
The Relationship Between Reporting Occupational Injuries, Job Control, 
and Safety Citizenship Sub-dimensions of Action
Clint Pinion1*, Joshua Reichert, PE2, and Nathaniel Stephens1

1Department of Environmental Health Science, College of Health Sciences, Eastern Kentucky University, 521 Lancaster Avenue, Dizney 106, 
Richmond, KY 40475, United States.
2 Department of Fire Protection and Paramedicine Sciences, College of Justice & Safety, Eastern Kentucky University, 521 Lancaster Avenue, 
Ashland 130, Richmond, KY 40475,United States.

 Journal of Public Health Issues and Practices

Pinion, C., et al. (2021). J Pub Health Issue Pract, 5(2): 178
https://doi.org/10.33790/jphip1100178

Article Details
Article Type: Research Article
Received date: 10th May, 2021 
Accepted date: 09th June, 2021 
Published date: 01th July, 2021
Corresponding Author: Clint Pinion, Jr., DrPH, MA, CIT, RS, Associate Professor Director, Master of Public Health Pro-
gram, Department of Environmental Health Science College of Health Sciences, Eastern Kentucky University, 521 Lancaster 
Avenue Dizney 106, Richmond, KY 40475, United States. E-mail: clint.pinion@eku.edu
Citation: Pinion, C., Reichert, J, & Stephens, N. (2021). The Relationship Between Reporting Occupational Injuries, Job 
Control, and Safety Citizenship Sub-dimensions of Action. J Pub Health Issue Pract 5(2): 178. doi: https://doi.org/10.33790/
jphip1100178
Copyright: ©2021, This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License 
4.0, which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original author and source 
are credited.

