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Executive Summary 

This report details the findings and recommendations of the 
Changing Minds, Changing Mines project, commissioned by the 
Mine Health and Safety Council of South Africa.  It sets out a 
Transformation Framework that was designed by the industry to 
change minds and thus change mines and details the research that 
will support the industry in its efforts to create a safe and healthy 
mining industry.  

In order to achieve this aim to develop a health and safety culture 
transformation framework, the project has addressed the following 
objectives: 
 identify the key elements of a high performing health and 

safety culture, including, but not limited to, values and the 
associated behaviours; 

 define those factors that promote or inhibit achievement in 
health and safety, 

 identify and assess models that provide a suitable framework 
for the improvement of health and safety culture, 

 develop an appropriate framework for the South African 
mining sector, 

 develop an implementation plan for the framework, 
 develop indicators and monitoring tools to measure progress on 

an ongoing basis, and 
 assess the level of health and safety culture within the mining 

industry with a comparison across various commodity sectors. 

A consortium of consultants and researchers, led by Shaw Idea Pty 
Ltd, undertook the project.  The consortium members were: 

 Andrea Shaw (Shaw Idea Pty Ltd) as project leader;  
 Schu Schutte (CSIR) 
 Associate Professor Verna Blewett (University of South 

Australia);  
 Lesedi Milanzi (CSIR); 
 Tebogo Moraba (CSIR); 
 Ashleigh Formanowicz (CSIR); 
 Alex Mokoena (CSIR); and 
 Dr Stephen Cox (Stephen Cox Consulting). 

We used an 11-stage research process: 

1.  Preparation and planning 
2.  Conduct a literature review 

3.  Interview key stakeholders 

Introduction 

Method 
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4.  Finalise the sampling and data collection strategy  

5.  Produce the first interim report 
6.  Collect data on 25 mine sites 

7.  Analyse data  
8.  Produce the second interim report   

9.  Conduct a Future Search workshop   
10.  Write a draft report   

11.  Finalise the report, including the culture transformation 
framework. 

There is a considerable literature identifying the features of 
organizational culture that are associated with excellent 
performance in occupational health and safety (OHS) and 
providing guidance on successful strategies to create such 
organizational culture.  This shows that organisational culture is 
critical to achieving high standards of OHS performance.  
However, interventions to improve organisational culture need to 
be based on the values and processes known to be associated with 
exemplary performance.  Thus, a strategy based on blame and 
seeking to avoid responsibility for organisational issues is unlikely 
to be successful.  Strategies solely directed to organisational issues 
neglect the essential contributions that individuals make to 
organisational life.  A strategy that successfully integrates 
individual and organisational interventions is most likely to have 
the required results. 

The underlying constants in effective organisational culture for 
OHS result in workplaces which provide people with a positive 
environment, which control risks and in which people are valued 
and treated as central to the workplace system.  Achieving such 
workplaces cannot be done using a single recipe – organisational 
culture even within a single enterprise is likely to be too diverse for 
such an approach.  Thus, the Transformation Framework set out 
below seeks to guide the work of sites in developing their own 
strategies for focussing attention on strengthening the known 
constants of effective organisational culture for health and safety, 
while also guiding action at an industry level. 

The Transformation Framework is based on the work undertaken 
by the South African mining industry at the Changing Minds, 
Changing Mines Future Search Conference.  This work is based, in 
turn, on the findings of the project, as detailed in the full report.  
The Transformation Framework aims to guide and inform the work 
already being done in the industry to create high performance 
culture. 

Background 
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Transforming the South African mining industry 

Vision 
To provide a zero harm environment that treats everyone with dignity and respect. 

Work areas 
Healthy, safe and productive mining Working together Maintaining and monitoring standards 

Goals 
Mining will be safe, healthy and productive with 
risks controlled at their source through collaborative 
action. 

We will work together in a learning and participative 
culture that treats everybody with care, dignity and 
respect. 

Standards will be clear, enforced by an effective 
regulator using fair sanctions that drive performance 
improvements. 

• Integrated mining activities 
We will base mining activities on the recognition 
that health, safety and production are not 
competing objectives.  Safety and health are the 
outcomes of work well done. 

• Risk management 
We will seek to eliminate risks at their source and 
investigate the root causes of incidents. 

• Technology 
We will adopt mechanisation and technology as a 
key method of eliminating health and safety risks 
to mine employees. 

• Best practice 
We will take a common approach to identifying 
and facilitating the adoption of best OHS 
practice. 

 

• Elimination of racism 
There will be no racism. 

• Language 
We will stop using Fanakalo in the workplace, 
instead ensuring that employees are fully literate 
and conversant in more than one language 
including English. This will ensure universal 
understanding of OHS priorities and messages. 

• Capacity building 
We will build the capacity of the entire workforce 
at all levels and other affected stakeholders 
through innovative training and other methods. 

• Empowering disadvantaged groups in the 
mining industry 
We will accelerate the development and 
placement of women and other historically 
disadvantaged South Africans into strategic 
positions in the industry, whilst creating an 
enabling environment.  

• Tripartism 
Government, labour and employers will regularly 
engage to pursue common objectives and goals for 
the mining industry. 

• Regulatory framework 
We will develop clear, concise and understandable 
legislation that includes enforceable minimum 
standards. 

• Inspectorate 
We will create an effective, well-resourced 
inspectorate that can protect people at and around 
mines with integrity and job pride.  

• Data 
We will establish a data system that allows 
effective and timely collection, capture, analysis, 
communication, dissemination and use by the 
industry of mine HSE information. 
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Transforming the South African mining industry 

Values 
Honesty, integrity, respect, personal dignity, equity, equality and trust. 

What stakeholders will do 
Sites Enterprises Industry Organisations Organised Labour Government 

• Develop and apply site-
specific strategies to 
implement the framework in 
collaboration with the 
workforce through their 
elected representatives. 

• Develop and apply 
enterprise-specific 
strategies to implement the 
framework in collaboration 
with the workforce through 
their elected 
representatives. 

• Ensure that all sites across 
the enterprise make sincere 
and constructive efforts to 
implement this 
transformation framework. 

• Facilitate the industry’s 
sincere and constructive 
efforts to implement this 
transformation framework. 

• Coordinate employer input 
to developing and applying 
industry strategies to 
implement the framework 
through tripartite forums. 

 

• Represent the industry’s 
workforce in developing 
and applying industry 
strategies to implement the 
framework through 
tripartite forums. 

• Contribute to and support 
workplace representatives 
in developing and 
implementing site and 
enterprise specific 
strategies. 

• Represent the 
Government of South 
Africa and the public 
interest in developing and 
applying industry 
strategies to implement 
the framework through 
tripartite forums. 

• Develop and apply 
strategies to implement 
the framework within the 
Department of Mineral 
Resources. 
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The South African mining industry is in a very strong position to 
transform itself to achieve world-class OHS outcomes.  While 
there are significant challenges, the key building blocks are in 
place and there is enormous enthusiasm for change from all 
stakeholders.  No one will be satisfied with “business as usual”.  
The extent of activity across the industry reinforces that the 
transformation framework resulting from this project is based on a 
strong foundation.  However, as the detailed report sets out, work 
remains to create a high performing organisational culture across 
the industry.  In particular, bridging the gap between the different 
levels of the industry will be essential to fulfilling the commitment 
to improvement.  This means that the industry must address 
underlying issues such as racism, education and languages. 

We are strongly of the view that the Transformation Framework 
should not over-ride or seek to modify existing enterprise-specific 
approaches aimed at improving health and safety.  Instead, it 
should reinforce the need for enterprise-specific approaches.  The 
greatest value of the Industry Culture Transformation Framework 
is in providing a way of pooling resources and addressing issues 
that transcend individual enterprises.  Issues such as skill levels, 
community capacity building and strengthening the contribution of 
the inspectorate can only be addressed effectively at an industry 
level. 

How well the industry goes about implementing this 
transformation and the extent to which it succeeds have serious 
consequences for the industry and for the broader South African 
nation.  As we establish in the full report, unless the South African 
mining industry transforms itself from a blame-seeking, autocratic 
culture, the appalling record of occupational ill-health is unlikely to 
change.  By the same token, success would provide an example for 
the rest of South Africa of the potential for change.  In the words of 
one CEO:  “we could carry that gospel to the broader society”.  If 
the South African mining industry does not achieve this 
transformation, the converse may be the result – change may be 
forced upon the industry.   

The recommendations for action set out below are directed to five 
key industry stakeholders: sites, enterprises, industry organisations, 
organised labour and government.  In order to progress and 
monitor these recommendations, we finally recommend that the 
MHSC establish a tripartite Standing Committee to initiate and 
monitor activities to implement the recommendations, particularly 
those that require industry-wide projects.  This Committee should 
be resourced by the MHSC and engage specialist service providers 
where necessary. 

The Changing Minds, Changing Mines project has demonstrated 
the South African mining industry’s enthusiasm for change - 
people all over the industry recognise the urgent needs and are 

Implementing 
the 
Transformation 
Framework 
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committed to improvement in health and safety and organisational 
culture.  We have written this report to provide the information 
needed to support the range of actions necessary for the industry to 
provide a zero harm environment that treats everyone with dignity 
and respect.  
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Recommendations 

Actor: Sites Enterprises Industry 
Organisations Organised Labour Government 

Implementing the 
framework 

• Develop and apply 
site-specific strategies 
to implement the 
framework in 
collaboration with the 
workforce through 
their elected 
representatives. 

• Develop and apply 
enterprise-specific 
strategies to implement 
the framework in 
collaboration with the 
workforce through 
their elected 
representatives. 

• Ensure that all sites 
across the enterprise 
make sincere and 
constructive efforts to 
implement this 
transformation 
framework. 

• Facilitate the 
industry’s sincere and 
constructive efforts to 
implement this 
transformation 
framework. 

• Coordinate employer 
input to developing 
and applying industry 
strategies to implement 
the framework through 
tripartite forums. 

 

• Represent the 
industry’s workforce in 
developing and 
applying industry 
strategies to implement 
the framework through 
tripartite forums. 

• Contribute to and 
support workplace 
representatives in 
developing and 
implementing site and 
enterprise specific 
strategies. 

• Represent the 
Government of South 
Africa and the public 
interest in developing 
and applying industry 
strategies to implement 
the framework through 
tripartite forums. 

• Develop and apply 
strategies to implement 
the framework within 
the Department of 
Mineral Resources. 
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Actor: Sites Enterprises Industry 
Organisations Organised Labour Government 

Healthy, safe and productive mining 
Mining will be safe, healthy and productive with risks controlled at their source through collaborative action. 

Integrated mining activities 

We will base mining activities 
on the recognition that health, 
safety and production are not 
competing objectives.  Safety 
and health are the outcomes of 
work well done. 

 Review existing OHS 
management processes 
to identify where 
change is needed to 
ensure healthy, safe 
and productive mining, 
in particular to ensure 
that there is a suitable 
focus on health, as well 
as safety. 

 Incorporate OHS 
within existing site 
budgeting and planning 
processes. 

 Review production 
systems to identify and 
address the potential 
for conflict with OHS. 

 Review the structure 
and functioning of 
bonus and incentive 
payment schemes to 
ensure that they are 
achieving positive 
outcomes, using the 
guidance provided in 
this report. 

 Incorporate OHS 
within enterprise 
budgeting and planning 
processes. 

 Review enterprise-
wide production 
systems to identify and 
address the potential 
for conflict with OHS. 

 Review the structure 
and functioning of 
bonus and incentive 
payment schemes to 
ensure that they are 
achieving positive 
outcomes, using the 
guidance provided in 
this report. 

 Participate in a review 
of the structure and 
functioning of bonus 
and incentive payment 
schemes across the 
industry and support 
efforts to address 
negative consequences, 
eg through new clauses 
in bargaining 
agreements. 

 Participate in a review 
of the structure and 
functioning of bonus 
and incentive payment 
schemes across the 
industry and support 
efforts to address 
negative consequences, 
eg through new clauses 
in bargaining 
agreements. 

 Participate in a review 
of the structure and 
functioning of bonus 
and incentive payment 
schemes across the 
industry and support 
efforts to address 
negative consequences, 
eg through new clauses 
in bargaining 
agreements. 
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Actor: Sites Enterprises Industry 
Organisations Organised Labour Government 

Healthy, safe and productive mining 
Mining will be safe, healthy and productive with risks controlled at their source through collaborative action. 

Risk management 
We will seek to eliminate risks 
at their source and investigate 
the root causes of incidents. 

 Review incident 
investigation systems 
against the guidance 
provided in this report 
and make the changes 
needed to ensure that 
incident investigations 
focus on determining 
the root causes of 
incidents. 

 Establish clear, or 
strengthen existing, 
processes for ensuring 
the right to refuse 
dangerous work is 
respected, using the 
guidance provided in 
this report. 

 Review incident 
investigation systems 
against the guidance 
provided in this report 
and make the changes 
needed to ensure that 
incident investigations 
focus on determining 
the root causes of 
incidents. 

   Ensure that 
enforcement actions by 
inspectors are 
consistent with 
effective risk 
management principles 
and direct duty holders 
to risk controls that act 
on the sources of risks. 

 Ensure that inspectors 
use incident 
investigation 
techniques that apply 
root cause analysis 
when called to address 
incidents on site. 

Technology 
We will adopt mechanisation 
and technology as a key method 
of eliminating health and safety 
risks to mine employees. 

 Identify where 
technology could 
eliminate risks to 
employees and deal 
constructively with the 
consequences of 
technological change. 

 Identify where 
technology could 
eliminate risks to 
employees and deal 
constructively with the 
consequences of 
technological change. 

 Contribute to an 
industry agreement on 
technological change 
with relevant unions 
and the government 
and contribute to a 
strategy to deal 
constructively with the 
consequences of 
technological change. 

 Contribute to an 
industry agreement on 
technological change 
with industry 
organisations and the 
government and 
contribute to a strategy 
to deal constructively 
with the consequences 
of technological 
change. 

 Contribute to an 
industry agreement on 
technological change 
with industry 
organisations and 
organised labour and 
contribute to a strategy 
to deal constructively 
with the consequences 
of technological 
change. 



 

Changing Minds, Changing Mines Final Report 231110 xii 

Actor: Sites Enterprises Industry 
Organisations Organised Labour Government 

Healthy, safe and productive mining 
Mining will be safe, healthy and productive with risks controlled at their source through collaborative action. 

Best practice 
We will take a common 
approach to identifying and 
facilitating the adoption of best 
OHS practice. 

 Contribute to existing 
or initiate new 
opportunities to 
identify and share best 
practice. 

 Provide enterprise-
wide opportunities to 
identify and share best 
practices. 

 Continue to facilitate 
industry programs to 
identify and share best 
practice, within and 
outside the industry. 

 Contribute to industry 
programs to identify 
and share best practice, 
within and outside the 
industry. 

 Initiate and contribute 
to industry programs to 
identify and share best 
practice, within and 
outside the industry. 

Coordination and support   Ensure that all sites 
across the enterprise 
take the actions listed 
above. 

 Contribute to industry 
efforts to address these 
issues. 

  Provide training and 
expert advice to 
workplace 
representatives 
involved in site and 
enterprise activities to 
address these issues. 

 Provide training 
(through the MQA and 
otherwise) and expert 
advice (through the 
MHSC and otherwise) 
to all stakeholders 
involved in site, 
enterprise and industry 
activities to address 
these issues. 
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Actor: Sites Enterprises Industry 
Organisations Organised Labour Government 

Working together 
We will work together in a learning and participative culture that treats everybody with care, dignity and respect. 

Elimination of racism 

There will be no racism. 

 Develop internal 
strategies to identify 
and deal with racist 
behaviour, eg 
transformation 
workshops, codes of 
conduct. 

 Monitor progress in 
implementing 
strategies to address 
racism across the site 
and take action where 
necessary to ensure 
continued progress. 

 Abolish single sex 
hostels. 

 Develop internal 
strategies for the whole 
enterprise to identify 
and deal with racist 
behaviour, eg 
transformation 
workshops, codes of 
conduct. 

 Abolish single sex 
hostels. 

 Contribute to a clear 
industry statement on 
racism with relevant 
unions and the 
government and 
contribute to 
developing a strategy 
to deal with the 
industry-wide issues, 
eg access to 
appropriate education 
and training. 

 Contribute to a clear 
industry statement on 
racism with industry 
organisations and the 
government and 
contribute to 
developing a strategy 
to deal with the 
industry-wide issues, 
eg access to 
appropriate education 
and training. 

 Facilitate the 
preparation of a clear 
industry statement on 
racism with industry 
organisations and 
unions and contribute 
to developing a 
strategy to deal with 
the industry-wide 
issues, eg access to 
appropriate education 
and training. 

 

Language 

We will stop using Fanakalo in 
the workplace, instead ensuring 
that employees are fully literate 
and conversant in more than one 
language including English. 
This will ensure universal 
understanding of OHS priorities 
and messages. 

 Audit languages used 
on site and identify the 
common languages 
used on the site. 

 Discontinue teaching 
Fanakalo and replace it 
with English language 
teaching.   

 Use appropriate 
languages to 
communicate on site. 

 Use appropriate 
languages for 
enterprise-wide 
communication. 

 Establish and 
implement a policy to 
discontinue teaching 
Fanakalo and replace it 
with English language 
teaching. 

 

   

Capacity building 

We will build the capacity of the 
entire workforce at all levels and 
other affected stakeholders 
through innovative training and 

 Establish career 
development processes 
so that plans are 
developed for relevant 
employees of all races 

 Establish career 
development processes 
so that plans are 
developed for relevant 
employees of all races 

 Continue to lead 
industry strategies to 
build capacity across 
the industry. 

 Lead a review of 

 Continue to contribute 
to industry strategies to 
build capacity across 
the industry. 

 Contribute to a review 

 Contribute to a review 
of current learning and 
development 
opportunities available 
for HSRs, supervisors 
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Actor: Sites Enterprises Industry 
Organisations Organised Labour Government 

Working together 
We will work together in a learning and participative culture that treats everybody with care, dignity and respect. 
other methods. and genders, including 

use of mentors and 
coaches for new 
employees at all levels. 

 Accelerate ABET and 
provide opportunities 
for language skill 
development during 
working hours. 

 Review current 
learning and 
development strategies 
to ensure that they are 
based on adult learning 
principles and are 
student-centred. 

 Identify learning needs 
in non-technical skills, 
particularly in 
management and 
supervisory levels, and 
develop strategies to 
deliver programs to 
address the identified 
needs. 

 Ensure that HSRs have 
access to appropriate 
training to support 
them in fulfilling their 
role, if possible 
through participating in 
industry programs. 

and genders, including 
use of mentors and 
coaches for new 
employees at all levels. 

 Review current 
learning and 
development strategies 
used across the 
enterprise to ensure 
that they are based on 
adult learning 
principles and are 
student-centred. 

 Identify learning needs 
in non-technical skills, 
particularly in 
management and 
supervisory levels, and 
develop enterprise-
wide strategies to 
deliver programs to 
address the identified 
needs. 

 Ensure that HSRs have 
access to appropriate 
training to support 
them in fulfilling their 
role, if possible 
through participating in 
industry programs. 

current learning and 
development 
opportunities available 
for HSRs, supervisors 
and managers to ensure 
that the range of 
learning needs is 
addressed through 
appropriate learning 
methodologies.   

of current learning and 
development 
opportunities available 
for HSRs, supervisors 
and managers to ensure 
that the range of 
learning needs are 
addressed through 
appropriate learning 
methodologies. 

 Provide training and 
expert advice to 
workplace 
representatives 
involved in site and 
enterprise activities to 
address these issues. 

and managers to ensure 
that the range of 
learning needs are 
addressed through 
appropriate learning 
methodologies. 

 Through the MQA, use 
the findings of the 
review of industry 
learning and 
development to inform 
the preparation of 
appropriate learning 
and development 
packages for key 
workforce groups, eg 
HSRs, supervisors, etc. 
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Actor: Sites Enterprises Industry 
Organisations Organised Labour Government 

Working together 
We will work together in a learning and participative culture that treats everybody with care, dignity and respect. 

Empowering 
disadvantaged groups in 
the mining industry 

We will accelerate the 
development and placement of 
women and other historically 
disadvantaged South Africans 
into strategic positions in the 
industry, whilst creating an 
enabling environment. 

 Create opportunities 
for direct and honest 
communication 
between levels of the 
site, eg through 
establishing regular 
open discussion forums 
about work issues. 

 Monitor progress in 
implementing 
strategies to address 
sexism across the site 
and take action where 
necessary to ensure 
continued progress. 

 Review existing human 
resource management 
processes and practices 
to identify where 
change is needed to 
ensure transparency, 
equity and merit-based 
decisionmaking. 

 Address structural and 
systematic barriers to 
equal treatment of 
races and genders.  In 
particular, this review 
should examine: 
– use of language,  
– dealing with 

educational 
background,  

– job design,  
– design of equipment 

 Create opportunities 
for direct and honest 
communication 
between levels of the 
enterprise, eg through 
establishing regular 
open discussion forums 
about work issues that 
allow off-site managers 
to hear directly from 
operational employees. 

 Develop internal 
strategies for the whole 
enterprise to identify 
and deal with sexist 
behaviour, eg 
transformation 
workshops, codes of 
conduct. 

 Monitor progress in 
implementing 
strategies to deal with 
racism and sexism 
across the enterprise 
and take action to 
ensure continuing 
progress. 

 Review enterprise-
wide human resource 
management processes 
and practices to 
identify where change 
is needed to ensure 
transparency, equity 
and merit-based 

 Contribute to a clear 
industry statement on 
sexism with relevant 
unions and the 
government and 
contribute to 
developing a strategy 
to deal with the 
industry-wide issues, 
eg access to 
appropriate education 
and training. 

 Contribute to a clear 
industry statement on 
sexism with industry 
organisations and the 
government and 
contribute to 
developing a strategy 
to deal with the 
industry-wide issues, 
eg access to 
appropriate education 
and training. 

 Ensure that all 
inspectors liaise with 
health and safety 
representatives when 
they visit sites and 
work within the 
consultative processes 
of the site and as 
specified in the 
MHSA. 

 Facilitate the 
preparation of a clear 
industry statement on 
sexism with industry 
organisations and 
unions and contribute 
to developing a 
strategy to deal with 
the industry-wide 
issues, eg access to 
appropriate education 
and training. 
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Actor: Sites Enterprises Industry 
Organisations Organised Labour Government 

Working together 
We will work together in a learning and participative culture that treats everybody with care, dignity and respect. 

and protective gear 
– taking account of 

family 
responsibilities. 

decisionmaking. 

 Address structural and 
systematic barriers to 
equal treatment of 
races and genders 
across the enterprise.  
In particular, this 
review should 
examine: 

– use of language,  
– dealing with 

educational 
background,  

– job design,  
– design of equipment 

and protective gear 
– taking account of 

family 
responsibilities. 

Working with mining 
communities 

 Develop strategies for 
supporting the 
establishment of health 
and safety programs 
with local 
communities. 

 Incorporate OHS 
within economic 
development activities 
that are part of sites’ 
Social and Labour 
Plans. 

 Develop strategies for 
supporting the 
establishment of health 
and safety programs 
with local communities 
that can be adopted 
across the enterprise. 

 Determine appropriate 
ways for sites to 
incorporate OHS 
within economic 
development activities 
that are part of their 
Social and Labour 
Plans. 

 Develop and lead an 
industry strategy to 
ensure that OHS is 
appropriately 
incorporated in the 
industry’s work with 
mining communities, 
eg through developing 
a generic process for 
project planning. 

  Review existing policy 
and guidance to ensure 
that OHS is 
appropriately 
incorporated in 
strategies with mining 
communities, eg in 
Social and Labour 
Plans. 
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Actor: Sites Enterprises Industry 
Organisations Organised Labour Government 

Working together 
We will work together in a learning and participative culture that treats everybody with care, dignity and respect. 

Coordination and support   Ensure that all sites 
across the enterprise 
take the actions listed 
above. 

 Provide enterprise-
wide opportunities to 
identify and share best 
practices. 

 Contribute to industry 
efforts to address these 
issues. 

 Continue to facilitate 
industry programs to 
identify and share best 
practice, within and 
outside the industry. 

 Contribute to industry 
programs to identify 
and share best practice, 
within and outside the 
industry. 

 Ensure that 
enforcement actions by 
inspectors are 
consistent with 
creating workplaces 
that treat people with 
dignity and respect.  

 Provide training 
(through the MQA and 
otherwise) and expert 
advice (through the 
MHSC and otherwise) 
to all stakeholders 
involved in site, 
enterprise and industry 
activities to address 
these issues. 

 Contribute to industry 
programs to identify 
and share best practice, 
within and outside the 
industry. 
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Actor: Sites Enterprises Industry 
Organisations Organised Labour Government 

Maintaining and monitoring standards 
Standards will be clear, enforced by an effective regulator using fair sanctions that drive performance improvements. 

Tripartism 

Government, labour and 
employers will regularly engage 
to pursue common objectives 
and goals for the mining 
industry. 

 

 Participate in local 
tripartite forums and 
ensure that relevant 
employees such as 
HSRs and OHS staff 
have the opportunity to 
contribute. 

 

 Participate in relevant 
tripartite forums 
(regional and national) 
and ensure that 
relevant employees 
such as HSRs and OHS 
staff have the 
opportunity to 
contribute. 

 Lead and facilitate 
enterprise input to 
tripartite forums 
(regional and national). 

 

 Lead and facilitate 
workforce input to 
tripartite forums 
(regional and national). 

 Lead, facilitate, 
contribute to and 
resource tripartite 
forums at all relevant 
levels, regional and 
national. 

 

Regulatory framework 

We will develop clear, concise 
and understandable legislation 
that includes enforceable 
minimum standards. 

 Contribute direct site 
experiences to reviews 
of the regulatory 
framework. 

 Contribute enterprise 
experiences to reviews 
of the regulatory 
framework. 

 

 Contribute to reviews 
of the regulatory 
framework and 
facilitate enterprise 
input. 

 Contribute to reviews 
of the regulatory 
framework and 
facilitate workforce 
input. 

 Accelerate existing 
processes for review of 
the regulatory 
framework, 
incorporating 
international 
benchmarking, 
addressing identified 
problems with existing 
approaches and 
involving input from 
industry stakeholders. 

 Facilitate contributions 
from all levels of the 
industry to regulatory 
review processes. 
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Actor: Sites Enterprises Industry 
Organisations Organised Labour Government 

Maintaining and monitoring standards 
Standards will be clear, enforced by an effective regulator using fair sanctions that drive performance improvements. 

Inspectorate 

We will create an effective, 
well-resourced inspectorate that 
can protect people at and around 
mines with integrity and job 
pride.  

 

 Contribute direct site 
experiences to the 
development of 
policies and procedures 
for the inspectorate. 

 

 Contribute enterprise 
experiences to the 
development of 
policies and procedures 
for the inspectorate. 

 Contribute to 
developing a suitable 
professional 
development program 
for inspectors. 

 Contribute to the 
development of 
policies and procedures 
for the inspectorate and 
facilitate enterprise 
input. 

 Contribute to 
developing a suitable 
professional 
development program 
for inspectors and 
facilitate enterprise 
input. 

 Contribute to 
developing an effective 
enforcement policy for 
the inspectorate and 
facilitate enterprise 
input. 

 Contribute to the 
development of a 
resourcing program for 
the inspectorate and 
facilitate enterprise 
input. 

 Contribute to the 
organisational review 
of the inspectorate and 
facilitate enterprise 
input. 

 Contribute to the 
development of 
policies and procedures 
for the inspectorate and 
facilitate workforce 
input. 

 Contribute to 
developing a suitable 
professional 
development program 
for inspectors and 
facilitate workforce 
input. 

 Contribute to 
developing an effective 
enforcement policy for 
the inspectorate and 
facilitate workforce 
input. 

 Contribute to the 
development of a 
resourcing program for 
the inspectorate and 
facilitate workforce 
input. 

 Contribute to the 
organisational review 
of the inspectorate and 
facilitate workforce 
input. 

 Review and refine 
existing policies and 
procedures, including 
site visit protocols and 
HR policies. 

 Develop a suitable 
professional 
development process 
for the inspectorate, 
including appropriate 
strategies to provide 
industry experience 
where necessary. 

 Review and finalise 
Enforcement 
Guidelines, based on 
the draft provided as 
Attachment 9 to this 
report. 

 Develop a resourcing 
program to deliver 
necessary technology 
such as palm tops and 
measuring equipment. 

 Undertake an 
organisational review 
of the inspectorate. 
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Actor: Sites Enterprises Industry 
Organisations Organised Labour Government 

Maintaining and monitoring standards 
Standards will be clear, enforced by an effective regulator using fair sanctions that drive performance improvements. 

Data 

We will establish a data system 
that allows effective and timely 
collection, capture, analysis, 
communication, dissemination 
and use by the industry of mine 
HSE information. 

 Review internal data 
systems and strategies 
to ensure integrity and 
that the collection and 
use of data provides 
information for action. 

 Develop internal 
processes to collect 
and report performance 
information that will 
monitor progress in 
implementing the 
Transformation 
Framework. 

 Review internal data 
systems and strategies 
to ensure integrity and 
that the collection and 
use of data provides 
information for action. 

 Develop internal 
processes to collect 
and report performance 
information that will 
monitor progress in 
implementing the 
Transformation 
Framework. 

 Contribute to the 
development of 
industry processes to 
collect and report 
performance 
information that will 
monitor progress in 
implementing the 
Transformation 
Framework. 

 

 Contribute to the 
development of 
industry processes to 
collect and report 
performance 
information that will 
monitor progress in 
implementing the 
Transformation 
Framework. 

 

 Facilitate the 
establishment of a 
monitoring process for 
the implementation of 
the Transformation 
Framework, including 
the development of 
industry processes to 
collect and report 
performance 
information based on 
the performance 
indicators proposed in 
Attachment 10. 

Coordination and support   Ensure that all sites 
across the enterprise 
take the actions listed 
above. 

 Monitor progress in 
implementing these 
strategies across the 
enterprise and take 
action to ensure 
continuing progress. 

 Contribute to industry 
efforts to address these 
issues. 

 Monitor progress in 
implementing these 
strategies across the 
industry and take 
action to ensure 
continuing progress. 

 

 Monitor progress in 
implementing these 
strategies across the 
industry and take 
action to ensure 
continuing progress. 

 Provide training and 
expert advice to 
workplace 
representatives 
involved in site and 
enterprise activities to 
address these issues.   

 Provide training 
(through the MQA and 
otherwise) and expert 
advice (through the 
MHSC and otherwise) 
to all stakeholders 
involved in site, 
enterprise and industry 
activities to address 
these issues. 
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Introduction 

This final report details the findings and recommendations of the 
Changing Minds, Changing Mines project, commissioned by the 
Mine Health and Safety Council of South Africa.  It sets out a 
Transformation Framework that was designed by the industry to 
change minds and thus change mines and details the research that 
will support the industry in its efforts to create a safe and healthy 
mining industry.   

The strongest finding of our work is the enormous support for this 
project from all sectors of the industry – the commitment to this 
project has been virtually universal.  Interviewees at sites and in 
stakeholder organisations have been enthusiastic and 
accommodating in arranging interviews.  We have been 
overwhelmed by people’s honesty, trust and enthusiasm for 
change.  We have met and interviewed some truly impressive 
people at all levels of the industry, from CEOs to winch operators.   

We have found that people all over the industry are committed to 
change and improvement in health and safety and organisational 
culture. Far from resistance to change, we have found that the 
industry is embracing the need for change, recognising that the 
current OHS performance of the industry is not satisfactory.  While 
there are different points of view on why this poor performance 
exists, all players are engaged in strategies directed to addressing 
it.  This report aims to support and guide these efforts. 

The aim of this project is to develop a health and safety culture 
transformation framework that will allow the South African 
mining industry to significantly improve its health and safety 
culture. 

In order to achieve this aim, the project has addressed the 
following objectives: 
 identify the key elements of a high performing health and 

safety culture, including, but not limited to, values and the 
associated behaviours; 

 define those factors that promote or inhibit achievement in 
health and safety, 

 identify and assess models that provide a suitable framework 
for the improvement of health and safety culture, 

 develop an appropriate framework for the South African 
mining sector, 

 develop an implementation plan for the framework, 
 develop indicators and monitoring tools to measure progress on 

an ongoing basis, and 

1 

1.1 
Project aim 

1.2 
Project 
objectives 
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 assess the level of health and safety culture within the mining 
industry with a comparison across various commodity sectors. 

A consortium of consultants and researchers, led by Shaw Idea Pty 
Ltd, undertook the project.  The consortium members were: 
 Andrea Shaw (Shaw Idea Pty Ltd) as project leader;  

 Schu Schutte (CSIR) 
 Associate Professor Verna Blewett (University of South 

Australia);  
 Lesedi Milanzi (CSIR); 

 Tebogo Moraba (CSIR); 
 Ashleigh Formanowicz (CSIR); 

 Alex Mokoena (CSIR); and 
 Dr Stephen Cox (Stephen Cox Consulting). 

A Project Steering Committee was established to oversee the 
project, to provide feedback on the progress of the project and to 
make decisions at critical stages of the project.  The members of 
the Project Steering Committee are: 
 T Gazi (Chairperson) 

 M Nhlapo  
 E Gcilitshana 

 S van der Woude 
 F Barker 

 P Mnisis and 
 X Mbonambi. 

This report is in eight (8) sections as follows:   

Section 1 Introduction. 

Section 2 Method and Context: describing the method that 
was used to undertake the project and the industry 
context our findings reveal. 

Section 3 Background: detailing the state of knowledge with 
respect to health and safety culture. 

Section 4 Transforming the South African mining industry: 
providing the transformation framework developed 
in the project. 

Section 5 Healthy, safe and productive mining:  setting out the 
findings of the project in relation to OHS 
management in the industry. 

1.3 
Research team 

1.4 
Project Steering 
Committee 

1.5 
Contents of this 
report 
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Section 6 Working together: setting out the findings of the 
project in relation to people management and OHS 
in the industry. 

Section 7 Maintaining and monitoring standards: setting out 
the findings of the project in relation to OHS 
regulatory and other standards and their impact on 
OHS culture. 

Section 8 Conclusion: setting out our overarching findings and 
consolidating our recommendations to form an 
implementation plan for the Transformation 
Framework. 

A second volume to this report contains a complete set of 
attachments that provide supporting information referred to in this 
report and the various guidelines prepared as a result of the project. 
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Method and context 

This chapter sets out the method we used to undertake the project 
and sets the context for the project that our data reveal.  We used 
an 11-stage research process, described here in some detail.  

 

This stage involved project familiarisation and project management 
activities to ensure clarity and consistency in understanding 
between the Project Steering Group and the project team.  During 
this stage, we gained background from the Project Steering 
Committee and key stakeholders and prepared a detailed project 
plan.    

 

The literature review aimed to provide evidence from the body of 
knowledge about the features of organisational culture associated 
with excellent performance in OHS and guidance on successful 
strategies to create such organizational culture.  This allowed us to 
compare the organizational culture and current change strategies of 
the industry as revealed through our site visits with the published 
evidence.  From this comparison, we were able to identify any gaps 
for discussion with the industry at the Future Search Conference.  
The Transformation Strategy that was developed from the 
outcomes of the Future Search Conference is directed towards 
closing these gaps. 

