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Abstract 

This article examined the pattern of relationships between management's overall concern 

for employees, management's attention to safety and production, and safety in three 

different countries: the U.S., France, and Argentina. Hypotheses were developed first to 

propose a structural model for the U.S. sample. Then, two dimensions of culture, 

industrial relations, a socio-economic aspect of culture, and individualism-collectivism, a 

psychological dimension of culture, were used to develop specific hypotheses about 

differences between the French and Argentine models and the U.S. model. Hypotheses 

were tested and confirmed using multi-sample analysis. In France, management's overall 

concern had less influence on safety priority than in the U.S .. In Argentina, the relationship 

between these two constructs was stronger than in the U.S .. The relationship between 

production priority and safety level' was weaker in Argentina, a collectivist country, than in 

the U.S., an individualistic country. The results are discussed in the context of the balance 

between the external-outside fit between the safety policy and the organization's cross

national environment and the internal-outside fit between the policy as represented by the 

corporate-home country plant and the foreign subsidiaries. 
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With the increasing focus on international management (e.g. Bartlett & Ghoshal, 

1991; Rosenzweig & Singh, 1991; ), it is important that academics and practitioners 

understand the suitability of having a common management policy in different cultures. 

Important strategic issues in the area of international human resource management need to 

be addressed such as: Which policies should be universal? Which ones should be local? To 

what extent can management practices override national culture differences to create a 

global company? Are global policies desirable or even possible? 

The present paper focuses on the way a US multinational's safety policy is 

perceived by blue collar workers in three different manufacturing sites: U.S., France, and 

Argentina. Two aspects of culture, a socio-economic factor, the industrial relations 

system, and a psychological value, individualism-collectivism, are proposed to account for 

differences in perceptions of safety. 

The globalization of market competition and the coordination of international 

activities confront multinational organizations with strategic choices concerning their very 

diverse human resources around de world (e.g. Pucik & Katz, 1986; Ronen, 1986). The 

global nature of the business may call for increased consistency in companies' practices. In 

order to build, maintain, and develop a corporate identity, multinationals need to strive for 

consistency in managing their employees on a world-wide basis. Yet, in order to be 

effective locally, multinationals also need to recognize how management policy interacts 

with culture in different societies. 

Creating effective strategic human resource practices requires the management of 

two fits simultaneously, external and internal (Baird & Meshoularn, 1988). The external fit 

is between human resource management activities and the organizational context; the 

internal fit requires that the various components of human resource management support 

each other. However, in order to deal with the complexity of the international dimension, 

Milliman, Von Glinow, and Nathan (1991) argue that the concept of fit in human resource 

management must be expanded from two types to four types: (1) the external-within 
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organizational fit which concerns the relationship between the international humarn 

resource management functions and the organization's context or life cycle stage, (2) the 

internal-within fit which involves the congruence of the various human resource functions, 

(3) the external-outside fit which concerns relating human resources practices to a firm's 

cross-national and cross-cultural environment, and (4) the internal-outside fit which 

involves the congruence of the human resource functions at the corporate level and the 

hwnan resource functions of the foreign subsidiary. These authors further propose that 

each of the first three 'fits' should each be considered within its specific organizational 

level of analysis (e.g. at corporate or foreign subsidiary level). 

Attempts to manage the internal-outside and external-outside fit simultaneously 

may generate problems. While the internal-outside fit refers to the imperative for 

consistency between corporate and subsidiary level, the external-outside refers to the 

political imperative or legal and cultural pressure for consistency with the local 

environment. Since local responsiveness can be achieved only at the expense of global 

consistency (Doz et al., 1981; Rosenzweig & Singh, 1991), tensions are created between 

the external-outside and the internal-outside fit 

Schneider (1986) makes a similar argument about potential problems if human 

resource policies that are developed at headquarters are to be implemented abroad. 