Abstract
   More than five thousand workers lost their lives in 2018 due to 
occupational incidents. Research suggests that increased job control 
and safety citizenship can help mitigate occupational incidents. 
This study aims to answer the following research question: Does a 
relationship exist between the behavior of reporting occupational 
injuries and both job control and safety citizenship?  This exploratory 
cross-sectional study used an employee perception questionnaire to 
examine the behavior of reporting occupational injuries, employee 
job control, and six safety citizenship sub-dimensions of action (i.e. 
stewardship, civic virtue, whistleblowing, initiating safety-related 
change, voice, and helping) at two companies in the Midwestern 
region of the United States. The survey consisted of 34 items and 
used a 5-point Likert Scale to quantify the data gathered along with 
other demographic variables. An ordinal logistic regression analysis 
to investigate the relationship between the behavior of reporting 
occupational injuries, job control, and the six sub-dimensions of 
safety citizenship was conducted. Results indicate that job control 
( X2 = 8.512, df = 1, p < 0.05) and whistleblowing (X2 = 4.836, df 
= 1, p < 0.05) predict the behavior of occupational injury reporting.
Keywords: safety citizenship; occupational injuries; and job control.
Introduction and Background
   Hofman and colleagues [1] note that significant improvements 
to safety have occurred in workplaces across the United States 
over the past century. Even with noted improvements, more than 
five thousand workers lost their lives in 2018 due to occupational 
incidents [2]. Employers develop policies, procedures, and programs 
aimed to mitigate occupational injuries, illnesses, and fatalities [3].  
Such implementation can reduce the severity of work place injuries, 
protect employees, and assist the employer in attaining regulatory 
safety compliance. Griffin and Neal [4] define safety compliance 
as, “the core safety activities that need to be carried out by 
individuals to maintain workplace safety” (p.349). Ensuring safety 
compliance at a workplace does not negate occupational injuries, 
illnesses, and fatalities. In fact, employers often implement leading 
indicator programs, which include analyses of workplace events, 
conditions or measures, to predict and prevent future occupational 
incidents. The consensus among safety professionals is that safety 
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compliance alone will not halt occupational incidents.    
   Leading indicator programs often target an increase in safety 
participation to focus more attention on a company’s safety policies, 
procedures, and programs [5]. Griffin and Neal [4] define safety 
participation as discretionary activities that are not required as part 
of the employee’s job tasks. These activities, which some researchers 
refer to as safety citizenship behaviors, assist employers and 
employees in facilitating and improving workplace safety [6].Safety 
Citizenship includes, “discretionary and prosocial employee activities 
that are essential for managing risk in safety critical industries” [7], 
(p.190).  Hoffman and colleagues [8] provide the following examples 
of safety citizenship behaviors: improving workplace safety through 
providing suggestions for organization safety change; participating 
in safety activities beyond mere safety compliance requirements 
defined in a job task; championing workplace safety programs and 
policies; and assisting coworkers through coaching and exemplifying 
proper safety behaviors. Safety participation is more effective in 
reducing occupational injuries, illnesses, and incidents than safety 
compliance activities [9,10]. 
Challenge versus Affiliative Safety Citizenship
   Curcuruto and colleagues [7] present challenge v. affiliative 
safety citizenship.  Affiliative safety citizenship includes behaviors, 
which are cooperative and interpersonal and aimed at strengthening 
the overall safety socialization and status quo of a workplace [11].  
Affiliative safety citizenship is important when trying to predict 
micro-accidents and accidents lacking injuries [12]. Challenge-based 
safety citizenship includes proactive behaviors, which will lead to 
improvements or change to the existing safety systems at a workplace.  
Challenge or proactive behaviors are important in predicting lost-
time injuries and the frequency of near-miss incidents.
   Affiliative citizenship is defined by prosocial behaviors and includes 
concepts such as helping (i.e. employees help coworkers complete 
their safety responsibilities), civic virtue (i.e. employees engage 
in non-mandatory safety meetings and programs), whistleblowing 
(i.e. employees report coworkers for violating safety policies and 
procedures), and stewardship (i.e. employees protect coworkers 
from at-risk situations). Challenge safety citizenship is defined by 
proactive behaviors and includes concepts such as safety voice
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(i.e. employees promote workplace safety activities) and safety 
related change (i.e. employees initiate change to improve workplace 
safety) [8]. The extent to which an employee has defined safety as 
part of their work role helps predict how likely they are to engage 
in the affiliative type of safety citizenship. The more engrained 
safety is in an employee’s role definition, the more likely they are to 
participate in affiliative citizenship.  
   Curcuruto and colleagues [7] note that safety behaviors are either 
avoidance or approach in motivation. Meaning that some behaviors 
lead to safety socialization (i.e. process by which employees observe 
their colleagues to learn acceptable safety behaviors) or safety system 
implementation (e.g., behavior based observation program launched 
at the worksite). These approach behaviors are promotional, as they 
focus on the positive aspects of safety, and rely upon citizenship 
concepts, such as voice, helping, and initiative.  Protection based 
motivation aims to avoid the negative implications of safety 
incidents, such as loss-time from work, injuries, illnesses, or fatalities. 
Citizenship concepts, such as stewardship and whistleblowing, would 
be associated with avoidance motivation. 
   Research suggests that increases in workplace safety citizenship 
is associated with improvements in safety performance (i.e. 
safety compliance is met) [10,13]. Employees report experiencing 
fewer occupational incidents when they self-report higher safety-
participation and job control (i.e. job autonomy). Clarke [9] suggests 
that safety citizenship can help prevent property damage, minor 
injuries, serious injuries, and fatalities. Curcuruto and colleagues 
[12] offer that safety performance outcomes are influenced by 
different safety behaviors. Non-injury occupational incidents and 
micro-accidents (i.e. injuries requiring medical attention but no time 
away from work) can be predicted by prosocial behaviors. Prosocial 
behaviors are team-oriented, focused on helping to instruct coworkers 
on safety expectations, and places emphasis on monitoring co-worker 
safety behaviors [12]. Research suggests that a negative correlation 
exists between prosocial behaviors and micro-accidents and non-
injury occupational incidents. A reduction in micro accidents and 
non-injury occupational incidents occurs when prosocial behaviors 
rise in prevalence at a workplace. 
   Proactive behaviors are more important in predicting lost-time 
occupational injuries and near-miss incidents [12]. Proactive 
behaviors may include voicing concern over organizational safety 
policies, procedures or programs through completing safety climate 
surveys. The ultimate goal of proactive behaviors is to improve 
workplace safety conditions through identification and mitigation 
of workplace hazards. A lack of proactive safety participation, 
ultimately, can be deemed an antecedent of safety violations [10,14]
and lost-time, occupational injuries and fatalities [12].   
Job Control and Workplace Injuries
   Employees who participate in safety initiatives are more likely to 
maintain compliance with safety regulations and policies [14]. The 
likelihood of employees participating in safety activities is associated 
with how safety is defined in their job role. Employees viewing safety 
as part of their job are prone to have more evolved definitions of their 
safety citizenship role [14] and are more likely to engage in safety 
activities. Turner and colleagues [15] concur with this notion and add 
that job control is positively related to safety compliance.  Job control 

