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Executive summary 
 

Background 

Occupational health and safety (OHS) regulators have become increasingly interested in gaining a 

better understanding of safety culture because research has shown that safety culture is an 

important predictor of OHS performance in the workplace. WorkSafe Victoria (WSV), via the 

Institute of Safety, Compensation and Recovery Research (ISCRR), has commissioned the Australian 

Centre for Research in Employment and Work (ACREW) at Monash University to conduct a three-

year postdoctoral research program (PDRP) on safety culture and safety climate with a view to 

include these concepts in a suite of modern regulatory tools.  

Purpose  

The first project in the PDRP is a review of the published and grey literature on safety culture and 

safety climate to identify and/or develop suitable definitions of safety culture and safety climate that 

can be operationalised by WSV through its strategies and programs. To ensure that the review of 

safety culture and safety climate definitions as well as the whole PDRP meet the needs and 

expectations of WSV and its stakeholders, a consultation with 13 WSV employees, and six union and 

employer representatives was conducted between June and September 2013. The objectives of the 

consultation were: 

 to discuss and define the scope of the review of safety culture and safety climate definitions;  

 to identify research outcomes and deliverables from this review that are relevant and 

important to WSV and its stakeholders; and 

 to identify priority projects within the PDRP. 

A semi-structured questionnaire was used to guide the consultation with each participant which was 

face-to-face. Consultation data were analysed using content analysis. The questionnaire and the 

PDRP description are contained in the appendices. 

Key findings  

 All participants reported that their organisations do not currently have a `formal’ definition 

of safety culture and safety climate.  

 The majority of participants thought that the workplace setting should be the boundary of 

the review, noting that the interplay between the workplace, the public and the 

environment would be of interest. 

 The majority of participants agreed that it would probably be of little consequence if studies 

conducted before 1980 were omitted from the review because the world of work has 

changed significantly since the 1980s.   

 A lack of consensus among participants was observed on the issue of whether studies 

conducted in less developed countries should be included in the review. The case for 

including these studies in the review was made on the basis of increasing cultural diversity in 

the workplace and a desire to learn from others. The transferability of study results to the 

Australian context, however, was a major concern. 
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 The majority of participants thought that it would be helpful to search Australian and key 

international OHS regulator websites for definitions of safety culture and safety climate but 

noted that this approach may not be fruitful. 

 All participants thought that the order of the remaining research projects in the PDRP should 

be changed to reflect WSV and stakeholder priorities. 

Recommendations 

Scope of the review of safety culture and safety climate definitions 

Building on participants’ feedback and in view of the PDRP timeframe and available research 

resources and having regard for other practicality and interpretability issues, it is recommended that 

the review of safety culture and safety climate definitions should: 

1. be limited to the grey and published literature from 1980 onwards; 

2. be applicable to all workplaces and workplace parties; 

3. explore Australian and key overseas OHS regulator websites; and 

4. include studies conducted in developed countries only. 

Research priorities in the PDRP 

Based on participants’ comments and having regard for the knowledge gaps in the safety culture and 

safety climate literature and WSV and stakeholder priorities, it is recommended that some changes 

be made to the order in which projects in the PDRP are to be conducted. 
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Background 
Occupational health and safety (OHS) regulators have a keen interest in models and principles that 

promote compliance with OHS regulations, win cooperation from employers, and optimise the 

allocation of scarce regulatory resources.[1] Concurrently, academic research has identified safety 

culture as an important predictor of OHS performance in the workplace.[2-5] OHS regulators, 

therefore, have become increasingly interested in gaining a better understanding of safety culture 

with a view to include it in a suite of modern regulatory tools. 

Several definitions of safety culture are available in the literature.[6] Moreover, this construct is 

often used interchangeably with the construct of safety climate, making it difficult for OHS 

regulators and OHS professionals to compare and interpret safety culture and safety climate studies, 

and design and evaluate safety culture and safety climate improvement strategies. WorkSafe 

Victoria (WSV), via the Institute of Safety, Compensation and Recovery Research, has commissioned 

the Australian Centre for Research in Employment and Work (ACREW) at Monash University to 

conduct a review of the safety culture and safety climate literature to identify and/or develop a 

suitable definition of safety culture and safety climate that can be operationalised by WSV through 

its strategies and programs. This review is the first project in a three-year post-doctoral research 

program (PDRP) on safety culture and safety climate funded by WSV. Appendix 1 provides a detailed 

description of the PDRP. 

The definition (or definitions) developed through this review will have flow-on effects for the 

remaining projects proposed in the PDRP. Briefly, the remaining projects are as follows. 

 Project 2: Identifying safety culture interventions for various types of workplaces and 

industries, and evaluating their impact on OHS outcomes. 

 Project 3: Reviewing WSV monthly surveys and providing recommendations for 

enhancement based on evidence in the literature.  

 Project 4: Reviewing safety climate studies to identify validated instruments and conducting 

a meta-analysis of eligible studies if appropriate. 

 Project 5: Investigating the organisational context for safety culture and safety climate as 

drivers of OHS performance. 

 Project 6: Designing and conducting a study on safety climate in a specific industry or 

workplace to identify links between safety climate and specific issues of concern, such as 

mental health outcomes, workplace bullying, or musculoskeletal disorders. 

The review of safety culture and safety climate definitions is being conducted concurrently with a 

review of instruments used to assess safety culture and safety climate (Project 4). It is anticipated 

that the remaining proposed projects in the PDRP will be developed once suitable definitions of 

safety culture and safety climate are selected and validated instruments that best meet the needs of 

WSV are identified. In order to ensure that the review of safety culture and safety climate definitions 

as well as the whole PDRP meet the needs and expectations of WSV and its stakeholders, union and 

employer organisations, a consultation with WSV and its stakeholders was conducted between June 

and September 2013. The purpose of the consultation was to create opportunities for the 

researchers to engage with WSV and its stakeholders in order to: 

 discuss and define the scope of the review of safety culture and safety climate definitions;  
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 identify research outcomes and deliverables from this review that are relevant and 

important to WSV and its stakeholders, and 

 prioritise other research projects within the PDRG. 

The consultation was an important first step in the development of the review specifically and the 

PDRP more generally. This report presents the methods used and the findings from this consultation, 

and provides recommendations for consideration by WSV.  

