Reporting of hazardous events in aquaculture operations — the
significance of safety climate

Abstract

Objectives: In Norwegian aquaculture, safer technology and better safety management systems
have been developed during the last decade. Safety commitment and safe behavior is still vital to
ensure a safe working environment. The objective of this paper is to explore what factors might
influence the reporting of hazardous situations in aquaculture. The significance of factors on both
the individual (work experience, position) and company/organizational level (company size, safety
climate) were studied. It was hypothesized that reporting of hazardous situations was positively
predicted by work experience, having the position as operational manager, company size and safety

climate.

Methods: The study is based on a quantitative questionnaire study, involving 428 fish farmers,
operational managers and service vessels employees in the Norwegian aquaculture industry,
interviewed by telephone. A purposive sampling procedure was employed. Correlation and

hierarchical regression analysis were applied. The data quality was considered satisfactory.

Results: Individual factors had no significant relationship with the reporting of hazardous situations.
Company size and safety climate factors had positive associations with reporting. Larger companies
might have more resources for safety management and the development of practical reporting

solutions. A positive safety climate might increase the motivation for reporting.
Conclusion: Efforts by management to improve the safety climate can contribute to the reporting of

hazardous events, continuous improvement of safety management and improvement of the safety

level.
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1. Introduction

The Norwegian aquaculture industry is a leading global exporter of Atlantic salmon that provided close
to 68 billion Norwegian Kroner to the gross domestic product in 2018. Since the beginning in the

1970s, the industry has grown considerably [1].

Compared to other industries in Norway, working in aquaculture involves high risk. Fish farmers have
high fatality rates compared to other industries [2, 3]. The most common modes of injuries include

falls, blows from objects, entanglement/crush injuries and cuts [4].

In recent years, attention to worker safety has increased by both industry and regulatory authorities.
Technology development and safe design are important strategies to improve personnel safety at fish
farms [5]. For Norwegian salmon aquaculture, sea-based fish farms consisting of several circular net

cages are the most common production concept [6].

Studies indicate that safety management systems in the Norwegian fish farming industry have been
strengthened during the last decade, involving for example the development of procedures and rules
for safe working practices, systems for safety training and competence requirements [7, 8, 9].
Improvements in technology and safety management will still not be fully effective without the actual
safety commitment from the workers and the organization as a whole [10]. New technological

solutions might fail, and safety management systems must be suitable for the work as performed.

Workplace safety management systems must also be perceived by the workers as reasonable in
scale and content and adapted to the aquaculture industry [8]. In addition, technology and systems
do not eliminate production and efficiency demands, and possible trade-offs to safety. Even if
suitable safety management systems and technology are in place in aquaculture, the human
element will still be of great importance. For example, the ability to speak up and report conditions
that might increase the risk for accidents will always be vital. Reporting is a central part of
experience feedback, which is a basic mechanism for continuous improvements to safety
management and the safety level [11]. Reporting of hazardous events, so that corrective actions can
be taken before incidents happen, is evidently a valuable type of proactive safety behavior. Such
reporting signals a mindful approach to safety that includes an awareness of details that can build up

to serious accidents and a sensitivity to operations [12].



Organizational aspects influence the conditions of aquaculture employees [13].0Organizational
challenges such as prioritizing production at the expense of safety, long work hours and lack of rest
during large operations, lack of training, inadequate maintenance and insufficient manning are some
relevant examples that illustrate this [8, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18]. Previous analyses also showed that
31% of 258 fish farmers agreed that it is uncomfortable to point out a lack of compliance with safety
rules and procedures [13] and that near accidents are frequent among workers at the fish farms

[17].

1.1 Objectives and hypotheses
The objective of this article is to explore which factors might influence the reporting of hazardous

events in aquaculture production. We investigate the significance of factors on the individual level
(work experience, position), the company level (company size) and the organizational level (safety
climate). The safety climate is of particular interest, as it involves some of the informal aspects of a
work community and may provide a glimpse into the safety culture [19]. In this research, safety
climate is defined as the shared perceptions regarding safety policies, procedures and practices, and
regarding how safety is managed and valued [20, 21, 22]. Empirically, the study is based on a
guantitative questionnaire study, involving 428 sharp end workers in the Norwegian fish farming

industry.
Individual factors

We explore if work experience from fish farming positively influence the reporting of dangerous
situations. Workers that have longer experience in the industry might be better at recognizing
situations that involve hazards, feel confident in their own evaluations and role in the company, and
thus be more inclined to report dangerous situations. Further, we will investigate if operational
managers are more inclined to report than fish farmers. Operational managers have a special safety

responsibility for the personnel at the fish farms. The following hypothesis will be explored:

