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section 1 
HISTORICAL BASIS AND NEED FOR THIS STUDY
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Safety is one of those subjects we do not give 
much thought to until a problem occurs. Often 
safety is something that is based on reactions 
rather than being considered for prevention. 

The challenge is that prevention has been focused 
purely from an environmental perspective since 
1933. While “the old system” worked well, the 
progress slowed considerably during the 1990’s. 
The number of incidents and deaths have 
decreased at a minuscule rate. 

a history of workplace safety will only 
improve when we address the root cause

While we do not discount the importance of a 
safe working environment, we must consider data 
that can make a difference. Almost every business 
function today is analyzed statistically except the 
people involved in accidents.  

That must change!

As we consider safety’s history, let’s see if we can 
find a better approach. 

Motivational Quotients
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• The fatality rate has only dropped 1.4 individuals
per 100,000 in past 20 years, though the budget
more than tripled.

OSHA Budget

1972 - $172.5 M 
2015 - $552.8 M

FIGURE 1: WORKPLACE FATALITIES, 1933-2010

DEATH RATE (PER 100,000 WORKERS)

SOURCES: NATIONAL SAFETY COUNCIL (1994) AND US DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS (2012)

• Prior to OSHA a High in 1937 of 43/100K fatalities
were reduced to 18/100K in 1969 – A  58%
reduction OR 25 LIVES PER 100k

• It took OSHA an additional 40+ years to achieve
SIMILAR results.

NUMBER OF FATAL WORK INJURIES, 1992-2011*

• WHY IS THAT Making rules and spending money
does not seem to be closing the fatality gap?
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1. Section 19 of the OSHA act of 1970:
“Employers have the responsibility to
provide a safe workplace.”

2. US Government Office of Technology:
Assessment OSHA provides a credible basis
for the determination essential to rulemakings”

• Some people are either
overconfident or
underestimate
the risk

• There will always be
those willing to take the
risk knowing they might
have to pay the fines

The environment may be safe, but when companies hire these three types of people they 
increase the cost of doing business! 

3. New York Times and later in Occupational
Hazards Magazine revealed that for 20
years, the agency failed to seek criminal
prosecution against 93 percent of the
companies whose willful violations of safety
rules caused workers to die.”

• Others are careless with
their lives and other’s
well being

These three mindsets are something you will see again as we go through this presentation.
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The real issue is people
• Businesses use Data Driven Financial Plans to

ensure fiscal responsibility and sustainability.

• While many Businesses employ Risk Managers
or statisticians, the safety industry fails to use
Human Data/People Metrics to ensure good
job/culture fits and if the individual is “at risk.”

• We cannot ignore the data. We have to learn
to use information that can be readily available
through assessment tools.

• WE NEED A PARADIGM SHIFT from business 
as usual to a more objective approach. Using 
people data considers and values each 
individual’s uniquenesses. People have 
accidents, the environment doesn't. Some 
habits that people form can put them more 
at risk for having accidents and that risk can 
be measured with data! 

5 YEAR/4 INDUSTRY STUDY
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Section 2
ANALYSIS OF THE 12 KEY SAFETY FACTORS
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disclosure
DISCLOSURE: 
This identifies to what degree the individual has
the capacity to be precise and clear in their 
communication with others as well as decipher 
other’s thoughts. Those who are disclosure-
resistant have a tendency to misinterpret, 
withhold, or misrepresent information and may 
have more difficulty affecting behavioral change.

DESCRIPTION OF SCALE: 
The Disclosure  scale measures a person’s capacity 
for clarifying with openness and honesty as they 
answered the QMQ questions. The ideal employee 
will score either in the 0-10 range (Desirable) or 
20 (Normal). Those who score in the 30-50 range 
may have a tendency to misinterpret, withhold, 
or misrepresent information and may experience 
more difficulty in modifying and removing 
negative behaviors. A score of (60 - 100) would 
indicate certain aspects of this assessment are 
invalid.

SAFE VS. UNSAFE:
The graphs illustrate that there is a greater degree 
of clarity in communication of the safe group.  
The safe employee will normally be more open 
about their feelings and environment, allowing 
an employee a better picture of how and why 
things are happening the way they are.  The 
unsafe employee may try to maintain a “positive 
appearance” even when he/she knows there are 
problems.

IMPLICATIONS:
The company should provide and encourage a 
system or process that encourages clarity and 
honest feedback.
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environmental negativity
DESCRIPTION OF SCALE: 
This scale measures one’s Primary and Learned 
Negative Motivations including aches, pains, 
anxieties, and fears. Negative motivations are 
derived from “universal” unpleasant stimuli. The 
ideal employee will score either in the 0-20 range 
(Desirable) or in the 30-50 (Stressful) range. 
Those who score in the 50-100 range (Counter 
Productive) may experience stress in trying to 
accomplish daily tasks.

