitations. First, although qualitative data better capture the
complex nature of and interactions between mechanisms and contextual factors that result in
outcomes (Pawson, 2013), using quantitative measures of outcomes could help to triangulate
results and provide a more scientific evaluation of the CMOs (cf. Abildgaard ef al, 2020; Busch
et al., 2017). However, due to closures related to the COVID-19 pandemic, we could not conduct
surveys and measure quantitative outcomes. Second, due to a COVID-19 lockdown at the end of
the intervention period, we could interview only 11 employees at one intervention worksite. The
collected employee data were not rich enough to extract their perspectives on outcomes and
outcomes’ links with intervention mechanisms as required by realist evaluation (Pawson and
Tilley, 2004). We recognise that the perceptions of all employees in different intervention
worksites about outcomes and their links with mechanisms are critical in the evaluation of
interventions (Nielsen ef al, 2021). Given these limitations, we acknowledge that the reported
outcome might not be the same if we could have collected and analysed quantitative measures of
outcomes and if we could have interviewed employees from all of the five intervention worksites.

Our positionality had three aspects (Savin-Baden and Major, 2013). First, relevant to the
research project, we shared our mental model of “working conditions are determinants of
employees” health and safety and organisational outcomes” with the organisational members
and helped them to plan and implement intervention activities. Second, relevant to participants,
it is possible that employees viewed us as outsiders and were less confident and willing to share
their ideas with us; in response, we asked worksite managers to encourage employees to express
their ideas and we sought consent from participants and assured them confidentiality in our data
collection. Third, relevant to data gathering and findings, we had different backgrounds and
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levels of experience, and were from different academic levels, hence, to ensure we have similar
mental models of the evaluation, we used teamwork and held several meetings. Also, to ensure
we had similar mental models of the intervention with employees, we tried to simplify questions
to ensure employees understand and answer the questions, also, the interviews with employees
were done by two interventionists who were familiar with the worksites and employees.

Conclusion

This paper empirically tested an initial MRT about participation based on qualitative
empirical data from a participatory organisational intervention in the US food service
industry. The tested MRT showed how participation was operationalised in the intervention,
what contextual factors facilitated or impaired the operation of participation, and what
proximal outcomes were produced. Therefore, this paper contributes to the understanding of
“what works for whom in which circumstances” regarding participation in organisational
interventions. Future organisational interventions can follow our qualitative approach based
on realist evaluation to develop and test initial MR T's focusing on different mechanisms; also,
they can further refine our tested MRT about participation in different contexts.

References

Abildgaard, J.S,, Nielsen, K., Wahlin-Jacobsen, C.D., Maltesen, T., Christensen, K.B. and Holtermann, A.
(2020), “Same, but different’: a mixed-methods realist evaluation of a cluster-randomized controlled
participatory organizational intervention”, Human Relations, Vol. 73 No. 10, pp. 1339-1365.

Alamgir, H,, Swinkels, H, Yu, S. and Yassi, A. (2007), “Occupational injury among cooks and food service
workers in the healthcare sector”, American Journal of Industrial Medicine, Vol. 50 No. 7, pp. 528-535.

Arapovic-Johansson, B., Wahlin, C., Hagberg, ], Kwak, L., Bjorklund, C. and Jensen, 1. (2018),
“Participatory work place intervention for stress prevention in primary health care. A
randomized controlled trial”, European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, Vol. 27
No. 2, pp. 219-234.

Busch, C,, Koch, T, Clasen, ], Winkler, E. and Vowinkel, J. (2017), “Evaluation of an organizational health
intervention for low-skilled workers and immigrants”, Human Relations, Vol. 70 No. 8, pp. 994-1016.

Cann, AP, Baker, AM, Hansen, A., Massie, D. and Vandervoort, A.A. (2008), “A five year
retrospective analysis of occupational injuries and incidence reported at a research intensive
Canadian university”, Work (Reading, Mass.), Vol. 30 No. 2, pp. 171-184.

