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ABETRACT

Because industrial accident rates in many industrialized countries
are apparently worsening, efforts are being made to devise new
accident prevention techniques. One recent development is

Loss Control, which involves a new management approach in which

safety is incorporated in an integrated cost reduction

programme to reduce all types‘of non-speculative risks incurred
by the business. . Shifting the appeal away froﬁ the traditional
goal of preventing injuries, Loss Control attempts to lower
accident rates through improved measures to raise produgtivity,
and thus piotect the safety of employees indiréctly} by making

the business more efficient.

Since Loss Control emerged in the United States and Canada
during the 1960's, it has been adopted by many firms in various
countries throughout the world. Books and articles on the
theory of Loss Control have challenged previous assumptions
about the btest ways to manage industrialvsafety, but
unfortunately, no one has analyzed very carefully the advantages
of the new approach over traditional methods, cr published.any
detailed descriptions of specific fifms to show how Loss Control
has been implgmented and what outcome it has acfually had.

The main objective here is to correct this deficiency, and

evaluate Loss Control in both theory and practice.

ix



An analysis of the industrial safety problem, including an
examinaticn of various optimistic views aﬁoutrthe prospects

for aileviating it, demonstrates‘thé importance of the subject

aé a research topic. Moreover, by identifying and carefully
considering'the main features of the traditional approaéh to
safefy, one can indeedyseé many weaknesses, where existing methods
do not,accord with accepted principles of business management.

The theoretical case for Loss Control is established by comparing
its principles with those implicit in the traditional type of
séfety programme: the findings are that Loss Control does promise
to be a more effective alternative, as, among other things, it

is better designed to achieve active participation and support
from top maﬁagement and from line persomnnel generally, to obtain
more complete information about possible accident causes, to
monitor company and departmentalnperformance, and to motivate

people to work towards the desired goals.:

To test Loss Control in practice, a survey was conducted among

a representative sample of firms in the Wesfern Cape which have
tried to develop Loss Control systems. In five selected
'éompanies of different sizes and from various industries and -
geographical centres, a suitable respondent was questioned abéut
the characteristics and the oufcome of the firm's pfogrammé-,
The results,ﬁere'then assessea and compared with the theory.

The survey confirms.many of the alleged advantages of Loss
Control, but also points to certain limitations which previous

, Qriters have failed teo recognize. for example, indications

are that Losé Control still fails to'solve some basic problems
stemming from the fact that higher management is seldom genuinely

X



interested in safety.

Besides containing some original findings about the Loss Control’
approach to safety, the investigation contributes to our'
knowledge of acéident prevention by constituting what is probably
the first extended study of the‘application'of Loss Coﬂtrol to

South African conditionse.
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- PREFACE

>Indu§tria1 safety is not generally regarded as an urgent problem,.
éithér among the géneral public or among most people in business.
There is a widespread assumption that accident rates are fairly
~low, and that continuous and satisfactory progress is.being made

in reducing them still further. Companies with safety

programmes are generally content with their effectiveness.

In this thesis Ikshall argue thatvall of these views are wrong:
industrial safety remains a serious problem; progress in
alleviating it is disappointing; -and most existing séfety
programmes are ill-conceived and less effective than they
" should be. ~ Because this situation exists, there is a need to

consider new approaches to accident prevention.

During the past ten or fifteen years, a new management approach

fo industrial safety has been,deﬁeloped, calied Loss Control.
Bésically, Loss Control involvés an integrated cost-reduction
programme to reduce a wide range of losses, including those

A caqsed by acéidents, fires, thefts, improper maintenance, latour
turnover and absenteeism, and so on. Proponents of Loss Controlv
argue that among its mahy benefits, it is more effective than

" previous methods in bringiﬁg accident rates down. The main aim
df this ﬁheSis is to evaluate this claim in both theory and

practice.

xii



We shall begin by describing and analyzing the industrial safety
problem, both historically and as it exists today in leading
industrialized countries. Next, because in order to evaluate

Loss Control it is necesséry to understand the kind of system

'itris deéigned to replace, we shall look at the traditional

injury prevention approach to industrial safety, and note some
of its major weaknesses. We shall then turn to the theory of
Loss Control, describe its application to safety, and point out

how in theory it should be better than the previous methods.

The existing litérature on Loés Control includes descriptions
of various new techniques ahd some arguments in favour of using
them, but unfortunately, there are no/detailed studies of
particﬁlar firms showing how the Loss Control approach has
actually beenkimplemented and what effects it has had.
Therefore, as a practical test of the theory, we shall conduct

a survey of some firms in the Western Cape which have tried to

_ apply Loss Control principles to safety, to see what they have

done and how successful they have been. - Besides ser?ing as a
test to decide whether Loss Control is more effective than
traditional methods in reducing industrial accident rétes, our
findings will be intended to show: (a) whether the new approach
is suited to South African conditions; (b) whether more

South African firms should try»to'deveiop Loss Control

programmes; and (c) if so, how they should go about it and what

- problems they should avoid.
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'CHAPTER ONE

’

BUSINESS MANAGEMENT AND THE PREVENTION OF ACCIDENTS

1.1 THE PROBLEM : A CONFLICT OF INTEREST?

It is obvious that any business activity will expose employees
to certain risks of accidental injury; and since the owners
and the managers of a company are inra position to control
factors such as the conditions, methods and rates of working,
selectionvand training of employees, and so on, they therefore
havé considerable control ovér the types and the degree of
risks to which workers are exposed. But a difficult questibn
fé answer is this: When is it good business management to

try to reduce the risks of accidental injury? On his list

of objectives for the business, would a good manager assign a
high or a low priority to the task of lowering his firm's

accident rate?

The challenge.presented by Marx's analysis at the beginning

of the Industrial Revolution has not been satiéfactorilyA

- answered to the present day. For Marx, the shocking rise in
the numbers of people killed ana permanently disabled by
industrial accidents; and also by the effects of overwork

and poor hygienic conditions in factories was merely a sympfom
of thevexploitation of workers under a capitalist ecoromic

system. Marx claimed that private ownership of the means of



’

production engenders a division between two classes of people:
those who own and control the factories and the goods they
produce, and those who work in the factories but are deprived

of ownership and control.

Thefrelationship between these two main classes, the capitalists
and the workers, is contradictory or antagonistic,‘in,the‘sense
that what is to the benefit of one class will often, automatically,
be to the detriment of the other; that is, there is an

v . :
irreconcilable conflict of interests. For example, the
capitalist will benefit by keeping wages as low as possible
and by spending the minimum amount on improving working
~conditions for employees, in order to increase profits and
therety the amount of méney hekqan expropriate for his own
consumption or further~investmént. Dealing with the objection

that the worker's plight would improve along with economic

development, Marx wrote :

Even the most favourable situation for the working
class, the most rapid possible growth of capital,
however much it may improve the material existence
of the worker, does not remove the antagonism
between his interests and the bourgeois interests,
those of the capitalist. Profit and wages remain
as before in inverse proportion. 1)

Similarly, in several sections of Das Kapital, when discussing

early attempts to pass legislation to force employers to
provide safer and healthier working conditions in England and

other countries, Marx made it clear that he believed that the



question of industrial safety involves the same conflict of
interest: Dbecause of their economic positions, the owner and
manager will tend to try to reduce accident rates only when

they believe that doing so will directly or indirectly increase

profits.

All of the important books and articles on the theory of
industrial accident prevention can be regarded as implicit
replies to Marx's very depressing picture of the prbspect of

bringing accident rates down.

First, until recently, most writers have been full of praise
for the progress achieved since Marx's time to safeguard
workers in highly industrialized capitalist societies. A

typical remark is the following :

First, the question must be asked, "Has the safety
movement, in fact, done anything ir the past to
prevent accident§? To that question can be answered
a clear "Yesl“(2

The answer to the question, "What has the safety
movement accomplished?" is in purely positive terms --
accomplishments, advances, achievements.(3)

Such a claim, if it can be substantiated, would refute the
prediction that is implicit in Marx's account, that economic
class differences would hinder satisfactory progress in

industrial safety.



Second, many writers have explicitly denied thét there is a
conflict of interest between owners and managers on the one
side, and workers on the other. For example, it has often
been‘argued that managers are strongly motivated by humanitarian,

as opposed to economic, considerations to aid the worker :

Most maragements have a sincere humanitarian
interest in their employees and their families.

For this reason, injuries are disturbing to them and
they are generally glad to allocate money to
accident-prevention . work when there is the prospect
of breaking even on the venture financially ....
Some managements are willing to do even more and
spend money on ?ﬁfety’without expecting equivalent
financial gain. )

Ih addition, many writers have claimed, confrary»to Marx,

“ that capitalistS'éenerally believe that what is gogd for the
worker's safety will also be good for the business. For
example, H W Heinrich, the author of the classic book on the
subject of industrial accident prevention, offers only a

brief explanation of how to get ownérs and managers interested

in safety. He ends by saying :

Further exposition seems unnecessary for several
reasons. One is that management in general is already
interested. The expressed sentiment of many of the
nation's highest business executives, Federal and

State public officials, the national, state, and
municipal chambers of commerce, trade and labor
organizations, techrical societies and representative
individual persons, is that cgident prevention
definitely is gocd business. 5




Finally, many writers have argued that tﬁe problem of
safeguarding workers in capitalist societies has been solved

to a significant. extent by the enactment and enforcement of
government legislation. .While Marx was familiar with attempts
to pass safety and health regulations iﬁ ﬁngland, he was
pessimistic about their outcome, as he saw the state as being
essentially an organ for‘class oppression.(G) He admitted,

of course, that the extension of voting rights would enable
workers to ameliorate their position; but he predicted that
legislative changes would be made only slowly and grudgingly

by those in power. Contrary to this view, a number of writers
since Marx's time have praised governments for their sincere
efforts. After surveying '"legislative progress" in the

United States, Canada, England, and New Zeaiand; for instance,

Bird and Loftus state :

No matter how one lcoks at it, it seems clear that
governments of the world will continue to pass
stronger and more exransive laws to give the warker
greater ass%r?nce of safe and healthful working
conditions.\” '

On the other hand, vary recently, only within the pasf feh
or fifteen years, a few important Qriters have begun to admit
that satisfactory progress is not being made in reducing the
risks of accidental injuries to industrial workers; and
intere;tinglyvenough, they are blaming fhisVlack of progress
‘on owners and managers, and to a great'extent also on

governments. In their opinion, the situation calls for a



drastic change of approach.

While fhe‘purpose of this thesis is to asseés bne of these-
Vrécoﬁmended "chaﬁges of afp:oach", Loss Control, it will

first be necessary fo consider whether any change is required.
To do so, we shall briefly examine the three main arguments
against the Marxist prediction that the aims of business
management will prove inimicable to the goal of reducing
accidental inju?ies to workers: first, the claim thét continued
and satisfaciory progress has been madevin iowering industrial‘
‘injury rates; second, the claim that most owners and managers
are gehuinely interested in tneir employees' welfare, and will
support safety ﬁrogrammes even if they believe it is not
financially profitable to do so; énd third, the assertion

that governmehts have made laudable attempts to protect workers

by the enactment and enforcement of legislation.

Te1e1 Has there been satisfactory progress?

Since~Condorcet and the eighteenth century, people have been
accustomed to believing that with the paésing years, man makes
continuous progress -- if not in every field, at least in the
areas of science and technology. Ask one wh6 is unfamiliar
with the history of industrial safety to sketch what he would
expect a graph of accidental injury rates for a country such
as.the United States, England, or South Africa to look like,
if it were plotted over fifty years or so, and he will be very

1ikeiy to draw a straight line or a slight curve depicting a

fairly sharp and continuous downward trend.



At first sight, somﬁ of the data doés seem to support the view
that significant and satisfactory progresskhas been made.

In the United States for instance, from 1933 to 1972 the number
of accidental work deaths per 100 Q00 workers declined from 37
to:16 (see fig. 1). Going back even earlier, according to the

National Safety Council

If the annual accidental death rate per thousand

of population which held in 1912 had continued,

there would have been over 1.5 million more accidental
deaths than actually occurred. Since 1912, the

death rate for persons of normal working age - 25 to
64 years - declined more than 67 percent while the
rate of all ages of Egg entire population declined
~only half that much. ,

Similar claims are made about the reduction of accident rates in
South Africa. For example, from 1951 to 1973 the percentage
of workers suffering disabling injuries in accidents at work

(9)

declined from 4 percent to 2.3 percent.

Howevéf, one must be carefullin assuming that such improvements
in the accident figures,haye been mainly caused by progress in
the "safetj movement;" ‘that is, by the achievements of industria
safety officers; by moré enlightened attitudes on théApart of
management; by an increasé iﬁ "safety consciousness"eamong workers,'
and so on. InAthe first place, the decline in death rates and
disabling injury rates is vartly due to improvements in medical
treatment, although it is-impossible to assess the exact effect

this has had. This point is granted, perhaps a bit reluctantly,



by the National Safety Council :

Medical progress accounts for some of this gain,
but the larger part is ceitainly the product of
organized safety work.(1o

But‘the claim about the large contribution of the'séfety

movement is further weakened by another consideration which is
nevér recognized in books on the history of industrial safety.
Accident rates are calculated on the bésis of the total manhours
worked by all employees, regardless of their jobs or the degree
of>risk to which they are exposed. But the tremendoué

vinprease in automation in iﬁdustry has dramatically lowered the
percentage of workers who perform manual tasks where the risk’

of accidental injury is rglatively high. In fact, there has
been a massive shift in the working population from blue-collar
to white-collar jobs, especially with the rapid dévelopment

and growth in such areas as marketing, acéounting, computor
services, communication, research and,development, aﬁdbso on;

" and as records as'Qell as common sense will tell us, white-collar
workers are generally exposed to far lower risks of accidental
injuries on the job. Given the way in which industry has
changed, therefore, we could naturally expect accident raées to
decrease, even if organized’safety work had made no progress
whatever. This does not mean, of course, that no progress has
beeh madé; But once other factors are recognized, the improvements

in accident rates look far less impressive..
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Moreover, if we focus our attention on some of the figures

for the last fifteen or iwenty years, the situation looks even

less satisfactory. ~ In their book Total Loss Control within the

Industrial Environment, Fletcher and Douglas suggest that many
accident rates are increasing. Citing statistics from the
United States, they note that after World War II, when disabling

(11)'Went up by 10 percent, they then

injury ffequency rates
dropped by 50 percent in the next ten years. After 1955, however,
the rafes started to level off, and by 1960 began rising.

Between 1960 and 1967, the injury frequency rates worsened by

(12) 1 South Africa, statistics published by

20 percent.
-Workman's Compensation show that rates in this coﬁntry have

also tended to level off, but so far, have not exhibited any

definite worsening trend (see fig. 2).

Again; however, caution is needed in drawing conclusions.
Although we shall see in a later chapter various reasons why
accidént statistics can be particularly misleading, it is
suffiéient for the present context to note one important
problem. Studies have shown that many industrial accidents,
often ranging from 30 to 70 bercent, go unreportea; S0 a rise
in the disabling injury frequency rate can easily reflect an
improvement in reporting, rather than an actual increase in the
frequency of accidental injuries. Fletcher and Douglas admit
"~ that other factors must be considered, but argue thaf they could
net explain an increase as high as 20 percent. Supporting the

conclusion that the situation really is deteriorating in some

10
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countries, is the interesting fact that statistics from Canada,
England, France, Germany, and Australia all show rises in
frequency rates during the same period of time, from 1960

(13)

onwardse.

An optimiSt may try to rationalize the evidence and argue on the
grounds of a law of diminishing returns that in spite of

increased efforts, we should expect to reach a stage where
accident rates will at least level off. | This is undeniably

trﬁe; but Qe should consider the level at which the levelling-off
‘process has recently occurred. Looking at the American
statistics, the average frequency rates for all industries show
'no'signs of improving beyond the 1960 figure of about 7 disabling
'injuries per million manhours. In South Africa, the rates appear
to be levelling off near the present United States figures of

11 to 12. While these are average rates for all indqstries,

it is easy to find selected comﬁaniés in industries carrying
exceptionally high riské, such as construction and transpert,
which, by developing effective safety programmes, have managed

to lower their own ratés to well below 5. Therefore, although

we would indega expect frequency rates to level off at some

stage, it appears that the recent levelling-off process has

occurred at an unsatisfactorily high level.
In summary, it seems undeniable that more than a hundred and

fifty years after the Industrial Reveolution, the problem of

protecting workers from cccupational accidents and industrial

12



diseases is still a disturbing one. In America, for example :

The statistics are appalling ... Every year among

cur 75 000 000 employed civilians there are at

least 336 000 cases of occupationally related diseases.
In addition to disease, accidents on the job annually
cause mor? than 14 200 deaths and 2 500 000 disabling
injuries. h) : :

In Sduth Africa, Workmen's Compensation reports that yéarly,
out of 4% million‘registéred_workers, 2 500 are killed and
7355‘000 suffer Aisabling injuries because of occupational
accidents. According to the President of the Association of
Scientific and Technical Societies, the cost of accidents to

(15)

South African industry exceeds R300 million per year.

1.1.2 Management attitudes

In general, is there an overriding concern on the part of owners

and managers to make profits, which is seriously hindering

efforts to bring accident rates down? As we noticed earlier,

many important writers on industrial safety have said no.

Scme-have argued that managers often put humanitarian considerations
above economic ones, and support safety programmes even when

they realize it will faise costs and reduce profits. Others

have argued that bésides being strongly concerned for employees'
welfare, most owners and managers feel that money spent on

safety is "good business." Suppose we look at the evidence.

It is important to note that those who have defended management

13



attitudes do not cite any reliable opinion surveys és grounds
for their claims; instead, they usually quote statements made
by various corporate eiecutives in #ddresses to safety
conferences. For exampie, in its official manual, the National
)Safety Council quotes only one corporation president.(16)

Again, to support their assertion that "... Apart from humanitarian
facfors, enlightened management is more and more recognizing

that ‘safety.is good business',“ Simonds and Grimaldi quote the
vice-ﬁresident of General Motérs, in an address given to the .

(17)

President's Conference on Industrial Safety. And without
giving specific examples, Heinrich reports that this is the
"expressed sentiment" of‘"many of the nation's highest business

(18)

executives."

Obviously, however, what a few executives say to audiences at
safety conferences cannot bte accepted as reliable evidence about
éeneral managemént attitudes. In 1967, a survey was made to
answer the question: To whom do top corporate executives feel
most responsible -- to society, employees, étockholders, creditors,
or cusfomers? The presidents and contréllers of 300 randomly
Seiected companies in‘the‘United States were éent questionhaires,

- and asked to rank those five groups according to where they felt
their responsibilities lay. For our purposes, if managers were
strongly motivated bty humanitarian factors, we could expect the
replies to indicate that the executives felt a strong responsibilitfy
to their employees, and to society. However, the survey found

that corporate executives felt ovefwhelmingly that their greatest
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responsibility was to the stockholders, @s the owners of the

business. No other group was even a close second. Comparing
the bercentage of times the groups were ranked first, stockholders
scored 8. 2%, emﬁloyees 1&.3%, and society 2.4%.(19) The

following reasons were quoted as representative of "the prevailing

attitude of top executives,"

Every business enterprise is formed with one basic
objective - to make a profit. The fundamental
-economics of capitalism is the formation of capital
with the objective of producing a profit for the
OWNETS «. ‘

While acknowledging our considerable responsibilities
to all other groups our prime responsibility is still
to the owners ... Although the interests of the
various groups occasionally conflict and the short-term
resolution may appear to be inconsistent with
stockholder interest, each decision is made wi?h the
long-term interest of the stockholder in mind. 20)

The objectién night be made, of course, that with regard to
accident prevention, top managers generally believe that the
interests of employees.and stockholders coincide -- that preventing
accidents is usually good forbprofits. . Here wé must distinguish
"the question of whether safety is in fact good business, from

the qﬁestion of whether managers generally believe that it is.

We shall deal with the former question in some detail in a later
chapter, when examining one of the fundamental assumptions of
Loss Control. In the present context, however, the relevant
factor is what most.managgrs believe. The strength of
management's conviction that preventing accidents helps the

business ought to be reflected in the priority given to the task



of reducing a firm's disabling injury frequency rate. A survey
conducted by Bird and Loftus, howéver, éuggests that managers

tend td raﬁk safety fairly low on a scale of business objectives.
Qut of a list of eleven ifems, cutting operation costs and
increasing the production rate were reéarded as most important,
while reducing the accidental injury rate was ranked only sevenfh.(21)
The accuracy of this survey is confirmed by experiénce: for

instance, certainly the most commonly-heard complaint from workers!

safety committees is that their recommendations are rejected

by top management on the grounds of cost.

vFinally, although we have been lookiné at evidence concerning

the attitudes of top executives, if is clear that thé same

outlook extends down to middle management as weil. To cite

one example, Rensis Likert, when investigating the proglem of
making line supervisors more employee-céntered‘in their thinking,
found that when fbfemen were asked, "What is the most important

part of your job?", 78% replied it was "pushing for production".(zz)
While more will be said in a later chapter about the atfitudes
of managers as well as of workers, it does appear that in general,
mahagement's primary concern is with profits and froduction,

and not wifh efforts to provide safer working conditions for

employees.

1.1.3 The role of the government
Before deciding whether the present problems of industrial

safety are bad enough to require a change to a different type
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of a?proach, such as Loss Control‘uwe need to consider a third
factor, the influence of government legislation.

The intended purpose of tﬁe laws passed to provide for the safety
of workers can Ybe described as twofold: first, to lower the
rates of accidental injuries by encouraging those in industry
~who take steps to reduce risks, and by discouraging those who
fail to do so; and second, to prévide compensation for accident
victims and their dependants. In most countries, including
Soufh Africa, governments aim at the first objective by enacting
“and enforcing Factories Act legislation, while both of the above
. purposes are served by the operation of Workmen's Compensation:

schenes.

Looking at the history of industrial safety,‘if we should ask
whether governments have usually passed required regulations
quickly when the need became known,‘aud wholehearte&ly enforcéd
them once they were esnacted, the answer,would‘seem to be no.
There are many examyples, including very recent ocnes, which
éoﬁld be cited. In the United States,ifor instance, several
state governments, influenced by busineéSmen who were disturhed
by‘the cost of Workmen's Compensation insurance, declared

(23)

Workmen's Compensation uncenstituticral. In the same
country, as recently as 1970, investigations showed that only

a few states had safety legislation and enforcement procedures

(24)

-

that were '"reasonable or adequate'. In England, one of the
most shocking examples of goveramental inaction concerns the

hazard of asbestos dust. The British Government was aware
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since 1910 that hundreds of industrial workers were dying yearly
from asbestosis. Periodic reports from committees and research
‘ groubs that emphasized fhe problem were ignored, and no serious
efforts were made to enfofCe regulations against the interests
6f the powerful asbestos industry until 1964. Even today,

(25}

government control of the problem is weak and halfhearted.

As Lowrance puts it :

‘To the perennial question, "Under what conditions.
does the government step in and regulate?" we would
answer, without meaning to be cynical, that goverament
regulates whenever public pressure builds up to make
it regulate.(2 )

It should also be added that public pressure is usually slow to
build up, because industrial safety and health problems receive

little publicity.

But suppose we examine in more detail how effective safety and_
health legislation‘is once it is passed. On the subjects of

the progress made in industrial safety and the problem of

-~ management attitudes, we have looked'at reports from countries

’ besides South Africa; since on those points South African conditions
closely resemble those in England, the United Sfates, and{Canada.

To a?oid confusion, however, we shall ncw focus specifically

on this cquntry, although a few comparisons will be made with
England, because of .the similarity of English and Scuth African

industrial law.
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First, ‘the WOrkmen's‘Compensation scheme in South Africa is
intended not only éo provide compensation for the effects of
accidents and industrial diseasés, but also to influence firms
5y financial pressure to reducé their accident rates.

Companies are forced to pay for "no-fault" insurance for their
workmen: under the law, even when a worker is injured in an
accident caused by his own negligence, he will be compensated,
as‘long as the accident arose out of and in the course of his
emp;oyment. In theory, then, because of Workmen's Compenéation,
the only way an employer can aveid paying for theAcosts of
éccidents is by preventing them. Additional financial influence
is exerted by the method of setting assessment rates, by the
rebate system, and by the provision of penalties in cases of
negligence. The scheme penalizes firms with abnormally high
yearly claims by raising the rates at‘which they must contributé
to the insurapce fund. Conversely? firms with abnormally

low claims are rewarded with reduced assessment rates. in
addition, after periods of three years, firms whose claims have
formed a low percentage of the amounts they have contributed

are also rewarded by having some of their contributiQns, as much
as 50%, returned to them. ﬁearly R10 million was recently paid
out to South Afriﬁan companies as merit rebates. Finally, in
caées where a worker is injured in an accident caused by the
negligence of his employer or 6ne of his agents, the Workmen's
Compensation Commissioner can force the firﬁ to pay the victim
or his dependants increased amount;, over the normal insurance

benefits.
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The scheme just described is designed to lower the industrial
accident rate by appealing to mznagers on the basis of costs and
rebates to ihvest in better safety programmes, and also, in an
interesting way, by using the mechanism of free market competition.
If firms A and B produce the same product, and A's factory is

safé while B's is very unsafe, then B will probaﬁlyrbe loaded

- with additioﬁal insurance costs from Workmen's Compensation,

while A may be earning rebates. Then other factors being equal;
A, with lower costs, cén sell its product at a lower price and
eventually force competitor B out of business.(27) If unsafe

companies disappear from the scene and safe companies flourish,

accident rates will go down.