Hypothesis 1: Reporting of dangerous situations is positively predicted by work experience in the

aquaculture industry, and by having a position as operational manager.
Company factor

The second hypothesis relates to company size. Over the years, there has been a consolidation of
the industry, where some major companies have evolved through acquisitions and mergers with

smaller, partly family owned companies. Still, there is a variation in company size, and there is



substantial share of smaller companies [23]. We will explore if workers in larger companies are more
inclined to report than workers in smaller companies. As larger companies have more resources
available in terms of personnel and competence, they might be in a better position to prioritize

safety and encourage reporting from workers. We will explore the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 2: Reporting of dangerous situations is positively predicted by company size.
Safety climate

The third hypothesis relates to safety climate. [21]. The safety climate has mainly been measured by
guestionnaire surveys. Different aspects of the safety climate that have been measured include
management prioritization and commitment to safety, safety competence, work pressure and safety

participation [24, 25].

Several studies have supported the assumption that a positive safety climate is associated with good
safety behavior and safety results. Related to safety behavior, a positive safety climate has been
associated with compliance to safety rules and procedures, participation in safety-related activities,
and mindful safety practices [26, 27, 28, 29, 30]. A positive safety climate has also been associated
lower accident and injury rates [31, 32, 33, 34]. Based on this, we will explore the following

hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3: Reporting of dangerous situations is positively predicted by the safety climate.

2. Methods

2.1 Sample and data collection

The study was a part of a research project on occupational health and safety in Norwegian fish
farming financed by the Norwegian Research Council, aiming at generating knowledge for safer

operations and workplaces.

According to Statistics Norway [35], 5748 people were working in the fish farming industry in
Norway in 2016. Of these, 34% were working in the western region, 27% in the middle region, 38%
in the northern region, while 1% were working in other regions of Norway. There were 162

registered companies producing salmon or trout in Norway in 2016 [36].

The empirical material was collected through a telephone survey conducted by a professional polling
company during the fall of 2016. A purposive sampling procedure was employed. The target group
was active workers from both small and large companies within sea-based fish farming in different

areas along the coast. First, 40 fish farming companies were selected based on available information



found online and the research group’s network in the industry. Emphasis was put on selecting
companies of different size and from different regions of Norway. From these companies, a list of
1000 active working employees was collected, and 992 of these were called. Some did not answer,
and some interrupted the call before the polling company could explain the purpose of the survey.
Out of the 992, 735 were explicitly asked to participate in the anonymous survey. Here, 288 declined
and 447 accepted. There were 19 participants who had jobs outside of fish farms or service vessels
and these were excluded from the analyses due to the objective of the paper. Thus, 428 respondents
were included in the study, giving a response rate of 43%. Some background information of the

respondents is provided in Table 1.

Table 1 Sociodemographic and Employment Profile of Study Participants

Variable % N
Position Fish farmer 60.3 258
Operational manager 25.7 110
Service vessel employee 14.0 60
Age (years) <25 11.7 50
25-34 26.6 114
35-44 24.5 105
45-54 23.8 102
>54 133 57
Gender Men 95,3 408
Women 4,7 20
Experience of aquaculture (years) 0-2 13.6 58
3-6 245 105
7-14 23.6 102
>15 38.3 164
No. of employees in company <50 10.0 40
50-200 241 96
> 200 65.9 263
Region West of Norway 40.2 172
Middle of Norway 41.6 178
North of Norway 15.7 67
Other 2,6 11

The survey was approved by the Norwegian Centre for Research data and was performed according
to applicable research ethical requirements, including informed consent by all participants,
anonymity in the data presentation, and deletion of identifying information in the data material.

2.2 The questionnaire

The questionnaire consisted of 90 items, covering different safety, health and working environment
issues. It included a safety climate scale of 16 items, as well as one item referring to reporting of
dangerous situations. The safety climate scale was based on the work by Flin et al. [25] and their



review of safety climate surveys, and Fenstad et al.’s safety climate study [37] in the maritime

domain. The items were presented as statements in Norwegian. The respondents stated their level

of agreement on a Likert scale, ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree).