SAFE VS. UNSAFE: 
It is notable that the Safe group has the lowest 
overall score, and with the exception of the Metal 
industry, across all industries. The graph shows 
that as the amount of Total Negative Motivation 
rises, the number of accidents rises proportionately. 
The amount of Total Negative Motivation 
in the Unsafe group results in an inordinate 
preoccupation with the troubles in life which can 
lead to “tunnel vision” so that one does not see

much beyond those things which are most 
prominent. Such a preoccupation with negative 
stimulation can result in a lack of awareness of 
cues that alert one to danger.

IMPLICATIONS:
There are two ways a company might help the 
Unsafe employee to bring about a reduction in the 
negative sources in his life: (1) provide managers 
with training in recognizing and predicting 
the kinds of negative stimuli with which an 
employee must deal—those that are job-specific, 
e.g., someone must clean the bathrooms and 
furnaces; and (2) acknowledge either publicly or 
privately that the company is aware of the odious 
components of some jobs and that performance 
of them is appreciated. 
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physical negatives/
discomfort
DESCRIPTION OF SCALE: 
Primary Negative Motivations are physically 
painful stimuli that cause discomfort or make a 
person feel bad, e.g., blisters, headaches, smell 
of a skunk, bright lights, or the suffering of 
someone with deep emotional attachment. The 
Primary Negative Motivation score is a measure 
of the amount of such physical irritations, aches, 
and pains experienced. The ideal employee will 
score either in the 0-20 range (Desirable) or in 
the 30-50 (Stressful) range. Those who score in 
the 50-100 range (Counter Production) may 
experience stress in trying to accomplish daily 
tasks.

SAFE VS. UNSAFE: 
The Safe group has a lower overall score than the 
Unsafe group. Since Primary Negative Motivation 
involves the physical or sensory self, the higher 
score of the Unsafe group indicates a willingness 
and readiness to tolerate pain. The graphs show 
that the amount of physical negativity is directly 

related to the number of injuries—the Unsafe 
group has the greater amount of aches and pains. 
However, it is unlikely that all negatives occur on 
the job, since the whole person comes to work. 

IMPLICATIONS:
It will be difficult for a company to assist in the 
reduction of the Primary Negative Motivations of 
the Unsafe employee unless the employee’s 
precise nature and the origin of the aches and 
pains are known. A job-by-job task analysis 
(Quality of Motivation Task Analysis) of the 
likelihood of strain or stress—and to what part of 
the body—might reveal those tasks most likely 
to add to the existing levels of pain.  Without 
suggesting that there might be a drug/alcohol 
problem, physical abuse, etc., in which case the 
aches/pains might be due to off-the-job behaviors 
such as hangovers, it might be worthwhile to 
offer an Employee Improvement Program and 
an Employee Assistance Program (drug/alcohol 
seminar) to all employees.
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mental negativity/stress
DESCRIPTION OF SCALE: 
Learned Negative Motivations are mental 
stimuli that, after being processed by the brain, 
cause discomfort or make person feel bad, e.g., 
insults, criticisms, or arguments. This score is a 
measure of a person’s level of mental pain, e.g., 
anxiety, panic attacks, fears, or phobias. The 
ideal employee will score either in the 0-20 range 
(Desirable) or in the 30-50 (Stressful) range. 
Those who score in the 50-100 range (Counter 
Productive) may experience stress in trying to 
accomplish daily tasks.

SAFE VS. UNSAFE: 
In almost every case, the Unsafe employee shows 
a higher level of Learned Negative Motivation 
or stress. The graph shows a direct relationship 
between mental negatives and number of injuries. 
Not only is the Unsafe group full of aches and 
pains, but they also harbor many more anxieties 
and fears than their Safe coworkers.

IMPLICATIONS:
The sharp increase in this score, particularly in the 
Chemical industry, reveals a strong correlation 
with the number of injuries and that attention 
to reduction of anxieties/fears should pay 
dividends. These sources of negative motivation 
are not easily reduced. For example, getting 
rid of nightmares and poor social interactions/
communication is something a company may 
find it can do on the job; however, the person 
who suffers from poor social skills and phobias 
will not be as productive. Professional help is 
usually necessary to reduce large amounts of 
Learned Negative Motivation. A company can try 
to make an Employee Improvement Program and 
Employee Assistance Program more accessible 
and urge greater use of them. 
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discouragement
DESCRIPTION OF SCALE: 
The Discouragement score is a measure of the 
effects of lost positive or productive aspects of 
life an individual values in their own life. This 
emotion can range from sadness over the loss of 
cake and ice cream to grief over loss of a loved 
one. Discouragement tends to reduce motivation 
stability, making a person more vulnerable to 
mood shifts due to minor disturbances. The ideal 
employee will score in the 0-20 range (Desirable). 
Employees who score either in the 30-50 range 
(Stressful) or in the 51-100 range (Counter 
Productive) are more likely to react negatively to 
loss of positive motivations.  