Policies need to be in line with the overall corporate strategy and culture, but they also 

need to take into account the differences in the national cultures of the subsidiaries where 

they are to be implemented. Since human resource management policies and practices are 

a reflection of managers' assumptions about how to manage people, they are likely to be 

most sensitive to cultural diversity (Laurent, 1986). Comparative research shows that 

managers from different national cultures hold different assumptions as to the nature of 

management and organization (Ronen, 1986). Every culture has developed through its 

own history some specific and unique insights into the managing of organizations and 

human resources. These different sets of assumptions shape different value systems and 



get translated into different management and organizational practices which in turn 

reinforce the original assumptions. It, therefore, becomes critical to understand such 

assumptions in order to correctly interpret the meaning of particular policies and practices 

(Laurent, 1986). 

Model and Hypotheses 

This study investigates the relationship between management's overall concern for 

employees, management's attention to safety and production, and safety as perceived by 

blue collar workers at each site. The study's model is presented in Figure 1, developed 

initially for the U.S. sample and relies on the National Safety Council finding that 

management attitudes have a significant impact on workers' safety (Asfahl, 1984). The 

study is then extended to be cross-cultural by generating hypotheses about how the 

relationships among the constructs should vary due to cultural differences. 

Insert Figure 1 about here 

Figure 1 shows that management's concern for employees in general is 

hypothesized to effect the priority management places on safety. Levy and Wegman 

(1983) argue that management has a responsibility to minimize any negative aspects of 

situations affecting the employees' health and safety. So, we expect that the higher 

management's overall concern for its employees, the higher safety priority. 
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H1: Management's overall concern for employees will result in a high management 

priority for safety. 

A number of National Safety Council's studies have also shown that U.S. 

managers' interest and involvement in the safety at the work place result in lower injury 



rates (Asfahl, 1984). Thus, we propose that the greater management's emphasis on safety, 

the higher the perceived safety level on the shop floor. 

H2: Management's emphasis on safety will increase the safety level. 

Production priority, in contrast, is expected to decrease the perceived safety level. 

According the National Safety Council, bad working conditions, tight schedules, and 

unsafe work layouts reflect management's subordination of safety to productivity. 

Management's emphasis on production increases workers' tension and frustration which 

lead them to have more accidents (Asfahl, 1984; Keenan, Kerr & Sherman, 1951). 

H3: Management's emphasis on production will decrease the safety level. 

In order to test this U.S. based model in other countries, Lytle, Brett, Barsness, 

Tinsley and Janssens (1993) advise generating hypotheses about how the relationships 

between the model's four constructs will be similar or different in different cultures and . .. 

proposing what it is about culture that is causing the hypothesized difference. In order to 

generate such hypotheses, it is necessacy to define culture in a way that is specific enough 

so that cultural effects can be observed. These authors conceptualize culture as consisting 

of two interrelated domains: psychological and socio-economic that are embedded in an 

environmental context The psychological domain of ctilture includes shared cognitions, 

perceptions, attitudes, beliefs, values, norms, behaviors, and modes of communication. 

The socio-economic domain of culture serves to control the interaction patterns of people 

in a society. These structures such as government institutions, or political, legal and 

industrial relations systems, control, direct, and limit behavior, and socialize new societal 

members. 

5 

Although researchers may disagree about the appropriate definition of culture, they 

generally agree that cultures can be operationalized by identification of cultural 

dimensions. Consistent with their definition of culture, Lytle et al. (1993) classify a 
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number of cultural dimensions as psychological or socio-economic. They further suggest 

that these dimensions can be used to generate hypotheses explaining cross-cultural effects. 

The positions of different cultures on dimensions, relevant to the phenomena under 

investigation, can serve as the basis for hypothesizing cultural differences. 

One of the problems in cross-cultural research is interpreting results and attributing 

results to cultural effects. Lytle and associates (1993) advocate generating specific 

hypotheses about which dimension of culture should cause cultural differences in the 

relations among phenomena of interest to the researcher. They advise further that cultures 

studied should be selected so that hypotheses about relationships between phenomena take 

on a complex pattern when tested cross-culturally. They point out that confidence in 

attributing results to cultural effects is increased when it can be specified a priori how the 

pattern of relationships among phenomena of interest should change depending on the 

influence of several cultural dimensions. 

