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ABSTRACT

INVESTIGATION OF BEHAVIORAL-BASED SAFETY IMPACTS ON
ORGANIZATIONAL SAFETY CULTURE

Yetik, Ulag Semih
Master of Science, Occupational Health and Safety
Supervisor : Prof. Dr. Mahmut Parlaktuna
Co-Supervisor: Dr. Murat Can Ocaktan

January 2020, 153 pages

The overall aim of this study is to examine the effects of implementing behavior
based safety management approach on the safety culture of the organization. In
accordance with this aim, the main objectives of this study are to evaluate and
compare the safety culture maturity level of two companies serving in the same
industry (defense industry) and having the same service areas. With this comparison,
it is also aimed to show the difference between companies which one using the
behavior-based safety concept since 2009 and other using traditional safety
programs. The research methodology had three parts. The first one was a
development of the safety culture maturity questionnaire through focus group
interviews with workers, workshop with safety specialists and expert consultation
sessions. To decide the dimensions and the aspects of the questionnaire, original
Manchester Patient Safety Framework was used as a basis and final version of the
questionnaire designed with 25-aspects under 9-dimensions. The second part of the
study was application of the questionnaire and data collection. Total of 358 workers
from the company, which uses the behavior-based safety approach, and 248 workers
from the company, which uses the traditional safety approach, filled out the

questionnaire. The third and final part of the study was assessing the results and



comparing the results of these two companies. The results showed that the safety
culture maturity level of the company, which uses the behavior-based safety
approach, is higher level in each aspect compared to the company which mainly uses
the traditional safety approach.

Keywords: Safety Culture, Behavior-Based Safety
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0z

DAVRANIS ODAKLI GUVENLIK YONETIMININ ORGANIZASYONEL
GUVENLIK KULTURU UZERINE ETKILERININ ARASTIRILMASI

Yetik, Ulas Semih
Yiiksek Lisans, Is Saglig1 ve Giivenligi
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Mahmut Parlaktuna
Ortak Tez Yoneticisi: Dr Murat Can Ocaktan

Ocak 2020, 153 sayfa

Bu ¢alismanin genel amaci, davranis odakli giivenlik yonetiminin organizasyonlarin
glvenlik kaltir( Uzerindeki etkilerini incelemektir. Bu ama¢ dogrultusunda, bu
caligmanin temel gayesi ayni sanayide (savunma sanayi) hizmet veren ve ayn1 hizmet
alanlarina sahip iki sirketin giivenlik kiiltiirii olgunluk diizeyini degerlendirmek ve
karsilagtirmaktir. Bu karsilagtirmayla, 2009 yilindan bu yana davranis odakh
giivenlik yonetimi uygulayan sirket ile geleneksel giivenlik programlarini kullanan
sirket arasindaki farkin da gosterilmesi hedeflenmektedir. Arastirma yonteminin iig
ana boliimi vardir. Birinci boliim, iscilerle odak grup goriismeleri, 15 glivenligi
uzmanlar1 ve uzman danigmanlar ile calisma gruplar1 yoluyla giivenlik kiiltiirti
olgunluk anketinin gelistirilmesidir. Anketin boyutlarina ve alt boyutlarma karar
vermek i¢in, orijinal Manchester Hasta Giivenligi Cercevesi (“Manchester Patient
Safety Framework™) temel alinmis ve anketin son hali 9 boyutun altinda 25 alt boyut
seklinde tasarlanmistir. Calismanin ikinci boliimii anket uygulamasi ve veri toplama
adimlarimi igermektedir. Bu boliimde, davranis odakli glivenlik yonetimi uygulayan
sirketten toplam 358 is¢i ve geleneksel gilivenlik yaklasimini kullanan sirketten ise
toplam 248 isci anketi doldurmustur. Calismanin tigiincii ve son boliimii, anketin

sonuglarini degerlendirmekte ve iki sirketin sonug¢larini karsilastirmaktir. Sonuglar,
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davranis odakli giivenlik yonetimini uygulayan sirketin giivenlik kiiltiirii olgunluk
diizeyinin, esas olarak geleneksel giivenlik yaklasimini kullanan girkete kiyasla her

alt boyutta daha yiiksek seviyede yer aldigini géstermistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Giivenlik Kiiltiirii, Davranig Odakli Giivenlik
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background

The International Labour Organisation (herein after called as ILO) is an organization
that deals directly with the occupational health and safety (OHS) concept and works
to set the principles related to workers’ health and safety at the workplaces. ILO
publishes some standards with the approach that workers must be protected from any
kind of injury, sickness or disease arising from their employment conditions. ILO
states that even though they publish numerous standards related to OHS and try to
improve working conditions of the workers, still, for millions of workers the reality

is very different.

According to ILO global work-related death estimation in 2018, 2.78 million work-
related deaths are occurring each year and from that ratio, the 2.4 million are related
to occupational diseases. In addition to the tremendous suffering faced by workers
and their families, the economic costs associated with accidents are enormous for
businesses, countries and the world. Compensation, lost workdays, losses pausing
production and trainings, and health care costs represent approximately 3.94 percent
of annual gross domestic product (GDP) of the world. ILO argues that most of these
tragedies can be prevented by meaningful prevention, reporting and auditing

practices. According to ILO;

“Occupational health and safety is generally defined as the
science of the anticipation, recognition, evaluation and
control of hazards arising in or from the workplace that
could impair the health and well-being of workers, taking
into account the possible impact on the surrounding
communities and the general environment. ” (4lli, 2008)

1



The 19" century and the first half of the 20™ century were periods of rapid economic,
technical, and social change. During these periods, there were movements related to
the ongoing mechanization and cost-effectiveness of production. As a result, there
has been an increase in the deaths of workers. The occupational safety has started to
develop in a professional field. At the beginning of the 20" century, there were two
hypotheses that dominated the occupational safety field. The individual and
environmental hypothesis reflected the debate on heredity and the environment. The
accident proneness theory (Greenwood and Woods, 1919) is an example of an
individual hypothesis that explains accidents as a result of individual tendencies. On
the other hand, the environmental hypothesis explores the external causes of the
accidents, such as workload (doing the job fast), unsafe machinery or long working
hours. (Swuste et al., 2010).

The academic literature is full of studies which try to find out the reasons behind the
incidents and what can be done to prevent them. In order to prevent an accident, the
underlying causes must be understood correctly and completely. In this respect, there
are many studies conducted and available literature, in which these studies reveal the
causes of accidents in order to find effective prevention methods. One of the most
known studies related to the reason of the accidents is the “Domino Theory” of

Heinrich.

W. H. Heinrich (1931), who is the founder of the domino theory, concluded from his
study that: 88% of all accidents were caused by unsafe acts of people (unsafe
behavior), 10% by unsafe/inappropriate working conditions (unsafe conditions), and
2% by “acts of God” (unpreventable) (ILO; Jasiulewicz-Kaczmarek et al., 2015; Guo
et al., 2018). For most of the researchers in the academic field, this study of Heinrich
led to discussions about the human behavior and its contributions to the accidents,
for this point of view it can be considered as origin of the behavior based safety
(BBS), although it is difficult to point out the origin of it.

Understanding the role and importance of safety behavior in the prevention of

accidents, the BBS has attracted great attention since the 1970s. BBS does not have



an accepted definition but is often seen as an all-encompassing term for various

safety interventions that highlight employee safety behavior (Guo et al., 2018).

In their paper, Jasiulewicz-Kaczmarek et al. (2015), explained BBS term as:
Behavior Based Safety is a term used to describe the prevention of accidents,
injuries, and loss in the workplace. BBS safety involves the practical application
of safety procedures based on the real-world behaviors of employees in work

situations (Jasiulewicz-Kaczmarek et al., 2015).

The authors conducted literature review related to the definition of the BBS,
techniques of the BBS and application of BBS in enterprises. According to the
authors, in BBS, everyone is responsible for the safety of others as well as for their
own safety. Insecure behavior can cause accidents and injuries. Identifying issues
related to workplace safety allows companies to evaluate problematic areas and
establish BBS standards. Behavioral change is not about changing the person but
changing people’s perceptions related to accidents and the work environment. The
primary techniques in BBS include observation and feedback, training and behavior-

based incentives, demands and goal setting (Jasiulewicz-Kaczmarek et al., 2015).

During the period that researchers focused on the reason of the accidents, with the
Chernobyl accident in 1986, International Nuclear Safety Advisory Group (INSAG)
presented another concept called “safety culture”. INSAG introduced the concept of
safety culture to the literature in the “Summary Report on the Post-Accident Review
Meeting on the Chernobyl Accident”, which was published by the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in 1986 (IAEA, 1986). IAEA stated in the summary
report that one of the reasons of the Chernobyl catastrophe was the existing poor
safety culture in nuclear power plants in the Soviet Union at that time. Again, the
report was produced in order to identify the reason behind the Chernobyl accident
and this new concept “safety culture” is considered to be one of the reasons.
However, the definition of this concept was not given in this report. Because there
were many debates which emerged in the aftermath of the publication of this report

related to the definition of the safety culture, INSAG published another report on



Safety Culture in 1991 as a part of the safety series reports (INSAG, 1991). One of

the first definitions of safety culture can be found in this report as follows:

“Safety Culture is that assembly of characteristics and
attitudes in organizations and individuals which establishes
that, as an overriding priority, nuclear plant safety issues
receive the attention warranted by their significance”

(International Atomic Energy Agency, 1991).

With this definition, INSAG enables the definition of the safety culture to include
both organizational and individual attitudes, which obviously both have a role in

adding to the accident.

After the concept of safety culture started to be discussed in the literature, there were
numerous studies conducted to measure safety culture of the organization (both
qualitative and quantitative studies). With this growing attention towards the
assessment of the safety culture level of the organization, the safety culture maturity
model, one of the bases of this thesis study, comes up as a tool of assessment of

safety culture.

One of the earliest models which was used as a foundation of the safety culture
matrix is the Organization Culture Typology of Westrum. Westrum (1993) designed
a model to identify the typical patterns (levels) of the organizational culture and
presented this model in his article in 1993. The author identified three typical levels
of organizational culture. The three levels identified in Westrum’s model are named
as pathological, bureaucratic, and generative. The pathological level is defined as
power-oriented, bureaucratic level is defined as rule-oriented and final level called
generative is defined as performance-oriented. For his model, Westrum stated that
“A generative culture will make the best use of its assets, a pathological one will
not.” (Westrum, 1993).

After the Westrum model (1993), two additional levels named reactive and

proactive, were initially proposed by Reason in his book called “Managing the Risks



of Organizational Accidents” and published in 1997 as extensions of Westrum’s

original typology (Reason, 1997; Parker et al., 2006).

After that, various approaches were presented in the literature. Hudson developed a
new model by adding two levels to Westrum’s model and renaming the bureaucratic

level calculative (Hudson, 2003).

Manchester Patient Safety Framework (MaPSaF), which is the main framework used
in the present study, is developed by The University of Manchester. MaPSaF was
initially developed by a group of scientists (Parker et al.) in a joint project: This
project was supported by the National Primary Care Research and Development

Centre, University of Manchester and funded by Shell International.

MaPSaF was developed based on Parker and Hudson’s (2001) application of
Westrum’s (1993) stage model of organizational culture maturity. The safety culture
levels in the MaPSaF are pathological, reactive, bureaucratic, proactive, and
generative. According to MaPSaF, maturity increases from pathological to
generative (MaPSaF, 2006).

The details related to Westrum’s original model and the other models are defined in
the literature review section of this thesis. The reason why MaPSaF was used in the
present study is because it clearly presents the dimensions of the safety culture and

the detailed expansions given for each dimension based on the maturity levels.

1.2. Objectives and Scope of the Study

The main objectives of this study are to assess the safety culture maturity levels of
the two companies, whose service areas are the same, and to compare these levels,
and also with this comparison to show the difference between which one of the
companies is using Behavior Based Safety concept since 2009, and which one is
mainly using traditional safety programs.

The main elements of this study are: (i) to asses safety culture maturity levels of the
companies; (ii) to investigate the effectiveness of BBS programs and traditional
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safety programs; (iii) to find out the impacts of these two different programs on
workers to develop a safety culture concept; and (iv) to discover whether there is a
positive relationship between the BBS programs and safety culture maturity level of

the company.

As mentioned in section 1.1, BBS is one of the subjects that draws attention since
Heinrich’s work in 1931. In Turkey, there are not many enterprises that use BBS
approach in order to improve their safety and to prevent work-related incidents. Most
of the companies are still in the reactive phase, which is taking actions after an
incident happens and dealing with the safety issues with temporary solutions. With
this study, it will be possible to show how BBS approach can be used in the Turkish

industry, and its effectiveness.

1.3. Research Methodology

The research methodology has three main parts. The first one is a development of
the safety culture maturity questionnaire. As the first part of the study is the basis of
the whole study, it has been completed carefully and with the help of experienced
experts in the necessary steps. The steps of the first part of the study are:

e Determination of the safety culture dimensions based on MaPSaF

e Development of the interview questions

e Focus group interviews with workers

e Determination of the aspects based on the literature review and interviews
with workers by workshop with 2 health and safety specialists

e Development of the safety culture maturity questionnaire

e Expert consultation sessions

e Changes in the questionnaire based on the expert consultation

After the questionnaire was formulated, METU Human Subjects Ethic Committee
approval was received from the Applied Ethics Research Centre of Middle East

Technical University (Appendix C).



The second part of the study is application of the questionnaire in both companies
and data collection. In this part, total of 358 workers from Company A and total of

248 workers from Company B filled out the questionnaire.

The third and the final part of the study is assessing the results of the questionnaire
and comparing the results of the two companies. With this part, it is intended to show
the differences between two companies and to reveal whether there is a connection

between these differences and the BBS approach.

1.4. Expected Contributions of the Study

Although there are many safety culture assessment studies found in the literature, it
is hard to see one conducted in the defense industry. Defense industry companies are
the most conservative companies in the sector, especially for security reasons. For
that reason, this study is the first one that includes two companies from defense

industry and also it has a very high participation, approximately 600 workers.

The development of the safety culture maturity questionnaire part of this study can
be considered to be a separate study in itself. To best of our knowledge, there is no
safety culture maturity matrix (maturity questionnaire in this present study) produced
for the defense industry with the use of MaPSaF (2006).

This study can be qualified as a pioneer among other safety culture studies in Turkey
thanks to its uniqueness of the industry in which the study was conducted, the high
participation number, and the detailed safety culture maturity questionnaire

formulation part.

1.5. Outline of the Thesis

This thesis consists of six subsequent chapters. Following the introductory chapter,
Chapter 1, which gives background information about the thesis, its objectives and
scope of the study and information about the methodology and outline;

comprehensive literature review on safety culture, safety culture maturity model and
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BBS is presented in Chapter 2. After that, Chapter 3 presents the stages of the
development of safety culture maturity questionnaire and final version of
questionnaire. Chapter 4 includes the details related to implementation stage of the
questionnaire. Demographic details of the participants are demonstrated in this
chapter and the information related to the companies (workers numbers, services
etc.) are also given in this chapter. Chapter 5 presents the results of the data obtained
from the questionnaire and the comparison of the two companies. Finally, the main
conclusions from the study and recommendations related to the results are presented
in Chapter 6. The details of the studies carried out in each stage are explained in the
relevant chapters of this thesis.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Safety Culture Concept

As referred in Chapter 1, safety culture is a concept that emerged after the Chernobyl
accident. However, most of the researchers claim that safety culture is directly
related to organizational culture, which is a very earlier concept compared to the
safety culture. In fact, Guldenmund (2000) stated in his review study that safety
culture and safety climate studies that do not refer to the organizational climate and

culture concepts will be incomplete (Guldenmund, 2000).

In the course of this thesis study, the details related to organizational culture and
climate concepts are not presented, however, as an introduction, brief explanation

about these concepts are given.

Frazier quoted Clarke’s approach related to safety culture in his paper, and that was:
“Safety culture is one of many within an overall organizational culture”. (Frazier et
al., 2013). This approach is also common for most of the scientists. This perspective
is accepted by many scientists and safety culture is seen as a part of the organizational

culture.

The organizational culture concept was widely studied by Edgar H. Schein (2004).
He is a scientist that focuses on organizational culture, organization development,
and organizational psychology. He is the author of the book “Organizational Culture
and Leadership”, which is one of the main studies that focuses on the concepts of
culture, group culture, organizational culture, and leadership (Schein, 2004). One of
the quotes that many researchers used for the organizational culture comes from this
book and it is the simplest way of defining the organizational culture as “the way we
do things around here” (Schein, 2004).



Cooper (2000) defined organizational culture as “Organizational culture is a concept
often used to describe shared corporate values that affect and influence members'
attitudes and behaviors” (Cooper, 2000). Further he defined safety culture as “Safety
culture is a sub-facet of organizational culture, which is thought to affect members'
attitudes and behavior in relation to an organization’s ongoing health and safety
performance” (Cooper, 2000). As Cooper (2000), Kennedy and Kirwan (1998) also

(13

defined safety culture as “a sub-element of the overall organizational culture”

(Kennedy and Kirwan, 1998).

As stated in Chapter 1, one of the first definitions of safety culture came from
International Atomic Energy Agency in 1991. In literature, various definitions of
safety culture can be found. Dr. Frank W. Guldenmund (2000) published the article
“The Nature of Safety Culture: A Review of Theory and Research” in 2000 and listed

18 safety culture and climate definitions from the literature.

The author claimed that one of the earliest definitions came from Zohar in 1980,
which is actually the definition of the safety climate, and it was “A summary of molar
perceptions that employees share about”. Another important definition comes from
Cox and Cox in 1991 as “safety cultures reflect the attitudes, beliefs, perceptions,
and values that employees share in relation to safety their work environments”

(Guldenmund, 2000).

One of the most used and detailed definitions of safety culture is the one that was
presented by the Health and Safety Executive of the United Kingdom and derived
from the IAEA, which is:

“The safety culture of an organization is the product of
individual and group values, attitudes, perceptions,
competencies and patterns of behavior that determine the
commitment to, and the style and proficiency of, an
organization's health and safety management. Organizations
with a positive safety culture are characterized by

communications founded on mutual trust, by shared
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perceptions of the importance of safety and by confidence in
the efficacy of preventive measures” (HSE, 1993 as cited in
Cooper, 2000; Gadd and Collins, 2002; Frazier et al., 2013).

Another detailed definition came from Lee in 1996: “the safety culture of an
organization is the product of individual and group values, attitudes, perceptions,
competencies, and patterns of behavior that determine the commitment to, and the

style and proficiency of, and organization’s health and safety management”
(Guldenmund, 2000).

Lee and Harrison (2000) gave the definition of safety culture as “the values, attitudes,
beliefs, risk-perceptions and behaviors as they relate to employee safety” in their
safety culture assessment study in nuclear power stations (Lee and Harrison, 2000).

Douglas Wiegmann (2002) also reviewed safety culture literature in 2002 and tried
to find out the similarities between the safety culture definitions in the literature. Like
Cooper, he also listed 13 definitions of safety culture from the literature. After he
investigated the similarities between the definitions, he articulated the safety detailed

culture definition in his article as:

“Safety culture is the enduring value and priority placed on
worker and public safety by everyone in every group at every
level of an organization. It refers to the extent to which
individuals and groups will commit to personal responsibility
for safety, act to preserve, enhance and communicate safety
concerns, strive to actively learn, adapt and modify (both
individual and organizational) behavior based on lessons
learned from mistakes, and be rewarded in a manner

consistent with these values” (Wiegmann et al., 2002).

Consequently, although there is not a single definition of safety culture, behaviors,
approaches, values, priorities, perceptions, norm, and attitudes (both as a group or as
an individual), the common concepts included in all the definitions are mentioned

above.

11



2.2. Safety Culture Maturity Model

As stated in Chapter 1, one of the earliest models which was used as a foundation of
the safety culture matrix is the Organization Culture Typology of Westrum, which
was presented in 1993 in his article named “Cultures with Requisite Imagination”.
In his paper, Westrum argues that there must be a conscious culture of inquiry for
the safety of large systems. That is, the organization has to motivate individuals and
groups within the organization to observe, question and think about the results and
to bring them to the attention of senior management when they realize that
observations are related to important aspects of the system. The organization should
encourage thinking and clear presentation of these thoughts so that decisions can be

made with the full recognition of what the results may be (Westrum, 1993).

With this point of view, Westrum presented three classes related to how
organizations treat information. The original classes of Westrum and their

explanations related to information flow are given in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1. Westrum’s Three Classes of Organization (Westrum, 1993)

Pathological Bureaucratic Generative
Don’t want to know May not find out Actively seek information
Messengers are shot Listened if they arrive Messengers are trained
Responsibility is shirked Responsibility is Responsibility is shared

compartmentalized
Bridging is discouraged  Allowed but neglected Bridging is rewarded

Failure is punished or Organization is justand  Inquiry and redirection

covered up merciful
New ideas are actively New ideas present New ideas are welcomed
crushed problems

After a period, Westrum published another article called “A Typology of
Organizational Cultures” in 2004. He stated in his article that “the most critical issue

for organizational safety is the flow of information”. With this point of view, he
12



emphasizes that failures in the flow of information are evident in many major
accidents, and the flow of information is also a decisive factor for organizational
culture. In some organizations, information flows well and responds quickly and
appropriately. In others, it is stacked for political reasons or stops because of
bureaucratic obstacles (Westrum, 2004).

Westrum suggests three typical patterns; the first is to engage in personal power,
needs and grandeur. Second, there is a preoccupation with regard to rules, positions
and departmental issues. The third is to concentrate on the task itself rather than on

individuals or positions. The typology of Westrum is presented in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2. Westrum’s Organizational Culture Typology (Westrum, 2004)

Pathological Bureaucratic Generative
Power oriented Rule oriented Performance oriented
Low cooperation Modest cooperation High cooperation
Messengers shot Messengers neglected Messengers trained

Responsibilities shirked  Narrow responsibilities Risks are shared
Bridging discouraged Bridging tolerated Bridging encouraged
Failure— Failure— Failure—

Scapegoating Justice Inquiry

Novelty crushed Novelty— problems Novelty implemented

According to Westrum, the scheme focuses on the information flow as the key
variable. The information flow includes not only how much information is
transmitted from one point to another, but also the promptitude of the information,
the accuracy of its time, and its suitability to the receiver. Generative organizations
transmit the necessary information to the right person and in the right time frame.
Hence, generative organizations tend to be proactive in delivering information to the

right people in every way necessary (Westrum, 2004).
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James Reason, professor of psychology, then introduced the concepts of reactive and
proactive, which could be considered in addition to Westrum's model. He illustrated
stages of organizational accidents in his book in 1997. The illustration shows the

three-levels of organizational accidents, which are the person, the workplace and the

organization in Figure 2.1.

Figure 2.1. Reason’s Stages for the development and investigation of an
organizational accident (Reason, 1997)

Reason explained this illustration as follows: The rectangular block seen at the top
represents the main elements of an event, while the below triangular shape represents
the system that produces it. This has three levels: the person (unsafe acts), the
workplace (the conditions that cause the error), and the organization. The white
downward arrows indicate the investigation steps and black upward arrows indicate

the causality direction (Reason, 1997).

For Reason, the only goal achievable for safety management is not zero accidents,
but reaching the point where safety reaches maximum resistance and stays there. It
is not difficult to move in the direction of safety; however, it is difficult to maintain

this position. To maintain such a position, “navigational aids” are required. He
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explained navigational aids in two main categories as “reactive outcome measures”
and “proactive process measures”. Reactive measures can be applied after an event
occurs, but proactive measures can be used to assess the safety of the system as a
whole before any event occurs and the use of both of these measures is necessary for
effective safety management (Reason, 1997).

Reason’s accident causality model presented in Figure 2.1 draws attention to two
important subjects: local and organizational factors that lead to unsafe acts and the
barriers, safeguards and defenses that prevent hazards and losses. To further
understand Reason’s approach to reactive and proactive measures, interaction

between them based on these two important subjects is given in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3. Interaction between reactive and proactive measures (Reason, 1997)

Reactive Measures Proactive measures
Local and Analysis of many  ldentify those conditions most needing
organizational incidents can reveal  correction, leading to steady gains in
conditions recurrent patterns of resistance or ‘fitness’.

cause and effect.

Defences, Each event shows a Regular checks reveal where holes
barriers and partial or complete exist now and where they are most
safeguards trajectory through the likely to appear next.

defences.

Many versions of the maturity model presented in the literature take Westrum’s and
Reason’s approach as their basis. Although the theory behind the models is generally
the same, studies sometimes exhibit changes in the names and numbers of the levels.
Hudson presented safety culture maturity model in his article that focuses on good
safety performance of the high-risk industries such as aviation and oil and gas. The
model was created by adding Reason's reactive and proactive approach to Westrum's
3-level model (Figure 2.2). But Hudson changed the name of the bureaucratic level
to calculative, explaining that it would be easier for people to classify themselves as

calculative rather than bureaucratic (Hudson 2001 and 2003).
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GENERATIVE
Safety is how we do business
round here

2

PROACTIVE

= Increasing We work on the problems that
informedness we sill find

CALCULATIVE
We have systems in place to
manage all hazards

/'
REACTIVE

Safety is important, we do a lot every
time we have an accident

e

PATHOLOGICAL
Who cares as long as we're
not caught

Increasing
trust

Figure 2.2. Hudson’s Cultural Maturity Model (Hudson, 2003)

Dr. Mark Fleming presented another safety culture maturity model in Offshore
Technology Report of the Health and Safety Executive in 2001. He described the
process for development of safety culture maturity model (SCMM) and proposed a
draft SCMM in this report. He identified ten elements of safety culture with literature
review and used these elements for the formulation of SCMM. The model is

presented in Figure 2.3 .