SAFE VS. UNSAFE: 
Once again, the Safe group has the lowest score 
and the graph shows a dramatic change in number 
of injuries directly related to Discouragement. 
Notice that the Unsafe employee in all four 
industries scores in the range in which he or she is 
more likely to react negatively to loss of positive 

motivations. One effect of Discouragement is to 
reduce energy. In the case of the Unsafe group, 
the effect would be to lower an already low level 
of motivation stability. Discouragement most 
often occurs from factors related to a person’s 
lifestyle, accidents, tragedy, or a summation of 
day-to-day, on-the-job occurrences. This fact 
suggests that if Discouragement causes 
accidents, a vicious cycle of discouragement-
accident-discouragement will occur.  

IMPLICATIONS:
Similar to the issue of reducing Learned Negative 
Motivation, company managers and supervisors 
must be able to recognize Unsafe employees 
early. The Unsafe employee should receive 
Employee Improvement Program training in how 
to recognize the symptoms of Discouragement. 
Implementation of an Employee Assistance 
Program or Employee Improvement Program 
applies here as well. 
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total sabotage 
(carelessness)
DESCRIPTION OF SCALE: 
Total Sabotage is what the world sees. It is the 
average of one’s Physical and Mental Sabotage 
and measures one’s tendency to cause both 
physical and mental pleasures to go away. This 
occurs most often when an individual is not timely 
in their responses to their possessions or 
situations/people of importance in their lives. 
After losing this a source of pleasure, they spend 
an inordinate amount of time and energy 
recovering from the loss. Society expects one to 
have a certain level of this tendency, e.g., giving 
money to a church or charitable organization, but 
not to loan a friend one’s rent money. The ideal 
employee will score either in the 0-15 range 
(Desirable) or 20 (Normal). Those who score the 
30-50 range (Stressful) may experience some
level of stress in trying to accomplish daily tasks.
Employees who score in the Counter Productive
(60-100) range will exhibit “carelessness,” which

will cause them to intentionally or unintentionally 
lose material or mental pleasures to their own 
detriment. After continued loss, they may 
become depressed, or discouraged, which may 
lead to accidents. 

SAFE VS. UNSAFE: 
The Safe group has the more normal scores. The 
graph shows that this score has great predictive 
value, in that the Unsafe group is on the threshold 
of concern, with scores almost double the norm. 
The scores of the Unsafe group are high in their 
tendency to cause the positive aspects of their life 
to disappear. One way this might be manifested 
is behavior that results in quitting a job, getting 
fired, or divorce. 
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physical SABOTAGE 
(carelessness)
DESCRIPTION OF SCALE: 
Physical Sabotage is a measure of one’s tendency 
to make physical sources of pleasure stop or go 
away, e.g., giving away your food or a favorite 
CD. The ideal employee will score either in the
0-15 range (Desirable) or 20 (Normal). Those
who score in the 30-50 range (Stressful) may
experience some level of stress in trying to
accomplish daily tasks. Counter Productive scores
(60-100) can have significant implications.

SAFE VS. UNSAFE: 
The Safe group is the better group, and the graph 
shows that they behave in a politically correct 
manner. The Unsafe group excels at stopping 
physical pleasures, which is particularly interesting 
given the fact that the Unsafe employee works so 
hard at obtaining physically positive stimulation.

IMPLICATIONS:
An immediate effect of giving away one’s 
sources of physical pleasure is discouragement. 
Knowledge of this tendency to cause one’s own 
discouragement can be utilized by a company 
to help the Unsafe person by communicating to 
them that the resultant depression is associated 
with the probability of having an accident.
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TOTAL PUNISHMENT (fearlessness)
DESCRIPTION OF SCALE: 
It is a measure of one’s tendency to cause either 
physical or mental pain to occur, i.e., to cause one’s 
own troubles. The trouble most often occurs when 
the individual does not approach a situation with a 
proper level of sophistication. They either over 
evaluate their abilities or underestimate 
the challenge they face. Examples of this kind of 
behavior, at the level at which society expects one 
to behave, include assisting someone else who has 
an armful of groceries or getting out in the rain to 
help someone fix a flat tire. A threshold example 
would be causing an accident. The ideal employee 
will score either in the 0-15 range (Desirable) or 
score 20 (Normal). Those who score in the 30-150 
range (Stressful) may experience some level of 
stress in trying to accomplish daily tasks. The 
Counter Productive score (60-100) indicates a 
frequent disregard or risk.