is defined as an, “employees capacity to control work tasks, work 
environment, and work task outcomes” [3] , (p.71). Safety-related 
situational constraints predict workplace injury occurrence and 
severity. The effect is buffered by job control [16]. Thus, employees 
can prevent injuries or minimize the severity of injuries by having 
increased job control. Job control allows the employee to select when 
and how to expend their cognitive resources and affects their perception 
of management’s commitment to employee safety.  Increased job 
control is associated with positive safety citizenship and improved 
employee perception of management’s commitment to safety [3].
Current Study
   To date, studies have not examined the relationship between injury 
reporting behaviors of employees, job control, and the six sub-
dimensions of action of safety citizenship in the distilling industry.  
Such a deficit in literature is surprising, given the positive connection 
established between: (1) increased safety citizenship and fewer 
occupational injuries and fatalities; and (2) increased job control and 
improved safety citizenship. This study aims to answer the following 
research question: Does a relationship exist between the behavior of 
reporting occupational injuries and both self-perceived job control 
and safety citizenship?  This study uses a self-report questionnaire to:
1. Assess the relationship between the behavior of occupational 

injury reporting among employees working in the distilling 
industry and their self-perceived job control and six sub-
dimensions of action of safety citizenship.

Materials and Methods
   This exploratory cross-sectional study used an employee perception 
questionnaire to examine self-reported perceptions of occupational 
injury reporting behaviors, employee job control and safety citizenship 
at two distilling companies in the Midwestern region of the United 
States. The companies’ work primarily consisted of construction 
consulting and distilling/bottling. The survey consisted of 34 items 
and used a 5-point Likert Scale to quantify the data gathered along 
with other demographic variables. Survey items used to measure job 
control were based upon those used by Pinion et al. [3] (see Table 
1). To measure safety citizenship, a modified version of the scale 
noted in Hoffman and Morgeson [8] was used (see Table 1). One 
question was added to the questionnaire to determine if employees 
report occupational injuries.  Employees answered each survey 
item on a 5-point Likert Scale, (1) Strongly Disagree, (2) Disagree, 
(3) Neutral, (4) Agree, and (5) Strongly Agree. Demographic 
information collected included: (a) age, (b) sex, (c) region of origin, 
(d) education level, (e) position at company, (f) years in industry, (g) 
years worked for current company, and (h) different locations worked 
at for company. Age was divided into four categories, (1) ≤24, (2) 
25-34, (3) 35-49, and (4) >50. Region of origin options were: (1) 
Canada, (2) United States, (3) Central America, (4) South America, 
(5) Africa, (6) Western Europe, (7) Eastern Europe, (8) Asian Pacific, 
(9) Australia, and (10) Mexico. Education Level was divided into 5 
options; (1) Some High School, (2) High School or GED Diploma, 
(3) Some College, (4) College Degree, and (5) Graduate Degree. 
Position was broken down into 5 options; (1) Laborer/Craftworker, 
(2) Foreman, (3) Supervisor, (4) Technical/Office Support, and (5) 
Senior Management. Finally, years in industry, years for current 
company, and number of locations worked all had the same options; 
(1) <1, (2) 1-5, (3) 6-10, (4) 11-15, and (5) ≥16. 