As seen in the model, safety culture and consistency of the system improve from
level 1: emerging stage to level 5: continually improving stage. He mentioned in his
article that this is just a draft SCCM and produced in order to give an idea about the
concept, and it still needs validations and detailed research to be actually used
(Fleming, 2001; Filho et al., 2010).
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Figure 2.3. Fleming’s draft SCMM (Fleming, 2001)

As stated in Chapter 1, MaPSaF was initially developed by a group of scientists in a
joint project based on Westrum’s and Reason’s approaches. The aim of this study is
to articulate that the safety culture is a new concept in the health sector and that it is
difficult to evaluate and change. This framework presented in the study is designed
to make the concept of safety culture more accessible. Even though it was originally
designed for use by general practices and primary care institutions, it is currently
adapted for use in other healthcare sectors. It helps the organizations to understand
their level based on the importance that they give to patient safety. MaPSaF is
developed based on Parker and Hudson’s (2001) implementation of Westrum’s

(1993) stage model of organizational culture typology (MaPSaF, 2006).

The safety culture has 5 levels in the MaPSaF and these are pathological, reactive,
bureaucratic, proactive, and generative. The brief descriptions of the levels given in
MaPSaF are presented in Table 2.4.
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Table 2.4. The levels of patient safety culture (MaPSaF, 2006)

Level Description

Pathological Why do we need to waste our time on patient safety issues?

Reactive We take patient safety seriously and do something when we
have an incident.

Bureaucratic We have systems in place to manage patient safety.

Proactive We are always on the alert/thinking about patient safety issues
that might emerge.

Generative Managing patient safety is an integral part of everything we
do.

In MaPSaF, nine patient safety culture dimensions are identified with literature
review, feedback from leaders, interviews and discussions between the group of
scientists who developed MaPSaF. The nine dimensions in the MaPSaF are: (1)
Overall commitment to quality; (2) Priority given to patient safety; (3) Perceptions
of the causes of Patient Safety Incidents and their identification; (4) Investigating
patient safety incidents; (5) Organizational learning following a patient safety
incident; (6) Communication about safety issues; (7) Personnel management and
safety issues; (8) Staff education and training about safety issues; and (9) Team
working around safety issues (MaPSaF, 2006). The related explanations of the
dimensions (exactly as it is given in the MaPSaF) are presented in the Table 2.5.
Manchester Patient Safety Framework gives detailed explanation of each level of

safety culture under each safety culture dimension.

After MaPSaF, in 2006, Dianne Parker (who is one of the scientists involved in the
MaPSaF process) and Patric Hudson (who produced his Cultural Maturity Model in
2003) with Matthew Lawrie formulated a safety culture framework that can be used
by organizations to assess their safety culture. This framework used Hudson’s model
(2001) and was developed after thorough interviews with 26 people from oil and gas
industry (Parker et al., 2006; Filho et al., 2010). In this study, 18 safety culture
dimensions are identified. Interviews are conducted for each senior worker from oil
and gas sector for 5 levels of safety culture and 18 safety culture dimensions (Parker
et al., 2006).
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Table 2.5. Dimensions of safety culture and their brief description (MaPSaF, 2006)

Dimensions

Description

Overall commitment to
quality

Priority given to patient
safety

Perceptions of the causes
of patient safety
incidents and their
identification

Investigating patient
safety incidents

Organizational learning
following a patient
safety incident

Communication about
safety issues

Personnel management
and safety issues

Staff education and
training

about safety issues
Team working around
safety issues

How much is invested in developing the quality agenda? What is
seen as the main purpose of policies and procedures? What
attempts are made to look beyond the organization for
collaboration and innovation?

How seriously is the issue of patient safety taken within the
organization? Where does responsibility lie for patient safety
issues?

What sort of reporting systems are there? How are reports of
incidents received? How are incidents viewed, as an opportunity
to blame or improve?

Who investigates incidents and how are they investigated? What
is the aim of the organization? Does the organization learn from
the event?

What happens after an incident? What mechanisms are in place to
learn from the incident? How are changes introduced and
evaluated?

What communication systems are in place? What are their
features? What is the quality of record keeping communicating
about safety like?

How are safety issues managed in the workplace? How are staff
problems managed? What are the recruitment and selection
procedures like?

How, why and when are education and training programs about
patient safety developed? What does staff think of them?

How and why are teams developed? How are teams managed?
How much team working is there around patient safety issues?

In this present research, MaPSaF was used to assess the safety culture. The details
of why MaPSaF was chosen has a simple explanation, which suggests that the
dimensions of the MaPSaF are very generic and can be divided into further aspects
easily and these dimensions can be modified for each sector. Also explanations in
MaPSaF under each safety culture maturity level are very clear and simple. The
researcher considered using the framework of Parker et al. (2006), however the level
of details of the dimensions proposed in this framework is too much to divide into
the aspects and it was thought that some important concepts such as management
commitment did not fit into this framework and were rather better explained in

MaPSaF.
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2.3. Safety Culture Assessments and Application of Safety Culture Maturity
Model

There are numerous safety culture assessments that can be found in the literature.
Most of the assessments are quantitative assessments. To have a general idea about
the safety culture assessments in the literature, mainly review papers were analyzed
such as; Glendon and Stanton (2000), (2000), Guldenmund (2007), Flin et al.(2000),
Choudhry et al.(2007).

Guldenmund (2000) emphasized that the earliest safety climate assessment is
conducted by Keenan et al. (1951) in an automotive plant (Guldenmund, 2000). One
of the first well-known safety culture assessments is the one that Zohar conducted in
1980 in the industrial organizations in Israel (Zohar, 1980). In a sample of 20
industrial organizations in Israel, a 40-item organizational climate measure scale for

safety was created and validated.

A questionnaire has become the dominant measurement tool in safety culture (safety
climate) assessments in literature (Guldenmund, 2000 and 2007). One of the earliest
review studies on safety climate belongs to Litherland (1997) (as cited from Glendon
and Stanton (2000)). In this paper, Litherland reviewed six studies and listed safety
climate dimensions from these studies. These studies were the prior studies on safety
culture (safety climate) assessments and these are; Zohar (1980), Brown and Holmes
(1986), Glendon et al.(1994), Coyle et al.(1995), Dedobbeleer and Beland (1991)
(as cited from Glendon and Stanton (2000)).

In his review paper, Guldenmund listed 15 safety culture or safety climate
assessments, and found out that apart from one (Geller, 1994), all of them were
conducted with questionnaires (Guldenmund, 2000). Flin et al. (2000) also listed 18
safety culture (climate) assessments, some of which are also referred to in
Guldenmund’s (2000) paper and tried to find out the common theme used in the
questionnaires by the scientists (Flin et al., 2000). They had three criteria to choose
the paper as: (1) sample size should be greater than 100, (2) the report should be
presented in English, (3) only industrial sectors were included (i.e. retail, clerical,
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health sectors were not included.). 50% of the sample comes from the energy /
petrochemical industry, which makes up the pioneer industries in this safety field
with the establishment of safety climate scales as part of the safety management
scales. They found out six common themes among these researches from different

industry sectors.

It is easy to see from these review studies that questionnaires (number of questions,
number of scales), number of participants, target population (blue collar,
managements, senior workers etc.) change significantly and also it is obvious that
questionnaire has been the predominant measurement tool in safety culture surveys
(Guldenmund, 2007).

Organizational capabilities, as well as their management and improvements, are
important and complex issues for many companies. Performance evaluations are
widely used to support management and ensure improvement. The maturity grids are
used as a tool for assessment of organizational capabilities. While maturity grids
commonly use similar structures, their content varies and is often redeveloped by the

researchers (Maier et al., 2012).

Filho and Waterson (2018) published a comprehensive review paper for maturity
models in 2018. The aim of their study was to review the conceptual foundations of
safety culture and to elaborate on how these conceptual foundations are used in the
assessment of safety culture (for example, the types of methods used, the scope of
security areas). Total of 41 studies were reviewed in detail, analyzed, and published
by Filho and Waterson between 2000 and 2017 (Filho and Waterson, 2018).

According to Filho and Waterson (2018), numerous methods were used for
developing, assessing and applying the maturity models to the target groups. The
most used method (30 papers) was identified as using the information from previous
studies in the literature to formulate the maturity model. Some other researchers used
the previous studies in the literature as a basement and mixed this method with
interview and expert consultation methods such as Parker et al., (2006) and Kirk et

al., (2007). For the assessment and applying process, questionnaires were the most
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widely used tool. Some studies used both questionnaire and interview methods to
evaluate the safety culture (7 papers). Another method used for assessing safety
culture is combining the interviews with the documented evidences related to the

OHS system of the organization (Filho and Waterson, 2017).

The types of these publications are grouped under 4 types as; (1) maturity model
development (33 papers), maturity model application (4 papers), maturity model
validation (2 papers), and maturity model reliability assessments (2 papers). Total of
28 maturity models were developed based on Westrum’s and Reasons’ approach and
they have 5 levels. The only difference is that some of them used the name
bureaucratic instead of calculative and some of them used the name sustainable

instead of generative.

There is no study found in Filho and Waterson review (2018), which is conducted in
the defense sector. Selected samples are briefly explained in following paragraphs.
The main logic behind this selection was to show the safety culture maturity model
development and application in the high-risk industries like oil and gas and

construction.

Parker et al. (2006) formulated a framework for the development and maturation of
organizational safety culture. The framework was formulated with semi-structured
interviews with 26 experienced workers in the oil and gas industry. The model used
for the formulation of this framework was based on Westrum’s and Reasons’ models.
Eighteen dimensions were defined under the 5 levels of safety culture. As a result of
this study, a matrix containing a brief description of each of the various aspects of
organizational safety was created in each of the five levels of safety culture and a

discussion was made on the possible usage methods of this matrix.

Lawrie et al., (2006) applied maturity model developed by Parker et al., (2006) in
oil and gas sector. Because of the time and resource constraints, seven of the eighteen
aspects defined in Parker et al., (2006) were selected and used for this study.
Questionnaires were distributed to 59 participants who were working in a refinery

and chemical plant. Statistical analysis was conducted for the answers in order to
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identify whether the stages of the safety culture maturity model were correctly
understood by the participants. As conclusion, 5-level safety culture framework
partially, not totally, supported this study. When the explanation of some, not all, of
the safety culture levels that emerged in the interview were separated and presented
to the principle components analysis, they were found to be statistically reliable.

Filho et al., (2010) formulated a framework to measure safety culture maturity level
in oil and gas companies in Brazil. The formulated model was based on the Hudson’s
model (Hudson, 2001). Total of 5 dimensions, i.e., information, organizational
learning, involvement, communication and commitment, were designed for
questionnaire after literature review and this questionnaire was filled out by safety
managers of 23 petrochemical companies. As a result, researchers concluded that the
concept of maturity model is useful because it allows organizations to determine the
current safety culture maturity levels and identify the actions necessary to improve
their culture (Filho et al., 2010). Another study was conducted by using the model
and the questionnaire developed by Filho et al. in 2010 by Filho et al. in 2012. In
this study, they assessed the safety culture maturity level and safety management
maturity level of 3 different types of organizations in Brazil. Total of 346 employees
of 28 companies completed the questionnaire (17 companies from petrochemicals, 5
companies from footwear and 6 companies from cable TV). The questionnaire has
22 questions. The results show that petrochemical companies have a higher safety
culture maturity level compared to cable TV and footwear companies, and they are

also more advanced in terms of risk management maturity (Filho et al., 2012).

As a final example, Astika (2017) formulated and modified Manchester Patient
Safety Framework to assess the patient safety culture in 2017. She designed a
questionnaire with 10 dimensions and 24 aspects under these 10 dimensions. The
dimensions she decided to use were (1) commitment to overall continuous
improvement, (2) priority given to patient safety, (3) system error and individual
responsibility, (4) recording incidents and best practice, (5) evaluating incident and
best practice, (6) learning and effecting change, (7) communication about safety

issues, (8) personnel management and safety issues, (9) staff education and training,
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(10) team working (Astika, 2017). After that, Agustina implemented this formulated
and modified MaPSaF in one hospital in Palembang, Indonesia (Agustina, 2018).
Total of 59 people who are from medical and paramedical staff (46 respondents),
medical support staff (11) and management (2) participated in the study. As a result,
2 dimensions were classified as generative level (i.e. priority given to patient safety,
and personnel management and safety issues) and 1 dimension was classified as
bureaucratic level, which is the system error and individual responsibility. The other

7 dimensions were classified as Proactive level (Agustina, 2018).

2.4. Behavior-Based Safety (BBS)

Since the 1930s, safety managers know that most work-related injuries have a
behavioral component. More recently, researches have proof that behavioral-based
safety (BBS) interventions which are effectively designed have a positive impact on
reducing accidents’ ratios and injuries (Krause et al., 1999). One of the earliest
studies conducted by Komaki et al. in 1978 showed that behavioral interventions
(behavioral program) led to improvement in safe behavior in two departments at the
food manufacturing plant. When interventions i.e. behavioral program stopped, the
safety performance returned to its original level (Komaki et al.,1978; Krause et al.,
1999; Cox et al., 2004).

As stated before, with domino theory, Heinrich mentioned that unsafe behaviors
have an impact on the accidents and he led to discussions about the human behavior
and its contributions to the accidents (Heinrich, 1931). Behavioral approaches to
improving safety performance are recognized as effective solutions to health and
safety challenges (Krause et al., 1999). Like the safety culture component, there are
many studies conducted related to BBS. Although each study has a unique difference
between one another, most of them also have common components defining BBS.
Krause et al. (1999) conducted a literature survey for BBS and listed frequently
mentioned components of BBS as goal setting and posted feedback (Chhokar and
Wallin, 1984; Reber et al., 1984 as cited from Krause et al., 1999), observation and

posted feedback (Komaki et al., 1980 as cited from Krause et al., 1999), and
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observation, verbal feedback, data analysis, and problem solving (e.g. Krause et al.,
1990; Krause, 1995 as cited from Krause et al., 1999).

BBS has emerged primarily in areas other than safety, and the approach to building
a high-level safety culture with BBS is not a complete new solution. The overall
objective of the BBS approach is to reduce safety incidents and workplace injuries.
The idea of providing safety by combining already tried and proven techniques to
change behavior and improve quality is not surprising. The BBS approach refers to
the systematic implementation of psychological research on human behavior in order
to turn unsafe behavior into safe behavior. With the BBS approach, it is stated that
companies are provided with the tools which they need to change the behavior and

attitudes of employees about safety.

Behavior-based safety systems train employees to look for the root causes of their
accident-prone behavior and enable them to recognize behavioral trends that cause
them to get involved in safety accidents/incidents. It transfers control of the event
into the hands of the employee so that the employee becomes proactive with regard
to his/her own safety rather than a victim of environmental conditions (Jasiulewicz-
Kaczmarek et al., 2015).

Behavior-based safety interventions are human-centered, often based on one-on-one
or group observations of employees during routine work tasks, feedback on
behaviors related to safety, coaching and mentoring. The BBS approach has a
proactive focus, motivating a person and/or working groups to assess their behavior
as safe or unsafe before someone is harmed and evaluating these behaviors in terms
of whether they cause an accident or not (Sutherland et al., 2000 as cited from Cox,
et al., 2004).

BBS theory refers to observing human behavior without assuming people's thoughts
and it usually involves four steps. These steps are defined for many scientists and
mainly have a common point of view. Li et al., (2015) listed these steps as (1)
identifying unsafe behavior; (2) observing or sampling the identified behaviors over
a period of time; (3) giving feedback to increase desired behavior and reduce
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unwanted behavior through coaching and mentoring; and (4) provide performance-
related feedback to relevant audiences within the organization in its article (Ismail et
al., 2012 and Li et al., 2015).

DeJoy (2005) also listed these 4 steps based on Krause (1997) as (1) identifying
critical safety behaviors, which is focusing on the safety behaviors that are directly
linked with the accidents or injuries and mainly shown by front line employees; (2)
observing these behaviors over a period of time and determining performance goals
for that behaviors; (3) feedbacks or reinforcement to increase the desired behavior
ratio and decrease undesired behavior ratio; and as a fourth step; (4) results and
feedbacks tracked and communicated with relevant people in the organization
(DeJoy, 2005 and Krause, 1997).

Writh and Sigurdsson (2008) listed main topics for their study related to BBS based
on the literature review. These topics were: (a) risk analysis and pinpointing, (b) goal
setting, (c) training and prompting, (d) observation and measurement, (e) feedback,
and (f) rewards and incentives. Sample research questions under these topics are also
presented by Writh and Sigurdsson for best practices related to behavioral safety
(Writh and Sigurdsson, 2008).

As a result, they concluded that the involvement of effective behavioral change
programs in comprehensive occupational safety programs addressing psychological,
social, engineering and organizational concerns may further promote worker’s health
and safety (Writh and Sigurdsson, 2008).

Jasiulewicz-Kaczmarek et al. (2015) made a swot (strong-weak-opportunities-
threats) analysis for BBS after a comprehensive literature review in their paper. The
result of the swot analysis is presented in Table 2.6 (Jasiulewicz-Kaczmarek et al.,
2015).
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Table 2.6. BBS Swot Analysis (Jasiulewicz-Kaczmarek et al., 2015).

Strengths Opportunities Weakness Treats
Increases safety on Builds awareness of safety Often, only behaviour Lack of trust to colleagues
site and site values that is easily may cause aversion to the
recognized without program
going into the detail is
included
Increases interaction Opportunities for The quality of The current low level of
between employees communication/knowledge feedback depends on  education of employees
and supervisors sharing the involvement of the may prevent the majority of
observers and workers from becoming
surveillance staff observers

analysing the data

Provides the Create a set of safety rules Developing a good Supervisors may resent the

opportunity for a high that are accepted through  plan of observation task of observers as
level of employee involvement requires reliable unwarranted interference
involvement information and

continuous analysis of
data obtained from
previous observations.

Provides employees Change the worker’s poor In general, it is No incentive system for
with a clear perception of safety necessary to benefit observers can cause
understanding of from support of unfairness during the
safe/unsafe behaviour external consultants observation

Development of  Problem identification and  In the absence of  The need to respond to all

employee’s skills employee driven solutions  involvementand  suggestions of employees,
understanding of the regardless of their merits.
principles it may lead

to conflicts
Highlights a direct Get more employees
link between actively involved.
behaviour and
consequences

Utilizes the basic
management principle
of measurement to
realize improvement.

There are numerous studies found in the literature related to BBS approach, which
cover advantages and disadvantages, BBS management strategies, BBS training
methods, BBS implementation methods etc. and most of the researchers claim that
BBS has a positive impact on safety performance and even safety culture. However,

some authors have argued that safety is derived from culture, not from behavior
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(Smith, 1999; Cox et al., 2004; Elsberry, 2003; Choudhry et al., 20073, b; DeJoy,
2005; Lietal., 2015). Dejoy (2005) even discussed it in detail in his article “Behavior
Change versus Culture Change” and concluded that behavioral safety represents a
powerful, empirical approach to identify and change most important safety behaviors
but is often limited to addressing the causes of immediate behavior. The culture
change shows a more comprehensive approach, but it lacks a certain and proven
process to make changes in the safety culture and means to link these changes to
specific safety issues. Both approaches refer to the importance of culture for long-

term safety performance (Dejoy, 2005).

There is still some debate among researchers about the best theoretical approach to
safety. Some scientists argue that the BBS approach is defective because it is based
on the behaviorism theory, which claims that all human behavior is due to external
consequences; while in contrast, others argue that the behavior is derived from both
internal and external factors as well as social norms. It has also been claimed that

these two approaches are subsidiary rather than opposites (Li et al., 2015).

Like Li et al. (2015) stated for most of us, it is sufficient that the BBS approaches
relate to a systematic application of a psychological point to human behavior,
focusing on identifying and modifying important safety behavior, and use these as a
way to reduce workplace injuries and losses. The purpose of these safety
management approaches/techniques is to encourage employees to adopt safe habits

of behavior in which they will perform safely without thinking (Li et al., 2015).
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CHAPTER 3

DEVELOPMENT OF SAFETY CULTURE MATURITY QUESTIONNAIRE

3.1. Introduction

Although it is possible to find out both qualitative and quantitative safety culture
assessment studies in the literature, the studies mostly used the quantitative methods.
There will be many reasons for that but probably one of the common ones is related
to time constraint of the studies. Given the participation number of this study, it
would not be possible to include such a great number of workers in the study if the
qualitative methods were chosen. The approach decided at the beginning of the study
IS to use the quantitative method to measure the safety culture level of the companies

in order to be able to include the high number of workers to the study.

However, as stated before, this study also has a part that corresponds to the
development of the safety culture maturity questionnaire, and qualitative methods
(interviews, expert consultation sessions) were also used in this part of the study.
The details of the related stages that are followed by the development of the safety

culture maturity questionnaire are presented in the following sections.

3.2. Determination of the Safety Culture Dimensions and Interview Questions

As stated before, original MaPSaF was used as a basis of this present study. Hence,
the dimensions defined in the MaPSaF are not changed as a number. MaPSaF has a
total of 9 safety culture dimensions. This structure is kept for this present study.
However, the names of 5 dimensions are changed in order to comply with this
specific study. It is mainly related to removing the word “patient” from the
dimension names. The original names of the dimensions along with the modified

names are presented in the Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1. Dimensions of the safety culture

Original Dimensions of MaPSaF Modified names of the dimensions

. . Commitment to overall continuous improvement about
Overall commitment to quality

safety
Priority given to patient safety Priority given to safety
Perceptions of the causes of patient
safety incidents and their Perceptions of the causes of safety incidents

identification

Investigating patient safety o o
o Investigating health and safety incidents
incidents

Organizational learning following o . . o
. Lo Organizational learning following a safety incident
a patient safety incident

Communication about safety issues Communication about safety issues
Personnel management .
. Personnel management and safety issues
and safety issues
Staff education and training ) o ]
. Staff education and training about safety issues
about safety issues

Team working around safety issues Team working around safety issues

The initial attempt to conduct this study was to develop the safety culture maturity
matrix and to gather information from workers by using this matrix. However, in the
very early stages of the study, the matrix format of the MaPSaF was distributed to
the workers and their opinions were collected. All workers mentioned that the
structure is very hard to understand and if the researcher modifies the matrix format
to the question format, it will be easier to understand. Therefore, it was decided to

use questionnaire instead of matrix form.

Following the decision to use the dimension structure in MaPSaF as such, it was
decided that the aspects under the dimensions should be clarified, because, more than
one aspect is explained under each dimension in the MaPSaF matrix. In order to
modify the matrix format to the questionnaire format, the aspects under the
dimensions had to be determined. Thus, at first the MaPSaF was reviewed in detail
to have an initial idea about the aspects. Then, focus group interviews were

conducted with a group of workers.
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Open-ended questions were formulated for each dimension in order to be used in the
focus group interviews. The main documents used for the identification of the
interview questions are from the MaPSaF (MaPSaF, 2006) and the Health and Safety
Executive: inspectors human factors toolkit - Common topic 4: Safety culture (HSE,
2005). Industry Safety Culture Evaluation Tool and Guidance (SMICG, 2019) are
also used for the development of the interview questions. The interview questions

are presented in the Table 3.2.

Table 3.2. Interview questions

Dimensions Interview Questions

Commitment to
overall
continuous
improvement
about safety

e How can you describe the approach of the management to safety?

¢ How was the management involved in the safety issues?

o How were the safety rules set in the company (policies, procedures etc.)?

o What is seen as the main purpose of policies and procedures? (MaPSaF,
2006)

o How often is the management seen in the workplace? (HSE, 2005)

e |s the management trusted over safety? (HSE, 2005)

Priority given
to safety

o How seriously is the issue of safety taken within the organization?
(MaPSaF, 2006)

o Where does responsibility lie for safety issues? (MaPSaF, 2006)

o How are the risks managed in your company?

o How are people (all levels, especially managers) involved in safety?
(HSE, 2005)

Perceptions of
the causes of
safety incidents

e How are incidents viewed, as an opportunity to blame or to improve?
(MaPSaF, 2006)

o What is the focus of incident or accident investigations? Please give
examples (SMICG, 2019)

Investigating
health and
safety incidents

o What sort of reporting systems are in place in your company?

o Are you using the reporting system? If yes, do you believe in its
effectiveness, if no, what is the main reason behind it?

¢ Who is investigating the incidents in your company?

o Are the results of the investigations shared with you?

Organizational
learning
following a
safety incident

o Does the company really learn from accident history, incident reporting
etc? (HSE, 2005)

¢ What happens after an incident?

o How are changes introduced and evaluated? (MaPSaF, 2006)
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Table 3.2. Interview questions (Cont’ed.)

Dimensions

Interview Questions

Communication

about safety

e What communication systems are in place? (MaPSaF, 2006)

o Is there effective two-way communication about safety? (HSE, 2005)
o Are all safety issues communicated with you?

¢ How often are safety issues discussed; With line manager/subordinate?

issues With colleagues? (HSE, 2005)

® How effective is your company’s safety communication? (SMICG, 2019)
Personnel ¢ Do you feel supported in safety issues (reporting, concerns etc.)?

e Do managers give feedback on safety performance (& how)? (HSE, 2005)
management « Do you think your approach to safety issues has an impact on your
and safety performance assessment?
issues o What is your company's approach to health issues? (Do they only care

about your physical health or?)

Staff education
and training
about safety

issues

e Are you getting any safety-related trainings? Are safety trainings
effective?

o Is all the staff including the management attending the safety trainings?

e How, why and when are education and training programs about safety
developed? (MaPSaF, 2006)

¢ Do you think that additional safety training should be provided to
workers?

