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PREFACE 

This thesis is submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of 
Philosophiae Doctor (PhD) in Industrial Economics and Technology Management at the 
Norwegian University of Science and Technology (NTNU) in Trondheim, Norway. The 
main supervisor was Professor Eirik Albrechtsen, and the co-supervisor was Professor 
Trond Kongsvik. The following coursework of 30 ECTS has been undertaken as the 
compulsory part of the PhD education: Risk Perception and Risk Communication 
(PSY8002), Philosophy of Science for the Social Sciences (SFEL8000), and the 
Understanding and Management of Risk and Vulnerability Problems (IØ8502). The 
course Communicating Science in Journals and to the General Public (HFEL8000) was 
also completed as a supplementary course (3 ECTS).  
 
The PhD was funded by the Department of Industrial Economics and Technology 
Management (IØT) at the Faculty of Economics and Management at NTNU. The work 
was performed between September 2016 and April 2023. The thesis is a collection of 
three scientific articles (two published and one manuscript submitted to a journal) 
related through this thesis. 
 
Before starting the PhD, I did a master’s degree at IØT, NTNU, specialising in Safety 
Management, followed by a stint at SINTEF Technology and Society. These experiences 
motivated me to pursue a PhD education in the field of Safety Research. 
 
 

‘Done is better than perfect, 
because perfect never gets done’. 

- Unknown 
 
 
A PhD is the highest formal education in Norway, with the research results being one 
part of the outcome and the other being the schooling of the candidate. It is a journey 
that makes its way through acquiring new skills and gaining experiences. This includes 
learning new topics and research methods, applying those in research and scientific 
writing, and trying, failing and succeeding. Although the main requirements of a PhD 
degree are structured, the content and execution are flexible and original and require an 
ability to carry out the work independently with support through supervision. The 
challenge has been to sharpen and delimit the topic, as my interest in the field kept 
wanting me to divert and include many other aspects, which is not feasible even in a 
four-year period. 
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For sure many things could have been done differently; however, I am happy with the 
experience and the in-depth insight I have gained into the safety field, affiliated topics 
and the construction industry. I am proud to finally see the end results of my work, 
handing in a thesis consisting of all required parts and, most importantly, having 
developed myself as a researcher and person. 
 
 

‘If you do what you have always done, 
you will get what you have always gotten’. 

 
- Jessie Potter 

 
 
The construction industry continues to report reoccurring injuries and fatalities, 
indicating that current strategies are insufficient and that there is potential for 
improvement regarding occupational safety. This thesis explores information sharing 
and an integrated safety approach as means for developing safety management and 
improving occupational safety. The work is of value to actors across the industry who 
wish to gain knowledge and improve safety. 

 

 

‘For the world you are someone, 
for someone you are the world’. 

- Erich Fried 

 
 
I hope the thesis will be of value to both researchers and practitioners and contribute to 
a safer working life in the construction industry, so everyone can come back home safe 
and sound to those that matter to one. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sandefjord, April 2023 
 
 
Kinga Wasilkiewicz Edwin



 

   iii 

ABSTRACT 

Managing safety is an essential function in construction projects, yet unwanted incidents 
continue to occur. Though injury and fatality rates in the Norwegian construction 
industry have decreased over the decades, the improvement has somewhat stagnated, 
making it challenging to lower them further. Developing safety management through 
innovative solutions can be a key contributor to reducing unwanted incidents. 
 
The main objective of this thesis is to explore how safety management in the 
construction industry can be developed by expanding the information base and applying 
a more integrated safety approach. The overall question of the thesis, ‘How can 
incorporating additional inputs develop safety management in the construction industry?’ 
is addressed through the following three research questions: 

1. What opportunities for safety management exist in broader information sharing 
across the construction industry? 

2. How can the construction industry improve safety management by looking at 
practices from the Norwegian petroleum industry? 

3. How is project management related to safety management in construction 
projects? 

These research questions are answered based on three articles. The first article 
investigates post-incident sharing practices and information sharing arenas across 
companies in the Norwegian construction industry through interviews of safety 
personnel across actors in the industry. The second article explores characteristics of 
occupational safety in the Norwegian petroleum and construction industries and 
investigates the potential of sharing safety-related information between the two. 
Interviews were conducted with actors from safety authorities, top management, 
employer and employee organisations, and HSE personnel across both industries. The 
third article explores the relationship between project management factors, safety 
management factors and safety performance in a sample of Norwegian construction 
projects through a statistical analysis based on performance measurement data and 
incident data. The three articles lead to discussions on information sharing as a catalyser 
for safety management development and advancing safety management through an 
integrated safety approach. 
 
The advantages of a broader information base across actors, phases and industries are 
identified. These include feeding input to risk and safety management across project 
phases and actors in future projects and serving in developing safety management 
mechanisms, such as indicators. Information sharing depends on several factors related 
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to the organisation, type of data and technology. It is found that willingness to share and 
intention to use can limit information sharing. Furthermore, a common taxonomy for 
safety-related data and standardisation of classifications (e.g., activities, incident type) 
to structure information was found important for sharing and utilising information. 
Digitalisation, new technological solutions, and the possibility to integrate an expanded 
information base into organisational systems allow broader use and utilisation of shared 
information. 
 
Advancing safety management through an integrated safety approach is discussed in 
two parts, firstly looking at safety management as an aspect system and then looking 
into two safety perspectives (Safety-I and Safety-II). It is important to look at different 
project processes together, as many common factors contribute to value creation and 
hazard control. Further, this provides an opportunity to relate and monitor safety 
management by using data from processes of a system or parts of it. Existing safety 
performance indicators can be complemented with leading safety management 
indicators that measure the expected control of hazards by assessing project 
management elements related to safety management. This relates to the second part of 
the discussion about a better combination of the traditional Safety-I approach in formal 
safety management with the more adaptive and proactive Safety-II approach. Such a 
combined approach can enhance the value of shared information across the 
construction industry and contribute to a more holistic safety approach, developing 
safety management and improving safety performance. 
 
Based on the discussed points, steps towards expanding information sharing across the 
construction industry are suggested. These include a practical approach to obtain an 
expanded information base for safety-related information, with elements such as 
standardisation, a shared understanding of taxonomy in the industry, the creation of a 
digital platform and data processing, and obtaining a more holistic and integrated 
approach for improved safety driven by its management. 
 
The novelty of the research comes from the work wielding information from across the 
construction industry, including several project phases and actor types and looking 
across industries. Furthermore, the thesis advocates treating safety management as an 
integral aspect of production through the relationship with project management. Finally, 
it illuminates the opportunities to combine more perspectives, particularly Safety-I and 
Safety-II, for the construction industry's formal aspects of safety management. 
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SAMMENDRAG 

Håndtering av sikkerhet er en grunnleggende funksjon i bygge- og anleggsprosjekter, 
likevel fortsetter uønskede hendelser å skje. De siste tiårene har skade- og dødstallene i 
den norske bygge- og anleggsnæringen sunket, men forbedringsnivået har stagnert, noe 
som gjør det vanskelig å redusere tallene ytterligere. En videreutvikling av 
sikkerhetsledelse gjennom innovative løsninger kan bidra til å redusere uønskede 
hendelser. 
 
Hovedmålet med avhandlingen er å utforske hvordan sikkerhetsledelse kan utvikles ved 
å utvide informasjonsgrunnlaget og ved å anvende en mer integrert sikkerhets-
tilnærming. Det overordnede spørsmålet i oppgaven ‘Hvordan kan innlemming av 
ytterligere input utvikle sikkerhetsledelse i bygge- og anleggsnæringen?’ besvares med 
tre forskningsspørsmål: 

1. Hvilke muligheter for sikkerhetsledelse finnes i bredere informasjonsdeling på 
tvers av bygge- og anleggsnæringen? 

2. Hvordan kan bygge- og anleggsnæringen forbedre sikkerhetsledelse ved å se på 
praksis fra norsk petroleumsnæring? 

3. Hvordan er prosjektledelse relatert til sikkerhetsledelse i bygge- og 
anleggsprosjekter? 

Disse forskningsspørsmålene besvares på bakgrunn av tre artikler. Første artikkel 
undersøker delingspraksis etter hendelser og informasjonsdelingsarenaer på tvers av 
bedrifter i norsk bygge- og anleggsnæring gjennom intervjuer med sikkerhetspersonell 
fra aktører i næringen. Den andre artikkelen utforsker kjennetegn ved sikkerhet i norsk 
petroleumsindustri og bygge- og anleggsnæring, og ser på potensialet av å dele 
sikkerhetsrelevant informasjon mellom disse. Det ble gjennomført intervjuer med 
aktører fra tilsynsmyndigheter, toppledelse, arbeidsgiver- og arbeidstaker-
organisasjoner og HMS-personell i begge næringer. Den tredje artikkelen utforsker 
sammenhengen mellom prosjektledelsesfaktorer, sikkerhetsledelsesfaktorer og 
sikkerhetsytelse i et utvalg norske bygge- og anleggsprosjekter gjennom en statistisk 
analyse basert på data fra prestasjonsmåling og hendelsesdata. De tre artiklene leder til 
diskusjoner om bredere informasjonsdeling som en katalysator for utvikling av 
sikkerhetsledelse, og om utvikling gjennom en integrert tilnærming til sikkerhet. 
 
Fordelene med et bredere informasjonsgrunnlag på tvers av aktører, faser og næringer 
er identifisert. Dette kan for eksempel brukes som input til risiko- og sikkerhetsstyring 
på tvers av prosjektfaser og aktører i kommende prosjekter og i utvikling av 
sikkerhetsstyringsmekanismer, som eksempelvis indikatorer. Informasjonsdeling er 
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funnet å være avhengig av flere faktorer knyttet til organisasjon, data og teknologi. Vilje 
til deling og intensjon knyttet til bruk kan hindre informasjonsdeling. Videre ble en felles 
taksonomi med hensyn til sikkerhetsrelatert informasjon, og standardisering av 
klassifiseringer (f.eks. aktiviteter, hendelsestype) for å strukturere informasjon, funnet 
viktig for deling og utnyttelse av informasjon. Digitalisering, nye teknologiske løsninger, 
og mulighet til å innlemme et bredere informasjonsgrunnlag i organisatoriske systemer 
gir anledning til bredere bruk og utnyttelse av delt informasjon. 
 
Å fremme sikkerhetsledelse gjennom en integrert sikkerhetstilnærming diskuteres i to 
deler, der sikkerhetsledelse sees på som et aspektsystem, og ved å se på to 
sikkerhetsperspektiver (Safety-I og Safety-II). Det er viktig å se på ulike 
prosjektprosesser sammen, da mange av de samme faktorene bidrar til verdiskaping i et 
prosjekt og til farekontroll. Videre gir dette også en mulighet til å relatere og overvåke 
sikkerhetsledelse ved å bruke data fra prosesser i et system eller deler av det. 
Eksisterende sikkerhetsytelsesindikatorer kan berikes med ledende sikkerhetsstyrings-
indikatorer som måler forventet kontroll av farer ved å vurdere elementer av 
prosjektledelse som er relatert til sikkerhetsledelse. Dette bygger opp om den andre 
delen av diskusjonen som omhandler å kombinere den tradisjonelle Safety-I-
tilnærmingen i formell sikkerhetsledelse bedre med den mer adaptive og proaktive 
Safety-II-tilnærmingen. En kombinert tilnærming kan øke nytten av delt informasjon på 
tvers av bygge- og anleggsnæringen og bidra til en mer helhetlig sikkerhetstilnærming, 
utvikling av sikkerhetsledelse og forbedring av sikkerhetsytelse. 
 
Basert på de diskuterte temaene, foreslås steg mot utvidelse av informasjonsdeling på 
tvers av bygge- og anleggsnæringen. Disse inkluderer en praktisk tilnærming for å 
oppnå et felles informasjonsgrunnlag for sikkerhetsrelatert informasjon, med elementer 
som standardisering, felles forståelse av taksonomi i næringen, opprettelse av en digital 
plattform og databehandling, samt å oppnå en mer helhetlig og integrert tilnærming for 
forbedret sikkerhet gjennom ledelse. 
 
Bidraget til forskningen kommer fra arbeidet med informasjonsdeling på tvers av bygge- 
og anleggsnæringen, inkludert prosjektfaser og aktørtyper, og på tvers av næringer. 
Videre taler avhandlingen for å håndtere sikkerhetsledelse som en integrert del av 
produksjon gjennom forholdet til prosjektledelse. Avhandlingen belyser også 
mulighetene for å kombinere flere perspektiver, spesielt Safety-I og Safety-II, for 
formelle aspekter ved sikkerhetsstyring i bygge- og anleggsnæringen. 



 

   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
’And, when you want something, 

all the universe conspires 
 in helping you to achieve it’. 

- Paulo Coelho, the Alchemist 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

This section introduces this PhD thesis, the reasoning for its importance by presenting 
the background talking about accidents in the construction industry, and the need for 
broader information sharing. This leads up to the research objective and questions, as 
well as the limitations of the work. At the end of the section, the outline of the thesis is 
presented. 

1.1 Background 

1.1.1 Fatalities in the construction industry 
Every year the construction industry in Norway experiences fatalities related to work 
activities. Both the injury and fatality numbers and rates in the construction industry are 
among the highest in the labour market in Norway (SSB, 2022b;2022d). Nevertheless, 
the rates have stabilised in recent years (Mostue et al., 2022), indicating a somewhat 
stagnating improvement. 

 
Figure 1: Number of fatalities in the Norwegian construction industry and all industries in 
Norway, and the fatality rate per 100 million working hours based on numbers from NLIA 
(2022); SSB (2022a;2023) 
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Figure 1 shows the fatality rate in the construction industry relative to those in all 
industrial sectors in Norway since 2000. Compared to other countries, the occupational 
fatality rates in Norway are relatively low (see Figure 2), however, the occupational 
safety performance is still not satisfactory. The ’Working Together for Safety in 
Construction’ network (SfS BA), a non-profit organisation that facilitates collaboration 
between actors in the Norwegian construction industry, has also manifested the 
reduction of fatalities and injuries as an industry objective (Gravseth et al., 2019; SfSBA, 
2019). 
 
About every-fourth of all fatal accidents per year in ´Norwegian working life happened 
in the construction industry over the period 2017-2021 (NLIA, 2022). In 2015-2019, 
there were on average 3.1 fatalities per 100.000 workers in the construction industry 
compared to 1.1 fatalities per 100.000 workers for all land-based sectors (Mostue et al., 
2020a). The fatality rate for 2020 in the construction industry was on the same level, 
with 3.2 fatalities per 100,000 workers (Mostue et al., 2021). The accident statistics for 
the Norwegian construction industry have been quite stable in the last decade (Mostue 
et al., 2020a; Mostue et al., 2022), exhibiting a pattern similar to non-fatal accidents. 
Also, the high injury rates compared to other industries are similar in other countries 
(Lingard and Wakefield, 2019, p. 3). 

 

Figure 2: Fatal occupational accident in the construction industry in European countries, based 
on numbers from (Eurostat, 2023) * Numbers for U.K. for 2019 and 2020 are not available 
 
Furthermore, occupational safety in the construction industry is relevant outside the 
Norwegian context. For example, in the years 2016-2020, for most European countries 
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(the European Union (EU), Norway and Switzerland, excluding the U.K.), the average 
fatality rate for the construction industry was significantly higher than for all industries 
in the respective countries – being 6.3 per 100,000 workers (not considering the 
number of working hours) in the construction industry versus 1.8 for all industries 
(Eurostat, 2023). Figure 2 shows the number of fatal accidents in most European 
countries in 2016-2020 and the average fatality rate in the construction industry and for 
all industries in these countries. It shows a significant number of fatalities in the 
construction industry, with the fatality rate being much higher than in other industries 
combined for all the presented countries.  
 
Additionally, many accident types are well-known and reoccurring (SSB, 2022b). Figure 
3 shows the reoccurring accident types and frequencies per year in the Norwegian 
construction industry. Comparing the kinds of accidents leading to fatalities show that 
these are similar both over time and across different countries (Lingard and Wakefield, 
2019, p. 3). The reoccurring accident types and previously mentioned fatality rates 
suggest that experiences and information from the past are not utilised optimally in 
preventing accidents and for better safety in subsequent projects. Therefore, more 
understanding and preventive approaches are necessary to sustain and surpass 
occupational safety performance in the industry. 
 

 
Figure 3: Reported accidents in the Norwegian construction industry by type and average per 
1,000 employees based on numbers from SSB (2022b) 
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1.1.2 Broader information sharing for a reduced number of accidents 
The fatality numbers and reoccurring accident types show that there is still an urgent 
need to reduce the accident numbers in the Norwegian construction industry. A greater 
focus on information sharing is one of the necessary directions towards improvement. 
This highlights the broader potential towards driving improvement for safety 
management through an expanded information base, using the Norwegian construction 
industry as a case.  
 
An essential foundation for safety management is experience feedback, which is the 
process by which information on the results of an activity is fed back to decision-makers 
as new input to modify and improve subsequent activities (Kjellén and Albrechtsen, 
2017, pp. 91-93). Similarly, information can be generated by anticipating expected 
results from activities, referred to as feedforward (Kjellén and Albrechtsen, 2017, p. 91). 
Experiences are input to the feedback process because they generate the information 
required for decision-making and actions. Safety management tools and approaches 
such as reporting systems, audits, inspections, risk analyses and accident investigations 
contribute to input data. Most of these identify what went wrong and make up an 
important information foundation which can be shared. Sharing safety-related 
information is key for expanding the information base and establishing a foundation for 
learning and improvements. In a feedforward process, control measures are used to 
react to and alter a possible disturbance before any reactions. One example is when 
using risk analysis results in a control measure (Kjellén and Albrechtsen, 2017, p. 91). 
 
The need to broaden the base of information can be explained by Ashby’s law of 
requisite variety, which refers to the need for a variety of measures to cope with the 
complexity of problems faced in a system (Ashby, 1956, p. 207; Kjellén and Albrechtsen, 
2017, p. 99). Simply stated, to control a system, one must generate information that fits 
the complexity and dynamics of the system, as variety absorbs variety. Translated to the 
construction industry and safety management, it implies that different aspects 
influencing risks at work require at least as many control mechanisms or measures, as 
there are possible influencing factors that can cause disturbance in the system. 
Examples of such factors can be simultaneous work affecting risks of other activities, 
unfamiliar working methods, new technological solutions for work, such as digital 
instruments or software, or hired labour unfamiliar to co-workers. By expanding the 
available information, better control of the system can be obtained.  
 
Sharing information is important across an organisation, as relevant experiences and 
information might reside in other parts of it (Nesheim and Gressgård, 2014). In the same 
way, safety-related information can be useful across an industry, particularly regarding 
accidents, as the number of experiences in one organisation is limited while possible 
hazards are plenty. To improve occupational safety in the construction industry and be 
prepared for possible new and changed risk influencing factors, current hazards must be 
better understood and handled, and future risks and influencing factors need to be 
anticipated. Furthermore, constant developments in working life (e.g., technology) and 
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goals of sustainable, decent and safe work (Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, 2011; 
United Nations, 2015), mean that approaches towards safety must be driven forward to 
keep up with changes and given ambitions on safety performance. The social aspect of 
sustainability includes good health and well-being, which for construction involves the 
absence of accidents and good working conditions. From a social perspective, 
sustainable safety management and performance are thus parts of moving toward a 
sustainable construction industry. 
 
To develop improvements in the field of incident prevention, interdisciplinary, system-
oriented and cross-sectoral approaches are needed (Stanton et al., 2017). The thesis 
discusses two areas for this: 1) information sharing across organisations in the 
construction industry, as well as from other industries, 2) perceiving safety 
management holistically – as an integrated part of overall management and by using 
more perspectives for safety. Expanding the information sources and thus increasing the 
information base across the industry, is an innovation of current formal safety 
management. This can contribute to reducing accidents if the available safety-related 
information is used as input to safety management, for example, towards decision-
making and for taking improved measures. In this way, the experience feedback loop can 
be closed, as the information is utilised for safety improvements. 

1.2 Objective and research questions 
The main objective of this thesis is to explore how safety management in the 
construction industry can be advanced. Based on this, an overall research question is 
formulated: 
 

How can incorporating additional inputs develop safety management in the 
construction industry? 
 

The overall research question is explored through three sub-questions. With the 
described research problem from section 1.1 in mind, the following research questions 
(RQ) are addressed: 
 

RQ1 – What opportunities for safety management exist in broader information 
sharing across the construction industry? 

RQ2 – How can the construction industry improve safety management by looking 
at practices from the Norwegian petroleum industry? 

RQ3 – How is project management related to safety management in construction 
projects? 

Information sharing within safety management is traditionally linked to supporting 
learning from incidents within an organisation (Drupsteen and Guldenmund, 2014; 
Kjellén and Albrechtsen, 2017, pp. 107-108). The research questions are novel in the 
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sense that they explore other types of inputs and approaches than what is 
predominantly found in the industry. RQ1 broadens information sharing from within 
organisations to information sharing across organisational boundaries. RQ2 addresses 
information sharing between different industry sectors – in particular, safety-related 
information and practices that the Norwegian construction industry can adopt from the 
Norwegian petroleum industry. RQ3 explores how good project management can 
contribute to achieving good safety management in construction projects. 

Each article addresses the overall research question and focuses on one research 
question. Table 2 summarises the contributions of the articles, the relationship between 
them, and their input towards the discussion of this dissertation. 
 
Table 2: Contribution of articles to the research questions and the consistency between the 
articles 

 
The presented articles lead to a discussion about 1) expanded information sharing as 
input for safety management development and 2) an integrated approach for safety. By 
addressing the three research questions, different mechanisms are identified and 
discussed as input towards development of safety management in the construction 
industry. The approach is holistic in the sense that it refers to various information types, 
different safety practices, and improvement possibilities. This includes looking at past 
events across construction industry actors, practices from other industries, as well as 
improvement of safety based on aspects of project management functioning. 
Furthermore, the research questions contribute to empirical research by suggesting and 
giving arguments for an integrated safety approach through safety as an aspect of the 
overall system and through a joint safety perspective. Two safety perspectives are used 
for this discussion, namely Safety-I, representing the traditional and more common 
formally used safety approach, including looking to past events, and Safety-II, including 
identification of successes which can further contribute to expanding the information 
base. Figure 4 gives an overview of the thesis work and illustrates the relation between 
the different parts. 

Part 
Contribution Article 

 1 2 3 

Research 
questions 

Overall RQ x x x 
RQ1 x   
RQ2  x  
RQ3   x 

Discussion 
Expanded information sharing as input for safety 
management development 

x x x 

Adopting an integrated safety approach x x x 
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Figure 4: Outline of the research showing relations between the parts in the thesis 

1.3 Limitations 
Safety is an interdisciplinary science that uses theories from different fields for accident 
understanding and prevention, such as management, engineering, psychology and 
sociology (Rae and Dekker, 2019, p. 1). However, this thesis is limited to looking at 
safety management aspects for occupational safety, which focus on individuals at work 
and how the systems around them influence these individuals. 
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The thesis focuses on information sharing as a means towards the improvement of 
safety management. It does not look into the learning process as a whole, which refers to 
changes based on information and experiences, such as the application of those. Instead, 
the focus is on sharing information as a premise for learning. Experiences, both positive 
and negative, are a subset of learning and can be an input contributing to change. The 
information sharing process is important within learning processes, for example, in 
learning from incidents, but is paid little attention to in the safety literature (Drupsteen 
and Guldenmund, 2014). 
 
The model in Figure 5 illustrates the focus area of the thesis related to information 
sharing, emphasising sharing from different sources, leading to a broad information 
base, which can be used as input to other systems and processes, such as safety 
management. The boundary is on the information sources and gathering them into an 
information base. The process is dynamic, where information is continuously collected 
and providing input to, for instance, safety management, and again collecting new 
information based on what is experienced. Furthermore, information sharing on an 
organisational level is looked at rather than information sharing features between 
individual employees or teams. 

 
Figure 5: The boundaries of information sharing in the thesis 
 
Construction is a diverse industry with many factors potentially influencing project 
execution and therein safety. Therefore, the thesis looks at safety-related information 
broadly, not addressing specific project considerations, such as contracting. However, 
such aspects can be relevant when information is to be used as input to other systems 
and processes for improvement. For project management only selected features are 
looked at, limited to the analysis performed in Article 3. 
 
Throughout the thesis, the Norwegian work-life context is in focus. For example, 
accident numbers, regulations, and organisation of working life (e.g., the Nordic Model 
with tripartite collaboration) are among the factors that distinguish working conditions 
in one country from another. The context is, therefore, an important condition for the 
results and their further application. Nevertheless, the results and conclusions should 
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also be relevant outside the Norwegian construction industry, especially the importance 
of information sharing and development opportunities for safety management, as well 
as providing a widened safety perspective. 

