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EVOLUTION OF SAFETY

“Re-Braining”

Corp

orate Safety

and Health:

By LARAY L. HANSEN

If the business sages are corvect, corpovale America has but five shorf years to
complefe its transformation in order £0 wmeet the challenges of the new aillermitn.
Based on progress fo dute, it appears the hardest challenges are yet fo come,

Efforts to re-engineet, automate,
corporation have not produced the prod
have been far from stellar. Computerization
collar productivity, while downsizing has, |
sust wonder (as did Peter Drucker): Is doing things

These efforts, forused on structure,
The new frontier for productivity enhancement is

to dofug tight things right!

Re-braining safely requires o major shift in current beliefs
safety performance. The challenge is sef forth here,

will drive the process are discussed.

€ cannel  expect
somenne who works
for an insumange Sorm-
pany to give advice
an the use of their
products and $ervices
ko soplve our workers” cnmpunsati-un
problems. That's a dot like following free
advice an hen hense gecurity from the
Fed Tox Alarm o,

—Lremd Wianaks

Cuch i e waioed epinivn of ane en-
lightened risk manager and likely Lhe
silent perception of many. With lossas
antdd insmrance costa COMAOINE b 55a-
fabe 32 semior managars focus on ra-en-
gineeong the corporation,” the heat is on
to shop the blewding. This heightened
privcty has exposed numerous pealities;
everything is open be peview.

QUESTIDNINE EONYENTEON
Pisk managers ave quastioning the
copventional wigdom of traditonal sake-
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ty philosophics. Rased on the "hard-
plmber” evidense, these quastions are
walid. insurers aod insureds alike have
misdiagnosed and ignored pppoytunaties
tu alber lackluster vesubts produced by
the cubrent safety paradigm. Busingss ve-
mains lpval to the states quo, cenbant in
following prescrbed ways ard compla-
cant in “doing trings git.”

Price Prichett, an organizational
change consulan, caukaons that in tijnes
such a8 these: “The need for change is
sk gvident [in] the peselts produced by
peu%ﬂc duing the wreng things flawless-
bv.™ He comtends that organizations muwst
“facr peality; do what wosks.” With the
nation’s auipwt of “human sceap” (wock-
ars’ compendation) approaching 260 bil-
Tsom, it s cleatly Hine to “tRink™ ageim.

¥arl Albreche says: Wnen cne sharts
writh wrong amgﬁﬂ-:‘tﬁ. apwlies guick-
Fixx reascaing, them delisgates to a commit-
tee, it is Bard to amive at sound comelu-
sionz. Yei, this i the nepical appreach in
safety, "Sugcess ultimately depends cn

computerize, downsize and restructute the

uctivity gains envisioned. In fact, results

has not significantly increased white-

1 some cases, lowered productivity. One
“vighter” really the answer?
overlook the true source of productivity: PEOPLE,
“vo-braining” the organization—a shift

about what drives

and 12 guiding principles that

the assusuptions from which you wock;
they aze wrong to staxt with, it doesn’t re-
ally miter what you de” (Eoin),

The message is dear. Tha bebure be-
longs bo those willing b question oumdnt
ways of dojog business, alandon exist-
ing mindiels and break the rules that
bird busingss ber the past.

SEPARATIMG MYTR FEOM REAUTY

When "Satety Management: A Call
for {Ricwalution™ was published (F3,
March 93, pp. 16-21), sorne Tecopnised
its challenge as radical and thesa peoplt
srauld be applanded, Why? 1) They ane
“thinkers"; they care enough about the
future to participata in it; 2} They an:
"pick takers™ {20 vncommon breed in
today's organdzalinns).

T¢ radical eans baing willing to ig:
qore "prevatiing wisdom" ir favor of
sepling the “ungommen logic.” and it
revolutionary tneans o willingness o
“question, traditional ways" rather than
“hlindly acespt the status quo,” then,
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without question, | am all of thes= and
more. The truth is “There are no legit-
mate theories for sucoess, tere aoe cody
actions: bighly inteiligent, not o bright
and absolutely stupid. The common
theme among Ail that are highly intelki-
EETt 15 that r;fey work™ (Helier).