SAFE VS. UNSAFE: 
It is notable that the Safe group has the lowest 
overall score, and with the exception of the Metal 
industry, across all industries. The graph shows that 
as the amount of Total Negative rises, the number 
of accidents rises proportionately. The amount of 

Total   Negative Motivation in the Unsafe group 
results in an inordinate preoccupation with the 
troubles in life, which can lead to “tunnel vision,” in 
which one does not see much beyond those things 
which are most prominent.  Such a preoccupation 
with negativity can often result in a lack of awareness 
of cues that alert one to danger. The Safe group is by 
far the lowest, once again. The graph shows a 
“threshold” effect in that when the scores are over 
30 there is a sharp differentiation between the 
persons likely to have more accidents. The level of 
this behavior on the part of the Unsafe employee 
shows how likely he or she is to cause extreme levels 
of unpleasant stimulation or pain. One explanation 
for such behavior is that a person would try to lift 
more than he should or would try to start an 
argument.

IMPLICATIONS:
A company should pay special attention to this 
behavior because it is, by definition, a self-inflicted 
accident/injury. A “macho” attitude should be a red 
flag to managers and supervisors that the person is 
likely to try to do too much, rush through projects, or 
disregard cues for safety components of some jobs 
and that performance of them is appreciated. 
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physical PUNISHMENT
DESCRIPTION OF SCALE: 
The Physical Punishment score refers to the 
tendency to cause unnecessary physical pain to 
oneself, e.g., trying to lift too much, hitting one’s 
hand with a hammer, cutting off one’s thumb, 
or causing damage to oneself by overworking 
(workaholic). Such behavior can easily result in 
injury.  The resultant pain can range from sore 
muscles to death. The ideal employee will score 
either in the 0-15 range (Desirable) or score 20 
(Normal). Those who score in the 30-50 range 
(Stressful) may experience some level of stress in 
trying to accomplish daily tasks. 

SAFE VS. UNSAFE: 
Again, the Safe group has the lowest tendency 
to injure themselves and is at the level at 
which society expects another person to show 
Good Samaritan behavior. The Unsafe group is 

considerably higher and well above the norm. 
This high level of self-punishment—almost double 
what it should be—is consistent with one who 
would resist wearing protective gear because it 
would appear unmanly.

IMPLICATIONS:
A company may wish to make “macho” 
behavior a topic that can be discussed openly. 
Implementation of systems that reward consistent 
use of protective gear, suggestion programs, 
and requesting/giving help to a fellow employee 
is recommended. A significant percentage of 
the rewards should be physical positives, such 
as food items or sports-related incentives, since 
the Unsafe group has a strong need for primary 
positives.
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TOTAL Martyrdom (hopelessness)
DESCRIPTION OF SCALE: 
It is a measure of the tendency to tolerate both 
physical and mental pain/stress. Society expects 
one to tolerate a certain amount of negatives. 
Examples of the kind of tolerance one is expected 
to show include refusing help when carrying an 
armload of groceries or changing a flat tire. The 
ideal employee will score either in the 0-15 range 
(Desirable) or 20 (Normal). Those who score 
in the 30-50 range may experience some level 
of stress in trying to accomplish daily tasks. The 
Counter Productive level (60 - 100) indicates an 
inability to deal with the pain/stress with hope.

SAFE VS. UNSAFE: 
The employees in the Safe group show an elevated 
score, which means that they are probably 
perceived by coworkers as tolerant and caring, 
but with limits. However, data show that as this 

tendency to needlessly tolerate pain increases, the 
likelihood of an injury increases proportionately. 
The Unsafe worker is under a lot of stress, in that 
he or she is “carrying a heavy load” that could 
be reduced.  It may very well be that the Unsafe 
employee considers it unmanly to seek relief.

IMPLICATIONS:
An open discussion of “macho” behaviors would 
include attempts to dispel the myth that pain 
should not be acknowledged or tolerated. 
Examples include tolerating unsafe working 
conditions or refusing to rub an arm that has just 
been hit by a fast-pitch baseball.
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DESCRIPTION OF SCALE: 
The Primary Martyrdom score is a measure 
of one’s tendency to tolerate physical pain 
needlessly, e.g., not taking an aspirin for a 
headache or not putting on safety glasses when 
sparks or splinters are flying off a grinder into 
one’s face. Society expects a person to accept 
some of the daily aches and pains that arise in the 
course of job performance. The ideal employee 
will score either in the 0-15 range (Desirable) 
or 20 (Normal). Those who score in the 30-150 
range may experience some level of stress in 
trying to accomplish daily tasks. The Counter 
Productive lever (60-100) indicates the individual 
does not see a way to end their pain, so they feel 
they must lean to live with it.