1.4 Outline of this thesis 
The thesis is divided into two main parts, 1) the introductory section, with eight 
chapters and references at the end, and part 2) the collection of three articles. The 
chapters in the introductory section introduce the research, relate the articles together, 
synthesise the significance of the results, and point to further research needs and 
opportunities. The content of each chapter is briefly described below. 
 
Chapter 1 introduces the PhD thesis by presenting a rationale for the work, giving a 

problem statement, clarifying the research aim through research questions 
and giving an overview of the research contributions. 

Chapter 2 explains the research context by introducing the construction industry. 

Chapter 3 frames the theoretical background for the work, introducing information 
sharing and presenting safety management theory. 

Chapter 4 describes how the research was conducted and its limitations. 

Chapter 5 summarises the results from the articles and creates a basis for the discussion. 

Chapter 6 discusses the findings in light of the research questions and points to 
development potential with regard to safety management. 

Chapter 7 summarises the practical advice for practitioners and researchers. 

Chapter 8 concludes the performed research, highlights the contributions and 
implications of the research, and makes suggestions for further research 
areas. 

References provide the sources cited and referred to in the thesis.
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2 CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY 

The term construction industry incorporates building and infrastructure projects in 
private and public sectors. Construction is, in many ways, a diverse industry with 
different lengths of projects, contract types, several project phases, many vocations, and 
actors of various sizes, to mention a few. These and other factors make each project 
unique and lead to structural and organisational complexity. Furthermore, there are 
factors influencing a project that are common across the industry, such as regulations 
and market mechanisms. This section describes the characteristics of the industry to 
form a background for the thesis. 

2.1 Actors 
The construction industry's actors are diverse and, to a large degree, operate across 
projects. Authorities, such as regulators, and associations, such as industry federations, 
labour unions and employer organisations, influence the industry overall. Furthermore, 
the labour inspection authority is directly involved during the project duration. 
 
The builder is the project owner, supported by the architect and consulting engineers 
who design the project. A main contractor is responsible for the execution of the project 
along with their sub-contractors. Suppliers deliver materials, equipment, and other 
services to the project. The exact relationship between the actors depends on the 
contracting model of the project. Figure 6 illustrates a generic simplified organisation in 
the construction industry, showing how actors can be related across projects. 

 
Figure 6: A generic model of the variety of actors in construction projects 
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The Norwegian construction industry had around 270,000 persons employed or self-
employed in the industry in 2020, spread over more than 58,000 enterprises and was 
the third largest industry after human health and social work activities and wholesale 
and retail trade concerning the number of employees (SSB, 2022c). Additionally, groups 
not employed in the industry can work within the industry, such as hired labour or other 
workers registered in another sector. Most of the enterprises in the Norwegian 
construction industry, around 91 per cent, employ less than ten persons, which comes to 
about 99,000 (36 per cent) of the employees in the industry. This includes sole 
proprietorships. Only around 210 enterprises had 100 or more employees, constituting 
22 per cent of the workforce in the industry (61,000 persons) (SSB, 2022c). Figure 7 
illustrates the large number of small enterprises in the Norwegian construction industry 
and the number of persons employed across different enterprise sizes. 
 

 
Figure 7: Number of employees and number of enterprises in the Norwegian construction 
industry in 2020 (based on numbers from SSB (2022c)) 
 
The Norwegian labour inspection authority (NLIA) supervises and guides all mainland 
industries in Norway, including the construction industry. The supervisory activities on 
the preventive working environment, health and safety and ensuring proper working 
conditions consist of internal control audits, verifications or inspections, and accident 
investigations (NLIA, 2021b). These activities are a large part of NLIA’s work, and more 
than one-third are aimed at the construction industry (NLIA, 2021a). 
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2.2 Laws and standards 
Laws and standards are among the framework conditions influencing the whole 
industry. They are well-established, mostly stable, and thus easy to relate to. In Norway, 
a few acts and associated regulations are important for occupational safety in the 
construction industry. 
 
Overall in the workplace, the Working Environment Act (2005) aims to ensure a healthy 
and safe environment. The law requires the employer to undertake systematic health, 
safety, and environment (HSE) work and provide a safe workplace through hazard 
identification, training, practice, instructions, electing safety delegates and promoting 
employee cooperation. Furthermore, regulations related to the act ensure work is 
executed safely, e.g., the Regulations concerning the Performance of Work (2011), the 
Workplace Regulations (2011), and the Regulations concerning Organisation 
Management and Employee Participation (2011). 
 
The Internal Control Regulations (1996) require enterprises to systematically take 
measures to promote safety and prevent incidents and accidents through adequate 
planning, organisation, execution, safeguarding and maintenance of activities 
undertaken. The regulations promote continuous improvement work within HSE, 
adapted according to the enterprise's nature, activities, risk and size. 
 
For the construction industry in particular, the Construction Client Regulations (2020) 
deal with safety, health, and working environment risks at construction sites. The 
regulations put responsibilities related to risk assessment and management on the 
clients and their representatives, coordinators, designers, employers, and sole 
proprietorships, requiring them to take precautions during project planning and 
execution. Risk assessments and plans for safety, health and working environment are 
to be made and followed up, making the actors responsible for the risks they bring into 
the project.  
 
Furthermore, several other laws and regulations relevant to different suppliers 
indirectly ensure workers' safety, such as Regulations on construction, design and 
manufacturing of personal protective equipment (PPE) and Regulations on Machinery 
and the Fire and Explosion Protection Act, to mention a few. 
 
There are also standards related to safety that are optional to follow. ISO 45001:2018 is 
a general occupational health and safety standard and sets requirements to handle the 
working environment and prevent illness and accidents in workplaces (ISO, 2018). 
Additionally, industrial codes of best practice can also influence safety positively. 
However, these too are optional. 
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2.3 Project phases 
A construction project consists of several phases. Bygg21, a Norwegian collaboration 
program for the construction industry, has developed a framework of steps in 
construction projects called ‘Next Step’, intending to have a common terminology in the 
industry (Bygg21, 2016). The framework comprises eight steps: 1. Strategic definition, 2. 
Program and concept development, 3. Processing of selected concept, 4. Detailed 
engineering, 5. Production and deliveries, 6. Delivery and commissioning, 7. Use and 
management, 8. Liquidation. For occupational safety, the first five steps are the most 
relevant. They can be clubbed into three main stages: Project development covering 
steps 1-3, Engineering consisting of step 4 and Construction consisting of step 5. Project 
development and engineering are the early phase of a project, while construction is in 
the execution phase. Procurement is a step that happens throughout the project and 
involves project actors and suppliers. When an actor enters a project phase depends on 
the procurement/contracting model used for the project. Some actors, such as the client, 
are a part of all the phases, while others are only part of a specific phase, e.g., sub-
contractors. Figure 8 gives an overview of the eight steps divided into four project 
stages, focusing on the five first steps relevant to the thesis. 
 
In the early phase, the project is initiated by the client, conceptual ideas are created, and 
aspects such as feasibility and constructability are assessed. The project is designed in 
detail in the second stage, and more actors are chosen for the further stages. Also, 
procurement of materials and services begins. The main value creation of a construction 
project happens during the execution phase where the construction happens. In these 
phases, some re-engineering and smaller procurement will also occur. The final phase is 
delivering the project. 
 

 
Figure 8: Main phases in a construction project based on steps from ‘Next Step’ (Bygg21, 2016) 
 
Safety is a topic throughout a construction project, emphasising different aspects at each 
phase. In the early phase, coarse risk analyses are performed, emphasising aspects such 
as soil conditions and technical safety. Further on in the project, occupational safety 
receives more attention. In the execution phase, actors are through the Working 
Environment Act (2005), the Construction Client Regulations (2020), and other 
regulations, responsible for ensuring a safe working environment for the workers. 
According to the Construction Client Regulations (2020), from the early phase and 
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through the project, the actors are responsible for the risk they bring into the project. 
The possibility of influencing safety during a project varies with the project timeline, 
being higher earlier in the project (Szymberski, 1997). Several researchers point to 
decisions in the early phase as important for safety in the execution phase (Behm, 2005; 
Åsgård and Jørgensen, 2019). At the same time, the knowledge about the construction 
process varies during the project timeline. It is higher later on in the project, such as 
knowledge of materials and methods (Lingard et al., 2015). However, such information 
can be beneficial in the early phase of a project to enhance safety decisions. Therefore, 
experiences from the execution phase need to be fed back to earlier stages (Lingard et 
al., 2015). 

2.4 Industry challenges  
There are numerous characteristics and influencing factors that challenge activities in 
the industry and, thus, safety. Some are directly related to industry activities; others are 
project-related (Zou and Sunindijo, 2015, p. 3). A larger number of actors within a 
project increases complexity and is perceived as a limitation to improving safety (Hale, 
2005). Based on findings in a review article, Swuste et al. (2012) characterise the 
construction industry as organic, meaning the work performance is somewhat 
standardised, and add that attitudes towards rules and procedures can be poor. Several 
elements contribute to the complexity of the industry and, in particular, influence 
construction management, including available resources, the environment, interactions 
in projects, uncertainties in the system, and interdependencies between technologies, 
workflows and trades (Gidado, 1996). Dynamics with regard to the frequent 
establishment and liquidation of companies are also among the factors characterising 
the industry (Bygballe et al., 2019, p. 21). Lingard and Wakefield (2019, p. 10) highlight 
fragmented arrangements, e.g., between actors, precarious employment conditions and 
rough industry culture, as reasons impeding an integrated approach towards HSE. The 
hierarchical actor structure puts the consequences of safety on actors closest to the 
hazard, although the overall responsibility is on the builder according to the 
Construction Client Regulations (2020). However, the responsibilities in the industry are 
fragmented and unclear, calling for more commitment to safety from the different actors 
(Swuste et al., 2012). 
 
Other challenges are incomplete specifications, lack of uniformity and a changing 
environment, which necessitate local adjustments and decision-making (Dubois and 
Gadde, 2002). Furthermore, work in the industry is labour-intensive, with technological 
advancements, including automation making slow headway. Certainly, new 
technologies, including automation, smart systems, software, devices, and tools, provide 
the potential for safety improvements. Solutions such as prefabricated elements and 
modules, drilling robots, masonry robots or collaborative robots that can, for example, 
lift glass or plasterboard walls, and can ease and make work safer, are becoming more 
available. Another example is a knowledge graph to identify hazards at specific sites 
using computer vision with predefined entities, defining the visible hazards to assist in 
the management of safety during construction (Fang et al., 2020). The variety between 
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project and actor types and sizes, and related aspects such as time and economy, can 
hold up the implementation of recent solutions. 

2.5 The Norwegian construction industry 
In the last two decades, the construction industry in Norway saw a pronounced upturn 
with several new public infrastructure projects (road and rail), as well as house-building 
activities. As a result, numbers for the building and real-estate sector (excluding real-
estate rental) between 2008-2018 show growth in value creation by 68 per cent 
(Bygballe et al., 2019, p. 25). In comparison, the industry sector had a growth of 53 per 
cent, and the oil and gas sector a reduction of 3 per cent. Furthermore, it is Norway’s 
second largest value-creating sector, behind the petroleum industry (Bygballe et al., 
2019, p. 25). In 2018, the sector created value for 267 million Norwegian kroner (NOK) 
(Bygballe et al., 2019, p. 23). This indicates the importance of and the activity level of the 
construction industry. 
 
Since the mid-2000s, the Norwegian construction industry has seen an uptick in migrant 
workers from Eastern Europe, which is also closely related to the increased activity in 
the industry. In 2008 the number of migrant workers from Eastern European countries 
in the European Union (EU) in the construction industry was about 10,000, doubling 
towards 2012 and further increasing and stabilising in 2018-2020 at around 30,000 
migrant workers (SSB, 2021). A diverse workforce, in age, nationality, and skilled and 
unskilled workers across many vocations, is a part of the industry. 
 
In addition to an increased number of migrant workers, the developments from the 
2000s to 2010s included a higher pressure on costs and a larger focus on HSE work 
(Bråten et al., 2012, p. 7). Between 2013-2016 the NLIA had a project initiative for injury 
prevention and better work conditions in the construction industry based on risk areas, 
and its focus on the construction industry continues. Furthermore, in 2017, based on an 
earlier collaboration called the HSE Charter, the industry established a cooperation 
called ’Working together for safety in the construction industry (SfS BA). SfS BA works 
for an injury-free construction industry by sharing experiences and increasing 
knowledge on HSE, where actors across the industry contribute in working groups 
addressing various topics (SfS BA, 2020). 
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3 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

 
This section provides a background to the concepts relevant to the PhD thesis, including 
those related to information sharing, safety management, and an integrated approach to 
safety. Numerous literature reviews are available in the field of safety management, 
adding to the scientific discussions and offering a historical overview of concepts in the 
area, which are included in this presentation.  

3.1 In between data and actions 
The eminent ambition of this thesis is to emphasise how information sharing can 
contribute to improving occupational safety through advancing safety management and 
performance in the construction industry, which, lastly, requires actions. Towards this, 
what is meant by information, related terms and the relationships between information 
sharing, developments of safety management and performance are relevant to be 
explained.  
 
The relations between the concepts of data, information, knowledge, and experiences 
and how these are linked to actions are essential to understand this work and its 
boundary. The data, information, knowledge, and wisdom, in short, the DIKW hierarchy, 
is a simple and well-known model representing the fundamental relations between 
these concepts, thus a good starting point for the explanation. Additionally, some models 
expand the DIKW hierarchy with results or actions. The DIKW hierarchy has been 
criticised, for example, for presupposing true data and information and not permitting 
inductive inference (Frické, 2009). However, to show relations and boundaries, it is seen 
as adequate for the purpose of the thesis. Another challenge with DIKW is that the 
boundary between each of the terms can flow over to the next, resulting in some of the 
terms sometimes being used interchangeably both in literature and in practice. For 
example, the distinction between information and knowledge is often perceived as 
unclear (Braf, 2002; Solouki, 2016), and the terms can thus merge (Frické, 2009).  
 
Data are unprocessed symbols (Ackoff, 1989; Aamodt and Nygård, 1995), such as 
values, audio/visuals and signals, such as sensory readings of lights, in other words, raw 
facts, files or materials (Liew, 2007; Zins, 2007). 
 
Information is a refined form of data containing meaning (Aamodt and Nygård, 1995; 
Liew, 2007). Information is relatively easily collected, stored and transferred. Frické 
(2009) writes that all data is information, but not all information is data. Data being 
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input can return an output of relevance, transforming the data into information (Ackoff, 
1989). 
 
Knowledge goes a step further, with one of its attributes being that the information is 
understood, with the purpose being value creation (Liew, 2007), and it comes with 
learning (Aamodt and Nygård, 1995). Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995, p. 58) distinguish 
information from knowledge by the former being necessary to create knowledge, while 
the latter is about beliefs, commitment, and action. They exemplify information as a flow 
of messages, with knowledge created from that information flow when met with a 
receiver’s beliefs and commitment. Knowledge can be divided into tacit and explicit and 
internalised and externalised. Tacit knowledge is personal and context-specific (Nonaka 
and Takeuchi, 1995, p. 59). It can be based on experience, intuition, or practice. Tacit 
knowledge can be skills, know-how, or be mental-models, and it is hard to formalise and 
share (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995, pp. 59-60). Explicit knowledge, on the other hand, is 
more objective, related to past events, and characterised by being easy to transfer 
(Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995, pp. 58-60).  
 
Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995, pp. 62-73) have a model that explains four different modes 
for converting knowledge. The SECI-model refers to the following conversions: 
socialisation (tacit to tacit), externalisation (tacit to explicit), combination (explicit to 
explicit) and internalisation (explicit to tacit). Parts of the model, except for 
externalisation and combination, are outside the scope of this thesis. The externalisation 
of knowledge refers to the process of sharing knowledge and thus making it available to 
others. This process can be undergone through written documents, images or concepts. 
In other words, when knowledge is externalised for the receiver, it becomes information 
and thus becomes a basis for new knowledge. The combination mode refers to 
organising and merging knowledge. Since it is explicit, it is information. It can be shared 
and used directly, for example, through databases. When the receiver understands it or 
learns by doing, it internalises and becomes tacit knowledge again (Nonaka and 
Takeuchi, 1995, p. 69).  
 
Another term that is of relevance is experience. To experience means getting knowledge 
by being involved or affected, for example, through doing, seeing or feeling things 
(Cambridge Dictionary, n.d.). Experiences are inputs to tacit knowledge. With regard to 
safety, an example of experience are unwanted events, which can be experienced 
through one or more senses.  
 
Further, actions are applications based on knowledge, such as decisions made, 
initiatives, or even behaviour. From actions and knowledge, a loop back to feeding with 
new information and data is possible, as the knowledge is first tacit and can then be 
externalised, becoming explicit and turning into information and data (Liew, 2007). All 
information is not knowledge, but knowledge externalised is information. In the same 
way, knowledge management should include information management, but information 
management cannot include knowledge management (Zeleny, 2006). 
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The last element of the DIKW model is wisdom, which is related to understanding and 
judging knowledge, information and data (Ackoff, 1989), reflecting upon and utilising it. 
However, this term is not discussed in the thesis. 
 
Figure 9 illustrates the relationship between the abovementioned terms. Data is raw, 
and when processed, it turns into information. Information becomes internalised 
through, for example, learning, which becomes knowledge. Experiences can also be 
input to knowledge. Based on knowledge, one can make decisions, which are actions. 
Knowledge can be transitioned from tacit to explicit through externalisation, and by this 
becomes information. Further, in the last step of the DIKW model, one can move from 
knowledge to wisdom (as this is not relevant to the thesis, this link is greyed out). 

 
Figure 9: The relation between data, information, knowledge, wisdom, actions and experiences 
 
Using risk as an example, data can be input to risk assessment; information is the 
description of risk; knowledge is about understanding the risk description and how to 
do the risk assessment; and wisdom is related to the utilisation of the assessment results 
(Aven, 2013). In this example, the action is to perform the risk assessment based on the 
knowledge. Actions are, in fact, not a part of the standard DIKW model; however, they fit 
well in. Aven (2013) attempted to link the DIKW hierarchy to the risk concept and 
concludes that there is less focus on, for example, risk assessments based on knowledge 
and wisdom as compared to those based on data and information. Although the aim 
should be more knowledge, rather than more information, which can lead to 
information overload (Zeleny, 2006), data and information are required as they are 
inputs towards knowledge and wisdom. Sharing of information is thus important to see 
connections and the larger context. With regard to safety, it is crucial as it can contribute 
to a safe and proper functioning of an organisation, and be an indicator of how the 
organisation actually functions (Westrum, 2014). 
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The boundary of the thesis is on sharing of explicit data, information, experiences, and 
knowledge related to safety. This can also include factors that are not directly related to 
safety but can affect safety, such as weather conditions or project management aspects. 
The terms information and information sharing are used throughout the thesis, as they 
encompass the concepts of data, information, explicit knowledge and explicit 
experiences. For example, this may include raw data, databases, instructions, 
observations or experiences made explicit and codified or structured into information. 
These sources can contribute with information for safety descriptions (for example 
describing events), safety inquisitions (explaining casual relationships), safety 
predictions (predicting future safety phenomena), safety decisions and actions (based 
on feedback or feedforward) (Huang et al., 2019). A key point is that what is shared is 
explicit and gives opportunities for development regarding safety management and 
safety performance. In other words, it is limited to sharing practices and possibilities of 
information sharing as input towards actions leading to safety improvements and can 
also contribute as input to knowledge creation and to the learning process. However, 
learning itself is not treated in this work. The focus is on sharing information, which is 
one step in the learning process (Lindberg et al., 2010). 

3.2 Safety management 
Although many definitions and perspectives on safety exist, the common goal of safety 
management is the same. It is to ensure safety by avoiding unwanted events and 
protecting people, organisations, materials, and nature from harm (Li and Guldenmund, 
2018). Safety can be defined as a state where the risk, including potential consequences, 
is at an acceptable level (Aven, 2014). This definition sees safety in the light of risk, 
which is seen as a combination of uncertainty about and severity of the consequences of 
an activity (Aven, 2014). As important as safety is for systems and processes, all risks 
and hazards cannot be eliminated as that restricts how work can be executed (Hollnagel, 
2014, p. 121) and must therefore be managed and reduced to an acceptable level. 
 
Safety management is the process of controlling and preventing risks and hazards 
(Harms-Ringdahl, 2004) by realising safety functions through certain activities (Li and 
Guldenmund, 2018). This includes all formal and informal activities in an organisation 
performed to control hazards (Hale, 2006), such as practices and structures, for 
example, manuals, checklists, accident investigations and reports, safety records, safety 
training schemes, safety meetings and audits (Cheng et al., 2012). Safety management 
pervades all parts of an organisation (Hale et al., 1997), from leadership commitment to 
worker participation. This is to control and improve the safety aspects of business 
processes which are related to value creation, as well as by providing decision-makers 
with essential information about past, current and future safety performance. The ISO 
45001 standard for occupational health and safety systems describes the need for the 
management to be responsible, involved, supportive and promoting safety and health to 
achieve safety and health objectives and continuously improve, as well as fulfil legal 
requirements (ISO, 2018). However, safety management also competes with other goals 
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and resources in a company and is dependent on good engineering and human factors as 
well (Hale, 2005). 
 
The safety management field was founded on many general management concepts, 
including quality and knowledge management. Safety management has now developed 
to have its own identity. It is, however, not completely independent, as safety 
management is closely related to all processes, phases, and operations of a system. 
According to Hale and Hovden (1998), safety management, including aspects such as 
culture and climate, developed as a field of safety science in the 1950s and increased 
largely in the late 1980s, including organisational factors and management systems. 
Accident investigations have made a ground for safety work, accident models and 
experience feedback on safety (Kjellén and Albrechtsen, 2017, p. 25) and are important 
in understanding safety and safety practices. A better understanding of accidents 
through their causes and effects can lead to more precise measures, remedies and 
interventions which can prevent or reduce the impact of accident situations (Swuste et 
al., 2012). 
 
Traditionally, safety management has been more of a reactive nature, correcting safety 
issues and applying remedial actions to issues (Kontogiannis et al., 2017). However, 
with time, the approaches towards safety have become more integrated with business 
activities and more proactive (Kontogiannis et al., 2017). Aven (2014) suggests 
including dynamic aspects in safety management, such as perspectives from Rasmussen 
(1997) that, amongst other aspects, account for adaptations of actors to changes and 
dynamics of external influencing factors. Hale (2005) points out that safety management 
should be seen as ‘a dynamic learning process’ where change is the driver. 
 

Safety management systems (SMSs) are management systems or parts of such, with the 
aim to control risks and prevent hazards from causing harm and injuries to workers and 
provide safe and healthy workplaces (ISO, 2018, p. 3). The SMSs are based on feedback 
about processes in the system (Kjellén and Albrechtsen, 2017, p. 25; Kontogiannis et al., 
2017), which is an essential element for an SMS to function well (Hale, 2005). In a 
reactive SMS, the control mechanisms are implemented and measured, and information 
about the state of the process is fed back and corrected (Kontogiannis et al., 2017). This 
is similar to safety management based on Juran’s feedback cycle (Kjellén and 
Albrechtsen, 2017, p. 95). In this reactive model, there is no possibility to anticipate and 
monitor future hazards. On the other hand, a proactive model makes use of aspects of 
resilience engineering and includes the ability to monitor and anticipate processes and 
feed information forward (Kontogiannis et al., 2017), as illustrated in Figure 10. 
Feedforward is about anticipation and modifying actions before something occurs 
rather than after something has happened and using that as feedback later. Experience 
feedback through information sharing is an integral part of the system to ensure 
continuous improvement, while feedforward through, for example, leading indicators, is 
important for adaption and monitoring. 
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Figure 10: Feedback process by Kontogiannis et al. (2017) 

 
SMSs encompass all phases of a project and focus on relationships between elements of 
the total system or organisation that significantly affect safety (Hale et al., 1997). 
According to Hale (2005), a good SMS 1) is linked with a proper understanding of the 
overall systems’ process, in which safety analyses are rooted, 2) has a life cycle approach 
to safety management, meaning that all phases are included as well as prediction and 
learning loops, 3) has problem cycles at operational, tactical and strategical levels which 
identity, control and monitor risks, 4) assesses performance against indicators through 
feedback and monitoring, and 5) ensures the functioning of barriers and controls 
through qualities such as competence, commitment, communication, procedures, rules 
and goals, hardware, interface and availability. The relevant elements of the total system 
are a part of the aspect system, which comprises the SMS (Hale et al., 1997). Thus, safety 
management should be handled as an aspect system in the organisation and the task of 
everyone in the organisation rather than a disconnected sub-system. 
 