In conducting this review we drew on our previous work, 
particularly the Digging Deeper project in New South Wales, 
Australia.  We identified and reviewed material specific to South 
Africa, particularly reports from the ‘grey’ literature, and searched 
the following databases: 

• Emerald 
• Informit 

• Google Scholar 
• Blackwell Synergy 

• Business Source Premier (EBSCO) 
• Expanded Academic ASAP (Gale) 

• IngentaConnect (Ingenta) 
• JSTOR: The Scholarly Journal Archive 

2 

2.1 
Stage 1.  
Prepare 

2.2 
Stage 2.  
Review literature 

2.2.1 
Literature sources 
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• Social Sciences Journals (ProQuest) 

• Sociology: SAGE full-text collection (CSA) 

Our search terms were: 

• Safety culture 
• Organisational change/transformation 

• Organisational culture 
• Safety incentive/payments 

• Production bonus/payments 
• Regulation; enforcement; inspectorate 

We qualified each search term by the following items separately: 
• Safety 
• Health 

• Mining 
• South Africa 

That is, we made four separate searches of the relevant data bases 
for each search term, qualified by “safety” (where relevant), 
“health”, “mining”, and “South Africa” in turn. 

The articles that were identified through these searches were 
considered in preparing the literature review and are included 
throughout this report where relevant. Earlier and other literature 
that was known to the researchers has also been considered. 

We continued to monitor the scientific, professional and industry 
publications for information and research of relevance throughout 
the project. 

 

As well as interviews at minesites, we interviewed key 
stakeholders to provide a context for site data.  This included 
employer organisations, unions, Department of Mineral Resources 
and senior off-site management of major employers (including 
contractors).  

Identifying stakeholders for interview was inclusive, rather than 
exclusive.  In total, some 90 individuals were identified for 
interview, from the Chamber of Mines, relevant unions, 
Department of Minerals and Energy, industry organisations, such 
as the Mine Managers’ Association, senior off-site management of 
major employers (including contractors) and academics and 
researchers with expertise in the mining industry.  Different 
stakeholders nominated people who should be given the 
opportunity to contribute to data collection and we were referred 
on to more people by those we interviewed. 

2.3 
Stage 3.  
Interview key 
stakeholders 
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Only 5 people declined or referred on the request for interview, 
while it proved impossible to make arrangements with another 15 
individuals in the time available.  In total, we interviewed 111 
individuals from across the range of stakeholder groups, as 
represented in Figure 2.1 below. 

Figure 2.1: Stakeholder interviews 

The interviews covered the major issues of the projects, allowing 
interviewees to highlight any issues of major concern to them.  The 
interview questions addressed: 

 Views about organisational and safety culture 

 Experience with culture change 

 Key features of organisational culture 

 Identified barriers and helps for positive culture change 

 Language and cultural diversity 

 The impact of production bonus and safety incentive 
schemes 

 Workforce engagement and consultation 

 Role of contractors and contingent labour in organisational 
culture 

 Role of the inspectorate.  

The findings from these interviews are integrated throughout this 
report. 

 

2.3.1 
Stakeholder 
interviews 
conducted 

2.3.2 
Interview 
questions 
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The key source of data for the project has been from a selection of 
sites across the industry – we sought to obtain an accurate picture 
of what was happening in relation to culture and health and safety 
in the industry at the time of data collection.  We chose this 
multiple case study method because we were seeking to understand 
how and why the industry’s culture has developed and the ways 
this culture was expressed at different sites (Yin, 2009: 13).   

To do this, we established a representative sample of minesites to 
visit and collect in-depth data about current practices.  Our 
sampling and data collection strategies were developed to ensure 
statistical representativeness.  We consulted with the Project 
Steering Group on the key parameters, which were applied to 
develop the sample described below.   

We used the existing DMR database which provided the 
demographics of the South African industry to develop a taxonomy 
of mine sites.  We obtained data on: 

 Commodity group 
 Site location 

 Ownership of site 
 Type of mining 

 Employee numbers (direct and contractor) 
 Numbers of fatalities and injuries.   

 Age of mine - We used the mine number as a proxy for age, 
since this number has been allocated sequentially as mines have 
begun operations (ie lower mine numbers indicate an older 
mine). 

We limited the population of sites from which to choose sites for in 
depth data  collection to active land-based mining sites in the 
commodity  groups of interest.  This means that sites of the 
following types were excluded from our population:  

 processing sites  

 sites at sea  

 tigers-eye and semi-precious gems and 

 gas and petroleum. 

We used the parameters on which we had good data to establish a 
taxonomy of sites that allowed us to select our sample to best 
represent the industry in relation to each of the above criteria.  

Data on literacy levels by mine site is not easily available and thus 
we did not include this as a criterion.  Choosing sites across the 7 

2.4 
Stage 4.  
Finalise the 
sampling and 
data collection 
strategy 

2.4.1 
Step 1 – develop 
a taxonomy of 
minesites 
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criteria above nonetheless should have provided a reasonable range 
of literacy levels. 
 

We used employee numbers as set out in the DMR database to 
develop size categories for sites.  The different commodity groups 
had quite different profiles of employee numbers and so the 
categories were defined differently for the different commodity 
groups, as specified in table 2.1 below. 

 

Sector Small 
Medium Large Very 

Large 

Diamond ≤10  >10 & <101 >100 & <1001 >1000 

Extractive ≤10 <10 & <101 >100 & <1001 >1000 

Platinum ≤1000 >1000 & <2001 >2000 & <10001 >10000 

Coal ≤200 >200 & <1001 >1000 

Gold ≤1000 >1000 & <10001 >10000 

Base metals ≤100 >100 & <1001 >1000 

Table 2.1: Size (by employee numbers) categories by 
sector 

As Table 2.1 above shows, for Coal, Gold and Base metals there 
was no separate category for very large sites; there were only 
small, medium and large categories. 

From this taxonomy of the industry, we chose a sample of mines 
across the commodity groups, sizes, locations and types of mining.  
The mine sampling strategy had three aims: firstly, to have a 
sample of mines that was representative of the population of mines 
in South Africa.  Secondly, to have a sample that was large enough 
to allow sufficient precision of estimates so that we can be 
confident that the framework addresses key issues.  Thirdly, given 
the geographic spread of potential site visits, to have a sample of 
sites that were able to be visited within the time and resource 
constraints of the project. 

If the South African mining industry were homogenous then only 
one overall estimate would be needed for the population: there 
would be no need to think about precision at the sub-sectoral level.  
This would be much easier, but it would provide a potentially 
meaningless set of average estimates that would apply to no one.  
In fact, the South African mining industry is quite diverse and such 
heterogeneous populations are best sampled with randomised 
stratified sampling.  A simple random sample might adequately 
capture all the heterogeneity, but this cannot be ensured. If sub-
sectoral results are required in a known heterogeneous population 
(eg comparing commodity groups or size of workforce), then 

2.4.2 
Employee 
numbers 

2.4.3 
Step 2 - Mine 
level sampling 
strategy 
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stratified sampling is essential to ensure adequate sub-sectoral 
sample sizes for sufficient precision of estimates within each sub-
sector.  

Thus, our sample was selected by a stratified purposeful sampling 
strategy, based on the profile established by the taxonomy.  All 
mine sites were categorised according to the number of direct 
employees and number of contractors used at the mine site. The 
specific size categories used varied according to the sector. For 
example, on average, extractive mines have fewer personnel than 
other sectors (they have fewer employees and fewer contractors on 
site) and, as described above, we used lower numbers of employees 
to categorise small, medium and large sites than for gold mines.  
Within each size category, specific sites were randomly selected in 
different regions taking into consideration the Mine Type (open 
cut/Underground/Other) and size. Due to the small number of sites 
in each category, the specific categorisation cannot be provided as 
this might allow sites to be identified. 

A non-proportional sampling strategy was employed.  Across the 
population of all mines, extractive sites comprised 53% of sites.  
So as to ensure adequate representation of the other commodities, 
extractive sites were under-sampled and the other commodity 
groups were over-sampled, in comparison with their population 
proportions.  The number of open cast mines may also appear to be 
disproportionate, but results from the greater number of small 
opencast mines across different commodity groups (eg extractives). 
The mines in the sample vary by the criteria identified above.   

We selected a total of 32 mines to visit for in depth data collection.   
This population was supplemented by data collection with a group 
of very small diamond mines. We also found on some sites that we 
were able to capture employees from other sites, because of shared 
training facilities.  In all, we gathered in depth data from 32 mines 
and quantitative data from a further 18 mines, giving us a total of 
50 mines. 

Access to sites was varied:  in some sectors and for some sites, 
there were no problems at all.  In others, we faced considerable 
difficulties.  This was a particular problem in the diamond sector 
where there has been significant consolidation and reduction of 
operations in recent times. 

Of the 32 sites initially approached, we were unable to arrange 
visits in twelve cases: three in diamond, two in base metals, five in 
extractives and two in platinum.  The reasons for this varied: 

 Three sites were no longer appropriate because they were 
either no longer operational or in the process of closure,  

 Three were no longer suitable because of management or 
structural changes (eg amalgamation with a larger site), 
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 Four sites were experiencing poor operating conditions and 
did not feel able to deal with the disruption that participation 
involved, 

 One site was not a mine, despite holding a mining license, 
and 

 One site refused without giving a reason. 

Each refusal was replaced with an equivalent site, according to 
sector, type of mine and size.  To reduce the risk of observer bias, 
our statistician, Dr Stephen Cox, who was not familiar with the 
industry in South Africa, advised on these substitutions. 
All of the site visits were arranged and conducted by a team of the 
researchers, led by either Schu Schutte or Andrea Shaw.  Site visit 
data collectors were Andrea Shaw, Schu Schutte, Verna Blewett, 
Lesedi Milanzi, Tebogo Moraba, Ashleigh Formanowicz and Alex 
Mokoena. 

The final numbers of sites we visited for in depth data collection 
and the number of questionnaire responses in each category is 
described below.  In each case, the “various” category refers to 
those who work across a number of the different categories, such 
as corporate managers. 

A key consideration in this project has been confidentiality.  We 
have taken a number of steps to ensure that we will keep the 
identity of individuals and enterprises that provided information to 
us private.  Our public information, such as in this report, has been 
expressed so that the source of information cannot be determined, 
unless that person or enterprise has given their consent.  A number 
of sites and individuals have expressed their preparedness for their 
involvement to be made public but we will continue to use 
discretion in how we use the information we gain from these sites 
and individuals.  

In particular, we are keeping the identity of the sites we visited for 
in-depth data collection confidential and these will also not be able 
to be deduced from reading any of the reports.  During site visits, 
all participants have been assured of the confidentiality of the 
information collected.  This site work has been undertaken on the 
ethical basis that participants give informed consent to participate 
in surveys, interviews and focus groups and that they give 
information on the basis that they will not be identified, and that 
no harm will come to them arising from the project. 
 
 

Our first interim report was submitted in October 2009.  This 
report provided the first draft of the literature review undertaken 
for the project and the details of our proposed data collection 
strategy.  The Steering Committee approved our strategy and 
subsequent stages of the project proceeded on that basis. 

2.4.4 
Confidentiality 

2.5 
Stage 5.  
Produce first 
interim report 
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Next, we visited the identified sample of mines to collect in-depth 
data.  This involved a survey, individual interviews, focus group 
interviews and reviewing relevant documentation.  We also 
continued stakeholder interviews throughout this stage. 

We used a multi-method approach that provided us with a variety 
of different types of data.  We used the following data collection 
methods: 

 Survey, using a written questionnaire; 

 Interviews, both individual and focus group; 

 Document analysis of materials provided and observed 
during the site visit; 

 Non-participant observation of, eg, management meetings, 
OHS Committee meetings that coincided with our site visits. 

Each new set of data has served to increase our confidence in the 
research data as a reflection of reality rather than methodological 
error.  This is particularly so when the findings are the result of 
different methodologies, such as interviews, document analysis and 
statistical analysis of questionnaire data.  We also used the Future 
Search Conference as an opportunity for the industry to validate 
our preliminary findings, further reinforcing the reliability of our 
findings. 

The site visit protocol was: 
• Make initial contact by phone to identify a suitable liaison 

person and to gauge the degree of engagement from the site. 

• Send a letter detailing what will be involved in the site visit 
and requesting copies of relevant documents prior to the visit. 

• Follow up the letter and arrange the site visit, eg the date, 
establishing a sample of employees and contractors if 
necessary, coordinating visits to other sites in the vicinity. 

• Conduct the site visit, including a short debrief to the site OHS 
manager upon completion if desired.   

Sites were also given the option of commissioning (at the cost of 
report preparation only) an individual report about our findings on 
their site in relation to the study as a whole. 

On each site, we collected quantitative data from the individuals on 
site using a questionnaire survey to provide a representative sample 
of the industry.  The survey instrument we used was based on the 
questionnaire Shaw Idea previously used in the Digging Deeper 
project in the NSW (Australia) mining industry that was in turn 
based on standard questionnaires validated as reliable tools to 
collect data on the variables of interest.  The questionnaire was 

2.6 
Stage 6.  
Collect data 

2.6.1 
Multi-method 
approach 

2.6.2 
Site Visit Protocol 

2.6.3 
Quantitative data 
collection on site 
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refined following on-site piloting at three sites not part of our data 
collection sample. The questionnaire is provided as Attachment 1. 

We sought to have as many people as possible complete the survey 
during our visits.  Everyone who was interviewed completed a 
questionnaire prior to the interview formally commencing.  For 
others who were able to read and write English independently, the 
questionnaire was given to them for completion without any 
involvement of the researchers and collected by the researchers 
after completion.  For those who could not read and write English 
independently, the questionnaire was read to them in the language 
of their choice by one of the multi-lingual researchers involved in 
the project.  As well as those involved in focus group interviews, 
we used opportunities such as employees involved in Adult Basic 
Education and Training (ABET), pre-start or other meetings, and 
shift handovers for questionnaire completion. 

In total, we collected over 3,000 completed questionnaires  

Tables providing the frequency data for questionnaire responses 
are provided in Attachment 2. 

We visited sites across the following commodity groups 

 Base metals: 4 sites 
 Coal: 5 sites 

 Diamond: 5 sites 
 Extractive: 10 sites 

 Gold: 4 sites 
 Platinum: 4 sites 

We obtained the following numbers of questionnaire responses 
from each group, with corresponding confidence intervals at 95% 
confidence level for each commodity group: 

	  

Sector N responses 

Indicative 
confidence interval 
for a sample 
percentage1 

Indicative 
confidence 
interval for a 
sample mean2 

Base metals 496 +/- 4.38 +/- .09 

Coal 624 +/- 3.91 +/- .08 

Diamond 330 +/- 5.32 +/- .11 

Extractive 360 +/- 5.13 +/- .10 

Gold 662 +/- 3.80 +/- .08 

2.6.4 
Commodity 
groups 
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Sector N responses 

Indicative 
confidence interval 
for a sample 
percentage1 

Indicative 
confidence 
interval for a 
sample mean2 

Platinum 595 +/- 4.01 +/- .08 

Various 11     

Total 3078 +/- 1.76 +/- .04 
Note:   1. Calculated on an indicative sample proportion of 50% (worst 

case). 

2. Calculated on an indicative sample Standard Deviation of 1.0 
on a 5 point range (worst case). 

Table 2.2: Questionnaire responses by sector 

These indicate that, for the constructs we have developed, we can 
expect very low margins of error for the means.  Margins of error 
for proportional data are slightly larger, but still acceptable. 

We visited sites in the major mining provinces, as follows: 
 Free State: 6 

 Gauteng: 4 
 Kwazulu-Natal: 4 

 Limpopo: 5 
 Mpumalanga: 4 

 North West: 4 
 Northern Cape: 5 

We obtained the following numbers of questionnaire responses 
from each group: 

Province N responses 

Free State 512 

Gauteng 409 

KZN 287 

Limpopo 530 

Mpumalanga 546 

North West 378 

Northern Cape 388 

2.6.5 
Site location 
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Province N responses 

Various 28 

Total 3078 

Table 2.3: Questionnaire responses by Province 

We visited open cast, underground and mixed mines, in the 
following numbers: 

 Open cast: 18 
 Underground: 13 

 Mixed: 1 
We obtained the following numbers of questionnaire responses 
from each group: 

Type of mining N responses 

Open Cut 1092 

Underground 1855 

Mixed 106 

Various 25 

Total 3078 

Table 2.4: Questionnaire responses by type of mining 

We visited sites of different sizes by employee numbers (direct and 
contractor), as follows: 

 Small (this also includes the focus group of small diamond 
sites): 11 

 Medium: 13 
 Large: 11 

 Very large: 3 
For the purposes of data analysis, we combined the responses from 
large and very large sites to reduce the possibility of identifying the 
sites we visited.  Questionnaire responses from the large and very 
large sites did not differ in any significant way. 
We obtained the following numbers of questionnaire responses 
from each group: 

 

 

2.6.6 
Type of mining  

2.6.7 
Size by employee 
numbers 
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Site employee numbers N responses 

Large or very large 1577 

Medium 1220 

Small 253 

Various 28 

Total 3078 

Table 2.5: Questionnaire responses by employee numbers 

Organisational culture is not a quantitative phenomenon:  it is the 
result of interpersonal relationships and organisational processes 
which are best investigated through qualitative data collection, 
even though some outcomes may be represented as quantities. 
Thus, our research could not rely exclusively on quantitative data, 
although they have provided critical information.  Face-to-face 
individual and focus group interviews and document analysis were 
also required to collect the detailed information needed to 
investigate the state of health and safety culture in the industry and 
to identify the key factors associated with different performance 
outcomes.  This in turn has supported the development of strategies 
for assisting industry to improve its performance.   

At each site, we therefore collected qualitative data through 
interviews of people from across the site and document analysis. 
We collected documentary data where possible, asking sites to 
provide any of the following types of documents that were 
available: 

• Organisation and employment profile of the site – the 
organisational structure, how many people and in what 
occupational/functional groups; 

• Reports or documents outlining any OHS improvement 
strategies or programs undertaken; 

• Reports or documents outlining any organisational culture 
improvement strategies or programs undertaken; 

• Any reports on organisational change or change management; 

• Any local or specific industrial agreements or arrangements; 
• Documentation of any production bonus and safety incentives 

schemes; 
• Incident records and analyses; 

• Investigation reports;  
• Performance reports; 

2.6.8 
Qualitative data 
collection 
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• OHS Management System documents setting out the formal 
system; 

• Audit reports; 

• Terms of reference and other records of OHS consultative 
arrangements (eg recent minutes of OHS committees); 

• Any evaluations of any of these systems/processes; 
• Inspectors’ reports; 

• Shift arrangements; 
• Employee Assistance Program report/data; or 

• Annual reports.  

We conducted interviews with key players on each site we visited, 
ranging from mineworkers to the most senior manager on the site.  
These interviews were conducted in the language of choice of the 
interviewee. 

At each site, we sought to interview: 

 The most senior manager on site 

 The OHS manager and practitioners 

 Health and safety representatives 

 Technical specialists 

 HR manager and practitioners 

 Managers at different levels 

 Artisans 

 Mine workers and equipment operators 

Interviews were conducted with focus groups where possible and 
with individuals where appropriate, for example higher levels of 
management.  We developed an interview protocol with questions 
and prompts designed to cover the issues that the literature review 
identified as significant. The protocol was refined following a pilot 
test at one of the sites and is provided in Attachment 3. 

Focus groups consisted of individuals selected on the basis of a 
stratified random sampling strategy, wherever possible.  At some 
sites, we interviewed everyone who was on site on the day.  On 
other sites, we were restricted to those who could be released for 
the interview.  In summary, qualitative data were collected on site 
in the following manner: 

 Individual interviews with senior site managers and relevant 
OHS personnel. 

2.6.9 
Site interviews 
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 Focus group interviews of employees in specific categories, 
defined according to site characteristics.  In many small and 
some medium sites (particularly in the extractives sector) all 
employees participated in focus group interviews.  A 
representative sample was sought on larger sites. 

 Focus group interviews of contractors on site.  Where the 
number of contractors on a site was low, we sought to 
interview all contractors.  Otherwise, a representative sample 
was sought. 

Each focus group interview commenced with participants 
completing the questionnaire before the interview.  The interviews 
took between 1 – 1.5 hours.  

We planned to conduct approximately 80 focus group interviews 
that involving up to 1000 people and approximately 60 individual 
interviews across our sites.  Thus, we aimed to collect detailed 
qualitative data in 140 interviews from approximately 1200 
individuals at the 32 sites.  We exceeded this estimate, conducting 
256 interviews involving 1,396 individuals.  As this suggests, we 
have a huge body of qualitative data that we have analysed for this 
report. 

Data were analysed in two stages: a preliminary analysis for the 
second interim report that formed the background paper for the 
Future Search Conference and a second analysis to further 
investigate issues identified as important by the industry at the 
Future Search Conference. 

Quantitative data from the questionnaires were analysed using 
standard statistical processes.  Throughout the report, the means of 
groups of cases are compared on the relevant factors, usually using 
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). The significance of group 
differences are provided throughout the report, along with the 
absolute means. All reported significance levels are two-sided.  
Where correlations are provided throughout the report, Pearson 
correlations are used. Again, two-sided significance levels are 
reported.  

Questionnaire responses reveal that OHS is playing an important 
role on sites, with 83% of respondents agreeing or strongly 
agreeing that Health and safety has priority even when we are 
busy.  This is effectively the same as the score the same item 
received in NSW of 80.5%.  More negatively, the questionnaire 
reveals that blame is a strong feature, with over 40% of 
respondents disagreeing or strongly disagreeing that If someone 
gets hurt at work, they are not blamed for the injury and If you 
make a mistake, it is not held against you.  This is significantly 
more negative than the responses received to these items in NSW, 
with 15.5% and 21.8% respectively disagreeing or strongly 
disagreeing. 

2.7 
Stage 7.  
Analyse data 

2.7.1 
Statistical analysis  
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Figure 2.2 below sets out the questions that received the 5 most 
positive and the 5 most negative responses in our survey for this 
project and Figure 2.3 sets out the equivalent responses in NSW.   
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Positive Negative
58. Do you know exactly what is expected of you at work?  30. If someone gets hurt at work, they are not blamed for the injury. 
14. Health and safety has priority even when we are busy. 32. If you make a mistake, it is not held against you. 
25. We discuss different ways to do our work to improve risk control. 59. Are you informed in advance about important decisions, changes, or 

plans for the future? 
28. The people I work with take health and safety seriously. 42. Can you decide when to take a break?
20. We talk about mistakes and ways to learn from them. 45. Are you treated fairly at work? 

Figure 2.2: The 5 most positive and the 5 most negative questionnaire responses (South Africa) 
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Positive Negative 
58. Do you know exactly what is expected of you at work?  30. If someone gets hurt at work, they are not blamed for the injury. 
14. Health and safety has priority even when we are busy. 32. If you make a mistake, it is not held against you. 
25. We discuss different ways to do our work to improve risk control.  
 (not included in NSW questionnaire) 

59. Are you informed in advance about important decisions, changes, or 
plans for the future? 

28. The people I work with take health and safety seriously. 42. Can you decide when to take a break? 
20. We talk about mistakes and ways to learn from them.  
 (not included in NSW questionnaire) 

45. Are you treated fairly at work? 

Figure 2.3: The NSW responses to the 5 most positive and the 5 most negative questions in South Africa
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Factor analysis is a statistical method that uses correlations to 
identify the interrelationships between variables in a data set, such 
as the answers to our site questionnaire.  It is most useful when 
there are a large number of variables (the number of different 
questions) and a large number of respondents; greater than 1,000 is 
excellent. This method helped us to identify the underlying 
correlations that are the features of organisational culture that 
might have impact on OHS (called ‘factors’).  We expected some 
items on the questionnaire to be correlated because they were 
designed for that purpose; but factor analysis allowed us to confirm 
that they were really correlated in our data, allowed us to remove 
questions that did not work well with other questions and thus 
tighten our organisational culture definitions and measures. From 
this process the factors set out below were identified.  

The factors and the questions that form them are as follows: 

Mindfulness concerns an awareness of potential errors and an 
orientation toward learning from these to minimize future risk. 
Two subdimensions were assessed: 

Propensity for correcting mistakes. This is about a propensity to 
discuss mistakes and ways of working for the purpose of learning 
and improving risk control. It was assessed with three items: 

 20. We talk about mistakes and ways to learn from them. 

 25. We discuss different ways to do our work to improve risk 
control. 

 29.  When things go wrong we use everybody’s skills and 
experience to solve the problem. 

Management support for reporting problems. This construct is 
about the degree of management support for reporting problems or 
potential risks within the workplace. It was assessed with three 
items: 

 34. Management encourages people to share news about 
what could go wrong. 

 35. It is appreciated if people spot problems or mistakes. 

 36. People don’t get into trouble for reporting 
information that might stop operations. 

This is about the degree to which working safely is seen as a 
priority when working, and that people do work safely. It was 
measured with three items: 

 26. Everybody works safely here. 

2.7.2 
Factor analysis 

Mindfulness 

Importance of OHS 
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 28. The people I work with take health and safety seriously. 

 14. Health and safety has priority even when we are busy. 

This concerns the perception that people are treated fairly and with 
respect at work.  It was measured with two items: 

 16. People are treated with respect here. 

 45. Are you treated fairly at work? 

This construct concerned the degree to which workers feel they get 
support and cooperation from co-workers. It was assessed with two 
items: 

 48. How often do you get help and support from your 
colleagues? 

 54. Is there good co-operation between your colleagues at 
work? 

This construct measured the degree to which workers viewed 
management as being committed to OHS outcomes, and the degree 
to which OHS factors are considered in management decision-
making and production outcome decisions. It was assessed with 3 
items: 

 22. Management takes health and safety into account when 
they make decisions. 

 24. Management makes sure that equipment and procedures 
meet health and safety requirements. 

 38. Management is as concerned about people’s health and 
safety as for other requirements (e.g. production and quality). 

This measured the degree to which workers felt they had influence 
over work-related decisions, including the work itself, and the 
working environment. It was assessed with three items: 

 40. Do you have enough influence over your work? 

 41. Can you influence decisions about your physical work 
environment? 

 42. Can you decide when to take a break? 

Three items measured this construct, which reflected the degree to 
which workers felt they had sufficient time for social activities, 
their family and leisure activity. It was assessed with three items: 

 44. Do you have enough time for social activities? 

 53. Do you have enough time for leisure? 

Organisational 
justice 

Support from 
Colleagues 

Perceptions of 
Management 
Commitment to 
OHS 

Job Control 

Work Life Balance 
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 55. Do you have enough time for family? 

This construct assessed the degree to which workers received 
sufficient information and support from their supervisor about 
work related issues. It was measured with 7 items: 

 43. Do you get enough information from your immediate 
manager or supervisor? 

 49. Do you get consistent information from your immediate 
manager or supervisor? 

 57. Do you receive all the information you need in order to 
do your work well? 

 47 How often do you get help and support from your 
immediate manager or supervisor? 

 50. How often is your immediate manager or supervisor 
willing to listen to your work-related problems? 

 51. Do you get adequate support from your immediate 
manager or supervisor in difficult situations? 

 52. How often do you talk with your immediate manager or 
supervisor about how well you carry out your work? 

This measured how much blame is attributed to workers when 
mistakes or accidents occur in the workplace. It was assessed by 2 
items: 

 30. If someone gets hurt at work, they are not blamed for the 
injury. 

 32. If you make a mistake, it is not held against you. 

Attachment 4 provides further details of the factor analysis and a 
table listing the questions that make up each construct and the 
factor loading, demonstrating that the constructs are sound.  

The average score each construct received varied considerably, as 
set out in the following Table 2.6. 

Construct Average across population 

Importance of OHS 4.09 

Propensity for Correcting Mistakes 4.08 

Support from Colleagues 4.07 

Perceptions of Management 
Commitment to OHS 

3.86 

Supervisor Support and Information 3.69 

Management Support for Reporting 
Problems 

3.73 

Supervisor support 
and information 

Blame 

2.7.3 
Variation in 
responses 
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Construct Average across population 

Job Control. 3.47 

Organisational Justice 3.38 

Work Life Balance 3.34 

Blame 2.82 

Table 2.6: Variation in construct scores 

As this shows, OHS is seen as very important on sites, but blame is 
a stronger negative perception. 

We compared the responses to each of these factors by different 
positions and from different sites.  Unsurprisingly, these varied 
significantly.   

Those at the bottom of the organisational hierarchy, equipment 
operators and mineworkers, reported more negatively on all factors  
than those further up the hierarchy, managers and supervisors.  
There are large, statistically significant differences across the 
levels in relation to: 

 Organisational justice 

 Mindfulness 

 Management commitment 

 Job control. 

There are smaller, but still statistically significant, differences in 
relation to 

 Supervisor support 

 Blame 

Position is a stronger influence than site in relation to the following 
factors: 

 Organisational justice 

 Job control. 

These differences are discussed in greater detail in subsequent 
chapters. 

Site comparisons were undertaken for those sites where the site 
sample size was large enough to make valid analyses – 28 sites in 
all.  Sites varied in relation to all factors.  There were four sites that 
consistently reported amongst the most negative scores and five 
sites that consistently reported amongst the most positive scores 
across all of the constructs.  The other sites were distributed around 
the middle of the distribution, with variation across the different 

2.7.4 
Variation by 
position 

2.7.5 
Variation by site 
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constructs.  Using K Means Cluster Analysis followed by    
Discriminant Function Analysis, we established three clusters of 
sites – the best performing sites in relation to the constructs, the 
worst performing and those distributed across the middle of the 
performance range.  Table 2.7 below sets out the differences in 
scores for each category. 

 
Construct Poor Medium Better 

Importance of OHS 3.68 4.12 4.58 

Propensity for Correcting Mistakes 3.54 4.12 4.69 

Support from Colleagues 3.77 4.07 4.60 

Perceptions of Management 
Commitment to OHS 

3.10 3.93 4.42 

Supervisor Support and Information 3.02 3.73 4.37 

Management Support for Reporting 
Problems 

3.18 3.77 4.44 

Job Control. 2.94 3.54 3.63 

Organisational Justice 2.79 3.41 3.99 

Work Life Balance 2.69 3.40 3.86 

Blame 2.53 2.78 3.84 

Table 2.7: Variation in construct scores by cluster 

This table shows the differences between the better, medium and 
poor performing sites.  These differences were statistically 
significant for every construct, except job control, where there is 
no significant difference between the better and medium mines.  
These differences are so great that they have practical as well as 
statistical significance, as we observed when we visited the sites. 

It seems that site is a stronger influence than position in relation to 
the following factors: 

 Mindfulness 

 Importance of OHS 

 Supportive colleagues 

 Worklife balance 

 Supervisor support 

 Blame 

We tested the differentiation between the performance classes 
evident in the scores for the different constructs using the three 
general performance assessment questions from the questionnaire 
that were not used to establish the constructs: 
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 15.  Management is competent when it comes to health and 
safety matters on this site. 

 31.  Occupational health and safety is well-managed on this 
site. 

 37.  Health and safety representatives and Occupational 
Health and Safety Committees on this site are effective. 

As Table 2.8 below shows, the different performance categories we 
found from the construct scores were strongly evident in the 
assessments made by survey respondents.  The differences between 
the performance categories are very large, reinforcing that the 
differences between the performance categories are of practical as 
well as statistical significance.  The better performing sites are 
different to the medium performing sites and both are different 
again to the poor performers.  

Question Poor Medium Better 

Q15 Management is competent in 
OHS 

3.22 4.08 4.60 

Q31 OHS is well-managed on site 2.97 3.83 4.61 

Q37 Effectiveness of HSRs and OHS 
committees 

3.05 3.75 4.53 

Table 2.8: Variation in assessment scores by cluster 

These differences are discussed in greater detail in subsequent 
chapters with examination of the key features differentiating the 
better, medium and poor performing sites. 

We also observed statistically significant differences between sites 
of different sizes.  Interestingly, respondents from medium sites 
ranked the lowest on every construct apart from organisational 
justice, where large sites scored marginally lower.  Small sites 
scored highest for every construct, except supportive colleagues 
and job control, which large sites scored slightly higher.  This 
interesting result may be further evidence of the importance of site 
level factors.  When we controlled for site variation, the differences 
on the basis of size were negligible. 

There were small but statistically significant differences between 
sites from different commodity groups, with coal and extractives 
sites generally scoring lower than diamond, gold and platinum 
sites.  Again, however, when we controlled for site variation, these 
differences were negligible, again reinforcing that site factors are 
more important than variables associated with specific commodity 
groups.  

 

2.7.6 
Variation by size 

2.7.7 
Variation by 
commodity group 

2.7.8 
Qualitative 
analysis 
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Preliminary analysis of the qualitative data was initiated by a 
workshop with the research team in which we discussed our 
findings and refined our thinking.  We used the seven values 
agreed at the Mine Health and Safety Tripartite Leadership Summit 
Agreement of September 2008 to frame our preliminary analysis.  
We reviewed all of our interview notes and site documents to 
identify key comments and features that were relevant to these 
seven values. Relevant comments from each interview were 
transcribed and grouped around the seven agreed values.  We also 
prepared summaries of the key features of each site to allow 
comparison of basic features. 

As a result of the Future Search Conference, the transcriptions, 
interview notes and site documents have been further analysed by 
Andrea Shaw to identify key themes and conceptual groupings 
related to the three work areas identified at the conference and that 
form the core of the Transformation Framework.  This was a time-
consuming and labour intensive process given the very big volume 
of data we had collected. The result is that our findings are 
grounded in the data and we have been able to prepare this report 
confident that our analysis provides a useful basis for action to 
implement the Transformation Framework. 

Enterprises throughout our sample are developing and 
implementing strategies to improve organisational culture and to 
improve OHS management.  The fundamentals of the strategies are 
congruent, although somewhat different focuses are naturally being 
taken across different enterprises.  Initiatives in the area ranged 
from programs directed to improving consultation to far-reaching 
internal culture transformation strategies.  All enterprises are 
seeking to deal more effectively with cultural and linguistic 
diversity in their businesses, particularly to address what are 
commonly described as ‘legacy’ issues resulting from South 
Africa’s history of apartheid.  The details of our findings from the 
qualitative data collected in the project are provided in the 
subsequent chapters of the report, related to the goals of the 
Transformation Framework. 
 
 

The second interim report provided the Project Steering Committee 
with details of our progress at this point.  It also provided 
background information to inform the Future Search Conference.  
It was distributed to all Future Search Conference participants.  As 
well as a summary of the literature review, the report included our 
preliminary findings from the site visits and stakeholder 
interviews, as described above. 

The Future Search Conference was conducted to allow a cross 
section of the industry to consider the findings of the project, 
develop a draft Health and Safety Culture Transformation 
Framework and an implementation plan.  The Future Search 
Conference was held on 23, 24 and 25 February 2010 at Bundu 

2.8 
Stage 8.  
Produce second 
interim report 

2.9 
Stage 9.  
Conduct Future 
Search 
Conference 
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Country Lodge in Nelspruit. 

Future Search is a large group planning meeting that brings diverse 
people together to work on a specific and task-focused agenda 
(Weisbord and Janoff, 2000).  As a participative planning process, 
it aims to engage all stakeholders in working on a particular task to 
find common ground.  It seeks agreement to take action amongst 
people who may have disparate interests and agendas.  The 
outcome of a future search conference is commitment by all 
participants to action plans that are grounded in reality.   