Methods 

Participants 
Employees in WSV (hereafter referred to as internal stakeholders) who are involved in strategic 

planning, social research, prevention, operations, worker health, regulatory practice, and marketing 

and communications were invited to participate in the consultation via an email from the Corporate 

Strategy Division of WSV. The list of relevant employees for inclusion in the consultation was 

prepared by a WSV project reference group. Invitees who did not respond to the invitation were 

sent a reminder email and/or contacted to ensure that employees who were on leave had an 

opportunity to respond and participate.  In total, 17 employees were invited to participate in the 

consultation and the ratio of male to female invitees was 1:1. Invitees who were willing to 

participate in the consultation gave permission to the Corporate Strategy Division of WSV to pass on 

their contact details to the researchers. These invitees were then contacted and a face-to-face 

interview at WSV was arranged. Interviews of internal stakeholders occurred between June and 

August 2013. Each interview lasted between 60 and 90 minutes.  

Stakeholders external to WSV were also invited to the consultation following the same procedure as 

that for internal stakeholders. The external stakeholders come from WSV’s Stakeholder Reference 

Groups (SRG). Some of these stakeholders are also members of or have observer status at the 

(Victorian) Occupational Health and Safety Advisory Committee (OSHAC), a formal representation 

mechanism with statutory powers and functions established under the (Victorian) OHS Act 2004. The 

additional stakeholders are union and employer representatives who are regularly engaged by WSV 

in the development of its OHS policies and programs. Six external stakeholders were invited to 

participate in the consultation and all were willing to participate. Interviews of external stakeholders 

took place at their workplaces or WSV in August and September 2013. Each interview lasted 

between one and two hours.  

Data collection 
Participants were interviewed face-to-face using a semi-structured questionnaire (Appendix 2 and 

Appendix 3). The questionnaire has three sections: section1 has questions on participants’ 

background and experience in OHS, section 2 contains questions regarding the literature review on 

definitions of safety culture and safety climate, and section 3 has questions regarding research 

priorities in the PDRP. Nevertheless, the questionnaire served as a guide only, and both the 

stakeholders and the interviewer were able to pursue issues relevant to the PDRP. All interviews 

were audio taped and subsequently transcribed for content analysis. The Monash University Human 

Research Ethics Committee granted approval for the consultation (approval ID CF13/1583 – 

2013000811). 
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Data analysis 
Interview transcripts were manually analysed using content analysis, a qualitative research 

technique that  allows the researchers to draw inferences from the underlying and manifest 

meanings of the texts.[7] A systematic examination of the transcripts was conducted to develop 

categories and identify themes. Close-ended interview questions were coded into three categories: 

`yes’, `no’, `don’t know’; and a frequency count was performed for each category. Answers to open-

ended interview questions were categorised using codes developed through a bottom-up approach. 

The codes were then grouped into themes. The views of internal and external stakeholders were 

compared to ensure a more reflexive analysis and to identify patterns of convergence. 

Data interpretation 
The views expressed by the diverse stakeholders in this study reflect their background, knowledge 

and professional experience in OHS. The researchers also have their own views on the research 

issues and questions based on their knowledge and understanding of the safety culture and safety 

climate literature which may or may not be consistent with stakeholders’ views. Thus, none of these 

views would represent an objective universal ‘truth’ about the research issues and questions raised 

in this study. Findings from the analysis of interview transcripts were therefore placed within the 

context of current research gaps and considered alongside research time frame, research resources, 

and other practicality issues. 

Findings 

Background information on study participants 
The background information on internal and external stakeholders who participated in the 

consultation is presented in Table 1. Thirteen of the 17 invited WSV employees participated in the 

consultation. Each of the work areas mentioned above — strategic planning, social research, 

prevention, operations, worker health, regulatory practice, and marketing and communications —

has at least one employee participating in the consultation.  Participating employees were similar to 

non-participating employees in terms of gender. Participating employees’ background is diverse and 

includes social work, psychology, legal practice and social research. The majority of participating 

employees have been in their current role at WSV for more than 12 months and have worked in 

WSV for three years or longer. 

Table 1. Background information on stakeholders who participated in the consultation 
 n Male:female 

ratio 
Years in current 
role at WSV 

Years at 
WSV 

Years in SRG Years in 
OHS 

Internal stakeholders 13 0.86 0.5–5  3–22 NA 3–34 

External stakeholders 6  0.67 NA NA 2–13 10–29 

 

Most participating external stakeholders have worked in OHS for 20 years or longer and have been 

involved in various SRGs at WSV for five or more years. Some of these stakeholders also represent 

their organisations at the OHSAC as an observer or on behalf of their chief executive officer. Among 

the participating external stakeholders, a work background encompassing both a regulator role and 

an employer or union representative role was rare.  This pattern was also rare among the 

participating internal stakeholders.  
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Existing definitions of safety culture and safety climate in WSV 
When asked whether WSV currently has a definition of safety culture and safety climate, the 

majority of internal stakeholders stated that they were not aware of the existence within WSV of a 

`formal’ definition of safety culture and safety climate.  One internal stakeholder reported, “At the 

official level there’s no concept of safety culture.  And if there was one it would probably be adapted 

from somewhere else.” Another internal stakeholder alluded to the existence within WSV of various 

`informal’ definitions of safety culture and safety climate which are influenced by people’s work 

backgrounds and experiences, “We muse around what is culture and what is climate and what are 

the two and I don’t believe we have a definition, a strong definition.  We all come from different 

philosophical backgrounds and it’s such, depending on where you went to, to the university or school 

of hard knocks”. 

Existing definitions of safety culture and safety climate in employer and 

union organisations 
When asked whether the organisation they represent currently has a definition of safety culture and 

safety climate, all participating external stakeholders indicated that a `formal’ definition of safety 

culture or safety climate did not exist within their organisations. Some participants used the terms 

interchangeably while others had working definitions. Among those that have developed working 

definitions for their own use, differences between the safety culture and safety climate concepts 

were expressed in terms of embeddedness (safety culture) and transiency (safety climate) 

dimensions. As one employer representative put it, “Climate, like the weather, can come and go, 

whereas I think culture is more something that once it’s there it’s embedded and it can be sustained“. 

The linkage between safety culture and climate was framed by participants as one concept (safety 

climate) being a logical consequence of the other concept (safety culture), although the reverse of 

this was thought to be possible under certain circumstances: 

I see climate as almost as the result of the safety culture.  I think that the safety culture sets 
the safety climate.  In some areas it may also be the reverse, that the safety climate drives 
the safety culture. But I think as a general rule, safety climate’s the up workings of the safety 
culture … part of the safety climate in commercial construction is very much about the 
relative strengths of the individual employers and the unions in the field.  And I think in a 
sense that’s part of the climate, but that climate has a tendency to drive the culture because 
there’s a sense that if they fail to maintain the highest possible safety standards, then there’s 
going to be a reaction from the workers driven by the unions … 

Finally, when discussing differences between safety culture and safety climate definitions, some 

participants suggested that an individual’s training, experience and qualifications would influence 

how these concepts are defined; and the resulting definitions might be further modified to meet 

client requirements. This observation was similar to that offered by internal stakeholders.  