It is time o separate myth from reali-
by. Satety and fealth practitionees need
to abzrdon the prevailing (but false}
wrisdom of madition in favor of the “un-
common logie™ of success. This necessi-
takes a shift in premise from;

Feople as the problem, ~Accidents
a7a the result of unsafe employes acts
and bebarior”

To the “uncommon Jegic that the:

Frocess i= the problem, * Actidents ane
the result of flawed monagement volues,
decisions and Hoes ™ This repnsents
& ditficult chang: for many. and will be
strongty upposed oy those heavily wested
in fadition, Howaver, a5 pacadigm pio-
ner Foel Barker peoclaims: “Thass wlo
say i ant be dooe need get out of e
weit of those who aee dmng Jt™

Following ave 12 guiding pringiples
that will deive the re-braining of Safety
B0H): Suceess Vi e Uncommon Logic.

NE. 7: 5 1N THE OBEARIZATION

FPrevadling Wisdom:! If 2 company hag
esqalating workers’ compensabion (WC)
<osis, it definitely needs to implement a
safely program.

Uncomsman Lagice If 2 company has
escatating W costs, it most likelr has
organizational problems that no safety
ProEram will

In the lake 35705, Alex Cohen, Ropert
Cleveland and Harver Cohen condwected
a zaties of studies to identify practioss that
equal good and poor safety results. They
studied bero iszues: traditional satery ale-
ments and basic management compaten-
gies, Fesults clearly indicated that imyple-
mentation of madittonal sabery programes
had minirmal impact on accdent cates.

These arganizatons ware also exam-
ited frormn the standpomt of basic man-
agament compatencies (.2, planning, ef-
figiency, budgeting, quality of suparvi-
siody, coremunication and employee rala-
tipnsy. Based on thess critetia, accident
vates wers differentiated and seratified.
The key finding: Companies that affec-
tivaly managed core business processes
produced suparior safery resutts.

These studies reveal 2 core problem
with traditional safetv: Gafety is par-

£8  PROEFSSIONAL SAFETY

ceived only az 3
“program” and iz
typically a “statf
responzibility.” To
succeed, zafety
must belong to
line management.
American 5Spring
& Wire Corp.,
Bedford Heights,
OH, has racently
achieved a slgnjﬁ"-
cant lurmaround in
its W losses.
YWhen asked to

S
U

identity the key
driver of this barm-
around, [im McDonald, company wioe
president, concluded, "I learned that to
sulve o safety problem, you need to ap-
praach it thinking ‘Fm to blame . . . ne
o e {Avens),
“Success dakes meore thinkiug: failmre
takes meowy dene”
—fiani 3arkes
W'ty moning gack of time!™
—I- I Hrrsen

M. 2: BUILD POSEMVE BMPLIVEE RELATIONS

Prevarling Wisdam: Emplavee agci-
dents deive W aasks.

Uneormon Logic: Emplovee ¢laimsg
drive W costs. Feople frequendly com-
fuce accidents with claims. They ave nal,
in fact., one in the zante; one costs large
arncunts of meoney!

Traditicnally, the insurance industry
haz built an incurred-but-not-1eporkad
(1BMI) actor into loss Teserving prac-
tizes. This charge funds loszes that hawe
docurTed, but have vet to be "claimed™
becausa of 3 delay in eithar injury mans-
feztation or reporting. Today, a nawr phe-
nomena exicts raporled-but-not-inosmed
(RBID. [t b, i5 & charge embedded in
W costs; in this case, however, the em-
plover determines the amound.

Dennis Brooks, president of Comyp
dManagemeant Inc.. Long Baach, CA, be-
Heves zll busitesses nead a “claint Jetee-
rent process [COT),™ a strategy that goas
beyond accidents to addrass their vlti-
roate outcome elajms.

