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6. RESULTS

6.1 Demographics of Participants

The sample was relatively well educated. Lessthan 2.5% reported no formal schooling (questions
2.4.1 and 2.4.2) and over 40% had some form of post-school training (question 2.4.3), either a
diploma (26% of the total sample; 31% of industry; 24% in transport 24% in agriculture and 18%in
consumers) or a degree/technicon qualification (18% of the total sample; 21% in industry; 13% in
transport, 13% in agriculture and 21% amongst consumers). The least educated respondents were
those in agriculture, where 31% had lessthan a primary school education (Pearson XZ = 428;p<
0.001) and 7% (comprising 5 of 10 individuals in the entire sample) had no schooling at all.
Educational level was also related to the type of employee, aswould be expected. For example,
laboratory personnel (89%) and managers/supervisors (58%) were more likely than safety stewards
(48%) or production workers (40%) to report post-matric qualifications (p<0.001).

The sample was predominantly male, reflecting the demographicsin different industries and age
distribution consistent with a predominantly working population. Agricultural workers had the higheg
proportion of older workers (52% of agricultural workers were 40 years or older) and industiial workers
the highest proportion of younger working adults (22% younger than 30 years). Consumers had the
highest proportions of respondents at either extreme of the age range, with 41% underthe age of 30
and 23% over the age of 49. These differencesin age distributions were highly statidically sgnificant

(Pearson y* = 54.17; p < 0.001).

Women outnumbered male respondents in the consumer sector (54% to 46%, respectively) and
congtituted 38%, 16% and 7% in the industry, transport and consumer sectors. This difference was
highly significant (Pearson xz =50.3; p < 0.001.) Differencesin gender distribution bytype ofjob was
also evident (Pearson Xz =10.7; p = 0.014) with laboratory/health care personnel being moglikelyto
be female (46%) and safety / shop stewards being least likely (21%) to be female.

Twelve percent of respondents were identified as having one or more forms of colour blindness' on
screening (question 2.7.1.1). Although the percentage colour blindness differed slightly acrosssectors
(industry: 11%, transport: 7%; agriculture: 16%; consumers: 14%), this was not statistically sgnificant
(Pearson XZ = 3.5; p = 0.32). There were no differencesin prevalence of colour blindnessbyjob type.

Thirty-six percent (industry: 41%; transport: 29%; agriculture: 30%; consumer: 35%) of participants
reported usually wearing glasses (question 2.7.2.2), and two-thirds (in all sectors) of these had their
glasses on when tested (question 2.7.2.1), as a result of which, visual acuity tested on screening
(question 2.7.2.3) wasimpaired in only 9% of individuals (industry: 9%; transport 7%; agriculture: 4%;
consumer: 13%).

* T he preva ence of colour blindness in the general population is gpproximately 12% amongst men, and 0.5%
amongst women, so the results in this study are consistent, if alittle higher than the generd populetion.
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Table 6.1. Demographic factors Percentage

Gender (g2.2.1) Male 68%
Female 32%

Age (g 2.2.1) < 20 years: 1.2%
20 — 29 years: 21%
30 — 39 years: 38%
40 — 49 years: 24%
> 49 years: 17%

Marital Status (q2.2.3) Married 68%

Children (g2.2.4) Have children 79%

Educational level No Schooling: 2.5%

(92.4.1 and 2.4.2) Lessthan primary school: 11%
High schooling: 39%
Further education beyond 47%
school:

Sectoral breakdown Industry 43.8% Females 38%

(identifying data module | Transport 17.9% Females 7%

2) Agriculture 16.7% | Females16%
Consumer 21.6% Females 54%

100%

Table 6.1.1. Demographic factors: Industry

Gender (q2.2.1) Male 62%
Female 38%

Age (g 2.2.1) < 20 years: 0.6%
20 — 29 years: 21%
30 — 39 years: 37%
40 — 49 years: 27%
> 49 years: 14%

Marital Status (q2.2.3) Married 69%

Children (g2.2.4) Have children 78%

Educational level No Schooling: 2.3%

(92.4.1 and 2.4.2) Less than primary school: 5%
High schooling: 43%
Further education beyond 50%
school:

Table 6.1.2. Demographic factors: Transport

Gender (g2.2.1) Male 93%
Female 7%

Age (g 2.2.1) < 20 years: 0%
20 — 29 years: 11%
30 — 39 years: 44%
40 — 49 years: 29%
> 49 years: 15%

Marital Status (q2.2.3) Married 71%

Children (g2.2.4) Have children 29%

Educational level No Schooling: 0%

(92.4.1 and 2.4.2) Less than primary school: 10%
High schooling: 43%
Further education beyond 47%
school:
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Table 6.1.3. Demographic factors: Agriculture