Stakeholders’ interests in the review of safety culture and safety climate 

definitions 
During discussions about who would use or be interested in the findings of the review, internal 

stakeholders expressed a strong interest in the review specifically and the PDRP more generally, with 

one stating, “It’s on everyone’s agenda, it’s a huge issue.” All internal stakeholders were pleased to 

be involved in the consultation and had the opportunity to connect with the researchers. The 

majority of internal stakeholders identified WSV, unions, employer associations and industry groups 
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as being the key stakeholders of the research. All of the WSV’s work areas listed above have been 

mentioned by the participants as being the areas that would be interested in and/or would be 

impacted by the outcomes of the research. Finally, some of the participating internal stakeholders 

felt that the research would have broader impacts and hence the following authorities and groups 

would also be stakeholders of the research: 

 Other regulators (WSV’s counterparts in other states and territories, and Safe Work 

Australia),   

 Health professionals involving in the care of injured workers,  

 WSV’s agents,  

 (Victorian) Health Department,  

 Academia, 

 OHS professionals (represented by Safety Institute of Australia), 

 Other (Victorian) government departments, and 

 Health and safety representatives. 

The above list suggests that beyond the `traditional’ tripartite boundary for OHS in Victoria, the 

research might be of interest to and/or have implications for a broader audience, including OHS 

regulators in other states and territories in Australia, OHS professionals, other (Victorian) 

government departments and health professionals involved in the care of injured workers. As one 

internal stakeholder put it, “Ultimately it’s the Victorian community and then we work back from 

there from my point of view.” 

Participating external stakeholders appeared to be as interested in the review of safety culture and 

climate definitions as internal stakeholders but expressed some reservations about the direction of 

the review and possible implications for their organisations and the people they represent. They 

used emotive words such as “scepticism”, “difficulty”, “dilemma” or “problematic” to convey their 

reservations and concerns about the review’s outcomes. As one external stakeholder put it: 

I have a great interest in where the review might go, and as I say, a perhaps unhealthy 
scepticism about generating a good outcome, because I suspect some of the questions are 
going to be a bit too ephemeral to get sufficiently robust answers to. But it’s clearly 
fundamental to achieve the sort of improvement in health and safety performance that 
everybody is trying to work towards … it’s the translation from the concept of a safety culture 
to the actuality of a safety culture where I see the very real difficulties.  

The concerns about the translational potential of the concept of safety culture in real world settings 

were further discussed in the context of safety being perceived by most businesses as a cost burden, 

a “peripheral issue” and “not at the top of their priority list”. These were small and medium 

businesses that, according to those interviewed, “don’t fully understand their roles and 

responsibilities for health and safety”, “tend to be less sophisticated” and tend “to go down the 

compliance route rather than broaden their horizons and try to relate to the staff that they have in 

order to bring about a good safety culture”. One external stakeholder used the analogy of income 

tax and sewage disposal to sum up the situation as follows: 

I think the main barrier is that people running organisations are doing just that, they’re 
running their organisation to deliver the outcomes that the organisation has been set up for.  
So they’re either building buildings or they’re selling product or they’re making product or 
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they’re growing product or whatever.  And I think that’s their primary focus.  In probably 
most industries, health and safety is very much a peripheral issue, just like income tax  - and 
I’m not say it should be, I’m just saying it is – just like income tax and sewerage disposal 
they’re all elements of an enterprise aimed at developing whatever it is that they’re 
developing to make money from.   

Finally, some external stakeholders questioned the ability of the regulator to measure safety culture 

and use it as a regulatory tool while other external stakeholders suggested that the enforcement of 

safety culture should be the ultimate aim. The latter group called for a gradual process of safety 

culture implementation, with the regulator articulating its expectations, issuing guidance and 

eventually enforcing safety culture. As one external stakeholder explained:  

the regulator has to articulate what is reasonably practicable, that once you start doing this 
it has to be capable of enforcement, right.  So we see, not that this all happens all at once, 
sometimes you’re doing bits along this continuum, you’re doing industry programs, whatever.  
But the intent from our point of view is to move this guidance so eventually you’re saying 
here, right, we’ve established what the standard is, we’ve said what is reasonably practicable, 
we’re telling you what compliance is.  And after a period of time then we as a regulator will 
come and ensure that it’s enforced. 

Regarding organisations and groups who might have an interest in the review, external stakeholders 

were in broad agreement with internal stakeholders about the core and non-core categories of 

organisations and groups listed above. Additionally, external stakeholders have identified the OSHAC 

and the Australian Council of Trade Unions as being interested parties in the review.  

Scope of the review on safety culture and safety climate definitions 
The academic and grey literature on safety culture and climate is substantial thus the questions 

contained in the questionnaire were designed to identify stakeholders’ information needs and to 

elicit their comments and feedback regarding the scope of the review. Table 2 provides a summary 

of responses to these questions. The majority of participants agreed that it would probably be of 

little consequence if studies conducted before 1980 were omitted from the review.  They felt that it 

was “important to bring down the search criteria significantly” because “the world of work”, 

“workplaces” and the “social values” have changed so much since the 1980s. Those participants (n=4) 

who were unsure about the omission of pre-1980 studies indicated that the omission would be 

acceptable if the focus of those studies was on technology and may be inappropriate if their focus 

was human interactions: 

I mean it’s hard to know because I’m thinking about technology and the way technology has 

changed just in the last 10 years and what that means in our workplaces.  So I’m not sure if 

something from 30, 40 years ago is going to be relevant but then if it’s about human 

interaction it will be potentially relevant. 
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Table 2. Feedback from stakeholders regarding the scope of the literature review on definitions of 
safety culture and safety climate 
Question Results 

Should the search include literature published before 1980? 13 no, 4 don’t know, 2 question not asked* 

Should the review’s focus be on workplace? 16 yes, 3 no 

Should the review include studies on developing countries? 9 yes, 6 no, 4 don’t know 

Should the search include OHS regulator websites? 10 yes, 5 no, 4 don’t know 

* Question not asked due to answers to previous questions in the consultation. 

