“in ‘the program it was found that
“rotation of, tmploy-.cs from jub\
* with high fwise levels to less noisy

jobs was  not the solution.’ The

company finally turned * 0 an cart

mufl program. At first there was

great rosistance to wcannl, the de-
- vices due 1o discomfort. “We lis-
T leied, adjuslgd, falked, counscled
until that time came when we had
impraved our adaptation to a paint
. that complaints of the product stop-
ped completely,” Hatuska said. The
highest -compliment - paid the hear-
ing program came from a -hummer-

chnp employee who told Haluska.

“You know’ yesterday for the finst -
time in a long time I could hear -
my son's voice when 1 ogat home

.+ from work.”
Speaking bv.lou the Gilass and
Ceéramics Scction; J. S. Sharruh,

Occupational Health Scrvices, Perm- |

* ‘ylvania Manufacturers’  Associa-
tion Casualty Insurance Co.. gave o
brief recap of workmen's compensa-

tion decisions in hearing low. “Prior

Tt 1948, hearing. lesd " was not re-

. garded as a significant factor in
workmen's cnm[n.'malion.“- accord-
ing to Sharrah.

. Partul hearing loss. duc o' nuise
was  ordinarily not compensable.
Subscquent decivions in New York,
Wisconsin, Missouri, Maryland, and
Cicorgia havg significanly .broad-
encd the senpe of cimpensation. In

the 1962 case in Georgia, the court

ruled “thut the liss of headng was
the cumulative offeet of & sucees-
sion of traumatic injurics” suffered
hy cach sound impulse in the air.
The count allowed the clainl and
- aceepted the medical evidence pre-

sented wherehy it was stated that

a 51 oper cent lmp:urmunl epre-
. sented a llllal loss of mdu\uml uswe
of the'car.”

One of his listeners asked Shar-
rah “Since noise is something that
hus just recently bucome importam

* as o compensable work. injury, what
dn you recammend companics do
to limit their lishility—in all proh-
ahlllly they have not given audio-
metric tests 10 workers,

ahd sy

it a result of work in their, plant.
Now, an cmployce comes up with
Jess thun normal hearing” and @

. compensation claim. What do you -

do?"

Shirruh ‘said the best defensive
steps depend on the size cof the
campany. In’ farge corporations
noise level surveys are being” con-

- dicted. and these can furnish proof

that exposurcs have’ heen beliw:
permissible limits under the kaw, In
lithe companich - it is stil) llkcly
lht.) can fford audwmcln: read-
ings. The real problem is in the 50
0 100 man operation—let's ‘say a
little foundry—obvinusly they can't
have a stafl person do.readings and
surveys. But, their insurance com-
pany will often offer services of this
kind, as will certain state govern-
ment agencics. Somctimes associa-
tions of such small shops dr plants
can pr ovide noist measurement ser-
vices,”

In. rcsponv. to another question
Sharruh painted aut that one of the
henefits of precmployment audio.
metric tests is identification of per-

‘H()\V DO YOQU MOTIVATE

can l_ present procf that hearing loss )

an employee to be safe?

Three practitioners i the se-
search and application of maotiva-
tinnad principles.- tackled that gues- ©
tion in a special session. that packed
the Grand Ballroam _of lhu Hilton
Henel.

Participating In the sewsion, pre-
sided over by W, E. Stufling, dirce.
ior of safcty, Carrier (urp were
Richard 10, Peterson, . raining se-
search’ supervisor, -American ‘Tele-
phene and Telepraph Co.;: M. Scon
Myery, dircctor of * development,
Fexas Instruments, Inc. and Ingo
In|,cnhnl dircctor,  paychological
services, Middle West Service Co,

While there was consensus that
safety, as it relates to the individ-
val worker, necded tn hL looked at
“from’ the invide out,’ " the | three
spuakcn ditlered  conisideradly in

: lnbfulnu\

< of spee

PR N sans with subnormal hearing as be-

less likely 1o suffer further
hg ring lss than a person with
acute hcaring.” “Such a. person,”
‘Sharrah said; “is uclu.llly a better
employee 1o lour in a neisy opera-
tion. (v.n;lmly there is no ground
nj dxscnmlmung dgainst the applx-
cam with-less of hearing.”
Pr. .Aram Glorig, director of lhc

Subcommittee on Noise. Rescarch -

‘Center, . tofd the labor sessions that

sometimes one of the hest protec-

tors against hcuting kns is over-
looked—that is, rest between ex-
posures. Hf u worker -is able to get
away from a nuisy cnvifonment
;nnm.llcall) he will give his hear-
ing mechanism time to  recover

from wemporary damage.. When the .
car has notime 10 recover from'the |
‘temporary  damage due o noisc,
the damage will become permanent
* and irreveryible. g

(.Iung was not upnmlxnc about

. the chances of cnpnu.rmg noises
out of machinery to the point where .

it would not-endanger hearing. “:You
can control noise in a dropham-

when you get through,” he said. He
concluded that many noiws can he

controdled to a degree where they

will not be nearly so damaging, but
very few can be controlled so that
there s ne problem sa far as hcar-
ing kns is concerned.

~ Seeking Ways To Motwate

. mer, but no one cahoperate it

their appraisaly-of what, if anything,

could be done 1o enfer inte the
needs and experiences of the work-
er and make him want to he sale,
Au.nrdm;.ln Peterson, smcc safe-
1y is “asking somcthing an of the
worker, he must be convinced that
the new material iv worth learming.”
He noted the crucial role of "mean-
in the learning  process
as il nperates 1o help the _employeg

. see how i given safety measure re-

lates 10 him and his job.
In puinting out the dangers of

making o sufety message 100 broad,

Peteron cilted for a high dq,ru.
l) in nrdu to make the
nessy al” to the worker in
feran ul hu past expericnce,

He strewsed the, value in studying
“near-accidents” iy abjective “and

numlm.nl;nm;. sources of safety in- -

formation,

\mu “it's accessary 1o
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