Transient locations, temporary project organisations, and involvement of multiple 
companies are characteristics of the construction industry creating dynamics and 
complexity (Baccarini, 1996) which can challenge safety management (Milch and 
Laumann, 2016). This dynamic nature differentiates the construction industry from 
industries with a fixed location and a linear production process (e.g., the manufacturing 
and process industries), where safety programs seemingly have an impact (Swuste et al., 
2012). Therefore, these aspects must be kept in mind when looking into the 
improvement of safety management and safety performance. 

3.2.1 Management of safety through experience feedback 
Experience feedback is a process at the organisational level of a company to provide 
decision-makers with information to improve their systems (Kjellén and Albrechtsen, 
2017, p. 91). Another related concept is feedforward, where anticipation is applied as a 
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mechanism to obtain information used to monitor a system (Kjellén and Albrechtsen, 
2017, p. 91). The loops of the systems require feedback and monitoring to assess the 
actual performance and its ability to improve (Swuste, 2008). The safety-related 
information fed forward can contribute to actions that reduce risks or change 
disturbances, so they do not result in unwanted events. The safety-related information 
fed backwards can be deployed at different levels, from top management, where it is 
used for goal setting and monitoring purposes, to HSE responsible personnel and 
supervisors close to the sharp end that follow up and implement specific measures at a 
site (Kjellén and Albrechtsen, 2017, pp. 92-93), as well as at a strategic level where 
regulations and policies have their place (Hale, 2005). 
 
The experience feedback concept is based on the aspects of Deming’s plan-do-act-check 
cycle, which is a basis for most continuous improvement processes. Kjellén and 
Albrechtsen (2017, pp. 94-96) describe two main mechanisms for experience feedback; 
the feedback cycle, where the process state is compared against norms, and the 
diagnostic process, which begins with identifying deviations to implementation of 
remedial actions. Input to the process can be past safety performances such as 
deviations and unwanted events, current performance based on audits and inspections 
or future risk assessments (Kjellén and Albrechtsen, 2017, pp. 91-94). The level of 
control can be monitored through metrics, such as safety performance measured by 
indicators (Hale, 2005; Kjellén and Albrechtsen, 2017, pp. 118, 281-283) 
 
The process can be considered an improvement spiral where consolidated information 
is used to raise the safety level by improving decision-making and gaining control over 
risks. It is an important process in safety management systems for the prevention and 
improvement of safety activities and safety performance (Kjellén and Albrechtsen, 2017, 
p. 94), as well as for future safety planning (Kartam, 1996; Chua and Goh, 2004), for 
example as an input in risk assessment processes (Kjellén and Albrechtsen, 2017, pp. 
341-342). However, to improve new projects, among other aspects, the lack of 
integration of experience feedback into risk management must be overcome (Lindberg 
et al., 2010). 
 
Mechanisms to ensure systematic experience feedback are safety information systems, 
which collect, process, systematise and distribute relevant information (Kjellén and 
Albrechtsen, 2017, pp. 104-107). Collecting, processing, and disseminating information 
are essential principles for improvement and learning to support the prevention of 
future incidents as it gives input to learning processes. However, it does not necessarily 
result in learning, as learning requires actions or changes in practice (Hale, 2005). 

3.2.2 Sharing as a premise for improvement 
Sharing more safety-related information can be considered an expansion of experience 
feedback, which can contribute to learning within and across organisations. However, 
learning is dependent on mechanisms other than sharing itself. The uniqueness, 
temporality and involvement of many different actors in each construction project pose 
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challenges for passing on project experiences (Duryan et al., 2020). Complexity and 
fragmentation in the construction industry lead to blurred and non-linear 
communication lines and information sharing (Carlan et al., 2012). Although each 
project in the construction industry is unique, many processes are repeatable, which can 
be passed on to future projects. 
 
Drupsteen and Wybo (2015) argue that sharing and learning from incidents across 
organisations in the construction industry have an immense potential to help prevent 
future incidents. Similarly, sharing and learning from activities and other business fields 
and across organisations can contribute to safer work execution. Rather than keeping 
information in silos, which is often how teams in projects operate (Carrillo et al., 2013), 
and therefore how projects then operate, the different actors can gain valuable 
information from other peers, enhancing the safety during construction. However, it is 
important to be aware that just collecting incident data without a plan on how to utilise 
it, will not necessary contribute to learning (Hale, 2005). Additionally, filtering risk and 
incidents, supporting the development of solutions and supervising how learning is 
applied is also needed (Hale, 2005). Sharing of relevant information is thus an important 
step on the way.  
 
Dissemination of information is one step in the learning process after incidents 
(Drupsteen and Guldenmund, 2014), and a step towards improvement and change. 
However, the dissemination of information from past incidents itself is not enough to 
prevent future incidents (Lukic et al., 2012). The learning process brings about change 
(Argote and Miron-Spektor, 2011), and thus requires both incident information together 
with changes in practice (Margaryan et al., 2017). One of the primary challenges that 
need more attention in learning from incidents, according to Drupsteen and 
Guldenmund (2014), is sharing and processing of information. Furthermore, 
dissemination of accident investigation results, which is one source of information, is 
weak with potential for improvement (Lindberg and Ove Hansson, 2006). Hallowell 
(2012) studied safety knowledge management strategies in construction companies in 
the USA. Although knowledge is on the border of what is selected as the scope in the 
thesis, the research shows limitations which are also relevant for information sharing. 
As mentioned earlier, the definitions of information and knowledge particularly, are not 
consistent in the literature. It is therefore of relevance to also include references related 
to knowledge. In the article, Hallowell (2012) found that acquisitions, storage and 
dissemination of safety knowledge are ineffective. Most of the safety knowledge from 
external sources came from regulatory agencies and employers or professional society 
organisations. Albeit identifying both external and internal safety knowledge sources, 
the focus of dissemination was only on the sharp end. Duryan et al. (2020) highlight the 
importance and need to transfer knowledge across actors in the construction industry to 
improve occupational safety performance further, as regulations, norms and guidelines 
cannot comprehend all possible hazards and situations. In their article, they point to a 
fallacy in systematically learning from past incidents, as there are large variations in 
systems for knowledge management between companies. There is also a tendency to 
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keep safety information in project silos, while there is a need to share between 
organisational levels and projects for which mechanisms are currently lacking. The sub-
process that dissemination represents in the learning process, is underexposed, the 
literature on learning from incidents is fragmented, and empirical and applied research 
is scarce. However, managing information is a key to safety improvement, including 
continuous learning from past incidents (Duryan et al., 2020). 
 
In an editorial for a special issue on learning from incidents, Stanton et al. (2017) stress 
the need for more interdisciplinary and methodologically diverse research, as well as 
moving from ‘information acquisition’ towards focusing on collective sensemaking, 
exercising changes, continuous knowledge flow and more aspects of the complex 
sociotechnical system. Margaryan et al. (2017) emphasise the need for more integration 
of theories, disciplines, and methodologies, and a cross-sectional focus on learning from 
incidents. This calls for research on broader information sharing across fields and 
industries and exploration of the opportunities to utilise safety-related information. 

3.3 An integrated approach to safety and production 
Hazards in the construction industry, such as work at heights, are a part of the nature of 
the industry. While eliminating such hazards is not possible, mitigation and limiting the 
risk related to such work activities is. Organisational activities such as planning and 
execution of work can prevent accidents by avoiding situations with a lack of control 
over hazards. However, when there are deviations from planned work, a lack of control 
of hazards occurs (Kjellén and Larsson, 1981; Kjellén and Albrechtsen, 2017, pp. 31-33). 
When deviations occur, barriers should prevent the lack of control leading to loss of 
control of the hazard and transition of energy to victims. Safety is thus created both by 
general management as well as safety management. This can include management 
processes such as project management (see section 3.4 for definition).  
 
Figure 11 illustrates the normal production process that leads to value creation and the 
incident process when deviations in production take place that can lead to losses. Thus, 
a normal production process without deviations creates both safety and value. Further, 
as illustrated, contributing factors lead to normal operation, and their inadequacy can 
lead to incidents and losses. It is assumed that many of the same factors contribute to a 
normal production process and safe operations (Edwin et al., subm. 2023). 
 
The boundary of acceptable performance can be stressed by, e.g., production pressure 
(Rasmussen, 1997), increased complexity, or conflicting goals (Ghodrati et al., 2018) and 
drift the system to the limits of safe practices (Rasmussen, 1997). However, safety and 
productivity do not necessarily compete against each other, especially over time. 
Choudhry (2017) found in a study of the Hong Kong construction industry that safety 
and productivity can be improved simultaneously. A study from New Zealand found that 
certain management intervention programs to improve labour productivity, particularly 
related to labour management, supervision and leadership, planning and construction 
management, positively influenced safety performance (Ghodrati et al., 2018).   
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Figure 11: Common factors of value creation and deviations leading to loss in a process model 
based on Kjellén and Albrechtsen (2017, p. 52) in Edwin et al. (subm. 2023) 
 
Managers and supervisors also have an important role in safety. Among other aspects, 
the engagement of supervisors, available resources in time and money for safety, having 
good safety knowledge and promotion of safety have been pointed to as important for 
safety improvements (Choudhry, 2017). Safety management information (e.g., accident 
investigation and report, safety records, statistical analyses of accidents) and safety 
management committees are significantly and positively related to construction project 
performance (Cheng et al., 2012). An article by Pagell et al. (2014) looking into 
productivity and safety in manufacturing and distribution facilities in Canada also found 
that safe and efficient production is feasible. The article disclosed that plants with 
above-average operational and safety performance had two things in common – a 
supportive culture regarding safety and operations and a joint management system.  
 
Several researchers across industries emphasise that safety and operations should be 
seen and managed together (Hale et al., 1997; Hovden, 2004; Hale, 2006; Hale et al., 
2012; Shevchenko et al., 2018; Hasle et al., 2021) as a joint effort involving all actors 
(Woolley et al., 2020). A need for integrating safety into specific parts of the 
management of projects has been advocated in several studies for the prevention of 
accidents, e.g., in the project team (Haslam et al., 2005), project management 
(Mohammadi et al., 2018; Lingard and Wakefield, 2019), in planning (Kartam, 1997; 
Saurin et al., 2004), production, cost or human resources (Guo et al., 2015). 
Kontogiannis et al. (2017) point out that integrating safety management with other 
organisational processes can be challenging. However, well-functioning and proactive 
safety management can benefit other parts of a business and create synergies, such as 
improving quality, and reliability, promoting innovations and improving reputation. 
Unfortunately, in daily operations, safety is managed distinctly from other management 
practices (Benjaoran and Bhokha, 2010). Very often in the construction industry, safety 
is managed as partly detached from the main processes or system and arranged 
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together with other fields like health, work environment, and sometimes also 
environment. 

3.4 Definitions of other key terms used in the thesis 
So far, the key concepts in the thesis have been explained. Further, there are some other 
terms and concepts of importance for the thesis, particularly the discussion. Table 3 
presents these terms. 
 
 Table 3: Descriptions of other terms relevant for the thesis 
Term Description 

Project management Management of a project organisation to reach its objectives 
(Rolstadås et al., 2014), by the application of knowledge, skills, 
tools and techniques (Project Management Institute, 2017). The 
project manager uses technical project management, leadership, 
strategy and business skills, and is supported by the project team 
to fulfil project requirements and objectives (Project 
Management Institute, 2017). 

Safety-I The Safety-I perspective is often defined as looking into ‘as few 
things as possible going wrong’ and accidents are explained by 
failures or malfunctions and looking into contributing factors 
(Hollnagel, 2014, p. 147). 

Safety-II The Safety-II perspective looks at ‘what goes right’, aims at 
learning from successes and safety is managed by being 
proactive and adapt to developments and events by anticipating 
them (Hollnagel, 2014, pp. 147-149). 

Safety performance An expression of an organisation’s effectiveness in controlling 
hazards in its activities (Kjellén and Albrechtsen, 2017), and the 
provision of safe workplaces (SSB, 2022a).  
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4 RESEARCH APPROACH 

This section elaborates on the design and methods used to approach the research 
objective and answer the research questions. It also provides considerations regarding 
scientific quality and ethical aspects. The three articles adopt different approaches that 
jointly examine information sharing and safety management in the construction 
industry. 

4.1 Methodology 
The interest in the research topic came through working with safety research related to 
the construction industry and other industries. Construction being an industry with high 
activity and exposure to high risks with relatively many accidents and fatalities, made 
the candidate want to explore safety management processes, particularly related to 
information sharing. Initially, the focus was on accident investigations and sharing 
related information for better understanding and accident prevention. However, with 
the initial research and insight into the literature, the scope was expanded to sharing 
safety-related information and developing safety management. Three studies were 
conducted to investigate further prevention of occupational accidents in the 
construction industry, resulting in two published research articles and a manuscript 
submitted to a journal. In the thesis, these contributions are further referred to as 
Article 1, Article 2 and Article 3.  
 
Research can be categorised according to the objective, methods used, data analysed and 
other factors. Often research is divided into fundamental research and applied research. 
Fundamental research, also called basic or pure research, is concerned with increasing 
and generalising knowledge about a phenomenon, whereas applied research is related 
to a practical problem in society or in an organisation and finding a solution or potential 
for practical application by using general knowledge (Kothari, 2004, p. 3; Guthrie, 2010, 
p. 5). The conducted research is of an applied nature, seeking to find ways to improve 
occupational safety in the construction industry. 
 
Since three separate studies were undertaken, the approach to the three articles, 
research scope and origin of data used differs across them. The overview of the research 
types for each of the articles included in this thesis is given in Table 4. The main types of 
research methods can be divided into qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods, 
combining techniques related to qualitative and quantitative research in one study. 
Overall qualitative research emphasises words and can be characterised as an inductive 
approach, generating theory, whereas quantitative research is deductive, testing a 
theory (Bryman, 2012, pp. 35-36). Qualitative research is criticised for being too 
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subjective and difficult to replicate, which also delimits possibilities of generalisation 
(Bryman, 2012, pp. 405-406). However, it also gives rich and deep data (Bryman, 2012, 
p. 408). Quantitative methods are, in contrast, structured and generalisable, resulting in 
hard data (Bryman, 2012, p. 408) and are replicable. However, critique is the suitability 
of using natural science on social phenomena (Bryman, 2012, pp. 178-179). Articles 1 
and 2 used qualitative methods. Interviews were used to generate new data, also 
categorised as primary research since the data was based on first-hand sourcing. Article 
3 used quantitative methods, mainly obtained from existing data, and thus classified as 
secondary research. 
 
Another classification of research is related to its objective or scope, with common 
classification being exploratory, descriptive, and explanatory research (Grinnell and 
Unrau, 2011, pp. 21-28). Exploratory research, as the name suggests, is often conducted 
on topics with little prior research to explore more of the topic and the research 
approach for such topics. Usually, the data are qualitative, e.g., literature searches and 
large amounts of collected unstructured data. Descriptive research aims at describing 
the topic, for example, characteristics, trends and correlations of samples. Collected data 
can be both qualitative and quantitative. Explanatory research aims to identify a 
phenomenon's causes and effects and is based on set hypotheses, with the data being 
quantitative. The first article looked into what sharing arenas exist in and across the 
construction industry (descriptive), explored the potential of information sharing for 
improving occupational safety (exploratory) and laid the ground for the following two 
articles. The second article was exploratory, looking into the potential of information 
sharing across industries. The third article was of an explanatory nature, looking into 
relationships between factors of project management, safety management and safety 
performance. 
 
Table 4: Overview of the research types covered in the articles 
 

Approaching the overall research question on how incorporating additional inputs can 
develop safety management in the construction industry from three different angles 
(articles 1, 2 and 3) and combining different research approaches brings a wider 
perspective to the research and thus signifies the potential of the findings. The data 
sources and various methods strengthen the research as the articles build on each other 
for the overall objective of the thesis (see Table 2 and Figure 4). Especially the studies in 

Type 
Article 
1 2 3 

Data type 
Qualitative research x x  
Quantitative research   x 

Data source 
Primary research x x  
Secondary research   x 

Depth of 
scope 

Exploratory research x x  
Descriptive research x   
Explanatory research   x 
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articles 1 and 2 are closely related, and specific findings were confirmed across the 
studies, such as SfS BA and its background. This contributes to the credibility of the 
results and gives the thesis more comprehensive data to build the discussion.  

4.2 Data collection 
The three articles were designed with a common topic, answering the overall research 
question. However, each article had a different objective, research questions, and 
approaches. As shown in Table 5, qualitative and quantitative approaches were used for 
data collection and analysis, and various research methods were applied.  
 
Table 5: Data research methods used in the three articles 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
Literature studies are useful for gaining insight into a field and building on it. A 
literature review is essential for research and to situate the research in relation to 
existing work. This helps define the research scope by identifying gaps in the existing 
research, thereby not repeating existing work. Reviewing existing literature also 
identifies relevant theories, research methods common in the field, and whether there 
are inconsistencies in the findings (Bryman, 2012, p. 98). The literature searches aimed 
to build a foundation for the research rather than to write a literature article. The 
searches were, therefore, only conducted in a semi-structured manner. Selective search 
strings related to safety management, such as data, information, knowledge sharing, 
learning after accidents, experience feedback and more, were used in the search engines 
(e.g., Scopus, ScienceDirect, Google Scholar, NTNU University Library/Oria). For some 
topics, the searches performed were more comprehensive and structured, noting the 
number of found results and reviewing them systematically. Before starting the work 
with the three articles, identified literature was reviewed extensively and assessed to be 
comprehensive enough to form the basis for the research. Throughout the PhD work, 
literature was continuously reviewed, including new research, to keep updated and to 
explore other relevant topics. Email alerts on specific topics were used extensively to 
identify new literature. 
 
Semi-structured interviews were chosen as the primary data collection method for 
articles 1 and 2 to study safety information sharing within the construction industry and 
compare the safety in the construction and petroleum industries, respectively. This 
qualitative method collects comprehensive data and goes in-depth into the collected 
material. In such interviews, an interview guide is used with set questions, but the order 
in which they are asked can be varied, and additional questions can be added to follow-

Data type Method 
Article 
1 2 3 

Qualitative 
Literature review x x x 
Interviews x x  
Document review x   

Quantitative 
Survey sample from Nordic 10-10 database   x 
Company data on accidents    x 
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up (Bryman, 2012, p. 716). The interviews were aimed at providing insight into industry 
practices. For both articles, several levels of actors were interviewed to get a broader 
viewpoint and to include practices and experiences across the industries and actors. 
When different data sources are used, for example, data from different people and 
groups, this can be referred to as data source triangulation, leading to a better 
understanding of the phenomena of interest (Carter et al., 2014).  
 
The research behind the two articles was built up similarly, as described further. To 
conduct the interviews for each of the two studies, an interview guide was made. The 
interview guides were adapted for the different actors (for more details, see the 
attached articles). The study in the first article had one interviewer, while the study in 
the second article had two interviewers for most of the interviews. A majority of the 
interviews were recorded and transcribed. A few interviews were not recorded in the 
study in Article 2. However, these interviews were conducted by two interviewers, 
where one was taking detailed notes, close to transcribing the interview in real-time. 
The interviews were conducted in person or over the telephone, depending on 
availability and convenience, as interviewees could be in different parts of Norway. This 
geographical spread gives the study a representative sample across the Norwegian 
construction industry. The researchers did not notice any noteworthy differences in the 
quality of the results. The experienced difference between face-to-face interviews contra 
telephone interviews was mainly the length of the interviews. Before the interviews, the 
interviewees were informed about the study and the possibility of withdrawing from it 
without consequences. During the interviews, the interviewers focused on openness and 
not assumptions, avoiding leading questions, letting the interviewee speak the most, and 
ensuring the interviewees' points were understood correctly by asking for examples and 
explanations. 
 
Document reviews are helpful to both triangulate information from interviews and get 
more insight. Supplementary documents obtained from the interviewees were reviewed 
for the study in Article 1, giving more insight into companies' after-incident experiences 
and how they share such information. Furthermore, publicly available documents were 
collected to enhance the data for articles 1 and 2. 
 
The third article was quantitative and thus very different from the first two. It can be 
classified as a secondary analysis, as the authors were not involved in the primary data 
collection (Bryman, 2012, p. 312). Instead, the study used an existing dataset previously 
collected in a benchmarking project. Most of the data material for the third article was 
collected by the Nordic 10-10 consortium researchers, who run a benchmarking tool for 
performance assessment in the Norwegian construction industry. The Nordic 10-10 
Programme is a Norwegian translation and adaptation of the CII 10-10 benchmarking 
tool developed by the Construction Industry Institute (CII) at the University of Texas 
(Yun et al., 2016; Nordic 10-10, 2021). This tool collects different project aspects by 
collecting data from several project phases through questionnaires (Construction 
Industry Institute, 2021). For more information, see nordic10-10.org. Data initially 
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collected for another purpose brings some limitations to the article, such as the available 
variables that can be used in statistical analyses. However, the use of this data can be 
justified as it is collected through a large program with thorough international research 
behind it. Furthermore, such use of previously collected data gives opportunities for 
analyses on additional areas allowing new interpretations and relations to be found 
(Bryman, 2012, p. 315), such as the included article. The questionnaires used in Nordic 
10-10 consist of different types of questions, including multiple choice (with one and 
more possible answers), binary questions (yes-no) and Likert questions. A new variable 
(for project management) was created based on the available questions from the Nordic 
10-10 database. For this, only Likert questions were used to ensure compatibility across 
the questions. Additionally, for this particular article, safety performance results from 
the same construction projects that were involved in Nordic 10-10 were requested from 
the companies by the authors. 
 
In this thesis, the combined research strategy contributes to the completeness of the 
research. Through this approach, a broader part of the topic is studied, and diverse 
views are analysed to provide answers to the different research questions. By this, the 
overall thesis provides the opportunity to understand information sharing in safety 
management from a broader perspective. It opens for various contributions to develop 
safety management and to contribute to improvements in safety performance. As each 
article contributes to a part of the overall research objective, the diverse approaches 
give different inputs to the overall purpose. The qualitative approach contributes to 
more detailed insight into the sharing opportunities of safety-related information across 
the construction industry (Article 1) and between industries (Article 2). The 
quantitative approach in Article 3 is based on a larger data set, looking for more general 
relations between project management and safety management. Altogether, these 
approaches give an opportunity to advance safety management through different inputs. 

4.3 Participants 
The data collection for the three articles was performed in the construction industry, 
and for Article 2 was also performed in the petroleum industry. Table 6 gives an 
overview of the number of participants, sample size and industry for the three articles. 
 
Purposive sampling was used for choosing informants for qualitative interviews, where 
the aim was to sample participants strategically so that they were relevant to the 
research questions (Bryman, 2012, p. 714). The interviewees were chosen based on 
information through contact persons from earlier projects and collaboration, as well as 
snowball sampling for Article 1, and based on contact persons, snowball sampling and 
approaching relevant interviewees based on their earlier or current work position (for 
example, working for a trade union) for Article 2. The reason for such an approach was 
the research topics, which required persons within a particular industry and position 
(for Article 1, it was HSE personnel, while for Article 2, interviewees from both the 
construction and petroleum industry with HSE competence). Such sampling can result in 
more consistent data (Tjora, 2012, p. 147), as the topic is logically narrowed. One 
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challenge with recruiting interviewees, for example, in purposive sampling, is that one 
does not always get access to all the desired persons, which can result in less 
comprehensive data. One measure adopted to ensure that sufficient data was captured 
was to ensure that a saturation point on the topics was reached, and few new points 
emerged in the interviews. Therefore, the candidate and the researchers were satisfied 
with the samples for articles 1 and 2. 
 
The third article was quantitative and dependent on the available data from the Nordic 
10-10 project (N=63), as well as on available data for safety performance at companies 
(N=32). A higher sample, especially for safety performance, would have been preferred. 
However, it was assessed by the research group to be adequate to conduct the study. 
The study, as is, gives insight into the topics and can in, the future, if a larger sample is 
available, provide the basis for a more profound study. 
 
Table 6: Number of participants, sample size and industries covered in the articles 

 Article 
1 2 3 

Semi-structured interviewees 19 36 - 
Survey sample size - - 63 
Safety performance sample - - 32 
Construction industry x x x 
Petroleum industry  x  

4.4 Data analysis 

4.4.1 Qualitative data analysis (Article 1 and 2) 
Based on the transcriptions or detailed notes of the interviews, analyses of the data 
were done. The study data in articles 1 and 2 were analysed using the same approach. 
The interviews were analysed in a structured way and coded twice, first based on the 
existing topics from the interview guides while transcribing and then by reading the 
transcriptions and adding new topics and sub-topics. As the interviews were conducted 
in a semi-structured manner, the responses and follow-up questions could reveal topics 
of interest that were not specifically included in the interview guides and break up the 
topics. NVivo version 12 was used to code and analyse the data. Based on the coding of 
the data, all data within a topic were systematically analysed, which resulted in the 
findings in the two articles. 
 