Clairns fthe doltar value of acdidents)
are [to a latge extent) subjective, a mattay
of erployee perception and attituda.
Emplatees invalved in accidents often
sustain injuries that may, or may not,
lead toy a claim. The dacision to file a
claim, loze time. extend leave of retum

to work, ond the ultimate degrec of
residual disability, arc choices employ-
s make based on thedr prerception of
the crgandzation and ik management.
"WWhy do some workars cemnain on e
100 while othars with similar ailments
file for warkars” comppensation?” agks
Presley Reed, psycluatrist and cofupa-
tigrtal health consoltacnt. “Eecawse, Tue
suggesls, “dizability is a5 rouch a state of
rened a5 it is a state of body.”

Hutvan resaure practices offer great
apporivnity to shape atliludes and re-
duce WC "claim costs.” When a compa-
ny faids 1o build positive emp Tela-
linmships, it sitaply fuels the “claim de-
velopment process.”

I you're renning your Pesiness
Hght, peaple are Foing to stop firoming
hinwnd grenades.™

—Ed Winlslr

NO. 3: JUST BECAUSE ITS TRADITIONAL ...

Frevnitiny Wisdawr: ‘Fraditional satery
programs are valid and well-founded;
they k.

Lucommen Logic: Tmditional safery
Programs are more conventional than
wriza, frequently lies thay make work.

The “truth™ about safety program ef-
fectiveness can be found on Route 261
near San Antomio, TX, where a billboard
proclaime (im all capital letters): Tesas
Countryr Frizd Stealc - Yoted the Best in
the Mation. Printed Below (in small let-
tersy Almast 3 dozen soldf The tuth is n
the numters . . . and the naben's numbers
dao not suggest Hrat safety is winning.

antheny Veltri, an Oregon Stake
Univerzity professor, conducted a sur-
vev to determine safety strategies
most frequentiy employed in vrecks
Places. The predominant strategy (77



“Commitment” is a passive state and can never
direct the complex interactions needed to improve an
prjanization’s safety performance.,

percent): Keluctant complianee,®
which callz on the safary departrmant
te shield the {ine organization fros
regulintors and ensure statutory gorm-
pliance, Speaking to industry's facus
oo results (quality) via compliance,
Koln says “If temporary compliance
is the goal of managers, {hen we just
cxplained the problemn with 115, in.
dustry. Tempaorary is obirlangly inade-
quate. As for compliange, Qunljr}-
never comes frowm mundless obedis
ence.” INeithet will salely!
“If 3t mitlion peaple fay o feolisk
Hrimg, it's still @ foolish thiug*
—E&. Rargalf

NO. & BARNACERYERT ACTION REQUIRED

Frevgiling Wisdom: Managemend
“commitment” s the key to overall rafe-
b smagcess,

tncomangm Logic: Management “ac-
tiom® is the sole requisite to achieving
overall safely sugems,

Talk is cheapr. Maost safuty programs
are & ol of talk. “Coarmitrnent® iz a pas-
sive sfate and ¢an mever direct the com-
plex indetacicns noeded e improve an
orgamizatian's safetr pocbormance Coly
active invaivermaent can overceme the
corpatale inertia that inhibits an organd-
zation from attainaong higher leveis of
safe performanses.

Simonds 2nd Shaai-Sabral confimmed
this via their rezearch of basinesses Jocat-
ed in Michigan. They identified 11
matched pairs of gampanies compazable
in most demagraphic calegaries txoept
for accident autcomes. e set bad ex-
tramnely high actident rabes, e other exe
tremely lowr. Analysis of apecational dif-
ferences between the bwo demensirated
that companpies whick *followed
through™ Lyr agting o dheir eommitment
produced safe pakgoanss.

