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Editors Mote: The following is an article written fo show the evenis and reagons
leading to Sikorsky Aircraft'’s Human Factors Tradning....

Sikorsky Aircraft Corporation...

Human Factors is a broad and often overused term in aviation.  Until
fairly recently, accidents were blamed on ‘Pilot Error’, and left at that,
As is unfortunately typical, it required an accident to spawn a more detailed
investigation into what caused the pilot to make an incorrect decision.
See sidebar #1.

Following the Aloha and United accidents in 1988 and 1989 (see sidebars),
in which material defects should have been found during maintenance or
production procedures, investigators also took a closer look at what used
to termed “Material or Maintenance® accidents. An accident is not caused
by one failure alone, but only when several differsnt failures begin linking
logether, creating what investigators call the *Accident Chain®. Breaking
any one of the links in an accident chain will prevent the accident from
occurring. It became apparent that human factors in maintenance could
become a part of that chain. Traimng and awareness in these human
factors might help prevent these links from forming. See sidebar #2.

At Sikorsky, following a close call when a maintenance error was detected
in late 1997, Production Flight Operations and Product Integrity personnel
began an investigation into the cause, They made immediate changes (o
some of the tools reguired for the task, as well as the paperwork
documenting the process. Although this particular near miss would
probably never happen again, some similar event would likely occur in the
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Human Factors Climate

After Reorganisation
- (Fisele Richardson

About six months ago, at a dinner
party in a city in the U.5,, [ urmed
to the stranger on my right, and to
starl the conversation, said to him,
“1 understand that you work for
Such-and-Such Airling”. He
replied: “Well, you could say that.
Actually. [ used to be with ABC
Airlines” (a company that was
taken over by Such-and-Such). He
launched into a discussion of the
differences between the two
companies, and his comments ran
something like this: "“We were the
older company. 'We were more
profitable - we must have been
doing something right, but they
imposed their systems on us™. And
g0 on, all of his words clearly
indicating a sense of loyalty 1o his
old company rather thamn to the new
entity and clearly indicating a feeling
of having been done wrong. [ was
surprised and curions about his
unprovoked comments. His
feelings were quite strong. *“When
DID the merger take place™, 1
asked. “Five years ago™, he said.

GroundEffects ™ would like to
extend our thanks to the
generous comiributions.
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(Con't fiom poge §, Sikoeshe )

future, unless we could change the way we look at human factors in
maintenance.

Chris Lowenstein, an Aircraft Safety Investigator in the Product
Safety department, surfed to the FAA web page, and [ound a great
deal of information. The FAA, Transport Canada, and the British
CAA would soon be hosting a worldwide conference on the issue.
(hiris, along with Rich Friot, Manager of Flight Operations and Ron
Irons of the Product Integrity department presented a plan to upper
management. Shortly thereafter, Rich and Chris went to London,
England to attend the HPIM conference.

At the conference, they learned about many of the recent develop-
ments in maintenance human factors. They decided that Sikorsky
should use a training program to increase awareness among the per-
sonnel responsible for maintenance and inspection of flight aircrafl.
The evaluation team was expanded to include representation of hourly
personnel and managers from Stratford and West Palm.

The team concurved that an mutside supplier should conduct this truning,
Considering the infense emotions involved in changing ‘company
culture’, the team strongly felt that only an outside supplier could
effectively teach this course. Additionally, the team believed the
course should be conducted off-site, away from the distractions con-
stantly present here in the plant. Upper management strongly backed
this PO CRm, and wanied to ensure that it was “World-Class”,

The team attended and audited additional elasses and conferences in
Montreal, Canada; San Antonie, Texas; Manchester, England; as
well as one class conducted in-house. Afler attending six different
sympaosia and/or training classes, an outside consultant was selected
Lo perform the traming.

The course starts with an introduction to the course objectives and
rapidly progresses to include a self-evaluation of personal character-
istics, behavioral analysis, and general human factors information.
The course uses s munber of actual case smdies to demonstrate

these concepts.
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Cont from page 2, Sikorsky..)

Feedback from participants has been remarkably positive, Many emplovees remarked that they were amazed
how the program enabled them to look at themselves in a new light, and see how interactions with others affect

their job performance,

Tracking human factor incidents in the hangar, such as minor dings to aircraft, etc., we are seeing a decreasing
trend. While safety is a difficult thing to measure, this appears to be related to the increased awareness in the

hangar.

