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Abstract

Textile industry is characterized by a high existewnf many potential hazards that can easily
inflict occupational injuries among workers. Recgptairs have witnessed the link between the
concepts of safety climate with variety of safeticomes including accidents and injuries .Yet,
safety climate measures are rarely addressed imofih. Therefore, the objective of this study
was to explore the role of employees’ safety ckmagrception with regard to predicting
occurrence occupational injuries. Moreover, thedstialso examines the difference in safety
climate perception based on demographic factorgitba greater understanding of the many
dynamics in predicting injuries among respondems.cross sectional study design was
conducted on 255 employees’ from the three prodadatieportments (spinning, weaving and
finishing) of kombolcha textile factory. A pre tsbtsafety climate scale which was originally
developed by Cox and Cheyne (2000) was employedder to assess the prevalent safety
climate in the factory. This tool has 43 items withine dimensions. The prevalence rate of
injuries in the factory was 294 per 1000 exposedkess per year. Fingers and hands were the
most affected body parts. Workers gender, age angth of service duration also appeared as
significant predictors of occupational injuries.rfélings from this study show, when all the nine
dimensions of the safety climate tool were conemlexs independent variable and injuries as
dependent variable, safety climate perception opleyees were significant in predicting
occupational injuries. The study also showed cartsafety climate dimensions were more
salient in predicting injuries. Finally the studynplies, by using safety climate surveys as a
proactive indicator of safety, organizations candify their safety condition trough intervening
to certain aspects of safety climate dimensionsahalinked with injuries.

Key words Employees, demographic factors, Safety Climatedpgian, dimension of safety

climate, injury,
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CHAPTER ONE

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1  Background of the Study

Workers exposure to various sources of faiszand the actual occurrences of work related
injuries are bigger than it is believed earlier. As estimate made by the World Health
Organization (1999) asserted, there are about 8B80f&tal and 264 million cases of non-fatal
injuries occurred each year on the general workioygulation worldwide. According to Gyekye
(2008) substantial decline in work place accidamnts injuries was seen in the developed nations
between the periods of 1912-2003. Unfortunatelye tbverse is true for workers in the
developing nations where occupational injuries i on the rise. Due to absence of proper
recording and notification systems, obtaining f#kaand comprehensive information on
occupational injuries is difficult in the develogirountries. As a report by International Labor
Organization (cited on Hamalainen, Takala and $aaP®05) figures of occupational fatal and

non-fatal accidents in developing countries weeatly underestimated.

Estimate made by the WHO (1999) indica¢agh year over 120 million nonfatal and
200,000 fatal industrial accidents occur in deveigrountries. The report also showed, though,
80% of the world’s labor force is from this arealyo5—10% of the work force have an access to
professional and effective safety management tnéa and programs. In sub Saharan African
countries alone, 42 million work related accidessl 54 000 fatal injuries happened annually.
The fatality rate of the region is 21 per 100 000rkers and the accident rate per 100 000

workers is 16 000 (WHO, 1999).



The case in Ethiopia is not differerdnfr the above fact as indicated by Tadesse and
Kumie (2007) nowadays, with the existing rapid exgpan of various small and large scale
factories and industries within the country, it fiesulting in significant occurrence of
occupational accidents and injuries. Another repgrSeblework (2006) also showed, during
the years 1993-2004 a total of 101 fatal and 44r8f)8fatal work place injuries were recorded.
According to this report, looking at statistics mgustry, in the year 200l-2002 alone, most
occupational injuries and accidents were on theufieeturing sector with 86.6%, followed by

agriculture and fishing which comprises 7.5% oftittal occupational injury.

Previously, a considerable emphasis wasnglwy occupational health related researchers
on the engineering approach to improve occupaticadéty performance of organizations
(Antonson, 2009). However, as referred by Yule @06 this modern era, especially in the last
three decades, there has been an increased iriteteghg to understand primarily how certain
management practices and other organizationalriotpact workplace safety. As indicated by
Flin, Mearns, O’Connor, and Bryden (2Q@bganizations are focusing in using more predictive
measures of safety. They also added safety managesne injury prevention research are

continually suggesting the role of human behawte m preventing injuries or fatalities.

Safety climate is originated from the psyldgical approach towards organizational safety
and as Yule (2003) indicated more specificallypipp@ars in organizational, social and behavioral
psychology literatures in the 1980’s. The term safimate was first coined by Zohar (1980 p.
96) in his empirical investigation of safety afties in Israeli manufacturing sector, and he
conceptualized it as ‘a summary of molar percegtithhat employee’s share about their work

environment’.



Similarly, a more recent definition ofety climate was given by Neal and Griffin (2004)
as the perception of workers about the value angbitance given to safety in their work
environment. Current understanding of work placdetgaalso incorporate the role of
management commitment to safety, early assessrheisks and the role of training and safety
based proposals as pointed by Cohen and Cleve®@3). It has been argued that occupational
injuries are basically originated from the lesstitumle and focus given towards occupational

health and safety by the management body of orgaois (Jonson, 1982; Zohar, 1980).

Safety climate, or employees’ perceptionsrglnizational safety policies, procedures, and
practices plays a paramount role in keeping workeedth and safety at their workplaces (Zohar,
2003). It is also considered as proactive and ptiedi measure of occupational safety as
mentioned by Clarke (1998). It is also suggestgdMearns , et al.,(1998) safety climate as a
proactive and leading indicator of safety measyrggnerate information to organizations to
respond to changing circumstances and takeessarily actions that is shown as a gap in
variety of safety dimensions. Safety climate basedlies tried to demonstrate how employees
perceive their managers, supervisors and co-wolkerslation to the value they give towards

safety issues (Neal & Griffin, 2004).

A study by Zohar (1980) suggested manalgesdtety attitude can influence employees’
safety attitude and actual involvement towardstgatdated behaviors. Previous studies (Zohar,
1980, 2003; Neal & Griffin, 2004) showed safetynwie perception of workers within
organizations can significantly predict safety rethoutcomes, such as accidents or injuries. To
put this in another way, work related accidents amdries could be prevented if counter
measures are taken to address areas of safetyteltihvat pointed to specific accident related

variables that required primary attention and adbersition.



The textile industry is said to be theyést employers of labor and characterized by heavy
involvement of several machineries and equipmewiuifhout the world (Zuskin, Mustajbegovic
,Schachter, Budak & Godwic-cvar,1998). Major mactifang processes of this industry consist
of spinning, weaving, processing and finishing, abhinvolves several technological activities
some of which are new within the textile indus#ycording to Zuskin et al. (1998) workers in
textile industry encounter various types of hazaydgheir job setting that lead them to be at

high risk of various occupational injuries.

1.2. Statement of the Problem

It is obvious that occupational injurieg arsource of huge human and economic cost. The
burden is not only for the individual worker butsalfor the organization, community and
societal level at large. Work related Injuries haeen known in causing various personal
sufferings and in diminishing the morale of work@vearns, et al., 1998). As suggested bySeo,
Torabi, Blair, and Ellis (2004) though, work-reldtjuries are common in every kind of job in
various part of the world; this burden is high esalty in developing countries. This is primarily

due to the very minimal attention given to occupadi health and safety in those countries.

All the factors responsible for work reldtejuries and safety problems cannot be certainly
identified. However, as Yule (2003) pointed empkg/@erception of the importance assigned to
safety at their organization (safety climate) haeen playing critical role in accident and injury
involvement of workers. As indicated by Yule (20G3)fety climate is a set of attitudes and
behaviors as expressed at a particular time. Givercritical importance of workers perception
of their safety in their work environment, over thest decades, safety climate has been

rigorously studied in various industrial settings.



As pointed by Gyekye (2008), the link beém employees’ safety climate perception with
safety outcomes have been studied in the manufagtsector, in the health care setting, in the
construction sites among others. In addition td,thafety climate based comparative studies
have been conducted between workers involved ahdnmolved in injury, between high and

low injury rate plants and units.

Various studies (Adutwum, 2010; Brown &lrhes, 1986; Zohar, 2003) have highlighted
safety climate perception of workers as a leadindicator of and accidents and safety
performance within an organization. Besides, OHSeaechers (Brown & Holmes, 1986;
Guldenmund, 2000; Seo et al., 2004) consideredtysal@nate is a construct with many
dimensions and certain dimensions of this constmece found to be strong in predicting various
safety outcomes. In developing countries like Hifdpefforts to overcome the burden of work
place injuries have been hampered by limited ressurDue to this, as indicted by Gyekye
(2008) organizations in such nations should engageoactive measures to prevent work place
injuries. Assessing safety climate provide earlg anoactive data for organizations to design

and facilitate efficient and successful safety meas and actions.

Ethiopia signed many conventions of IL@csi the country joined the organization in
1923. However, Seblework (2006) reported the alessehoccupational health and safety policy
at a national level. Furthermore, Seblework (204169 noted despite the burgeoning problem of
occupational accidents and injuries in Ethiopia, yery limited attention has been given in
terms of research effort yand early prevention mess Enormous Study results in other
countries (Adutwum, 2010; Gyekye, 2008; Srinivas201,0) are suggesting sound evidences for

using safety climate surveys as proactive indicatarganizational safety.



Regrettably, safety climate surveys gé#tfelattention in Ethiopia. All the scant studies
conducted in Ethiopia focused only in investigating mere prevalence of accidents and injuries
among workers with little attention in exploringetHink between employees’ attitude and
perception of safety. For that matter, there i® ale systematized recording and reporting of
occupational injuries and very limited attempts bagn made to identify work-related injuries
and their determinant even among large industr@akers (Seblework, 2006; Tadesse & Kumie,
2007). It is therefore, in light of this, the curtestudy was primarily designed to respond that
call and feel this gap by finding role to safetyn@te in predicting organizational safety
performance. In addition to that, the current rede@ndeavor incorporated the role employee
demographics in understanding safety climate to aidreater understanding of the many

dynamics that have impact on the work place.

1.3 Research Questions

In view of the above gaps, the presentystadight to investigate employees’ safety climate
perception in relation to predicting occupationajuries based on a self-reported data from
employees’ of Kombolcha Textile Factory. Specifsearch questions that were addressed in

this study are listed below;

1. What was the prevalence, types and nature of otiomgd injuries in the factory in the
past 12 months?

2. What is the prevailing safety climate perceptiomofkers in the factory?

3. Is there a significant difference on the safetynate perception level of employees

based on their demographic factors?



4. Does a significant association exist between enga@eysafety climate perceptions
alongside with their demographics in predicting likelihood of an injury that would be
reported?

5. To what extent the various dimensions of safetyate when considered independently,

explained the variance in safety performance amarrgers?

1.4 Significance of the Study

The current study was designed to assegdogae’s safety climate perception as a
predictor of kombolcha textile workers in predigtimccupational injuries. Unlike to other
studies that focused only on injuries and accid#ath, this study also encompasses safety
climate measures which is considered as leadingdtats of safety performance and precursor
to the occurrence of injuries among workers.

