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Abstract: This study attempted to develop farmers’ health and farmers occupational
health services (FOHS ) by examining the effects and feasibility of empowered farmers’
teams on walk-through surveys of Finnish dairy farms. FOHS personnel of the health
centre in three municipalities selected three farmer teams for the intervention group.
Each team consisted of three or four couples. The selected comparison group resembled
the intervention group. The number of the farms was 31 in the intervention group and
33 in the comparison group. Before and after the intervention each subject responded to
questionnaires. The initial walk-through survey was carried out in 1998-1999, and the
follow-up took place in 2000-2001. During the follow-up the FOHS personnel
identified the changes made after the initial surveys on the farms. The farmers and
FOHS personnel also underwent a thematic interview. Altogether 217 changes were
made, half of them to improve ergonomics, and 87 of the 217 were extensive. The
empowered farmer groups produced more changes in the work environment. The use of
empowered farmer groups is feasible in walk-through surveys, and the approach can be
easily learned. Empowered groups are also a challenge for FOHS personnel, and they
enrich the work of these workers. The farmers want more varied measures for work-site
health promotion, and, particularly, they feel that an occupational health physician
should be present on walk-through surveys.
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INTRODUCTION Insurance Institution and occupational health personnel
have been worried about the impairment of farmers’
In Finland, occupational health services have beatcupational health services. These trends led to this
provided for farmers since 1979. The development of thesiidy to develop farmers’ occupational health through
services was based on research carried out by the Soeiapowerment.
Insurance Institution and the Kuopio Regional Institute of In agricultural work, occupational diseases, accidents
Occupational Health [17]. and work-related disorders are common [4, 6, 9, 10, 17,
An accelerated change in Finnish agriculture starté2B]. Work-related mental stress is also one of the most
when Finland became a member of the European Unionportant health risks in modern agriculture [11]. In
[11]. The workload and, especially, mental stress of farmeBweden, farmers are more worried about the future and
seem to be increasing as farms become larger [1lse fewer health services than the rest of the Swedish
Moreover, in the 1990s the resources needed for farmepspulation [23, 26]. In the United States, the health and
occupational health services decreased in the municigalfety of farmers is considered important to guarantee the
health centres [19, 20]. In addition, the Farmers Socibhsic food supply [21].
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In Finland, farmers’ occupational health services (FOHS)innish dairy farms. The specific study questions were the
are produced according the principles of “good occupatiorfallowing: 1) Are walk-through surveys carried out with
health practice in farmers’ occupational health” [25]. On#he aid of an empowered farmer team more effective than
of the procedures is a walk-through survey carried out lmpnventional ones performed only by occupational health
occupational health personnel on each farm every third practitioners? 2) Is it possible to increase farmers’ motiva-
fourth year. The survey is usually completed by ation to improve their work conditions through empower-
occupational health nurse and an agricultural adviser [fent? 3) Does the use the empowered farmer teams affect
25]. It has been found that FOHS need to be made mahe work of FOHS?
interesting so that farmers will respond to their actual and
specific needs [6]. Farmers are encouraged to evaluate MATERIAL AND METHODS
and improve their own work conditions [3]. FOHS should
also be extended, for example, by including more walk- The FOHS personnel in the municipal health centres of
through surveys of farms. Furthermore, the competenceérhojokilaakso, Pielavesi and Saarijarvi selected three
FOHS personnel needs to be improved in terms ddrmer teams for the intervention group. Each team consisted
economics and work conditions [19]. of three or four couples (n =9). The selected comparison

The use of small groups has been found to be mogeoup (n=9) resembled the intervention group in age,
efficient in changing work conditions than the visit ofbasic education, field size, forest size, and size of cattle
practitioners and their feedback [16]. In Denmark, goolerds. There were 31 farms and farmer couples in the
results were obtained when workers were trained in smaitervention group and 33 farms and farmer couples in the
groups to provide improvements in work conditions [8]Jcomparison group (Tab..1)

In the United States, three different types of safety The study was started in 1998 in Saarijarvi, where the
intervention in agriculture were compared. The selfFOHS personnel were given a one-day training course in
intervention made by farmers seemed to be the mdke study procedures and methods. The same training was
efficient as the risks related to work conditions decreaseiven in Perhojokilaakso and Pielavesi in 1999 (Fig. 1).
by 20% [13]. Positive results have also been obtain&the FOHS personnel were trained to work with consultative
with the use of group activities in Finnish FOHS. Femaleork orientation according to the actual needs and
farmers changed their life-style, and the change improvederequisites of the clients. Thus, the role of the subjects
their work ability and reduced their musculoskeletalvas increased in walk-through surveys of farms.
symptoms [18]. Before and after the intervention, each subject responded

