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Breaking the Safety Plateau and Achieving Zero incident 
across industries: Is this Achievable? 
 
Across industries and across organizations and work places 
around the world, we have seen great efforts implemented to 
prevent accidents and incidents. Several work place safety rules, 
safe work procedures and other safe systems of work are being 
enforced. However, regardless of these efforts, accidents and 
incidents still occur. People still get injured and fatalities are 
still happening. The big questions therefore are: Breaking the 
Safety Plateau and Achieving Zero incident across industries: Is 
this Achievable? 
What else can we do? What other solution can we bring? How can 
we make a difference? How best can we break the safety 
plateau? Is this vision achievable in reality? 
 
In this edition, through research and case study analysis, several 
authors share and exchange knowledge on best proactive 
approaches to prevent incidents across industries and workplaces 
around the globe. Papers have been written by authors 
presenting facts drawn from values and dividends from HSE-
management systems implementation, Life Saving rules, safety 
rules violation, complacency and people-based safety 
leadership. Dr. E. Scott Geller leads this edition of SHE Culture 
as distinguished author with his work on “People-Based 
Leadership: How to Cultivate a Total Safety Culture”. 
 
Enjoy your reading. 
 
Editorial Board. 
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Above graph which was taken from Performance 
Consultants International “Linde Case study on 
safety culture and skills development” draws our 
attention that in our contemporary times, we 
need to focus attention on behaviours. These 
behaviours could range from personal to 
organizational. Which in turn will aggregate into 
the observable safety cultures within systems and 
organizations. In order words, we must trace the 
link between positive safety culture and incident 
prevention across organizations. Behaviours are 
exhibited by both individual persons and by 
management cadre within organizational 
hierarchy. Therefore, to what extent do 
organizational leadership show commitment to 
health and safety initiatives? How much time and 
energy do they put to ensure that health and 
safety awareness and information are cascaded or 
disseminated across all levels of the organization? 
What set of safety leadership qualities do they 
propagate? How do we deal with complacent 
attitudes and how much are workers engaged in 
the health and safety decision making? Effective 
and impact making solutions to incident 
prevention requires clear understanding about the 
reasons behind several at-risk behaviours observed 
in the workplace. Dealing with identified reasons 
are the subject of many authors in this edition of 
SHE Culture journal. 
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People-Based Leadership: How to Cultivate a Total Safety Culture 
 

E. Scott Geller, Ph.D. 
Senior Partner, Safety Performance Solutions 

Alumni Distinguished Professor, Virginia Tech, USA 
 

 
 

1. Focus on process or the behaviors needed to 
achieve an injury-free workplace. 

2. Accompany training with education in order 
to provide a reasonable rationale for safety 
instructions or directions. 

3. Use conditional statements that allow for 
relevant refinement to fit a particular context 

4. Listen first to learn the other person’s 
perspective before offering direction, advice, 
or support. 

5. Promote ownership by giving conditional 
directives that allow others to customize 
safety-related procedure for their work 
culture. 

6. Encourage personal choice to increase 
participation and self-accountability. 

7. Set expectations rather than mandates in 
order to increase self-direction and self-
accountability for safety-relevant behaviors. 

8. Are confident but uncertain of process 
details, realizing that the process-relevant 
workers know best the hazards that need to 
be eliminated or avoided and the safety-
related behaviors that need improvement. 

9. Look beyond the numbers, acknowledging 
that management requires measurement 
but realizing unmeasured human 
dimensions like self-esteem, optimism, and 
belongingness also need attention. 

10. Make more distinctions between people, 
thereby disabling stereotyping and 
appreciating the unique interests, talents, 
and attributes of individuals. 

 

Background 
 
This article illustrates critical distinctions between two terms used 
interchangeably in public discourse—management and leadership. 
While the achievement of an injury-free workplace requires 
effective managers and leaders, their roles are quite different. 
Managers are assigned their positions in order to hold people 
accountable to perform designated other-directed behavior.  
In contrast, leaders inspire people to be self-motivated to perform 
self-directed behavior. Effective leaders practice particular 
behaviors revealed in this article that can be practiced by anyone, 
including managers, in order to inspire self-motivation and 
authentic empowerment in another individual. The qualities of 
effective interpersonal leadership are organized with an acronym 
to facilitate learning, remembering, and teaching— LEAD. For 
example, leaders Listen with Empathy to promote self-
Accountability for obtaining and learning from behavior-based and 
outcome-based Data that reflect progress and inform directions 
for continuous improvement. 
 
People-based safety (Geller, 2005) is an extension and evolution of 
behavior-based safety (Geller, 2001; Krause, Hidley, & Hodson, 
1996; McSween, 2003) which has been found to significantly 
reduce industrial injuries (Sulzer-Azaroff & Austin, 2000). The 
components of people-based safety are reflected by the acronym: 
ACTS. The ACTS vision for a Total Safety Culture, TSC is easier said 
than done. Specific leadership principles and strategies are 
needed to empower a work force to become self-accountable for 
injury prevention and actively care for the safety and health of 
others.  
 
This is “people-based leadership” (PBL) and is the theme of this 
article. The author’s first article on PBL (Geller 1999) distinguished 
between managers who hold people accountable and leaders who 
inspire people to be responsible or self-accountable. While 
mangers are assigned their supervisory position, leaders earn their 
role through interpersonal interaction. Everyone can be a leader, 
including managers. That article on PBL described ten leadership 
qualities needed to achieve and sustain an injury-free workplace. 
While these principles are only listed here, many will resurface 
later in this PBL article. Specifically, Geller (1999) proposed that 
effective leaders:  
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Figure 1. The Five Levels of Listening 

Live, Learn, Love, and Leave a Legacy 

Dr. Covey advocated the four hierarchical L-words 
depicted in Figure 2 to reflect stages of human life 
and help us understand people’s motives. Empathic 
leaders learn the life phases of their followers, and 
thereby know what consequences turn them on and 
which ones they can use to improve work 
performance.  
Workers at the “living” stage are “working to live,” 
and want to receive fair financial compensation for 
their behavior. Of course, all employees’ desire 
appropriate financial consequences for their work, 
but some are also motivated by opportunities to 
learn. Through relevant learning, these individuals 
are promoted to more challenging positions. Some 
of these employees learn to love their job and adopt 
the mindset of “living to work.” 
 
 

 
Figure 2. The Covey Hierarchy of Needs 

 

 Leadership for World-Class Safety 
 
Geller (2006) critically analyzed conclusions reported in Jim 
Collins’ national best-seller Good to Great (Collins 2001). Briefly, 
while Collins claims the great companies have hired the best 
people and put them in positions that match their interests and 
talents and have fired those employees who did not display the 
necessary ability and motivation, the author argues that effective 
leaders can help people improve their work-related attitudes and 
behaviors. For example, when an employee’s behavior does not 
meet designated expectations, a corrective action plan can be 
implemented following a candid empathic conversation that 
inspires personal commitment to improve or change job 
assignments. 
 
Great leaders bring out the best in people by showing them the 
intrinsic (or natural) consequences of their meaningful work, 
thereby inspiring them to be self-accountable. To do this, they: 1) 
are humble; 2) acknowledge the contributions of others; 3) accept 
personal responsibility for failure and apologize; 4) promote a 
continuous-learning culture; 5) demonstrate optimistic success-
seeking over pessimistic failure-avoiding; 6) make personal 
decisions that are rigorous rather than ruthless and indiscriminate; 
and 7) encourage self-motivation. The remainder of this article 
expands on these principles and offers some practical ways to 
bring them to life. 
 
The LEAD Acronym   

Listen 
As depicted in Figure 1, listening occurs at five hierarchical levels, 
including ignore, pretend, selective, active, and empathic. 
Selective listening which implies hearing what we want to hear is 
the most common. The best listening is empathic listening and is 
probably least common. Leaders attempt to listen actively, 
hearing both good and bad news. They put aside their biases and 
pay attention to everything in a communication. The most 
effective leaders listen with empathy by considering the 
communication from the presenter’s perspective. Before stating 
their viewpoint or opinion, they communicate respect for the 
speaker’s words and emotions, and ask relevant questions. As 
Stephen Covey put it, “They seek first to understand before being 
understood” (Covey, 1989). 
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Figure 3. Three New “E” Words for Leading Safety 

 

As people mature and consider the end of their lives, many 
contemplate their life accomplishments and wonder how they 
helped to make the world a better place. In his best seller, The 
Seven Habits of Effective People, Covey (1989) suggests we 
should imagine our own funeral and the speeches of four 
individuals: 1) an immediate family member, 2) a friend, 3) a 
coworker, and 4) a colleague from our church or a community 
organization to which we contribute voluntary service. “What 
would you like each of these speakers to say about you and your 
life?” (p. 97).   
 
What could be more meaningful and emotionally fulfilling than 
working to prevent personal injury and save lives? Safety leaders 
leave a legacy for which they can be extremely proud.           The 
subtitle of a book on teaching, which the author co-edited with 
Phil Lehman is Energy, Empathy, and Engagement in the 
Classroom (Geller & Lehman, 2007). We derived these three E-
words from a content analysis of the 39 essays in that book. The 
best university teachers are energetic and empathic, and thereby 
activate engagement among their students. 
 
The same is true for leaders. The best safety leaders are 
enthusiastic and passionate and show respect and appreciation 
for the people they lead. Leaders understand the power of 
positive behavioral consequences and are constantly searching 
for ways to reward and support desirable acts. This increases 
employees’ energy, empowerment, and engagement in their 
work. 
 
Engineering, Education, and Enforcement 

Figure 3 depicts six “E” words—the top three reflecting 
traditional safety and the next three representing people-based 
safety. Engineering is certainly a critical aspect of any safety 
effort, from designing work equipment and environments that 
reduce the risk of injury to providing the most appropriate 
personal protection equipment (PPE) for specific tasks. However, 
people need to be Educated about the safest practices for 
particular jobs, including the use of PPE. If workers do not follow 
the prescribed protocol for individual and interpersonal safety, 
the next E-word takes precedence—Enforcement.  
These three E-words of traditional safety reflect strategies that 
have dramatically reduced the frequency and severity of personal 
injuries in the workplace, at home, and on the road. However, 
many industries have experienced a plateau with regard to their 
safety performance. While their overall safety strategies are 
dramatically better than they once were, continuous 
improvement is elusive.  

                                                           
 

A frantic search for ways to take safety to the next 
level has not paid off. The paradigm derived from the 
traditional E-words will not get you there. The three 
additional E-words depicted in Figure 3 exemplify PBL 
and suggest strategies for addressing the human 
dynamics of injury prevention and achieve levels of 
safety excellence beyond current plateaus. 
 
Empowerment 
Some applications of the traditional three E-words for 
safety (especially enforcement) have been 
detrimental to employee empowerment. For 
example, many companies translate “enforcement” 
into a strict punishment approach, and the result has 
turned off many workers to safety programs. 
However, the word “empowerment” is also a turn-off 
for many, because it implies giving people more to do 
with insufficient time and resources. 
 

 

Traditional 

Safety 

People-Based  

Safety 

Engineering  
 
Education  
 
Enforcement 
 
Empowerment  
 
Emotion 
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“I empower you to take on this additional responsibility,” says 
the supervisor. The employee thinks, “Great, just what I need, 
more to do in my busy schedule for the same salary…Why me?” 
However, this management definition of “empowerment” is not 
consistent with PBL. 
 
The PBL paradigm incorporates a psychological definition of 
empowerment: People do not get empowerment from others; 
they empower themselves. People-based leaders establish 
conditions and contingencies to facilitate empowerment, but 
they don’t give people empowerment. They enable the release 
of empowerment from others. It’s not about “getting 
empowered,” but rather “feeling empowered.” 
 
