Downloaded from orbit.dtu.dk on: May 07, 2021

Sense-Making and Management: Why First-Line Managers Get Different Results in
Organizational Interventions

Ipsen, Christine; Gish, Liv; Poulsen, Signe

Published in:
Book of Proceedings. 12th EAOHP Conference

Publication date:
2016
Document Version
Peer reviewed version
Link back to DTU Orbit

Citation (APA):
Ipsen, C., Gish, L., & Poulsen, S. (2016). Sense-Making and Management: Why First-Line Managers Get
Different Results in Organizational Interventions. In K. Teoh, V. Dediu, N. J. Saade, & J. Hassard (Eds.), Book of
Proceedings. 12th EAOHP Conference: Occupational Health Psychology in Times of Change: Society and the
Workplace (pp. 122). [S121] European Academy of Occupational Health Psychology.
http://www.eaohp.org/uploads/1/1/0/2/11022736/eaohp_2016_-_book_of_proceedings.pdf

General rights
Copyright and moral rights for the publications made accessible in the public portal are retained by the authors and/or other copyright
owners and it is a condition of accessing publications that users recognise and abide by the legal requirements associated with these rights.
 Users may download and print one copy of any publication from the public portal for the purpose of private study or research.
 You may not further distribute the material or use it for any profit-making activity or commercial gain
 You may freely distribute the URL identifying the publication in the public portal
If you believe that this document breaches copyright please contact us providing details, and we will remove access to the work immediately
and investigate your claim.

S121: Sense-Making and Management: Why First-Line Managers Get Different Results in
Organizational Interventions
Christine Ipsen, Liv Gish, Signe Poulsen
Technical University of Denmark, Kgs. Lyngby, Denmark

The overall aim of the current study was to investigate the outcomes associated with the PoWRS
(Prevention of Work-related Stress) program including a range of methods designed to involve
employees and managers in the development and implementation of a work-related stress
prevention intervention. The intervention was undertaken in four Danish knowledge intensive
(KICs) and small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs). During the intervention, our study showed
that the first line managers approached the implementation of the intervention activities in different
ways leading to different results. The aim of this paper is to investigate how the first-line managers
and their department implemented the program and why they reached different results. Method: The
PoWRS program includes a number of fixed collective activities to be conducted and offers a "blue
print" of the intervention process. Yet, the content of the supporting activities are based on the inhouse needs, knowledge and capabilities just as the goal of the intervention reflects the needs of the
workplace. The managers and employees in each case consequently, partake in the whole
intervention, where they, in a collective and collaborative process, re-design their work practices
and organizational design and implement the changes. The research team followed the intervention
process in all four companies by observing the planned activities and progression of the
interventions at onsite visits. At the end of the intervention, the companies evaluated the
intervention in a Chronicle Workshop. Analysis and results: In two of the companies, a handover of
commitment and responsibility from top management to first line management succeeded regarding
the aim and goal of conducting the intervention. In the two other companies it failed. In the
successful cases the first line managers embraced the responsibility and stayed loyal to the
intervention model. Our preliminary analysis shows that first line managers see the intervention as
an opportunity to address some of their existing challenges and thereby frame the uncertain
situation as meaningful. Consequently, they associate the intervention activities with the daily
operations, objectives and KPIs. In the companies with the least implementation success, we
observed that the first line managers failed in committing to the project. These managers prioritized
daily operations rather than the intervention despite allocated resources and top management's
attention. One explanation could be that they could not make sense of the intervention and
consequently saw it as meaningless. Another explanation may be that they were working managers,
meaning that they also had to bill hours and saw themselves less as leaders and project managers of
the intervention. Our findings suggest that besides allocation of resources and top management
support, the first line managers responsible for the implementation have greater success if they can
make sense of the intervention and make a close association with the existing daily operations,
objectives and KPIs.