Commitiment without action only
produces “owaicisin,” which is bypical of
emploves reaction 10 “wrile ‘e and poet
‘em” cotporate polkies that proclaim: Mo
[ak 15 S0 Tpertant That We {Employ-
ees] Can™d Take The Tirme To Do it
Safely. Emnploves response: Why can't
they (matagentet) fake the Gme to de-
sigm it right ity the first place so we
don’t have to take the Hme to fix it out
nere? A Tom Paders savs, “They watch
wouer fent not taur lips”

Heonwever, an interesting paradox ariz-
£= concernitg this regquisite for “execu-

five action,” 1t iz best demonstrated it o
large U5, consumer product corpara-
fion, where Eafel;y is ot dealt with abong
the micklevel of the crganization. This
ftem brlicves so stromgly in zafety as a
cqporatz vilue that it nesd not call on
ite CEO to driwe the process. Safely has
bucome an inherent expactatian, fully in-
ti:iated into all procezzes. Simply put,
=afe iz how things are dome, b excep-
tions; iti= not a prograt.

"It (s not enough thal tap vranage-
meRf coprmtits iself, they nst kmowe
what ft i5 that they are committed ip,
Actier iF regquired.”

— W, Exuwrds Deoroinyr

ND. 5: MANAGEMSENT CRESTES BAD ATTITUDES

Prevsuling Westgm, FPoor ¢mplover at-
titedes canse the W problem,

Ureomiman: Lagde: Poor management
practices cause eraplores attitudes: it is
™oL & matter of fake

All business isgues ulhmately aze pe
duced to “make or buy decigions.® With-
aut gquestion, emplovee athitudes (poor
a5 they may be) are a “make® decision
by managers.

Business has inveslad heawily in "
lecting cur” problems by dedicabiog on
£ntire corporate funckicn {personmel] b
design and impiement progedurcs o
“select in” right peaple. Such effarts
howe baen successful. Managers do not
intentionally hire *bad attitudes.” This
Iraves but cne conclesior: 1 bad atk-
tares are prevalznt, managets are highly
vfficent at ~making themm.”

Badl attitudes are an isseee But niot (e
protlem, Their cause, the reasons bad at-
titudes exist—specificaity, the practices
that create them—is the problom. I The
Caistommer Compes Second, Hal Tosenbluth
says that “business eams the bad attis
tde= of its emnplovess.”

Emoloyes attitudes are a “reaction®
o managament "acBons” (a mako desis
siom. Adtitedes span a spectrern, from
B4, Cr. {Balligerent And Cusiruetive)
thrcugh average [OLE. {Just Qrdinary
Ermnplovees) 1o 5 A LN.T, those who {Sar
All Injuries ave Mepligitle and Tempo-
rary). Employees positicn themselves
glonp this spectrom based ¢n how they
are treated. Inother warls, somme COrmpa-
nies take advantage of their cmplovess
[maximizing therm as a mesomcce}, while
others take advantage (discegard or ex-
pinit) of their workers. Emplovess react
acoordingty!

The “Law of Subordinate Super-
power® i5 a peculiar phenomena in emn-
plaves relations, Unlike the laws af
physics, which sata that “for every ag-
tion, thee s an equal and opposite rear-
teem,” this phenomena holds that “for
¢rery manipulative managerment achon,
there is an emploves paclion, whic will
definieely be opposile but will never be
equalt™ Michael Shor, president of
Health Cara First ng., agrees: “The best
toes control program in the wrrld can
never make up for [an atpanization’s]
lousy emploves relatinns. ™

“Enrployee aititudes are inportand,
but the fact is they are srefptomenl ynfil
uraragertenf altttndes wre addrossed,”

—7. hfirtaae] Cronch

M0.E: T'S THE PRIGESS, NOT THE EMPLOYEES

Preuniling Wigdom: Unsafe emplayee
acts are vespomsible for B3 percent of ail
acadents. o other words, ump[ﬂ}reﬂs.are
the priblern.

Unromsron Lopde: The process, de-
sigmed and adeninigtersd by manage-
ment, is responcible for 94 peccent of all
outcemres (including accidents), In other
words, manegemsent makes the majority
af the mistakes!

