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per cent said they did not know. Awareness varied considerably by size of employer and was
found to be high in large companies, but limited in small firms. There was a clear link
between awareness of the Regulations and taking action on the use of DSE. Sixty-two per
cent of employers that were aware of the Regulations had taken action. Of those that were not
aware, only ten per cent had undertaken risk assessments. Similarly 55 per cent of those
aware had provided eyesight tests, compared with only six per cent of those that were
unaware.

Generally employers operated a wider definition of a DSE user than that provided for in the
Regulations. The most common method was to consider that everybody is covered (40%).
The employee survey revealed that many users (65%) did not know whether their employer
saw them as a user or not, despite the fact 70 per cent reported that they were highly
dependent on visual display units (VDUSs) and 60 per cent said they used VDUs continuously.

Only 39 per cent of establishments indicated that they had undertaken workstation risk
assessments. Small firms, particularly those unaware, were more likely not to have carried
out risk assessments. Thus, awareness of the Regulations was an important factor in
determining whether an assessment was undertaken or not.

Alterations to workstations may be required under the Regulations. The most common action
(71% of respondents) was the provision of suitable chairs. The least common (17%) was the
redesign of tasks. Seventy-one per cent of alterations were a result of reasons other than
health and safety legislation, e.g. office refurbishment and upgrading IT policy.

Regarding breaks, in the majority of cases, employees who used intensively DSE were
allowed to take a break from DSE work. Generally these breaks were not formalized,
occurring naturally with the changing pattern of the working day or linked to coffee, smoking
or natural breaks. The dominant model was based around providing employees break
opportunities and allowing the individuals to decide when these should be taken. This model
broke down where jobs cannot easily be designed to build in alternatives to DSE work and /or
when work pressures and deadlines mount up. Two groups of staff, as defined by the
researchers, appeared affected; (i) Enthusiasts - e.g. journalists, computer programmers and
researchers who find their intrinsic interest in their work overcoming any training in the
importance in taking breaks and (ii) Enslaved - e.g. data or word processing operatives with
limited discretion over their work routine, and who feel inhibited in taking a break.

Ninety-one per cent of establishments said they employed habitual users of DSE, yet just
under two-thirds said they had not provided eyesight tests. Of the third that had, 83 per cent
said they did so on the user request, the remaining 17 per cent provided them for all users.
Larger sites were more likely to have provided tests. The most common method of
organising tests was for employees to make their own arrangements. Again employers were
complying with the Regulations but minimising their obligations. The key factor inhibiting
take up appeared to be a lack of employee awareness about entitlement.

The benefits that occurred as a result of implementing measures associated with the
Regulations were examined, the majority response was ‘Not sure’, suggesting employers were
either uncertain of the benefits they had realised or it was too early to see them materialise.
Of those reporting benefits, the most common were to do with employee morale and reduced
stress. Thirty-seven per cent agreed morale had improved as a direct result of implementing
measures to comply with the Regulations.

Only ten per cent of the sample could provide cost data. Despite lack of data, broad estimates
were made as to the cost of compliance. For a typical establishment this was between £125
and £180 per user. Respondents were asked if they agreed or disagreed that the benefits of
compliance outweighed the costs. Just under two-thirds neither agreed nor disagreed which



may reflect a feeling that although the benefits may outweigh the costs, it is not possible to
demonstrate these in accounting terms.

The study concluded that employers were generally positive about the Regulations but
significant minorities of respondents were discontent. Dissatisfaction came from feelings that
the Regulations ‘go too far’, are too complicated and that there is a lack of information
available. The key factors between those that complied and did not comply appeared to be a
lack of awareness and a lack of conviction that the Regulations address an important health
and safety issue. No real consensus emerged on what could be done to improve the
Regulations. Some wanted more specificity while others found some of the distinctions
already drawn confusing and wanted simplification.

The above study identified some interesting findings. However, it should be emphasised that
the fieldwork for this survey was conducted in 1995 - 1996, at a time when employers and
others were still familiarising themselves with their new duties and exploring how to
implement the Regulations. This fact must be given due cognisance when interpreting the
results.