¢ Do you feel confident that you have all the training that you need? (HSE,
2005)

e How are needs identified? (HSE, 2005)

Team working
around safety

issues

o Are there any team structures related to safety issues in your company?
e How and why are teams developed? And how are teams managed?
(MaPSaF, 2006)

3.3. Focus Group Interviews with the Workers

Once the interview questions are formulized, focus group interviews were made with
a number of 60 workers. Participants included both blue-collar and white-collar
workers and different experiences (seniorities). The interview sessions were
conducted with each worker separately. Each session took about 45 to 60 minutes.
The demographic variables of workers who are the participants of the focus group

interview are given in the Table 3.3.
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Table 3.3. Demographic variables of workers

Demographic Variables Frequencies  Percentages
N %
Age
20-30 15 25
31-40 31 52
41-50 6 10
51-60 8 13
Total 60 100
Gender
Female 8 13
Male 52 87
Total 60 100
Working Position
White Collar 12 20
Blue Collar 48 80
Total 60 100
Total work experience
2-5 year 6 10
6-10 year 7 12
11-15 year 10 17
16-20 16 26
Longer than 20 years 21 35
Total 60 100
Work experience in current company
0-1 year 3 3)
2-5 year 24 40
6-10 year 15 25
11-15 year 9 15
16-20 1 1
Longer than 20 years 8 14
Total 60 100
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3.4. Determination of the Aspects

After focus group interviews were completed, the next step was to determine the
aspects. The answers of the workers to the interview questions, the dimensions and
questions that are given in the Table 3.4. Additionally, their general opinions about
the safety issues in their company were assessed by the researcher and 2 health and

safety (HS) specialists.

Table 3.4. Dimensions and initial aspects

No Dimensions Interview Questions
1 Commitment to overall 1. Commitment to continuous improvement about
continuous improvement about safety
safety 2. Inspection / audit
3. Written policies and procedures

4. Management commitment

2 Priority given to safety 5. Priority given to safety
6. Responsibility
7. Risk management

3 Perceptions of the causes of safety 8. Blame culture
incidents

4 Investigating health and safety 9. Reporting system and its usage
incidents 10. Staff feeling on reporting

11. Focus of investigation, investigation system
12. Who is doing the investigations?
13. Results/ output of investigation

5 Organizational learning following 14. Learning from safety incidents/accidents
a safety incident 15. Change management
6 Communication about safety 16. Information flow
issues 17. Sharing the communication
7 Personnel management and safety 18. Does the staff feel supported in safety issues?
issues 19. Work description/recruitment/ performance
evaluation
20. Well-being
8 Staff education and training about 21. Training implementation
safety issues 22. Management approach to safety trainings

23. Training needs identification

9 Team working around safety 24. Team structure
issues 25. The role of team member/engagement
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During the determination of the aspects phase, the pilot study of the Astika (Astika,
2017) was reviewed as a useful source for this part of the study. The details related
to Astika’s study are given in Chapter 2. Aspects chosen by using the safety culture
assessments in the literature are basically as follows: detailed explanations in
MaPSaF, themes defined under the dimensions by Astika (Astika, 2017), key aspects
of an effective culture defined by Health and Safety Executive (HSE, 2005), safety
culture characteristics and indicators defined by Industry Safety Culture Evaluation
Tool and Guidance (SMICG, 2019).

The data obtained after the interview sessions were evaluated in the form of a
workshop with these experts who are working in the field of OHS. As a result of the
evaluation, the consensus was reached, and a total of 25 safety culture aspects were
determined and distributed under each dimension. The initial dimensions and aspects

under these dimensions decided after this process are presented in the Table 3.4.

3.5. Developing the Questionnaire

3.5.1. Developing the Preliminary Questionnaire

At this stage, the questions to be placed under the dimensions and aspects were
determined by the researcher. The questions were specifically planned in a short and
understandable way. As mentioned earlier, long questions / sentences were found to
be difficult to understand by the participants and were not useful for survey
efficiency. After questions were formulated by the researcher, a second-round
workshop was conducted with the 2 HS specialists (who are the ones that participated

in the first workshop conducted for the determination of the aspects).

After the feedback was given by the specialists, the items which had been found to

be difficult to understand and the items whose meanings were not clear were

changed. Additionally, some wording changes were made as a result of the

comments of the HS specialists, such as adding the word “anonymously” in the

question 9 and changing the word “OHS expert” in the questions with “OHS Unit”,
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where it was relevant. One of the most valuable comments of the HS specialists
related to the questions was about the difficulty of answering questions that included
two statements in one question. Based on these comments and discussions, the
questions which had two statements were rewritten. An example for these comments
and changes in the questions is given in the Table 3.5. After this second workshop,

the final version of the questionnaire was ready to be sent to the experts for the next

phase of the study, which is expert consultation session.

Table 3.5. Example for changes in the questions

Original version of Question 6

Modified version of Question 6

Which of the following statements defines your

workplace in terms of safety responsibilities?
A. Safety responsibilities have not been

Which of the following statements defines
your workplace in terms of safety
responsibilities?

defined in the workplace. A. Safety responsibilities have not been
B. Safety responsibilities are handled defined in the workplace.
exclusively by senior management B. Safety responsibilities have been
after undesired incidents. defined only for the workers and are
C. Safety responsibilities are distributed perceived as an imposition of the
in the workplace to the role of the upper management.
OHS Specialist / engineer only and C. Safety responsibilities have been
are not adopted. defined only for the workers and
D. Safety responsibilities go under the supervisors and are perceived as an
responsibility of all managers under imposition of the upper management.
the consultancy of the OHS specialist, D. Safety responsibilities have been
yet they are not adopted by the defined for the workers, supervisors
employees. and the safety department. Upper
E. Safety responsibilities are defined for management has not been included in
all stakeholders (subcontractors, these responsibilities.
employees, interns, senior E. Safety responsibilities have been

management etc.) and these
responsibilities are adopted by all.

defined for all stakeholders
(subcontractors, workers, interns,
safety department, upper management
etc.).

3.5.2. Expert Consultation

In order to validate the questionnaire designed by the researcher, a questionnaire was
sent to the experts who were not included in the study before and 25 questions were
asked to be placed under the 25 aspects given to them. For this, questions and aspects

were given in separate sheets with a mixed order and simple explanations about the
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meanings of the aspects were also presented. The details related to experts who

participated in expert consultation sessions are given in Table 3.6.

Table 3.6. Participants of expert consultation sessions

Expert 1
OHS
defense sector

Expert  from

Mining Engineer, Working as B Class Safety Specialist
Over 13 years of experience in OHS field
NEBOSH Certificated

Expert 2 Professor in Mining Engineering Department in METU

METU Faculty Member  Academic Committee Member of OHS Program in METU

Expert 3 Chemical Engineer, Working as C Class Safety Specialist and also
HSE  Expert from Environmental Officer Certificate

defense sector

Working in the HSE department of the defense company

Over 16 years of experience in HSE field

Expert 4

Independent Consultant

Part time instructor in OHS Department in METU
A Class Safety Specialist
Over 20-year experience in OHS field

Expert 5 Industrial Engineer, Working as B Safety Specialist in Defense sector
OHS Expert Over 10 years of experience in OHS field

Expert 6 Geological Engineer, Working as B Class Safety Specialist in
OHS Expert Construction and Manufacturing sector

Over 15 years of experience in OHS field

The initial idea for this expert consultation session was to remove the questions from
the questionnaire, if the experts placed the questions under the aspects that were not
originally thought by the researcher. However, as a result of the study, most experts
placed most of the questions under the same aspects as the researcher did. Some
confusing questions and aspects were discussed with these experts and final changes
were made in the questionnaire accordingly. For example, the name of the aspect 6,
which was “responsibilities” is changed as “safety related responsibilities” and the
name of the aspect 17, which was “sharing the communication” is changed as “safety
communication”. Additionally some wording changes were made in questions 3, 4,
13, and 14 by means of discussions with the experts who participated in these expert
consultation sessions and were confused about the questions. The output of the

expert consultation is given in Table 3.7.
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Table 3.7. Output of expert consultations

Proposed
Order of | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert
No | Aspects the 1 2 3 4 5 6
Questions
1 Commitment to improvement 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 Inspection / audit 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
3 | Written policies and 3 3 3 3 ) 3 4
procedures
4 Management commitment 4 4 4 4 3,4 4 3
5 Priority given to safety 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
6 Responsibilities 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
7 Risk management 7 7 7 7 7 7 7
8 BIar_ne culture and 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
punishment
9 Reporting system and usage 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
Staff feeling on reporting the
10 incident 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
11 | Focus of investigation 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
/investigation system
12 | Whois doing the 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
investigations?
13 | Results/ output of 13 13 14 13 13 13 13
investigation
14 | Leaming from safety 14 14 13 14 14 14 14
incidents
15 Whg dgude the changes after 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
the incident?
16 | Information flow 16 16 16 16 16 16 16
17 | Sharing the communication 17 17 17 17 17 17 17
18 | Do the staffs feel supported? 18 18 18 18 18 18 18
19 | Work description/ 19 19 19 19 19 19 19
performance evaluation
20 | Well-being 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
21 | Training implementation 21 21 21 21 21 21 21
92 | Management approach to 22 22 22 22 22 22 22
safety trainings
23 | Training needs identification 23 23 23 23 23 23 23
24 | Team structure 24 24 24 24 24 24 24
o5 | Therole of team 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
member/engagement
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3.6. Results

As a final, total of 9 dimensions (as it is in the MaPSaF), 25 aspects and 25 questions
were decided to be used in the safety culture maturity questionnaire. The questions
are designed in such a way that each answer represents a level of safety culture. As
a result, the answers (statements) under the questions represent; A: Pathological, B:

Reactive, C: Bureaucratic, D: Proactive, E: Generative.

The final version of the questionnaire with respected dimensions and aspects
implemented for this study is presented in Appendix B. The statistical analysis of the
workers’ answers are presented in the Chapter 4. The methodology for the
implementation of this questionnaire is taking the group of workers in a room, giving
brief explanations about the concept, then collecting filled out hard copy
questionnaires. However, the first attempt showed that workers do not want to read
the guestions on their own and get bored very easily. So another approach was used
to conduct the questionnaires. Working groups of approximately 20-30 people
gathered in the seminar halls and were seated at a distance so that they were not
affected by each other's responses. The questions were displayed on the screen one
by one, and brief information was given by reading the question. The participants
were then asked to mark the appropriate answer on their hard-copy answer sheets.
The answer sheet included only the fields that required demographic information and
the fields where the answers to the questions had to be written. With this approach,
the questionnaires were filled in completely and the paper wastes to be generated
were minimized. In this way, instead of printing about 10 pages per participant, 1
page was printed for each participant. Another important concept for this study was
to show the participants that the information which they gave will be anonymous and
it is not possible to match the questionnaire (answer sheet) and the person filling the
questionnaire (answer sheet) by the researcher. For that purpose, an empty sealed
box was placed in the room and participants directly threw the filled questionnaire
to the box. Researcher explained that the box would be opened after the planned
number of workers participated in the study.
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CHAPTER 4

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SAFETY CULTURE MATURITY
QUESTIONNAIRE

4.1. Introduction

As stated before, this study includes both qualitative and quantitative approaches.
The studies conducted in the chapters described up to this section, i.e. the
development of the questionnaire, were carried out by qualitative methods. This
section and the followings which are the application of the questionnaire and the
assessment of the data obtained from the questionnaire mainly focused on

quantitative data.

This study was conducted in two companies in defense sector. The names of the
companies surveyed will be kept confidential. Accordingly, in this thesis, these two
companies will be referred to as Company A and Company B. The main objectives
of this study are to assess the safety culture maturity level of the two companies and
to compare these levels, and with this comparison, to show the difference between
the companies, based on which one of the two is using Behavior Based Safety. For
that purpose, companies with different safety approaches were chosen. Company A
has been using Behavior Based Safety concept in their safety approach since 2009,

and Company B has mainly been using traditional safety programs.

Brief explanation about the companies and also detailed information about the BBS
approach followed in Company A are given below. The important issue is that these
two companies are under the same holding and doing business in the same sector.
Additionally, the blue-collar employee (which is the main focus group of this study)

numbers of both companies are very close to each other.
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4.1.1. Company Profile - Company A

Company “A” was founded in 1989 to design and produce wheeled and tracked
armored vehicles. The company has produced more than 4000-armoured combat
vehicles. Almost 1000 employees have been working in the main facility. These
employees include both white-collar employees and blue-collar employees. Among
them, 700 of them are white-collar and 300 of them are blue collar. The factory area
covers 270,000 square meter open and 60,000 square meter indoor area. Welding,
assembly, painting and machining departments are the main production lines.
Moreover, design team, maintenance, quality, supply chain, warehouse and
administrative activities have been performed and they have provided support to the
manufacturing activities. Company “A” has an OHS Unit and 4 full-time safety
specialists, 1 full-time and 1 part-time occupational physician, 4 support staff have

been working under OHS Unit.

In Company A, following the 2008-year end performance evaluation processes, top
management and safety team realized that some things were not going well in their
traditional safety approach. The company could not reach its yearly safety targets.
These targets were accident frequency and severity rates and those have always been
the main constituent of safety targets. In order to determine the root cause of the

unsuccessful safety performance, the management established an internal audit team.

Safety experts, HR employees, occupational physicians, and production supervisors
were the team members of this internal audit team. Internal audit team made some
analysis regarding the accidents that occurred in the factory in previous years (risk
assessments, countermeasures, root causes analysis etc.) and also, they made
observations and measurements related to working environment (occupational
hygiene measurements, housekeeping activities, machine safety analysis etc.). After
they finished their investigation, a comprehensive report was prepared and presented
to the attention of top management. This report was mainly related to the root causes
of the accidents. With this study and this report, it was found out that most of the

accidents resulted from unsafe acts of workers. In the conclusion part of the report,
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the team indicated, "Following and implementing new safety approaches that depend
on behavior changes might be useful to prevent these kinds of accidents instead of

applying traditional safety methods.”

Thus, the foundations of the Behavior Based Safety (BBS) Management System
were laid in Company A. The top management asked to design behavior-based safety
management system for the company from OHS unit. The change from traditional
safety approach to BBS approach was accepted as a project that needed to be
designed and named as the BBS Project. For that purpose, the project team named
as OHS Focus Group was established and delegated with top management authority.
OHS Focus Group deals with budget, time, human resources, change management,
and subjects related to BBS project, because these subjects are the crucial parameters
of the planning in the design phase and maintaining sustainable BBS approach.

One of the major questions that concerned the top management was “Could this
project be executed internally, or do we need external assistance?’’. The answer from
the OHS Focus Group was “Yes, assistance is needed, because at that time, no one
from the company knows about BBS application in the organization.” OHS Focus
Group began to investigate a consultancy company that has high-level expertise of
BBS establishment. Agreement was made with the third-party consultancy company.
The consultancy company started to analyse the profile of Company A and after 4
months, they prepared a new BBS program for it. They presented the new BBS
program to the OHS Focus Group first and took their feedback. After the feedback,
consultants reviewed the program and it was presented to the top management for
any additional comments. Having been evaluated by both OHS Focus Group and top
management comments, finally, the new BBS program was ready for

implementation.

The vision of the new BBS program was highly acclaimed by top management. The
vision statement of the BBS program is: "One day, all employees will be observers

and act as observers every day."
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The new BBS program had two milestones. The first is the BBS trainings and the
second is the Observation Program and Trainings. All employees including top
management needed to participate in the new 8-hour BBS training. In other words,

everyone had to devote one day to this training.
The contents of the new BBS Program included:
Change Management

e Role Modelling

e Incentives and positive reinforcement
e Management Support

e Time requisition for change

e Removing the obstacles
Effective Management

e Review, Surveillance, Active Listening, Discussion

e Observation, accident and behaviour analysis of management
e Taking action

e Focusing on positive feedback

e Obeying the safety rules

e Following the safety procedure

e Encouraging the workers to participate in safety activities
e Asking open-ended questions onsite (what, how etc.)

e Active Participation from beginning to end

e Problem solving

e Data analysis

e Communication tools

e Thinking about concerns

¢ Roles and responsibilities

e Comprehensive accident analysis
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Ineffective Management

¢ Inadequate source analysis

e Lack of follow-ups regarding improvements, updates
e Being reactive

e Managing amidst fear

e Emphasizing statistics too much
Employees

e Behaving positively while answering the questions which are related to
problem solving and behaviour based desired results.
e Answering more honestly while explaining “what happened and how should

we perform” instead of “why did it end like this”
The Chain of Behavior

e Trigger- Behavior-Result

e Trigger- Behavior- Reinforced Result

e Trigger- Behavior- Aversive Result

e The balance between the reinforced results and aversive results is very
important for risky behaviour. The balance is substantially affected by
working pairs, social environment and frontline supervisor attitudes

(summarized as safety climate and culture).
Safe Behaviour

e Instructions/procedures

e Trainings

e Sources

e Supportive Communication
e Role modelling

e Incentives
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Observation Process

e Risky behavior is important upon the occurrence of an accident,

e Risky behavior might be observed and measured. Before an accident
happens, these observations may give the organization a chance to focus on
repetitive risky behavior,

e Factors that trigger risky behavior, reinforced items, and obstacles, can be
analyzed and a behavior-based action plan might be implemented so that the
behavior can be managed,

e If risky behavior is eliminated, zero accident vision might be realized,

e Safe acts can be seen as a merit among the employees, safety culture will be
directly improved,

e Observations should depend on behavior,

e Short-term high frequency observations,

e Training observers based on observation and feedback,

e Using checklists to focus on behavior,

e Informed observation,

e Spontaneous feedback,

e Observation team period should be max 3-4 months, observers should be
placed in rotation,

o Results are monthly reviewed (supervisor, observer, employee representative
attendance),

e Analysis results and observed changes should be visible and published,

¢ Risky behavior that is observed in high frequency should be analyzed and
actions should be planned and reviewed,

e Top management observation, positive reinforcement, feedback on site,

e Arranging campaigns for chronical issues.

Until now, 640 of the 1000 employees of the Company A have attended the BBS
Training. Almost 390 workers became observers. To be an observer, they first

attended the BBS training and after that, they received the Observer training,
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which takes 8 hours per workday. As an overall target, every observer needed to
make and report at least two observations in a week. Observation programs were
designed and used with the implementation of BBS approach. 3 observation
periods (duration: 4 months) took place every year, and in every period almost
15 different workers acted as observers. In each period, almost 500 risky
behaviors were detected and actions to prevent any damage from these behaviors
were taken. The most common risky behaviors have been grouped, and the
elimination of these behaviors is considered as the target of the departments. If
the same behavior for 3 consecutive periods is not detected at all, this risky
behavior is considered to have disappeared. To date, 24 of the risky behaviors
identified in this context have been eliminated (these 24 risky behaviors were not
identified in 3 consecutive periods). Observations take place in 8 working
environments such as welding, assembly, machining, painting, maintenance,
warehouse, quality and general. Every working environment has its own
observation target to eliminate the risky behavior. Until now, 25 observation
periods have been completed successfully and as stated, a total of 24 risky

behaviors were eliminated during this process.

4.1.2. Company Profile - Company B

Company “B” was founded in 1976 to produce steel construction and machinery and
established its facility in 1992. Company “B” has almost 500 employees and among
them, 300 of them are blue collar. The facility covers 65,000 square meter and 25,000
square meter of it is closed area. Production has been maintained to machining,
welding, painting, and assembly lines. Quality, design, warehouse, purchasing,
maintenance and administrative departments have supported production
departments. Company “B” has an OHS unit and 1 full-time safety specialist. 1 full-
time occupational physician and 1 support staff have been working on it.

Both companies have 1ISO 45001:2018 Occupational Health and Safety Management

Systems Certification. Company “A” is in “Very Hazardous Class” workplace,
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company “B” is classified as “Hazardous” according to Occupational Health and
Safety Law and its number is 6331.

4.2. Method and Procedure

As explained in detail in the last part of the Chapter 3, the questionnaire was
implemented as series of workshop sessions with working groups of approximately
20-30 people. The employees gathered in the seminar halls and were seated at a
distance so that they were not affected by each other's responses. The questions were
displayed on the screen one by one, and brief information was given by reading the
question. The participants were then asked to mark the appropriate answer on their
hard-copy answer sheets and throw the filled questionnaire to the box present in the

seminar hall.

To determine the required number of participants needed for the study, literature
review was conducted. One of the most used methods for the determination of the
sample size is Slovin’s formula. The sample size for this study was determined by

using Slovin’s formula and the formula is presented below (Agustina, 2018).

N

n:1+Ne2

n = number of sample members
N = number of memebers of population

e = error rate (typically using 1% or 0,01, 5% or 0,05, and 10% or 0,1 that the

researcher can select)

The population of the Company A is 1000 workers. The error rate chosen as 5% for
this study, hence, found out that this is the main approach for many scientific studies
which can be found in the literature. The sample size for Company A then was
calculated as 285,71 and rounded up to 286 (taking total employee number as 1000).
The population of the Company B is 500 workers. The sample size for Company B

then was calculated as 222,22 and rounded up to 223 (taking total employee number
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as 500). Considering that the focus of the study is blue-collar workers, and the
number of blue collar workers of both companies are almost same 300, samples
required for blue-collar workers in both companies was calculated as 171.42 and

rounded up to 172,

Total participation number is an over-calculated number for both companies.
Additionally, more than 172 blue-collar workers participated in the study in both

companies.

4.3. Participants

The total number of participants from Company A who responded to questionnaire
was 358. During the data assessment, it was found out that 7 questionnaires were not
fully filled by the participants and these questionnaires were removed. Finally, 351
fully filled questionnaires were used for the detailed statistical analysis.

Demographic information of the participants from Company A is given in Table 4.1.

As can be seen in Table 4.1, the majority (73.8%) of the participants were blue collar
and male (95.2%). Interms of age, 24.2% of participants aged between 20-30 years,
51.0% of participants aged between 31-40 years, 15.7% of participants aged between
41-50 years, 7.1% of participants aged between 51-60 years and 1.1% of participants
aged over 60 and only 3 participants stated that their age is 18 (not filling the range
in the answer sheet but by writing their ages). The most (26.2%) of the participants
have 11-15 years of experience, followed by the over 20 years of experience (23.6%),
and 6-10 years of experience (22.2%) and 16-20 years of experience (15.4%) and 2-
5 (10.3%). Only 8 participants have a 0-1 year of work experience (2.3%). In terms
of work experience in Company A, 9.1% of the participants are working in Company
A for 0-1 year, 43.6% of the participants for 2-5 years, 21.9% of the participants for
6-10 years, 14.2% of the participants for 11-15 years, 1.4% of the participants for
16-20 years and 9.7% of the participants are working in Company A for more than
20 years.
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Table 4.1. Demographic variables of workers from Company A

Demographic Variables Frequencies  Percentages
N %
Age
Lower than 20 3 0.9
20-30 85 24.2
31-40 179 51.0
41-50 55 17.7
51-60 25 7.1
Older than 60 4 1.1
Total 351 100
Gender
Female 17 4.8
Male 334 95.2
Total 351 100
Working Position
White Collar 92 26.2
Blue Collar 259 73.8
Total 351 100
Total work experience
0-1 year 8 2.3
2-5 year 36 10.3
6-10 year 78 22.2
11-15 year 92 26.2
16-20 year 54 154
Longer than 20 years 83 23.6
Total 351 100
Work experience in current company
0-1 year 32 9.1
2-5 year 153 43.6
6-10 year 77 21.9
11-15 year 50 14.2
16-20 year 5 14
Longer than 20 year 34 9.7
Total 351 100
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The total number of participants from Company B who responded to the
questionnaire was 248. During the data assessment, it was found out that 16
questionnaires were not fully filled by the participants and these questionnaires were
removed. Finally, 232 fully filled questionnaires were used for the detailed statistical
analysis. Demographic information of the participants from Company B is given in
Table 4.2.

As can be seen in Table 4.2, most of the participants are male and blue collar. The
ratio of the male participants is 96.1% and the number is 223, the ratio of the female
participants is 3.9% and the number is 9. In terms of working position, 19.0% of the
participants are white collar (N=44) and 81% of the participants are blue collar
(N=188)

In terms of age, 25.9 % of participants aged between 21-30 years, 51.7% of
participants aged between 31-40 years, 17.7% of participants aged between 41-50
years, 4.3% of participants aged between 51-60 years and only 1 participant is over
60 years.

The most (28.4%) of the participants have 11-15 years of experience and are
followed by over 20-year experience (26.3), 6-10 years of experience (19.0%), and
16-20 years of experience (16.8%) and 2-5 (9.5%). None of the participants have a

0-1 year of work experience.

In terms of work experience in Company B, 11.6% of the participants are working
in Company B for 0-1 year, 62.9% of the participants for 2-5 years, 19.8% of the
participants for 6-10 years, 4.3% of the participants for 11-15 years, none of the
participants for 16-20 years and 1.3% of the participants have been working in

Company B for more than 20 years.
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Table 4.2. Demographic variables of workers from Company B

Demographic Variables Frequencies  Percentages
N %
Age
20-30 60 25.9
31-40 120 51.7
41-50 41 17.7
51-60 10 4.3
Older than 60 1 0.4
Total 232 100
Gender
Female 9 3.9
Male 223 96.1
Total 232 100
Working Position
White Collar 44 19.0
Blue Collar 188 81.0
Total 232 100
Total work experience
0-1 year 0 0.0
2-5 year 22 9.5
6-10 year 44 19.0
11-15 year 66 28.4
16-20 year 39 16.8
Longer than 20 year 61 26.3
Total 232 100
Work experience in current company
0-1 year 27 11.6
2-5 year 146 62.9
6-10 year 46 19.8
11-15 year 10 4.3
16-20 0 0.0
Longer than 20 year 3 1.3
Total 232 100
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4.4. Analyzing the Data

The final safety culture maturity questionnaire has 25 questions. The questions are
designed in such a way that each answer represents a level of safety culture. As a
result, the answers (statements) under the questions represent; A: Pathological, B:
Reactive, C: Bureaucratic, D: Proactive, E: Generative.