Job control
Employees are routinely involved in the development of safe work procedures
Employees have influence over the variety of tasks they perform
Employees influence the policies, procedures, and performance concerning their work
Employees have influence over the availability of supplies and equipment they need to do their work
Employees are properly trained by management in the use of writing safe work procedures
Employees have influence over the amount of work they do

Table 1. to be cont...
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Employees have influence over the training of other employees in their unit
Employees have influence over the quality of work that they do
Employees have influence over the decisions as to when things will be done in their work unit
In general, employees have influence over their work and work related factors
Employees have influence over the order in which they perform tasks at work
Employees have influence over the pace of their work
Employees have influence over the decisions concerning which individuals they work with
Employees have influence over the hours or schedule that they work
Employees have influence over the availability of materials they need to do their work
Employees have influence on when they work ahead and take short rest breaks during work hours
Safety citizenship
Helping
Employees volunteer for safety committees
Employees help teach safety procedures to new team members.
Employees assist others to make sure they perform their work safely.
Voice 
Employees encourage others to get involved with safety issues.
Employees make safety-related recommendations about work activities. 
Employees express opinions on safety matters even if others disagree.
Stewardship 
Employees protect fellow team members from safety hazards.
Employees go out of their way to look out for the safety of other team members. 
Employees take action to protect other team members from risky situations.
Whistleblowing 
Employees explain to other team members that they will report safety violations.
Employees tell other team members to follow safe working procedures. 
Employees monitor new team members to ensure they are performing work safely. 
Civic Virtue
Employees attend safety meetings.
Employees attend non-mandatory safety meetings. 
Employees stay informed of changes in safety policies and procedures. 
Initiating Safety-related Change 
Employees try to improve safety procedures.
Employees try to change the way a job is done to make it safer. 
Employees try to change policies and procedures to make them safer.

Table 1. Job control and safety citizenship survey items

Participant Inclusion Criteria
   Inclusion criteria for this study were: (1) individual was employed 
with one of the two participating companies; (2) individual was able 
to provide verbal informed consent after listening to the principal 
investigator read an invitation to take part in the study; (3) individual
was able to read and comprehend survey instrument, which was 
written in English; and (4) individual completed all sections of the 
survey instrument. 
Recruitment and Consent
   Employees working at three separate facilities of the two companies 
who met the inclusion criteria were invited by the principal 
investigator to participate in this study. The survey instrument was 
administered at a time most convenient to the majority of employees.  
The Principal Investigator read an invitation to take part in the study 
and only individuals providing verbal consent were given the paper 
survey instrument to complete. 

Hypothesis Testing
   Scores for the behavior of reporting occupational injuries (OIS), job 
control (JCS), and six aspects of safety citizenship (i.e. stewardship 
[IV2], civic virtue [IV3], whistleblowing [IV4], initiating safety-
related change [IV5], voice [IV6], and helping [IV7]) were 
calculated for each participant. Participants rated each question listed 
in Table 1 between 1 and 5. The highest point total resulting in a 
total of 5 for OIS, 80 for JCS, and 90 for SCS. The OIS, JCS, and 
SCS was a summation of scores assigned to each item, divided by 
the total points possible, expressed as a percent. An ordinal logistic 
regression analysis to investigate the relationship between the 
behavior of reporting occupational injuries, job control, and the six 
sub-dimensions of safety citizenship was conducted. The predictor 
variables were tested a priori to verify there was no violation of 
multicollinearity. 
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Results
Response Rate
   A total of 198 employees were invited to take part in this study.  The 
response rate for this study was 77% or n=152.  The 152 completed 
surveys were included in statistical analyses. 
Participant Demographics
   The study participants were aged as follows: 8% (n=12) were 24 
years of age or younger, 22% (n=34) were between the ages of 25 
and 34, 36% (n=54) were between the ages of 35 and 49, and 34% 
(n=52) were 50 years of age or older. The study population was 
overwhelmingly male (87%, n=132) and from the United States 
(97%, n=147).  The education of the participants was as follows: 