How well dbes the systeﬁ wbrk in practice? One could easily
mention many South African firﬁs whose managements are definitely
influenced by Workmen's Cempensation costs, so to somé extent

the infended purpose is achieved. ‘ On the other hand, there are
also many firms where managers are unaware of the rebate scheme
and tﬁe possibility of gettingbassessment rates lowered. Also,
many top executives are aware of the possible bénefits,>but'
regard them as insignificant in comparison‘with the benefits of
increasing production, for example. A R10’OOO rebate over a
three-year pefiod is not likely to make a strong impressibn on

the manager of a company with a multi-million rand annual turnover.

‘Regarding the question of whether the financial rewards and -

penalties help to reduce accidents through the effects of market
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pressures, one legal expert has recently expressed serious

doubts;(28)‘

First, since except in extreme cases assessment
rates are shared equally among all the firms in the same
industrial'category, over a wide range, at least, the insurance
.costs of unsafe compénies are paftly financed by firms with lower
claims. And second, among the wide variety of factors
determining which firmé fail and which stay in business, the

effects of Workmen's Compensation costs are not likely to play

an important role.

Finally, suppose we consider the provision for forcing coﬁpanies
to pay out increased compensation in cases of negligence. To
determine how frequently this occurs, the present writer asked

an official in the Workmen's Compensation office in Cape Town,
who answered, '"Only very rarely." The reason is that increased
compensation is only considered when thé accident victim or his
dépendants apply for it; and since very féw people know of their
rights under the compensation law, applications are seldom made.
Government' officials who investigate accidents or handle normél
compensation claims do not advise victims to apply for additional
benefits. Therefore, even in cases where workers are killéd
because of the gross negligence on the part of companies, the
companies themselves are seldom required by law to pay out extra
amounts of compensation. In South Africa, this problem is
especially disturking since accident victims who are covered by
the Workmen's Compensatioﬁ scheme do not have the right to sue

their employers in court for breaches of the common law.
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Turning now to the effectiveness of Factories Act regulations,
we should again look at the matter in both theory and practice,
One who reads textbooks on South African ;ndustrial law will be
given the impression thaf owners and managers would be placed
in a difficult legal position after most industrial accidents.
For instance, the precedent established ip the case of Naude vs.

Transvaal Boot and Shoe Company dictates that when an accident

occurs, there.is a legal presumption that the person‘controliing
the business has been guilty of negligence -~ and the burden of
proof is on the.owner or manéger to exculpate himself. Also,
there is the principle of vicarious liability embodied in Section
40 of the Factories Act: whenever any subordinate has been
guilty of breaking a regulation, the owner or marager is alscA
guilty, unles$ he can satisfy some difficult criteria of

establishing his innocence.

ﬁnfortunately,‘However, the way in which the Factories Act is
actually enforced makes the legal theory resemble a cruel joke
played on the workman. As we shall seé, the South African
situation is exactly the same as the past English one‘described

in a report by The Council for Science and Society :

(A Factories) inspectorate that cannot enforce

its requirements must either confess its impotence

or conceal it from view. In the latter, natural
course, the inspectorate denies all cases of abuse
except for the most flagrant: and in doing so
becomes implicated in their continuation. Thus,

a weak inspectorate is pushed towards identification
with those who create the risks, to the detriment

of those who experience them. = Though the agents may
be honorable men, and quite aware of their dilemma,



nonetheless they may be powerless to influence an
inherently corrupt situation. Can such things occur?
To a significant extent they may be said to have held

~ for the old Factory Inspectorate ... Understaffing
was but a symptom of its problems; more severe was
the system that prevented it from having any real
sanctions against offenders. In the last resort, an
Inspector could take an offender to court. But this
would only be before a local magistrate, and the local
Inspector himself was required to prepare and argue
the case against whatever talent the offenders could
command. In any event, financial penalties were
derisory, and the local bad publicity not crucial
for  the management in a national or international firm.
So any threatened prosecutions were essentially (29)
only a bluff, as factory managers were well aware,

In South Africa; Factories Act regulations relating to accident
prevention are enforced by Imspectors of Machinery, employed in
the Departmenf of Laboﬁr. Their main duties are regular
inspections of company premises, investigating serious accidents,
and initiating legal proceedings against offenders,/where necesséry.
Begause of gross understaffing, the protection of workers by the
éystém of regular inspections is inadequate, to say the least.

It is not unusual for a factory to be visited only once in fqur
or five years: a check of the Cape Town office showed that
twelve inspectofs cf Machinery are supposed to visit well over
five thousand premises on a regular basis; leaving aside the

time theylﬁust spend investigating accidents, preparing reports,

holding official enquiries, and 'so on.
Inspectors learn by bitter experience not to rely on

prosecution as an enforcement method, except as a last resort.

In practice, long hours spent preparing evidence for a case are
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usually wasted, since even when laws have,been flagrantly violated
an Attorney General will often'decline to prosecute, or a Magistrate
with no knowledge of industrial cohditions will find the offenders
innocent, . or lefy an absﬁfdly small fine. © Most inspectors

speak about successful prosecutions they have obtained in much

the same way'in which golfers speak of making a hole-in-one.
‘According to the inspectors in Cape Town, whem they submit a
report to the Attorney General recommending prosecution, he

offen declines, not because he disagrees about the parties heing
guilty, but because hé feels that Factofies Act cases are not
‘worth the court's time. When a case does get to court, the odds
are often heaviiy in favour of the accused. Without an adequate
training in law, inspectors presenting evidence are at the mercy
of skilled attqrneys in cross-examination. If the decision
hinges‘on evidence of a technical engineering nature, thé
magistrate is usually unable to understand it, and finds in the
defendants' favour. In the ra;e instances where offenders ére
fined, theAamounts are ludicrous. Again the situation is

similér to that in the U.K.: a reéeﬁt report there showed that
while the law provided for a maximum fine of £2 400, the

(30)

average amount imposed in 1976 was £37. No average figure

for South Africa is available, but a check eof casesbover the pést
four years indicateg‘that the amount is preobably even smaller.
In a recent case Qhere é man was killed because his employers
failed ﬁo provide a safety harness as required by law, the two

-

company directors were each fined R15, and the company itself R75.
, \ ) .

In summary, then, one who assumes that the Government plays a
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significant role in industrial accident prevention by enforcing
Factories Act regulations needs to look at the facts more closely.
The following statistics for 1976, taken frbm the files of the

Inspectorate of Machinery in Cape Town, speak for themselves :

1. Number of accidents investigated '3 625
2, Cases in which prosecufion was
recommended . . 9
3. Successful (offenders found guilty) 1
b,  Admission of guiit fines paid 2
T2 A NEW ATTEMPT TO RESOLVE THE CONFLICT : LOSS CONTROL

The main purpose of the foregoing discussion was to establish

the importance of Loss Control as a research topic. As we havé
seen, the problems of protecting’workers from industrial accidents
dre still severe, and in general the progress being made to
resolve them is hardly impressive. Some leading authoré are

now arguing that until about 1960, industries were successful

in lowering accident rates by applying simple, common-sense
‘methods sﬁch as machine guarding, good housekeeping, safety
training; and so forth; ©but that the levelling-off and even
increase in the rates since then show the need for a new, more
sophisticated approach. There are three main directions in which
changes are now occurring. Firéf, after years of neglect Qhen
very little scientific reéearch on accident prevention was carried
out, work is now being done, especially in the United Sﬁates, in

such fields as industrial psychology, ergonomics, and systems



design. Second, in a few countries, notably the United States
and Britain, radical changes have been made in Gocvernment
legislation and. enforcement practices: more will be said about
these in a later chapter; Finally, withinkcertain companies
there has been a switch to a new businéss management techniqﬁe'

'called Loss Control.

The most striking way in which Loss Control differs from
traditional approaches to accident prevention is the departure
it makes from the usual method of focussing on the causes and
prevention of accidental injuries. Fletcher and Douglas, for
example, cite the '"marrow'" interest in injury prevention as one

(31)

of the major factors hindering further progreés. Instead,

a Lpss‘Control programme aims at reducing losseé to the business
over a’wide range of areas, including not only accideﬁtal
injuries, but also accidental damage, fire and security losses,
problems of absenteeism, air and water pollution, product
liaﬁility, and so on. In other words, to overcome the obstacles
caused by the "conflict of interest™ between managers and workers
which we discussed before, the attempt is made to sell safety

to ménagement as part of an integrated package of cost reduction
procedures. Advocates of Loss Control contend that this change
will enable safety officers to prove tq.owners and managers that
their programmes are worth considerable financial investment:

that safety, as part of an entire Loss Control system, really

is "good business."



In South Africa, managers have known about Loss Control since
1972.  Although the movement has mainly developed in Canada,

the ﬁnited States and England, the leading authorities on Loss
~Control have come to South Africa and spoken at scores of meetings
and seminars all over the country. . The first was Jack Fletcher,
a Cénadian author and'iﬁdependent Loss Control consultant, who
was herein 1972. Two years later the British authority Joe
Shakespeare came to give a number of talks and seminars on the
subject, followed the next year by Robert Loftus of Canada.
Fromv1976 to 1978, the American Frank Bird, who is Presidenf of
the International Loss Control Instituté, visited South Africa
several times to give a number of seminars and training courses
in various gelgraphical centres; In addition, NOSA, the South
African safety organization‘supported by Workmen's Compensation,
has conducted its own courses and seminars for hundreds of people

in middle and upper management positions.

Given that South African companies know about Loss Controi,
howevér, to what extent have managers here accepted'it, and how
well has it worksd where serious efforts have been made to

put it into effect? Wﬁile no detailed assessmeht of Loss Confrol
in South Africa has yet been made, because of the sériousness

of the industrial accident pfevention problem the need for such

a study seems to be a significant one.

We shall begin the investigation by considering some of the

weaknesses in the traditional injury-prevention approach which
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is still'employed in most Soﬁth African firms. fhen ve shall
look at Loss Contrel in theory: whether it would be likely to
remedy the defects of the traditional safety programme; whether
it conforms with recent findings in fields such as Business
VManagement, Motivation, and Organizational Behaviour; and

wvhether it appears to have any inherent defects itself, espepialiy
if applied to South African conditions, Finally, we shall test
the theory by gatheriné evidgnce from managers in a nﬁmber of
firms in various industries, who have tried Loss Control
techniques as aﬁ alternative approach to accident prevention.

.Our results can hopefully be used as guidance by other firms

who are using or planning to use. the approach themselves.
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CHAPTER TWO

THE TRADITIONAL "INJURY PREVENTION" APPROACH

2.1 WHY EXISTING METHODS MUST BE EXAMINED FIRST

Before we can evaluate Loss Control in theory and préctice, we,
need to understand why it is being proposed as an alternative
to present methods of preventing industrial accidents. In the
previous chapfer we noted the disappointing progress made in
major industfialized countries towards reducing accident rates,
~and the fact that some of the underlying préblems of attitude
and enforceméﬁt remain unresolved. WHile these considerations
point to a need for change, taken alone they do not establish
the necessity of changing to a radically diffefent aéproach,

as fecdmmended by the advoéates of Loss Control. In this
chaptér and the next, we shall analyze present industrial
accidént pfevention methods to see if they exﬁibit significant
weaknesses that are hindering Progress, so_that we can

consider whether the Loss Control approach would be better.

Since industrial safetyvprogrammes vary tremendously from
company to company, can one really generalize about one

" definite "approach' to accident prevention that has been used
in the past? Simonds and Grimaldi, for iﬁstance, point out

- that among different types of industries and different sized
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.firms, there is great diversitiy witﬁ regard to the numbers and

the qualifications of the people engaged in safety work, the
position of the safety departmént in the organizational struéture,
Athe authority of the éafety officer to énforce rules and stop

(32)

dangerous operations, and so on. Also, among different firms
there are notable variations in safety training programmes, in

the composition of safety committees, in motivational campaigns
aimed at workers, and invcther aspects of applying recognized
accident prgvehtion techniques. ‘However, a comparison of a

wide variety of industrial safety programmes reveals that they
‘all share certain underlying assumptions about the nature of

the problem being dealt with, and about the appropriate ways

to attack it; and these basic assumptions tend to make safety
pfogrammes have in common, in spite of their many points of

diversity, some general characteristics of organization and

method.

One can, therefore, generalize about a traditional approach to

(33)

industrial accident prevention. Following Fletcher and Douglas

we shall term this the traditiomal injury prevention approach,

since, as we shall see, one ;f its distinguishing features is
its focus on the prevention of accidestal injuries. Without
describing in detail ény particuiar safety programme, we shall
analyze the entire approach to uncover the basic features which

make traditional injury prevention differ from Loss Control.



2.2 A BASIC ASSUMPTION DETERMINED BY HISTORICAL FACTORS

Althoggh many books and articles have been written about safety
manégement in modern industrﬁ, and a number include sections on
the development of the saféty movement since the Inductriél
Revolution, it is cdrious that no one seems to have recognized
the.importance of the.connecting links between past and present;
that is, to what extent our present thinking about industrial
safety has been moulded by historical factors. The way in
which the safety movement happened to develop in fhe leéding
industrialized countries strongly influenced our conception of
the primary reasons for tfying to reduce accident rates,; and

the proper steps to take towards doing so.

In Britain, following James Watt's invention of a workable steam
engine in 1776, the new source'of poﬁer began to be applied to
industrial procesées, especially in the textile industry. As
factories employing power machinery began to replace cottage
industry and small handicraft shops,‘accidental deaths and
disabling injuries occurring to factory workers, mény of them
women and children, began to be a serious problem. Moreover,
the rapid growth of British industry put heavy demands on coal
mines to raise pfoduction for the supply of fuel: mine owners
dug deeper pits with fewer séfety precautions with the inevitable
result: hundreds of miners were asphykiated because of poor
ventilation, crushed to death when shaft supports collapsed,

and killed in explosioné.« The increase in imports of raw

materials and exports of finished goods had a similar effect on
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transport: disastrous train derailments and the sinking of

(34)

Steamships‘bécause of overloading became common. Although
in the earlykyears of the nineteenth century some general |
‘legislation was passed to make working conditions safer, a
government commissién which surveyed textile mills in 1833 found
that the legislation'was "almost totally inoperapive.“(35)
Conseéuently, Parliament passed a Factory Act in that year which
appointed four Inspectors of Factories to enforce the law, and
slowly, beginning in 1844, began to enéct more specific safety
ana healtﬁ regulations as pubklic knowledge of accidents and

"appalling working conditicns grew.

"It is important to notice that‘these’first.feeble‘attgmpts to
reduce industrial accident\rates did not stem from humanitarian
motives on the part of factory owners and Parliamentarians.

On the contrary, most of them resisted improvements.
Industrialists wrote letters to thé press and speeches were ﬁade
in Parliament arguing that Factory Act regulations constituted
unjust government interference with free enterprise, and that
protecting the workforce in such a paternalistic manner would
gradually enervafe’éndraemoralize it, td the detriment of the
nation. This resistence to safelty measures was also exhibited
ih praéfice. For example, to prevent disasters caused by the
overloading of ships, the Plimsoll line indicating maximum loads
became compulsory in 1875; but since the wording on the
requirement permitted owners to paint the line wherever they

pleased, they often placed it on the ship's funnel, a practice
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(36)

only ended by an amendment to the law Tiftsen years later.
'Fortunately for the workman, the extension of voting rights
during this period enabled‘him to have some influence on
legislators, and his voice, added to thosé of social reformers,
¢lergymen, and thé Press, aroused enough public indignation to

have an éffect.

In other couﬁtries, such as the United States and Canada, a
similar process took place. In fhe face of sharply rising
industrial accident rates iﬁ fhellate 1800's and early 1900's,
pressure to improve working conditions and to provide
compensation for injured employees originated mainly from
social workers and labour organizations, not from eﬁployers.
For example; a study cof fatal industrial accidénts in
Pennsylvania in 1909 showed that over fifty percent of the
surviving widows and children were left with ne sources of
income, and théf only thirty percent of the payments made as
compensation exceeded five hundred dollars. Since at fhat
time there wére over thirty thousand fatal industrial accidents
oécurring yearly in the U.5., when published in newspapers over

(37)

the country the report aroused a great deal of pﬁblic outcry.

Looking at the history of the industrial safety movement, then,
one can distinguish two significant facts: first, the movement
originated mainly out of humanitarian interests, when tﬁe plight
of~accident victims and their families became known and public

sympathy was aroused; and second, employers finally btegan taking
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steps to prevent accidents by guarding machinery, providing
protéctive equipﬁent, ahdvso on, not on their own initiative, but
rathér in response to outside pressure from factory inspectors,
labour unions, goVernmentAcommissions of inquiry, the press, and
various advisory hodies such as fhe National Safefy Council.
Thefformer development helped to produce one of the fundamental
assumptions underlying the injury prevention approach, while

the latter largely determined the form which industrial safety

programmes would take.

What is the problem and what is the proper way to solve it?

Sincé the attention of egrly social reformers was drawn to the
effects of industrial accidentg on workers and their families,
'they tended to see the need for preventing acqidents as a separate
problem on its own, and one which would call for special remedies.
A fundamental assumption, therefore, which is still operative

today, was the following:

Assumption (1): The best way to prevent industrial accidents

is to develop a special safety programme, ir which attention
will be directed to actual and potential injury cases to

determine causes and devise remedial measures.

Today we are so accustomed to thinking of "accident prevention"

as a special activity, and to thinking that industrial
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safety officers and safety organizations have special functicns;
that the above assumption may appear so obvious to us that we
fina it difficult to imagine alternatives. This‘feeling is
also engendered by the nﬁmeréus bobks on industrial safety.
Heinrich, for example, one of the early writers on the subject,

defines "accident prevention" as :

",... an integrated program, a series of co-ordinated
activities, directed to the control of unsafe personal
performance and unsafe mechanical conditions, and
based on certain knowledges (sic), attitudes, and
abilities."(3

But if historical factors had teen different, the approach to
accident prevention could easily have taken on a very different
form. For example, high accident rates might have been regafded
from the beginning as merely a symptom that would automatically
disappéar, if major efforts were directed towards desighing more
efficient machinery and work procedures, improving industrial
‘training, increasing job satisfactior and decreasing boredom
among workers, and so on. In that evenf, accident bauses would
not be-attacked directly, but indirectly; and special safety
programmes, ahd the job of the/safety officer, would never have

been created.

As an underlying principle of the traditional injury prevention
approach, Assumption (1) gives rise to several distinguishing
features relating to organization and method, which, until very

recently, virtually all industrial safety programmes had in common.
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We shall list them with only brief explanations, before describing

them in more detail.

_2.2.1 Safety as a special responsibilify

Since preventing accidents was regarded as different from, and
po;sibly offen in conflict with, the main ébjectives of a
business, the task of improving safety in a plant was made the
special resbonsibility of cne person or group of persons. The
tendency to make this type of appointment was also strongly
influenced by the historical fact we noted earlier, that
‘employers usually initiated safety programmes only in response
to outside pressure. The individual assigned these special
duties might perform them part-time, in conjunction with other

tasks, or full-time; or the duties might be given to a safety

committee.

2.2.2 Safety as a special group of activities

Tﬁe person or committee with the responsibilityifor accident
prevéntion carries out special activities aimed at discovering
causes of accidental injuries and taking remedial action.

For instance, a safetyyofficer will receive reports qf accidénts
from supervisors or from the first aid section, and he will also
attempt to discover unsafe acts and unsafe conditions in’a
factory by conducting regular inspections. Once an actual or
potential accident cause is isolated, he suggests a remedy and

advises in its application.
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2.2.3 Success(measured by freguency and severity rates

The fact that theAtraditional type of safety programme is
resﬁricted primarily to efforts to reduce injury rates is
c¢learly shown by the siandard measurements used to evaluate
success or failure: frequenéy rates and severity rates. The
former show the frequgncy of disabling injuries per million

employee manliours:

number of injuries z 1 000 000

Injury frequency rate = total manhours worked

The latter show the severity of injuries (in terms of days lost

from work) per million manhours:

number of days lost x 1 OGO 00O

Injur séverit rate =
Jury o total manhours worked

Safety officers or safety committees often display graphs

showing yearly or even monthly trends in these two rates for

particular departments and for the company as a whole.

As we shall notice in a later chapter, the Loss Control approach

raises doubts about all three of these characteristics.

23 . THE FORM -OF PRESENT-DAY SAFETY PROGRAMMES: SOME OF

THEIR COMMON FEATURES IN MORE DETAIL

By looking at the various components of a typical industrial
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safety programme, we can see more clearly how the basic features

just mentioned are found in practice.

 First of all, under the injury prevention approéch, the special
duties of a safety officer or safety committee are treatéd as

a staff function, not as a line function. Conzider for instance
- the felationship between a safety officer and a production manager.
There are no iine‘relations, since neither is directly

responsible to the other for thevduties he performs; and neither
‘must carry out orders given by the other. Instead, the safety
officer occupies a staff poéition; that is to say, he is given
responsibility only for the subject of safety, and acts as an
adviser to line managers on issues falling under that heading.
Officially,‘the safety officer enforces regulations, for instance,

(39)

indirectly, through the line managers.

The fact that éccident prevention 1s treated as a staff rather
than as a line function may be somewhat obscured in certain
comp;nies. First, the safety specialist or member of a safety
committee may occupy a2 line position at the‘same time: - in a few
firms, the production manager acts as a part-time safety
specialist. Second, a safety officer occasionally has the

power to stop dangerous actions or mechanical processes énd to
enforce the use of protective equipment. ' While this might appear
at first sight to be line authority, in reélity the peréon who
obeys the safety officer's directiﬁe is doing so under the -

authority of one of his cwn line supervisors, in whose place
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the safety officer has been permitted to act. In certain firms,

for example, the safety cificer's "orders'" are regarded as

coming from the managing director.

The main activities which the safety officer or safety
committee will perform under the injury prevention approach

are the following :

2e3e1 Organizing

The safety specialist has to‘administer; and sometimes even design,
the formal safety programme. For instance, he may decide on

the number and ﬁomposition of safety committees, and see that

V theyAmeet at prescribed intervals. He will write or help to
write a general safety policy for the firm, and specific safety
regulafions to be enforced. He will organize the purchase of
necesséry protective equipment, such as hard hats and

respirators; and ensure that enough people in the plant have

first aid qualifications, and the egquipment needed tc

administer first aid when necessary.

2.3.2 Procuring and analyzing information

The séfety specialist findsvout about potential'éauses of
accidents in several ways. He makes regular inspections in
an attempt to see unsafe acts or conditions in the plant.

He obtains written reports on accidents that have takeh place
from supervisors or first-aid personnel. He also investigates
certain accidents himself, interviewing witnesses, taking

photographs of the scene, and so on, for later analysis.
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After gathering information about accident problems, the

specialist tries to devise effective remedies.

2e3.3 Adviéing

'The advice offered by the specialist in his staff capacity is‘
of two types. He may give technical advice, such as how to
fashion a guard for a particular ﬁachine, or what kind of gloves
an operator should use to protect his hands from a qaustic
chemical. He also gives advice»of a non-technical nature to
‘higher management sn progress being made and on>fiﬁancial
matters: he tjpically reports trends in frequency and severity
rates, submits figures'on the costs of éccidents, and advises

on setting budgets for accident prevention for future periods.

2edelt " Record keeping

This fqnction includes caléulating the different acéident rates,
and keéping special files for accident reports;»minutes of

safety committee meefings, and so on. In addition, a safety
officer often handles the keeping and submitting of regorts

and records for Workmen's Compensation.

2.3.5  Training

Special safety training for workmeh is usually given, either

by the safety officer himself, or by someone eiploying the advice
"of the safety officer or safety committee on particular

training requirements.

2.%.6 Motivation

The safety specialist is in charge of motivating employees to
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work safely and help to prevent accidents. He does this
partly through personal contacts, and partly by employing devices
such as interdepartmental competitions, safety poster programmes,

bonus suggestion schemes, and the like.

2.4 A SECOND BASIC ASSUMPTION OF THE TRADITIONAL APPROACH

We have seen how the formation of a basic assumption about
accident prevention was deterﬁined by historical factors, and
how certain géﬁeral characteristics shared by traditional

injury prevention programmes all flow from that same basic
conception. Indeed, two of the common features we mentioned,
first, that the task of improving safety is made the special
responsibility of a particular person or group, and second,

that fhe task is treafed as comprising a special set of activities,
may be regarded as defining chéracteristicq of the injury
prevention apprecach. In other words, any company,ﬁrogramme
which did not have those bvasic features could not be called

an injury prevention programme of the traditional sort. But
theré is a second fundamental conception about industrial safety,
which, although it is not a‘defining feature, may still be seen
to underlie and help tc determine the form of virtually all

previous safety programmes.

In attempting to ascertain the primary causes of industrial
accidents, safety specialists began to divide causes intoc two
main categories: unsafe acts and unsafe conditions. Heinrich,

for instance, explains that in the 1920's a number of theorems
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were developed, which state, inter alia, that "accidents are
caused directly only by (a) the unsafe acts of persons or (b)
exposure to unsafe mechanical conditions.M (40) This

distinction naturally iled one to ask which of the two generally
caused the greater ﬂumber of accidenfs. For severa; reasons,
which we shall examine in the next chapter, a‘much lgrger proportion
éf accidents, usually-éstimated at between eighty and ninety
percent, seemed to be caused by unsafe acts.

A éypigal conclusion was the‘one which Heinrich reached after

‘a sfudy;of seventy-five thousand cases taken from the files of
industrial firms and insurance companies. Each case was
considered to decide whether the accident resulted either

entirely or at least primarily from an unsafe act or an unsafe
condition: the finding was that acts were the major'factofs in
eighty-eight percent of fhe accidents, while condifions were

mainly responsible in only ten feréent (the remaining two

percent were classified as unpreventable and not assigned to

either category). Other st;di;s produced strikingly similar
results: research done on Workmen's Compensation statistics in

the United States, for instance, appeared to show that unsafe.

acts were the major cause in eighty-five percent of the cases,

(1)

and unsafe conditions in fifteen percent.