Plans are in work now for a shortened refresher course to maintain this high level of training. We also plan to
present our experience in implementing this training at a workshop sponsored by the NTSB in Apnil. Human
Factors in Aviation Safety

Side Bar #1

United Airlines Flight 173, a "pilot error” accident, was an essential turning point, Flight 173; a DC-8
landing at Portland, Oregon, on December 28, 1978, had a corroded landing gear fitting, That, in turn,
led to a *gear unsafe” indication in the cockpit, The gear had actually free-fallen to a down-and-locked
position, but had damaged the indicator switch in transit, The Captain of the aircrafl spent a great deal
of time troubleshooting the problem himselfl, waiting 28 minutes before contacting United Line Main-
tenance by radio. The landing was further delayed, because Captain delayed his request to the lead
flight attendant to prepare the passengers for an emergency landing. The aircraft was in the general
vicinity of Portland International during the entire time.

A partial landing gear extended landing is an emergency procedure, but it is a relatively benign event.
The Might attendant advised the Captain that the cabin would be ready in ten 1o fifteen minutes. At this
point, the Flight Engineer said, “Uh, fifteen minutes is really going to run us low on fuel here....”
Unfortunately, the Captain was fixated on the gear problem and the cabin preparations, and did not
appreciate the seriousness of the fuel state.

Shortly thereatter, the number four engine flamed out. It was rapidly followed by the number three,
number ene, and number two engines. Flight 173 was now the world's heaviest glider and was too far
from the airport to land. The DC-8 crashed in a wooded suburban area of Portland. Of the 159 crew
and passengers on board, only 10 were killed. Part of the reason for the high survivahility was the
absence of a post-crash fire, because there was no fuel lefi.

As a result of this accident, United Airlines began training cockpit crews in “Cockpit Resource Man-
agement”, also known as CRM. This quickly came under fire from Captains who referred to it as
*Charm School”. The First and Second Officers didn’t like it either, believing that they would never be
able to effectively communicate with the Captains who were the ‘kings’ of the cockpit. United
persisted and quickly overcame this initial resistance, and their CRM program became the model for
other airlines. Later, the program evolved to include the flight attendants and became known as Crew
Fesource Management.

As other airlines recognized the importance of utilizing all of the combined talents of flight crews,
nstead of the sele judgment of the Captain, CRM gained acceptance., A classic example of CRM in
use was the Uniled Airlines Flight 232 accident in Sioux City, lowa in July 1989, There, the three flight
crew, plus an off-duty pilot, successfully piloted a erippled DC-10to an ‘impossibly difficult’ landing,
allowing 185 people to survive what experts have since called an unsurvivable in-ilight engine explo-
sion. Many pilots have since attempted this maneuver in a DC-10 simulator and virually nons have
suceessfully landed.

(Con? on page )
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(Con't from page 3, Humoan ervor, )

The Birth of Maintenance Human Factors [SideBar #1]

In April 1988, Aloha Airlines suffered an in-flight fuselage separation. The 737-200 ni:um fi
climbed out of Hilo, and levelad ofT at 24,000 feet en route to Honolulu, Without warning,
eighteen feet of the upper fuselage from just behind the entry door, all the way back to the
forward part of the wing, tore away from the aircraft. The pilots were able to land the
aircraft, despite the loss of the #1 engine. Only one person, a thght attendant, was tatally

injuredd.

This particular 737, because it was used for frequent short inter-island hops, had the second

highest number of cyeles {1 takeoMand | landing = 1 eycle) ofall 737°s worldwide. Boeing had
advised Aloha in October 1987 that they were concerned about corrosion and repairs to the
aircraft. Additionally, there was an FAA Airworthiness Directive (AD) and a Boeing Serviee

Boeing’s SB, which was more detailed. at the time of the accident. The AD was accomplished
at night, with two different inspectors. Why didn't they find the 360 detectable cracks that the
NTSE believes were present at that nme'""

Visual inspections repeatedly conducted on aireraft with no findings lead to an expectation ol ne
finding. Repetition. boredom, fatigue due to late hours, poor lighting, and difficult working condi-
tions on top of the aircraft all contributed o this error. Further, there was hittle formal traiming for
the inspectors. Finally, pressure to keep the airplanes flying may have been so strong that insuf-
ficient iime was allocated 1o these inspections.