(2). A recent study was conducted by the Institute of Occupational Medicine (IOM; 2007) on
behalf of the HSE to improve data relating to the levels of DSE work-related ill health in the
UK’s office workers. A questionnaire survey of 1327 DSE users in 130 organisations of
different sizes and sectors across the UK was used to determine the prevalence of DSE work-
related ill health. This was followed by a statistical analysis of information on work exposure
factors collected during the fieldwork. An in-depth literature review was conducted also to
determine levels of ill health in other comparable working populations and to establish the
evidence-base for potential causal factors for DSE related ill health.

The risks of substantial ill health to any individual user of DSE, is believed to be relatively
low, particularly if the user adequately complied with the regulatory provisions. However,
the survey found that despite legislative provision to improve computer workstations in the
Regulations, the level of musculoskeletal symptoms amongst computer users appeared to be
high, with 73 per cent of respondents having reported one or more musculoskeletal
symptoms. Additionally, slightly over half of all respondents reported symptoms affecting
the head and/or eyes; and anxiety and depression were more common among those who spent
more time each week at the computer, than those who spent less time.

There was no way of telling from the survey how well individual employers had implemented
the provision of the Regulations; although, as a crude index, the vast majority of respondents
appeared to have adjustable chairs and visual display unit (VDU) screens (a basic requirement
of the Schedule of Minimum Requirements).

The recorded prevalence of MSD symptoms in this survey was found to be broadly similar to
those reported in the reviewed published scientific literature, and also to an earlier IOM
survey of computer users. The two IOM surveys span the period of currency of the DSE
Regulations suggesting that these have not had a major impact on the prevalence of MSD
symptoms amongst computer users. Although not explored formally there were signs in the
guestionnaire responses (e.g. 34% reported not receiving any information and training) that
implementation of the Regulations was incomplete.

Further support for this conclusion can be derived from the fact that 28 per cent of
respondents reported typically working for more than 2 hours without a break, with a further
36 per cent typically working for 1-2 hours without a break, contrary to what is recommended
by the HSE’s guidance on the Regulations.



The study concludes that the DSE Regulations provide the regulatory framework for
controlling risks of MSDs amongst computer users. Given the findings it is recommended
that there needs to be further work to examine the current implementation and consequent
effectiveness of the Regulations.

An important aspect of the IOM findings is that most of those reporting symptoms took little
or no time off work - which suggests to HSE that in most cases the symptoms may not reflect
any serious ill health. Additionally, while it is true that comparing the present results with
those of earlier research provides no positive evidence that the DSE Regulations have reduced
ill health in DSE workers, there are substantial uncertainties and it cannot be safely concluded
that the legislation has had no effect.

(3). Taylor (2006) concentrated on VDU use and reported that since the amended DSE
Regulations came into force in 2002, the level of debate and discussion they have stimulated
has been rather disproportionate to the actual risk involved. Despite numerous investigations
and much research into the effects of DSE or VDUs, it has not been unequivocally proved
that VDUSs can in themselves cause disease or permanent damage to the eyes.

The Regulations place a particular responsibility on employers to attend to the eye care of
VDU users. Taylor argues however that although minimum requirements are laid down in the
Regulations, there is a great deal of scope for interpretation and controversy, as evidenced by
the amount of discussion and debate in the health and safety community. The paper argues
that the Regulations are often misinterpreted and consequently not enough notice is taken of
simple precautions to protect employees’ eyes. The paper cites a recent Eyecare Trust survey
(2005) as evidence of the Regulations weaknesses where:

63% of VDU users admitted to regularly leaving work with a headache.

53% suffered from tired or strained eyes.

One in 5 people admitted to being aware of imperfections with their eyesight.

One in 10 said that while they were sure they needed to wear glasses or contact
lenses, they had not yet had an eye test.

(4). Cloke (2003) reports that ten years after the DSE Regulations introduction, many
employers seem to have done little or nothing to comply with the requirements. However,
during this period there has been a dramatic change in employees’ willingness to take their
employers to court to seek compensation for work-related injuries. The author considers that
complying with the Regulations is not difficult. As the Regulations emphasise the need to
manage risk, the paper investigated the practicalities of carrying out a large-scale programme
of DSE risk assessments of 476 editorial staff. Cloke concluded the process was
straightforward; few of the risks identified by the risk assessments lay outside the skills of an
assessor trained in basic DSE assessment.