In public health the concept of empowerment iso questionnaires which included items on work ability
considered a social process through which individuals §7], work stress [5], sense of coherence [1, 2] and customer
members of the community and organisations contrehtisfaction [24]. The questionnaires were distributed to
their life in changing social and political environmentsthe subjects by the FOHS personnel during the health
The ultimate goal of empowerment is to improve thexamination.
equality and quality of life [14, 15]. In the promotion of The initial walk-through surveys were carried out in
occupational health and safety, the concept of empowedr998-1999. The FOHS personnel worked in their normal
ment is used to increase the knowledge of workers about
work-related problems and their causes [15, 28]. Thigble 1 Baseline characteristics of the subjects and their farms.
following three measures are used to enhance the promotm
of occupational health: 1) evaluation of more comprehensiye

}licipal Subjects Age Farms Field Forest Cows

health programmes for workers; 2) increase in the role of " (M) (years) () Z:Z? ?r::? ™
workers in programmes to promote health; and 3) use of

more activating and empowering methods in the promotion '\["S“'S]” '\["Seg? '\{'gg;‘ '\E';S?
of health [15]. The basics of empowerment are close t6————

those of adult education, in which the main goal is tBeMoniokilaakso

promote participation and active learning according to tHgervention 22 39[7] 9 39[10] 65[33] 25[9]
following principles: 1) learning is best when students ca®omparison 21 46[7] 9 33[18] 73[45] 21[14]
participate in problem solving and learning in practicabiejavesi

training situations and can creatively apply of theif ... cntion 21 448 11 40[10] 96[53 193]
knowledge; and 2) learning is the most efficient in thg _ 9> 4118 12 3202 102541 19 [7
correct context, based on reliable analyses of needs. Activa- o 0" (8] [12] 102[54] [7]
ting learning methods are basic elements of empowermepgarijarvi

They develop critical thinking, social skills and activentervention 25 4116] 11 44[19] 79[44] 25[7]
work orientation [28]. All principles of empowerment cancomparison 25 45]8] 12 34[15] 60[34] 197

be implemented in working life. "
The aim of this study was to develop farmers’ healt _

and FOHS by examining the effects and feasibility dftervention 68 41[7] 81 41[14] 81[45] 23[7]

empowered farmers’ teams in walk-through surveys d¢pmparison 68 45[8] 33 33[14] 79[48] 19[9]




Empowerment in farmers’ occupational health services 47

Table 2. Number of extensive (expenses > EUR 6000 ) changes and all
changes made in work conditions in the intervention and comparison
groups during the study period, n = the number of farms.

Training of the occupational
health personnel

1998 Municipal group Changes Changes per farm
n Extensive All Extensive All
Questionnaire 1 (n = 136) Perhojokilaakso
| | Intervention 9 7 38 0.8 &2
- Comparison 9 6 18 0.6 20
Intervention 1. Comparison 1.
(n = 35 farms and farmer (n =35 farms and farmer Pielavesi
couples) couples) Intervention 11 10 15 0.9 14
| | Comparison 12 5 13 0.4 11
Health examinations Saarijarvi
Intervention 11 36 83 3.1 75
— Comparison 12 23 50 2.0 B2
O] —
% g 28| Al
£ g o 3 oy
o5 S %3 Intervention 31 53 136 17 4.4
® O
% 8° caod Comparison 33 34 81 o 2.5"
£a @5 5
53 =gs
< ° Interventionvs. comparison® p = 0.0040” p = 0.0242° p = 0.0632;
9 p =0.0081.
Intervention 2. Comparison 2. health physicians had no time to participate in the walk-
(n =31 farms) (n = 33 farms)
through surveys of the farms.

A typical walk-through survey lasted 3—4 hours. The

2001  FOHS personnel gave expert help to the subjects and

made notations. One of the FOHS personnel served as the

Questionnaire 2 (n = 135) chairman of each group, and he or she led the discussion.