Given the limited resources that organ@a&iin our country has, safety climate surveys can
help to redirect and focus this limited resourdésiently to reduce work place injuries. Hence,
the finding from this study was helpful to identind distinguish certain characteristics that
differentiate workers who involved and not involviedinjuries the factory. The data from this
study would also important to supply informationgoide the management of the factory to
initiate successful climate-driven initiatives aptbgrams alongside other behavioral change
intervention strategies.

The factory, which this study was condugctednsist multiple production departments
which pose injuries on workers. Therefore, the ifigdwould also stimulate making valid
comparison of work environment safety across departs from the perspective of employees.

The last but not the least, to the nedes’s knowledge, there is no published study thic

is conducted to assess the role of safety clinmpradicting occupational accidents and injuries



in any sector in Ethiopia. Hence, the current stwayld also serve as base line information to
undertake studies on similar setting.
1.5 Delimitation of the Study

This study was delimited basically in terofscontent in investigating the role of safety
climate perception along with some selected indialdvariables of worker’s in predicting
occupational injuries. Safety climate perceptiofisraspondents were measured on the nine
dimensions of safety climate assessment tool wiviah developed by Cox and Cheyne (2000).
And in terms of sample and geographical locatidre study was delimited on the three
production process departments’ of kombolcha textktory. Workers, who were not directly
involved in the production processing departmenthsas management and administrative staffs
were not incorporated in the current study, becaogeirtue of their occupation they were not
exposed to occupational injuries this sector has.

1.6 Definition of Terms

 Employee: operationally defined for purposes of this studyaay hourly wage worker
in kombolcha textile factory that function withirpianing, weaving and finishing

department of the production process.

* Occupational injuries. defined throughout this study as any physicalrij(e.g.
laceration, fracture) reported by workers in thetday in connection with their
performance.

* Working department: One of the three manufacturing process units (spg weaving

and finishing) in the factory.



» Safety Climate: for the purpose of this study safety climate wa®rationalzed as
defined by Zohar (1980), the collective attitudesl dehaviors associated with the state
of safety at a particular moment.

» Positive or good safety climate is indicated as higher score on the 43 items of#iety

climate tool.



CHAPTER TWO

2 REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURES

In this chapter, under the various sestinnmerous research studies have been reviewed
which were conducted on occupational health anetygakpect in the textile industry all over the
world with respect to my research objectives. Theaaent review is an attempt to provide a
comprehensive a draft of research reports that sih@wole of safety climate in relation to
occurrence work related injuries.

2.1. Safety Climate: Its origin and Definitions

Previously, as Antonson (2009) mentionedanizations have assessed their safety based
on records of fatal and non-fatal injuries and @ent rates among their workers. Such
approaches are known as lagging and reactive ordiaf safety within the organization. In
addition to that, huge emphasis was given only foe physical, technical and engineering
elements in preventing work place accidents anfésofs. However, for the last three decades,
as pointed by Zohar (2003) increased interest andsf has been given by occupational health
and safety researchers in encompassing workersedshaafety perception as well as
organizational approach to manage various workeplteazards, accidents and injuries.

A distinction can be made between psymyies driven researches versus engineering
oriented approaches as far as safety in an orgamaza concerned. As illustrated by Antonson,
(2009) the psychological approach towards orgaiozal safety usually concentrate more
specifically on the attitude, feeling, perceptiorddehavior of workers regarding safety in their
work environment. Whereas the engineering basedoapp is more concerned towards

improving organizational safety through practi¢éatmal managerial aspects and safety systems.
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Safety climate originated from the psycduyital approach towards organizational safety
and as Yule, (2003) indicated more specificallyappears in organizational, social and
behavioral psychology literatures especially in 8#80’s. The term safety climate was first
coined by Zohar, (1980) in his empirical investigatof safety attitudes in Israeli manufacturing
sector, and he conceptualized it as a summary tdrrperceptions that employee’s share about
their work environment.

Safety climate was also defined by Meaatsal. (1998) as workers perception, attitudes
and beliefs regarding safety and risks in theirkyglace. Additionally, safety climate was also
conceptualized by Cabrera, Isla and Vilela (19%7)m@anizational members’ shared perceptions
about their work environments, policies, practitest organizations impose. Similarly, a more
recent definition of safety climate was given byaNand Griffin (2004) as the perception of
workers about the value and importance given tetgah their work environment.

Generally, though it is too difficult toqvide a single and universally accepted definition
of safety climate, fairly broad agreement existgetn scholars (Mearns, et al., 1998; O’Connor,
et al., 2000; Zohar, 1980) management support atdhkinvolvement towards safety and the
overall perception of workers on importance givewdrds safety by the organization as a

paramount and key aspect of safety climate.

For several years, the safety climate and safeltyires were treated interchangeably;
however, Neal and Griffin (2004) pointed the distinature of safety climate and safety culture
though they are closely related. Safety climates weesented by Guldenmund (2000) as the
temporal reflection of safety whereas safety celtisrmore deep and implicit core convictions

among workers which can be expressed through selfetgte among others.

11



An interesting comparison between the two concesats made by Mearns et al, (1998).
They regarded safety climate as an organisationgdmon the other hand safety culture as
personality of an organisation. According to theas momentary snapshot of safety at
organizations, safety climate measures might becaties of the deep personality of the

organization (culture).

Safety climate and safety culture measures alsologeng different methods. Zohar
(1980) indicated qualitative methods such as im&ryfocus group discussions have been used
to measure safety culture, quantitative methode wet regarded as efficient to grasp the deep
underlying culture within organizations, and on toatrary, safety climate measures have been
conducted by quantitative methods such as questimmwhich are convenient to address the

momentary states of safety at a particular time.

2.2 Safety Climate: Common Themes and Empirical Devetamt

As indicated by Gyekye (2008) safety clienbas been rigorously studied especially in the
last three decades in all work settings includinghealth care settings, in the manufacturing
sector, and in construction sites. However, Zoli&8() asserted, the absence of standardized
tool for measuring the construct made it diffictdtmake generalizations and replicate studies
within different domains. He also added, due tartheeful nature of asking large numbers of
people about their opinions in a relatively timeand cost-effective manner, quantitative
methods, especially cross-sectional questionndiag been frequently employed in measuring
safety climate.Safety climate is a multidimensional construct Whiacks consensus on the
whole elements that make up it among scholars. dksidered earlier, Zohar (1980) was the

pioneer to develop and administer a questionnairdéntify certain characteristics and factors

12



that differentiate industries with high versus lmaustrial accidents rates among workers. After
him, enormous amount of questionnaires have beeelamed and employed widely by various

scholars throughout the world as pointed by Sex. ¢2004).

Neal and Griffin (2004) identified issuesrfaining to the attitude, commitment and actual
involvement of management, safety communicatioas, ithportance placed on safety training,
the efficiency and effectiveness of safety systewithin the organization as major aspect of
safety climate measures. According to Zohar, (1988)most important prerequisite to improve
safety within industries is highly relying on thdfeetiveness of safety initiatives and
commitment taken by the management. Therefore,eéms appealing that the role of
management was the most frequently measured thdnprewious safety climate studies.
Similarly, it was also supported by a thematic gsial of safety climate made by Mearns et al.

(1998) found that almost 72% of past safety clinsaelies assessed the role of management.

Another frequently cited dimension on safdimate studies is supervisory factors. Studies
by Thompson, Hilton and Witt, (1998, cited on YW2€03) also dictating that organizations that
have strong management support for safety wasfalsawd to have considerable and positive
supervisory support. Oliver, Cheyne, Tomas, & C@Q00) were also reported the important
role of supervisory factors in prevention of acaideby down warding safety climate elements

towards the workers.

Management concern, management activity \markers risk perception were the three
dimensions that were supported on a study done towiB and Holmes, (1986) among

manufacturing workers in North America. Anothesegarch by Dedobbeleer and Béland (1991)

13



also confirmed management commitment and workeml#@ment as more appropriate

dimensions to measure safety climate.

Safety climate has been also frequentlgtineed in associations with non-human factors
like safety communications, safety trainings, safatlicies, practices and equipment’s. Safety
communication was also included as one of the démes of the broad psychological safety
climate. A study by Koys, and DeCotiis, (1991) aleported positive and effective safety
communications within industries was associatec viiicreased employee’s knowledge and

consequent behaviour towards safety.

On the whole, as it is stated earli@ere is no consensus among researchers on the exac
constructs of safety climate. However, a review enhy Seo, et al. (2004) on 16 occupational
safety climate scales and questionnaires reveltigaattitude and commitment by management,
the role of supervisors, co-workers and colleaggadsty support and, workers participation in
decision related to safety were the most commoredsions and reoccurred themes of safety

climate surveys.

2.3. Theories on Safety Climate —Injury Relationship

Over the past years, various scholars héae to show the link between safety climate and
certain safety outcomes such as injuries and agtsdamong industrial workers. To begin this, it
is wise to deal briefly the theoretical model tllives the link between safety climate and
variety of safety outcomes.

Although various research reports ardatimy the empirical evidence on the predicting
role of safety climate and occupational injury saté was suggested by Zohar, (2003) that, the

link between safety climate and organizational tyafecords should also be supported by a
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theoretical model. He illustrated, safety climatergeption of workers within a particular
organization affect safety records in such manfer:Safety climate perceptions of workers
influence behavior-outcome expectancies; (b) Enge#eyexpectancies can influence prevalence
of work related safety behaviors; and consequefdtlyemployees behavioral safety influences
company safety records. Even though safety climataisually regarded as precursor of
occupational injuries, according Zohar, (1980, 20@3nce injuries also affect climate
perceptions, occupational injuries are also comsiti¢o have a role in predicting of safety
climate (See Figure 1). This is because when wtakepinjuries occur; they are the primary

signals about the underlying safety climate founthiat particular organization.

Safety |  Behavior outcome Safety behavior »| Injuries
climate i expectancies

Figurel. The Safety Climate Injury Relationsbgsed on Zohar (1980, p.127)

2.3.1 Social Exchange Theory

Social exchange theory was originally idtroed by George Homans cited on Adutwum
2010) and more developed and expanded by petetan.(B964). To state this theory shortly, it
is all about on the pattern and interaction of festies that is grounded their relationship on
mutual benefit. The most important concept herethis two parties shall perceive their
relationship as beneficial for both of themselvekess it will result in leaving by the either party

who perceived the cost outweighs than the gainsiaBexchange theory (SET) regarded as the
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most influential conceptual paradigms for underitagn workplace behaviors. Reciprocal
interdependence emphasizes contingent interperdoaradactions, whereby an action by one
party leads to a response by another. If a perapplies a benefit, the receiving party should

respond in kind (Tsui, Pearce, Porter &Tripoli, T99

Safety climate as already mentioned, enes®ighe value given by the organization to
safety. The above mentioned theory might have agles within the workplace, as suggested by
Tsui, et al. (1997) employees who perceives higluevaand concern given to safety by
significant people in their work place such as rtheangers, supervisor and even their co—
workers tend to establish reciprocate for what #gpy by engaging in safety related exchanges

and much compliance with safety standards not famlthemselves but also for their colleagues.