Although demographic information was collected within the scope of this study, no
comparison was made regarding demographic information, since the main subject of

the study was the comparison of the current safety culture of the two companies.

The studies on the comparison of demographic data can be considered as future
studies. Additionally, with the results of this study, companies can decide on the
areas that they should focus on and determine the target group by using demographic

data for the implementation of improvement measures.

The collected data assessed both Company A and Company B separately and the

results are shown in the following section.

4.4.1. Reliability Analysis

The reliability of the results obtained from measurement tools is one of the most
important subjects of the studies conducted in psychological and educational field.
The alpha coefficient developed by Cronbach (1951) is used to assess the internal
consistency of a single test (Inal et al., 2017). Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
(Cronbach, 1951) is absolutely one of the most important and used statistic
parameters in scale/test development and implementation. When the literature from
Social Sciences Citation Index was examined from 1966 to 1990, it was found that
Cronbach's (1951) article was cited approximately 60 times a year and in a total of
278 different journals (Cortina, 1993). Alpha has been developed to provide a
measure of a test or scale related to its internal consistency, and it is expressed as a
number between 0 and 1. In the literature, there are many different articles on
acceptable alpha values, which generally range from 0.70 to 0.95 (Tavakol and
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Dennick, 2011). One of the classifications for the Cronbach’s alpha is; <0.6 is poor,
0.6 to 0.69 moderate, 0.7 to 0.79 good, 0.8 to 0.89 very good and >0.9 excellent
(Hair et al., 2003 derived from Shamsuddin et al., 2015). In conclusion, values above
0.7 for Cronbach alpha are acceptable in literature and above 0.9 are considered to
be the best.

The data gathered from the questionnaires was analyzed in the Statistical Package
for Social Science (SPSS) to assess the data regarding the internal consistency. A
reliability analysis was conducted by using SPSS and Cronbach’s alpha internal
consistency score for the scale was calculated separately for Company A and
Company B. The results are shown in the Table 4.3. As can be seen from the results,

both internal consistency scores are over 0.9, which is the best range for a scale.

Table 4.3. Cronbach’s alpha for internal consistency scores

Case processing Summary -Company A

Cases N %
Valid 351 100.0
Excluded 0 .0
Total 351 100.0

Reliability Statistics — Company A

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items
.928 25

Case processing Summary -Company B

Cases N %
Valid 232 100.0
Excluded 0 .0
Total 232 100.0

Reliability Statistics- Company B

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items
938 25
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4.4.2. Company A - Analyzing the Data

Dimension 1 was “commitment to overall continuous improvement about safety”
and it includes 4 different aspects, hence 4 different questions. The overall answers

of workers from Company A are given in the Table 4.4,

As can be seen in Table 4.4, the majority of the participants classified Company A
as Generative (65.0%) in terms of Aspect 1, which is “commitment to continuous
improvement about safety”, and it is followed by Proactive (22.5%), Bureaucratic
(6.8%), Reactive (4.3%) and Pathological (1.4%). The distribution of Aspect 2,
which is “inspection/audit”, mainly shows Generative level (70.1%) and it is
followed by Proactive (18.2%), Bureaucratic (7.7%), Reactive (3.4%) and
Pathological (0.6%), respectively.

Table 4.4. Responds-Dimension 1-Company A

Pathological | Reactive Bureaucratic | Proactive Generative

Responds
N % N % N % N % N %

Aspect 1

Commitment
to Continuous 5 14 15 43 24 68 79 225 228 650
improvement
about safety
Aspect 2

audit

Aspect 3
Written o |00 |8 23 [33 |94 |156 |[444 |154 |439
Policies and
procedures
Aspect 4
Management | 1 0.3 3 0.9 50 142 | 67 19.1 | 230 | 655

commitment

For Aspect 3, which is “written policies and procedures”, no one classified
Company A in Pathological level, however the number of participants who choose
proactive level (44.4%) has exceeded the number of participants who choose
generative level (43.9%). The majority of the participants classified Company A as
Generative (65.5%) in terms of Aspect 4, which is “management commitment”, and

it is followed by Proactive (19.1%), Bureaucratic (14.2%), Reactive (0.9%) and
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Pathological (0.3%). Graphical presentation of the responses of the aspects under

dimension 1 is given in the Figure 4.1.

Dimension 1
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Figure 4.1. Responds-Dimension 1-Company A

Dimension 2 was “priority given to safety” and it includes 3 different aspects, hence
3 different questions. The overall answers of workers from Company A are given in
the Table 4.5.

Table 4.5. Responds-Dimension 2-Company A

Pathological | Reactive Bureaucratic | Proactive Generative
N % N % N % N % N %

Responds

Aspect 5
Priority given 1 0.3 9 2.6 65 185 | 101 | 288 |175 |49.9
to safety
Aspect 6
Safety related 0 0.0 13 3.7 23 6.6 50 142 | 265 | 755
responsibilities
Aspect 7

Risk 0 0.0 13 3.7 22 6.3 110 | 31.3 | 206 | 58.7
management

As can be seen in Table 4.5, the distribution of Aspect 5, which is “priority given to
safety”, mostly shows Generative level (49.9%) and it is followed by Proactive
(28.8%), Bureaucratic (18.5%), Reactive (2.6%) and Pathological (0.3%),
respectively. The majority of the participants classified Company A as Generative
(75.5%) in terms of Aspect 6, which is “safety related responsibilities”, and it is
followed by Proactive (14.2%), Bureaucratic (6.6%), Reactive (3.7%) and none of
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them choose Pathological level. For Aspect 7, which is “risk management”, no one
classified Company A in Pathological level, the majority of the participants classified
Company A as Generative (58.7%), and it is followed by Proactive (31.3%),
Bureaucratic (6.3%), Reactive (3.7%). Graphical presentation of the responses of the
aspects under dimension 2 is given in the Figure 4.2.
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Figure 4.2. Responds-Dimension 2-Company A

Dimension 3 was “perceptions of the causes of safety incidents” and it includes only
one aspect, hence 1 question. The overall answers of workers from Company A are

given in the Table 4.6.

Table 4.6. Responds-Dimension 3-Company A

Responds Pathological | Reactive Bureaucratic | Proactive Generative

P N % N % N % N % N %
Aspect 8 2 |06 |16 |46 |44 |125 [105 |209 |184 |524
Blame culture

As can be seen in Table 4.6, the distribution of Aspect 8, which is “blame culture”,
mostly shows Generative level (52.4%) and it is followed by Proactive (29.9%),
Bureaucratic (12.5%), Reactive (4.6%) and Pathological (0.6%). Graphical
presentation of the responses of the aspect under dimension 3 is given in the Figure
4.3.
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Figure 4.3. Responds-Dimension 3-Company A

Dimension 3 was “investigating health and safety incidents” and it includes 5
different aspects, hence 5 different questions. The overall answers of workers from

Company A are given in the Table 4.7.

Table 4.7. Responds-Dimension 4-Company A

Pathological | Reactive Bureaucratic | Proactive Generative
N % N % N % N % N %

Responds

Aspect 9
Reporting system | 1 0.3 6 1.7 34 9.7 123 | 35.0 | 187 53.3
and its usage
Aspect 10
Staff feeling on 10 | 2.8 11 3.1 89 25.4 | 141 | 40.2 | 100 28.5
reporting
Aspect 11
Focus of
investigation 0 0.0 9 26 |43 123 | 169 |48.1 | 130 | 37.0
f/investigation
system

Aspect 12
Who is doing the | 0 0.0 35 10.0 | 58 16,5 | 117 | 333 | 141 | 40.2
investigations?
Aspect 13

Results of 1 0.3 11 31 |32 9.1 101 | 28.8 | 206 | 58.7
investigation

As can be seen in Table 4.7, most of the participants classified Company A as
Generative (53.3%) in terms of Aspect 9, which is “reporting system and its usage”,
and it is followed by Proactive (35.0%), Bureaucratic (9.7%), Reactive (1.7%) and

Pathological (0.3%). The distribution of Aspect 10, which is “staff feeling on
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reporting”, mainly shows Proactive level (40.2%) and it is followed by Generative
(28.5%), Bureaucratic (25.4%), Reactive (3.1%) and Pathological (2.8%).

For Aspect 11, which is “focus of investigation /investigation system”, no one
classified Company A in Pathological level, however the number of participants who
choose proactive level (48.1%) has exceeded the number of participants who choose

generative level (37.0%).

The majority of the participants classified Company A as Generative (40.2%) in
terms of Aspect 12, which is “who is doing the investigations?”, and it is followed
by Proactive (33.3%), Bureaucratic (16.5%), Reactive (10.0%) and no one classified

Company A in Pathological level.

Lastly, the distribution of Aspect 13, which is “results of investigation”, mainly
shows Generative level (58.7%) and it is followed by Proactive (28.8%),
Bureaucratic (9.1%), Reactive (3.1%) and Pathological (0.3%). Graphical
presentation of the responses of the aspects under dimension 4 is given in the Figure
4.4,
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Figure 4.4. Responds-Dimension 4-Company A

Dimension 5 was “organizational learning following a safety incident” and it
includes 2 different aspects, hence 2 different questions. The overall answers of
workers from Company A are given in the Table 4.8.
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Table 4.8. Responds-Dimension 5-Company A

Pathological | Reactive Bureaucratic | Proactive Generative
N % N % N % N % N %

Responds

Aspect 14
Learning from 0 0.0 6 1.7 |53 151 | 140 |39.9 | 152 |433
safety incidents
Aspect 15

Change 4 11 27 7.7 | 103 29.3 | 134 | 382 |83 23.6
management

As can be seen in Table 4.8, most of the participants classified Company A as
Generative (43.3%) in terms of Aspect 14, which is “learning from safety
incidents”, and it is followed by Proactive (39.9%), Bureaucratic (15.1%), Reactive
(1.7%) and no one classified Company A in Pathological level. The distribution of
Aspect 15, which is “change management”, mainly shows Proactive level (38.2%)
and it is followed by Bureaucratic (29.3%), Generative (23.6%), Reactive (7.7%)
and Pathological (1.1%). Graphical presentation of the responses of the aspects under

dimension 5 is given in the Figure 4.5.
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Figure 4.5. Responds-Dimension 5-Company A
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Dimension 6 was “communication about safety issues” and it includes 2 different
aspects, hence 2 different questions. The overall answers of workers from Company

A are given in the Table 4.9.

Table 4.9. Responds-Dimension 6-Company A

Responds Pathological | Reactive Bureaucratic | Proactive Generative
N % N % N % N % N %

Aspect 16 4 |11 |8 |23 |38 |108 |114 |325 |187 |533

Information flow

Aspect 17

Safety 5 1.4 19 54 73 20.8 107 30.5 | 147 41.9

communication

As can be seen in Table 4.9, the most of the participants classified Company A as
Generative (53.3%) in terms of Aspect 16, which is “information flow”, and it is
followed by Proactive (32.5%), Bureaucratic (10.8%), Reactive (2.3%) and
Pathological (1.1%). The distribution of Aspect 17, which is “safety
communication”, mainly shows Generative level (41.9%) and it is followed by
Proactive (30.5), Bureaucratic (20.8%), Reactive (5.4%) and Pathological (1.4%).
Graphical presentation of the responses of the aspects under dimension 6 is given in

the Figure 4.6 below.
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Figure 4.6. Responds-Dimension 6-Company A
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Dimension 7 was “personnel management and safety issues” and it includes 3
different aspects, hence 3 different questions. The overall answers of workers from

Company A are given in the Table 4.10.

Table 4.10. Responds-Dimension 7-Company A

Pathological | Reactive | Bureaucratic | Proactive | Generative

Responds

N % N [ % N % N % N %
Aspect 18
Do the staffs feel 11 |31 15 |43 |70 19.9 125 | 35.6 | 130 | 37.0
supported?
Aspect 19 Work

description/recruitment/ 5 14 12 |34 |37 10.5 96 | 27.4 | 201 | 57.3
performance evaluation

Aspect 20

Wellbeing 9 2.6 32 | 9.1 |55 15.7 102 | 29.1 | 153 | 43.6

As can be seen in Table 4.10, the most of the participants classified Company A as
Generative (37.0%) in terms of Aspect 18, which is “do the staffs feel supported?”,
and it is followed by Proactive (35.6%), Bureaucratic (19.9%), Reactive (4.3%) and
Pathological (3.1%). The distribution of Aspect 19, which is “work
description/recruitment/ performance evaluation”, mainly shows Generative level
(57.3%) and it is followed by Proactive (27.4), Bureaucratic (10.5%), Reactive
(3.4%) and Pathological (1.4%). The majority of the participants classified Company
A as Generative (43.6%) in terms of Aspect 20, which is “wellbeing”, and it is
followed by Proactive (29.1%), Bureaucratic (15.7%), Reactive (9.1%) and
Pathological (2.6%). Graphical presentation of the responses of the aspects under

dimension 7 is given in the Figure 4.7.
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Figure 4.7. Responds-Dimension 7-Company A
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Dimension 8 was “staff education and training about safety issues” and it includes

3 different aspects, hence 3 different questions. The overall answers of workers from

Company A are given in the Table 4.11.

Table 4.11. Responds-Dimension 8-Company A

Responds Pathological | Reactive | Bureaucratic | Proactive | Generative
N % N |% |N % N % N %

Aspect 21

Training 0 0.0 21 | 6.0 |26 7.4 111 | 31.6 | 193 | 55.0

implementation

Aspect 22

Management 1 |03 |5 |14]70 |199 |135 385|140 |39.9

approach to safety

trainings

Aspect 23

Training needs 12 |34 31 |88 |66 18.8 | 147 | 41.9 | 95 27.1

identification

As can be seen in Table 4.11, the majority of the participants classified Company A

as Generative (55.0%) in terms of Aspect 21, which is “training implementation”,
and it is followed by Proactive (31.6%), Bureaucratic (7.4%), Reactive (6.0%) and
no one classified Company A in Pathological level. The distribution of Aspect 22,

which is “management approach to safety trainings”, mainly shows Generative
level (39.9%) and Proactive (38.5%) and it is followed by Bureaucratic (19.9%),
Reactive (1.4%) and Pathological (0.3%). The majority of the participants classified

Company A as Proactive (41.9%) in terms of Aspect 23, which is “training needs

identification”, and it is followed by Generative (27.1%), Bureaucratic (18.8%),

Reactive (8.8%) and Pathological (3.4%). Graphical presentation of the responses of

the aspects under dimension 8 is given in the Figure 4.8.
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Figure 4.8. Responds-Dimension 8-Company A

Dimension 9 was “team working around safety issues” and it includes 2 different

aspects, hence 2 different questions. The overall answers of workers from Company
A are given in the Table 4.12.

Table 4.12. Responds-Dimension 9-Company A

Responds Pathological | Reactive | Bureaucratic | Proactive | Generative
N % N | % N % N % N %

Aspect 24 4 |11 |3 |09 |45 |128 |122 |348 |177 |504

Team structure

Aspect 25

The role of team 8 2.3 7 20 |50 142 | 114 | 325 | 172 | 49.0

member/ engagement

As can be seen in Table 4.12, the majority of the participants classified Company A

as Generative (50.4%) in terms of Aspect 24, which is “team structure”, and it is
followed by Proactive (34.8%), Bureaucratic (12.8%), Pathological (1.1%) and
Reactive (0.9%). The distribution of Aspect 25, which is “the role of team

member/engagement”, mainly shows Generative level (49.0%) and Proactive
(32.5%) and it is followed by Bureaucratic (14.2%), Pathological (2.3%) and

Reactive (2.0%). Graphical presentation of the responses of the aspects under

dimension 9 is given in the Figure 4.9.
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4.4.3. Company B - Analyzing the Data

Dimension 1 was “commitment to overall continuous improvement about safety”

and it includes 4 different aspects, hence 4 different questions. The overall answers

of workers from Company B are given in the Table 4.13.

Table 4.13. Responds-Dimension 1-Company B

Responds

Pathological

Reactive

Bureaucratic

Proactive

Generative

N

%

N

% N

% N

%

N %

Aspect 1
Commitment
to continuous
improvement
about safety

10

4.3

14

6.0 28

121 | 87

37.5

93 40.1

Aspect 2
Inspection /
audit

2.6

27

116 | 34

147 |79

34.1

86 37.1

Aspect 3
Written
Policies and
procedures

0.4

11

4.7 53

22.8 106

45.7

61 26.3

Aspect 4
Management
commitment

2.2

15

6.5 66

284 | 64

27.6

82 35.3
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As can be seen in Table 4.13, the majority of the participants classified Company B
as Generative (40.1%) in terms of Aspect 1, which is “commitment to continuous
improvement about safety”, and it is followed by Proactive (37.5%), Bureaucratic
(12.1%), Reactive (6.0%) and Pathological (4.3%). The distribution of Aspect 2,
which is “inspection/audit”, mainly shows Generative level (37.1%) and it is
followed by Proactive (34.1%), Bureaucratic (14.7%), Reactive (11.6%) and
Pathological (2.6%), respectively. For Aspect 3, which is “written policies and
procedures”, the number of participants who choose proactive level (45.7%) has
exceeded the number of participants who choose generative level (26.3%) and it is
followed by Bureaucratic (22.8%), Reactive (4.7%) and Pathological (0.4%),
respectively. The majority of the participants classified Company B as Generative
(35.3%) in terms of Aspect 4, which is “management commitment”, and it is
followed by Bureaucratic (28.4%), Proactive (27.6%), Reactive (6.5%) and
Pathological (2.2%). Graphical presentation of the responses of the aspects under

dimension 1 is given in the Figure 4.10.
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Figure 4.10. Responds-Dimension 1-Company B

Dimension 2 was “priority given to safety” and it includes 3 different aspects, hence
3 different questions. The overall answers of workers from Company B are given in

the table below.

As can be seen in Table 4.14, the distribution of Aspect 5, which is “priority given

to safety”, mostly shows Generative level (34.9%) and it is followed by Proactive
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(27.2%), Bureaucratic (23.3%), Reactive (12.1%), and Pathological (2.6%),

respectively.

Table 4.14. Responds-Dimension 2-Company B

Pathological | Reactive Bureaucratic | Proactive Generative
N % N % N % N % N %

Responds

Aspect 5
Priority given 6 2.6 28 121 | 54 23.3 | 63 27.2 | 81 34.9
to safety
Aspect 6
Safety-related | O 0.0 8 34 19 8.2 61 26.3 | 144 |62.1
responsibilities
Aspect 7

Risk 4 1.7 17 7.3 31 134 | 86 371 | 94 40.5
management

The majority of the participants classified Company B as Generative (62.1%) in
terms of Aspect 6, which is “safety-related responsibilities”, and it is followed by
Proactive (26.3%), Bureaucratic (8.2%), Reactive (3.4%) and none of them choose
Pathological level. For Aspect 7, which is “risk management”, the majority of the
participants classified Company B as Generative (40.5%), and it is followed by
Proactive (37.1%), Bureaucratic (13.4%), Reactive (7.3%) and Pathological (1.7%).
Graphical presentation of the responses of the aspects under dimension 2 is given in
the Figure 4.11.
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Figure 4.11. Responds-Dimension 2-Company B
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Dimension 3 was “perceptions of the causes of safety incidents” and it includes one
aspect, hence 1 question. The overall answers of workers from Company B are given
in the Table 4.15.

Table 4.15. Responds-Dimension 3-Company B

Responds Pathological | Reactive Bureaucratic | Proactive Generative
P N | % N % N % N % N %
Aspect 8 1 |04 |36 |155 |37 |159 |77 |332 |81 |349
Blame culture

As can be seen in Table 4.15, The majority of the participants classified Company
B as Generative (34.9%) and also Proactive (33.2%), in terms of Aspect 8, which is
“blame culture’’ and it is followed by Bureaucratic (15.9%), Reactive (15.5%) and
Pathological (0.4%). Graphical presentation of the responses of the aspect under
dimension 3 is given in the Figure 4.12.
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Figure 4.12. Responds-Dimension 3-Company B

Dimension 4 was “investigating health and safety incidents” and it includes 5
different aspects, hence 5 different questions. The overall answers of workers from

Company B are given in the Table 4.16.

As can be seen in Table 4.16, most of the participants classified Company B as
Proactive (35.3%), in terms of Aspect 9, which is “reporting system and its usage”,
and it is followed by Generative (27.2%), Bureaucratic (20.3%), and Reactive (9.1%)
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and Pathological (8.2%). The distribution of Aspect 10, which is “staff feeling on
reporting”, mainly shows Proactive (31.9%), and it is followed by Bureaucratic
(25.0%), Generative (23.3%) and Reactive (12.9%), and Pathological (6.9%). For
Aspect 11, which is “focus of investigation /investigation system”, the majority of
the participants classified Company B as Proactive (39.7%), and it is followed by
Generative (29.7%), Bureaucratic (16.4%), Reactive (11.2%) and Pathological
(3.0%). The majority of the participants classified Company B as Bureaucratic
(34.9%) in terms of Aspect 12, which is “who is doing the investigations?”, and it
is followed by Proactive (24.6%), Generative (19.4%) Reactive (18.1%), and
Pathological (3.0%). Lastly, the distribution of Aspect 13, which is “results of
investigation”, mainly shows Proactive (40.5%) and it is followed by Generative
level (30.2%), Bureaucratic (21.1%), Reactive (5.6%) and Pathological (2.6%).
Graphical presentation of the responses of the aspects under dimension 4 is given in
the Figure 4.13.

Table 4.16. Responds-Dimension 4-Company B

Pathological | Reactive Bureaucratic | Proactive Generative
N % N % N % N % N %

Responds

Aspect 9
Reporting system | 19 | 8.2 21 9.1 47 20.3 | 82 353 | 63 27.2
and its usage
Aspect 10
Staff feeling on 16 | 6.9 30 12.9 | 58 250 |74 319 | 54 23.3
reporting
Aspect 11
Focus of
investigation 7 3.0 26 11.2 | 38 164 |92 39.7 | 69 29.7
/investigation
system

Aspect 12
Who is doing the | 7 3.0 42 18.1 | 81 349 |57 246 | 45 194
investigations?
Aspect 13

Results of 6 2.6 13 56 |49 211 | 94 40.5 | 70 30.2
investigation
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Figure 4.13. Responds-Dimension 4-Company B

Dimension 5 was “organizational learning following a safety incident” and it

includes 2 different aspects, hence 2 different questions. The overall answers of

workers from Company B are given in the Table 4.17.

As can be seen in Table 4.17, The most of the participants classified Company B as

Proactive (43.1%), in terms of Aspect 14, which is “learning from safety
incidents”, and it is followed by Generative (26.7%), Bureaucratic (19.0%),
Reactive (9.5%) and Pathological (1.7%). The distribution of Aspect 15, which is
“change management”, mainly shows Proactive (37.1%), and it is followed by
Bureaucratic level (28.0%), Reactive (20.3%) Generative (9.1%) and Pathological
(5.6%). Graphical presentation of the responses of the aspects under dimension 5 is

given in the Figure 4.14.

Table 4.17. Responds-Dimension 5-Company B

Responds Pathological | Reactive Bureaucratic | Proactive Generative
N % N % N % N % N %

Aspect 14

Learning from 4 1.7 22 9.5 44 19.0 | 100 |43.1 |62 26.7

safety incidents

Aspect 15

Change 13 | 56 47 20.3 | 65 28.0 | 86 371 | 21 9.1

management
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Figure 4.14. Responds-Dimension 5-Company B

Dimension 6 was “communication about safety issues” and it includes 2 different
aspects, hence 2 different questions. The overall answers of workers from Company
B are given in the Table 4.18.

Table 4.18. Responds-Dimension 6-Company B

Responds Pathological | Reactive Bureaucratic | Proactive Generative
N % N % N % N % N %

Aspect 16 12 |52 |16 |69 |66 284 |63 |272 |75 |323

Information flow

Aspect 17

Safety 19 |82 30 129 | 57 24.6 69 29.7 | 57 24.6

communication

As can be seen in Table 4.18, most of the participants classified Company B as
Generative (32.3%) in terms of Aspect 16, which is “information flow”, and it is
followed by Bureaucratic (28.4%), Proactive (27.3%), Reactive (6.9%) and
Pathological (5.2%). The distribution of Aspect 17, which is “safety
communication”, mainly shows Proactive (29.7%), and it is followed by Generative
(24.6%) and Bureaucratic (24.6%) and Reactive (12.9%) and Pathological (8.2%).
Graphical presentation of the responses of the aspects under dimension 6 is given in
the Figure 4.15.
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Figure 4.15. Responds-Dimension 6-Company B

Dimension 7 was “personnel management and safety issues” and it includes 3
different aspects, hence 3 different questions. The overall answers of workers from

Company B are given in the Table 4.19. below.

Table 4.19. Responds-Dimension 7-Company B

Pathological | Reactive | Bureaucratic | Proactive | Generative
N % N | % N % N % N %

Responds

Aspect 18
Do the staffs feel 5 2.2 40 | 17.2| 70 302 |70 |30.2 |47 | 203
supported?

Aspect 19

Work
description/recruitment/
performance evaluation
Aspect 20

Wellbeing

23 99 16 | 6.9 |42 18.1 | 100 | 43.1 |51 220

43 | 185 49 | 21.1 | 67 289 |38 |16.4 |35 15.1

As can be seen in Table 4.19, most of the participants classified Company B as
Proactive (30.2%) and Bureaucratic (30.2%), in terms of Aspect 18, which is “do
the staffs feel supported?”, and it is followed by Generative (20.3%), Reactive
(17.2%) and Pathological (2.2%).
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The distribution of Aspect 19, which is “work description/recruitment/
performance evaluation”, mainly shows by Proactive (43.1%), and it is followed
by Generative level (22.0%), Bureaucratic (18.1%), Pathological (9.9%) and
Reactive (6.9%).