SAFE VS. UNSAFE: 
The Safe group shows a moderate amount of this 
tendency, while the Unsafe group has an unusually 
high propensity—double what it should be—to 
tolerate physical pain unnecessarily.

IMPLICATIONS:
The Unsafe employee is unlikely to admit to 
even severe pain, but an employee who works 
in a potentially hazardous area needs to make 
sure that he understands, like the athlete, the 
difference between pain and injury and that 
some pains can be strong indicators of injury. A 

physical Martyrdom (hopelessness) 
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mental Martyrdom (hopelessness) 
DESCRIPTION OF SCALE: 
The Learned Martyrdom score is a measure of 
one’s tendency to tolerate stress needlessly. 
Examples of the level at which society expects 
one to be tolerant include putting up with a 
coworker who constantly interrupts conversations 
or has a loud mouth. The ideal employee will 
score either in the 0-15 range (Desirable) or 20 
(Normal). Those who score in the 30-150 range 
will experience some level of stress in trying to 
accomplish daily tasks, because he or she is mired 
in problems that are tolerated too long, causing 
inordinate and unnecessary preoccupation. The 
Counter Productive (60-100) range indicates the 
person does not feel they have the capability to 
eliminate the stress/pain.

SAFE VS. UNSAFE: 
The Safe group has slightly elevated scores, but 
the Unsafe group tolerates mental anxieties and 
concerns far longer than the Safe group and will 
probably not be able to detect danger signals.

IMPLICATIONS:
A company with an Employee Improvement 
Program or Employee Assistance Program, 
wherein professional help is easily obtained, 
would be the ideal environment for the Unsafe 
employee.
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Section 3
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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Experts agree that it is a combination of many 
factors that cause an employee to be either safe or 
at risk. However, certain aspects of an individual’s 
motivations—and therefore his or her behavior—
are more likely to cause the person to be at risk.

These factors are not by any means the only 
cause of accidents, but they are the heaviest 
contributors, are easily identifiable, and can 
be remedied with an appropriate Employee 
Improvement Program. Notably, these twelve 
“critical factors” are not from the group that 

Conclusion
comprises positive motivations; rather, they are 
from the group of negative motivations, which 
are the chief contributors to accidents.

The following chart shows the (combined) 
average QMQ score of all four industries for both 
Safe and Unsafe groups across each of the twelve 
critical factors. Pay particular attention to the 
percentage differences between the average QMQ 
scores of the Safe and Unsafe groups:

Many modern-day corporate safety programs ignore the source of safety risks and place too 
much emphasis on the work environment. Such programs focus on workplace conditions 
instead of on an employee’s motivations, because conditions are easier to monitor and 
control. However, an observed behavioral approach is not sufficient to divine an employee’s 
motivation for mental and physical pain. Observable behavior alone does not define the whole 
associate who comes to work each day. People have accidents – not environments.
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Many factors contribute to a person’s self-esteem and attitude, which is equal to or more important 
than intelligence. The whole employee, not just the job description, walks in the door at 8 a.m. The 
real safety issue of why a person inflicts pain or loss on himself and/or other people requires more 
effort to understand. Self-esteem, the largest component of motivation, must be considered.

By following this approach, i.e., considering an 
employee’s motivations relative to on-the-job 
safety, the industries evaluated in this study will 
make quantum leaps with safety issues, and they 
will become more adept at reaching the source 
of their employees’ behaviors and unsafe work 
disorders.

MOTIVATIONAL STAGES REQUIRED FOR 
IMPROVEMENT

The Motivational Approach diagram on page 19 
suggests that a step-by-step approach is required 
for improvement on the part of an employee. The 
optimum treatment consists of three stages:

Stage 1: Safety Awareness

•	 The organization completes an environmental 
safety steady by assessing both types of their 
employee: Those with and without chargeable 
accidents.

•	 The different groups data is compared and 
constructed

Stage 2: Organizational Benchmarks

•	 Comparisons/contrasts to national studies

•	 People metrics assigned in preparation for 
department retaining

Stage 3: Identify Employee Risk

•	 Assessment of Key Players (Beta).

•	 Which candidates to �invest in and  �  
reduction of Counter Productive habits. 

Stage 4: Apply Safety Improvement Process

•	 3.5 day training on Safety Assessment 
application with present program.

•	 Training coaches on how to improve 
appropriate employee’s mental safety skills.

Stage 5: Measure Results

•	 Productive habit �  reinforcement

•	 Retest

•	 Integrate concepts  into present Safety 
Program.