Three beliefs are necessary to feel empowered. People-based 
leaders ask the three questions depicted in Figure 4 to 
determine whether an individual feel empowered. First, “Can 
you do it? Do you have the training, time, resources, and 
personnel support to take on this extra responsibility?” If the 
leader does not hear a confident “Yes,” to these questions, two 
critical follow-up questions are called for, “What do you need?” 
and “How can I help?”  
 

 

Believing you can do something implies self-efficacy 
(Bandura 1997), but this does not mean you feel 
empowered. You also need to believe the process will 
work to achieve a desirable outcome. You need 
response-efficacy. For example, you might have the 
skills and self-efficacy to perform interpersonal safety 
coaching, but you will not actually coach others on a 
regular basis unless you believe the coaching process 
can actually improve safety (i.e., prevent personal 
injuries). How does PBL facilitate this belief? 
 
Showing research evidence or statistics is the most 
common approach to convincing others that a 
particular intervention is effective. However, people 
don’t necessarily relate to such numbers. It’s often 
more effective to get more personal when attempting 
to “sell” the value of a safety process to a workforce.   
 
Research on risk perception, for example, has shown 
that people get more concerned or outraged about an 
issue when individual cases are related in lieu of group 
statistics (Covello, Sandman, & Slovic, 1991; Slovic, 
1991). Personal testimonies provide a powerful image. 
Listeners can relate to an individual’s personal story 
and put themselves in the same situation. Two kinds of 
testimonies can increase response-efficacy: 1) a 
personal account of an injury that could have been 
prevented by a certain safety technique; and 2) an 
anecdote about someone who avoided injury by using 
a particular safety strategy or process. 
 
The third empowerment question— “Is it worth it?” Is 
often the most difficult to answer with a genuine 
“Yes.” For example, a group might believe their safety 
record is good enough, since they see very few 
coworkers being seriously injured. The possible gain 
from an inconvenient safety process can seem too 
small to justify the amount of extra time and effort 
required. Besides most people view the probability of 
getting hurt to be minuscule; and thus, the need to 
participate in a particular safety process can seem 
unimportant. So how can PBL foster outcome-
expectancy—the belief that the possible benefits from 
a safety process are worth the effort? As with building 
response-efficacy, a case study is more influential then 
statistics. You could show, for example, the details of a 
single injury that occurred in your facility and explain 
how an intervention like the one being proposed could 
have prevented that incident.  
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This approach implicates the final two E-words in Figure 3. 
 
Emotion and Empathy 
Personal stories evoke emotions, and emotions motivate relevant 
action. It’s not about statistics; it’s about people. The most 
effective motivational speakers for safety are those who portray 
their personal injuries with genuine emotion. Victims of injury 
describe in vivid detail the long-term and wide-range negative 
consequences of their ordeals, from personal pain and 
inconvenience to the extreme anguish and distress among family 
and friends.  In the words of Charlie Morecraft, one of the most 
powerful of these motivational speakers, “We make safety 
personal” (Morecraft & Geller, 2006). 
  
Empathy plays a critical role here. The most effective teachers 
and motivational speakers relate to their audience. They teach 
their lessons with personal stories relevant to the listeners. The 
listeners most influenced are those who empathize with the 
speakers. They see themselves in the same situation and 
vicariously experience the speaker’s pain and suffering. The 
result: Interpersonal empathy and shared emotions motivate 
action to prevent a similar event. When the listeners know what 
to do, believe their behavior will work and is worth the effort, 
they feel empowered. 
 
“A” Words for Leadership 
Audacity 
The author of The Radical Leap (Farber, 2004) proposed that 
effective leaders “show a bold and blatant disregard for normal 
constraints in order to change the world for the better.” He 
pokes fun at the common slogan, “Think outside the box,” by 
challenging the assumption there is a “box.” The A-word in his 
LEAP acronym is “audacity.” 
  
Mr. Farber does not connect his leadership principles to safety, 
and this perspective on audacity may elicit cognitive 
dissonance—an inconsistency— among some safety 
professionals. Safety standards define a “box,” and 
performing outside the box implies at-risk behavior. 
However, “audacity” is relevant for safety whenever 
leaders attempt to go beyond the traditional safety E-
words—Engineering, Education, and Enforcement—to 
increase energy and engagement in safety-related activities. 
  
  

 

Thus, in safety there is a “box” of procedures and 
policies to follow in order to minimize the 
severity, exposure, and probability of an injury. 
However, there is also a “box” of safety 
procedures for maintaining compliance. This 
latter box is the one needing audacious, out-of-
the-box thinking and acting. In this regard, two 
other A-words are relevant: Achievement and 
Avoidance. 

Achievement vs. Avoidance 
 
Audacious safety leaders think outside the 
enforcement box, and design interventions that put a 
positive achievement spin on injury prevention. Let’s 
review briefly the advantages of achievement over 
avoidance. One of B.F. Skinner’s most important 
legacies is “selection by consequences” (Skinner, 
1971), which means behavior is influenced by events 
or conditions that follow it. People are motivated to 
achieve pleasant consequences (termed positive 
reinforcers), and to avoid unpleasant consequences 
(termed negative reinforcers). Although both types of 
consequences control behavior effectively, people feel 
greater personal control and self-accountability when 
working to achieve positive consequences than when 
working to avoid negative consequences (Geller 2005, 
2020; Skinner, 1971).  
  
The dichotomy of working to achieve success versus 
working to avoid failure is founded on classic research 
by Richard Atkinson (1964) and David McClelland 
(1961). As depicted in Figure 5, Atkinson identified 
four types of individuals: success seekers, over strivers, 
failure avoiders, and failure accepters. 
 
Success seekers are the most desirable participants in 
a safety-improvement process. These individuals show 
the highest levels of self-efficacy, personal control and 
optimism, and are most likely to actively care for the 
safety and health of others. With high expectancy for 
success and low fear of failure, success seekers 
respond to setbacks with optimistic persistence, self-
assurance, and a sense of personal control. They are 
also most likely to be self-accountable for their safety-
related actions. 
 



7 
SHE Culture (ISSN:2736-0350)                                                                                          Vol-2, No.1, January 2021       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In contrast, failure avoiders have low expectations for 
success and thus avoid challenges. They are unsure of 
themselves and are overly anxious and pessimistic about 
the future. They are not self-accountable but are 
controlled by extrinsic consequences. Failure accepters 
are actually better adjusted then failure avoiders, 
because their acceptance leads to apathy rather than 
anxiety. From an organizational perspective, failure 
accepters are least desirable—they have simply given up.  
 
It’s critical to realize these four classifications and 
perspectives are person-states and not traits. In other 
words, environmental conditions, work contexts, and 
company cultures determine the number of success 
seekers vs. failure avoiders in an organization. People-
based leaders increase success seeking over failure 
avoiding by: 1) asking people what they do for safety; 2) 
giving priority to proactive process numbers that reflect 
achievement rather than focusing on reactive injury 
reports that suggest failure; 3) recognizing individuals and 
work teams for their safety-related accomplishments; 4) 
promoting a “safety score card” that holds people 
accountable for completing proactive process activities 
related to injury prevention. 
 
Accountability and Attitude:  
 
The above suggestions for encouraging success seeking 
over failure avoiding imply a change in a critically 
important A-word—Accountability. Whether external to 
the individual or internal (as in self-accountability), 
accountability is essential for consistent and long-term 
action. 
 

 

 

 

Unfortunately, the traditional accountability approach to 
safety is either ineffective or failure-focused, affecting another 
A-word in adverse ways—Attitude. Specifically, the typical 
injury-rate statistics are negative and not diagnostic. 
Moreover, when workers are held accountable for their safety-
related behavior, it’s usually about the occurrence of at-risk 
behavior or the lack of certain safe behavior. 
 
Imagine a “safety score card” that tracks the number of: 1) 
environmental hazards reported and removed; 2) near-hit (or 
close-call) reports submitted and reviewed; 3) safety audits 
completed; 4) interpersonal observation and feedback sessions 
conducted; 5) safety suggestions received and implemented; 
and 6) safe vs. at-risk behaviors observed per work team. Such 
an accountability system puts people in control of an 
achievement-oriented approach to injury prevention. It would 
not only increase success seeking for safety but would also 
help to change the accountability focus from external and 
other-directed to internal and self-directed. 
 
Authenticity 
This final A-word for PBL requires a clear operational definition 
in order to guide behavior. The American Heritage Dictionary 
defines authenticity as “the condition or quality of being 
authentic, trustworthy, or genuine” (p. 142). And, the first 
definition of authentic is “conforming to fact and therefore 
worthy of trust, reliance, or belief” (p.142). 
 
These definitions can incite constructive discussion about the 
meaning of related words: trust, reliability, consistency, and 
genuineness with regard to improving organizational safety. 
More behavioral direction is provided in two books with 
“authentic” in their titles—Authentic Leadership by Bill George 
(2003), former Chair and CEO of Medtronic, and Authentic 
Involvement by the late Dan Petersen (2001), a safety-
leadership guru who made huge beneficial contributions to the 
safety field throughout his productive 50-year career. 
 
The connection between these books is obvious: Authentic 
leadership yields authentic involvement. Let’s review the 
primary authenticity directives provided in these books. 
 
Authentic Leaders 
Authentic leaders “are more interested in empowering the 
people they lead to make a difference than they are in power, 
money or prestige for themselves. They are as guided by 
qualities of the heart, by passion and compassion, as they are 
by qualities of the mind” (George, 2003 p. 12).  
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Authentic leaders are vulnerable and always open to 
corrective feedback, and they demonstrate self-discipline to 
continuously improve. Bill George claims you cannot be 
authentic without compassion. Compassion is developed 
through profound understanding of other people’s 
situations and feelings. Empathy fuels compassion and was 
discussed above as a critical E-word for PBL. 
 
According to The American Heritage Dictionary (1991) 
compassion is more than understanding and identifying with 
another person. It also includes “the inclination to give aid 
or support or to show mercy” (p. 300). Mr. George suggests 
leaders develop compassion by listening to others’ life 
stories, by volunteering for community service projects, by 
having mentoring relationships, and by traveling through 
developing countries.   
 
People with empathy and compassion lead others with 
purpose, meaning, and personal values. They don’t put an 
inordinate focus on short-term profits. They don’t motivate 
through warnings and threats, thereby de-motivating the 
development of self-accountability—a key component of 
authentic involvement. 
 
Authentic Involvement 
Authentic involvement is self-directed and occurs when 
people are “treated like a mature, adult human being; as an 
equal, not subordinate, able to use their innate intelligence 
and skills daily, even hourly; able to achieve; given 
responsibility; and recognized for doing a good job” 
(Petersen, 2001, p.46). 
  
Who treats employees like this? You know the answer—
authentic leaders. All of the leadership principles reflected 
in the LEAD acronym are relevant here. Effective leaders 
enrich their work culture and help workers become self-
directed, self-accountable, and self-motivated. Dr. Petersen 
advocates an integration of the humanistic and behavioristic 
approaches to understanding and helping people. This is, in 
fact, the foundation of People-Based Safety, referred to as 
“humanistic behaviorism” (Geller, 2005). 
 
Problem-solving training.  
Petersen advocates shared decision making between salary 
and hourly workers, with each side recognizing the need for 
interdependent cooperation. For this to happen, managers, 
supervisors, and hourly workers need training on how to 
interact effectively throughout a systematic process of 
balanced problem-solving and decision-making.  
 

 
Petersen suggests training on specific analysis techniques, 
such as statistical process control (SPC) which includes the 
use of fishbone diagrams, pareto charts, flowcharts, control 
charts, and scatter diagrams.   
 
Bottom line: Balanced and shared decision-making among 
managers and hourly workers requires mutual training on 
effective problem-solving tools and methods. 
 