Two dimensions of culture were hypothesized to account for cross-cultural 

differences in relationships between the constructs in Figure 1 across the three cultures 

studied here. These dimensions were a socio-economic system, industrial relations system, 

and a psychological value, individualism-collectivism. The three national cultures under 

investigation were the U.S., France, and Argentina. 

Industrial Relations System 

Industrial relations, a socio-economic element of culture, are expected to account 

for differences in the structural relationships between management's concern and safety 

priority between U.S. and France, and U.S. and Argentina. 

In the United States, worker safety standards are set by state and federal 

legislation. Management is responsible for conforming to these safety standards. 

Enforcement is handled by government agencies. Fines for violations are levied directly on 

management. Even when workers are represented by unions, and the workers in the U.S. 



sample in this study were not, the unions use grievance procedures to identify and resolve 

concerns that their members have about safety (Miller, 1987). 
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In France, most manufacturing workers are unionized, as were those in our French 

sample. The industrial relations system in France gives the unions a very different role in 

promoting safety on the shop floor, than in the U.S .. French workers are represented on 

work councils and participate in decisions about technical 'on the job' problems, welfare 

and safety, wages and working conditions, and wider production, commercial, and 

economic issues (Baglioni & Crouch, 1990; Salamon, 1987). Their jurisdiction is not 

restricted to handling employees' grievances but extends to codetermine social affairs such 

as working hours and accident prevention. In the area of health and safety, their role is to 

cooperate with management in achieving high standards of health and safety at work. We 

expect that the French unions shared responsibility for safety will dilute the relationship 

between management's overall concern for employees and management's safety priority. In 

France, the priority that management places on safety will likely be affected by the union's 

emphasis on safety, as well as by management's general overall concern for employees. In 

general, we expect much more diffusion of responsibility with respect to safety 

management between management and labor unions in France than in U.S. 

H4: Management's overall concern for employees will influence safety priority in 

the French sample less than in the U.S. sample. 

In Argentina, the private sector is not heavily unionized, and the Argentine 

workers in this study were not represented by a union. Private facilities are governed by a 

model of paternalism and authoritarian management (Cordova, 1984). In general, an 

Argentine employer exercises its power unilaterally, discourages unionization and 

demands loyalty from its workers. Labor relations, therefore, are mainly an extension of 

this paternalism. When there are collective agreements! they generally deal with fringe 

benefits such as medical care, schools, holiday centers, or sports facilities. These types of 
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benefits are supposed to increase employees' loyalty to the employer. Because the labor 

relations in Argentina are characterized by the model of paternalism, we expect that 

paternalism will influence the relationship between management's overall concern for 

employees and management's safety priority. We expect a stronger relationship between 

the two constructs in the Argentine than U.S. samples because the paternalist employers in 

Argentina will be more likely to consider safety as a priority issue than U.S. employers. 

H5: Management's overall concern for employees will influence safety priority in 

the Argentine sample more strongly than in the U.S. sample. 

Individualism-Collectivism 

The dimension of individualism-collectivism describes the degree to which 

individuals are integrated into groups (Hofstede, 1980; Triandis et al., 1985). On the 

individualist side, we fmd societies in which the ties between individuals are loose: all 

members are expected to look after themselves and their immediate families. The emphasis 

is on individual initiative, self-orientation, self-sufficiency and individual accomplishment 

and achievement, identity is based in the individual. On the collectivist side, we fmd 

societies in which people from birth onward are integrated into strong, cohesive groups. 

Individuals will subordinate their personal interests to the goals of their collective, or in

group, those with whom a person works and identifies (Triandis et al., 1985). A 

collectivist belongs to only a few in-groups, often extended families that continue 

protecting them in exchange for unquestioning loyalty. Behavior within the group 

emphasizes cooperation, group welfare, duty, security, and stable social relationships. 