The majority of the participants classified Company B as Bureaucratic (28.9%), in
terms of Aspect 20, which is “wellbeing”, and it is followed by Reactive (21.1%),
Pathological (18.5), Proactive (16.4%) and Generative (15.1%) and. Graphical
presentation of the responses of the aspects under dimension 7 is given in the Figure
4.16.
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Figure 4.16. Responds-Dimension 7-Company B

Dimension 8 was “staff education and training about safety issues” and it includes
3 different aspects, hence 3 different questions. The overall answers of workers from

Company B are given in the Table 4.20.

Table 4.20. Responds-Dimension 8-Company B

Responds Pathological | Reactive | Bureaucratic | Proactive | Generative
N % N | % N % N % N %

Aspect 21

Training 2 0.9 60 | 259 | 81 349 |43 | 185 | 46 19.8

implementation

Aspect 22

Management 4 |17 |28 |121(8 |379 |72 |310 |40 |17.2

approach to safety

trainings

Aspect 23

Training needs 40 | 17.2 60 | 25.9 | 60 259 |52 |224 |20 8.6

identification
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As can be seen in Table 4.20, the majority of the participants classified Company B
as Bureaucratic (34.9%), in terms of Aspect 21, which is “training
implementation”, and it is followed by Reactive (25.9%), Generative (19.8%),
Proactive (18.5%), and Pathological (0.9%). The distribution of Aspect 22, which is
“management approach to safety trainings”, mainly shows Bureaucratic level
(37.9%), and it is followed by Proactive (31.0%) Generative level (17.2%), Reactive
(12.1%), and Pathological (1.7%). The majority of the participants classified
Company B as Bureaucratic (25.9%) and Reactive (25.9%) in terms of Aspect 23,
which is “training needs identification”, and it is followed by Proactive (22.4%),
Pathological (17.2%), and Generative (8.6%). Graphical presentation of the

responses of the aspects under dimension 8 is given in the Figure 4.17.
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Figure 4.17. Responds-Dimension 8-Company B

Dimension 9 was “team working around safety issues” and it includes 2 different
aspects, hence 2 different questions. The overall answers of workers from Company
B are given in the Table 4.21.

Table 4.21. Responds-Dimension 9-Company B

Responds Pathological | Reactive | Bureaucratic | Proactive | Generative
N % N | % N % N % N %

Aspect 24 46 | 198 |38 | 16459 |254 |46 |19.8 |43 |185

Team structure

Aspect 25

The role of team 67 | 28.9 42 | 18.1 43 185 |37 |15.9 |43 18.5

member/ engagement
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As can be seen in Table 4.21, the majority of the participants classified Company B
as Bureaucratic (25.4%) in terms of Aspect 24, which is “team structure”, and it is
followed by Proactive (19.8%) and Pathological (19.8%), Generative (18.5%) and
Reactive (16.4%). The distribution of Aspect 25, which is “the role of team
member/ engagement”, mainly shows Pathological level (28.9%) and it is followed
by Bureaucratic (18.5%) and Generative levels (18.5%), and Reactive (18.1%),
Proactive (15.9%). Graphical presentation of the responses of the aspects under

dimension 9 is given in the Figure 4.18.
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Figure 4.18. Responds-Dimension 9-Company B

4.5. Results

As a conclusion, compression of the average result of the aspects based on the
companies is presented in this section. In order to calculate mathematical averages,
A to E scale in the answers were scored as 1 to 5. In this numerical scale, answer A
i.e. Pathological level corresponds score 1; answer B i.e. Reactive level corresponds
score 2; answer C i.e. Bureaucratic level corresponds score 3; answer D i.e. Proactive

level corresponds score 4; answer E i.e. Generative level corresponds score 5.

The overall average points of the aspects and dimensions for Company A are given
in the Table 4.22
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Table 4.22. Average point for aspects and dimensions-Company A

Average . . Avera
Aspects Pointsg Dimensions e Poings
Aspect 1
Commitment to continuous improvement | 4.45
about safety
Aspect 2 454 Dimension 1: Commitment to
Inspection / audit ' overall continuous 4.44
Aspect 3 430 improvement about safety
Written Policies and procedures '
Aspect 4 4.49
Management commitment '
Aspect 5
Priority given to safety 4.25
Aspect 6 462 Dimension 2: Priority given 444
Safety related responsibilities ) to safety '
Aspect 7
Risk management 4.45
Aspect 8 429 Dimension 3: Perceptions of 429
Blame culture ' the causes of safety incidents '
Aspect 9: Reporting system and its usage | 4.39
Aspect 10: Staff feeling on reporting 3.88
Aspect_ 115 Focus of investigation 420 Dimension 4: Investigating
/investigation sys.tem - health and safety incidents 4.19
Aspect 12: Who is doing the
/ A 4.04
investigations?
Aspect 13: Results of investigation 4.42
Aspect 14 Learning from safety incidents | 4.25 Dimension 5: Organizational
learning following a safety 4.00
Aspect 15 Change management 3.75 incident
Aspect 16 Information flow 4.34 Dimension 6:
Aspect 17 4.06 _Communication about safety | 4.20
Safety communication ' ISSues
Aspect 18 399
Do the staffs feel supported? '
Aspect 19 Dimension 7: Personnel
Work description/recruitment/ 4.36 management and safety 4,12
performance evaluation issues
Aspect 20
Wellbeing 4.02
Aspect 21
Training implementation 4.36 . . .
Dimension 8: Staff education
Aspect 22 -
- 4.16 and training about safety 4.11
Management approach to safety trainings isSUes
Aspect 23 3.80
Training needs identification '
Aspect 24 432
Team structure ' Dimension 9: Team working
. 4.28
Aspect 25 424 around safety issues

The role of team member/ engagement
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For Company A, the highest scores are gathered for dimension 1 (commitment to
overall continuous improvement about safety) and dimension 2 (priority given to

safety), which is 4.44 for both dimensions.

There is no score calculated under 4 for any dimension for Company A. The lowest
score is gathered for dimension 5 (organizational learning following a safety
incident), which is 4.0. The overall average points of the aspects and dimensions for
Company A are given in the Table 4.22 and the graphical presentation of each aspect

under each dimension is given in the following figures.

As can be seen in Figure 4.19, for the dimension 1, the highest score is gathered for
aspect 2: inspection / audit and the lowest score is gathered for aspect 3: written
policies and procedures. The overall scores of the aspects show that most of the
participants classified Company A in generative level for 3 aspects (namely 1, 2, and
4), however for written policies and procedures aspect, 156 participants categorized
Company A as Proactive, which is more than the ones who categorized Company A

as Generative (154 participant) (Figure 4.1).

Dimension 1
Commitment to overall continuous improvement about

safety
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Figure 4.19. Average point for dimension 1 and its aspects-Company A

As can be seen in Figure 4.20, for the dimension 2 the highest score is gathered for
aspect 6: Safety related responsibilities and the lowest score is gathered for aspect
5: Priority given to safety for dimension 2. The overall scores of the aspects show
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that most of the participants classified Company A in generative level for all 3

aspects (Figure 4.2).
Dimension 2
Priority given to safety
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Figure 4.20. Average point for dimension 2 and its aspects-Company A

As can be seen in Figure 4.21, for the dimension 3, the majority of the participants

classified Company A in generative level and the overall score is 4.29.
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Figure 4.21. Average point for dimension 3 and its aspect-Company A

As can be seen in Figure 4.22, for the dimension 4 the highest score is gathered for
aspect 13: results of investigation and the lowest score is gathered for aspect 10:
staff feeling on reporting for dimension 4. The overall scores of the aspects show

that most of the participants classified Company A in generative level for 3 aspects
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(namely 9, 12 and 13), however for aspect 10: staff feeling on reporting and aspect
11: focus of investigation /investigation system, most of the participants categorized

Company A as Proactive (Figure 4.4).

Dimension 4
Investigating healht and safety incidents
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Figure 4.22. Average point for dimension 4 and its aspects-Company A

As can be seen in Figure 4.23, for the dimension 5 the highest score is gathered for
aspect 14: learning from safety incidents and the lowest score is gathered for aspect
15: change management for dimension 5. The overall score of the aspect 14 shows
that most of the participants classified Company A in generative level (152
participants), however for aspect 15, 134 participants categorized Company A as
Proactive, which is more than the ones who categorized Company A as Generative

(83 participant) (Figure 4.5).
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Figure 4.23. Average point for dimension 5 and its aspects-Company A

As can be seen in Figure 4.24, for the dimension 6 the highest score is gathered for
aspect 16 information flow and the lowest score is gathered for aspect 17: safety
communication for dimension 6. The overall scores of the aspects show that most
of the participants classified Company A in generative level for both of these 2

aspects (Figure 4.6).
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Figure 4.24. Average point for dimension 6 and its aspects-Company A
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As can be seen in Figure 4.25, for the dimension 7 the highest score is gathered for
aspect 19: work description/recruitment/ performance evaluation and the lowest
score is gathered for aspect 18: do the staffs feel supported? for dimension 7. The
overall scores of the aspects show that most of the participants classified Company
A in generative level for 3 aspects (namely 18, 19 and 20), however for aspect 18,
the number of the participants who categorized Company A as Generative and

Proactive level is very close (130 and 125, respectively) (Figure 4.7).
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Figure 4.25. Average point for dimension 7 and its aspects-Company A

As can be seen in Figure 4.26, for the dimension 8 the highest score is gathered for
aspect 21: training implementation and the lowest score is gathered for aspect 23:

training needs identification for dimension 8.

The overall scores of the aspects show that most of the participants classified
Company A in generative level for 2 aspects (namely 21 and 22), however for aspect
23, 147 participants categorized Company A as Proactive, which is more than the
ones who categorized Company A as Generative (95 participant) and also for aspect
22, the number of the participants who categorized Company A as Generative and

Proactive level is very close (140 and 135, respectively) (Figure 4.8).
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Dimension 8

Staff education and training about safety issues
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Figure 4.26. Average point for dimension 8 and its aspects-Company A

As can be seen in Figure 4.27, for the dimension 9 the highest score is gathered for
aspect 24: team structure and the lowest score is gathered for aspect 25: the role of
team member/ engagement for dimension 9. The overall scores of the aspects show
that most of the participants classified Company A in generative level for both of

these 2 aspects (namely 24 and 25) (Figure 4.9).
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Figure 4.27. Average point for dimension 9 and its aspects-Company A
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For Company B average scores are given in the Table 4.23. For Company B the

highest score is gathered for dimension 2 (priority given to safety), which is 4.11.

The lowest score is gathered for dimension 9 (team working around safety issues),

which is 2.89. The overall average points of the aspects and dimensions for Company

B are given in the Table 4.23.

Table 4.23. Average point for aspects and dimensions-Company B

Average . . Average
Aspects Points Dimensions Points
Aspect 1
Commitment to continuous improvement 4.03
about safety
Aspect 2 Dimension 1:
Inspection / audit 391 Commitment to overall
continuous 3.94
Aspect 3 3.93 improvement about
Written Policies and procedures ' safety
Aspect 4 388
Management commitment '
Aspect 5
Priority given to safety 3.80
Aspect 6 447 Dimension 2: Priority 411
Safety related responsibilities ' given to safety '
Aspect 7
Risk management 4.07
Dimension 3:
Aspect 8 387 Perceptions of the 387
Blame culture causes of safety
incidents
Aspect 9: Reporting system and its usage 3.64
Aspect 10: Staff feeling on reporting 3.52 . )
Aspect 11: Focus of investigation 3.82 amgtr:ma?t?nmhealth and | 3.65
/investigation system ' gating '
- : — safety incidents
Aspect 12: Who is doing the investigations? | 3.39
Aspect 13: Results of investigation 3.90
Aspect 14 Learning from safety incidents 3.84 Dimension 5:
Organizational learning 354
Aspect 15 Change management 3.24 following a safety '
incident
Aspect 16 Information flow 3.75 Dimension 6:
Aspect 17 3.50 Communication about 3.62
Safety communication ' safety issues
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Table 4.23. Average point for aspects and dimensions-Company B (Cont’ed.)

Average . . Average

Aspects Points Dimensions Points
Aspect 18 3.49
Do the staffs feel supported? '
Aspect 19 Dimension 7: Personnel
Work description/recruitment/ performance | 3.60 management and safety | 3.32
evaluation issues
Aspect 20
Wellbeing 2.88
Aspect 21
Training implementation 331

g imp Dimension 8: Staff
Aspect 22 : ..

- 3.50 education and training 3.20
Management approach to safety trainings X
about safety issues

Aspect 23 279
Training needs identification )
Aspect 24 3.01 Dimension 9: Team
Team structure .
Aspect 25 \_/vorklng around safety | 2.89
The role of team member/ engagement 2.1 ISSUEs

As can be seen in Figure 4.28, for dimension 1 the highest score is gathered for aspect

1: commitment to continuous improvement about safety and the lowest score is

gathered for aspect 4: management commitment.
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Figure 4.28. Average point for dimension 1 and its aspects-Company B

As can be seen in Figure 4.29, for dimension 2 the highest score is gathered for aspect

6: Safety related responsibilities and the lowest score is gathered for aspect 5:

Priority given to safety for dimension 2. The overall scores of the aspects show that
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most of the participants classified Company B in generative level for all 3 aspects
(Figure 4.11).

Dimension 2
Priority given to safety

4,60 4,47

4t T 4,11

3,80 m Aspect Value

Value of Aspect
P
o
o

=== Dimension Average Value

Aspect 5 Aspect 6 Aspect 7
Aspects

Figure 4.29. Average point for dimension 2 and its aspects-Company B

As can be seen in Figure 4.30, the overall score is 3.87 for aspect 8 for dimension 3.
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Perceptions of the causes of safety incidents
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As can be seen in Figure 4.31, for the dimension 4 the highest score is gathered for
aspect 13: results of investigation and the lowest score is gathered for aspect 12:
Who is doing the investigations? (Figure 4.13).

85



Dimension 4
Investigating healht and safety incidents
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Figure 4.31. Average point for dimension 4 and its aspects-Company B

As can be seen in Figure 4.32, for the dimension 5 the highest score is gathered for
aspect 14: learning from safety incidents and the lowest score is gathered for aspect
15: change management .The overall score of the aspect 14 shows that most of the
participants classified Company B in Proactive level (100 participants), for aspect
15, 86 participants categorized Company B as Proactive and 65 participants
categorized Company B as Bureaucratic, and 47 participants categorized Company
B as Reactive, which is more than the ones who categorized Company B as

Generative (22 participant) (Figure 4.14).
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Figure 4.32. Average point for dimension 5 and its aspects-Company B
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As can be seen in Figure 4.33, for the dimension 6 the highest score is gathered for
aspect 16: information flow and the lowest score is gathered for aspect 17: safety
communication. The overall scores of the aspects show that most of the participants
classified Company B in generative level for aspect 16 and proactive level for aspect
17 (Figure 4.15).

Dimension 6
Communication about safety issues

3,80 3,75
-
@ 3,70
o
2 3,60 3,62
5 3,50
o 3,50 Hm Aspect Value
=}
r_>u 3,40 . === Dimension Average Value

3,30

Aspect 16 Aspect 17
Aspects

Figure 4.33. Average point for dimension 6 and its aspects-Company B

As can be seen in Figure 4.34, for the dimension 7 the highest score is gathered for
aspect 19: work description/recruitment/ performance evaluation and the lowest
score is gathered for aspect 20: well-being The overall scores of the aspects show
that most of the participants classified Company B in proactive level for aspect 19

and Bureaucratic level for aspect 20 (Figure 4.16).
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Figure 4.34. Average point for dimension 7 and its aspects-Company B
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As can be seen in Figure 4.35, for the dimension 8 the highest score is gathered for
aspect 22: management approach to safety trainings and the lowest score is
gathered for aspect 23: training needs identification. The overall scores of the
aspects show that most of the participants classified Company B in bureaucratic level
for all 3 aspects (Figure 4.17).
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Figure 4.35. Average point for dimension 8 and its aspects-Company B

As can be seen in Figure 4.36, for the dimension 9 the highest score is gathered for
aspect 24: team structure and the lowest score is gathered for aspect 25: the role of
team member/ engagement. The overall scores of the aspects show that most of the
participants classified Company B in bureaucratic level for aspect 24 and
pathological level for aspect 25 (see Figure 4.18).
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CHAPTER 5

COMPARISON OF THE COMPANIES AND DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS

5.1. Introduction

Overall comparison of the average points gathered for each dimension for Company
A and Company B is presented in the Figure 5.1. As you can see from the Figure 5.1,

Company A has more points in each dimension compared to the Company B.

Overall averages of dimensions for both companies
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4,50 429 419 4,20 4,28
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Figure 5.1. Average points gathered for each dimension for Company A and
Company B

The largest difference is seen in Dimension 9, which is “team working around safety

issues”, and the closest points are gathered for dimension 2: priority given to safety.
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5.2. Dimension 1

The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 1 named as
commitment to continuous improvement about safety under dimension 1, which is
commitment to overall continuous improvement about safety, is given in the Figure
5.2.

Company A - Aspect 1 Company B - Aspect 1
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- g
;’v‘ N
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24;7% ! 28; 12%

Generative;

228; 65%

Figure 5.2. Comparison in terms of aspect 1

As can be seen in Figure 5.2, participants classified both companies in Generative
level. Although there are some differences related to the percentages of proactive
level, the sum of the generative and proactive level ratios is very close to each other
(78.7% for Company A and 77.6% for Company B). BBS approach does not lead to
significant difference in this aspect because both BBS and traditional approaches
carry continuous improvement. Regardless of the approaches, participants assess this
aspect based on resources (time) and budget perspective and these concepts are

important for both BBS and the traditional approach.

It is important to note that the BBS approach is not a substitute for an already existing
health and safety program; BBS is an additional tool to increase the effect of existing

applications and allow an objective measurement system (HSA, 2013).

The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 2 named as

inspection/ audit under dimension 1 is given in the Figure 5.3.
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Figure 5.3. Comparison in terms of aspect 2

As can be seen in Figure 5.3, there is a significant difference observed in aspect 2.
The main reason for this difference may be related to the observation program used
in Company A. Audits and inspections are also carried out in traditional programs,

however, they are mainly done by HS specialists with no participation from workers.

The observation program in Company A has an aim to include workers from each
level to the inspection and audit processes. As mentioned in section 4.1.1; there are
observation teams developed in Company A and these teams have members from all
working levels in the company such as upper management, supervisors, and workers.
These teams have been conducting audits and inspection for 11 years and 26 periods
now. This time has led to a change in the perception of the workers in Company A
in the sense that they have realized the audits are not just made by some experts or

authority; but can also be done with workers from all levels of expertise.

As the results also prove, BBS is often described as a top-down supported (safety
leaders), bottom-up approach (frontline employees) (HSA, 2013). Reaching a high
level of safety every year requires a behavioral observation process (McSween,

2003). Workers’ involvement in the observation process is a crucial feature of BBS.

The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 3 named as

written policies and procedures under dimension 1lis given in the Figure 5.4.
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Company A - Aspect 3 Company B - Aspect 3
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Figure 5.4. Comparison in terms of aspect 3

As can be seen in Figure 5.4, participants classified both companies in proactive
level. The main reason for that may be related to the involvement of the workers in
policy and procedure development processes. In the traditional approach, the
important issue is having written policies and procedures and also communicating
these with workers. Similarly, BBS approach also refers to the policies and
procedures as they need to be available, however, it emphasizes that there is less
need for a safety policy and procedures because safety has become a way of life for
all workers. It does not specifically mention the involvement of the workers in

policy/procedure development processes.

As the results show, both companies need to involve workers in the policy/procedure
development processes in order to reach a high level of safety with implementing

these policies and procedures.

The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 4 named as

management commitment under dimension 1 is given in the Figure 5.5.
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Figure 5.5. Comparison in terms of aspect 4
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As can be seen in Figure 5.5, there is a significant difference between companies.
Management commitment is an important item for BBS approach, and because of its
awareness, the involvement of top management in safety issues within Company A
is higher. In Company A, each observation period starts with a kick-off meeting
organized and managed by the general manager of the company. A total of 3 “kick
off meetings™ is done in every year at the beginning of the observation period, and
the general manager informs the observation teams on what he is expecting from this
process. After the meeting, one of the departments is visited by the general manager
and people from top management and a “risk discussion meeting” is held. The role
of the general manager is to become an observer in this meeting and to receive
workers’ feedback related to the safety conditions of this department. Top
management has a visible safety leadership role in company, and they are involved
in site audits during the year. Apart from that, meetings called “all employee
meeting” are gathered to communicate the progress in projects and they are held
twice in a year. The main discussion subjects in these meetings are; budget, current
status of the project and also safety. All employees of the Company A (almost 1000)
are involved in these meetings twice a year and they have a chance to meet the
general manager and realize his visible safety leadership.

As explained above, the process of involving top management to the safety issues in
Company A is one of the main reasons of the difference shown in the result of the

questionnaire.

5.3. Dimension 2

The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 5 named as
priority given to safety under dimension 2, which is priority given to safety, is given
in the Figure 5.6.
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Figure 5.6. Comparison in terms of aspect 5

As can be seen in Figure 5.6, there is a significant difference between companies.
Company A refers to safety as a value, however traditional approach generally treats
safety as a priority. This value concept is widely discussed in the safety literature.
Geller (1996) mentions that the concept of safety cannot be considered as a priority
because it is too important compared to priorities. The priority can be replaced by
another, but the value cannot (Geller, 1996). The term value was explained by
McSween in 2003 as; value is a set of statements or rules that prescribe a culture's
preferred form of personal interactions (such as behavior called “good
manners”).Values serve as basic rules for people within organizations and their
relationships (McSween, 2003).

Company A refers safety as a value in its mission and vision statement and because
the BBS is a human-based approach, the safety concept is explained to the workers

as a value in Company A in each training, seminar, meeting etc.

The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 6 named as

safety related responsibilities under dimension 2 is given in the Figure 5.7.
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Company A - Aspect 6 Company B - Aspect 6
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Figure 5.7. Comparison in terms of aspect 6

As can be seen in Figure 5.7, participants classified both companies in Generative
level. Although there are some differences related to percentages, the sum of the
generative and proactive level ratios is very close to each other (89.7% for Company
A and 88.4% for Company B). The main reason why the result does not show
significant difference is that both companies have an ISO 45001 certificate and one
of the main requirements of this certification is to divide the responsibilities between
each level in the company. Apart from ISO 45001, the main legislation about the
health and safety in Turkey, which is 6331 numbered Occupation Health and Safety
Law, refers to all level of workers in the company in terms of roles and
responsibilities. There are detailed explanations about the roles and responsibilities
of the management, HS specialists, workers’ representatives and all level of workers

are in this law.

The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 7 named as

risk management under dimension 2 is given in the Figure 5.8.
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Figure 5.8. Comparison in terms of aspect 7
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As can be seen in Figure 5.8, both companies are classified as generative. A
comprehensive official risk assessment document is prepared by both companies
each year and also renewed after each incident. The participants of the official risk
assessment team are also defined in legislation and it involves the management
representative, HS specialists, support staff (fire fighters, first aiders etc.) and also
workers’ representative. However, apart from this official process, the observation
team has a great role in providing input to the risk assessment process in Company
A.

The findings from observation processes are considered as inputs to the risk
assessment of the departments and are included in the risk assessment documents.
The observation team also has a role in giving recommendation about the actions
need to be taken in order to resolve the findings, and these recommendations are
communicated with the related departments and taken into consideration during the
risk assessment process. This may be the reason of the percentage difference in

generative level.

5.4. Dimension 3

The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 8 named as
blame culture under dimension 3 which is perceptions of the causes of safety

incidents is given in the Figure 5.9.

Company A - Aspect 8
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Figure 5.9. Comparison in terms of aspect 8
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As can be seen in Figure 5.9, there is a significant difference between Company A

and Company B in terms of aspect 8, which is blame culture.

In companies which have poor safety culture, there is a strong blame culture and
individuals may be subject to disciplinary action (MaPSaF, 2006). BBS aims to
understand the real causes of accidents, incidents, near misses and correct them
through behavior change and it is based on engaging in, motivating, assisting safe
behaviors (HSA, 2013).

As mentioned for “aspect 5: priority given to safety”, because Company A treats
safety as a value, trust is built in the company and workers know that the company
will not use the accident/incidents as an opportunity to blame someone but to
improve safety. There is no disciplinary process in Company A, and all feedback is
based on positive reinforcement. However, there is a disciplinary process in
Company B, and sometimes results of the incident/accidents lead to disciplinary
actions for the workers. This can be the reason for the significant difference between

the companies in terms of aspect 8.

5.5. Dimension 4

The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 9 named as
reporting system and its usage under dimension 4, which is investigating health
and safety incidents, is given in the Figure 5.10.
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Figure 5.10. Comparison in terms of aspect 9
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As can be seen in Figure 5.10, the participants classified Company A as generative
and Company B as proactive. Although both companies have electronical reporting
systems, workers in Company B prefer a written reporting tool and this shows that
the electronical reporting system is not considered to be as easily reachable and

effective in Company B.

However, in Company A, an instant messaging system is used for reporting any kind
of hazards, unsafe conditions, and this has been adopted and used by workers as an

easy and effective reporting method.

The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 10 named as

staff feeling on reporting under dimension 4 is given in the Figure 5.11.
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Figure 5.11. Comparison in terms of aspect 10

Results show that workers are confident to report any issue related to safety in each
company. The higher ratio of Company A also complies with the result of the aspect
8: blame culture, which has mentioned before that the workers are more confident
that they will not be blamed or punished after reporting in Company A. As can be

seen in Figure 5.11, both companies are in proactive level.