•	 Apply Benchmarks
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Clarifying the Stages
Stage 1 & 2 – are designed to identify where 
areas of challenge exist in the organization and 
address the departures with the highest risk 
factors. Then, and only then, can benchmark the 
set for hiring, training and development.

Stage 3: 	  
Identification of Safe and Unsafe Motivations of 
Existing or Potential Employees

“ Testing is the best predictor of success. 
It’s accurate well over half the time, while 
no other method even comes close.

— Managing Human Resources Magazine

For the past several decades, managers across 
multiple industries have found that assessment 
and screening are key factors in employee 
selection, growth, and development. Great 
care and expense have been used to create the 
appropriate questionnaires to identify the right 
CEO, manager, supervisor, or secretary. The same 
diagnostic approach should be considered as 
corporations seek safer and more productive work 
environments.

Traditionally, evaluation tools have been used only 
for hiring, but not for managing. This approach 
is shortsighted, much like the purchase of a new 
car whose safety belts and air bags are removed 

by the owner after driving the car home. In today’s 
market, management must be educated in how to 
use available safety instruments and technologies 
wisely to enhance existing or potential employee 
performance and safety. 

Choosing the right test or diagnostic tool can be 
confusing—there are more than 30,000 diagnostic 
tools currently listed in Tests in Print (Burroughs 
Institute of Mental Measurements, University of 
Nebraska-Lincoln). Corporate America must have 
access to individuals who are trained and familiar 
with validated motivational profiles that measure 
self-esteem and other motivational issues directly 
related to safety and performance. 

When properly used, these diagnostic tools identify 
safe employees as well as those who are at risk. 
The diagnostic process can be tailored to make the 
entire company more stable and safe. The most 
logical step for any company is to have access to a 
trained professional who can facilitate use of these 
assessment tools for more efficient management of 
human resources—not just for hiring.

•	 SUCCESS STORY: A CHEMICAL COMPANY

•	 As an example of the above principle, a specialty chemical company in the Southeast continued to have EPA 
challenges and accidents in mixing its caustic chemicals and superbases. The company’s production staff 
was screened and two employees appeared to have unsafe work disorders. These individuals were involved 
in every violation or incident. Susan’s* problem was a lack of safety skills. She simply needed more training 
in mixing and other safety procedures. After a period of training and monitoring she was returned to the 
position and now functions capably. Mark’s* challenge was deeper. Attitude and motivational sources as 
well as safety skills were “at risk.” He was relocated from the hazardous position and entered an Employee 
Improvement Program. Assessment tools successfully isolated the sources of Mark’s behavioral challenges.                                                            

•	  * Name has been changed.
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Stage 4A:	  
Analyzing the Safety Importance

This intervention is good management and good 
business. Intervention on behaviorally challenged 
employees helps to safeguard the organization 
as a whole. To be efficient, diagnostic tools must 
be administered by trained personnel within the 
organization to maximize results. The decision to 
use these tools on a case-by-case basis can often 
be stressful in today’s workplace, since only one 
employee has the potential to seriously impact the 
bottom line.

How do you identify problematic employees and 
remain proactive about safety? The answer is 
surprisingly straightforward and simple: Isolate 
both the negative source and skill motivations 
and ensure that these employees are not 
placed in hazardous positions until an Employee 
Improvement Program has been completed. The 
real issue is not whether Corporate America takes 
heed, but when and how it does so. Individuals, 
groups, and institutions normally have difficulty 
admitting that they have problems. No one 
likes to discuss their personal weaknesses—yet 
everyone knows that they exist.

Most often, safety training takes place in large 
groups, which tends to minimize frank discussion. 
Yet frank discussion with all participants in the 
safety review process is necessary for each 
participant to take ownership and responsibility 
of his or her behavior. “Buy-in,” or ownership, is 
created when it is personalized; otherwise, the 
natural tendency is to feel that “It doesn’t pertain 
to me,” “It’s someone else who needs this lecture,” 
or “I know what they’re going to say.” Empirical 
measurement presents the truth as “hard facts.” 
This is both necessary and empowering.

Given these factors, large group safety training 
is not as effective as training conducted in 
small groups, which sends a powerful message 
of value to the individual, i.e., to “me.” Even 
the best facilitator cannot be competent with 
individualized efforts of 20 or more people. 
Additionally, a smaller group is more likely to have 

individuals bond with certain other individuals 
and, indeed, with the group as a whole. A sense of 
community and teamwork is often the result.