Table 2 Descriptive statistics for safety climate items and reporting — mean, standard deviation (SD)
and number of respondents (n)

Items Mean SD n

Safety climate

Q1 The company where | work takes safety seriously 443 0.89 427

Q2 Manning is sufficient to maintain safety 3.73 1.03 428

Q3 The safety deputies' suggestions are taken seriously by the leaders 394 1.02 407

Q4 Information regarding unwanted events is utilized adequately to 411 0.95 427
prevent recurrence

Q5 My manager appreciates that employees take up safety issues 426 0.93 426

Qb6 The equipment that | need to work safely is easily accessible 4.07 1.01 428

Q7 In practice, consideration of production is prioritized at the expense 243 1.23 427
of safety

Q8 Inadequate maintenance has reduced the safety level 2.38 1.19 428

Q9 There are often parallel work operations proceeding that leads to 240 1.07 427
dangerous situations

Q10 Sometimes | feel a pressure to continue working, although safety 2.06 1.10 428
can be compromised

Q11 Due to fish welfare and fish escape considerations, safety 2.07 1.08 424
procedures cannot always be followed

Q12 | have the necessary competence to handle my work tasks safely 4,52 0.71 426

Q13 | have received sufficient training to handle critical or dangerous 411 0.94 425
situations

Q14 Igetinvolved in acquisitions of new equipment 3.42 1.33 427

Q15 | participate in making new procedures 3.08 1.36 426

Q16 |getinvolved when new procedures are to be introduced 3.54 1.29 427

Reporting

Q17 If I see dangerous situations at work, | report them 4.45 .92 428

2.3 Statistical analyses
During the telephone interviews, the data was continuously registered in a general format (ascii-file)

by the polling company. After completion of the survey the data was exported to the statistical

software “Statistical Package for the Social Sciences” (SPSS). A visual inspection of the data file was

then performed by the research group. There were 19 participants who had jobs outside of fish

farms or vessels and these were excluded from the analyses due to the objective of the paper.



Otherwise, none of the respondents were excluded from the data set, as the responses in general

were complete.

Exploratory factor analysis

The 16 safety climate variables are challenging to analyse one by one in relation to reporting. We
therefore applied exploratory factor analysis (EFA), which is a technique used to identify clusters of
variables that can be combined, and to reduce a dataset to a more manageable number of variables
[38]. In the EFA, principal component analysis (PCA) with Varimax rotation was applied, and factors

with eigenvalues < 1 were kept for further analysis according to Kaiser’s criterion (ibid: 677).

Correlation analysis and regression analysis

The hypotheses involve studying the associations between ‘Reporting’ on the one hand, and work
experience, management responsibilities, company size and safety climate on the other. It was
assumed that there was a linear relationship between these variables. It was expected that longer
work experience, working as an operational manager, belonging to a larger company and having a
more positive safety climate was associated with more reporting. Statistically, this was first explored
by bivariate correlation analysis. The statistic Pearson’s R is an expression of the strength of the
association. The coefficient can vary from -1 to +1. The extreme values indicate a perfect linear relation
relationship (negative or positive). Values around +/-0.1 represent a small effect, +/- 0.3 a medium

effect, and +/- 0.5 a large effect [38]. The level of significance was set at 0.05.

In order to explore the hypothesis further, hierarchical regression analysis was applied. This analysis
allows for determining the controlled (“pure”) effects of each independent variable on a dependent
variable. In our case, we were interested in exploring what variables that were significantly associated
with reporting and the relative strength of these associations expressed by standardized beta-values
(B). Hierarchical regression analysis is performed in steps. In the first step, individual variables were
entered (work experience and position), followed by company size in the second step, and finally three
safety climate components in the third step. Missing values were excluded pairwise. This procedure
allowed for comparing the effects of the three models and for investigating the effects of safety

climate after controlling for the other variables.



3. Results

3.1 Factor analysis
The factor analysis (Table 3) revealed four factors that explained 61.5% of the variance. The factors

were well aligned with the safety climate literature in content [24, 25], and were named as follows:

e Safety priority: Perceptions on how safety is prioritized in terms of manning, equipment,
and how management take care of safety.

o Work pressure: Perceived pressure towards efficiency and high production that can
challenge safety.

e Safety competence: Perceptions of own competence and the training received to handle
dangerous situations.

e Safety participation: Perceived level of involvement in procedure development and

introduction, and in acquisition of new equipment.