Tam Peters speaks of "a blinding
flash of the obvigus,* a phenomena in
which obvious facts simply de not
lead to obviows gonclusians, Such a
phenomena definitely exists in safety.
Mﬂnageri tirpically say that the pro-
duction process {planmatyg, OTEATUZINE,
staffing, deweloping specs, budsgeting,
specitving materials, establishing
rules, designing lavauts, ¢h.) is a man-
agement respongibiteby.

Yat, when emplovess ace injured
thanks to this pencess. what iz manage-
ment’s typical reagdjan? “Careless em-
Plowaes!™ Weong! Beaplowets sustain in-
juries, and acgidents odcur, due to the
process, which is destgred, operated and
ouwned by management.

A large Midwestern cekailer plagued
witt high WO ¢osds issued o corporate
directive idenditying the “real causes” of
accidents within the organization;

»emplaves Tack of respoct;

wemplovess being “above mles";

=employes retalinkion:

» emnployes ncompotenoe;

memploves indifberance,

Canlras! thege profauncements with
the wralues of Proctor & Gamble Corp, At
I3 G, emnplaynes avse
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wezzontial b the ahgoing sucoess of

the antarpriss;

+antitfed to preservation of hendth;

*ine kv to productive, high-portorms-
AMce WoTk systarms.

Commenting co the valpe of amplor-
ves, PEC: CEO zaid, “[We] could Tose
all Jour] plants in 3 single rmajor cotistroe
phe and conceivably e back in business
with restored market ghare within 10
vears, If we ware b3 1ose our people,
tveTe is 0o retern . thete im0 fakuce , ..
it's all pwar” (Fulweilar),

"The Aprerican work sthic ¢ alive
and wwoell, urgeniiy wishas fo evpress -
seff, and is fiobblzd at avery tern by
LI I T T )

—Dheriel Vankelpriteh

M. 7. THRIKING [5 CRITIGAL

Frevailing Wisdom: Compliance wilh
safety rules ensures safe operations.
*Obediance” 15, therefure, required.

Uncommon Logic: Bules can never
gdequately addeess hazard vamiables in-
herent in a dymamic organization. Thus,
"thinddng™ iz celiegal.

Obedience and thinking an: at oppo-
site ends of the business spodimum, dis
rectly aligred with Failepe and sucoess,
Progressive companies cecognise that
SUCLESs s motb achieved vea “mles™; ome-
plovees will follow rules (he natier how
rdiculous). Cana Corp. alribuies mwch
af its suocezs to the fact that the coopr-
ny “burmad its procedure mangalg®
Diann Corp, undarstands that rules peg-
inate blind compliance, while real zus-
eess 1% doven by “thinking.”

My 2om Edc.a third-].rear businees stu-
dent, expirienced “real-world™ comipli-
Ance MAPAgCment during a summey joh
He colls the experience “ant-thinkfdou-
bile think,” which he describes this waw
I the past, business was operaled under
thee premise hat managers did the Hhink-

ireg; i emplonrees did the “dotng™ (e,
n0 thinking allowred), Mewr phifospphies
tall bor cTapowerment, parbcipation and
Emplﬂ}r& involvement, which, he ob-

gervied, is really just 2 ploy (anti-

think fdouble think), Managers say they
want gmpliyes so partidpate and offer
apitions; wet, when Empﬁjﬂ!ﬁ do be-
come invalverd and tell manspers what i
v2ally wrong, employeas are ignoved.,
chagtigad or labrled “not team players.”
Arngrica’s waockplares do, indeed, need to
Be "re-enginernsd”; what iz needed iz
more empbavee “Reod mom”
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“"Regulntions
are for the obedi-
ence of foals and
for the gridarce of
whFE MenT

—£. A F. idarte

ND. B: EFFORT

MEEDED UPERONTY

Frewniling #is-
doonr Safety -
tons are a Hmaly,
effective way to
identifr probkerns
and prevent sari-

S

U

s acddents.

Uncommon
Logic: Safcry inspections rarely identify
reth eanses of acddents and only defer,
ir1 tinne, their ultimate cccumence.