The reason why the companies are classified as proactive level, but not generative,
level may be related to the statement in the generative section in the question which
states: “workers take an active role in all processes after the reporting”. Both
companies notify the reporter that the report has been received and included in the
system. However, the investigation related to this reporting (if any) or the actions

taken as a result of this reporting is not communicated with the reporter. So the
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reporter is not notified if the reporting leads to a good outcome, and it may prevent

an accident.

The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 11 named as
focus of investigation /investigation system under dimension 4 is given in the Figure
5.12.
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Figure 5.12. Comparison in terms of aspect 11

As can be seen in Figure 5.12, participants classified both companies in proactive
level. This is mainly because the investigation methods are not communicated with
the workers after any event, the only subjects communicated with the workers are,
what happened, why it happened, and which actions need to be taken in order to
prevent a reoccurrence. All workers in both companies believe that all accidents,
incidents, near misses etc. are investigated by the company, but they are not sure if
the investigation methods are academically approved and/or methods of the

procedure related to accident investigations are reviewed and renewed as needed.

The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 12 named as

who is doing the investigations? under dimension 4 is given in the Figure 5.13.

99



Company A - Aspect 12 Company B - Aspect 12
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Figure 5.13. Comparison in terms of aspect 11

One of the major differences between companies is seen in this aspect 12. The
difference is mainly related to the approach in designing investigation teams in

companies.

For Company B, the investigations are mainly conducted by a team consisting of
people from safety department (safety professionals, doctors, psychologist, support
personnel etc.). However, in Company A, investigation teams involve supervisors,
people from the safety department, upper management and workers. Unlike
Company B, management representatives and workers are involved in the
investigation process in Company A. Based on the importance of the reporting,
regardless of whether it is an accident or a near miss, the top management of
Company A visits the area where the event (accident/incident/near misses etc.)
occurred and gets feedback from the people who observed this event.

The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 13 named as

results of investigation under dimension 4 is given in the Figure 5.14.
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Figure 5.14. Comparison in terms of aspect 13
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Company A is classified as generative and Company B is classified as proactive.
This difference is mainly related to the actions taken after the investigations. In
Company B, the results of the investigations are mainly communicated with the
specific department in which the event occurred, and they are not expanded to other
departments which have similar work tasks. However, in Company A, when an
investigation is done, the results are shared with each department that has similar
work tasks and actions to be taken are expanded all over the company, where they

are relevant.

5.6. Dimension 5

The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 14 named as
learning from safety incidents under dimension 5, which is organizational learning

following a safety incident, is given in the Figure 5.15.
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Figure 5.15. Comparison in terms of aspect 14

As can be seen in Figure 5.15, Company A is classified as generative and Company
B is classified as proactive. Both companies have a notification system that includes
the communication of the details of the accidents/incidents that occurred in their
companies. As explained in aspect 13, In Company B, the results of the
investigations are mainly communicated internally with the specific department in
which the event occurred. However, in Company A, the results of the event which
occurred in the company are communicated with all relevant departments and
additionally, the accidents that occurred in other companies which serve in the same

sector are communicated with all workers through e-mails and notification boards.
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The lessons learned systems are actively used in Company A. As stated in MaPSaF
(2006), Company A learns from both internal and external events and shares this

learning both within and outside the organization.

The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 15 named as

change management under dimension 5 is given in the Figure 5.16.

Company A - Aspect 15 Company B - Aspect 15

g Re;‘:" Generative; 21; g Pathological;
i 9% 13; 6%

Bureaucratic
29%

Generative

24%

Proactive
38%

Figure 5.16. Comparison in terms of aspect 15

As can be seen in the Figure 5.16. Both companies are classified as proactive. In both
companies, the participation in change management and/or decision-making
processes is limited with upper management and people from safety department. The
visitors, subcontractors and advisors are not included in these processes. The results
also showed that some of the workers also do not think that workers are involved in
change management and/or decision-making process, hence the bureaucratic level

also has an important ratio.

5.7. Dimension 6

The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 16 named as
information flow under dimension 6, which is communication about safety issues,

is given in the Figure 5.17.
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Figure 5.17. Comparison in terms of aspect 16

As can be seen in Figure 5.17. Although both companies are classified as generative
level, there is a significant difference of the number of workers who classified the
companies as generative. The reason that Company A has a greater percentage in
generative level is already explained in different aspects: mainly aspect 4:

management commitment and aspect 15: learning from safety incidents.

Information flow has an important role in BBS approach. In generative level, the
organization communicates both external and internal safety related information
with all workers regardless of their working position. “Trust based open
communication” is a subject that is emphasized in Company A principles (which is
a written and published document). Apart from the formal notifications, Company A
has a program which is called family visits. Every month one family visit to one of
the workers” homes is conducted by people from HR and safety departments, and
health and safety subjects are discussed in these family visits. Additionally, every
year at least 3 campaigns are organized for a specific safety subject such as PPE
usage, hand and finger protection, manual handling etc. in Company A. These
campaigns include specific trainings and informal gathering in cafeteria. The
notification boards are also actively used, and the subjects referred to in these boards

are renewed biweekly.

The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 17 named as

safety communication under dimension 6 is given in the Figure 5.18.
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Company A - Aspect 17 Company B - Aspect 17
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Figure 5.18. Comparison in terms of aspect 17

As can be seen in Figure 5.18, Company A is classified as generative and Company
B is classified as proactive. There is a significant difference between companies
based on aspect 17 safety communication. Communication goes upwards and occurs
only after something has gone wrong in the companies which have poor safety
culture (MaPSaF, 2006).

The equality of communication about safety issues is one of the important subjects
in BBS. There are numerous factors which can be listed and which are related to the
difference between the companies. One of them is management involvement in the
kick-off meetings, risk discussion meetings and all employee meetings as mentioned

before in aspect 4.

The main role of the management in this meeting is gathering feedback from all
workers. This process creates an environment where employees can openly convey
their opinions and concerns about the safety to the upper management and all related

units.

Additionally, OHS committee meetings were held twice a month in Company A
(although the legal requirement is once in a month). All workers’ representatives
attend the meeting and before the meeting, they get feedback from workers in order

to present them in the meeting.
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5.8. Dimension 7

The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 18 named as
do the staffs feel supported? under dimension 7, which is personnel management

and safety issues, is given in the Figure 5.109.

Company A - Aspect 18 Company B - Aspect 18

Figure 5.19. Comparison in terms of aspect 18

As can be seen in the Figure 5.19, Company A is classified as generative. For
Company B, the number of participants that classify the company as proactive and
bureaucratic is the same and it is above the ones that classify Company B as
generative. The difference is related to the open communication system and also
workers’ trust in the company and the company’s commitment to continuous
improvement. As mentioned before, the communication in Company A is open and
trust-based, workers feel confident in voicing their concerns or opinions the same

way they feel confident in reporting any safety problem.

Positive reinforcement is a crucial subject for BBS and one of the intense tools that
are used in Company A. Disciplinary actions are not present in Company A and all
problems are to be solved with the positive reinforcement approach. Even the unsafe
acts of the workers are not criticized, and the behavior is eliminated by showing the
worker the safe behavior. Additionally, in order to encourage reporting, a rewarding
system is in place in Company A. This system has both qualitative and quantitative
parts; workers have additional payments for their reporting number. Apart from this
payment, a “special award” and a “golden suggestion award” are given to the

workers based on the importance of their reporting, suggestion or action.
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The reason why the numbers of participants that classified Company A as generative
and as proactive are very close can be explained with the fact that the feedback
system is not working quite well as explained in aspect 10. Both companies notify
the workers that their reports, suggestions or concerns have been received and
included in the system, however, following steps are not communicated with the

workers. Thus, the workers are not notified of the outcome of the process.

The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 19 named as
work description/recruitment/ performance evaluation under dimension 7 is given

in the Figure 5.20. As can be seen in the Figure 5.20.

Company A - Aspect 19 Company B - Aspect 19
Pathological; ==

Figure 5.20. Comparison in terms of aspect 19

Company A is classified as generative and Company B is classified as Proactive. The
reason why the Company A is classified as generative is as follows: Firstly, the work
descriptions included health and safety responsibilities for all working positions in
Company A. These responsibilities were communicated with the newly hired

workers during the recruitment process and also in the orientation training.

Secondly, the safety performance of the workers is one of the main inputs for the
management to assess the workers’ overall performance. The safety performance
assessment is done by people from the safety department for every worker and this
assessment process is based on an objective criterion such as training attendance,
number of reporting (unsafe acts, conditions, near misses etc.). The safety
performance assessment has an effect up to 20% of the worker’s overall assessment,

also affecting the issues such as salary increase and promotion.
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The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 20 named as

well-being under dimension 7 is given in the Figure 5.21.

Company A - Aspect 20 Company B - Aspect 20

Figure 5.21. Comparison in terms of aspect 20

As can be seen in the Figure 5.21, this aspect is one of the aspects that shows great
difference between the companies. The workers of Company B classified their
company in bureaucratic level, which states that only physical and social wellbeing
of workers are considered in the workplace and there are limited programs regarding
social wellbeing. However, for Company A, workers’ classification is generative and
that means workers believe that the physical, social, and mental (psychological)
well-being of workers is considered in the workplace (as a whole) and support

programs are in place and sufficient.

One of the main reasons why Company A is classified as generative is that it has a
full-time occupational psychologist who is always in the company facility.
Appointments are taken directly from the psychologist by the workers, and there is
no concern among the workers about the confidentiality of the meetings. Discussion
subjects in psychologist appointments are not limited to work subjects and workers
can get support on any subject they want. Family members can also contact the
psychologist if the worker requests it, especially if the worker needs support on

family-related issues.

Additionally, Employee Assistance System is in place in Company A. This system
is handled by a third-party consultation firm, and this firm gives assistance to the

workers for every kind of topic such as doctor needs/suggestions, legal support,
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pediatric support, vacation planning etc. Workers simply call this firm and ask for
help on a specific subject, and comments on this subject are gathered from the firm

in very short notice.

5.9. Dimension 8

The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 21 named as
training implementation under dimension 8, which is staff education and training

about safety issues, is given in the Figure 5.22.

Company B - Aspect 21

Company A - Aspect 21

Figure 5.22. Comparison in terms of aspect 21

As can be seen in the Figure 5.22, the workers of Company B classified their
company in bureaucratic level, which shows that safety trainings for workers in the
workplace are not limited to obligatory legislative trainings, but also include
additional trainings on risks on conducted work. For Company A, workers’
classification is generative and that indicates that safety trainings for workers in the
workplace are regularly conducted in many different ways (classroom, electronic
medium, toolbox trainings) encompassing many different subjects. In addition, the
success of the training is measured and visitors, subcontractors etc. are included in

these trainings.

One of the main reasons why the Company A is classified as generative is related to

observation system stated before. This system has two training programs in addition

to the legal required trainings. The BBS trainings and the Observer Trainings are

received by all employees including the top management. Everyone had to devote
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one day to these trainings. All trainings (including legal, specific and BBS trainings)
were conducted with pre and post evaluation tests to assess the performance of the

training.

As stated in aspect 14, events (incidents, accidents, near misses) are treated like an
opportunity to learn and a communication e-mail is sent to all workers after an event
occurs. This communication is called “OHS in 1 minute” and it includes the details

of the event such as what happened, why it happened and what we have learned.

Special training sessions are designed if an event occurs and it is realized after the
investigation that this event has occurred because of the lack of knowledge of the

workers and this training is provided to all related workers.

Additionally, all visitors received basic training related to safety rules of the
Company A when they entered the company’s facility. For subcontractors, initially
legal training certificates of the subcontractor are checked before they commence the
work and a 2-hour additional training is provided to each subcontractor by the safety
department and the main rules of the Company A, the work-related risks and

precautions are discussed in this training.

The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 22 named as
management approach to safety trainings under dimension 8 is given in the Figure
5.23.

Company A - Aspect 22

Company B - Aspect 22

Proactive; 72; B gyreaucratic
S ; 88; 38%

Figure 5.23. Comparison in terms of aspect 22

As can be seen in the Figure 5.23, the workers of Company B classified their
company in bureaucratic level, which shows that although management in the
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workplace allocates a budget to safety training and they convey that safety training
is an important issue with workers, they do not attend the trainings themselves. For
Company A, workers’ classification is generative and that indicates that workers
believe that safety training is one of the most important issues for management in the
workplace and they reflect this understanding to the workers. However, the reason
why the ratio of the generative and proactive level is very close is that not all workers
believe that upper management always participates in the safety training, only the
ones who know the observation system requirements are aware of the 8-hour training

requirement of observation system for upper management.

The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 23 named as

training needs identification under dimension 8 is given in the Figure 5.24.

Company A - Aspect 23 Company B - Aspect 23

s S Reactive; 31;
> 9%

Figure 5.24. Comparison in terms of aspect 23

As can be seen in the Figure 5.24. For Company B, number of participants that
classify the company as reactive and bureaucratic is the same and it is above the ones
that classify Company B as proactive or generative. This shows that a team
(consisting of management, safety department, and supervisors) identifies the
training needs in Company B and the opinion of workers is rarely regarded. For
Company A, workers’ classification is proactive and that shows that the opinions of
workers from every level are regarded in the identification of safety training and they

have the right to request trainings.

There is a “leaning management system (LMS)” process in place in Company A.
With this process, the training requests of the workers are collected at the beginning

of each year and these requests are assessed during the training need identification
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process. Workers are allowed to request any kind of training such as specific safety

training, certification training, technical trainings etc.

The reason why Company A is classified as proactive and not generative is that
although requests from workers are collected, they are not involved in the
determination of the content of the trainings and the workers are not allowed to form

their own training programs.

5.10. Dimension 9

The comparison of the Company A and Company B in terms of aspect 24 named as
team structure and aspect 25 named as the role of team member/engagement under
dimension 9, which is team working around safety issues, is given in the Figures
5.25. and 5.26.

Company A - Aspect 24 Company B - Aspect 24

Pathological; 4; Raactive; 3; 1%
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Figure 5.25. Comparison in terms of aspect 24

Company A - Aspect 25 Company B - Aspect 25

Pathological;
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Generative;
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Reactive; 42;
18%

Figure 5.26. Comparison in terms of aspect 25
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As can be seen in the Figure 5.25 and Figure 5.26, the classification of Company B
has not showed a significant level in both aspects. All ratios of the levels are very
similar to one another. However, that Company A is classified as generative level
for both aspects shows “the teams have been formed for safety issues in the
workplace and workers are a part of these teams. These teams play an important
role in the identification of risks and they work in cooperation and harmony. They
are supported and appreciated by upper management. The performance of the teams
is evaluated, and changes are made when necessary and the roles of workers within
teams working on safety issues in the workplace are determined, everyone on the
team has equal value and roles, all workers are aware that they are in fact part of

these teams”.

The team-working is one of the most important subjects for BBS as stated before and
observation teams are the key elements of safety performance of Company A. The
details related to the observation teams are given in the Company A profile and also
other relevant previous aspects. The major difference in these aspects between the
Company A and B is directly related to observation system/teams.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1. Conclusions

In this study, firstly, a safety culture maturity questionnaire was developed and
secondly it was applied in two companies with the participation of 358 workers from
Company A and 248 workers from Company B. The results show that the safety
culture maturity level of the Company A, which has been using BBS since 2009, is
higher in each aspect compared to the Company B, which mainly uses the traditional

safety approach.

According to the findings gathered from this study, the main conclusions have been

articulated in the following paragraphs.

For Company A, 20 aspects of the safety culture are at the generative level and for
other 5 aspects, it is classified as proactive level. Company B is classified as
generative and proactive in 8 aspects and bureaucratic in 6 aspects. There is only one
aspect classified as pathological, which is Aspect 25: the role of team member/

engagement for Company B.
The greater differences between two companies are seen in the aspects listed below:

e Aspect 2: Inspection / audit; The main reason for this difference is explained
with the observation system used in Company A. Observation system is one
of the most crucial factors for BBS approach implemented in Company A
and it led to workers’ involvement in audit/inspection process.

e Aspect 4: Management commitment; As mentioned earlier, the management
commitment is as important as the workers’ involvement in safety in BBS

approach. BBS approach is mainly grounded by equality in the all levels of
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employees in the company related to safety issues such as communication,
training participation, decision making etc.

Aspect 5: Priority given to safety; The main reason for this difference is
related to “value” concept. Company A refers to safety as a value, not as a
priority, and this is an important factor for employees to internalize safety
and keep safety on their mind every time.

Aspect 12: Who is doing the investigation? Company A has an investigation
team system which involves workers and upper management participation,
and this is the main reason for the higher difference in this aspect.

Aspect 19: Performance evaluation; In BBS approach, everyone is
responsible for both their safety and the safety of others. The culture in BBS
approach is to care about not only yourselves but also others. With this point
of view, performance evaluation is considered to be a very important factor
for safety performance of the company in Company A and the performance
assessment programs are in place, and this is the reason why Company A is
at a higher level in this aspect.

Aspect 20: Wellbeing; Therefore BBS approach is taken in person in a center
of safety system, all physical, social, and psychological conditions and
interventions of the workers are held as a subject of wellbeing. Traditional
safety approach mainly focuses on the physical wellness of the workers.
That’s why Company A has a full-time psychologist occupied in their
company and they have an employee assistance system in place. The
difference is related to these implementations.

Aspect 21: Training implementation; the difference in this aspect is mainly
related to additional BBS trainings, specifically observation program
trainings provided to the workers in Company A. Additionally, workers in
Company A believe that the company sees the accidents, incidents, near
misses etc. as a learning opportunity and training programs are designed in
accordance with the consideration of these events.

Aspect 24: Team structure and aspect 25: The role of team member/

engagement; the difference in the aspect under dimension 9, which is team
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working around safety issues, shows great difference between the
companies. This is mainly because of the observation system in place in
Company A. For this observation system, observation teams are formed and
actively involved in audit and inspection processes. These teams have
participants from all levels of working positions in the company and each
member is equal in terms of raising their opinions about the safety issues and

work-related risks.

This study revealed that the BBS approach, which can be implemented in addition
to the traditional safety programs which are already applied by companies,
contributes to the improvement of the safety culture of companies. The fact that the
BBS approach is people-oriented increases the belief of the employees that they can
be a part of any safety process such as inspection audit, investigation, safety
communication. As employees are more involved in safety related processes, their
incentive to embrace these processes is increasing, and this becomes an important

way to achieve a high level of safety culture.

6.2. Recommendations

Although BBS program is currently implemented in Company A, there is still room
for improvement. With the findings of this study, Company A should initially focus
on the involvement of the workers in; policy/procedure development, training needs

identification and change management processes.

It is necessary to communicate the details of the reporting system to the employees
in a wider perspective and in this context, the trust of the employees in this system
should be increased. Employees should be supported with constant feedback
especially on the issues in which they are involved such as reporting,
accident/incidents or near misses. Even if the outcome of their reports or
opinions/concerns does not lead to any significant change in the company, they need
to know that the company cares about their contributions to the safety.
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If a safety-related action is to be taken, the first thing to do with this action is to start
by explaining why this action is taken. Employees should understand that the actions
are not upper management forced decisions, and the outcome of the system will

improve communication between employees and the company.

As a result of this study, instead of investigating reasons of the weaknesses of the
Company B, the focus point should be the actions that need to be taken in order to
eliminate these weaknesses and programs that need to be followed to improve safety
culture level for all aspects. With the findings of this study, it has been demonstrated
that Company B's safety culture maturity level in all aspects has sufficient grounding
to design and implement its own BBS program. Hence, in the study it is revealed that
BBS is an effective method to improve safety culture maturity level, Company B can

use BBS approach to increase its safety culture level.

With the implementation of BBS programs, an increase in safety culture maturity
level in safety communication, team working, and audit/inspection concepts can be
seen in a very short time. By introducing value concept to the workers, which is one
of the major concepts in BBS, it is thought that employees will internalize safety
issues, their safety perceptions will change, and this will have a positive impact on

both safety performance and productivity of the employees.
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APPENDICES

A. Safety culture maturity questionnaire

1. Yasiniz:

<20 20-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 >60

2. Cinsiyetiniz:

Kadin Erkek

3. Calisma alaniniz:

Ofis ¢alisani Atolye calisant

4, Toplam is tecriibeniz:

0-1 2-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 >20

5. Isyerindeki tecriibeniz:

0-1 2-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 >20

6. Hig 1s kazas1 ge¢irdiniz mi?

Evet Hayir

7. Hic ramak kala olay/giivensiz durum/giivensiz davranis raporlamasi yaptiniz
mi1?

Evet Hayir

8. Hig giivenli davranis aligkanlarini konu alan bir ISG egitimine katildiniz m1?

Evet Hayir

9. Hig ISG ile ilgili ekiplerinin/yapilan iyilestirme galismalarinin igerisinde yer

aldiniz mi1?

Evet Hayir

10.  Hig ISG ile ilgili bir iletisim calismas (eposta, afis, brosiir, mesaj) size ulast:
mi?

Evet Hayir
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Liitfen asagidaki sorulardan size en uygun cevaplari isaretleyin.

1.

Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi ISG’yi gelistirmek icin yapilanlar konusunda isyerinizi

tanimlar?

A. 1SG’yi gelistirmek icin kullanilabilecek biit¢e ve zaman hicbir zaman ayrilmaz.

B. ISG’yi gelistirmek igin kullanilabilecek biitce ve zaman istenmeyen olaylardan sonra
olaym etkilerini azaltmak i¢in ayrilir ve bu biit¢e ve zaman oldukga kisitlidir.

C. 1SG’yi gelistirmek icin kullanilabilecek biitce ve zaman yasal denetimler gibi dzel
durumlar dncesi iyi goriinmek i¢in ayrilir ve bu biitce ve zaman kisitlidir.

D. ISG’yi gelistirmek i¢in kullanilabilecek biitge ve zaman saghkli ve giivenli bir isyeri
saglamak i¢in ayrilir ve bu bltce ve zaman orta 6lgeklidir.

E. ISG’yi gelistirmek icin kullanilabilecek biitce ve zaman her zaman mevcuttur ve tiim

ilgili riskleri azaltmak i¢in ayrilir ve bu biitge ve zaman biiyiik dl¢ekli kabul edilebilir.

Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi iISG denetimleri konusunda isyerinizi tammlar?

A

B.

ISG denetimleri yapilmaz veya cok seyrek ve dzenilmeden yapilir ve bu denetim
bulgulari dikkate alinmaz.

ISG denetimleri istenmeyen olaylardan sonra veya yasal denetimlerden &nce yapilir, bu
denetimler gostermeliktir ve gercek sirket ihtiyaglarini yansitmaz.

ISG denetimleri sadece iist yonetim tarafindan siklikla yapilir ancak bu denetimler
sirketin ihtiyaglar1 dogrultusunda yapilmamaktadir ve ortaya ¢ikan sonuglar sadece bir
olay yasandiginda giinii kurtarmak adina degerlendirmeye alinir.

ISG denetimleri iist yonetim ve sefler/posta baslar1 (ilk amirler) katilimryla yapilir ve bu
denetim sonuglarinda alinan dnlemler gergekten ISG’yi gelistirmeye yoneliktir.

ISG denetimleri hem iist yonetim ve ilk amirlerin hem de calisanlarin katilimryla
gerceklestirilir, bu denetimler sonug¢ odaklidir ve bu denetim sonuglar1 dogrultusunda
onlemler planlanir ve uygulanir, bu planlama ve uygulama siire¢lerine hem iist yonetim
ve ilk amirler hem de calisanlar dahil olur.

Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi ISG politikas1 ve prosediirleri konusunda isyerinizi

tanimlar?

A. 1SG politikas1 isyerinde olusturulmamustir.

B. ISG politikas1 vardir fakat bu politika giincel degildir ve ancak herhangi bir olay
yasanirsa uygulanmaktadir.

C. 1ISG politikasi ve bununla iliskili birgok prosediir yazil olarak vardir ve giinceldir fakat
bunlar sadece hazirlanmis dokiimanlar olarak bulunur ve uygulama konusunda zayif
kalmigtir.

D. ISG politikas1 ve iliskili prosediirler iist yonetim ve ISG Birimi tarafindan
olusturulmustur ve dizenli olarak gozden gegirilmektedir. Bu politika ve prosedirler
genel hatlartyla ISG’yi gelistirmek i¢in uygulanmaktadir.

E. ISG politikas1 ve prosediirleri hem iist yonetim ve iISG birimi hem de calisanlarin

katkistyla olusturulmustur. Tiim ¢alisanlar tarafindan benimsenmistir ve ISG tiim
calisanlarin yasam bigimi oldugu igin ISG politikasina ve prosediirlerine olan ihtiyag
azalmistir.

Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi Yonetimim iSG’ye baghhigi konusunda isyerinizi
tammmlar?

A

Ust yonetim ISG algismna sahip degildir ve 1SG’ye gereken 6nemi vermez. ISG
konularin1 zaman ve para kayb1 olarak goriir.
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Ust yonetimde ISG algis1 yavas yavas olusmaya baslasa da yeterli degildir. Calisanlar
iist yonetimin ISG konularinda duyarli oldugunu diisinmez. Sadece yasal olarak
zorunluluklar i¢in zaman ve para ayirdigina inanir.

Ust yonetim kendi icin ISG kiiltiiriinii olusturduguna inanir fakat bu ¢alisanlar tarafindan
bdyle goriilmez. Calisanlarin {ist yonetimin Snceliginin liretim oldugu algis1 devam
etmektedir. Ust yonetim ISG ile ilgili siireclere sadece ¢ok ciddi bir olay yasandiginda
dahil olur.