Table 3 Exploratory factor analysis: PCA, Varimax with Kaiser normalization

ltems Factor loadings Communalitie

Ql The company where | work takes safety seriously 0.77 0.63

Q2 Manning is sufficient to maintain safety 0.58 0.48

Q3 The safety deputies' suggestions are taken seriously by 0.75 0.69
the leaders

Q4 Information regarding unwanted events is utilized 0.76 0.61
adequately to prevent recurrence

Q5 My manager appreciates that employees take up safety 0.67 0.58
issues

Q6 The equipment that | need to work safely is easily 0.63 0.54
accessible

Q7 In practice, consideration of production is prioritized at 0.56 0.47
the expense of safety

Q8 Inadequate maintenance has reduced the safety level 0.67 0.50

Q9 There are often parallel work operations proceeding that 0.75 0.59
leads to dangerous situations

Q10 Sometimes | feel a pressure to continue working, 0.74 0.61
although safety can be compromised

Q11 Due to fish welfare- and fish escape considerations, 0.71 0.55
safety procedures cannot always be followed

Q12 | have the necessary competence to handle my work 0.82 0.72
tasks safely

Q13 | have received sufficient training to handle critical or 0.82 0.75
dangerous situations

Q14 | get involved in acquisitions of new equipment 0.73 0.65

Q15 | participate in making new procedures 0.88 0.80

Qle6 | get involved when new procedures are to be introduced 0.75 0.67

Sum
Percentage of variance explained 21.26 16.81 13.53 9.85 61.45
Cronbach’s alpha .85 77 .62 .78

Bartlett’s test of sphericity (approx. chi-square) = 2373.7 (p < 0.001). Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling
adequacy = 0.888. Factor loadings below 0.40 are suppressed.

Tests indicated that the data were appropriate for factor analysis; Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was
significant. The Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin (KMQO) measure for adequate sampling exceeded the required

0.5 (see notes to Table 3).

Cronbach’s alpha was used to assess internal consistency and reliability [39]. In general, an alpha
score above .70 is considered acceptable [38]. Three of the four factors had scores above this level.
The lower level of the ‘Competence’ factor (.62) should be interpreted in light of the small number

of items included (2). In total, the internal consistency and reliability were considered acceptable.



3.2 Testing of the hypotheses

In Table 4, the bivariate correlations between reporting of dangerous situations and work experience,

position, the number of employees in the company and the safety climate factors are presented.

The correlations between reporting on the one hand and work experience and position on the other

were low and not significant, thus not supporting hypothesis 1.

The correlation between reporting and the number of employees was statistically significant (p <. 05)
and in the expected direction. Hypothesis 2 was thus supported. The result indicated that a higher
number of employees in the company is associated with a higher tendency to report dangerous
situations, and thus that company size could have a positive effect on such reporting. The correlation

was in the lower region.

The four safety climate factors were all significantly correlated with reporting (p < .01) and in the
expected direction, thus supporting hypothesis 3. Among the four factors, safety competence was
most strongly associated with reporting, followed by safety priority, safety involvement and work
pressure. Higher levels of reporting of dangerous situations was associated with higher personal safety
competence and the training, higher safety prioritising by the company, higher degree of involvement

in procedure development/introduction and lower work pressure.



Table 4: Pearson’s correlations for reporting, background variables and safety climate factors (N in
brackets)

1 2 3 4 5. 6 7 8 9 10
1. Reporting -
2. Work -.02 -
experience in (428)
fish farming
3. Operational 06 37 -
manager
(428) (428)
4, Fish farmer 08 09" 73" -
(428) (428) (428)
5. Service vessel 03 26" 24 -.50 -
employee (428)
(428) (428) (428)
6. No. of .10* .09° .01 27" -.38" )
employees in
company (399) (399) (399) (399) (399)
7. Safety 35" 01 05 -09 07 -01 -
priority
(406) (406) (406) (406) (406) (378)
8. Work -26" 02 -04 -.00 05 -01 -3 -
pressure (403)
(422) (422) (422) (422) (422) (393)
9. Competence 41" 110 01 ~.00 -01 09 42" _31" ;
(424) (424) (424) (424) (424) (395) (405) (418)
10. Safety 28" .04 19™ -24" 10 -12° 51 -32" 24" )
involvement
(426) (426) (426) (426) (426) (397) (404) (420) (423)

* p <.05 (one-tailed)
** p <.01 (one-tailed)

In addition, a hierarchical linear regression analysis was performed for reporting of dangerous
situations, involving the same independent variables (Table 5). The variables related to the first
hypothesis were included in the first step. Work experience and position had no significant

relationship with reporting.