This accident spawned a number of imtiatives in Human Factors in Aircrafl Maintenance. Con-
tinental began with the Crew Coordination concept. Morthwest began a program. Even Boeing
developed a Maintenance Error Decision Aid (MEDA). The FAA contracted with Galaxy
Scientific te develop and disseminate information on the subject. The FAA, CAA, and Transport
Canada began holding annual symposia. Mow most majer airlines and several manufaciurers
have Maintenance Human Factor programs in place. Sikorsky Adrcraft was the first helicopter
manutacturer to utilize this type of program

Aloha Airlines - en route to Homolula

Cont on page 5)

>



fCant from page I, Fluman ervor. )

Ectiters Mota: Thix ariicle which srarted on poge ome i aa impres ive article by
Gisele Richardson of Richardson Management Aszoe, The article
deals with o suhfect that we are all awave of Company Mergers,
FEeh five Biy mrevge of Canadian Airiines frrernaiional amd Air
Canadea, §thought this arsicle ke b very appropriale for Ris very
revinge tinte for many AME k and pilors.. Unforimatedy the article
ix et favge and will be xplit isro o dssnes Thee sheart S0y Won
Fend o Qage o B @ rie SRy

So for five years, he has Tailed 1o accept the merger and for five years the

company has been deprived of his full commitment. [s he the only one in

this company with his views? Probably not. Is management aware oof this
and doing something about it? Probably not.

You, too, may have a friend or acquaintance who has not put the past to
hed on a merger in which he was a
participant and vou may be surprised
by the tenacity with which he holds his
VIEWE,

FAILURES

The Tact is, most merzers il to g2et
ihe best value oul of both companies.
Mergers are conceived with high hopes
and with visions ol winning scenarios,
and yer recent research shows that “the
pl_'rl'n;':rr:mw;l,' ol st o 1 e ill.".]'.ll-l'ﬂd 1,1||'|"||'|-:_||'|i-|::i tleteriorated 5i5|1i11£‘ﬁ]'|l|'_-‘
alter acquisition. ... Al AS MANY AS MINETY PERCENT OF THE
MERGERS NEVER LIVE UF TO EXPECTATIONS", These ane pretty
shocking stanistics, 1 quode fronn a recent amicle in the New York Times:
“Why do these financial and strategic factors — purchaze price, expected
economies of scale and in the projected eaming — that they examined in
deciding whether to merge or acquire in the first place. Usually, the
executives find some flaw in the initial assessment - a high price , say, or
misestimated carnings, The problem iz that these standard analyses have
not improved the success of the combinations. For seasoned acquirers, as
well as for novices, the disappeintments remain high,”™ The fact is that in
MSEE METgers, no time or expense is spared on financial and legal planning;
patential market shares, balance sheets, benefits of technology, and the
rationalisation of routes and staff amd equipment are projected, BUT little
or ne atfention is paid to the critical element which must make all of this
work: the lsman infrastruciure,

As Mamy As 9% of ihe
AMerzers NEVER Live
Up to Expectations]

Crevede Hichardson

Indeed, PEOPLE are the root of most acquisition and merger failures. Or
maore accuraltely, management’s neglect of the people issues is the major
cause of their company’s failure to perform. By poor handling of the
people issues, management creates a sef of winners and a sel of losers.
The perceptien is difficult to eradicate, and is a costly impediment to success.,

GroundEffects™

CULTURE

Culture may be the most important
single definer of success in a
merger. And yel, not only is it
rarely thoroughly explored, it 1s
largely ignored.

Our company culture (hike our
national or family culture) 15 an
environment in which we are
immersed, form which we rarely
distance ourselves enough to be
analytical about it. We take it for
granted. A friend of mine asks.
“Ioes o fsh know he is in water?™
and vet our culture underlies the
process we use for decision-making
and for justilying our choices.