The height and position of the display screen was identified as an important factor. Users
assumed the IT department had correctly set the screen position, viewing height and distance,
when installing equipment. Assessments revealed that 114 screens had to be repositioned,
raised or lowered. A significant amount of this work would have been unnecessary if the
screen had been properly positioned upon initial installation. Cloke suggests a need for the
Regulations to raise awareness of workstation ergonomics for IT staff.

Cloke proposes a commonly neglected requirement of the Regulations is that workstation
users should be given training in its safe use. Many companies are reported as giving good
quality adjustable chairs and desks to their employees, but fail to give any guidance on good
posture or in how to use these adjustments effectively. Lack of training in the correct
adjustment of the chair was a factor in almost every risk assessment. Cloke argues that



training is needed to raise awareness of the long-term, cumulative effect of sustained bad
posture, yet this DSE Regulation requirement is being overlooked.

(5). Pearce (2003) reports that in the ten years since the implementation of the DSE
Regulations, just 82 HSE Improvement Notices under the Regulations, and no Prohibition
Notices have been served. Furthermore, no organisations had been prosecuted for a breach of
the Regulations. Whilst admitting the evidence is limited, Pearce argues that it would appear
that, for a variety of reasons, those responsible for the enforcement of health and safety
legislation have previously viewed the DSE Regulations as a very low priority.

It must be noted, however, that Pearce’s comments could present a misleading impression of
the facts. Pearce quotes enforcement activity by HSE inspectors, but most enforcement of the
DSE Regulations falls to Local Authorities (LASs) not the HSE, as LAs inspect the great
majority of office premises. The HSE does not hold statistics on enforcement activity by LAs
under these Regulations but are aware of one prosecution; indeed there may have been others.

Pearce considers whether the launch of revised guidance on the Regulations (2003) heralds a
change of approach that could ultimately help reduce the incidence of DSE work-related ill
health. He argues that the revised guidance is patronising e.g. ‘do not carry equipment or
papers unless they are really likely to be needed’. Additionally, it is considered misleading in
places e.g. ‘It is intended for people who need to consider all the detailed implications of the
law’. Pearce argues this is misleading as the courts have made clear, only the courts can give
an authoritative interpretation of the law.

Pearce states that the revised guidance on the Regulations claims to bring the guidance up to
date with improvements in knowledge of risks, yet claims that nowhere in the guidance is
there any sound evidence, or even a reference to a study, which shows that there are any
significant health and safety risks to individual DSE users. This, he claims, means that those
responsible for enforcing the Regulations may justifiably ask: where is the evidence of harm
arising from DSE use, and where is the evidence that the DSE Regulations actually reduce the
incidence of work related ill health or the number of working days lost; hence lessening their
impact.

Whilst all comment and opinion on this subject is recognised, it must be noted that this view
is not one shared by either HSE or the majority of commentators on the DSE Regulations and
guidance.

(6). HSE (1998) published an evaluation of the impact of the 1992 six-pack Regulations: the
Management of Health and Safety at Work Regulations (MHSW); the Workplace (Health,
Safety and Welfare) Regulations; the Manual Handling Operations Regulations; the Health
and Safety (Display Screen Equipment) Regulations (DSE); the Provision and Use of Work
Equipment Regulations (PUWER), and the Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) Regulations
on British organisations.

The IOM carried out the research using postal questionnaires and interviews of 6,000 small to
large industrial and service organisations. It was similar to a previous evaluation of the
impact of the DSE Regulations (Institute of Employment Studies (IES) survey, 1997), but
focused on issues common to all of the six-pack, e.g. assessment and reduction of risks and
the provision of information, instruction and training on health and safety issues. The aim
was to evaluate employer awareness of, and response to, the Regulations, and to identify
problems, costs, and benefits of complying with the Regulations.

The HSE was encouraged generally by employers’ awareness and rate of compliance with the
six-pack Regulations. About half of organisations in the survey had heard of the six-pack;
three-quarters of these thought the six-pack applied to them and most had undertaken risk



assessments.