Cocci, S., Namasivayam, K. and Bordi, P. (2005), “An investigation of ergonomic design and

productivity improvements in foodservice production tables”, Foodservice Research
International, Vol. 16 Nos 34, pp. 53-59.

Cohen, J. (1988), Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences, 2nd ed., Routledge, New York, NY.

Crabtree, BF. and Miller, W.L. (1992), “A template approach to text analysis: developing and using
codebooks”, in Crabtree, B.F. and Miller, W L. (Eds), Doing Qualitative Research, Sage, Newbury
Park, CA, pp. 93-109.

EU-OSHA (2016), “Second European survey of enterprises on new and emerging risks (ESENER-2).
Overview report: managing safety and health at work”, Publications Office of the European
Union, available at: https://op.europa.eu/s/n7Wt (accessed 10 June 2020).

Fox, KE, Johnson, S.T., Berkman, L.F., Sianoja, M., Soh, Y., Kubzansky, L.D. and Kelly, E.L. (2022),
“Organisational- and group-level workplace interventions and their effect on multiple domains
of worker well-being: a systematic review”, Work and Stress, Vol. 36 No. 1, pp. 30-59.

Greenhalgh, T., Pawson, R., Wong, G., Westhorp, G., Greenhalgh, ]J., Manzano, A. and Jagosh, ]. (2017),
“Retroduction in realist evaluation the RAMESES II Project”, The RAMESES Projects,
available at: www.ramesesproject.org.


https://op.europa.eu/s/n7Wt
http://www.ramesesproject.org

Haukka, E., Leino-Arjas, P., Viikari-Juntura, E., Takala, E.-P., Malmivaara, A., Hopsu, L., Mutanen, P.,
Ketola, R., Virtanen, T., Pehkonen, 1., Holtari-Leino, M., Nykénen, J., Stenholm, S., Nykyri, E. and
Riihiméki, H. (2008), “A randomised controlled trial on whether a participatory ergonomics
intervention could prevent musculoskeletal disorders”, Occupational and Envirommental
Medicine, Vol. 65 No. 12, pp. 849-856.

Haukka, E.,, Pehkonen, I, Leino-Arjas, P., Vikari-Juntura, E,, Takala, E.-P.,, Malmivaara, A., Hopsu, L.
Mutanen, P., Ketola, R,, Virtanen, T., Holtari-Leino, M., Nykénen, J., Stenholm, S., Ojajarvi, A. and
Rithiméki, H. (2010), “Effect of a participatory ergonomics intervention on psychosocial factors at
work in a randomised controlled trial”, Occupational and Environmental Medicine, Vol. 67 No. 3, pp.
170-177.

Holman, D. and Axtell, C. (2016), “Can job redesign interventions influence a broad range of employee
outcomes by changing multiple job characteristics? A quasi-experimental study”, Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology, Vol. 21 No. 3, pp. 284-295.

ILO (2001), Guidelines on Occupational Safety and Health Management Systems, ILO-OSH,
International Labor Office, Geneva.

Karanika-Murray, M., Gkiontsi, D. and Baguley, T. (2018), “Engaging leaders at two hierarchical levels
in organizational health interventions”, International Journal of Workplace Health Management,
Vol. 11 No. 4, pp. 210-227.

King, N. (1998), “Template Analysis”, in Symon, G. and Cassell, C. (Eds), Qualitative Methods and
Analysis in Organizational Research: A Practical Guide, Sage, London, pp. 118-134.

Krogstrup, HK. and Mortensen, NM. (2021), “The fifth evaluation wave”, in Thomassen, A.O. and
Jensen, ].B. (Eds), Processual Perspectives on the Co-production Turn in Public Sector
Organizations, Information Science Reference/IGI Global, Hershey, PA, pp. 59-78.

Lundmark, R., Nielsen, K., Hasson, H., von Thiele Schwarz, U. and Tafvelin, S. (2020), “No leader is an
island: contextual antecedents to line managers’ constructive and destructive leadership during an
organizational intervention”, International Jouwrnal of Workplace Health Management, Vol. 13 No. 2,
pp. 173-188.