Herhangi bir saglik ve giivenlik sorunu ortaya ¢iktiginda (ciddi olmasina gerek yok) iist
yonetim kararli bir sekilde harekete gecer ve bu sorunu hizli bir sekilde ¢dzer. Ust
y&netim sorun olmayan iSG streclerine de dahil olmaya baslamistir.

Ust yonetimin ISG algis1 iist diizeydir. Ust yonetim, saghk ve giivenlik kosullarin
saglamak ve iyilestirmek icin gerekli tedbirlerin alinmasi adina biitiin siireclere dahil
olur ve alinan 6nlemleri izler ve degerlendirir.

Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi giivenlik onceligi konusunda isyerinizi tammlar?

A
B.

C.

Sirkette ISG konular1 gdrmezden gelinir. Uretim énceligi iist diizeydedir.

Sirkette ISG konular1 gdrmezden gelinir ancak istenmeyen olaylar yasandiktan sonra
ISG konular1 glindeme gelir ve bir stire gegtikten sonra eski haline déner.

Sirkette ISG dikkate alinir fakat yeterli diizeyde degildir, bu konuda plan ve prosediirler
mevcuttur fakat diizenli olarak gézden gegirilmez ve giincel degildir. Uretim baskis1 ISG
konularinda esnemelere yol agabilmektedir.

Sirkette ISG &nceligi yiiksektir ve giincellenen giivenlik gereksinimleri ile etkin olarak
desteklenir. Uretim baskis1 ISG konularmin énceligini azaltmaz.

Sirkette ISG en oncelikli konulardan biridir. Uretim &nceligi her kosulda ISG
onceliginden sonra gelir. Calisanlarin giivenlik 6nceligi her seyden once gelir ve herkes
tiim islere baslarken “Once ISG” bilincindedir.

Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi iISG sorumluluklari konusunda isyerinizi tanimlar?

A
B.

C.

ISG sorumluluklar isyerinde belirlenmemistir.

ISG sorumluluklar sadece calisanlar igin belirlenmistir ve iist yonetimin dayatmasi
olarak algilanir.

ISG sorumluluklari isyerinde sadece ¢alisanlar ve ilk amirler icin belirlenmistir ve iist
yoOnetimin dayatmasi olarak algilanir.

ISG sorumluluklar isyerinde hem calisanlar ve ilk amirler hem de ISG birimi i¢in
belirlenmistir. Bu sorumluluklara iist yonetim dahil edilmemistir.

ISG sorumluluklar tiim paydaslar (taseron, ¢alisan, stajyer, ISG Birimi, iist yonetime
vb.) i¢in belirlenmisgtir

Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi risklerin degerlendirilmesi konusunda isyerinizi

tammmlar?

A. lsile ilgili riskler genellikle degerlendirilmez.

B. s ile ilgili riskler ancak istenmeyen bir olay sonrasinda degerlendirilir ve bu
degerlendirme genellikle gostermeliktir. Maliyet gerektiren durumlarda riskler goz ardi
edilir.

C. lsileilgilirisklerin degerlendirilmesi sadece ISG Biriminin gorevidir ve etkilenebilecek

tiim gruplarin kapsandig1 gézlenmez.
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D.

Is ile ilgili risklerin degerlendirilmesi siirecinde sadece calisanlarin degil taseron,
ziyaret¢i vb. taraflarm da etkilenebilecegi riskler degerlendirilir ve belirlenen riskler
dogrultusunda 6nlemler alinir.

Is ile ilgili risklerin degerlendirilmesi siirecinde tiim calisanlar dahildir. Is ile ilgili
risklerin tamami degerlendirir ve biitiin ¢alisanlar riskleri azaltma yollarinm arar,
onlemlerin belirlenmesine destek olur ve bu 6nlemleri hayata gegirir.

8. Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi gerceklesen olaylarin (kazalarm) sebeplerine yaklasim

konusunda isyerinizi tanimlar?

A.

B.

Isyerinde gerceklesen olaylarin (kazalarin) sebeplerinin sanssizlik oldugu diisiiniiliir ve
kontrol edilemeyecegine inanilir.

Isyerinde gerceklesen olaylarin (kazalarin) sebeplerinin ¢alisanlar oldugu diisiiniiliir ve
kontrol yeniden egitim ve disiplin tedbirleridir. Olaylar (kazalar) igin ¢alisanlar suglanir.
Ust yonetim tarafindan isyerinde gerceklesen olaylarm (kazalarin) sebeplerinin
calisanlar haricinde sistem hatalar1 (makina/ekipman/galisma ortami) da olabilecegi
diisiiniildiigii iddia edilir, fakat ¢alisanlar arasinda bu konu st yonetimin diisiindigu
kadar seffaf ve adaletli goriilmez.

Isyerinde gergeklesen olaylarin (kazalarin) sebeplerinin galisanlar ve sistem hatalarmin
birlesimi oldugu diistiniiliir ve kontrol i¢in c¢alisanlar siireclere dahil edilerek sistemler
kontrol edilir.

Isyerinde gerceklesen olaylarin (kazalarm) sebeplerinin ¢alisan hatasi dahi olsa
sistemsel hatalara yonelik farkindalik {ist seviyededir. Kazaya dahil olan c¢alisanlar her
zaman acik ve giivenli iletisim igin desteklenir ve kontrol igin gerekli dnlemler tim is
stireclerini de kapsayacak sekilde uygulamaya alinir.

9. Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi gerceklesen olaylarin (G.Durum/G.Davranis/Ramak
Kala/Kazalarin) bildiriminin yapilmasi konusunda isyerinizi tanimlar?

A

B.

Isyerinde gergeklesen olaylarin  (G.Durum/G.Davranis/Ramak  Kala/Kazalarin)
bildiriminin yapilacagi (raporlanacagi) bir sistem mevcut degildir.

Isyerinde gerceklesen olaylarin  (G.Durum/G.Davranis/Ramak Kala/Kazalarin)
bildiriminin yapilacagt (raporlanacagi) gelismemis bir sistem vardir, genellikle
kullanilmaz, olaylar (kazalar) eger miimkiinse siimen alt1 edilir.

Isyerinde gerceklesen olaylarin  (G.Durum/G.Davranis/Ramak Kala/Kazalarin)
bildiriminin yapilacagi (raporlanacagi) bir sistem mevcuttur ancak gostermeliktir.
Sistemin amac1 formlari tamamlamaktir.

Isyerinde gerceklesen olaylarm (G.Durum/G.Davranis/Ramak —Kala/Kazalarin)
bildiriminin isimsiz sekilde yapilabilecegi elektronik bir raporlama sistemi vardir ve bu
sistemin amaclarindan biri risk farkindaligini arttirmaktir.

Isyerinde gerceklesen olaylarin  (G.Durum/G.Davranis/Ramak — Kala/Kazalarm)
bildiriminin isimsiz sekilde yapilabilecegi, anlik, elektronik, erisilebilir ve kullanimi
kolay bir raporlama sistemi mevcuttur ve bu sistem istenmeyen olaylarin yasanmasin
engellemek i¢in kullanilir. Bildirim (raporlama) sistemi gliven ve seffaflik igermektedir.
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10. Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi gerceklesen olaylar sonrasinda cahsanlarin bildirim
yaptig1 esnada algilar1 konusunda isyerinizi tammlar?

11.

12.

A.

B.

Isyerinde calisanlar bildirim yapmalar1 konusunda tesvik edilmez ve yasanan olaylari
raporladiklart zaman suglanacaklarindan korktuklari i¢in bildirim yapmazIlar.

Isyerinde galisanlar yasanan olaylar1 bildirmeye (raporlamaya) tesvik edilmez ve ancak
g0z 6nlnde olan buytk olaylarda gekinilerek bildirim yaparlar.

Isyerinde calisanlar yasanan olaylar1 bildirim yapmaya tesvik etmek icin calismalar
vardir fakat ¢alisanlar olaylarm bildirimini yaparken kendini giivende hissetmez.
Isyerinde calisanlar yasanan olaylar1 bildirmeye tesvik edilir ve calisanlar olaylarin
bildirimini yaparken guvenli hissederler ve bildirim yapilan olaylar gelisim i¢in firsat
olarak degerlendirilir.

Isyerinde calisanlar yasanan olaylarla ilgili bildirim yapmaya alisiktir, bildirim
yapmanin 6énemi kavramiglardir ve bildirim yaptiktan sonrasindaki tiim slreglere dahil
olurlar

Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi gerceklesen olaylar (G.Durum/G.Davranis/Ramak
Kala/Kazalarin) sonrasinda yapilan arastirmalar konusunda isyerinizi tanimlar?

A

B.

Isyerinde gerceklesen olaylarin (kazalarin) arastirmasi yapilmaz veya yapilan
aragtirmalar olay1 kapatmak i¢in yiizeysel yapilir.

Isyerinde gerceklesen kazalarin arastirmasi sadece ciddi olanlar igin gostermelik olarak
yapilir ve genellikle kazaya dahil olan g¢alisan {izerinde yogunlasir ve amag yasal
zorunluluklari yerine getirmektir.

Isyerinde gerceklesen biitiin kazalarin arastirmasi yapilir, kaza arastirmasi igin detayl
prosediirler mevcuttur ancak bu arastirmanin amaci asil nedeni bulmak yerine
prosediirleri uygulamak ve arastirmay1 tamamlamis olmaktir.

Isyerinde gergeklesen olaylarn Ramak Kalalar dahil arastirmasi yapilir, kaza
aragtirmasi i¢in detayli prosediirler mevcuttur ve bu aragtirmanin amaci kok nedeni
bulmak, olaylardan ders ¢ikartmak ve bulgulari genis ¢apli olarak calisanlar ile
paylagmaktir.

Isyerinde gerceklesen biitiin olaylarin Ramak Kalalar dahil sistemli (akademik ve
bilinen teknikler kullanilarak) bir arastirmasi yapilir. Kaza arastirmasi igin detayli
prosediirler mevcuttur ve arastirmanin amact bir suglu bulmak degil olaylarin gercek
nedenine ulagsmaktir. Olay arastirma prosediirleri gercek anlamiyla uygulanir ve bu
prosedurler dizenli olarak gdzden gegirilerek yenilenir.

Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi gerceklesen olaylar (G.Durum/G.Davranis/Ramak
Kala/Kazalarin) sonrasinda yapilan arastirmalarin Kkimler tarafindan yapildig
konusunda isyerinizi tanimlar?

A

B.

Isyerinde gerceklesen kazalarm arastirmasi tecriibesiz bir amir tarafindan gelisi giizel
yapilir.

Isyerinde gerceklesen kazalarm arastirmasi yalnizca ISG Uzmanlari tarafindan sadece o
kaza 6zelinde yapilir.

Isyerinde gerceklesen kazalarm arastirmasi ISG Birimi (ISG uzmanlari, doktor,
psikolog, destek elemanlar1 vb.) igererek olusturulmus bir ekip ile sadece kaza 6zelinde
yapilir.

Isyerinde gergeklesen kazalarm arastirmasi ilk amirler, ISG Birimi ve iist yénetimin de
katilimt ile olusturulmus bir ekip tarafindan yapilir.
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E.

Isyerinde gerceklesen kazalarmn arastirmasi ilk amirler, ISG Birimi, iist yonetim ve
calisanlarin katilimi ile olusturulmus bir ekip tarafindan yapilir. Kaza arastirma ekibinde
igyeri biinyesindeki her gruptan katilim vardir.

13. Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi gerceklesen olaylar (G.Durum/G.Davrams/Ramak
Kala/Kazalarin) sonrasinda yapilan arastirmalarin sonuclari konusunda isyerinizi

14.

15.

tanimlar?

A. Isyerinde kaza aragtirmalar1 yapilir fakat sonuglari degerlendirilip, onlem alinmaz.

B. Isyerinde kaza arastirmalar1 yapilir, onlemler belirlenir fakat hayata gecirilmez.

C. lIsyerinde kaza arastirmalar1 yapilir, 6nlemler belirlenir, hayata gecirilir fakat bu
onlemler giint kurtarmak icindir.

D. Isyerinde kaza arastirmalar1 yapilir, dnlemler belirlenir ve hayata gecirilir, bu énlemlerin
amaci1 kok nedeni ortadan kaldirmaktir.

E. Isyerinde kaza arastirmalar1 yapilir, dnlemler belirlenir ve hayata gegirilir, sonuglar

sadece gergeklesen kaza 6zelinde degerlendirilmez, yayginlastirilir ve bir daha bagka
alanlarda da bu tip kazalarin yagsanmasi engellenir.

Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi gerceklesen olaylardan (G.Durum/G.Davranis/Ramak
Kala/Kazalarin) dersler ¢ikarmak konusunda isyerinizi tanimlar?

A

B.

Isyerinde yasanan kazalardan sonra herhangi bir ders ¢ikarilmaz ve degisimler tesvik
edilmez.

Isyerinde yasanan kazalardan sonra sadece o kaza dzelinde dersler ¢ikartilmaya ¢aligilir
ve bunlar genellikle sistem degil kisi bazlidir. Bu kazalar yeniden gerceklesebilir.
Isyerinde yasanan kazalardan ders ¢ikarilmasi adina sistemler mevcuttur fakat ¢ikartilan
bu dersler tiim ¢alisanlarla paylagilmaz, degisim kararlari genellikle sadece yasanan olay
tizerinden sekillenir.

Isyerinde yasanan kazalardan sonra dersler ¢ikarilir ve tiim ¢aliganlara aktarilir. Gerekli
degisiklikler kok nedeni ortadan kaldirmaya yogunlasir ve bu degisimler gelecek
planlarinda kullanilir.

Sadece isyerinde degil disarida (genellikle benzer is kolunda ki sirketlerde) yasanan
kazalardan da dersler ¢ikarilir ve bulgular tiim ¢alisanlara aktarilir. Alinan 6nlemler ile
benzer nedenlerden olusabilecek olaylarin 6niine gegilir.

Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi gerceklesen olaylardan (G.Durum/G.Davramis/Ramak
Kala/Kazalarin) alinacak onlemlere ve yapilacak degisikliklere karar verme
konusunda isyerinizi tanimlar?

A

B.

C.

Isyerinde gerceklesen kazalar sonrasinda almacak dnlemlere sadece iist yonetim kendi
kendine karar verir.

Isyerinde gergeklesen kazalar sonrasinda alinacak énlemlere iist yonetim ve iSG Birimi
karar verir.

Isyerinde gerceklesen kazalar sonrasinda alinacak énlemlerin belirlenmesi siirecine st
yonetim ve ISG Birimi disinda sefler ve posta baslar1 da (ilk amirler) dahil olurlar.
Calisanlar bu siirece dahil edilmez.

Isyerinde gergeklesen kazalar sonrasinda alinacak dnlemlere hem {ist yonetim, ISG
sorumlulari ve ilk amirler hem de ¢alisanlar katilimi ile olusturulmus bir ekip karar verir.
Isyerinde gergeklesen kazalar sonrasinda alinacak énlemlerin belirlenmesinde katilimet
bir politika izlenir ve hem iist yonetim, ISG Birimi ve ilk amirler ve ¢alisanlar hem de
ziyaretgiler, taseronlar, danismanlar, dahil edilir.
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16. Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi bilgi akis1 konusunda isyerinizi tamimlar?

A
B.

Isyerinde calisanlara sadece yasal olarak zorunlu olan bilgilendirmeler yaplir.
Isyerinde calisanlara yasal olarak zorunlu bilgilendirmeler disinda sadece sirket ic
prosediirleri hakkinda bilgilendirme yapilir. Bu bilgilendirmeler sadece yazili olarak
aktarilir.

Isyerinde bilgi akis1 tek taraflidir ve iist yonetimden asag1 dogru isler. Yasal zorunluluk
ve sirket prosediirleri digindaki bilgilendirmeler, sadece herhangi bir olay yasandiktan
sonra o olaya dahil olan kisilere aktarilir. Genel bir bilgi aktarimi yapilmaz. isyerinde
bilgi aksini sistemi mevcuttur fakat bu sistemler diizenli olarak gozden gegirilmez ve
denetlenmez.

Isyerinde bilgi akis sistemi mevcuttur ve bu sistemler diizenli olarak g6zden gegirilip
denetlenir. Bilgi akisina zorunlu olmayan bilgilendirici konular da eklenir fakat bu
konular sirket i¢in olaylar ile sinirhidir.

Isyerinde bilgi aktarimi agik ve seffaf bir sekilde oturtulmustum. Her kademeden calisan
ISG ile ilgili bilgilerden haberdar olabilir. Bilgi akist sadece resmi bir yazi diliyle degil,
toplantilar, egitimler gibi organizasyonlarla desteklenir. Bilgi akigina sirket disi
olaylarda dahil edilir. Agik ISG iletisimi mevcuttur, deneyimler paylasilir, yenilikgi
fikirler tesvik edilir.

17. Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi iSG iletisimi konusunda isyerinizi tanimlar?

18.

A

Isyerinde ISG iletisimi sadece iist yonetim arasinda gerceklesir, tek taraflidir ve
calisanlar riskler hakkinda konusamaz, iist yonetime ulasilmaz ve riskler konusunda
fikir beyan edilemez.

Isyerinde ISG iletisimi orta diizey yoneticiler (Birim Yéneticisi veya Bolim miidir(i)
arasinda gerceklesir ve galisanlar yiiksek riskler hakkinda konusabilir.

Isyerinde ISG iletisimi riskle ilgili sefler ve postabasi seviyesinde gergeklesir ve
¢alisanlar sadece orta ve yiiksek riskler hakkinda konusabilir.

Isyerinde ISG iletisimi ¢alisanlarin katilimi ile tartisilir, orta ve yiiksek diizey riskler ile
ilgili fikir beyan edebilir, fikirler list yonetim tarafindan dinlenir ve hayata gegirilir. ISG
iletisimi mevcuttur, giindemini ¢alisanlarin belirledigi bilgilendirme ve risk yonetimi
toplantilart yapilir.

Isyerinde ISG iletisimi calisanlarin iletisim esitligi esasina sahiptir, tiim calisanlar bitiin
riskler hakkinda fikir beyan edebilir ve dinlenirler. Yonetimler ¢alisanlarinda 6grenir,
takdir eder ve seffaflik esastir. Acik ISG iletisimi mevcuttur, herkes birbirinin
deneyimlerinde 6grenmeye agiktir ve deneyimler paylagilir, yenilik¢i fikirler tegvik
edilir.

Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi calisanlarim iSG konularinda desteklenmesi agisindan
isyerinizi tanimlar?

A

B.

Isyerinde calisanlar ISG konularinda desteklendiklerini genelde hissetmezler, ¢alisanlar
herhangi bir sikayet veya onerilerini tstlerine iletmekten cekinirler.

Isyerinde calisanlar ISG konularinda desteklendiklerini nadiren hisseder, herhangi bir
sikayet veya onerilerini sadece ISG Birimine iletebilirler fakat bir sonug alacaklarina
inanamazlar.

Isyerinde galisanlar ISG konularinda desteklendiklerini zaman zaman hisseder, sikayet
ve onerilerini ilk amirleri ve ISG Birimine iletebilirler, nadiren sonu¢ alacaklarina
inanirlar.
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D.

E.

Isyerinde ¢alisanlar ISG konularinda desteklendiklerini hisseder, sikayet ve dnerilerini
iletmekten ¢cekinmezler, sonu¢ alacaklarmna inanirlar.

Isyerinde calisanlar ISG konularinda desteklendiklerini her zaman hisseder, her an
sikayet ve Onerilerini yonetim ile paylasabileceklerini diisiiniirler, sonug alacaklarina
inanirlar ve bu onerileri i¢in takdir edilirler.

19. Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi c¢alisanlarin gorev tanimlarina ve performans
degerlendirmelerine yaklasim konusunda isyerinizi tanimlar?

20.

21,

A
B.

C.

Isyerinde calisanlar icin hazirlanmis agik ve net bir gérev tanimi bulunmaz.

Isyerinde calisanlar icin hazirlanmis acik ve net bir gérev tanimi bulunur ancak bu gérev
taniminda ISG sorumluluklari yer almaz.

Isyerinde calisanlar icin hazirlanmis acik ve net bir gérev tanimi bulunur ve bu gérev
taniminda ISG sorumluluklarina yer verilmistir.

Isyerinde calisanlar igin hazirlanmis agik ve net bir gérev tanimi bulunur, bu gorev
taniminda ISG sorumluluklarina yer verilmistir ancak performans sadece asil is bazinda
degerlendirilir ayrica ISG performansi degerlendirilmez.

Isyerinde calisanlar icin hazirlanmis acik ve net bir gérev tanimi bulunur, bu gorev
taniminda ISG sorumluluklarina yer verilmistir ve performans degerlendirmesinde ISG
performanst dnemli yer tutar.

Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi calisanlarin iyilik hali yaklasimi konusunda isyerinizi

tammmlar?

A. Isyerinde calisanlarin iyilik hali ile ilgilenilmez.

B. Isyerinde calisanlarin sadece fiziksel (bedensel) iyiligi ile ilgilenilir.

C. lsyerinde ¢alisanlarin fiziksel (bedensel) ve sosyal iyiligi ile ilgilenilir. Sosyal iyilik
ilgili olarak kisitli programlar vardir.

D. Isyerinde ¢alisanlarin fiziksel, sosyal ve ruhsal (psikolojik) iyiligi (biitiin olarak) ile
ilgilenilir fakat destekleyici programlar yeterli degildir

E. Isyerinde ¢alisanlarmn fiziksel, sosyal ve ruhsal (psikolojik) iyilik hali ile ilgilenilir, bu

konular ile ilgili destekleyici programlar olusturulur ve uygulamaya gegirilir. Psikolojik
destek programlar1 gizlilik esasina dayanir ve konular sadece calisanlarin iistlerini
iletilmesini talep ettigi durumlarda ilgili kisilerle paylasilir ve ¢6ziim tiretilir.

Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi cahsanlarin iISG Egitimleri konusunda isyerinizi

tamimlar?

A. Isyerinde ¢alisanlar igin ISG egitimleri gerceklestirilmez.

B. Isyerinde calisanlar icin ISG egitimleri sadece yasal olarak zorunlu egitimler
kapsaminda formalite icab1 gergeklestirilir.

C. Isyerinde calisanlar igin ISG egitimleri yasal olarak zorunlu egitimler ile sinirli kalmaz,
yapilan isin risklerine dair ek egitimler gergeklestirilir.

D. Isyerinde calisanlar icin ISG egitimleri hem smif hem de elektronik olarak
gerceklestirilir, siirekli tekrarlanan isbasi egitimleri ile farkindalik arttirma ¢aligmalar
yapilir.

E. Isyerinde galisanlar icin ISG egitimleri birgok farkli sekilde (simif ortami, elektronik

ortam, igsbas1 egitimleri) ve bir¢ok farkli konuda diizenli olarak gergeklestirilir, egitimin
basaris1 6lcullir ve ziyaretgiler, taseronlar vb. bu egitimlere dahil edilir. Her olay bir
egitim firsat1 olarak degerlendirilir ve egitim sirket kiiltiirinlin bir pargasi haline
gelmistir.
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22. Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi yonetimin iSG Egitimlerine bakisi konusunda isyerinizi

23.

24,

tanimlar?

A. lsyerinde yonetim iiretim 6nceliklidir ve ISG egitimlerini zaman kaybi olarak goriir bu
yiizden egitime biitce ayirmaz.

B. Isyerinde yonetim iiretimi aksatmamak sartiyla ISG egitimi verilmesini kabul eder,
egitime ¢ok az biitge ayirir ve egitim performansini 6nemsemez.

C. Isyerinde yonetim ISG egitimine biitge ayirir, ISG egitimin 6nemli bir konu oldugunu
calisanlar ile paylasir fakat kendisi egitimlere dahil olmaz.

D. Isyerinde yonetim icin ISG egitimi oncelikli konulardan biridir ve bunu ¢alisanlara
yansitir ayrica egitimlere zaman zaman dahil olur.

E. Isyerinde yonetim icin ISG egitimi en oncelikli konulardandir ve bunu calisanlara

yansttir ayrica egitimlere cogunlukla dahil olur.

Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi iISG Egitim ihtiyaclarinin belirlenmesi konusunda
isyerinizi tanimlar?

A

B.

Isyerinde I1SG egitim ihtiyaglarmin belirlenmesinde sadece ydnetim soz sahibidir ve
¢alisanlarin goriisii alinmaz.

Isyerinde ISG egitim ihtiyaglarinin belirlenmesinde yénetim ve ISG Birimi s6z sahibidir
ve ¢alisanlarin nadiren goriisii alinir.

Isyerinde ISG egitim ihtiyaclariin belirlenmesinde mevcut ihtiyaclara gore
olusturulmus bir ekip (yonetim, ISG Birimi ve ilk amirler) s6z sahibidir ve calisanlarin
goriisli zaman zaman alinir, galisanlar egitim talep edebilir ancak bu talepler genellikle
degerlendirilmez.

Isyerinde ISG egitim ihtiyaglarinin belirlenmesinde isyerinde her kademeden
¢alisanlarin gorisii alinir, egitim talep etme haklar1 vardir, talepler ciddiye alinir ve
genellikle karsilanir.

Isyerinde ISG egitim ihtiyaglarinin belirlenmesinde ¢alisanlarin goriisleri alinir, talepleri
degerlendirilir ve kargilanir. Caliganlar kendi egitim programlarini belirlemek i¢in gortis
bildirebilir ve bunun icin takdir edilirler.

Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi iSG konularinda takim calismasi konusunda isyerinizi

tanimlar?

A. Isyerinde ISG konularinda tiim galisanlar tek basina galisir ve takim calismasina acik bir
yap1 yoktur.

B. Isyerinde belirli sorunlari ¢6zmek i¢in ISG takimlar1 olusturulur, sorun ¢oziiliince takim
dagilir ve yonetim bu takimlan desteklenmez. Calisanlar bu takimlar i¢inde yer almaz.