We chose to conduct a Future Search Conference because research 
evidence and our experience demonstrate that how OHS strategies 
are developed and implemented is at least as important as what 
they involve.  Strategies to improve OHS performance in the South 
African mining industry are likely to be more effective if they are 
developed and implemented in a way that embodies the values and 
norms that are associated with high OHS performance, particularly 
participation. By including a Future Search Conference in the 
project, the final version of the Framework and the implementation 
plan were developed in a participative process, which supports 
durable outcomes from the project.   
A Future Search Conference engages people in thinking beyond 
current problems to thinking about the future.  In the Changing 
Minds, Changing Mines Future Search Conference, we examined 
ideal future scenarios for 10 years into the future rather than 
problem-solving current issues or fixing past mistakes.  With 
agreed common ground about the ideal future, participants planned 
actions that will create the ideal future.  
The method has the benefit that it embodies the principles of 
participation and respect that underpin effective consultative 
processes.  We were thus able to ensure that consultation was built 
in from the beginning of the process and that all participants gained 
direct experience of collaboration and participative decision-
making through the workshop.  The foundations created by such a 
planning method will support effective and simpler 
implementation. The process gave participants the opportunity to 
self-manage, share leadership and engage as peers in robust 
discussion, in an environment focused on the future.  

Stakeholder groups were identified by the Project Steering 
Committee and each group took responsibility for nominating and 
arranging eight representatives in each group.  The project team 
made the transport, accommodation and other arrangements.  
Participants were provided with Interim Report 2, which 
constituted a background paper, summarising the findings of the 
project to this point.   

Despite the considerable time commitment involved in 
participating in a three day event, over 100 representatives from 
across the industry participated in the Future Search Conference, 

2.9.1 
Background 

2.9.2 
Participation 
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providing a broad representation of stakeholders from across the 
industry.  Participants were accommodated at the Conference 
venue, which provided opportunities for informal as well as formal 
engagement.   

Participants were as set out in Table 2.9 below. 

Stakeholder group Number   

 	  	   Employers Senior Managers	   7 

♠♠♠       Employers organisational 
development 	  

6 

✿✿✿    Employers Contractors 6 

  Employers Operational Managers  7 

●●●   Employers OHS Staff  8 

   Organised Labour National 
Leadership 

4 

♠♠♠     Organised Labour OHS National 
Committee 

8 

✿✿✿     Organised Labour Site HSRs 9 

   Organised Labour Regional 
Branches 

9 

●●●   Organised Labour OHS staff  6 

▲▲▲ 	  	   DMR branch heads and directors 	   4 

♠♠♠ 	   DMR Principle inspectors and 
regional managers	  

8 

    DMR inspectors 	   8 

●●● 	  	   Policy people	   3 

 	  	   MHSC and MQA 	   6 

✿✿✿ 	   Industry advisers/researchers	   6   
Total: 105 

Table 2.9: Participants in Future Search Conference by 
stakeholder group 

The future search conference lasted for 16 hours spread over three 
consecutive days.  We commenced with lunch on Day 1 (Tuesday 
23 February) and finished with lunch on Day 3 (Thursday 25 
February).  By spacing the program over three days, there was time 
for participants to consider what was being discussed - 'soak time' 
that provided more opportunity to consider and understand the 
views of others and to do new things together.  Using a live-in site 

2.9.3   
Workshop agenda  
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also supported this, encouraging shared experiences and providing 
opportunities for social interaction and discussion outside the 
conference room.  

The agenda covered: 
• The preliminary findings of the Changing Minds, Changing 

Mines project; 
• The past – identifying the significant events, issues and people 

of the industry’s past that have created the industry’s present 
culture; 

• The present – identifying the current trends that will impact on 
transforming the culture of the industry;   

• The future – identifying the ideal future for the industry;  
• Discovering common ground – identifying the issues and goals 

that were agreed by participants;  and 
• Action plans – developing agreed actions to give effect to the 

common ground. 
Participants worked in stakeholder groups for some exercises and 
in mixed groups for others.  Thus at times they were testing ideas 
with their peers and at other times representing their stakeholder 
voice with participants from other stakeholder groups.  Some 
exercises were done as a plenary group so that the whole room was 
able to hear the different views that were expressed. 

The conference began with a short overview of the preliminary 
findings of the Changing Minds, Changing Mines project.  
Participants used the opportunity to ask questions about method 
and findings.  The discussion confirmed that our data provide a 
valid reflection of OHS culture and conditions in the industry. 

Participants identified memorable events in their own lives 
(personal), in the world, and in the South African mining industry 
that they considered to be notable milestones and/or turning points. 
These were recorded in a group timeline, which allowed 
participants to identify the common events, personally, globally 
and in the industry.  From this, mixed groups of participants 
prepared and presented stories that described their shared histories. 

2.9.4 
Presentation of 
preliminary 
findings 

2.9.5   
The past 
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Figure 2.4: Preparing the timeline    Figure 2.5: Telling a story from the timeline 

Participants created a "mind map" of present trends in society that 
might impact on transforming the culture of the mining industry in 
South Africa.  These were collected as a large group mind map. 
Each participant was given 5 sticky dots in the colour and symbol 
of their stakeholder group and asked to spread their votes over the 
trends they regarded as most significant. They could spread their 
dots across the mind map as they chose as illustrated below. 

 
Figure 2.6: The completed mind map 

2.9.6 
The present 
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Figure 2.7: Voting on the mind map 

After voting, stakeholder groups examined the mind map and 
chose a few trends that were important to their group.  They 
discussed what they were currently doing in response to that trend 
and what they (not others) wanted to do in the future about that 
trend.  Finally, stakeholder groups identified what they were proud 
of in relation to their contribution to the present of the South 
African mining industry and what they were sorry about. 

 
Figure 2.8: Identifying prouds and sorries 

By the end of this session the participants had identified the key 
trends that currently existed that would impact on transforming the 
culture of the South African mining industry;  what particular 
stakeholders were doing and would like to do in response to those 
trends and what they were proud and sorry about in relation to their 
own contribution to the present circumstances in the industry.  
Thus they created a clear picture of the present that was shared by 
those in the room and had a clearer view of their own role in 
creating the present. 

Having heard and discussed the past and examined the present as 
stakeholders and as a plenary group, we turned the participants’ 
attention to the future.  Participants were asked to project 
themselves ten years into the future - to treat 24th February 2020 as 
if it were now - and to visualize what would be happening in the 

2.9.7 
The future 
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industry and the community if we have made our future dream 
from 2010 a reality.  In mixed groups, participants prepared a 
presentation of their ideal future.  They were told that what they 
describe should be feasible (people could do it if they wish), 
desirable (the whole community would benefit) and motivating 
(they would work to make it happen).  The presentations delighted 
and inspired all participants, confirming that the entire industry is 
committed to creating a safe and healthy industry. 

        

    
Figure 2.9: Ideal future performances 

From the presentations of the ideal futures, participants identified 
the features that made up the common ground – features that 
everyone wanted the future to be like.  Possible projects or actions 
that would achieve this were also identified.  The whole group 
agreed statements of common ground and then self-selected groups 
prepared action plans that would help achieve these outcomes.   

2.9.8   
Common ground 
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Figure 2.10: The common ground wall 

The outcomes of the Conference were presented in a report to 
participants, who were given the opportunity to provide feedback 
to correct the report if necessary.  No corrections were received 
and a final version of the report was sent to participants, a copy of 
which is provided as Attachment 5 to this report.  

The format of the Future Search Conference was most effective in 
identifying and developing common ground for the transformation 
framework.  Participants were not only exposed to a wide range of 
people with very different backgrounds and opinions, but also 
worked with them to design an ideal and common future.  As one 
participant described, the conference created a ‘safe’ environment 
– it gave the opportunity to test ideas together with no punitive 
consequences and we found that participants engaged in the 
discussions wholeheartedly.  Some participants were surprised to 
learn that those on the opposite side of the industrial fence shared 
similar histories and held similar views.  Feedback from 
participants has been extremely positive with a number reporting 
that they found the event the most productive conference they had 
ever attended. 

The Transformation Framework provided in Chapter 4 of this 
report is based closely on the agreed common ground from the 
Future Search Conference. 
 

A draft report of the project’s findings was prepared for the Project 
Steering Committee to review. 
 

 

This report has been finalised from the comments received and 
represents the final report for the project. 

2.9.9   
Future Search 
Conference 
outcomes   

2.10 
Stage 10.  
Draft final report  

2.11 
Stage 11.  
Finalise report 
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Background 

There is a considerable literature identifying the features of 
organizational culture that are associated with excellent 
performance in occupational health and safety (OHS) and 
providing guidance on successful strategies to create such 
organizational culture.  This chapter provides a review of the 
general features of this literature, with key features associated with 
the work areas of the Transformation Framework reviewed in the 
respective chapters of the report.  

The Changing Minds, Changing Mines Project builds on the 
significant research and analysis that has already been undertaken 
about OHS in the South African mining industry.  Starting with the 
Leon Commission (Leon, Salomon et al., 1995), the recent history 
of the industry demonstrates ongoing interest in and commitment 
to improving OHS performance.  Led by tripartite initiatives 
through the MHSC (see, eg Mine Health and Safety Council, 
2007), the industry has identified key OHS risks and improvement 
strategies to be addressed collectively and independently by 
industry stakeholders.  Since 2003, the industry has collectively 
committed to achieving international benchmarks for OHS 
performance levels, with specific commitments to eliminate new 
cases of silicosis and to reduce noise exposure, by 2013.   

In working towards these benchmarks, OHS culture has been of 
special interest, with all stakeholders identifying that the values, 
attitudes and beliefs about OHS in the industry can constrain the 
industry’s capacity to improve OHS performance.  A number of 
initiatives of the Chamber of Mines seek to address such issues, 
with a particular focus on leadership and leading practices (see eg 
MOSH Adoption Team, 2008).  The Chamber is also working on 
projects to strengthen OHS consultation on minesites and to 
address negative OHS consequences of incentive payment 
schemes.  Similarly, unions such as the NUM and Solidarity have 
undertaken a number of projects with their memberships to address 
OHS performance in the industry, including industrial campaigns 
to draw attention to the issue. 

A MHSC-funded project surveyed the OHS culture in the industry 
in 2005 and found that the industry’s OHS culture was 
significantly more negative than international comparisons 
(SAFEmap, 2005).  A key difference was a much greater focus on 
compliance with formal systems in the South African industry.  In 
particular, the survey of 11 individual mines with a sample of 8991 
found that the supervisory level reported more negatively than 
other categories of employees, likely to represent a major barrier to 

3 

3.1 
Background 
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translating improvement strategies throughout sites.  It also found 
“a high level of distrust between management and employees” (p. 
35), also likely to be a significant constraint on the capacity of the 
industry to improve. 

Such projects have taken place against a backdrop of increasing 
public interest in and concern about the OHS performance of the 
industry.  As a result of “serious concern about health and safety at 
mines” (Department of Minerals and Energy, 2008: i), the 
President of South Africa ordered an audit of legal compliance 
across the industry.  The report of this audit focused on formal 
management systems and legal processes and reinforced the need 
for stronger management processes on mine sites. Issues of 
particular relevance to this project were findings in relation to 
consultation and representation.  The audit reported that not all 
sites had implemented effective consultative structures and 
recommended that training for Health and Safety Representatives 
should be “prioritized” (p. 65). 

As this range of activities suggests, the South African mining 
industry is working to achieve the 2013 milestones, but still faces 
significant hurdles if they are to be met. We found that 
considerable effort was being undertaken at industry, individual 
company and site levels to address the changes to organisational 
culture needed to support these commitments. 

While the terms ‘safety culture’, ‘safety climate’ and 
‘organisational culture’ are widely used, the literature reveals 
considerable debate about their meaning and use.  Andrew Hale’s 
editorial for the 2000 special issue of Safety Science (Hale, 2000) 
was titled ‘Culture’s Confusions’ and papers in 2007 and 2008 
follow up issues of Safety Science (Baram, 2007; Choudhry, Fang 
et al., 2007; eg Dov, 2008; Haukelid, 2008; Pousette, Larsson et 
al., 2008) reinforced that the field was still marked by different, 
sometimes incommensurate, approaches. 

Some writers seek to differentiate between safety culture and 
safety climate (eg Guldenmund, 2000; Hale, 2000; Glendon, 2008), 
defining safety culture as the underlying assumptions that shape 
attitudes and behaviour with safety climate defined as the 
expression of these attitudes and behaviours in an organisation.  
The practical value of this distinction is unclear – by these 
definitions, one can only know the safety culture through studying 
the safety climate.  As Andrew Hopkins suggests (Hopkins, 2006), 
the distinction is really not conceptual, but arises from the different 
academic origins of the related research.  Climate research tends to 
derive from the psychology tradition and culture research from the 
anthropological tradition.  Thus, for all practical purposes, safety 
climate and safety culture are referring to the same organisational 
phenomena. 

3.2 
Defining terms 

3.2.1 
Culture or 
climate? 

3.2.2 
What is OHS 
culture? 



 

Changing Minds, Changing Mines Final Report 231110 37 

Despite this complexity, all researchers agree that the terms refer to 
the underlying approaches that shape how organisations manage 
OHS.  Generally, this is taken to mean the system of shared values 
and beliefs about OHS that create behavioural norms for OHS 
which in turn guide OHS activities in an enterprise: 

OHS CULTURE 
   

VALUES BELIEFS NORMS 
'What is important 

about OHS' 
'How things work in  

relation to OHS’ 
'The way we do things  

about OHS' 
    

OHS ACTIVITIES 
Figure 3.1: What is OHS culture? 

As this definition suggests, a single organisation might include 
many different OHS cultures across its locations and functions.  
The norms that underpin OHS activities may be different for 
different functions, eg the troubleshooting needs of maintenance 
compared with the need for rigorous procedural controls in 
processing (Richter and Koch, 2004; Haukelid, 2008; Rosness, 
undated).  As Gherardi et al point out (Gherardi, Nicolini et al., 
1998), recognising plurality in safety cultures is very important in 
controlling risk: conflicts of interpretation and differences in 
priorities with regard to safety practices between the managerial 
and operational levels (p. 212) have been implicated in numerous 
industrial disasters.  Unless such conflicts and differences are 
recognised and dealt with, cognitive dissonance can cause 
significant damage to risk control. 

This definition also reinforces that OHS culture is a collective 
process – as Rosness argues, “culture is not just a simple aggregate 
of individual behaviours.  It refers to the collective practices of 
groups and organisations” (Rosness: 4).   

A number of researchers also seek to differentiate between OHS 
and organisational culture, focussing attention on values, beliefs 
and norms that are directly related to OHS (Grote and Kunzler, 
2000; Guldenmund, 2000; Parker, Lawrie et al., 2006).  However, 
as described below, many of the cultural features associated with 
high performance are not limited to OHS aspects.  Instead, as 
Richter and Kochs (Richter and Koch, 2004) argue, a more useful 
approach is based on the approach that “safety culture is viewed as 
a focused aspect of the organizational culture” (p.705).  Hopkins 
suggests that debates “about the meaning of terms such as culture, 
climate and safety culture are somewhat sterile” (Hopkins, 2006: 

3.2.3 
OHS or 
organisational 
culture? 
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888) and, following his lead, we advocate focussing on 
organisational culture as a whole and its effect on OHS. 

International research demonstrates that organisational culture is 
critical to improving OHS performance.  Indeed, research which 
investigates the features marking out organisations with excellent 
OHS performance has identified that these features are more likely 
to relate to the culture, not the systems, of an organisation.   

Andrew Hale and Jan Hovden's literature review of OHS 
management studies over the preceding 50 years indicated critical 
links between workplace injury rates and organisational culture 
(Hale and Hovden, 1998).  This review identified that the 
following were among the cultural features that differentiated 
workplaces with lower injury rates from poorer performers: 
• a belief that OHS is an important issue in the workplace; 

• openness to power-sharing and criticism;  
• work as a source of pride; 

• workforce trust that management is committed to OHS;  and  
• a workforce belief that workers have some degree of control 

over the nature of their work 

In a similar vein, Choudhry et al’s review (Choudhry, Fang et al., 
2007) identified the following as features of effective 
organisational culture for OHS: 
• senior management’s commitment to safety,  

• good communications,  
• organizational learning,  

• a working environment that rewards identifying safety issues, 
and  

• participative management leadership style. (p. 1006) 

Such features are commonly identified across different studies and 
reviews and are clearly not just relevant to OHS management (the 
range of studies includes Cox and Cheyne, 2000; Flin, Mearn et al., 
2000; DeJoy, Schaffer et al., 2004; Zacharatos, Barling et al., 2005; 
Grote, 2008; Nævestad, 2008b).   

James Reason identifies that the status and importance of OHS 
within the organisation is critical to a positive safety culture.  He 
cites the following questions as critical to any investigation into 
OHS culture: 
• “Who collates, analyses and disseminates information relating 

to organisational safety?  By how many reporting levels is this 
individual separated from the CEO?  What annual budget does 
this person’s department receive?  How many staff does he or 
she oversee? 

3.3 
High 
performance 
cultures 

3.3.1 
Research 
evidence 
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• Is a safety related appointment seen as rewarding talent (a 
good career move) or as an organizational oubliette for spent 
forces?”  (Reason, 1997: 220). 

Digging Deeper provides solid empirical evidence of the cultural 
factors most closely associated with good OHS management in the 
NSW mining industry in Australia (Shaw, Blewett et al., 2007).  
The data collected from 53 diverse sites across the industry clearly 
showed that the following organizational features differentiate 
good from bad performers: 

 mindfulness;  
 workgroup cohesion;  

 trust in management;  
 organisational justice;  

 supervisor support; and  
 role clarity. 

The findings in this study provide clear evidence of a link between 
effective OHS management and organisational culture. The study 
found that mining enterprises with an effective culture 
characterised by these features also had a proactive approach to the 
management of OHS, with all of the accompanying benefits that 
this brings in terms of OHS and organizational outcomes.  These 
intangibles of organizational life acted as the ‘glue’ that kept the 
OHS system operating effectively. 

The challenge is to create an organisational culture with the 
features that are linked to superior OHS performance identified 
above.  However, culture is much more than just the sum of all of 
these parts. Culture is not just something an organisation ‘has’, it is 
fundamentally what an organisation ‘is’ (Ackroyd and Crowdy, 
1990; Hatch, 2004).  Minesites cannot simply change culture by 
decree, but if they are to approach a positive culture, the features 
cited above are critical. In other words, exhibiting the above 
features is a necessary precondition for having a positive OHS 
culture, but it may not be sufficient.  As Reason argues, “the rest is 
up to the organizational chemistry.  But using and doing – 
particularly in a technical organization – lead to thinking and 
believing” (Reason, 1997: 220).   

An effective change strategy should be based on this principle.  If 
the positive cultural features identified above can be fostered 
within an enterprise, the values and beliefs on which they are based 
will also be strengthened. Achieving these features requires the 
organisation to change in fundamental ways. 

As this suggests, an approach to culture change that focuses mostly 
on attempts to change attitudes is unlikely to result in durable or 

3.3.2 
Australian 
evidence 

3.4 
Changing culture 
– how do you 
transform 
organisations? 

3.4.1 
Changing 
attitudes to 
change culture? 
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effective change.  Behaviour is not just determined by attitude – 
situational factors can be far more influential.  Rosness argues that: 

Efforts to change behaviour by changing attitudes are often 
ineffective.  Behaviour in a specific situation is influenced by 
many situational factors, which often overrule the impact of 
attitudes.  Even if one succeeds in changing attitudes, one 
may thus fail to change behaviour (Rosness, undated: 2) 

Other researchers warn against too narrow a focus on the behaviour 
of individuals when seeking to change organizational culture.  
Tharaldsen and Haukelid (Tharaldsen and Haukelid, 2009) suggest 
that such a focus “may result in a blaming culture, ie where 
accidents, near misses or events are explained by individual 
mistakes” (p. 381).  Even more importantly, as Naevestad points 
out, such an approach: 

runs the risk of neglecting the organizational, meso level.  It 
may thereby fail to provide insights concerning how the 
described safety cultures relate to the demands of the 
technological system in question and the consequences of 
this for organizational safety (Naevestad, 2009: 130). 

The choice of approach to change is clearly dependent upon what 
the change is trying to achieve. Often, the aims of OHS-focussed 
changes are expressed in terms of outcome measures - Lost Time 
Injury Frequency Rates (LTIFR), claims frequency and severity 
and other accident data.  However, such measures are not goals - 
they are some of the measures by which achievement of goals 
might be assessed. Shifting the focus from the goal to a measure 
leads to goal displacement, where ‘getting the numbers right’ 
becomes more important than improving OHS.  Measures are 
clearly necessary, but are signposts, not substitutes, for the goals 
themselves. 

Rather than encourage goal displacement, the goal should be to 
create workplaces which provide people with a positive 
environment, which control risks and in which people are valued 
and treated as central to the workplace system.  This approach to 
change requires that the basics of OHS management are addressed.  
To make the workplace healthy and safe, there is no substitute for 
making the workplace healthy and safe.  As Rosness (undated) 
argues: 

Safety culture improvement should never be viewed as an 
inexpensive replacement for other aspects of safety work. 
Problems such as poor human-machine interfaces, 
unreliable technology or inadequate operational readiness 
cannot be compensated by safety culture (p. 8). 

On the other hand, an organisational culture with positive 
consequences for OHS is less likely to lead to such a working 
environment.   

 

3.4.2 
Changing 
behaviour to 
change culture? 

3.4.3 
The purpose of 
culture change 
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The literature on organizational culture change suggests that 
successful change is neither simple nor rapid (for reviews, see 
Hatch, 2004; Greenwood and Hinings, 2006).  Despite this, change 
in organizational culture for OHS is evident in industries around 
the world.  Haukelid (2008) reports on the change in organisational 
culture evident in the Norwegian off-shore oil industry in the North 
Sea.  The improvements he identified were apparently the result of 
deliberate culture change initiatives, but even so the improvements 
have not been universal nor always predictable.  Indeed, he argued 
that culture change is “difficult to manipulate or control…. Culture 
changes over time, no matter what managers or employees think or 
do” (p. 423).  Such pessimism about the capacity to shape change 
is belied by the apparent impact of the initiatives he described 
which were built on greater collaboration and consultation, 
including at an industry level.   

The same foundations underpin the changes exhibited by the South 
African mining industry in attitudes, values and beliefs about OHS.  
These changes are evidenced in industry reports and simply by 
commissioning the Changing Minds, Changing Mines project.  A 
common feature of such successful case studies is tangible change 
in the ways people work together.  As Rosness asserts: 

Changing safety culture implies changing patterns of 
interaction.  A stable improvement of safety culture thus 
requires the people involved to interact in new ways, and to 
experience that the new interaction patterns work in practice 
and are compatible with their needs….  Safety culture is 
also built in many small steps, through the way managers 
and employees handle their daily tasks (p. 8). 

The literature includes a number of different models of culture 
change which fall into two main types.  The first type of model is 
normative, seeking to set out a process of culture change that 
should be followed.  The most common example of this is 
Hudson’s “HSE Culture Ladder” (Hudson, 2007), based on the 
work of Westrum and Reason, which describes culture change as 
progressing through five stages: 

 Pathological; Who cares about safety as long as we 
are not caught? 

 Reactive; Safety is important: we do a lot every time 
we have an accident. 

 Calculative; We have systems in place to manage all 
hazards. 

 Proactive; We try to anticipate safety problems before 
they arise. 

 Generative; HSE is how we do business round here 
(Parker, Lawrie et al., 2006: 555). 

Such models have value in providing a ‘road map’ for 

3.4.4 
The tools of 
organizational 
culture change 

3.5 
Models of 
culture change 
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organisations, reassuring possibly hesitant organisational actors 
that changing culture can follow a defined path.  However, such 
models may give a false sense of security since they misrepresent 
the real, always messy and not always predictable change 
processes (Naevestad, 2009; Silbey, 2009; Tharaldsen and 
Haukelid, 2009).  Culture change is not always progressive, nor is 
it always according to a single, planned strategy.   

Such models can give the impression that steps are sequential and 
that there is only one route through them.  This can provide 
reluctant players with an excuse for inaction, eg We can’t develop 
strategies to anticipate problems until we’ve got all our risk 
management strategies in place.  They also represent the change 
process as having some sort of end point, when contemporary 
research has reinforced the need to recognise that culture change is 
a continuous process, more accurately conceived as culture 
changing, rather than change (Greenwood and Hinings, 2006).  
Indeed, James Reason asserts that one should be “deeply 
suspicious” of such approaches: 

These [safety culture] are goals that have to be constantly 
striven for rather than achieved.  Itʼs the journey rather than 
the arrival that matters (Reason, 2008: 288) 

Thus, this type of model is perhaps most usefully treated as a set of 
‘ideal types’ that can help to identify key issues at play in a 
particular set of circumstances, rather than as a prescriptive recipe 
that must be followed.   

The other type of model can be characterised as descriptive, setting 
out the issues that culture change can or should address, without 
prescribing the actual pathway of change.  One of the most 
interesting of these arises from the Norwegian offshore oil and gas 
industry and seeks to integrate individual and organisation directed 
culture change strategies (Tharaldsen and Haukelid, 2009).  This 
model also recognises that organisational culture is not always 
explicit or visible.  Many aspects of organisational culture are 
hidden or tacit.  An effective culture change process, according to 
this model, addresses all four cells in the following table and 
“searches for strengths and weaknesses in the safety culture under 
examination” (p. 385). 
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CULTURAL 

Learning 

Socialisation 

Symbols 

Images TACIT 

HIDDEN Acts of habits Single acts 
and events 

EXPLICIT 

VISIBLE 

BEHAVIOURAL 

(Tharaldsen and Haukelid, 2009: 381) 
Figure 3.2: Descriptive model of OHS culture 

The literature review reinforces that organisational culture is 
critical to achieving high standards of OHS performance.  
However, interventions to improve organisational culture need to 
be based on the values and processes known to be associated with 
exemplary performance.  Thus, a strategy based on blame and 
seeking to avoid responsibility for organisational issues is unlikely 
to be successful.  Strategies solely directed to organisational issues 
neglect the essential contributions that individuals make to 
organisational life.  A strategy that successfully integrates 
individual and organisational interventions is most likely to have 
the required results. 

The underlying constants in effective organisational culture for 
OHS result in workplaces which provide people with a positive 
environment, which control risks and in which people are valued 
and treated as central to the workplace system.  Achieving such 
workplaces cannot be done using a single recipe – organisational 
culture even within a single enterprise is likely to be too diverse for 
such an approach.  Thus, the Transformation Framework set out in 
the next chapter seeks to guide the work of sites in developing their 
own strategies for focussing attention on strengthening the known 
constants of effective organisational culture for health and safety, 
while also guiding action at an industry level.  

3.6 
Conclusion 
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Transforming the South African 
mining industry 

The Transformation Framework set out on the next two pages of 
this report is based on the work undertaken by the South African 
mining industry at the Changing Minds, Changing Mines Future 
Search Conference.  This work is based, in turn, on the findings of 
the project, as detailed in this report.  The Transformation 
Framework aims to guide and inform the work already being done 
in the industry to create high performance culture.   

While the Framework itself is deliberately short and direct, the 
project collected a wealth of data that reinforces the importance 
and validity of its content.  These data are provided in subsequent 
chapters of this report.  

 

4 
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Vision 
To provide a zero harm environment that treats everyone with dignity and respect. 

Work areas 
Healthy, safe and productive mining Working together Maintaining and monitoring standards 

Goals 
Mining will be safe, healthy and productive with 
risks controlled at their source through collaborative 
action. 

We will work together in a learning and participative 
culture that treats everybody with care, dignity and 
respect. 

Standards will be clear, enforced by an effective 
regulator using fair sanctions that drive performance 
improvements. 

• Integrated mining activities 
We will base mining activities on the recognition 
that health, safety and production are not 
competing objectives.  Safety and health are the 
outcomes of work well done. 

• Risk management 
We will seek to eliminate risks at their source and 
investigate the root causes of incidents. 

• Technology 
We will adopt mechanisation and technology as a 
key method of eliminating health and safety risks 
to mine employees. 

• Best practice 
We will take a common approach to identifying 
and facilitating the adoption of best OHS 
practice. 

 

• Elimination of racism 
There will be no racism. 

• Language 
We will stop using Fanakalo in the workplace, 
instead ensuring that employees are fully literate 
and conversant in more than one language 
including English. This will ensure universal 
understanding of OHS priorities and messages. 

• Capacity building 
We will build the capacity of the entire workforce 
at all levels and other affected stakeholders 
through innovative training and other methods. 

• Empowering disadvantaged groups in the 
mining industry 
We will accelerate the development and 
placement of women and other historically 
disadvantaged South Africans into strategic 
positions in the industry, whilst creating an 
enabling environment.  

• Tripartism 
Government, labour and employers will regularly 
engage to pursue common objectives and goals for the 
mining industry. 

• Regulatory framework 
We will develop clear, concise and understandable 
legislation that includes enforceable minimum 
standards. 

• Inspectorate 
We will create an effective, well-resourced 
inspectorate that can protect people at and around 
mines with integrity and job pride.  

• Data 
We will establish a data system that allows effective 
and timely collection, capture, analysis, 
communication, dissemination and use by the industry 
of mine HSE information. 
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Values 
Honesty, integrity, respect, personal dignity, equity, equality and trust. 

What stakeholders will do 
Sites Enterprises Industry Organisations Organised Labour Government 

• Develop and apply site-
specific strategies to 
implement the framework in 
collaboration with the 
workforce through their 
elected representatives. 

• Develop and apply 
enterprise-specific 
strategies to implement the 
framework in collaboration 
with the workforce through 
their elected 
representatives. 

• Ensure that all sites across 
the enterprise make sincere 
and constructive efforts to 
implement this 
transformation framework. 

• Facilitate the industry’s 
sincere and constructive 
efforts to implement this 
transformation framework. 

• Coordinate employer input 
to developing and applying 
industry strategies to 
implement the framework 
through tripartite forums. 

 

• Represent the industry’s 
workforce in developing 
and applying industry 
strategies to implement the 
framework through 
tripartite forums. 

• Contribute to and support 
workplace representatives 
in developing and 
implementing site and 
enterprise specific 
strategies. 

• Represent the Government of 
South Africa and the public 
interest in developing and 
applying industry strategies 
to implement the framework 
through tripartite forums. 

• Develop and apply strategies 
to implement the framework 
within the Department of 
Mineral Resources. 
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Healthy, safe and productive mining 

Transforming the culture of the South African mining industry 
must create workplaces that are safe, healthy and productive.  All 
stakeholders agree that this goal is paramount.  While achieving 
this goal requires changes to the physical work environment that 
are outside the scope of this project, how these changes are 
determined and implemented is at least as important as what the 
changes are. At the Future Search Conference, participants agreed 
on a future that:  

 integrated mining activities so that health, safety and 
production are not competing activities,  

 used sound risk management to create zero harm, including 
applying technology to control risk, and  

 identified and adopted best OHS practice. 

This chapter describes the body of knowledge about features of 
organisational cultures that are more likely to create such healthy, 
safe and productive workplaces.  It details the extent to which we 
observed these features in the organisational cultures we found in 
the South African mining industry, including the key differences 
we observed across the industry.  The need for change in this area 
is well-recognised throughout the industry and this chapter sets out 
goals and aspirations for the industry arising from the Future 
Search Conference and our research more broadly.  We provide 
recommendations for achieving these goals as part of transforming 
the mining industry.  

There are particular challenges in managing risks in high risk 
environments such as mining.  Many risks arise from natural 
causes that cannot be completely eliminated, such as seismic 
events, and other risks can escalate quickly to create catastrophic 
outcomes, such as methane explosions.  In controlling these risks, 
there is no substitute for taking action to mitigate or control them at 
source, eg through engineering controls such as ventilation. 
However, there is good evidence that the ways in which such 
controls are developed and implemented and the organisational 
culture that shapes their context can have consequences for the 
effectiveness of risk control. 

Comparing different organisations operating in high risk 
environments reveals that the organisational cultures of workplaces 
that control risks more effectively have certain features in contrast 
to those that exhibit less effective risk controls.  This section 
outlines these features to provide a context for our findings in the 
South African mining industry. 

 

5  

5.1 
What we know 
about what 
works 
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International research into organisations that create reliable, safe 
workplaces suggests that such organisations create organisational 
“mindfulness” and they are characterised as High Reliability 
Organisations (HROs).  This school of thought identifies five key 
features that are claimed as characteristics of organisations that are 
less likely to experience the adverse consequences of disasters 
(Weick and Sutcliffe, 2007: 33).  The first three features describe 
ways of operating that help organisations anticipate adverse events 
and the final two features describe ways of operating that help 
organisations respond effectively to adverse events after they 
occur, limiting the negative consequences. 

This feature refers to the understanding evident in HROs that 
failure is inevitable – humans are fallible, machines and systems 
can fail in unpredictable ways and the natural world is not always 
benign.  HROs are constantly alert to symptoms of failure through 
strong hazard and error reporting systems, allowing them to 
respond to the potential for disasters early before they occur 
(Weick and Sutcliffe, 2007: 45 – 53). 

HROs recognise that a complex operating environment cannot be 
managed by simple operating systems.  Rather than use simple 
categories and systems, they encourage diversity and difference so 
that as many perspectives as possible are available to make plans 
and solve problems (Weick and Sutcliffe, 2007: 53 – 58). 

Remaining in close contact with the real work of the organisation 
is the final key means by which HROs anticipate disasters.  This 
attention to operations helps HROs to detect the early signs of 
potential disasters before they lose the capacity to prevent or 
control them (Weick and Sutcliffe, 2007: 58 – 62). 

Given that high consequence low probability events can be 
difficult to anticipate, HROs also demonstrate greater capacity to 
contain such events in order to limit adverse outcomes.  The first 
key feature of a mindful response is resilience, having the capacity 
and capability to respond to adverse events quickly and skilfully.  
This requires the ability to call in extra resources and the 
availability of a wide range of competencies to deal with new and 
unusual circumstances (Weick and Sutcliffe, 2007: 68 – 73).   

When faced with new problems, HROs rely on expertise rather 
than hierarchical position to find the answers.  Different types of 
knowledge and expertise are respected, particularly knowledge 
gained from direct experience of the front line (Weick and 
Sutcliffe, 2007: 73 – 80). 

Evidence from Australia demonstrates that these features are 
relevant in the mining industry.  The findings of Digging Deeper in 
New South Wales showed that proactive sites exhibited the 

5.1.1 
Mindfulness 

Preoccupation with 
failure 

Reluctance to 
simplify 

Sensitivity to 
operations 

Commitment to 
resilience 

Deference to 
expertise 

Evidence from the 
mining industry 



 

Changing Minds, Changing Mines Final Report 231110 49 

features of mindfulness more thoroughly than reactive sites.  These 
differences were evident in the quantitative data as well as in 
interviews and observations.  Comments from proactive sites often 
reflected greater preparedness to do things differently and 
interviewees were more likely to report that they were encouraged 
to report bad news and identify areas for improvement. 

Over-reliance on formal rules and procedures can create risk – if 
the same unchanging routines are followed when the operating 
environment has changed, risk can increase.  Indeed, the ability to 
adapt and improvise as circumstances change can be critical to 
avoiding disaster, as Silbey describes: 

organizations routinely succeed, and recover from 
near disaster, because workers do not follow 
predetermined protocols or designs; instead, they 
interpret rules and recipes, adapt resources to 
innovative uses, develop work-arounds, and invent in 
situ many of the routines that ultimately come to 
constitute the system in practice (Silbey, 2009: 359). 