The importance of company culture
was pointed out to me recently by
an ex-military pilod, who worked for
a company largely run by ex-
military, and which merged with
another company with a similar
staffing pattern.  Both were
surprised o find that they had
tolally different wavs of thinking in
spite ol their shared background.
The fact iz, emplayees take on their
company culere,

The company culiure defines the
way in which problems are
expeclted 1o be solved, whether
management and employees see
each other as antagonisis, whether
win-win solutions 1o conllict are
expected or whether there i5 usnally
a loser, whal is the quality of
relationships with the unions, the
depree 1o which employees control
their own job, whether management
15 transparent o secrelive, whether
management decisions are driven
by expediency or politics or
decency, and =0 on and so forth.
Clearly, il two companics have

Ly TV LTS fil
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fCft b from page 5, Maoman Faciors, )

significantly different cultures, the merging of two groups will be extremely
difficult. 1 believe that the usual approach to cultural differences — that is,
o ignore them - is the main reason
why resentments are found alive
and well years afier the legal and
operational merger has been

LT a
Great empires are completed.

seldom the outcome of

. Imagine a company that sees itself
small minds™,

as A Class Act, large, secure,
imfuential, The takceover tarzet isa
company that sees itself as a plucky
little contender,  How to create a
new self-imase that will encompass

- Ciivele Richardson

the identity of both growps?

What if the survey suggest the two companics are incompatible? Just as
ina marriage, if'it looks as though it won't work, it probably won't

THE TRIBE
Why are these people ivsues so sticky and so wenactons?

W are tribal animals. We identify with owr tribe. We find owr tribe in our
families, inour friends, in our employers, Even the rebelliows loner linds
his trbe amaong other mavericks, IWour tribe 15 malizned. we feel the insult
perscnally; il our tribe 15 conguersd, we expenence 11s shame. 17 our tribe
15 scillered, we experience confusion and vulnerability, The palot telling
me about his ABC Company was really telling me about his tribe 1o which
he still belongs, although for all practical porposes, i is now extinet, "My
tribe™, he savs, “was more noble and more ancient than theirs, But they
i moxt respect our wiksdom and our traditions.”™ For five years —and Likely
until he retires - the company will continue 10 squander the enthusiasm,
the commitment, the problem-solving contributions this good man might be
making — amd likely, 15 unwittingly sending out invitations to him and to
numerous olhers for malicious complionce.

You are perhaps thinking that he 1z being ndiculous, Aler all, the merger
isa *fait accompli’, he can't turn back the clock. Five years have gone by,
“MNot only that™, his boss will say, “but the idiot should be grateful that he
has kept his job and he should ke working his butt off 10 make the company
a suwccess”. Of course. That is a perfectly rational view of the situation,
It's also totally wrelevant since it overlooks the key element, the emotional
response, a profound and powerful part of human beings, AVIATION'S
ACHILLES HEEL REMAINMS I'TS MANAGERS DDOWGGED RE-
SISTANCE 1O DIVING DUE IMPORTANCE TO EMOTIONS
IN THE WORKPLACE. What would vou think of a captain in the
cockpit saying to himself and to his First Officer, ©1 don’t understand the
stulT presented by that display and [ am not really comfortable with it, so |
intend 1o qust wenore it Don "t worry about if, things waill fall into place™?
Yer that is oo Frequently the atiiude of management towards crifical as-

pects of human factors. They don’t
quite understand because they ve
never taken the trouble to leam, and
of course, they're comfortable with
what they don’t understand. so they
avoid it

In my experience, problems in
aviation groups are rarely related to
competence.,  They are almost
invariably related to psychological
issues the impact of which
management fenaciously refuses 1o
address seriously.

The critical role of management
a merger, themn, is o devote time,
thought, energy to create a new iribe
—a tribe which incorporates the best
features of both parners, a new tribse
1o which members of both onginal
tribes will be proud o belong. This
i= the most difficult demand maade
on leadership at the time of 2 merger
and it separates the sheep from the
poats. As the English politician said,
“Cireat empires are seldom the
outcome of small minds™

MANAGEMENT, CURE
THYSELF

For a solid foundation to be laid for
the new enfity, management fas first
of all to get itz own acl together.,
Who constitutes this new team’
What dilfercnce are there in their
view of the world? Are they
preparcd to respect each other? To
despise each other? Do they share
a common vision of the mew
organisation? Whal resentments,
angers, guilt's does each member of
that group have to resolve hefore
really getting on board?