Abrahiarn Linceln once said: “If 1 had
2ighk owrs to cut down a mee, ['d spend
3ix hawrs shacpr, the ax,” Success re-
quires liime mﬁ:}rt upfronteplan-
ning, organizing and facilitating a
prooess, rather than at the end, cormect
ing mistakes. Teadifiona] safety pros
%—r:nTS devote Iitle LU b0 cribical up-

issues; qowasequently, mask bme s

spent afrer-the-fact, patchang hales

True accident cavges tacelv Lo on the
production foar: ayeoptoms do. Real
wauses are found in corporate offiges and
planning rooms, places na! Erequented
by safety directors. ¥anagees should
cense peliance on inspecting hazards aut
af the process and dedicate afforts to de-
signing safetr in,

“Muer wifl aceasiomatly stumble oTer
the truth, but prost of the time ke will
pivk kiwzelf upr anud continge on™

—Winstare Churchtit]

N0, 8; FIND THE RERL ACEIDENT CALSES
Pn:'mr! Wisaom.: fecident mvestiga-
o5 pevenl critical facts thak prevent ac-
ﬁd&nt& from recurTing,.

Lorceprnron Logic: Aocident insresti-
gabiaos ey id teal accident caus-
a2, wiich dre embedded deep within the
acganization, Therefore, recurrenca is
dearly inevitable,

If ¢re helivves the findings of most
actident investigations, then the real
rades of workplace accidents ara:

1) Careless onployees: 40 percent;

T Beats me, | dunno®: 25 parcant;

H AN ather; 33 percent. This “catch-
all” gategory wonld include: Employes
carelessly wsed broken ladder; Withar!

thinking, ermploses plugeed defective oo
into power souted; Imeffertive employes
fall over crale isy the adsle; E was
performing soreral pob; back started to
hurt; or Distrected emplaves became
rapped in unguarded sachine.
beriqusly, such eonclhagions are open
o question et zeldorn are! The problem:
Awcident investigations araa vagpansibil-
ity placed at a level within the organiza-
tion {first-line) that canrot oy address
real accident causes—upper-laval man-
agement decisions, If accident inmestig-
tions do not idendfy system failuves,
theyr do not produce accurate inforema-
tian. Mest do not!
Licbereen’s Lawer "Everybody Nes - . .
bt it dadgar't nratters nobody's fistening.”

N0, 10: NO QUICK-FIX SOIUTIORG HERE

Prevaiting Wisdom: Jafety incentive
progratos aee quick, casy and inexpen-
siver ey drive gaféty improwement,

Uncomsaoux Logie: Safety incentive
programs ate quick, sisy and nexpan-
sive—suflicient evidence that thev do
oot weork!

Hete i5 a tap: Buy stock in safety in-
fenfive oorporatione; thry are a growth
industry. As e W erisis deepens and
executives become dwars of the real
costs of accidents, they will frantically
saek quick, easy solubions: Voda—incen-
tive prograrns!

The rruth pastea ing, Joseeer, that owver
time, inoertives do ot predwc: tasting
results, In Pumished by Bendrds, Koln
idantifies key reasoms why these pros
grams have litdle fopact on long-term
gcctdant anats:

*They are ondy itgerdive progmms,
They donot obligate change in existing
Processes of procedures,



Traditional safety pragrams devote [ittle time

to critical upfrent issues: conseruently, most time
is spent after-the-fact, patching holes.

*Incentives ignore teasobs, They dis-
guise genuting deficiendes and strabegic
flawrs that exast within e SrpAGE=ton
ek f o piess

Add ene more reason io thiz hst
They ane -
asgumptions that accidents are inten-
tiemal acts and that & beceball cap, belt
buckle or saving: bond will ¢anse em-

BEE b 5 lacing limibs inta wn-
gulcgded ma-:?ﬁé g

Cme upstate Mew York mamafactur-
er atternplad to sddress high aecdamt
rates and poor empiofes relations
(typical companipns) via a monthly
drawdng for baseball hekets. The in-
dustris] relaticns manager, escifed
about the first drawing, planned a cer-
emony with free coffes In cieder 16 visi-
biv dermonstrate managerent intarest.
Mo one shawed up! Employaes jn-
volvement cannot be won by o few
game show prizes.