All interviews were conducted in Norwegian, except one in English. The interviewees 
were cited in the final articles (ensuring anonymity was observed). Their statements, 
therefore, had to be translated from Norwegian to English. The researchers did this by 
ensuring the wording was as similar as possible. However, the researchers rephrased 
some citations to capture the meaning of statements or adjust for cultural, lingual, or 
contextual expressions. 
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4.4.2 Quantitative data analysis (Article 3) 
The data material in Article 3 was analysed through statistical analyses to test for, and 
identify significant relationships between project management, safety management and 
safety performance. The data used for the project management and safety management 
variables were from an existing dataset (Nordic 10-10). Data for safety performance 
results (rates for lost time injuries (LTI) and total recordable injuries (TRI)) for the 
same projects were additionally collected. The statistical tool, SPSS Statistics version 26, 
was used for the analyses. The study started with three hypotheses on the relationships 
between project management, safety management and safety performance. 
 
The project management variable had to be created based on questionnaire items from 
the Nordic 10-10 database that relate to characteristic features of project management. 
The relevance considerations of the items were based on previous research (Luu et al., 
2008; Ling et al., 2009; Project Management Institute, 2017) and the research group’s 
considerations. The items were results of responses presented to the respondents as 
statements, indicating their agreement on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). In the database, the responses were given as averages 
for all respondents from a particular project phase, meaning there was one number for 
each case in the database. An exploratory factor analysis was performed to create the 
project management variable. Principal component analysis (PCA) with varimax 
rotation and Kaiser normalisation resulted in a final set of thirteen items. Tests in the 
preliminary analysis, involving the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling 
adequacy and Bartlett’s test of sphericity, gave satisfactory results. After a listwise 
exclusion, 62 cases were included in the factor analysis. Kaiser’s criterion and the scree 
plot suggested three factors, explaining 73 per cent of the variance. The first factor had 
eight items thematically addressing the project team members and system functioning, 
accounting for 38.7 per cent of the variance. The second factor consisted of three items 
addressing project leadership, accounting for 22.7 per cent of the variance. Factor 3 
included two items addressing compliance with systems and requirements, accounting for 
12 per cent of the variance. Pearson’s correlations between factors indicated 
satisfactory discriminant validity, meaning that the factors are not greatly related. 
Cronbach’s alpha was calculated to check whether the questions included in the index 
reflect the same aspect. Cronbach‘s alpha above .7 indicates adequate internal 
consistency and reliability (Nunnally, 1978, pp. 245-246), which it was for factors one 
and two. The third factor did not meet this criterion and was therefore not included in 
further analysis. 
 
Independent-sample Mann-Whitney U-tests were finally performed to examine the 
relationships between project management, safety management and safety 
performance. The test determines if the mean ranks in two groups are significantly 
different. This test was used as the normality criteria for parametric tests were not met.  
 
The Kolmogorov–Smirnov test scores were non-normal for the safety management and 
safety performance variables (p<.05). The differences in safety management and safety 
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performance between projects that perform well and poorly on project management, as 
well as differences in safety performance between projects that perform well and poorly 
on safety management were studied by comparisons of means using ranking. One-way 
tests were applied as the hypotheses were directional, with the significance level set at 
.05. A r-value for effect size was estimated from the z-scores (using the formula 

r=z/√𝑁), where r below 0.3 is considered a small effect, r up to 0.5 is considered a 
medium effect, and r above 0.5 is a large effect (Field, 2018, pp. 117, 295-296).  
 
The project management variable included two indices: teams and system functioning 
and leadership. The safety management variable was developed by the CII 10-10 
Program (Yun et al., 2016), and the numbers for this index were taken from the Nordic 
10-10 database. The last variable was for safety performance, using LTI and TRI rates 
obtained from companies. The cut-off criterion for the project management and safety 
management variables was set to the median. The analyses resulted in ranks between 
good and poor performance of the different variables, and the significance of the rank 
determined whether the three hypotheses were supported or rejected. Hypothesis one 
was supported, where a positive relationship was found between project management 
and safety management. Hypothesis two, looking at a relationship between project 
management and safety performance, and hypothesis three, looking at a relationship 
between safety management and safety performance, were rejected. 

4.5 Scientific quality 
The quality of research can be assessed by specific criteria. Reliability and validity are 
particularly important for quantitative research (Bryman, 2012, p. 389). These criteria 
can also be used for qualitative research (Bryman, 2012, p. 390), and they tell something 
about the objectivity and credibility of the research (Peräkylä, 2004, p. 283). The 
scientific quality of the work undertaken in this PhD is reflected upon here with respect 
to internal validity, reliability and generalisation. For further limitations, refer to the 
attached articles and section 1.3. 

4.5.1 Internal validity 
Validity refers to the accuracy of the representation of a phenomenon (Silverman, 2006, 
p. 289) and the integrity of the conclusions from the research (Bryman, 2012, p. 717). It 
tells something about whether the selected measures actually measure what is 
supposed to be measured (Field, 2018, p. 15). The concept of validity comes from 
quantitative research, where assessing the validity of findings may be easier and more 
precise. However, the concept is also important for qualitative research. 
 
Internal validity is most relevant for explanatory and causal studies and less for 
descriptive and exploratory studies (Yin, 2003, p. 34). In this thesis, this is therefore 
primarily of relevance for the quantitative, explanatory study in Article 3. Internal 
validity is concerned with the causal relationship of a finding, meaning whether a 
finding considers the link between two or more variables (Bryman, 2012, p. 712). As this 
study uses statistical analyses, a relevant and common measure for internal validity is 
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Cronbach’s alpha (Bryman, 2012). Cronbach’s alpha is between 1 (perfect internal 
validity) and 0 (no internal validity), with alpha >0.7 being the limit for acceptable alpha 
based on Nunnally (1978, pp. 245-246). Bryman (2012, p. 170) writes that an alpha >0.8 
is commonly used as a rule of thumb when it comes to internal validity, however, some 
also use 0.7. In Article 3, the alpha limit was set to >0.7. The three constructed factors for 
the project management index had alpha scores of 0.939, 0.836 and 0.578. The last 
factor did not satisfy the criteria and was not included in further analyses. The two first 
factors exhibited very good and good Cronbach’s alpha scores respectively. Pearson’s 
correlation between these factors was reported through cross-loading, which indicated 
a satisfactory discriminant validity with the highest load of 0.706 (between factors 1 and 
2). Discriminant validity refers to what degree the designed measure tests the concept it 
was intended to measure. This is also important to ensure the quality of the research 
conducted. 
 
For the studies in Article 1 and 2 validity has been tested by presenting their 
preliminary findings at conferences and getting feedback and viewpoints from the 
research community. The studies have resulted in two research articles published in 
journals and a manuscript submitted to a journal. Tjora (2012, p. 206) writes that 
putting the research out to the research community, for example through conferences or 
by publishing in scientific journals, shows that the researchers relate to relevant 
theories and perspectives and previous research ensuring the quality of the research. 

4.5.2 Reliability 
Reliability concerns the consistency of findings, such that accidental circumstances do 
not influence a study. In quantitative research, reliability is connected to replicability, 
meaning whether a study could be repeated with the same results (Silverman, 2006, p. 
282). For qualitative research, it is harder to replicate a study. However, transparency 
about how the study has been designed, how interviewees have been chosen, and how 
the study has been conducted and analysed increases the reliability of qualitative 
studies (Tjora, 2012, p. 205). It has therefore been important for the candidate to 
describe the process of the studies well. For interviews in particular, the interviewer and 
interviewees need to have the same understanding of questions, and reliability can be 
increased by analysing the same data by more researchers (Silverman, 2006, p. 288). 
 
The two qualitative studies (in articles 1 and 2) were designed with a set of research 
questions based on previously acquired knowledge from working with the construction 
industry and the safety field, as well as reviewing related scientific literature. Interview 
guides were prepared based on this. For further descriptions of the approach, refer to 
earlier parts of section 4, and the respective articles. The interview guides were 
discussed with other researchers with practical and research experience from the 
construction industry. The previous experience of the candidate in the field and 
opinions from other researchers increase the reliability. The interview guide was 
important to ask good questions and to avoid leading ones, for which previous interview 
experience was helpful. Furthermore, it was an important point during the interviews if 
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in doubt, to ensure the correct understanding by asking additional questions, such as ‘Do 
I understand this correctly, that …?’, as well as asking follow-up questions such as ‘Can 
you give an example of such a situation?’. Two researchers conducted the interviews for 
the study in Article 2, ensuring a more correct understanding. Also, during the data 
analysis, two researchers separately did the initial coding and analysis, which also 
improved the reliability of the analysis. In the two first studies, the interviews were 
recorded and transcribed, which helped present precise citations and increase reliability 
(Tjora, 2012, p. 205). 
 
The study in Article 3 was limited to examining the relationships between specific 
aspects of project management, safety management and safety performance. It was 
based on data collected as part of the Nordic 10-10 program, where the authors of the 
article themselves were neither involved in constructing questionnaires nor in collecting 
the data. The benefit of using data from existing sources is that the method has been 
tested and researched thoroughly. The disadvantage is that the authors are bound to the 
available questions and the format available from the database. During the data 
collection for the Nordic 10-10 program, a certified coordinator facilitated the 
respondents while responding to the questionnaire and had the opportunity to clarify 
doubts. This enhances the uniformity of the understanding of the questions and 
strengthens the reliability and validity of the data. Participating in benchmarking might 
also affect the results since these construction projects devote resources to responding 
to questionnaires, which might create a bias in the answers. The companies themselves 
reported the safety performance data to the researchers. Thus, the accuracy and quality 
of the data could not be controlled. However, companies have internal control 
procedures for their incident data collection. The common use of LTI and TRI rates in 
the industry justifies using these rates in the research, helping provide new insights. The 
analysis part of the study is repeatable based on the data used as it is statistical in nature 
with a carefully described repeatable process. 
 

4.5.3 Generalisation 
Generalisation refers to whether the research findings can be generalised beyond the 
studied context (Bryman, 2012, p. 711). It can also be referred to as external validity. 
Quantitative and qualitative research are very different regarding the question of 
generalisation. While it is an aim in quantitative research, generalisation is not a 
necessity in qualitative research as the purpose can also be to give insight in local 
practices or build theories. (Silverman, 2006, pp. 304-306). Silverman (2006, p. 311) 
writes that purposive and theoretical sampling can increase generalisability in 
qualitative research, where resources are applied the best to get the best possible 
sample. 
 
For the studies in articles 1 and 2, purposive sampling was applied for several reasons, 
including studying specific aspects regarding information sharing in specific industries, 
as well as for practical reasons, as all companies in the construction industries could not 
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be reached and studied. The two studies were exploratory, and do not aim for 
generalisation. However, the insights gained from the studies are of relevance to the 
Norwegian construction industry and to the construction industry in general, as they 
describe common information sharing practices and possibilities for information 
sharing as a means to develop safety management.  
 
The study in Article 3 is relevant to the construction industry and practices in particular 
related to project management and safety management. Though the study had a limited 
sample size, it showed a positive relationship between project management and safety 
management factors across different construction projects. 
 
The research conducted mainly involved large actors in the construction industry, 
making the results more relevant for larger actors in the industry. The results are 
primarily related to managerial levels, as they are preoccupied with information sharing 
on the level of HSE personnel and managers and improvements related to project 
management and safety management. 

4.6 The researcher’s role and ethical aspects 

The researcher has an important role that can affect the research and its quality. The 
researcher can influence the aspect of objectivity, which relates to neutrality and 
possible bias in a study. Prior knowledge about a field or an industry can be an asset in 
doing research to ask accurate questions, but it could also limit openness to new inputs 
because of prejudice (Tjora, 2012, p. 204). Being familiar with the field and industry, but 
not an expert, and being open and aware of such consequences from the start has helped 
keep an as neutral as possible role during this research. Another important point to 
avoid bias and enlarge both the theoretical and practical research perspective has been 
to discuss the research with other researchers (supervisors and other researchers from 
the construction and safety fields) and in different forums (e.g., in the STERNA project 
and at conferences). 
 
Data management is an important part of working with research. Therefore, from the 
beginning, the candidate has been aware of data protection considerations regarding 
storing data and processing any personal data. This is important when doing interviews 
or other data collection that involves people. In addition, guidelines for research ethics 
by the National Research Ethics Committees in Norway were followed. 
 
Furthermore, the Norwegian Centre for Data Research (NSD) was notified about the 
different studies and the studies were performed according to the advice given on data 
management and data protection (study in Article 1 – ref. no. 55634, 1 September 2017, 
study in Article 2 – ref. no. 56954, 23 November 2017, the study in Article 3 did not 
require notification). For the two studies where notification was applicable (Article 1 
and 2), all the participants were informed about the respective research that they 
participated in, informed consent was received from the interviewees, the interviewees 
were informed about their right to withdraw without reason, the interview data and 
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personal data were separated while storing, the interview data were anonymised, and 
all personal data were deleted at end of the project. Article 3 was based on previously 
collected data and notification to NSD was not required as the data did not contain 
personal data and the data material was not sensitive. The construction projects studied 
were anonymised in the research reporting. 
 
The PhD was founded by the Department of Industrial Economics and Technology 
Management (IØT) at the Norwegian University of Science and Technology (NTNU) from 
September 2016 to August 2021. The candidate had 25 per cent teaching duties and did 
work such as supervision of master’s students, was responsible for exercises in courses 
and gave lectures. Furthermore, the candidate was part of a research and teaching 
collaboration project between three universities in Brazil and NTNU through the 
STERNA project (Resilience Engineering and Safety Management for Complex Socio-
Technical Systems) funded by CAPES (Coordination for the Improvement of Higher 
Education Personnel in Brazil) and Diku (Norwegian Agency for International 
Cooperation and Quality Enhancement in Higher Education in Norway). In addition, the 
candidate collaborated with researchers from the Federal University of Rio Grande do 
Sul (UFRGS). The candidate also had a research stay for three weeks in September 2018 
in Porto Alegre, Brazil, at UFRGS. This was helpful in giving more insight into different 
perspectives of safety, particularly Safety-II and resilience engineering.  
 
During parts of the PhD, the candidate was employed part-time at SINTEF Technology 
and Society/SINTEF Digital. The candidate also was on parental leave. After the 
employment at NTNU, the candidate finalised the PhD thesis while employed by 
PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC). The employers did not influence the PhD work or its 
results. 
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5 SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

This section presents an overview of contributions from the three articles. The work has 
explored information sharing and aspects of project management for developing safety 
management in the construction industry. The three research questions link the articles 
and substantiate the overall research objective. The overview in Table 7 shows how the 
articles are related and which research questions each article contributes to. 
 
Table 7: The research questions and the consistency between the articles 

5.1 Information sharing after incidents in the construction industry (Article 1) 
The first research question of the thesis, ’What opportunities for safety management exist 
in broader information sharing across the construction industry?’ is explored in Article 1. 
This article studies sharing practices post incidents across companies in the Norwegian 
construction industry. For this purpose, interviews were performed with safety 
personnel across actors in the Norwegian construction industry. The article aims to 
explore: 1) how information after incidents is currently shared across the construction 
industry, 2) what gaps exist in the sharing processes between organisations, and 3) how 
collective safety information can be obtained. 
 
The findings show that several arenas for sharing information across actors do exist. 
However, the sharing is not structured, occurs occasionally, and there are no set 
routines for sharing across companies. Across actor levels, safety-related information is 
shared in written form through seminars, conferences, networks and groups. Much of 
the information sharing occurs between similar actor types (e.g., contractor to 
contractor, client to client), although some arenas for sharing across actors exist (e.g., 
seminars and conferences, such as HMS-konferansen [The HSE conference for the 
Norwegian construction industry] and the SfS BA network). Such arenas are used 
sporadically and only for selected experiences and unwanted events. Furthermore, the 

Research question 
Article 
1 2 3 

Over
-all 

How can incorporating additional inputs develop safety management 
in the construction industry? 

x x x 

1 
What opportunities for safety management exist in broader 
information sharing across the construction industry? 

x   

2 
How can the construction industry improve safety management by 
looking at practices from the Norwegian petroleum industry? 

 x  

3 
How is project management related to safety management in 
construction projects? 

  x 
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meeting arenas and interactions between actor types are limited. As a result, the 
information largely stays in silos and is not shared across all actors in the industry for 
whom it could be valuable. For example, early-phase actors, such as architects and 
consulting engineers, received limited feedback after accidents, which sustains the 
limited factual knowledge of these actors on risks during the construction phase. There 
is potential to better utilise the available safety-related information across the industry 
by broader sharing. This includes more information on safety from the construction 
phase to early phase actors, who can use it in planning and design early in a project. 
 
Further, technological opportunities are not exploited optimally for information sharing. 
Standardisation of taxonomy in reporting and in the industry are among identified 
impediments against enabling wider sharing of safety-related information. Also, 
characteristics of the industry and framework conditions, such as industry organisation 
with many companies in the project value chain, rapid and constant changes, time and 
progress pressure in projects, and costs, were found to fragment and hinder information 
sharing across the industry. Nevertheless, although challenges were identified, overall, a 
willingness to improve safety, sharing of information and enthusiasm towards new 
technology and the opportunities it can bring for safety, were seen among the actors 
across the industry. 
 
Collective safety information was in the study proposed as a way forward to improve 
information sharing across projects and actors in the construction industry. Steps are 
already taken in the construction industry by establishing arenas such as the SfS BA 
inspired by the Norwegian petroleum industry. Although many are positive towards 
sharing information, factors such as the risk of prosecution can limit the willingness to 
share, which is one of the obstacles that need to be investigated and handled for broader 
information sharing. 
 
A roadmap was laid suggesting sharing information through technological solutions and 
using it as input, for example, in building information modelling (BIM) and risk 
assessments. The roadmap includes the identification of user groups for the 
development and testing of a solution, standardisation of taxonomy to ease the 
information sharing for technological solutions, information processing to analyse the 
data, dissemination of the processed information and application of the information as 
input to other systems or in development of other tools.  

5.2 Looking to other industries for practices and experiences (Article 2) 
Article 2 contributes to the second research question of the thesis: ’How can the 
construction industry improve safety management by looking at practices from the 
Norwegian petroleum industry?’. This article looks at occupational safety in the 
Norwegian petroleum and construction industries. It aims to explore 1) what effects 
industry characteristics and framework conditions have on the level of safety in the two 
industries and 2) what areas from the petroleum industry can contribute to improving 
safety in the construction industry.  
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The Norwegian petroleum industry is by many perceived as a world leader in safety and 
has had a significant influence on regulations and practice of safety across industries in 
Norway, which, together with accident statistics, form a base for the study. Rasmussen’s 
socio-technical system (Rasmussen, 1997) was used as a theoretical framework 
comparing safety in the Norwegian petroleum industry and the construction industry, 
particularly focusing on occupational accidents and risks. The study aimed to 
understand the factors and reasons behind the steep improvement in safety 
performance in the petroleum industry compared to the more gradual slope in the 
construction industry. Interviews were performed with actors from safety authorities, 
top management, employer and employee organisations, and HSE personnel in both 
industries. 
 
The system characteristics of the industries are very different, especially in terms of 
complexity, fragmentation and trends related to the structural systems. Furthermore, 
industry characteristics and environmental factors can influence safety. The petroleum 
industry additionally has a major accident risk exposure during operations, whereas in 
the construction industry, during building, the risk is mainly related to occupational 
accidents. Furthermore, historically high revenue in the petroleum industry and rather 
tight margins in the construction industry were mentioned as factors enhancing safety 
engagement in the petroleum industry over that in the construction industry. Despite 
major accident risks in the petroleum industry, the safety level was perceived as better 
in the petroleum industry than in the construction industry. The results show that major 
events have to a high degree contributed to the petroleum industry's safety level. 
Furthermore, changes in technology, standardisation, emphasis on planning and close 
dialogue with the Petroleum Safety Authority Norway (PSA) also contribute to 
maintaining a high level of safety in the petroleum industry. 
 
Although the safety level in the construction industry has improved over the years, it 
was found that better planning, communication, and more standardised processes could 
further enhance the industry’s level of safety. Several methods and tools for safety from 
the petroleum industry have already been adapted to the construction industry.  
However, the different nature of the industries makes a direct transfer of concepts and 
practices from the petroleum industry challenging. Therefore, the potential and value of 
practices and experiences from the petroleum industry, which can be shared with the 
construction industry, must be considered with industry-specific conditions in mind. 
Identified aspects that the construction industry can borrow from the petroleum 
industry included: industry standards and adopting similar safety requirements across 
the whole of the construction industry, such as uniform tools, methods and practices, 
barrier thinking and risk awareness, detailed planning before operations, sanctions for 
non-compliance and more systematic information sharing arenas on safety, for example 
through digital solutions. 
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5.3 Exploring safety management from a project management perspective 
(Article 3) 

The third article explores the relationship between project management factors, safety 
management factors and safety performance in a sample of Norwegian construction 
projects (see section 3.2 and 3.4 for definitions of terms). A statistical analysis was 
performed to explore the relationships between these factors, using data from a 
benchmarking tool for performance assessment (Nordic 10-10) and incident data from 
construction projects. The article contributes to RQ3 of the thesis: ’How is project 
management related to safety management in construction projects?’.  
 
In practice, safety management in a construction project is often performed with a weak 
connection to general management. However, safety management and performance are 
influenced by the same contributing factors as value creation in a production process 
(Kjellén and Albrechtsen, 2017, p. 52). Further, value creation is driven through project 
management. Safety management systems implemented in construction projects are 
advantageous for project management (Yiu et al., 2018; Yiu et al., 2019). This refers to 
safety management being combined with normal operations by integrating safety 
management systems, project management, safety knowledgeable project engineers, 
and cooperation between the project engineers and safety personnel (Yiu et al., 2019). 
Safety performance is in the construction industry widely measured with injury rates, 
which are easy and evident to understand, although criticised for being poor measures. 
 
The article explores if projects that perform well on project management also do well in 
safety management and safety performance and if those that perform well on safety 
management also do well in safety performance. Selected aspects of project 
management, in particular teams and system functioning and leadership, are explored by 
looking at the relationship between safety management and safety performance. The 
results confirm the hypothesis that overall good project management positively impacts 
the safety management of construction projects. This demonstrates that the same 
contributing factors are important for value creation and safety. This supports and 
emphasises the need to have safety management as an integral aspect of all 
management activities in a project rather than as a function on the side. Overall, project 
management puts essential conditions on the execution of safety management in 
projects. Safety in construction projects is created and maintained by project 
management aiming to reach a project's objectives and safety management aiming to 
support decisions for hazard control. 
 
The results did not confirm two other hypotheses that good overall project management 
and good safety management of a project have a positive impact on personal injury 
rates. By this, injury rates are demonstrated to be an inadequate measure of safety 
performance measurements in projects alone. Additional measures based on project 
management aspects are recommended for monitoring safety performance in 
construction projects. By using existing project management indicators, factors of safety 
management can also be monitored. Available project management measures related to 
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safety management, for example, related to the characteristics of a project manager, the 
project manager’s leadership and factors related to information flow and project 
management systems, are low-resource actions to anticipate and improve safety 
management. There is, however, a need to further describe aspects of project 
management and safety management together. 
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6 DISCUSSION 

The thesis aims to contribute to enhancing safety performance in the construction 
industry, which is found to be stagnant (see section 1.1), by exploring opportunities 
within the development of safety management. The background for the discussion is the 
overall research question, which explores how incorporating additional inputs can 
develop safety management in the industry. The three presented articles have 
investigated different ways to contribute to this development. Based on the presented 
results from the three articles and the related research questions, discussions about 6.1) 
expanded information sharing as input for safety management developments and 6.2) 
advancing safety management through an integrated safety approach are given. 

6.1 Expanded information sharing as input for safety management  
Both sharing and learning from incidents across organisations in the construction 
industry have a considerable potential to help prevent future incidents (Drupsteen and 
Wybo, 2015). For example, sharing safety information is an underexposed step in 
learning from incidents (Drupsteen and Guldenmund, 2014). The literature reviewed by 
Drupsteen and Guldenmund (2014) and Drupsteen and Wybo (2015) shows a large 
focus on information sharing within an organisation or a project. Further, empirical 
studies on sharing across the construction industry are limited. The three articles in this 
thesis contribute to the discussion on expanded information sharing as a catalyser for 
safety management developments. 
 
‘Most accidents are not inevitable, but preventable’ (Dechy et al., 2020). As experiences 
are one of the inputs into safety management (Kjellén and Albrechtsen, 2017, pp. 92-93), 
available information based on the experiences can be better utilised and serve as a 
catalyser for the development of safety management and improvement of safety 
performance. They can improve the decision-making (Westrum, 2014) in the safety 
management system and contribute to the learning process (Drupsteen and Wybo, 
2015). Knowledge gained through information sharing can be used to understand 
better, predict and prevent the occurrence of accidents (Tixier et al., 2016a). As other 
types of actions than what is usually done are required to surpass the stagnation point 
in the accident numbers and to develop safety management further, different types of 
information sharing are investigated. This aligns with Ashby’s law of prerequisite 
variety (Ashby, 1956, p. 207), where variety is required to overcome different problems. 