Bear in mind that quite often the two
groups were competitors. They may
have previously seen cach other as
enemies. The smaller company may
have, for years, measured its

{Cont an prage T
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(Cont from page & Huyman Factors,, )
success by “victories” against the
bigger one. It's a bitter pill to swallow.
“We lost ..." might be their conclusion.
Whether or not the employees feel that
they have been sold out or betrayed by
their own managemeni, the
management of the smaller firm may
indeed feel that they have failed the
people who depended on them.

Members of management, too, bring to
the partnership their own feelings,
beliefs, values and personal quirks; if
these are dealt with early, the group can
come to a smoother, more collaborative
transition that is conductive to real
synerzy. The pay-off in establishing this
early is enormous.

There may even have becn a certain
amount of denomination — as there is in
war — ascribing to “them™ (quite normal
human beings) characteristics more
appropriate to serial killers of the
Marquis de Sade. These perceptions
of self and others have to made to
surface and have to be resolved.

How 1o do this?

Onee the new team has been selectled,
team-building should be the first prior-
ity. This intervention should not be a
task-onented exercise — task comes
later. It targets the psychological is-
sues. In other words, the focus 15 not
WHAT are we going todo? But rather,
HOW are we going to work together?

At the risk of sounding as though I am
preaching for myy parish, I must tell you
that I believe that it is essential to have
outside help in the form of consultants
or counsellors to accomplish this. By
definition, management is parn of the
problem. They belong to one side or
the other. Their view is clouded by their
own culture, their own valoes, their own
way of doing things and, as I have said
elsewhere, by their Hurmy Up which may
be chewing at their heels. Outsiders or
consultants must be involved who (a)

GroundEffects™

have solid experience in intergroup conflict resolution, (b) bring an ob-
jective viewpoint to what can frequently be highly emotional decisions,
and () know how to explore negative emotions and channel them con-
structively.

With their help, management must take the time to define what out-
come they want to emerge from this marriage. What kind of company
do they want to be managing when the dust of urgency clears away?
This question is not related to routes or development or aircraft of pro-
jections of bottom line, but rather to the values that will drive the com-
pany, the desired climate within the organization, the quality of relation-
ships, the ability to bring out the best talents in the staff.

Applications of the new values will define how the company deals with
redundancies for instance. Who do we need to do the job? How will
we select our staff? What are the criteria? What are the desired
outcomes? Will we be guided by equity? Do we want the best person
for the job? OR do we want to work with people whom we know and
are comfortable with? Do we want to eradicate the team integrate?
What values should prevail to make this safe, successful, happy com-
pany?
Onece management knows what their shared vision is of the company
and where they are going, they can see more clearly how to get there,
and who has 1o be in place to
do it, what are the critical suc-
cess factors, and so on.

The same process needs to
be carmied out with each key
group: Get the past out of the
way, and get on with the job!

Trust, of course, lies at
the heart of  any
well-managed company.

- (Fizsele Richardson
It 13 most reassunng to the

emplovees to see manage-

ment pulling in the same di-
rechion. If vou and your wife are Geghting, and are keeping it from the
children by fighting only behind closed doors, don’t fool yourself into
thinking that the kids don’t know. In the same way, if the management
team has rough interfaces, no matter how slick a face they present, the
emplovees know it. My experience is that if gossiping were an Olym-
pic category, several aviation companies [ know would be in running for
a Silver, for sure. Whether they like it or not, management is transpar-
ent to its staff.

TRUST

Trust, of course, lies at the heart of any well-managed company. It
becomes all the more crucial in times of uncertainty, in times when
there is a genuine basis for anxiely.

One of Murphy s laws states: “Sincenty is the key; once you've learned
to fake that, you've got it made.” Well, that wont do it.

WCon¥ on page &)
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(Com ¥ from prerge 7, Fheman Factors., )

Management's responsibility, then, is
e establish trust hetween different
levels of management: management
and erployees, management and the
union. Trust means that
management is seen to be open, to
ke honest, and to care about the
people from whom they are
responsible. They must be seen to
base their actions on well-thought
out, clearly communicated,
delensible and horoarable pnnciples.
They must be seen to deal tairly
with members of both groups. They

must be seen o respect the siall of

hath groups. They must be seen Lo
equitable. They must be scen to be
willing 1o acknowledge and remeds
their mistakes, They must be zeen
te be making sensible decisions,
They must communicate the critena
on which their decisions are made.
They musl be seen o be working
together and 1o have a clean
directions and their behavioour muost
be consistent with that direction.
Each failure on any of these points
damage management’s credibility
and reduces tnost.