The main findings of the survey (relevant to DSE) were that the Regulations collectively
appeared to have had a positive impact on health and safety standards. Awareness was
highest of the DSE and PPE Regulations, and the study postulated that this was due to the fact
that they seem easier to understand and implement. Most employers did not know the costs
and benefits of compliance but showed greater recognition of the benefits of specific issues
(manual handling, DSE, PPE, work equipment) than of the more general Regulations.

The main problems organisations found with all the Regulations were identifying hazards
(53%), time required to complete assessments (48%), deciding what further actions were
needed (45%), and being unclear as to what was required in the risk assessment (44%). Only
six per cent of respondents stated they had difficulty complying with the DSE Regulations.
Around 20 per cent had undertaken specific risk assessments concerning DSE.

Prior to the Regulations, less than a third of organisations were providing information and
training on the specific issues addressed by the DSE, Manual Handling and Work Equipment
Regulations. The impact of the DSE Regulations on training and information provision
appeared to be high, with approximately half of respondents reported providing more health
and safety information and a third providing more health and safety training since the
Regulations were introduced.

The most expensive aspect of compliance appeared to be providing information and training
rather than risk reduction at source. More organisations thought that complying with the
specific (and limited) requirements of the Manual Handling, DSE, PUWE and PPE
Regulations resulted in greater benefit than cost.

The study concluded that organisations had made an encouraging start in response to the six-
pack Regulations, and the initial impact on health and safety standards had been positive in all
sectors, particularly in large organisations.

(7). Sharman (1997) concentrated on the users of VDUs. He reports the findings from
several pieces of research and concluded that only minorities of employers were providing
adequate safeguards against the hazards of working with VDUs, despite the DSE Regulations.
Sharman cites a Trades Union Congress Health and Safety Representatives Survey which
found that failure to implement VDU Regulations is the third most serious occupational
health problem, after stress and overwork and slips and falls. Sharman cites also a finding
from the Institute of Employment Study commissioned by the HSE, which found that
misconceptions about vision tests and the risk of eye damage due to DSE were commonplace.

The Banking, Insurance and Finance Union is reported to regard such misconceptions and the
failure of many organisations to provide eye tests as serious drawbacks of the Regulations.
They consider that the onus should be on the employer not employee. They argue that in
some business sectors staff may fear admitting to a problem associated with DSE because
climates of reorganisation, cutbacks and insecurity make staff reluctant to come forward for
fear of losing their jobs.

The chairman of the Association of Optometrists, Andrew Merry, is reported as stating that
vision screening is no substitute for a full eye examination and there is a concern that
companies use vision screening as an attempt to cut costs. Supporting this concern, the DSE
guidance states that vision screening is an ‘optional extra’. It is meant to identify people who
need referral to an optician, through the use of a relatively simple, in-house procedure carried
out by a qualified person e.g. a nurse.  The guidance is explicit in that vision screening does
not satisfy the entitlement in the Regulations to a full eye and eyesight test.



Summary

In summary, this literature review aimed to explore recent scientific literature to inform the
project and provide a background context to link the project to any similar work that has been
conducted in the past few years, if any exists. Following a literature search, 19 papers were
identified. However, when reading the papers for the purpose of the review only a small
volume of recent (post 1997) information relevant to the aims of this literature review was
identified. It has to be concluded that very little previous research exists which has examined
the impact of the Directive/DSE Regulations for employers and employees, their strengths
and weaknesses, and how they can be improved.

Several of the studies concluded that awareness of the Regulations is key to their
implementation and that many employers were complying with the Regulations but
minimising their obligations. For example, Cloke (2003) concluded that a commonly
neglected requirement of the Regulations is that workstation users are not given training in its
safe use. Many companies were reported as giving good quality adjustable chairs and desks
to their employees but failing to give any guidance on good posture or in how to use these
adjustments effectively. Sharman (1997) concentrated on the users of VDUs. He reported the
findings from several pieces of research and concluded that only minorities of employers
were providing adequate safeguards against the hazards of working with VDUs, despite the
DSE Regulations.

The IES (1997) study was considered to be of the greatest importance to this research.
However, it should be emphasised that the fieldwork for this survey was conducted during
1995 - 1996, at a time when employers and others were still familiarising themselves with
their new duties and how to implement the Regulations. This fact must be given due
cognisance when interpreting the results.