Problem-solving mechanisms. Dr. Petersen also discusses a 
variety of practical ways to enable regular employee input 
on safety-related matters, thereby facilitating authentic 
involvement. The following techniques are described in 
more detail in Petersen’s book: 
 

1. Safety Improvement Teams—Management 
asks employees to address a specific safety 
issue. 

2. Job Safety Analysis—Work groups define 
specific environmental and/or behavioral 
hazards associated with each step of a job and 
develop ways to eliminate or control them. 

3. Hazard Hunt—Employees use a special form on 
which to report anything they feel is a hazard, 
followed by corrective-action feedback from 
management. 

4. Ergonomic Analysis—After being educated 
about ergonomic principles, workers observe 
the various behaviors of a job and consider 
ways to decrease the probability of a 
cumulative trauma disorder. 

5. Incident Recall Technique—Through one-on-
one interviews, employees relate a specific 
close call (or near hit) they experienced or 
heard about, suggest contributing factors to 
the incident, and then explore ways to prevent 
similar incidents and potential injuries. 
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The observation and feedback process of behavior-based 
safety (BBS) should be added to this list, including 
employees’ development, application, and refinement of 
a critical behavior checklist (CBC). Workers use this CBC to 
coach each other, which includes observing safe vs. at-risk 
behaviors on the job, defining barriers to safe behavior 
and facilitators of at-risk behavior, and providing 
constructive behavioral feedback to the worker. This 
process, as detailed in a number of BBS books (e.g., Geller 
1999, 2001; Geller, & Geller, 2021; Krause, Hidley, & 
Hodson 1996; McSween 2003), sets the stage for 
authentic involvement. But of course, the quantity and 
quality of actual employee involvement are dependent on 
management support and PBL. 
 
“D” for Data 
The “D” of the LEAD acronym stands for one word—data. 
Data provide both direction and motivation for behavior. 
By observing the results of our actions, we learn how well 
we completed a task and what we can do to improve. 
However, some data are useless, misleading, and de-
motivating. Sometimes we consider data from a faulty or 
insufficient measurement system, resulting in deficient 
diagnostics. For example, injury statistics based on self-
report are unreliable and have no diagnostic value, and 
they can activate distress or a false sense of security. 
Leaders need to use data strategically to provide 
appropriate direction and motivation for themselves and 
others. 
 
Accountability Data  
 
“What gets measured gets done.” This popular slogan 
reflects the connection between data and accountability. 
However, using wrong data to assess accountability can 
be disastrous. “What could be worse?” said the leadership 
guru—Dr. Edwards Deming—“holding willing workers 
accountable for numbers they cannot control” (Deming 
1991). 
 
Behavior vs. performance. Dr. Deming taught us the 
critical difference between behavior and performance, a 
distinction needed to select and examine the right data. 
Many behavioral researchers and safety professionals use 
these words interchangeably, but a definition of 
performance on Google is “something accomplished,” 
whereas behavior is defined as “the way in which one acts 
or conducts oneself.” 
 

 
In other words, behavior contributes to a process, whereas 
performance reflects the results of a process. Behavior-based 
feedback reveals data that inhibit, facilitate, or improve a 
process. Performance feedback occurs when productivity or 
injury data of an organization are reviewed. Behavior 
certainly influences such outcome data, but many other 
factors could be implicated—from environmental conditions 
to attitudes of the people involved. 
 
Feedback data. The behavior/performance distinction is 
critical for giving the right kind of feedback. Specifically, when 
can people hold others accountable for data? The answer is 
simple. Hold people accountable for data they directly 
influence. 
 
In safety, for example, it’s fair to hold people accountable for 
the variety of activities they can do to prevent personal 
injuries—from coaching others regarding their safe vs. at-risk 
behaviors to completing hazard recognition and near-hit 
reports. Likewise, if an individual’s behavior or lack thereof is 
clearly linked to an injury, it is legitimate to hold that person 
accountable (in part) for the performance data reflected by 
injury statistics. However, the contribution of factors beyond 
the individual’s control should be acknowledged. 
 
Some performance deficits result from behavior that 
deviated from the process.  However, performance deficits 
also occur from system factors independent of process-
related behavior. Hold people accountable for the first, but 
not the latter. 
 
Isn’t this common sense? Then why does there seem to be so 
much emphasis on injury statistics or performance data at 
safety meetings? How often is a graph of safety-related 
behavior displayed to illustrate accomplishment (or failure) at 
injury prevention? Bottom line: Show process data to 
individuals and groups that reflect their controllable actions 
associated directly with performance data. 
 



10 
SHE Culture (ISSN:2736-0350)                                                                                          Vol-2, No.1, January 2021       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Leadership Data 
 
Almost every book on leadership presents information on the 
person characteristics of leaders. For example, Krause (2005) 
connects leadership with five personality traits—emotional 
resilience, extraversion, learning orientation, collegiality, and 
conscientiousness. Dr. Krause also distinguishes between 
transactional leaders (or managers) and transformational 
leaders with certain interpersonal styles (including challenging, 
engaging, inspirational, and influential).  Similarly, Geller (2001) 
described leaders as individuals who are energetic, passionate, 
open, trustworthy, compassionate, goal-directed, self-confident, 
intelligent, and flexible. 
 
Applying person data. It’s fascinating and entertaining to 
explore one’s personality and consider correlations between 
specific person factors and behavior. Many readers, for example, 
have taken the Myers-Briggs or an analogous personality 
inventory, and enjoyed learning about the behavioral 
implications of certain personality traits. Indeed, we sit on the 
edge of our seats when a consultant displays data related to our 
own personality traits and our job assignments. 
 
However, the author urges caution when considering these data. 
First, the assessment tools for personality data are often 
unreliable and invalid (see Geller, 2005, Chapter 18). Secondly, 
the connection between most personality data and behavior is 
ambiguous or weak. However, the critical issue is applicability. 
 
How can we use data suggesting leadership-related personality 
traits? Can such data provide directional or motivational 
feedback? Using these data to influence people is analogous to 
developing an action plan from an organization’s injury data. In 
both cases, the data are unreliable and influenced by undefined 
factors independent of people’s behavior. Furthermore, neither 
provides useful diagnostic information to direct continuous 
improvement. 
 
Practical leadership data. Krause (2005) does acknowledge low 
practical value in assessing the leadership-related characteristics 
of people. For example, telling people they score high or low on 
a measure of charisma gives minimal direction for improving 
leadership. However, to the extent it’s possible to define a 
leadership quality in terms of specific behaviors, personality 
data can be useful. For example, by observing people judged to 
be charismatic, it might be possible to identify behaviors that 
reflect this label and then tell people what they can do to 
demonstrate charisma. Subsequently, a person can be observed 
and given behavior-based feedback related to the presence or 
absence of charisma-related behaviors. 
 

 
Aubrey and Jamie Daniels advance an entirely different 
perspective in their book, Measure of a Leader (Daniels 
& Daniels, 2005). They claim the measure of a leader 
should focus on the behavior of the followers. In other 
words, leadership should be defined by follower 
behavior rather than leader behavior. The key type of 
follower behavior to look for is “discretionary 
behavior” that supports the leader’s vision. 
 
What is discretionary behavior? This is behavior that 
exceeds a worker’s job requirements. It is self-directed, 
meaningful, and intrinsically reinforcing. The author 
refers to this type of behavior as actively caring for 
people—AC4P (e.g., Geller, 1996, 2001, 2005, 2020). 
 
Increasing Discretionary Behavior 
The Daniels brothers focus on the appropriate use of 
“positive reinforcement” to increase discretionary 
behavior. With threats and punitive consequences, 
people do not become self-accountable. They do only 
what’s required. Effective leaders reward behaviors 
consistent with their vision and thereby motivate the 
successive occurrences of relevant discretionary 
behavior. 
 
Approaches advocated for increasing occurrences of 
AC4P behavior are consistent with these suggestions 
(e.g., Geller 1994, 1996, 2001, 2002, 2005, 2020). 
Briefly, research indicates people are more likely to 
help others (or emit discretionary behavior) when they 
have relatively high levels of self-esteem, self-efficacy, 
personal control, optimism, and a sense of 
belongingness. So, anything a leader does to increase 
these person-states will increase the likelihood of 
discretionary behavior. 
 
Genuine behavior-based rewards and recognition are 
likely to enhance self-esteem, self-efficacy, personal 
control, and optimism, and in some cases even 
belongingness. However, as reviewed in Geller (2001, 
2005, 2020), there are other ways to facilitate the 
occurrence of these person-states and thereby 
increase the probability of discretionary behavior. 
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A Final Word about Data 
Any discussion of the collection and application of data will 
necessarily be narrow and incomplete. In fact, entire 
university courses focus on data acquisition, analysis, and 
interpretation. This presentation barely cracks the surface of 
this important topic. 
 
The critical connection between data and accountability was 
discussed, as well as the need to discriminate between 
process-relevant behavioral data and outcome-relevant 
performance data. Also highlighted was the common use of 
person data to define leadership versus a more practical 
behavior-based approach to measure one’s leadership 
competence. 
 
One final point: Please be skeptical of people’s opinions, even 
if they sound like good common sense. As someone once 
said, “Without data you’re just a jerk with an opinion.” The 
author recommends frequent use of the slogan, “Got data?” 
When someone shows you data, ask another question, “How 
can these data be used to facilitate continuous 
improvement?” 
 
In Summary 
The terms “management” and “leadership” are used 
interchangeably, but these words reflect different job 
assignments and responsibilities. Both are necessary to 
achieve the quantity and quality of engagement needed to 
achieve and maintain an injury-free workplace. Simply put, 
managers hold people accountable for doing something, 
whereas people-based leaders inspire people to want to do 
something. In other words, managers provoke other-directed 
involvement, whereas people-based leaders influence self-
persuasion and self-directed engagement. 
 
Although it’s usually more desirable for people to be self-
directed than other-directed, much behavior is other-
directed. We all do certain things because of an external 
accountability system. Managers oversee these systems; 
that’s part of their job description. They are held accountable 
for monitoring a performance evaluation system that holds 
other people accountable for accomplishing specific goals or 
reaching certain milestones. 
 
Safety management is necessary at times to hold people 
accountable for doing the right things for injury prevention. 
However, management alone is not enough to achieve and 
sustain an injury-free workplace. People-based leadership 
(PBL) is needed to build the kind of culture that inspires 
responsibility or personal accountability for safety.  
 

 
This article reviewed essential qualities for effective PBL, 
as well as strategies for developing these qualities 
throughout a work culture. These PBL qualities were 
organized around the acronym LEAD—each letter 
reflecting key aspects of PBL. For example, people-based 
leaders listen with empathy before offering advice or 
direction, and they aim to enable feelings of 
empowerment. They assess whether people feel 
empowered by asking three questions: 1) “Do you believe 
you can do it?” 2) “Do you believe it will work?” and 3) “Do 
you believe it’s worth the effort?” 
 
Whenever the answers to these empowerment-
assessment questions are not “Yes,” the people-based 
leader asks a key AC4P question, “How can I help?” 
People-based leaders take the time and provide the 
support needed to solicit a “Yes” answer to these 
questions. Why? Because when people feel empowered, 
they also feel ownership for the process and go beyond 
the call of duty to make the process work. They become 
self-accountable. Accountability is a key A-word for PBL. 
External accountability systems are needed to manage and 
maintain desirable behavior. But since people are not 
monitored constantly nor are they always motivated by 
extrinsic contingencies, self-directed accountability is 
needed. The PBL principles reviewed in this article can 
build self-accountability in a workforce if they are 
practiced regularly and with Authenticity—another critical 
A-word for PBL.  
 
The critically important D-word is “data”. Without data, 
progress is impossible. People cannot improve without 
specific feedback about their process-relevant behavior, 
and such feedback requires appropriate behavior-based 
data. Moreover, people’s motivation often comes from 
observations of their accomplishments from the process—
outcome-based data. 
 
The PBL principles and procedures discussed here are 
evidence-based. What does this mean? It means objective 
and reliable data were obtained from systematic 
observations of people’s behaviors occurring under 
conditions that reflect an operational definition of a 
particular PBL principle. Such data enabled the PBL advice 
given here.  
 
