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[bookmark: _Hlk527204031]According to the International Ergonomics Association (IEA, 2000), ergonomics or human engineering is the scientific discipline concerned with the understanding of communications among humans and other elements of a system, and a business applies the theory, principles, and methods to the enterprise in order to optimise human well-being. Moreover, the World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED, 1987) defines Sustainable Development (SD) as meeting the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. Thus, many sustainability scholars believe that there are many common areas between ergonomics and sustainability, since they share a key goal, which is the improvement of human life. According to Zink (2014), in his paper “Designing sustainable work systems: The need for a systems approach,” he states that ergonomics can play a pivotal role in assisting the shift to sustainable development. Zink believes that both ergonomic and sustainability highlight the needs of optimisation to have sufficient socio-technical resources for the present and future requirements. However, other scholars emphasise on the lack of recent studies covering the current and future challenges of ergonomics and its impact on sustainable development, especially from the social perspective (Wilson, 2013). In order to ease and solve this paradox, it is very critical for both fields, sustainability and ergonomics, to connect with each other, which can be accomplished by finding a method to achieve business sustainability from economic, environmental, and social perspectives. In the rigour of business sustainability, old-style business frameworks aim to create values for shareholders over those for others, such as stakeholders. Thus, sustainable businesses are known as the corporate ecosystem, because they design models that create value for all stakeholders and society. The “creating shared value” research study (Porter and Kramer, 2011) was one of the first studies to emphasise the importance of shared value between stakeholders to boost sustainability. For instance, the authors say that businesses have the potential to generate economic value by recognising and addressing social challenges that intersect with their business.
My understanding and belief about the implementation challenge of ergonomics as an aspect of sustainability can be seen from the individual level all the way to the organisational level. To illustrate further, what I understand from scholars, such as Morioka and Carvalho (2016) is that ergonomics does not necessarily involve environmental studies; however, we can find that the aims are associated to the sustainability concept. This is because it promotes a balance among the social and economic aspects of organisations in which the key aim of ergonomic work analyses is to attain positive outcomes in two domains: first, on the organisation function. Bolis et al. (2016) suggest that this should involve an organisation’s business pillars, such as reliability, productivity and quality control. The second domain that is related to an individual or worker is the compatibility of the organisation’s system between the production goals, delivery, and the socio-technical well-being of the employee. 
Furthermore, my perspective on involving ergonomics with the organisational system is that it boosts employee contribution by acknowledging that workers are more comfortable in their organisation and that a better atmosphere can lead to better performance. Thatcher and Yeow (2018) supports this claim in their study. They believe that when an employee has a better knowledge and understanding of the procedures, processes, and activities that are designed for his/her wellbeing, the level of productivity in the organisation will increase. This can be achieved by training workers to contribute by designing solutions to support companies and maintain an enduring culture of wellbeing in the organisation and ensuring the existence of the ergonomic interferences within the organisation system. I believe that to reach this goal, it is extremely important to know the influencing factors at the workplace and how they could provide optimal states of health for workers and for the performance of the organisation. The following example can express this idea of the ergonomic impact on the sustainable business in depth. In the oil and gas field, it was noticed that an organisation’s most important capital is its workforce. Thus, their safety is of high priority in the oil and gas industry, because it involves activities with heavy equipment and hazardous substances. Many scholars suggest that ergonomic and sustainability challenges are embedded with these chemical, physical, or biological factors as part of the occupational health. Health and Safety Executive (HSE) (2005) suggested that the first step to implement employee ergonomics with respect to boosting the sustainability concept in the organisation entails establishing a welfare legislation, which can enforce legally all activities and facilities towards employee welfare. For example, in 1992, HSE established workplace regulations that concern employee welfare in the working environment. The main objective of these regulations was to enforce the employers to provide safe and healthy conditions for the employee in their workplace. This can help companies manage risks by designing safe and ergonomic work environments and implementing strong safety policies, consistent with global codes. According to Lee et al. (2007), providing a positive ergonomic service for the employee can lead to social, safety, and economic benefits. For example, when positive and effective welfare is implemented in the organisation, the employees feel peace and equality in their job, which, in turn, creates healthy social relationships and the feeling of satisfaction among the employees. Due to this, a positive attitude towards safety should be present in the work environment, which will enhance the organisation’s productivity.
On the other hand, from a critical perspective regarding the role of ergonomics as a social part of sustainability, scholars such as Thatcher (2013) explore a different opinion on the topic. They raise the question about why ergonomics should be considered in the organisation’s sustainability plan if it does not attribute to the economy directly. Their argument is that embedding ergonomics in the organisation agenda can have a direct impact on the operational budget of the organisation and delay all the production goals. This is due to all the changes that are required to be made in the system, standards, procedures, and codes, which are to be aligned with the ergonomic requirements in the workplace. Thus, these scholars consider ergonomics as an immature contributor to sustainability development in the industry. Additionally, other studies present that ergonomic involvement is very limited in the design stage of the project, which dissuades companies from investing heavily in it as a sustainable development pillar.  