The study concluded that employers were generally positive about the Regulations but
significant minorities of respondents were discontent. Dissatisfaction came from feelings that
the Regulations ‘go too far’, are too complicated and that there is a lack of information
available. The key factors between those that complied and did not comply appeared to be
lack of awareness and a lack of conviction that the Regulations address an important health
and safety issue. Further, an IOM study was conducted in 2007 to examine DSE work-related
ill health. Together, these two surveys span the period of currency of the DSE Regulations
and suggest that these have not had a major impact on prevalence of MSD symptoms amongst
computer users. It must be noted, however, that most of those reporting symptoms in the
recent study took little or no time off work, suggesting that in most cases the symptoms may
not reflect any serious ill health. Whilst the IES and 10M studies claim the findings provide
no positive evidence that the DSE Regulations have reduced ill health in DSE workers, we
must acknowledge there are substantial uncertainties. Consequently, it must be noted that it
cannot safely be concluded that the legislation has had no effect.



2 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The principal focus of investigation was on employers whose workers use DSE and are
subject to the Regulations. The research methodology used a questionnaire to collect data
from employers concerning their health and safety management practices for risks to
employees arising from DSE use. A more detailed account of the research methodology is
presented in Appendix 1.

Questionnaire design

The purpose of the questionnaire was to collect data evaluating Directive 90/270/EEC for the
European Working Group, and also to provide a point of comparison for other data sources,
most notably CRR 130/1997, in order to give insight into the extent of change over time.

The questionnaire used in the research report CRR 130/1997 formed the basis of the terms of
reference identified by the European Working Group, and so was used as a basis for the
current questionnaire. The development of the final questionnaire was subject to 11
iterations, which included cognitive piloting. The final questionnaire is presented in
Appendix 3, and covered the following issues:

Background Information

Use of Display Screen Equipment
Perceived Risks

Alterations to Workstations
Operator Computer Interface
Daily Routine of DSE Users
Information and Training

Eyes and Eyesight

The Regulations

Costs and Benefits

Sample design
The sampling strategy was determined by the requirements to:

o Provide a sufficient number of employers and industrial sectors to reflect the current
situation in Great Britain so as to make a contribution to the International Working
Group.

e Allow comparison with the sample from CRR 130/1997.

o Adhere to the financial limitations for engaging a sub-contractor to administer the
survey to around 1200 respondents.

In order to provide a sample frame that was representative of the spread of employment
across range of industries and size of organisations in Great Britain, a stratified quota
sampling frame was devised based upon the 2004 Annual Business Inquiry Workplace
Analysis conducted by the Office for National Statistics. This basis for the sample frame to
reflect the spread of employment was partly decided as the scope of the research was not able
to focus specifically on the responses of employees. Industrial sectors assumed to have a low
prevalence of DSE use (i.e. Agriculture, Hunting and Forestry) were not included in the
sampling frame. Sole traders and the self-employed were excluded also. The sampling frame
is presented in Table 2.1.
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Data analysis

The questionnaire data were analysed using the SPSS (Statistics Package for the Social
Sciences) software. Due to the nature of the questions the main analyses focused on
providing a descriptive assessment of the data, as well as tests of association between relevant
questions, according to the different industries and also between companies of different sizes.

Each section provides responses to the questions and the relevant information (humbers and
percentages) of the respective respondents. Some of the tables may total either 99 per cent or
101 per cent due to the rounding of the figures.

Structure of the report
The findings from the survey are presented in the following sections:

Background information on respondents

Awareness, knowledge and relevance of the Regulations
Information and training

Use of DSE and routine of users

Perceived risks

Eyes and eyesight

Changes to workstations

Costs and benefits
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3 BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON RESPONDENTS

The 1241 respondents were categorised according to the SIC 2003 section descriptor codes
and were fairly evenly distributed across the different sizes of organisation. Figure 3.1
illustrates the breakdown of the different sizes of organisation across the various sectors. As
such, size of organisation equates to 100 per cent across all sectors. For example, with
respect to the businesses in the financial sector, although they amounted to ten per cent (n =
125) of the total sample, they contained 14 per cent of organisations with between 2 - 24
employees, seven per cent of organisations with between 25 - 99 employees, ten per cent with
between 100 - 299 employees and eight per cent with 300 or more employees. Similarly, for
the businesses in the wholesale and retail trade, repair of motor vehicles etc. category, that
amounted to 22 per cent (n = 276) of the total sample, this sector consisted of 34 per cent of
organisations with between 2 - 24 employees, 23 per cent with between 25 - 99 employees, 14
per cent with between 100 - 299 employees and 11 per cent with over 300 employees.