Gender (g2.2.1) Male 84%
Female 16%

Age (g 2.2.1) < 20 years: 0%
20 — 29 years: 9%
30 — 39 years: 39%
40 — 49 years: 36%
> 49 years: 16%

Marital Status (q2.2.3) Married 90%

Children (g2.2.4) Have children 90%

Educational level No Schooling: 7.5%

(g2.4.1 and 2.4.2) Lessthan primary school: 30%
High schooling: 39%
Further education beyond 24%
school:

Table 6.1.4. Demographic factors: Consumer

Gender (g2.2.1) Male 46%
Female 54%

Age (g 2.2.1) < 20 years: 5%
20 — 29 years: 37%
30 — 39 years: 32%
40 — 49 years: 35%
> 49 years. 23%

Marital Status (q2.2.3) Married 49%

Children (92.2.4) Have children 68%

Educational level No Schooling: 1%

(92.4.1 and 2.4.2) Less than primary school: 12%
High schooling: 40%
Further education beyond 48%
school:

6.1.1 Home Language

The most commonly reported home languages (question 2.3.2) were Afrikaans (35% ofregpondents
and English (for 33%), while indigenous African languages were less commonly reported. Reported
proficiency in English (question 2.3.3) was higher in all sectors other than for agriculture (Tables6.3
through 6.3.4) even though home language was less unevenly distributed across sectors (Tables6.2
though 6.2.4). Notably, even though 31% of respondentsindicated their home language wasother
than English, only 9% reported having no proficiency in English. Agricultural respondentswere more
likely (Pearson XZ = 46.68; p<0.001) to report no proficiency in English (25% versus less than 7%)
than other sectors (Tables 6.3 through 6.3.4). There were no differences in the digribution of language
proficiency by job type.
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Table 6.2. Language at home (g 2.3.2) and at interview (g2.3.1)

Home language Percentage | Language of interview Percentage
English 33% English 74%
Afrikaans 36% Afrikaans 14%
IsiXhosa 13% IsiXhosa 5%
Tswana 3% Tswana 0.3%
Sotho 5% Sotho 3%

IsiZulu 5% IsiZulu 2%

Others 5% Others 0.5%
Table 6.2.1. Language at home (g 2.3.2) and at interview (g2.3.1): Industry
Home language Percentage | Language of interview Percentage
English 34% English 85%
Afrikaans 38% Afrikaans 6%
IsiXhosa 11% IsiXhosa 5%
Tswana 2% Tswana 0%
Sotho 6% Sotho 2%
IsiZulu 8% IsiZulu 2%
Others 2% Others 1%

Table 6.2.2. Language at home (q 2.3.2) and at interview (q2.3.1): Transport

Home language Percentage | Language of interview Percentage
English 28% English 74%
Afrikaans 26% Afrikaans 13%
IsiXhosa 19% IsiXhosa 4%
Tswana 6% Tswana 0%

Sotho 7% Sotho 4%

IsiZulu 6% IsiZulu 4%

Others 2% Others 1%

Table 6.2.3. Language at home (q 2.3.2) and at interview (g2.3.1): Agriculture
Home language Percentage | Language of interview Percentage
English 15% English 39%
Afrikaans 43% Afrikaans 43%
IsiXhosa 58% IsiXhosa 9%
Tswana 5% Tswana 2%

Sotho 8% Sotho 6%
IsiZulu 5% IsiZulu 25%
Others 7% Others 1%

Table 6.2.4. Language at home (q 2.3.2) and at interview (q2.3.1): Consumer
Home language Percentage | Language of interview Percentage
English 48% English 79%
Afrikaans 24% Afrikaans 10%
IsiXhosa 13% IsiXhosa 6%
Tswana 1% Tswana 0%

Sotho 2% Sotho 2%
IsiZulu 2% IsiZulu 1%

Others 8% Others 2%
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Table 6.3. Proficiency in English and Afrikaans as language of
most labels in South Africa (g2.3.3)

Proficient | Partly No
proficient | proficiency
English Read 69% 22% 9%
Write 68% 21% 10%
Afrikaans Read 65% 18% 16%
Write 65% 19% 17%

Table 6.3.1. Proficiency in English and Afrikaans as language of
most labels in South Africa (g2.3.3): Industry

Proficient | Partly No
proficient | proficiency
English Read 77% 16% 7%
Write 76% 16% 8%
Afrikaans Read 68% 16% 16%
Write 68% 16% 16%

Table 6.3.2. Proficiency in English and Afrikaans as language of
most labels in South Africa (g2.3.3): Transport