As you know, i1 18 under pressure
thai character shows, Manugement
1% under heavy pressure at the time
of a merger. They may forget tha
the first pestures they make will
define the future. These first
gestures will be analyzed, discussed,
exaggerated and perpetuated by the
staffl, whether the gestures are
generous or disrespectful, whether
they are open or manipulative, The
effecis of these first days will be
long-lasting and perceptions
subsequently ditficult to change,

Rome Management groups start ol
with tough (and perhaps uninlfonmed)
decisions that are imposed on the
staff: management assumes that iis
kinwd of bullying will get things started

and that the stafl“will come round”. Again, first impressions are important:
thiy are long hved and they tend (o be accurate,

Early on, management will surely be heard to say, in its opening declaration
to the troops, “We care about our people; we realize that you are the ones
who are going to make this work. We will respect and protect you. We
need you, We will do our best for you. Trust us.”™

This is what a friend of mine calls ‘the sign on the front of the building™.
What really matters 15 what's going on inside the shop — the substance
rather than the words. What are the operational realities in the back room:
Iz it “We care about our people™?  Or s it “First comes profit and the
shareholders, then our convenience,
and then if there 15 any tme and

energy lelt over, the people™?
In any merger, the, there

is perceived swallower
and perceived swallowee.

How does management deal with
redundant stalm™ 15 the individoal
given two hours o clear his desk,
or is a farcwell party given for those
who are leaving, celebrating the con-
tribution these people have made 1o
the company? What message does
management s behavior deliver to the survivors? As the troops draw con-
clusions about management’s intention and values, management, if it has
inadequate pipelines 1o the roops, may continue on its way, unaware of the
dramm ol energy, unaware of the causes for the failure of what appears to
b a well-thought-out strategy.

- Gvede Richaradsan

In any merger, the, there is perceived swallower and perceived swallowee.
Fower is usually unevenly distributed, with the takeover company the top
dog. How do they utilize that power? Do they genuinely want to make a
pariner ol the other company? Do they want to ¢crush the other group and
are blatant about it? Do they want to crush them and lie about it? How the
company in the position of power manages and expresses that power tells
the world about its values and incidentally, gives the astute financial ana-
lysts material on which to base their projections of success or failure.

LOYALTY

Crucial to the svccess of any merged organization is management’s ability
to elicit the transfer of employvee lovalty to the new organization. This is
the ultimate test of leadership, and one for which too many mangers are ill-
prepared, Unformunately, “ehiciting loyalty™ 15 sometimes taken to mean
that the “swallowees™ have to gracefully accept their new bosses, and
keep their nose to the grindstone, In fact, the difficulties of transfer 1o
loyalty to the new organization apply to anyvone. It is as dangerous — and
much more insidious = to overlook the smugness and arrogance of the
takeover company, whose attitude can be as destructive of team spirit as is
the former’s resentment.

(b oo prage W
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(Can'’t from page 8 Husan Fociors. )

I a company that handled this well,
steps were taken very early on to
provide a NEW IDENTITY:
Example:

The company has a new name. [t's
a NEW COMPANY and every
staff member or a stranger to the
same degree. New uniforms are
designed immediately — pilos from
company A don’t have to wear the
unifomm of company B or vice-versa.
Beli buckles, tiepins, cutthinks,
bumper stickers indicafing previous
allegiance are not welcome. Man-
pers and supervisors don’l encour-
apge remimiscences aboul “how we
used o do ot at company A unless
there iz a definite contribution to be
made by examining that procedure.
Both companies are referred 1o
equially as ‘donor compames” to the
new entity. Management works
hard 10 make the new group feel
welcome. The new values do o
support criticizm of either denor air-
line,

These appear like insigmficant
detailz, But they're not. They are
a way of saying, “WE ALL belong
to THIS tribe now™. Management's
consistency in reinforcing the new
S is eritical 10 the establishment
of the new culture.

At the best of times, too many
manager underestimate the
importance of the psychological
issues in the workplace and
consequently short-change
themselves of success, short-change
their shareholders of profits that are
attainable, and short-change their
staff of job satisfaction and personal
and professional growih.