3% (n=5) completed some high school, 52% (n=79) completed high 
school or a GED diploma, 31% (n=47) completed some college, 14% 
(n=21) completed a college degree.  The majority of participants 
(74%, n=113) identified as laborers or craft workers. 
Hypothesis Testing Results
Internal Consistency Reliability
   Due to the nature of Likert scale surveys, the internal consistency 
of the responses was conducted using the Cronbach Alpha. The first 
Cronbach Alpha was found based on the questions related to Job 
Control. The mean scores and standard deviation of each of the 16 
questions can be found in Table 2. Overall, an acceptable level of 
internal consistency from the responses focused around the category 
of Job Control was found (a = 0.896).

Question Mean S.D. Cronbach 
Alpha

Employees are routinely involved in the 
development of safe work procedures

3.61 0.806 0.896

Employees have influence over the variety 
of tasks they perform

3.70 0.905

Employees influence the policies, 
procedures, and performance concerning 
their work

3.66 0.935

Employees have influence over the 
availability of supplies and equipment they 
need to do their work

3.64 0.916

Employees are properly trained by 
management in the use of writing safe work 
procedures

3.36 0.994

Employees have influence over the amount 
of work they do

3.30 1.091

Employees have influence over the training 
of other employees in their unit

3.51 0.891

Employees have influence over the quality 
of work that they do

3.96 0.754

Employees have influence over the decisions 
as to when things will be done in their work 
unit

3.31 0.951

In general, employees have influence over 
their work and work-related factors

3.66 0.847

Employees have influence over the order in 
which they perform tasks at work

3.51 0.921

Employees have influence over the pace of 
their work

3.51 1.023

Employees have influence over the decisions 
concerning which individuals they work 
with

3.03 1.054

Employees have influence over the hours or 
schedule that they work

2.70 1.206

Employees have influence over the 
availability of materials they need to do their 
work

3.49 0.906

Employees have influence on when they 
work ahead and take short rest breaks during 
work hours

3.36 1.038

Table 2. Internal consistency of job control survey items
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   The second internal consistency test conducted was focused on 
the survey questions in the category of Safety Citizenship. Within 
Safety Citizenship, the survey questions were divided in to 6 
subcategories; helping, voice, stewardship, whistleblowing, civic 
virtue, and initiating safety-related change. Table 3 notes the mean 
scores and standard deviations for each safety citizenship survey 
question and the Cronbach Alpha found for each of the six sub-
dimensions of safety citizenship.  While a common acceptable level 
of a Cronbach Alpha is 0.7, it has also been found to be acceptable

in areas as low as 0.4 (Taber, 2018). Every subcategory including;
helping (α = 0.587), voice (α = 0.665), stewardship (α = 0.723), 
whistleblowing (a = 0.715), civic virtue (α = 0.576), and initiating 
safety-related change (α = 0.610) all demonstrated an acceptable 
level of internal consistency. A test of internal consistency was also 
found for the category of Safety Citizenship using all 18 questions 
(combining all subcategories) and is also determined to be at an 
acceptable level (α = 0.910).

Category Question Mean S.D. Cronbach 
Alpha

Cronbach 
Alpha

Helping Employees volunteer for safety 
committees

3.43 0.851 0.587 0.910

Employees help teach safety 
procedures to new team members.

3.81 0.812

Employees assist others to make 
sure they perform their work safely.

3.78 0.799

Voice Employees encourage others to get 
involved with safety issues.

3.43 0.835 0.665

Employees make safety-related 
recommendations about work 
activities.

3.89 0.676

Employees express opinions 
on safety matters even if others 
disagree.

3.84 0.732

Stewardship Employees protect fellow team 
members from safety hazards.

4.02 0.723 0.723

Employees go out of their way to 
look out for the safety of other team 
members.

3.78 0.845

Employees take action to protect 
other team members from risky 
situations.

3.97 0.695

Whistleblowing Employees explain to other team 
members that they will report safety 
violations.