Although a few writers have questioned the validity of these
conclusions, the claim that most irdustrial accidents are
caused by the actions of the workers themselves has been

tremendously influential. As Professor G.R.C. Atherley



puts it :

For a century and a half there has been emphasis
on human error and the human element as a cause of
accidents e.e«

.The safety movement and especially the voluntary
safety movement has also been greatly concerned with
~the human element. Much of the safety propaganda
put out by the various safety organizations is aimed
at human error. A great deal of the safety training
which goes on in industry is aimed at attacking
~human error and the human element by changing
attitudes and behaviour. '

- In other words, another basic assumption underlying the

traditional accident prevention approach is the following :

Assumption (2): Since most accidental injuries are caused

primarily by unsafe acts of workers, major emphasis should
be placed on training and motivating workers to be more

"safety conscious.™

Like Assumption (1), this idea haé also been instrumental in
determining the form that industrial safety programmes have
taken; so that in spite of their great &iversity on pbints of
detaily most company programmes are alike when we look at
general features relating tc orgénization and method.. The
common characteristics which stem from Assumption (2) are

as follows :

2.4.1 Reliance on various motivation devices aimed at workers




Most company Safety programmes depend heévily on a variety of
methods intended to make workers more "safety-conscious." For
éxample, mdst ;afety officers aisplay safety posters at stratégic
'pdsitions in the factory, and change them regularly: these
posters show workeré correct apd incorrect work practices, and
'exhbrt them to be more caréful. Interdépartmental competitions
are heid, in which trophies or prizes are awarded to the sectioﬁ
with the lowest injury frequency rate, the best rating on
housekeeping or general safety inspections, the greatest number
‘of.manhours Qorked without a disabling injury, and so on.
"Individual emﬁloyees in winning departmeﬁts often receive free
pens, wallets, key chains, and the like, inscribed with some \
.message about safety. Other, more unusual, devices are also
used to get attention: for instance, the Director of the
British Séfety Council mentions that in one firm, the manager
‘gf the department which écored worst in a housekeeping
co@petition had to keep é live pightied to his desk1(43)

When firms or departments reach some acbident preveﬁtibn goal,
such as managing‘to work one million manhours without a disabling:
injury, managements often provide financial bonuses or give
banéuetsvto reward their‘employees. » Workers are often asked

to serve on safety committees or to contribute ideas to safety
vsuggeétion schemes, with the assumption that they will,be better
motivated if they are given more direct participation in the
operation of the safety programme. As one can see from the

above examples, safety aspecialists have traditicnally felt that

a major part of their job was trying to "sell' safety awareness
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to the worker, much as one might sell a wproduct. The National

Safety Council explains :

The techniques used in modern advertising and
merchandising have much in common with those used
to '"sell'" safety. Just as most products and
services require steady and imaginative sales
promoticn, safety likewise requires constant and
skillful promotion. :

2.b.2 Special safety training for workers and suﬁervisors

The belief that most accidents are caused by unsafe acts of the
workers themselveé will also leéd one to place strong emphasis

on training, to improve attitudes and skills. Although in

skills training for new workers, safety tips 'are often incorporated
in the syllabus, rather than treated as a separate subject,

in most firms with injury prevention programmes experienced

workers and supervisors are given special safety courses.

The National Safety Council argues that special courses are
necessary, since accident prevention'is a specialized body of
information accumulated over a period ofvmany years.”(45)

Their recommended safety course for supervisors, for instance,
includes sections on the elements, causes, and effecté of
accidents, safety instructién and motivation, good housekeeping
practices, machine guarding, fire prevention and protection,
safety with hand tocls, and so on.(46) It is important to
notice here that most safety training is aimed at employees on
the levels of foreman or supervisor and below, and not higher

management level. For example, in South Africa the National

Occupational Safety Association gives safety courses on request
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for industrial firms: from 1976 to 1979, out of approximately
one hundred and eighty courses conducted in the Western Cape,

only one was given to higher management personnel.

2.4.3 The role of upper management: supportive rather than

active

Another corollary of‘£he assumption that most a;cidents are
largely attributable to the unsafe acts of the workers themselves
is the idea that the person in immediate'charge of the WOrkmen,

that is, the foreman or first-line supervisor, will be the "key

man'" in a safety programme

From studies of accident causes, one fact stands
out: the biggest part of the job of preventing
accidents belongs to the foreman. Establishing
work procedures, instructing workers to use
safeguards, and supervising to see that they do
so are foreman's responsibilities.

This is not to say, of course, that higher management does not
have a vital role: writers on accident prevenfion agree that
the foreman cannot be effective without the suppbrt of fhe
managers above him. But a distinction is usualiy made between
the higher manager's job of initiating and supporting a safety
programme, and the role of the first-line supervisor and. the
safety officer, which is the more active one of detecting and
analyzing risks, selecting and applying remedies, and so on.
This distinction is clearly made, for instance; in an article

by T.0. Armstrong on Safety Organization
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A few musts should be considered before we discuss
specific plans for safety organization:

1. Safety must have top management approval
sanctlon, and support.

2. Respon31b111ty for safety must rest with
the supervisory personnel.

Heinrich argues on similar grounds that the foreman is the

key man for preventing accidents :

Employees look to the foreman or supervisor as
the representative of management. Their work

is performed safely and efficiently, or unsafely
and inefficiently directly as the result of the
controls exercised by the supervisor. Employees
in general do their work when, as, if, and how
the supervisor gets them to do it. No more
important figure exists in industry for the
control of safety and efficiency in productlon,
than the first-line superv1sor 9)

In its practical application, this means that in most firms,
people in higher ménageﬁent positions, such as managing
directbrs, facﬁory managers, transport managers, and so on,
participate in safety programmes by signing general policy
statements, approving or rejecting proposed safety budgets,
accepting safety awards on behalf of the firm and handing out
- prizes after internal safety competitions, and perhaps
occasionally sitting in on safety committee meetings. But
otherwise, most of the work on accident prevention is done

at lower management level.
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Having'noted scme of the genepél characteristics of the

traditional injury prevention approach, we now need to assess
- how reasonable and how efféctive they are, in order to.decide
‘whether or not the traditional méthods should be abandoned in

favour of Losé Control.
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CHAPTER THREE

SOME WEAKNESSES IN TRADITIONAL INJURY PREVENTION

3.1 THE NEED FOR A CRITICAL INQUIRY

In spite of the fact that injury prevention techniques such‘as
thése described in the 1ast‘chapter have been used for many
"years as a tool to bring accident rates down, in many
industrialized countries these rates have recently tended to
level off or even worsen, as we noted earlier. When asked for
an explanation, industrialists often blame the situation on a
diminishing amount of support: according to them, even when a
firm organizes a safety programme, at some stage workers and
ﬁanagers generally become less énd‘less enthusiastic about hélping
to implement it. And since as we saw in Chapter I, co-operation
is not enforced to any significant extent by the Government,

accident -rates do not improve as much as they should.

Although there is certainly some truth in this claim, a few
writers have begun to suggest thaf much of the fault lies with
the tool itsélf, with the safety programme, and not just with
fhe people who are failing to co-operate with its use. In this

chapter we shall examine some important flaws in the injury

prevention approach, concentrating on those which the Loss Control
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approach is designed to avoid.’ We shall see that many of the
features of the traditional type of safely programme are
inconsistent with established @rinciples of gced Business
management. ‘Thig does not mean, of course, that existing
programmes of the sért we have described are aiways ineffective:
- many firms have employed them very successfully, especially when
their accident rates were previously extremely high. However,
it will be argued here tﬁat the tréditional injury prevention

. ;
approach has serious limitations built into it; so that compared
wiﬁhcertain alternative methods, progress achieved with the bld
‘type of programme is unnecessarily difficult, and typically
reaches a point of diminishing returns, where in fact there is
still a large scopé for improvement. By first understanding
some of the problehs which Loss Control has been claimed to
overcome, we shéll then be in a position.to discuss in a later
ghapter whether, in theory, comp;nies‘would be advised to switch
from injury prevention to Loss Control. The theory will thén

be tested by obtaining evidence from some firms which have tried

to do so.
3.2 THE TREATMENT OF SAFETY AS A SPECIAL FUNCTION
3e2a1 The staff approach

We observed in the previbus chapter that a fundamental
assumption in industry has been that accident prevéntion is a
special activity or set of‘aCtivitiés, and is best handled by-

someone acting in a staff position, who receives and analyzes

reports, conducts inspections, keeps accident records, organizes
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motivational campaigns, and so on. Is this assumption a

tenablé one?

'Suppose we consider some of the factors which justify the
appointment of staff personnel, such és training officers, cost
accountants, personnel officers, and the like, who are supposed
to assist line personnel, such és producfion managers and
transport managers. Staff appointments have become necessary
because of the growing complexity of business, which calls for
increasing specialisation of knowledge. Take for example the
position of a production manager with regard to the fraining of
his workers. In many industries, the importance of advanced
skills training is so critical, that it is felt tha£ the job

of training new workers cannot be handled well'enough by the
production manager or by the foremen under him, but réquires a
specialist, who is highly qualified in the specific areas of
education and industrial psychology, and can use the latest
teaching methods, equipment, and measuriﬁg techniques to
achiéve Setter results. In practice, a decision to appoint a
Vtrgining officer in a staff position to assist the production
manager and foremen would oﬁly be taken if at 1eést the three

following criteria were satisfied :

(a) That the task of adequately training workers
demanded specialized knowledge which the line managers did not
possess and could not be expected to acquire;

(b) . That the staff person appointed to do training had
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far higher gualifications in the special field and could perform

the function better than the line personnel;

(c) That the activities of the staff person supported

those of the line managers, without duplicating them to any

great degree.

Aré similar criteria satisfied in the caserf appointing a
safety specialist? The key point in realizing that they are
not is that there is no logical distinction between the causes
of accidents and the possible céuses of inefficiency in
production, or in any other area of the business: the former
are simply a subset of the latter. Consider for example the
responsibility of the production manager, engineer, and foreman,
which is generally tc meet production quotas with maximum
efficiency. Suppose accidents are occurring in a preoduction
aeﬁartment because of dirty and untidy floors, poor stacking

of material, inadequately guarded machines, and the wrong use
of hand tools. Corfecting these faults is. undoubtedly part
of the line managers' responsibility to maximize efficiency.
Identifying them andvdevising remedial measures do not . require
specialized knowledge which the line managers do not have, or

“at least would not be expected to acqguire.

3.2.11 The guestion of specialized knowledge The objection

might be raised here that the problems chosen as illustrations

are too simple: surely the prevention of many types of accidents



dbes demand highly specialized knowledge. This is obviously the
case; but the necessary information wiil almost always be in

the pbssession bf a line manager, or at leaét he will be in the .
~best position to find it out. Suppose the problem were the
difficult one of designing a guard for a press brake employed

in a wide range of operations. The person best qualified to
golve it should be a production engineer or supervisor having
épécial experience with power presses in industry; and in any
event, this would automatically fall under the line responsibility
of controlliné production. In fact, the observation that

" accident prevention oftenrequitres specialized knowledge is a
stronger argument against the appointment ﬁf a staff safety
specialist than it is for it, since no one person would ever

have the wide range of technical knowledge andAexpérienCe to

deal with the variety of problems arising in all the various
departments of a plant. As we are going to see latef in more
detail, the methods of "accident prevention" are not clearlj
defined and dimited in scope, like those of cost accounting or
traihing. Instead, they extend to virtually all of the ways

of controlling every operationAin industry. Thus, the appointment
of a safety specialist does not satisfy the first type of

criterion we mentioned for making staff appointments.

2212 The guestion of higher gualifications Lookiug at the

second item, are safety officers, for example, far better
gualified than line personnel to perform the duties usually
assigned to them? With respect to educational qualifications,

the situation in some countries has begun to change. In the
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United States, for instance, safety advisers now occaéicnally
have uniVeréify degrees in industrial safety up to Ph.D. level.
In>South Africa, however, no'degree courses are yet offered at
- any university: thevhigﬁest specialized qualification is the
National Diploma in Safety Management; In practice, the.
overwhelming majority of safety officers in South Africa have
very low educational qualifications: it is doubt ful whether
any such peréon in the entire'country has a university degree;
and fewer than fifty people even possess the National Diploma.
A check of the records of the Chartered Institute of Industrial
Séfety'Engineers reveals that many pracficing safety officers

have not completed Standard 10.

Moreover, let us consider whether‘the staff safety specialist

is in a better position than the line manager to perférm some

of the main éctivities traditionally‘regarded as staff
¥esponsibi1itie$. ~ First, the safety specialist conducts
inspections to detect unsafe acts and unsafe conditions. But
as an outsider, he is seldom as well qualified as the line
pe;sonnel in the department itself, either to notice or to assess
them. The reasonvis that he is almést ceftainlj less familiar
with the machinery, the operations, and the work force. A
simple illustration is the judging of good housekeeping

-~ competitions, a commen practice in firms with safety programmes.
Unless he actually works in a particular department on a day~toc-
day basis, a safety specialist cannot judge as well as the

manager of that department wnether or not raw material and spare
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parts are superfluous, and should be removed; whether the
storage of material is well swnited to demand and to work flow;
what type of schedule for cleaning will 1eaS£ interfere with
prpduction; and so0 on. | Line managers very often reject the
Voutcome of euch competitions because théy feel, rightly, that

as a pooriy-qualified outsider the safety officer is not a good
judge. Of course, familiarity with conditions and preoccupation
with other responsibilities can alsoc blind the line manager to
hazards in his own department. But an easier remedy to this
problem iskfo have inspectioﬁs carried out by inspection teams
composed of qealified line managers from both inside and outside

the department concerned.

Another major duty‘of the staff safety specialist is the
investigation of accidents. Obviously, the same poiﬁt about
qualificafions will apply here as well: in most cases, the person
fo investigate en accident eught to be the one most familiar

with thevoperations, machinery and work force in the section

where the accident occurred. While there are admittedly

special techniques of investigation, such as how to intervieﬁ
Witnesses, how to photograbh an accident scene,.how te keep
informative records of an inquiry, and so on, these are

easily available and quickly learnt by the line manager.(so)
If any additional specialized knowledge ie required in areas
such ae mechanical or electrical engineering, or industrial

psychology, the responsitility for accident investigation can

again be given to a team composed of a foreman, department head,
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engineer, and personnei offiéer, for example,

s :
"The traditional argument for having accidents investigated by
someone in a staff position, from outside the department concerned,
“is thaf he is likely to be moreAébjective, less influenced by‘
personal considerations, But again, where the seriousness of
the case merits it, this problem is easily overcome by proper

selection of the inspection team.

Third, shouid a safety officer or safety committee organize
-special safety training for workers and s&pervisdrs? In most
South African companies workers are hired, given formal skills
training and on-the-job trainipg if necessary, then sometime
afterwards are sent on a safety course conducted by someone within
the firm, or by another organizatidn such as the Naticnal
Occupational Safety Association. The question arises, however,
th should safety training be tfeafed separately? After ali,
learning to do any job properly involves learning how to do it

j safely, whether the job is painting, using a lathe, operating

a crane, or whatever. And the person best qualified to‘teach
someone the.best way to do a jcb is not likely to be a staff
safety specialist, but rather a highly qualified and experienced
line manager, perhaps assisted by the training department. The
practice of teaching safety as a special topic, usually as if

it were an afterthought, almost invariébly gives the worker the
impression that it is not important, or at any rate is not what
~ he is being paid for. Thué, in mény firms the lack of safety

consciousness among the work force is partly attributable to the
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practice of regarding accident prevention as a special topic,

and segregating safety training from training of other types.

Other traditional tasks of the staff safety specialist, such

as reéord—keeping and motivation? will be discussed later in this
chapter under separate headings. But we have already noticed
with respect to some of the primary tasks that it is usually
wrong to assume that a staff snecialist will be better qﬁalified
to perform them than the line personnel: Therefore, the second
type.of criterion fer making staff appointments is usually

‘not satisfied.

3.2.1.3 The question of support rather than duplication of function.

Finally, the reasons’given so far for doubting the wisdom of
treating safety as a staff responsibility are closely relate&

to our third criterion, which said that the duties of staff should
éupport Bué not largely duplicafe those of thé line. A good
production foreman, for example, charged with meeting production
qdotas at maximum efficiency, will himself 6onduct regular
inspections to try to locate problems before they develop
further: He will also investigaﬁe any type of incident which
sériously lowers efficiency,such as machine breakdowns, personal
quarrels between workeps, raw material shortages, production
bottlenecks, unexplained absenteeism, and of course accidents.
What about keeping records of numbers and caosts of accidents?
Line managers should already be kéeping a tight control over
various laboﬁr and materiai costs and overheads in relation to

budget figures. The costs incurred because of accidents will
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be included in his operating costs, although not distinguished
as such; but if accident cests are significantly high, thef
1iné manager will try to determine the magnitude of the problem
and fo reduce it. Finaily, the task of training and‘motivating
workers to do théir jobs safely‘is part of the task of training
and'motivating them to work efficiently, which ié already oﬁe of
the main responsibilities of the line managef. To a great
extent, therefore, most of the traditional duties of a safety
speciélist simply duplicate, sometimes with different labels,
some of the duties of line personnel, making it doubtful whether
the staff éppointment is then justified.

~

'3.2.1.4 Two possible misunderstandings The objection might‘
be made at this.stage that the arguments présented abtove are
simply reiterations of the ppiht made by ﬁeinrich and by other
advocates of the injury prevention approach thaf "the foreman
is the key man in industrial safety." This interpretation
would be a mistake. Heinrich, for instance, supported the
appointment of fuli-time or ﬁart-time séfety officers and
special safety committees to_inspect, investigate accidents, and
éo on; but saia th;tktﬁé co-operation of line supeffisors was
essential for the succéssvof a safety programme. In confrast,
the coﬁélusion which follows from ouf own arguments is that
accident prevention should not be made a staff functipnat all:
it should be a line function. Dan Petersen has recently
expressed the alteénative very clearly. According to him, one

of the fundamental principles of the Loss Control approach is



that "Safety should be managed like any other company function" :

Inherent in this principle is the fact that
safety is and must be a line function, As
management directs the effort by goal setting,
planning, organizing, and contreolling, it assigns
responsibility to line managers and _grants them
authority to accomplish results. o1

Another writer who agrees with this conclusion is N.T. Freeman.
After asking who is mainly responsible for safety in industry,

he states :

A typical response may be 'This is the safety
officer's responsibility.’ In many companies

this outdated concept still persists. In fact,

it is no more the safety officer's responsibility to
achieve safe working than it is the accountant's
responsibility to ensure that a supervisor keeps

his costs right in day-~to-day operation, or that

the purchasing officer ensures that he makes the
most effective use of the materials he has

purchased on the supervisor's behalf. (52

A second misinterpretation of our criticism of this aspect

of the injury prevention approach is to think that the
argumentsbimply that the job of safety officer =should disappear.
One should note that we are only claiming that most of the
specific activities that are carried out solely or primarily

by a staff specialist under the traditional type of safety
programme should instead be done by line personnel. It may
still be necessary to appoint a safety officer, especially in.
very largé firms, but his duties should be very different than

they were previously. We shall discuss what his function would
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be under a Loss Control approach in Chapter IV.

3.2.1.5 Practical problems of the staff approach Aside from

the éeneral arguments agéinst the safety specialist's usual role
in an injury prevention programme, whaf problems does this
usually cause in practice? The conflict between line and staff
in organizations is well documented in writings on business
management, éithough apparently no one hasyef focussed attention
on the safety 6fficer.’ Between him and the line, the frictioh
which arises in most firms ig in some respects like, and in
others‘unlike; the classical staff-line dissénsion.

Firsf,»witﬁ many staff jobs, conflict often arises because the
‘staff are generglly younger and have higher edﬁcational
qualificatiéns than line managers. Consequentiy, liﬁe managers
regard staff as‘clefer, but lacking practical experieﬁce; while
£hey are seen b& staff as uneducated and resistent to change.(53)k
‘With safety officers, theée‘roles are usuélly reversed; but
produce the same kind of friction. Since safety officers tend
to be élder and less qualified than line managers, the latter
ofteﬁ ignqre their'advice, feeling that éafety officers are

ignorant and unprogressive.

Second, a common source of staff-line conflict is the fact that
Staff can give advice without being ultimately accountable for
the decigions taken: as a result, line managers tend to be
wafy of accepting aavice, while stéff conclude that they are

(54)

merely being stubborn. In contrast, the safety officer
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is usually accountable for recults: his success iﬁ the job is
often measured by the firm's frequency fate. Bﬁf instead of
improving his relations with the line, this usually creates
other problems. Typically, in the eyes of line managers, they
are in a "no-win" situation: if fhe frequency rate fails to
improve, or the firm fails to win safety awards, the blame is
pléced on‘them for failing to co-operate; when things go well,
the saféty officer claims most of the credit for himself. The
line manager's response to the resulting frustration is often
to'abdicate his responsibility entirely: when any question
‘about zafety arises, his rgply isl"thath thevsafety officer's

job.“

Another reason for the friction'between the éafety specialist
‘and the line is that the écope and source of his autho?ity are
seldom made clear. We noted in the previous chapfef that a
‘safety officer can often order workers to wear protéctive equiément,
and occasionally can even stop dangerous operations in the
factory. In theory, his authorify actually comesﬁfrom the

line, sometimes~from the managihg director. éut since, as we
saw earlier, the safety officef's responsibilities are mainly
duplicates of some of the liine fUnétions, any attempts to give
orders will be regarded by line managers as encroachmént on their
territory. We can understand the problem best if we imagine a

" person in another type cof staff position trying to assume a
similar role. For insténce, suppose an accountant were to
)enterka workshop, apprcach an artisan, ahd tell him that his

working methods were undesirable from the standpoint of cost
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(55)

effectiveness. The workshop feoreman wéuld be outraged at
the'accquntant's interference; and yet many firms expect a
safety officer'to function in-a similar way, without arousing
_resistence. This‘problem, of course, exemplifies the typical
line complaint that the staff specialiét tries to usurp line

(56)

authority.

Finally, a common source of line-staff conflict which also
applies in the.case of the safety.officer is the fact that fhe
étaff person tends fo overestimate the importance of his own
V'speciality, instead of viewing it in the context of the overall
‘interests éf the business. Line magégers oftgn complaih that
safetfbofficers,1perhapsAattempting to enhance the apﬁarent
importance of_their positions, become fanatical about accident
prevention: they grossly overestimaté hazards they seé in the
plant; they are upset over injuries that are trivialg. they
féil to see why produétion shéuld not stop for the sake of
investigating a\minor accident. In most companies with a
full;timejsafety officer, it is fair to say that even when he
_ is. popular wifh the 1ine on a-purely gacial 1eve1,‘his activities

in the firm are resented.

In summary, therefore, the traditiomal function of the safety
officer or safety committee is not only difficult to justify
on general grounds, it also adds to line-staff conflict within the

-~

organization.

3.2.2 The reporting of accidents
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We noticed in the last chapter that because the safety movément
originated from humanitarian interests in reducing injury rates,
" accident prevention was regarded as a special activity, where
~attention is given to actual and potential ihjury cases to
determine éauses aﬁd devise remedial measures. in most

books on occupationa; safety; the very definition of the word
"accident" is logically tied, either explicitly or implicitly,
to‘the notion of personal injury, According to Simonds and
Grimaldi, for instance, for the purposes of accident preVention

the term "work accident' may be defined as :

ess an unintended occurrence arising out of
employment in any kind of business and industry
that either causes personal injury or causes
property damage or interference with production

or other business activity under such circumstances
that personal injury might have resulted.

This definition, it might be noted, regquires first
the element of personal danger.(575

They then add :

It is, of course, good manzgement toc attempt

to prevent spoiled work or unnecessary deterioration

of buildings and equipment. It is ordirarily

only when en element of personal danger is
“involved, however, that the safety worker's

responsibilities are concerned.\>

This preoccupation with actual and potential injury cases engenders
a certain practice of reporting incidents. In many South

African firms, accidents are 6nly reported and investigatéd where
the victims' injuries are bad enough to require Workmen's

Compensation claims; that is, where a person receives a doctor's

63



attentioh or is absent from his job for more than tﬁree days.
Other firms require all accidental injuries te be reported,vevén
minor ones. In a small minofity of companies, employees afe
_asked to report in addition accidents or near-accidents in which
.no one was actually hurt, if it seemed an injury might result

if the same type of incident recurred.

Writers on Loss Control have recently criticized these practices
as being far too limited. For e#ample, Fletcher and Douglas
argue that one of the main reasons why the results achieved
A,with the traditional approach have been disgppointing, is its
"narrow base of action': "Progress has been hampered by channel
&iéion, evidenced in the general preoccupation to prevent

n(59)

injury.

The key point to recognize,is‘that the distinction between events
where discernable personal danger is present, ;nd eﬁents where

it is not, does not extend to root causes. For exémple,

'Simohds and Grimaldi claim that unless there were a proved degree
of danger, ''such unplanned occurrences as a lathe operator's
inadvertently cutting a paft too small, or a crack appeafing

in the concrete floor,!" would fall outside the safety specialist's
concern, and would not be‘reported to him as accidents.(6o)
But the underlying causes of the lathe opératorv(a) cutting
a part too small, ahd (b) doing something dangerous, such as

standing too close and having his clothing caught by the machine,

are likely‘to be the same: 1inadequate training, momentary
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inattention resulting from fatigue or boredom, and so on.
Problems of this kind ought to be identified and solved whether
or not they have giveﬁ risé to dangérqus,occurrences.

’ Consequently, why should oné event he réported and the othervnot
be; or why éhould they be reported té'different people, 6r in
different ways? The usual‘reporting fractice is absurd: if a
crack appears in the concrege floor, why repor£ it to the
maintenance department if it does not appear dangerous, but to

the safety department (usually on a different form) if it does?