The follow-up walk-through surveys were carried out

| | in 2000-2001. The interval between the initial and follow-

up surveys was 1.5-2 years. After the follow-up surveys

the subjects underwent health examinations, and the
guestionnaire study was repeated. During the follow-up

| | surveys the FOHS personnel identified the changes that

Health examinations

Interviews with the farmer couples in Saarijarvi (n = 12) had been made since the initial surveys.

In addition, in Saarijarvi, a thematic interview was

Intervention Comparison carried out in 2001 (Fig. 1). Six couples were interviewed

6 farmer couples 6 farmer couples in both the intervention and comparison groups. The
occupational health nurse selected the couples for the

| interviews.

Interviews with the occupational Each couple was interviewed separately. The interviews
health service personnel (n = 9) were tape-recorded and covered the following topics: the
significance, experiences with, observations, usefulness

Figure 1. Study scheme and design. and development of walk-through surveys, satisfaction

with the FOHS, and costs of the FOHS.

A thematic interview was also carried out among the
manner with the subjects of the comparison group. WithOHS personnel in each health centre of the study. The
the subjects of the intervention group, empowerment wasgterviews were completed in groups and tape-recorded.
applied, and the subjects held the key role during thehe interviews were recorded, coded and analysed by
walk-through surveys. qualitative methods [12, 22].

In Saarijarvi, the FOHS personnel consisted of an The data from the questionnaires and walk-through
occupational health nurse, a physiotherapist and aorveys were analysed with the SAS-GLM programme.
agricultural adviser. In Perhojokilaakso, the personndlhe differences between the groups were tested with the
included two occupational health nurses and an agricultu&udent’s t-test. The Shapiro-Wilk test was used for the
adviser. In Pielavesi, an occupational health nurse and ewaluation of normality. The differences were considered
agricultural adviser carried out the survey. Occupationalgnificant when p < 0.10.
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RESULTS groups was good, and it was possible to communicate
directly. Different farms could be seen and good solutions
Customer satisfaction was good both before (1998) amatd practices could be observed that could help improve
after (2001) the intervention, and the differences due teealth and safety at work. As social events the farm visits
the intervention were minor. Sense of coherence and woslere good, and the subjects looked forward to them. The
stress showed no significant differences between befomalk-through surveys with the empowered groups were
and after the intervention or between the intervention atetter and more efficient than the conventional ones. One
comparison groups. The differences in work ability wersubject made the following comment concerning experiences
not significant. with the walk-through surveys:
Changes in the working conditions were identified by we had a very good team ... all were active ... it was a very nice
the FOHP personnel. The number of changes is shown irtime with this team ... [Intervention 3].
Table 2. About half of the 217 changes were made to
improve ergonomic features of the work, but often the The walk-through surveys were also considered good
changes also increased safety. The number of extensiyethe subjects in the comparison group. The discussions
(costs EUR > 6000) changes was 87, and 35 of theséh the FOHS personnel were relevant, and the subjects
changes focused on the production environment. Theceived competent advice to help develop the work
other extensive changes were made to improve ventilatiAvironment on their farms and reduce risks. The atmosphere
systems and work distribution or to hire extra work forceduring the visits was good. One of the subjects made the
In a few cases, personal protective equipment had bef@iowing comment:

introduced. More changes had been made in the interventiorover the years, we have learned to know each other...they give
group (Tab. 2). relevant advice and we discuss everything. [Comparison 1]

Interview in Saarijarvi Observations made during the walk-through surveys.
Most of the observations made during the walk-through

Significance of the walk-through surveys.All the Surveys were related to poor ergonomics. Frequent
subjects believed that outsiders can detect factors tf&TYing, poor milking postures and the lack of equipment
cannot be observed by themselves. The advantage of {ielp relieve workloads were common. New ideas and
empowered farmer team was that there were mafgievant solutions were produced, but often economic
competent observers. It was valuable to discuss in groug§tors prohibited their realisation. Nevertheless, stairs
and to learn from others. It was supportive to realise th§€re often built and wheelbarrows were purchased to
the others had the same kind of difficulties and thed¥€vent accidents. Extensive changes were also undertaken,
difficulties could be discussed. One subject commented @§1€W cow house was built or a cow house was expanded.
follows on the walk-through surveys: The group recommended no reforms directly, but it did

_ _ influence discussions and thinking. The new social contacts
| think that_ the eyes of outsiders can see_the places that we shoglc\Nere important for many of the subjects. The following

pay attention to on the farm for protecting our health so that it L . . .