Regarding the target groups of the review — the workers, the public, the environment, or various 

combinations of these — the majority of participants (n=16) saw “the workplace setting as the 

boundary” of the review. They talked about “employers, workers and then unions, employer 

representatives”; or “employees and management “; or “the employer and the employee”. Some of 

these participants believed that while the focus of the review should be on workers, the 

interrelationships between the target groups should be investigated, “It’s probably just that one 

subgroup, but it’s the interplay that I think is an interesting thing that I don’t think we fully 

appreciate sometimes.” Furthermore, some participants suggested that employers should be the 

focus of the review, “I think it’s the employers that you’ve got to have the key focus on, both as the 

problem and as the potential solution”. 

A minority of participants considered the workplace boundary to be inclusive of anyone who enters 

that space. As one participant put it, “Workers, employers, self-employed people, contractors, visitors, 

whoever comes into that … into the bounds of that workplace or where that workplace goes to, 

should be captured.” This participant clearly considered a broader definition of `worker’ and 

included self-employed people and contractors as well as employees. Thus, according to a small 

number of participants, the public and all types of workers should be of interest to the review.  

No participants thought that the environment should be considered by the review. The potential 

spill-over effect for the environment and the public, however, was acknowledged,  “ … you have a 

caring workplace, then isn’t it up to them to then flow that on to the patients, why patients, what 

about students, what about anybody, you know”. Nevertheless, participants recognised that it would 

not be possible for the review to consider all target groups, “… if you’re looking at all of those 

different aspects, the scope will just be so huge”. 

On the question of whether or not studies conducted in developing or less developed countries 

should be included in the review, participants were evenly divided between `yes’ and `no’/`don’t 

know’ categories. Those who answered `yes’ acknowledged time constraint being an issue of 

concern but believed in “learning from others” and thought that differences between Australia and 

those countries in terms of national culture and regulatory environment would not be a barrier for 

the inclusion of those studies. 

I think we’ve got a lot to learn about, particularly the Chinese and Indian economies, and 

their rapid expansion. 

I think from a broader academic perspective, from an ideas gathering, a formulative 

perspective, how could it hurt.  Use it to create ideas. 
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… it’s probably useful in terms of understanding the broad things that they have achieved 

and they think they can achieve, and the things that they do may well be things that you 

can’t do.   

… it may be that we can learn something from them, even though as you say, the regulatory 

environment is quite different, I don’t see that as an issue, because I’m not sure that the 

regulatory environment, in itself, is a huge driver, or should be seen as a driver of improving 

the culture of health and safety in workplaces.  Arguably, it’s something that transcends 

what is the regulatory environment.   

Increasing cultural diversity in workplace was another theme that emerged from the analysis of the 

transcripts of those who answered `yes’ to the inclusion of studies from developing or less 

developed countries in the review. Participants talked about the diverse socio-cultural backgrounds 

of the workforce in Australia and the impact this diversity might have on workplace safety, and 

emphasised the need to understand other cultures as a way to manage this diversity:  

… we live in a multicultural society, we live with a lot of people from India and I’m not sure 
about the Bangladesh population, but we do have a lot of new migrants working in Australia, 
whether it’s on 457 Visas or if they’re permanent residents.  So when we talk about safety 
culture in the workplace, someone’s cultural background may have an impact on the way 
that they address workplace safety or the way that they work.   

… there are a lot of Asian people working here in Australia now, there are a lot of South East 
Asian people working here in Australia… So the culture that we have I won’t say it’s 
necessarily changed, but it is changing.  And we need to understand those other cultures that 
are coming in as well as stand here and say, “You’re in Australia now, do what Australians 
do.”  

Those participants who said `no’ or `don’t know’ to the inclusion of studies from developing or less 

developed countries indicated that the time required to identify, retrieve, read and appraise these 

studies was a major consideration. One participant reflected, “It’s a question of, well, okay, do we 

have the time. There would be learnings but it depends how much time you want to invest in reading 

through that.” Those participants also had reservation about the transferability of study results to 

the Australian context and argued that cultural attitudes and perceptions outside the workplace 

would affect the transferability of results from those studies. One participant remarked:  

..if culture is something that is more around the psychosocial elements of work and 

individuals, then that is also going to be something hugely influenced by the community 

perceptions, and cultural perception, cultural influences outside the workplace.  And so I 

guess that’s my… would be my concern around just how transferable any of the learnings 

and results of these studies, or research, in Asian countries be to our workplace. 

Other factors given as the basis for excluding studies from developing or less developed countries 

include the maturity level of a culture and the lack of “basic controls” in those countries. Participants 

were concerned that those countries were “far less advanced than western countries like ours” and 

believed that a “similar context” would be necessary before these studies could be considered. 

Some participants went as far as to say that knowledge translation is complex even when novel 

concepts and ideas are taken from countries with a similar development level to that of Australia: 
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… one of the things that we were trying to do from time to time was import concepts, issues, 
even regulations that have been developed in another culture, material, for example, from 
Sweden, was quite influential.  But when you started to work on it at an operational level, the 
translation didn’t work and I think the reasons the translation didn’t work was because of the 
fundamentally different cultural approach, in the sense of the legislative structures, the 
organisational structures, the attitudes of people to government, the role of government 
within the community.  All of things were, and are, so fundamentally different.  And that also 
applied to a certain extent with stuff from the US to here, some things translated, some 
things didn’t. 

Regarding whether OHS regulator websites should be searched, just over half of the participants 

(n=10) stated that knowing what other OHS regulators are doing in safety culture and safety climate 

would be helpful. Nevertheless, they were unsure about what information could be obtained from 

these websites, noting that some regulator websites are “very difficult to navigate” and that 

Australian regulators do not have good websites. Various regulator websites were nominated; the 

most commonly nominated websites being those by the Health and Safety Executive (United 

Kingdom), WorkSafe British Columbia (Canada) and WorkSafe Queensland. Other nominated 

regulator websites were those by:  

 Australian regulators: Comcare, WorkCover Tasmania, WorkCover NSW, WorkSafe WA, Safe 

Work Australia, Federal Safety Commissioner, ARPANSA (Australian Radiation Protection and 

Nuclear Safety Agency). 

 Asia-Pacific regulators: WorkSafe New Zealand. 

 European regulators: European Agency for Safety and Health at Work (EU-OSHA), Health and 

Safety Inspectorate (the Netherlands), Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

(Finland). 

 Americas: (US) Occupational Safety & Health Administration (US OSHA).  