6.1.1 A broader information base across actors and phases 
The construction industry has several specific characteristics, such as constant changes 
and project progress, challenging a good and standardised safety management process. 
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The processes are simultaneously customised and tuned to the specificities of a project. 
Although each project in the construction industry is unique, many activities and 
processes across the industry are well-known and repeatable, especially in specific 
trades, which can be learnt and applied to future projects (Carrillo, 2005). Site-specific 
conditions occasionally make the operations and process different from usual, although 
most can be anticipated and planned for or adjusted to be handled before any incident 
occurs.  
 
The varieties of characteristics found across different construction projects point 
toward using a broad information base across the industry and from other industries 
when characteristics or trends are similar or other aspects make information and 
practices transferable. Furthermore, experiences in one project or a company may be 
limited. For example, there are only a few severe and fatal accidents in each company 
individually, whether small (Hale, 2005) or large. Gaining safety-related information 
from others might therefore be helpful.  
 
A broad information base, including conditions, influences and possibilities, can help to 
manage project safety. This is because of the expanded opportunity to identify 
appropriate actions for emerging problems, in line with Ashby’s law of prerequisite 
variety (Ashby, 1956, p. 207). It can further provide input in coming projects from 
incidents that have happened, identifying risk factors and control mechanisms and a 
broader selection of possible mitigating actions. Figure 12 illustrates different 
dimensions that information can be shared across to expand the information base. 
Information sharing can happen within or across industries, actors and processes. In 
addition, the sharing can occur in one or more dimensions, for example, sharing across 
the same actor operating in two industries, sharing between actors across project 
phases (from clients or contractors in the construction phase and back to consulting 
engineers and designers in the early phase), or sharing across processes (from project 
management to safety management). 

 
Figure 12: Information sharing across three dimensions 
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To contribute to a broader information base, information needs to be shared and saved 
in systems. Experiences can contribute to this by being explicit. Nonaka and Takeuchi 
(1995, pp. 70-73) distinguish between tacit and explicit knowledge in knowledge 
creation. Through a spiral process of changing modes, the knowledge level can go from 
individuals to groups to organisations to inter-organisations. Experiences can also be 
looked at similarly, and tacit experiences are of immense value. Through externalisation, 
tacit experiences can become explicit. A further step is to connect the explicit 
experiences in the form of information with other explicit experiences by combination. 
It can lead to an even broader information base and understanding and be input to new 
practices for safety management. An example of this from across industries is when 
aspects relevant to safety from the construction industry are combined with good 
practices from the petroleum industry. This combination can lead to new or improved 
safety management practices. It is relevant to improvement for things that go right and 
should be continued, things to be further improved, and for things that have gone wrong 
and can be rectified. 
 
The results in Article 1 point to a limited sharing of safety information after incidents 
across companies in the Norwegian construction industry. This alone is a large 
limitation to an information base. Furthermore, sharing across different project phases 
and corresponding actors is also limited. This implies that actions in early project phases 
relevant for safety in the execution phase can continually be repeated without being 
corrected. The many involved actors and phases also contribute to fragmentation in the 
industry. In the organisational learning literature, fragmentation and weak ownership 
because of the use of external consultants in the petroleum industry have been found to 
hinder learning (Størseth and Tinmannsvik, 2012). In the same manner, fragmentation 
through the existence of many phases and actors in the construction industry can hinder 
acquiring a shared understanding and improvement. This points to the need to facilitate 
the underlying processes, such as information sharing across actors and phases, to 
overcome these challenges. Expanding the information base and, to a greater degree, 
making it available for different actors and increasing relations across actors and phases 
can increase the understanding of the whole project process. It can also create 
awareness of how actions at one end may affect or improve safety during construction. 
 
Furthermore, safety-related information across industries can be used to improve safety 
management in the construction industry. Article 2 points to the benefits of informal 
information sharing across industries, which has been achieved through, for example, 
resources bringing experiences from the petroleum industry to the construction 
industry. The petroleum industry can be seen as a role model for the construction 
industry concerning great improvements in safety over time and with great potential to 
draw experiences from. Also, Duryan et al. (2020) suggest looking into other industries 
to learn from their experiences and promoting information transfers across the 
construction industry.  
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The second article also points out that for safety management, the differences in frame 
conditions between industries are essential to consider when looking to other industries 
for patterns to adapt or learn from. For example, the level of maturity in the 
construction industry is lower compared to the petroleum industry. More developed or 
advanced methods and tools for safety management can therefore be used merely for 
inspiration or be transferred and altered for use in the construction industry (Edwin et 
al., 2021). Furthermore, practices and safety activities related to different frame 
conditions or upcoming trends in other industries, which still have to a lesser degree, 
influenced the construction industry, can prepare the construction industry to anticipate 
safety risks and take early and appropriate measures to cope with them. Sharing 
information across the construction industry and looking to other industries expands 
the information base, which in turn can be used as input to several activities and 
systems, such as safety management. Sharing information is a way to make decisions 
and actions, which can lead to improvements. 
 
The third article looked into the relationship between project management and safety 
management and suggests using aspects of project management as leading indicators for 
safety management in the construction industry. The topic is also related to information 
sharing across the industry. A broad information base is required to find important 
traits related to project management that influence safety management and safety 
performance. Such an approach also requires information from different companies and 
sites across the construction industry to develop indicators that can be generic for a 
trade or the industry. This can contribute to the feedforward process in the safety 
management system. Looking across industries and the construction industry in 
particular, the actual relationship between different management aspects influencing 
safety (such as the relationships found between teams and system functioning and 
leadership, and safety management in Article 3) can be substantiated and better adapted 
to specific traits if the information base is large enough. For example, teams and system 
functioning refers to how processes and systems function. The leadership factor refers to 
selected aspects or traits of leaders, such as communication skills or whether they are 
open to hearing ‘bad news’ and recognise outstanding personnel or results. This shows 
that soft skills related to project management are also important for safety management, 
such as the human element with the support of systems is essential. 

6.1.2 Premises and opportunities for expanded information base 
Some traits must be in place for an expanded information base to be implemented and 
used for safety improvements. These are premisses that allow the information from one 
organisation to be shared with others and relate to own practices. 
 
Article 1 indicates a substantial willingness to share information about unwanted 
incidents. This is despite opposing opinions across the industry related to trust and 
intention of use-related issues. Factors necessary for sharing information across 
organisations were identified in the article. Table 8 shows factors that can contribute to 
effectively sharing safety-related information. A willingness to share, or openness, is 
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likely the most crucial factor for success in sharing and using such information for 
improvements. This factor is also closely related to trust and intention of use. Potential 
consequences for an organisation of sharing information will affect the willingness to 
share if it can lead to a negative outcome. For instance, in Article 1, it was reported that 
information from accidents could affect reputation, chances of winning contracts or even 
result in sanctions. 
 
Furthermore, the contents, level of detail and format of the information shared play an 
important role when used as input to systems. A common taxonomy for safety 
information and categorisation of information in a standardised way can contribute to 
better utilisation. This enables a broader sharing and easier extraction of relevant 
information for other actors. This is also important for the databases for storage and 
extraction that rely on metadata for data integrity. Developments in digitalisation and 
technological solutions open more avenues for effectively sharing and utilising safety-
related information across actors. 
 
Table 8: Premises for effective sharing of safety-related information between actors (based on 
Edwin (2022)) 

 
Furthermore, the following aspects have been found important for good flow a of 
information in organisations; relevance, meaning that it provides the answer the 
receiver needs; timeliness and clarity, meaning that it is presented in a manner that can 
effectively be used for the receiver (Westrum, 2014). The receiver of the information, 
therefore, needs to be in focus. There can be more types of users and needs among the 

Domain Factor Description 

Organisation 

Openness: 
Willingness to 
share 

Safety has been highlighted as an area where 
cooperation can be beneficial, as one actor is often 
dependent on, as well as can influence the safety of 
another actor. Openness or willingness to share is 
therefore critical for effective sharing. 

Trust: Intention 
of use 

Trust has been pointed out as important for 
willingness to share, as it should not have negative 
consequences to be open about what does not go 
right and can be improved. 

Data 
Taxonomy and 
standardisation 

A common taxonomy in the industry regarding 
safety data, standardisation and structure of 
information in terms of classifications of activities, 
types of incidents etc., was found important for 
sharing and utilising information. 

Technical 
system 

Platform/ 
Technological 
solution 

Digitalisation, new technological solutions, and 
possibility to integrate collective safety information 
into available systems (e.g., managerial systems) 
give an opportunity for broader use and utilisation 
of shared information. 
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actors, divided by organisation types (e.g., authorities responsible for legislation or 
supervision) or levels within an organisation (e.g., top management, operative 
management, staff). The information, therefore, needs to be adapted to the user’s needs. 
As suggested in the first article, user groups should be identified and recruited to collect 
and share safety information across the construction industry. Adaptation to different 
types of users is particularly relevant for the construction industry, where there are 
many trades and work tasks with various occupational risks and a large variety in size, 
management and professionalism of actors. 
 
A common taxonomy and standardisation were found important for sharing and 
utilising shared information in Article 1 (see Table 8). The development of safety in the 
construction industry in Norway, as mentioned in Article 2, is considered less mature 
than in the petroleum industry. Similarly, the standardisation efforts in the construction 
industry regarding safety management are at a less mature level. This also includes 
information sharing practices. In the petroleum industry, the standardisation efforts 
have involved cooperation across actors, such as oil companies, suppliers and trade 
unions. This has resulted in the development of common standards based on common 
experiences (Engen, 2019, p. 261). Further, other actors, such as researchers, have 
contributed, and the organisation of the standardisation efforts have been further 
formalised (Engen, 2019). The two compared industries in Article 2, differ in size, i.e., 
the number of companies, projects and even types of activities. The differences in safety 
management practices in the construction industry can therefore vary to a larger degree 
as compared to the petroleum industry, especially as companies might develop more 
independently in the construction industry. Some collaborative initiatives exist in the 
Norwegian construction industry. These are, however, limited in extensiveness and 
practical solutions for expanded information sharing. Common work regarding the 
standardisation of HSE taxonomy across actors, as seen in the petroleum industry, can 
open for more sharing and further developments regarding HSE practices and the 
maturation of safety in the industry. This is especially relevant for utilising digital 
solutions for sharing safety-related information. For example, Article 1 illuminates the 
relevance of standardised entity typing for information sharing, where taxonomy and 
classifications for categories should be structured across, or at least be compatible or 
easily translatable for activities, incident types, contributing factors and so on. The 
importance of this for the input data is related to the value of the output and the 
possibilities to find and utilise previous relevant information.  
 
A study looking into sharing practices in selected companies found that to succeed, it is 
important to fit the approaches towards sharing to the existing culture and practices 
and have a clear connection to business goals (McDermott and O’Dell, 2001). Industry 
characteristics and frame conditions were found to contribute to fragmented 
information sharing in Article 1. Therefore, only creating a sharing space or platform 
will not be sufficient for sharing information across the construction industry. Other 
incentives, such as connection to business goals, relevance for the company, building on 
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existing networks or requirements or expectations from the community, will also be 
needed (McDermott and O’Dell, 2001). 

6.1.3 Digitalisation increasing the potential for expanded information sharing  
Digitalisation and technological development bring opportunities to all sectors and 
business aspects. The digital era has lifted practical barriers to information sharing and 
allows extensive opportunities to evolve in the construction industry regarding safety 
management. For example, digital solutions can easily overcome challenges such as 
keeping information up to date and making it available for different actors (Lingard and 
Wakefield, 2019, p. 69). 
 
Already by the 1980s, Kjellén (1987) was looking at computer support in safety 
practices. This was done using a database to collect and extract incident information for 
decision-making. Since then, the technological possibilities have increased considerably. 
Article 1 suggested a roadmap towards collective safety information, where 
technological solutions for processing and disseminating the information are 
highlighted as necessary for an expanded information base. In a study review, Zhou et al. 
(2015) observed two approaches towards safety that are common in the literature – a 
management perspective and a technology perspective, where innovative technologies 
can support safety management. Many new information technologies have the potential 
to be applied for safety purposes in the construction industry, such as artificial 
intelligence (AI), Radio Frequency Identification (RFID), ultra-wideband (UWB), global 
positioning system (GPS), Geographic information systems (GIS), visual monitoring 
(VM), virtual reality (VR), simulations, augmented reality (AR), BIM (Zhou et al., 2012; 
Zhang et al., 2015; Hallowell et al., 2016), and drones (Irizarry et al., 2012). Most of these 
technologies are better suited in the execution phase to monitor performance rather 
than share incident information or other safety-related information or for safety 
management in early construction phases. Some, such as GIS, VR and BIM, are suitable 
for use in the design and planning phases (Hallowell et al., 2016) and can improve safety 
in the execution phase. Hallowell et al. (2016) highlight the possibilities of integrating 
incident information processes through machine learning algorithms into BIM and 
forecasting safety-related outcomes. This can communicate safety concerns from 
consulting engineers or designers downwards to the sharp end (construction managers 
and work crews). A literature review on construction hazard prevention through design 
by Hardison and Hallowell (2019) shows broad possibilities for using BIM in safety, e.g., 
to link safety information with scheduling, product information, and other technological 
solutions. In other industry segments besides construction, there are several examples 
of success stories and practical solutions related to safety and digitalisation, for instance, 
by integrating operations and activities with risks to separate tasks that should not be 
performed simultaneously by using information based on past incidents (Birnie et al., 
2019). Article 1 stresses the value of applying the collected information through tools 
and systems, such as in risk assessments or by integration into BIM as support in safety 
management. 
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The use of new technologies, such as robotics, sensors, cameras, computer models, 
programs, and software applications, which examples of are described above, are 
frequently suggested in safety management literature to improve safety at construction 
sites. However, Hardison and Hallowell (2019) found in their review article that most 
tools for hazard prevention in construction through design, which relates to safety 
management in early phases of construction, are mostly suggestions from theoretical 
studies and close to none are implemented solutions in practice. Furthermore, 
information across project stages must be shared to improve the knowledge in early 
project stages. Thus, the opportunities in early project phases and throughout the 
project are evident and can largely be enhanced by more digitalisation in data collection 
and information sharing. 
 
Digitalisation can integrate safety information better into existing tools and systems. For 
example, safety information systems are structured to minimise the cost of searching for 
and analysing information and maximising its utility for it (Kjellén and Albrechtsen, 
2017, p. 111). This is also essential for expanded information sharing and is made 
feasible with technological developments. As mentioned in section 6.1.2, standardisation 
is one of the identified premises to leverage digital solutions for information sharing. 
This opens for the use of a variety of technological solutions. Although many ideas and 
solutions exist for safety, Article 1 found that they are not broadly linked and used in 
safety management in the construction industry in Norway. Zhou et al. (2015) point out 
the academic focus on innovative technology for safety, which needs to be turned 
towards practical applications. 
 
To use the technologies mentioned above and opportunities for improvement of safety, 
the first step is to have reliable data available from incidents and other experiences that 
can be fed into the systems. According to Hallowell et al. (2016), the focus in research 
has been on technological developments only needs more focus on how to access 
reliable safety information through more empirically driven feedback. One benefit of 
ensuring a broader and more structured information collection is that the information 
becomes less biased. Furthermore, AI and cloud services provide sharing possibilities 
which can give accessible platforms for sharing tailored by users and to user needs. 
Applications in machine learning (Tixier et al., 2016b) and natural language processing 
(Kim and Chi, 2019) have been discussed in the literature in relation to safety in the 
construction industry for collecting and structuring large amounts of information and 
making the sharing process easier and more automated. For example, new technology 
can extract data from written injury and investigation reports (Tixier et al., 2016a; Kim 
and Chi, 2019). Moreover, machine learning, e.g., by application of AI, can make such 
extraction processes even more manageable.  

6.2 Advancing safety management through an integrated safety approach 
The three articles contribute to the discussion on advancing safety management through 
an integrated safety approach looking at safety management as an aspect system 
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(Article 1 and 3) and looking into two safety perspectives to enrich safety management 
(Article 1, 2 and 3).  

6.2.1 Advancing safety as an aspect system 
One reason behind the stagnation in accident statistics in the construction industry (see 
section 1.1) is that management systems do not incorporate the right components to 
prevent accidents and enhance safety (Swuste, 2008). Traditionally, risk management in 
construction projects is broken down and treated under the particular activities where 
the risk poses a threat. This is also true for occupational health and safety risks (Lingard 
and Wakefield, 2019, p. 232). This leads to divided safety management and limits the 
possibility of managing risks and hazards that cross over different activities. 
Furthermore, keeping data silos (Carrillo et al., 2013) and not relating it across 
processes are challenges in construction. Systemic hazards which arise from work 
design, organisation and execution are also not captured well with a traditional 
approach (Lingard and Wakefield, 2019, p. 232). 
 
Some recent studies advocate for perceiving safety along with other systems, fields or 
activities (Griffin et al., 2015; Reiman et al., 2015; Kontogiannis et al., 2017; Le Coze, 
2019; Lingard and Wakefield, 2019). Article 3 contributes through a discussion on safety 
as an integrated aspect of all project management activities. This is based on the positive 
relationship found between project management factors (teams and systems functioning 
and leadership) and safety management. The results suggest that well-functioning 
project management indicates well-functioning safety management. It underlines the 
value of looking at different project processes together. The results imply that the same 
contributing factors create value and enable the control of hazards in construction 
projects (see Figure 11, p. 26). Therefore, safety must be essential to the overall system 
to provide value across business processes. As the responsibility and authority in a 
project, also with regard to safety, lies with project management, this is also where 
project success, including good safety management, can be influenced, Article 3 
highlights. The teams and system functioning factor show the importance of integrating 
safety into overall management, as project management is already largely related to 
safety management. Also, Badri et al. (2012) point out poor knowledge of safety risks in 
project teams and poor integration of safety management into project management. 
 
Furthermore, poorly integrated safety management into production management can 
result in low safety performance (Winge et al., 2019). The need for top management and 
project managers to continuously prioritise safety and risk management was highlighted 
in an analysis of Norwegian construction accidents in 2019 (Mostue et al., 2020b). An 
analysis of construction accident investigation reports from Australia found that 
accident investigations do not sufficiently consider system-wide relations that influence 
safety performance (Woolley et al., 2018). 
 
Advancing safety as an aspect system can help bring more focus and understanding of 
safety and what influences it throughout the processes, from the start to the end of a 
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project. An integrated management system is more advanced than systems in one area 
of the organisation management, such as safety (Li and Guldenmund, 2018). It allows to 
manage multiple aspects of its operations, such as safety, quality, and other important 
project aspects, in a coordinated and holistic manner. Kontogiannis et al. (2017) 
highlight the need to develop and model aspects of safety, quality, and productivity 
together. This helps establish a common operational picture, create synergies across 
different operational aspects, and render them visible. System integration of more areas 
could enhance safety management and be a limitation for it, depending on the focus 
safety receives. Therefore, there is a need to highlight safety as an aspect of the whole 
system. Article 3 points to the need for safety to be a vital component of the overall 
system, to encounter the system's complexity and provide value across business 
processes. 
 
Another element related to an integrated safety approach is to include and increase 
safety aspects throughout management processes across project phases. The first article 
reported that early-stage actors, such as consulting engineers and designers, are not 
often included in information sharing from project execution and that contractors are 
seldom included in early project stages and have few possibilities to influence decisions 
early in the project. This can influence safety in the execution phase. Including safety-
related information more in earlier project phases, such as project planning and project 
engineering and in the management processes in these phases, can improve safety in the 
execution phase if safety aspects are considered and dealt with early. This calls for 
including more phases and actors in the feedback process by sharing information across 
actors and project phases.  
 
Furthermore, an integrated approach towards safety also opens up additional 
opportunities to relate, measure, and monitor safety management by other monitoring 
measures. This can be done using data from sub-processes of a system or parts of it, 
such as project management. The effectiveness of safety management systems is 
conventionally measured through safety performance based on a set of indicators, e.g., 
fatality rates (Swuste, 2008; Li and Guldenmund, 2018). Many safety indicators are 
directly related to safety aspects and do not consider other aspects which also can 
influence safety (Lingard et al., 2011; Rajendran, 2013; Akroush and El-adaway, 2017). 
The third article suggests complementing safety performance indicators with leading 
safety management indicators that measure the expected control of hazards by 
measuring project management factors. They can provide scores close to real-time and 
before incidents. Leading indicators predict future developments before the safety 
performances have changed, contrary to lagging indicators, which change based on past 
events (Kjellén and Albrechtsen, 2017, pp. 284-285). In other words, leading indicators 
monitor safety conditions and provide foresight for proactive safety management (Guo 
and Yiu, 2016). They provide early warnings to support mitigating actions in time 
(feedforward)(Kontogiannis et al., 2017). Combining indicators can give better 
measurements of safety management and safety performance (Lingard et al., 2011; 
Reiman and Pietikäinen, 2012; Hinze et al., 2013; Oswald et al., 2018). This is especially 
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true for indicators that consider the complexity and dynamic dimensions of 
organisational conditions influencing safety (Kongsvik et al., 2010). Article 3 points out 
that using supplementary indicators to support hazard control and provide early 
warnings can also counteract deficits with traditional loss-based safety indicators, such 
as LTI rates. LTI rates can be relatively easily manipulated (Kjellén and Albrechtsen, 
2017, p. 289), and TRI rates are criticised for statistical invalidity, among others 
arguments (Hallowell et al., 2020).  
 
In particular, soft elements are worth looking into further as the human element within 
support systems were in Article 3 found to be essential for safety management.  
Examples include teams and system functioning and leadership, such as the 
characteristics of a project manager, the project manager’s leadership, factors related to 
information flow and project management systems. The input used in such indicators 
can be data already collected from earlier projects, thus mitigating the need for 
additional resources. Through digital solutions, such data can be connected and matched 
with safety aspects. Examples of other available data in projects which could serve this 
purpose are data related to the project manager, such as the manager’s formal 
competence, years of experience, handling and speed of deviations closure, previous 
safety performance results and equivalent project experience (Andreassen et al., 2020). 
Relevant experiences from across the construction must be gathered, collated, 
systematised, and analysed to find the proper connection between aspects important for 
predicting safety management and safety performance. This will help obtain a broad 
foundation to base such indicators on (Guo and Yiu, 2016). As discussed in Article 1, 
expanded information can also contribute to such developments.  
 
As pointed out in Article 3, treating safety management as an aspect system is linked to 
interactions between management areas. This emphasises the advantages of exchanging 
information across disciplines within a project. The success of a project depends on not 
just one discipline doing well but the whole. Also, regarding sustainable development in 
the industry, a holistic approach is recommended across business areas, particularly 
economic, environmental, and social (of which safety is a part). This is because the 
different areas can influence each other, and trade-offs may be required (Solaimani and 
Sedighi, 2020). Moreover, the disciplines can influence each other, as exemplified by the 
relationship between project and safety management. It requires an understanding of 
developments in technology and organisational forms across disciplines so managers 
can recognise the fields for them to become more integrated (Hasle et al., 2021). 

6.2.2 Fusing safety perspectives to develop safety management 
Safety management can be advanced through the theoretical approach to breaking 
through its present safety level (see section 1), allowing safety in the construction 
industry to mature further. Safety science has progressed through developments in 
technology, society, and more complexity in systems with the adaptation of concepts 
from different fields and experiences from past accidents (Dekker, 2019). However, 
safety science is also varied and fragmented, differing in sectors, actors, scientific 
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communities and research traditions (Le Coze et al., 2014). It has been suggested to 
complement traditional safety management with more adaptive approaches enhancing 
complexity and everyday work (Reiman et al., 2015). A further development need for 
safety science based on empirical evidence is expressed since the field is seen to advance 
slowly and research is constrained within confined theoretical frameworks (Rae et al., 
2020). The discussion in this section contributes to this expressed need by looking 
outside the boundaries of the Safety-I and Safety-II perspectives. This is done by fusing 
both perspectives and removing rigid boundaries. It intends to demonstrate how safety 
management can be developed and further contribute to the safer execution of 
construction work. 
 
Modern safety perspectives, such as Safety-II, Safety Differently, Resilience Engineering, 
and Safety-III, offer new or advanced views on safety management. The goal is not to 
replace what the so-called traditional approach Safety-I offers but rather to complement 
it with new insights and other ways to explore safety influences. The new perspectives 
come with new elements, however, they do not actually change what safety is and its 
goal, although they might have other definitions of safety. An important point is that 
safety in practice is not based on either one or the other perspective. Furthermore, the 
borders between perspectives are not definite. For example, comparing Safety-I and 
Safety-II, the Safety-I perspective also includes components that may be considered 
primary characteristics of Safety-II, such as proactive elements (for more details, see 
Table 9). Although Hollnagel originally emphasised how the two approaches are 
complementary rather than competitive and even proposed to combine Safety-I and 
Safety-II to meet increasing complexity in socio-technical systems (Hollnagel, 2014, pp. 
146-148), in the literature, they are often portrayed in a way that can give the 
impression that these two perspectives are distinct from one another rather than being 
complimentary. However, Wahl et al. (2020) write that the lines between the two 
notions become vaguer in empirical assessments of safety practices. This further speaks 
for more empirical research related to safety perspectives. 
 