2.3.2 Expectancy — Valence theory

Another explanation also can be derived frBrRpectancy — valence theory which was
proposed by Vroom, (1964). Vroom asserted anywelr is resulted from conscious analysis
of the final outcome and the main goal is to mazanand generate higher level pleasure and
reduce pain. Based on this theory, it easy to dptrthat employees will be highly motivated to
act in accordance with safety standards if theietielthese behaviours are important and valued
by their organization so as to achieve their neédgut these in another way, employees within
organizations that have higher level of perceptbrsafety climate are highly motivated to

engage in safety related behaviours than employgkdower safety climate perception.

As indicated by Mearns et al. (1998) the centrahgonents of safety climate construct
are formed from the conjunction of workers attitudehavior, and beliefs as far as safety within

their work place are concerned. Safety within agaaization can be expressed through official
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and self-reported accident data, safety relatecwetr of workers and their compliance and

motivation towards safety rules and proceduregpsrted by Guldenmund (2000).

Burke , Sarpy, Tesluk, and Smith-Crow (2000 )rdef Safety working behaviours as all the
efforts, tasks, activities taken by employees ieirthwork setting to improve their safety in
particular and organizational safety in generafetyabehaviours among others might include

following work place safety standards and reguts of personal protective equipment.

As Geller, (2001 cited on Adutwum, 2012) contrio Maslow’s theory of hierarchy of needs,
which speculate the need for personal safety afidpseservation safety rule violations,
recklessness have been noted to account signiffaanbccupational injuries. More specifically
Zohar and Luria (2003) asserted 40% of work accglan resulted from workers’ failure to use

protective equipment

A report by Mearns, et al. (1998) has also show@dies and accidents in the work
place can be best predicted by the behavior of @srkA research report are suggesting that
employee’s minimal compliance with safety rules gmdcedures, carelessness and unsafe
working behaviours accounted for a greater shareoafupational related sufferings and
accidents.. Thus, Workers safety climate levelsexqgected to positively correlate with certain
safety oriented behaviours .This was supported stydy conducted among hospital workers, by
Neal and Griffin (2004). They found significantagbnship between safety climate perception
of workers and their willingness and motivationaid safely in their work setting. A report by
Cox and Cheyne (2000) also showed the direct ogishiip between employees’ participation

and involvement and their safety climate perception
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Researchers nowadays are arguing thetyselfimate (workers perception of their safety at
their workplace) is directly related with the inastng of workplace injuries and accidents.
Cheyne and Cox (2000) conducted a study on 13 Earomanufacturing plants and concluded
that low accident frequencies were observed on @yepk’ with more positive attitude and

compliance and strong managerial involvement amancibment towards safety.

Similarly as indicated Lee ,(1998 ,cited on AdutwRf10) low accident plants were
characterized by the presence of high level of &ramd informal communication about safety,
strong commitment and positive leadership stylsdmyior level management and the availability

of safety trainings.

A past Meta -analytic study by Clark, (2006) irated work environments that are
viewed as supportive of safety are frequently lthketh fewer work place accidents and injuries
than those as not supportive of safety. Accidemts @jury rates among workers are also
reported to negatively relate with their perceptdrsafety climate as a study by Clarke, (2006)

suggested.

The role of management as presented earlier, isma@r aspect of safety climate
construct. Studies in this regard also reportedrkCI2006) poor management attitude and
involvement was the major cause and factor of wlade accidents and injuries. Yule (2003)
also showed workers with high frequencies and wetlent with accidents had perceived
negative and pessimistic attitude towards their agament effort, commitment towards safety

and the existence of better safe work practicélsair work setting.
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2.4 Safety Climate and Demographic Factors

According to Hinze (1997) demographic fastbave been a major source of variation in
safety climate perception and consequent safetavi@hof workers. This was supported by
other research report made by Siu, Phillips andnge(2003), on their investigation of age
difference with regard to safety climate and safatyformance of 374 Chinese workers in the
construction sector. This study revealed, as coetp#r their young counterparts, older workers
tend to have a more positive safety climate persepSimilarly, Choudhry, Fang, and Lingard
(2009) found positive safety climate perception aghalder workers and with those that
reported to have better family supports than otheney also added workers level of education
was associated with perception of safety climaterk&frs with highest level of education tend to
have a better safety climate perception of themmany. A study conducted by Fang et al.
(2006) employed logistic regression analysis toestigate the association between safety
climate with demographic and certain personal ataritics of employees. The study pointed
age, marital status, education level, safety kndgée drinking habits of workers were found to
have a relationship with their level of safety dcite perception. However, this report asserted,
workers demographic characteristics such as geneegth of work experience with their

company, were found to have little influence onlthesl of perceptions of safety climate.

Though the above research reports linkedadjraphic factors with the safety climate level
of employees, Cooper and Phillips (2004) suggestpdrsonal factors are not that much
important in safety climate researches. Accordmghem, the safety climate construct is far
distinct from employees’ demographic charactesstioth theoretically conceptually. Rather
than focusing on demographic factors, (Cooper &liBkj 2004) safety climate surveys should

redirect their attention on safety climate diffeses that might exist based on the types of work
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activity and other site situational conditions. #Widy by Adutwum (2010) found no significant
differences in the safety climate level of 273 maiworkers based on respondents’

demographics.

2.5 Occupational Injuries in the Textile Industry

In Ethiopia, various studies (Sebelwork, 2006; Easde& Kumie, 2007) indicated that
occupational injuries are highly significant in tbeuntry especially at the manufacturing sector.
Particularly, occupational injuries were more siigaintly higher among workers in the textile
factories as compared with other sectors. An assggsmade by the Amahra Regional State
Bureau of Labor and Social Affairs (ARSBOLA, 200008) on 32 enterprises on the region
reveled approximately 35% of the total reportedupational injuries were constituted only
from Bahir Dar and kombolcha textile factories. Ating to this report, the work setting in
these two factories are characterized by hoot wgrkboms, extreme noise and unprotected

machine moving parts.

In most studies, abrasion, cuts, burns, punctudefatture were the common types of
injuries among workers in the manufacturing indestrAn assessment by Tadesse and Kumie
(2007) indicated abrasions (23.2%), cuts (19%, fuwed14.4%) and dislocation (6.5%) were
common injures In 2007/ 2008, ARBOLSA reportedasimn (62%), cuts (12%) and puncture
(67%) were common types of injuries. previous regeareport by Senbeto (1991) on
occupational injuries among Akaki textile workeeveled prick (32.9%), laceration (30.8%),
were the most commonly seen injury types. As fathasmost frequent part of body injured are
concerned, a study done by El —sabbabwi (197&léxandria reveled , injuries were highly

depended on the nature of departments in the eéeséttor , however, it was found 27.5 %
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workers in the spinning process are exposed to gades. Similarly, a study among textile
factory workers in Addis Ababa showed fingers, ha lower leg were the most by
constituted 42%, 13%, 18% injured body parts rethpsg. A research done by Ethiopian
ministry of health department of environmental Heahdicted more injures are prevalent on

hands and fingers.

A number of individual factors are found to be &ssi®d with work place injuries. For
example a study conducted by Bhattachersee (200France showed gender difference in
experiencing injures. According to this report niexd higher risk of experiencing occupational
injuries than women .However; this was not suppmbitg a study conducted in Ethiopia on
Tendaho Agriculture workers by Yiha (2007) no sigaint difference was seen between the two

genders in terms of experiencing work place ingirie

Another frequently stated individual vat@as far as experiencing injuries concerned was
age. A serious of research reports by various achdFrone, 1998, D. Rhys & J. Paul 2005,
cited on Taddese & Kumie 2007, Fulle 1998) assentekers age is negatively related to work
injuries. It was frequently documented that age aoclipational injuries are negatively related
because older workers are more experienced oroktharjd have greater job knowledge and job
skills than younger workers. More specifically ass@ssment made by Ethiopian Ministry of
Health, department of environmental health revetegority of occupational injuries in the

manufacturing sector were in the age group of 26-30

In addition to the above individual factokdost studies conducted on occupational health

and safety issues in developing countries (D, R&ayRaul, 2007, S, Asim,et al ,2004 cited on
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Taddesse and kumie 2007 ) showed increased edumlatevels among workers have been

associated with decreased work-related injuries.

Despite many studies addressed the presaland nature of injuries among workers,
surprisingly there was no any study that tried $eeas safety climate perception of employees
with regard to their safety performance in any @ecthe principal aim of this study is therefore,
to examine the relationship between safety clinp@ieeption and actual injury involvement in

the past 12 months among workers of Kombolcha Teexti
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2.6 Conceptual Framework of the Study

Based on review of past literatures as Ipeobjective of this study, a conceptual framework

of the study was as depicted in Figure 2. In thaleh, it is expected participants gender, age,

length of service duration, education level andrth@rking departments would report different

level of safety climate perception which in turrfeats their safety performance. It is also

expected that the safety performance of workejsirfinnvolvement) will greatly varied based

on the perceived safety climate (score on thesafghate scale).

o

/\Norkers demographic factors \

Gender

Age

Level of education

Length of service duration

Working department

4 )
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N o o bk~ w0 DbdRE

Safety Climate \

Management commitment
Safety communication
Priority of safety

Safety rules and procedures

Supportive work environment

A 4

Safety performance

Occupational injuries

Involvement
Personal priority and need for

safety

8. Appreciation of risk
9. Phvsical work environmel j

Figure 2: Conceptual Framework of the Study
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CHAPTER THREE

3.METHODOLOGY

3.1 Study Design
Comparative cross-sectional study was implaed to assess the existed safety climate
perception of workers and its association with-sgtforted occupational injuries among workers

of Kombolcha Textile Factory.

3.2 Study Area

This study was carried out on workers of Kohoha Textile Factory. The factory found at
Kombolcha town, Amhara region, which is located ¥ out of the capital Addis Ababa. It
was established in 1986 E.C. currently, it is amdivg textile factories owned by the
government. The factory consist the most manufaxguprocess of textile industry (spinning,
weaving and finishing). A total of 1564 workers an@rently working among these 58% are
male and the rest 42% are female workers.
3.3. Study Population

All workers of Kombolcha Textile Factory the three production process departments
(1023) irrespective of gender and age are the ttgogaulation for the current study. However,
this study does not incorporate those workers wbeeewot directly involved in the production
processing departments such as management andistdative staffs. Since by virtue of their

occupation, they were not exposed to occupationaities this sector has.
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3.4 Sample Size Determination

The sample size for this study was deterthimeusing single population proportion formula
of one sample with a dichotomous outcome variabite prevalence of occupational injuries
among workers in small and large scale industiie€thiopia based on a previous study by

Tadesse and Kumie (2007) was 33% and the dewiaegin of error (E) of 0.05 was used.

n = (Za/2’ P (1- P) n = (1.969.33(1-0.33) = 340
2E (0.05¥
nf= n . nf = 340
1+ (n/N) 1+ (340/1023)

nf =255 + 5 % non-response rate used maximizeghpke size
nf= 268
Where: n: Sample size to be calculated from the population
nf: Total sample size to be studied
N: Source population (1023 workers).
4/2: A standard Z score 1.96 corresponding to 95#6idence level
E” the desired margin of error

P: The prevalence of occupational ieiamong workers in small and large industries in

Ethiopia by Tadesse and Kumie (2007).
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3.5 Sampling Method

Assuming safety climate perception and theuoence of work related injuries among
workers in the factory varies with their workingitythe sampling procedure was designed to be
convenient for such departmental comparison. Thegefa stratified random sampling method
was employed in this study. First, major departmeonit the production site of the factory
(spinning, weaving, finishing) was first stratifiednd selection of participants was made by
using simple random sampling by using lottery mdtfrom each selected unites in the major

departments.