Those participants who said `no’ or `don’t know’ (n=9) to searching OHS regulator websites reasoned 

that “most regulators don’t put that much stuff” on their websites. Additionally, some of these 

participants observed that materials from regulator websites tended to be a “one liner” and thus 

would not add value to the review. The robustness of materials from regulator websites were also 

questioned, noting the impact this might have on the rigour of the review. Some participants 

suggested that a face-to-face discussion with regulators would be a better approach.  

Questions and issues to be addressed by the review of safety culture and 

safety climate definitions 
In response to an open-ended question about whether participants would like the review to address 

specific questions of interest, the stakeholders raised a number of questions/issues for the review to 

explore.  These questions/issues were grouped into four themes: definitions, conceptual model, role 

and responsibilities of the regulator, and knowledge translation. Both groups of stakeholders put 

forward questions/issues for the review in all the four themes mentioned above.  Nevertheless, 

internal stakeholders talked about conceptual issues more often than external stakeholders while 

practical issues were foremost in the mind of external stakeholders.  
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Definitions 

Participants emphasised the need for usable, robust definitions of safety culture and safety climate, 

and stressed that these two concepts should be clarified in the review. They used words such as 

“clear”, “working” and “consistent” when discussing this issue. The word “consistent” had double 

meanings. One participant stated, “I would like a consistent WorkSafe definition on culture or safety 

culture or whatever we call it”, implying that various safety culture/climate definitions have been 

used in the organisation. The other meaning of the word “consistent” is associated with WSV’s 

legislative responsibilities in OHS which are specified in several Acts of Parliament. Another 

participant stated: 

We don’t want to end up with a definition that’s outside of our mandate, that is in any way 
outside of our mandate, because then we’ll have something that we can’t do anything about.  
So we’ll be in a situation where people will come to us for help with their safety culture but 
we will have no powers or ability or jurisdiction to do anything about it.   

The above statement was further supported by participants’ comments on the legal implications of 

applying the safety culture/climate concept in regulatory environments (see below under Role and 

responsibilities of the regulator). Those participants who commented on the legal angle of the safety 

culture/climate definitions saw the research program as an opportunity to define the safety 

culture/climate concepts “from the ground up in a way that matches, that sits in closely with the Act 

and that we can work with”. 

Regarding the question, whether or not it is possible to have one definition of safety culture that is 

suitable to all workplaces, one participant suggested that this was something to aim for, although it 

was acknowledged that “it will be challenging”. Other participants speculated that more than one 

definition of safety culture would be required; with employer type, industry type, company size and 

organisational maturity level being influential factors.   

Conceptual framework 

In addition to usable, clear definitions of safety culture/climate, participants discussed the need for a 

conceptual framework that could integrate various models and concepts associated with safety 

culture/climate, identify influential factors, show the interrelationships between subcultures, and 

demonstrate the benefits of a culture of safety. Some participants also raised the issue of what to 

build — a safety culture or an organisational culture that encompasses safety. The relationship 

between safety culture and worker health was also of interest, so was the relationship between 

safety culture and health promotion: 

I’m quite interested in understanding, in many ways, being able to use safety culture, almost 
as a couple of things, (1) as a yard stick which tells us how do we interact with that 
workplace?  How do we diagnose the complexities of the problem, work with them on where 
it is you actually in a co-design fashion, what it is you’re meant to do to get a better outcome. 

Role and responsibilities of the regulator 

As reported above, various questions and issues associated with the legal implications of applying 

the safety culture/climate concept were raised. Participants wanted to know what the regulator 

should and could do. As one participant put it, “What do we do at the next step once we have the 

definition, how willing are we to test that definition in court or in regulatory action?” Another 

participant shared the concern, “the lawyers are important because they are really around it.  They’ll 
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be negative, I think, in a way, but it might be in a good way, to say that is there any way it will 

ground the definition into, yeah, things we can do something about…”  

Both internal and external participants suggested that WSV should provide guidance, advisory and 

support to employers so that they can develop safety culture. However, many internal participants 

questioned whether WSV has the capacity to carry out these functions and posed the question, 

“Does WorkSafe want to be an expert in safety culture and climate?  Do we want to be seen as the 

authority on that, the government department that does that?  And what implications is that going 

to have.” Their concerns were related to workforce issues and the impact the research might have 

on WSV’s internal research programs.  

Knowledge translation 

Some participants were concerned about the research-to-practice divide. One participant 

commented, “The challenge is going to be making sure that whatever comes out of your work, that 

we can find a way to use it effectively because as policy makers we’re not very good at using 

research.” An implementation plan or framework for WSV was proposed as a way to bridge that 

divide. Participants thought the regulator would need tools to assess and monitor safety 

culture/climate. Measurement issues were raised, including benchmarking, relative change vs. score 

reporting and ability to identify high-risk employers. Some participants were slightly sceptical about 

the impact a regulator could have on safety culture, saying “It would be quite insightful to see 

whether or not we can impact culture and whether or not we should even be trying to play too much 

in that space.” Despite this reservation, participants thought the regulator should develop policies 

and engagement strategies.  

For employers, an implementation plan was also seen as critical, with some participants commenting 

that employers commonly struggle with the concept of safety culture and look to the regulator for 

instructions and guidance in how to achieve it and what signs to look for when a culture of safety is 

achieved. The issue of transition cost was also raised; this was discussed in the context of safety 

being seen as a cost burden by businesses and not a priority. Small and medium businesses were 

singled out as the groups most in need of assistance from the regulator. 

Order of the remaining projects within the PDRP 
In response to a question about research priorities within the PDRP, external stakeholders thought 

the remaining projects should be conducted in the following order:  

 Project 5: investigating the organisational context for safety culture and safety climate as 

drivers of OHS performance. 

 Project 3: reviewing and enhancing WSV monthly surveys.  

 Project 2: identifying safety culture interventions for various types of workplaces and 

industries, and evaluating their impact on OHS outcomes.   

 Project 6: designing and conducting a study on safety climate in a specific industry or 

workplace to identify links between safety climate and specific issues of concern. 

Internal stakeholders did not give a clear indication on what project should be done after the 

conclusion of Projects 1 and 4, with Project 3 and Project 5 receiving an equal number of `votes’. 

Projects 6 and 3 also received an equal number of `votes’ for being nominated as the last project to 
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be conducted. When results for internal and external stakeholders were pooled, the order of the 

remaining projects was: Project 5 followed by Project 2, Project 6 and Project 3.  

Discussion  
Applied research in safety culture and climate intersects multiple academic disciplines and needs 

stakeholder involvement to be successful. The stakeholders of safety culture and safety climate 

research include academia, government (the regulator) and civil societies (unions, employer 

organisations and industry groups).  The current study represents the beginning of stakeholder 

involvement in the review of safety culture and safety climate definitions specifically and the PDRP 

more generally. 