The safety approach in the construction industry relies in many ways on the traditional 
safety perspective, Safety-I (Peñaloza et al., 2019). In particular, the formal safety 
management approach includes written procedures and control mechanisms based on 
Safety-I. On the other hand, construction workers are adaptive to surroundings and can 
accordingly assess safety and adapt their behaviour, which are traits of the Safety-II 
perspective. Overall, the traditional approach is dominant in formal safety management 
in the construction industry. Pillay (2015) reviewed articles related to accident 
causation and found that the ones from the construction industry employed what he 
called either a contemporary or an advanced approach towards safety management, 
which refers to Safety-I. Although the traditional safety approach incorporates some 
elements of Safety-II, there is a further opportunity to include more adaptive and 
proactive elements to formal safety management. This does not in any way exclude the 
Safety-I perspective but instead speaks for combining perspectives, which can 
complement each other for an overall more integrated and broader safety approach. 
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In the traditional Safety-I perspective, safety management uses technological, 
behavioural, human error, socio-technical and cultural strategies. In contrast, Safety-II 
uses adaptivity as the primary strategy to manage complexity and varying conditions 
through positive capabilities and looking at what goes right in everyday work (Borys et 
al., 2009; Pillay, 2015). A comparison of selected characteristics between the two 
approaches is given in Table 9. Although the approaches are different, the aim is the 
same; a successful project and a safe working place. 
 
Table 9: Comparison of Safety-I and Safety-II approaches for safety management (based on 
European Organisation for the Safety of Air Navigation, 2013; Hollnagel, 2014, p. 147; Martinetti 
et al., 2018; Peñaloza et al., 2019; Cooper, 2020;2022) 

 Safety-I Safety-II 
Understanding 
of safety 

Limit what goes wrong and limit 
losses 

Increase what goes right 

System 
ontology 

Bimodal functioning (either 
works correct or wrong) 

Everyday performance is 
variable and flexible 

Progress of 
unwanted 
occurrences 

Unwanted events are caused by 
failures and malfunctions 

The sequence of events happens 
in the same way, regardless of 
the outcome 

Experience 
basis  

Unwanted occurrences (e.g., 
accidents and near-misses) 

Everyday work (work as done) 

Safety 
management 
principle 

Mainly reactive in terms of acting 
when something happens. 
Proactive in terms of risk-based 
approaches, e.g., plans and 
measures to avoid accidents 

Proactive in terms of anticipation 
of developments and events 
(expected and unexpected 
conditions) 

Practices and 
tools 

Mostly reactive and somewhat 
proactive in terms of addressing 
failures, accidents, and 
unacceptable risks and use of 
tools such as risk assessments, 
inspections and audits 

Reactive and proactive in terms 
of understanding successes and 
surprises in everyday work 

Human factor 

Regarded as a liability or a 
hazard, but can also be a 
resource/solution, e.g., as a 
barrier-element. 
Proactive elements include 
training and competence 

Regarded as a resource needed 
for system flexibility, resilience 
and thus solutions  

Stand towards 
performance 
variability 

Harm should be prevented, e.g., 
by barriers, standardised 
processes, compliance with 
procedures, and handled by, e.g., 
identification of remaining risks 

Variability is unavoidable, and 
needs to be monitored and 
handled, e.g., by reconciling work 
as imagined and work as done 
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The table presents the main characteristics of the two safety perspectives. The two 
approaches are two processes leading to the same story and desired outcome, or as 
Martinetti et al. (2018) write, it is related to how the glass is looked at, half-full or half-
empty. In practice, it is not black or white. In both perspectives, success is not just an 
effort to ensure non-harmful practices by limiting what can go wrong but also about 
adapting and adjusting to ensure things go right. Safety-II is more than counting what 
goes right, and Safety-I is not only assuming that things go well because people follow 
the procedures and work as imagined (Hollnagel, 2014, p. 149). 
 
Both approaches have their benefits and disadvantages. Safety-II practitioners criticise 
the Safety-I approach for sometimes having oversimplified explanations when 
something goes wrong (Hollnagel, 2014, p. 141), and the inability to embrace complexity 
in systems due to the increased socio-technical environment (Hollnagel, 2014, p. 113). 
This might be sufficient for simple accidents; however, such simplifications can lead to 
an incomplete understanding of complex accidents. Criticism towards Safety-II includes, 
among other aspects, a lack of original processes, tools and activities to improve safety, 
except for the FRAM tool, a lack of empirical studies on how Safety-II actually influences 
safety performance questioning its validity (Cooper, 2020) and not considering technical 
constraints of systems which can influence safety (Leveson, 2020, p. 104). Cooper 
(2020) summarises his critical review of Safety-II by stating that in many ways, the 
Safety-II practitioners do not recognise many of the capabilities and merits of Safety-I, as 
many proposed things are already present in the traditional approach.  
 
Having these two divisions of safety does not mean that there is a clear boundary 
between them in practice and that only one can be used at a time. Safety-I does not need 
to be replaced by Safety-II. Furthermore, even Safety-II practitioners, to some degree at 
least, recognise that Safety-I can still explain a large number of situations which do not 
require methods and techniques of Safety-II (Hollnagel, 2014, p. 148). A combination 
fitting the complexity and risk level of an operation or a project, together with a safety 
management approach based on both Safety-I and Safety-II, can be progressive for 
safety in the construction industry. One example of how such a combination is relevant 
is to look at the human element (e.g., managers and workers). In the construction 
industry, the human element is an essential resource for safety. It can detect changes 
and adapt activities according to the situation. However, it is also prone to errors. This is 
why it is important to support it through systems, practices, tools, and experiences. 
 
The first article relates to this discussion by presenting state-of-the-art for information 
sharing related to safety incidents. This mainly takes a Safety-I perspective with 
opportunities to incorporate elements from the Safety-II perspective. According to 
Hollnagel (2014, p. 150) certain incidents are easy to notice because of their outcomes; 
however difficult to explain due to non-linear causes and changing and managing the 
events that lead to the incident can be hard. To overcome the challenges and understand 
specific types of incidents well, gathering information can provide a set of possible 
causes, enhancing understanding of the type of incident. The first article gives a 
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roadmap to enhance the power of sharing information from practices and using them as 
input into safety management systems. Safety professionals can be an important 
resource for such information flow. They can coordinate actions that enable better 
decision-making for safety, an activity of guided adaptivity (Provan et al., 2020). This is a 
practical approach to Safety-II. 
 
The second article considers information sharing across two industries. Herein, both 
experiences on what works well and also what does not are relevant, thus embracing 
both the Safety-I and Safety-II perspectives. The comparison of the two industries can by 
this contribute to safety management improvements, in particular in the construction 
industry. Adopting and adapting successful practices and concepts from one industry 
can benefit the other industry by broadening the information base with what goes right. 
A combined approach can enhance the value of shared information across the 
construction industry and across industries by incorporating them as a part of learning 
for future projects and combining past experiences with new project characteristics and 
current project conditions. Information sharing, as discussed in articles 1 and 2, is thus 
very relevant. Furthermore, in Article 1, the inclusion of different actors from different 
project phases in information sharing was found to be limited. The focus on safety needs 
to be designed from the beginning (Leveson, 2020, p. 106). For this, information from 
earlier projects, different phases and actors are needed to avoid hazardous activities and 
to allow managers and workers to anticipate and safely adapt their work to current 
conditions. A broader information base also forms an input to risk management in 
different phases of projects. Sharing across the industry can contribute to identifying 
contributing factors as well as potential risks. It also concurs with Ashby’s law of 
prerequisite variety (Ashby, 1956, p. 207), as mentioned earlier, wherein using a 
broader base looking at what goes right can support the handling of variety. 
 
The third article explores safety management from a project management perspective. It 
contributes to the discussion with the idea of tweaking leading safety indicators for 
safety management based on project management factors. In the latter, the Safety-II 
approach is relevant and makes safety management a crucial, explicit part of the whole 
system to a larger degree. Based on results from Article 3, safety management can be 
monitored by more general management indicators, such as those related to project 
management. In accordance with the Safety-II perspective, this information can be used 
to predict and prevent conditions from diverting from normal operations and thus 
ensuring normal and safe processes. In addition, success factors from past projects can 
contribute from a Safety-II perspective to monitor conditions, anticipate risks that can 
become unwanted incidents and make adaptations when needed in following projects to 
direct them towards desired accomplishment. In many ways, this is also what another 
perspective – Safety Differently, is partly about. It looks into new practices while 
enduring old practices and how other fields can be used proactively and anticipatively 
for safety management (Gantt, 2017). Safety Differently has elements of Safety-I and 
Safety-II (see Cooper, 2022). However, the aim is not to make new divisions but build 
upon and develop safety management by fusing perspectives. There is a conscious focus 
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on incorporating additional elements that can bring value to safety management and 
performance from other perspectives.  
 
A joint view on safety theory, without creating unnecessary boundaries in practice, can 
contribute to a more holistic safety approach in the industry (discussed in section 6.2.1), 
thereby maturing safety management and improving safety performance. An approach 
looking into both Safety-I and Safety-II can be well suited for safety management in the 
construction industry and its characteristics and has the potential to uplift systematic 
safety work. A pure Safety-II approach is not recommended because the performance 
variability in the construction industry and the many things that can go right are 
particularly large. However, expanded information sharing gives opportunities to learn 
from what has gone wrong, from near accidents and good practices, and use it 
proactively across the industry. Furthermore, a joint approach includes a variety of 
actors across phases in the construction industry from the beginning of a project. 
Meeting the safety approach in between, with flexibility in use related to complexity and 
needs, is a middle approach. This means acknowledging the strengths and weaknesses 
of the two approaches and seeing them as complementary. This thereby broadens the 
perspective on safety and utilises processes and tools which can lead to success in the 
project with regard to safety. This is somewhat similar to what Leveson (2020, pp. 27-
29) calls Safety-III, which seems to be Safety-I in practice with building on experiences 
and having a proactive approach; however, from a systems perspective having much 
focus on design.  
 
Neither approach by itself is ideal in the construction industry. A good approach 
depends on the specific characteristics of an operation and of the whole project. In 
practice, neither Safety-I nor Safety-II is used by themselves to manage safety. Both 
reactive and proactive approaches are favoured (Peñaloza et al., 2019; Leveson, 2020, p. 
105) as there are always changes and variability that need to be accounted for. Both 
theories bring value to the construction industry with their advantages and 
disadvantages. This makes each suitable for specific areas or practices. For example, for 
formal purposes, the Safety-I theory is better suited for documentation (reporting 
incidents etc.). In contrast, operatively in daily work, Safety-II is, to a large degree, used 
by workers in construction, e.g., by assessing and adapting to surrounding conditions. 
Therefore, the solution is not to adopt either Safety-I or Safety-II, as these are just 
theories. In practice, there will always be more factors that can affect an operation and 
safety. Therefore, adaptations for either of the theories are required unless the system is 
closed and controlled with all known factors, which is impossible in the described 
industry. 
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7 PRACTICAL TAKEAWAYS 

This section summarises the main contributions of the thesis. It gives recommendations 
for researchers and practitioners to further develop and mature safety management to 
enhance safety performance in the construction industry. Also, the significance, novelty 
and implications of the work are highlighted. 

7.1 Contributions 
The thesis is based on three articles with a common topic of inputs to develop safety 
management through expanded information sharing and an integrated safety approach. 
The main contributing elements of this thesis to scientific research are the following: 

• Compilation of accident statistics substantiating the development and current 
stagnating tendency of safety performance in the Norwegian construction 
industry 

• State-of-the-art of information sharing across the construction industry in 
Norway and opportunities for expanded information sharing across the 
industry 

• Comparison of industry characteristics relevant to safety and safety 
management aspects between the petroleum and construction industry and 
the potential for using practices and experiences for safety improvement 
across the industries 

• Exploring the use of project management aspects to monitor and develop 
safety management in the construction industry 

• Calling further attention to the importance of looking at safety as an integral 
part of overall project processes, including project management, for the 
success of the whole project, as well as success with regard to safety 

• Combining the perspectives of Safety-I and Safety-II for safety management in 
construction projects, especially with a focus on expanding the information 
base by using past experiences and success factors as input for ongoing and 
future projects. 

The above-listed contributions highlight clear development opportunities with practical 
recommendations and further research needs (section 8.1). 

7.2 Recommendations 
A broader information base through safety-related information sharing across actors 
and phases in the construction industry can improve safety management and safety 
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performance. The benefits of sharing information from unwanted incidents and 
successful practices can outweigh the drawbacks associated with information sharing. 
Actors in the construction industry are highly dependent on each other’s safety 
approaches, as many actors are involved in a project, and one actor can influence the 
safety of other actors. This can happen across project phases or within a phase. For 
example, where activities done by consulting engineers or designers can affect the safety 
in the execution phase or where the safety of a sub-contractor can affect the safe work of 
other contractors (see Figure 6). Consequently, other actors can affect the builder's 
overall responsibility for safety in a project. Thus, it is beneficial for all parties to work 
together to mature and develop safety management and performance in the industry. 
 
It is therefore recommended to work with information sharing, not only within a project 
or a company but across the different actors and phases, thus having a broader 
approach towards safety. In addition, certain premises (see section 6.1.2) are 
recommended to be considered for collective safety-related information. Table 10 
summarises the rationale and required resources for four main actions to further 
advance safety management in the construction industry. It includes a practical 
approach to obtain an expanded information base through sharing opportunities and 
getting a more holistic and integrated approach for safety management. 
 
Table 10: Actions to advance safety management  

Action Description Rationale Required resources 

1 
Expanded 
information base 

Collective information 
sharing from across the 
construction industry 

Dedicated resources*, 
representatives from 
across industry actors 

1.1 
Stakeholder 
analysis 

Which actors in the industry 
can benefit from what 
information and, what do 
they require from an 
expanded information base? 

Dedicated resources*, 
representatives from 
across industry actors, 
researchers 

1.2 

Standardisation 
and a common 
understanding of 
taxonomy in the 
industry 

To classify and structure 
data as a preparation for 
collection, storing, sharing, 
and utilising information 
across companies 

Dedicated resources*, 
representatives from 
across industry actors, 
researchers 

1.3 
Establish criteria 
for the expanded 
information base 

Criteria for information 
sharing and related 
practicalities, such as 
structuring of information, 
anonymity, access etc. 

Dedicated resources*, 
representatives from 
across industry actors, 
researchers 

1.4 
Administration 
responsible 

Place the administrative 
rights and authority to take 
decisions, maintain, develop 
and update the base 

Dedicated resources*, 
representatives from 
across industry actors 
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*For example, an established group in the construction industry or a dedicated actor 
 

Integrating safety more across corporate governance and management processes, such 
as in project management, requires management in companies to engage and 
understand the relationships between activities. To have an integrated safety approach, 
the different interrelations and how one process affects another, in this case, safety 
management processes, must be mapped, understood, and considered. In early phases, 
such as risk assessment, integration of safety using an expanded information base can 
detect potential risks that could otherwise be challenging to find. Furthermore, results 
from accident investigations can, through expanded information sharing, serve as input 
data for risk assessments in early phases, provide a knowledge base for early phase 
actors, and as modification requests to suppliers. Furthermore, project management 
aspects can be used to monitor aspects of safety management processes. 

7.3 Significance, novelty and implications 
The incident numbers presented in section 1.1 underline the importance of this 
research. Reducing the number of accidents is one of the industry's greatest challenges 
and require finding more innovative ways to safely plan and perform work for effective 
value creation and a sustainable industry. The evident practical impact of this thesis is 
the empirical research on sharing safety-related information and the emphasis on the 
importance of safety management development through integration and a more holistic 
approach.  
 

1.5 
Digital platform 
and data 
processing 

Selection of a platform which 
meet required criteria and 
can handle the available 
information  

Dedicated resources*, 
technical developers 

1.6 

Collection and 
sharing of 
information 
across the 
industry 

A common understanding 
with regard to sharing 
requirements 

Various stakeholders 
across the industry 

2 
Looking into 
practices from 
other industries 

Are there practices in other 
industries with regard to 
safety or information sharing 
that can be useful? 

Dedicated resources*, 
researchers 

3 
Safety as an 
integral part of all 
project processes 

Acknowledge and embed 
safety as an essential part  
of other management 
processes  

Management 

4 
Expanding the 
safety framework 
in practice 

Use a joint safety approach 
by Safety-I and Safety-II for 
safety management  

Management 
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The thesis provides reasoning for sharing safety-related information based on current 
practices and the potential to use them across project phases and actors. Based on the 
empirical results, the thesis provides practical suggestions to the industry on better 
utilising information through broader sharing. Traditionally safety management by 
experience feedback has been centred around unwanted incidents. Expanding sharing to 
other types of information can provide more input to safety activities throughout a 
construction project, from risk assessment in early phases to safety management in the 
execution phase. Furthermore, information is a medium to create knowledge (Nonaka 
and Takeuchi, 1995, p. 58). Acquiring information and knowledge, sharing and storing it, 
and using it for improvement are important input elements to the learning process 
(Drupsteen and Guldenmund, 2014). Although knowledge creation and learning are not 
direct outcomes of this research, the suggested recommendations and an expanded 
information base can provide input to the mentioned processes.  
 
Another key theoretical principle in the thesis is understanding safety management as 
an integrated aspect of production. This is done by relating it to project management, on 
which there is limited research. In practice, most safety aspects are treated separately. 
Information sharing and an integrated safety approach can advance safety management 
and improve safety performance across phases and actors in the construction industry. 
For this to succeed, the information must be continuously used as input in risk 
assessments and to develop safety management. This can be achieved, for example, by 
using indicators based on other project processes that can foresee safety management 
effects. 
 
For researchers and academia, besides empirical research, the emphasis on a combined 
safety theory brings novelty to the research. Traditionally, safety management by 
experience feedback has been centred around unwanted occurrences. Although theories 
state that Safety-I and Safety-II are complimentary perspectives (Hollnagel et al., 2015, 
p. 26), the focus of a combined perspective in scientific literature and in safety 
management practices is limited. The thesis highlights the relationship between Safety-I 
and Safety-II in the construction industry. The characteristics of the construction 
industry and the complementarity of the Safety-I and Safety-II theories advocate for a 
more joint approach towards safety in the industry. Also, regarding information sharing, 
there are opportunities to combine safety approaches and include practices, activities, 
mechanisms and tools that work well across the industry and industries. 
 
The research is based on the context of the Norwegian construction industry, while the 
input to the research from academia is based on international research. Although the 
thesis itself looks at the construction industry in Norway, the results and implications 
are also relevant outside the Norwegian construction industry. Safety management and 
safety performance have the potential to further mature in the construction industry 
both in Norway and other places. Although the work execution, processes, tools, and 
safety methods vary across countries, many hazards are similar in the construction 
industry across countries. One example is the fall from height hazard, which is also high 
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in other countries (Winge and Albrechtsen, 2018; Choi et al., 2019). Other hazards can 
be more location and condition specific. Nevertheless, with increased globalisation and 
commonalities across countries regarding technology, materials, tools, working 
methods, and the workforce, many aspects can influence each other and safety. This can 
also lead to more similar execution and safety hazards across industries. Furthermore, 
there is and will in the future be an increased potential to look to practices from 
construction industries across countries. This can either be from safety management 
developments or other types of conditions that can lead to new hazards and require 
specific safety management solutions. Examples of these are weather (heat or cold), 
migrant workers or the use of new tools, technology or working techniques like the use 
of wood, precast concrete, or robots. In this way, developments from the Norwegian 
construction industry can be of value in other countries as well. In conclusion, expanded 
information sharing and advancing safety by greater integration is a universal 
opportunity, not country-specific, to enhance safety management and performance. 
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8 CONCLUSION 

The starting point of the thesis is the number of fatalities and reoccurring accident types 
in the Norwegian construction industry (see section 1.1). To further prevent accidents 
and thus contribute towards sustainable development of safety in the construction 
industry, the thesis has explored the advancement of safety management through 
safety-related information sharing and through a holistic approach in terms of 
integration of safety throughout a construction project and widening the safety 
approach in practice. Even though many correlations and connections are known on 
what influences safety at construction sites, further improvement is essential, especially 
with new trends and developments. Therefore, safety performance constantly needs to 
be improved to ensure it stays low and meets expectations. 
 
The dynamic nature of the construction industry calls for a compound approach towards 
safety management. Various aspects and frame conditions affect safety in the sharp end. 
Therefore, measures that can enhance safety are required from the top to the bottom of 
the chain of roles. Safety management is a broad field encompassing several 
proficiencies, and no one factor or effort can make construction entirely safer. However, 
all efforts can collectively contribute to better safety. The findings from the presented 
articles offer advancement opportunities to parts of safety management which can 
contribute towards safer construction sites for workers. 
 
The overall question for the research was ’How can incorporating additional inputs 
develop safety management in the construction industry?’. Three articles contribute to 
answering this question through different approximations and three research questions. 
Together, they contribute as input for an expanded information base for safety 
management and advancing it through an integrated safety approach. 
 
The first research question looks into ’What opportunities for safety management exist in 
broader information sharing across the construction industry?’. Sharing safety-related 
information in the Norwegian construction industry is limited and mainly ends up in 
silos within a project or actor. This hinders improvement and broader access for 
practitioners (Kontogiannis et al., 2017). Through expanded information sharing, safety 
management throughout a project, from early phases to execution and factors outside 
projects, can be improved. Through an expanded information base, various actors can 
get input into safety-related activities, such as risk assessments performed by consulting 
engineers or designers in early project phases. Suppliers can gain more aggregated data, 
which can improve materials or tools. A broad safety-related information base covering 
cases from various trades, situations, project types and frame conditions grounded on 
data from various actors across project phases can be a blueprint for the whole industry. 
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It opens up opportunities to analyse and find relationships between factors affecting a 
hazard or activity. Thus, the varied information from across actors can provide insight 
into situations and conditions, which would be hard to find without aggregated data. 
Collected and sorted information can contribute to a better shared understanding of 
safety issues, methods, and measures across the industry. An expanded information 
base can be utilised in research to find new risks specific to trades or in general for the 
industry and improve monitoring and anticipation of risks in particular projects. This 
input can be used further to develop, for example, indicators for safety management 
based on a broad base of information from across the industry, which can help 
strengthen the relevance of the measures.  
 
The second research question is ’How can the construction industry improve safety 
management by looking at practices from the Norwegian petroleum industry?’. The 
second article focuses on industry characteristics and frame conditions influencing 
safety management and performance. Companies in the Norwegian construction 
industry have utilised many practices and implemented safety management tools from 
the petroleum industry through transferred experiences, e.g., by workforce changing 
industries. There is further potential to share information across industries, from what 
works well in one industry to looking into trends and developments, what risks they 
bring, and what mitigating actions are practised. Furthermore, safety in the petroleum 
industry is perceived as more mature, which provides the potential for the construction 
industry to look at this industry as a role model. 
 
The third research question is, ’How is project management related to safety management 
in construction projects?’. In the third article, a significant relationship between selected 
aspects of project management and safety management is found. On this basis, looking 
at other management processes, such as project management, is suggested to monitor 
and anticipate safety management. According to Ashby (1956, p. 212), information 
about the corresponding complexity and dynamics of what is controlled needs to be in 
place to manage a system and have control. The information can thus be used to 
diminish disturbance in the system. This implies that what is controlled is what is 
known. In other words, it is determined by experiences and shared information. Thus, a 
broader information base provides an opportunity for better management and control, 
for example, regarding hazards. This also implies that information from other project 
processes, such as project management, can be used for better hazard control and thus 
contribute to safety performance improvements. Two areas of possible relevance were 
looked at more closely; teams and systems functioning, with aspects related to project 
team members and system characteristics, and leadership, with aspects related to 
project leadership. Connecting aspects of project management and safety management 
is a way to advance safety management through an integrated safety approach. One 
point discussed regarding an integrated safety approach is acknowledging and 
practising safety aspects as a part of other project processes. The second point discussed 
takes the approach towards safety from a more theoretical point, recommending a 
broader safety approach based on both Safety-I and Safety-II perspectives to advance 
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safety management. Such an approach allows for improved integration of safety into 
other project processes, and in monitoring safety management by using a more 
proactive perspective utilising aspects that go well in, for example, project management. 
However, this does not imply a replacement of the traditional Safety-I approach but 
rather a combination of approaches fitting the characteristics and dynamic conditions of 
the construction industry. 
 