Proficient | Partly No
proficient | proficiency
English Read 73% 24% 3%
Write 73% 23% 4%
Afrikaans Read 56% 24% 19%
Write 58% 16% 16%

Table 6.3.3. Proficiency in English and Afrikaans as language of
most labels in South Africa (g2.3.3): Agriculture

Proficient | Partly No
proficient | proficiency
English Read 37% 37% 25%
Write 37% 34% 28%
Afrikaans Read 76% 9% 15%
Write 73% 10% 16%

Table 6.3.4. Proficiency in English and Afrikaans as language of
most labels in South Africa (g2.3.3): Consumer

Proficient | Partly No
proficient | proficiency
English Read 74% 21% 6%
Write 75% 20% 10%
Afrikaans Read 58% 27% 16%
Write 55% 31% 14%

6.1.2 Occupational Profile

The occupational profile (questions 2.5.2 to 2.5.4) of respondents matched the sampling strategy
largely. Fourteen percent were production workers (industry: 27%, transport: 3%, agriculture: 4%,
consumers: 4%), 18% were managers or supervisors (industry: 27%, transport: 17%, agriculture: 12%,
consumers: 8%), 17% skilled workers (industry: 15%, transport: 6%, agriculture: 11%, consumers:
36%), and 12% drivers (industry: 2%, transport: 44%, agriculture: 9%, consumers: 4%). Lessthan 4%
reported being unemployed, and these 13 respondents were found amongst the 20% consumers.

Slightly over 80% of all respondents reported ever having used, or worked with, chemicals(question
2.6.1). Industry respondents reported the highest history of contact with chemicals (90%)compared to
transport (68%), agriculture (75%) and consumers (77%) (Pearson xz = 20.35; p<0.001). Thispicture
was similar, although not exactly the same, from work histories collected from respondents(questions
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10.2.5.1 and 10.2.5.2), which indicated that 26% of participants had never worked in a job with
potential chemical exposure (Table 6). As might be anticipated, consumers were mostlikely (46%)to
report a work history with no exposure to chemicals (Pearson xz = 36.94; p<0.001). Over 80% of
respondents (in all sectors) indicated that either they (question 10.2.1), or someone else (question
10.2.2) at home had used household chemicals either sometimes, or a great deal. The equivalent
figure for occupational exposure in their current job (question 10.2.3) was 73% (industry: 82%;
transport: 71%; agriculture: 81%; consumers: 49%), and 71% (industry: 83%; transport: 67%;
agriculture: 73%; consumers: 49%) for exposure to chemicals handled by someone else at work
(question 10.2.4).

Laboratory / health care workers (64%) were more likely than safety representatives/ shop stewards
(55%), production workers (44%) and managers (53%) to indicate that they had frequent exposure to
chemicalsin their current job. (Pearson xz = 13.6; p=0.035). Laboratory / health care workers (57%)
and safety representatives/ shop stewards (58%) were more likely than production workers(35%)and
managers (47%) to indicate that they had frequent exposure to chemicals as a result of some others
person’s exposure in their current job. (Pearson Xz = 20.8; p=0.002)

The sample wasthus a high-risk group, which isthe exact target group that the GHS seeksto protect.

Table 6.4 Work histories

Years with potential None 26%

occupational chemical 1 -9 years 33%

exposure 10 — 19 years 23%

Training in (n=377): In current Job In any job, past or present
(g 10.3.1 and 10.3.2)

General Health and Safety 44% 66%

Labelsand chemical safety 34% 48%

SDSs and chemical safety 27% 34%

Table 6.4.1. Work histories: Industry

Years with potential None 16%

occupational chemical 1 -9 years 36%

exposure 10 — 19 years 30%

Training in (n=402): In current Job In any job, past or present
(g 10.3.1 and 10.3.2)

General Health and Safety 54% 80%

Labelsand chemical safety 41% 56%

SDSsand chemical safety  34% 44%

Training in current job Chemical (n=82) Non —chemical (n=83)
(q 10.3.1)

General Health and Safety 65% 38%

Labels & chemical safety 50% 28%

SDSsand chemical safety 48% 20%
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Table 6.4.2. Work histories: Transport

Years with potential None 35%

occupational chemical 1 -9 years 32%

exposure 10 — 19 years 18%

Training in (n=402): In current Job In any job, past or present
(g 10.3.1 and 10.3.2)

General Health and Safety 62% 96%

Labelsand chemical safety 56% 86%

SDSs and chemical safety  34% 49%

Table 6.4.3. Work histories: Agriculture

Years with potential None 20%

occupational chemical 1 -9 years 28%

exposure 10 — 19 years 29%

(910.2.5.1 and 10.2.5.2) > 20 years 23%

Training in (n=402): In current Job In any job, past or present
(g 10.3.1 and 10.3.2)