The study raised awareness about the research among its key stakeholders and created real 

engagement opportunities for the researchers to have one-to-one, in-depth conversations with the 

stakeholders about the research questions, research priorities, contextual issues, and stakeholders’ 

needs and expectations. The conversations focused on the scope of the literature review on safety 

culture and safety climate definitions and the priorities of remaining projects in the PDRP. In answer 

to scoping questions and issues, the stakeholders thought that: 

 the workplace setting — “the employer and the employee” — should be the boundary of the 

review, although a spill-over effect for the environment and the public would be conceivable 

and the interplay between the workplace, the public and the environment would also be of 

interest; 

 it would probably be of little consequence if studies conducted before 1980 were omitted 

from the review because “the world of work has changed so much since the 1980s”;   

 it would be helpful to search Australian and key international OHS regulator websites but 

this approach may not be fruitful because most OHS regulator websites are difficult to 

navigate and do not contain much relevant information;  

 it may be informative to examine studies conducted in developing or less developed 

countries given increasing cultural diversity in workplace but the transferability of study 

results to the Australian context is a major concern; 

 a conceptual framework integrating models and concepts associated with safety 

culture/climate is needed to enhance understanding of the safety culture and safety climate 

concepts;  

 the role and responsibilities of the regulator in relation to safety culture and safety climate 

should be clearly defined, with the regulator determining if there would be any legal 

implications arising from the introduction of safety culture and safety climate concepts ; and 

 the translation of research knowledge into practice should be mapped out clearly and 

practical implementation plans should be developed to provide guidance to WSV as well as 

union and employer organisations.  

In answer to questions regarding the priorities of the remaining projects in the PDRP, the 

stakeholders thought that Project 5, investigating the organisational context for safety culture and 

safety climate as drivers of OHS performance, should be conducted next. This should be followed by 

(in descending order of priority): 
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 Project 2: identifying safety culture interventions for various types of workplaces and 

industries, and evaluating their impact on OHS outcomes 

 Project 6: designing and conducting a study on safety climate in a specific industry or 

workplace to identify links between safety climate and specific issues of concern,  

 Project 3: reviewing WSV monthly surveys and providing recommendations for 

enhancement. 

Stakeholders’ inputs regarding the scope of the review of safety culture and safety climate 

definitions enable the researchers to identify information and deliverables that are relevant and 

important to decision makers and end users of the research. These inputs have been used to define 

the scope of the review within the context of current research gaps, research time frame, research 

resources and other practicality issues (see Recommendations below).  This approach therefore has 

the potential to increase the adoption of findings presented in the review and to reduce the 

research-practice gap.[8] 

Stakeholders’ comments regarding research priorities in the PDRP are useful and will be used to 

shape the PDRP. To the extent possible, stakeholders’ needs and expectations will be taken into 

account in the planning of the remaining research projects (see Recommendations below). A large 

number of stakeholders have indicated in interviews that they would be happy to be involved in the 

development of the PDRP and that specific projects would be relevant to their current roles. These 

stakeholders will be engaged in due course to assist with the development of the remaining projects.  

We view the stakeholder engagement process as ongoing and iterative, and will identify further 

strategic time points for this to occur. The key strengths of our study are stakeholder inclusiveness, 

high response rates and face-to-face interactions. Our study indicates that stakeholders are very 

interested in the research and are willing to share and exchange knowledge. They appreciate the 

opportunities to engage with us and are prepared to contribute time and efforts in the future. 

Recommendations  

Scope of the review of safety culture and safety climate definitions 
Building on participants’ feedback and in view of the PDRP timeframe and available research 

resources and having regard for other practicality and interpretability issues, it is recommended that 

the review should: 

 be limited to the grey and published literature from 1980 onwards; 

 be applicable to all workplaces and workplace parties; 

 explore Australian and key overseas OHS regulator websites; and 

 include studies conducted in developed countries only. 

Research priorities of the PDRP 
Based on participants’ comments and having regard for the knowledge gaps in the safety culture and 

safety climate literature, it is recommended that the order of the remaining projects in the PDRP be 

altered to reflect WSV and stakeholder priorities. It is further recommended that a study on the 

organisational context for safety culture and safety climate as drivers of OHS performance should be 
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conducted next following the completion of the review of safety culture and safety climate 

definitions.  
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Appendix 1: Proposed postdoctoral research program on safety 

culture and safety climate 
 

PROPOSED RESEARCH PROGRAM 

A research program has been proposed and approved to provide guidance for the 

postdoctoral research fellow (PDRF). These projects range from smaller projects on specific 

topics to larger projects that are intended to lead towards applications for competitive 

grants (e.g., ARC). 
 
The proposed research projects will be conducted, adapted or replaced in consultation and 
agreement between WSV, the appointed PDRF, and Professor De Cieri, with appropriate approval 
processes. Seed funding will be provided for the conduct of the proposed research program. 
 
 
1. Clarifying Safety Culture 

 
Background: Recognising that there are myriad studies on safety culture and drawing from a 

wide variety of disciplines and perspectives, a review of academic and ‘grey’ literature will be 

conducted to identify definitions and understandings of safety culture.  The review will include 

evidence of current relevant activities by stakeholders such as other regulators and research 

centres in Australia and internationally. To develop and agree on a definition and 

understanding of safety culture in the OHS regulatory space, a qualitative research will be 

conducted by cognitive interviews with WSV and key experts and stakeholders, in Australia and 

overseas. 
 
Project outline: 

i. Work with a WSV reference group to refine the focus for the project. 
ii. Conduct an evidence review of academic and grey literature to identify and evaluate     

existing safety culture definitions. 
iii. Review relevant evidence from other regulators and research centres in Australia and 

overseas. 
iv. Conduct cognitive interviews with up to 20 experts and stakeholders (regulators, 

researchers). Note that the research method may utilise Skype or other technology 
rather than face-to-face interviews.  A research method such as the Delphi technique 
(Linstone & Turoff, 1975) may be used to develop an agreed definition of safety culture. 

v. Offer a recommendation to WSV with regard to an appropriate safety culture definition. 
vi. Work with WSV to implement the safety culture definition where relevant. 

 
Project outcomes: 

vii. The project would deliver to WSV an agreed definition of safety culture.  

viii. The project would lead to report(s) and presentation(s) for WSV and at least one 

academic publication based on the safety culture definition and the research 

conducted to develop and agree it. 
 