. The foolishness.of having a safety specialist restricting his
~attention to actuai and potential injufy cases is demoqstratgd
-by g study conducted by Frank Bird. An analysis wés.méde of over
one and a half million accidents reported in néarly three hundred
companies covering(a wide range of industries. The‘fesults
ghowed that for every reported serious or disabling injury,  there
- were also reported about ten minor iﬁjufies, thirt& property
damage accidents where no one was hurt, and six hundred accidents
or near accidents with no visible injury ér dgmage (sée fig. 3).(61)
 vacourseﬂ thesebfigures cover reporfedrcases: Bird also claims

that in most firms, the majority of accidents are never

(62) . -

'reported. ""We can explain the lesson to be learned from these
ratios in the following way. Suppose in a given firm during

a certair period of time there occur a tofal of 1282 incidents

of the fourkdifférent types. Applying Bird's ratios and
~assuming 50 per cent reporting in the firm where only serious

and disabling injuries are reported, the safety officer or safety



FIGURE 3
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committee will bé receiving information representing only
1/1282 of the undesirable incidents that occurred. In the
compénj wheré all injuries are reported, the sample is only
(slightly better, 11/1282. Obviously, where employees reported
all dangerous occurrences, whether or pot~anyoné was actually
injured, the scope’of information would Be improved. ABut it
would be better still to take the final sfep, and discard the
restriction relating to personal injuries:v as we shall see in
Chapter IV,_advocates of Loss Control argue that any incident

that could cause serious inefficiency (which includes personal

" injuries) should be reported and analyzed. As we have just
noticed, however, in firms emplo&ing the injury prevention
approach, progress is hindered by the reporting policy: a

safety officer is expected to make significant improvementsvin ,
the acciden£ ¥ate, in spite of receiving only a restricted sample

of information on the underlying causes.

Bele3 A further demonstration of the weaknesses in the

traditional approach

‘Against the arguments we have preseanted so far, proponents of

the injury prevention programﬁe with its staff safety specialisf
often poiht to the progress achieved with this approach. For
example, some writers quote statistics to show that firms employing
a full-time safety officer have lower frequency rates than firms
tnat do not. According to Simonds and/Grimaldi, one sfudy of

eleven Michigan foundries showed that plants with a tull-time

- safety specialist had an average frequency rate of 3.3, while the

67



average for the others was 324, Another survey of eight motorcar
manufacturers showed that four firms without full-time safety
officers had an average rate of 15.7, compared with an average

(63)

~of 1.9 for those where at least one such person was employed.

But these figureé do not, as Simonds and Grimaldi suggest,
prove the importance of the full-time safety specialist in
1o§ering,accident rates. Aside from the fact that the samples
are too small to be used in drawing reliable coﬁclusions, the

argument itself is an example of the logical fallacy known as

"post hoc ergo propter hoc. That is to say, the fact that firms
with full»timé safety officers have lower frequency rates does
not constitute evidence that lower rates we}e achieved because
of those persons' acfivities. In practice, safety officers are
émployed in firmé where line personnel, especially those at higher
‘management levels, are interested in accident prevention. This
interest alone is highly conduéive'to success, regardless of'
whether the safety specialist is effective or ineffective.

Often the mere fa;t that such a person has been appointed
demonstrates to emploiees that top management expects accidents

to decrease, and as a result they do.

Defenders of the traditional injury prevention approach should
consider this question: If this approach is so efficacious, why
is it not used for other company functions, such as production?

Suppose we imagine the possibility. The sales department of a

widget manufacturer notifies the production"manager that ten
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thousand widgets should be produced in the next six months. To
ensure that this ié done, the managihg director decides to appoint
a person in a special staff positioh to take over from the
production manager the fesponsibilify of seeing that production
quotas are met. The staff specialisf, QhO'has lower qualifications
than the production manager énd some of the production foremen,
inspects the varicus departments periodically to check on progress,
investigatesAproduction problems and makes recommendations to |
the line managers, and reports to top management.  Reports on
ﬁroduction problems from fbfemen and supervisors now go to

the staff specialist, not directly to the production manager.

In addition, the new staff specialist institutes a special
motivational campaign for production workers. He hangs posters

on thewalls exhorting them to work harder and meet quotas; he
shows them films during lunchtime with the same mess&ge; he

starts a competition in which as prizes workers can win pens

and keyrings.fdr.high production figures. Probably no
industrialist would say that this approach even deserves serious
consideration as a possible production management technique.

But then it is not clear why we shouid expect it to be highly
effective when applied to séfety. ‘Obviously, our oWn
illustration here reflects back to Dan Peteréén's principie that

safety should be managed like any other company function.

3.3 MEASURING RESULTS

3e3.1 Ffequency rates and sevérity rates

Under the traditional injury prevention approach the usual
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method of measuring success or failure is with injury frequency
rates and severity rates. According to the National Safety

Council :

These standardized rates, which are easy to

compute and to understand, have been accepted
generally as uniform procedure in industry (64)
.and permit the necessary and desired comparisons.

A graph‘showing company rates over a number of years will
supposedly Shoﬁ whether the firm's safety pefformance is‘improﬁing
~or deteriorating; and a comparison of the firm's rates with

those of other, similar firms, or with industry averages, will

supposedly show its general rank with regard to safety.

However, many writers on safety and Loss Control have been
sceptical about the use of.fhese and similar rates as measuring
devices. One problém isvthaf'thgy are not statistically
reliable. Consider first the matter of determining exposﬁre.
Ideélly, injury rates would show the frequency or severity of
accidental injuries occurring in a standard time during which
 workers were exposed to risks. But since it is seldom practical
to obtain actual exposure time, rates are calculated using total
- hours of paid employment, a figure generally derived from the
company hours and wages records. In South Africa,’fdr inStance,
for the purpose of awards and competitioné the National
Occupational Safety Association follows the National Safety
Council policy and accepts as the figure for manhours worked

the total hours for all employees, including cffice staff. This
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has the obvious disadvantage of favouring firms Qith higher
proportions of white-collar workers, whose risk exposure is low.
In an attempt to reduce the degree of error, the official
statistics compiled by the South African Workmen's Compensation ‘
' Commissioner include freguency and Severity rates computed by
obﬁaining a éample of hours worked Ey non~office staff in a few

(65) But this

industries, and extrapolating to the others.
merely trades one source of unreliability for another. As the

Commissioner himself admits,

(The frequency rate) has been calculated for

a sample as explaired and no claim is made as

to accuracy as tgg sample was small and not very
representative.( )

One difficulty is that in order to be statistically reliable,

the figures used in calculating rates must all apply to the- ‘
same population; that is, to the group of people exposed to

the risk we wish to measure. However, the manhours figure<is
either accurate, but appliés to a wider population (the entire
workforce), or is inaccurate, being obtained’by guessing
approximately what the hours for the relev;nt éopulation would

be. In addition, even if this guess were a good one, or the
number of actual working hours for non-office staff were available,
there is still a clear discrepancy between paid working hours

and exposure hours, the magnitude of which will vary over time

and from firm tec firm, making frequency and severity rates
unreliable for purposes 6f comparison. In the words of a

statistician :
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(The) blue-collar/white-collar problem is
~only an example, of course, of a whole ¢lass

of problems that exist whenever the accident

statistics are collected separately from the

exposure statistics. The problem is that in
such cases the accident couunts and the exposure
data will never '"match" perfectly -~ that is, (67)

will never refer to exactly the same population.

OthefAmajor difficulties arise ovér the figures used for the
number of disabling injuries (in calculafing frequency rates),

and the number of days charged (for severity rates). For the
former, abcording to the National Safety Council, an accidentél
injury is only éounted in the case of death, permanant disability,
or temporary disability where the person cannot "perform
effectively throughout a full shift the essenfial functions of
a regularly established job which is open and available to him,"(és)
In South Africa, the recognized criterion for temporary

aisability is stricter: it is where‘the rerson cannot perform

"his normal duties for one or mofe-shifts,after the’day of the
accident, or where any bone is damaged, regardless of absence

(69)

from work. The use of'these definitioﬁs,‘however; mean in
practice that frequency rates are affected by many factors other<
than those they are supposed to measu;e. For instance, consider
the number of days which an accident causes a person fo stay

away from work. This varies tremendously, according fo the
~doctor he happens to visit, and according to his own motivation.
It is well known among the work force that some doctors tend to
book people~off for longer periods than bthers; and where .

companies do not have contracts with particular physicians, the

liberal ones get most of the business of treating accident victims.
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Also, workers differ greatiy in théir desire to return to the
job quickly, and this in turn is affected by the firm's payment
policy for the lost time. Since both frequency and severity
rates are not simply meésureé of accidents, but also of timé
away from work, théir validity is doubtful, for they measure

things outside the scope of the firm's safety performance.

Othér problems regarding validity arise over thé vagueness of
terms such as ﬁperform effectively," "essential functions," énd
"ﬁormal duties."” There are wide differences’frdm company to
company in the interpretations given to these expressions,
affecting both types of injury rate. When a firm is trying to
qﬁalify for a‘safety award or win a competition, this is a
cdnvenient source of loopholes. For example, in one firm in
Cape Town a cleaner was injured s0 badly in an accident that he
was bedri&den at home. To save the company's accident record,
however, he was brought to work tﬁe next day and made to lie in
the first-aid room Qith a broom in his hand: this was counted
as "normal duties.! Cheating on accident rates is a widespread .
practice. The present writer nas questioned workers in scores
of fifms‘in the Western Cape about the matter, and in nearly
every company, including winners of top natibnal safety awards,
e@ployees were aware of serious cases that were not counted.

. In fact, making the reducticn of injury rates a cémpany objective
often has undesirable effects: the more co-operation that is
obtained in trying to bring the rates down, the mcre employeés

will "help" by failing to repoft accidental injuries, where
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possible., If fewer accidents are reported, of course, less
information is being obtained on accident causes, and less resal

progress can be made.

The problems over vagueness of terms Are clearly less applicable
to very serious injuries causing major permanent disability or
death. Consequently, the suggestion is sometimes made that
fatality rates wduld be better measures than disabling injury
rates. Unfortunately, however, changing tola serious injury

or fatality rate would magnify a further difficulty incurred with
frequency and severity rates generally: ‘the factor of luck.
Especially where the number of employees is small, a firm or
department with extremely unsafe conditions and pféctices can
operate for years without experiencing a seri&us accident, or
even a single disabling injury. For instance, one large
construction firm in the Western Cape recently found that the
site judged by inspectors to be the most dangerous had the
lowest frequen&y rate, apparently because of luck. Again, the

validity of injury rates as a measure of safety is questionable.

3.3.2 Measuring '‘hazards'

Although it is not used as often as frequency and severity rates,
another measurement techniqué in injufy prevention counts 'hazards",
shifting fhe attention from actual injuries to potential ones.
For example, Simonds and Grimaldi recommend plotting on a graph
the numbers of hazards found by a safety inspection team on

regular visits to each department. The slope of the line will
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supposedly show whether or not conditions in the department are
. (70) e s .

becoming safer. William T. Fine has gone further and

developed a method for assessing the sericusness of hazards

(71)

mathematically. Specified marks are given for three factors:
seriousness of consequences, degree of exposure, and probability
-of- an accident sequence starting. The degree of hazard is then

measured by a Risk Score, defined as the product of the

three assigned marks.

Héwever, as methods of rating company or departmental performance,
these proposals have serious weaknesses as well. The basic
failing is that they both assumwe that a "hazard" is something
that can be objectively idéntified and assessed. In practice,
it qannotﬁ whether or not a condition is judged as hazardous
depends largely on the onloocker. For instance, it will depend
on whether the observer is himself exposed to the danger, or
only other people are; on whe%hef the possible injury would
have immediate effects, or only delayed effects; whether the
observer is especially sensitive or nof; whether the possible

- occurrance is of a type particularly dreaded;v and so on.(72)
Thus, whether or not a pencil on the carpet is a tripping hazard
canhof be decided objectively, as a question about the colour or
position of the object could be: the judgement depends largely
on the fears and the imagination of the person Qho makes it.

In the words of the British Council for Science and Society :

-
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ess a hazard is net simply an objective

~ phenomenon perceived in the same way by all
who are concerned with it. Rather, it is
an intellectual construct, made by people
each working within the confines of a
particular social setting, each with their
own way of perceiving the world.(73)

It should not be thought that the criticism here is purely

"~ theoretical. Since there is no clear agreement on what is a
hazard and what is not, telling a supervisor that twelve "hazards”
were found in his department during an inspection will have

little meaning to him. Nor will the slope of a line on a graph
indicating numbers of observed hazards have much significance,

as there is no assurance that an inspection team will be using

the same'critéria, and noticing the same types of ﬁroblems,

during each inspection. Thé difficulty in qﬁahtifying potential
injury cases, theréfore, makes this kind of measuremént technique

a poor one.

3e3e3 Measuring accident costs

A third mefhod of measuring safety in a firm has traditionally
been to assess the costs of accidenté in various departments and
in the company as a whole.  Most safety officefs agreé that
when properly used, this is the most effective way to obtain

the interestAof middle and upper management. There is a
tendenéy in many firms to ailow certain accident costs to be
overlooked, since’they are likely to be included in géneral
operating figures for material, 1ab6ur, and overheads. ‘To many
people, '"the costs of accidents"'denotes merely the costs of

medical treatment and compensation for the effects of injuries,
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which in any éase are insured under Workmen's Compensation.

.But first, it is worthwhile cohsidering that by preventing
accidents and.reduéing ciaims to Workmen's Compénsation, the
cempany can earﬁ lower assessment rates and rebates. Therefore,
ldss of these benefits is often glso counted as a cost of
accidents. Secondly, studies have shown that other costs usually
outweigh the costs of medical attention and compensation.
According to Fpank Bird, for instance, for every dollar paid for
,coéts insured by Workmen's Compensation, a firm loses on average
from five to fifty dollars from production delays and property’
damage, plus an additional one to three dollars for miscellaneous

(74)

items.

When we consider cost’assgésment, the weakness in the traditional
1n3ury prevention approach is not in the choice of a measuring
‘device, but rather in the way it is usually employed. Problems
arise because the costs of accidents are calculated by’a safety
officer or safety committce, separately from the normal company
cost accounting system. In the first place, this usﬁally means
Afhat the accident cost figures ére ihéccurate,»or’based onr
guesswork. We noted earlier that in most firms a large
proportion of ac01dents are not reported to the safety department;
and this is especially true of accidents causing property damage
and producticn ‘delays, but no serious injuries. Receiving only

a restricted sample of information, the safety specialist ofte;
tries to make a rough estimate of fotal costs by using a ratio

and multiplying Workmen's Compensation figures. The ratio most
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commonly utilized is derived from the work of Heinrich, who

'élaimed that the total cbsts of accidents will average approximately
five times the figure for compensation and medical costs.(75)
The safety speciaiist can also obtain more accurate estimates
be calculating exact costs for small samples of various types
of accidents, multiplying the average cost for each type by the
number reported, then deriving a total. Obviously, however,

the reliability of the second method is still dependent on a high

incidence of reporting, which the safety department seldom gets.

- Secondly, having a safety officer or safety committee report.
accident costs to higher management typically adds to the staff-
line COnfliétrwe discussed before. Line supervisors and
department heads often resent having a safety specialist, who is
not even a coét accountant, telling the managing director how
much waste they are allowing to occur because of accidents.

'They not only doubt the accuracy of the figures, but they also
feel that if the costs are high, line managers wiil be blamed,
while if costs are reduced, most of the’credit will'go to the

safety department.

As we shall see in the next-chapter, advocates of the Loss‘Control
épproach argue that these problems can be avoided if accident
costs are handled in exactly the same way as items such as
eﬁceSSive matefial usage, ‘breakages, high absenteeism, thefts,

and so on. Under this alternative, the responsibility for

measuring and controlling accident costs would belong to line
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managers, not to a staff safety specialist.

3.b THE FOCUS ON WORKERS' UNSAFE ACTS

" In Chapter I1I, we noticed that the traditional injury prevention
approach is based on the assumption that the overwhelming majority
of accidents are cauéed primarily by the unsafe acts of the wérkers
themselves. Consequently, most industrialysafety programmes
concentrate on trainingvand motivating employees to be more

"safety conscious." Although we have questioned whether these
programmes are consistent with certain pfinciples of good business
management, it might appear that their main focus, at least, is

‘supported by scientific evidence about accident causes.

However, when we take a closer look at the studies allegédly
proving that unsafe acts are the main causes of between eighty
and ninety percent of industrial accidents, we can clearly see

that they have no scienfific validity whatever.

A few writers have critized these studies before, but on mistaken
grounds; R;P. Blake, for instance, in discussing what he terms
the "85% - 15% fallacy," claims that the ratio is fallacious
Because it wrongly assumes that‘accidental‘injuries are usually
attributable to either acts or conditions. Instead, he argues,
nearly all aécidents result from multiple causes belonging to

(76)

both categories. But this criticism is ill-founded.

Heinrich, for example, who directed the best known of
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the studies wﬁich Blake is rejecting, was well awafe of the
multiple causation principle. He reachedAa figure of eighty-
eight percent for unsafe acts; however, by selecting what appeared

.to be the primary causes ir thousands of industrial éccident |

(77)

.cases, and deciding to which of the two categories they belonged.

But Heinrich's study, and others of the same type, do suffer
from two majsr weaknesses. One is that the information was
dgrived entirely, or almost entirély, from reports submitted
originally by people in middle management or stéff positions in
" the firms where the accidents occurred.' In practice, these
reports are usually strongly biased, albeit often unintentionally,
against the worker. For example, when an injury occurs because
of inadequately guarded machinery or poor plant layout, the
supervisor filling in an accident report commonly attributes it
to a negligent action on the part'of the injured person.
This is partly because he consciously or subconsciously wishes
to avoid any possible blame; and partly also because, being
pressed for time and having a limited interest in investigation,
"he tends to identify the immediate, most salient factor, which
is generally a worker's overt movements preceding the occurrance.
Veryvfew company accident reports give information that is
profound enough or objective enough to be used as evidence in a

scientific study on the causes of accidents.

A second weakness in Heinrich's type of study concerns the

justification for singling out one factor as "the primary cause”

80



-
of én accident. Not only is this judgement largely subjective

in many cases; but also, further analysis commonly shows that
the'faétor identified‘as primarily responsible is in turn the
result éf something elsé, belonging to a different category.

ylFor example, supp05é a worker was injured when ﬁe forgot to lock
anfisolat&r switch in the off poéition before repairing a machine;
The pridary cause woﬁld rrobably be identified as the person's
unsafe act, failing to use_the lockout device. But suppose

it were further discovered that his forgetfulness resulted from
fatigue and distraction; caused by the poor lighting and

excessive noise in the factory. In a case like this, is the
"primary" cause still the unsafe act, or the unsafe conditions
wﬁich produced it? The point is that even if a judgement about

a primary cause could be made objectively, the factor that is
selected will depend on the leéel of analysis. Thus, the claim
that most accidents are caused by unsafe écts rather than unsafe

conditions rests on a confusion, and not on any reliable evidence.

It may seém odd that the resulits of studiés that are so clearly
unscientific have enjoyed such wide aéceptance for nesarly fifty
years;:, Even in recent publications, oﬁe Still finds présgnted
as an established fact the claim that unsafe acts are the causes
of over eighty percent of accidents. To choose an example at
random, fhe Britiéh Chemical Industry Safety Council stated in
" a 1972 report that '"Reliable estimates place the proportion of
accidents due to hﬁman error as 85 per cent of the total."(?g)

In seeking an explanation, one should remember that most of the
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authors of books and articles on induétrial safety are -
consultants to big corporations, heads of insurance divisions,

‘ana safety directors of large industrial firms. In general,

their writings fend to be biased towards the interests of
ehployers, who naturally favour the idea that workers cause most
of‘their own accidenﬁs, as an argument against increased government
legislation. Perhaps one day it will be finally discredited

and discarded; but unfortunately, partly because of political

interest, it continues to have a great amount of influence.
We shall postpone until the next chapter our discussion of a

more acceptable view about the causes of accidents, and its

practical implications for a Loss Control programme.

3.5 THE FOCUS ON FIRST-LINE SUPERVISION

We noted in the previous chapter that under the traditional
injury—prevenfion approach, there is a clear distinction between
the roles of the foreman or first-line supervisor, and higher
management., (Because the former deals’directly Qith the workers
(Qho supposedly cause mosf accidents) énd directly controls
conditions on the shop floor, he is seen as the 'key man'" in
injury prevention. Top managers, on the other hand, assist

by giving the supervisor encouragemznt and support.

The belief that efforts-to reduce accident rates should mainly

be directed at the level of first-line supervision stems from
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certain assumptions about accident causes. One is the idea

we haye just rejected, fhat ofer eigﬁty percent of accidents are
caused primarily by the workers themselves. = But énother is a
more general conception, regarding the entire series of causal
factors preceding an accident. Again, the developers of injury

preveﬁtion programmes have been strongly influenced by H.W. Heinrich.

In his book Industrial Accident Prevention, Heinrich argued that

every preventable accident forms part of a fixed sequence of

five types of factors or events. The items are :

1. Ancestry and social environment

'2. Fault of pefson

3. Unsafe act and/or mechanical or physical hazard
b, Accident

S. Injury

Heinrich compared the operation of these events with a row of
dominges standing on end, where the fall of the first one causes
the rest to fall in sequence. He alsc argued that most accident
‘prevention work can be thought of as removing the third item |
from the series, that is, eliminating the unsafé‘act or condition
which is the immediate cause of the accident. When this is

done, even when there is a personal fault caused by ancestry or
sbcial environment, it will not produce an accident, as the

causal sequence has been broken. Heinrich then mentioned one

of the practical implications for. accident prevention progfammes :



The accident-prevention engineer is interested in

all the accident factors but is not directly concerned
with all of them. His work relates primarily to

the accident and its prevention. Consequently’

his activities should center upon the factors
immediately preceding the accident itself;

these being the unsafe act and/or the mechanical (79)
hazard, and the proximate reasons why these exist.

Sudese we consider Heinrich's theory of the accident sequence

in the light of his claims concerning its utility and value.
Stating that its ''tremendous significance cannot be overemphasized",
and that an'un&erstanding of it may be "the most vital of all

‘ requisites in the practice of accident-prevention work,"

Heinrich argued that the principle ié a valuable guide concerning
(a) the type of information 6ne should gather in investigating
a;cidents; and (b) the selection of remedies for accident
problems.(go) As we shall see, however, not only is Heinrich's
accident sequence useless for practical purposes such as these,
‘it also fails to meet the criteria to qualify as a worthwhile

theory of accident causation.

One essential requirement‘of any génuiné causal explanation

or sciéntific hypothesis is that it must have empirical content;
that is to say, it musf be capable of being tested by evidénce,
rather than being true by virtue of fhe definitions of its terms.
Let us compare a pseudo-explan#tion with a genuine one. The
classic example in discussions of scienfific explanations is the
question of why opium causes people to sleep. Suppose the reason
given is that opium contains certain alkaloids which depress the

central nervous system. This, whether it is true or not, meets
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the requirement of empirical content, since it is testable ---
it can be verified or falsified by empi;ical evidence. It also
provides practical guidance for scientific research, since it =~ _
.suggeéts certain specific lines of experimentation to test its
validity. Now suppose one should answer the question by saying
thét opium céuses pegple to sleep because of its dormative powers.
This is not a genuine causal explanation at all, since it lacks
kaempirical content: it is true purely because of the meanings

- 0of the words it contains. Nér does it give any practicsl

guidance for research: since "dormative powers" would apply to

any conceivable possibility as far as causes are concerned, the

statement tells us nothing about specific causes to look for.

With this distinction in mind,‘let us now look at Heinrich's
principle that a preventable éccideﬁt o;curs only as the result
of a personal or mechanical {(or physical) hazard. This is
undoubtedly true, but by definition, rather than because of fact.
First, any accident will obviously be caused By a ”haéard,"
becaﬁse of the meaning of the word; and the denotation of
"?ergonal or physical"” covers all conceivable possibilities of
what the causes of a preventablé‘accidént-might be. In other
words, Heinrich's principle is not informative, and not a genuine
bypothesis or causal gxplanation.at all, any more than the

statement that opium.causes sleep because of its dormative powers.

The same criticism applies to Heinrich's claim that preventable

persbnal and mechanical hazards exist only because of the faults
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of persons. At first sight, this might zappear to have empirical
content, to be testable by actually identifying hazards and seeing
whether they were causedvby personal faults. Suppose, for example,
we find a case where the wind locosens some sheeting on a factory
rqof; the roof leaks, and someyliftiné equipment’is badly

'corroded, eventually causing an accident. Would this count as
evidence against Heinrich's principle? The answer is no,

because again the principle is true by definition, and devoid of
empirical content. The-point to notice is that Heinrich is only

referring to preventable accidents. As soon as we regard a case

like the one above as preventable, we are admitting that some
person might have prévented it, by for instance, conducting
regular inspections to discover such problems and héving them
corrected. Heinrich conceded that 'personal faults" includes

not only physical and personality traits, but also '"faults" of
panagement_andtsuper§ision. But this means that '"'caused by
personal fault" is merely a logical implication of the notion of
a preventable accident. Again, Heinrich'é principle is a logical

truism, not a causal explanation. .

Finally, we need to consider the‘statement relafing to thé first
stage of the aécident sequence, that '"faults of persons are
inherited or acquired by environment." 'Again, the principle is
untestable and uninformative, sinée "inherited or acquired by
environment'" covers any conceivable possibility: it tells us
nothing about what fhe actual causes of specific faults might be,

or even how to look for them. It is therefore, worthless as
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a scientific hypothesis.

Qur finding is, then, that Heinrich's accidént sequence, which
has been tremendously influential in the theory of industrial
éaféty, is really nothing more than a series of empty

tautologies from which no practical implications can be drawn.