In a second step, the number of employees was added, which had a positive and significant

relationship with reporting, supporting hypothesis 2.

In a final step, addressing hypothesis 3, the four safety climate factors were added. After controlling
for the other variables, safety competence (B = .31, p <. 01), safety prioritization (B = .15, p <. 05)
and safety involvement (B = .12, p <. 05) had significant relationships with reporting. The positive
relationship with the number of employees was maintained in the final step (8 = .10, p <. 05). The
independent variables explained 22 % of the variance in reporting of dangerous situations in the

final model.



In sum, the bivariate correlation analysis and the hierarchical regression analysis supported that

reporting is positively predicted by company size (H2) and by the safety climate (H3)

Table 5 Hierarchical regression analysis, predicting reporting of dangerous situations at work: Beta-
values, standard errors (SE B), standardized betas (B) and explained variance (R?)

Step Variables entered B SE B B R? change
1. Constant 4.46 .15 .00
Work experience in fish -.03 .05 -.03
farming
Operational manager 17 12 .08
Service vessel employee .10 14 .04
2. Constant 3.95 .25 .02%*
Work experience in fish -.03 .05 -.04
farming
Operational manager .20 12 .10
Service vessel employee .25 .16 .09
No. of employees in company .19 .08 14*
3. Constant 1.59 46 21%*
Work experience in fish -.06 .04 -.07
farming
Operational manager .13 .10 .06
Service vessel employee 14 14 .05
No. of employees in company .16 .07 A1
Safety priority .16 .08 13*
Work pressure -.06 .06 -.06
Safety competence .40 .07 31**
Safety involvement .10 .05 2%
Overall R? 24
Overall adjusted R? 22
*p<.05.
** p <. 01.

4. Discussion

The study aimed to explore which factors might influence the reporting of hazardous events in
aquaculture. Three types of factors were explored: individual factors, company factors and safety
climate factors. None of the individual factors were associated with reporting, contrary to the
hypothesis. We assumed that workers with longer experience could identify risk better and be more
confident in their role, and thus be more inclined to report than workers with shorter experience.
One reason that the results did not confirm this might be that attention to safety has increased in

recent years, and that new workers are more exposed and receptive to information and knowledge



on safety issues. Several companies have developed structured introduction programs for new
workers that include safety topics. This could level out the potential advantages that workers with
longer experience might have, related to their competence and confidence. All groups have a high

proportion of respondents that state that they report dangerous situations at work.

Also, there was no significant association between having the position of operational manager and
reporting. Thus, the hypothesis that their special safety responsibility would lead to higher levels of
reporting was not supported. A likely explanation could be that operational managers have different
responsibilities that they have to balance. In addition to safety, they also have responsibilities for

budget, production, welfare of the fish and general management of the location.

Supporting the second hypothesis, company size did positively predict reporting of hazardous
events, although the correlation was in the lower region. There was a tendency that respondents
from larger companies to a larger extent reported hazardous situations than respondents from
smaller companies. The association with company size may relate to the formalized safety
management in the different companies, where it is likely that large companies have the resources
to prioritize safety for personnel. They may also have digital solutions, like mobile phone apps for
internal reporting of unwanted events, and some companies even award fish farms that are good at

reporting near accidents or other undesired events.

The safety climate factors correlated in the expected direction with reporting. In the regression
analysis, three of the four safety climate factors predicted reporting. There was a tendency that
higher perceived safety competence, higher perceived prioritization of safety by the company and
higher levels of participation in safety issues were associated with higher levels of hazardous event
reporting. Hypothesis 3 was thus supported. This is in line with other studies, indicating that a
positive safety climate influences safety behavior, including compliance, and mindful safety practices

[26, 27, 28, 29, 30].

Safety competence shows a particularly strong association, which may be an illustration of the
importance of training for paying attention to safety, and the importance of understanding why
dangerous situations should be reported. Also, competence is likely to make workers more confident

in their own assessments.