All kombolcha Textile factory workers (1564)

!

Purposely selected those workers in the produsiiten(1023) by the inclusion criteria

Further stratified by working departments
Spinning (446) Weaving (310) Finishing (267)

Proportionate allocation to their size

117 81 70

268 workers selected

Figure 3: Schematic Presentation of Sampling Procedure Bragl the Study
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3.6. Research Instrument

Measuring safety climate requires an umgnt to record employees’ self-reported
perceptions of safety issues at their work plaéesindicated by Yule (2003), safety climate
instruments provides a total summation of scoreittans pertinent to various dimensions that
stands for measuring safety attitude and behavithin the safety climate survey.

A three sectioned questionnaire was usélis research process to collect data regarding
workers demographic factors, prevalent safety dinaend safety performance through measures
of occupational injuries. The Safety Climate Assemst Tool (see Appendix A) which was
originally developed by Cox and Cheyne (2000) wapleyed in order to investigate safety
climate perception of employees in the factory. B@AT has a total of 43 items on 9 different
dimensions that are measured on a 5 point LikeatescThe total score in the scale can be
obtained by adding the points of each item in ta@esand the scores can range from 43 to 215.

The nine components of this safety climatd tvas (1) management commitment, (7 items)
[e.g. Corrective action is always taken when mamege is told about unsafe Practices]; 2)
communication (5 items) [e.g. There is good commation here about safety issues which
affect me]; 3) priority of safety (4 items) [e.g.aMagement considers safety to be equally as
important as production]; 4) safety rules and pdoces (3 items) [e.g. Some health and safety
rules and procedure are not really practical]; &)portive environment (6 items) [e.g. Co-
workers often give tips to each other on how tolnsafely]; 6) involvement (3 items) [e.g. | am
involved with safety issues at work ]; 7) workeesgonal priority and need for safety (5 items )
[e.g. Safety is the number one priority in my mimkden completing a job] ; 8) workers personal

appreciation of risks (5 items ) [e.g. In my workpt the chances of being involved in an
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accident are quite large ] and 9) the physical wearkironment (5 items) [ e.g. | cannot always
get the equipment | need to do the job safely].

Alongside to the SCAT, four other questitimst were previously used by Yiha (2007) were
also employed to assess safety performance indhmpany. At first, participants were asked
about their involvement in an occupational accidanthe past 12 months and if this accident
was associated with injury or not. Then, they wals® asked to describe the frequency of the
injuries and according to the most common typeugeatand anatomical location of body part

injured.

3.7 Translation and piloting procedures

The researcher in the current study sadettte SCAT by the following steps. First, using
the theoretical model that was presented in thexaliire part of this research report as fit
guideline, a thorough review of scientific literegs in the area was conducted. This thorough
review helped the researcher to identify the mostraon themes of safety climate instruments
and how certain variables should be operationalzbdough this review, the SCAT developed
by Cox and Cheyene (2000) was selected. All the safety climate dimensions in the current
tool were once used by other safety climate basecgs in the past (Adutwum 2010, Brown &

Holmes, 1986, Dedobbeleer & Béland 1991).

The translating process of the originaksatlimate was done by the researcher with the
help English language lecturer who is also exctlierthe language context of workers. The
translation was highly aimed at maintaining thecaptual equivalent of a word or phrase with
the original tool. Second, the translated versibthe instrument was also assessed by safety

officer of the organization. The rationale behihistwas the researcher in this study believed;
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the safety officer of the company is familiar wgbme safety jargons, terminologies and the
content area of the SCAT in the language of thérelkdarget population. Some words in the
guestionnaire were further revised to improve tlaiihe above steps helped to ensure or at least

to improve the content and face validity of thetiasient that was used.

Then after, the final Amharic instrumentswiast pilot tested on a total of 30 employees
selected at random from the three departments df.KJonsidering the differences in the
number of workers employed in each departments#mple for the pilot study was contained
30 workers 13 of them were randomly selected frpmrséng, 9 workers from weaving and the
rest 5 workers were from finishing. For each questaire, a cover letter was attached that
explains the whole nature of the study. For thew&0@kers in the pilot study meeting was
arranged and all randomly selected workers wersepted, the purpose, nature and goal, the
confidentiality of their responds in the study weaglained to participants orally in detail. All
agreed to participate, so that the researcher wigsta secure a 100% participant rate in this

stage.

Pilot participants were instructed t@deeach item in the questionnaire carefully and
indicate their safety climate perception towardsirtivork. The researcher and the safety and
training officer of the organization offered asarste in clarifying some items that were unclear
to the participants. Pilot samples took approximya®?® minutes to complete the whole items in
the study. After collecting the questionnaires tipgrants were asked to give any comment and
more specifically on the interpretation of itemsthe scale. None of the questions in the
instrument were judged as such to be difficult bg pilot participants. These processes were

very paramount in incorporating the useful feedbabkained from the pilot participants and
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safety officer of the company as some amendments wede based the advice received in

order to finalize the last Amharic version of thHe/sT.

3.8 Reliability Index

The Cronbach’s Alpha was used to exantiearndicative reliability of the SCAT from this
pre-tested sample. The Cronbach’s Alpha coefficigas used in order to assess the internal
consistency of items in the SCAT. As indicated yetk et al (1998) using Cronbach’s alpha
level as indicator of internal consistency of iteimghe scale is common among safety climate
surveys. Therefore, putting together all the 4ehgef the SCAT, the coefficient of Cronbach’s

alpha level obtained was 0.96.

In addition to that, the internal consigty of items in each dimensions of the SCAT was
estimated. The internal consistency of each dinoeissof the SCAT ranged from 0.61 to 0.9.
Among the nine dimensions, seven dimensions oSBAT achieved coefficient alphas which
are above 0.7. Even though, the fourth (safetysrudd procedures) and the seventh
(involvement) dimensions’ of the SCAT have alpheelenhich is below .7 they are kept in the
main survey. As recommended by Schmitt (1996)ubes of alpha level which is above 0.7 is
not needed by considering the length or the nurobéems the group comprises of. Hence it
would be expected to have lowered alpha value. wliag to him, a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.61
can be acceptable if the number of items in theg@ dimension is three. The instrument used
in the current study which was also reported tcehagood internal consistency (.80) in another

study done by Srinivasan (2010).
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3.9 Study Variables

Criterion Variables: with respect to the objective of this study empks/actual injury
involvement for the past 12 months was considaydgbtthe criterion variable.
Explanatory variables:

One of the predictor variables in this study wermested socio demographic
characteristics of employees including gender, adecational level, length of service

duration and working department.

Total Safety climate perception score of resporglerten all the 43 items of the SCAT

summed together.

The study also tried to examine the reéatontribution of the nine dimensions of the SCAT

in explaining safety performance when they congidéndependently.

1.

Management commitment -workers perceptions of thenagement’s overt acts and
commitments to health and safety issues.

Communication- The nature and efficiency of heatid safety communications flow

within the organization.

Priority of safety: operationalzed as what workiexd about relative status of health and
safety issues within the organization.

Safety rules and procedures: employees view orefticacy and necessity of rules and
procedures.

Supportive environment: The nature of the sociafirenment at work, and the support
derived from it.

Involvement: The extent to which safety is a fofarseveryone and all are involved
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7. Personal priorities and need for safety: employeesy of their own health and safety
management and need to feel maximum safety.
8. Personal appreciation of risk: how individuals viamd value the risk that is presented
associated with their work.
9. Physical work environment: how employees percehe general nature of the work
environment.
3.10 Data entry, Coding and Verification
After the relevant data collected, siroe 8CAT used in the study have positively-keyed”
and “negatively-keyed” items , it is compulsory éngaged in reverse scoring process for
thosel6 reversed items before computing any typanafysis on the data. For example, if a
participant in the study responded “1” (Stronglys&gree) to the item “Management acts only
after accidents have occurred”, then recoding wase dhis individual’s response to a 5. Thus,
the reverse-scored item in the scale now has adudglre (a 5 instead of a 1), which indicates a

high level of safety climate. Similarly, the resdaer transformed all 2's to 4's.

After this, tremendous effort was also placed tecghother improper entry of the data by
randomly checking each case frequency distributtas checked for all items to make sure it is
free from extreme cases. The main objective in fihtcess was to identify the presence of any

responses that are not within the appropriate rahgeded responses.
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3.11 Data Analysis Techniques

The analyses for this study were condueeder the research questions stated in the

introduction part of this research report. Accogiyn the analyses comprise three phases;

First, descriptive statistics methods likequency, percentage calculation, mean and
standard deviation was used to describe the presmléype and nature of occupational injuries

and scores on the safety climate perception tool.

Second, inferential statistical technigsesh as independent samples t — test and one-way
ANOVAs were conducted to examine the differencéhimlevel of safety climate perception as
to certain demographic factors including gendeg, amd level of education, work experience

and working departments.

Third, logistic regression was used to elodhat factors predict the likelihood of an
injury that would be reported among workers in thetory. As indicted by Neuman (2000)
Discriminant function analysis as a statisticalhteque is employed to distinguish any
characteristics that differentiate two or more guThis statistical technique could be also
used to examine the relative importance of a sgaobles in making distinctions between the
groups. Therefore, considering the significant reaf safety climate in predicting injuries in
the earlier analysis, a discriminate function asiglyvas run to examine the relative importance
of the nine dimensions of the safety climate toolrelation to explaining the variance with
safety performance among workers. The whole anslgsecess was done on SPSS version of

20 with an alpha level of 0.05 and 0.01.
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3.12 Ethical Considerations

First of all, a letter, which was writtby Addis Ababa University, School of Psychology
was accepted by the senior management body ofrgeniaation. A link was formed between
the researcher and the company safety and traaffiogr. In this regard, the researcher was able
to get the maximum support from this body throughbe whole study process. Questionnaires

were distributed to workers who were to particigatéhe study.

A well written informed consent form wasaghed as a cover page on each questionnaire
that explained the true purpose and, nature ofsthdy, and it clearly declared the voluntary
participation of participants. The wishes of thagko don’t want to participate were fully
respected. To assure the anonymity and confidégtal participants, there was no any occasion

that requires respondents to mention their pergmadiles or names.

With respect to filling out the questiomeaiself-administered questionnaire approach was
employed. This approach was selected becaudewsaparticipants to say whatever they feel as
far safety in their factory is concerned withouly anterviewee bias. Moreover, this technique

also enabled the researcher to collect a large anwdulata within a very short period.
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CHAPTER FOUR

4. RESULTS

4.1 Preliminary Analysis

From the 268 workers approached to thisysttiee actual number of participants was 260
yielding 97% response. However, only 255 cases walid and used in the analysis. The five
cases were not included because these respondesres mot fully responded for the

guestionnaire.