A chemist could not be guided in any way in his research into

the propertieé of opium by being told that the drug causes sleep-
because of its dormative powers. - Similarly, contrary to what
Heinrich ciaiﬁed, a safety specialist can obtain nc practical
guidance whatever in his work by stuéying Heinrich's accident

sequence.

Once its supposed scientific underpinnings are removed, the
traditional practice of concentrating accident prevention

efforts on the level of first—line supervision is open to doubt.
‘It certainly has the tremendous disadvantage of providing
higher—levei managers with a convenient éxcuse to cqnfine fheir
gffqrts to supportive functions such as signing general policy'
statements and handing over safety awards. Since accident
prevention is then not i part of the everyday planning, ofganizing
and controlling being performed at the higher levels of the

organization, progress in reducing accident rates is hindered,
In the next chapter, we shall examine the alternative under

Loss Control, and see how a more adequate view of accident

causation tends to support it.
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3.6 MOTIVATIONAL TECHNIQUES

Traditional injury-prévention programmes strongly emphasize the
use’ of various motivational techniques to make Qorkers "safety-
conscious;" that is, to be aware of and help to correct hazards
‘connected with their work, and to make a conscious effort to do
their jobs safely. In the last chapter we made a brief survey
of some of the most common methods employed, but now we need tb

consider their effectiveness.

A convenient account of traditional safety motivation is given

by the National Safety Council in their Accident Prevention
Manual. They list six "basic human interest factors," with the

(81)

corresponding ways to use them in promoting industrial safety:

Interest Factor . Type of appeal

1. Fear posters and reports with
- shock value

2a Pride - trophies and awards for ‘
' individual and group
performance.
3. Recognition publicity in newspapers and

on bulletin boards

4. Participation - appointments to safety committees
' Se Competition safety contests
6. Financial gain _ monetary rewards

This list does, in fact, give an accurate and fairly comprehensive
picture of the motivational aspect of injury-prevention programmes.
-But are they, singly or collectivély, good ways of achieving the

desired goal?
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3.6.1. The appeal to self-preservation

One of the most commonly-used methodS of trying to maké a worker
safety-conscious is aimed-af convincing him that in his Sob, he
is exposed to a signifiéant amount of risk of accidental injury.
Posters and arficles show him that cther workérs have been
seriously hurt while doing work similar to his. | Safety training
courées not only emphasizevthe degree of risk, but also call his
attention ta types of hazards which he had never previously
recognized. Many safety films employ shock tactics by showing
colour close-ups of eye operations and amputations, and tearful

stories told by widows and orphans.

‘Experimehtal evidence suggests, however, that the uée of fear

to motivate the wérker in this way has little fﬁ recommend it,

at least in most areas of industry. One study fdund that except
" in casés where a peréon recognizés a very high probability of an
.accident‘occurfing, a '"defence-avoidance" reabfion.sets iné where
the ﬁerson defends himself against feelings of anxiety by
subconsciously rejecting, or quickly fofgetting; éhe threatening
message.(sa) And certainly‘most workers in industry today do
‘nétifeel tﬁat the chance of being seriously ihjﬁred in an accident
at work is very high.  For instance, the pfesent writer made a
survey of fifty-two;employees below foremzan level,vin five
different companies, to find-out&whether the threat of work
accidents ever seriously worried them: e&ery person replied in
tﬁe negative. . These considerations help to explain why it has

been found that even when the effects of shock tactics are

appreciable, they are usually very transient as well.
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The appeal to self-preservation is still popular in industrial
safety programmes, in spife of its lack of support by experimental
evidence, and the fact that it runs counter to accepted theories
of worker motivation. For example, Maslow argued that human
'neéas operate according to a hierarchy: when a basic need is
-satisfied, the person feels thé influence of needsron a higher
level. In Héslow‘s‘hierarchy, the most bhasic needs are physio-
logical, followed by, in ascending order, safety,‘%ocial,resﬁeem,
and self—actuélization ;eeds. At a given time most people

are partially satisfied and partially unsatisfiéd to differeﬁt

degrees, on the various levels. Maslow stated :

For instance, if I may assign arbitrary figures, ...
it is as if the average citizen is satisfied perhaps
85 per cent in his physiological needs, 70 per cent
in his safety needs, 50 per cent in his love needs,
4O per cent in his self-esteem needs, and 10 per cent
in his self-actualization needs.(83

But if workers! safety needs are largely satisfied, an appeal

directed at those needs should have a limited effect.

Naturally, workers in very dangerous ogcupations may be strongly
motivated by the fear of accidents, so these metheds will stiil
have a role to play. However, many writers,'especially those
supporting a Loss Control approach, argue that for the ﬁajority

kof the work force, motivation to prevent accidents is more
effective if it is aimed at higher-level needs, such as self-esteem

and self-actualization, where the levels of satisfaction are lower.
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3.6.2 Pride, recognition, and financial gain

In considering Maslow's theory and its significance for safety
mdti&ation, a proponent of the injury-p;evention approach might'
objéct that other populér techniques fit the theory very well.
For example, for individual and group.safety achieveﬁents,
workers have traditionally received awards and publicity, and
occasionally even financial bonuses. Do these practices meet

the requirement of appealing to higher, less satisfied needs?

The answer 1is that the& &o;' but in préctice, giving rewards
specifically for safety usually engenders a conflict with»other
motivational factors in a firm, making the effects of tﬁe safety
motivation fall short of the intended goal. Most workers
certainly believe that pay rises and promotions, with their
attendant.recognition and finaﬁcial gain, are based ﬁrimarily on
contributions to production and profits énd not directly on accident
'prevention. in most cases, the magnitude and therefore the
influence of these rewards will far outweigh that of safety awards
and bonuses.“ Of course, whether or not there is actually any
conflict bét#een safety and productivity does not matter, as‘long
as wbrkérs think it exists.  The problem is even greater in firms
offering production bonuses and other types of inpentive schemes.
In one recent survey, British wo?kers were asked whether

incentive schemes adversely affected safety, and sixty-two percent

said that they did.(84)

As a practical illustration, R.C. Dean
described zn attempt made to raise production in a local

authority warehouse by paying an incentive bonus. One immediate
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effect was a sharp increase in the number of unsafe practices,
as workers took short-cuts for the sake of speed; housekeeping
and other conditions deteriorated, and more accidents began to

(85)

happen, including one that was nearly fatal.

As‘we shall see in the rext chapter, while advocates of Loss
Control agree that appealé should be made to workers' job pride
and désire for recognition ;nd mateiial gain, they argue that
safety motivation should‘be harmonized, or even merged, with the
motivational factors used to obtain efficient and high-quality

productiOn.

3.6.3 Contests

Experts on industrial Safety have always argued that if given

the oﬁportunity, employees wiil show a strong desire to compete
.with others, either on an individual or a group basis. Contests
of some kind are conducted in virtually every firm with an
accident-prevention progfamme. For example, various departments
~in a.firm compete to see which can attain the lowest or most
improved frequency rate, or wofk the most mankours without a
disabling injury.‘ There are often similar competitions for
differeﬁt factories belonging to the same organization. Finally,
ffirms themselves compete wifh others on a national basis: in
South Africa in 1979, the National Cccupational Safety Association

handed out over 1 200 safety awards.

Contests can be very effective motivators in companies where
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the right conditions exist, but elsewhere, their effects are
often’negligible, or even detrimental, From discussing safety
.competitions with workers in many firms, the present writer has
foun& that the attitudevdf a large<propdrtion of workers is that
of scepticism or disillusionmént. With inferdepartmental
contests, many employees believe they are not fair, because
differences in c¢ritical factors such as the degrees of hazard

in the operations performed, age and condition of tools, machinery,
and’buildings, and so on, are not allowed fdr in the rating
systems. S5econd, as we noted in the previous secticn on
frequency rates, workers quickly recognize when cheating is used
to win the firm a national or intercompany award, and they become
cynical about the entire purpose of the safety prbgfamme. To
many workers, it becomes apparent that among the benefits of
~safety campaigns and competitions, top management is'inferested
more in improving the company's public image than in protecting
the'health and welfare of employees. For instance, in one large
;otor firm in fhe Western Cape, an employee Qas threatened with
dismissal after he visited his own doctor rather than the company
docﬁor after an accident, and was booked off, breaking the company's
sequence of injury-free working hours being couhted fbr a national
safety award. in cases like this, the eontest hasAa'worsening
effect on company morale. Finéily, competitions seem to have
more potential as motivators in irdustries where the risk of
accidental injury is fairly high. In very safe occupations,

such as office work, for instance, contests to avoid accidents

will typically be regarded as a meaningless gimmick.



Thus, although‘safety contests sometimes have a beneficial effect,
because of the difficulties and disadvantages which they often
entail, a few writers have begun to question the practice of

comparing safety performance between departments or companies: .

Do we really need to compare ourselves with others?
Does such a comparison mean anything anyway? A
company's safety record reflects many things:
hazards, controls, employee morale, the climate and
style of the company etc. It is difficult to see
how or why a company should compare itself with
others when all the items that go into the making
of each company's record are different. It would
seem that the only important things we need to know
is whether we are éetting better or worse in each
period measured. (86)

3.6.4 Participation

Attempting to motivate smployees by dbtaiﬂing their active
participation in safety programmes has traditionally assumed two
main forms: suggestion schemes and safety committees. Like
contests, these measures are effective only under certain
conditions, which are less common than safety specialists’

generally recognize.

Many recent studies in indﬁstrial sociology have shown that workers
are usually better motivated to achie&e results wher they play

an aétivé role in setting objectives and aeciding how to meet

them. In the area of safety, however, dne essential point is
often overlooked: allowing participation in an accident

prevention programme will have little or no effect, unless the

climate and management style of the company generally ericourage



employee pérticipation. Many firms, for instance, manage
préduction and other company functions in an authoritarian or
paternalistic manner, and are surprised when workers are not

- very enthusiastic about safety committees and safety suggestio?
sghemes. A few examples will illustrate why such attempts at
mo£ivation fail, One firm in the Western Cape,vkhown for its
authoritarian managemenf style, instituted a suggesfion scheme

in which employees were promised bonuses Tor valuable suggestions
to prevent accidenfs. The scheﬁé was highly publicized, and

a suggestion box was erected at a conspicuous spot. WHen the
box was openéd after six months, only one item wés found: a
letter written by a black worker, who thought he was puttiﬁg it
in a postbox, ‘Another South African company introduced a similar
scheme, but when a few employees submitted suggestions, the
managing director refused to ﬁay the bonus, saying that they
.were'expected to submit such ideas in the normal course of their

jobs, and therefore, their efforts were covered by their regular

salaries.

Similarly, safety cqmmittee_meetings are often a waste of,time.

In the first place, very few people ggigl serving on committees:
it is curious that managers expect to motivate their employees

in a positive way by giving them dutiss which they do not really
like -- attending committee meetings. Secondly, the major
Stumbling—block is.usually again the management sfyle of the
company. Where the management is authoritarian or paternalistic,

encouragement to participate by serving on safety committees is
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not taken seriously. Dan Petersen, for instance, points out
that safety committees are often a curse, and cannot understand
why they were ever initiated, since committees are seldom used
o _— . _(87)
in other company activities, except on high executive levels. «
In summary, then, there are significant weaknesses in the
traditional motivational techniques employed in injury prevention
programmes. We shall look at some alternative methods in the

next chapter, under the theory of Loss Control.
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- CHAPTER FOUR

THE LOSS CONTROL APPROACH IN THEORY

k. INTRODUCTION

So’far, we have looked at the traditional injufy prévention
approach to industrial safety, and noted some of ité major
weaknesses. We shall now turn to Loss Contrél, a-newly-
developed alternafive which is presently being discussed and
implemented in many countries such as the United States,Canada,
3 gnd‘the United Kingdom, and widely.hailed as a great improvement

over the older type of programme.

Qur discussion‘hére of the theory of'Loss Control will be
restricted in two wayS. vfirst, a Loss Control programme may

, cover the entire range of non-speculative risks incurred by a
business, including areas such as security, control of labour
turnover and absenteeism, fire protection,damaggAandrwasta
control, environmental pollution control, and so on. However,
our attention will be focussed purely on the area of safety, in
order to decide whether Loss Control promises to be a more
effective way of reducing industrial acéident rates. Second,
as wé intend to test the theory of Loss Control by comparing it
with efforts made by firms in the Western Cape to introduce the

newer techniques into cempany policy, in this chapter we shall
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only present a brief outline’of the Loss Control approach to
industrial safety. The reason is that with Loss Control, as with
injury prevention, the detailé of actual programmes are likely

to vary tremendously among different firms and different types

of industry, while the general features of the approach remain
more or less the same. Some individual differences will, of
courée, emerge in the nexf chapter, when we report the éxperiences
‘of particulér companies. But for the purpose of testing the
theory, a ;ketph of the main priﬂciples qf the Loss Control approach,
aioﬁg with an explanation of their alléged advantages, will‘be
methodologically sufficient and less confusing. At the end

of this éhapter, before collecting the evidence we shall also

make a few predictions about difficulties that are likely to be
eﬁﬁountered;in trying to change from injury preientionyfo Loss

'Control.

4;2 THE CONCEPT OF LCSS CONTROL

In ofder to understand the idea and scope of a Loss Control

. programme, one should‘first gppreciate the distinction between
two types.df risk involved in operating a business.

Speculative risks, such as those incurred by decisions on
company ioans and investments and marketiﬁg policy, are assumed
" as a kind of speculaticn or wager by the management, where
company éssets are deliberately risked for the possibility of

gain. In addition, business operations themselves involve

non-speculative (or pure) risks, since incidents can occur to
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reduce company assets: these risks are not voluntarily chosen,
and concern thevpossibility of loss without a ccrresponding gain.
Exaﬁples of the latter type of risk are the risks of accidents
and illnesses to employeés, of theft and vandalism, of fire and
éxplosion, of strikes and,riots; and so forth. Although pure
risks are often considered when certain speculative risks are
taken, the distinctioﬁ is embedded in the two senses of the

term "risk," in one instance to mean wager, in the other to mean
the probability of sbme undesirable event: it is the difference‘
in speaking about the risk of raising the stake in a card game

and the risk of falling downstairs, for example.

- Bird and Loftus give a definition of Loss Control based on

this distinction :

Loss Control is any intentional management action
directed at the prevention, reduction or elimina%égg
of the pure (non-speculative) risks of business.

Althaﬁgh we are interested specifically in its application to
safety, ome should recognizé that the scope of Loss Control is
extrémely wide, encompassing not only the concerns of safety

and health, but also, among others, production and inventory
control, trénspoft,‘fire protection, sécurity, product liability,

personnel management, and even insurance.

The theory and many of the techniques of Loss Control were

N

developed in the United States and Canada during the 1960's and
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’early 1970's, largely under fhe influence of writers such as
Frank Bird and Jack Fletcher. The new approach grew out of
attgmpts to improve on traditional injury prevention methods,
after a recognition of a few of the cshortcomings we described
in Chapter III. For instance, while working at Lukens Stéel
Corporation in America, Fraﬁk Bird realized that by restricting
its attentioﬁ to actual and potential injury cases, the safety
‘department was obtaining only a small sample of information on
gnderlying'accident gauses. After a study revealed that
accidental property damage far exceeded personal injuries in
Both number of casés and total costs, Bird recommended that the
safety departhent widen its scope of activities to cover total
accident prevention, rather than just the prevention of

accidental injuries.

Another major consideration was the support of higher management.
'Over the yeafs; safety officers have often come to realize that
tqp managers usually show a stronger interest in cutting costs
an& raising profits than in the firm's accidental injury rates.
Extending an injury prevention programme into a total accident
.prevention progr#mme helped, since significant financial savingé
were easier to prove. In a éurther_step, the programme could
~be widened in the area of damage control to cover not only
damage caused by accidents, but by various types of deficiencies
in purchasing, operation, and maintenance, as well. At the
same time, a number of people recognized the disadvantages in
having various control functions managed by separate sections

or departments, with little communication between them. Thus,
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the idea evolve& that a comﬁany should have a single, integrated
programme to reduce all types of non-speculative risks. This
concept was termed Total Loss*Controi because of the wide scope
of application, but the work "total" was later discarded by

many writers, who found that it encouraged the misconception

that all losses should be controlied, or totally eliminated.

With regard to the problem of securing the iﬁterest of top
management in safety, the idea was that injury prevention would
be "sqld" to‘management as only one part of an integrated package

of cost reduction measures.

The theory of Loss Control employs some important definitions to
convey the notion that a control programme should be gradually
extended to cover a wider and wider range of non-speculative
riské. As we nmoticed in an earlier chapter, in writings on
injury prevention the definition of the word "accidént" usually
fcontained some reference, either éxplicit or implicit, %o actual
or potential injuries to people. In Loss Control, however,

the extensi&n of the word also includes cases of damage to
phyéical objects, whether or not there is any noticeable

personal risk : ' -

An accident is a2n undesired event that results in
physical harm to a person or damage to property.

It is usually the result of a contact with a source

of energy (i.e. kinetic, electrical, chemical, thermal,
ionizing radiation, non-ionizing radiation, etc.) (89)
above the threshold 1imit of the body or structure._

Of course a Loss Control programme is not only aimed at
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preventing accidents, it is also concerned with many other
events, thefts for example, which do not fall under the above
definition. The word "incident" is used for all actual and

potential loss-producing events, including accideats :

An incident is an undesired event that could (or
does) result in loss. This definition could also
_be expressed as "an undesired event that could

(or does) downgrade the efficiency of the

business operation.'(90) :

Before looking-at the basic features of the Loss Control

approach to accident prevention, it is necessary to dispel a
common misunderstanding about what a change to this épproach
would involve. Because the scope of Loss Conﬁrol is far

wider than that of injury prevention, it is sometimes mistékenly
~thought that the difference in the two approaéhes lies
essentially in the scope of the responsibilities of the Loés
Control Manager, compared to those of the traditional Safety
Officer, and in the types of incidents that will ke reported

to him. Fof instance, some people understand that when a

firm changes to a Loss Control pfogramme, the S#fety Offiger,

who changes his title, is simpiy put in charge of other functions,
such as security, fire protection, and so 6n, in addition to
safety, and receives reports on a wide range of incidents that
are not restricted to accident problems. In that event, safety,
for inétance, would be mahaged in about the same way as it was
before, but would simply merge-with other funcfions into a single

depértment. It is important to realize, however, that this
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is a serious misapprehension: as we are going to see, switching
to a Loss Control approach involves making significant changes
th}oughout the organization, affectiﬁg the duties and
accountability of line personnel, company selection and

training policies, measurement techniques, management style,
aﬁd’approaches to employee motivation. With regard to accident
prevention, it is not just joined with other functions, it is

managed in an entirely different way.

4,3 .~ BASIC FEATURES OF THE LOSS CONTROL APPROACH TO

ACCIDENT PREVENTION

L,3.1 Organization and Training

We noticed in previous chapters that under the injury'prevéﬁtidn
approach, safety is treated mainly as a staff function, é
practice which gives rise to many serious difficulties. Under
Loss Control, however, safety becomes brimarily a line function:
most of the traditional duties of the safety specialist, such

as inspecting, investigating accidents, devising and applyiﬁg~
remedies for accident problems, and so on, are formally assigned
to line personnel in each department.. kThe aim is to stoﬁ
treating accident prevention as a special responsibility, or a
special set of activities, but to subsume if entirely under
efforfs to improve effiéiency. As Fletcher and Douglas have

argued :

Safety people do'a disservice to themselves,
their management, and their profession when
they draw attention to accidents as something
‘special and apart from day-to-day operations.

(91)
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Thﬁs, as an integral part of their duties to increase-efficiency,
‘linevmanagers and workers will be expected toiconduct'inspections
to discover possible causes of incidenfs, including accidents,
'Any incident where significant loss occurred or couldbhave
occurred will be investigated by line personnel, who will design
and a?ply remedies, or find qualified psople who can do so.

Lihé managers will be respoﬁsible for motivating their workers
to preﬁent accidents, not through any special techniques or
appeal, buf as a part of thevgeneral motivation to do their jobs
Eﬁli' Whére job descfiptions are employed, these duties
relating to safety and efficiency will be explicitly included,
and checks will be made by higher managers ﬁo determine whether
and how well they are performed. A firm may assign these
responsibilities ddwn to the 1evél of first-line supervision,

but i&eally they ought to extend down to the lowest level of
worker. Tc obtain maximum participation, all workers might

serve periodically on inspection teams, for example.

If most of the traditional duties of the séféty officer are

given to the line personnel, what happens to fhe staff specialist's
role?“ In a comﬁany whASe sizé or type df opefations require

such a position, the functions of the Loss Control Manager

should mainly be to monitor the performance of others and give
assistence where required, td aid communication and coordination
of'efforts between_departmenfs, and generally to help in planning,
organizing, and controlling the business on matters relatiﬁgﬂto

cost control.
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One of the expected advantages of these organizational changes
is a reduction in the usual line-staff confiict between the
safety officer and others in the organization. We noted in

. Chapter III that dissension'often resulted from differences in
ouﬁlook and qualifications, along with a confusing overlap in
duties. In a Loss Control approach, one requirement would
clearly be that a Loss Control Manager would need high
qualifications, far higher than the traditional safety officer,
and a knowledge of and intereét in the entire business, not just
the single aspect of safety. Moreover, the proposed changes
would remove any overlap of activities or responsibility between
staff and line, which should also help to reduce conflict.

At present, in most firms with a safety officer, the staff
specialist has to appfoach line personnel to ask for their
assistence. Under‘a Loss Control system, the situation shguld
,bé revefsed: since line are made entirely accountable for
accident prevention, when hélp is needed they would

presumably want to seek the staff specialist's advice.

Another organizational change under Loss Control concerns
committees.  On the princiéle that safety should not be
treated as a special subject, safety committee meetings would
be discontinued. Where the firm decided that committeés were
worthwhile, they would bé established to deal with any problem
of productivity,'including those related to safety, and might
opefate best on an ad hoc basis, being formed to deai with

specific problem areas, and disbanded when acceptable conirols .
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(92)

were achieved.
Personnel functions such as sélection and training might also

be changed under a Loss Control appfoach. First, safety would
be integrated into the standards{used for hiring people to.do
particular jobé, by ensuring that selection criteria included
atfitudes and physical and mental abilities required to perform
the jobs safely and efficiently. Then, special safety training'
courses would be discontinued; instead, normal skills |
iﬁstructioﬂ and sdpervisory training would be designed with the

: aim‘of reducing accident rates indirectly, by'stressing correct
pfdcedures and quality work. In addition, efforts would be
made through training and supervision to render employees down
to the IOWestylevels éonscious of costs and the need to reduce
them. Workers would be told, for instance, the actual cost of
items commonly damaged or wasted in their departments, the cost
pér unit time of production deiayé, andkso on, and would be made
aware that efforts to’reducé costs would become an important
criterion in assessing the job performance of everyone in the

organization for the purpose of pay rises and promotions.

4.3.2 Reporting

Instead. of reporting only accidental injuries, under a Loss .
Control approach employees would be required to'report any
incident where a significant loss occurred or might have occurred.

Ideally, a single form would be used to report incidents

concerning safety, fire, security, property damage, waste,
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production deiays, and all 6f the othe; areas covered under the
programme, In addition, all employeés, down to the lowest
levels, would be.expectea to submit any observétion or
recommendatipn on improving efficdiency, either upwards cor
downwards fhrough the normal chain of authority, or else through
a suggestion scheme or productivity committee.v' For the purposes
of accident prevention, the main advantage of incident reporting
over mere injury reporting is very clear: by receiving a

gréater émount apd rénge 6f information on potential accident
caﬁseé, those Qho are given the task of devising and implementing

improvements can progress more quickly.

As we saw in the last chapter,kmany accidents, perhaps the
majority in most firms, are never reported. The Loss Control
approach attempts to solve this problem in two ways. First,
by making everyone in the firm accountable for reducing costs,
'it ié hoped that even when a pérsdn is not seriously worried by
the risks of injuries, he will report accidents more willingly
once he regards them as sources of loss. The differenge, of
course, is in the amount of importancé ascribed to accidenfs:
while under the’injury prevention approach, it is difficult’tO'
convince most émployees that safety is a part of the main aim |
of the Susiness to make a profit, people can readily see the central
importanCe of loss prevention. In theory, therefore, Loss

Control should achieve better accident reporting. ‘
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Secondly, while voluntary reporting is especially unreliabie

for accidents causing small amounts of damage but no serious
injurieé, oné technique described by Fletcher and Douglas would
make the reporting of sﬁch incidents nearly impossible to avoid.
Many compaﬁies empioy a job request or work order system, where
a repair or maintenance section will not correct damaged items
until a written form is received from thé department concerned.
Fletcher and Douglas recommend including a code letter in the
job order number to designate damage caused by accidents, As
tﬁe labour and material costs are entered on the form when

the job. is done, by adding the amounts on the forms having the
code letter the accounting éection can easily ascertain the
weekly or monthly costs of accidental damage in each department,
and particularly large areas of loss can pe recognized and
investigated. The Loss Control Manager would need to make

spot checks to ensure that code letters were being proverly

(93)

used. By combining the report of accidental damage wifh
the job request, therefore, the incidence of reporting in the

firm would be automatically raised.

There are other techniques which are often associated with the
develdpment of very sophisticated Loss Control programmes. It

is unnecessary for our purposes to mention them all, but a brief
account of two such methods could be useful to show the conneclion
with the geﬁeral aims of Loss Control. To cvercome the problem
of unreported incidents, especially '"near-misses," Frank Biré

advocates the so-called "Incident Recall Technique," where a
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person is carefully interviewed to elicit information about past
incidents which he can remember, some of which were perhaps

(94)

never reported. According to Bird, this can be a valuable
way to discover potentiél acpident causes before serious accidents
actually occur, | A more comprehensive gpproach is System Safety
Analysis, thch includes a number of formal inductive or deductive
technigues to analyzé an operation and identify and assess the
magnitude of inherent risks. For example, one can draw a

fault tree 1ogic diagram for & given operation, showing how

faults can develop and the probabilities of undesired events

(95)

taking place. This type of analysis can be carried out at
the design stage, and for complex operations can be done by

computer.