This psychological dimension is expected to influence the structural relationships 

between the safety constructs in the model in Argentina. Argentina is a more collectivist 

country than the U.S. which was the base culture from which the model for this study was 

constructed and whose citizens show a high degree of individualism (Hofstede, 1980). 



The positive relationship between production priority-safety level hypothesized in 

the U.S. may be due to the fact that it is a highly individualistic country. In individualistic 

countries, production may be seen as the responsibility of every individual worker. If 

production emphasis increases, workers may start taking risks, stress increa3es which may 

then lead to a decrease in perceived safety level. In collectivist countries, however, there 

may be no relationship between production priority and safety level. Increased production 

is everyone's responsibility in a collectivist country which implies that stress is diffused, 

and that there is no need for individuals to take risks. Individuals in collectivist countries 

may not even be willing to take risks in work settings afraid they may hurt others. 

H6: Management's emphasis on production will influence the safety level in the 

Argentine sample less than in the U.S. sample. 
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In sum, we expect cross-cultural differences between France and the U.S., and 

Argentina and the U.S. on the relationship between management's overall concern for 

employees and safety priority due to differences in industrial relations. We also expect 

cross-cultural differences between the U.S. and Argentina on the relationship between 

management's emphasis on production and the safety level due to differences between the 

countries in the psychological value, individualism-collectivism. We have no a priori 

reasons based on culture to expect differences between cultures on other parameters in the 

model in Figure 1. 

Method 

Sample 

The sample consisted of300 American, 241 French, and 152 Argentine blue collar 

employees who worked for a U.S. multinational company. The sample included all blue 

collar employees at one plant in each country. The age and tenure of the respondents are 

presented in Table 1. The majority of the respondents were between 30 and 50 years old. 
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Tenure was on average lower in Argentina than it was in the U.S. and French plants which 

were older facilities. 

Insert Table 1 about here 

Measures 

Four constructs, safety level, management's overall concern, safety priority, and 

production priority were measured by 20 questionnaire items. The French and Argentine 

questionnaire was translated into respectively French and Spanish. It was back translated 

to ensure similarity of meaning (Brislin, 1980). The questionnaire involved 20 items on a 

5-point scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree measuring the four 

constructs. 

Analyses 

An initial measurement model suggested by the survey developer was estimated for 

the U.S. sample using the LISREL IV program (Joreskog and Sorbom, 1989). The 

structural model was tested using the sequential testing procedure recommended by 

Anderson and Gerbing (1988). 

Multi-sample analysis (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1989) was used to test whether the 

structural coefficients linking relationships between the constructs in the U.S. sample were 

similar or different in the three other cultures. First, confirmatory factor analysis was used 

to test whether the measurement properties of the observed variables were the same in all 

four different cultures. This test indicates the unidimensionality of the constructs and the 

cultural appropriateness of the operationalization of the constructs. Items that load 

inappropriately in one or more of the comparison cultures may not have been translated 

properly or may have unique meaning in either target or comparison culture. If there is 
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support for the measurement model, multi-sample analysis can then be used to test 

hypotheses about similarities and differences between the structural models in the different 

cultures. Based on the hypotheses, the test specifies which structural relations should be 

invariant and which should vary. Two multi-sample tests were conducted using the U.S. 

sample as the target model and the French, and Argentine samples as the comparison 

models. 

Results 

U.S. Model 

Measyrement model. The initial measurement model for the U.S. sample fit the 

d~ta poorly (X2 = 427.22, df = 164, p < 000). Respecification decisions were based on 

c-ontent and statistical considerations (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). The resulting 

measurement model retained 13 of the 20 measures in the initial model, and provided an 

acceptable fit (X~= 98.4, df =59, p < .001; CFI = .973). The final measurement model is 

presented in Figure 2~ 

. - Insert Figure 2 about here 

The measures showed acceptable convergent validity with each measure being 

significantly related to its underlying factor. Discriminant validity was assessed for the 

highly correlated constructs, organizational concern and safety priority (r = .73). A test of 