Studies of HROs reveal that organisations that rely on unvarying 
routines and procedures are much less reliable than those which 
give employees the resources to adapt their activities to meet the 
changing needs of their environment: 

…prior to the Westray mine explosion on May 9, 1992, 
which killed 26 miners, production routines kept “rolling” 
while monitoring of methane buildups, spilled fuel, and 
enforcement of limestone dusting to neutralise coal dust, 
were done only sporadically.  Efficient organizations often 
experience errors when they do the same things in the face 
of changing events, these changes going undetected 
because people are rushed, distracted, careless, or 
ignorant... Our point is simply that each time a routine is re-
enacted, it unfolds in a slightly different way .... In an 
unknowable, unpredictable world, ongoing mutual re-
adjustment is a constant, and it is this adaptive activity that 
generates potential information about capability, 
vulnerability, and the environment (Weick, Sutcliffe et al., 
1999; Weick, Sutcliffe et al., 1999: : 87 - 88). 

Similarly, James Reason points out that “human variability in the 
form of timely adjustments, tweakings and adaptations is what 
preserves imperfect systems in an uncertain and dynamic world”. 
(Reason, 2008: 239).  Thus, organisations that ensure that their 
workforce has the competence, capacity and organisational support 
to improvise safely in the face of unexpected risks are more likely 
to control risk effectively.   

Criticism of the use of OHS incentive schemes based on outcome 
data has been vigorous and there is a rich research literature 
detailing the potential negative consequences of such an approach 
(see eg Hopkins, 1984; Weyman, 1998; Daniels and Marlow, 2005; 

5.1.2 
The value of 
improvisation 

5.1.3 
The impact of 
bonus and 
incentive schemes 
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Hopkinson and Gervais, 2006; Shaw, Blewett et al., 2007).  The 
NSW Minerals Council in Australia acknowledged that  

Any scheme which provided financial or other incentive 
to encourage people to work harder or faster might 
have the unintended consequence of supporting risk 
taking or short cutting safe work procedures (New 
South Wales Minerals Council, 2004: 24).  

These “perverse motivations” (Marlow and 2005: 8) undermine the 
effectiveness of such schemes.  For schemes based on targets for 
accident or incident rates, Daniels and Marlow (Daniels and 
Marlow, 2005) report that the literature suggests that: 

Individuals may be subject to peer pressure that 
suppresses the motivation to report incidents in 
instances where incentives are ascribed to individual 
groups or work teams…. Accident reports may decline 
(possibly due to underreporting) yet underlying safety 
problems within the system will remain (Daniels and 
Marlow, 2005: 13). 

Equally, there is evidence that recognising and rewarding effective 
OHS management initiatives can have positive consequences. The 
NSW Minerals Council submission to the Wran Review in 
Australia (NSW Minerals Council, 2004) pointed out that reward 
schemes can have the positive effect of “focussing behaviour to 
improve safe work practices”.  Terrey (Terrey, 2005) concludes 
that: 

Safety and production incentives can have a significant 
benefit in improving safety as well as production if 
handled well (Terrey, 2005: 5). 

Given their widespread use in the mining and other industries 
around the world, the paucity of empirical evidence either way is 
startling.  One of the few studies that examined this issue was the 
Digging Deeper project, which reviewed the impact of production 
bonus and safety incentive schemes on OHS management in the 
NSW mining industry.  This study found that schemes which 
involved payment in exchange for achieving particular outcome 
targets had not proved themselves to consistently or reliably 
improve safety outcomes. Some evidence was also found of short-
cuts being driven by high production bonuses and under-reporting 
of OHS injuries in an effort to gain payments and rewards.  The 
most commonly cited benefit was that the schemes encourage 
effective injury management.  Rather than a benefit, this could well 
be seen as a cost of the schemes, since responding promptly to 
injuries is a fundamental building block of effective OHS 
management and should be in place without the incentive of extra 
payment for compliance.  

The industry stakeholders consulted in the Digging Deeper project 
identified that in a world class OHS system people contribute to 
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OHS management, not because of extra money, but because it is 
‘the right thing to do’.  Production bonuses and safety incentive 
payments can in fact undermine the achievement of a high 
performance OHS culture by rewarding negative behaviour such as 
taking short cuts and under-reporting of incidents.  Incentive 
schemes that rewarded productive behaviour demonstrated more 
positive outcomes in the Digging Deeper project. 

Responding effectively to incidents is a key element of sound OHS 
management.  As well as the obvious need to limit any harm and 
damage, effective incident investigation seeks to identify the 
actions that will prevent recurrence of the event.  Historically, this 
has focussed on the immediate or presenting causes in human 
behaviour.  One of the key historical sources for this focus on 
behaviour was Heinrich (Nielsen, 2000). He claimed that 88% of 
all incidents are due to human error, with 10% due to unsafe 
conditions and the remaining 2% to some unknown cause.   

This common approach to incident investigation presumes that the 
only errors of interest are those of the operator. However, as 
Sundstrom-Frisk points out, someone’s behaviour is at the root of 
every workplace accident, but: 

when an operator makes a mistake he is picked 
out personally. When a constructor or a systems 
manager show improper behaviour by taking 
decisions neglecting safety concerns the 
responsibility is depersonalised and becomes a 
technical or organisational failure (Sundstrom-
Frisk, 1997: 31). 

Contemporary research, on the other hand, is based on the 
realisation that blaming accidents on human error is not so much 
untrue as unhelpful (Kletz, 1985: 2).  Humans are not infallible and 
will exhibit poor judgment, lack of attention to detail and will fail 
to respond to signals in unexpected and damaging circumstances.  
In order to address this, researchers such as James Reason (Reason, 
1997; Reason, 1998; Reason, 2008), Erik Hollnagel (Hollnagel, 
2007; Hollnagel, 2009) and Sidney Dekker (Dekker, 2006; Dekker, 
2008) advocate examining the environments and conditions in 
which error is more likely to occur.  This involves understanding 
the nature of the error – the range of types of error reinforce that 
different responses will be needed for different causes, as shown in 
Figure 5.1 below. 

5.1.4 
Dealing with 
incidents and 
error 
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Figure 5.1: Reason’s Error Typology (Reason, 1997) 

Errors are seen as the final contribution to a sequence of events that 
results in an incident.  Thus, as Wilpert describes, when 
investigating an incident: 

The appropriate question if confronted with an 
error is not “How could you ever do that?” but 
“What led to the error?” (Wilpert, 2008: 374) 

Perhaps the most widely accepted model of incident causation is 
Reason’s “Swiss Cheese” model that represents an incident as the 
result of a series of breaches of organisational defences (Figure 5.2 
below).  The holes in the defences may have existed for some time 
prior to the incident.  The incident occurs because a range of holes 
have lined up for some reason, eg system failures, environmental 
conditions, process change and human error.  Thus, focussing on 
just one of the holes will not necessarily prevent recurrence.  On 
the contrary, effective incident investigation by definition will seek 
the range of causes that have resulted in an incident. 

 

Figure 5.2: Reason’s Swiss Cheese Model of accident 
causation (Reason, 1997) 
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Clearly, human error is invariably one of these holes.  The trick is 
not to focus on human error, since this is inevitable.  Rather, an 
effective incident investigation will determine the systems, 
conditions and environments in which error is more likely.  For 
example, if a knowledge-based mistake has occurred, how did the 
training system fail to provide the necessary knowledge and skill? 

Even when the error can be more accurately described as a 
violation (ie a deliberate act in violation of known rules), blaming 
the worker is counter-productive.  Violations can result from 
poorly established organisational strategies, as a study in the Hong 
Kong construction industry reveals.  In this investigation, 
deliberate violations were identified as a direct result of poor 
management of the construction project.  The researchers 
concluded that: 

Workers’ failure to behave safely can … be 
regarded as a reasonable response to prevailing 
conditions. Unsafe behaviour should be 
expected where unsafe, but speedy, construction 
work is financially rewarding, for both individual 
worker and contractors; or where adequate and 
appropriate materials or equipment are not 
provided (Lingard and Rowlinson, 1998: 255). 

Overall, errors and violations are more usefully viewed as an 
opportunity to identify where the systems and environment are not 
operating in such a way as to control risk.  Sidney Dekker states:  
“the point is not to see where people went wrong, but why what 
they did made sense” (Dekker, 2006: 19).  Thus, an approach to 
incident investigation that is satisfied with identifying who made 
an error is not useful in preventing recurrence and may even be 
counter-productive because it encourages non-reporting.  Instead, 
incident investigations must treat human error not as a cause but a 
symptom and investigate the environmental and system causes that 
make error more likely.   

Error-focussed approaches to incident investigation have the 
further problem that they result in blame on the person who made 
the error.  This makes it more difficult for an incident investigation 
to gain all relevant information about the incident - open and 
honest communication is unlikely when the result of honesty might 
be disciplinary action.  Consequently, the underlying causes are 
more likely to continue and, instead of preventing recurrence, the 
outcome might be even greater risk.  As Nick Pidgeon pointed out: 

seeking a ‘culprit’ whenever an error has 
occurred may promote the avoidance of blame 
rather than critique and honesty. Hence, efforts 
to motivate people to act safely through sanction 
may be self-defeating, resulting in the very state 
of poor or incomplete information which is a 
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precondition to system vulnerability (Pidgeon, 
1998: 212). 

A blame-seeking approach to incident investigation has been 
identified as a key precursor to major industrial disasters, such as 
the BP Texas City explosion in 2005.  The Report of the BP US 
Refineries Independent Review Panel (the Baker Review) asserted 
that: 

Employees and contractors must trust that they 
can report incidents, near misses, and other 
concerns—even when it reflects poorly on their 
own knowledge, skills, or conduct—without fear 
of punishment or repercussion (Baker, Bowman 
et al., 2007: 75). 

Indeed, they found that such lack of trust was one of the key causes 
of the disaster that killed 15 people.   

Finally, focussing on error as the cause of an incident fails to 
recognise that violations are often essential to getting the work 
done.  As Reason points out, errors are “a natural consequence of a 
highly adaptive cognitive system” (Reason, 2008: 71).   

There are a variety of incident investigation tools available that 
direct attention to the underlying or root causes of incidents.  The 
details of the different techniques may differ, but the primary 
purpose is consistent – to direct attention to the causes of incidents 
and take errors and violations as symptom, rather than 
explanations, of incidents.  The basis of these tools is to undertake 
“no blame” investigations, where honest mistakes and violations 
do not result in disciplinary action.   

The sites we visited to collect data for this project varied 
considerably on the extent to which they were achieving the goal 
of healthy, safe and productive workplaces.  Some sites were well 
on the way to a zero harm environment, while others were only just 
taking the very first steps.  Most sites were between these two 
extremes, with variable performance across the different factors. 

Overall, participants were satisfied with the quality of OHS 
management on sites, as the responses to Question 31 show. 

5.2 
Progress in 
South Africa 



 

Changing Minds, Changing Mines Final Report 231110 55 

 
Figure 5.3: Q31: OHS is well-managed on this site. 

However, there is considerable difference between our better, 
medium and poor performing sites in relation to this question, as 
set out in Chapter 2. 
�

Sites Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Better performing mines 4.61 0.85 

Medium performing mines 3.83 1.27 

Poor performing mines 2.97 1.47 

Table 5.1: Sites and Q31 

Many sites we visited were seeking to build safety into their 
overall approach to production.  As one safety officer reported:   

We try to bring over the safety message that 
safety doesn’t stand alone – it is an integrated 
part of work…. If you do your job, safety will be 
an inevitable part of the job (Safety Officer, 
Medium performer). 

Participants at the Future Search Conference agreed that the 
industry should strive to operate on the basis that “health, safety 
and production are not competing objectives”.  Findings in this 
area relate to the importance of OHS on site, perceived 
commitment of management to OHS and the impact of health and 
safety and production bonuses and performance payments. 
 

We asked three questions related to the importance of OHS on the 
questionnaire: 

Q26 Everybody works safely here. 

5.2.1 
Integrated mining 
activities 

Importance of OHS 
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Q28 The people I work with take health and safety seriously. 

Q14 Health and safety has priority even when we are busy. 

Answers to these questions were rated on a scale of one to five, 
where one represents ‘strongly disagree’ and five represents 
‘strongly agree’.  Thus, higher scores represent more positive 
reports on these items. 

 
Figure 5.4: Individual item scores for importance of OHS 

This factor was the most highly rated by respondents; indeed two 
of the highest scored questions contribute to this factor.  This did 
not vary significantly across positions, as Figure 5.5 demonstrates. 

 
 

Figure 5.5: Occupations and importance of OHS 
 

�
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�

95% confidence interval 

Occupation N Mean Lower bound Upper bound 

Manager 153 4.13 4.03 4.23 

Superintendent or middle 
manager 

184 4.08 3.98 4.17 

Supervisor 453 4.16 4.09 4.24 

Professionally qualified 
mining specialist 

120 3.92 3.79 4.06 

Other professionally 
qualified specialist 

106 4.06 3.92 4.21 

OHS manager/ 
officer/practitioner 

122 4.14 4.00 4.29 

Support services 151 4.12 3.99  4.26 

Shift supervisor 71 4.21 4.02 4.39 

Artisan 278 4.00 3.89 4.10 

Artisan Aide and 
apprentices 

129 4.18 4.02 4.34 

Equipment operator/ 
mineworker 

1303 4.07 4.01 4.13 

 

Table 5.2: Occupations and importance of OHS 

In contrast, this factor varied greatly in relation to minesite, with 
statistically significant differences between the better, medium and 
poor performing mines.  Importance of OHS was the highest 
scoring factor for the medium and poor performing mines. 

 

Figure 5.6: Sites and importance of OHS 
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�

Sites Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Better performing mines 4.58 0.64 

Medium performing mines 4.12 0.92 

Poor performing mines 3.68 1.14 

Table 5.3: Sites and importance of OHS 

Given the size of the difference between the better and poor 
performing sites, these differences are of practical as well as 
statistical significance.  There were only small differences between 
scores on the basis of commodity group and size, suggesting that 
site specific characteristics have the greatest impact on the 
importance of OHS on sites. 

 
 Figure 5.7: Commodity groups and importance of OHS 

 

Figure 5.8: Size and importance of OHS 

The qualitative data we collected reinforces that site-specific 
factors are key to the differences in this area. Every site identified 
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the importance of occupational health and safety and the industry 
has increased capacity in this area. Most sites were working 
towards the industry’s goal of zero harm, but significant challenges 
to achieving this goal remain on most sites we visited. Sound risk 
management approaches that would lead to control of risks at 
source were not common.  On a few sites, a range of initiatives was 
in place to direct attention to higher order controls.  Unfortunately, 
however, most sites focussed their attention on lower order 
controls such as disciplining employees, training and protective 
gear.  Most sites were focussed on reacting to incidents, rather than 
identifying, assessing and controlling risks before they result in 
harm. 

General Managers and senior industry figures all reported that 
OHS managers were important figures in the management 
structure, wielding considerable power.  Often, OHS managers 
reported directly to the most senior manager on the site.  However, 
this was not always reflected down the management hierarchy and 
OHS staff on sites often reported that they struggled to get the 
attention of middle managers on OHS matters.  Our observations 
from sites suggest that OHS functions on most sites are more 
involved in reacting to incidents and do not play a major role in 
integrating OHS and risk control within operational practices.  The 
most common issue that OHS staff raised with us as a focus of 
their work was incident investigation, not risk management.   

Indeed, on site, while people spoke of the importance of OHS, we 
were often given examples of or even directly observed incidents 
that suggested that OHS was compromised in order to achieve 
production outcomes.  Thus, there is room for more effort to 
translate this sincere commitment into practical actions at site level 
where production necessarily remains a high priority.   
 

We asked three questions related to perceptions of management 
commitment to OHS on the questionnaire: 

Q22 Management takes health and safety into account when 
they make decisions. 

Q24 Management makes sure that equipment and procedures 
meet health and safety requirements.  

Q38 Management is as concerned about people’s health and 
safety as for other requirements (e.g. production and 
quality). 

Answers to these questions were rated on a scale of one to five, 
where one represents ‘strongly disagree’ and five represents 
‘strongly agree’.  Thus, higher scores represent more positive 
reports on these items.  While not as high as for the previous 
construct, scores in this area were on the whole positive. 

Perceptions of 
management 
commitment to OHS 
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Figure 5.9: Individual item scores for perceptions of 

management commitment to OHS 

Answers to these items varied significantly by position, with those 
at the lower end of the occupational hierarchy scoring these items 
significantly lower than managers and supervisors, as the following 
figure shows: 

 
Figure 5.10: Occupations and perceptions of management 

commitment 
�

95% confidence interval 

Occupation N Mean Lower bound Upper bound 

Manager 153 4.54 4.45 4.63 

Superintendent or middle 
manager 

184 4.32 4.21 4.42 

Supervisor 453 4.10 4.01 4.18 

Professionally qualified 
mining specialist 

120 4.22 4.08 4.36 

Other professionally 
qualified specialist 

106 3.97 3.77 4.16 

OHS manager/ 122 4.16 4.01 4.32 
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95% confidence interval 

Occupation N Mean Lower bound Upper bound 
officer/practitioner 

Support services 151 3.99 3.82  4.16 

Shift supervisor 72 4.14 3.93 4.36 

Artisan 279 3.82 3.70 3.94 

Artisan Aide and 
apprentices 

130 4.00 3.82 4.17 

Equipment operator/ 
mineworker 

1306 3.53 3.46 3.59 

 

Table 5.4: Occupations and perceptions of management 
commitment 

As the table above shows, equipment operators and mineworkers 
scored this lower than every other position and these differences 
are statistically significant in every case.  At the other end of the 
scale, managers scored this higher than every other position and 
these differences were also all statistically significant. 

There were also substantial differences between sites with respect 
to this construct. 

 
Figure 5.11: Sites and perception of management 

commitment to OHS 
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�

Sites Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Better performing mines 4.42 0.88 

Medium performing mines 3.93 1.06 

Poor performing mines 3.10 1.24 

Table 5.5: Sites and perception of management 
commitment to OHS 

Again these differences are very high and reinforce that the 
differences between sites in our performance categories have 
practical significance.  The score given by respondents from the 
better performing sites is approaching “strongly agree”.  In 
contrast, the score given by respondents from the poor performing 
mines is approaching neutral.   

Unlike for position and site, the differences in scores between 
commodity groups and sizes were quite small, although they were 
statistically significant.  

 
Figure 5.12: Commodity groups and perception of 

management commitment to OHS 

Respondents from the coal and extractive sectors scored lower than 
those from diamond, and all three were lower than platinum, gold 
and base metals.  Again, however, these differences appear to have 
more to do with specific sites than commodity group. 
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Figure 5.13: Size and perception of management 
commitment to OHS 

There were statistically significant differences between size 
categories, with small sites again scoring more positively than 
large sites, which scored better than medium sites.   

Another question related to perceived management approach to 
OHS, asking about management competence in OHS.  The 
responses to this question were very positive with nearly three 
quarters of respondents agreeing or strongly agreeing that 
management is competent when it comes to health and safety 
matters on the site. 

 

Figure 5.14: Q15: Management is competent when it comes 
to health and safety matters on this site 

Management commitment was a key issue we observed on site.  
On many sites, while there were expressions of commitment, the 
evidence that this commitment had been translated into action was 
not so strong.  On one site that was implementing a carefully 
designed strategy to improve OHS, the Mine Manager asserted 
that: 

We need to have sincerity from the top, which 
doesn’t mean that we need to take out the big 
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whip from the top and whip people into shape. 
People from the top management etc must be 
committed. Commitment to safety means 
interaction with people, executing what you say 
you’re going to execute, sincerity in your 
interaction with people – not give the standard 
DME, government, or management response – 
real sincerity, dealing with people as people, 
case by case, and solving them one at a time 
(Mine Manager, Medium performer).  

At one of the better performing mines, the commitment of 
management through all levels was identified as the source of the 
good performance: 

The safety improved because you had 
committed managers, mine overseers and shift 
bosses that came to work to make a difference, 
to create a buy-in from the workplace, to put 
things in place. They didn’t force production if a 
situation was dangerous. They were willing to 
stand up and tell their higher-up reports that we 
didn’t blast here today because it was an unsafe 
environment, so that’s it, sorry (Section 
Manager, Better performer). 

As this suggests, a key issue is the difficulty translating what might 
be sincere commitment at senior levels throughout the management 
structure.  As one questionnaire respondent commented: 

I believe that the commitment to safety from 
senior mineral engineering managers is evident 
however I do feel that the lower level supervisors 
and managers tend to be less committed often 
citing production pressures (Professionally 
qualified specialist, Medium performer) 

Management commitment to health and safety was not in evidence 
at the poorer performing sites: 

Management on this mine do not listen to us, 
they even swear at us. They threaten to fire us 
when we complain (Workforce, Poor performer). 

We found considerable confusion on sites about the existence of 
health and safety and production bonus schemes.  Many health and 
safety representatives made comments such as: “We do not 
understand how the bonus system works”.  Many production 
employees were uncertain about whether their bonus payments 
included OHS measures as part of the calculations.  Many non-
production employees were uncertain about how their bonus 
payments were calculated.  Thus, it is difficult to see that the 
schemes could encourage desired behaviour by employees if they 
cannot define the behaviours or outcomes that are rewarded by the 
schemes. 

Health and safety 
and production 
bonuses and 
performance 
payments 
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One consequence of this confusion is that answers to our questions 
relating to these schemes may be confounded.  Many of those who 
reported that their site did not have such schemes (marking No on 
Questions 60 or 61) nevertheless answered the sub-questions 
investigating OHS and organisational consequences of such 
schemes.  The results are reported here, but may be unreliable. 

Just over half of all respondents reported that they did have a 
production bonus on the site – 52.9% answered yes to question 60 
and 47.1% answered no.  The answers to the subquestions reveal 
that a considerable proportion of respondents view such schemes 
as causing a variety of problems, with between 40 and 50% of 
respondents reporting that they cause such problems often or 
always, as shown in Figure 5.15 below. 

 

Figure 5.15: Q60: If there is a production bonus system on 
this site, how often does it lead to problems 
with…? 

Similarly, 55.5% answered yes and 44.5% answered no to whether 
there was a safety incentive scheme on the site.  Again, over 40% 
reported that where such schemes existed, they cause the 
nominated problems often or always as shown in Figure 5.16 
below.   
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Figure 5.16: Q61: If there is a safety incentive system on this 
site, how often does it lead to problems with…? 

Taken together, these two graphs suggest that there is a particular 
problem with worker behaviour associated with such schemes.  
This is reinforced by the responses to Question 56 : “How often do 
occupational health and safety procedures get side-stepped in order 
to get the job done?”.  Over a third answered often or always 
(33.6%) and a further 21.8% answered sometimes, as represented 
in Figure 5.17 below. 

 

Figure 5.17: Q56: How often do OHS procedures get 
sidestepped in order to get the job done? 

This is also indicated by answers to Question 27: “People rarely 
take shortcuts under pressure”, shown in Figure 5.18 below. 
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Figure 5.18: Q27: People rarely take shortcuts under 
pressure 

Just over 29% of respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed with 
the statement, suggesting that shortcuts are common. 

On many sites that pay production or health and safety bonuses, we 
were told of many negative consequences. On one site, we were 
told that staff can be victimised if they report an incident or injury 
that results in loss of bonus payments:  “you’re the guy who stole 
our bonus” (Technical specialists, Medium performer).   Health 
and safety representatives can be particularly targeted: 

The crew blames you when you insist that they 
follow safety procedure, they sometimes say you 
[act as] if you do not want the production bonus. 
They make it difficult for me to do my job (HSR, 
medium performer). 

The General Manager on another site acknowledged that:  
The production bonus motivates the workforce to 
work hard daily but in return it shifts workers’ 
behaviour from safety. If workers need to blast a 
face and there are not enough materials, they 
blast as much as they can and make a plan 
because of the production bonus (General 
Manager, Medium performer). 

As this suggests, goal displacement was commonly reported, where 
gaining the bonus becomes more important than working safely, as 
the following quotation reinforces: 

Sections compete with each other at getting 
huge production bonus, there was a certain 
section which always got huge production bonus 
so it was later discovered that they support the 
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roof later, not immediately after mining (HSR, 
Medium performer). 

The bonus systems were also reported to be causing problems with 
the behaviour of middle management:  

When doing dust sampling miners became very 
aggressive especially when they are to put on 
dust sampling equipments, because they think 
these procedures are a waste of their time and 
delay production and minimize their production 
bonus (Mining specialists, medium performer). 

The absence of a bonus scheme was also raised as a problem and 
many questionnaire respondents made comments citing a desire to 
be paid a bonus:  “The only problem is no bonus for the workers” 
(Supervisor, Medium performer).  At one of the poor performers, 
the absence of a bonus scheme was a source of some frustration, as 
this questionnaire comment suggests: 

Incentives and bonus keep the spirit alive in 
every working place, without it no one gets 
motivated (Mine worker, Poor performer). 

This reinforces that bonuses can function as a substitute for 
creating a motivating work system.   

Production and health and safety bonuses appeared to be less of an 
issue on our better performing sites.  One of them did not have a 
scheme at all.  At another, the payment was less important than the 
recognition that it represented.  A section manager asserted that: 

Give compliments, and a thank you here and 
there – that changes people’s attitudes – you 
don’t need fancy bonus schemes and fancy 
increases. People want to be felt wanted. No 
man is an island, as soon as you make a guy 
feel wanted, be part of us, his attitude changes 
(Section manager, Better performer). 

This was reinforced by a comment from a member of the 
workforce at the same site: 

They (management and supervisors) encourage 
us because if we work well they give us bonus 
and also they encourage us verbally of our 
achievement, even though the bonus we get is 
little but we feel satisfied when they 
acknowledge our hard work by telling us 
(Workforce, Better performer). 

Each site we visited was asked for any reports or evaluations of 
their bonus systems, in particular with respect to OHS.  No site was 
able to provide us with such analysis.  Equally, at an industry level, 
there do not appear to have been any previous systematic 
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evaluations or investigations of the OHS consequences of 
production or health and safety bonuses.   

Views about these schemes varied at an industry level.  The 
National Union of Mineworkers expressed concerns about a 
payment system that has a very low basic wage, with a production 
bonus needed in order to achieve a liveable wage.  The union 
believes that this encourages mineworkers to work unsafely in 
order to achieve production targets.  As summarised above, we 
were given evidence of such behaviour on many sites we visited.  
Many employer stakeholders are also not satisfied that current 
systems achieve good outcomes for health and safety, but believe 
that some form of financial incentive is necessary to maintain 
production levels.  The issue of under-reporting when incident rate 
targets are included in such schemes was well-recognised, but we 
found no examples where other types of OHS indicators were used 
instead. 

Risk management practices on sites were predominately reactive, 
with most activities associated with responding to incidents or 
seeking to control behaviour.  The most common risk control 
measures related to procedures and protective gear; control at 
source was not a common focus of risk control efforts.  For 
example, at one open cast site we were told that their strategy to 
control disc degeneration from whole body vibration was to 
provide nutritional supplements to truck drivers, rather than to seek 
to control the risks of vibration by providing improved seating and 
cab design.  

On many sites, we observed emphasis on procedures and 
compliance, rather than controlling risks at source.  On some sites, 
the weaknesses of such an approach were well-recognised.  A mine 
manager of a medium performing mine observed that there was a 
tendency after an incident to try to  

Procedure everything out, to write a procedure 
that’s simply so complicated that it’s almost 
impossible to do it.  You need to put a procedure 
in place, but it needs to be easy.  You don’t do 
something that’s complicated – it’s in our DNA to 
do it the easy way.  We need to try to make sure 
that the easy way to do the job is the safe way 
(Mine Manager, Medium performer). 

There were clear differences between sites in this respect.  Better 
performing mines treated risk management as an integral part of 
mine operations and took a more proactive approach, in one case 
incorporating risk control in mine development activities: 

We are busy with new developments and 
upgrading of our current infrastructure which will 
contribute to a safer and healthier work 

5.2.2 Risk 
management 
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environment (General Manager, Better 
performer). 

At another of the better performers, a Section Manager asserted 
that “we mustn’t accept that because we work in a dangerous 
environment, that people will get injured” (Section Manager, 
Better performer), reinforcing an active approach to risk 
management. 

Such an approach was also evident at medium performing sites: 
I believe in the engineering approach to 
eliminate risks thereby getting rid of the ‘energy’ 
of the hazard (General Manager, Medium 
performer). 

In contrast, risk management was not seen as effective at worse 
performing sites, as a health and safety representative told us: 
“People do risk assessments only to cover their backsides” (HSR, 
Poor performer). 

The safety manager of one medium performing site suggested to us 
that a behavioural focus of risk management led to a reactive 
approach: 

Our culture is perhaps still behaviour-based…I 
may even go so far as to say that our culture is 
currently reactive – we react to things that 
happen (Safety Manager, Medium performer). 

Commonly, sites focussed their risk management approach on the 
need for pre-start risk assessment, an essential aspect of sound risk 
control in mining.  Unfortunately, though, this was often reported 
to be the extent of risk control activities.  Data available from such 
assessments were not reported to be collated or analysed to inform 
more preventive risk control efforts.   

The choices made when risk control measures had production or 
financial implications was a key differentiator of sites.  On many 
sites, production and cost were much more powerful drivers of 
actions: 

The problem we have is roof support; our roof 
support is very poor and therefore poses a risk to 
the workers. Management tells us that there is 
no budget for roof support therefore the workers 
must blast that area so that the money that 
comes out of it can be used for roof support. So 
we work in an unsafe area to make money so we 
can fix it (Miner, Medium performer). 

On such sites, interviewees reported that taking shortcuts was not 
only ignored, but actively reinforced by line managers.  On one of 
the poorer performing sites, artisans reported that they often: 
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by-pass the procedure to get the job done.  The 
bosses say ‘don’t worry about the procedure – 
just get the coal out’.  If you do follow the 
procedure, you get asked: ‘why did you take so 
long?’ (Artisan, Poor performer) 

At the same site, miners reported that they were instructed to blast 
when the percentage of gas should have precluded blasting.   

Even where safety risks were addressed, we were told that health 
risks do not receive the same attention or focus: 

They do not have any prevention initiatives done 
to prevent dust related diseases for workers 
(Workforce, Medium performer). 

We asked two questions related to blame on the questionnaire: 

Q30 If someone gets hurt at work, they are not blamed for the 
injury. 

Q32 If you make a mistake, it is not held against you. 

Answers to these questions were rated on a scale of one to five, 
where one represents ‘strongly disagree’ and five represents 
‘strongly agree’.  Thus, higher scores represent more positive 
reports on these items. 

The answers to these questions reveal that blame is a strong feature 
of the South African mining industry: 

 

Figure 5.19: Individual item scores for blame 

Overall, the blame construct had the most negative scores of any of 
our constructs, averaging 2.82, ie between disagree and neutral.  In 
contrast, all other constructs averaged in the positive, at least 
between neutral and agree. 

This negativity was strongly determined by position, with all 
operational positions scoring less than 3 (ie towards disagree) and 
all other positions scoring more than 3 (ie towards agree).  These 
differences were statistically significant.  Interestingly, no position 
averaged above 4 (ie between agree and strongly agree), in contrast 
to almost every other construct.  This suggests that issues with 

5.2.3 
Blame 
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blame were much more significant for those at the lower end of the 
organisational hierarchy, but remained problematic throughout the 
organisational levels.  

 

Figure 5.20: Occupations and blame 
 

�
�

95% confidence interval 

Occupation N Mean Lower bound Upper bound 

Manager 153 3.57 3.42 3.71 

Superintendent or middle 
manager 

183 3.24 3.10 3.38 

Supervisor 452 2.99 2.88 3.10 

Professionally qualified 
mining specialist 

119 3.16 2.96 3.36 

Other professionally 
qualified specialist 

106 3.08 2.86 3.29 

OHS manager/ 
officer/practitioner 

121 3.33 3.12 3.53 

Support services 151 3.22 3.02 3.42 

Shift supervisor 72 2.87 2.59 3.16 

Artisan 278 2.63 2.48 2.78 

Artisan Aide and 
apprentices 

129 2.75 2.51 2.99 

Equipment operator/ 
mineworker 

1306 2.51 2.44 2.59 

 

Table 5.6: Occupations and blame 

Sites also varied, with 57% of individual sites scoring less than 
three, by far the most sites below three for any construct.  As this 
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suggests, blame was a strong differentiator of our better, medium 
and poor performing sites.  As Figure 5.21 shows, the better 
performing mines scored an extra 1.3 compared with the poor 
performing mines.  Such a large difference has practical as well as 
statistical significance – we were able to observe stark differences 
between sites on this issue.  

 
Figure 5.21: Sites and blame 

While smaller than for position and site, the differences in scores 
between commodity groups and sizes were the largest differences 
for any construct and were statistically significant.  

 
Figure 5.22: Commodity groups and blame 

Respondents from the coal sector scored lower than all other 
commodity groups to a statistically significant extent.  The 
differences between gold and the other commodities were also 
significant.  While it is difficult to untangle the specific effects of 
commodity group in comparison with other variables, these 
differences appear to have more to do with specific sites than 
commodity group. 
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Figure 5.23: Size and blame 

There were statistically significant differences between size 
categories, with small sites again scoring more positively than 
large sites, which scored better than medium sites.  From our 
qualitative data, this appears to relate to the closer personal 
relationships on small sites in comparison to larger sites.    

Question 33 also addressed the issue of incident reporting:  “People 
report near accidents that might have serious consequences, even if 
no one else sees them”.  Responses to this question were on the 
whole positive, suggesting that near miss reporting is occurring.  

 

Figure 5.24: Q33: People report near accidents that might 
have serious consequences, even if no one else 
sees them. 

There were significant differences between the better (4.3), 
medium (3.6) and poor (3.2) performing sites on this question. 

While clearly an issue across the industry, blame was a significant 
issue on our poor performing sites and had serious consequences 
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for OHS management more broadly.  On one site, one HSR 
reported that HSRs were disciplined for raising OHS issues and 
subsequently this particular HSR tried to resign but was persuaded 
by their work group to continue to represent them.  At another 
medium performing site, the OHS manager described their incident 
investigation system as a ‘no-blame’ system, but reported that 
between one third and half of all incident investigations resulted in 
disciplinary action, including dismissal, against one or more 
employee.  The consequences of such an approach were well-
recognised: 

When you report accidents, you are nailed. Most 
people lie to protect themselves and you end up 
getting irrelevant information about the accident 
(Artisans, Medium performer). 

Even where disciplinary action did not result from incident 
reporting, blame was perceived by employees through such actions 
as publicising the victim of an incident, eg placing photographs on 
noticeboards or on intranets: 

The consequences that prevail from 
management after accident investigation make 
people not to report accidents. When there is an 
accident, the photos of subjects involved are 
taken and sent to all [corporate] sites stating that 
these people injured themselves and it makes it 
difficult for people to report accidents (HSR, Poor 
performer). 

This was an issue across all sites, even at our better performers: 
The safety management must also stop their 
behaviour of when the person is injured, they 
come and shout at the injured person and blame 
them for their injury. They also make you explain 
how you got injured in front of every worker and 
that is a bit embarrassing especially to those 
workers who are old people, because they are 
meant to stand in front of us younger people and 
explain how they got injured, like kids 
(Workforce, Better performer). 