General Health and Safety 35% 59%

Labelsand chemical safety 21% 34%

SDSsand chemical safety  11% 19%

Table 6.4.4. Work histories: Consumer

Years with potential None 46%

occupational chemical 1 -9 years 29%

exposure 10 — 19 years 10%

(g10.2.5.1 and 10.2.5.2) > 19 years 16%

Training in (n=377): In current Job In any job, past or present
(g 10.3.1 and 10.3.2)

General Health and Safety 16% 25%

Labelsand chemical safety 12% 16%

SDSsand chemical safety 7% 11%

6.1.3 Previous Training

Approximately 43% of all respondentsindicated they received some form of health and safety training
in their current job (question 10.3.1). This was lower for specific training on labelsand SDS's(question
10.3.1). No substantial differences were noted in whether training was given at induction orin-enice
— in general, if a person received training, it was both at induction and in-service. When asked if
training had been received ever (i.e. any job in the past) the percentage reporting training increased
somewhat (question 10.3.2). However, what is evident isthat two thirds of respondents had never
received training on SDS’s, and more than half had never been trained on labels.

Levels of training (whether for general health and safety training, training on labels or training on
SDS’s) differed widely between sectors and this difference was statistically significant (for general
health and safety, Pearson xz =46.68; p < 0.001; similar statistical findings for label training and SDS
training). The highest levels of training were evident in the industry sector (particularly chemical sub-
sector) and in the transport sector. Training on general health and safety, on labelsand on SDS'swas
reported by 62%, 56% and 34% of transport respondents, and 65%, 50% and 49% of chemical sector
respondents. Sensitivity analyses excluding 6 respondents from two companies infood production that
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were classified as chemical companiesdid not change these percentages for training levelsamongg
the chemical industry significantly (66%, 54% and 48%).

However, even at best, only about a half of respondentsindicated receiving training on labelsin their
current jobs.

Very low levels of training were reported for agricultural and consumer respondents. Training on
general health and safety, on labelsand on SDS’s was reported by 35%, 21% and 11% of agricultural
respondents, and 16%, 12% and 7% of consumer respondents.

Data on “ever trained” (i.e. training received in any previous job) increased levels of training (Tables
6.4.1 through 6.4.4), although levelsfor agricultural and consumer respondents remained verylow.
For example, training ever in a lifetime on general health and safety, on labels and on SDS’s was
reported by 59%, 34% and 19% of agricultural respondents, and 25, 16% and 11% of consumer
respondents.

Compared to the chemical sector, the non-chemical industrial sector had low rates of training (Table
6.4.1). These sub-sectorsincluded a wide range of service and other workers who would have been
unlikely to have received any training in their current employment, such asfor example, 9 domedic
workers. The pattern of highest rates of training evident for general health and safety, and lowed for
SDS training was consistent across sectors.

About 70% of those who reported any training indicated that it was in-house training, and the quality of
this training is difficult to determine. Only about 27% indicated receiving training that had some
evidence of external accreditation (e.g. SETA training, NOSA, diplomas, Sertech, etc). Thispattem of
the kind of training (predominantly in-house and non-accredited) was broadly similar across sctors
except for consumers, where a high proportion (54%) of those reporting training, reported training that
was SETA-linked, although thiswas based on a very small number, given the low levels of reported
training in this sector.

Twenty-six percent (Industry: 34%, Transport: 22%, Agriculture: 30%, Consumer: 8%) of repondents

indicated that they had ever been health and safety (H&S) representatives in any of their jobs
(question 10.4.1), while 19% (Industry: 25%, Transport: 17%, Agriculture: 22%, Consumer: 4%)

indicated being H&S representativesin their current jobs (question 10.4.3). Similarly, 17% (ndusty:
19%, Transport: 15%, Agriculture: 27%, Consumer: 8%) of respondentsindicated that theyhad ever

been shop stewards (question 10.4.2) in any of their jobs, while 9% (Industry: 11%, Transport: 6%,
Agriculture: 12%, Consumer: 6%) indicated being shop stewards (question 10.4.4) in their current

jobs.

Safety representatives / shop stewards were generally more likely to report past chemical safety
training than other categories of respondents. For example, safety representatives/ shop stewards

(65%) were about twice as likely (Pearson Xz =32.0; p < 0.001) to report past training on general
health and safety than other production workers (32%) and supervisorsmanagers (47%) and
laboratory/health personnel (56%) were intermediate.