. discriminant analysis (Bagozzi & Phillips, 1982) fixes the correlation parameter between 

the two factors at 1.0 and then employ a x2 difference test on the values obtained for the 

constrained and unconstrained model. The x2 value of the unconstrained model (X2 = 

· 98.4, df = 59) was significantly lower than the x2 value of the constrained model (X2 = 

207.99, df = 60), indicating that discriminant validity between management concern and 

safety priority was achieved (X2 difference= 109.6, p < .001). 
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Structural model. The validity of the structural model was supported by the 

sequential x2 differences (X2 = 173.91, df = 62, p < .0001; CFI = .923). The model and the 

parameter estimates are presented in Figure 3. The results supported hypotheses 1, 2 and 

3 for the U.S. model. There was a positive relationship between management's overall 

concern for employees and management's safety priority. While, as hypothesized, 

management's emphasis on safety increased the safety level, management's emphasis on 

production decreased the safety level. 

Insert Figure 3 about here 

Measurement Models of Multi-Sample Analyses 

U.S.- France. Multi-sample, confirmatory factor analysis tested whether the U.S. 

and French samples had the same factor pattern. The results showed that in the French 

sample the items, "when things go well in your job, is your contribution recognized," an 

indicator of management's overall concern, had significant standardized residuals with 

other indicators(> 2.00). The item, "I'm often worried about being injured on the job," an 

indicator of safety level failed to converge on the factor in the French sample (item loading 

of .122). The results indicated that the items did not have the same meaning in France as in 

the U.S. These items were dropped and replaced by pseudo-variables (or constants) in the 

French sample. Replacing an item with a pseudo-variable in one particular sample takes 

into account the culturally specific ways in which an abstract construct may be manifested. 

After replacement, the analysis showed that both samples had a similar factor pattern (X2 = 

138.66, df = 92, p <.01). 

U.S.- Argentina. Multi-sample, confmnatory factor analysis showed that the 

item, "management here does not cut corners where safety is concerned," an indicator of 

safety priority in the U.S. sample, did not show convergent validity in the Argentine 
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sample (loading of -.038 on the factor safety priority). After replacement by a pseudo

variable in the Argentine sample, the multi-sample analysis showed an acceptable fit (X2 = 

151.23, df = 105, p < .01). 

Structural Models of Multi-Sample Analyses 

U.S. - France. The results testing the structural model are presented in Figure 4. 

As expected, in the French sample, the influence of safety priority and of production 

priority on safety level was similar to that in the U.S. sample. However, as hypothesized, 

management's overall concern had a weaker influence on safety priority in the French 

sample than in the U.S. sample. 

Insert Figure 4 about here 

The similarities and differences of the structural models between the U.S. and 

France were tested by x2 differences. First, the equality of the overall structural model was 

tested. The model in which all structural coefficients were constrained to be equal, fit very 

badly Cx2
131 = 559.26). Relaxing all equality constraints gave a X2I28 of 293.93. The 

difference in x2 tests between the two models is distributed as x2 with corresponding 

degrees of freedom equal to the difference in degrees of freedom for the models. This 

difference can then be used as a test of the hypothesis that the structural coefficients in the 

two models are equal. The X23 difference (265.27) was higher than the critical x23 (7.82) 

which indicated that the structural model was different between the U.S. and France. 

Next, the hypothesis that the structural relation between management's overall concern 

and safety priority is different, was tested. This was done by comparing the model in 

which all parameters were freely estimated (X2128 = 293.93) and the model in which the 

coefficient for the relationship between management concern and safety priority was freely 

estimated and the two other coefficients were set to be equal Cx2130 = 296.97). The x2 
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increase (3.04) was not significant (X22 = 5.99) indicating that the model in which all 

parameters were freely estimated and the model in which only the parameter hypothesized 

to be different was freely estimated, were equivalent. Thus, as hypothesized, the 

management concern-safety priority coefficient accounted for the differences between the 

U.S. and French samples. 