Extensions and refinements of these recommendations for 
PBL require more data. Data are essential for continuous 
improvement. The author hopes this article will activate 
interventions, observations, and evaluations in order to 
learn from the resultant data and thereby enrich PBL. 
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Actively Caring for People's Safety: How to Cultivate a Brother's/Sister's 
Keeper Work Culture. This book published in 2017 is one of the new 
publications of Dr. E Scott Geller. Reading through the pages of this book 
aligns the reader to another set of actions and proactive ways to break the 
safety plateau. In this book, Dr. E Scott Geller and Kristi Geller envisages as 
follows…. “Imagine a work environment in which everyone actively cares for 
each other's safety and well-being on a routine basis. Employees at all levels 
of the organization provide their coworkers daily supportive feedback for 
safety-related behavior that prevents injuries. And whenever at-risk behavior 
is observed, corrective feedback is provided with empathy, accepted with 
humility, and is applied to effectively change the behavior to the safe 
alternative. This is the vision of a brother’s/sister’s keeper work culture. Using 
evidence-based principles from applied behavioral science and humanistic 
behaviorism, Actively Caring for People’s Safety is a behavior -based safety 
guidebook designed to show readers how to make the actively caring for 
people (AC4P) brother’s/sister’s keeper vision a reality. The editorial team 
recommend this book to all EHS practitioners and industries seeking to 
prevent work place incidents. 
 

  
Picture shows Dr. Aubrey Daniels and Dr. Patricks Chinemerem during a break-out session at the BSN conference in Houston, USA. 
Aubrey Daniels proposes that “In order to create a safety culture that will aid the prevention of incidents and its accompanying harm 
and injury, companies need to build safety into their overall management process and look at the behavior of all employees up and 
down the organization.” 

 

Dr. Scott Geller have been engaged in studying, teaching and researching psychology for more than 50 
years. It is from this huge wealth of experience that he documents and shares for our learning what he 
called “People-Based Leadership: How to Cultivate a Total Safety Culture”. Dr. Scott is the patent 
owner and initiator of the programme called "Actively Caring for People's Safety: How to cultivate a 
brother’s/sister’s keeper work culture”. Dr. E. Scott Geller is the founder and Senior Partner, Safety 
Performance Solutions (SPS). He is an Alumni Distinguished Professor, Department of Psychology, 
Virginia Tech Blacksburg, United States of America (USA).  

Dr. Scott Geller is among the worlds leading and recognized authorities in behaviour based safety 
programmes. He has been contributing to the success of SHE Culture journal since 2018 as a 
distinguished author per excellence. 
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ABSTRACT 

Effective implementation of Occupational Health and 
Safety Management System (OHSMS) in an organization 
can guarantee prevention of injuries, accidents and ill 
health of workers while performing their job functions 
thus leading to reduced loss of funds due to accidents and 
litigation. This study aimed at examining the barriers to 
implementation of OHSMS across some selected industries 
in Niger delta region of Nigeria. The selected industries 
include: Petroleum, Manufacturing and Construction.  The 
key objectives are to identify the principal barriers that 
affect implementation through review of literature and 
use of survey questionnaire to confirm if data generated 
from literature research review match reality across the 
study population and ranking of the indicators to prioritize 
focus for improvement. Stratified sampling with 
proportional allocation method was used to select 
respondents including Chief Execute Officers (CEOs), 
managers and employees. Seven hundred and sixty-eight 
(768) copies of well-structured questionnaires adopted 
from a previous research were administered and Six 
hundred and eight (608), (78.9%) was retrieved. The 5-
points Likert scale (where 1 represents strongly disagree 
and 5 represents strongly agree) was used to determine 
and rank each factor.  The results identified barriers to 
OHSMS as: Lack of top management involvement in OHS 
issues, Poor employee’s attitude towards OHS activities, 
Inadequate company OHS policies, Poor safety 
knowledge/compliance among employees, Poor 
communication of OHS objectives and plans by 
Management, Management makes production a priority 
over safety etc. The study also found that employee 
attitude to OHS issues and lack of Government support 
through policies and enforcement with mean values of 
3.355 and 3.246 respectively, ranked topmost of the main 
factors affecting OHSMS implementation in these 
industries. Employee training to improve competence and 
knowledge of the effectiveness of compliance to OHS 
standards; Improved management communication of OHS 
issues to workforce; Establishment of Government backed-
up monitoring teams to enforce OHS management system 
compliance were recommendations made to overcome 
identified barriers. 
Key Words: Human Factor, Incident Prevention, 
Accidents, Litigation.  

 

 

Editor’s Note & Commentary: 
This paper has been considered for publication based on the facts 
it conveyed to the central theme of the current journal edition 
focused on breaking the safety plateau and achieving zero incident 
across industries and organizations.  The authors have presented a 
case for the identification of the barriers that limit and hinder the 
effective implementation of Occupational Health and Safety 
management Systems (OHSMS). From the perspective of the 
authors, if organizations can effectively implement the 
requirements of current OHSMS, most incidents that happen can 
be avoided. However, their work has identified major barriers that 
have hindered the implementation of OHSMS and as such have 
created gaps and loop holes that in turn will prevent the 
actualization of zero incident and zero injury vision. The data 
presented in this work were based on the findings of the authors 
in typical oil and gas industry operation in a developing country- 
Nigeria. 
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Background 
Industrialization which involves use of sophisticated equipment 
and machineries has rapidly increased the rate of accidents, 
fatalities and work related ill health in developing countries 
(Nikfar & Kharabaf, 2014). Globally 2.34 million workers died 
annually due to occupational injuries (Nikfar & Kharabaf, 
2014). These occupational accidents and injuries impose huge 
financial costs to organizations, as well as production losses or 
liabilities (Feng, Zhang, & Wu, 2015) 

According to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics Handbook 
(2012), Fatality Rates (per 100,000 employed) were: 16% for 
Transportation & Warehousing, 15.6% for Construction, 12% 
for Agriculture, forestry, fishing/hunting, 7% for 
Manufacturing, and 3.3% for Education & Health services. Lack 
of adequate safety management system is associated with the 
occurrence of a great majority of these industrial disasters 
(Vinodkumar & Bhasi, 2010). While some industries are more 
hazardous than others, the implementation of OHSMS can 
support to minimize the effects of these hazards during 
operations and industrial activities.   

Occupational Health and Safety Management System (OHSMS) 
is administered in organizations according to the international 
standard of Occupational Health and Safety Assessment Series 
OHSAS 18001:2007 or the new international standard ISO 
45001:2018 which enables the organization to develop 
an OH&S policy, establish objectives and processes to achieve 
the policy commitments, take action as needed to improve its 
performance and demonstrate conformity of the system 
requirements. The success of the system depends on 
commitment from all levels and functions of the organization, 
and especially from top management. According to ISO (2015), 
complying with the requirements of ISO 45001:2018 will bring 
benefits for organizations and their workers around the world. 

There is a visible increase in accidents and fatality rates due to 
the near-absence of viable and implementable Health and 
Safety Management system in Sub-Saharan African countries 
(Goldstein, Helmer, & Fingerhut, 2001). Consequently, most of 
African countries including Nigeria are noted for poor 
occupational health and safety practices (Gyekye, 2010).  

 

This implies that a large number of people working in 
the Niger Delta region of Nigeria, where there is a high 
concentration of industries are exposed to occupational 
accidents, injuries and ill-health (Akalonu, Ify L. 
Nwaogazie, & Ejikeme Ugwoha, 2017; Ghahramani, 
2017; Umeokafor et al., 2014).  

It is therefore pertinent to understand the factors that 
form barriers to OHSMS implementation in these 
industries hence, proposing suggestions to improve OHS 
management and performance. 

This study aimed at identifying the principal barriers that 
affect implementation of OHSMS, to rank the identified 
factors as a tool for continuous performance 
improvement across some selected industries 
(Petroleum, Manufacturing and Construction) operating 
within the Niger Delta region, Nigeria. 

Methodology 
The study was carried out in selected industries across 
the Niger delta region of Nigeria.  The Niger Delta is 
the delta of the Niger River sitting directly on the Gulf of 
Guinea on the Atlantic Ocean in Nigeria consisting of the 
nine oil producing states in the federation comprising of 
Rivers, Bayelsa, Delta, Edo, Akwa-Ibom, Cross river, 
Ondo, Abia and Imo state (Hogan, 2013). The Niger 
Delta is a very densely populated region, it lies along 
the Latitude of 5° 19' 20.40" N and Longitude of 6° 28' 
8.99" E (Hogan, 2013). The region was chosen due to the 
strong presence of industries in the area putting a huge 
number of workers at risk of occupational injuries and ill-
health.  

Stratified sampling technique was used for the study 
where by proportional allocation method as originally 
proposed by (Bowley, 1926), was employed to 
determine the size of the respondents in each industry. 
Stratified sampling was necessary to divide the 
population at least implicitly into three regions (i.e. 
strata) before sampling. Region 1 comprises of Rivers, 
Bayelsa, Imo states; region 2 comprises of Akwa Ibom, 
Cross River, Abia states while region 3 comprises of Edo, 
Delta, Ondo states.  
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Petroleum, Manufacturing, Construction industries were selected 
for sampling within each region/strata. The choice of selection was 
based on high record of incidents in these industries (Agwu 
& Olele, 2014; Soraghan, 2017). A total number of twenty-five 
companies participated in the research. Sample size was 
determined using the Taro Yamane formula thus:  

𝒏𝒏 =
𝑵𝑵

𝟏𝟏 + 𝑵𝑵𝒆𝒆𝟐𝟐
 

 

Where 

n is the calculated sample size 
N is the population size  
e is the level of significance (0.05), 

Qualitative and Quantitative data collection method was used for 
the study. Qualitative data was initially collected from interviews 
with top management, line managers and employee 
representatives, as well as review of literature from journals, study 
materials and online articles whereby a list of factors relating to 
barriers to OHS implementation were collated.  Quantitative data 
were collected through a Likert scale questionnaire which is widely 
used to measure attitudes, opinions, and preferences (Göb, 
McCollin, & Ramalhoto, 2007). The questionnaire was adopted 
from proposed barriers by Garnica & Barriga (2018) with 
considerations of other proposed barriers from different 
researchers (da Silva & Amaral, 2019; Ghahramani, 2016; Masi & 
Cagno, 2015; Trianni, Cagno, & Farné, 2016) after a critical review 
of literatures. Prior to distribution, the survey tool went through a 
face and content validity test by OHS experts, feedback received 
necessitated some amendments and pruning of the survey 
questions. This was followed by a pilot test performed with 15 
workers in a construction firm to ensure reliability of the survey 
tool. 

Finally, survey questionnaires were administered both physically 
and via online google forms; Six hundred and eight (608) 
responses (that 78.9% of distributed forms) was retrieved. The 5- 
points Likert scale (where 1 represents strongly disagree and 5 
represents strongly agree) was used to determine and rank each 
factor or identified barrier. 

 

Data collected was analyzed using statistical 
package for social sciences (SPSS). The mean 
values and standard deviations were determined 
for each barrier, then the chi square tests were 
used to determine significant relationship 
between the variables. The barriers with the 
highest averages were identified in each 
industry. The results were thereafter discussed 
and compared with previous surveys. 

Results and Discussion 
Socio demographic data of Respondents 

This segment shows the outcome of the socio-
demographic information of the study’s respondents. 
Error! Reference source not found. shows the 
distribution of the department of the respondents 
from the three industries. The result shows that 44%, 
representing the highest percentage were from the 
Health and Safety department. About 31% of the 
respondents were from the Engineering department, 
while, the percentage for production, account, 
procurement, and administration were 8%, 5%, 4% 
and 5% respectively. The project department with 3% 
represents the lowest percent of the respondent 
were from.  
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The years of experience of the is shown in Figure 0-1 . It shows that 
41% which represents the highest numbers of respondents have had 
1-4years of work experience, while 40% of the respondents have had 
5-9years of work experience. The result shows only 19% of the 
respondents’ have had at least 10years experience. Indicating that 
most of the respondents had good years of experience necessary for 
responding correctly to the questions on the questionnaire. 