In contrast, at another of the better performers, the reporting 
systems were perceived to operate effectively: 

We are expected to report all accidents and we 
have a good safety reporting system 
(electronically) about all incidents on this site and 
other sites (Workforce, Better performer). 

At one of the better performing sites, an anonymous process for 
reporting incidents was provided in an effort to increase reporting: 

We don’t want to blame a person when he 
reports an incident, so we actually protect the 
guy who reports the incident by having such 
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things as the anonymous telephone hotline. And 
the people at [site] understand that, so they 
report it openly. It helps the guys to report things 
that may otherwise get swept under the carpet 
(OHS Manager, Better performer). 

The workforce at this site supported this confidence: 
We feel we are free to report anything that is not 
going right with health and safety where we are 
working and therefore we report every incident 
that happens where we are working (Workforce, 
Better performer). 

The focus on finding the source of error and violations that existed 
on most sites was justified to us as holding people accountable.  
Such efforts were often seen as unfair by the workforce: 

Management have a destructive way of handling 
accidents and dealing with people who made the 
mistake. Our training strategy is disjointed a bit. 
If you report accidents you will be putting 
yourself in trouble because management is 
going to perceive you as not working safe 
(Workforce, Medium performer). 

Interestingly, we found limited evidence that the relevant line 
managers or supervisors were held accountable for allowing 
systems and process that create errors or violations to continue.  
We found some evidence that accountability was more likely at the 
better performing sites, although it is still perceived as blaming: 

Dishing out blame depends on the seriousness 
of the incident. The more serious the incident, 
the more blame is pushed out onto the 
supervisors (Mine Overseer, Better performer). 

Indeed, a number of senior managers in corporations identified that 
lack of management accountability was a barrier to improving 
OHS management.  One CEO reported the consequences of this as: 
“We have very nice processes but they never get implemented”. 

This construct is related to blame and represents a key feature of 
mindfulness.  We asked three questions related to this on the 
questionnaire: 

Q34 Management encourages people to share news about what 
could go wrong 

Q35 It is appreciated if people spot problems or mistakes. 

Q36 People don’t get into trouble for reporting information that 
might stop operations. 

Answers to these questions were rated on a scale of one to five, 
where one represents ‘strongly disagree’ and five represents 

5.2.4 
Management 
support for 
reporting 
problems 
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‘strongly agree’.  Thus, higher scores represent more positive 
reports on these items.   

Scores for these questions were generally positive, with well over 
half of all respondents agreeing or strongly agreeing with the 
statements, as the figure below shows. 

 

Figure 5.25: Individual item scores for management support 
for reporting problems 

Overall, this construct averaged 3.73, approaching agree. The 
ranking is strongly determined by position, with statistically 
significant differences between positions.  Again, those at the 
bottom of the occupational hierarchy were more likely to rank 
these questions lower than those at the top.  This suggests that 
management’s apparent intention to be open to learning about 
problems is not always effectively translated into opportunities for 
the workforce to report. 

 
Figure 5.26: Occupations and management support for 

reporting problems 
�

95% confidence interval 

Occupation N Mean Lower bound Upper bound 

Manager 152 4.40 4.30 4.49 

Superintendent or middle 
manager 

180 4.15 4.05 4.25 



 

Changing Minds, Changing Mines Final Report 231110 78 

95% confidence interval 

Occupation N Mean Lower bound Upper bound 

Supervisor 446 3.88 3.79 3.97 

Professionally qualified 
mining specialist 

118 4.00 3.85 4.14 

Other professionally 
qualified specialist 

105 3.76 3.58 3.94 

OHS manager/ 
officer/practitioner 

120 4.05 3.89 4.22 

Support services 149 3.85 3.67 4.02 

Shift supervisor 71 3.76 3.50 4.01 

Artisan 275 3.69 3.57 3.82 

Artisan Aide and 
apprentices 

127 3.78 3.60 3.97 

Equipment operator/ 
mineworker 

1294 3.47 3.41 3.54 

 

Table 5.7: Occupations and management support for 
reporting problems 

Sites also varied, and there were statistically significant differences 
between the scores given by our better, medium and poor 
performing sites on this construct.  As Figure 5.27 shows, the 
better performing mines scored an extra 1.26 compared with the 
poor performing mines.  Such a large difference has practical as 
well as statistical significance – we were able to observe 
differences between sites on this issue.  

 
Figure 5.27: Sites and management support for reporting 

problems 
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While smaller than for position and site, the differences in scores 
between commodity groups and sizes were also statistically 
significant.  

 

Figure 5.28: Commodity groups and management support for 
reporting problems 

As with the blame construct, respondents from the coal sector 
scored lower than all other commodity groups to a statistically 
significant extent.  The differences between gold and the other 
commodities were also significant.  While it is difficult to untangle 
the specific affects of commodity group in comparison with other 
variables, these differences appear to have more to do with specific 
sites than commodity group. 

 

Figure 5.29: Size and management support for reporting 
problems 

While the differences are quite small between size categories, they 
are statistically significant, with small sites again scoring more 
positively than large sites, which scored better than medium sites.  

There were formal systems for reporting on most sites, using 
paper-based or electronic reporting systems.  However, many 
interviewees complained that action was not prompt in response to 
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hazard reporting and, even, that they were expected to “make a 
plan” to cope with (instead of control) hazards they had reported: 

When you report an unsafe condition they will tell 
you to make a plan (Workforce, Medium 
performer). 

Because of the reliance on accident data as a contributor to bonus 
payments, there were structural barriers to incident reporting.  In 
contrast, one Operations Manager understood the need for incident 
reporting as a critical support to effective risk management, 
asserting that “I don’t want accidents but I want many incidents 
reported” (Operations Manager, Medium performer). 

On our better performing sites, specific strategies had been adopted 
to make reporting of issues more likely: 

People are being treated fairly and we have 
anonymous system where employees can log a 
call for complaints they might be having 
(Workforce, Better performer). 

Workforce interviewees on this site were satisfied that action was 
taken in response to such reports. 

On other sites, failure to report was subject to disciplinary action: 
If we find an employee has not reported an 
accident, we are quite strict on that, and take 
formal disciplinary action. As he has a duty to 
report the accident (OHS manager, Medium 
performer). 

Health and safety representatives, as well as supervisors, have a 
key role in this.  Unfortunately, the bonus payment systems were 
often cited as a constraint here: 

Empower the supervisors and Health and Safety 
Reps – allow them to be free to report. If they 
see that something is not safe, allow them to 
stop work. Then we will have no problems. They 
still have a fear now, because they promised 
their manager a certain number of tons, of what 
will people say (Safety Officer, Medium 
performer). 

One full time union official that we interviewed reported that the 
role of HSRs was a key differentiator between the better and the 
poorer performing sites in his area:   

When you look at the accident stats, those sites 
with a 100% good safety record, the safety rep in 
that area is regarded as the eyes and ears by 
the manager (Union official). 
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This construct is related to recognising the inevitability of error and 
represents another key feature of mindfulness.  We asked three 
questions related to this on the questionnaire: 

Q20 We talk about mistakes and ways to learn from them 

Q25 We discuss different ways to do our work to improve risk 
control. 

Q29 When things go wrong we use everybody’s skills and 
experience to solve the problem. 

Answers to these questions were rated on a scale of one to five, 
where one represents ‘strongly disagree’ and five represents 
‘strongly agree’.  Thus, higher scores represent more positive 
reports on these items.   

Scores for these questions were strongly positive; two of the 
questions that make up this construct were amongst the most 
positive overall.  Over 70% of all respondents agreed or strongly 
agreed with the statements, as the figure below shows. 

 

Figure 5.30: Individual item scores for propensity for 
correcting mistakes 

Overall, this construct averaged 4.08, just over agree. The ranking 
varied only slightly by position, and these differences were not 
statistically significant. 

5.2.5 
Propensity for 
correcting 
mistakes 
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Figure 5.31: Occupations and propensity for correcting 
mistakes 

 
�

95% confidence interval

Occupation N Mean Lower bound Upper bound 

Manager 153 4.26 4.16 4.36 

Superintendent or middle 
manager 

184 4.12 4.03 4.22 

Supervisor 453 4.15 4.07 4.23 

Professionally qualified 
mining specialist 

120 4.00 3.84 4.11 

Other professionally 
qualified specialist 

106 3.89 3.72 4.07 

OHS manager/ 
officer/practitioner 

122 4.23 4.08 4.37 

Support services 151 4.06 3.91 4.21 

Shift supervisor 71 4.19 4.01 4.37 

Artisan 279 4.02 3.92 4.13 

Artisan Aide and 
apprentices 

130 4.21 4.05 4.36 

Equipment operator/ 
mineworker 

1304 4.04 3.98 4.10 

 

Table 5.8: Occupations and propensity for correcting 
mistakes 

In contrast, the differences between our better, medium and poor 
performing sites were statistically significant.  As Figure 5.32 
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shows, the better performing mines scored an extra 1.15 compared 
with the poor performing mines.  

 
Figure 5.32: Sites and propensity for correcting mistakes 

This suggests that site variables are the key determinants for this 
issue, not occupational level.  

While smaller than for site, the differences in scores between 
commodity groups and sizes were also statistically significant.  

 
Figure 5.33: Commodity groups and propensity for correcting 

mistakes 

For this construct, the sites from the extractives and coal sectors 
scored lower than other commodity groups and those from the 
gold, platinum and diamond sectors scored the highest.  The 
differences between the better and the poor performing commodity 
groups was statistically significant, although these differences were 
quite small and certainly smaller than the differences for sites.   
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Figure 5.34: Size and propensity for correcting mistakes 

While the differences were quite small between size categories, 
they are statistically significant, with small sites again scoring 
more positively than large sites, which scored better than medium 
sites.  

Question 39 also addresses the capacity to address errors:  “We 
spend time identifying activities we do not want to go wrong”.  
This question was also answered positively, with over two thirds of 
respondents agreeing or strongly agreeing with the statement.   

 

 
Figure 5.35: Q39: We spend time identifying activities we do 

not want to go wrong. 
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Managers commonly reported that there were opportunities to talk 
through better ways of doing things, in some cases identifying the 
added value that the workforce provide in solving OHS issues: 

We involve the workforce because they have 
hands-on experience and often have very novel 
ideas how to address risks identified (OHS 
officer, Medium performer). 

Informal processes were also reported to be effective where people 
were encouraged to work together: 

The culture [here] is that the guys really support 
each other and work together. If a guy is in 
trouble and needs help, the other guys will go in 
and assist him. That is one of the things here 
that is established. We have a culture of 
showing, and assisting, and wanting to show 
how things are done or are happening (Safety 
Manager, Better performer). 

In contrast, a number of sites identified that failure to engage all 
employees in solving problems can be a weakness: 

We ask these people to leave their brains at the 
gate, and come in with their hands. But there are 
millions of years of experience sitting with these 
people – if you want the wheelbarrow to function 
better, you don’t get the salesman, or the 
procurement agent or engineer to explain, you 
get the guys who actually drives the 
wheelbarrow and ask him about it.  If they 
develop procedures and standards after 
interacting with the workforce guys more, they 
will get a million times better results than what 
they’re getting now. Because that’s where the 
answer lies, that’s where the fatalities lie, where 
the accidents lie, where the answers lie. So if we 
can get the top dogs to understand that…we’ve 
won. (Mining Manager, Medium performer).  

Some HSRs reported that lack of skill prevented them from 
engaging thoroughly in dealing with risk management: 

I am not involved in decision making, I get 
instructions that I pass on to my group and this 
sometimes creates problems. We do not have 
authority as safety reps, the employees who 
have the power are foremen. During safety 
meetings, safety reps are not included, only 
foremen attend these safety meetings.  They are 
the one who are being trained on safety….  We 
should be trained enough because we are the 
people who are always with the workers (HSR, 
Medium performer). 
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At another site, a HSR reported that poor interpersonal 
relationships were also a barrier to such discussions: 

People do not contribute during meetings maybe 
because of cultural diversity or feeling 
uncomfortable and inferior (HSR, Medium 
performer). 

On most sites, interviewees reported that this was a major problem.  
For many managers and OHS staff, the failure of mineworkers to 
remove themselves from high risk environments was identified as a 
key constraint.  A number of management interviewees saw this as 
a cause for a number of incidents on their sites: 

Workers know that they should not enter an area 
before it is declared safe – they have the right 
(and responsibility) to refuse to work if a place is 
unsafe. They cannot come back to me in the 
case of an incident and say they ‘did not know’ 
that they could refuse to work under unsafe 
conditions (Safety Manager, Medium performer). 

At the same sites, mineworkers reported considerable pressure to 
continue working in the face of what they perceived to be 
unacceptable risk. For example, on one of the poor performing 
sites, attempts by a health and safety representative to cease 
dangerous work were reported to be overruled by supervisors: 

We have rights and authority but limited ones. 
Our decisions are constantly being over-ruled. I 
remember I gave a recommendation at one of 
the levels for employees to vacate the working 
area because of extreme temperature, when I 
left the workers were instructed to resume work 
by their supervisors without consulting me. We 
could do better in safety only if supervisors could 
follow and listen to us safety reps. Employees 
have rights to refuse to work in unsafe area 
(HSR, Poor performer). 

Respect for the knowledge and experience of mineworkers and 
their capacity to identify unsafe conditions was not always 
demonstrated: 

Some supervisors do not trust our judgement 
when we stop work because of unsafe conditions 
– they say we do not have the technical 
knowledge to make such a decision 
(Mineworkers, Medium performer). 

Reports such as the following story were common: 
We were once forced to enter a very dangerous 
area. There was something faulty with the roof of 
the area that we were supposed to work in.  All 
of us realized the problem and we 
communicated it with our supervisor. He told us 

5.2.6 
Refusing 
dangerous work 
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we have to go in and support the roof. This was 
very dangerous and we told him so. What he 
replied to us was that it’s either “you go fix the 
problem or you go home”. Of course we knew 
exactly what he meant by “go home”. That would 
mean jeopardizing your job. We had no choice 
but to get in and fix that because we thought 
about our families that we need to support 
(Workforce, Medium performer). 

We were given numerous examples where mineworkers and health 
and safety representatives were disciplined and even dismissed for 
taking action on risks and a number of comments on the 
questionnaire related to this issue.  On one site, we were told that 
four mineworkers had been dismissed for refusing to work in a 
particular area of the mine until ventilation was improved. 

It was clearly impossible to verify all of such details.  However, 
union officials in various areas informed us of a number of cases in 
the Labour Court that were claimed to relate to dismissal as a result 
of action being taken on sites over particular risks.   

In contrast, workers at our better performing sites reported that “if 
you believe that the condition that working at is unsafe, you can 
refuse” (Workforce, Better performer).  

This construct is related to the capacity of employees to take action 
to address risk and to influence the nature and pace of their work 
and is clearly related to the previous discussion.  When employees 
are unable to make changes to address risk and cannot have a say 
in how they undertake their duties, risks can be neglected and 
employees are less likely to speak up about issues that need to be 
addressed.  We asked three questions related to this on the 
questionnaire: 

Q40 Do you have enough influence over your work? 

Q41 Can you influence decisions about your physical working 
environment? 

Q42 Can you decide when to take a break? 

Answers to these questions were rated on a scale of one to five, 
where one represents ‘never or hardly ever’ and five represents 
‘always.  Thus, higher scores represent more positive reports on 
these items.   

Scores for these questions were less positive; one of the questions 
that make up this construct was amongst the most negative overall. 

5.2.7 
Job control 
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Figure 5.36: Individual item scores for job control 

Overall, this construct averaged 3.47, between neutral and agree. 
The ranking varied significantly by position, and these differences 
were the largest for any construct.  Indeed, the size of the 
differences reinforces that there were quite distinct conditions for 
different positions in relation to this issue.  This is not surprising – 
management positions necessarily involve greater autonomy and 
control.  However, the very low score for equipment operators and 
mineworkers suggests an inadequate level of job control at the 
point where action might be necessary to control immediate risk. 

 
Figure 5.37: Occupations and job control 

 
�

95% confidence interval 

Occupation N Mean Lower bound Upper bound 

Manager 152 4.45 4.36 4.55 

Superintendent or middle 
manager 

181 4.32 4.22 4.41 

Supervisor 448 3.79 3.69 3.89 

Professionally qualified 
mining specialist 

118 4.06 3.93 4.20 

Other professionally 105 3.73 3.53 3.92 
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95% confidence interval 

Occupation N Mean Lower bound Upper bound 
qualified specialist 

OHS manager/ 
officer/practitioner 

120 3.86 3.69 4.03 

Support services 149 3.58 3.41 3.76 

Shift supervisor 71 4.17 4.00 4.34 

Artisan 274 3.62 3.48 3.75 

Artisan Aide and 
apprentices 

128 3.27 3.05 3.48 

Equipment operator/ 
mineworker 

1295 2.97 2.90 3.04 

 

Table 5.9: Occupations and job control 

The differences between our better, medium and poor performing 
sites were also significant and both occupation and site have about 
the same level of impact on variability in relation to this construct. 

 

Figure 5.38: Sites and job control 

While smaller than for site, the differences in scores between 
commodity groups and sizes were also statistically significant.  
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Figure 5.39: Commodity groups and job control

For this construct, the sites from the gold and coal sectors scored 
lower than other commodity groups and those from the extractive, 
platinum base metals and diamond sectors scored the highest.  The 
differences between the better and the poor performing commodity 
groups was statistically significant, although these differences are 
quite small and certainly smaller than the differences for sites.   

 

Figure 5.40: Size and job control 

While the differences were quite small between size categories, 
they are statistically significant, with small and large sites having 
almost equivalent scores, more positive than medium sites.  

Question 23 also addresses job control:  “I have opportunities to 
change anything to address health and safety”.  As Figure 5.41 
below shows, the answers to this question were quite positive, with 
almost two thirds of respondents agreeing or strongly agreeing that 
they can make changes.  Only just over 18% responded negatively. 
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Figure 5.41: Q23: I have opportunities to change anything to 
address health and safety 

One of the reasons for the better scores of smaller sites on this 
construct may relate to the more direct personal relationships 
between people, as the following quotation suggests: 

We are always looking for improvement, if we 
see an opportunity to improve our work place so 
that we can work safe we do it immediately. We 
are a small group, we know each other and we 
care about each others’ health and safety 
(Mineworker, Medium performer). 

Operational employees identified a difference between 
communication and involvement, expressing a desire to contribute 
to decision-making, not just passively receiving information: 

We receive briefing from general manager on 
weekly basis about organisational performance. 
We are not involved in decision making about 
occupational health and policies (Mineworkers, 
Better performer). 

Health and safety representatives across all performance categories 
expressed dissatisfaction with perceived exclusion from decision-
making processes: 

We are not included in decision making at all, the 
management is making all decisions for us and 
that creates problems (HSR, Better performer). 

In part, this may result from the commitment of senior managers 
on these sites to improving OHS – in their enthusiasm and 
eagerness to implement improvements, they may have neglected to 
engage thoroughly with their workforce.  Unless workers have the 
opportunity to act on their environment to control risk, one-way 
communication will not result in effective risk management.   
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Many sites we visited were seeking to build safety into their 
overall approach to production.  As one safety officer reported:   

We try to bring over the safety message that 
safety doesn’t stand alone – it is an integrated 
part of work…. If you do your job, safety will be 
an inevitable part of the job (Safety Officer, 
Coal). 

The industry has been working hard in recent years to identify and 
share best practices.  The Mining Occupational Safety and Health 
(MOSH) Leading Practice Adoption System was a formal strategy 
led by the Chamber of Mines: 

to facilitate widespread adoption of knowledge, 
technology and practice that will significantly 
improve health and safety performance in South 
African mines. Our adoption teams interact 
widely to identify best practice and technology to 
address priority areas and work with key staff on 
mines to foster eager adoption of demonstrated 
solutions, and a culture of continuous 
improvement, accountability and visible felt 
leadership (Chamber of Mines, undated).  

Following foundation work to identify the leading practices in key 
areas, four adoption teams were formed to promote take up of the 
identified leading practices in the areas of leadership, noise, dust 
and falls of ground.  The work of these teams has only recently 
been completed; consequently it is difficult to evaluate their impact 
through our site data.  

The value of such an approach to improvement was widely 
recognised across the sites we visited.  Some sites expressed 
interest in more effective processes for sharing better ways of 
doing things.  One of our better performers saw sharing 
information as a key need to support further improvement, but 
reported that the commodity group were reluctant:  “They see it as 
trying to steal ideas…. [but] it’s stupid for us to reinvent 
everything” (Mine manager, Better performer).  The Safety 
Manager at this site identified seeking best practice as a way to 
ensure that changes have been thoroughly tested: 

As a mine, we don’t make rules in isolation; we 
have a lot of consultation with other mines, 
where we benchmark and decide on best 
practices. We don’t implement the rules if they’re 
not well thought through (Safety Manager, Better 
performer). 

Managers on different sites were using a variety of external groups 
and organisations as a source for ideas.  Regional mining groups 
convened by DME or by industry were active in different parts of 

5.2.8 Best practice 
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the country.  Professional organisations were also a way to learn 
about better strategies: 

We look for best practices and benchmarking, if 
we hear of something somewhere. The whole 
management team are members of professional 
associations, either SACMOR or SACMA and [if 
we identify] any best practices; we share the 
information with the workforce (Operations 
Manager, Medium performer). 

Identifying and sharing best practice was commonly seen as a 
suitable role for DMR: 

The DMR can contribute significantly to 
improved health and safety. They visit a lot of 
mines, see a lot of good practices but seldom 
communicate these practices to other mines. In 
my opinion they should make an observed best 
practice compulsory for mines with the same 
problem (General Manager, Better performer). 

The efforts of the MOSH leading practices adoption teams appear 
likely to be well-received by sites and may be a useful model for 
future efforts to identify and share best practices.   

 

The goal of zero harm is widely accepted across the industry and 
has been adopted as part of the overall vision of the 
Transformation Framework.  Only the poor-performing sites did 
not aspire to reducing the burden of occupational ill-health.  The 
mine manager of one of the medium performing sites reported that 
he was most proud that: 

We’ve managed to install the view that things 
don’t have to be like that…. People believe in 
zero harm and that it’s achievable (Mine 
Manager, Medium performer). 

The Future Search Conference confirmed this long-standing 
aspiration, which the Transformation Framework has adopted in 
the following goal: 

Mining will be safe, healthy and productive with 
risks controlled at their source through 
collaborative action. 

In order to achieve this goal, the Future Search Conference 
identified the following four areas of work with associated 
objectives: 
 Integrated mining activities; 

 Risk management; 
 Technology; 

5.3 
Goals and 
aspirations 
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 Best Practice. 

While not included in final deliberations at the Future Search 
Conference, we have identified a fifth work area that will be 
necessary to support action in the other work areas: 
 Bonus and incentive payment systems. 

The Future Search Conference agreed that the ideal future of the 
South African mining industry recognised that health, safety and 
production are not competing objectives.  All participants agreed 
that safety and health are the outcomes of work well done. 
Holistically we must look at the work that must be done.  This has 
been adopted as the objective of Integrated mining activities. 

The South African mining industry already has strong foundations 
for this, with widespread recognition of the importance of OHS.  
However, our research suggests that this importance can be 
compromised with production taking precedence.  Key to 
addressing this will be building in formal structures and processes 
that properly integrate OHS with management systems. 

One important step would be to adequately address OHS in mine 
budgets.  Often, the costs of poor OHS are not adequately 
recognised and thus the benefits of improving OHS can be 
understated.  As well, access to the finances necessary to address 
risk may be easier if there is specific budgetary provision for OHS 
activities.  We often found that it was difficult to access all relevant 
people on sites because there was no provision for time spent on 
OHS matters by hourly employees, even on open-cast sites where 
other matters such as transport to the workface were not of 
concern. 

Integrating OHS into overall mine planning is also critical and 
would have enormous benefits for risk control – core risks are 
often determined by mine planning, design and layout.  
Incorporating OHS into company and site strategic planning 
processes means that OHS would be considered in the early stages 
of mine strategy development and could also be expected to 
support a strategic rather than reactive approach to OHS 
management.   

One major constraint in this area is translating sincere commitment 
at senior levels throughout management levels.  This requires more 
sophisticated action than simply training and disciplining middle 
managers, important though that might be.  When organisational 
systems and targets for production conflict with those for OHS, it 
is not surprising that middle managers fall back on previously 
rewarded patterns of behaviour to resolve the conflict.  Thus, the 
industry needs to ensure that production systems properly 
incorporate OHS – “safeduction” was the term coined at the Future 
Search Conference. 

5.3.1 Integrated 
mining activities 
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The Future Search Conference outcomes show the commitment of 
the industry to more effective risk controls, shifting the focus from 
humans to technology.  The Transformation Framework has 
expressed this commitment in two objectives, the first related 
directly to risk management: 

We will seek to eliminate risks at their source 
and investigate the root causes of incidents. 

At the same time, better processes for managing job related risks 
were also agreed, with the adoption of effective Job Safety 
Analysis procedures. 

A key constraint here is the industry’s current focus on behaviour 
as an explanation of incidents and as the main, often the only, risk 
control measure.  While there is no doubt that behaviour is critical 
in such a high risk environment, achieving effective risk control 
means addressing the environment in which behaviour is 
constrained.  Behaviour is the final step in a causal chain – looking 
at the source of risks and at the root cause of incidents will shift the 
industry to examine technology, production processes and HR 
systems.   

In particular, incident investigation protocols on sites require 
urgent attention.  Achieving no-blame incident investigation means 
just that.  On most sites, those involved in an incident can expect 
formal or informal disciplinary action as the usual outcome of an 
investigation, even if this merely identifies the people involved in a 
public forum.  It is not surprising, then, that many incidents are 
reportedly hidden or misleadingly described.  The adoption of an 
anonymous approach to reporting may be one way of dealing with 
this issue, with the proviso that evidence of criminal or deliberately 
negligent actions cannot be protected.  The Guidance set out in 
Attachment 6 provides a starting point for site and enterprise action 
on this issue and aims to guide the establishment of processes for 
incident investigation that will support just cultures. 

In such a blame-focussed context, it is ironic that the ability of 
those at the working face to refuse dangerous work appears to be 
severely constrained at many sites.  This is a fundamental right 
under the MHSA and should never be challenged on any basis, 
certainly not because of production needs.  At the same time, this 
right was sometimes treated as a responsibility and on some sites 
was relied upon as a risk control measure.  Clearly, this is a 
misunderstanding of such a last resort measure.  The Guidance set 
out in Attachment 7 aims to establish a framework for ensuring 
that this right is clearly understood and able to be relied upon when 
needed. 

 

5.3.2 
Risk management 

5.3.3 
Technology 
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All participants also agreed with the objective:   
Mechanisation and technology are adopted as a 
key method of eliminating health and safety risks 
to mine employees.  

As set out in 5.3.2 above, controlling risks at their source will 
require a significant shift in focus.  Historically, the industry has 
been reluctant to invest in new technology at least in part because 
of the employment and social consequences.  As the Future Search 
Conference outcomes demonstrate, the time to overcome this 
reluctance has arrived.   

All industry stakeholders are now ready to work together to 
develop a sound technological change strategy that will lead to 
productive, safe and healthy mining without destroying lives and 
livelihoods.  A creative cooperative approach will be needed, but 
there are many examples around the world of the benefits that flow 
from cooperation not confrontation over this issue.   

While there may not be existing technology to deal with all of the 
risks presented by the extreme environment of the South African 
industry, there are many existing solutions that have not been 
thoroughly implemented.  At the same time, the industry could 
accelerate its investment in research and development in 
technology that will more effectively deal with intractable 
problems.  The MHSC has a key leadership role here. 

The final objective in this area agreed by Future Search Conference 
participants was:   

We will take a common approach to identifying 
and facilitating the adoption of best OHS 
practice.  

There are many examples in South Africa and internationally of 
mining processes and practices that support zero harm.  While 
there is no “one size fits all” recipe, learning from and adapting 
best practices from within and outside the mining industry ensures 
that enterprises will build on strong foundations.  The better 
performing sites have realised that “not invented here” is not a 
sound OHS value.  Future Search Conference participants endorsed 
the Chamber of Mine’s existing MOSH approach and local 
tripartite structures as key mechanisms for identifying and sharing 
best practice.  Such approaches are likely to be taken up with 
enthusiasm across the industry.  Many of the sites we visited 
reported that they were very keen to participate in broader industry 
forums that would allow information sharing and provide an 
opportunity to discuss issues across the industry.   

The fact that there was so much confusion on sites about the 
existence of safety incentive payments suggests that their capacity 
to encourage behaviour that controls risks is limited.  Indeed, we 

5.3.4 
Best practice 

5.3.5 
Bonus and 
incentive payment 
systems 
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were given overwhelming evidence that bonus and incentive 
payment systems create exactly the kinds of perverse incentives 
that the literature warns of.  At the same time, bonus payments are 
not an “added extra” in this industry – these payments are 
necessary to create a living wage.  This may explain why the 
Future Search Conference did not address this issue, despite the 
widespread concern expressed to us on sites and in stakeholder 
interviews.  Unless the industry honestly and vigorously addresses 
this issue, efforts to create a truly integrated approach to mining are 
likely to be thwarted at the working face.  The guidance set out in 
Attachment 8 will support better approaches at site level.  
However, industry-wide action is needed here, perhaps as part of 
negotiating the next industry bargaining agreements. 

Our research reinforces the potential for change that exists in the 
South African mining industry with respect to creating zero harm 
workplaces.  Action by all stakeholders will be needed on all 
issues, based around the roles set out in the Transformation 
Framework. 

The key focus for sites is to develop and apply site-specific 
strategies to address these issues.  In order to do this, sites should 
work in collaboration with their workforce to: 
 Review existing OHS management processes to identify 

where change is needed to ensure healthy, safe and 
productive mining, in particular to ensure that there is a 
suitable focus on health, as well as safety. 

 Incorporate OHS within existing site budgeting and planning 
processes. 

 Review production systems to identify and address the 
potential for conflict with OHS. 

 Review incident investigation systems against the guidance 
provided in this report and make the changes needed to 
ensure that incident investigations focus on determining the 
root causes of incidents. 

 Establish clear, or strengthen existing, processes for ensuring 
the right to refuse dangerous work is respected, using the 
guidance provided in this report. 

 Identify where technology could eliminate risks to employees 
and deal constructively with the consequences of 
technological change. 

 Contribute to existing or initiate new opportunities to identify 
and share best practice. 

 Review the structure and functioning of bonus and incentive 
payment schemes to ensure that they are achieving positive 
outcomes, using the guidance provided in this report. 

 

5.4 
How to close the 
gap 

5.4.1 
Site actions 
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As well as coordinating site actions within their enterprise, some 
issues will be common to all sites and a coordinated approach will 
be needed.  Enterprises should work in collaboration with sites and 
their workforces to: 

 Ensure that all sites across the enterprise take the actions 
listed above. 

 Incorporate OHS within enterprise budgeting and planning 
processes. 

 Review enterprise-wide production systems to identify and 
address the potential for conflict with OHS. 

 Review incident investigation systems against the guidance 
provided in this report and make the changes needed to 
ensure that incident investigations focus on determining the 
root causes of incidents. 

 Identify where technology could eliminate risks to employees 
and deal constructively with the consequences of 
technological change. 

 Provide enterprise-wide opportunities to identify and share 
best practices. 

 Review the structure and functioning of bonus and incentive 
payment schemes to ensure that they are achieving positive 
outcomes, using the guidance provided in this report. 

 Contribute to industry efforts to address these issues. 

The roles of industry organisations are to facilitate industry efforts 
and coordinate employer input in relation to these issues.  In 
particular, industry organisations should: 
 Contribute to an industry agreement on technological change 

with relevant unions and the government and contribute to a 
strategy to deal constructively with the consequences of 
technological change. 

 Continue to facilitate industry programs to identify and share 
best practice, within and outside the industry. 

 Participate in a review of the structure and functioning of 
bonus and incentive payment schemes across the industry 
and support efforts to address negative consequences, eg 
through new clauses in bargaining agreements. 

The roles of organised labour are to represent the industry’s 
workforce in developing and applying industry strategies on these 
issues and to support workplace representatives in their efforts at 
site and enterprise levels.  In particular, organised labour should: 

 Contribute to an industry agreement on technological change 
with industry organisations and the government and 

5.4.2 
Enterprise actions 

5.4.3 
Actions by 
industry 
organisations 

5.4.4 
Actions by 
organised labour 
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contribute to a strategy to deal constructively with the 
consequences of technological change. 

 Contribute to industry programs to identify and share best 
practice, within and outside the industry. 

 Participate in a review of the structure and functioning of 
bonus and incentive payment schemes across the industry 
and support efforts to address negative consequences, eg 
through new clauses in bargaining agreements. 

 Provide training and expert advice to workplace 
representatives involved in site and enterprise activities to 
address these issues.   

The roles of Government are to represent the Government of South 
Africa and the public interest in developing and applying industry 
strategies on these issues and to ensure that these issues are 
addressed in the procedures and processes of the DMR.  A number 
of the actions necessary in this regard are dealt with in Chapter 7 of 
this report.  In relation to the particular issues dealt with in this 
Chapter, Government should: 
 Ensure that enforcement actions by inspectors are consistent 

with effective risk management principles and direct duty 
holders to risk controls that act on the sources of risks. 

 Ensure that inspectors use incident investigation techniques 
that apply root cause analysis when called to address 
incidents on site. 

 Contribute to an industry agreement on technological change 
with industry organisations and organised labour and 
contribute to a strategy to deal constructively with the 
consequences of technological change. 

 Initiate and contribute to industry programs to identify and 
share best practice, within and outside the industry. 

 Participate in a review of the structure and functioning of 
bonus and incentive payment schemes across the industry 
and support efforts to address negative consequences, eg 
through new clauses in bargaining agreements. 

 Provide training (through the MQA and otherwise) and 
expert advice (through the MHSC and otherwise) to all 
stakeholders involved in site, enterprise and industry 
activities to address these issues.   

5.4.5 
Government 
actions 
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Working together 

Achieving the South African mining industry’s vision of a zero 
harm environment that treats everyone with dignity and respect 
requires mine sites where people can work together in a learning 
and participative culture.  As the previous chapter has shown, how 
this is achieved will have major impact on how effectively the 
industry creates healthy, safe and productive mining workplaces.  
Future Search Conference participants agreed on a future that: 
 Had no racism, 

 Did not use Fanakalo, 
 Used innovative methods to build the capacity of the 

workforce and other stakeholders, and 
 Empowered disadvantaged groups in the industry. 

This chapter describes the body of knowledge about these issues 
and details our findings from the South African mining industry.  It 
sets out what we observed across the industry about how mine sites 
were working with their people to address OHS.  Future Search 
Conference participants identified specific objectives in this area 
and these form the basis of the goals and aspirations set out in this 
chapter.  We provide recommendations for achieving these goals as 
part of transforming the mining industry. 

As the previous chapter has set out, being able to work together in 
a cooperative and open manner is a key feature of high 
performance workplaces.  The research evidence is strong that 
participative approaches to OHS management are more likely to 
create zero harm workplaces.  Furthermore, poor practices in 
working together can themselves cause harm – racism and poor 
psychosocial working environments are well-researched workplace 
causes of poor psychological and physical health. 