6.2 Awareness of Labels and SDS as Hazard Communication Tools

6.2.1 Information Sources

Respondents were asked how they would find out about the hazards of a particular chemical with
which they were in contact (qQuestion 2.6.2).

Unprompted, labels were cited asthe most common information source of all the optionslisted in
Table 7 through 7d below. (Industry 52%; Transport 61%; Agriculture 60%; Consumer 64%). The

difference between sectors in the unprompted proportion citing a label as a source of chemical
information was not large.
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Labels were particularly important (64%) for consumers compared to other sources of hazard
information (all other sources 8% or less). Other sectors reported source other than labels more
commonly than consumers (Tables6.5.1. through 6.5.4.).

Occupational health personnel (OHPs) and trade unions were uncommonly reported asunprompted
sources of information across all four sectors (8% or less for OHPs, and 3% or less for trade unions,

After prompting, almost all categories of source increased substantially, and virtually everyone
identified a label as a source of information. Safety data sheets, however, were not universally
identified as an information source, and the increase after prompting for SDS’s was much lowerthan
for other categories. For example, after prompting, 60% of industry, 61% of transpont, 44% of
agriculture and 19% of consumer respondents identified SDS’s as sources of information. The
equivalent figures for labels as source of information after prompting were 98%, 97%, 94% and 94%,
respectively, while co-workers were identified as sources of information by 79%, 83%, 91% and 66%
of industry, transport, agriculture and consumer respondents, respectively.

The absolute increase in respondents who identified co-workers and supervisors as sources of
information was highest, indicating the importance of workplace peers and colleagues as sourcesof
information. The relatively low level of reporting of Trade Unions as a source of information, even
after prompting, may be an issue the labour sector would want to address. Laboratory and health
care personnel (87%) and safety representatives / shop stewards (74%) were more likely to name
occupational health personnel on prompting as source of information on hazard communication than
production workers (55%) or managers (67%) (Pearson xz =16.8; p=0.01).

For most items on the label, there were no differences by job category asto what information was
identified by respondents. Significant differences were found for only two items. Managers(79%)and
safety representatives/ shop stewards (76%) more likely to identify the product name on prompting
than production workers (56%) or laboratory and health care personnel (67%) (Pearson XZ =8.62;
p=0.035), whereas production workers (83%) and managers (88%) were more likely to identify hazard
information on a label after prompting than laboratory and health care personnel (67%) or safety
representatives/ shop stewards (73%) (Pearson Xz =19.9; p=0.003). These data do not indicate a
consistent pattern of what information was identified by respondentsin different job categories.

Table 6.5. Identified sources of information (question 2.6.2)

Unprompted* With prompting*

Label 58% Label 38%

SDS 15% SDS 33%

Co-workers 8% Co-workers 69%

Supervisors 5% Supervisors 66%

Training 11% Go for Training 57%

Occupational Health 5% Occupational Health 57%

personnel Personnel

Other specialist personnel 4% Other specialist 44%
Personnel

Trade Union office 2% Trade Union office 31%

Public information service 3% Public information <1%

(e.g. Poison Centre) service (e.g. Poison Centre)

* Respondents may include more than one option. Column totals may therefore exceed 100%;
Prompted responses are solicited where there were no prompted responses. Hence totals for
unprompted and prompted responses should be summed to obtain cumulative sources of
inf ormation
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Table 6.5.1. Identified sources of information (question 2.6.2): Industry

(e.g., Poison Centre)

service (e.g. Poison Centre)

Unprompted* With prompting*

Label 52% Label 46%

SDS 24% SDS 36%

Co-workers 5% Co-workers 74%

Supervisors 14% Supervisors 74%

Training 13% Go for Training 62%

Occupational Health 5% Occupational Health 66%

personnel Personnel

Other specialist personnel 4% Other specialist 50%
Personnel

Trade Union office 1% Trade Union office 32%

Public information service 2% Public information 0%

* Respondents may include more than one option. Column totals may therefore exceed 100%;

Prompted responses are solicited where there were no prompted responses. Hence totals for
unprompted and prompted responses should be summed to obtain cumulative sources of

information

Table 6.5.2. Identified sources of information (question 2.6.2): Transport

(e.g. Poison Centre)

service (e.g. Poison Centre)