Improvement of safety management through information sharing is not the only 
solution to the reduction of safety incidents in the industry. However, it is a subset that 
can contribute to a better understanding of preconditions and situations and improved 
capturing of potential risks or errors based on more available and structured 
information. This can result in a better, more informed, open and transparent decision-
making (Westrum, 2014), as broader information can facilitate decisions regarding 
change and improvement, including learning. 
 
The thesis was limited to investigating information sharing, which can be a part of the 
learning process, but is not learning per se, and exploring an integrated approach 
toward safety management. However, there is a potential to utilise broader information 
for organisational learning. Furthermore, though the research contributing to this thesis 
is concentrated on the Norwegian construction industry, the results and 
recommendations can be relevant for other countries, given similar challenges 
concerning risks and framework conditions. 

8.1 Further research 
Compared to the Norwegian petroleum industry, the Norwegian construction industry is 
less mature regarding safety management, both theoretically and in formal practice. The 
traditional safety approach is prominent in formal safety management and safety 
management systems, although it holds some proactive elements. Also, safety is, to a 
large extent, managed as a sub-process, though it can influence and be influenced by 
various other business and project processes. In the following, further research is 
suggested to develop safety management in the construction industry and adapt it to 
societal trends and developments. 

• Firstly, to succeed in having an expanded information base across the 
construction industry, there is a need to develop practical solutions for the 
industry. In terms of research, this involves understanding stakeholder needs 
regarding information, including all project phases and actors. Additionally, there 
is a need for a collective understanding across the industry regarding safety-
related taxonomy. For this, one possibility is looking at taxonomy practices in 
other industries. Later, development and implementation can be combined with 
research through close interaction and collaboration with the industry. Finally, 
the outcome must be adapted to stakeholders' needs and thus prove useful in 
practice. 
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• Secondly, new trends and developments can increase construction industry risks, 
thus influencing safety management and performance. In this regard, other 
industries, such as the petroleum industry, can have practices of value for the 
construction industry. There is also further research potential to study 
characteristics and practices in other industries and look into what works well, 
which risks can be transferrable and which not, and why between industries. 

• Thirdly, looking at safety-related processes as an integral part of other project 
processes is suggested. Further research needs are related to identifying which 
processes and aspects within specific processes affect safety management and 
safety performance and to what degree. The third article looked into aspects of 
project management, safety management, and safety performance regarding the 
number of incidents. More comprehensive data and in-depth studies should be 
performed to find more such relations and develop indicators for safety 
management based on data other than those directly related to safety. 

• Finally, using more safety perspectives for safety management can help advance 
it, including also looking at practices that work well, for example in other parts of 
the business or production process. A joint approach looking both back at 
incidents, but also forward by anticipating possible disturbance is beneficial for 
safety management. Based on findings and available input data, leading 
indicators not based directly on safety-related data are suggested to be 
developed, tested, and put into use. An example can be data related to project 
management or specific project characteristics and use these as input to monitor 
and manage safety in a project. An important point in such work is to start with 
easily available and accessible data to set up potential indicators. Data collected 
in projects can be one source for such a data source. The data for this purpose 
should also be able to satisfy needs with regard to criteria for good indicators. 
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Utviklingstrekk 2010–2019, og analyse av årsaksfaktorer i fire næringer. [Development 
2010-2019, and analysis of casues in four industries]. Trondheim: Norwegian Labour 
Inspection Authority.  Retrieved from: 
https://www.arbeidstilsynet.no/globalassets/om-oss/forskning-og-
rapporter/kompass-tema-rapporter/2020/kompass-tema_nr3_2020-
arbeidsskadedodsfall.pdf 

Mostue, B. A., Nyrønning, C. Å., Winge, S. & Gravseth, H. M. (2020b). Ulykker i bygg og anlegg – 
Rapport 2020. [Accidents in construction – Report 2020]. Trondheim: Norwegian Labour 
Inspection Authority.  Retrieved from: 
https://www.arbeidstilsynet.no/globalassets/om-oss/forskning-og-
rapporter/kompass-tema-rapporter/2020/kompass-tema_nr2_2020-ulykker-i-bygg-og-
anlegg.pdf 

Mostue, B. A., Winge, S., Eikrem, A. M. L. & Gravseth, H. M. (2021). Helseproblemer og ulykker i 
bygg og anlegg – rapport 2021 [Health problems and accident in construction - report 
2021]. Trondheim: Norwegian Labour Inspection Authority.  Retrieved from: 
https://www.arbeidstilsynet.no/globalassets/om-oss/forskning-og-
rapporter/kompass-tema-rapporter/2020/kompass-tema-nr.-1-2021-helseproblemer-
og-ulykker-i-bygg-og-anlegg.pdf 

Nesheim, T. & Gressgård, L. J. (2014). Knowledge sharing in a complex organization: Antecedents 
and safety effects. Safety Science, 62, 28-36. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2013.07.018 

NLIA. (2021a). Årsrapport 2020. En analyse av Arbeidstilsynets innsats i 2020 [Annual Report 
2020]. Trondheim, Norway.: Norwegian Labour Inspection Authority.  Retrieved from: 
https://www.arbeidstilsynet.no/contentassets/7ec576afb75a45b69f8a74705ebe9c18/
arsrapport-2020.pdf 

NLIA. (2021b). About us.  Accessed: 13 July 2021. Last Updated:  Retrieved from: 
https://www.arbeidstilsynet.no/en/about-us/ 



References 

   81 

NLIA. (2022). Statistikk - arbeidsskadedødsfall [Statistics - work-related fatal injury].  Accessed: 
3 May 2022. Last Updated: Last updated: 5 Mar 2022. Retrieved from: 
https://www.arbeidstilsynet.no/om-oss/statistikk/arbeidsskadedodsfall/ 

Nonaka, I. & Takeuchi, H. (1995). The knowledge-creating company: how Japanese companies 
create the dynamics of innovation. New York (NY): Oxford University Press. 

Nordic 10-10. (2021). Nordic 10-10 - Prestasjonsmåling og benchmarking av prosjekter. 
[Performance assessment and benchmarking of projects] Accessed: 25 Jan 2021. Last 
Updated:  Retrieved from: https://nordic10-10.org/  

Nunnally, J. C. (1978). Psychometric theory (2nd ed.) (2nd ed. ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Oswald, D., Zhang Rita, P., Lingard, H., Pirzadeh, P. & Le, T. (2018). The use and abuse of safety 
indicators in construction. Engineering, Construction and Architectural Management, 
25(9), 1188-1209. https://doi.org/10.1108/ECAM-07-2017-0121 

Pagell, M., Johnston, D., Veltri, A., Klassen, R. & Biehl, M. (2014). Is Safe Production an Oxymoron? 
Production and Operations Management, 23(7), 1161-1175. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/poms.12100 

Peñaloza, G. A., Wasilkiewicz, K., Saurin, T. A., Herrera, I. A. & Formoso, C. T. (2019). Safety-I and 
safety-II: Opportunities for an integrated approach in the construction industry. Paper 
presented at the 8th REA Symposium on Resilience Engineering: Scaling up and 
Speeding up, Kalmar, Sweden.  

Peräkylä, A. (2004). Validity in research on naturally occurring social interaction. In D. 
Silverman (Ed.), Qualitative research: Theory, Method and Practice (2nd ed., pp. 283-304). 
London: SAGE Publications Ltd. 

Pillay, M. (2015). Accident Causation, Prevention and Safety Management: A Review of the State-
of-the-art. Procedia Manufacturing, 3(Supplement C), 1838-1845. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.promfg.2015.07.224 

Project Management Institute. (2017). A Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowledge 
(PMBOK® Guide)–Sixth Edition (Vol. Sixth edition). Newtown Square, PA: Project 
Management Institute. 

Provan, D. J., Woods, D. D., Dekker, S. W. A. & Rae, A. J. (2020). Safety II professionals: How 
resilience engineering can transform safety practice. Reliability Engineering & System 
Safety, 195, 106740. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2019.106740 

Rae, A., Provan, D., Aboelssaad, H. & Alexander, R. (2020). A manifesto for Reality-based Safety 
Science. Safety Science, 126, 104654. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2020.104654 

Rae, D. & Dekker, S. (2019). The 1900s and Onward: Beginnings. In S. Dekker (Ed.), Foundations 
of Safety Science: A Century of Understanding Accidents and Disasters (pp. 1-21). Boca 
Raton: CRC Press. 

Rajendran, S. (2013). Enhancing Construction Worker Safety Performance Using Leading 
Indicators. Practice Periodical on Structural Design and Construction, 18(1), 45-51. 
10.1061/(ASCE)SC.1943-5576.0000137 

Rasmussen, J. (1997). Risk management in a dynamic society: a modelling problem. Safety 
Science, 27(2–3), 183-213. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0925-7535(97)00052-0 



References 

 82 

Regulations concerning Organisation Management and Employee Participation. (2011). 
Regulations concerning Organisation Management and Employee Participation, Forskrift 
om organisering, ledelse og medvirkning (FOR-2011-12-06-1355) [Regulations 
concerning Organisation, Management and Employee Participation].Retrieved from: 
https://lovdata.no/dokument/SFE/forskrift/2011-12-06-1355 

Regulations concerning the Performance of Work. (2011). Regulations concerning the 
Performance of Work, Forskrift om utførelse av arbeid, bruk av arbeidsutstyr og 
tilhørende tekniske krav (forskrift om utførelse av arbeid) (FOR-2011-12-06-1357) 
[Regulations concerning the performance of work, use of work equipment and related 
technical requirements].Retrieved from: 
https://lovdata.no/dokument/SFE/forskrift/2011-12-06-1357 

Reiman, T. & Pietikäinen, E. (2012). Leading indicators of system safety – Monitoring and driving 
the organizational safety potential. Safety Science, 50(10), 1993-2000. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2011.07.015 

Reiman, T., Rollenhagen, C., Pietikäinen, E. & Heikkilä, J. (2015). Principles of adaptive 
management in complex safety–critical organizations. Safety Science, 71, 80-92. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2014.07.021 

Rolstadås, A., Tommelein, I., Morten Schiefloe, P. & Ballard, G. (2014). Understanding project 
success through analysis of project management approach. International Journal of 
Managing Projects in Business, 7(4), 638-660. 10.1108/IJMPB-09-2013-0048 

Saurin, T. A., Formoso, C. T. & Guimarães, L. B. M. (2004). Safety and production: an integrated 
planning and control model. Construction Management and Economics, 22(2), 159-169. 
10.1080/0144619042000201367 

SfS BA. (2020). Arbeidet i SfS BA. Arbeidsgrupper og prosjekter. [The work in SfS BA 
(Collaboration for Safety in the Construction Industry). Work groups and projects].  
Accessed:  Last Updated:  Retrieved from: https://sfsba.no/om-oss/arbeidet-i-sfs-ba/ 

SfSBA. (2019). Fra Charter til SFS BA [From Chater to SFS BA].  Accessed: May. 22, 2021. Last 
Updated:  Retrieved from: https://sfsba.no/om-oss/fra-charter-til-sfs-ba/ 

Shevchenko, A., Pagell, M., Johnston, D., Veltri, A. & Robson, L. (2018). Joint management systems 
for operations and safety: A routine-based perspective. Journal of Cleaner Production, 
194, 635-644. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.05.176 

Silverman, D. (2006). Interpreting qualitative data (3rd ed.). London: SAGE Publications Ltd. 

Solaimani, S. & Sedighi, M. (2020). Toward a holistic view on lean sustainable construction: A 
literature review. Journal of Cleaner Production, 248, 119213. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.119213 

Solouki, A. (2016). Information and Knowledge. In M. Augier & D. J. Teece (Eds.), The Palgrave 
Encyclopedia of Strategic Management (pp. 1-3). London: Palgrave Macmillan UK. 

SSB. (2021). Statistics from STATBANK - 13215: Employment among immigrants, register-
based: Industry division among employed immigrants by sex, age and country 
background. 4th quarter 2008 - 2020.  Accessed: 27 July 2021. Last Updated: 19 Mar 
2021. Retrieved from: https://www.ssb.no/statbank/table/13215/ 



References 

   83 

SSB. (2022a). Statistics from STATBANK - 10913: Fatal accidents at work, by regulatory 
authority and industry (SIC2007) 2000 - 2020.  Accessed: 16 Apr 2023. Last Updated: 3 
Oct 2022. Retrieved from: https://www.ssb.no/en/statbank/table/10913 

SSB. (2022b). Statistics from STATBANK - 11343: Reported accidents at work, by industry 
(SIC2007) and type of accident 2015 - 2021. Accidents at work. Accessed:  Last Updated: 
3 Oct 2022. Retrieved from: https://www.ssb.no/en/statbank/table/11343/ 

SSB. (2022c). Statistics from STATBANK - 08228: Enterprises, turn-over and employment except 
public administration, by region, industry (SIC2007), legal form, employment group, 
contents and year. STATBANK. Accessed: 15 Apr 2023. Last Updated: 8 July 2022. 
Retrieved from: https://www.ssb.no/en/statbank/table/08228/ 

SSB. (2022d). Statistics from STATBANK - 10914: Reported Accidents at Work, by Sex, Age, 
Absence and Industry (SIC2007) 2014–2021.  Accessed: 17 Apr 2023. Last Updated: 3 
Oct 2022. Retrieved from: https://www.ssb.no/en/statbank/table/10914 

SSB. (2023). Statistics from STATBANK - 09174: Wages and salaries, employment and 
productivity, by industry 1970 - 2022.  Accessed: 16 Apr 2023. Last Updated: 6 Mar 
2023. Retrieved from: https://www.ssb.no/en/statbank/table/09174 

Stanton, N. A., Margaryan, A. & Littlejohn, A. (2017). Editorial: Learning from Incidents. Safety 
Science, 99, 1-4. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2017.07.011 

Størseth, F. & Tinmannsvik, R. K. (2012). The critical re-action: Learning from accidents. Safety 
Science, 50(10), 1977-1982. 10.1016/j.ssci.2011.11.003 

Swuste, P. (2008). “You will only see it, if you understand it” or occupational risk prevention 
from a management perspective. Human Factors and Ergonomics in Manufacturing & 
Service Industries, 18(4), 438-453. https://doi.org/10.1002/hfm.20101 

Swuste, P., Frijters, A. & Guldenmund, F. (2012). Is it possible to influence safety in the building 
sector?: A literature review extending from 1980 until the present. Safety Science, 50(5), 
1333-1343. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2011.12.036 

Szymberski, R. T. (1997). Construction project safety planning. Tappi journal (USA), 80(11), 69-
74.  

Tixier, A. J. P., Hallowell, M. R., Rajagopalan, B. & Bowman, D. (2016a). Automated content 
analysis for construction safety: A natural language processing system to extract 
precursors and outcomes from unstructured injury reports. Automation in Construction, 
62, 45-56. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.autcon.2015.11.001 

Tixier, A. J. P., Hallowell, M. R., Rajagopalan, B. & Bowman, D. (2016b). Application of machine 
learning to construction injury prediction. Automation in Construction, 69, 102-114. 
10.1016/j.autcon.2016.05.016 

Tjora, A. H. (2012). Kvalitative forskningsmetoder i praksis [Qualitative reserach methods in 
practice] (2. utg. ed.). Oslo: Gyldendal akademisk. 

United Nations. (2015). Transforming our World: The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. 
United Nations.  Retrieved from: 
https://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/RES/70/1&Lang=E 



References 

 84 

Wahl, A., Kongsvik, T. & Antonsen, S. (2020). Balancing Safety I and Safety II: Learning to manage 
performance variability at sea using simulator-based training. Reliability Engineering & 
System Safety, 195, 106698. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2019.106698 

Westrum, R. (2014). The study of information flow: A personal journey. Safety Science, 67, 58-63. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2014.01.009 

Winge, S. & Albrechtsen, E. (2018). Accident types and barrier failures in the construction 
industry. Safety Science, 105, 158-166. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2018.02.006 

Winge, S., Albrechtsen, E. & Arnesen, J. (2019). A comparative analysis of safety management and 
safety performance in twelve construction projects. Journal of Safety Research, 71, 139-
152. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsr.2019.09.015 

Woolley, M., Goode, N., Salmon, P. & Read, G. (2020). Who is responsible for construction safety 
in Australia? A STAMP analysis. Safety Science, 132, 104984. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2020.104984 

Woolley, M. J. I., Goode, N., Read, G. J. M. & Salmon, P. M. (2018). Moving beyond the 
organizational ceiling: Do construction accident investigations align with systems 
thinking? Human Factors and Ergonomics in Manufacturing & Service Industries, 28(6), 
297-308. https://doi.org/10.1002/hfm.20749 

Working Environment Act. (2005). Working Environment Act, Lov om arbeidsmiljø, arbeidstid 
og stillingsvern mv. nr. 62 av 17. juni 2005 [Act relating to working environment, 
working hours and employment protection, etc.].Retrieved from: 
https://lovdata.no/dokument/NLE/lov/2005-06-17-62 

Workplace Regulations. (2011). Workplace Regulations, Forskrift om utforming og innretning av 
arbeidsplasser og arbeidslokaler (arbeidsplassforskriften) (FOR-2011-12-06-1356) 
[Regulations concerning the design and layout of workplaces and work 
premises].Retrieved from: https://lovdata.no/dokument/SFE/forskrift/2011-12-06-
1356 

Yin, R. K. (2003). Case study research: design and methods (3rd ed. Vol. 5). Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage Publications, Inc. 

Yiu, N. S. N., Chan, D. W. M., Shan, M. & Sze, N. N. (2019). Implementation of safety management 
system in managing construction projects: Benefits and obstacles. Safety Science, 117, 23-
32. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2019.03.027 

Yiu, N. S. N., Sze, N. N. & Chan, D. W. M. (2018). Implementation of safety management systems in 
Hong Kong construction industry – A safety practitioner's perspective. Journal of Safety 
Research, 64, 1-9. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsr.2017.12.011 

Yun, S., Choi, J., de Oliveira, D. P. & Mulva, S. P. (2016). Development of performance metrics for 
phase-based capital project benchmarking. International Journal of Project Management, 
34(3), 389-402. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2015.12.004 

Zeleny, M. (2006). Knowledge-information autopoietic cycle: towards the wisdom systems. 
International Journal of Management and Decision Making, 7(1), 3-18.  

Zhang, S., Boukamp, F. & Teizer, J. (2015). Ontology-based semantic modeling of construction 
safety knowledge: Towards automated safety planning for job hazard analysis (JHA). 
Automation in Construction, 52, 29-41. 10.1016/j.autcon.2015.02.005 



References 

   85 

Zhou, W., Whyte, J. & Sacks, R. (2012). Construction safety and digital design: A review. 
Automation in Construction, 22, 102-111. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.autcon.2011.07.005 

Zhou, Z., Goh, Y. M. & Li, Q. M. (2015). Overview and analysis of safety management studies in the 
construction industry. Safety Science, 72, 337-350. 10.1016/j.ssci.2014.10.006 

Zins, C. (2007). Conceptual approaches for defining data, information, and knowledge. Journal of 
the American Society for Information Science and Technology, 58(4), 479-493. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.20508 

Zou, P. X. W. & Sunindijo, R. Y. (2015). Strategic Safety Management in Construction and 
Engineering. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons Ltd. 

 
Aamodt, A. & Nygård, M. (1995). Different roles and mutual dependencies of data, information, 

and knowledge — An AI perspective on their integration. Data & Knowledge Engineering, 
16(3), 191-222. https://doi.org/10.1016/0169-023X(95)00017-M 

Åsgård, T. & Jørgensen, L. (2019). Health and safety in early phases of project management in 
construction. Procedia Computer Science, 164, 343-349. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procs.2019.12.192





 

  

 

PART II: COLLECTION OF ARTICLES





 

  89 

ARTICLE 1 

 
Sharing Incident Experiences: A Roadmap towards Collective Safety Information in the 
Norwegian Construction Industry 
 
 
Kinga W. Edwin  
 
International Journal of Occupational Safety and Ergonomics. 2022. 
DOI:10.1080/10803548.2022.2118983 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The following article is an electronic version of an article published in the International 
Journal of Occupational Safety and Ergonomics by Taylor & Francis © copyright 2022. It 
is available online at: 
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/10803548.2022.2118983





 

  91 

 
 

Sharing incident experiences: a roadmap towards 
collective safety information in the Norwegian 
construction industry 

Kinga Wasilkiewicz Edwin 
To cite this article: Kinga Wasilkiewicz Edwin (2022): Sharing incident experiences: a roadmap 
towards collective safety information in the Norwegian construction industry, International Journal 
of Occupational Safety and Ergonomics, DOI: 10.1080/10803548.2022.2118983 

To link to this article: https://doi.org/10.1080/10803548.2022.2118983 

  
 
 
 

Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at 

https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=tose20

International Journal of Occupational Safety 
and Ergonomic
s 

ISSN: (Print) (Online) Journal 
homepage:  

https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/tose
2 

0 

© 2022 Central Institute for Labour 
Protection – National Research Institute 
( CIOP-PIB ) 

Published online: 27 Sep 2022. 

Submit your article to this journal   

Article views: 31 

View related articles   

View Crossmark dat a 





INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND ERGONOMICS (JOSE)
https://doi.org/10.1080/10803548.2022.2118983

Sharing incident experiences: a roadmap towards collective safety information in
the Norwegian construction industry
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ABSTRACT
This article presents a study on sharing practices after incidents across organizations in the Norwegian
construction industry as a means towards improvement of occupational safety. Interviews were per-
formed with safety personnel from different actors, including clients, contractors and designers. The
findings show that several arenas for sharing of safety-related information across actors exist; how-
ever, the sharing is limited, not structured, and occurs occasionally. Furthermore, the information is not
widely shared across all actors in the industry for whom the information could be valuable, e.g., early
phase actors. As a willingness to share and an excitement for new technology are present, the work
goes on to propose how and where the industry can improve on information sharing after incidents
to move towards inter-organizational learning. A roadmap for the Norwegian construction industry is
suggested for collective information sharing with a focus on technological and digital solutions.

KEYWORDS
occupational safety; accident
prevention;
inter-organizational learning;
safety information sharing;
digitalization

1. Introduction

The past 5–10 years have shown stable numbers of non-fatal
incidents in the construction industry in Europe [1]. Statistics
from the Norwegian construction industry also show that the
numbers of fatalities and incidents have stabilized and the
improvement rate has flattened out in the past years [2]. Fur-
thermore, the same types of accidents reoccur [3–5], where
the three topmost common types in the years 2015–2019 in
theNorwegian construction industrywere fall, struck by object
and cut by sharp or pointed object [4]. This repeating nature of
accidents and the stable numbers indicate that a deeper learn-
ing is missing [6], and that safety-related experiences can be
utilized better.

Experience feedback is an essential principle for improve-
ment and learning to support the prevention of severe inci-
dents [7], i.e., to collect and analyse data of past and present
safety performance to support decisions onmitigation actions
and to improve safety management. Since the number of
severe incidents is relatively low, most construction compa-
nies experience a limited number of incidents that in turn
limits the amount of available information in a company and
the possibility to use the experiences for improvement and
learning.

The industry is characterized by temporary project
organizations consisting of different actors and companies
working together on tasks with a time and cost limit. Actors
may be simultaneously involved in multiple projects. The
nature of the industry contributes to complexity, interdepen-
dencies between actors, where one actor creates a founda-
tion for the next actor and one vocation can influence the
safety of another vocation, and by this challenge safety work
[8]. Complexity and fragmentation lead to blurred and non-
linear communication lines and information sharing [9]. Rather
than keeping information in silos, which is often how teams
in projects operate [10], the different actors can gain valuable
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information from other actors, enhancing the safety during
construction. Although each project in the construction indus-
try is unique, many processes are repeatable and can be learnt
from for future projects [11].

Sharing and learning from incidents across organizations in
the construction industry have large potential to help prevent
future incidents [12]. The literature on learning from incidents
is found to be fragmented, empirical and applied research is
scarce and the step of sharing of safety information is under-
exposed [6]. Furthermore, the reviewed literature to a large
degree focuses on information or knowledge sharing in an
organization or within a project, and empirical studies on
inter-organizational sharing and learning in the construction
industry are limited.

This research addresses sharing of safety-related informa-
tion across companies in the construction industry in Nor-
way as one knowledge-enlarging way contributing to the
reduction of unwanted incidents and accidents. The following
research questions are framed: how is information after inci-
dents currently shared across the construction industry; what
gaps exist in the sharingprocessesbetweenorganizations; and
how can collective safety information be obtained?

2. Exploring inter-organizational learning from
incidents

Information can be described as a refined form of data which
are relatively easy collected and transferred, whereas knowl-
edge goes a step further, where the information is understood
and applied by the holder. Nonaka and Takeuchi [13] distin-
guish knowledge from information by the first being about
beliefs, commitment and action, and the latter to be necessary
to create knowledge. The exact distinction between informa-
tion and knowledge is often perceived as unclear [14]. In this
article, the focus is on information sharing as an input towards
learning and improvement.