4.2 Demographic Characteristics of Respondents

Among the 255 participants in the stutig, majority of them, 166 (65 %) were males and
the rest 89 (35%) were females. The mean age dfex®in the study was 37.34 years and (SD
6.34) .The minimum and maximum ages level obsewe@ 23 and 55 respectively. Regarding
education level, 101 (39.6%) of participants reporto have some primary level education, 85
(33.3%) were secondary education and above an@%692 ¢o0) were only able to read and write.
With regard to length of service duration of papamts, the data revealed 75 (29 %) of the
participants reported 1-5 years of service dura@@@6 %)reported having 6-10 years, 48(

%) reported having 11- 15 years and 43 ¢o)reported 15 years and above work experiences in
the factory.Concerning to working departments, from the tofaP®5 participant 111(43.5%)
were in the spinning, 76 (29.8%) were in the weg\and the rest 68 (26.7) were under finishing

department.
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4.3 Occupational Injuries

Among the total study participants, 79%@ had an incident that resulted injury in their
work setting in the past 12 months. Hence, the alvannual prevalence rate of work related
injuries in the Factory was 294 per 1000 exposedk&rs. Regarding the frequency of injury
occurrence, 52 (69%) had reported once, 20(27%)twaxt and only 3(4%) reported to have
had three or more times. Analyzing demographicofacof those 75(29%) respondents who
reported an injury, 16 (21%) were female whereasréist 59 (78.7%) were male workers. With
regard to age of employees, BB (%) of injuries were observed on workers with the ggaip
of <34, than those between the age of group of 8sBich was 1834%). The lowest 56.7%)
prevalence of injury was seen on employees undeadle group of 40 and above.

As far as length of service duration coneet high number 340%) of injuries was seen
with employees who have 1- 5 years of work expegehe least prevalence level of injury
was also observed with employees who had 15 ansleapears of service duration. As to
working department, among those employees who teganjuries in the last 12 months, the
highest percentage39 %) of injury were in the spinning department, follaey workers in the

weaving ( 33 %) and the rea8% were under finishing department.
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In terms of anatomical location, as summakiae Table 1, Fingers 3388 %), Hands 14
(19%), Lower leg 11{4%) Around Shoulder ®.7%), Face 5§.7%) were the most common
affected body parts.

Table 1

Anatomical Location of Most Common Affected BodyriBadue to Injuries among Workers of

Kombolcha Textile

Part of body affected Frequency %
Fingers 33 Aa2.
Hand 14 18.
Lower leg 11 14
Around shoulder 5 6.7
Face 5 6.7
Knee 2 2.7
Eye 2 2.7
Ear 1 1.3
Teeth 1 1.3
Other parts 1 1.3
Total 75 100%
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As far as the types of injuries were conedr as presented in Table 2, LaceratioMd3%),
Abrasions 16 Z5%), Fracture 12 16%), Dislocation of joints 6 §%) were the most commonly seen
injury types among of those respondents who repadéad occupational injuries in the last 12 menth
Table 2

Common types of occupational injuries among Empgsyaf Kombolcha Textile Factory

Types of injuries Frequency %
Laceration 34 45.3
Abrasions 16 21.3
Fracture 12 16
Dislocation of joints 6 8
Multiple injuries 3 4
Amputation 2 2.7
Burn 1 31.
Cut 1 1.3
Total 75 100
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4.4 Safety Climate

The mean score of respondents in thidysivas for the 146 and 30.60) with a
minimum and maximum score of 90 and 198 respegtivéhe prevailing safety climate
perception shared by employees was measured thitbegbomposite score mean per the nine
dimensions on the SCAT. The highest mean scoreolasrved for the personal priority and
need for safety dimensioME4.06, SD 1.0. Generally speaking, safety climate perception of
employees in the factory was quite good. For trdingensions of the SCAT, the means were
above 3 with the exception of the third dimensipnafity of safetyM= 2.67, SD = 1.0 out of
the possible highest score of 5.
Table 3

Respondents Mean and Standard Deviations oniieeDimensions of the SCAT

Dimensions on the SCAT ltems M SD
Management commitment 7 3.22 91
Safety communication 5 3.27 .86
Priority of safety 4 2.67 1.0
Safety rules and procedures 3 3.30 .85
Supportive work environment 6 3.36 .95
Involvement 3 3.56 g7
Personal priority and need for safety 5 4.06 1.0
Personal appreciation of risks 4 3.02 74
Physical work environment 6 3.10 .81
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4.5 Group Differences

By considering the conceptual framework of thisdgtwhich is illustrated in Figure
1, one way ANOVAs, and independent samples t- wese conducted to determine the
difference on the safety climate perception meamescof workers on the basis of their
demographic factors.

Relative to the gender of workers in teiady, males accounted for 166 (65 %) of the
participants while 89 (35 %) reported as female.iddependent-samples t-test was conducted to
compare the safety climate perception scores oftwleegroups. The result of the independent
sample t -test indicated that there was no sigmticifference in safety climate mean scores of
males M=, 144.43.9, SD= 31)pand Female§M = 149.8, SD=28); t (200) = 1.28, P= 0.10)]
The magnitude of the differences in the means \absilated by using eta squared and it indicated
the difference was quite small (.006). In other dgoremployees’ sex can only explain 6% the

variance in safety climate perception mean score.

As far as the age range of respondentsisnstdy concerned, it has a range of 23 -55 years
with a mean age of 37.3 years a®D€6.3. For the purpose of this analysis, participaneewn
categorized in to three groups according their(ggeup 1: < 34; group 2: 35 -39 and group 3: 40
and above). A one-way between-groups analysis évee (ANOVA) was conducted to explore
the difference on the levels of safety climate ssdrased on employees’ age at an alpha level of
.05. The test for homogeneity of variance was §igant [Levine’'s F (2, 253) = P<0.001
indicating that this assumption of anova was veslatHowever, Anova is robust to violation of
this assumption as long as the difference betweetarge group and the small group variance is

not more than four or five times and even normatitthe data not fully meets
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Hence, the Robust test of equality of means byguBrmown —Forsythe statistic was used to report
this finding. A statistically significant main effedifference ap< .05, across the three age groups,
F [(2,231.8) = 31.76, P =.001)jindicating the three age groups significantly eliéfd in their
safety climate perception scores. The calculatéecefize by using eta squared showed the
difference between the three age groups was larg®.@). In other words, 20 % of the variance

in safety climate scores of employees can be exgidlby their age.

A Post-hoc comparison was done by Dunsi€itto determine which age groups means were
significantly differed (see Appendix D). The safetimate mean score of employees at group 1
(<34 years), was significantly different than thasehe group 2[(35-39 yearsP=.00J)], and in
the group 3 [(40 years and abpwe=.001)]. Similarly, there was a statistically signifidark
[(2,231.8) = 31.76, P =.0001)flifference between employees in the group 2 ansktiogroup 1.

However, there was no significant difference betwesployees in group 2 and 3.

Among employees’ demographic factors, flergf service duration in the factory showed
statistically significant difference on the mean esfiployees safety climate score. One way
analysis of variance was run to assess the differe alpha level of P< 0.05. A statistically
significant differencd- [(3,196) = 4.82 P =.003)was obtained on the safety climate perception
mean score of respondents based on the lengthréfexperience they have in the company. The
calculated d value wasd£ .05). It suggests that length of service duration ewhployees

explained a moderate variance in their safety ¢enparception levels.

A Post-hoc comparison was done by Dunnettte® Getermine in which group of employees
the mean in safety climate score was significadiffered. The mean score for employees who

reported 1-5 years of service was significantlyedént than those employees with 15 years and
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above experienc€ [(3,196) = 4.82 P =.003)]. Similarly, there was a significant difference in
safety climate mean scores of employees betweed ¥ears and those 15 years and abBve
[(3,196) = 4.82 P =.003)]. Employees with 11-15 years of experience repobeiter safety
climate scores than those with 1-5 years @j(3,196) = 4.82 P =.003)] Appendix E presented
the detail concerning to Post hoc analysis of Hfetg climate mean scores of respondents on the

bases of their length of service duration.

As to education level of participants cermed, The result of one way analysis of variance
confirmed the absence of a statistically significdifference at p<0.05 between the groups

[(2,232) = .137, P =0.87)

Finally, safety climate scores of respangewere tested to examine any significant
difference that might exist on the base of theirking departments’. One way analysis of
variance was employed to test whether this diffegewas statistically significant or not. The
result of anova analysis indicated the presence sthtistically significant differende [(2,252)
=6. 97, P=.001)] on the safety climate mean of respondents achwsshree departments at an
alpha level of 0.05. The calculated eta squaredevalas .02. It indicated a minimal effect of this
factor in explaining the difference with regardstefety climate scores.

A post-hoc comparison was done by usingiri2tt's C to determine in which working
department the mean in safety climate score saamifly differed (see Appendix F). The mean
score for employees in spinning department wasifgigntly different F [(2,252) =6. 97,
P=.001)] only with those employees from weaving departm8imilarly, there was a significant
difference between employees under the finishingwith that of weaving~ [(2,252) =6. 97,

P=.001)] but not with the spinning departmdn{(2,252) =6. 97, P=.001)]
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Table 4

Means, Standard deviations, and Significant Measofé&ifference on Respondents Safety

Climate Perception on the base of demographic cteistics

Demographic characteristics N M SD df Sig level
Gender Male 166 149 28. t (200) = 1.28 0.10
Female 89 1444 315
Age <34 99 129.8 27.8 F (2,231.8) =31.76 0.001**
35-39 75 1514 30.0
40+ 81 161.3
Level of education 69 144 30.2
Only able to read and write 101 147 28.3 F (2,232) = .137 0.87
Primary education 85 147 33.1
Secondary education and above
Work experience 1-5 years 75 140 28.3
6-10 years 92 145 314 F (3,196) = 4.82 0 .003**
11-15 years 45 145 34.1
15+years 43 161 22.7
Department Spinning 111 150 27.9
Weaving 76 135 31.9 F (2,252) =6. 97 0.001**
Finishing 68 151 29.9

Note: ** significant at p< 0. 05& P<0.01

43



4.6. Predictors of Safety Performance

Since the criterion or the dependent ‘@eiain the current study was dichotomous,
(occurrence of injury or not which is coded as @ dnrespectively), a simultaneous logistic
regression analysis was used to model what faatfitgence the likelihood of an injury to be
reported by the individual. The predictor variableshis phase were (a) gender (coded female =
0, male = 1), (b) respondents age, (c) educatiwal I&d) length of total service duration of
service, (e) working department and (f) total sconethe 43 safety climate perception items-
which is scored in such a way that higher scoreeimployees indicating a more greater and

positive safety climate perception.

The independent variables entered wesemexed for the presence of multicollinearity
among them by checking their variance inflationtdacThe issue of multicollinearity was not a
problem among the independent variables since wbrike explanatory variables indicated a
tolerance level which is close 0.1. Outliers wexel@ded from the analysis by using listing

residuals of cases with studentized residuals gréiaan 2.