Unprompted* With prompting*

Label 61% Label 36%

SDS 18% SDS 43%

Co-workers 11% Co-workers 72%

Supervisors 17% Supervisors 75%

Training 26% Go for Training 58%

Occupational Health 8% Occupational Health 67%

personnel Personnel

Other specialist personnel 4% Other specialist 47%
Personnel

Trade Union office 3% Trade Union office 32%

Public information service 3% Public information 0%

* Respondents may include more than one option. Column totals may therefore exceed 100%;
Prompted responses are solicited where there were no prompted responses. Hence totals for
unprompted and prompted responses should be summed to obtain cumulative sources of

information

Table 6.5.3 Identified sources of information (question 2.6.2): Agriculture

(e.g. Poison Centre)

service (e.g. Poison Centre)

Unprompted* With prompting*

Label 60% Label 34%

SDS 4% SDS 40%

Co-workers 15% Co-workers 76%

Supervisors 18% Supervisors 73%

Training 4% Go for Training 69%

Occupational Health 4% Occupational Health 51%

personnel Personnel

Other specialist personnel 4% Other specialist 39%
Personnel

Trade Union office 1% Trade Union office 34%

Public information service 6% Public information 0%

* Respondents may include more than one option. Column totals may therefore exceed 100%;
Prompted responses are solicited where there were no prompted responses. Hence totals for
unprompted and prompted responses should be summed to obtain cumulative sources of

information
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Table 6.5.4. Identified sources of information (question 2.6.2). Consumer
Unprompted* With prompting*
Label 64% Label 30%
SDS 2% SDS 17%
Co-workers 6% Co-workers 60%
Supervisors 8% Supervisors 47%
Training 2% Go for Training 45%
Occupational Health 3% Occupational Health 41%
personnel Personnel
Other specialist personnel 3% Other specialist 40%

Personnel

Trade Union office 2% Trade Union office 26%
Public information service 5% Public information 1%
(e.g. Poison Centre) service (e.g. Poison Centre)

* Respondents may include more than one option. Column totals may therefore exceed 100%;
Prompted responses are solicited where there were no prompted responses. Hence totals for
unprompted and prompted responses should be summed to obtain cumulative sources of
information

6.2.2 Familiarity with Labels and SDSs

Familiarity with labels and SDS’s was tested by asking respondents (question 3.2.1)iftheyhad seena
label or SDS before (Table 6.6). Transport respondents (86%) and chemical industry respondents
(77%) were more likely (Pearson Xz = 21.11; p = 0.002) to have seen a label than agrcultural worers
(63%) or consumers (64%). In general, labels were far more likely to have been seen, read and used
than SDS’s (question 3.9.1). Nonetheless, there appearsto be a core of respondents who use SDSs
regularly.

There were no differences between categories of respondents in terms of frequency of use of
information from labels. However, laboratory / health care personnel (47%) and supenisorsmanagers
(40%) were more likely (Pearson xz = 20.5; p = 0.002) to report using information from a SDS
frequently than production workers (15%) or safety representatives / shop stewards (22%). Fewer
than half of all safety representatives/ shop stewards reported ever seeing an SDS previously.

Table 6.6 Familiarity with hazard communication tools (Labels and SDSs)
Label (n=402) SDS (n=315)

Ever Seen (g3.2.1 and 3.9.1) 73% 40%
Able to name (g3.2.2 and 3.9.2) 45% 21%
Read Never 18% 46%
(93.8.1 and 3.9.3) Lessthan 10 times | 30% 16%

Many times (>10) 52% 18%
Used Never 27% 45%
(93.8.2 and 3.9.4) Lessthan 10 times | 31% 15%

Many times (>10) 42% 18%

19



GHS Study - Chemicd Hazard Communication Comprehensibility T esting August 2003

Table 6.6.1. Familiarity with hazard communication tools (Labels and SDSs): Industry

Label (n=176) SDS (n=176)
Ever Seen (g3.2.1 and 3.9.1) 7% 48%
Able to name (q3.2.2 and 3.9.2) 50% 31%
Read Never 14% 48%
(93.8.1 and 3.9.3) Lessthan 10 times | 25% 25%
Many times (>10) 61% 27%
Used Never 11% 49%
(93.8.2 and 3.9.4) Lessthan 10 times | 33% 25%
Many times (>10) 55% 26%
Table 6.6.2. Familiarity with hazard communication tools (Labels and SDSs): Transport
Label (n=72) SDS (n=72)
Ever Seen (g3.2.1 and 3.9.1) 86% 43%
Able to name (q3.2.2 and 3.9.2) 40% 14%
Read Never 18% 57%
(93.8.1 and 3.9.3) Lessthan 10 times [ 25% 23%
Many times (>10) 57% 21%
Used Never 23% 60%
(93.8.2 and 3.9.4) Lessthan 10 times [ 27% 15%
Many times (>10) 50% 25%

Table 6.6.3. Familiarity with hazard communication tools (Labels and SDSs):
Agriculture