Effective communication and unimpeded information flows are 
critical to creating healthy and safe workplaces.  As the previous 
chapter described, controlling unexpected risks requires that people 
are able to raise unpopular or unrecognised issues so that unseen 
risks are revealed and addressed.  This requires that everyone in the 
organisation has the opportunity to be heard, not just the expert or 
the powerful: 

Lower-level actors are often repositories of critical 
information and counter-hegemonic views, yet are often 
unable to persuade higher-ups in the organization of either 
the credibility of their knowledge or relevance of their 
perspectives (Silbey, 2009: 361). 

6 

6.1 
What we know 
about what 
works 

6.1.1 
Communication 
and information 
flows 



 

Changing Minds, Changing Mines Final Report 231110 101 

Creating effective communication in an organisation does not just 
require effective information systems, important though these are.  
Effective communication relies upon positive relationships and 
good communication skills at all levels of the organisation.   

A key feature of positive relationships is trust.  Literature 
examining the role of trust on company OHS outcomes emphasises 
the critical effect on OHS performance exerted by this less tangible 
aspect of management (O'Dea and Flin, 2003). The focus of much 
of this research has been on trust in management, although trust in 
co-workers can also be critical, as the Digging Deeper study found. 

As this suggests, trust is not a simple concept, rather it is “a 
multidimensional construct that plays a number of distinct roles 
within safety-critical environments”(Conchie, Donald et al., 2006: 
1099).  Researchers have found that trust is an important cultural 
attribute that contributes to better OHS outcomes.  According to 
Conchie et al (Conchie, Donald et al., 2006), trust is “…an 
individual’s willingness to rely on another person based on 
expectations that he or she will act safely or intends to act safely.”  
Trust has been associated with improved communication through 
openness and knowledge sharing, greater cooperation, and a better 
understanding of and commitment to a culture of safety (Conchie 
et al., 2006).  Reason (Reason, 1997) argues that if an employee is 
able to trust their employer, then they are more likely to report 
incidents, because they trust their employer not to take what would 
be perceived to be unfair actions against those who could be 
blamed for the incident.  The Digging Deeper study also found that 
trust in management and in co-workers was critical to effective 
OHS management.   

However, trust can have negative consequences for organizational 
safety culture.  Firstly, trust can function to reduce psychological 
and physical risk perceptions (Conchie and Donald, 2008). Thus, 
trust can reduce the anxiety associated with working in a high-risk 
environment through developing confidence in others’ competence 
potentially leading to complacency and a false sense of security.  
Conversely, distrust has been positively associated with effective 
social networking and risk regulation (Conchie and Donald, 2008), 
because it leads to greater vigilance and review of risk 
environments.  

Trust in management describes a set of beliefs held by workers and 
others about the commitment management has to health and safety.  
These beliefs are based on observations about the place OHS has in 
management decision-making, the provision of equipment and 
procedures to ensure health and safety, and managerial competence 
with respect to OHS.  The link between perceived management 
commitment to OHS and management competence in OHS was 
very strong in the Digging Deeper study – stated commitment to 

6.1.2 
The importance of 
trust  

Trust in 
management 
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OHS was not believable if managers did not also demonstrate 
competence to deliver on that commitment. 

Clarke and Ward (Clarke and Ward, 2006) suggest that leaders 
“can have a significant effect on individual employee behaviours in 
relation to safety” (p. 1175), and argue that there is a need for 
leadership training to increase the trustworthiness of organisational 
leaders and so enhance employee’s willingness to participate.  
Clark and Payne (1997), in their investigation of trust in 
management amongst British colliery workers, found that the most 
important elements of trust at work were: integrity, competence, 
loyalty, consistent/fair behaviour and openness (Clark and Payne, 
2006).   

Workgroup cohesion has been commonly identified as a feature of 
organisational culture associated with better OHS performance.  
However, this may make a trusting workforce more susceptible to 
“groupthink” (Conchie, Donald et al., 2006).  The concept of 
“groupthink” was first introduced by Janis (Janis, 1972), and refers 
to disproportionate “…concurrence-seeking tendencies in decision-
making groups,” such that employees are unable to challenge 
others in the group, leading to ineffective safety-related decision-
making (Leana, 1985: 5).  However, Esser (1998) concluded that 
25 years worth of research on the concept of “groupthink” had not 
unambiguously established that it leads to poor group decision-
making.  Rather, Esser argues that this phenomenon should be seen 
as a form of group cohesion, characterized by a shared positive 
group identity. This view then perceives “groupthink” as 
“collective optimism” rather than “collective avoidance” (Esser, 
1998: 138).  The findings of the Digging Deeper project in the 
NSW mining industry reinforce the positive impact that workgroup 
cohesion can have on OHS culture and management (Shaw, 
Blewett et al., 2007). 

Leadership throughout the organisation, not just at the top of the 
management hierarchy, is a key influence on OHS outcomes.  
Support from supervisors, for example, is a critical issue in 
creating safe and healthy workplaces, as Zohar and Luria conclude: 

if supervisors repeatedly make safety 
procedures contingent on production pressures, 
workers will infer low safety priority even if 
management’s overt policy is that that safety has 
top priority (Zohar and Luria, 2005: 625). 

This research demonstrates the importance of cohesion throughout 
an organisation – leadership at a senior level is undermined if 
leadership and support is not exhibited at the supervisory level.  
Supervisor support is about information flows to subordinates, the 
consistency of information, the willingness of supervisors to listen 
to and address subordinates’ concerns, and the help and support 
provided by the supervisor or manager.  Without adequate 

Trust in co-workers 

6.1.3 
Leadership 
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supervisor support, addressing OHS problems becomes more 
difficult and communication channels become blocked and 
ineffective. 

Effective consultation is a critical foundation for effective risk 
management.  Involving workers in developing and implementing 
risk management systems, to help anticipate, identify, assess and 
control hazards, and to assist in planning to improve the working 
environment, is a basic tenet of good OHS management.  Workers 
have the best and most important information needed to inform 
sound risk control strategies and there is substantial evidence that 
workplaces where workers are involved in risk management are 
safer than those without involvement (Blewett, 2001; Walters, 
Nichols et al., 2005; Walters, 2006).   

This infers a genuine opportunity for participative decision-
making, what Ashmos et al (2002) refer to as ‘enhancing 
connectivity in organizations …[to] benefit the practice of 
management in modern organizations’ (Ashmos, Dughon et al., 
2002: 189).  As this suggests, worker participation has broader 
benefits than just for OHS performance, important though that is.  
In the manufacturing sector, Hanna et al (2000) lauded the value of 
employee involvement and recommended the “widespread 
adoption of employee involvement” as a transforming factor in 
improving operational effectiveness (Hanna, Newman et al., 2000: 
151).  

Consultation is also a critical condition for modern forms of OHS 
regulation, where duty holders must develop their own internal 
strategies for achieving overall performance standards.  Christine 
Parker (Parker, 2002) argues that in order to satisfactorily achieve 
this, firms require “corporate permeability” so that they become 
systems that are open to the influence of internal and external 
stakeholders.  She observes that there are three ways to achieve this 
state: through the disclosure of information, consultation, and 
through having “systematic policies and procedures for allowing 
stakeholders to contest corporate decisions” (Parker 2002: 215, 
original emphasis).  When this occurs, management decision-
making about issues such as OHS are improved.  Parker puts 
significant emphasis on the role of consultation and stakeholder (in 
this case employee) participation in the efforts of companies to 
regulate their internal environment:  

The principle of consultation…[states] that good 
corporate self-regulation involves management 
proactively taking into account stakeholder 
concerns and considerations in decision-making 
(Parker, 2002: :221.  Emphasis in original). 

Consultation is also important because it recognises the 
fundamental rights of workers to have a say over their working 
environment, to contribute to decision-making that will determine 

6.1.4 
Consultation 



 

Changing Minds, Changing Mines Final Report 231110 104 

whether their health and safety is maintained or eroded at work.  
This human rights issue is critical – South African law provides for 
consultation whether or not the outcomes aid management decision 
making.   

The Digging Deeper project found that without engagement, 
involvement and influence from workers on site, stated goals for 
OHS were unlikely to be realised on mine sites.  This research 
confirmed the body of knowledge about OHS consultation and 
representation: it is not possible to have high performance in OHS 
without effective consultation and representation.  Digging Deeper 
found that effective consultation on sites was marked by respect, 
engagement from the top to the bottom of the organisation, and, 
most importantly, action to address the issues raised through 
consultative and representative processes (Shaw, Blewett et al., 
2007). 

Evidence from around the world demonstrates that there are a 
number of key factors that are critical to supporting effective 
consultation.  Key features are: 

 Respectful relationships, evidenced by engagement with 
unions and representative structures; 

 A basis in formal systems that place consultation within key 
processes, but that do not overwhelm the informality of good 
relationships; 

 Prompt response when issues are raised so that action is 
taken; 

 Preparedness to deal with criticism and organisational and 
system failures without blaming the messenger;   

 Engagement with the whole workforce, including shift 
workers and contractors; 

 Sufficient resources, particularly time and capacity for all 
parties; and  

 Ensuring that communication is effective and does not 
replace consultation (Blewett, 2001; Walters, Nichols et al., 
2005; Shaw, Blewett et al., 2007). 

Organisational justice refers to the sense of fairness that exists at 
the workplace and the level of respect that is displayed for others. 
There is considerable evidence in the literature that respect and 
fairness are key differentiators of high and low performing 
enterprises (Shannon, Mayr et al., 1997; Hale and Hovden, 1998; 
Shannon, 1998; Shaw, Blewett et al., 2007).   

Racism at work is an issue of particular relevance in the South 
African context.  There is considerable and growing evidence of an 
association between self-reported racism and health (see Paradies, 
2006: for a recent review).  The most commonly implicated 

6.1.5 
Organisational 
justice 
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adverse health effects are mental ill-health and poor health 
behaviours such as smoking.  However, there is some evidence of 
adverse physical health, such as heart disease and respiratory 
disease (de Castro, Gee et al., 2008; Becares, Stafford et al., 2009).  
These and other studies show that socio-economic position does 
not change the negative consequences of racism – irrespective of 
social position, those who perceive racism are more likely to 
experience poor health (Becares, Stafford et al., 2009).  At the 
same time, there is evidence that workplace discrimination can lead 
to poor health outcomes, irrespective of whether discrimination is 
experienced outside work (de Castro, Gee et al., 2008).  As de 
Castro et al suggest, this means that 

Workplace-specific policies that protect against 
discrimination are important not only for the 
preservation of workers’ rights but also to 
promote their health (p. 520). 

A good job in a workplace that has effective risk management is 
good for your health.  Being challenged and encouraged to 
develop, having opportunities to achieve and to exercise 
responsibility all make for a healthy workplace and a healthy 
worker.  Unfortunately, this is not always the way things are done.  
Work intensification, conflict in the workplace and other 
psychosocial risks are leading to increasing problems with stress in 
the workplace, accounting for an increasing amount of 
occupational ill-health.  Internationally, stress-related workers 
compensation claims (including those resulting from bullying) are 
increasing and may be the cause of up to 30% of cases of 
cardiovascular disease in working men and up to 30% of cases of 
depression in working women (LaMontagne, Shaw et al., 2006).  

Job stress is defined as the harmful physical and emotional 
responses that occur when the requirements of the job do not match 
the capabilities, resources or needs of the worker (Sauter, Murphy 
et al., 1999).   Evidence on the causes of job stress is consistent – 
there is strong evidence that high demands (workload), low 
support, low control, low rewards, effort-reward imbalance and 
emotional demands are the most important factors associated with 
strain and enduring health outcomes.  

Thus workplaces where people do not have the opportunity to 
contribute, where they do not receive support from co-workers or 
supervisors, where the demands of their job are not balanced by 
control over their work and where they perceive an imbalance 
between their workload and the rewards they receive are more 
likely to result in ill-health.    

The psychosocial working environment varied greatly across the 
sites we visited around South Africa.  Some sites were becoming 
respectful workplaces where people treated each other with 
dignity.  Unfortunately, most workplaces we visited exhibited 

6.1.6 
Psychosocial risks 

6.2 
Progress in 
South Africa 
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serious problems in this regard and we were often shocked not only 
by the racist and disrespectful behaviour we observed, but also by 
the lack of self-awareness of these behaviours exhibited at 
workplaces.   

Stakeholders and people on sites agreed that consultation is critical 
to achieving effective OHS management.  At the same time, 
processes to truly engage all levels within enterprises needed 
development.  Health and safety representatives often reported 
difficulties in gaining time and resources to properly consult with 
the people they represent.  Many sites reported that it was difficult 
to engage health and safety representatives and the workforce in 
planning and strategic OHS issues for a variety of reasons.   

The role of HSR was not always well understood.  On a number of 
sites, for example, they were seen as the company’s safety officers 
rather than representatives of the workforce.  A foreman on one 
site, for example, stated that if something is faulty, we will report it 
to the HSRs, rather than take responsibility as a line supervisor for 
ensuring that safe equipment is available.  At the same time, when 
HSRs took action to address OHS issues, the response was not 
always supportive of their role: 

Safety reps have authority but are limited to 
exercise their power, I once stopped a sub-
contractor for not working safely and afterwards I 
was in deep trouble (HSR, Poor performer). 

On the whole, survey respondents were positive about the 
effectiveness of consultation on their sites.  Over 60% of 
respondents agreed or strongly agreed with Question 37. 

 

Figure 6.1: Q37: Health and safety representatives and 
OHS committees on this site are effective. 

Actively engaged consultative forums were evident on our better 
performing sites.  However, there is considerable difference 
between our better, medium and poorer performing sites in relation 
to Question 37, as set out in Chapter 2. 

6.2.1 
Consultation and 
communication 
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Sites Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Better performing mines 4.53 0.94 

Medium performing mines 3.75 1.29 

Poor performing mines 3.05 1.53 

Table 6.1: Sites and Q37 

 

Good communication is a prerequisite for effective consultation 
but unfortunately communication systems were not always 
effective on sites.  This problem was most evident on our poorer 
performing sites.  While large sites faced the hurdle of more people 
to communicate with, we were often surprised to find 
communication failures on smaller sites too.  On one small site, 
security had not been told of our visit and could not find anyone to 
authorise our entry.  This prevented us attending a shift start 
meeting that had been arranged to allow our data collection and an 
entire shift start was held up by over an hour as a result.  Perhaps 
even more seriously, on a large site, the manager who was hosting 
our visit could not be found when we arrived.  Despite this, 
security allowed us to enter the site where we were left to move 
around independently and find people to interview without 
supervision.  Such problems suggest that the communication 
barriers are not just a result of the different languages used on sites. 

Production and management processes constrained the opportunity 
for formal face-to-face communication on many sites we visited.  
For example, payment systems that required high production levels 
in order to gain a bonus made workers reluctant to give up 
potential production time to attend communication sessions.  In 
deep level underground mining, the duration of transport to the 
working face made it difficult to find the opportunity for meetings 
above ground.  Despite the difficulties, some deep level 
underground mines used a variety of innovative techniques to 
ensure that face-to-face communication occurred across different 
organisational levels, for example by delaying the start of active 
work to allow managers to speak to work crews in underground 
areas.   

Even though the issue of long travel time was not so significant for 
open cast mines, few open cast sites had implemented a formal 
ongoing communication process.  One open cast site held paid 
preshift meetings every day that provided the opportunity to review 
information from the preceding shift but also covered OHS and 
other issues.  

Communication 
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There were a number of examples of different communication 
strategies across the sites we visited.  On many sites, shift start or 
tool box meetings provided an opportunity for communication and 
informal consultation: 

We have ‘tool-box’ meetings before every shift 
where we discuss the day’s plans and safety and 
health topics. Everyone has the opportunity to 
share his views and concerns (Manager, 
Medium performer). 

On other sites, mineworkers reported considerable dissatisfaction 
about poor communication: 

Our communication system is poor, we never get 
feed back on anything unless is at the benefit of 
the company. It takes time for us to know what is 
happening in the company (Mineworkers, 
Medium performer). 

Direct communication between management and the workforce 
was also often lacking: 

If management really cared, they would talk 
directly to the people, and ask them what they 
can really do. But it doesn’t happen.  Decision 
making is actually my job, but I can’t do it, 
because of being overruled by management 
(Shift Boss, Medium performer). 

Interviewees often told us that they had never had such honest 
discussions about the effectiveness of OHS on the site with senior 
managers as we were conducting during our interviews. 
In contrast, on a small number of sites, specific efforts were in 
place to improve interpersonal relationships and encourage open 
and honest communication.  In these cases, opportunities were 
provided for workers to raise issues in an informal and open way, 
eg by proving an opportunity to “get things off your chest” at 
specific times during meetings.  This was mostly evident on our 
higher performing sites.  As one mine manager at a better 
performer put it: “I’m trying to create a happy environment, where 
we can laugh and joke together” (Mine manager, Better 
performer). 

The industry has recognised that values such as honesty, integrity 
and transparency are critical to achieving a high performance 
culture.  Despite this, lack of trust was a key feature of the industry 
from corporate head offices to workplaces and remains a barrier to 
improvement.  In particular, payment systems reinforce lack of 
transparency and therefore trust.  We were told on most sites that 
incident reporting was inhibited by concerns about sanctions and 
bonuses, as described in the previous chapter. 

6.2.2 
Trust 
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In every context, interviewees representing the workforce 
expressed concerns that the stated commitment of management to 
OHS was not always sincere and had not always resulted in 
changes to control risk.  The adjective “cosmetic” was often used 
to describe initiatives that had not led to risk control initiatives.  
This level of cynicism is clearly changing:  we were given 
numerous examples where the relationship between management, 
unions and the workforce had “greatly improved” through 
consistent efforts.  One union official identified that the change 
occurred when it was realised that “it’s not technological, it’s 
people – it’s caring for one another”. 

A key issue in this area is the strong hierarchical management 
structures that exist in the industry, which reinforce the differences 
between management and the workforce.  One CEO described 
managers at mine sites as “gods” and identified this as a major 
barrier to open and honest communication and trust between levels 
in the hierarchy.  In order to improve trust, this corporation is 
seeking to establish more collegiate processes, where it would be 
possible to challenge and debate decisions of more senior 
managers.  This will require greater power-sharing, more 
accessibility and more open information flows, which the 
corporation is also addressing.   

Many sites across the industry are working hard to create a more 
trusting working environment where employees have confidence 
that management’s motives are sincere.  At one site, the General 
Manager identified that: 

The most important issue is that the workforce 
understands that we are doing this [improving 
OHS] because we care about people – our 
whole [OHS] strategy is based on that (General 
Manager, Medium performing site). 

Teamwork is an important feature of effective working 
relationships.  It is dependent upon interpersonal relationships 
between peers and with supervisors, information flows and support 
mechanisms. 

Teamwork relies upon the organisational capacity for peers to 
work together, rely on each other and be able to ask for help. 

Two questions on the questionnaire created the construct of 
Support from colleagues and provided quantitative data about the 
extent to which people on sites perceived that they received 
support from colleagues: 

Q48 How often do you get help and support from your 
colleagues? 

Q54 Is there good cooperation between your colleagues at 
work? 

6.2.3 
Teamwork 

Support from 
colleagues 
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Answers to these questions were rated on a scale of one to five, 
where one represents ‘never or hardly ever’ and five represents 
‘always’.  Thus, higher scores represent more positive reports on 
these items.   

Figure 6.2: Individual item scores for support from 
colleagues 

The scores from all sites were positive for this construct, rating it at 
4.07, just over ‘agree’.  The ranking did not vary significantly by 
position; every position scored it close to 4 (agree). 

 

Figure 6.3: Occupations and support from colleagues 
 

�

95% confidence interval 

Occupation N Mean Lower bound Upper bound 

Manager 152 4.12 4.02 4.22 

Superintendent or middle 
manager 

181 4.07 3.97 4.16 

Supervisor 447 4.06 3.97 4.14 
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95% confidence interval 

Occupation N Mean Lower bound Upper bound 

Professionally qualified 
mining specialist 

118 4.02 3.88 4.16 

Other professionally 
qualified specialist 

105 3.98 3.81 4.15 

OHS manager/ 
officer/practitioner 

119 4.26 4.11 4.41 

Support services 148 4.07 3.92 4.23 

Shift supervisor 71 4.21 3.99 4.43 

Artisan 270 4.03 3.91 4.15 

Artisan Aide and 
apprentices 

126 4.13 3.94 4.31 

Equipment operator/ 
mineworker 

1292 4.05 3.99 4.12 

 

Table 6.2: Occupations and support from colleagues 

In contrast, there were significant differences between our better, 
medium and poor performing sites in relation to this construct.  

 

Figure 6.4: Sites and support from colleagues 

While smaller than for site, the differences in scores between 
commodity groups and sizes were also statistically significant.  
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Figure 6.5: Commodity groups and support from colleagues 

For this construct, the sites from the extractives and coal sectors 
scored lower than other commodity groups and those from the 
gold, platinum and diamond sectors scored the highest.  The 
differences between the better and the poor performing commodity 
groups are statistically significant, although these differences are 
quite small and certainly smaller than the differences for sites.  

 

Figure 6.6: Size and support from colleagues 

While the differences are quite small between size categories, they 
are statistically significant, with small sites reporting the highest 
scores and medium sites the least positive.  This is consistent with 
other constructs and appears to be related to site specific features. 

Two other questions on the questionnaire related to how well 
people work together with their colleagues: 

Q17 It is easy to ask others for help. 

Q21 People are able to rely on others. 

Answers to these questions were rated on a scale of one to five, 
where one represents ‘strongly disagree’ and five represents 
‘strongly agree’.  Thus, higher scores represent more positive 
reports on the extent of support from colleagues on a site.   
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Figure 6.7: Q17 and Q21 

The comparatively lower score for Question 21 (“People are able 
to rely on others”) suggests that this may be a less positive feature 
of teamwork on sites.  A relatively high percentage (23.6%) gave 
neutral responses to this item.   

On most sites, workforce interviewees commented favourably on 
the extent to which workforce groups exhibited teamwork: 

People are treated fairly to some extent and if we 
have issues we sort them out through 
discussions and we work as team (Workforce, 
Medium performer). 

As the questionnaire responses suggest, interviewees reinforced 
that smaller sized workplaces allowed closer interpersonal 
relationships: 

We are always looking for improvement, if we 
see an opportunity to improve our work place so 
that we can work safe we do it immediately. We 
are a small group, we know each other and we 
care about each other’s health and safety 
(Workforce, Medium performer) 

At another larger workplace, working together was important for 
effective risk control: 

When we go underground we all go in at the 
same time to do risk assessment of the different 
areas that we will be working on, so we do trust 
that everyone completes their risk assessment 
successfully and therefore not putting others at 
risk. The risk assessment is done by everyone 
on site, it is a team activity (Workforce, Medium 
performer). 

Cultural diversity was identified on some sites as a possible issue 
in teamwork: 

People do not contribute during meetings - 
maybe it is because of cultural diversity or 
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feeling uncomfortable and inferior (HSR, Medium 
performer). 

Supervisor support is about information flows to subordinates, the 
consistency of information, the willingness of supervisors to listen 
to subordinates’ concerns, and the help and support provided by 
the supervisor or manager.  Without adequate supervisor support, 
addressing OHS problems becomes more difficult and 
communication channels become blocked and ineffective. 

Seven questions on the questionnaire provided quantitative data 
about the extent to which sites exhibited supervisor support: 

Q43 Do you get enough information from your immediate 
manager or supervisor? 

Q47 How often do you get help and support from your 
immediate manager or supervisor? 

Q49 Do you get consistent information from your immediate 
manager or supervisor? 

Q50 How often is your immediate manager or supervisor 
willing to listen to your work-related problems? 

Q51 Do you get adequate support from your immediate 
manager or supervisor in difficult situations? 

Q52 How often do you talk with your immediate manager or 
supervisor about how well you carry out your work? 

Q57 Do you receive all the information you need in order to do 
your work well? 

 

Figure 6.8: Individual item scores for supervisor support and 
information  

As this figure suggests, the scores from all sites were less positive 
for this construct than for support from colleagues, rating it at 3.68, 

Supervisor support 
and information
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between ‘neutral’ and ‘agree’.  The ranking varied significantly by 
position with a clear distinction between the scores given by 
management/supervisory positions (more positive) and operational 
positions (more negative).   

 
Figure 6.9: Occupations and supervisor support and 

information 
�

95% confidence interval 

Occupation N Mean Lower bound Upper bound 

Manager 153 4.23 4.12 4.34 

Superintendent or middle 
manager 

184 4.11 3.97 4.16 

Supervisor 452 3.92 3.84 4.00 

Professionally qualified 
mining specialist 

119 3.93 3.80 4.06 

Other professionally 
qualified specialist 

106 3.84 3.64 4.04 

OHS manager/ 
officer/practitioner 

122 4.01 3.85 4.16 

Support services 151 3.82 3.65 3.99 

Shift supervisor 71 4.02 3.82 4.23

Artisan 279 3.57 3.45 3.70 

Artisan Aide and 
apprentices 

130 3.78 3.59 3.96 

Equipment operator/ 
mineworker 

1303 3.41 3.34 3.47 

 

Table 6.3: Occupations and supervisor support and 
information 
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There were also significant differences between our better, medium 
and poor performing sites in relation to this construct.  

 

Figure 6.10: Sites and supervisor support and information 

While smaller than for site, the differences in scores between 
commodity groups and sizes were also statistically significant. 

 
Figure 6.11: Commodity groups and supervisor support and 

information

For this construct, the sites from the extractives and coal sectors 
scored lower than other commodity groups and those from the 
gold, platinum and diamond sectors scored the highest.  The 
differences between the better and the poor performing commodity 
groups are statistically significant, although these differences are 
smaller than the differences for sites.   
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Figure 6.12: Size and supervisor support and information 

While the differences are quite small between size categories, they 
are statistically significant, with small sites reporting the highest 
scores and medium sites the least positive.  This is consistent with 
other constructs and appears to be related to site specific features. 

Two other questions on the questionnaire related to information 
flows, although they did not appear to be closely linked to the 
items that constituted the construct detailed above.  These were: 

Q58  Do you know exactly what is expected of you at work? 

Q59 Are you informed in advance about important decisions, 
changes, or plans for the future? 

Answers to these questions were rated on a scale of one to five, 
where one represents ‘never/hardly ever’ and five represents 
‘always’.  Thus, higher scores represent more positive reports on 
the extent of supervisor support on a site.   

 

Figure 6.13: Q58 and Q59 

As the figure above shows, these questions were scored in 
completely different ways.  Question 58 was scored the most 
positively of any item on the questionnaire.  In contrast, question 
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59 was amongst the most negatively scored items.   

There were considerable differences between the better performers 
and other sites in what we were told in interviews about this issue.  
Invariably, interviewees from better performing sites were much 
more likely to describe supervisor support and information flows in 
positive terms: 

The management offices are always opens for 
us to go speak to them if there is anything we 
need to talk to them about and they are always 
willing to help us (Workforce, Better performer). 

Supervisors at such sites were also more likely to be aware of the 
reasons why such relationships might be difficult to establish: 

There is an old culture in South Africa where the 
supervisor is meant to be the be-all-and-end-all 
of everything, which is wrong. The atmosphere 
we should try create, is to show that the 
supervisors care for the people. Which is what 
I’m trying to do in my section, and that’s why 
we’re improving (Supervisor, Better performer). 

In contrast, this issue was a differentiating feature of poor and 
medium performing sites, with comments relating to the division 
between supervisors and their teams: 

We are divided; employees aside then 
supervisor and management are together. We 
are not included in decision making of any kind 
(HSR, Medium performer). 

The need for better relationships between the workforce and their 
supervisors was often commented on by health and safety 
representative interviewees: 

We could do better if supervisors could follow 
safety procedures and listen to us (HSR, 
Medium performer). 

As this suggests, operational employees at most sites did not report 
positively about supervisor behaviour and information flows: 

Our supervisors (foremen) are good at preaching 
safety but bad at practising them. Our problems 
are ignored and we are not informed about 
decision making and our inputs are ignored 
(Workforce, Poor performer). 

This construct refers to the sense of fairness that exists at the 
workplace and the level of respect that is displayed for others.  It 
also emphasises diversity, elimination of discrimination and 
recognises the societal impact of occupational health and safety.  
These issues represent basic human rights and also have health 
consequences, as described above. 

6.2.4 
Organisational 
justice 
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Two items on the questionnaire provided quantitative data about 
the extent to which sites exhibited organisational justice: 

Q16  People are treated with respect here. 

Q45  Are you treated fairly at work? 

Answers to these questions were rated on a scale of one to five, 
where one represents ‘strongly disagree’ for Q16 or, for Q45, 
‘never/hardly ever’ and five represents ‘strongly agree’ for Q16 or, 
for Q45, ‘always’.  Thus, higher scores represent more positive 
reports on the extent of organisational justice on a site.   

 

Figure 6.14: Individual item scores for organisational justice 

As this figure suggests, the scores for this construct were less 
positive than for most other constructs.  Indeed, the scores for 
Question 45 were amongst the most negative of any question.  The 
overall score of 3.36 is closer to ‘neutral’ than ‘agree’.  The 
ranking varied significantly by position with a clear distinction 
between the scores given by management/supervisory positions 
(more positive) and operational positions (more negative).   

 
Figure 6.15: Occupations and organisational justice 

 
�
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95% confidence interval 

Occupation N Mean Lower bound Upper bound 

Manager 153 4.25 4.13 4.37 

Superintendent or middle 
manager 

184 4.06 3.95 4.17 

Supervisor 453 3.64 3.54 3.75 

Professionally qualified 
mining specialist 

120 3.81 3.65 3.97 

Other professionally 
qualified specialist 

106 3.59 3.38 3.80 

OHS manager/ 
officer/practitioner 

122 3.86 3.68 4.05 

Support services 151 3.50 3.30 3.70 

Shift supervisor 71 3.72 3.46 3.97 

Artisan 279 3.26 3.12 3.40 

Artisan Aide and 
apprentices 

129 3.21 3.00 3.08 

Equipment operator/ 
mineworker 

1306 3.01 2.93 3.08 

Table 6.4: Occupations and organisational justice 

There were also significant differences between our better, medium 
and poor performing sites in relation to this construct.   For the 
poor performers, the score was less than neutral, towards ‘disagree’ 
or ‘seldom’. 

 

Figure 6.16: Sites and organisational justice 
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While smaller than for site, the differences in scores between 
commodity groups and sizes were also statistically significant.  

 
Figure 6.17: Commodity groups and organisational justice 

In common with other constructs, the sites from the extractives and 
coal sectors scored lower than other commodity groups and those 
from the gold, platinum, base metals and diamond sectors scored 
the highest.  The differences between the better and the poor 
performing commodity groups are statistically significant, although 
these differences are smaller than the differences for sites.   

 

Figure 6.18: Size and organisational justice

The differences between size categories are quite small and are not 
statistically significant. 

The issue of organisational justice was a key issue on the sites we 
visited and was often raised in stakeholder interviews as a key 
constraint on transforming the industry.  The challenges of 
overcoming the legacy issues facing the South African mining 
industry were widely recognised.  Unfortunately we found only 
limited examples of success across enterprises, mainly on smaller 
sites. 
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On a number of sites, terms such as “rights” were used to frame 
OHS policies and rules.  For example, on some sites, OHS policies 
were expressed in terms of a “Bill of Rights” and on others there 
were signs around the workplace informing employees of their 
right to a safe and healthy workplace.  Unfortunately, such 
expressions were not often translated into practice.  On some of 
these sites, employees reported that, eg,  

People do not know about their rights so the 
management covers up their rights and this 
happens mostly when there is accident 
(Workforce, Poor performer). 

This was a particular problem at the poorer performers and was 
reported to be quite extreme at some sites, where basic employee 
welfare arrangements were inadequate. On one of our poor 
performing sites, there was no change house and only one chemical 
toilet provided at the mine shaft, where some 60 people worked on 
each shift.  Mineworkers wanting to bathe or change their clothes 
at the end of the shift had to find their own transport from the 
mineshaft to the mine offices, some ten kilometres away.   

This was perceived on some sites to relate to race: 
We also do not understand why only the whites 
have change house but we (blacks) do not have 
[one] (Workforce, Medium performer). 

Living conditions, discussed below, were another important way 
for organisational justice to be expressed. 
Considerable work remains to address racism and sexism in the 
industry.  For example, while sites have made efforts to recruit 
people from historically disadvantaged groups, there is still a large 
gap between the workforce profile and that which exists in South 
African society.  Over 90% of the mineworkers we interviewed 
were black and most managers, supervisors and artisans that we 
interviewed were white men.  The figure below sets out the race 
and gender of interviewees on our site visits: 

 

Racism and sexism 
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Figure 6.19: Race and gender of interviewees 

 

On almost every site, workforce interviewees perceived that race 
was a key criterion for promotion: 

There is favouritism when it comes to 
promotions. People are not promoted based on 
competency but skin colour (Workforce, medium 
performer). 

There is a lot of favouritism and racism here. 
You will find that a young white employee 
without any qualification, you train them then 
after a few months that person will be a 
supervisor while we have qualification and more 
experience. We are not treated well.  Whites are 
being treated with respect and we are being 
looked down at because we are blacks and 
supervisors undermine our competence. There 
are no white woman working underground, all 
white women are working on the surface in 
offices without relevant qualifications (Workforce, 
medium performer). 

At another site, lack of transparency in how promotions are 
determined was identified as a factor: 

There must be a clear document that shows how 
promotions are given especially when it comes 
to choosing supervisors, we need to know what 
are the requirement for that because it seems 
only whites get this promotion.  That’s why we 
only have white supervisors and this is not 
because they are doing a better job and are 
better qualified than black people, but it is 
because they are white.  If they can make the 
strategy known to us then we would admit that 
whoever is chosen to be a supervisor or whoever 
gets a promotion deserves it. We must all have 
equal opportunity for growth (Workforce, Medium 
performer). 

Despite the legislatively supported efforts of the industry to recruit 
black managers and engineers, we observed considerable 
discrimination against black managers.  As well as use of language, 
this was exhibited directly by the ways in which they were treated 
on sites.  We were often told that black managers had been 
appointed without appropriate qualifications or experience, even 
though not all white managers and supervisors we interviewed had 
relevant qualifications or experience.   

On a number of sites, we observed or were told about black 
employees being called names that they found offensive, eg “some 
of my white colleagues call me bad names like baboon” (HSR, 
Medium performer).  We also directly observed overtly racist 
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attitudes.  For example, on one site, our host referred to black 
members of the management team as “the other side” and “Darth 
Vader”.  While such attitudes were not universal, the willingness 
with which they were expressed to outsiders such as ourselves 
suggests that they are more common than is usually expected.  
Such attitudes towards black managers and supervisors were 
evident to the workforce as well: 

They also do not like the black supervisors who 
treat us well, so also the black supervisors end 
up treating us badly in order to make their place 
of work pleasant and not get on the wrong side 
of the white managers (HSR, Medium 
performer). 

Sexism was also evident across the industry, as this comment 
exemplifies: 

Many males do not accept females as part of the 
team. Females have difficulty to perform physical 
demanding tasks and males have to work 
harder. This causes friction amongst team 
members (Shift boss, Medium performer). 

We did not find evidence that work or job redesign had been 
performed to ensure that tasks could be safely performed by people 
of all sizes and physical capacities. 