 
2. Identification of safety culture interventions and their impact/outcome 
 

Background: Once we have some agreement on the understanding of safety culture that would 
work for WSV, the next research project would investigate what kinds of interventions would be 
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pragmatic and useable for various types of workplaces (e.g., large, medium, small), industries, 
and other workplace characteristics.  Further, this research would explore the consequences of 
these interventions in terms of OHS outcomes. 
 
Project outline: 

i. Work with a WSV reference group to refine the focus for the project. 
ii. Conduct an evidence review of academic and grey literature to identify and evaluate 

existing safety culture interventions. 

iii. Provide a report to WSV summarising the findings of the review. 

 
Project outcomes: 

iv. The project would deliver for WSV a review and analysis of identified safety 

culture interventions. 

v. While it is difficult to predict the direction of this project at this preliminary stage, 

this project could lead to further research, such as action research to analyse and 

evaluate the implementation of safety culture interventions. 
 
 
 
3.   Review of WSV monthly surveys and identification of a validated safety climate measure 
 
Background: WSV conducts monthly surveys that include some measures related to safety 

climate. WSV has indicated that there is potential to review these surveys and to include a 

validated safety climate measure.  There are several existing safety climate measures; most 

are at individual employee level and are intended to be aggregated. 
 
Project outline: 

i. Work with a WSV reference group to refine the focus for the project. 
ii. Conduct a snapshot evidence review of academic and grey literature to identify and 

evaluate existing safety climate measures. 
iii. Review the WSV monthly surveys with a view to offering recommendations regarding 

improvements or changes. 

iv. Offer a recommendation to WSV with regard to an appropriate safety climate 

measure. 

v. Design and conduct a validation study for the identified safety climate measure. 
vi. Work with WSV to implement the safety climate measure into the monthly surveys. 

 
Project outcomes: 

vii.  The project would deliver for WSV a revision and improvement of their surveys. 
viii.      The project would lead to report(s) and presentation(s) for WSV and at 

least one academic publication based on the validation study. 
 
 
 
4.   Meta-analysis of safety climate measures 

 
Background: There may be potential for a meta-analysis to be conducted on studies of safety 

climate.  While there have been previous meta-analyses in this area (e.g., safety climate and 

safety performance by Clarke, 2006), there is scope for further research. 
 
Project outline: 

i. Work with a WSV reference group to refine the focus for the project. 
ii. Conduct a meta-analysis of safety climate studies.  This would primarily be a 
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desk/computer-based project requiring a literature review to identify the studies to be 

included and to conduct the meta-analysis. 

 
Project outcomes: 

iii.  The project would lead to report(s) and presentation(s) for WSV and at least one 
academic publication based on the meta-analysis. 

 
5.   Investigating the organisational context for safety culture and safety 

climate as drivers of OHS performance 

 
Background: According to the landmark work by Zohar (1980), safety should be regarded as an 

integral part of the management system rather than simply a technological aspect.  Recent 

research has been investigating relationships between safety climate and organisational-level 

variables such as strategy, values (Colley et al., 2013), leadership (Barling et al., 2002), and 

organisational performance.  Another stream of research explores relationships between safety 

climate and individual-level variables such as safety behaviours (Zacharatos et al., 2005).   There 

have been calls (e.g. Zanko & Dawson, 2011; Zohar, 2010) for research that is multi-level by 

investigating antecedents, moderation, and mediation relationships of safety climate at 

individual, group and organisational levels. 
 
OHS is a critically important aspect of workplace management and there is a substantial body 

of research on the role of OHS in industrial relations. However, OHS research has not been well 

integrated into the general management and human resource management (HRM) literature. 

Despite recognition in practice that safety climate is a major contributor to organizational 

performance, as Zanko and Dawson (2011) have highlighted, OHS remains surprisingly absent 

from the mainstream management and HRM literature. 
 
 
Project outline: 

i.       Work with a WSV reference group to refine the focus for the project. 
ii.  Conduct a literature review of academic literature and design a multi-level analysis. 

iii. Design and conduct the study.  This may be in stages, e.g., with a pilot study followed by 

an application for ARC funding. It is anticipated that both qualitative methods 

(interviews, focus groups) and quantitative methods (eg on-line survey in multiple 

workplaces) will be utilised. 

iv. Work with WSV to identify ways to disseminate the findings of the research. 

 
Project outcomes: 

v.  The project would lead to report(s) and presentation(s) for WSV and at least one 

academic publication based on the multi-level analysis. 
 
 
 
6.   Investigating safety climate in specific industries and workplaces 
 

Background: Several studies have investigated safety climate in specific contexts, such as 

high-risk industries and hazardous work environments. Relatively little research has explored 

links between safety climate and specific issues of concern, such as mental health outcomes, 

workplace bullying, or musculoskeletal disorders.  There may be potential for WSV to identify 

specific industries, workplaces, and/or OHS issues of concern to be researched. 



 
Project outline: 

i.       Work with a WSV reference group to refine the focus for the project. 

ii.  Design and conduct the study.  This may be in stages, e.g., with a pilot study followed by an 

application for ARC funding. It is anticipated that both qualitative methods (interviews, 

focus groups) and quantitative methods (eg on-line survey in multiple workplaces) will be 

utilised. 
iii.     Work with WSV to identify ways to disseminate the findings of the research. 
 
Project outcomes: 

iv.   The project would lead to report(s) and presentation(s) for WSV and at least one 

academic publication based on the multi-level analysis. 
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Appendix 2: Interview questionnaire for internal stakeholders 
 

AUSTRALIAN CENTRE FOR RESEARCH IN EMPLOYMENT AND WORK 

Defining safety culture from a regulator’s perspective  

DEFINING SAFETY CULTURE FROM A REGULATOR’S PERSPECTIVE 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR INTERNAL STAKEHOLDERS 

 

Background questions 

The first series of questions I am going to discuss with you are about your current and past roles in 

occupational health and safety (OHS), both within and outside WSV. Your answers to these 

questions provide background information on study participants.    

1. What is your current role at WSV? 

2. How long have you been in this role? 

3. How long have you worked in WSV? 

4. What other roles (both within and outside of WSV) have you had that involve OHS?  

Questions to elicit inputs into the review of safety culture and safety climate from the perspective 

of a regulator  

5. Does WSV currently have a definition of safety culture? And safety climate? 

6. If yes to Q5, what is the current definition of safety culture and safety climate? What do YOU 

understand as differentiating elements between these two concepts? 

If no to Q5, how would YOU define safety culture? And safety climate? How would YOU 

differentiate between safety culture and safety climate? 