Label (n=67) SDS (n=66)
Ever Seen (g3.2.1 and 3.9.1) 63% 11%
Able to name (g3.2.2 and 3.9.2) 34% 2%
Read Never 28% 88%
(93.8.1 and 3.9.3) Lessthan 10 times | 30% 5%
Many times (>10) 42% 8%
Used Never 14% 87%
(93.8.2 and 3.9.4) Lessthan 10 times | 39% 5%
Many times (>10) 47% 8%
Table 6.6.4. Familiarity with hazard communication tools (Labels and SDSs): Consumer
Label (n=87) SDS (not applicable)
Ever Seen (g3.2.1 and 3.9.1) 64%
Able to name (q3.2.2 and 3.9.2) 48%
Read Never 18%

(93.8.1 and 3.9.3) Lessthan 10 times | 48%
Many times (>10) 33%

Used Never 18%
(93.8.2 and 3.9.4) Lessthan 10 times | 45%
Many times (>10) 37%

Respondents were asked whom they thought a SDS isintended for (Question 3.9.6). The majority
(80%) responded that it wasintended for all persons working with, or in contact with chemicals Les
common understandings were supervisors or managers (11%), driver (5%), health care profesionals
(3%) and laboratory staff (3%). Only 2% of respondents cited shop stewards or safety representatives
Transport respondents were more likely to be the respondent category to cite specifically drivers
(92%) than to indicate “all persons’ (15%) astargets for the SDS (Pearson Xz = 107.74; p < 0.001).
There were no differencesin which respondents thought an SDS was intended for across different
categories of jobs.
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SDS’s appeared more likely than labels to be read with a view to use, since the percentage
distribution of readers and users of SDSswere almost identical, whereas usage of labels was lower
than reading (Tables 6.6 through 6.6.3).

6.3 Recall of Label Elements

Respondents were given a label to examine for a minute and then asked to return the label, after
which their recall of label elements was asked, unprompted and then prompted (Tables 6.7 through

6.7.4.).

Table 6.7. Total. Recall of label elements

(g 3.3.1 and 3.3.2) | Without After prompting
prompts

Correct chemical name 29% 73%
Skull and crossbones symbol 80% 96%
Flammable symbol 65% 91%
Environmental hazard symbol 50% 78%
Signal word: Danger or Warning 40% 44%
Active ingredient acetone 22% 44%
At least one of the hazard 33% 82%
statements

At least one first aid measure 30% 49%
Emergency contact phone number | 22% 74%
Use of protective clothing 24% 76%

Table 6.7.1. Recall of label elements: Industry

(g 3.3.1 and 3.3.2) | Without After prompting
prompts

Correct chemical name 28% 60%
Skull and crossbones symbol 72% 94%
Flammable symbol 59% 92%
Environmental hazard symbol 45% 74%
Signal word: Danger or Warning 41% 85%
Active ingredient acetone 30% 70%
At least one of the hazard 38% 84%
statements

At least one first aid measure 34% 48%
Emergency contact phone number | 30% 82%
Use of protective clothing 28% 78%
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Table 6.7.2. Recall of label elements: Transport

(g 3.3.1 and 3.3.2) | Without After prompting
prompts

Correct chemical name 33% 33%
Skull and crossbones symbol 76% 94%
Flammable symbol 57% 90%
Environmental hazard symbol 44% 66%
Signal word: Danger or Warning 36% 90%
Active ingredient acetone 18% 75%
At least one of the hazard 25% 88%
statements

At least one first aid measure 35% 84%
Emergency contact phone number | 30% 83%
Use of protective clothing 28% 86%

Table 6.7.3. Recall of label elements: Agriculture

(g 3.3.1 and 3.3.2) | Without After prompting
prompts

Correct chemical name 22% 56%
Skull and crossbones symbol 93% 99%
Flammable symbol 70% 94%
Environmental hazard symbol 60% 84%
Signal word: Danger or Warning 40% 79%
Active ingredient acetone 9% 54%
At least one of the hazard 21% 82%
statements

At least one first aid measure 24% 69%
Emergency contact phone number | 15% 66%
Use of protective clothing 18% 66%

Table 6.7.4. Recall of label elements: Consumer

(g 3.3.1 and 3.3.2) | Without After prompting
prompts

Correct chemical name 33% 58%
Skull and crossbones symbol 89% 99%
Flammable symbol 82% 96%
Environmental hazard symbol 56% 22%
Signal word: Danger or Warning 39% 78%
Active ingredient acetone 21% 63%
At least one of the hazard 38% 79%
statements

At least one first aid measure 22% 74%
Emergency contact phone number | 8% 59%
Use of protective clothing 18% 69%

6.3.1 Symbols

The symbolswere by far the items on the label most commonly recalled, and the frequency of symbol
recall was highest for the skull and crossbones, next the flammable symbol, and lastly the

environmental hazard symbol consistently across all sectors (Tables6.7.1.t0 6.7.2.).
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After prompting, both the flammable and skull and crossbones symbols were almost universally
recognised. The environment hazard icon was ‘overtaken’ by other hazard communication elements
after prompting in all sectors.