 

Figure 0-2 Respondents' years of experience 

The distribution of the respondents’ various industries is shown in 

Figure 0-2. It shows that majority of the respondents (57.6%) were oil 

and gas workers, while, approximately 31.9% of the respondents were 

from construction industry. Only 10.5% of the respondents were from 

the Manufacturing industry.  

 

Figure 0-3 Distribution of the respondents’ various industries 
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Figure 0-3 shows the distribution of respondents 
by location. It is seen that majority of the 
respondents 301(49.5%) were from region 1 
which consist of Rivers, Bayelsa and Imo, whereas, 
Region 3 comprising Edo, Delta and Ondo had 160 
which translates to 26.3% of the respondents. 
Meanwhile, region 2 which is made up of Edo, 
Delta and Ondo had only 147(24.2%) of the 
respondents. 

 

Figure 0-1 Distribution of respondents’ location 

Factors/barriers that affect the effective 
implementation of OHSMS implementation 
across selected industries in Niger Delta 
The results identified two main factors/barriers 
to OHSMS implementation in industries as 
Human factors and Systemic factors. Table 0-1 
summarizes the results regarding Human 
factors. The first question examined whether top 
management is not actively involved in OHS 
matters, 20.1% of respondents strongly agreed, 
while 17.1% strongly disagreed with the 
statement. The second question on the table 
examined whether some employees have poor 
attitude towards OHS activities, 179(29.4%) of 
respondents strongly agreed while 112 (18.4%) 
strongly disagreed to the statement. The next 
question examined whether Employees lack 
knowledge of the effects of not complying to 
safety rules, more respondents 141 (23.2%) 
strongly agreed and 94 (15.5%) respondents 
strongly disagreed. 
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 Barriers SA A N D SD Chi-square 
P-value 

B1 Top management is not actively involved in 
OHS matters 

122 154 70 158 104  
.000  20.1% 25.3% 11.5% 26.0% 17.1% 

B2 Some Employees have poor attitude towards 
OHS activities 

179 155 68 94 112  
.996  29.4% 25.5% 11.2% 15.5% 18.4% 

B3 Employees lack knowledge of the effects of 
not complying to safety rules 

141 164 71 138 94      
.589  23.2% 27.0% 11.7% 22.7% 15.5% 

B4 Management does not communicate OHS 
objectives and plans effectively 

137 161 67 153 90  
.046  22.5% 26.5% 11.0% 25.2% 14.8% 

B5 Management makes production a priority 
over safety 

101 158 74 164 111  
.176  16.6% 26.0% 12.2% 27.0% 18.3% 

Table 0-1Human factors 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Furthermore, 22.5% of the respondents strongly agreed 
that Management does not communicate OHS objectives 
and plans effectively while 14.8% strongly disagreed.  
Focusing on the statement that management makes 
production a priority over safety, 158 (26.0%) agreed to 
the statement while 164 (27.0%) disagreed.  
 
Using B1 –B5 to identify the factors, three out of the five 
factors, B2, B3 and B5 have a P-values (0.996, 0.589, and 
0.176 respectively) which is greater than the significant 
level (0.05). This implies that the responses to these factors 
are consistent with proposed outcome. Employee’s poor 
attitude and lack of knowledge towards safety as well as 
management making production a priority over safety are 
major barriers to OHS implementation in these industries. 
This is in line with Ghahramani (2016) study which 
identified employee behavior as a main factor affecting 
implementation and Garnica & Barriga (2018) report that 
lack of relevant OHS awareness by employees is a barrier to 
good OHS practice.  

 

 

Table 0-2 reveals results on Systemic factors that affect 
OHSMS implementation. The first statement on the 
organization lacks resources required to operate OHSMS 
had a total of 287 (47.2%) respondents in agreement to 
the statement. 49.7% of the respondents agreed that the 
OHSMS standards is expensive to implement whereas 
39.3% disagreed with the statement. Majority of the 
respondents, 53.1% agreed that company OHS policies are 
inadequate. 135(22.2%) of respondents strongly agreed 
that Legal requirements are too stringent to meet while 70 
(11.5%) strongly disagreed to the statement. This is 
observed by Garnica & Barriga (2018) as the second 
highest barrier to implementation in small and media 
enterprises. Regulatory bodies in the OHS area usually 
consult large companies only when drafting regulations, 
norms, and laws, neglecting the opinion of small 
enterprises; as such, these regulations do not meet the 
needs of small companies (Masi & Cagno, 2015). The result 
also revealed that 146 (24.0%) respondents believe that 
Government has not put in place adequate policies to 
support OHS implementation in industries. 

 

 All the factors have P-values greater than significant level (0.05), so we reject the null hypothesis, indicating that 
observed responses are consistent with expected proposals. 
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Table 0-2 Systemic Factors 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 SA A N D SD Chi-square 
P-value 

The organization lacks resources required to 
operate OHSMS 

130 157 68 142 111  
.970 21.4% 25.8% 11.2% 23.4% 18.3% 

 
The OHSMS standards is expensive to 
implement 

142 160 67 143 96  
.988 

23.4% 26.3% 11.0% 23.5% 15.8% 

 
Company OHS policies are inadequate 

151 172 81 150 54  
.396 24.8% 28.3% 13.3% 24.7% 8.9% 

Legal requirements are too stringent to meet 135 171 79 153 70       
.995 22.2% 28.1% 13.0% 25.2% 11.5% 

Lack of government support through policy 146 172 72 122 96  
.760 24.0% 28.3% 11.8% 20.1% 15.8% 

 
Table 3-3 shows result from a crosstab of barriers to OHS 
implementation as presented by the industries. With a 
mean score of 3.36 and 3.20, respondents in construction 
and manufacturing companies respectively agree to the 
statement that top management is not actively involved in 
OHS matters as opposed to respondents in Oil and gas 
industries with mean score of 2.60. Top management 
commitment is required to develop a positive safety 
culture in the Nigerian construction industry (Agwu, 2012). 
Senior management decisions and actions must match their 
words- this creates a shared vision of the importance of 
safety to the industry (Agwu, 2014). Furthermore, 
respondents in construction and manufacturing companies 
with means of 3.07 and 3.02 respectively agreed to the 
statement that Company OHS policies are inadequate, 
whereas respondents in oil and gas industry indicated 
otherwise with a mean of 2.96. However, more 
respondents in construction industry responded positively 
to the statement that Management makes production a 
priority over safety with a mean score of 3.06. Agwu (2014) 
opined that construction companies in Nigeria frequently 
push safety to the bottom rung of priorities when carrying 
out their activities. 
 

 

The result further indicates that the barrier that ranks 
highest based on responses from the three industries is 
‘Poor attitude of employees to OHS issues’ with a mean 
score of 3.36 ‘Lack of government support through policy’ 
ranked second highest with a mean score of 3.25. Wong, 
Gray, & Sadiqi (2015) posited that lack of safety awareness 
and variability of legislative enforcement are major barriers 
to OHS implementation. There is a lack of OHS training and 
education, due to the cost and time pressure of projects, 
which significantly increases occupational risks (Wong et al., 
2015); Training programs help employees to take safety 
measures in their activities and establish a positive attitude 
towards safety. Other barriers identified by the three 
industries include Legal requirements are too stringent to 
meet, OHSMS standards expensive to implement and 
Management does not communicate OHS objectives and 
plans effectively. OHSMS implementation requires huge 
resources to meet training needs, documentations and PPE 
provision, hence a constraint for small and medium sized 
industries. However, government can provide support to 
these smaller organizations to ensure compliance to safety.  
Regular monitoring of organizations with penalties for non-
compliance and financial rewards for compliance should be 
encouraged.  
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Construction Mean 3.359 3.039 3.197 3.541 3.069 3.354 3.236 3.064 3.206 3.33 

 N 203 203 203 203 203 203 203 203 203 203 

 Std. 
Deviation 

1.347 1.455 1.445 1.309 1.436 1.435 1.365 1.382 1.33 1.387 

 Median 4 3 4 4 3 4 3 3 3 4 

Manufacturing Mean 3.196 3.142 3.107 3.25 3.014 3.171 3.024 2.882 3.254 3.176 

 N 204 204 204 204 204 204 204 204 204 204 

 Std. 
Deviation 

1.350 1.439 1.424 1.298 1.412 1.391 1.477 1.355 1.376 1.471 

 Median 3.5 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 

Oil and Gas Mean 2.597 3.079 3.233 3.273 2.975 3.064 3.243 2.925 3.268 3.233 

 N 201 201 201 201 201 201 201 201 201 201 

 Std. 
Deviation 

1.435 1.429 1.414 1.352 1.426 1.414 1.376 1.424 1.351 1.403 

 Median 2 3 4 4 3 3 4 3 4 4 

Total Mean 3.053 3.087 3.179 3.355 3.019 3.197 3.167 2.957 3.243 3.246 

 N 608 608 608 608 608 608 608 608 608 608 

 Std. 
Deviation 

1.414 1.439 1.426 1.324 1.423 1.416 1.408 1.387 1.351 1.420 

 Median 3 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 4 4 

Conclusion 
The main barriers identified in this study are Poor attitude of employees to OHS issues, Lack of government support through 
policy and Management not committed to safety. These barriers can be overcome by providing adequate OHS training and 
awareness programs to improve competence and knowledge of the effectiveness of compliance to OHS standards; 
Improved management communication of OHS issues to workforce; government enforcement and consistent monitoring of 
the system based on recommended OHS standards. Addressing these barriers and other identified barriers will improve 
OHSMS implementation and subsequently reduce work related accidents in our industries. 
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ISO 45001:2018 is the current 
international standard for occupational 
health and safety at work. It was 
officially published and introduced in 
March 2018. It will replace the standard 
(BS OHSAS 18001:2007) which will be 
withdrawn in 2021. Businesses have a 
three-year period (transition window) to 
migrate from the old standard OHSAS 
18001:2007 to new standard 
ISO45001:2018). The transition window 
started since 2018. 

Organizations are not required by law to 
implement ISO 45001 or other similar 
management system standards. 
However, it is believed that 
implementing the standard can help 
provide a structured framework for 
ensuring a safe and healthy workplace. 
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“A man finds himself on the top step of a step ladder; a woman removes the 
guard to her machine; a worker is not wearing her safety glasses in the plant; 
a roustabout uses the wrong sized clamp instead of retrieving the right tool 
from the supply truck; a supervisor teaches a new worker to take short cuts; a 
mechanic climbs on top of the active machine to find the oil leak. Why do 
these folks do these things? Is it because they are stupid? Our tendency is to 
blame workers and label their personal failings as the cause of safety errors. 
Labeling does not solve problems that cause error. It is an illusion of human 
perception leading us to false conclusions resulting in dysfunctional practices 
that hurt the safety of our workers and the effectiveness of the systems we 
put in place to protect them.” 
 