U.S.- Argentina. The multi-sample analysis comparing the structural models 

for the U.S. and Argentina are presented in Figure 5. The results supported hypotheses 5 

and 6. In the Argentine sample, management's overall concern had a stronger influence on 

safety priority, and production priority had a weaker impact on safety level than in the 

U.S. sample. There was no difference in the relationship between safety priority and safety 

level. 

Insert Figure 5 about here 

The model in which all structural coefficients were constrained to be equal fit very 

badly (X2129 = 515.5). Relaxing all equality constraints gave a X2126 of 282.9. The x23 

difference (232.6) was higher than the critical x23 (7.815) which indicates that the 

structural model was different for the two groups. Hypothesis 5 was tested by comparing 

the model in which all parameters were freely estimated (X2126 = 282.9) and the model in 

which only the coefficient for the relationship between management concern and safety 

priority was freely estimated Cx2128 = 286.88). The x2 increase was not significant (3.98 < 

x22 = 5.99) indicating that the models were equivalent and that the structural relationship 

between management concern and safety priority was different between the Argentine and 

U.S. samples. 

Hypothesis 6 referring to a weaker relationship between production priority and 

safety level was also confmned. The x2 difference between the model in which all 

parameters were freely estimated (X2I26 = 282.9) and the model in which only the 



coefficient for the relationship between production priority and safety level was freely 

estimated (X2128 = 288.2) was tested. The x2 increase was not significant (5.29 < x22 = 

5.99) indicating that the two models were equivalent, and that the production priority

safety level coefficient was different between the Argentine and U.S. samples. 

Discussion 
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This study showed that a U.S. multinational's safety policy was perceived 

differently by blue collar workers in the U.S., France, and Argentina. The results indicated 

that two dimensions of culture predicted cross-cultural differences between the U.S. and 

the two other countries. 

The industrial relations system, a socio-economic dimension of culture, explained 

the differences in the structural relationship between management's overall concern and 

safety priority in France and Argentina, as compared to the U.S .. In France, the diffusion 

of responsibility with respect to safety management between management and labor unions 

correctly predicted a weaker influence ·of management's overall concern on safety priority. 

In Argentina, the paternalistic orientation of management toward its employees correctly 

predicted a stronger influence of management's overall concern on safety priority. 

Individualism-collectivism, a psychological dimension of culture, predicted 

differences in the structural relationship between production priority and safety level 

between U.S. and Argentina. Blue collar workers in a collectivist country such as 

Argentina, seemed to perceive production priority to be everyone's responsibility which 

decreased the influence of production priority on safety level. 

These results question the possibility that a multinational company can implement 

a single human resource policy in different international locations. Cross-cultural 

differences, both socio-economic and psychological, accounted for the ways in which 

safety management was perceived by blue collar workers. The external-outside fit between 

the safety policy and the firm's cross-national environment seemed to override the internal-
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outside fit between the policy at the corporate level and foreign subsidiary. These results 

suggest that a multinational company may need to recognize that its human resource 

policies reflect some assumptions and values of its home culture that may not generalize to 

its international facilities. 

This fmding of culturally bound management practices raises at the same time the 

broader question of applicability of management theories in other countries and cultures. 

The United States is the major exporter of modern organization theories, but its extreme 

position of, for example, individualism in comparison to most other countries makes the 

relevance of some of its theories in other cultural environments doubtful (Hofstede, 1980). 

This study also illustrated the use of multi-sample analysis in structural equation 

modeling (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1989) as an appropriate tool to conduct quantitative 

cross-cultural research. This technique addresses both construct validity and confirmation 

or disconfirmation of hypotheses, two important issues in attributing results to cultural 

effects (Lytle et al., 1993). 

First, the construct validity is determined by the measurement model portion of 

multi-sample analysis. The measurement model is a confirmatory factor analysis which 

compares the factor structures among the different cultural groups. In addition, this 

technique allows for the inclusion of some ernie measures (measures that are unique to a 

culture, for which there is no equivalent measure in other cultures). Here ernie measures 

were replaced by pseudo-indicators in cultural samples if items were not valid. Using this 

technique, this study described phenomena that are meaningful to members of a given 

culture, while simultaneously retaining an ability to compare the phenomena across 

cultures which, in essence, is construct validity in cross-cultural research (Berry, 1980; 

Hulin, 1987). 