There appeared to be little difference in patterns of recall across different sectors (Pearon ;7= 6.3;p
= 0.389 for the skull and crossbhones,; Pearson XZ = 9.7; p = 0.373 for flammable) and sub-sectors

(e.g. chemical versus non-chemical) (Pearson Xz = 11.6; p = 1.000; and Pearson Xz = 77.6;p=
0.396, respectively). Similarly, there were no differences across category of job for symbol recall.

Almost all items for which there was low unprompted recall (less than 35%) were commonly
remembered after prompting. For example, only a third of respondents cited any hazard statement
unprompted but over 80% could identify a hazard statement after prompting. Patterns were Smilar
across sectors.

Mistaken recall was uncommon and only a small number of respondents (n=6) mistakenly identified
the company name asthe chemical.

6.3.2 Sequence of Reading Label Elements

Respondents were asked to identify the sequence in which they read the elementson the label
(question 3.4.1). The symbols, particularly the skull and crossbones and flammable symbols were
reported most commonly as read either first, second or third. The two symbols were also most
commonly read at any rank, consistent with the data from recall of label items above. The three
symbols all scored higher than other label elements. This particularly strong for the skull and
crosshones, reflecting both frequent recall (column “any rank’ in Tables 6.8 through 6.8.4) AND high
ranking (columns “first” and “second or third” in Table 6.8 through 6.8.4) of recall.

Table 6.8. Total. Sequence of reading of label elements (q 3.4.1)
Ranking#
First Second | Anyrank | Mean
or third score*
Correct chemical name 19% 11% 47% 14.3
Skull and crossbones symbol 54% 19% 84% 26.1
Flammable symbol 5% 52% 76% 22.9
Environmental hazard symbol 4% 38% 68% 20.0
Signal word: Danger or Warning 10% 17% 54% 14.8
Active ingredient acetone 37% 9% 33% 9.5
Emergency contact phone number | 2% 3% 24% 6.7
Use of protective clothing 1% 2% 10% 2.6

# ranking percentage asrow percentage;
* Mean score calculated as g(32 — rank)/402.

Table 6.8.1. Sequence of reading of label elements (q 3.4.1): Industry
Ranking#
First Second | Anyrank [ Mean
or third score*
Correct chemical name 20% 11% 43% 13.2
Skull and crossbones symbol 47% 19% 82% 25.4
Flammable symbol 9% 41% 69% 20.7
Environmental hazard symbol 6% 27% 59% 17.2
Signal word: Danger or Warning 13% 15% 58% 17.1
Active ingredient acetone 6% 16% 41% 12.0
Emergency contact phone number | 2% 4% 32% 8.9
Use of protective clothing 1% 2% 11% 3.1

# ranking percentage asrow percentage; * Mean score calculated as (32 — rank)/162.
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Table 6.8.2. Sequence of reading of label elements (g 3.4.1): Transport
Ranking#
First Second | Anyrank [ Mean
or third score*
Correct chemical name 18% 13% 51% 154
Skull and crossbones symbol 22% 17% 81% 25.2
Flammable symbol 1% 57% 79% 23.6
Environmental hazard symbol 0% 35% 71% 20.7
Signal word: Danger or Warning 8% 22% 60% 17.8
Active ingredient acetone 3% 6% 32% 9.1
Emergency contact phone number | 0% 1% 26% 7.1
Use of protective clothing 0% 1% 11% 3.1

# ranking percentage asrow percentage;
* Mean score calculated as g(32 — rank)/72.

Table 6.8.3. Sequence of reading of label elements (q 3.4.1): Agriculture
Ranking#
First Second | Anyrank [ Mean
or third score*
Correct chemical name 15% 7% 40% 12.0
Skull and crossbones symbol 69% 19% 93% 29.2
Flammable symbol 6% 61% 84% 25.2
Environmental hazard symbol 6% 48% 76% 22.5
Signal word: Danger or Warning 10% 16% 52% 15.5
Active ingredient acetone 0% 2% 12% 3.3
Emergency contact phone number | 3% 6% 27% 7.5
Use of protective clothing 2% 0% 8% 2.9

# ranking percentage asrow percentage;
* Mean s