The result of the logistic analysis indezhthat predictor variables entered has a statilstic
significant improvement over the constant only mo¢fg(8, N =255) = 237.9, P<.001Jhe Cox
& Snell and pseudo Rralue was .607. This value suggests that 60 pewfeifie variability is
explained by these set of predictor variables. Tidécated that the set of predictors entered in
the model discriminate those employees who haverteg injured and not injured. Prediction
success of the cases in the model was relativgly With an overall prediction rate of 93 % and
correct prediction rate of almost 90 % for empley@éo had injured and 95% for those not

injured.
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The significance level, the odds ratio, #&mel 95 % confidence intervals (Cl) for odds ratio
(OR) for each significant predictor is presentedlable 5. The Wald test reported among the
five criterion variables entered, employees’ sege,alength of service duration, and safety
climate perception score were statistically siguaifit predictors of injury among workers of
KTF. However, employees’ level of education andirth@orking departments were not

statistically significant in the model.
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Table 5

Result of Logistic Regression Model to predict Quational Injuries among Employees of KTF

on the bases their Demographic factors and safi@tya@& Perception Score

Variables entered Had injured Sig OR 95%CI for OR
No Yes LB UB
Sex Male 73 59 .026* 4.27 1.189 15.356
Female 107 16
Lofservice <5 years 44 31 .040* 5.69 1.082 29.970
5+years 136 44
Educ level Able to read & write 47 22
Primary education 76 25
Secondary education and 57 28 215
above
W dep't Spinning 82 29 A4
Weaving 51 25
47 21
Finishing
Age 0.044* .869 753 1.003
Total Score on the SCAT 0.001** .837 .785 .892

Note: The Cox & Snell and pseud6=R.607, X = 237.9, with df = 8 (p < .001), N = 255 A

forced entry method was used. * Significant at B80.** P<0.05, lof service =length of total

service duration, W dep't = working department SCAS3afety climate assessment tool,

OR=0d(ds ratio, Cl=confidence interval, LB= lower tnadary, UB= upper boundary
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As it can be observed from Table 5, tHeiance of employees gender was strong; males
were 4.2 times (with a large confidence intervafb% =1.18, 15.3% more likely to be injured
than females. In this phase of analysis, employags’ was treated as a continuous variable
without any further categorization. And it presehtes a significant predictor of occupational
injuries among workers in this study. As the oddsorvalue in Table 5 indicated for every
single year increase in workers age the likelihaafdinjury involvement decreased by

0.86(CI.753, 1.003factors other things being equal.

Another significant predictor of injuries svéhe length of service duration by respondents,
employees with 1-5 years’ of service duration wetimes Cl= 1.082 ,29.97)more likely to
face injuries than other employees with 6 years abhdve. Concerning the total scores of
workers on the SCAT, for each single increase @ir core, the likelihood of an injury to be
reported decreased by 0.8371€.785, .892)factor controlling the other significant predictor

variables.

Furthermore, a simultaneous Discriminarglgsis was conducted to determine the relative
contribution of each dimension of the SCAT in explag the variance on safety performance
when considered independently. The nine dimensmmgshe SCAT were (1) management
commitment, (2) safety communication, (3) priowtysafety, (4) safety rules and procedures, (5)
supportive environment, (6) involvement, (7) wosk@ersonal priority and need for safety, (8)
workers personal appreciation of risks and (9) phgsical nature work environment. These
dimensions of the SCAT were assessed in accordaitbea greater score on each of them
indicating a more positive evaluation of the aspddte overall, Wilkes’s lambda was significant
A=.238, X (9, N= 255) = 356.569, P < 0.00kuggest that the overall predictors differentate
between the two groups safety performance (thoggogees who injured and not injured).
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Table 6

The Standardized coefficients and Correlations mfdietor Variables of the Discriminant

Function
Correlation Standardized

Predictors coefficients coefficients
Supportive work environment .814 .78
Safety communication .686 51
Management commitment .669 4
Priority of Safety .538 10
Physical work environment 453 -.16
Safety rules and procedures 426 -.15
Appreciation of risk .380 .05
Involvement 152 -.14
Personal priority and need for safety 149 24

The within group correlation between thenenidimensions of the SCAT and the
Discriminant function as well as the standardizesdghts is presented in Table 6, based on this
coefficients , supportive work environment dimensaf the SCAT demonstrated the strongest
relationship with the Discriminant function. Wheseaafety communication and management
commitment dimensions of the SCAT showed slightlpderate relationship. The rest six

dimensions held weakest relationship with the Disicrant function.
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CHAPTER FIVE
5. DISCUSSIONS

The main objective of this study was toeassthe association between safety climate and
employee’s injury experience in the past 12 mon#hsngside with other demographic
influences. Moreover, this study also investigatee prevalence, types and nature of
occupational injuries among Kombolcha Textile waeskeAs indicated by Yiha (2007)
determining the magnitude, nature and types ofigguare primary tasks in designing effective
safety initiatives and interventions. By considgrthis, safety performance in the current study
was assessed in terms of workers self-reportedyigxperience in the past 12 months.
5.1 Occupational Injuries

The finding of this study showed among &&5 participants, 7520 %) employees
reported to have an injury in their work during tlast 12 months. This indicated an overall
prevalence rate of 294 per 1000 employees in tb@ra Nearly a similar prevalence rate of
occupational injuries was reported by Senbeto (198la study done at Akaki textile factory.
Similarly, another study done on small and largadestindustries in Gondar woreda by Tadesse
and Kumie (2007), showed, an overall injury prematerate of 335 per 1000 workers per year.

With regard to injury types, the curretudy revealed laceration and abrasion type irgurie

constitute 45 %, and 21 % of the total injurieesgively. This finding was also consistent with
previous findings, as report by Senebto (1991)rktan type injuries was the most common
among workers in Akaki textile. As far as the amatal location of the affected body
concerned, fingers and hands were the most frélyuaeffected body part accounted for

46(60%) of injuries. A previous study (MOH, 1996) in AddAbaba among eleven industries
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revealed hands; finger, lower leg and eye were rfresjuently affected body parts. Similar
finding was also presented in a study done by (8@nli991) among Akaki textile workers.
5.2 Employees Demographic Characteristics and Injur

With regard to certain demographic vdgapamong the total 75 workers reported injury,
59 (79 %)were males, whereas the rest 26 #9 were female workers. The logistic regression
analysis of this study also confirmed that, théuieice of gender was strong; male employees
were 4.2 times more likely to be injured than theunterparts. This finding was in line with
most of past studies done in Ethiopia and abroadl{&o, 1991; Tadesse & Kumie, 2007). The
findings also demonstrated higher percentage ofieg 69 %)were observed on workers with
the age group of < 34, than those between the amg @f 35 -39, 24%). The lower level of
injury percentage (6.7 %) was appeared on employgkgshe age group of 40 +.

Previous studies hold conflicting repodoncerning employees’ age and occupational
injuries. A study done in Tendaho Agro Processitogkers by Yiha (2007) reported that young
employees (17- 29) reported less injuries than rolderkers. Likewise, another study by
Bhattachersee (1999) on mining industry workersersd the absence of significant relationship
between employee’s age and injury involvement. H@awethe present finding was consistent
with other past studies (Fulle, 1998; MOH, 1996)cahihpointed less probability of work place
injuries among older employees. Employees’ age tnemted as a continuous variable in the
multivariate logistic regression model and it shdarsevery single year increase in workers age
the likelihood of injury involvement decreased Bg9 factors other things being equal.

From those who reported an injury in thetpe2 months, higher percentage (37 %) of
injury was seen among employees who reported te hasecondary education than the others.

In most past studies (Rhys & Paul 2005, as citedTadesse & Kumie, 2007) increased
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education level has been appeared with decreageqy iexperiences. But the current study
showed a non-significant association of the twaalkdes. This can be partly explained that the
as most of the participants who reported to hagaéni level of education were young workers;
hence, young age was associated with increaseny ieyeriences.

In the current study, length of serviteation was also appeared as a significant factor
with regard to the difference in safety performantemployees. Generally, workers who stayed
5 years and above were more prevented from injilvas less experienced ones. The result of
the logistic regression analysis also confirmedrkers who stayed less than five years in the
company were 5.6 times more likely to face injuriban other employees who stayed 6 and
above years. This discrepancy might also be phantted with as employees move from the high
hazardous job to less as they get more experienced.
5.3Safety Climate Perception level and Group differesc

Another principal objective of the currstudy was to assess the prevailing safety climate
perception of employees in the organization. Atested safety climate assessment tool which
was originally developed by Cox and Cheyne (2008} wsed. Scores in this scale can range
from a minimum value of 43 and a maximum of 215 higher scores indicating a greater and
positive safety climate. In the current study, thean score of employees on the SCAT was
above the mid-point of the scale. Moreover, ingpacdf the mean values of each dimensions of
the SCAT indicated, workers in the factory had Bigimean scores for most of the safety climate
dimensions. This implies that workers have positsafety climate perception about the
organization.

These being the case, a number subsegtianalyses were performed to uncover possible

differences on safety climate perception level afrkers on the bases of their demographic
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characteristics’. Significant difference was notamed on the safety climate perception level of
workers on the bases of their sex and level of &tiluc.

An independent samples t- test was perforneedest whether employee’s sex could
significantly differentiate their safety climaterpeption level. The result asserted the absence of
significant difference in safety climate perceptioaan scores of males and Females.

The chronological ages of respondents \gelgected to be a categorical variable for the
analysis of variance purpose. Thus, group one statsemployees with the age of less than 34;
group two were comprised of those between 35 -8dtlose employees who reported 40 years
and above were under group three. The finding deinated the presence of a statistically
significant difference on the safety climate petmepmean scores of employees in accordance
with their age.

A post hoc comparison analysis which wasedthrough Dunnett's test also revealed,
relatively, safety climate perception level of ygen employees showed a statistically significant
difference with the other two age groups. Howevbkg findings asserted the absence of a
statistically significant mean score differencevien those in the group two and group three.
Generally, in the current study, increased age associated with a higher safety climate
perception level.

Employees work experience was another deapbge factor which appeared as a
statistically significant source of difference imetsafety climate perception mean scores. Like
that of employees’ age, their work experiences tentbe higher as they stayed more in the
company.

More specifically, the mean score for empey/evho stayed 1-5 years in the organization

was significantly different than those employee®wtayed 11-15 years and with those 15 years
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and above experience But, there was no signifiddi@rence in scores with employees between
6-10 years. The present study also revealedrésepce of a statistically significant difference
in the mean scores of respondents on the basdsefworking unit. Employees under the
finishing unit had a higher mean score than thogée spinning which in turn has a better score
than those in the weaving.