Mining/Quarrying
Manufacturing

Electricity/Gas etc.

2 .
2 Construction
° Wholesale/Retail etc | | |
<
g Hotels/Restaurants
= Transport/Storage . o
2 o Size of Organisation
m Financial
o .
= Real estate/Renting |:|300+
2 Public Admin
_ [1100-299
Education
Health/Social work [ Ie5-99
Other community etc.
| . . . . , -4
0 20 40 60 80 100

Responses (%)

Figure 3.1: The main business activities of respondents by size of organisation

Figure 3.2 shows the division of businesses for the total population of businesses in the UK
(Annual Business Inquiry Workplace Analysis, 2004 figures)® to allow a broad comparison
with the present sample. However, as can be seen from Figure 3.2, the sample used in the
present research does not replicate the wider population due to the focus on ensuring that an
adequate representation of employees rather than businesses was achieved. For example, in
the wider population, just over 95 per cent of the businesses in the construction industry are
classified as very small in size (1-24 employees), while in the sample used in the present
research less than five per cent of the businesses in this sector employed between 2-24
workers.

® https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/Default.asp
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Figure 3.2: Industry Breakdown of Business Activity

The majority of businesses were in the private sector (68%), with just under one-third in the
public sector (30%), and very few non-conclusive responses. See Figure 3.3. This
breakdown differs slightly from the wider economy where in 2005, the majority of businesses
were in the private sector (98%), with less than one per cent (0.09) in the public sector and
two per cent (1.74) classified as non-profit organisations.* The over-sampling of businesses
in the public sector was necessary to obtain a more comprehensive overview of these types of
businesses.

Not sure
2%

Decline to answer

<1% Public Sector

30%

Private Sector
68%

Figure 3.3: The participants by sector

The larger sized businesses were more likely to have respondents working in health and safety
related roles, with smaller sized businesses having respondents working in management
related fields. For example, those individuals in health and safety related jobs (42% of the

* http://www.dtistats.net/smes/sme/smestats2005.xls
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sample, n = 519) were more prominent in large-sized organisations (81%), than in
organisations with 2 - 24 employees (15%), with 25 - 99 employees (27%) or with 100 - 299
employees (56%). See Figure 3.4. The few respondents who refused to disclose the type of
employment in which they were engaged worked in medium to large organisations (100 - 299
employees: <1%, 300 or more employees: <1%).

180
150
—
éi 120 «
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2 90
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04 60
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30+ [ ]25-99
0. 224
%
4,

Job Type

Figure 3.4: Type of jobs by size of organisation

Trade unions were more predominant in the public than in the private sector. Of the 417
organisations (35%) who reported that a trade union was at the workplace, 21 per cent of
these were in the private sector and 66 per cent in the public sector. See Figure 3.5.

120 =
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100 =
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Yes N o
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Figure 3.5: Trade union at workplace by sector
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The findings showed also that small businesses were less aware of the Regulations, than
medium or large-sized businesses. See Table 4.2.

The results comparing awareness of the Regulations to size of organisation were statistically
significant, 2 (3) = 87.27, p < .001, indicating that awareness was associated with the size of
the organisation.

Table 4.2: Awareness of regulations by size of organisation
Awareness of Regulations

Size of Organisation (N employees) Yes (%) No (%) Total (N)
2-24 84 16 390
25-99 95 5 312
100-299 100 0 226
300+ 99 1 303
Total (%) 93 7

Total (N) 1150 81 1231

The majority of businesses across both sectors were aware of the Regulations, with very few
businesses either in the public or private sectors indicating a lack of awareness. See Table
4.3.