3.49 0.869 0.715

Employees tell other team members 
to follow safe working procedures.

3.61 0.781

Employees monitor new team 
members to ensure they are 
performing work safely.

3.73 0.906

Civic Virtue Employees attend safety meetings. 3.77 0.888 0.576
Employees attend non-mandatory 
safety meetings.

2.88 0.972

Employees stay informed of 
changes in safety policies and 
procedures.

3.39 0.984

Initiating Safety-
Related Change

Employees try to improve safety 
procedures.

3.85 0.795 0.610

Employees try to change the way a 
job is done to make it safer.

3.88 0.783

Employees try to change policies 
and procedures to make them safer.

3.47 0.913

Table 3. Internal consistency of safety citizenship survey items
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Ordinal Regression Analysis
   The first step in the ordinal regression analysis is to compare 
the intercept only model with the new model that contains the 
independent variables. The model fitness information for both

models is provided as 2 log likelihood values. Table 4 presents the 
findings related to the fitness of both models. 

Model -2 Log Likelihood Chi-Square df Sig.

Intercept Only 295.999
Final 247.695 48.304 7 .000

Table 4. Model fitting

Table 4 shows the results of this analysis comparing the intercept 
only model and the new model that includes the independent 
variables. The new model, which includes the independent variables 
of this study, shows a statistically significant chi-square value (X2 = 
295.999 – 247.695 = 48.304, df = 7, p < 0.05). This demonstrates that 
the independent variables used in this analysis do have a relationship

with the dependent variable. A goodness-of-fit test was also 
conducted to determine if the observed data is a good fit with the 
fitted new model. For this test, a Pearson and Deviance goodness-
of-fit test were conducted. The results of these tests can be seen in 
Table 5.

Chi-Square Df Sig.
Pearson 287.010 287 .489
Deviance 247.695 287 .955

Table 5. Goodness of Fit

   As shown in Table 5, the Pearson’s chi-square values (X2 = 
287.010, df = 287, p > 0.05) and the deviance chi-square values (X2 = 
247.695, df = 287, p > 0.05) were not significant. With neither being 
significant, this fails to reject the null hypothesis. The supports that 
the observed data has a good fit with the new model.
   A Wald test was conducted to determine if the independent

variables were significant. In Table 6, each independent variable is 
listed. Table 6 provides the estimated error and standard deviation of 
each independent variable. Further, the table provides the Wald Chi-
square value (estimate/std. error)2. Each Wald statistic is measured 
with 1 degree of freedom and statistical significance is found.

Estimate Std. 
Error

Wald df Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval
Lower 
Bound

Upper 
Bound

Dependent 
Variable

[Workers_Always_
Report_Injuries = 
1.00]

5.528 1.477 14.015 1 .000 2.634 8.423

[Workers_Always_
Report_Injuries = 
2.00]

7.382 1.536 23.105 1 .000 4.372 10.392

Independent 
Variables

JC_Average 1.309 .449 8.512 1 .004 .430 2.188
Helping_Average -.525 .458 1.313 1 .252 -1.424 .373
Voice_Average .087 .441 .039 1 .844 -.779 .952
Stewardship_Average -.284 .439 .421 1 .517 -1.144 .575
Whistleblowing_
Average

.863 .393 4.836 1 .028 .094 1.633

CivicVirtue_Average .220 .367 .359 1 .549 -.499 .939
Initiating 
SafetyRelatedCha 
nge_Average

.535 .425 1.582 1 .208 -.299 1.369

Table 6. Parameter Estimates



Page 7of 9

 J Pub Health Issue Pract                                                                                                                                          JPHIP, an open access journal
Volume 5. 2021. 178                                                                                                                                                ISSN- 2581-7264

   Table 6 provides the results of the Wald’s Chi-squared test to test 
each independent variable. From this test, only job control (X2 = 
8.512, df = 1, p < 0.05) and whistleblowing (X2 = 4.836, df = 1, p < 
0.05) showed significance in the model. While the Wald Chi-squared 
value is easy to calculate, its reliability is questionable. This can be 
contributed to larger samples having an inflated standard error. This 
would further result in lower Wald Chi-square scores [17].