Concerning differences on the level ofebafclimate perception based on demographic
factors, in many occasions, the findings here evoensistent with a past research report Hinze,
1997; Siu et al., 2003; Fang, et al., 2007). Fstance, a study by Siu et al. (2003) asserted the
influence of workers age in the level safety cliemperception. They found that older workers
tend to have a more positive safety climate peroephan younger ones. Likewise, Choudhry et
al. (2009) also reported a more positive safetyale perception among older workers.
5.4Global Safety Climate perception as a Predictormjuries

In the current study, safety climate peton score of workers was entered in the
simultaneous logistic regression analysis which wssd to model the factors that influence
individual's safety performance. The findings assgremployees, who had injured tend to have
a lower safety climate mean scores than thosenpated. This finding was also consistent with
many of those past findings done by researcheghar countries. Neal and Griffin, (2004)
asserted employee safety climate perception ardgivebdg related with safety behaviors and
lowered injury rates in their work environment. ldayet al., (1998) also suggested occupational

injuries among workers can be linked with theiatgterceived safety at their work setting.
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5.5 Safety climate Dimensions

According to Gundulmund (2000) the usedsk of using safety climate surveys lies in
supplementing valuable information that can be uaeda guide for designing appropriate
interventions. Therefore, a Discriminant functiamabysis was employed to assess the relative
importance of the nine dimensions of the SCAT ilatren to discriminating the two groups
(those injured and not injured employees duringpast twelve months). The finding showed,
supportive work environment, safety communicatiod amanagement commitment dimensions
of the SCAT were more salient in discriminating éogpes who injured and not injured with

varying degrees.

In this regard, it is interesting to obv&ethe strong magnitude of supportive environment
in influencing employees’ injury involvement thather organizational level dimensions of the
safety climate construct (e.g. management commifméecording to Cox & Cheyne (2000)
supportive work environment in the work setting banviewed as the overall nature of the social
work environment at the work setting and the ussfidports that can be derived from it. Hence,
it is plausible that the degree of support thatkeos may indulge from their co-workers and
supervisors can be associated with their safetippeance. This was consistent with a research
report by Krause (2008) that dictated the cruaide 10f co-workers and supervisory support in
improving safety within organizations.

Previous studies in the area of saféityate (Cheyne & Cox, 2000; Koys & DeCatiis,
1991) also demonstrated safety communication aseeopdition for enhancing employees’
awareness and engagement towards work place s@&enerally, to put the findings together,
the present study support the view that, how engdseyact in relation to safety is heavily

influenced by what they feel as far as the ovewvalith and priority given to safety in their work
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setting. This is consistent with most safety cliendtased occupational safety researches
(Adutwum,2010;Clarke, 2006; Neal & Garffin, 2004jrBsassan, 2010 ) in the past conducted

across industries in other countries.
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CHAPTER SIX

6. SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMENDTIONS

6.1. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Work place injuries have enormous losesomdy for the individual victim but also, to the
family, society and to the nation at large. As poré by U.S department of labor (2012),
indicated occupational injuries are still prevalenthis modern world despite the existence of
huge and dramatic technological improvements.

Organizations may take several approatbesiprove their safety performances. The
traditional safety measures were more reactive dasan, 2009; Colla, et al., 2005; Peterson,
1996). In a sense, they were concerned in explailwegengineering and technical cause of
injuries and absenteeism as a result of theseiesjuHowever, recently, various studies are
identifying human, organizational and manageriatdes as causing work related injuries.
Therefore, organizations are using proactive aratliptive measures of safety performances.
Safety climate has been regarded as a proactiveochedf measure of organizational safety
throughout occupational and safety literatures.odding to Clark (2006) safety climate is a
more proactive and predictive measure of safety tha conventional type lagging indicators of
safety. According to Neal and Griffin (2004 ., }18)) safety climate is “perceptions of
procedures and practices relating to safetiiich asserted employees perceptions about the
value and importance of safety given by their oizgstion.

Reviewing extensive list of literatur@sthe area of safety climate revealed Zohar (1980)
was the pioneer in measuring how employees peregidegauge matters that have a potential to
influence safety in their work setting. As Yule (&) pointed employees safety climate

perception have been playing critical role in aeatdand injury involvement of workers.
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The principal aim of this study was t@exne the variation with safety performance of
workers by using their demographic factors andtgadfiémate perception as a predictor. To this

end, the study posed the following research questio

1. What are the prevalence, nature, and types of @ticupinjuries among workers of
Kombolcha Textile Factory?

2. What is the prevalent safety climate perceptioaroployees in the factory?

3. Is there a significant difference on the safetynelie perception level of employees
based on their demographic factors?

4. Does a significant association exist between eng@ogafety climate perceptions
alongside with their demographics in predicting likelihood of an injury that would
be reported?

5. To what extent the various dimensions of safetymate when considered

independently, explained the variance in safetjoperance among workers?

To answer these questions, a pre- testestigneaire was administered on 255 workers in

the factory and the result of the study revealeddtiowing findings;

» The prevalence rate of occupational injuries inffeéory was 29 % with most laceration
and abrasion type injuries occurred mostly on hamasfingers.

* Personal or demographic characteristics’ of empmeygere seen as source of significant
differences in safety performance. Among thesefitiilings asserted, males were more
likely to be injured than female workers. Concegnthe age of workers, the more a
worker gets aged the less an injury to be repomethe past 12 months. Another

demographic factor which was manifested as a msgarrce of variation in injury
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involvement of workers was their work experiencendoyees who stayed six and above
years in their current job setting had less prdiigds of work related injuries than their
counter parts with less than five years.

Generally speaking, the prevalent safety percemi@mployees about their organization
was good. However, Differences were observed onbises of their demographic
characteristics. A significant difference in théeta climate perception level was seen in
terms of respondents’ age, length of service domaéind working unit. As compared to
younger and less experienced workers, older anck regperienced employees tend to
have a positive safety climate perception of tle@mpany. With regard departmental
variations, workers in the finishing department ggai their company with a higher
safety climate perception values.

The findings in this study also portrayed safetynate perception of employees in
predicting their injury involvement. The higher imdividual score on the SCAT, the less
likely they report an injury in the past twelve nlom This provides safety climate
surveys can be used as proactive or leading iraficdétorganizational safety.

The study also demonstrated efficient and apprtgpreafety interventions required
careful identification of the safety dimensions ttiveere linked highly with safety
performance. This was evident in the current figdithat the presence of good safety
communication and supportive work environment disi@ms of the SCAT were more

salient in differentiating employees who injuredlamot injured.
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6.2RECOMMENDATIONS

In light of the findings of this study ettiollowing recommendations were forwarded for

the safety improvement of kombolcha textile factory

1. The study showed high vulnerability of injuries arganales, younger and less
experienced workers. Hence, safety practitionetseaith and safety committees in the
factory shall design specialized safety initiatia@sl interventions for these groups of
employees.

2. Since hands and fingers were most common affeaidy parts, the factory should
consider supplementing personal protective equipsench as gloves and footing
wears that can at least lesser the burden of @guri

3. With regard to safety climate, the focus of interwen in this case should be in creating
conducive flow of safety communication and ensuting presence of supportive work
environment. For instance ,supervisors can imprdkie good flow of safety
communication and the supportiveness of the workamyironment through the
following mechanisms ;

» Actively listening the concerns of the workers unidfeir responsibility and
provide continuous and timely feedback for thefesaconcerns.

» Supervisors should tell and make acquainted tluioslinates about any
potential source of hazards in their working preces

» They should also play a key role in creating a wamkironment which is
characterized by the presence of good supportinghaf experiences and safety

tips among workers under their supervisions.
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6.3 Limitations and Recommendations for Future Raseh Directions

The current study examined safety clinpeteeeption of workers that has been regarded as
a precursor of much of safety outcomes whag accidents and injuries in the work
environment. The study was conducted on sgmtative of sample of workers in the
organization with a fairly good response rate. e tesearcher’'s knowledge, there are was no
local study concerning the association betweentysafanate perceptions and safety measures

like work place injuries in any sector. Hence, fimisling can provide base line information.

That being the case, it is also useful tasater that the finding of this study shared sorfne o
the drawbacks of correlational study that depeon a data obtained from self-reported
guestionnaire. Even though, as compared to arcldatd, self reported injury data are more
convenient and easy for researchers to obtain,daheynore likely to suffer some errors and bias.
As indicated by Landen and Hendricks (1995, cited Beus, 2009) since self reported
approaches required workers to remember certaikphaoe injuries that happened on the past,
there is a high probability of recalling and membigses. However, other scholars Iehwarz
(2007) argued that since work place injuries are eand more important events, self reports are
not that much affected by recalling biases. Int&chwarz (2007) assertsdlf-report injury
data may be subject to over-reporting relative richi@al injury. Other researchers (Prohaska,
Brown, & Belli, 1998) also contended that self ngpiajury data are more likely to suffer a
phenomenon called forward telescoping in which woskreport an injury which is occurred
outside of the time frame for the research surwelyand (e.g outside of the past 12 months). As
Arthur et al. (2005, cited on Beus , 2009) pointteel use of archival versus self reported work

place injury data yield a different predictor —terion relationship Therefore, replicating the
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findings of this study with another data collectimethod or study design would be an important

and broad a venue for future researches in the area

In addition to that, the current study veasross sectional study design in which all the
variables in the study were measured at the same pieriod. Since work injuries are likewise
considered to be predictive of safety climate (Zpl2903) one should be very cautious to
establish a sequential relationship between phmary independent variable (safety climate)

and the outcome (injury presence or not).

Another direction for future studies cae bvaluating the predictive ability of safety
climate perception of employees along with othemgnent psychological variables such as job
satisfaction. The last but not the least, baseext@nsive review of existing safety climate tools,
this study employed a pre tested 43 safety clintates devised by Cox and Cheyen (2000). For
organizations in our country to benefit from safeliynate surveys as a proactive measure of
safety, there is a strong need to develop a safehate perception tools that are valid, highly
reliable and pertinent to our cultural setting.isTis very paramount in that safety measures from
different cultures and industries cannot be fuppléed in other settings equally (Dedobbeleer &

Beland, 1991).
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Appendix A English version questionnaire
Addis Ababa University

College of education and behavioral studies

School of psychology
English version questionnaire

Questionnaire to assess safety climate and sedftexp occupational injuries among workers of

kombolcha textile

Questionnaire identification number

Introduction and consent form

Hello, my name is Esmael. | come from Addis Ababaiversity, School of Psychology-
Department of health psychology. | would like towward some questions to you that will assess
your perception of the general safety climate cowliin your organization. In addition to that
this study will also examine the prevalence ofilgsl among workers in the previous 12 months.
The whole process of answering to this questioenaill take approximately 25 minutes. Your
participation to this study is useful to improvecopational safety, health in your factory in
particular and in our country in general. | woulkel to assure you that all the information
obtained will be kept confidential. Besides thatuyidentity will still remain confidential since

you are not expected to write your name in anyestdghis study.

By signing below, | understood the aim of the stadg | am expressing my full agreement to

participate in this study =~ ---------m--mee--
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Part I: Socio- demographic facts

w

Sex A. Male Rerfale
Age = sememmeeemeeeeeee-
Educational level A. Basic (able to read &teyi
B. Primaghool completed (1-8 grades)

C. Secondeducation and above

Work experience at the current job
A. 1- 5 years. C. 11-15 years.
B. 6-10 years D. 15+ years.