When people are first introduC;d to Loss Control techniques

aimed at increasing the flow of information about possible sources
vof loss, they often object that the amount of reporting and
analysis being recommended would itself be excessively expensive.
It is commonly felt, for instance, that if injury reporting is
~extended to incident reporting, employees will be too busy filling
in forms to do much else; and the Loss Control department will

be snowed under by thousands of written reports. This mistaken
assumption arises because‘q cardinal principle of Loss Control

has not been understood, which is that in a business operation,
all activities must be cost-effective. Fletcher explained the
situation very'cléarly with the use of a trade-off graph, shown

on the next page (fig. 4). To the left of the graph, insufficient
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control measures arevpermitting large losses to cccurj but if
the situation shifts to the extreme right, while those losses
beébme small, the cost of the control system is so high that the -
tota1 losses to the firm are just as great as before. The
optimﬁm range, of course, is near the middle where the contfol
aétiﬁities are cosf—gffective and the total loss to the firm

(96) . .
With regard to reporting, for

is as small as poss&ble.
example, employees would be expected to report only those
incidenté where the actual or potential loss is sufficiently
large to merit consideration; that is, where it will not cost
more to report, analyze, and correct the problem than the problem
itself deserves. Notice that this is another reason for

educating all employszes on the actual costs of items in their

own departments.

h.3.3 Measuring results

The management function of controlling business activities
requires accurate methods of measuring success or failure.

We have seen that the measurement techniques employed inr
tréditioﬁal injury prevention are seriously deficient: frequency
and severity rates are noi statistically reliable, nor are they
readily understood by most people in the firm; various ways of
calculating "hazards" lack objectivity; and cost asseséments

are usually inaccurate and seldom believed.

In a Loss Control approach, the use of frequency and severity

rates would he greatly de-emphasized or even discontinued, and



progress would be measured mainly: (1) by improved methods of
costing; and (2) by evaluating various activities which tend to.
reduce accidents, without directly concentrating on the accident

rate itself.

Few people take seriously a safety officer's péripdic calculations
of the total costs of accidents in a firﬁ:‘ it is well known that
the figures are 1arge1y based on guesswork and inaccurate and
incomplete reporting, by someone who’is not even traiﬁed in cost
~accounting. No one bothers to try to match the safety officer's
figures with the reports of operating cpsts issued by the
accounting department; his only believable data are medical.anﬂ
compensation costs, which are largely insured anyw#y. To avoid
these problems, in a Loss Control programme aécident costs woﬁld
be handled in much the same way as any other item suéh as
excessive material usage, plant breakdowns, and absenteeism.

Line managers should specifically investigate the costs of
accidents whenever operating budgets are set, and also whenever
discfepancies afe found in comparing budgets with operating
expenses. In the first place, managers largély base their budget
estimates on past experience; and where this eiperience includes
a high accident rate, future costs of accidents tend to be included
automatically and covertly in projectéd total figures for
material, labour and overheads: in effect, without being aware

of it, the manager has budgeted for accidents and consequently
later has a strong tendency to accept them when they are brought

to his notice. Secondly, in devising budgets a lack of interest
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in accident prevention can reinforce the well-known practice of
inflating budgets to cater for unforeseen contingencies and to

facilitate compliance with standards.

Whenever labour, ﬁaterial, or overhead costsAexceed budget figures,
line managers should be required to report what proportion of the
particular expenses were attributable to accidents. For both
purposes, if is very important that thg necessary data be
collected by routing incident reports through the acéounting
section, rather than merely'to the safety department. Thus,

the financial measurement. of safet& is incorporated into the
firm's normal management accounting practices. For example,

the ﬁonthly and yearly réports which the cost accountant issues
for the guidance of line managers would not just show the direct
and indirect labour costs for a particular departmenf, it would
also show the ambunts attributable to accidents. The sahe would

be done for material costs and overheads.

The seriousness of the particular firm's accident problems will,
of course, dictate the degree of detaii to which accident‘costs
are'ahalyzed. The use of a work order as a damage.incident
report as recommended by Fletcher and Douglas could easily become
part of this type of cost assessment system; and there are

also é few overheads, such as first-aid expenses and Workmen's
Compensation insurance, that are readily retrievable and suitable

(97)

as partial measurements of safety performance.
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In other areas of cost, some reliance on Volunfary reporting of
accidents will still be necessary. But couﬁteracting the normal
resistehce to reporting is one of the maﬁifold bénefits promised
by the Loss Control approach. By routing accident reports
’through the accounting section and haiing costs included in the
regular financial reports, line managers are convinced of the
accuracy of the figures and of the fact that higher management

is regarding them critically. Since various total operating
costs for a departmeht are matched with the same costs owing to
acciden£s, no advantage wouid be gained by trying to improve

the accident figures by failing to report. For example, suppose
the direct labour costs per unit outpuf were high for a specific
department during the month, but the cost of direct'labour time
lost because of accidents was shown as a low aﬁount because of
incomplete reporting. This would nof help the depaftment head
and the line pérsonnel under him, as other reasons would have to
be found to explain the'substandard performance,reasons likely

to cast them in a'worée light than would a failure to éontrol
accidents. Since the responsibility of identifying and reducing
accident costs now belongs entirely to line personnel ard not

to a safety officer, once they are convihced cf.the accuracy of
the measuring device the line should willingly report accidents

as a way of finding areas for improved efficiency.

" The other main type of measuring technique used in Loss Control
evaluates activities which tend to product the desired results,

rather than the results themselves. The number and quality of
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inspections, incident investigations, job analyses, cost
reduction suggestions initiated and implemented, on-the-job
tréiqing sessions, and so forth, are recorded for each department
and used to assess the ﬁanagers responsible. The aim is to

measure and thereby emphasize positive performance, rather than

féilures, i.e., accidents. Petersen explains the point very
~ well :
Perhaps measuring our failures is not the best .

approach to use in judging safety performance.
After all, this is not the way we measure
people in other aspects of their jobs. We do
not, for instance, measure line managers by

the number of parts the people in their
department failed to make yesterday. And we
do not measure the worth of salespeople by the
-number of sales they did not make. Rather,

in cases like these we decide what performances
we want, and then we measure to see whether we
are getting them. 9

‘The important feature which identifies this as a Loss Control
and not a traditional injury prevention technique is the fact
thaf measured activities are not specifically identifiéd as
beiﬁg aimed at safety, but arekhandled as partAof.é general

programme to raise productivity.

L.3.4 The role of higher management

We noticed in Chapter IIT that in the injury prevention approach,
the job of the safety officer, and indeed the entire focus of
the accident prevéntion programme, were reflected in and later
influenced by Heinrich's theory of accident caﬁsation. The

connection between a theory of causation and the practice of
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’

prevention is easy to understand. We might assume that one
’prevénts accidents mainly by: (1) considering an actual or
potential accident; (2) asking, "What is the cause of this
accident?" and finding fhé answer; then (3) taking prefentive

action by removing the cause.

The difficulty is, however,lthat in any actual example the answer
to the question in (2) abové is likely to be a multiplicity of
factors. Suppose we use an illuStration chosen at random ffom
Héinrich's bbok. A wquer who w#s pouring acid into a tank

" allowed his attention to wander, overfilled the tank, and was
\badl& burned when the acid overflowed. The worker had neglected

to wear protective gloves, apron, goggles and mask in spite of

(99)

repeéted instructions from his supervisor. ﬁow as Heinrich
'corréctly observes, this accident results from more thaﬁ one
causal factor: the causes include the worker's unsafe act of
Vpouring acid, his failure to wéar‘protective clothing, weakl
supervision, and perhaps also'poor_process design, and‘inédequate
selection and training‘fbr sﬁpervisors and workers. But hoﬁ

do we reconcile a'multiplicity‘of causes with the task of choosing
a point of attack for remedial 'action? |

Heinrich‘argued that accident prevention efforts should mainly

be directed at "proximéte"~causes; that is, the immediate unsafe
acfs or conditions: in the case aboye these would be the
overfilling of the tank and‘the 1ack of protective clothing.A

Although he admitted the role of "underlying'" causes arising

from poor management, he advised the safety specialist to attempt
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tovdeal with these only when other methods failed, for two reasons:
first, bescause he Believed anyway that most accidents are caused
primarily by the Aproximate“ unsafe acts of the workers themselves;
and second, because he feltithat the safety specialist had littile

‘control over failings on higher managerial levels :

Inasmuch as the underlying causes of accidents
are of a managerial or supervisory nature and
also include "outside-of-the-plant’, home,
‘social, and environmental circumstances, the
safety director or servicing safety engineer
. 1s somewhat handicapped .... What he can

do is to present the facts as tactfully and
impressively as possible to responsible and
authorized executives.!{100 \

The bractical implication of this view is that accident prevention
efforts are concentrated on the worker and on first-line
supervision, while higher management is merely expected to "support"

‘the programme.

In contrast, in the theory of Loss Control the spotlight-of
concern is shifted to rest on underlying managerial faults.
For example, Fletcher explains the basic concept of Loss Control

as :

A concept that the best way to avoid accidents
is to reduce or eliminate the breakdown in(101)
administrative processes which cause them.

Frank Bird has even altered Heinrich's accident sequence to show

the importance of management control. In Bird's sequence the

117



five elements are @

i. Lack of m§nagement-chfro1'

2. Basic causes (personal or job factors)
3, ‘Imﬁediate causes (symptoms)

L4, 1Incident (or accident)

5. Loss(102)

‘While Heinrich's model of accident causation has been criticized

(103)

"before with rgépect to ité‘practical_implications, no one

has explained on a theoretical level what is wrong with if, or

why Bird's model which emphasizes management is a viable alternative.
We performed the first task in Chabter ITT, by showing why

Heinrich's sequence is unacceptable as a>sciehtific theory, and

now for the second task we need to consider how the cause of

an accident is actually identified.

It is obvious first of all that an accident is an unplanned
deviation from some activity or sﬁate of affairs acbepted as a
EQEE; In the‘example given. above, the norm is regarded as
pouring acid into the tahk to a certain level, and the deviation
(the accident) was the event of the tank overflowing. When we
ask what the cause of an accident was, we want to know what
conditions existed in the case before the deviation occurred
which did not exist in the normal case, and made the difference
between the accident occﬁrring and things proceeding as expected.
In other words, when identifying'a cause we distinguish between

what have been termed '"'standing conditions'" (those which help
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to produce the event but occur both in the deviant case and the
norm); and "differential conditions" (those which '"make the
difference" between the deviant casekand the norm). The crucial
vpoint to notice is thatlin a particular context, the distinction
'bétwéen standing and differential conditions depends upon one's
point of view, In the example given, a super#isor is likely to
regard as part of the norm the job procedure, training and
selection practices, and ceftainly«the standard of supervision;

for him, then, the differential conditions will be the worker's
lapse of &dttention and lack of protective clothing, and he will
mention these in ansﬁer to the question "Whét caﬁsed the accident?”
A manager, however, may regard distractions and resistgnce to
wearing protective clothing as part of the normal state of affairs;
from his point of view the differential conditioné will be the
other factoré. Thus the correct answer to the question "What

was the cause of the accident?" will‘in any pgrticular case vary
_according to thé context in which it is asked, and one's point éf

(104)

view. So on a theoretical level, proponents of Loss
Control are justified in stressing management failures as the

causes of accidentsa

In‘practice, therefore, instead of focussing mainly on the worker
through‘first-line supervision, the Loss Control approach
attempts to reduce accidents by improving management techniques
at all levels of the company, extending to the top. Instead of
perférming a fairl& passive, supportive role, top management

is expected to include accident prevention in their everyday
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tasks of planning, organizing, and controlling the organization.
The assumption is that with the active participation of top

management, results should be easier to achieve.

4.3.5 Motivation -

Loss Control tries to avoid the motivational problems typical

of the injury prevention approach. First, in a Loss Control
programme, as a general principle no special techniques or appeals
are used for sgfety as opposed to other company functions sﬁch as
pfoduction; This means that special ;afety competitions’and

- the ﬁse cf édvertising deviceg to "sell" safety to the workforce
would be largely discontinued. Instead, the approach to employee
motivation is through a participative management style; job |
enrichment, and appeals to job pride, stressing efficiency and.

quality workmanship.

In practice, employees down to-thé lowest levels are expectéd to
participate in inspecting their work'areas, investigating incidents,
and setting standards and devising imprbvementsyto raise productivify.
The responsibilify for carrying out these activities is made

-a part of their jobs; ahd’their perfdrhance is evaluated as

part of the criteria for giving pay rises and promotions.

This’proposed change of approach is obviousl& intended to Bring
safety motivation in line with recent thinking in the fields

of management theory and industrial sociology. Most of the
alleged benefits are unnecéssaryjto mention here, as they will

"be known to anyone familiar with the work of writers =zuch as
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Maslow, McGregor, Herzberg, Vroom, and Likert. One aspect,
‘for example, is described by Joe Shakesﬁeare, a leading British

authority on Loss Control-:

I believe that one of the greatest needs of
work people today is to become part of the
operations of a company. They want this

group feeling, and not to be isolated and
frustrated in a monotonous job. They are
looking, if you like, for the total involvement
that is the basis of loss control.(105)

Also, a few writers have suggested that besides reducing
accident rates indirectly by improving overall efficiency,
the job enrichment approach may also prevent accidents

(106)

directly by removing elements of psychological streés.

Finally, Loss Control tries to avoid the traditiona1 prob1ems of
getting top managers interested in safety by convincing them

that safety is'only one component of a general programme to lower
costs and raise productivity. By using techniques to measure

the succeés of the programme purely in terms of mone& saved,

it is hoped to reconcile the manager's concern with higher profits
"with the humanitarian goal of reduciﬁg injuries‘to company

employees.

L. b PREDICTTIONS CDNCERNING'THE QUTCOME OF THE SURVEY

Having taken a brief look at the theory of Loss Control, in
the next chapter we shall turn to the survey that will be

carried out to test the theory by determining what has happened
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in firms where the change of approach has taken place. Before
'dding‘so, hdwever, we need to depart from the views of overseas
exﬁerts and present our own predictions about the applicability

of Loss Control principles to the South African situation.

In this country, one major obsfacle to implementing a Loss
Control programme is‘likely to be the management style of the
company. With its emphasis on employee participation at all
levels, it 1is doubtfﬁl whether a Loss Control programme would
be very successful where the management style was authoritarian
. or paternalistic; and certainly most South African companies,
paftly becaﬁse lﬁrge segments of the work force are very
unsophisticated by Western standards and have low levels of
education, do tend to be authoritative or paternai in their
management‘approadh. Conseﬁuéntly, except in thevfew companies
where thg required management style already ekisted, one would
'expect‘tq find significant problems inAchanging«to Loss Control;
especially with regard t§ repbrting practices and worker

motivation.

Another'difficulty is likely to arise from thé attempt to .
incorboréte safety in a general programme to reduce a very wide
range of business losses. Compared with countries like the
United States and England, South Africa is still a young
'developing nation where it is vitally important to achieve a high
rate of economic gfowth.. With an overriding concern with

production and productivity, South African managers are likely
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to be enthusiastic about Loss Control once they understand what
it inﬁolves, but in practiée one woula also expect that they
would regard the safety component of the programme as one of the
least important elements. In other words, while the Loss
Control approach tries to sell accident prevention to upper
managément as part of a package of cost reduction measures,
there is a danger that even when the packége is nominally
accepted, managers will direct most of their efforts to problems
traditionally regarded as crucial for productivity, and

continue to gi&e the safety aspeét only token support.

Finally, we noticed in this chapter that thé person who acted

as manager., adviser, or coordinafor of a Loss Control

programme would need a high degreg of managerial ability.‘ In
South Africa, where qualified managers are at a premium,
especially at middle management levels, thié is likely to
bresent a problem. There would be a natural tendency td
appoint existing safety officers as Loss Control Managers, but
few South African safety officers today have the necessary
abilities'or qualifications for the more demanding position.

One COula theréfore expect some Loss>Control programmes to fail
because étaff personnel could not clearly understand the concepts,

were not good enough managers to put them into pracfice, cer both.
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CHAPTER FIVE

LOSS CONTROL IN PRACTICE : A TEST OF

THE THEORY

5.1 AIMS OF THE SURVEY

A survey was designed as an experiment to test the theory of
Loss Control aﬁd its applicability to South African industry,
'pfimarily to see whether the Loss Control approach dees in
pfactice have significant advantages over traditional injury
prevention methods, In the Western Cape, an‘eétimated two
hundred different firms have sent management personnel to

Loss Control courses and seminars over the past seven years, so
‘one can assume that for the purposes of a survey a sufficient
number of firms knéw about the new techniques, and have had

enough time to implement them if they wished.

The question of howbmany companies in the Western Cape have
actually decided to change from»injury prevention to Loss
Control is an interesting subject for investigation in itself.
We havekseen that according’to writers such as Bird and
Fletcher, top executives readilykappreciate that establishing
a Loss Control programme will help to reduce costs and raise

profits, If that claim is true, one would expect to find a
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large proportion of the firms where managers have heard about
the new approach already practising it. On the other hang,
if Loss Control has been adopted by very few firms, one should

try to discover the reason.

Secondly, by identifying the companies where serious efforts
haye been made to develop Loss Control programmes, and by seeing
what has been done and what problems have been encountered, a

number of important questions might be answered

: (1)' Is the Loss Control approach really a more effective way
to reduce industrial accident rates than traditional methocds?
The survey will attempt to determine how some actual programmes
are organized and how successful they have been, and results'
will later be compared to the theory and the alleged benefits

of Loss Control described in Chapter IV.

(2) 1Is the Loss Control approach suited to South African
conditions? In conduéting courseé on Loss Control, the present
" writer has heard some South African manégers contend that
although thé new approach would probably work in the‘ﬁnited
States, Canada and Great Britain, it wouid be very difficult
'to employ here because of the diffefenf type of labour force
and other special circumstances. Reports from firms

experimenting with Loss Control should help us decide.
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(3) Theyinformation gained in answering questions (1) and (2)
should then be usable as the basis for answering the following:
Shsuld more South African companies try to develop Loss Cohtrol
proérammes; and if so,‘how should they go about it? For a
manager who is deciding whéther or not to change his firm's
séfety programme to Loss Control, our findings might serve as

a practical guide, showing from others' experiences thé steps
that can be taken, and just as importaﬁtly, some pitfalls to

avoide.

5.2 A DESCRIPTION OF THE METHOD OF INVESTIGATION

/Identifying firms in the Western Cape which use, or claim to
use, the Loss Controlvapproach to accident prevention was an
easy matter. The Goodwood office of the National Occupational
Safety Associatién (NOSA) has contacts with over a

thousand firms in an extensive geographical region, stretching
from‘Ofanjemund, S.W.A. to the north, through Namagualand |
and down the West Coast, including Cape Town, and the area as
faf és Bredasdorp to the south, and as far east és Ceres and
Swellendam. Safety adVisérs émployed by the Association visit
firms regularly and analyze their safety programmes.
Consequently, the Regional Manager of NOSA, Mr R.H.P. Meyer,
was épproached and asked how many firms in his fegion had
changed from tradifional injury prevention programmes to Loss
Control. His su;prising answer was that the number was

easily less than ten. We shall consider the reasons why so
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few companies have turned to Loss Control later in this

chapter, when discussing the results of the survey.

In order to test thé apflicability of Lbss Control under
vafiediconditions,vit was’decided to select firms in |
different types of industries, of different sizes, and located
in different geogfaphical areas, if possible. Accordingly,v
from 'a list of eight candidates five firms were chosen to
fepresent the_widgst possiblé range. They comprised a
cénstruction company, a chemicals and explosives plant, a

cement factory and quarry, a group of food producihg; and
processing enterprises, and an oil refinery. Their sizeé ranged
from one with 300 eﬁployees to one with over 9 000 employees, |
and their locations varied as well: there were several

- operations in Cape Town, some in small towns within a hundred
kilometer radius ffom Cape Town, and two fir@s withvwidely
scattered operations extendiné to'Saldanha, and to the Eastérn
Cape, the Transvaal and Natal. Regarding the number of
companies studied, anyone who feels that five must conétitute

an insufficienfly largé sample should try to keep in mind that
in fact it is over fifty percent of the total number of firms
in the Westerﬁ Cape which have changed from injury prevention to
Loss Control. It was felt to be unnecessary to study all of
the eight possibilities, since, for example, several belonged

to the same industries and were known to have similar

programmes.

' The Regional Manager of NOSA supplied the name of the person
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in éachvcompany who wouldkprobably know most about the Loss
antrol prdgramme. Each person was contacted by telephone,
the purpose of the survey was'explained,'and an appointment
.was made to hold a discuésion. To make comparisons easier,
iif was decided to ask all of the respdndents the same list of
questions, touching on the major aspects of a Loss Control
approach to accident prevention, and asking how successful
the firm had‘been in achieving its goals. The questidns

were as follows :

* QUESTIONS

1. When and how did your firm learn about Loss Control?
(a) Please describe how you yourself learned about it.

(b) Approximately how many other people on various
organizational levels were formally introduced to

the basic concepts?

(c) How did members of top management learn about Loss

Control?

2. Why did the firm decide to change from‘injury prevention
to Loss Control?
3« Did the change involve any altered responéibilities?
(a) Different duties of line personnel? ~
(b) Different duties of the safety officer or other
staff safety specialist?

(c) Other (e.g., functions of safety committees)?

4., Did the change involve alterations in reporting procedures?
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(a) Do you use incident reports rather than conventional
accident:reports?

(b) Do you use any other special reporting methods?
5. How are the results of your accident prevention programme
measured? | |

(a) Do you useicost assessment methods?

(b) Ahy other methods (e.g. number of inspections,

meetings, etc.)?

‘6. Does your Loss Control programme ensure any active
participation on the part of top managemeﬁt?
7« Has the change to Loss Control involved'any change in
management style or motivational approach?
8; Is safety training given separately, or completely merged
with induction training, supepﬁisory training, etc.?
9. Has the change to Loss’Cohtrol successfully achieved its
objectives? |

(a) Was there a noticeable change in accident rates?

(b) Was there a noticeable improvement in reporting?

.(c) Did the change cause ;ny improvement in employees'

~motivation or morale?

10. What problems aroSe’when attempting td apply the Loés Control

approach in your firm?

Before we look at the data obtained from the survey, some
points concerning their presentation should be mentioned.
"First, the study disclosed that the company programmes

varied tremendously in their degree of sophistication, from
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one‘barely deserving of the name "Loss Control" to one in
which nearly all of the basic concepts have been applied.
In the report to follow, the firms are treated in approximate

order from the most primitive programme to the most complex.

Secondly, in conducting the survey an unexpected practical
problem arose: in severél cases the respondents stipulated
that company names (and in a few instances their own names)
should not be mentioned. For example, one respondent, a
'féctory maﬁager, had a standing instruction from the Board

- of Direétors that in any information appearing in an article
or thesis the company and its employees must remain anonymous.
Ag a result, for the sakewa uniformity it was decidéd to identify
all of the firms by merely the letters A to E and short
descriptions of their sizeé and types of business.

Documents obtained from some of the firms a;d.empléyed as

illustrations will have the compary names obliterated.

5.3 THE RESULTS OF THE SURVEY

' 5.3.1 Company A: a construction company (civil engineering)

with approximately 1 000 employees

The reépondent was é staff specialist in charge of training who
also manages the Loss Contrdl programme on a part-time basis.

He was first introduced to Loss Control two years ago on a
three~week NOSA training course, and has subsequently attended a
geminar held by Frank Bird. Besides himself ébout five people;

mainly engineers and site foremen, also learned about Loss
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Contrcl from Bird's seminar. - No top management personnel

attended.

The decision to develop‘a Loss Coﬁtrol programme was taken in
19?6vafter an engineer who was theh in charge of safety explained
the approach to the Managing Difector, who agreed that it

might Help to reduce costs. The ;espondent believes that the
Managing Director's understanding of Loss Control is limited

to the fact that it is aimed at cutting various types of losses.

. The adoption of an official Loss Control policy did not changé’

the duties of line personnel or of the staff safety specialist

in any significant way: it mainly consisted of rewriting

management instructibns to read "Loss Control" in place of "Safety".
kRegular safety inspections, for example, are still conducted

byAthe staff specialist. On the other hand, at two locations
.safety committees were changed to Loss Control committees, which

now discuss a wide range of problems affecting productivity.

The new Loss Control policy has not yet changed the firm's
réporting procédures: supervisors still submit conventional
accident reports, not incident reports, and no other methods

" have been tried.
" Results of accident prevention efforts are still measured in

the traditional ways, mainly by injury frequency and severity

rates, and by Workmen's Compensafioh costs. Other cost
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assessment methods are not employed because of accounting

problems which will be mentioned later.

Adopting a Loss Control‘approach has not involved more active
participation on the part of top management, nor has there

been any shift in managemeﬁt style. One change in motivational
technigues has occurred, however: as a result of the emphasis
on reducing costs, employees on the construction sites are made
accountable inAan informal way for high accideht rates, and

this has now become a factor affecting pay rises and promotions.

Since the adoption of a Loss Control policy, there have been
no noticeable improvements in the accident rates, in the

incidence of accident reporting, or in employee morale.