could be good without any diseases ... our own eyes are blind on two 0p|n|on§ were given by the SUbJeCtS with respect to

our farms because we are always in these small circles. This newthe observations made on the walk-through surveys:

system is good because there are so many eyes to observe ... and | oy group, all the farmers had built something new during the
they have done the same work ... so they have even more accurate two-year period, so there were a lot of changes. [Intervention 5]

eyes compared with those who are not mainly working in We thought about building a new cow house on the site of the old
agriculture. [Intervention 1] one, but the group said not to ... how can you have production at
the same time ... so we built the new cow house next to it, and we
The subjects in the comparison group thought that thehave also had production during the construction. [Intervention 2]
purpose of the walk-through survey was to develop the _ _ _
work environment and methods. They believed that the The subjects in the comparison group stated that the
outsiders could see various factors in the work environmeénPHS personnel observed work methods, personal
and work methods that could not be seen easily by tReotective equipment, dusts, biological risks, safety issues
farmers themselves. The FOHS personnel were conside@#tfl the ergonomics of milking. One farm was expanded,
to understand farmers’ health problems better when théipd several changes were made in the work environment.
work environment and methods are familiar. One farmdhere were new milking rails and ramps. Ventilation
commented follows: systems were replaced and the handling of cow manure
If you are talking about these things in the office ... they don't was automated. The subjects mentioned that only some of
understand where we are working ... it is totally different to see the proposals for |mprpvmg work conditions wgre possible
everything on the farm ... then they know why | am claiming for because of the costs involved. Some renovation work was
my back pain. [Comparison 5] carried out without suggestions of the FOHS personnel,
_ _ but, in many cases, they affected changes indirectly. Two
Experiences with the walk-through surveys.The of the subjects made the following comments:
SUbl_efCts considered the empowered groups to be a POSItV&{ jeast ... we got the milking rails because my back is so poor ...
addition to the walk-through surveys. The openness of thewe got some economic help for them ... then we have a new
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milking stool ... when we did the basic renovation...constructed Interview of the FOHS personnel
ramps, replaced the ventilation system, which is the most

remarkable change made and then, of course, we have a new . . .
automatic cow manure system ... and then an automatic forage Positive experiences with the empowered walk-through

system. [Comparison 3] surveys. According to the FOHS personnel, the farmers
on the empowered teams learned from each other, and

) saw different solutions for improving work conditions.
survey. The empowered teams were considered useful

; : The FOHS personnel also learned more on walk-through
the walk-through surveys. Meeting colleagues and d|scu33|§1l9rveys that included an empowered group than they did
ways to improve the farms and agricultural work werg

considered positive. Farm visits were 0ood as soci \%)1 conventional ones. The empowered walk-through surveys
pos : 9 “\Were positive and offered new challenges to the FOHS
events. It was important to talk about mental weII-bem’%

Usefulness and development of the walk-through

and individual resources. It was also important that t ersonnel. The empowered walk-through surveys produced

FOHS personnel learned more about the work environmenere changes related to the work environment. Especially

on the Ff)arms It was proposed that. when the em OWG?H most active groups were efficient. The following, two
- prop ' P cOmments were made about empowered walk-through

team was coming, the FOHS personnel could come earlier i

. : ) . surveys by FOHS personnel:

in the morning and see real farm work in practice. The

farmers belonging to the teams could come when theyYes they gave us more than the conventional worksite visit.

completed their own work. It was also requested that the[fealth Centre 1] They were useful for us, we learned much ..

FOHS personnel be able to observe special s(_:'(':“son_relate\ghen we were listening to their discussions ... [Health Centre 3]

work, too. More discussions about mental well-being and

_rp:rltfalnproblenjds] were (equested fro;n theﬂl]: OHSb.pe:S?nnﬁ',rough surveys. It was sometimes difficult to gather an
€ foflowing, three opinions came from the SUbJECIS: o mhowered group for a walk-through survey. The demands
Actually, we were waiting for these events ... it was such a good g the farmers' time and the size of the groups caused
meeting. [Intervention 3] They were very useful for us. [Intervention bl in th isati fth p P
4] The most important theme of our discussions was mental well- some pro emg ',n € organisation o ,e gro_ups. assive
being. [Intervention 5] groups were difficult to control. Sometimes it was also
difficult to keep the group concentrated on the topic in
The subjects in the comparison group also considergdestion. Because of the lack of privacy, it was not possible
the walk-through surveys to be useful. Many of thernto talk about all personal issues in the group. In addition,
thought that walk-through surveys cannot be substitutéecause of the strict timetable, only the cow houses were
by any other means. The surveys should be revised so tbbserved. The empowered walk-through surveys were
at least a some of them are carried out during workhoutonducted after the subjects had completed their own farm
In Saarijarvi, the subjects heard many positive commenitgrk, and therefore they could not observe each other’s
about the empowered group walk-throughs. Two of themork. FOHS personnel made the following comments
were asked to join the empowered groups, but they refussisbut empowered walk-through surveys:
because the empowered surveys took more time. The e .
. . ... It was more difficult to organise ... that one could get adequate
comments of two subjects were as follows: time for all. [Health Centre 3] ... The silent group ... it was not