5. Department

A. Spinning B. Weaving C. Finishing
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N 4

@) ITEMS
Management Commitment

1 Management acts decisively when a safety coriseaised

2 Management acts only after accidents have oaturre 4

3 Corrective actions are always taken when managemetold 4
about unsafe practices

4 In my workplace management acts quickly to carssfety 4
problems

5 In my workplace management turn a blind eye fetgassues

6 In my workplace managers/supervisors show interesmy 4
safety

7 Managers and supervisors express concern ifyspfetedures 4

are not adhered to

Communication

8 | Management operates an open door policy on seaigs

9 | My supervisor does not always inform me of curreoncerns 4
and issues

10 | I do not receive praise for working safely

11 | Safety information is always brought to my attently my line 4

supervisor
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12 | There is good communication here about safety sssueich 4

affect me
Priority of Safety

13 | | believe that safety issues are not assignedtagrigrity 4

14 | Management clearly considers the safety of emplydegreat 4
importance

15 | Safety rules and procedures are carefully followed 4

16 | Management considers safety to be equally as impbras 4
production

Safety Rulesand Procedures 3
Sometimes It is necessary to depart from safetyiregpents for 4

17 | production’s sake

18| Some health and safety rules and procedures @raeally 4
practical
Some safety rules and procedures do not need follbeved to 4

19 | get the job done safely

Supportive Environment

20

Employees are not encouraged to raise safety aomcer

21

Co-workers often give tips to each other on howdok safely

22

| am strongly encouraged to report unsafe conatio

23

When people ignore safety procedures here, | féghione of my

business
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24 | A no-blame approach is used to persuade peoplegacinsafely 1 3 4
that their behavior is inappropriate

25| I can influence health and safety performance her 1 3 4

I nvolvement

26 | 1 am involved in informing management of importasdfety| 1 3 4
issues

27 | 1 am never involved in the ongoing review of safety 1 3 4

28 | | am involved with safety issues at work 3

Personal Prioritiesand Need for Safety

29 | Safety is the number one priority in my mind whemgpleting a 1 3 4
job

30| Personally | feel that safety issues are not tlstnmportant 1 3 4
aspect of my job

31| lunderstand the safety rules for my job 3

32 | It is important to me that there is a continuingpdasis on safety 3

33 | A safe place to work has a lot of personal meatonge 1 3

Personal Appreciation of Risk

34 | | am rarely worried about being injured on the job 1 3 4
In my workplace the chances of being involved iraanident are 1 3 4

35 | quite large

36 | | am sure it is only a matter of time before | amdlved in an 1 3 4
accident
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37 | I am clear about what my responsibilities are fealth and safety 1 4

Work Environment

38 | I cannot always get the equipment | need tthdgob safely 1

39 | Operational targets often conflict with safetyasures 1

40 | Sometimes conditions here hinder my abilitwtok safely 1 4

41 | Sometimes | am not given enough time to gejabelone safely 1 4

42 | There are always enough people available talgejob done 1 4
safely

43 | This is a safer place to work than other congsmhhave worked 1 4

for
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Part I11. Injury experience of workers
1. Have you face any injury at your work place in kst 12 month?
A. YES B.NO
2. Ifyou say yes for Q1 how many times you faced

A. Once B. Twice D. Three and more three times

3. Which part of your body was affected?

1 Eye 1.YES 2.NO
2 Ear 1.YES 2.NO
3 Hand 1.YES 2.NO
4 Finger 1.YES 2.NO
5 Shoulder 1.YES 2.NO
6 Leg 1.YES 2.NO
7 Tooth 1.YES 2.NO
8 Neck 1.YES 2.NO
9 Back 1.YES 2.NO
10 Knee 1.YES 2.NO

11 Face 1.YES 2.NO

12 Other 1.YES 2.NO



4. What was the type of injury you face?

1

2

Laceration
Fracture
Amputation
Burn
Abrasions
Cuts
Dislocation

Multiple injuries

1.YES

1.YES

1.YES

1.YES

1.YES

1.YES

1.YES

1.YES

2.NO

2.NO

2.NO

2.NO

2.NO

2.NO

2.NO

2.NO

Thank you
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Appendix B: Amharic version of the questionnaire
A4.0 A0 faCast
? 42hieB, TPUCT Ot

? 2AH A2haeE. TPVCT hed
2U amed NNPAAF CPenCP AITNC OC PTLTTH AT PECEET hnPAL 074 QUTTE APPH

Otaeant PAFO<7 hal, A74.0-9° (- T03F@< AL 291,800 ANAP T8+F7 ATITGT OHHIE 10+

PaoMRP ao\@ .

AT LPTT &P 1F aoMmPe P&

A289°7 hivihg AQAAY-: 002 My~ DAGA ANO LL0CAtL PALDACE, TIUCT (LHEP BAH

ALhA%, TUCT hEA 1@<: hHY Neeemd (HY 404 QT PADT AmPAL 07¢- LUTIT hELHT
O-+avant PAPFT havAnnt ATIOP OO0 PEERPTT AMEPPT hddIAU-::( TenT149° ANG-H12 Dt
00 0FP AL 0RLAT T4 apavCavC PHYTGT hATT 10-::2U7 aPmPP Aaparpi A.ONL PT1FAD- LH,
25 L¢d NF 10::n hCOP PTITTO- aPA( AHLY £CE-FI° P (| U1C-F7 0/7¢ LUTTF WG MS ATTAGA hH
LELPA:IN - AAPLTE ALIITAP PIPLAID- hCAP P7LAMTT aPAh NN HS &% PaTLPrk Ptm0d
@PEy @ DY TS OC (FPPH AFPPT avge @R9° avph PULLNLANT vBd AAMGA ACNPT

2990400 A7 T 11C PAYP::
0TG5k AL APATG G ST 1912

Ul kP A ALAU-I°
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heAlZS
TGN 2GS NWHAR Té VST

1. s> vl 07 A oot

3. PTUCT RLE
v [ ao(l 3R (700G %G A1F)
A/ QavBavs e CLGHIT  eaGbblT
h/ CU0TE RLE T
4. Av7 OCQF P0- 03 PS8R0 L,
v/ 1-5900+ 4/ h11-15
A/ h 6-10%0vt+  av/ 15 Gavi (4L

5. ¢ hea Ul st &/ tiavq

A/ TInGPEe
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h&d vat
0 &CPk PADT AMmPAL PRUTTT APPHT (HarAnt
AQNP NPT AT16T 057 Aaeahn: 197,10 29104 Lot € TC AL Sh-N(-0-H
1= (peahAOTI9I9° 2= AANTI9I9° 3= APONT KF1AU-

4= K070 5= NMPPAOTITINU-

+.¢

TPRPT

PECEA+: PAE ANT4EC LUt A“T0mP PAD-? 181 (M1aPAht

1

PRCEE AATSLC PALTT LUTIHT PHaPANETT TS @90 T4%F A PCOAT PTI9DAD-

A hS RCMTHCIPEPTILDASA::

00-Ck AOT8LC hCIPEPTFY PTLOALD- hL.D NLLO DA 1D-:

PACTETT LUTIT h8D AL PTLPA 175 M9° ALY TOC ALCEE AOTRLC AL.PCN

TtNe ACIPEPT LOASN::

hz OO0 £CO T O-aT ANTHELS N0 103 AL ATLnAE PLUTTE FoICT 4.M7

PrINHNNG ACIPEPTT LDASA::

PeCOt AVT8LC POCTET QU T8%T 7 AR AT8AP PAGA::

PeCOt AVT8LC PACTETY 0LUTTE U~ ATINMNP GATT hAD-::

00-Ck PNAL ANTBLC AG PPCN AABT 07¢- AL LUTITTY PATIVHA ANG-CTFT (LY
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ANTSLC N4 het -

PPCA AAPP ChLT OPFP FR%TT PHavA-E ool 8 PTT heOAMmTI9::

10

00 1092 AL ALY PL99.0 ATE NS I°79° ATt TINEIF AATHIO::
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Appendix C

Calculating dimension scores

Dimension Add Divide

by

Score

Management commitment  item 1 + (6 - Item 2) +(6 - Item 5 )ltem 7

am <+ item 5+ item 6

Safety communication item 8 + Item 9 + (6 — Item 10) + (6- Iter 5
item 11) + item 12
Priority of Safety (6- Item 13) + Item 14 +Item 15+ item 16 4

Safety Rules and Procedur (6 - Item 17) + (6 - Item 18) + (6 -ltem 19
Supportive Environment (6 - Item 20) +ltem 21 + Item 22 +
(6 - Item 23) + Item 24+item 25

Involvement Item 26 + Iltem 27 + (6 — item 28) 3
Personal Priorities and Item 29 +(6 -ltem 30) +ltem 31 + Item 32 5
Need for Safety + Item 33
Personal Appreciation ¢ Item 34)+ (6-ltem 35 + (6 — item 36 )+ 4
Risk Item 37

(6 — Item 38) +(6- Item 39) + (6 — Item 40) 6

Physical Work Environmen (6 - Item 41 ) + Item 42 + Item 43

85



Appendix D

Post hoc comparison table for age variance by usingnett's C

() Age (Binned) (J) Age (Binned)Mean Difference Std. Error

(I-9)

95% Confidence Interval

Lower Bound Upper Bound

35-39 -21.642 4.455 -32.28 -11.01
<=34

40+ -31.560 3.840 -40.71 -22.41

<=34 21.642 4.455 11.01 32.28
35 -39

40+ -9.918 4.353 -20.32 49

<=34 31.560 3.840 22.41 40.71
40+

35 -39 9.918 4.353 -.49 20.32

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.08llev
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Appendix E

Post hoc multiple comparison of variance in safditpate base on work experience

(J) Work Mean Std. Error  95% Confidence Interval
() Work experience Difference Lower Bound Upper Bound
experience (1-9)

6-10 years -5.036 4.629 -17.18 7.10
1-5 years 11-15 years -5.422 6.057 -21.52 10.68

>15 years -21.040 4.767 -33.69  -8.39

1-5 years 5.036* 4.629 -7.10 17.18
6-10 years 11-15 years -.387 6.057 -16.47 15.69

>15 years -16.005 4.768 -28.63 -3.38

1-5 years 5.422* 6.057 -10.68 21.52
11-15 years 6-10 years .387 6.057 -15.69 16.47

>15 years -15.618 6.164 -32.09 .85

1-5 years 21.040 4.767 8.39  33.69
>15 years 6-10 years 16.005* 4.768 3.38 28.63

11-15 years 15.618 6.164 -.85 32.09

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05lleve
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Appendix F

Dunnett’'s Post hoc multiple comparisons on theat&m on the safety climate level based on

working departments

(1) Working (J) Working Mean Std. Error  95% Confidence Interval
department department Difference (I- Lower Upper Bound
J) Bound

Weaving 10.535 4.402 .05 21.02
Spinning

Finishing -.502 4.775 -11.94 10.94

Spinning -10.535 4.402 -21.02 -.05
Weaving

Finishing -11.036* 5.307 -23.75 1.68

Spinning .502 4.775 -10.94 11.94
Finishing

Weaving 11.036* 5.307 -1.68 23.75

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0 &&el.
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