An employee cares most about “me,” even if he 
or she is a good team player. When an employee’s 
personal safety issues are addressed, he or she 
becomes attentive. Convening small interactive 
groups where strengths and weaknesses can 
be addressed openly creates positive learning 
experiences for the participants and bonds 
workers together. Large group training sessions 
that do not address personal issues have little 
or no impact on the individuals in the group. 
Regardless of how many safety skill areas in which 
a worker receives training, the individual will 
not own it unless the individual can clearly see 
personal benefit. Employees buy safety principles 
the same way they buy marketed merchandise—
by answering the question: “What’s in it for me?”

A TRANSPORTATION COMPANY

A Southeastern transportation company had 
five key employees screened individually. After 
assessing the five employees, one employee 
was isolated. John* felt that inflicting pain on 
himself or others was an acceptable part of life. 
Unfortunately, he had been physically abused 
as a child and needed to be repositioned and to 
undergo extended therapy. John could never 
have been isolated and helped had this training 
been large-group based. Specialized training 
aimed at removing John’s negative motivations 
was successful.

* Name has been changed.
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Stage 4B:	
Reduction of Negative Motivation

Professionals who have been in safety leadership 
roles for any length of time have participated in 
programs containing excellent content. Before 
the material was completed, however, there was 
disagreement or argument about who had the 
right answers and methods. This research report 
has sought to answer the questions regarding the 
failure of so many safety programs.

Standardized training programs, which are 
direct and simple, often are not culturally 
sensitive. Standardized training introduces 
positive behavioral and motivational skills for 
the participant to adopt if he or she is inclined 
to do so. The assumption has always been that 
participants in safety training programs are 
motivated to adopt positive skills. Unfortunately, 
the negative motivational sources of the problem 
are virtually never identified and become a 
stumbling block to change.

But stumbling blocks can be turned into stepping-
stones. Until the negative sources of motivation 
and negative behavior are reduced, the participant 
will never be a safe employee. Failure to intervene 
will always result in an accident, high risk factor, 
or a cost penalty! The answer lies most often 
with the individual participants and their assigned 
tasks, not in the training of those individuals. 
Proper identification and treatment are necessary 
for true and lasting change to occur.

Employees unwittingly bring negative 
motivations, which block a positive learning 
experience, into the training class (and into 
the rest of their life). Good group training 
communicates information and moves a 
participant to action. If the participant has 
significant negative underlying tendencies, he or 
she too will be energized. However, having a lot of 
energy can be counterproductive. If the employee 

does not possess positive, safe motivational 
sources, new skills will help—but not solve—the 
problem. The result of broad-brush training is too 
often apathy, inapplicability in the employee’s 
mind, or defensiveness. Once again, the “me,” i.e., 
the individual’s strengths and weaknesses, must 
be addressed.

The key to success in safety training is to remove 
the negative motivations first! This must be done 
at the beginning of the training. Otherwise, the 
training only serves to facilitate the individual’s 
negative behaviors. By isolating the sources of 
the negative behavior, the facilitator can help the 
employee, rather than just covering the problem 
with a short-term behavioral Band-Aid®.

Stage 5A:	
Strengthening of Positive Motivation

Management’s approach must not be “How can 
I motivate my employees?” but rather “I won’t 
try to motivate an employee until I know what 
motivations he brings with him.” (R. Chris Martin, 
Ph.D., Quality of Motivation Systems™ [http://
www.qmtheory.com].) Management must be 
trained to use available diagnostic tools to ensure 
that workers are hired, trained, and managed to 
perform their assignments safely.

Management should be aware of the screening 
steps used in the employee selection process. The 
results of that process may be used to find the 
appropriate employee assets that will add to his 
or her productivity and effectiveness. Progressive 
companies have found that the information 
obtained through assessment helps the employee 
to pursue a career path for success throughout 
the employee’s entire length of tenure.
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Having knowledge or experience in a job 
does not guarantee that you can do it in a 
different environment.
 
Judith Dobrzynski,

Executive Tests Now Plumb New Depths 
of the Job Seeker

— New York Times,  

Knowledge and experience do not make 
the person safe or productive. Leading 
edge trainers wisely identify the whole 
person’s skills and utilize those skills to 
facilitate learning. The employee accepts 
the training, institutes the concepts into 
their job, and becomes happier and more 
productive. To be a player in the high-
stakes world of high performance requires 
a perspective that focuses not on how 
much training is delivered but on how fast 
people gain more capability to improve 
performance and how much of that 
capability the organization is able to use for 
strategic purposes.

— ASTD Web Page  

“
““

The above quotations suggest that individuals 
must learn from their own unique perspective. 
Information used for hiring may also be used for 
training. Performance-based training is most 
appropriate for productivity.