Safety priority and safety participation might have an influence on motivation to report. Neal et al.
[40] explored how safety climate was related to safety behavior and found that motivation was a
mediating factor. If safety is perceived as being prioritized by management, and the perceived level

of participation and involvement is high, this might increase the motivation to report hazards, which



in turn increases the actual reporting behavior. Such associations might illustrate that there exists
an upward spiral for developing safety in the industry. The critical point might be that reporting is
actually used for improvements and new measures. When this is the case, it shows that safety is
prioritized and that the staff can influence safety issues, again possibly stimulating more reporting.
The opposite might also take place. One important barrier to reporting identified by Shaaf and Kanse
[41] is when reporting is not acted on by management. Whether reporting is regarded as useful or

useless thus depends to a large extent on if and how the reports are used.

There are some limitations related to the validity of the study. The response rate (43%), as well as
the purposive sampling procedure might have influenced the representativity of the final sample. If
the final sample is not representative, the external validity and generalizability of the study might be
compromised. Respondents from the north of Norway seems to be underrepresented, and
respondents from the middle of Norway overrepresented. We have no information regarding other
population background variables, but with our knowledge of the industry the final sample seems
fairly representative regarding position, age, gender and work experience. The survey was
conducted by telephone, and there is a possibility that the interview situation might have influenced
on the results, providing an incitement for the respondents to give a more positive impression, for
example of their own competence and behavior. On the other hand, the method gave a high
completion rate of the survey, and the level of missing data was low. Also, the data on the
independent variables and the dependent variable were obtained from the same survey, invoking a
vulnerability to common method bias [42]. For example, if the respondents in general were
motivated to give a positive impression of safety in the industry, this might have influenced all of the
results. The associations that we found could then be spurious. Although we have no indications of
such threats to validity, future research could explore the possibility of obtaining data from more
than one source, for example data on actual reporting frequency or other dependent variables of

interest, such as accident or near-miss data.

5. Conclusion

Many companies in the fish farming industry in Norway have strengthened their safety management
systems during the last decade. We argue that the human element and the safety commitment
among those who work in the industry will still be of vital importance for these improvements to be

fully effective.

This study explored the reporting of events and situations that threaten safety. Reporting behavior
signals safety commitment and is an important part of a functioning safety management system. The

results from this exploratory study indicate that the reporting level is high in the industry in Norway.



Furthermore, the results support that reporting can be influenced by management: by prioritizing
safety, by providing sufficient training and competence and by involving the staff in safety-related
issues. An implication is that efforts by management to improve the safety climate can contribute to
continuous improvement of safety management and the safety level. Also, the results suggest that
company size matters for reporting, and that workers in larger companies tend to report more. This
may indicate that there is a learning potential on the industry level. Some companies might benefit

from insights into how other companies organize and practice safety management.

The aquaculture industry in Norway has a relatively short history, and it has developed rapidly.
There is a possibility that some companies might lag behind others when it comes to safety
practices. The learning needs and the learning potential on the industry level are potentially

important topics to explore in general in future research.

Acknowledgements

The authors are grateful to the workers who volunteered to participate in the survey. The study
form part of the project “Safer operations and workplaces in fish farming”, which is funded by the
Research Council of Norway (project no. 254899).



References

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Directorate of Fisheries. Statistics for aquaculture. Norway 2019 [2019-06-12]. Available
from: https://www.fiskeridir.no/English/Aquaculture/Statistics

Holen SM, Utne IB, Holmen IM, et al. Occupational safety in aquaculture — Part 2: Fatalities
in Norway 1982-2015. Marine Policy. 2018 2018/10/01/;96:193-199. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2017.08.005.

McGuinness E, Aasjord HL, Utne IB, et al. Fatalities in the Norwegian fishing fleet 1990-2011.
Safety Science. 2013;57(0):335-351. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/].ssci.2013.03.009.
Holen SM, Utne IB, Holmen IM, et al. Occupational safety in aquaculture — Part 1: Injuries in
Norway. Marine Policy. 2018 2018/10/01/;96:184-192. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2017.08.009.

Bjelland HV, Fgre M, Lader P, et al. Exposed aquaculture in Norway: Technologies for robust
operations in rough conditions. OCEANS'15 MTS/IEEE Washington, Washington DC, 19-22
October, 2015: IEEE conference proceedings; 2016. p. 10.

Holmen IM, Thorvaldsen T. Occupational health and safety in Norwegian aquaculture.
National profile for a FAO report on global aquaculture OHS. SINTEF Ocean2018.