Table 4.3: Awareness of regulations by sector

Awareness of Regulations

Sector Yes (%) No (%) Total (N)

Public 94 6 373

Private 93 7 831

Total (%) 94 6

Total (N) 1128 76 1204
4.2 KNOWLEDGE OF THE REGULATIONS

In order to determine the extent of knowledge among employers, the businesses were asked,
“Please indicate the extent of your knowledge of the Regulations by using a scale where 1
means ‘have no knowledge at all’ and 5 means ‘have full knowledge’.” The majority of
businesses stated they had a good deal of knowledge about the Regulations (60% - ratings 4
and 5 on the scale combined).

Some businesses in mining and quarrying; construction; wholesale/retail; transport, storage
and communication; and other community, social and personal service activities stated that
they lacked knowledge about the Regulations, and had fairly high neutral responses (rating 3)
indicating that their knowledge base needs to increase. See Table 4.4.

The results comparing extent of knowledge of Regulations to main business activity were

statistically significant, x* (48) = 123.09, p < .001, indicating that extent of knowledge was
associated with main business activity.
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Table 4.8: Sources of advice by main business activity
Sources of Advice (%)

Manufacturers or External Health & Safety Local Authority
Trade or suppliers of DSE consultants or Executive / / Environmental
sector Trade (Display Screen training inspectors / advisors / health
Main business activity organisations unions Equipment) organisations departments inspectors
Mining and quarrying <1l 0 <1 1 <1 0
Manufacturing 12 11 13 15 14 7
Electricity, gas and water supply 0 1 1 1 1 1
Construction 5 4
Wholesale/retail trade; repair of motor vehicles,
motorcycles/personal/household goods 23 10 15 23 14 18
Hotels and restaurants 3 6 2 3 2 5
Transport, storage and communication 6 3 6 5 5
Financial intermediation 8 4 9 9 9 13
Real estate, renting and business activities 9 3 12 11 11 5
Public administration and defence, compulsory social
security 3 15 9 6 8 9
Education 8 14 9 7 11 11
Health and social work 16 23 17 9 15 13
Other community, social and personal service activities 5 10 5 6 6 9
Total (%) 100 100 100 100 100 100
Total (N) 203 71 337 455 666 237
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With respect to size of organisation, the results showed that the different sized businesses were fairly consistent in how they accessed advice, with a fairly
even split across the different sized businesses. See Table 4.9. However, large-sized organisations were more likely to use trade unions and manufacturers or
suppliers of display screen equipment to obtain advice.

Table 4.9: Sources of advice by size of organisation
Sources of Advice (%)

Health & Safety

Manufacturers or External Executive / Local Authority

Trade or suppliers of DSE consultants or inspectors / / Environmental

Size of Organisation sector Trade  (Display Screen training advisors / health
(N employees) organisations unions Equipment) organisations departments inspectors
2-24 32 20 26 25 20 23
25-99 20 13 21 28 25 24
100-299 22 24 21 22 24 27
300+ 26 44 33 25 32 26
Total (%) 100 100 100 100 100 100
Total (N) 203 71 337 455 666 237
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The findings by sector showed that businesses in the private sector were more likely to seek advice from a variety of sources, while those in the public sector
were more likely to seek advice from trade unions. See Table 4.10.

Table 4.10: Sources of advice by sector
Sources of Advice (%)

Health & Safety Local

Manufacturers or External Executive / Authority /

Trade or suppliers of DSE consultants or inspectors / Environmental

sector Trade  (Display Screen training advisors / health

Sector organisations unions Equipment) organisations departments inspectors
Public 32 61 36 25 36 39
Private 68 39 64 75 64 61
Total (%) 100 100 100 100 100 100
Total (N) 202 71 330 445 652 234

Further analyses in respect of advice from trade unions showed that there was no statistical difference within the smallest-sized businesses (2-24 employees)
between the public and private sectors, %* (1) = 0.10, p > .05, in respect of whether of not they sought advice from trade unions; but businesses within the
public sector with 25-99 employees were more likely to seek advise from trade unions than those businesses in the private sector, x* (1) = 7.43, p < .01; as

were those public sector businesses with 100-299 employees, * (1) = 11.61, p < .001; and those public sector businesses with 300 or more employees, % (1)
=11.60, p <.001.
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