During a recent interview with Sofe
Werkplace, Pag Seminerin, directar of
health and ﬂfet:.r for AFL-CT0, ax-
plained, *“The use of Mentives and se-
wards zends the wrong message o
workers. There's growdng eomearr that
incentive programs dont Reesssarily
[address] nndarhving problems in sabe-
by." Foln adds: “There is an iovpacknt
maught process regabding Bie question,
do incettive plans work? Maoy are
willing to say et 0w Not 50 many are
willing 1o say Bt everd”

“There's olnns o ¢ady solnion fo
2rery Moo problerr, megd, plaustble ..

o oromy”
=, I, #eylen

MD. T1: YU CAN'T TR!N THE PRDCESS

Frévanling Wisdom: To improve safety,
an cigenization mast make a cignificant
commitment to amplovee raining,

Uneommon Lagic: To improe safe-
ty, an organization must make a aig-
nificant commitment to fix whatever is
truly wrong (which iz generally not

vees).
Crganizational probiems—daficient
planning, poot organizabion, welsar
goals, lack of vision, vagus re;afpm‘m’.lym
Bes, autoosatic divection, lack of employ-
ee Involvernent, -::n::|1'l:JFJJu.‘.'F:.|.1'L,g pritTities,
peot coamrnundration and incompetent
supetvision=—are the reail accident
_ Bouwees. When these factors mieract and
culminate in aecidents, management’s
frequetit responss “We nead a training

*%uch a reaction says e
mﬂi‘m than s?t IEE?P

Az W, Edwarde Deming roted, suan-
agament is responsible for most out-
comes of the production sstem, -
ing its walumne of “huorman sceap.” The
process needs fving 94 percent of the
firee - ..ot the .

"W it of care o kil m wwork-
manship can foorcome fundemamtal
Feelbs of the spsfemn,”

==¥. Edwntreds Drminy

fedl. 17 ZRFETY 175 ON THE EDART
Preveihing Wizdom: Safety is an em-
g-llgtdrec itempe that i most effectmraly han-
by fiw perzonnel deparment and
adfets oommumithees,
1ncovmmaon Eogicr Safety i= 2 board-
roem, izgue, wwhich n onky be impacted
oy that proup, Accident costs are no
T A ible: that
ﬁbei;ﬁfb oT buried in the cost of
doing business. W costs hava
taly Bovortie & Boardroom Bsue, In the
At inclusty, for emmple, ooployee 2o-
cdimvt tmd Rewlth costs are pow major
oW miterial cost of marnfacinng & we-
fdche, In other industries, these coots Qften
wooted S to 75 parcent of payzoll
Yok, hew do corporations typically
dreal with such P%? By crepting
siaff/employes committess that Iagk -
rection, time, funding and anthority
needed to tuly impact real (grganiza-
tonal) acﬂdent causes. The resuit:
m‘ig' meetings {whether needed or
not the predictable “bitch list
Pwe vears ag0, Heechst Celanose
Comp. dmgeditﬁappfmmsafm.m
that time, says Lave [ehnson, safety
manzger, e oxnpany maintined in-
dustry-average incident rates, and i
Hf&tvpmgam wastraditional
Faality hit when a severe accident
ared, uclit report frim 2 major customer
negatively mpacted revenue, Yhis bom
af evers | dedston makers nd
protopted & srategic rathinkdng of safity
43 & oTe Mue.mﬁ?ddam Tates have i
ved sach rear sinece that grganizs-
ﬁ’s hm'laﬁhrmawﬁ-}n 8
Fresults swech as these canmot be paoo-
durced thremzh monthly safety oommit-
tee meetings. Such results can be pro-
duecerd by 2 “board of divertors” amd they
usually mﬂymuc*tqua:ter}].ﬂ E
“Lots of praple mfm bod rmage-
sieHt Witk degtirng,™
~—E, Herbbard
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