Fenstad J, Osmundsen T, Stgrkersen KV. Danger on the net Cage? Need for Change in the
Safety Work at Norwegian Fish Farms (In Norwegian). Trondheim, Norway: NTNU Social
Research; 2009.

Kongsvik T, Holmen IM, Rasmussen M, et al. Safety management in fish farming. A survey
among management and staff (In Norwegian). Trondheim: NTNU Social Research, Studio
Apertura; 2018.

Stgrkersen KV. Fish first. Sharp end decision-making at Norwegian fish farms [Article]. Safety
Science. 2012;50(10):2028-2034. doi: 10.1016/j.ss¢i.2011.11.004. English.

Kongsvik T, Fenstad J, Wendelborg C. Between a rock and a hard place: Accident and near-
miss reporting on offshore service vessels. Safety Science. 2012 11//;50(9):1839-1846. doi:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2012.02.003.

Kjellen U, Albrechtsen E. Prevention of Accidents and Unwanted Occurrences: Theory,
Methods, and Tools in Safety Management. CRC Press; 2017.

Weick KE, Sutcliffe KM. Managing the unexpected: Resilient performance in an age of
uncertainty. Vol. 8. San Francisco: John Wiley & Sons; 2007.

Kongsvik T, Thorvaldsen T, Holmen IM, et al. Safety climate and compliance in the
Norwegian aquaculture industry — employees' perceptions at different company levels. In:
Haugen S, Barros A, van Gulijk C, et al., editors. Safety and Reliability—Safe Societies in a
Changing World: CRC Press; 2018. p. 157-164.

Thorvaldsen T, Holmen IM, Moe HK. The escape of fish from Norwegian fish farms: Causes,
risks and the influence of organisational aspects. Marine Policy. 2015 5//;55:33-38. doi:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2015.01.008.

Holen SM, Utne IB, Yang X. Risk dimensions of fish farming operations and conflicting
objectives. In: Haugen S, Barros A, van Gulijk C, et al., editors. Safety and Reliability—Safe
Societies in a Changing World: CRC Press; 2018.

Holmen IM, Utne IB, Haugen S. Risk assessments in the Norwegian aquaculture industry:
Status and improved practice. Aquacultural Engineering. 2018 2018/11/01/;83:65-75. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aquaeng.2018.09.002.

Thorvaldsen T, Holmen IM, Kongsvik T. Self-reported status of health, safety and work
environment in Norwegian fish farming — a survey in year 2016. (In Norwegian). Trondheim:
SINTEF Ocean; 2017.

Thorvaldsen T, Fgre HM, Tinmannsvik RK, et al. Human and organisational causes for the
escape of farmed salmon and rainbow trout. (In Norwegian). Trondheim: SINTEF Ocean;
2018.



https://www.fiskeridir.no/English/Aquaculture/Statistics
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2017.08.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2013.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2017.08.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2012.02.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2015.01.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aquaeng.2018.09.002

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

Glendon Al, Stanton NA. Perspectives on safety culture. Safety Science. 2000;34(1-3):193-
214. doi: 10.1016/s0925-7535(00)00013-8.

Casey T, Griffin MA, Flatau Harrison H, et al. Safety climate and culture: Integrating
psychological and systems perspectives. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology.
2017;22(3):341-353. doi: 10.1037/0cp0000072.

Griffin MA, Neal A. Perceptions of safety at work: A framework for linking safety climate to
safety performance, knowledge, and motivation. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology.
2000;5(3):347-358. doi: 10.1037/1076-8998.5.3.347.

Zohar D. Safety climate: Conceptual and measurement issues. In: Tetrick J, editor. Handbook
of occupational health psychology. Washington, DC, US: American Psychological Association;
2003. p. 123-142.

Hersoug B, Mikkelsen E, Karlsen KM. “Great expectations” — Allocating licenses with special
requirements in Norwegian salmon farming. Marine Policy. 2019 2019/02/01/;100:152-162.
doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2018.11.019.

Beus JM, Payne SC, Bergman ME, et al. Safety climate and injuries: An examination of
theoretical and empirical relationships. Journal of Applied Psychology. 2010;95(4):713-727.
doi: 10.1037/a0019164.

Flin R, Mearns K, O'Connor P, et al. Measuring safety climate: identifying the common
features. Safety Science. 2000;34(1-3):177-192. doi: 10.1016/s0925-7535(00)00012-6.