C. Isyerinde ISG konularinda galismak iizere olusturulmus bir takimlar mevcuttur ancak
bu takimlara ¢alisan katilimi ve destegi az, bilgi paylasimi sinirlidir. Bu takimlar risk
degerlendirmesine katkida bulunmazlar.

D. Isyerinde iSG konularinda ¢alismak iizere olusturulmus takimlar vardir ve bu takimlar
icinde galisanlarda yer alir. Takimlar risk degerlendirmesine sinirli oranda katki saglar.
Bu takimlar ig birligi ve uyum iginde c¢alisir fakat takimlarin performanslar
degerlendirilmez.

E. Isyerinde ISG konularinda ¢aligmak iizere olusturulmus takimlar vardir ve bu takimlar

icinde caligsanlarda yer alir. Takimlar risklerin belirlenmesinde 6énemli rol oynar ve is
birligi ve uyum iginde ¢alisirlar. Ust yonetimden desteklenir ve takdir edilirler.
Takimlarm performanslart degerlendirilir ve gerektiginde degisiklikler yapilir.
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25. Asagidaki ifadelerden hangisi ISG konularinda takim calismasinda calisanlarin rolleri
ve siirece baghliklar: konusunda isyerinizi tanimlar?

A

Isyerinde ISG konularinda ¢alisan takimlar iginde ¢alisanlarin gérevleri belirlidir ve ast
uist iligkisine uygundur ve degismez. Takim birbirine bagl degildir. Sadece gdstermelik
bir yap1 olarak kurulmustur.

Isyerinde ISG konularinda ¢alisan takimlar icinde calisanlarm gorevleri belirlidir ve
takim iginde ast {ist iligkisi mevcuttur. Takimlar yonetim tarafindan bir lider etrafinda
toplanmis calisanlardir ve yonlendirilemeyen bir grup insan gibidirler.

Isyerinde 1SG konularinda ¢alisan takimlar icinde calisanlarn gérevleri belirlidir ve
takim kendi igerisinde birbirine baglidir ancak diger diger takimlarla is birligi igerisinde
caligmazlar. Takimlarimn birbirleriyle iletisimi (bilgi ve fikir paylagimi) ¢cok azdir.
Isyerinde ISG konularinda calisan takimlar icinde ¢alisanlarin gorevleri belirlidir ancak
ihtiyaca gore takim igerisinde ve gorevlerde degisiklikler yapilabilir ve bu takimlar hem
kendi aralarinda baglidir hem de diger takimlarla is birligi igerisinde ¢alisirlar.
Isyerinde ISG konularinda ¢alisan takimlar icinde calisanlarin gérevleri belirlidir ve
takim iginde herkes esit deger ve rol alir, tiim calisanlar da aslinda bu ekiplerin bir
pargasi oldugunun farkindadir.
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B. Final version of the questionnaire with respected dimensions and aspects

Dimension

Aspect

Questions

Dimension 1.
Commitment to
overall
continuous
improvement
about safety

Aspect 1:
Commitment to
continuous
improvement
about safety

Which of the following statements defines your
workplace in terms of actions taken to improve safety?

A

B.

Neither budget nor time is never allocated to
improve safety.

Budget and time are allocated to improve
safety only after the occurrence of an
undesirable incident in order to minimize the
effects of the incident. Both budget and time
are very limited.

Budget and time are allocated to improve
safety before special situations such as legal
audits in order to appear good. Both budget
and time are limited.

Budget and time are allocated to improve
safety in order to ensure a healthy and safe
workplace. Both budget and time are of
medium scale.

Both budget and time are always available to
improve safety and are allocated to reduce all
relevant risks. Both budget and time can be
considered to be of large-scale.

Aspect 2:
Inspection / audit

Which

of the following statements defines your

workplace in terms of safety audits?

A

Safety audits are not done or are done very
scarcely without attention, the findings of the
audit are not taken into consideration.

Safety audits are done after undesired
incidents or before legal audits, these audits
are only for show and do not reflect the actual
needs of the company.

Safety audits are done regularly only by upper
management; however these audits are not
done in accordance with company needs, audit
findings are evaluated only to save the day
after the occurrence of an incident.

Safety audits are done with participation from
upper management and
superintendents/foremen (first supervisors),
precautions taken according to the audit
results are actually aimed towards improving
safety.

Safety audits are done with participation of
upper management, supervisors, and workers.
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These audits are result-oriented, and
precautions are planned and implemented
according to the audit results. Upper
management, supervisors and workers take
part in the planning and implementation
processes.

Dimension 1.
Commitment to
overall
continuous
improvement
about safety

Aspect 3:
Written policies
and procedures

Which of the following statements defines your
workplace in terms of safety policy and procedures?
A. Safety policy and procedures have not been

B.

formed in the workplace.

There is a safety policy and many relevant
procedures, however the policy is not up-to-
date and is implemented only when an
incident occurs.

There is an up-to-date safety policy and many
written procedures, however these are only
kept as prepared documents and their
implementation is insufficient.

The safety policy and relevant procedures
have been formed by upper management and
the safety department and are regularly
reviewed. The policy and procedures are
utilized to improve overall safety.

The safety policy and procedures have been
formed with the contribution of upper
management, the safety department, and
workers. They have been internalized by
everyone and because safety has become a
way of life for all workers, there is less need
for a safety policy and procedures.
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Aspect 4.
Management
commitment

Which of the following statements defines your
workplace in terms of management commitment to

safety?
A.

Upper management does not have a
perception of safety and does not give the
necessary importance to safety. They perceive
safety related issues as a loss of time and
money.

Upper management has slowly begun to have
a perception of safety, but it is not sufficient.
Workers do not believe that upper
management is sensitive regarding safety-
related issues; they believe that they allocate
money and time only due to legal
requirements.

Upper management believes that they have
formed a safety culture, but this belief is not
shared by the workers. The workers still
perceive that the priority of the upper
management is production. Upper
management gets involved with safety-related
processes only when a serious incident occurs.
Whenever a health or safety related problem
arises (does not have to be serious), upper
management takes action and resolves the
problem in a fast and determined manner.
Upper management has also begun to take part
in non-problematic safety processes.

The safety perception of upper management is
of high-level. Upper management takes part in
all processes in order to implement the
necessary measures so as to provide and
improve the health and safety conditions;
upper management also follows and evaluates
the precautions taken.

Dimension 2.
Priority given to
safety

Aspect 5:
Priority given to
safety

Which of the following statements defines your
workplace in terms of safety priority?

A.

B.

Safety issues are disregarded in the company.
Production has high-level priority.

Safety issues are disregarded in the company.
Safety issues are brought to the agenda when
undesired incidents occur and revert back to
normal after some time has passed.

Safety is considered in the company, but at an
insufficient level. There are plans and
procedures in place, but these are not regularly
reviewed and are not up to date. Production
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pressure can lead to gaps/stretching in safety
issues.

Safety priority is high in the company and is
effectively supported with updated safety
necessities. Production pressure does not
reduce the priority given to safety issues.
Safety is one of the most prioritized issues in
the company. Production priority always
comes after safety priority. Worker safety
priority comes before everything else and
everybody is aware of “Safety First” when
starting all work.

Dimension 2.
Priority given to
safety

Aspect 6: Safety-
related
Responsibilities

Which of the following statements defines your
workplace in terms of safety responsibilities?
A. Safety responsibilities have not been defined

B.

in the workplace.

Safety responsibilities have been defined only
for the workers and are perceived as an
imposition of the upper management.

Safety responsibilities have been defined only
for the workers and supervisors and are
perceived as an imposition of the upper
management.

Safety responsibilities have been defined for
the workers, supervisors and the people from
safety department. Upper management has not
been included in these responsibilities.

Safety responsibilities have been defined for
all stakeholders (subcontractors, workers,
interns, safety department, upper management
etc.).

Aspect 7: Risk
management

Which of the following statements defines your
workplace in terms of risk assessment?
A. Work related risks are generally not assessed.

B.

Work related risks are only assessed after an
undesired incident and this assessment is
generally only for show. Risks are ignored in
cost-requiring situations.

Assessment of work-related risks is the job of
only the safety department and complete
coverage of all groups that may be affected is
not observed.

In the process of assessing work related risks,
risks that not only affect the workers, but also
the subcontractors, visitors etc. are also
assessed and precautions are taken according
to the identified risks.
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All workers take part in the risk assessment
process. All work-related risks are assessed,
and all workers try to find ways to reduce
risks as well as support in identifying and
implementing necessary precautions.

Dimension 3.
Perceptions of
the causes of
safety incidents

Aspect 8: Blame
culture

Which of the following statements defines your
workplace in terms of approach to causes of occurred
incidents (accidents)?

A

It is believed that the causes of incidents
(accidents) in the workplace are due to
misfortune and that they cannot be controlled.
It is believed that the causes of the incidents
(accidents) in the workplace are due to the
workers and control methods are re-training
and disciplinary measures. Workers are
blamed for incidents (accidents).

Upper management claims to think that the
incidents (accidents) in the workplace may be
caused by systematic errors other than
workers (machines/equipment/work
environment), but the workers do not see this
to be as clear and fair as upper management
believes.

It is believed that the causes of incidents
(accidents) in the workplace are a combination
of workers and system errors and workers take
part in the reviewing processes for controlling
the systems.

Even if the causes of the incidents (accidents)
in the workplace are due to workers,
awareness of systematic errors is of high-
level. Workers involved in the accident are
always supported for open and safe
communication, and the necessary precautions
for control are implemented so as to cover all
work processes.

Dimension 4.
Investigating
health and
safety incidents

Aspect 9:
Reporting system
and its usage

Which of the following statements defines your

workplace in terms of notification of occurred incidents

(unsafe conditions/unsafe acts/near misses/accidents)?
A. There is no system for the notification

(reporting) of occurred incidents (unsafe
conditions/unsafe acts/near misses/accidents)
in the workplace.

There is an undeveloped system for the
notification (reporting) of occurred incidents
(unsafe conditions/unsafe acts/near
misses/accidents) in the workplace, it is
generally not used. Incidents (accidents) are
swept under the rug if possible.
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C.

There is a system for the notification
(reporting) of occurred incidents (unsafe
conditions/unsafe acts/near misses/accidents)
in the workplace but it is just for show. The
purpose of the system is to complete the
forms.

There is an electronic reporting system for the
notification (reporting) of occurred incidents
(unsafe conditions/unsafe acts/near
misses/accidents) in the workplace that allows
for nameless reporting and one of the purposes
of this system is to increase risk awareness.
There is an instantaneous, electronic,
accessible and easy-to-use system for the
notification (reporting) of occurred incidents
(unsafe conditions/unsafe acts/near
misses/accidents) in the workplace that allows
for nameless reporting and this system is used
to prevent the occurrence of undesired
incidents. The notification (reporting) system
consists of trust and transparency.

Dimension 4.
Investigating
health and
safety incidents

Aspect 10: Staff
feeling on
reporting

Which of the following statements defines your
workplace in terms of the perception of workers during
the notification of occurred incidents?

A

Workers are not encouraged to report
incidents and they avoid reporting out of fear
that they will be blamed when they report an
incident.

Workers are not encouraged to report
incidents and they only tentatively reporting
large-scale incidents within sight.

There are efforts to encourage workers to
report incidents in the workplace, however the
workers do not feel safe while reporting of an
incident.

Workers are encouraged to report incidents in
the workplace and the workers feel safe while
reporting; the incidents that are reported are
evaluated as opportunities for improvement.
Workers are accustomed to report about
incidents in the workplace, they have
comprehended the importance of reporting an
incident and they take an active role in all
processes after the reporting.

Aspect 11: Focus
of investigation /
investigation
system

Which of the following statements defines your
workplace in terms of the investigations conducted
after an occurred incident (unsafe conditions/unsafe
acts/near misses/accidents) in the workplace?

A.

Incidents (accidents) that occur in the
workplace are not investigated, or
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superficially investigated to close off the
incident.

Investigations of accidents that occur in the
workplace are only done for serious accidents
and only for show, they generally focus on the
worker that was involved in the accident and
the purpose is to fulfill legal obligations.

All incidents that occur in the workplace are
investigated, there is a detailed procedure for
incident investigation, however, the main
purpose of the investigation is not to find the
actual cause but to carry out the procedure and
finalize the investigation.

All incidents that occur in the workplace,
including near misses, are investigated, there
is a detailed procedure for incident
investigation and the purpose of this
investigation is to find the actual cause and to
learn lessons from the incident. The results of
the investigation are shared with the workers
on a large scale.

All incidents that occur in the workplace,
including near misses, are systematically
investigated (using academic and known
methods). There is a detailed procedure for
incident investigation and the purpose of the
investigation is not to find the guilty but to
reach the actual reason of the incident.
Incident investigation procedures are fully
implemented, and these procedures are
regularly reviewed and updated.

Dimension 4.
Investigating
health and
safety incidents

Aspect 12: Who
is doing the
investigations?

Which of the following statements defines your
workplace in terms of the people that conduct the
investigation after an occurred incident (unsafe
conditions/unsafe acts/near misses/accidents) in the
workplace?

A.

Investigations of accidents that occur in the
workplace are conducted haphazardly by an
inexperienced supervisor.

Investigations of accidents that occur in the
workplace are conducted by safety
professionals only in regard to the specific
accident.

Investigations of accidents that occur in the
workplace are conducted by a team consisting
of the people form safety department (safety
professionals, doctors, psychologist, support
personnel etc.) and only in regard to the
specific accident.

Investigations of accidents that occur in the
workplace are conducted by a team consisting
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of supervisors, people from the safety
department, and upper management.

E. Investigations of accidents that occur in the
workplace are conducted by a team consisting
of supervisors, people from the safety
department, upper management and
participation by the workers. There is
involvement from every group within the
workplace in the accident investigation team.

Aspect 13:
Results of
investigation

Which of the following statements defines your
workplace in terms of the results of the investigation
after an occurred incident (unsafe conditions/unsafe
acts/near misses/accidents) in the workplace?

A. Accident investigations are conducted in the
workplace; however the results are not
evaluated and relevant precautions are not
taken.

B. Accident investigations are conducted in the
workplace; precautions are identified but not
implemented.

C. Accident investigations are conducted in the
workplace, precautions are identified and
implemented, however these are only to save
the day.

D. Accident investigations are conducted in the
workplace, precautions are identified and
implemented, the purpose of these precautions
is to eliminate the root cause.

E. Accident investigations are conducted in the
workplace, precautions are identified and
implemented, the results are not only
evaluated in regard to the specific accident,
but also extended to other areas so as to
prevent the occurrence of such types of
accidents.
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Dimension 5.
Organizational
learning
following a
safety incident

Aspect 14:
Learning from
safety incidents

Which of the following statements defines your
workplace in terms of lessons learned from occurred
incidents (unsafe conditions/unsafe acts/near
misses/accidents) in the workplace?

A

There are no lessons learned after accidents
that occur in the workplace and changes are
not encouraged.

After an accident occurs in the workplace,
there is an effort to learn lessons but only in
regard to that specific accident and these are
generally not systematic but individual-based.
These accidents may reoccur.

There are systems in order to learn lessons
from accidents that occur in the workplace,
however these lessons learned are not shared
with all workers. Decisions for change are
generally shaped only based on the
experienced incident.

Lessons are learned from accidents that occur
in the workplace and are shared with all
workers. The necessary changes focus on
eliminating the root cause and these changes
are utilized in future plans.

Lessons are learned from accidents not only
within the workplace but also from outside the
workplace (generally in companies operating
in similar field of operation) and are shared
with all workers. With the precautions taken,
incidents that may arise from similar causes
are prevented.

Aspect 15:
Change
Management

Which of the following statements defines your
workplace in terms of making decisions regarding

precautions to be taken and changes to be made arising

from occurred incidents (unsafe conditions/unsafe

acts/near misses/accidents) in the workplace?

A.

Upper management decides by themselves
upon the precautions to be taken after
occurred incidents in the workplace.

Upper management and the safety department
make decisions regarding the precautions to
be taken after occurred incidents in the
workplace.

Supervisors and foremen are also involved
alongside upper management and the safety
department in the process of determining the
precautions to be taken after occurred
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incidents in the workplace. Workers are not
part of this process.

A team consisting of upper management,
safety professionals, supervisors and workers
decide upon the precautions to be taken after
occurred incidents in the workplace.

A participative policy is followed in the
determination of precautions to be taken after
occurred incidents in the workplace; upper
management, the safety department,
supervisors, workers, visitors, subcontractors
and advisors are included in the decision-
making process.

Dimension 6.
Communication
about safety
issues

Aspect 16:
Information flow

Which of the following statements defines your
workplace in terms of flow of information?
A. Workers are informed of only legally

B.

obligatory information in the workplace.
Workers are informed of only legally
obligatory information and company internal
procedures in the workplace. These are only
relayed in writing.

Information flow in the workplace is single-
sided and operates downward from upper
management. Information other than those
that are legally obligatory, and company
internal procedures are shared only after an
incident occurs and only to the personnel
involved in the incident. A general sharing
and flow of information do not take place.
There is a system for flow of information in
the workplace, however these systems are not
regularly reviewed and audited.

There is a system for flow of information in
the workplace, and these systems are regularly
reviewed and audited. Non-obligatory
informative subjects are also added to the
information flow; however, these subjects are
limited to incidents for the company.
Information flow in the workplace has been
set in an open and transparent way. Workers
from all levels can be informed of safety-
related information. Flow of information is
supported not only with official writing, but
also with organizations such as meetings and
trainings. Subjects external to the workplace
are also included in the flow of information.
Open safety communication is present,
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experience is shared, innovative ideas are
encouraged.

Which of the following statements defines your

workplace in terms of safety communication?

A. Safety communication in the workplace
occurs only between upper management; it is
single-sided, and workers cannot talk about
risks, reach upper management or submit
ideas regarding risks.

B. Safety communication in the workplace
occurs between mid-level managers
(department or unit managers) and workers
can talk about high-level risks.

C. Safety communication in the workplace
occurs at the level of supervisors regarding
risks and workers can only talk about mid-
level and high-level risks.

Aspect 17: Safety D. Safety communication in the workplace is

communication discussed with participation from workers;
workers can submit ideas regarding mid-level
and high-level risks, such ideas are regarded
and realized by upper management. There is
safety communication in the form of risk
management meetings where the agenda is
decided by the workers.

E. Safety communication in the workplace has
the principle that all workers have equality in
communication; all workers are able to submit
ideas and are heard regarding all risks.
Management learns from the workers,
appreciates them and transparency is key.
There is open safety communication where
everyone is open to learning from each other’s
experiences and where experiences and
innovative ideas are encouraged.

Dimension 6.
Communication
about safety
issues

Which of the following statements defines your
workplace in terms of workers being supported
regarding safety issues?
A. Workers in the workplace generally do not
Aspect 18: Do feel supported regarding safety issues,
the staffs feel workers refrain from submitting their
supported? complaints or suggestions to their supervisors.
B. Workers in the workplace rarely feel
supported regarding safety issues, they are
able to submit their complaints or suggestions
only to the safety department, but do not
believe that they will get any results.

Dimension 7.
Personnel
management
and safety issues
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C. Workers in the workplace occasionally feel
supported regarding safety issues, they are
able to submit their complaints and
suggestions to their supervisors and the safety
department, and they rarely believe that they
will get results.

D. Workers in the workplace feel supported
regarding safety issues, they do not refrain
from submitting their complaints and
suggestions, and they believe that they will get
results.

E. Workers in the workplace always feel
supported regarding safety issues, they believe
that they can share their complaints and
suggestions with management at all times,
they believe that they will get results and they
are appreciated for their suggestions.

Which of the following statements defines your
workplace in terms of the approach towards worker job
descriptions and performance evaluation?

A. There are no clear and precise job descriptions
prepared for workers in the workplace.

B. There are clear and precise job descriptions
prepared for workers in the workplace, but
safety responsibilities are not included in these
job descriptions.

C. There are clear and precise job descriptions
prepared for workers in the workplace and
safety responsibilities are also included in
these job descriptions.

D. There are clear and precise job descriptions
prepared for workers in the workplace and
safety responsibilities are also included in
these job descriptions; however, performance
is evaluated only based on the main job, safety
performance is not evaluated separately.

E. There are clear and precise job descriptions
prepared for workers in the workplace and
safety responsibilities are also included in
these job descriptions; safety performance is
an important element in performance
evaluation.

Aspect 19: Work
description
[recruitment/
performance
evaluation

Which of the following statements defines your

Aspect 20: workplace in terms of approach towards the wellbeing

Wellbeing of workers?

A. The wellbeing of workers is not considered in
the workplace.
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B. Only the physical wellbeing of workers is
considered in the workplace.

C. The physical and social wellbeing of workers
are considered in the workplace. There are
limited programs regarding social wellbeing.

D. The physical, social and mental
(psychological) wellbeing of workers are
considered in the workplace (as a whole);
however, the supportive programs are
insufficient.

E. The physical, social and mental
(psychological) wellbeing of workers are
considered in the workplace, programs are
formed and implemented regarding these
issues. Psychological support programs are
based on the principle of privacy and issues
are shared with relevant people and solutions
are found only if the workers request that they
be conveyed to their supervisors.

Dimension 8.
Staff education
and training
about safety
issues

Aspect 21:
Training
implementation

Which of the following statements defines your
workplace in terms of the safety training of workers?

A. There are no safety trainings for workers in
the workplace.

B. Safety trainings for workers in the workplace
are conducted only as a formality to be in
accordance with obligatory legislative training
requirements.

C. Safety trainings for workers in the workplace
are not limited to obligatory legislative
trainings, but also include additional trainings
on risks regarding conducted work.

D. Safety trainings for workers in the workplace
are conducted in classrooms as well as
electronically; efforts to increase awareness
are realized through continuously repeated
toolbox trainings.

E. Safety trainings for workers in the workplace
are regularly conducted in many different
ways (classroom, electronic medium, toolbox
trainings) encompassing many different
subjects; the success of the training is
measured and visitors, subcontractors etc. are
included in these trainings. Every incident is
utilized as a training opportunity and training
has become a part of company culture.
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Aspect 22:
Management
approach to
safety trainings

Which of the following statements defines your
workplace in terms of outlook towards safety trainings?

A.

Management in the workplace prioritizes
production and safety trainings are seen as a
waste of time, therefore no budget is allocated
to training.

Management in the workplace accepts the
provision of safety training as long as it does
not hinder production, a minimal budget is
allocated to training and the performance of
the training is not regarded.

Management in the workplace allocates a
budget to safety training, they convey that
safety training is an important issue with
workers, but do not attend the trainings
themselves.

Safety training is one of the most prioritized
issues for management in the workplace, they
reflect this understanding to the workers and
occasionally attend the trainings.

Safety training is one of the most important
issues for management in the workplace, they
reflect this understanding to the workers and
attend most of the trainings.

Dimension 8.
Staff education
and training
about safety
issues

Aspect 23:
Training needs
identification

Which of the following statements defines your
workplace in terms of identification of training needs?
A. Only management has a say in the

identification of safety training needs in the
workplace and the opinion of the workers is
not regarded.

Management and the safety department have a
say in the identification of training needs in
the workplace and the opinion of workers is
rarely regarded.

A team (consisting of management, safety
department, and supervisors) formed from
current needs has a say in the identification of
training needs in the workplace and the
opinion of workers is occasionally regarded;
workers may request certain trainings, but
these requests are generally not taken into
consideration.

Opinions of workers from every level is
regarded in the identification of safety training
needs in the workplace, they have the right to
request trainings, these requests are taken
seriously and are generally realized.
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Opinions of workers are regarded for the
identification of safety training needs in the
workplace, their requests are considered and
realized. Workers submit remarks in regard to
forming their own training programs and they
are appreciated for such actions.

Dimension 9.
Team working
around safety
issues

Aspect 24: Team
structure

Which of the following statements defines your
workplace in terms of teamwork on safety issues?

A

All workers in the workplace operate by
themselves regarding safety issues and there is
no open structure for teamwork.

Safety teams are formed to solve certain
problems in the workplace, the teams are
dishanded when the problem is solved and
management does not support these teams.
Workers are not part of these teams.

There are teams that have been formed for
safety issues in the workplace, however
worker involvement and support to these
teams are minimal and information flow is
limited. These teams do not contribute to risk
assessments.

There are teams that have been formed for
safety issues in the workplace and workers are
a part of these teams. These teams work in
cooperation and harmony, but the
performance of the teams is not evaluated.
There are teams that have been formed for
safety issues in the workplace and workers are
a part of these teams. These teams play an
important role in the identification of risks and
they work in cooperation and harmony. They
are supported and appreciated by upper
management. The performance of the teams is
evaluated, and changes are made when
necessary.

Aspect 25: The
role of team
member
/engagement

Which of the following statements defines your
workplace in terms of the roles and commitment of
workers to the process in teamwork regarding safety

issues?
A.

The roles of workers within teams working on
safety issues in the workplace are determined,
in accordance with superior-subordinate
relationship, and unchanging. The team is not
interdependent. It is formed only for show.
The roles of workers within teams working on
safety issues in the workplace are determined,
and there is a superior-subordinate
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relationship within the team. The teams are
workers that have gathered around a leader
appointed by management and are like a group
of unguided people.

C. The roles of workers within teams working on
safety issues in the workplace are determined
and the teams are interdependent, however the
teams do not work in cooperation with other
teams. Communication between teams
(sharing of information and ideas) is minimal.

D. The roles of workers within teams working on
safety issues in the workplace are determined,
however changes may be made within the
team and roles according to needs, these teams
are both interdependent and work in
cooperation with other teams.

E. The roles of workers within teams working on
safety issues in the workplace are determined,
everyone on the team has equal value and
roles, all workers are aware that they are part
of these teams.
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