The respondent admitted that the implementation of Loss

Control methods has not progreésed very far, but cited a muititude
of pracfiéal problems, most of which he feels are probably
characﬁéristic of the coﬁstruction industry, while a. few are
caused by praétices within the firm. In construction, planned
work is constantly being'intefrupted by unexpected and sudden
emergencies, and there are also rapid variations.in prcduction
demands. Even holding a meeting to discuss Loss Control becomes
difficult, since key personnel are drawn away to deal with
immediate problems. Secondly, in the construction induétry

authoritarian attitudes have always been firmly entrenched:

the participative style inherent in Loss:CQntrol is not readily‘
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understood or accepted. Also stemming from these traditienal
attitudes is a strong resistence to sceepting responsibilities
for costs. The new emphasis on the:need for each site to
reduce expenses and meet budget quotas has merely increased the
tendency to “pass the buck'". With auy'proposed improvement
costing money, long arguments arise over 'whose budget it will
go on:" for instance, crane hooks with safety catehes were
recomuended costing R700 each: site foremen and engineers
insisted that the expense be chafged against the safety

V department's budget and not their own. Until a firm accounting
policy is agreed on to settle these arguments, snd until
accounting practices are developed to record total accident
costs, measuring safety by ueans of the cost assessuent methods

described in books on Loss Control will be impossible.

Finally, two further practical problems were mentioned. - One
is that‘most company employees, on all levels of the organization,
have only a vague idea concerning what a Loss Control approach
is‘ail'about. The fact that construction sites are widely
scattered'geographically, and the fact that people never seem’
to have the time to attend meetings during working hours,

makes training on Loss Control very difficult. Another
interesting problem has arisen because the company has tried to
implement Loss Contrdi without a clear personnel policy on-
whether to fire or te retain people at the =2nd of a contract.

A wofker who is unsure about his future with the combany once
the project is completed is not likely to be influenced by |

appeals for increasedbproductivity. Because of all the
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difficulties involved, the respondent believes that although
the development of the firm's Loss Control programme will

continue, progress will be slow.

De3.2 Company B: an 0il refinery with approximately

‘550 employees

The respondent, a staff specialist in charge of the safety.
and fire prevenﬁion programmes at the refinery, first learned
about the Loss Control approach’in 1972, at a seminar held in
Johannesburg by4Jack Fletchér. He has subsequently attended
a number of seminars and lectures on‘the subjéct given by
overseés and local experts, and has read several books on Loss
Control. Besides himself, three engineers at the fefinery
have also attended courses and seminars, and oh higher
management levels the head of the engineering departﬁent and

the production manager attended a course by Frank Bird.

The decision was taken to develop a Loss Control programme

affef the Fire and Safety Officer persuaded top management that
it would save money. According to him, top management had
always given complete support>to the safety proéramme, especially
in allocating the necessary finances, and similar backing was
given to the request to implement Loss Control. The engineers
and production manager were enthusiastic about the concepts

6f Loss Control as applied to areas such as purchasing,
maintenance, energy conservation, pollution control, and so on;

but accident prevention, except as regards damage to plant, was
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left entirely in the hands of the safety officer, who on his

side would not be concerned with production problems.

In the area of safety, aﬁ attempt was made at the start to
assign line managers up to high levels the extra responsibility
oficonducting safety inspeétions and helping to investigate
accidents; but this had to be discontinued when higher~ranking
people complained that they lacked the time. At pfeseﬁt the
safety officer still inspebts and investigates, accompanied by
the line supervisor of the section concerned. The safety‘
officer's duties changed little with the advent of Loss Control,
partly because the policy at the refinery was based on that of
the DuPont company in the United States, in which the safetyﬂ
department also deals with damage accidents and not just with
actual or potential injury cases. The duties and the activities

of the safety committee also remained unchanged.

The decision to apply Loss Control concepts was followed by

a change in feporting procedures, but interestingly enough,

not those connected with safety. Supervisors are expected to
cémpléte incident reports involving plant, but these are sent
directly to the produption and maintenance sections. Reports

of accidental injuries are entered oﬁ a different form, and

go to the safety department. The only other reporting procedure
is via the "engineering serviée regquest,'" by which any employee

can make suggestions on ways of saving money. Some of these
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suggestions might improve safety, but they are considered and
acted on by a special committee not involving the safety officer.

No financial bonuses are given for valuable proposals.

.The reéults of the refinery's saféty programme'are still
measﬁred,in{the traditional ways, by means of the disabling
“injury fréquenc& rate and the number of ménhours worked without
a disabling injury. Excepﬁ for noticing Workmen's Compensation
asseésments and rebates, no cost assessment methods are used for
safety (6niy fﬁr incidents invelving plant). No other

. measurements are applied.

Apart from the pnsuccessful attempt to involve higher
management in inspections and investigations, the attempthto
develop aALoss Control programme did not invol&e any change in
management style or motivational approach. Safety training is
'Still treated as a separéte subject, given in units interspérsed
with ordina:y induction training. New process workers muét
pass a'teét on safety before they can be appointed on a |
regular basis;

Ovérali safety performance af the refinery has not noticeably
changed since the decisiOntfo move to a Loss Control approach.
The injury freqﬁency rate was alreqdy near zero, leaving little
room for imprqvement. Accident reporting and employee morale

have not improved either. On the subject of motivational

changes, the respondent said that:understanding Loss Control
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made him "hammer first-line supervisors more than he did before."

Fiﬁaily, the respondenf reported no serious problems at allrin

applying Loss Control céncepts tovsafety. When askgd the
reason for his success, he replied that as he reports directly
to.the manager of thg process division, and has the power to
stop any dangerous operation, people are motivated by his

authority.

5.3.3 Company C: a large firm in the food industry comprising

fishing and agricultural operations, processing factories, and

distribution branches, with about 9 000 employees

The respondent was the Group Loss Control Manager, who acts

as adviser for the Loss Control programmes in all of the
company's operations in various locations in the Western Cape,
the Transvaal ahd Natal. He first heard of Losé Control in
Rhodesia during the late 196C's from an expert visiting from
Holland; -and since then has read several books and attended
‘many'courses and seminérs on the subject. Besides himself,

. four 1loss contrélyofficérs and a few others in lower positions
‘have attgnded Loss Control courses. No members of top

management have done so.

" The firm decided to establish a Loss Control programme in the
early 1970's, when one of its divisions realized during a
recession that its Workmen's Compensation assessments were too

high. The respondent, who was then Security Manager in that
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division, started to apply Loss Control techniques to identify
various losses. After statistics were presented to top
management, they realized the benefits of the Loss Control

approach.

When first starting to implement Loss Control, the firm's
management made a decision similar to the one we noted in
Company B ; that in identifying>and controlling losses,
production matters should be kept separate from areas such as
safety, fife p;o£ection, and security, as much és possible.
The scope of Company C's Loss Control programme was therefore

limited to the following :

1. Accident prevention

2. Prevention of fires and explosions
3. Security

L. Gas risks

5. Hearing conservation

The change to a Loss Control'approach has only slightly altered
: fhe duties of line perSdnnei: they must now report more types
of inéidents than béfore, and sometimes are required to
investigate accidents. The duties of safety officers, in the
few divisions which have them, remained uhchanged. Safety
committees now deal with fire prevention and security matters

as well, but production problems are not discussed.
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Previously, written reports were only submitted on injuries
involving Workmen's Cpmpenéation claimé; 'but now employees
must report all cases of accidental inju;y.or damage. A
ﬁonthly summary of accident préblems and their estimated costs
is then incorporatéd in the regular pérsonnel reports (which
also includes information on labour turnover, absenteeism,
training,‘and so on), which is submitted by each‘unit'or branch

and reviewed by higher management.

AIn adopting a Loss Control épproach, the firm decided to
dé-emphasize the use of frequency and severity rates as measures
of progress, and to stress cost assessments largely based on
Wofkmen's Compenéation expenses. Each branch is given the
objective of reducing its annual ratio of clai@s to assessments
to 243% or less, in order to earn the maximum merit rebate.

Each month the Loss Control Manager sends a graph to every unit
‘showing their ﬁrogress in achieving this goal (see the company
memorandum, fig. 5). Another costing methodAtO»cover prbduction
delays and damage is now being planned for initial use in fhe

trawling division.

Thé reépondent feels‘that Loss Control has been tremendously
successful in'getting'top managers actively involved in accident
preventicn, and has also helped in changing the entire»
motivational approach and style of management within the firm.
In the past, the approach was very authoritarian: people were

warned to avoid accideﬁts, and when they occurred, those at
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COMPANY C LIMITED :
‘ FIGURE 5
- ‘ MEMORANDUM
- The Manager,
= YOO : FROM.oveorvcrorsreer. VSRR, ................c......oooverseeseren
' REFE;\ENCE Nb: ...................... HER,/JH o ............ '...Q..;l.l&..;.D.e.C.emb,er ..................... 19.77.

L

Refsdsnifii1

MONTHLY ACCIDENT CLAIM STATISTICS

Attached is a graph relating to the W.C.A. claims experiecnce
for your branch. The explanation is as follows:

Each branch is assessed annually by the Workmans Compen-

- sation Commission in respect of Accident Fund premiums

payable. Your estimated assessment for 1978 is

"If, due to a high claims rate for accidents you exceed

the assessment total, you will be surcharged for the ex-
cess and your-assessment rate for the following yeurq is

-11ke1y to be- 1ncreaaed

If, due to a low accident (and therefore low claim rate)

‘you claim  6C% or less of the amount of your assessment, you

will receive a cash rebate of 27 of the amount of the assess-

ment paid at the end of each 3 year cycle. If you reducc

your claim rate to 2437 or less of the assessment figure,
you will receive in cush in the form of merit rebate 507
of 'your assessment. In the case of your branch this would
be R for the current year and based on cxpected
assessment escalation rates, R for a three ycar
cycle.. The merit rebate works on a sliding scale.

The graph shows:’
(a) The amount of ycur annual assessment

(b) The target fizure of 2417 of your asscssment

.{¢c) A red line shewing your actual claims in relation

to your assessment and target will be entered on

the grapb and a copy will be forwarded to you monthly

as socon as your petrsounnel returm is received at Head

O0ffice and the figures extracted by this section.
Queries have been received from branches as to how to ob-
tain the information required for the return. A simple
method is as follows: :

5.1 Apart from any other records maintained, the staff ‘
member dealing with WCA claims should keep a sheet
of paper ruled into two columms.

These should be headed:
(a) Compensation
(b) Medical

2/ i
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5.4

5.5

-2~ o FIGURE 5 )
‘ ) (Contlnued)

Head the sheet: WCA Expenses for month of .......

In column "A"™ list all cheques received from the
WCA fund Commissioner for the month concernecd,

In column "B" list all claims by Doctors, lNospitals,
ap&Clallth, Surgeons, X-Ray clinics, Medication:

in other words all medical expensos for the month

"concerned.

This list 'is " for the current month, bears no rela-

"tion to any particular accident, and may include

compensation for claims settled in respect of acci~
dents which happened years ago. It is still current

+claims expenditure. “This sheet should be totalled at
~the end of the month and will give you the totals re-

quired for the monthly personnel return from which the
current  ¢xpenditure will be extracted and monitored
on the graph. -

Wherc the comparison graph shows the claims rate to be
on or below the target figure, this: indicates a satis-

~factory accident rate and moximum cash rebate will be
‘automatically refunded. If this is waintained for a

period of 12 months or-longer, and the assessment rate

is - higher than 1%, application will be made to Pretoria
for a‘reduction in the rate on the grounds of favour-
- able claims - experience for the branch concerned.

Where the graph shows claims rate to be above the tar-
get figure, assistance will be given by this section

-to-reduce the claims rate to (or as near as possible)

the target figure.

~ The. total WCA Coutributions paid by the Company for 1976

vere -R204 869 of which approximately R12 000 will be
obtained in merit rebates. The actual cash loss sus-
tained was therefore R90 434. The 1977 rebate figure

‘will exceed R100 000 and it-is intended to make every
‘effort to obtain as much of ‘the 1978 and subsequent

yearsrebate as possible.
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fault were often disciplined and even dischﬁrged. As the
interest has changed tc positive wﬁys of improving productivity,
the negative, disciplinary approach‘ﬁgs tended to diminish.
Because top managers hafe been able to see the financial
savings fromAaccidént prevention, they now carefully analyze

the monthly and annual reports. There has developed between |
the different units a spirit of competition to reduce the costs
of accidents, and in turn cost consciousness and increased job
pride have begun to permeate the organizatioﬁ. While Loss

Céntrol has not been the sole cause of these attitudinal

~,éhanges, it has apparently been one of the major factors.

With regard to training, safety is still treated as a separate
topic, but the courses are given as part of the normal induction

- process.

‘The bepefits of the firm's Los$ Cdntrol programme have been
dramatic: since its inception, for instance, the Cape Town
branches have achieved a 300% improvement in merit rebates ffom
Workmen's Compensation, and a 50% improvement in injury frequency
rates. The rate and Quality of accident feporting has also
improved, along with general employee moréle: ‘the latter change
is evidenced by noticeably lower absentéeism, labour turnover,
and internal security losses. Finally, the respondent reported
three main practical problems in implementing Less Control.

The first was that of convincing higher management that it was
neéessary to change from the traditional methods, especially

-in the absence of any past records of the costs of accidents
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to prove financial justification. Second, once thé Loss Control
approach was accepted, it became difficult to find suitably
qualified people to assist in:carrying out the programme in the
various divisions. Thifd, the respondent felt that if was
difficult for one éérson to act as manager or adviser for
sécurity at the same time as safety; because people tend to
regard a security man as a‘kind of policeman, and thié hinders

his efforts to get them to hélp voluntarily to prevent accidents.’

5¢3.4 Company D: a cement factory and guarry employing

“about 300 people

The respondent, the Works Manager, first learned abocut Loss

Control in 1975, from a '"risk mamagement'" organization, which
studies a firm's operations and assesses various kinds of risk

for the purpose of selling industrial insufance. In the foilowing
year NOSA conducted two orientation courses on Loss Control

for all managers down to the lévelef foreman; and one of the
seésions was attended by the Chairman, the General Manager and
Assistant General Ménager, the Financial Directors, an& two

Works Managers. Subsequehtly top management decided that the

firm would develop a Loss Control programme as a way of saving

money.

Adopting a Loss Control approach altered the duties of line
personnel in two ways: they must now report mores types of

incidents, and all line managers are now responsible for

reducing costs,. The functions of the safety officer in
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inspecting, investigating accidents, etc., did not chahge, but
he was given extra duties in areas such as security and fire
prévention. The safety officer inspects and investigates as
part of a team,. with liﬁe managers. The previous safety
committee was changed to a Loss Control committee, and discusses

dahage incidenfs, security and fire, and production problems

as a regular part of the agenda. P

With regard to reporting, besides the traditional injury

reports, the firm has developed an interesting piocedﬁre

which combines the job card system with voluntari reports on
other kinds of incidents. Three separate forms are used: a
preliminary report, an incident report showing the results of

an investigation, and a third report showing the actual costs

of remedial action. Anyone who observes an incident which

might cause the firm to lose R100 or more submits the preliminary
observatién report. The incident is considerea by the safety
officer or by the plaﬁning committee to decide if the,actual

or potential loss is indeed over R10C, and whether remedial
action would be worthwhile. If so, a job request is made, and
the costs of labour and materials from fhe job card are

entered on the third type of form. The second and third reports
are reviewed by the Financial Manager and the Assistent General
Manager. The reason for having three separate report forms is,

of course, to avocid unnecessary work on unimportant items.

The firm measures the success of its safety efforts by the
disabling injﬁry frequency rate, and by a total injury frequency
rate which includes all minor injuries as well. A coét_‘
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assessment method is also used, since the savings shown on the
third incident reports are totalled annually and compared with

previous years.

The Loss Control pfogramme has ensured the active participation
bf top management mainlyAthrough their feview of the incident
reports. They have expressed their satisfaction with the

new approach, as it has saved money, made employees cost
conscious, and genefally raised company morale. Since the
adoption of Loss Control the style of management, in the
respondent'sAopinion, has definitely become more participative
in character. Performance in.reporting and preventing all
types of incidents has beéome one of the unofficial criteria
for deciaing pay rises and promotions. Safety training is

still handled as a separate module in the induction process.

‘Loss Control did not noticeabl& léwer the accident rates:

the firm had already reduced its disabling injury freguency
rate'to a very low level (about 4.5) for its type of industry,
and the figure has tended to.stay constant ever since. The.‘
new approach did, hoWever,rmake a great improvement in the
incidence of accident reporting, especially with respect to
minor cases, partly because unreported accidents can be brought
to light when any onlooker sgbmits a preliminary incident

report.

The respondent has experienced vefy few practical problems in
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épplying Loss Control. While line supervisors initially
resisted the extra paperwork involved in reporting incidents,
thiéywas overcome by making the preliminary report as simple as
~possible. Secondly, the practice éf including production
problems on the agehda of the Léss Control committee wasted

time when trivial issues were discussed at length by all of the

members; this was solved ﬂy having minor prbblems‘handled by a

subcommittee in each section.

" 5.3.5 Company E: a manufacturer of acids and other chemicals,

explosives, and vinyl products, with approximately 2 100 employees

.The respondent was the firm's Safety Officer, who also acts

as adviser and coordinator for Loss Control. He learned about
Loss Control in 1970, when a newly-appointed Prdduction Director
from England, who had gxpérience with Loss Cogfrol when workiné
for Imperial Chemicals, recommended that Company E develop

their own programme., Since then, the respondent, the Chief
Engipeer, and all senior section engineers, section managers,
and production mahagers have attended a number,éf courses and
seminars held by Frank Bird, Bob Loftus and Jack Fletcher, and
about twelve supervisors have attended NOSA courses on Loss
Control. The firm decided to change its highly successful
"safety programmé in order to apply principles of Loss Céntrol
éfter the Producﬁion Director showed that in ICI, the costs of
injurieé formed odly three percent of the total measured losses,
including those caused By préduction delays, thefts, accidental

damage, and so on.
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With the initiation of the Loss Control programme, the duties

of line personnel>Were expanded with regard to incident reporting,
inspecting and.invéstigating, and submitting suggestions<on ways
to reduce’costs. The functions of the safety officer changed
‘as>Well; as the direct responsibilit& for inspections and
investigations was shifted to the line, he bécame more of an
advisor aﬁd coordinator, checking on progress, helping to

inspect and investigate bnly as parf of a team, and keeping
records of various loss figures for preseﬁtation to higher
management, Safety commit£ees were changed to Loss Prevention
committees, dealing with a wide spectrum of loss éreas (including
production matters) as part of the regulaf agenda (see a copy

. of the agenda, fig. 6). The firm operatés with a total of
twenty-seven such committees, with membershipAranging from

the Assistant Manager down to workers on the shop floor.

Reporting was éxtended to cover all kinds of incidents, instead
of just injuries, and the normal report form includes questions
requiring the line manager to conduct a careful investiéation
(see fig. 7). Several ofher methods of obtaining data on
actual or potential incidents are also uséd. First, every
employee is expected to submit Loss Prevention Observations to
report any observed incident or suggestion for saving money

(see fig. 8): over nine hundred of these are received annually!

Secondly, the firm has appointed many line supervisors under

Regulation C7(2) of the Factories, Machinery and Building Work

Act, which requires assistants to the Chief Engineer to report
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CENTRAL 10585 PREVENTION COMMITTEE

AGENDA

'CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING

TO CREATE AND MAINTAIN ENVIRONMENTS WHICH DETER LOSS

el

.1.
‘2
3.

H =W O~

= O .
L]

[
=
N

Good Housekeeplng (see Annexure)

Observations and follow-up (see Annexure) .

Machinery Safety

1.3.1. Mechanical
1.3.2. Electrical
1.3.3. Transport

Storage and Handling

Dangerous Materials

Clothing and Protective Equipment

Health, Industrial Hygiene & First Ald Courses
Noise & Radiation ‘
Pollution Hazards and Wastage

Compliance with the Factories Act, Chapter IV

‘Fire, Traffic & Crime Control-

Emergency Procedures

. Energy Conservation

1.

2.
2.2
2.3.

. T0 TRAIN AND. DISCIPLINE PEOPLE TO WORK & LIVE WITHOUT LOSS )

Safety Tralnlng and Induction (Whlue, Co;oured and
Afrlcan) .

Foremen's Meetlng

Discipline

‘PO STIMULATE LOSS CONSCIOUSNESS IN ONE AND ALL

[0 RIS R, -G

3
3
2

/am

Off the Job Safety Training

Safety in the Home (Monthly Newsletter)

Safety Films aad Safety Talks

Posters and Literature

Reported Losses A

Factory and Departmental performance : \
Serious Incident Information

Sister Factories

25 10 1978
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COMPANY E gmworrmars

NOTE:

This form must be completed in triplicate and distributed as foliows:
1. Foreman/Superinterndent — SM — SE — PM - APO ~ PM - 50 {Original)

2. Direct to SO — CE — FM (Copy)
3. Retain in book

Zvea FACTORY — LOSS PREVENTION -~ INCIDENT REPORT

FIGURE 7

1. This incident has resuited in:

D L.T. injury [:] &.L.T. injury
D Fire EI Producticn Loss

D Non»i’niury

D Security Loss

D Lost Mat/Prod. D Equipment Damage

{a)
(b}

(c)

id)
(e)
]

{9)

Lost time injury : Wages cost A R
Security loss :
Fire damage:
Production loss
Materials / Product loss
Damaged equipment cost : Repairs
: Replacements

Damaged prcperty cost  : Repairs

"~ : Replacement

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST:

148

R - SFTY 29

2. Department Location ‘Date Time
3. Description of incident:
4, Details of loss:
5. Estimate cost of loss
Actuai - . Potential Total




INCIDENT : CRITICAL EXAMINATION

FOREMAN/SUPERINTENDENT

Comments by SM/SE/HOD

FIGURE 7

6. Person(s) invalved: : : | (Continued)
Name __ Ne. : Race Age Shift Servica
Name No. Race Age Shift Service ...
Witnesses: (1) ‘ No.

{2) ‘ No.

7. Was incident caused by:
Driven Machinery? Yes No
Action of another person? g Yes No
Deliberate violation of rules? Yes No

“Reckless disregard of any terms of Law? " Yes No -
Drunkenness? ‘ Yes No
Was his action at the time in conneaction with his work? Yes No
Was the operation: ‘
Authorised? Yes No Properly supervised? Yes No
~ Done in correct piace? : Yes No Done at correct time? Yes No -
Done in correct manner? . Yes No Done with correct tools? Yes No
Was the QOperator: »
Authorised? Yes No Trained for this operation? Yes.- No
By whom? How?
If dperation required a Clearance Certificate was one obtained? Yes No
Were conditions specified in the Clearance Certificate observed? Yes No
If operation required protective clothing / was it worn correctly? Yes . No
8. Person{s} accountable: »
. : l:' Supervision , l l Worker
9. Conditions at time of incident: : A . .
‘ ' Cod [ | . R
Dry . Light ) ) Poor |
Weather: Wind: Temperature: Mild : Light:
‘ Wet Strong : ; Good
o . Hot
Ventilati Naturai - . Noi Medium
entilation: oise:
Artificial ; High
10. Recommendation to prevent a recurrence
Signed: Date:

1484

Date:




FIGURE 8

‘ LOSS PREVENTION '0BSERVATION CARD - COMPANY E

PP e i o

1053 PREVENTION DBSERVATION

To: SAFETY OFFICER

| wish to to my share in preventing loss by reporting that:

e o R n ey i 6 S R O

NAME: TIME: . DATE:

DEPARTMENT:

.. {The report can be written in English or Afrikaans., This card will be returned to the
. Observer when the observation has been investigated.}

SNREETTYR® -~ SETY |5
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in writing unsafe acts and conditions;.and make written
recommendations on improving safety; and checks are made
within the firm to ensure that appointees fulfill their
~obligations. Thirdly, safety has been incorporated in the
‘hézard analysis and operability studiés carried out to assess
th; &esign, purchase, operation and maintenance of plant, and
in all types of efficiency studies, including work study
exercises, done in the factofy. Finally, special incident’
reports concerning safety are submitted regularlyvfromAthe

Security section.

Besides the traditional method of uSing injury frequency and
severity rates to meésure safety performance, a cost assessment
techniqueAis used, based cn incident reports. Both the
submission and the follow-up §f incident reports are channelled
through the Accounting section, where costs are entered on the
forms. A moﬁthly Loss Prevention Report shows the money lost
in each department through injuries, security lésses, fire,
Vprpdﬁction delays and ‘demurrage, wastage, labourrturnover, and
equipment damage (see fig. 9). Anﬁual figures are compared
with those of previous years, and the monthly Loss Prevention
Report is compared with the normal report of cperating expenses
for the various departments. In addition, top managemént
monitors'departmental performance 5y ncting the,nﬁmber of Loss

Prevention Observations $ubmitted monthly in each department.

Company E's top management have been actively involved in the
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COMPANY E

COST OF INCIDENTS

FACTCRY

LOSS PREVENTION REPORT

FIGURE 9

Month:

THIS MONTH

Injury

Security

Fire

Production

Actual

{ Potentiai

Mat. & Frod.

L.abour
Turnover

Lost

Equip Dar

Acids

Blasting Explosives

Viny! Products

Services

Productivity Services

Civit Engineering

Distribution

Engineering Company

Security

Factory General

Laboratory

Medical

TOTAL

YEAR TO DATE

Acids

Biasting Explasives

Vinyt Products

Services

Productivity Services

Civil Engineering

Distribution

Engineering Cempany

Security

Factory General

tabcratory

Medicat

TOTAL

* DEMURRAGE

ACTUAL TOTAL LOSS TO DATE:

(Excluding Potential Lossas)

STATISTICAL

Lost Time

Al Incidents

Housekesping Symbois

Mth

Ytd

Fr.

Nek

Ytd

Fr.

4 5 8 7

Acids

Blasting Explosives

Vinyl Products

Services

Praductivity Services

Civil Engineering

Distribution

Engineering Company

Security

Factory Generat

Laboratory

Medica!

FACTORY LT FREQUENCY:

FACTORY ALL INC. FAREQUENCY:

.