7. As you know Project 1 in the post-doctoral research program (PDRF) is a systematic review 

of the safety culture and climate literature to identify and/or develop a suitable definition 

for safety culture that can be operationalised by WSV through its strategies and programs. 

To ensure that the review meets WSV’s needs and expectations, we would like to ask if you 

have any specific questions that you would like answered by the review? 

8. Who do you think are the stakeholders of the review? 

 

A preliminary search of the literature on safety culture and climate suggests that the number of 

potentially relevant journal articles, reports, dissertations and theses could be large. The number 

of potentially relevant regulator websites is also large. Given the volume of literature and 

websites, we will need to make some decisions about the boundaries/scope of the review. So 

the next few questions are about what should be included or excluded. 

 

9. In the academic literature, several target groups have been identified and researched in 

relation to safety culture. For example, the safety culture literature for the healthcare sector 

covers staff and patients separately. Given this specialisation and to ensure that our review 
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includes the relevant literature, which target groups should be the focus of the review? 

Workers, clients/consumers/end users/the public, the environment or some or all of the 

above?  

10. A preliminary search of the literature on safety culture and climate identifies a number of 

safety culture/climate studies conducted in developing countries. Should the review include 

these studies?   

11. The review focuses on safety culture from a regulator’s perspective. Do you think a search of 

regulator websites would be helpful? Why is this so? Which regulator websites do you 

recommend?  

12. Which time period should be covered by the review? Since 1980 when Zohar's seminal work 

on safety culture was published or the time periods covered by electronic databases?  

13. Following the literature review, we plan to conduct a Delphi study to collect expert and 

stakeholder opinion on a suitable definition of safety culture that can be used by WSV. In 

this type of study, a series of questionnaires is used to generate consensus among people 

with recognised expertise on a specific issue. What criteria should be used to select experts 

and stakeholders to ensure that the study has a balanced representation from a broad range 

of expertise and perspectives? 

Questions to elicit feedback on the remaining projects within the proposed PDRF program 

14. Which project in the proposed PDRP program is most relevant to your current role in WSV 

and why? 

15. For the project(s) most relevant to your current role, what level of involvement would you 

like to have? 

16. The PDRP program runs from April 2013 to April 2016. Project 1, safety culture definitions, is 

closely linked to Project 4, safety culture/safety climate tools, and is estimated to take 12 

months to complete. Of the remaining projects, which project(s) should take priority and 

why? 

17. Do you have any other feedback for this consultation? 
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Appendix 3: Interview questionnaire for external stakeholders 
 

AUSTRALIAN CENTRE FOR RESEARCH IN EMPLOYMENT AND WORK 

Defining safety culture from a regulator’s perspective  

DEFINING SAFETY CULTURE FROM A REGULATOR’S PERSPECTIVE 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR EXTERNAL STAKEHOLDERS 

 

Background questions 

The first series of questions I am going to discuss with you are about your current and past roles as a 

stakeholder representative in occupational health and safety (OHS), both within and outside 

Worksafe Victoria (WSV). Your answers to these questions provide background information on study 

participants.    

1. What organisation(s) do you represent on the WSV’s OHS Advisory Committee? 

And/or 

What organisation(s) do you represent on the WSV’s Stakeholder Reference Groups? 

2. How long have you been in this role? 

3. How long have you been a member of the WSV’s OHS Advisory Committee? 

And/or 

      How long have you been a member of the WSV’s Stakeholder Reference Groups? 

4. What other roles (both within and outside of WSV) have you had that involve OHS?  

Questions to elicit inputs into the review of safety culture and safety climate from the perspective 

of a regulator  

5. Does the organisation(s) you represent currently have a definition of safety culture? And 

safety climate? 

6. If yes to Q5, what is the current definition of safety culture and safety climate? What do YOU 

understand as differentiating elements between these two concepts? 

If no to Q5, how would YOU define safety culture? And safety climate? How would YOU 

differentiate between safety culture and safety climate? 

7. WorkSafe Victoria; via the Institute of Safety, Compensation and Recovery Research at 

Monash; has commissioned the Australian Centre for Research in Employment and Work; to 

conduct a three-year post-doctoral research program (PDRP) on safety culture and climate. 

Project 1 in the PDRF is a systematic review of the safety culture and climate literature to 

identify and/or develop a suitable definition for safety culture that can be operationalised by 

WSV through its strategies and programs. To ensure that the review meets WSV’s needs and 
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expectations, we would like to ask if you have any specific questions that you would like 

answered by the review? 

8. Who do you think are the stakeholders of the review? 

 

A preliminary search of the literature on safety culture and climate suggests that the number of 

potentially relevant journal articles, reports, dissertations and theses could be large. The number 

of potentially relevant regulator websites is also large. Given the volume of literature and 

websites, we will need to make some decisions about the boundaries/scope of the review. So 

the next few questions are about what should be included or excluded. 

 

9. In the academic literature, several target groups have been identified and researched in 

relation to safety culture. For example, the safety culture literature for the healthcare sector 

covers staff and patients separately. Given this specialisation and to ensure that our review 

includes the relevant literature, which target groups should be the focus of the review? 

Workers, clients/consumers/end users/the public, the environment or some or all of the 

above?  

10. A preliminary search of the literature on safety culture and climate identifies a number of 

safety culture/climate studies conducted in developing countries. Should the review include 

these studies?   

11. The review focuses on safety culture from a regulator’s perspective. Do you think a search of 

regulator websites would be helpful? Why is this so? Which regulator websites do you 

recommend?  

12. Which time period should be covered by the review? Since 1980 when Zohar's seminal work 

on safety culture was published or the time periods covered by electronic databases?  

13. Following the literature review, we plan to conduct a Delphi study to collect expert and 

stakeholder opinion on a suitable definition of safety culture that can be used by WSV. In 

this type of study, a series of questionnaires is used to generate consensus among people 

with recognised expertise on a specific issue. What criteria should be used to select experts 

and stakeholders to ensure that the study has a balanced representation from a broad range 

of expertise and perspectives? 

Questions to elicit feedback on the remaining projects within the proposed PDRP 

14. Which project in the proposed PDRP is most relevant to your current role as a representative 

of [insert organisation or group here] and why? 

15. For the project(s) most relevant to your current role, what level of involvement would you 

like to have? 

16. The PDRP runs from April 2013 to April 2016. Project 1, safety culture definitions, is closely 

linked to Project 4, safety culture/safety climate tools, and is estimated to take 12 months to 

complete. Of the remaining projects, which project(s) should take priority and why? 

17. Do you have any other feedback for this consultation? 

 

 