Safety trainers must address the global learner as 
well as the linear learner. The global learner learns 
through assimilating the large picture; the linear 
learner learns one step at a time. Managers must 
understand their “customer” (the employee) the 
same way retailers do and customize training to 
fit the individual. Managers must maximize the 
employee’s personal skills to facilitate training, then 
actively seek to reinforce those skills.

(Leonard and Strauss, “Putting Your Company’s 
Whole Brain to Work,” Harvard Business Review, July-
August 1997).

You’ve heard the expression: “One man’s trash is 
another man’s treasure.” This saying also holds true 
when it comes to recognition programs designed 
to enhance safe behavior. One employee’s positive 
reinforcement is another employee’s demotivator. 
What motivates one person positively may motivate 
another negatively, or not at all. Employees choose 
their “valuables” based on their motivations. It is 
important to know what motivates each employee.

Individuals seem to choose from four categories 
when allowed to select rewards or incentives to 
inspire improved performance:

•	 High Value, High Function (riding 
lawnmower) 

•	 High Value, Low Function (solid gold and 
diamond lapel pin) 

•	 Low Value, High Function (golf shirt with 
safety logo) 

•	 Low Value, Low Function (certificate, plaque, 
or trophy)

Most recognition programs today offer a wide 
variety of choices, but few ensure that program 
choices cover all four of the above categories. 
Incentive programs heavily oriented to one category 
simply to promote a specific product, such as 
jewelry, do not necessarily work. A jewelry approach 
may work in most white-collar positions, but will 
rarely carry much weight with the blue-collar worker. 
A lapel pin with a company’s logo is not always a 
positive motivator for a loading dock employee. Each 
program incentive should be tailored to the target 
audience.

Measure results and compare year end. Apply 
benchmarks in preventing and developmental.

Stage 5B:	
Integrate Concepts into Profit Safety Programs and 
Recognize Safety

Leading-edge managers have found that using 
the results of the same motivational tools used in 
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ENSURE A SAFER WORK ENVIRONMENT WITH 
OBJECTIVE MOTIVATIONAL MEASUREMENT 
Assessment of an employee’s motivations enables 
a firm to better identify, develop, and reinforce 
each aspect of an employee’s career. Regardless 
of the industry, safety challenges should be 
addressed relative to the individual’s motivations. 
We know that people with high Disclosure, 
Negative Motivation Sources, Martyrance, 
Self-Sabotage, and Self-Punishment scores will 
have accidents. A person with high negative 
motivations may be safe for years until the spouse 
leaves or the child develops a drug problem—
then this person is an accident just waiting to 
happen. This simple methodology enhances 
the relationship between the employer and the 
employee.

ENSURE A MORE PRODUCTIVE WORK 
ENVIRONMENT WITH MOTIVATIONAL BASED 
UNDERSTANDING 
Management has a responsibility to provide 
a safe work environment that is conducive to 
productivity and profitability. Management does 
not have a responsibility to allow employees 
to behave as they wish, as some behavioral 
specialists claim. A company needs to help the 
whole person. Employee loyalty will come only 
when a person believes that the company cares 
about him or her. Win-Win scenarios provide an 
opportunity for a worker to enjoy what he or she 
does while providing the company a good return 
on its investment of wages.

When an employee’s motivational needs are 
addressed, his or her attitude is better, work 
performance improves, and the environment 
is safe. Having the knowledge that the “whole 
employee” comes to work each day can help a 
company to isolate the needs of an individual, 
rather than just implementing a broad-brush 
program for the program’s sake.

Recommendations
ENSURE DEVELOPMENT OF OPTIMUM 
ENVIRONMENT USING “BEST FIT” ANALYSIS 
TRAINING
Identification and placement based on assessment 
and screening is vital to long-term productivity and 
safety. However, placement based on assessment 
is only the first step. Motivation-based training 
developed for an individual participant is also vital 
for long-term success.

One of the most comprehensive screening and 
training programs available today is LifeThrive, 
which uses tools like the QMQ to first understand 
and then develop the whole person to their peak 
performance capabilities. LifeThrive’s thrust is 
focused on understanding what motivates people 
and using basic human needs and desires to correct 
unsafe work disorders. An Employee Improvement 
Program can help, if what is already known by 
an employee and his employer is combined with 
standardized empirical testing.

In conclusion, safety training is on the threshold 
of becoming an organization’s greatest asset in 
attempting to impact the bottom line. Professionals 
in the field today are focusing their energies on 
the fact that a safe work environment exists only 
if the individuals within that environment have the 
corresponding safety skills. Regardless of how safe 
an organization considers its work environment 
to be, if the employee is unsafe then accidents will 
occur. Screening, assessing, and training according 
to individual motivation is the surest path to 
maximizing and sustaining employee success—both 
on and off the job.
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