SRTREEN S ETY A3

Signed:

151

Lok Pravension Gifcer



safety proéramme since 1955; when they became concerned about
the firm's high injury frequency ratesy, so no gfeat changes were
made in that respect by the introduction.of Loss Control.

The approach‘to safety after 1955 was modeled oﬁ that of the
DuPont quporation'in thé United»States, where, as with Loss
Control, personnel on all organizatiomal 1eve1$ are made
accountable for accident prevention. The development of a
Loss Control programme also had little effeﬁt on management
style or motivational techniques,. since the firm was already
uSing a pafticipative approach, and stressing job enrichment
and job pride. Safety has been fuily integrated into all
types of company training, but separate safety courses are

conducted as well.

The Loss Control programme has had no noticeable effect on the
injury frequency and severity rates, since the previous injury
'prevention programme was SO suéceésful, there was 1ift1e room

for improvementﬁ by 1964; for example, the firm's frequency

.rate was already below 2. Loss Control did, however, greatly
improve reporting practiceé, especially in the numbers of minor
injufy cases énd incidents not involving personal injuries

that were reported. The respondent believes that Loss Control

has helped to raise morale and produce a general cost consciousness

thrdughdut the organization.

Several problems were experienced when the concepts of Loss -

Control were put into practice. ' First, supervisors initially
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resisted the increase in paperwork whénvthey were asked to .
feport all types of incidents instead of just injuries. This
was‘especia11y true during peak production periods, because

of the pressuré of work; and also when operations were rﬁnning
smoothly: supervisors did not readil& see the importance of
inﬁestigating pbtential losses which had never actually
materialized.v‘ This problem was largely remedied by the Loss
Prevention Ogsefvétion cards, as départments began to compete
with one another with regard to the numbers and value of
observations submitted té higher management. The feeling of
competition started with the heads of departments and later

spread to lower levels.

In spife of the company's management style, énbther problem
‘was overcoming the fear of discipline when financial-losses
for each department began to be shown on the Loss Prevéntion
‘Report; but tﬁis has been largely solved by a positive
approach ffom top management,. who have emphasized and rewarded

efforts to bring the loss figures down.

~Finally, the respondent mgntioned as a minor prdblem the fact
that Loss Prevention Observation cards are often submitted for
the wrong reasons, when one employee uses them to tell higher
ﬁanagement something detrimental to another employee, against
whom he has a personél grudge. In general, however, the
respondent is highly enthusiastic about the suécess of the Loss

Control approach in his firm.
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5.4 A DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS

In previous chapters, we described the traditional injury
préventioﬁ approach to indusfrial safety, noted éome of its
major weaknesses, and e#plained»how in theory Loss Control is
a:better alternative, We nowvneed to consider whether the
reéults of our surveyvconfifm or disconfirm the claims made

in favour of Loss Control.

Proponents of Loss Control such as Bird and Fletchef have
argued that the new approach is more effective in getfing top
- managers to support safety, since it includes safety as only
one component of a cost reduction programme, whose benefits in
relation to company profits managers easily recognize, But

if this is true, why have so few firms in the western Cape
developed Loss Control programmes, in spife of the fact that
Loss Control principles have been widely disseminated during

~ the past seven years? In answer to this question, Mr. R.H.P.
Meyer,’theARegional Manager of NOSA, who has wide experience

in taiking to top managers about their safety programmes, gives
two main réasons. ' First;lalthough hundreds of-managers have
attended courses and seminars on Loss Control, very few people
on higher management levels ever attended: they nearly always
regard themselves as too bﬁsy, and send underlings, middle
management perscnnel, in their place. Afterwards a Managing
Director, for instance, often fails to ask his suberdinate what
the seminar was agout, or when he does he is not impressed by
the information gained at secondéhand. : Sgcond, accbrding to

Mr Meyer most top managers are definitely not interested in

!
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‘saféty, and when they hear about Loss Control they regard it

as merel& a different form of the traditional safety programme.
Probably their tendency to assume this is partiy because

most of the overseas exéerts on Loss Control have-been
"sponsored in South Africa by the National Occupational Safeti
A%sociation.' As a'result,Awithout the understanding or support
from top managers, most firms who say they have Loss Control

programmes turn out to have them in name only.

Thus, the claim that higher managemenf will usually welcome
the suggestion to develop a Loss Control frogramme must be
qualified in certain important respects, based on the

evidence gained from our survey. While it is true that in
all of the companies we studied, top managers‘were keenly
interestedAin the idea of a comprehensive cost reducfion
frogramme, it is noticeable that the two firms with the most

- advanced and successful Loss Control systems are also those
whose top managers attended courses and seminars on the subjeét.
This dﬁeé‘not prove that forma; training is required to make
managers'undefstand and accept Loss Control; it mayvsimplj
indicéte that only managers who are initially interested -
enough to attend the seminars themselves are also interested
enough aftefwéfds to help put Loss Control into effect. But
the evidence suggests thatwthe prospects for‘the success of
Loss Control strongly depend on where the idea of adopting the

approach originates. Where staff or line supervisors have to
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persuade upper management that the approach is worthwhile, the
ideas aré often rejected, or else accepted halfheartedly to the

later detriment of the Loss Céntrol effort.

Another point whicﬁ emerges from the survey has also never been
noted in books énd articles on Loss Control. Management
acceptance of Loss Control is balanced on a knife's edge:

if emphasis is placed on the safety component of a Loss Control
’programmé, managers are likely to dismiss the entire approach;
bﬁt if other elements are emphasized, especially those closely
'~ associated with production, managers may well concentrate on
them and continue to negiect safety. For example, we saw that
in Companies B and C a formal division was made between
productioﬁ matters on the one hand, and areas such as safety,
fire pfeyention, and security on the other; and:in both firms
:it was evident that the split was made to prevent COncerné regarded
as relatively unimportant from interfering with production |
management. This practice, of course, violates the basic Loss
Cénfrol principles that safety should not be treated as a
subject separate from production, and that all employees should
participate in helping to reduce a full range of business
losses. In Company A, the situation was even worse: whenever
production problems arose, Loss Control meetings and inspections:
had to be cancelled. Thus, while the Loss Control approach
tries to gain top management support for safety by merging

the idea of safety with that of productivity, our survey sho#g

that the attempt is only partially successful.
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A related issue on which our findings shed some light is the.
importance of management style. First, it is clear in the

cases we studied that only the firms which already employed

a participative approachg or were able to change to such an
approach, were very successful with their Loss'Coﬁtrol programmes.
Companies A ahd-B were very authoritative, and consequently few
Loss Control principles had been successfully implemented.

Also, the critics of Loss Control who feel that the approach
cannot work in South Africa because participative management is
not suited to the nonwhite Qorkforce, are refuted by the evidence
from the other three compahies, all of which employ large numbers
of black workers. OQur findings here are supported by other
recent studies in the Weétern Cape: for example, a survey in the
clothing industry showed that blacks resent a paternal or
“authoritarian approach, and want to play a greater role in making

(107)

decisions affecting their work.

Qur test of the claim that Loss Control will Ee more effective
vthanvthe injury prevention approach in lowering accident rates is
inconclusive. The change to Loss‘Control did significantly
‘reduce the injury freguency rates in Company C. = No improvemént
occurred in Company A, but there the Loss Control programme had
not progressed beyond the initial stages. In Companies B, D,
and E, the frequency rates were alregdy so low when Loss Control
was introduced, that no significént improvements qould be
expected. Our evidence does, however, strongly support the

claim that Loss Control greatly increases the reporting of
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incidents to gain information about underlying accident causes.

Does Loss Control help to redﬁce the line-staff conflict that

is characteristic of traditional injury prevention? Unfortunately,
ehis is not.directly testable by a sureey of the type we

conducted: a direct test would require a study of the attifudes

of large numbers of line and staff personnei. "quever, our
evidenee does’provide‘some indirect support for that claim, as
several of the respondents said that Loss Control hsd noticeably
helped to improve company mosale. * On the other hand, one of the
reports suggests that the resentment which line supervisors have.
traditionally felt fowards the staff safety specialist may partly
be diverted to other directions, since in one companﬁ they strongly
resisted a greater accountability for reducing iosses. While our
study shows that the cost accountant must have the majer role in |
‘measuring losses in order for the Loss Controlvprogramme to obtain
c;edibility, itAis possible that he could replace the safety officer

as the target of the line managers' resentment.

With regard to motivation, our survey confirms the claim that
Loss Contrel, by employing job enrichment and trying to increase
‘jcb pride, motivates workers better than the various methods
employed by traditional injury prevention: in all of the firms
with well-developed programmes the respondents agreed that the
~Loss Control approach was a definite improvement. Again, of
course, a hetter test would be an extemnsive survey of employee

attitudes in companies 'with Loss Control programmes.
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Finally, in discussing the results of the sﬁrvey we need to look
at the prédictioﬁs we made in the prévious chapter concerning the
appiicability of Loss Control principies to South Africaq
conditions.~’ We expected to'find three main obstacles: the
manégement style Of most South Af;ican companies, the concern
with production and a high fate ofreconoﬁic growth, and the shortage
‘of management skills, especially on middle 1eQels. We

discovered from our survey thét the first proﬁlem does exist,

as we have already discussed, but three of the companies studied
d;monstratedAthat a shift of management style may be easier than

we expected when making the prediction. Secondly, we found

that the narrow attention to production and marketing represénts

an even more serious and widespread obstacle to Loss Control:

few companies have developed Loss Control progfammes, apparently
because most higher managers associate the idea of Loss Céntrol

with séféty and are not very interested; and in some firms

‘-with Loss Control proérammes, proauction is treated as a

separate concern and still redeives most of the serious attention.
Thifdly, our expeetations about the effects oan shortage.of
gquglified middle managers received only slight confirmation.

In only one firm was it evident that the staff specialist lacked

ﬁhe ability to understand and administer Loss Control. In the
other four firms, the staff specialists were able and respected

men: this may indeed be 6ne of the reasons why their companies

are among the very few which have even deﬁeloped Loss Control
programmes. Excebt in Company C, where the respondent compiained

of a shortage of qualified line supervisors who could assist in
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implementihg Loss Control, ﬁhis did not emerge from our survey
aé a major practical problen. However, if we had looked at some
firms in which middle mahagers_had wanted to adopt Loss Control,
but were unable to get the approval of higher management, the

‘overall picture may well have been different.
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CHAPTER SIX

CONCLUSION

6.1 , THE PROJECT IN PERSPECTIVE

As a concluding note, we shall summarize our investigation of
the Loss Contrdl approach to industrial safety, mentioh how
~our findings could lead to further research on the subject, and
discuss in the light of our study ﬁhe‘futur; prospects for

loss Control.

We began by showing that thé.problem of reducing occupational
accident rates is still a serious one in South Africa and other
industrialized countriés. Implicit in Marx's analysis of
capitalism is a prediction that because of the conflict of interest
between’the managers of a business on the one hand; and workers
on the other, progress in improving the safety and health of
workers would be slow. We examined three attempts to refute
this prediction: (1) the claim that industrial accident figures
are declining at a satisfactory rate; {(2) the argumént that
managers are genérally willing to reduce the risks of injuries to
their employees even when they believe this is detrimental to
profits; and (3) the suggestion that the problem has been solyed
or greatly alleviated by the enactment and enforcementrof

government legislation.
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With‘regard to the first élaim, we demonstrated that while certain
accident rates have decreased over.the past several decades, the
degree of improvement is hardly impressive, especially when one
considers the effects of better medical treatment and the shift
in the working population away from blue-collar, high risk
occupatioﬁs. Once these factors are taken into account, the
contribution of the industrial safety movement is disappointing.
Moreover, in.many Western industrialized couﬁtries accident
frequency rates appear to be worsening. In South Africa, while
the trend is still slightly'dOanard, the rates seem to be
levelling off at an unsatisfactory lével. Therefore, the claim.
that industrialists have made commendable strides in’reducing

the risks of accidents to their employees is contradicted by‘

most of the evidence.

Secondly, we considered whether managers usuallyvvalue their
'employees"welfare‘above increased p?ofits, and cited the results
of attitude surveys conducted by industrial sociologists, which
indicate that humanitarian goals such as Safety come near the

bottom of the list of most managers' priorities.

Finally, we showed that the role of governments in protecting
wofkers by means of regulations, inspeqtors; and legal penalties,
has been unimpressive as well. Historically,vmost governments

" in Western industrialized countries have resisted enacting and

enforcing legislation on industrial safety, a tendency which is
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demonstrable up to the present day. In South Africa, as in

other countries, the inspectorate charged with enforcing the

AFactories, Machinery and Building Work Act is grossly understaffed;
and the numbers of successful prosecutions under the Act, along

with the amounts of the fines when managers and companies are

-found guilty, are shockingly low. Thus, the claim that the problen
of industrial accidents has been largely solved through

government legislation cannot be maintained.

Récent concern over the thousahds of people seriousiy disabled
and killed in industrial accidents has led to attempted
improveménts in three mzaior areas. First, while industrial
safety has always been hampered by a lack of scientific research,
serious work is néw being conducted in fieldé such as ergonomics,
psychology, and systems design to discover new accident
prevention techniques. Secondly, in a few countries such as

the United States_énd Great Britain, significant chdnges aré
béing made in government legislation. Finally, since the 1960*5
there has'emerggd a new business management approach called

Loss Control, which promises to be more effective than previous

methods in bringing accident rates down.

The main objective of the present investigation was to evaluate
Loss Control in both theory and practice. By obtaining
information from firms employing Loss Control techniques, it

was also hoped to determine whether the new approach is suited
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to South African conditions, whether cempanies here would be
‘advised to adopt it, and if so, how they should go about it and

what bossiblé mistakes they should avoid.

Iﬁ ofher to comprehend Loss Coﬁtrol and the arguments for and
.ag;inét it, it is necessary to.understand the present approach
to safety, which Loss Control is intended to replace. ‘Wé
showed that while actual safety programmes differ considerably,
they share a number of bhasic features,Awhiéh define what we
termed the 'traditional injury-prevention approaéh" to
industrial safety. Traditional methods, which are still used
by virtually all South African companies with safety programmes,
are based on two main assumptions: (1) that accidents are

best prevented throﬁgh'a special programme to study actual and
potential injury cases, determine caﬁses, and .devise remedial
measures; and (2) that a major emphasis should 5e placed on
developing "safety consciousness'' among workers, whose unsafe
acts are the primary causes of ﬁost accidents. The first
assumption.engendered a policy of having someone in a staff
position perform special aétivities suéh as conducting safety
inspectiéns‘and investigating accidents; ‘and it also led to
the practice of méasuring success or failure by injury
frequency and severity rates. Acting on the second assumption,
combaﬁies have aimed at the workers various special
motivational devices, many of them similar to advertising
gimmicks used to sell products. Special safety training courses

are given, mainly to the levels of foreman and below, and the
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safety programme is designed to give the active role to the
workers and first-line supervisors, while higher management
provides relatively passive support in the form of verbal

encouragement and financial backing.

We demonstrated, however, that the traditiomal injury
prevention approach has many serious weaknesses. First, the
appointment of a staff safety officer or safety committee
usually adds to the line-staff conflict in the organization.
The traditional type of staff position is seldom justified by
a need for special expertise which line personnel do not
rpossess or could not easily acquire; and in any case, most
safety officers in South Africa are poorly qualifiéd. Also,
since accident céuses form a subset of possibie causes of
inefficiencyvin most of the operations of the busineés, the
major duties of the staff‘specialist to inspect,‘investigate,
recommend improvements, etc., tend to duplicate the
responsibilities of line managers to maximize effibiency.
Conéequently, line managers use the existence of the staff

position as an excuse, regard it as an irritant, or both,

With respect to company internal reporting policies, we saw
that the‘traditional concentration on actual and potential
injury cases hindered progress, as larger numbers of incidents
with’the same undérlying causes are ignored. Similarly, the
use of injury rates as the sole or primafy measurement of

company or departmental safety pérformance was rejected:

165



theyvaré not sufficiently accurate for this purpose, and their
use often discourages people from reporting accidents. Other
traditional measurements were also examined and found to be

inadequate.

The second assumption inherent in the injury prevention approach,
that most accidents are primarily caused by thé workers themselves,
Qas examined in detail and discarded as totally unscientific.

As the events identifiable és "the causes' of an accident

dépend upon variable factors such as the purpose of fhe inquiry’
and the investigator's point of view, tﬁere is no case for
ascfibing most accidents to workers' unsafé acts; and
conseqﬁently, no afgument can be~constfucted on that basis for
assigning the active role in accident prevention to first-line

- supervision, and a relatively‘passive role to higher management.
Finally, we found that the traditional motivational devices aimed
at making workers.more 9safetf—coﬁscious." such as appealing to
self-preservafion, using competitions, prizes and bonuses; and
encohfaging participation through safety committees, have serious
faults: many of them conflict with recent findings by industrial
'psychologists ahd sbciologists, fail tb harmoniée with the

. management style of the company, of are nullified by other

motivational devices intended to achieve higher producfion.
As an alternative to the traditional approach to industrial

safety, we described the theory of Loss Control, and noted how

it is designed to avoid most of the weaknesses of injury
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prevenfion. Briefly, under the Loss Contrql approach, instead
of being treated as a staff function safety becomes primarily

a iine fﬁnction, with line personnel made responsible for
iﬁspegting, investigating, devising remedies for accident
pfoblems, and performing othef‘activities’formerly done by
afsafety officer or §afety‘committee. ‘As far as possible, safety
is not regarded as a separate topic, but is subsumed under
efforts to improve efficiency: ‘thus, for example, safety
committees are transformed into productivity or Loss Control
eommittees, and safety training is fully integrafed into the
normal instruction on manual and supervisory skills. ;With
regard to internal reporting practices, under a Loss Control
apprbach employees must not only report injuries, but any

type of incident with which investigation and corrective'
action would probably be worthwhile in reducing costs. The
measurement of company and departmental safety performance is
mainly in terms of (a) cost assessments, handled by the
accounting section and matchedrwith the regular financial
repdrts, and (b) records of certain activities tending to
feducé accidents, rather than accident or injury rates themselves.
Finally, under Loss Coﬁtrcl highér management is expected td
take a more active role in accident prevention; and employee
motivation at all levels of the organization does not téke.the
form of any special appeals to work safely; instead, a
reduction in accidents is oné of the anticipated benefits of
using job enrichment; developing job pride, and stressing

-efficiency and quality work.
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In our survey designed to tesf the theory of Loss Control by
‘studying the appliéation of the new appréach in various firms

in fhe Western Cape, the evidence confirmed many of ifs alieged
advanfages over tr;ditional injury prevention. On the other
hénd, it also pointed to several qualifications about fhe
effectivéness‘of Loss Control, none of which have been admitted
‘so far by its many proponentse. Subject to these qualifications,
we found that Loss Control can work under Soufh African
conditions, and our descriptions of some actual progfammes, and
the successes and failures which firms have experienced in

developing them, could serve as a practical guide for any

manager éonsidering the adoption of a Loss Control system.

6.2 THE NEED FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The investigation we conducted plainly showed a need for further
research. First, as only a few firms in the Western Cape
were:found to have Loss Control programmés, the same type of
survey could be carried out over a larger geographical area
(and perhaps extendéd to the entire country)rtb make. the
evidence more stétistically:Significant; Secondly, a-few of
the theoretical arguments in favour of Loss Control, Subh as
the claims that if ouéht to. reduce line—staff conflict in an
organization, and that it‘develops better attitudes toward
safety in workers and Managerg at all levels, ére not diréctlz‘
testable by a survey of the type we devised, in which
information is obtainéd irom one respondent in each firm.

One could shed further light on our findings by employing
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questionnaires designed to test attitudes in much larger
selected popylations.‘ Of particular interest would be : (1)
an assessment of attitudes and opinions amongvmanagers who have
heard about and underst&od Loss Control but have decided not

to adopt it, to discover the reasons th; and (2) a survey
covering large numbers of workers and managers in firms which
have switched to Loss Cohtrol, to see whether the expected
benefits in<§hanging attitudes and impréving motivation have

actually occurred.

6.3 | PROSPECTS FOR LOSS CONTROL IN THE FUTURE

In the coﬁrse of our inquiry, when comparing Loss Cphtrol with
the traditional injury prevention approach to industrial
safety, our comments about the new technique were predominently
fayourable. However, our findings also point to a serious
doubt concerning the effectiveness of Loss Control which we

have not previously discussed.

As we observed in Chpater I, since the Industrial Revolution
the problem of occupational safety has always seemed to involve
a conflict, real or apparent, between two éocial values: (1)
the demand for production and economic growth, to raise the
living standards ofveveryone in society; and (2) the demand

to protect workers from the risk of accidental injury.‘ Thé
ﬁroblem would be less acute if the individual's benefits from
inéreased productioh were diréctly proportional to the risk

‘incurred in his job; but unfortunately, it is obvious that the
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benefits are in general in inverse proportion: the people who
have t'o accept high-risk occupations are usually in the lower

economic categories.

With its emphasis on preventing injuries, the tfaditional
safety approach has always rglied heaviiy on appealing to
managers' sympathiés or altriustic principles, on the basis of
item (2) above, to prevent their workers from being hurt; and
as a secondary appeal, the glaim has been méde (with less than
complete success) that safety is also financially good for the
business, Under the Loss Control approach, thever, the
emphasis is shifted almosf entirely to the proauctivity aspect,
~while the humanitarian appeal for injury prevention.virtually
diéappears ffom the scene: the manager is tola in effect that
he can retain and even intensify his narrow interest.in
raising production and lowering costs, since one of the
consegquences of pursuing these géals will be a drop in the injury
rate. ,vIn the words of Bob Wright, a Canadian Loss Control

expert :

Loss Management is not simply another name for a
safety programme, but is a deliberate and dramatic
departure from the emotional approach to personal
injuries towards a hard-nosed pragmatic approach to
the conservation of both people and resources.

We take better care of our people by taking better
care of -the business.\1YC)

In addition, Bird and Loftus suggest that by increasing profits,

companies will naturally improve safety with the extra money
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to do sd :

By utilizing available resources properly, management
has more resources to utilize and, in effect, more
money to spend on the needs of people, their

safety and health,(109)

But we need to ask, where is the evidence for these claims?
Anysne who is familiar with industrial safety in practice will
| recognize that the suggestion of Bird and Loftus is patently
false: iﬁ'mosf companies, managers do not automatically
decide to allocate more money’for safety whenever profits have
gone up: the relationship is n;t that si@ple. The more
interesting argumént, because it forms the keystone of the
entire Loss Control approach, is the one made by Wright and

by other proponents of Loss Control, that safety and

productivity always go hand in hand.

Our study has demonstrated that because acsident causes form

a subset of possible causes of operational inefficiency, efforts
~ to improve productivity will indeed go a long way towards |
ldwering accident rates, probably further than most managers
~ever realized. But are the advocates of Loss’Control justified
in neglecting the,humanitarian approach, and suggesting that the
apparent conflict between production and/safety is really an
illusion? |

The claim that what is good for the safety of employees,is also

good for the business is strongly reminiscent of the assumption

»
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made by the proponents of job enrichment, such as Herzbérg and
McGregor, that efforts to ﬁrovide workers with more interesting
and satisfying work willlalways benefit the firm financially.
~In both cases, Loss Control and job enrichment, the key
aésumptions are largely accepted as articles of faith, And
jugt as many tests of the latter theory have revealed
limitations to the financial advantages of job enrichmeht, one
could expect a similar fate fér the underlying assumption’of
Loss Control. While the possibility of conflicts arising
between safety and productivity is seldom discussed in articles
on Loss Control, it is admitted by Fletcher's trade-off graph,k
discussed in Chapter IV: spending money on safety must
eventually rgach a stage where it is no longer ?ost effective.
When that stage is reaéhed, the Loss Coﬂtrol appeal will begin
working against the.interest in improving safety, rather than

.for it.

Thus, while Loss Control is designed to get the support of top
‘ management by e#ploiting their primary inferest in producfion
and profits, there is a danger that after the initial stages
this approach could succeed too well: the manager who is
encouraged to forget about humanitarian values and concentrate
on productivity could be led to make "hard-nosed" decisions to
sacrifice human lives for the sake of saving the company mdney.
This’is not to suggeét that a decision of this kind is

undesirable -- it is often in fact inevitable. But the trouble

i}
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is that a manager's estimate of when it becomes too expensive
to save lives is likely to be considerably lower than the estimate
of the workers. who incur most of the risk; and the latter seldom

have a voice in reaching the decision.

In éoncluéion, therefore, although Loss Control does promise to
be more effective than traditional injury pfevention in lowering
industrial accident rates, one must recognize its limitations.
Where there remains a conflict of interest befween workérs

and managefs, the only solution would seem to be government
intervention, as some countries are now beginning to realize.
'In“Britain, for instance, between 1970 and 1972, a qommittee
uhdér fhe chairmanship of Lord Robens examined saféty legislation
and enfbrcement policies, and found them to bé inadequate. As
a result of the committee's recommendations, a new Héalth and
Safety ét Work Acf was passed in 1974, makiﬁg radical changes
from the previous Factories Act. Under the new syétem, the
responsibility for ensﬁring that firms profect theAhealth and
safety of employees is largely shifted éway from'goﬁernment
inspectors and given to employee representativeé elected from
mémbers of the trade unions, whose demands cén Be enforced under
the law. A similar scheme is also in operatioﬁ in Sweden.(11o)
In the‘Uhifed States, concern over the appareﬁt worséning of

the industrial accident ?roblem led to the enaétment in 1970

" of a new Occupational Safety and Health Act, which retained the

tréditional type of regulations and enforcement, but included

‘stricter standards, greater numbers of inspectors, and far
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heavier penalties for infringements. In South Africa, it
would also.seem that in ordef to bring industrial accident
rates down fo a more acceptable level, more companies will
have to adopt modern, mofe efféctive techniques, such as
Loss Control, and the present system of legislation and

enforcement will have to be changed.
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