Despite such evidence, managers on many sites failed to recognise 
the existence of racism and sexism, denying that it is an issue in the 
industry.  We were told on some sites that racism was no longer an 
issue in the mining industry, despite finding clear evidence of such 
behaviour on the same sites.  Our better performing sites were 
more likely to recognise it as a problem.  One of our better 
performers was explicitly addressing racism and recognised that 
the attitude of one manager was a particular problem.   

As GM I insist that all people are treated with 
respect on this mine – I expect all managers and 
supervisors to lead by example (Manager, Better 
performer). 

At another of the better performers, we were told that they had 
successfully addressed the issue: 

We hope that every mine around South Africa 
will adopt the way we do things. In terms of skin 
colour here at [this site] – I don’t see you as a 
white person, I see you as my sister, someone 
else who is part of the [site] family. That is how 
[this site] is. I don’t see you as a foreigner. I wish 
the mining industry would come here and learn 
from this mine. That is why I say I am proud to 
be part of this family. That is why even if I 
reached 70 years, I would not like to retire (Black 
manager, Better performer). 
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One site had deliberately recruited to introduce diversity across the 
organisational structure, for example recruiting white women to 
entry level positions.  Overall, this site has more than doubled its 
percentage of women employees, from 7% to 17% over a four-year 
period.   

At one of our poorer performers, the OHS manager reported that 
one of the barriers to further improvement remained: 

acceptance of the different races – our 
background has had a huge impact on that …. 
We must accept that we need one another and 
that the way we treat people has to be fair and 
with respect (OHS manager, Poor performer). 

Only a limited number of people in the industry recognised that the 
diversity of the industry is in fact a strength that “gives this nation 
a huge advantage” (General Manager, Medium performer). 

 

The range of languages spoken on sites was challenging on many 
of the sites we visited.  In some cases, the use of languages in 
meetings excluded some of those in the room.  For example, at 
some sites we had the opportunity to sit in on management 
meetings as part of data collection.  At one particular site, the 
management team included white Afrikaans speaking managers 
and a smaller number of black managers who did not speak 
Afrikaans.  The first part of the meeting was conducted in 
Afrikaans.  Some way into the meeting, the chairperson referred to 
our presence, still in Afrikaans, and we said that we did not speak 
Afrikaans.  With some apology, the chairperson began using 
English in the meeting.  At no time did the black managers request 
that the meeting be conducted in English.   

The use of Fanakalo is a particular issue.  On the one hand, many 
stakeholders and site interviewees identified that the use of 
Fanakalo was necessary in order to establish a common language 
for communication on site.  On the other hand, many stakeholders 
and site interviewees also identified that the nature of Fanakalo as 
a language of instruction entrenched particular relationships of 
power and control:  

It has its uses, but it’s not really a language. 
People tend to be insulted by its use (OHS 
manager, Medium performer). 

The lack of subtlety and capacity for nuance in Fanakalo was also 
identified as a problem: 

[Fanakalo] is a commanding language, [that] 
depends on the individual’s mastery of the 
language – if they don’t understand it they may 
receive the wrong instruction. On the whole it 
would be easier to instruct in English. Fanakalo 

6.2.5 
Language 
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is not an inhibitor of things, but at the same time, 
if you want to describe something better, it 
should be done in English. Then again, if you 
phase Fanakalo out, you will phase out the 
people who have all the experience in the 
industry too. That would be a pity (Supervisor, 
Better performer). 

Failure to address the issue of language was sometimes identified 
as a problem on sites, leading to communication breakdowns: 

That’s a serious problem with this mine. There’s 
no production because there’s no 
communication. If you can’t communicate 
properly with your workforce, then you can’t 
expect them to know what’s going on 
(Supervisor, Medium performer). 

Most sites had active Adult Basic Education and Training (ABET) 
programs underway that were a key strategy to provide English 
language skills to employees.  Unfortunately, on most sites, these 
programs were offered after working hours when workers are tired 
so that many employees did not avail themselves of the programs, 
preferring to return to their living quarters or homes at the end of 
their shifts.  The age of some workers was also given as a reason 
why they did not take up or complete ABET programs.   

At the same time, some sites were able to give examples where 
actively addressing the issue of language had benefits: 

We’ve actually got one of the white guys here 
who is fluent in Zulu, and he gets quite a lot of 
positivity because he is fluent in Zulu (OHS 
manager, Medium performer). 

In particular, on sites where Fanakalo had already been phased out, 
the workforce reported positively about the consequences: 

The entry requirement here on our mine is Matric 
so every person can speak English.  We do not 
use Fanakalo, and we do not have a problem 
when communicating health and safety issues 
amongst us or with our management.  Language 
is not a barrier that hinders communication here 
(Workforce, Medium performer). 

At the same site, the Operations Manager reported that 
We do not use Fanakalo because with Fanakalo 
you may lose the message; rather speak in the 
language the workers understand (Manager, 
Medium performer). 

This suggests that with commitment and action, the potential 
disadvantages of phasing out Fanakalo can be overcome. 

6.2.6 
Work-life balance 
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The particular demographic features of the South African mining 
industry make work-life balance an important issue.  With such a 
large migrant workforce, issues such as accommodation and diet 
are also work-related.  Equally, when workers and managers do not 
have adequate time for rest and recuperation then their work 
performance is affected, in turn impacting on OHS.  In this light, 
the low ranking that the work-life balance construct received is 
concerning. 

We asked three items on the questionnaire about the extent to 
which sites supported work-life balance: 

Q44  Do you have enough time for social activities? 

Q53  Do you have enough time for leisure? 

Q55 Do you have enough time for family? 

Answers to these questions were rated on a scale of one to five, 
where one represents ‘never/hardly ever’ and five represents 
‘always’.  Thus, higher scores represent more positive reports on 
the extent of work-life balance on a site.   

Figure 6.20: Individual item scores for work-life balance 

As this figure suggests, the scores for this construct were less 
positive than for most other constructs. The overall score of 3.33 is 
closer to ‘neutral’ than ‘agree’.  The ranking varied significantly by 
position, although in this case managers did not have the highest 
rank, in contrast to most other constructs.  The occupation 
reporting the most positive work-life balance was OHS manager or 
practitioner.   
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Figure 6.21: Occupations and work-life balance 

 

95% confidence interval 

Occupation N Mean Lower bound Upper bound 

Manager 153 3.42 3.27 3.57 

Superintendent or middle 
manager 

184 3.44 3.30 3.59

Supervisor 451 3.46 3.35 3.56

Professionally qualified 
mining specialist

119 3.51 3.35 3.67 

Other professionally 
qualified specialist

106 3.36 3.15 3.58 

OHS manager/ 
officer/practitioner

122 3.70 3.53 3.88 

Support services 151 3.52 3.34 3.70 

Shift supervisor 71 3.38 3.14 3.63 

Artisan 279 3.23 3.09 3.36 

Artisan Aide and 
apprentices 

128 3.52 3.33 3.71 

Equipment operator/ 
mineworker 

1302 3.20 3.13 3.27 

Table 6.5: Occupations and work-life balance 

There were also significant differences between our better, medium 
and poor performing sites in relation to this construct.   For the 
poor performers, the score was less than neutral, towards ‘seldom’.   



 

Changing Minds, Changing Mines Final Report 231110 129 

 

Figure 6.22: Sites and work-life balance 

While smaller than for site, the differences in scores between 
commodity groups and sizes were also statistically significant.  

 
Figure 6.23: Commodity groups and work-life balance 

In common with other constructs, the sites from the extractives and 
coal sectors scored lower than other commodity groups and those 
from the gold, platinum and diamond sectors scored the highest.  
The differences between the better and the poor performing 
commodity groups were statistically significant, although these 
differences are considerably smaller than the differences for sites.   
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Figure 6.24: Size and work-life balance 

The differences between size categories are quite small and are not 
statistically significant. 

Housing is a particular issue and we were told that problems with 
housing arrangements persist around the industry. A significant 
proportion of our survey respondents lived in informal shacks or 
shelters. 

 
Figure 6.25: Housing of survey respondents 

 
As Figure 6.25 above shows, eleven percent of survey respondents 
reported that they lived in an informal shelter or shack and 
seventeen per cent that they lived in hostels.  On a number of sites, 
hostels have been closed and employees are paid an allowance to 
cover housing costs.  This had however caused transport problems 
on some sites with consequences for work-life balance.  On one 
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site, it was reported that mineworkers could travel for between five 
and six hours everyday in total to and from the site, in addition to a 
nine hour working day.  This was reported to create the risk of 
fatigue.   

Failure to make suitable arrangements for living and diet by sites 
was raised at some of the poor performing sites.  At one poor 
performing site, we were told that the food provided in the hostel 
was poor: “We were told that we would be provided with food, but 
we only get rotten maize meal” (Workforce, Poorer performer).  
The consequences of poor living conditions for health were widely 
recognised: 

The conditions at our hostels must be taken 
seriously because this may result in us getting 
sick. For an example, we must have regular 
checkups for diseases such as TB because at 
the moment we share rooms with 8 people and 
when there is someone who has TB it will infect 
us all as that person is not moved to go stay 
somewhere where they cannot infect other 
workers (Workforce, Medium performer). 

Difficulties with living arrangements were also cited as 
underpinning lack of adherence to work procedures: 

If you don’t finish your work the supervisor will 
tell you to work until you finish and this is a 
problem to some of us who do not stay at the 
hostel.  It is difficult because if the bus leaves 
you behind you won’t have anywhere to sleep 
and this is why we take shortcuts (Workforce, 
Medium performer). 

Again, better performing sites were more likely to recognise the 
importance of paying attention to employees’ domestic needs: 

It is a fact that people often bring their domestic 
problems to work – the other side of the coin is 
that they also take their work problems home. It 
is therefore important to look at the broader 
picture when considering an individual’s 
performance in terms of health and safety 
(Manager, Better performer). 

Many interviewees on site and from across the industry 
commented on the significance of risk in the broader community 
and the consequences this has for risk control on mining sites.  In 
particular, many interviewees observed that risk taking was 
common outside mine sites and this made it more difficult to 
establish sound work habits: 

You can’t expect a guy to live in a shack, and 
use his bare hands to put it up, where here he 
must put on gloves, and work according to rules. 
So what should be done is to get the message 

Living conditions 
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out to the community that that isn’t the way it’s 
done. So the whole culture, you must live it 
(Manager, Medium performer). 

A few interviewees also perceived that the mining industry had a 
broader role in addressing risk outside the mine site, working with 
mining communities to change the context that encourages or 
reinforces risk taking: 

I would like to see the companies commit 
themselves to the community from which they 
get the people, starting from school level 
upwards. Promote safety and health here – if 
you can make a difference in someone’s life 
when they are younger, it makes an impact on 
them when they’re older – more employable, 
more aware (Safety Officer, Medium performer). 

Considerable effort is underway to increase and improve training.  
There are significant industry-wide strategies to address key needs, 
such as training for health and safety representatives.  Most 
stakeholder interviewees told us of company-wide initiatives to 
build the capacity of their workforces at all levels.  Even with this 
effort, for most interviewees, training was the issue they cited as a 
key constraint on further improvement in OHS.  For most site and 
stakeholder interviewees, improving training and skill development 
was their greatest wish for the industry. 

The prominence of training at industry and corporate level was 
reflected on sites where training was a key strategy for addressing 
OHS: 

We provide workers with the correct equipment 
and proper technical and safety training to 
perform their work in a safe and healthy manner 
(Manager, Better performer). 

Lack of skills was seen as a constraint on achieving good OHS 
standards: 

We realised that skills shortage is a problem and 
we have put a lot of effort in training to enhance 
the creation of a participative culture to improve 
safety (General Manager, Medium performer). 

This was a particular issue for Health and Safety Representatives: 
H&S representatives must play an important role 
in our mine’s H&S programme – we have a 
responsibility to provide them with relevant 
training and tools to do their job (OHS Manager, 
Medium performer). 

Despite this emphasis on training, the training methodologies we 
observed were not always suitable for the environment of mine 
sites.  As one manager observed: 

In my experience workers are not well trained in 
the technical aspects of their jobs. Most training 

6.2.7 
Capacity building 
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takes place in a classroom and it is only done to 
comply with legislation and to cover the training 
department’s backside (Manager, Medium 
performer). 

Reliance on computer-based training in a context of multiple 
languages was also the source of some difficulties: 

We have E-learning but the problem is that 
during their assessment the questions are asked 
in Fanakalo while the answers are written in 
English, so that makes it difficult for those who 
can read English. Employees are not given 
opportunities to be trained (Training Officer, 
Medium performer). 

While there was considerable effort on most sites, on many sites, 
the workforce were nonetheless dissatisfied with the amount and 
type of training they received: 

We are not given opportunities to be trained. 
Training is a problem here.  I believe that safety 
reps and other employees should be developed 
and trained about safety and their work 
(Workforce, Medium performer). 

Training does not always get a high priority in mining operations.  
For example, programs are not always provided during working 
hours.  Often, as discussed in Section 6.2.5 above, programs such 
as ABET are offered at the end of the working day, and tired 
mineworkers can be reluctant to participate.  Furthermore, we were 
told on a number of sites, particularly the poorer performers, that 
training can be interrupted for production purposes: 

We do not get enough training on safety, even 
when we attend training we do not finish the 
training because we will be instructed to go and 
work (Workforce, Poor performer). 

While training has a key role in any effective risk control strategy, 
we observed a tendency to perceive training as the solution to poor 
risk control.  For example, rather than investigate other possible 
causes for lack of compliance with procedures, most management 
interviewees identified lack of competence as the reason.  One 
safety officer recognised that time and production pressures could 
be more powerful: 

They know they are doing things wrong but they 
do not do things the right way that they are 
taught and trained to do, because it is going to 
take them half an hour [less] to do the job when 
they are using shortcuts (Safety Officer, Medium 
performer).  

Working together in an environment where people are treated with 
dignity and respect is an essential underpinning for creating zero 
harm workplaces.  Poor psychosocial working environments are a 

6.3 
Goals and 
aspirations 
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hazard in their own right, as well as inhibiting key management 
processes needed to control other risks.  The South African mining 
industry has a long-standing commitment to creating workplaces 
that provide “care, dignity and respect for all” (Mine Health and 
Safety Council, 2007).  This was an important theme of the Future 
Search Conference and all participants committed to addressing 
this issue, which has been incorporated in the Transformation 
Framework as the goal: 

We will work together in a learning and 
participative culture that treats everybody with 
care, dignity and respect. 

In order to achieve this goal, the Future Search Conference 
identified the following four areas of work with associated 
objectives: 

 Elimination of racism; 
 Language; 

 Capacity building; 
 Empowering disadvantaged groups in the mining industry. 

While not included in final deliberations at the Future Search 
Conference, we have identified a fifth work area that will support 
action in the other work areas: 

 Working with mining communities. 

Recognising and dealing with the consequences of the legacy of 
apartheid is critical to achieving this goal, as the following 
statement by one of the Future Search Conference working groups 
sets out: 

Only by admitting past wrongs and 
discriminatory practices and humiliations and 
being honest and the adoption of intervention 
strategies and redress could the industry be well 
and truly transformed and be revolutionised as a 
caring and preferred industry. 

There is widespread commitment across the South African mining 
industry to the elimination of racism and all participants in the 
Future Search Conference confirmed the objective:  There will be 
no racism.   

A key issue here will be honestly addressing continuing sources of 
discrimination.  We were surprised by the extent of racist 
behaviour we observed on sites and by the consistent reports of 
racism we were given by interviewees from all levels of the 
industry.  At the same time, many people from across the industry 
do not appear to be aware of the continuing experience of 
disadvantage by specific groups in the industry and many people of 

6.3.1 
Elimination of 
racism  
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all races explain the behaviour of others by referring to racial, 
rather than to personal, characteristics.   

Achieving this objective requires enormous change in the industry 
and will require constant efforts for some years.  Providing 
opportunities for honest and open communication across levels of 
the industry has proved a useful starting point for a number of 
companies in the industry and was a productive feature of the 
Future Search Conference.  The preparedness with which 
workforce groups honestly and openly shared their experiences 
with outsiders such as our research team suggests that similar 
efforts within companies would reap benefits. 

While attitudinal change is a worthy aspiration, the industry should 
not wait until this is achieved before taking action.  Instead, it 
should start the process by demonstrating that change is possible.  
The systems, processes and actions that are taken on sites to deal 
with people can and must change without waiting for people across 
the industry to develop a new mental frame of reference.  
Increasing the transparency of human resource management 
processes, such as recruitment, development and promotion, would 
be an important first step. 

 

Language is a contentious issue on many sites.  In a nation with 11 
official languages and even more spoken on mine sites, finding a 
common language for communication is essential to safe and 
healthy mining.  Historically, much of the industry has relied upon 
Fanakalo to fulfil that purpose.  Unfortunately, Fanakalo is strictly 
a language of instruction and is seen by many as a source of 
disadvantage since it has no use outside the mining industry.  It is 
also perceived as a language of oppression with the racist 
overtones implied by this.  For respectful communication, a 
language that allows nuance and the use of subjunctive verbs 
(“would” and “could” rather than “will” and “can”) is necessary.  

Future Search Conference participants agreed that the time for 
change has arrived and determined the following objective in this 
area: 

We will stop using Fanakalo in the workplace, 
instead ensuring that employees are fully literate 
and conversant in more than one language 
including English. This will ensure universal 
understanding of OHS priorities and messages. 

It was recognised that such a change will not happen overnight and 
will require continuing efforts in ABET.  However, the working 
group was concerned that unless the goal of ceasing to use 
Fanakalo is clear, the industry will fail to take the necessary action 
with the necessary speed.  This is consistent with our experience 
from this project.  

6.3.2 
Language 

6.3.3 
Capacity building 
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The need for new and deeper skills and capacity across the industry 
is self-evident and universally recognised.  While much of the 
activity so far has focussed at the operational levels, indeed mostly 
on mineworkers themselves, the findings of this project reinforce 
the need for capacity building across management levels as well.  
The Future Search Conference participants agreed on the following 
objective in this area: 

We will build the capacity of the entire workforce 
at all levels and other affected stakeholders 
through innovative training and other methods. 

Traditional classroom-based, teacher-centred methods will not 
deliver on this objective.  Sound adult learning principles are 
necessary that recognise each learner as an individual and provide 
them with suitable learning opportunities for their unique needs.  
Creating learning environments on mine sites means more than 
providing the physical infrastructure of a training centre, even 
though this is important.  Opportunities for learning must be 
provided in every environment and structured throughout mining 
careers.   

Learning needs cover a range of types of competency.  There are 
critical technical skills in mining that must be achieved in order for 
healthy and safe mining to be possible.  At the same time, as this 
report shows, how these technical skills are exercised, particularly 
by managers, is at least as important.  If supervisors cannot 
communicate effectively and respectfully with their subordinates, 
their technical skills are less likely to be put to good and safe use.  
Situation awareness, teamwork and other nontechnical skills are 
critical learning needs, particularly at management and supervisory 
levels. 

Finally, the role of Health and Safety Representative (HSR) on 
mine sites has enormous influence on OHS processes.  Effective 
HSRs can have impact on both management and the workforce to 
ensure that immediate action is taken to address risks.  Their 
statutory role means that they will make essential contributions at 
site level in implementing this framework.  There are therefore 
specific competency needs for people in this role and building their 
capacity will be critical to successfully implementing this 
framework.  We observed significant lack of understanding about 
the role of the HSR by HSRs themselves, their peers, supervisors 
and managers.  For the role to be effective, all levels should 
understand the roles and rights of HSRs. 

Providing equal opportunity to under-represented and 
disadvantaged social groups is an issue in all industries and is not 
unique to South Africa.  Indeed, the South African mining industry 
has made a strong commitment to addressing continuing 
disadvantage and most companies have strategies in place to 
employ and develop historically disadvantaged groups.  Despite 

6.3.4 
Empowering 
disadvantaged 
groups in the 
mining industry 
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this, significant disadvantage remains and Future Search 
Conference participants agreed that further action is needed.  They 
agreed on the following objective in this area: 

We will accelerate the development and 
placement of women and other historically 
disadvantaged South Africans into strategic 
positions in the industry, whilst creating an 
enabling environment. 

A key constraint in achieving this has been failure to address 
physical and organisational barriers to equal opportunity on sites, 
identified by participants and observed on sites by our research 
team.  As section 6.2.5 above sets out, we found little evidence that 
work was redesigned to make it safe and suitable for workers of all 
physical capacities, for example by limiting hazardous manual 
work and providing suitable housing, changing and toilet facilities.  
We also observed few strategies to deal directly with prejudice and 
discrimination in daily interactions on site.  Rather, we saw 
demonstration of entrenched racism and sexism. 

Future Search Conference participants suggested that a coaching 
program to help men deal with women in mining would be of 
value.   

The mining industry has specific obligations to the communities 
within which it operates, both morally and under the Mining 
Charter.  Our findings suggest that this provides both an 
opportunity and a further obligation to address public health and 
safety.   

This is an opportunity for the industry because it can support the 
development of healthy and safe communities for current and 
future employees and their families.  We were told many times on 
mine sites that the higher risk control standards on site were hard to 
maintain in the context of risk-taking behaviour outside the mine 
gate.  In this context, many referred to speeding on the roads and 
violence in the community as common experiences.  Equally, ill-
health and injury acquired outside of work clearly have 
implications for occupational health and safety as the scourge of 
HIV/AIDS exemplifies so tragically.  By working with local 
communities on community health and safety strategies, mining 
enterprises stand to gain by employees having a stronger 
background in healthy and safe behaviours.  Equally, employees 
may be less likely to be exposed to unacceptable risks once they 
leave the mine gate.  

At the same time, the mining industry’s obligation to support 
community enterprises must entail support that helps them operate 
in a safe and healthy manner.  The mining industry can provide 
invaluable advice and support to help new businesses build in OHS 
from their very foundations.  This could be one of the mining 

6.3.5 
Working with 
mining 
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industry’s key contributions to the communities within which it 
operates. 

The South African mining industry has committed to creating 
workplaces that treat everyone with dignity and respect and most 
sites we visited had taken steps towards this ideal.  As the Future 
Search Conference participants identified, however, further and 
more dedicated action is needed in this area.  The following 
specific actions are recommended for each of the stakeholders, 
based on the roles set out in the Transformation Framework.  

The key focus for sites is to develop and apply site-specific 
strategies to address these issues.  In order to do this, sites should 
work in collaboration with their workforce to: 

 Review existing human resource management processes and 
practices to identify where change is needed to ensure 
transparency, equity and merit-based decisionmaking. 

 Address structural and systematic barriers to equal treatment 
of races and genders.  In particular, this review should 
examine: 

– use of language,  
– dealing with educational background,  

– job design,  
– design of equipment and protective gear 

– taking account of family responsibilities. 
 Abolish single sex hostels. 

 Develop internal strategies to identify and deal with racist 
behaviour, eg transformation workshops, codes of conduct. 

 Monitor progress in implementing strategies to address 
racism across the site and take action where necessary to 
ensure continued progress. 

 Monitor progress in implementing strategies to address 
sexism across the site and take action where necessary to 
ensure continued progress. 

 Establish career development processes so that plans are 
developed for relevant employees of all races and genders, 
including use of mentors and coaches for new employees at 
all levels. 

 Create opportunities for direct and honest communication 
between levels of the site, eg through establishing regular 
open discussion forums about work issues. 

 Accelerate ABET and provide opportunities for language 
skill development during working hours. 

6.4 
How to close the 
gap 

6.4.1 
Site actions 



 

Changing Minds, Changing Mines Final Report 231110 139 

 Audit languages used on site and identify the common 
languages used on the site. 

 Discontinue teaching Fanakalo and replace it with English 
language teaching.   

 Use appropriate languages to communicate on site. 

 Review current learning and development strategies to ensure 
that they are based on adult learning principles and are 
student-centred. 

 Identify learning needs in non-technical skills, particularly in 
management and supervisory levels, and develop strategies 
to deliver programs to address the identified needs. 

 Ensure that HSRs have access to appropriate training to 
support them in fulfilling their role, if possible through 
participating in industry programs. 

 Develop strategies for supporting the establishment of health 
and safety programs with local communities. 

 Incorporate OHS within economic development activities 
that are part of sites’ Social and Labour Plans. 

As well as coordinating site actions within their enterprise, some 
issues will be common to all sites and a coordinated approach will 
be needed.  Enterprises should work in collaboration with sites and 
their workforces to: 

 Ensure that all sites across the enterprise take the actions 
listed above. 

 Review enterprise-wide human resource management 
processes and practices to identify where change is needed to 
ensure transparency, equity and merit-based decisionmaking. 

 Address structural and systematic barriers to equal treatment 
of races and genders across the enterprise.  In particular, this 
review should examine: 

– use of language,  
– dealing with educational background,  

– job design,  
– design of equipment and protective gear 

– taking account of family responsibilities. 
 Abolish single sex hostels. 

 Develop internal strategies for the whole enterprise to 
identify and deal with racist behaviour, eg transformation 
workshops, codes of conduct. 

 Develop internal strategies for the whole enterprise to 
identify and deal with sexist behaviour, eg transformation 
workshops, codes of conduct. 

6.4.2 
Enterprise actions 
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 Monitor progress in implementing strategies to deal with 
racism and sexism across the enterprise and take action to 
ensure continuing progress. 

 Establish career development processes so that plans are 
developed for relevant employees of all races and genders, 
including use of mentors and coaches for new employees at 
all levels. 

 Create opportunities for direct and honest communication 
between levels of the enterprise, eg through establishing 
regular open discussion forums about work issues that allow 
off-site managers to hear directly from operational 
employees. 

 Use appropriate languages for enterprise-wide 
communication. 

 Establish and implement a policy to discontinue teaching 
Fanakalo and replace it with English language teaching. 

 Review current learning and development strategies used 
across the enterprise to ensure that they are based on adult 
learning principles and are student-centred. 

 Identify learning needs in non-technical skills, particularly in 
management and supervisory levels, and develop enterprise-
wide strategies to deliver programs to address the identified 
needs. 

 Ensure that HSRs have access to appropriate training to 
support them in fulfilling their role, if possible through 
participating in industry programs. 

 Develop strategies for supporting the establishment of health 
and safety programs with local communities that can be 
adopted across the enterprise. 

 Determine appropriate ways for sites to incorporate OHS 
within economic development activities that are part of their 
Social and Labour Plans. 

 Provide enterprise-wide opportunities to identify and share 
best practices. 

 Contribute to industry efforts to address these issues. 

The roles of industry organisations are to facilitate industry efforts 
and coordinate employer input in relation to these issues.  In 
particular, industry organisations should: 

 Contribute to a clear industry statement on racism with 
relevant unions and the government and contribute to 
developing a strategy to deal with the industry-wide issues, 
eg access to appropriate education and training. 

 Contribute to a clear industry statement on sexism with 
relevant unions and the government and contribute to 

6.4.3 
Actions by 
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developing a strategy to deal with the industry-wide issues, 
eg access to appropriate education and training. 

 Continue to facilitate industry programs to identify and share 
best practice, within and outside the industry. 

 Continue to lead industry strategies to build capacity across 
the industry. 

 Lead a review of current learning and development 
opportunities available for HSRs, supervisors and managers 
to ensure that the range of learning needs is addressed 
through appropriate learning methodologies.   

 Develop and lead an industry strategy to ensure that OHS is 
appropriately incorporated in the industry’s work with 
mining communities, eg through developing a generic 
process for project planning. 

The roles of organised labour are to represent the industry’s 
workforce in developing and applying industry strategies on these 
issues and to support workplace representatives in their efforts at 
site and enterprise levels.  In particular, organised labour should: 
 Contribute to a clear industry statement on racism with 

industry organisations and the government and contribute to 
developing a strategy to deal with the industry-wide issues, 
eg access to appropriate education and training. 

 Contribute to a clear industry statement on sexism with 
industry organisations and the government and contribute to 
developing a strategy to deal with the industry-wide issues, 
eg access to appropriate education and training. 

 Contribute to industry programs to identify and share best 
practice, within and outside the industry. 

 Continue to contribute to industry strategies to build capacity 
across the industry. 

 Contribute to a review of current learning and development 
opportunities available for HSRs, supervisors and managers 
to ensure that the range of learning needs are addressed 
through appropriate learning methodologies. 

 Provide training and expert advice to workplace 
representatives involved in site and enterprise activities to 
address these issues.   

The roles of Government are to represent the Government of South 
Africa and the public interest in developing and applying industry 
strategies on these issues and to ensure that these issues are 
addressed in the procedures and processes of the DMR.  A number 
of the actions necessary in this regard are dealt with in Chapter 7 of 
this report.  In relation to the particular issues dealt with in this 
Chapter, Government should: 

6.4.4 
Actions by 
organised labour 
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 Ensure that enforcement actions by inspectors are consistent 
with creating workplaces that treat people with dignity and 
respect.  

 Ensure that all inspectors liaise with health and safety 
representatives when they visit sites and work within the 
consultative processes of the site and as specified in the 
MHSA. 

 Facilitate the preparation of a clear industry statement on 
racism with industry organisations and unions and contribute 
to developing a strategy to deal with the industry-wide 
issues, eg access to appropriate education and training. 

 Facilitate the preparation of a clear industry statement on 
sexism with industry organisations and unions and contribute 
to developing a strategy to deal with the industry-wide 
issues, eg access to appropriate education and training. 

 Contribute to industry programs to identify and share best 
practice, within and outside the industry. 

 Contribute to a review of current learning and development 
opportunities available for HSRs, supervisors and managers 
to ensure that the range of learning needs are addressed 
through appropriate learning methodologies. 

 Through the MQA, use the findings of the review of industry 
learning and development to inform the preparation of 
appropriate learning and development packages for key 
workforce groups, eg HSRs, supervisors, etc. 

 Review existing policy and guidance to ensure that OHS is 
appropriately incorporated in strategies with mining 
communities, eg in Social and Labour Plans. 

 Provide training (through the MQA and otherwise) and 
expert advice (through the MHSC and otherwise) to all 
stakeholders involved in site, enterprise and industry 
activities to address these issues.   
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Maintaining and monitoring 
standards 

Monitoring progress is critical to achieving the industry’s 
transformation.  As well as internal monitoring processes within 
companies and sites, the regulator has a critical role in ensuring 
accountability and in supporting the industry’s efforts.  Thus, how 
the industry works with and is supported by the regulator will have 
major impact on its success in achieving its OHS vision.  Future 
Search Conference participants agreed that the industry should 
work to a future where standards are clear, enforced by an effective 
regulator using fair sanctions that drive performance 
improvements.  In particular, the following areas of work were 
identified: 
 Tripartism, with government, labour and employers working 

together effectively to achieve transformation; 
 Developing a regulatory framework that provides clear, 

concise and understandable legislation that includes 
enforceable minimum standards; 

 Strengthening the inspectorate so that it can be more 
effective with adequate resources; and 

 Establishing a data system that provides information for 
action on minesites. 

This chapter describes the body of knowledge about effective 
regulation and performance monitoring and details our findings 
about how the South African mining industry is dealing with these 
issues.  It sets out what we observed across the industry about 
maintaining and monitoring OHS standards.  Future Search 
Conference participants identified specific objectives in this area 
and these form the basis of the goals and aspirations set out in this 
chapter.  We provide recommendations for achieving these goals as 
part of transforming the mining industry. 

Measuring and monitoring OHS performance is challenging.  The 
outcomes of the OHS management process can be contestable, 
since accident data can be affected by many influences other than 
the risk control strategies in use.  In a high risk industry like 
mining, past history of incidents does not necessarily predict future 
performance.  In fact, the history of the industry has many 
examples where exemplary performance on personal accidents 
measured by Lost Time Injury Frequency Rates (LTIFR) led to a 
false sense of security from major risks with tragic results.  

7 

7.1 
What we know 
about what 
works 
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From a regulatory point of view, the issue is further complicated by 
the need to balance flexibility with basic standards.  In an industry 
like mining where the workplace is in constant change, risk control 
measures must be able to respond to changing circumstances as 
well as incorporating new risk control techniques as they become 
available.  At the same time, basic standards for risk control are 
needed and cannot be compromised to achieve production 
outcomes.  Achieving this balance requires judgment and skill.   

The ways in which a regulator enforces relevant legislation 
contributes to the achievement of OHS outcomes and can impact 
on organisational culture. Enforcement, however, is not necessarily 
a straightforward process or an isolated event—it is a process of 
negotiation between those with legal duties (duty holders) and 
inspectors.  The outcome of enforcement, compliance by duty 
holders, is not straightforward.  It is difficult to measure and what 
constitutes compliance will change as technology, management 
approaches, state of knowledge, and industry achievements change.  
It will be different in different circumstances, for example 
compliance by a small single operator gem mine will be quite 
different to compliance by a large underground deep level gold 
mine.  For all these reasons, modern OHS regulators must develop 
sophisticated and nuanced approaches to enforcement that enable 
them to respond appropriately to the range of enforcement contexts 
in ways that are based on sound evidence about what works.  

Evidence from around the world reinforces the value of an 
approach to enforcement that combines strategies for both 
deterrence (punish) and compliance (persuade).  Combined 
strategies are more likely to have impact and are more likely to 
build organisational cultures that support effective OHS 
management.   

There is considerable research to suggest that an enforcement 
approach that disproportionately emphasizes sanctions and 
punishment is less likely to be successful.  It can undermine the 
effort duty holders might otherwise make to voluntarily comply, as 
Haines found in her study of corporate regulation, 

Working out of fear because of non-compliance and 
possible prosecution creates resentment and ultimately gets 
bogged down…. Safety in these contexts can regress to a 
ʻcat and mouseʼ affair, with primacy of safety relegated to 
legal interpretation, and defensive manoeuvring (Haines, 
1997). 

Haines argues that legalistic approaches do not encourage efforts to 
improve OHS or to exceed legal requirements.  On the contrary, 
they can 

create chronically distrustful organizations which comply 
with minimal requirements when under scrutiny, yet retreat 
to non-compliance at the earliest opportunity (Haines and 
Hall, 2004: 220) 

7.1.1 
The role of 
regulation and 
regulators 

“Punish” strategies 
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Finally, Haines argues that there is little evidence that a deterrence 
approach leads to positive OHS outcomes.  Indeed, it can make the 
communication necessary for a sophisticated enforcement strategy 
impossible 

by creating defiance and miscommunication between the 
regulators and the regulated (ibid: 267) 

Such an approach can also shift the focus of attention from the root 
causes of non-compliance onto immediate actions to avoid legal 
consequences that may not help to prevent such problems in the 
future.  Johnstone argues that OSH prosecutions can,  

fail to see breaches of the OHS statutes in the context of 
systems of work or OHSM systems, but rather construct 
OHS contraventions as a chain of specific actions leading to 
a specific injury or death … This enables defendants to shift 
blame onto workers and others (Johnstone, 2003: 43). 

Equally, a purely compliance strategy is ineffective.  This approach 
is characterised by seeking to persuade duty holders to comply, 
treating deterrence activities such as prosecution as a sign of 
failure.  Empirical research in the USA and the UK demonstrates 
very strongly that strategies with no underlying compulsion have 
less impact.   