This, 1 say, 15 at the best of times.
At a time of great transition
mMErger of recrganization — o

overlook the human aspect verges on incompetance and may threaten the
very survival of the organization.

At the best times, introducing change is difficult. When change is imposed,
resistance ensues, The aviation industry, as vou know, 15 well supplied on
the rebellious side; more than many other groups, your people are difficult
to lead and impossible to push. Resistance — if it is not meant to bring
about career suicide — is subtle and creative and can be very powerful.

Energy that might be productively invested towards the success of the
new organization is spent trying to outfox the system. The longer this state
of affairs persists, the more difficult it will be to remedy.

The neglect of the human issues leads, at best, to delayed transfer of
loyalty to the new company; al worst, 10 a long-term hemorrhaging of
enthusiasm,, commitment, morale and safety. These problems incur heavy
costs which are charactenized by their amazing longevity. They are rarely
subsequently correctly attributed to the mishandling of the people issues at
the time of the merger.

COMMUNICATE, CONMMUNICATE, COMMUNICATE

An important part of scquiring the trust and loyalty of the staft is genmnely
keeping the lines of commumication open. Let the stafl know what you
are doing and why, and do so often. A friend of mine savs, “Everything
important | have ever learned, | had to learn at least five times™, That s
under normal circemstances!  Transitions are a time of anxiety, resent-
ment, excitement and lagh feelings tend to make us hard of heanng. Keep
the lines of communication open: let the staff know again and again what
you are doing and why; TELL THE TRUTH. And let your actions be
consistent with your stated values and objectives. Distrust and irrational
tears thrive in the dark.

Too often, decisions made by senior management, in good faith, whether
they are reasonable or not are resisted by staff because of the lack of
consultation, lack of explanation, lack of clarity and lack of participation of
the relevant players. Too oflen, management’s main weakness at this
time iz their propensity for Hurry Up, which 1 have described in other
papers, and the Hurry
Up's belief that “We
don’t have time to do it
right just now, but we’ll
get around to fxing it
later on™.

The criteria on which
management decisions
are based must be clear

first of all, one hopes
they are clear to man-
agement itself (does

(Cowt ¥ on puge 10)
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Can't from poge 9. Muman Factors, )

manapgement have a well-thought out plan™) and secondly, must be made
known to the staff, repeatedly; staff must be reminded of them each time a
change is announced. Caesar’s wife had it easy compared to management's
need to establish its tnestworthiness.
REesources must be allocated (o man-
age this process; among these re-
sources 15 the time of senior manag-
ers who recognize the imporance of
building a team that will really work
together. It also means that these
managers must know and support the
plan, that they know what nesds (o
be attended to, they know where
they re going and how they're going

“lsreatl empires are
seldom the outeome of
small minds™,

- Crixele Richardson

o get there,
CAPITALISING ON STRENGTHS

It is self-evident that in any merger, each partner brings strengths, and the
merger promises gains through synergy, Inevitably, one will have devel-
oped a befter approach (o maintenance, the other to the development of
emplovees, or 1o cost-contral systems. 1115 equally evident that were these
to be examinded and shared in a non-judgemental, non-competitive way,
everyone would win, and both players would wind up with what they hoped
fior: a situation where one-plus-one equals three. And vet it is also evident
tor us all that this best of all possible worlds 15 seldom attained,

How come? More frequently than not, the cause of this wasle is one of
the following: {a) the takeover executives simply impose their existing sys-
lem without any examination {“We bought you:; vou didn’t buy us™), or (b}
in the absence of the bully syndrome, and with goodwill, decisions are
made simply too hastily, or (c) too often by persons other than those who
will have to make them work, or (d) in a competitive spirit which guaran-
tees a second-rate oulcome.

Example:

A compnay whose base is domestic takes over a company with interna-
tional activities and hastily imposes its own flight planning procedures al-
though it has no experience with the complexities of intemational schedul-
ing. It quickly wakes up to a web of confusion resulting in crews having to
operate with two parallel systems until the situation is resolved.

Another:

A domestic company merges with one having activities in the Far East; in
what appears o them a sensible desire to homogenise job descriptions, and
i ignorance of cultural and historical matters, and without any consulta-
tion, changes are made in job titles in the newly-acquired company, causing
great loss of face to the oriental staff, several of whom resign. The com-
pany is left with an unfamiliar area to manage, with some key positions

vacant, and with many of the re-
maining managers and employees
fillesd with rancor that will likely not
be expressed, nor easily pul 1o bed.