However, from yet another angle of the debate, researchers such as Ismail et al. (2012) discussed that the effectiveness of implementing ergonomics is highly associated with the methodology or approach. The root causes of several well-known oil and gas incidents that cost a lot in terms of financial capitals were a result of unsafe ergonomic attributers. According to the authors, the top three reasons were a lack of personal fulfilment from the job, sleep deficiency and shift reassignment, and gloominess in workplace. As it has been shown, the most worrisome aspect of ergonomics is correlated with mental characteristics rather than physical ones. Moreover, most industrial organisations misinterpret the ergonomic impression, since their focus is limited to the physical part only. The authors hold that management has a limited understanding about the applications and implementation of the culture of safety, where practices such as a blaming attitude and the lack of safety can affect the behavioural safety of employees, especially among workers. According to Ruchlin et al. (2004), such a vulnerable mentality is related to the organisation’s safety policy being mistranslated by management. Thus, the authors recommend conducting surveys frequently to glean the workers’ satisfaction with the safety culture programs at the workplace and how it can be improved. This usual interaction between end users and the management can help create a culture with open channels for communication as echoed by the authors. As a result, proper ergonomic implementation for behavioural safety can be applied to deliver an updated and transparent image of the safety culture and its efficiency at the construction site to the senior management. As a result, many scholars agree on the critical role of individual behavioural safety in the ergonomic concept to form the safety culture and stress on how a poor welfare plan can disrupt the safe performance of the worker.
Another point that most organisations fail to deliver during the implementation of ergonomics as part of sustainability is providing a development plan for the workers, especially the end users. Azadeh et al. (2008), in their research work, emphasise that there is a lack of development plans to further train site workers, something that applies to other employees in the organisation, such as engineers, team leaders, and managers. Usually, end users receive safety courses in the beginning of their tenure, which only results in them working according to the same job routine for years. According to the authors, it is thus predictable that many end users lack any motivation when compared to other employees who have development plans to ensure their careers progress. Several industrial organisations present the justification that the academic level of most labourers do not qualify them to enrol for courses or schemes to advance their profession. However, this is not essentially true according to the authors. They explain that there are a variety of courses, especially in ergonomics, such as those of Institute of Safety and Health (IOSH) Managing Safety, which do not require any academic background.
Thus, after being exposed to different and contracting interpretations regarding the role of ergonomics in boosting sustainability, I believe the key challenge lies in the implementation mechanism. The purpose of this article is to point out the significant matters that need to be addressed if we are to achieve progress in the dialogue of sustainable ergonomics. There are obviously no perfect and simple solutions to the challenges from the industrial perspective. One possible attempt for progress may, therefore, be to first obtain a better consideration of the challenges from organisational and behavioural perspectives. This can help study industrial cases where interesting initiatives have been taken and, on this basis, categorise and develop strategies that aim to achieve social and long-term business sustainability. Starting from such a perspective, the recommended next step should be to find methods for ergonomic and human factors to create a robust system that serves the core business of the organisation within its sustainability plot (Ahi and Searcy, 2015). 
As future recommendation, Lozano suggests (2011) that industrial organisations should follow a new strategy for implementing the social aspect of sustainability. According to Lozano (2011), most industrial organisations address corporate social responsibility (CSR) and corporate sustainability (CS) with a tit-for-tat strategy. From a behavioural ecology and socio-biology view, this strategy cannot be representative due to its short-term impact where indicators such CSR and CS take a long time to contribute to the economic growth. Consequently, in order to have a successful implementation of ergonomics, we need further involvement of stakeholders. To illustrate, Holmes (2000) states that the stakeholders’ involvement should be distinguished as three main scopes to be suitable for the ergonomic embedding process. The first is corporate altruism, and second is the social activities in which these two points can provide resilience and toughness mechanisms for the society in the long run. Third, there is the integration between social and environmental concerns within an organisation’s operations. To illustrate, it did take a long period for industrial organisations to realise how important it is to have stakeholder engagement with their environment, health, and safety (EHS) activities, such as beach cleaning (Hopkins, 2002). This aids industrial organisations to build a strong and trusted reputation that eventually translates to the profitability of the core business.  
In conclusion, many scholars studying ergonomics believe that the involvement approach can be effective in implementing the ergonomic concept and raising awareness among stakeholders. According to the Abu Dhabi National Oil Company (ADNOC) in their annual safety report, once the ergonomic concept was introduced to stakeholders in their training programs, the personal-recorded incidents and oil spill accidents of the company and contractors declined. The key reason is the ergonomic and human factors that have a major effect on the sustainability development implementation, because it is linked to individual behavioural safety that interacts with work environment and technical and procedural processes. Gordon (2005) recommends considering ergonomics as the main indicator in the industrial organisation CRS and CS evaluation system.  
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