I feel that never ... is too much spoken about protective equipment ~ €asy to start ... but the atmosphere was good. [Health Centre 2]
... younger farmers actually use them more actively. [Comparison

2] Yes, we discussed the_ fact thatlwe could join and then we could  pgsitive experiences with the conventional walk-through
[Scegmtggris'gﬁaf] - butin the winter we have snow work ... g, evs The conventional walk-through surveys were
more individual, and during them it was possible to talk

Occupational health services and costsThe quality ~@bout personal issues. They were also more efficient in
of FOHS depends on the competence and expertise of féng through the farms. The roles and work distributions
personnel. The costs of the FOHS were low. The activiti&$ different professionals were clearer within the team. It
of FOHS should focus more on worksite health promotioyas easier carry out walk-through surveys during work
and, particularly, on mental well-being. Two opinions ofiours. FOHS personnel made the following two comments

Negative experiences with the empowered walk-

subjects follow: about the conventional walk-through surveys:
We think ... it is the personnel who makes it good or bad ... we ... In a way, it is more individual...the others do not disturb that
have been lucky that we have these good experts here in situation ... [Health Centre 1] One’s own role is clearer ... when
Saarijarvi. [Intervention 1] you are on one farm then you can give your whole attention to it.

[Health Centre 3]

In general, the subjects of the comparison group were
satisfied with the FOHS. The costs of the FOHS were Negative experiences with conventional walk-through
estimated as low, and the farmers’ own costs were nairveys. The conventional walk-through surveys were
considered to be a problem. One subject made the followin§en performed according to a similar routine. Therefore,
comment: they were sometimes frustrating. After the conventional

It is not expensive and it also affects the discount on the insurance Walk-through surveys, fewer changes were made than

fee. [Comparison 4] after the empowered ones. In the conventional walk-
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through surveys the farmers often talked about their ... In those groups were more of those ... that in these groups
personal problems and diseases. When the FOHS personng]cluded the farmers who were more active and open-minded, and
t to the f in th s in th - thei Just a certain type of farmer. [Health Centre 1] In those
went to the farms In the morning or in the evening, their empowered walk-through surveys, farms were changed more,
workday was four hours longer. Two comments of FOHS more personal protective equipment was bought and some investments

personnel were as follows: were being made in the cow house. [Health Centre 3]

... | get frustrated also by myself ... these are always the same .
things ... there should be something to give ... | feel it too light. Walk-through surveys in the future. The empowered

[Health Centre 1] ... Farmers are whispering about their diseases groups should continue their work, and new groups
bg; the purpose of the walk-through is to evaluate the work should be established. Farmers’ opinions must be taken
conditions. [Health Centre 3] into consideration. Empowered walk-through surveys are
suitable for certain types of farmers, and FOHS can learn

W a'\l/llﬁﬂ r((j)llerSLeZﬁfje?/imllzerﬁgoevvn;:?g\(lzlv?/\rlztljki?](rjoz%nhves:trlegsls to recognise when_they are feasible._The FOHS pe_rsonnel
were prepared toge.ther and more carefully than teépressed the opinion that the suitable group Siz€ for
conventional ones. The empowered walk-through survetémpowered groups is three farmer couples. Conventional