   A test of parallel lines was conducted to test the null hypothesis 
that the new model is valid when compared to the categories and 
subcategories. This test is sometimes referred to as parallelism. A 2 
log-likelihood value was found for both a general model and the new 
model, which were then compared to find the chi-square value for the 
general model. These results can be seen in the table below.

Model -2 Log 
Likelihood

Chi-Square df Sig.

Null 
Hypothesis

247.695

General 239.489 8.205 7 .315
Table 7. Test of Parallel Lines

The null hypothesis states that the location parameters (slope coefficients) are the same 
across response categories.

   As shown in Table 7, the test of parallel lines on the general model 
does not provide a statistically significant result (X2 = 247.695 
– 239.489 = 8.205, df = 7, p > 0.05). Due to this, the test fails to 
reject the null hypothesis. This supports the null hypothesis that the 
slope coefficient from the new model is the same across the response 
categories and subcategories.
   In order to conduct an odd-ratio analysis as a two by two, the values 
obtained by the participants was divided in to categories. For the 
question, “Employees always report injuries they acquire at work”, 

responses from participants were divided in to a Disagree/Neutral 
category and an Agree category. For the 34 questions relating to 
both Job Control and Safety Citizenship, a sum was taken of each 
participants responses then divided in to either a score of “Less 
than 102” or “102 and up”. For the sum of Job Control and Safety 
Citizenship questions, the minimum value a participant could 
achieve was 34 (selecting 1 for all questions) and the maximum value 
a participant could achieve was 170 (selecting 5 for all questions). A 
value of 102 was selected for the division as this would represent a 
participant selecting a 3 (or neutral) for all questions.

Risk Estimate on Job Control and Safety Citizenship Questions
Value 95% Confidence Interval

Lower Upper
Odds Ratio for JC and SC (Less than 
102 / 102 and up)

3.491 1.164 10.470

Employees always report injuries they 
acquire at work = Disagree /Neutral

1.733 1.199 2.504

Employees always report injuries they 
acquire at work = Agree

.496 .235 1.050

N of Valid Cases 152
Table 8. Risk estimate on job control and safety citizenship questions.

   Ttable 8 shows that a participant that scored less than 102 on 
Job Control and Safety Citizenship questions are 3.491 times more 
likely to respond they either disagree or are neutral to the question 
“Employees always report injuries they acquire at work”.
Conclusion
   The purpose of this study was to assess the relationship between 
the behavior of reporting occupational injuries, self-reported job 
control, and six safety citizenship scores (i.e. stewardship [IV2], civic 
virtue [IV3], whistleblowing [IV4], initiating safety-related change 
[IV5], voice [IV6], and helping [IV7]) from two companies in the 
Midwestern region of the United States. From the results, it was found 
that whistleblowing [IV4] and self-reported job control predicted 
whether or not a worker would report an injury.  The findings of this 
study are not surprising, as affiliative safety citizenship tends to focus 
on promoting socialization of positive safety culture and ensuring 
current levels of safety performance and compliance are maintained 
[7,11]. Employees who deem safety as part of their work tasks are 
more likely to have evolved definitions of safety citizenship roles.  An 
employee’s desire to reduce workplace injuries, illnesses, and fatalities