“DYSFUNCTIONAL PRACTICES that kill your Safety Culture (and what to do 
about them) written by Dr. Timothy Ludwig is available on Lulu.com and 
Amazon.com in all formats. Buy this book to learn and understand the 
practices that kill your Safety Culture and get proven tips on how to fix them. 
Learn a better way to analyze the behaviors of your employees to 
understand how they were put in a position to take the risk in the first place. 
Get your copy, e-copy, or audio copy today!  
(This advertorial is curled from 2018 BSN conference website- http:// 
behavioralsafetynow.com/program/general-sessions/dysfunctionalpractices- 
that-kill-your-safety-culture) 

“Labelling, blaming, fishing for faults and rushing to judge are among several 
dysfunctional practices that kill your safety culture. It is vital that we pay 
attention to them and understand what we can do about them.” Labeling is 
a natural human tendency. “Stupid” is a label, no one is stupid. Labeling 
starts arguments and entrenches people against each other. You can’t fix a 
label….” - Dr. Tim Ludwig 

 

Understanding the “Dysfunctional Practices that kill your safety culture” 
and learning what we can do about them is one step to breaking the safety 
plateau and as such walk towards zero incident. The editorial team highly 
recommend this book to all EHS practitioners and industries seeking 
to achieve an injury free work place – SHE Culture Team 
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researching the benefits of employee-driven behavioral 
safety programs under E. Scott Geller continuing his 
post-doctoral work in industrial engineering studying 
applications of W. Edwards Deming to quality and 
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Abstract 

The intent of Safety Rules and Procedures (SRPs) is to ensure 
accident prevention. However, incidents continue to happen and 
with varying degree of calamities. Non-compliance with SRPs has 
been identified as a major contributor to high-profile incidents 
occurring in industries across the world. Accidents do not just 
happen, they are caused. The reasons why accidents occur in the 
workplace have gained researchers’ attention lately across many 
industries. This study was carried out to evaluate workers’ 
compliance level with SRPs and determine reasons for non-
compliance with established SRPs in the workplace. The study 
adopted a descriptive cross-sectional design and recruited 317 
frontline workers and selected leaders, through multi-stage sampling 
technique from selected oil and gas (O&G) companies operating in 
Delta State, Nigeria. Instruments for the study were self-developed 
checklist and self-administered questionnaire. Questionnaire was 
adopted from related literature and publications in related studies 
and safety management system standards. The study applied the 
International Association of Oil and Gas Producers’ (IOGP) 2018 
revised Life Saving Rules (LSRs) as a standard SRPs benchmark for 
compliance evaluation. The study instrument reflected much on the 
key objectives of the research (face & content validity) in order to 
ensure its validity in measuring the exact information set out for the 
study and Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient was obtained to be 
0.844. SPSS and WinPepi were used as data analyses tools. The study 
found a compliance level of 91.5% with IOGP LSRs (Non-compliance 
of 8.5%). The reasons elicited for non-compliance were zeal to 
complete task very quickly, poor attitude to work, error enforcing 
conditions, inadequate supervision, unavailability of tools and 
inadequate personal protective equipment. Other reasons include 
lack of management commitment to safety and poor safety culture 
in the workplace. These identified reasons driving non-compliance 
with SRPs are specific areas to focus attention for the purpose of 
safety performance improvement and the actualization of incident 
prevention. Consequently, this study recommends that management 
of companies should strive to implement safety programmes that 
will enhance workers awareness and improve their compliance with 
SRPs to achieve the goal of incident prevention in the workplace. 
 
 Keywords: safety rules, life-saving rules, compliance, oil and 
gas industry, IOGP, incident prevention. 
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Editor’s Note & Commentary: 

This paper as published brings to the fore the importance 
of compliance with safety rules and procedures. It 
emphasizes the need for effective intervention across all 
the levels of every organization to enforce zero-tolerance 
on violations to safety rules and procedures. The authors 
in this paper underpins that most incidents and work 
place accidents have been caused by gross violations to 
SRP’s. They therefore argue that in order to prevent work 
place accidents and incidents, compliance with safety 
rules and procedures must be enforced and must 
become non-negotiable. The IOGP Life Saving Rules were 
the standard rules used during their study. In this paper, 
the authors brought about a credible justification to 
accept the hypothesis that states: 
HA1 = There is statistical/significant relationship between 
accidents in workplaces and compliance with safety rules and 
procedures. Thereby rejecting the opposing and null 
hypothesis which states: 
H01 = There is no statistical/significant relationship between 
accidents in workplace and compliance with safety rules and 
procedures. 
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Introduction  

The persistence of incidents across many industries has been linked 
with an increase in the rate of non-compliance with safety rules 
and various breaches to safe work practices (Liang, Lin, Zhang, & 
Su, 2018; IOGP, 2018; Kvalheim & Dahl, 2016; van der Molen & 
Frings-Dresen, 2014). Non-compliance with safety rules and 
procedures has also, been pin-pointed as a key player in the 
occurrence of industry incidents across the world (Abanum, 
Alabere & Chinemerem, 2019, 2020; IOGP, 2018; Jones, Phipps, & 
Ashcroft, 2018; Wang, Gao, Ruckert & Jiang, 2017; Kvalheim & 
Dahl, 2016; Daramola, 2014; Hopkins, 2011). Safety rules are 
critical and invaluable aspect of safety managements systems and 
are numerous especially in high risk industries (Weichbrodt, 2015; 
Hopkins, 2011). The workplace setting is such that safety rules are 
complemented with required procedures (Abanum et al., 2019; 
Brandhorst & Kluge, 2016) to ensure safety in the O & G industry, 
and this is a core value (Alkhaldi, Pathirage & Kulatunga, 2017; 
Azuike et al., 2017: Awodele, 2014). Compliance with LSRs targets 
incident prevention, propels the goal of creating a decent work and 
economic growth in line with No.8 of United Nations Sustainable 
Development Goals, UN-SDG (Abanum et al., 2020). A standard 
template of safety rules has been developed by the International 
Association of Oil & Gas Producers (IOGP) and has been 
implemented by different O&G industry (IOGP, 2018; Walker, 
Hawkes, Poore & Carvalho, 2018; OGP, 2013; Walker, Sunderland, 
Fraser & Peuscher, 2012). According to IOGP (2018) Report 459 
between 2008 and 2017 (10 years period), a total of 376 fatalities 
in the oil and gas (O&G) industry could have been averted if only 
life-saving rules were complied with. Many incidents in history 
occurring in the workplace have been attributed to human failures, 
which are either human errors or violations/non-compliance 
(Wang, Quin, Ruckert, & Jiang, 2017; Mathisen & Bergh, 2016; 
Dahl, 2013; Dahl & Olsen, 2013). Therefore, it is expedient to 
evaluate workers compliance with SRPs such as the IOGP life-saving 
rules, with a view to eliciting the level of compliance and perhaps 
gain insights for improvement of safety performance and accident 
prevention (Abanum et al., 2019, 2020). 
The Problem: The petroleum industry is inherently hazardous, and 
workers are involved in high risk activities with potential for 
incidents (Adebola, 2014; Eyayo, 2014; Hopkins, 2011). The reason 
for the establishment of SRP’s is to protect the workers and 
prevent incidents (Weichbrodt, 2015; Dahl, 2013; Adebola, 2014). 
To this intent, rule compliance and risk management are critical to 
assurance of safety in hazardous industry (Kouabenan et al., 2015; 
Dahl & Olsen, 2013; Hopkins, 2011). 
 

However, the rate of incidents is on the increase 
across many industries and the occurrences are 
driven by non-compliance with established SRPs 
(Jones et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2017; Kvalheim & 
Dahl, 2016; IOGP 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018). The 
persistence of non-compliance with SRP’s and LSR’s 
is a tell-tale of an anomaly. The increasing rate of 
incidents across industries, especially the O&G 
industry becomes a need and a stitch in time call. 
What drives the lack of compliance with SRPs is the 
concern to be unearthed to give direction for 
solution. 
Study Aim and Objectives: The aim was to evaluate 
workers’ level of compliance with SRPs and 
determine reasons for non-compliance with 
established IOGP LSRs in the workplace. This paper 
further looks at the possibility of statistical 
relationship between compliance and occurrences 
of accidents in the workplace. 
Justification for the Study: Whether the rules and 
procedures are in place and to what extent the 
workers understand them have become a concern. 
According to Thomas Legge’s Aphorisms 1&4 
(Aguwa, 2013). It is obligatory for employers to 
ensure that employees are equipped with 
knowledge of hazards and dangers where they work 
for the purpose of their safety. Earlier studies in 
Nigeria have considered workers’ awareness, 
knowledge and attitude with respect to application 
of general SRPs (Afolabi & Gbadamosi, 2017; Azuike 
et al., 2017: Adebola, 2014; Umeokafor et al., 2014; 
Aliyu & Saidu, 2011), but to the best of researchers 
knowledge, similar studies have not considered 
workers in the upstream sector of O&G industry, 
using a global standard set of safety rules and 
procedures (Abanum et al., 2019, 2020). Hence, this 
study focussed on the oil & gas sector became 
imperative. Determination of workers awareness 
and compliance are important as well as probing the 
reasons for non-compliance where applicable.  
Study Area: Delta State is a major oil producing 
State and ranks second to Rivers State in Nigeria. 
The State supplies about 35% of Nigeria's crude oil 
and some considerable amount of natural gas and it 
is known as the business destination for national 
and multi-national O&G companies in the Niger 
Delta. Petroleum industry operating in Delta State 
are into exploration and production, processing, 
marketing, oilfield services and logistics amongst 
others (Nigeria Galleria, 2017).  



26 
SHE Culture (ISSN:2736-0350)                                                                                          Vol-2, No.1, January 2021       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The choice of Delta State is due to its strategic position in the 
Niger Delta and the varieties of major international and 
indigenous O&G company activities taking place within the 
state (Abanum et al., 2019, 2020). 
 
Safety Rules and Procedures 
Safety is a state of no accident and a condition of being safe 
and protected from harm (HSE, 2012). Another author in the 
field of study defines it thus, ‘‘A safety rule is a defined state 
of a structure or a defined way of behaving in response to a 
predicted situation, recognized before the event and imposed 
upon and/or accepted by those operating in the system as a 
way of promoting safety or attaining a required level of 
safety” (Hale & Swuste, 1998, p. 164). Therefore, safety rules 
are rules that have been designed and set up to promote 
workplace safety (Hale, Borys & Else, 2012). Safety rules are 
promulgated in the workplace to protect the workers from 
harm and injury; prevent damage to the environment and 
equipment; and to ultimately ensure business continuity and 
prevention of accidents (Abanum et al., 2019, 2020). The role 
of SRPs in safety management are invaluable in high-risk 
industries, because rules are made to control human 
behaviour, for error reduction and elimination of risks 
(Weichbrodt, 2015; Kouabenan et al., 2015). Apart from a 
standardized tailored set of rules recommended by 
professional and authorised bodies, industries do have site 
specific rules designed to achieve safe operations (Abanum et 
al., 2019). For example, Shell Companies do have rules like 3-
Golden Rules, 8-EP House Rules, life-saving rules inter alia, 
applicable to their operations across the world (Shell, 2010). 
Same applies to the construction and transportation industry 
in Nigeria, with designed applicable rules to prevent accidents 
(Umeokafor, Umeadi & Jones, 2014; Afolabi & Gbadamosi, 
2017). 
International Association of Oil and Gas Producers Life-
Saving Rules, IOGP-LSRs                               
The revised version of IOGP LSRs (as shown in pictorial) was 
published in August 2018. According to a report (IOGP, 2018) 
the International Association of Oil and Gas Producers, IOGP 
reviewed its earlier 18 Life-Saving rules (OGP Life-Saving-
Rules) to a new set of 9- rules. This new version now has Nine 
(9) simplified set of life-saving rules with corresponding icons. 
These rules are not different from the eighteen (18) published 
in earlier version (OGP, 2013; Walker et al., 2012). They come 
with recommended actions necessary for industry workers to 
protect themselves and colleagues from fatalities. The IOGP 9 
LSRs aim is to standardize Life-Saving Rules across all O&G 
industry and address all risks and hazards in the industry. The 
objectives are to propagate common safety knowledge, share 
learning from incidents, LSRs awareness and integration of 
safety rules in all activities (IOGP, 2018).  
 

According to IOGP (2013), all operating O&G companies 
are expected to have these LSRs and associated 
procedures in place as a minimum, to ensure safety in the 
work place (Abanum et al., 2019, 2020). 