Another example of an ilf-
thirsgh-oud standardisation mea-
SHEET

A carrier using Douglas equipment
takes over a smaller carrier using
Boeings and presses its system on
the smaller outfit, who - in fact -
have an excellent system. For sew-
eral months, pilots put pressure on
management, fearing that they
might wind up in a situation where
they would experience failure,
mangement finally recognizes the
nesd for change and implements it,

True, in the end, there is a
favourable resolution, but the cost
in safety, in frustration in loss of
management credibility, and the di-
visive effect of this process will
haunt the company for a long time.
It will never appear on the balance
sheet, bul there 15 no doubl profis
will be affected. T BE CoVV-
TINUED in Viluwme 6, Tssue 3.,

T BE CONTINUED in
Folwme 6, Tssue 3. Waich

for the next issue of
GroundEffects for rthe
conclusion!




Gisele Richardson -
President and founder of
Richardson Management
Associates Lrd, Montreal
Ouebec.

She is a Human Factors Specialist
with a special interest in aviation. |
heard her speak to an aviation group
where she deliverad “Cinderella in
the Flight Department.” This was
OVEE many years apo. | was so im-
pressed with what [ heard that T re-
quested and was given a copy of it
Fart of the anticle became part of
the original Tuman Performance in
Maintenance workshop.

Cinderalla in the Flight Department
was Gisele’s first well known ariticle
for the aviaition industry but since
then, she has continued to write many
articles of interest for the AME,
Giisele can be reached at phone: 514
035-2593, Fax: 514 935-1852

Char editer is having problem finding
articles to go in to “Ground Effecis™

Send us an article basad on FOUE EX -
rlenee or l-u|.|:|'||'|.'It-~|.11|:|'§:-|.*1 that iz snitakls
for inclusion, and we will give vou n
veur's free “Crognd Effects™ delivered

o vour door,
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From the Editor!

Welcome once again to our Summer issue of
GroundEffects... It 1s hard to believe that sumimer

= - g iz here again... The older you get, the faster time
seems 1o l]:,.r This edition of GE is dedicated to mergers because now a
days, there scems to be many employees, managers and owners that
have or are experiencing what a merger is first hand... Once again we
have a tremendous article from Gisele Richardson of Richardson
Managemenl Associates, Ltd. The article written by Gisele, is fairly
lengthy so [ have decided to print half in this issue and then make you
guys wait for the next issue of GE to find out the conclusion. Thad at one
time, thought I would just reduce the article to fit, but after reading through
it, decided that almost every word was as important as the next and o
cut out words would do not justice for what Gisele is trying to tell us. So,
please make sure that you pick up the next edition of *GroundEffects” to
find the conclusion of Human Factors Climate Afler Reorganisation.
Have you ever been involved in a merger of two companies? [ have and
let me tell you that everything Gisele says is true and more,.. Employecs
can remain very loval to one of the original companies and never accem
that, workers their once enemies are now supposcd to be their friends
and colleagues. While we are on the topic of mergers, [ was having my
morning coffes the other day and decided to pick up the newspaper fora
little company during my java, and there on the front page is an article
dealing with the unhappiness of thepilotsof a company that are merging
with a larger company. The article went on to say that with the merper,
some pilots will have a more seniority over the pilots from pilots from the
other company with the same amount of flight hours... Of course, this is
going to cause a huge problem with the emplovess... By reading Gisele's
article, I can start to figure out where the larger company may  have
pone wrong and where the need to improve lies, The merger between
these two companies has nol yel taken effect bul the war has already
started. A war inside closed doors of the company, which is a war that
management needs to contain now, in the early hours or days before it
takes off to become a never lforgotten war... All [ can hope for is that
Gisele's article is read and understood by the right people in these two
companies and other companies that are becomong part of the global

meliing pod.

Remember that human factors is such a large discovery now a days and
that most accidents can be prevented if one takes all of their emotions
and throws them away... Please work safely and remember to always
use a safety net in everything vou do, at work or at play

Have a great summer evervone....  We will see you in the fall.

- Rende Seabrook
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