Matsuzuki, H., Haruyama, Y., Muto, T., Aikawa, K., Ito, A. and Katamoto, S. (2013), “Workers’ load
and job-related stress after a reform and work system change in a hospital kitchen in Japan”,
Environmental Health and Preventive Medicine, Vol. 18 No. 2, pp. 171-176.

Nagler, EM.,, Stelson, E.A., Karapanos, M., Burke, L., Wallace, LM., Peters, SE., Nielsen, K. and
Sorensen, G. (2021), “Using total worker Health® implementation guidelines to design an
organizational intervention for low-wage food service workers: the workplace organizational
health study”, International Journal of Envirommental Research and Public Health, Vol. 18
No. 17, p. 9383.

Nielsen, K. (2013), “Review Article: how can we make organizational interventions work? Employees and
line managers as actively crafting interventions”, Human Relations, Vol. 66 No. 8, pp. 1029-1050.

Nielsen, K. and Abildgaard, J.S. (2013), “Organizational interventions: a research-based framework for
the evaluation of both process and effects”, Work and Stress, Vol. 27 No. 3, pp. 278-297.

Nielsen, K. and Miraglia, M. (2017), “What works for whom in which circumstances? On the need to
move beyond the ‘what works? question in organizational intervention research”, Human
Relations, Vol. 70 No. 1, pp. 40-62.

Nielsen, K. and Noblet, A. (2018), “Organizational interventions: where are we, where do we go from
here?”, in Nielsen, K. and Noblet, A. (Eds), Organizational Interventions for Health and Well-
Being: A Handbook for Evidence-Based Practice, Routledge, Oxon, pp. 1-23.

Nielsen, K. and Randall, R. (2012), “The importance of employee participation and perceptions of changes in
procedures in a teamworking intervention”, Work and Stress, Vol. 26 No. 2, pp. 91-111.

Nielsen, K. and Randall, R. (2013), “Opening the black box: presenting a model for evaluating
organizational-level interventions”, European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology,
Vol. 22 No. 5, pp. 601-617.

Testing middle
range theories




[JWHM

Nielsen, K., Abildgaard, J.S. and Daniels, K. (2014), “Putting context into organizational intervention
design: using tailored questionnaires to measure initiatives for worker well-being”, Human
Relations, Vol. 67 No. 12, pp. 1537-1560.

Nielsen, K., Fredslund, H., Christensen, K.B. and Albertsen, K. (2006), “Success or failure? Interpreting
and understanding the impact of interventions in four similar worksites”, Work and Stress,
Vol. 20 No. 3, pp. 272-287.

Nielsen, K., Antino, M., Rodriguez-Munoz, A. and Sanz-Vergel, A. (2021), “Is it me or us? The impact of
individual and collective participation on work engagement and burnout in a cluster-
randomized organisational intervention”, Work and Stress, Vol. 35 No. 4, pp. 374-397.

Pawson, R. (2013), The Science of Evaluation: A Realist Manifesto, 1st ed., SAGE, London.
Pawson, R. and Tilley, N. (1997), Realistic Evaluation, 1st ed., Sage Publications, London.

Pawson, R. and Tilley, N. (2004), “Realist evaluation”, available at: http:/www.communitymatters.
com.aw/RE_chapter.pdf (accessed 10 January 2019).

Peters, SE., Nielsen, KM.,, Nagler, EM.,, Revette, A.C., Madden, J. and Sorensen, G. (2020), “Ensuring
organization-intervention fit for a participatory organizational intervention to improve food

service workers’ health and wellbeing”, Journal of Occupational and Environmental Medicine,
Vol. 62 No. 2, pp. e33-e45.

Roodbari, H., Axtell, C., Nielsen, K. and Sorensen, G. (2021a), “Organisational interventions to improve
employees’ health and wellbeing: a realist synthesis”, Applied Psychology, Vol. 73 No. 3,
pp. 1058-1081.