A series of studies in Washington State in the USA compared the 
impact of visits by inspectors that involved enforcement action 
such as issuing notices and initiating prosecutions with visits by 
consultants to advise and help.  Companies that had received the 
inspectorate intervention experienced a 20—25% improvement in 
workers’ compensation claims rates, while those that experienced 
the consultant intervention had no change in their claims rates 
(Baggs, Silverstein et al., 2001; Fan, Foley et al., 2003; Shah, 
Silverstein et al., 2003). 

Johnstone cites UK evidence that sanctions on other firms strongly 
encourage enterprises to improve their OSH management with 
57% of executives of large UK companies surveyed reporting that 
sanctions on other companies had made a substantial difference to 
their own risk management (Johnstone, 2004: 152).   

Finally, a purely persuasive approach does not meet justice 
outcomes or community expectations—the symbolic function of 
the law, which is also a critical aspect of enforcement (see Haines 
and Hall, 2004).  A regulatory regime where those who do not 
comply are not punished can create disincentives to compliance 
where compliance involves cost, as Johnstone argues, 

Many (perhaps the majority) of organizations will comply 
with regulatory requirements as long as the organizations 
which do not comply are caught and punished.  The 
imposition of penalties on others may also ʻreassureʼ 
organizations that have undertaken costly compliance 

“Persuade” 
strategies 
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measures that they will not be at a competitive disadvantage 
in relation to non-compliers (Johnstone, 2003: 12). 

Clearly, the only rational and effective approach is to use both 
styles in a balanced combined strategy that allows the regulator to 
use persuasive approaches for enterprises that only require support, 
while retaining the option to use legal force on those enterprises 
that will not comply voluntarily.  As Gunningham and Johnstone 
(1999) argue,  

Regulators must invoke enforcement strategies which 
successfully deter egregious offenders, while at the same 
time encouraging and helping the majority of employers to 
comply voluntarily (Gunningham and Johnstone, 1999: 113). 

Such a combined approach is more likely to build positive, 
respectful relationships between regulator and the regulated, as the 
Digging Deeper study found.  Here, an effective relationship 
between the regulator and the sites in turn supported the 
achievement of an effective OHS culture.  Proactive sites were able 
to use their inspector for advice and guidance and saw the regulator 
as a source of information about best practice.  Reactive sites were 
more likely to have a negative relationship with their inspector, 
fearing their interventions. 

Most mining enterprises have their own internal measurement and 
monitoring processes.  These include the use of internal and 
external audits as well as performance measurement systems that 
aim to provide regular feedback on how well OHS management is 
operating. 

An audit is a systematic check of an organisation’s activities and 
arrangements to determine if it is achieving what it defines that it 
should achieve (the audit criteria).  Since the mid-1980s, the 
financial auditing approach has been extended to examine the 
implementation of various other management systems, including 
occupational health and safety management systems (OHSMS). An 
audit of an OHSMS is intended to determine that an organisation is 
meeting its legal responsibilities to provide a healthy and safe 
workplace that protects workers, the public and other stakeholders. 
The OHSMS audit is therefore a tool of regulation, governance and 
accountability.  

Some research questions the value of internal and external audits, 
identifying the limits of audit methodology to assess the 
effectiveness of management systems (Power, 1997).  Rather than 
effectiveness, audits can only check whether audit criteria have 
been achieved.  OHS audits can thus redirect attention to the goal 
of attaining a good OHSMS audit outcome at the expense of the 
more important goal of making the workplace healthy and safe 
(Blewett and O'Keefe, in press). Such goal displacement results in 
effort and resources being applied to work that has little practical 
value and limited or no impact on worker health and safety.  

Balancing “punish” 
and “persuade” 

7.1.2 
Internal 
measurement and 
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OHS auditing 
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OHS auditing examines formal OHS management systems, not the 
other organisational factors and systems that influence OHS 
practice.  Thus, audits can misdirect attention to activities that have 
limited value for OHS outcomes while appearing to provide 
evidence, indeed maybe even certifying, that review of all relevant 
factors has occurred and thus provide false assurance to 
stakeholders and observers.  In particular, audits are not necessarily 
an effective tool for assessing the effectiveness of risk management 
and this is most important in ensuring safe and healthy workplaces 
(Hopkins, 2000: 85). 

A further pitfall of auditing is the risk that, in a market-based 
client/provider relationship, there is a reluctance to deliver or 
receive negative results.  Audits that provide only good news have 
been implicated in major industrial disasters.  Indeed, Hopkins, in 
his examination of the Longford disaster, points out the lessons 
that could have been learned there from Piper Alpha, 

Another lesson from Piper Alpha was that high 
quality auditing should be conveying at least 
some bad news to the top of the organisation.  
“Continuous good news — you worry”, was the 
message which had been broadcast to the 
industry (Hopkins, 2000: : 143). 

Audits not only appear to show organisations how well they are 
doing, but they may provide a false sense of security and engender 
a belief that auditing itself has the power to ensure that workplaces 
are healthy and safe. But as Parker (Parker, 2003) argues, the 
technical efficacy of auditing is largely unproven and assumes the 
ability to reliably measure the performance of the compliance 
system.  This reliability may well be illusory.  Nonetheless, the 
OHS audit has become important as a means of determining and 
ensuring legislative compliance in the context of a regulatory 
model that promotes voluntary self-observation and control.  

Traditionally enterprises have depended on measures of OHS 
outcomes to determine safety and health performance, that is, on 
measures such as Lost Time Injury Frequency Rate (LTIFR), High 
Potential Incidents (HPIs), medical treatment injuries, first aid 
usage and workers’ compensation data.  Common to each of these 
measures is the need for an incident (or accident) to have happened 
for the poor performance to be measured.  

Health and safety professionals have questioned the reliance on 
data such as these for many years.  For example, Trevor Kletz 
observed, 

I have worked in production and safety for over 
forty years and for the whole of that time most 
safety professionals have believed that the LTA 
[Lost Time Accident] figures have only limited 
value … if senior managers pay great attention 

OHS performance 
measurement 
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to the LTA rate and nothing else they are 
sending out the message that they do not really 
know why accidents occur and what should be 
done and, if this is so, safety cannot be very 
important … we obviously need some measure 
of performance in order to show up trends and 
compare one plant with another but no one 
parameter is adequate (Kletz, 1993).  

As this suggests, relying on narrowly defined outcome measures to 
evaluate OHS performance can be misleading because there are so 
many internal and external confounders for these measures.  In an 
environment facing catastrophic risk, the false sense of security 
that can result may be disastrous.  Thus, relying on these data could 
itself be called a hazard. The problems have been clearly 
enunciated in the literature (Amis and Booth, 1992; Amis and 
Booth, 1992; National Occupational Health and Safety 
Commission, 1994; National OHS Commission, 1994; Blewett and 
Shaw, 1997; Shaw, 1998; National Occupational Health and Safety 
Commission, 1999; National OHS Commission, 1999; Institutional 
Form Working Group, 2002; Hopkins, 2009). In summary, 
outcome data: 
• Do not give adequate information to management to enable 

them to manage OHS effectively or to a regulator to enable 
them to determine compliance 

• Do not provide the information necessary to secure a safe 
and healthy workplace – the statistics reflect outcomes, not 
causes  

• Do not provide information about the control of major 
hazards – there is no relationship between injury statistics 
and the incidence of major accidents 

• Can be misleading, possibly creating a false sense of 
security, which leads to complacency – a dangerous attitude 
in a high risk industry 

• Can encourage deliberate under-reporting in order to be 
seen to maintain performance – especially when tied to 
reward systems 

• Are difficult to collect consistently – an injury early in a 
shift may result in time lost, whereas the same event late in 
the shift may not 

• Do not give information about the potential severity of an 
event 

• Do not provide information about health performance, 
particularly with long latency diseases 

• Provide no information about the effectiveness of risk 
control.  The absence of an unlikely event does not mean 
that the risk has been controlled.  Low injury rates could 
simply be a matter of luck. 
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• They are of very limited value in small and medium 
enterprises where the experience of work-related illness and 
injury may be extremely low and are unlikely to provide an 
adequate basis for statistical analysis 

• Precarious workers and other groups with limited power are 
less likely to report injuries or claim workers’ compensation 
and are likely to be under-represented in statistics 

• They do not support improvement strategies and do not 
allow accurate comparisons. 

As the Australian Offshore Petroleum Safety Case Review found, 
using LTIFR as the measure of performance of OHS does not 
provide any information about exposure or risk control. 

Measuring safety in "major hazard" industries is fraught with 
difficulty. It is the aim of regulators to ensure that companies 
operating such facilities do so in such a way as to minimise 
the probability of a major disaster. These events are 
characterised by their low probability but high consequences 
….  

Traditional measures of health and safety such as loss time 
injury rates (LTIs) and other incident based indices … did 
not work well for health related issues and do not work at all 
for major accident type events. 

Although this has long been recognised by experienced 
operators and regulators the attachment to LTI type 
measures is strong. At best they are "lagging" indicators - 
measuring failures, because by definition the incident must 
have already happened to be measured. At worst they are 
akin to driving down the freeway looking in your rear view 
mirror! Waiting for a major disaster is not an option…. 

The consequence of this is that incident based measures of 
safety are of little use in measuring the health of a system 
designed to prevent major accident incidents. This is as true 
for regulators as it is for facility operators (Institutional Form 
Working Group, 2002: : 54-55). 

The research described above suggests that an approach to 
supporting more effective OHS management systems which 
focusses on formal OHSMS, auditing and certification is unlikely 
to lead to higher performance and will merely substitute traditional 
regulatory requirements with equally inflexible private 
requirements.  Clearly, this means that detailed specifications are 
not only ineffective, they may well divert resources from the 
important and challenging work that needs to be done to implement 
effective OHS management.  Rather than removing themselves 
from the field, OHS regulators have a critical role in promoting this 
approach. Instead of setting the detailed specifications, the 
regulator’s role in promoting effective OHS management is more 
sensibly seen as a ‘boundary rider’, making sure that an industry is 
meeting minimum requirements for OHS management, but 
allowing considerable autonomy within these boundaries to 

7.1.3 
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performance 
monitoring 
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achieve their goal.  Of course, this implies significant penalties 
when companies operate outside the boundaries. 

The Digging Deeper study demonstrated that detailed, prescriptive 
rules for OHS management, as embodied in formal OHSMS, do 
not necessarily result in more reflexive improvement oriented 
approaches nor achieve high performance in OHS.  Instead, 
monitoring, evaluation and promotion schemes must build the 
capacity of sites to develop their own unique approaches and to 
ensure that they get timely information about how effectively these 
approaches are meeting organisational needs.  As ever, there is no 
substitute for making the workplace healthy and safe. 

The industry’s approach to dealing with compliance has not kept 
pace with changes in regulatory models.  There is little consensus 
about ways to achieve and monitor regulatory standards with 
considerable debate and discussion about enforcement strategies by 
the regulator, the Department of Mineral Resources (DMR).  The 
approach to achieving compliance to site-specific standards is, on 
the whole, prescriptive and site sanctions are focused on blame. 

There was considerable debate and discussion in the industry about 
the role of the regulator and the best regulatory strategies for DMR.  
On the one hand, a number of senior people in the industry asserted 
that because they were aiming for best practice, the regulator 
should have limited scope for enforcement action on their sites: 

If you are waiting for a regulator to tell you how 
to do your business, it’s too late (CEO, Mining 
company) 

A number of sites saw value in having an inspector assess 
compliance: 

We like having the DMR to do inspections at our 
mines because we see them as a “fresh pair of 
eyes” that may help us see things that we have 
overlooked.  We are used to our work place and 
may not realize there is a problem.  They also 
help us with lessons from other mines and coach 
us as well (Operations manager, Medium 
performer). 

One of our better performers asserted that: I want them to do a 
thorough inspection – the more faults they pick up the better (Mine 
Manager, Better performer).   

In contrast, on another site in this category, considerable frustration 
was expressed about DMR’s activities on the site: 

The DMR approached the mining industry 
wrongly – they would visit mines to be vindictive, 
counterproductive, and to actually say I’m the 
guy with the big stick. It had no value. They 
wanted us to believe that by slapping mines with 

7.2 
Progress in 
South Africa 
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a Section 54, that the safety improved. And 
they’re totally wrong (Section Manager, Better 
performer). 

As this quotation exemplifies, many managers across the sites we 
visited expressed considerable frustration that DMR’s enforcement 
actions were punitive and did not support improved risk control.  
We were also often told that inspectors lacked the industry 
experience to make enforcement decisions:   

It doesn’t help if an Inspector comes to me and 
tells me how I must do things, but he’s never 
been underground in his life! (Mine Overseer, 
Medium performer) 

In contrast, the need for an inspectorate to enforce minimum 
standards is highlighted by this comment by a mineworker from a 
medium performing site: 

The inspectors must come and make sure that 
management is following all the laws that they 
are suppose to follow so that this mine is not 
governed by the rules made by management to 
oppress people. We say this because the law 
says we are suppose to get proper PPE to do 
our jobs and this PPE must be supplied freely by 
the mine, and if it is damaged we have the right 
to return the damaged PPE to get new one. But 
in this mine it is not the case, they tell us to buy 
our own PPE and they deduct this money from 
your salary (Workforce, Medium performer). 

We were also told by mineworkers and HSRs that inspectors can 
be ‘shepherded’ into the most compliant work areas on mine sites: 

When the inspectors come to our mines they 
mustn’t be accompanied by management to the 
different areas because they take them to areas 
that have safe conditions and this gives the 
inspectors the wrong impression (Workforce, 
Medium performer). 

In fact, many HSRs told us that DMR inspectors did not always 
liaise with HSRs when inspectors visited the site: 

We have no interaction or contact with the DMR 
– we just hear that they have visited the mine 
(HSR, Medium performer). 

We do not have any knowledge of what the DMR 
is or what they do. We know that sometimes 
there are people who come and do inspections 
but we don’t know exactly what they do as we 
are not involved with them (HSR, Medium 
performer) 
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As a consequence, inspectors would be missing out on valuable 
information needed to assess compliance, not least about 
compliance with obligations to consult with HSRs on sites. 

There was a lot of support from sites for DMR to play a role in 
information exchange and benchmarking.  Where local inspectors 
already played such a role, sites were very positive about such 
opportunities.   

On the other hand, everyone identified that resource constraints on 
DMR limited the effectiveness of their interventions.  One CEO 
reported that: 

There’s a problem with capacity at DMR.  The 
people that get deployed to inspect mine sites by 
and large have never had practical experience.  
They have good theoretical knowledge, but not 
enough mine experience.  So their decisions are 
not given the levels of trust that we need (CEO).   

This same CEO asserted that a “strong inspectorate” is a “very 
effective tool” for the industry. 

As described in previous chapters, performance measurement is 
compromised by a number of management systems, such as blame-
focussed incident investigation and bonus payments that rely upon 
incident rates.  On most sites, we were told that this meant that 
incidents were hidden and not reported. 

We were also given evidence that there is other pressure not to 
report: 

Some injuries are perceived as being not 
important and if you report people will see you as 
being weak. We are controlling not preventing 
accident (Artisans, Poor performer). 

Different sites used quite different indicators.  While the LTIFR 
was the most common, a number of sites only recorded the number 
of lost time injuries and did not convert this to a frequency rate.  
The limitations of such a focus were recognised by some OHS 
practitioners in the industry: 

The way to tell whether things are going well or 
not is that maybe sometimes you’re just lucky 
that you’re not having accidents. So it’s not a 
real representation of whether you’re doing well 
or not, you might be or maybe you’re just lucky. 
But you can’t say that we’re doing bad that we’re 
not having accidents, and also can’t say we’re 
doing well if we’re not having accidents. One can 
always do better (Safety Officer, Medium 
performer). 

7.2.2 
Site OHS 
measurement and 
monitoring 
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Perhaps even more significantly, only a handful of sites kept any 
records of the incidence of occupational diseases on the site.  We 
were unable to systematically collect data on the incidence of 
silicosis, tuberculosis or other occupational diseases in any reliable 
way.   

While many interviewees recognised the importance of 
occupational health as well as safety, this was never reflected in an 
organisational focus on health.  ‘Risk’ was invariably defined in 
relation to safety risks, even though many more mineworkers die 
as a result of occupational disease.  Interviewees ascribed this lack 
of focus on health to the immediacy of safety risks in the industry.  
As one senior occupational health figure in the industry said:  

Safety is immediate and quite gory – the blood 
and guts are difficult to escape from…. It’s very 
difficult to get [management] to understand the 
immediacy and severity of health issues 
(Occupational Medical Practitioner).   

Another reason relates to the incident causation model common in 
the industry.  As discussed above, the industry is focussed on a 
single cause model for incidents, almost invariably finding the 
cause of an incident in human behaviour.  Such an approach has 
serious limitations in dealing with safety incidents, but is self-
evidently unsuccessful in explaining occupational disease.  In a 
sense, the industry’s frame of reference for dealing with incidents 
cannot address occupational disease with its multifactorial 
causation.   

For all of these reasons, comparison between sites on any outcome 
measure would not provide a true reflection of the outcomes of the 
site’s OHS management and thus we have not provided these 
comparisons in this report.  

Without reliable information about effectiveness, it is impossible to 
check whether OHS management strategies are achieving the 
desired outcomes.   At the same time, the community rightly 
expects that the government will detect and sanction minesites’ 
failure to achieve minimum standards.  Thus, internal and external 
processes for monitoring and reviewing OHS performance are 
needed to support transformation.   

Establishing such processes involves a number of challenges, as 
the description above sets out.  Balancing ‘punish or persuade’ 
strategies and determining reliable indicators of effectiveness both 
involve careful judgment and are not straightforward processes.  
For a regulator, ineffective strategies of monitoring and sanction 
can contribute to mine sites operating outside the boundaries of 
safe operation with tragic outcomes as recent events in the US 
mining industry exemplify.  For a minesite, poor monitoring 
processes can result in inaccurate information about risk control 
again contributing to unsafe operation.  The Westray disaster in 

7.3 
Goals and 
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Canada provides a graphic example of a site with exemplary 
personal accident performance that nonetheless failed to control 
core risks with catastrophic results, killing 26 miners in 1992. 

Future Search Conference participants identified the importance of 
these activities and this is reflected in the Transformation 
Framework’s goal: 

Standards will be clear, enforced by an effective 
regulator using fair sanctions that drive 
performance improvements. 

In order to achieve this goal, the Future Search Conference 
identified the following four areas of work with associated 
objectives: 
 Tripartism 

 Regulatory framework 
 Inspectorate 

 Data 
Future Search Conference participants agreed that tripartite 
strategies are the most effective way for the industry to support 
ongoing development in the industry and in particular to support 
the implementation of this framework.  The following objective 
was agreed for this work area:  

Government, labour and employers will regularly 
engage to pursue common objectives and goals 
for the mining industry. 

Existing national tripartite forums, such as the MHSC, provide an 
opportunity to “share information in a transparent manner for 
informed development of objectives”.  Through such forums, 
existing strategies can be monitored and evaluated to ensure 
maximum benefit.  For example, conference participants advocated 
using a tripartite approach to address perceived inconsistency in 
regulatory action (see below).  Equally, such forums can be used to 
“develop, review, make recommendations in standards, policies 
and procedures” for the industry, both for regulation and for agreed 
strategies such as this Transformation Framework. 

As well as national approaches, regional forums were supported as 
a useful way to share experiences and pursue coordinated 
programs.  Where they exist already, such forums were reported to 
have great benefit to local operations.  Engaging with local union 
representatives would be an important next step to ensure the 
maximum benefit from such forums.  

All over the world where performance-based OHS legislation is in 
force, many workplaces struggle to determine ‘what compliance 
looks like’.  While the flexibility provided by this regulatory 
strategy is welcome, many workplaces need more information to 
determine the boundaries of this flexibility so that they can develop 

7.3.1 
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their own approach within what is possible.  Future Search 
Conference participants identified this as an important support for 
the Transformation Framework and this is reflected in the 
following objective from the Transformation Framework: 

We will develop clear, concise and 
understandable legislation that includes 
enforceable minimum standards. 

To achieve this objective, the existing ongoing processes of 
regulatory review should be used and international experience 
considered. supporting work towards a regulatory framework that 
supports a zero harm industry. 

In general, legislation should be as clear and accessible as possible 
so duty holders know what they are expected to comply with.  This 
applies particularly to small and medium sized enterprises, which 
may not have the internal resources necessary to develop and 
implement their own OHS management strategies.  The challenge 
is to achieve an appropriate balance between prescription, general 
duties, performance and process-based standards to achieve clarity 
and accessibility.  

Achieving this balance requires consideration of the advantages 
and disadvantages of the different types of standards.  Prescriptive 
standards have the advantage that the requirements are 
unambiguous and therefore easier for enterprises without internal 
OHS expertise (eg small enterprises) to achieve.  They have the 
disadvantage that they are inflexible and do not encourage 
innovation or achievement of higher standards than required.  
Performance and process based legislation provide the opportunity 
for flexibility and innovation but can be daunting for small 
enterprises which often do not have the skills to determine suitable 
strategies for achieving the required standard or following the 
required process.  To go some way to address this, evidence-based 
parameters can be provided to guide achievement of the required 
standards or processes.  For example, requirements to follow risk 
management processes can be accompanied by an obligation to 
follow the hierarchy of control, eg to first seek to eliminate the risk 
altogether.   

Work in this area should seek to achieve a suitable balance that 
will allow flexibility for those enterprises able to develop and 
implement their own management strategies to achieve compliance 
while still providing a suitable framework for those enterprises that 
need greater guidance. 

Implementing a balanced and effective regulatory framework 
requires an inspectorate that is able to balance ‘punish or persuade’ 
strategies and work with the industry to improve OHS 
management.  The Future Search Conference participants agreed 
on the need for further development of the South African 

7.3.3 
Inspectorate 
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inspectorate and this is reflected in the following objective from 
the Transformation Framework: 

We will create an effective, well-resourced 
inspectorate that can protect people at and 
around mines with integrity and job pride.  

An effective inspectorate relies upon preparedness to use 
enforcement powers with vigour and flexibility, taking the specific 
circumstances of the duty holder into account.  For example, an 
ideal inspectorate needs to be able to develop partnerships (as an 
effective way of dealing with some issues some times) without 
compromising its status as upholder of the law. Ideally an 
inspectorate is able to deal with the variety of firms within the 
industry; from the small to the very large businesses, and the 
different products and forms of mining.  At the same time, duty 
holders need a consistent approach – the same situation should be 
dealt with in the same way regardless of which inspector deals with 
it.  This requires clear policy and well-executed procedures across 
the inspectorate. 

The role of the Inspector demands a high level of skill.  These 
skills cover a wide range of disciplines and include areas that are 
not specific to inspection.  For example, as well as skills relating to 
the nature of risk in the mining industry, an ideal inspector needs 
high-level management and organisational skills.  A key skill for 
any inspector is the capacity to communicate at all levels and with 
all people as equals.  The ideal inspector operates without bowing 
to artificial boundaries, such as status, that inhibit communication.  
He or she should be able to negotiate access to all levels on the 
sites visited. 

No individual inspector could be expected to have the complete 
range and depth of skills needed by the inspectorate and ensuring 
that the necessary skills are available where needed involves 
careful human resource planning.  This has been difficult as the 
industry’s growth has absorbed human resources, including 
recruitment by industry from the inspectorate.  This is a world-
wide problem facing mining inspectorates in all mining 
jurisdictions.  Dealing with this requires a coordinated industry-
wide strategy and the industry has demonstrated its preparedness to 
take action to ensure that the inspectorate has the human resources 
it needs.  Many corporate stakeholders expressed preparedness to 
consider programs of secondment and industry placements to 
provide direct enterprise experience for inspectors.  While such 
programs run the risk of promoting industry capture and poaching 
of employees, the opportunity they present as part of an overall 
professional development program should be investigated.  In 
general, a professional development program that addresses overall 
skill gaps and ensures that inspectors receive mentoring and 
coaching is needed.  This should be part of a strategy to recruit and 
retain appropriate people in the inspectorate. 
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The inspectorates’ skills should be exercised in a clear policy 
environment.  Enforcement policies and procedures are needed that 
include checklists and other tools that duty holders can also use to 
help them identify the actions needed to achieve compliance.  In 
particular, a clear enforcement policy provides certainty for an 
inspector and a duty holder about the actions that are appropriate in 
different circumstances.  The draft guidelines provided in 
Attachment 9 provides a suitable starting point for developing this 
policy. 

Part of this framework should be clear guidance on how site visits 
will be conducted, including the need to involve both management 
and worker representatives in any inspections or investigations.  
There would also be value in investigating whether to establish 
internal review processes for inspectorate decision making.  Many 
sites perceived that they had been unreasonably dealt with by an 
inspector and a fair review process would provide all parties with 
prompt feedback that can address perceived injustice. 

At a local level, these strategies should build a good working 
relationship between the inspectorate and the mines with inspectors 
coaching mines in health and safety, including by advising on 
effective health and safety measures that other mines are applying.   

Proper resources are needed to support the work of the 
inspectorate.  Future Search Conference participants agreed that 
the inspectorate should have access to palmtops and measuring 
equipment for verification of monitoring data from sites.   

Finally, an effective inspectorate may also require a different 
organisational structure and the Future Search Conference agreed 
that there should be a review of the organisational structure of the 
inspectorate in the future.  

Without sound performance data, the industry does not have the 
information needed to inform future actions.  From agreement at 
the Future Search Conference, we have identified the following 
objective in this area: 

We will establish a data system that allows 
effective and timely collection, capture, analysis, 
communication, dissemination and use by the 
industry of mine HSE information. 

While participants agreed on the importance of this area, no further 
work was undertaken at the conference on strategies to achieve it. 

Currently, the industry relies on outcome data such as LTIFR and 
fatality rates as the key measures of the effectiveness of OHS 
management.  While such measures are absolutely essential 
indicators of failure, we found considerable evidence that these 
data are not always reliable and accurate, as reported above.  
Fatality rates, for example, rarely include fatalities as a result of 

7.3.4 
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occupational diseases and LTIFRs can be confounded by reporting 
practices on sites.  Relying on such inaccurate measures alone for 
determining the OHS performance of the industry is therefore 
unsuitable for the purposes of this Transformation Framework. 

Assessment of the performance of processes that control risk and 
manage OHS can provide more useful information about 
performance.  These data are more useful than those provided by 
outcome measures because they assess the effectiveness of key 
processes that lead to or prevent injury and illness in the 
workplace. Indicators of process are known as “positive 
performance indicators” (PPI) or “lead” indicators.  PPI may be 
qualitative or quantitative such as: measures of exposure to 
particular risks, the effectiveness of OHS training, reduction in the 
use of PPE as control at source improves, the percentage change in 
safety audit scores, assessment of the quality of consultation, or the 
number of workers participating in OHS processes.  Measures of 
effectiveness are more useful than measures of activity and are less 
likely to lead to goal displacement. 

When PPI are taken together with outcome measures they provide 
a context for outcome measures and help to build a comprehensive 
picture of health and safety at enterprise or industry level.  
Attachment 10 includes proposed performance indicators that 
could be used to monitor progress in implementing this 
transformation framework and these should be further developed in 
a consultative process by the MHSC. 

Most importantly, strategies to share and build on performance 
data are also needed.  This should not involve breaching 
confidentiality or reveal commercially or legally sensitive data, but 
performance data must provide information for action or the data 
system will have limited or no value. 

Effective processes for measuring and monitoring standards will be 
critical to achieving the desired industry transformation.  An 
effective inspectorate and access to useful performance data are 
essential underpinnings for creating an industry that provides a 
zero harm environment that treats everyone with dignity and 
respect.  To achieve this, the following specific actions are 
recommended for each of the stakeholders, based on the roles set 
out in the Transformation Framework.  

The key focus for sites is to develop and apply site-specific 
strategies to address these issues.  In order to do this, sites should 
work in collaboration with their workforce to: 
 Participate in local tripartite forums and ensure that relevant 

employees such as HSRs and OHS staff have the opportunity 
to contribute. 

 Contribute direct site experiences to reviews of the 
regulatory framework. 

7.4 
How to close the 
gap 

7.4.1 
Site actions 
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 Contribute direct site experiences to the development of 
policies and procedures for the inspectorate. 

 Review internal data systems and strategies to ensure 
integrity and that the collection and use of data provides 
information for action. 

 Develop internal processes to collect and report performance 
information that will monitor progress in implementing the 
Transformation Framework. 

As well as coordinating site actions within their enterprise, some 
issues will be common to all sites and a coordinated approach will 
be needed.  Enterprises should work in collaboration with sites and 
their workforces to: 
 Ensure that all sites across the enterprise take the actions 

listed above. 
 Participate in relevant tripartite forums (regional and 

national) and ensure that relevant employees such as HSRs 
and OHS staff have the opportunity to contribute. 

 Contribute enterprise experiences to reviews of the 
regulatory framework. 

 Contribute enterprise experiences to the development of 
policies and procedures for the inspectorate. 

 Contribute to developing a suitable professional development 
program for inspectors. 

 Review internal data systems and strategies to ensure 
integrity and that the collection and use of data provides 
information for action. 

 Develop internal processes to collect and report performance 
information that will monitor progress in implementing the 
Transformation Framework. 

 Monitor progress in implementing these strategies across the 
enterprise and take action to ensure continuing progress. 

 Contribute to industry efforts to address these issues. 

The roles of industry organisations are to facilitate industry efforts 
and coordinate employer input in relation to these issues.  In 
particular, industry organisations should: 
 Lead and facilitate enterprise input to tripartite forums 

(regional and national). 
 Contribute to reviews of the regulatory framework and 

facilitate enterprise input. 
 Contribute to the development of policies and procedures for 

the inspectorate and facilitate enterprise input. 

7.4.2 
Enterprise actions 

7.4.3 
Actions by 
industry 
organisations 
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 Contribute to developing a suitable professional development 
program for inspectors and facilitate enterprise input. 

 Contribute to developing an effective enforcement policy for 
the inspectorate and facilitate enterprise input. 

 Contribute to the development of a resourcing program for 
the inspectorate and facilitate enterprise input. 

 Contribute to the organisational review of the inspectorate 
and facilitate enterprise input. 

 Contribute to the development of industry processes to 
collect and report performance information that will monitor 
progress in implementing the Transformation Framework. 

 Monitor progress in implementing these strategies across the 
industry and take action to ensure continuing progress. 

The roles of organised labour are to represent the industry’s 
workforce in developing and applying industry strategies on these 
issues and to support workplace representatives in their efforts at 
site and enterprise levels.  In particular, organised labour should: 

 Lead and facilitate workforce input to tripartite forums 
(regional and national). 

 Contribute to reviews of the regulatory framework and 
facilitate workforce input. 

 Contribute to the development of policies and procedures for 
the inspectorate and facilitate workforce input. 

 Contribute to developing a suitable professional development 
program for inspectors and facilitate workforce input. 

 Contribute to developing an effective enforcement policy for 
the inspectorate and facilitate workforce input. 

 Contribute to the development of a resourcing program for 
the inspectorate and facilitate workforce input. 

 Contribute to the organisational review of the inspectorate 
and facilitate workforce input. 

 Contribute to the development of industry processes to 
collect and report performance information that will monitor 
progress in implementing the Transformation Framework. 

 Monitor progress in implementing these strategies across the 
industry and take action to ensure continuing progress. 

 Provide training and expert advice to workplace 
representatives involved in site and enterprise activities to 
address these issues.   

The roles of Government are to represent the Government of South 
Africa and the public interest in developing and applying industry 
strategies on these issues and to ensure that these issues are 

7.4.4 
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addressed in the procedures and processes of the DMR.  In 
particular, Government should: 
 Lead, facilitate, contribute to and resource tripartite forums at 

all relevant levels, regional and national. 
 Accelerate existing processes for review of the regulatory 

framework, incorporating international benchmarking, 
addressing identified problems with existing approaches and 
involving input from industry stakeholders. 

 Facilitate contributions from all levels of the industry to 
regulatory review processes. 

 Review and refine existing policies and procedures, 
including site visit protocols and HR policies. 

 Develop a suitable professional development process for the 
inspectorate, including appropriate strategies to provide 
industry experience where necessary. 

 Review and finalise Enforcement Guidelines, based on the 
draft provided as Attachment 9 to this report. 

 Develop a resourcing program to deliver necessary 
technology such as palm tops and measuring equipment. 

 Undertake an organisational review of the inspectorate. 
 Facilitate the establishment of a monitoring process for the 

implementation of the Transformation Framework, including 
the development of industry processes to collect and report 
performance information based on the performance 
indicators proposed in Attachment 10. 

 Provide training (through the MQA and otherwise) and 
expert advice (through the MHSC and otherwise) to all 
stakeholders involved in site, enterprise and industry 
activities to address these issues.   
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Conclusion  

As this report has set out, the South African mining industry is in a 
very strong position to transform itself to achieve world-class OHS 
outcomes.  While there are significant challenges, the key building 
blocks are in place and there is enormous enthusiasm for change 
from all stakeholders.  No one will be satisfied with “business as 
usual”.  The extent of activity across the industry reinforces that 
the transformation framework resulting from this project is based 
on a strong foundation.  However, as the preceding chapters set 
out, work remains to create a high performing organisational 
culture across the industry.  In particular, bridging the gap between 
the different levels of the industry will be essential to fulfilling the 
commitment to improvement.  This means that the industry must 
address underlying issues such as racism, education and languages. 

We are strongly of the view that the Transformation Framework 
should not over-ride or seek to modify existing enterprise-specific 
approaches aimed at improving health and safety.  Instead, it has 
been written to reinforce the need for enterprise-specific 
approaches.  The greatest value of the Industry Culture 
Transformation Framework is in providing a way of pooling 
resources and addressing issues that transcend individual 
enterprises.  Issues such as skill levels, community capacity 
building and strengthening the contribution of the inspectorate can 
only be addressed effectively at an industry level. 

How well the industry goes about implementing this 
transformation and the extent to which it succeeds have serious 
consequences for the industry and for the broader South African 
nation.  As we have established in this report, unless the South 
African mining industry transforms itself from a blame-seeking, 
autocratic culture, the appalling record of occupational ill-health is 
unlikely to change.  And there is no doubt that change is needed.  
As one mine manager told us:  

They say that the definition of insanity is to do 
the exact same thing over and over and expect 
different results. We’ve been doing what we’re 
doing right now, for 100 years in the mining 
industry.  It clearly hasn’t worked. They need to 
go and figure out where the places are where 
things are working and be grown up enough to 
realize that they need to learn from them (Mine 
Manager, Medium performer) 

By the same token, success would provide an example for the rest 
of South Africa of the potential for change.  In the words of one 
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CEO:  “we could carry that gospel to the broader society”.  If the 
South African mining industry does not achieve this 
transformation, the converse may be the result – change may be 
forced upon the industry.   

Each chapter of this report has included a range of 
recommendations for action directed to five key industry 
stakeholders: sites, enterprises, industry organisations, organised 
labour and government.  In order to progress and monitor these 
recommendations, we finally recommend that the MHSC establish 
a tripartite Standing Committee to initiate and monitor activities to 
implement the recommendations, particularly those that require 
industry-wide projects.  This Committee should be resourced by 
the MHSC and engage specialist service providers where 
necessary. 

The Changing Minds, Changing Mines project has demonstrated 
the South African mining industry’s enthusiasm for change - 
people all over the industry recognise the urgent needs and are 
committed to improvement in health and safety and organisational 
culture.  We have written this report to provide the information 
needed to support the range of actions necessary for the industry to 
provide a zero harm environment that treats everyone with dignity 
and respect.  
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