Dahl @, Kongsvik T. Safety climate and mindful safety practices in the oil and gas industry.
Journal of Safety Research. 2018 2018/02/01/;64:29-36. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsr.2017.12.009.

Petitta L, Probst TM, Barbaranelli C, et al. Disentangling the roles of safety climate and safety
culture: Multi-level effects on the relationship between supervisor enforcement and safety
compliance. Accident Analysis & Prevention. 2017 2017/02/01/;99:77-89. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2016.11.012.

Jimmieson NL, Tucker MK, White KM, et al. The role of time pressure and different
psychological safety climate referents in the prediction of nurses’ hand hygiene compliance.
Safety Science. 2016 2016/02/01/;82:29-43. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/].ssci.2015.08.015.
Christian MS, Bradley JC, Wallace JC, et al. Workplace safety: A meta-analysis of the roles of
person and situation factors. Journal of Applied Psychology. 2009;94(5):1103-1127. doi:
10.1037/a0016172.

Clarke S. The relationship between safety climate and safety performance: A meta-analytic
review. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology. 2006;11(4):315-327. doi: 10.1037/1076-
8998.11.4.315.

Leitdo S, Greiner BA. Organisational safety climate and occupational accidents and injuries:
an epidemiology-based systematic review. Work & Stress. 2016 2016/01/02;30(1):71-90.
doi: 10.1080/02678373.2015.1102176.

Olsen E, Naess S, Hgyland S. Exploring relationships between organizational factors and
hydrocarbon leaks on offshore platform. Safety Science. 2015 2015/12/01/;80:301-309. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/].ssci.2015.07.023.

Kongsvik T, Kjgs Johnsen SA, Sklet S. Safety climate and hydrocarbon leaks: An empirical
contribution to the leading-lagging indicator discussion. Journal of Loss Prevention in the
Process Industries. 2011 2011/07/01/;24(4):405-411. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/].ilp.2011.02.004.

Vinnem JE, Hestad JA, Kvalgy JT, et al. Analysis of root causes of major hazard precursors
(hydrocarbon leaks) in the Norwegian offshore petroleum industry. Reliability Engineering &
System Safety. 2010 2010/11/01/;95(11):1142-1153. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2010.06.020.

Statistics Norway. Employees in aquaculture, farming of salmon, trout and other marine
species, by region (In Norwegian). 2019 [2019-06-11]. Available from: www.ssb.no/statbank



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2018.11.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsr.2017.12.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2016.11.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2015.08.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2015.07.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jlp.2011.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2010.06.020
file://home.ansatt.ntnu.no/trondok/fra_IOT/Prosjekter/HMS%20Havbruk/Sikkerhetsklima_special%20issue/www.ssb.no/statbank

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

Directorate of Fisheries. Key figures from the Norwegian aquaculture industry 2016.
Bergen2017. p. 29.

Fenstad J, Dahl @, Kongsvik T. Shipboard safety: exploring organizational and regulatory
factors. Maritime Policy & Management. 2016 2016/07/03;43(5):552-568. doi:
10.1080/03088839.2016.1154993.

Field A. Discovering statistics using IBM SPSS statistics. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications
Inc.; 2013.

Cronbach L. Coefficient alpha and the internal structure of tests [journal article].
Psychometrika. 1951 September 01;16(3):297-334. doi: 10.1007/bf02310555.

Neal A, Griffin MA, Hart PM. The impact of organizational climate on safety climate and
individual behavior. Safety science. 2000;34(1-3):99-109.

van der Schaaf T, Kanse L. Biases in incident reporting databases: an empirical study in the
chemical process industry. Safety Science. 2004 2004/01/01/;42(1):57-67. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/50925-7535(03)00023-7.

Podsakoff PM, MacKenzie SB, Lee J-Y, et al. Common method biases in behavioral research:
A critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. Journal of applied
psychology. 2003;88(5):879.



https://doi.org/10.1016/S0925-7535(03)00023-7

	Reporting of hazardous events in aquaculture operations – the significance of safety climate
	1. Introduction
	1.1 Objectives and hypotheses

	2. Methods
	2.1 Sample and data collection
	2.2 The questionnaire
	2.3 Statistical analyses

	3. Results
	3.1 Factor analysis
	3.2 Testing of the hypotheses

	4. Discussion
	5. Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	References