will cultivate safety behaviors such as reporting occupational injuries, 
workplace safety violations, and hazards [12]. Such protective 
behaviors are considered avoidance in nature (i.e. avoid the negative 
impact of injuries, illnesses, and fatalities on a workplace) and are 
associated with two safety citizenship sub-dimensions of action 
(i.e. stewardship and whistleblowing) [18]. Employees who engage 
in affiliative safety citizenship behaviors often possess the needed 
safety knowledge to move from a state of safety motivation to safety 
participation [14]. Such movement illustrates that the employee cares 
about the health, safety, and well-being of their coworkers [15,19].   
   Important to note is the difference in safety performance outcomes 
between prosocial and proactive safety behaviors.  The findings of 
this study support prior research focusing on the predictability of non-
injury workplace incidents and micro-accidents through increases 
in prosocial behaviors. As expected, the significant sub-dimension 
of action associated with self-reported workplace incidents was 
whistleblowing, which is a prosocial behavior [12]. Whistleblowing 
refers to an employee’s ability to monitor their colleagues for safe 
work performance, report safety violations to management, and
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demonstrate how to follow safe working procedures. The increase in 
the behavior of reporting occupational injuries would be expected, as 
an individual with a higher whistleblowing score would be cognizant 
of at-risk situations in the workplace and stop their coworkers from 
engaging in at-risk behaviors.       
   The addition of job control as statistically significant variable in 
determining if employees will report an occupational injury is not 
surprising. Synder and colleagues [16] note that employees with 
more job control will feel empowered to prevent and report injuries.  
Overall, employees with increased job control have increased safety 
citizenship, a positive perception of a workplace’s safety climate 
and management’s commitment to safety [3]. When employees 
perceive they work for a management team who prioritizes the 
safety of its employees, they are more likely to engage in affiliative 
safety citizenship. Affiliative safety citizenship is prosocial in nature, 
meaning, employees engaged in affiliative safety citizenship aim to 
please their management team, maintain positive safety climate and 
safety status quo[7].  Employees who feel they have more time or job 
control to participate in safety activities will do so.   
Practical Implications
   Increasing the behavior of reporting occupational injuries requires 
management to increase the intrinsic safety motivation of their 
employees [20]. Motivated employees are eager to gain needed 
safety knowledge to be proactive in their safety approach. A climate 
of teamwork and camaraderie can increase the proactive nature of 
employees.  Such a climate is built through establishing employee 
commitment, which is gained through promotion of prosocial 
behaviors; however, prosocial behaviors alone will not promote 
the behavior of reporting occupational injuries and thus, preventing 
lost-time workplace incidents. Workplace safety performance 
is significantly impacted by proactive safety participation [21].   
Management should target their safety campaigns based upon 
the desired safety performance outcome (i.e. reduction in micro-
accidents, non-injury occupational incidents, lost-time workplace 
injuries, and near misses). 
   Promoting affiliative safety citizenship, which is comprised of 
prosocial sub-dimensions of action, will lead to decreased rates of 
micro-accidents and non-injury workplace incidents [12]. When 
attempting to reduce lost-time workplace injuries and near-misses, 
safety leaders should place emphasis on challenge safety citizenship, 
which is comprised of proactive sub-dimensions of action, and 
depends on employees voicing their safety concerns and initiating 
safety change. Job control plays a key role in bolstering prosocial and 
proactive safety behaviors. Employees with more job control exhibit 
increased safety citizenship and decreased likelihood of involvement 
in micro-accidents and lost-time occupational injuries [16]. Further, 
employees with increased job control have positive perspectives of 
management’s commitment to safety [3]. These positive perceptions 
may be linked to perceived organizational support, which in turn 
increases employee commitment to reporting occupational injuries 
[22]. Increasing prosocial and proactive safety behaviors requires 
management to implement ‘signaling’ activities that emphasize 
the workplace’s support of employees. Such activities may include 
improving workplace conditions, enabling desired safety behaviors, 
and training. For example, proactive ‘signaling’ activities may 
include communication initiatives that not only promote desired 
safety behaviors but also have a built-in rewards system for proactive 
behaviors [12]. 
Limitations & Future Research
   A few limitations are noted for this study. First, due to the cross-
sectional approach of this study the results only represent employee 
perceptions for a single point in time. Therefore, it is recommended 
that a longitudinal approach be employed to provide a more accurate
representation of employee self-reported job control and safety 
citizenship. In addition, , because a survey instrument was used in this

study, there will be inherent biases prevalent within the results. 
Recall bias, acquiescence bias, and other biases such as these could 
have affected the results. Although safety surveys are limiting, they 
are an incredibly useful tool in determining various aspects of safety 
climate within a given workplace.
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