' Walk-through surveys are also needed and they should be

influenced the conventional ones, since the FOHS begafl 4~ put they should be consultative. The FOHS
prepare the feedback already during their visit to th ersonnel also thought that an occupational health

farms. The work method was mor nsultative with th - .
arms € wo ethod was more consultative wit t. ysician has an important role. Two comments of FOHS
empowered teams. In one FOHS team there were sli )
e ; . ersonnel follow:
difficulties in adopting the consultative approach because
the knowledge of the team members was not sufficiently Surely we do according to the willingness of the farmers, if they
coherent. At the beginning the empowered Walk-through want to go on we are not against it, but if they want the traditional
) Kk additi I ti ! | h f h walk-through survey we are not against that either. [Health Centre

survey took additional time, namely, 5-6 hours for the 31 we will surely do both types of walk-through surveys, it is
entire survey. However, it soon decreased to the sameamore work with this group ... but it is also an interesting
level as used with the conventional walk-through surveys, procedure ... the farmers may be eager for it. [Health Centre 2]

being 3-4 hours. During empowered surveys difficult

subjects had to be discussed mostly at a common level. DISCUSSION
The following two comments were made by FOHS
personnel: Methodological aspectsin Perhojokilaakso, two farms

. o _— in the intervention group and comparison group dropped
... | collected such a file the first time ... we brought it [file] on . . " .
those farms ... these brochures ... and we were reading them QUL N this study because the coalition of health services of
through. In the traditional visits we have not done it so two communities separated, and two farms sold cattle. An
systemically ... and we were thinking in advance of the themes ... intervention farm withdrew from the study both in Saarijarvi
which we thought to be topical and which should be gone 744 pielavesi, one because of divorce and the other
through...and how we could integrate them into our walk-through . h bei . The f h ithd
surveys. [Health Centre 1] ... It happened that we discussed in without a reason being given. h e tfarms that withdrew
such a way that the idea has appeared to be the farmer’s own idedfom the study probably had no influence on the results.
.. it works better like that ... at least my approach has changed so The results were mainly similar in the studied communities.
that all the walk-through surveys work in this way better and | gaarijarvi, there was more selection into the intervention
better ... [Health Centre 2] . . .
group, but the selection probably had minor influence on
the results because there was a bigger difference between
e}ge intervention and comparison groups in Perhojokilaakso.
R Pielavesi, there were no differences between the changes

surveys. The organisation of the empowered surveys toBR. t_he farms although the FOHS persc_mnel formed that
more time than the conventional ones, but the FOHPINION as a result of the active intervention groups.

would be reimbursed for this cost. The following comment When cultivated area, _forest area and n.umber of cows
was made by FOHS personnel: are included, no significant difference in the social

economical status could be found.
So if we think about the work hours ... they are perhaps at the  The farmers knew that certain farms belonged to the
same level. [Health Centre 2] intervention group and the others to the comparison group.

. . . This situation probably had no influence because, in the
Changes in the work environment after the different interview, the farmers talked about it and they did not

walk-through surveys.The active groups produced MOr& now the precise study plan. In the interview, the farmers

initiated h than th tional | V&iied that the group had no effect. Most of the changes
Initiated more changes than the conventional ones. In ofya, .o completed in Saarijarvi in both groups. Perhaps this

;:orTnmrun::z éhf :: OVHS n?er\S/\(/)nrn?jl V\t/h(l)klf'?hhrt thst ar(\’\/t'VFesuIt indicates that there are differences between both
armers liked to have empowered wa ough su eyr%unicipalities and occupational health services. It was
more often than the conventional ones because of th

Hicien FOHS nnel made the following t &l50 remarkable how accurately the FOHS personnel
emmeiency. personnel ma e. € following WG orded the changes. In Saarijarvi, the FOHS team also
comments about the changes made:

included a physiotherapist, who may have had some

Costs of the different walk-through surveys.From
the point of view of the health centres the costs w
equal for the conventional and empowered Walk—throud
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influence on the results. In Pielavesi the FOHS teameasures in worksite health promotion, and, particularly,
consisted of only two persons, and this situation also magcupational health physicians should be present during
have had some influence on the results. The identificatiovalk-through surveys. It is possible to use empowered farmer
of the changes in the work environment was a naturgtoups in Finnish health centres, and the approach can be
indicator. It demanded accuracy and objectivity to recoléarned easily. Empowered groups are also a challenge to
the changes. The results of the interviews on client satisfactid®HS personnel and help make their work richer. Although
and the changes made on the farms were in agreemein¢, intervention succeeded in our study, more adequate
and they supported the reliability of the results. training of FOHS personnel is still needed. Our study
The interviews were conducted in Saarijarvi becausthowed that walk-through surveys with empowered farmer
the intervention was completed in that community firsigroups are effective and feasible in FOHS.
The study was carried out in only three communities, and
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