Compliance with Workplace Safety Rules and Procedures 
Compliance with safety rules and procedures is the 
conscious adherence and application of knowledge of 
safety rules and procedures in the execution of tasks 
(Griffin & Neal, 2000). It is obligatory to comply with all 
safety rules and procedures in the workplace (Cecchini, 
Bedini, Mosetti, Marino & Stasi, 2018). Managing 
workplace safety engages SRPs as cornerstone to control 
operational hazards and risks (Hale & Borys, 2013; Hale et 
al., 2012). When established SRPs are adhered to and 
non-compliances are reviewed and addressed, the 
workplace heads towards incident free and a safer place 
to work (Abanum, et al., 2020; Hu et al., 2016). It is 
necessary to evaluate and review compliance with SRPs 
over time in the workplace, to ensure continual 
improvement (Abanum et al., 2020; ISO 45001, 2018). 
This review may result in redesigning of SRPs, conducting 
training, communicating learning across board and re-
energising compliance with promulgated SRPs (Abanum 
et al., 2020; Hales & Borys 2013) where pitfalls are 
identified.  
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Compliance with organization’s safety rules and regulations is 
the behavioural demonstration of following the workplace 
SRPs (Griffin & Hu, 2013). Compliance with SRPs in the 
workplace has a direct correlation with the HSE Culture Ladder 
stage that is operational in that work environment or 
organization (Pilbeam et al., 2016; Weichbrodt, 2015). From 
the foregoing, compliance with SRPs is key to workplace 
incident prevention. Have we achieved total compliance in 
industries? My take is “No”, and it is evident in the occurrence 
of incidents in various industries across the globe. The 
compliance that is achieved today is to what level? Where 
there are cases of non-compliance, what are the drivers to this 
anomaly? 
 
METHODS 
Study Design: A cross-sectional descriptive study was adopted. 
The study was conducted amongst 317 sharp end workers and 
selected leaders, recruited through a multistage sampling 
technique (Nwaogazie, 2011; Creswell, 2009) in selected O&G 
companies in Delta State of Nigeria.  
Study Population: The study population was drawn from four 
(4) selected O&G upstream companies operating in Delta 
State. The companies’ identity was assigned letters A, B, C and 
D, with a total of 1250 sharp end workers. The respective 
company’s staff strength is A = 600, B = 250, C = 280 and D = 
120 personnel. The workers were drawn from the logistics 
department, operations and maintenance (electrical, 
instrument and mechanical) disciplines. Inclusion criteria used 
for selection are sharp end workers with 2 years or more in the 
oilfield upstream production operations. Excluded from this 
study are the company’s senior management staff, staff of 
Safety and Environment (SE) department, workers unavailable 
at the time of study but qualified to be included (Abanum et 
al., 2019, 2020). 
 
Sample Size Determination: Sample size estimation for the 
study was computed using the Cohran’s formula (Nwaogazie, 
2011), given in equation below. Computed sample size is 264 
from equation. To allow for non-response/invalid data 20% 
added to obtain 317 for the study. 
 

 
where No = sample size; Z = z-value (1.96) at confidence level 
value of 95%;  
P = Prevalence of 78% (0.78) compliance with safe practices 
from similar study carried out by Adebola (2014) in Lagos 
State, Nigeria; T = tolerance error of 5%. 
 
 
 

Study Instruments and Data Analysis:  
Instruments for the study were self-developed checklist 
and self-administered questionnaire. Questionnaire was 
adopted from related literature and publications in 
related studies and safety management system 
standards. The study applied the International 
Association of Oil and Gas Producers’ (IOGP) 9 revised 
Life Saving Rules (LSRs) as a standard SRPs benchmark for 
compliance evaluation. The self-developed checklist was 
used to assess the availability and operationalization of 9 
IOGP LSRs within the companies studied. Data was 
garnered with the aid of semi-structured self-
administered questionnaire. The questionnaire elicited 
information on SRPs awareness, socio-demography, 
occupational history and compliance with the 9 IOGP 
LSRs with provisions for reasons where non-compliance 
occurred. Study instruments were pretested and 
validated before data collection (Tsang, Royse & Terkawi, 
2017; Bolarinwa, 2015). Instruments face and content 
were validated, and Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient 
was obtained to be 0.844. Data analysis applied 
descriptive and inferential statistics using the statistical 
package for social sciences (SPSS) version 22 and WinPepi 
version 11.5 applications. Results are presented in cross-
tables for quick look interpretation. 
 
Results 
The study was well received amongst the sampled 
population. Response rate of 94.64% and data 
completeness rate of 96% were recorded (Abanum et al., 
2019, 2020).  
Socio Demographics (Table 3.1): Respondents had mean 
age of 39.94 years with standard deviation of ± 8.61 and 
19 (6.6%) out of 288 respondents were aged less or equal 
25 years, while 87 (30.2%) were aged between 26 and 35 
years, 114 (39.6%) respondents were aged between 36 
and 45 years, 58 (20.1%) were between 46 and 55 years 
old, while 10 (3.5%) were 56 years and above. A total of 
276 (95.8%) males and 12 (4.2%) females by sex. There 
were 60 (20.8%) singles, 225 (78.1%) married and 3 
(1.0%) divorced /widowed. Christian religion participants 
were 248 (86.1%) out of 288 while 10 (3.5%) respondents 
were Islamic and 30 (10.4%) indicated traditionalist/ 
other religion. Participants who earned secondary 
education were 99 (34.4%) and 189 (65.6%) had earned 
degrees in tertiary education (Abanum et al., 2019, 2020).  
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Occupational History (Table 3.2): Technicians who 
participated in study were 202 (70.1%) while supervisors 
and engineers were 86 (29.9%). A total of 35 (12.2%) 
electrical, 46 (16.0%) instrument, 82 (28.5%) mechanical, 
70 (24.3%) operations, 37 (12.8%) logistics and 18 (6.3%) 
respondents indicated other such discipline in oil and gas 
industry such as specialist. Also, 44 (15.3%) out of 288 
respondents had work experience in oil & gas between 2 
and 5 years, 109 (37.8%) respondents and worked between 
6 and 15 years; while 81 (28.1%) have work experience 
between 16 and 25years and 54 (18.8%) had worked 26 
years and more. Furthermore, 122 (42.4%) out of 288 
respondents had no previous work experience, while 166 
(57.6%) had previously worked in another industry. A total 
of 63 (37.9%) out of 166 respondents had previously 
worked in oil & gas company, 31 (18.6%) construction/real 
estate, 22 (13.3%) civil/public service, 14 (8.4%) banking 
and 36 (21.7%) manufacturing industries. More so, 44 
(15.3%) respondents have less than 6 years working 
experience in oil & gas industry, while 109 (37.8%) 6-15 
years, 81 (28.1%) 16-25 years and 54 (18.8%) indicated 26 
years and above. Result showed that 259 (89.9%) 
respondents had attended formal training/workshop or 
seminars on safety and 214 (82.6%) of 259 respondents had 
attended refresher training/workshop/seminars on safety 
(Abanum et al., 2019, 2020).  
 
Workers Awareness: Tables 3.3&3.4 presented the 
awareness level results from the study. The Likert scale 
assessment had a criterion mean of 2.5 and with the grand 
mean of 3.58, which shows that workers have high 
awareness level of SRPs (Table 4.4). Furthermore, the 
bivariate analysis recorded workers high level of awareness 
(90.6%) in Table 6 (Abanum et al., 2019, 2020). 
 
Compliance Level (Table 3.5-3.7): The level of compliance 
with 9 IOGP LSRs was obtained to be 91.5% (Table 3.7), and 
83.3% (Table 3.5-6) for compliance with general SRPs. The 
Participants had highest compliance with Confined Space 
Entry precautions (100%), followed by the rules and 
procedures on Bypass Safety Controls/Equipment (97.6%), 
Energy Isolation recorded 95.9%, Work at Height rules had 
94.6%, Hot Work Safety precautions was 93.8% compliance, 
Safe Mechanical Lifting Safety Procedures had 91.0% 
compliance level, Safe Driving Rules had 87.4% compliance 
level, Line of Fire rule had 85.4% compliance, while Valid 
Work Permit rules had 82.3% compliance level and the 
least complied IOGP LSR in Table 9 (Abanum et al., 2019, 
2020). 
 
 

Non-Compliances Registered and Reasons (Tables 3.8 
&3.9): The study identified non-compliance with some SRPs 
& LSRs such as breaching safe driving rules, work 
authorization, by-passing safety critical controls, energy 
isolation rules, work at height rules, line of fire rules and hot 
work precaution rules. According to the workers and leaders 
who participated in the study, the most commonly violated 
LSRs are the safe driving rules and work authorization rules 
(permit to work, PTW).  These LSRs were non-compliances 
were recorded provides insights on the areas that need 
improvement and cursor to where energy should be 
directed to enhance safety compliance and avert incidents 
(Abanum et al., 2019, 2020). 
 

 

 



29 
SHE Culture (ISSN:2736-0350)                                                                                          Vol-2, No.1, January 2021       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



30 
SHE Culture (ISSN:2736-0350)                                                                                          Vol-2, No.1, January 2021       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



31 
SHE Culture (ISSN:2736-0350)                                                                                          Vol-2, No.1, January 2021       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Discussion of Findings  
This study discovered that there are established SRPs (commonly known as 12 Life-Saving Rules) that align the revised 9 
IOGP LSRs. This is in line with provisions of ISO 45001 (2018), MOSR (1997), Factories Act (1987).  The study population is 
dominated by male (95.8%) against females (4.2%). This is in line with the male & female participants in Azuike et al. (2017), 
Adebola (2014) and Aliyu & Saidu (2011) of similar studies. A higher proportion of participants 189 (65.6%) had acquired 
tertiary education while 99 (34.4%) attained secondary education. This finding corroborates with Adebola (2014) with 95% 
of participants having post-secondary education and Aliyu & Saidu (2011) where 78% of workers had tertiary education and 
in contrast with Azuike et al. (2016) where 94% of 318 participants in an automobile industry had only secondary education, 
also, with Liang et al. (2018) where only 1.4% of 345 railway workers had a degree and the other 98.6% had primary to 
secondary/technical college education.  
The result showed that participants had high (90.6%) awareness level of SRPs. This level is higher compared with Adebola 
(2014), Eyayo (2014) and Aliyu & Saidu (2011) findings on workers awareness of occupational hazards in Nigerian petroleum 
downstream sector. This compliance level also, aligns with Awodele et al. (2014) amongst paint factory workers in Lagos, 
Nigeria. In contrast, workers in Italian agricultural sector had a low awareness level and negative approach towards safety at 
work (Cecchini et al., 2017).   
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This can explain the reason for poor compliance in that 
study by Cecchini et al (2017). High level of awareness of 
SRPs is critical to safety compliance and this can be 
acquired via formal and informal training (Abanum, et al., 
2019; Kvalheim & Dahl, 2016; Pilbeam et al., 2016; 
Weichbrodt, 2015). The level of compliance with general 
safety rules and with the revised 9 IOGP life-saving rules 
(LSRs) was obtained as 83.3% and 91.5% respectively 
(Abanum et al., 2019, 2020). This level of workers 
compliance from the evaluation study can be attributed to 
their high awareness level (90.6%) on general safety rules 
and procedures in the workplace (Abanum et al., 2019). 
This is higher than that obtained by Aliyu & Saidu (2011) 
with 78% and 85.9% of Adebola (2014) studies in the 
downstream sector of Nigerian petroleum industry. The 
findings from this study supports the conclusions of 
Olatubi and Olatubi (2017) and Weichbrodt (2015) which 
stated that compliance with SRPs ensures a safe 
workplace and results in higher productivity as credited to 
Windapo and Oladapo, (2012). However, Umeokafor et al. 
(2014) argued that compliance should not be less than 
100%, in order to achieve incident free workplace. 
Perhaps, this is the reason incidents still happen in the 
workplace, because compliance with SRPs and LSRs is still 
than 100% in practice (Abanum et al., 2020). The study 
identified most violated LSRs as safe driving rules, work 
authorization and hot work precaution rules, which also, 
affirms the findings of IOGP on the most LSRs violated in 
her 459 report (IOGP, 2018).  
The reasons for non-compliance with SRPs as elicited from 
participants were error enforcing conditions, work 
pressure, conflicting goals, non-readily provision of tools 
and personal protective equipment, poor safety culture, 
limited compliance monitoring inter alia. These are 
management commitment failures and are in line with the 
findings of Jones et al. (2018), Wang et al. (2017), 
Weichbrodt (2015), Umeokafor et al. (2014) and Hale & 
Borys (2013). Other non-compliances recorded by 
participants were credited to delays in securing approval 
for overriding safety critical equipment, having a valid 
work permit, emergency conditions, work pressure, lack 
of empathy interventions, poor fatigue risk management, 
zeal to complete task ahead of time, fear of under-
performance and severance, cases of dilemma inter alia. 
These reasons fall into three specifics which are 
organizational, personal and work (Abanum et al., 2020; 
Hale & Borys, 2013; Hale et al., 2012).  
 