Second, this study tested specific hypotheses about similarities and differences 

within the structural model. The advantage of structural modeling over traditional 

methods such as simple t-tests and regression are twofold: the relationship between one 



construct and other constructs can be tested without the bias that measurement error 

introduces; and structural equation modeling gives an overall measure of model fit 

(Steenkamp & van Trijp, 1992). In examining all the proposed relationships among the 

constructs in one test, structural equation modeling is like testing all the regression 

equations in path analysis at once. 

17 

Overall, this study questioned the cross-cultural generalizability of human resource 

policies of multinational organizations. Due to its scope, the study examined only one 

policy of one company in three countries. The results do not rule out the possibility that 

some companies may be successful in imposing consistent patterns of human resource 

policy in different countries. However, they do show that human policy is perceived 

differently in different countries and that these differences are predictable, based on 

generally available knowledge about cultural similarities and differences. Future research 

has definitely a major task in examining which policies may be similar across cultures, 

which policies do not, and why they may not be transferable. 

Conclusion 

The relationships between management's overall concern for employees, its 

attention to safety and priority, and the safety level were perceived differently by blue 

collar workers in the U.S., France, and Argentina. Multi-sampling analysis in structural 

equation modeling confirmed hypotheses proposing these differences were due to two 

cultural dimensions, the industrial relations system and individualism-collectivism. 
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Table 1 

Age and Tenure of the Respondents 

u.s. France Argentina 

Age 
< 30 years 16% 10% 19% 
30 to 50 years 63% 80% 71% 
>50 years 21% 10% 10% 

Tenure 
< 5 years 34% 6% 44% 
6 to 10 years 23% 21% 23% 
> 10 years 43% 73% 33% 



Figure 1 

Research Model 

Management's Overall Concern _+ __ )~ Safety Priority 

Production Priority --------~ Safety Level 



Figure 2 

Measures in Final Measurement Model in U.S. Sample 

Management's Overall Concern 
XL I am satisfied with the way the company deals with employee complaints. 
X2. It seems to me, top management of the company is in touch with the concerns and 
problems of the people at my level in the organization. 
X3. At this time, how would you rate the morale of employees you work with? 
X4. When things go well in your job, is your contribution recognized? 

Production Priority 
X5. Supervisors seem more concerned about their production performance than safety 
performance. 
X6. Management here definitely puts production, cost and quality ahead of safety. 

Safety Priority 
Yl. Management clearly considers the safety of employees most important here. 
Y2. Management here does not cut corners where safety is concerned. 
Y3. The equipment used here is good and well taken care off. 
Y 4. Management here does all it can to prevent accidents. 

Safety Level (response scale is reversed) 
Y5. I am often worried about being injured on the job. 
Y6. In my opinion, my work environment has or will have a serious effect on my 
health. 
Y7. How do you feel about your overall work environment? (safe-unsafe) 
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Figure 3 

Structural Model with Parameter Estimates for U.S. Sample 

Management's Overall Concern _·6_3_~) Safety Priority 

1.28 
-.32 1 Production Priority--------~) Safety Leve 

Note: Parameters are not standardized. 



Figure4 

Structural Model with Parameter Estimates for French Sample 

Management's Overall Concern _·_30_*_-+) Safety Priority 

-.20 
Production Priority ---------+) Safety Level 

Note: Parameters are not standardized 
*Parameters are significantly different than in U.S. sample. 



Figure 5 

Structural Model with Estimated Parameters for Argentine Sample 

Management's Overall Concern _·_95_*_-}) Safety Priority 

-.05* Production Priority--------~) Safety Level 

"Note: Parameters are not standardized 
*Parameters are significantly different than in U.S. sample. 