Roodbari, H., Nielsen, K. and Axtell, C. (2021b), “An integrated realist evaluation model to evaluate
organisational interventions”, Academy of Management Proceedings, Vol. 2021 No. 1, p. 10830.

Roodbari, H., Nielsen, K., Axtell, C,, Peters, E.S. and Sorensen, G. (2021c), “Developing initial middle
range theories in realist evaluation: a Case of an organisational intervention”, International
Journal of Envirommental Research and Public Health, Vol. 18, p. 8360.

Savin-Baden, M. and Major, CM. (2013), Qualitative Research: an Essential Guide to Theory and
Practice, 1st ed., Routledge, London.

Schelvis, RM.C., Wiezer, N.M,, Blatter, BM.,, van Genabeek, J.A.GM., Oude Hengel, K M., Bohlmeijer, E.T.
and van der Beek, AJ. (2016), “Evaluating the implementation process of a participatory
organizational level occupational health intervention in schools”, BMC Public Health, Vol. 16 No. 1,
p. 1212,

Siukola, A., Virtanen, P., Huhtala, H. and Nygard, C.-H. (2011), “Absenteeism following a workplace
intervention for older food industry workers”, Occupational Medicine, Vol. 61 No. 8§,
pp. 583-585.

Sorensen, G., Peters, S., Nielsen, K., Nagler, E., Karapanos, M., Wallace, L., Burke, L., Dennerlein, J. and
Wagner, G. (2019), “Improving working conditions to promote worker safety, health, and
wellbeing for low-wage workers: the workplace organizational health study”, International
Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, Vol. 16 No. 8, p. 1449.

Sorensen, G., Peters, S.E., Nielsen, K., Stelson, E., Wallace, L.M., Burke, L., Nagler, E.M., Roodbari, H.,
Karapanos, M. and Wagner, G. (2021), “Implementation of an organizational intervention to
improve low-wage food service workers’ safety, health and wellbeing: findings from the
Workplace Organizational Health Study”, BMC Public Health, Vol. 21 No. 1, p. 1869.

Tafvelin, S, von Thiele Schwarz, U., Nielsen, K. and Hasson, H. (2019), “Employees’ and line
managers’ active involvement in participatory organizational interventions: examining direct,
reversed, and reciprocal effects on well-being”, Stress and Health, Vol. 35 No. 1, pp. 69-80.

Vedung, E. (2010), “Four waves of evaluation diffusion”, Evaluation, Vol. 16 No. 3, pp. 263-277.

von Thiele Schwarz, U., Nielsen, KM.,, Stenfors-Hayes, T. and Hasson, H. (2017), “Using kaizen to
improve employee well-being: results from two organizational intervention studies”, Human
Relations, Vol. 70 No. 8, pp. 966-993.


http://www.communitymatters.com.au/RE_chapter.pdf
http://www.communitymatters.com.au/RE_chapter.pdf

von Thiele Schwarz, U., Nielsen, K., Edwards, K., Hasson, H., Ipsen, C., Savage, C., Simonsen Testing middle
Abildgaard, J., Richter, A., Lornudd, C., Mazzocato, P. and Reed, ]. (2021), “How to design, gth :
implement and evaluate organizational interventions for maximum impact: the Sigtuna range theories
Principles”, European Journal of Work and Orgamizational Psychology, doi: 10.1080/1359432X.

2020.1803960.
Wong, G., Westhorp, G., Manzano, A., Greenhalgh, J., Jagosh, J. and Greenhalgh, T. (2016), “RAMESES
II reporting standards for realist evaluations”, BMC Medicine, Vol. 14 No. 1, p. 96.

Corresponding author
Hamid Roodbari can be contacted at: h.roodbari@sheffield.ac.uk

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:

www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com


https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2020.1803960
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2020.1803960
mailto:h.roodbari@sheffield.ac.uk