Hypothesis Result:  
There is no significant relationship between Compliance with 

SRPs and Accident 
Test of hypothesis was carried out in two ways. By using Likert 
scale results from generated data and further analysis by 
linear regression. Firstly, the Likert scale result proved that 
there was a strong relationship between compliance and 
accidents, which is significant from the chi-squared and p 
value (χ2 = 4.287;   p = 0.038). This result corroborates with 
the studies of Umeokafor et al. (2014) and Alkhaldi et al. 
(2017) that declared that better compliance levels result in 
fewer incidents in the workplace. The result further explained 
in Table 3.6 that workers who had previously experienced 
accidents in the workplace were 6.46 times more likely to 
comply with SRPs better than their counterparts. The null 
hypothesis is therefore rejected in favour of the alternative. 
There is significant relationship between compliance with 
SRPs and accidents in the workplace. 
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Table 3.11 showed that compliance with SRPs is significantly 
related to accident with a value of 0.390 as correlation 
coefficient. Also, the regression result showed that there is 
significant relationship between compliance with SRPs and 
accident with p-value (0.00) < 0.05 significant level. The 
coefficient for determination (R2) further showed that 15% of the 
total variation in accident can be explained by the linear 
relationship between compliance with SRPs and accident (as 
described by the regression equation). This implies that in the 
studied environment, about 15.2% of accident reduction can be 
attributed to compliance with SRPs. It follows that as compliance 
with SRPs increases, accidents in the workplace reduces. The 
model (Unstandardized coefficients) is given as:  

)(215.0599.1 CSRPsA −=  
Conclusion 
Study findings and results show that, compliance with established 
safety rules and procedures reduces and possibly eliminates cases 
of accidents in the workplace. SRPs and the common LSRs in the 
O&G industry are designed and established to prevent incidents. It 
is imperative for workers to be aware of these rules and 
procedures to engender their compliance, which is invaluable 
in achieving the intent of workplace incident prevention. 
Accidents still happen in workplace despite established SRPs 
and presence of LSRs, because full compliance is yet to be 
achieved. This is occasioned by workers’ failure to adhere to 
SRPs in the workplace. The reasons elicited for non-
compliance with the IOGP LSRs are opportunity areas to 
explore in pursuit of performance improvement in safety and 
goal of incident prevention.  There are areas for 
improvement from findings and this behooves the 
management of O&G and allied industries to leverage on 
latent failures identified to improve on commitment to 
safety. Organizational, job and personal issues driving non-
compliance are solvable by safety programmes that enhance 
workers’ mental wellbeing and building of positive safety 
culture in the workplace. Results from the study showed that 
statistically, there is significant relationship between compliance 
with SRPs and accidents occurrence in the workplace. Therefore, 
the recommended measures suggested in this study to improve 
workers compliance with SRPs should be keenly explored to curtail 
and possibly prevent accidents in the workplace. 
Recommendations 
Management of organizations should first comply with its 
obligation to ensure that all are aware of and understand LSRs in 
the workplace, while workers are obliged to receive safety 
training/learning required. This will engender compliance with 
safety rules and procedures, which is a panacea for 
prevention of incidents. Leadership (Management) should 
also, pursue and develop a positive safety culture to 
continuously improve safety performance.  This study further 
recommends that reasons elicited for non-compliance with 
SRPs be reviewed with a target action plan, to address 
workers concerns and drivers of non-compliance. 
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Dealing with Complacency: A researchers prototype guide to design a questionnaire survey tool 
for data gathering.  

EMT- Future Research outlooks 

 Editor’s Note & Commentary: 

Among the various identified components of a multi accident 
causation theory, complacency which is a human factor 
component is one of the reasons why accidents persist 
regardless of the huge efforts that have been put in place by 
international organizations and professional bodies. To 
manage all foreseeable industry hazards and risks through 
application of safe systems of work and implementation of 
relevant health and safety management systems requires also 
the understanding of the causes of complacency. Most often 
the persons involved in these accidents are experienced 
employees. Majority of these accidents result to serious 
injuries and even fatality. It is now established that more than 
90% of most industry accidents are caused by behaviours. 
Thus, past researchers have established the fact that all 
industries have moved into a new era that is defined and 
shaped by the behaviour and culture of the people who work 
and operate within the industry. It becomes necessary at this 
point to ascertain the relationship between one of the obvious 
at-risk behaviours and incident occurrence and as such define 
strategic and systematic ways to eliminate such at-risk 
behaviour called complacency. 
 
From EMT researcher’s point of view, dealing with 
complacency requires information and data gathering. Some of 
these data will be related to the reasons behind complacency 
and the consequences of complacency. 
 
Credible data that can explain why complacency abounds is 
important if we must deal with it and if we must eliminate it. 
Understanding specific behaviours that can support the 
initiative to eliminate complacency is also required. Some 
suggested tips for consideration in modelling or designing a 
research study instrument or questionnaire for data collection 
are provided below. 

A- Impacts: 
Survey tools and questionnaires should include sections that 
will explore the opportunity to gather data that will help 
identify the contribution of complacency to incident 
occurrence as well as the consequences or impacts of 
complacency not only to cause more incidents but real impacts 
in terms of impacts on organizational running cost, reputation, 
health and safety of the people and asset protection. 
 
 

 
For example, adopting a modified 5- point Likert in which 
case ranking of 5 is given to Strongly agree (SA), 4 to 
agree(A), 3 to disagree (D), 2 to strongly disagree (SD) and 1 
to undecided (U) respondents, we can phrase statements 
seeking to explore respondents that either agree or disagree 
or strongly agree or strongly disagree to below statements. 
“Most of the near misses experienced in the past two years 
were the result of my workers inability to recognize hazards 
in the workplace or workers get too familiar with their work 
that they do not see any reason to carry out hazard analysis. 
Perceptions like my years of experience are enough to 
enable me carry out the job without conducting a risk 
assessment or comments like my work is a risky job so 
accidents will always happen, we cannot avoid it. What will 
respondents say regarding above.”  
 
To what extent does above comments relate to 
complacency and how would respondents answer.  
 
B. Reasons: It will also be important for such research study 
tools to prompt opportunities that will give clue to possible 
reasons why people are complacent. Suggested comments 
could be: 
“I feel that I am too experienced on my Job role, I am now 
very familiar with my Job steps and the issues surrounding 
the work. Employees in my work area do not caution or 
intervene on at-risk and unsafe behaviours exhibited at 
workplace. Employees do not receive quick responses to 
their safety suggestions from their superiors, the need to 
beat targets and get the job done quickly makes it important 
to overlook safety hazards and risks and to take shortcuts. 
Our Senior management do not reward and recognize safe 
practices when they are performed.” 
 
Allow your respondents to give answers and rank their 
responses. 
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How effective can behaviour-based safety (BBS) programs be in dealing with 
complacency. Which are these programmes? 

SA 
 

A 
 

D 
 

SD 
 

U 

 Worker engagement BBS programme: Engaging my co-workers to adopt safe 
behaviours in the workplace through effective and systematic intervention on 
unsafe acts has contributed to change at-risk behaviours in my workplace 
 

     

 BBS programmes focussed on giving feedback (positive reprimand) & 
Commendation: Providing feedback and recognition to my colleagues at work has 
enabled the reduction of unsafe behaviours in my workplace 
 

     

 Continuous cascade of safe behaviours: Identifying and communicating effectively 
critical safe behaviours that will improve my organizations safety performance is 
very important to eliminate at-risk behaviours in my work place 
 

     

 Visible safety leadership & active involvement of frontline supervisors: Active 
participation and involvement of line managers and supervisors in my workplace 
demonstrates their commitment to safety at work and this has contributed to 
reduce workplace incidents 
 

     

 Engagement & Social Copying: Engaging my colleagues at work to participate and 
become observers to critical safe behaviours and to coach others by intervening on 
at risk behaviours has enabled a change in the attitudes exhibited at work and has 
improved the workplace safety culture 
 

     

 What BBS techniques can eliminate complacency in the workplace. Which are 
these techniques?  

SD 
 

D U 
 

A 
 

SA 
 

 Observation technique: I feel that observing both the safe/unsafe behaviour of 
individuals and giving them feedback through systematic and effective intervention 
will improve our safety culture.  
 

     

 Safety Leadership: Providing demonstrable safety leadership and visible 
management commitment is as important as providing resources for job and 
workplace safety management. 
 

     

 Motivation: Providing support and motivation to employees through safety 
incentive programs would cause us to work more safely and adopt safe critical safe 
behaviours and avoid at-risk behaviours while at work. 
 

     

 Providing reward and recognition for safe behaviour is a good way to increase 
safety awareness. 

     

 Team building & Zero Intimidation: Creating a workplace atmosphere that supports 
workers to feel free to speak up when safety is compromised without any fear of 
intimidation but rather makes workers to have credible trust that they will receive 
the backing of senior management is essential to eliminate at-risk behaviours in 
the work place 
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SHE Culture is an international platform to share and exchange proven research-based 
knowledge in EHS and Climate Change Solutions. The SHE Culture editorial board 
reaffirms that “Changing employee behaviour at the work place requires strong influence 
from both supervisors and peers and top management. It is about influencing people 
around you with infectious safe behaviours that can create large scale positive safe 
attitudes. It requires setting examples of what norms are accepted and those that are 
not. It is about connecting with peoples most important values and helping them to 
realize what they will miss when they are no longer available to support their most 
important values. It requires building large scale social network of influencers that can 
exhibit safe behaviours and are able to attract others to copy and do same.” 

 

Finally, understanding the negative consequences of complacency on the overall safety health and safety performance 
can prompt a need to deal with such toxic and at-risk behaviour. Modelling research study instrument to include 
below comments can be helpful. 

 
What impact could complacency have on safety performance  
Not giving adequate attention to workplace hazards and risks has contributed to several work days lost due to accidents 
Too much of familiarity with job functions can result to reduced frequencies of performing basic work place safety inspections 
and hazard analysis 
My industry is a high-risk place known to everyone and as such fatal accidents cannot be ruled out. The thoughts of a 
complacent mind. 
 

 
In dealing with complacent behaviours, we must understand their root causes, identify the consequences and prompt 
acceptable ways to solve the problem.  Any research programme that is aimed at providing SMART and proactive 
solutions that will help to eliminate complacent and related at risk behaviour must show clear methodologies on how 
to Start such problem solving (eliminating complacency). Such research must be designed to target actual work place 
observation that depicts complacency. Additional elements for the research will be to show the extent to which 
respondents agree to identified elements as well as the reasons behind such at risk behaviours including the impact of 
complacent attitudes to the work place safety performance. 
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