© 2022 Central Institute for Labour Protection – National Research Institute (CIOP-PIB)
This is anOpenAccess article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/),
which permits non-commercial re-use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited, and is not altered, transformed, or built upon in any way.



2 K. W. EDWIN

In the process of organizational learning, knowledge is cre-
ated from experiences in the organization [15], and brings
about change [16]. Learning from incidents is related to the
organization’s safety approach and can involve all levels as
well as systems in the organization [17,18]. Experience feed-
back is an important process in safety management sys-
tems for prevention and improvement of safety activities,
for safety performance [7] and for future safety planning
[19,20]. Managing knowledge on safety is a key emergent
issue for safety improvement, including continuous learning
from past incidents [21], which require safety information as
input.

Learning can also happen between organizations across
the industry. The definitions of inter-organizational learning
in the literature are related to creation of collective knowl-
edge, e.g., knowledge acquisition and transfer (see Mari-
otti [22]). Inter-organizational learning has in recent years
gained more attention in different fields to evolve com-
panies in terms of innovation, effectivity and performance
[23], but is limited for the construction industry and for
safety.

Several models for learning from incidents in an
organizational perspective are available (e.g., [18,24,25]). The
steps in the models slightly vary, but mostly include steps
related to collection and reporting, investigation and analy-
sis, dissemination, and implementation and prevention (see
Drupsteen and Guldenmund [6]). The steps are assumed to be
similar in an inter-organizational learning perspective. These
steps determine the effectiveness of learning after incidents
[26,27]. Dissemination of investigation results is found to be
a weak link with the potential to be improved [28]. Obtain-
ing and use of safety knowledge in the construction industry
is found to be more frequently discussed in the literature than
sharing [29], but sharing of information and knowledge is a
premise for learning. Drupsteen and Guldenmund [6] point to
sharing and processing of information in learning from inci-
dents as one of the main issues that need more attention, as
applying lessons learned in new situations could make it pos-
sible to prevent other incident types. Also, storage and transfer
systems for safety knowledge in organizations are found to be
ineffective [30], while being a premise for experience feedback
and to be able to serve as input to safety management in the
next projects.

A model to describe inter-organizational learning in the
construction industry is presented in Table 1, based on the
orders of feedback and memory of control systems in com-
plex systems by Hare [31] and the adaptation of it for
safety by Kjellén and Albrechtsen [7]. Further, Jacobsson
et al. [32] and Jacobsson et al. [18] have used a similar
model for organizational learning. The model in Table 1
presents the different ways learning from incidents can take
place across the construction industry and illustrates the
importance of information sharing for inter-organizational
learning.

On the lower level, experiences from an incident are shared
within a project, e.g., from a contractor involved in the same
project to a client. On the medium level, single or few experi-
ences and incidents are shared across actors, either between
a few actors (also across actor types) or several actors of the
same type. A higher learning level indicates industry-wide
experience-sharing across the industry. A fifth level could be
added for learning across industries.

2.1. New technological solutions and integration of
safety

Developments in information and communication technolo-
gies can integrate safety information better in existing tools
and systems and make exchange of information across orga-
nizations become more feasible and useful. Many tools and
technologies are available for safety, such as databases for col-
lecting and extracting near misses [33], incident information
for risk assessment [34] and tools for knowledge capturing,
safety planning and training [35], but mainly within organi-
zations. New technologies have the potential to be applied
across the construction industry. Several technologies are sug-
gested in the literature, such as artificial intelligence (AI), visual
monitoring (VM), virtual reality (VR), simulations, augmented
reality (AR) and building information modelling (BIM) [36–39],
although not all for sharing incident information across actors.
A literature review on construction hazard prevention through
design shows broad possibilities for the use of BIM in safety,
e.g., to link safety information with scheduling, product infor-
mation and other technological solutions [40]. Although tech-
nology and solutions aredeveloping,Hallowell et al. [39] found
that the research is lacking a focus on how to access reliable
safety information through more empirically driven feedback.

3. Method

This article is based on a qualitative research study, where
interviews with actors in the Norwegian construction industry
have been conducted.

3.1. Data collection and analysis

The interviews were undertaken with various actors from the
construction industry concerning information flow after inci-
dents and accident investigations. A semi-structured interview
approach was chosen, where the interviewees were given the
opportunity to comprehensively describe their views and new
aspects which were not anticipated by the interviewer [41].
Tjora [41] points out that these types of interviews give the
interviewees’ subjective perspective; however, through many
interviews it is possible to find phenomena within delimited
areas.

An interview guide was created with the following top-
ics: introduction, accident investigation procedures, results of
accident investigations, information flow of the results, learn-
ing arenas, improvement potential and closing questions. The
questions in the interview guide were adjusted to three differ-
ent actor types.

In total, 13 interviews with 19 individuals working with
safety at clients, contractors and designers (consulting engi-
neers and one architect) were undertaken. Interviewees were
recruited based on convenience selection, and through con-
tact persons in the industry. Table 2 presents an overview of
the interviewees. The interviewees represented 10 different
companies. All of the interviewees were employed in large,
professional organizations which are well established in the
Norwegian construction industry (Table 2).

The interviewed safety personnel had a viewpoint from
a company perspective, and not from specific projects. This
gives more validity to the data as the responses are related to
the routines in the company, rather than in a specific project.
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Table 1. Levels of inter-organizational learning in the construction industry.

Level Learning potential Information sharing

0 Organizational
learning (no
learning between
organizations)

n/a n/a

Lower 1 Learning within a
project

Typically involves learning from local incidents within the
project. Information is shared between actor levels and
actors in the project. Mainly short-termmemory limited
to the project duration.

Information is managed and communicated
through deviation processes within a project.
Limited documentation, e.g., incident reports or
entry in deviation register.

Medium 2 Learning from another
project

Involves an actor sharing experiences with another ormore
actors independently of a common project, processed
and implemented into the overall organization.
Medium-term memory limited in the organization to
relevance of the incident for the organization.

Informal or semi-formal sharing of information
through dialogue or discussion during planning
activities or other meeting arenas.

3 Learning across similar
actor types

Involves experience sharing between similar actor types,
e.g., clients, contactors, etc. Medium to long-term
memory through common grounds and understanding.

Informal or unstructured, e.g., dialogue meetings.
Formal or structured, e.g., actor networks or
associations.

Higher 4 Learning across all
actors (industry-
wide)

Experience sharing on an industry level across several actor
types. Long-term memory in a commonly accessible
system.

Informal or unstructured, e.g., conferences.
Formalized and structured information, e.g.,
industry networks and associations, common
groundwork.

Note: n/a = not applicable.

Table 2. Overview of interviewees.

Actor Interviews Informants

Client 2 2
Contractor 8a 10
Designer 3b 7
aOne group interview with three interviewees.
bOne group interview with representatives from five companies.

This also shows the variety across projects. Additionally, rel-
evant documents on investigation practices and examples of
information sharing were divulged by the interviewees. The
data, especially sharing practices with other actors, were trian-
gulated through interviews with different actor types.

The interviewswere conducted betweenOctober 2017 and
January 2018. Each interview lasted between 30 and 80min.
Most of the interviews took around an hour. Eight of the inter-
views were conducted in person, and five by phone. All of the
interviews except onewere recordedand transcribed.Detailed
notes were taken for the interview that was not recorded. The
interviews were transcribed and analysed with NVivo version
12. Preliminary analysis categories were taken from the inter-
view guide, and later, while transcribing, new categories and
sub-categories were added. In the next step, all of the inter-
views were gone through over again, using all of the estab-
lished categories. This resulted in the addition of paragraphs
to new categories, as well as restructuring. Thereafter, an anal-
ysis based on the final categories was performed. All of the
datawithin each categorywere systematically analysed, which
resulted in the findings.

All interviews were conducted in Norwegian except one
which was in English. The citations from the interviews were
translated into English by the author as close to verbatim as
possible, albeit with a focus on not losing the meaning. There-
fore, when necessary, to keep the meaning, some rephrasing
was performed.

4. Empirical results

The focus of the empirical results is on information sharing
after incidents across the Norwegian construction industry.

The results are presented as three main topics: informa-
tion sharing practices; potential of information sharing across
the industry; and hindrances and promotors for information
sharing.

4.1. Practices of information sharing across the
construction industry

The interviews indicate that the arenas used for sharing of
safety information in the construction industry includewritten
information, seminars and conferences, groups and, to some
extent, training. A large part of information sharing which
occurs outside an organization is not formalized, and often
takes place based on acquaintanceships. Moreover, it was
found that information shared externally generally takes place
on a management level (including safety personnel). Most of
the information channels available are concentrated around
clients and contractors (including sub-contractors). Table 3
presents an overview of the information sharing channels and
recipients, aswell as thepotential inter-organizational learning
level based on Table 1.

Information shared externally inwritten form included acci-
dent investigation reports and learning sheets, but no set
routines for sharing between companies were found. When
accident investigation reports are shared between actors,
this often takes place within the project where the incident
occurred, if the incident was relevant for more actors. In some
cases, itwasmentioned in the contracts from the client that the
contractor needs to share incident data. Accident investigation
reportswere reported tobe sharedwith theNorwegian Labour
Inspection Authority (NLIA) and the police if requested. Other-
wise, the authorities only receive limited information, which is
mainly used for statistics.

Learning sheets, also called ‘one-pagers’, have become
popular, and more and more companies are using these as a
means for information transfer. The criteria for creating learn-
ing sheets are not standardized; however, they are usually cre-
ated if an incident has learning potential, e.g., a near miss with
high injury potential or a serious accident. The format is usually
one A4 page, where themost important aspects of an incident
with causes are summarized. Sharing within the organization
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Table 3. Information sharing channels, recipients and inter-organizational learning potential.

Actor Learning potential

Type Means of information transfer R CE C CO Level

Written Learning sheets – – x x 1/2
Accident reports x – – – 1/2

Seminars and
conferences

Yearly industry conferences,
other conferences, e.g., the
HMS conference

x x x x 4

Seminar/morning meeting
after an accident organized
by a company

– – x x 2

Seminars by the NLIA x x x x 4
Groups ‘HMS Charter’/SfS BA – – x x 4

Expert groups (consulting engineers etc.) – x x x 3
Regional network – – – x 3

Note: C = clients; CE = consulting engineers; CO = contractors/sub-contractors; HMS = health, safety, and
environment; NLIA = Norwegian Labour Inspection Authority; R = regulators; SfS BA = ‘Working Together for
Safety in the Construction Industry’.

where the incident occurred, or at the best across actorswithin
the project, was found to bemost common, but also examples
of sharing across companies at projects were also found, e.g.,
through morning meetings among workers and supervisors.

Dissemination arenas outside companies included semi-
nars, conferences and different groups, e.g., expert groups.
Examples of conferences are those held by associations, such
as the national conference ‘HMS-konferansen’ (health, safety
and environment [HSE] conference) and other smaller sem-
inars and conferences on specific topics. Some are only for
members, while others are also open to all interested parties.
Some companies have started to organize seminars or so-
called breakfast meetings after specific accidents where they
invite parties from the industry and use a learning sheet as
the meeting topic. The NLIA also periodically holds seminars
or workshops on chosen topics where the sector is invited:

I think that the idea of learning sheets is very good. [. . . ] I was at
a workshop at a client where they presented learning sheets after
two blast accidents, it was great. (Safety manager, contractor)

It was also mentioned that regional networks exist, where
safety managers from more than 20 companies (contractors)
are present and meet several times a year. One of these net-
works has on a regional basis agreed to have the same require-
ments for sub-contractors on safety and a common standard
for internal control.

In 2014, the ‘HSE Charter for an injury-free construction
industry’ was established involving actors from clients, con-
tractors, trade organizations, labour unions, authorities and
academia. The Charter was working on initiatives and projects
to improve safety. There were expert groups (e.g., for con-
sulting engineers and clients) where, among other aspects,
they created guidelines and checklists related to safety work.
During 2018 and 2019 the Charter was developed into a net-
work, ‘Working Together for Safety in the Construction Indus-
try’ (SfS BA), which many of the interviewees believed in and
had high expectations for. The goal of the network is to share
experiences and work for a safer construction industry. SfS BA
was established with inspiration from a similar network in the
Norwegian petroleum industry (Working Together for Safety
[SfS]):

Eventually, we hope that theWorking Together for Safety coopera-
tion will become an arena where we actually share lessons learned.
(Safety manager, contractor)

A challengewith information sharing across the industrymen-
tioned was that the different actors in the industry have poor
interaction and that meeting arenas are lacking:

The contact between the consultants, the developer, and the con-
tractor is poor. You know too little about each other, about each
other’s challenges. Then there are crashes where you deeply dis-
agree, and you may end up in court. So, the construction industry
lacks some meeting places where one can sit to discuss things
before they happen, and preferably also after, such as the oil and
gas industry has. (Safety advisor, consulting engineer)

On the question of whether some incidents weremore suit-
able for sharing, many interviewees mentioned near misses.
One reason is that in near misses there are aspects that can be
learnt fromwithout having negative consequences.Moreover,
unwanted events often only focus on what went wrong, while
for near misses it is easier to also look at what was done right
and what should be continued. Incidents related to equip-
ment were another example of incident type useful to share
with other companies and suppliers, especially tomodify or re-
design equipment resulting in the whole industry becoming
safer:

Some incidents are suitable for workshops because the target
group is relatively limited. If you take the incidents where there is
a very large audience, then I think it can be good to establish col-
laboration for safety through a web page, where the information is
available. (Safety manager, contractor)

4.2. Potential of information sharing across the
construction industry

4.2.1. Inclusion of early phase actors
The consulting engineers themselves thought itwouldbeben-
eficial for themtobe involved inotherproject stages in relation
to safety, e.g., in safety meetings and in accident investiga-
tion. They said that they were seldom included in accident
investigations, seldom received results of investigations that
they could learn from or seldom were otherwise included in
information sharing that could improve safety, unless there
were some calculation errors behind the incident. Also, con-
tractors found information sharing to be lacking to earlier
project actors. It was suggested that more attention could be
given if an incident was related to the design by asking during
investigations or in reports of unwanted events ‘Did this have
anything to do with design?’:
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They have created some learning sheets for learning after the
events, where they will try to look back. In the presentations that
I have been to, they have not really managed to get back to the
designers. They haven’t figured out what more we could have
done. (Safety advisor, consulting engineer)

One of the consulting engineers pointed out that informa-
tion transfer is important to them to make better decisions
in early phases and plan and design better for safety, as they
are not able to understand risks in the execution phase as
well as the executing actors. A specific example of an inci-
dent which was related to design was when choosing railing
solutions. This decision needs to be taken prior to ordering
the structural floors, as attachments are prepared and made
ready to use in these floors. Another issue is that, in many
cases, when the designers could have a bigger role in safety,
they were not aware of it, as adaptations were done at the
site to avoid hazardous situations, but never reported back to
them:

Ifwe are tobe able to see risks for the executors, the executors need
to bring their knowledge into design. Otherwise, we will never be
able to see such risks. (Safety advisor, architect)

4.2.2. Technology development as an enabler for
information sharing
Several interviewees pointed out improvement areas for infor-
mation sharing in the construction industry including new
technology and the inclusion ofmore actors. It wasmentioned
that using new technology, i.e., three-dimensional (3D) mod-
els, canbebeneficial for designers to communicate and receive
feedback from later project phases:

It has not come that far with safety in 3D yet, but it may be that
it could be something if the models became interconnected. Then
maybe we could get some feedback though that. (Safety advisor,
consulting engineer)

Related to the phenomena of learning sheets it was sug-
gested to have a common database for sharing of experiences
between companies. A few interviewees suggested that the
new safety forum in the construction industry, SfS BA, could
be the place to organize such an initiative. At the same time,
there was warning of an inflation of learning sheets, where
learning sheets are created and disseminated but not used
actively:

I miss that we had experiences in a pot, by gathering the experi-
ences in a commondatabase. For example, to be able to see if there
is anything we could have done differently in the design to avoid
this incident. (Safety manager, client)

A possibility for safety was seen in BIM according to some
interviewees; however, this is not prevailing in the industry.
One interviewee stated that they were using BIM in the com-
pany, and that they had also tried to use it in one project
for safety, going through safety aspects. The interviewee had
a vision for the future where all projects use BIM, and rules
for safety are available in BIM, so that already during design
one can mark and eliminate hazards. Others mentioned the
opportunities of AI and information sharingnot onlywithin the
Norwegian construction sector, but also abroad:

What I really believe in is when we start to get algorithms, or when
we start to put AI on top of this, and that we can start to draw expe-
rience from thousands of construction projects, maybe not just in
Norway, but also in all of Europe. Then it starts to get good. And it’s
coming. (Safety manager, contractor)

4.3. Obstructions for information sharing

4.3.1. Challenging frame conditions
Framework conditions of the industry were mentioned as a
challenge for safety work. The rapid and constant changes
were oneof the challengesmentioned, especially compared to
othermore static industries, such asmanufacturing.Moreover,
aspects such as time pressure and progress were mentioned
as hindering information sharing and learning combined with
an underestimation of the potentials of incidents. Costs were
also brought out as possible obstacles, e.g., how the sharing
arenas will be financed, andwho should bear the costs for par-
ticipating. Another concern was related to how the industry is
organized, with many companies in the project value chain,
and thus whether it would work to create a forum similar to
what is found in the Norwegian oil and gas industry:

In the construction industry we now want to make something
like the oil and gas industry, which is called Working Together for
Safety. The disadvantage in the construction industry is that the
clients do not have their own organisation. In oil and gas, you have
the Norwegian Oil and Gas Association, which organises all the oil
companies. They distribute a lot of information. (Safety advisor,
consulting engineer)

4.3.2. Lack of standardization in taxonomy and reporting
Where systems for information management exist, they were
often based on an internal system at one specific company.
These systems often also seem to be used separately on differ-
ent projects,meaning that there is often little or no connection
between the information within the same company on dif-
ferent projects. Furthermore, definitions and categorizations
regarding safety vocabulary flourish, whether in contracts,
related to accident categorizations, when and what to investi-
gate or indicators. Some companies use similar ones that they
have agreed upon between the companies, others use defi-
nitions from associations, while others again have their own.
To utilize available information and be able to share it across
the industry, standardization and categorizations were men-
tioned as key elements. It was also perceived that the NLIA
is not sufficiently precise in their categorizations and reports,
e.g., what is meant by lack of planning as a contributing fac-
tor - if it is in an early project stage by consulting engineers
or during construction by contractors.

Competence of safety personnel was found to be impor-
tant for systematizing events, choosing events for investiga-
tions, during accident investigations, in analysis of events and
for working with measures and proactive safety management.
In the interviews, the quality of accident investigations was
reported as a limitation for sharing and learning. Furthermore,
it was pointed out that there is also a need for requirements for
filling out documentation, so it is actually performed and infor-
mation becomes available. It was suggested that a common
template for the industry could be established:

Often, we have forms to use, but then one skips to fill in some field,
which could have been useful. So, it is about requirements and
documentation. Filling in forms is probably not the most fun thing
people know and it takes time. But you can see in hindsight, what
the benefit of it is, because the human brain it doesn’t remember
very well. (Safety manager, contractor)

4.3.3. Willingness to share
Theopinion as towhether the industry is open to sharing infor-
mation, experiences and practices somewhat varied between
the different interviewees. Many pointed out that the industry
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is very open for this, and that safety is not what they compete
on:

I have attended the HSE conference formany years, and I think that
it is sort of a characteristic for the largest [companies], that they are
very good andgenerouswhen it comes to sharing. That is not point
we compete on. (Safety manager, contractor)

Some, however, had the opposite viewpoint, where safety was
looked at as a competitive advantage and also related to repu-
tation. A client gave an examplewhere after an accident, infor-
mation about a contractor was put into a supplier database,
which resulted in the company not getting a tender another
time and therefore having to do improvements before they
were qualified again. It was mentioned during the interviews
that some interviewees had experienced legal charges based
on the accident investigation reports. This was said to affect
what is included in the reports:

Whenwe investigate,wehaveburnedour fingers a couple of times,
because the investigation report has been used as a basis for a
prosecution. All injuries in the workplace are punishable under the
Working Environment Act, and if you then have some available
work capacity with a police lawyer, then our investigation report is
the whole basis for the prosecution. So, we have managed to incur
a couple of fines due to investigation reports. (Safety manager,
contractor)

The results point to some regular weaknesses with regards
to information sharing, but they also highlight opportunities
for collective safety information for the construction industry
which will be discussed in the next section.

5. Discussion

Experience feedback is important for the learning process and
accident prevention [7,24], but sharing of information after
incidents across actors is persistently weak. The study shows
the following:

• several arenas for sharing safety information in the indus-
try exist (Table 3), but they are predominantly unstruc-
tured, approaches are unformal and sharing is limited to
few actors;

• characteristics of the industry contribute to fragmented
information sharing and are one of the main roadblocks
foreseen for collective safety information;

• taxonomies and reporting processes after incidents are not
standardized, challenging information sharing and inter-
organizational learning after incidents;

• a willingness to share safety information amongst many
actors in the industry exists and achieving collective safety
information is seen as an advantage for the whole industry;

• there is excitement in the industry for new technology and
how technology can help to facilitate structured and effec-
tive information sharing.

These aspects are further discussed across this section and
finally a roadmap to achieve collective safety information in
the construction industry is proposed.

5.1. Collective safety information for the construction
industry

Although accumulated experiences of the actors are far more
comprehensive than within a project or a company, there is
still a deficit to transfer information across actors other than to

those directly involved in the incident. As inter-organizational
learning is based on the experience of one organization [15],
the limited sharing is preventing learning and safety improve-
ment across the industry.

The results from this study show thatmajority of the shared
safety information is shared through arenas that contribute
to inter-organizational learning at lower and medium levels
(see Tables 1 and 3). This means that the majority of infor-
mation sharing happens within projects or mainly between
similar types of actors, and the information sharing is not con-
tributing largely to the industry-wide learning potential and
safety improvement. Some arenas for information sharing on a
higher level exist; however, such sharing is rather unstructured
and non-systematized, and the numbers of actors receiving
such information is small, as these channels are not frequently
used. To facilitate inter-organizational learning, safety infor-
mation after incidents as input to the medium and especially
higher levels is needed. Earlier studies from other countries
have found similar weaknesseswith external information shar-
ing in the construction industry. A study from the USA found
sharing to be limited to written materials from regulatory
agencies, and oral material through meetings organized by
associations [30]. In the UK construction industry, a lack of sys-
tems to transfer experiences across projects to clients and their
supply chains was found [21]. It is also reported that available
collective safety information from authorities, agencies and
other existing records is unstructured and fragmented, and the
content is limited in its thoroughness [34,36,42].

Early phase actors such as designers and consulting engi-
neers in this study expressed a need for more safety infor-
mation back from the building phase, indicating a need for
broader information sharing also across project phases. Ear-
lier research show that designers can influence safety early in
a project through the decisions theymake [43–47], and lack of
information sharing across projects is a barrier for hazard iden-
tification as information is not available [34,39]. Someattempts
at practical information and decision support for designers
exist (see Cooke et al. [48]); however, in practice in the Norwe-
gian industry, few feedback mechanisms were found. The lack
of information sharing back to early-phase actors (e.g., con-
sulting engineers and architects) is thus hindering inclusion of
solutions in early project phases, which could improve safety
during construction.

Stagnating accident numbers [1,2], interrelations between
companies in projects [8], new developments and evolving
risks require advancements in safety work. Achieving sys-
tematic inter-organizational learning through collective safety
information is one possible solution. Collective safety informa-
tion may be seen as a shared register of incidents. Increased
sharing of safety information across the industry gives a
broader experience base through the greater collection of
data, which can be fed back to various actors. This can improve
and help decision-making and increase learning opportunities
for different actors and companies, and serve as an input to
proactive safety management throughout project phases.

The objective is that collective safety information should
be available to all relevant actors. There are, however, sev-
eral potential challenges to collective safety information,many
related to the characteristics of the construction industry,
including the actor types, number of actors of different size,
several phases influencing risks, various risk types between
vocations, projects with constant changes, time pressure and
costs. Information needs to be understood, accessible and
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relevant for the receiver, whether a small or large company.
Having basic knowledge and similar problems and structure
to another organization are beneficial with regards to learning
between organizations [49]. For learning from past safety inci-
dents, it follows that a common safety understanding, having
a similar structure and sharing information are important.

5.2. Willingness to share

A premise for safety information sharing, and thus collec-
tive safety information, is the willingness to share informa-
tion by actors. The empirical data point to an opportunity
for cooperation and sharing experiences across the indus-
try, and importantly a quite large willingness to improve on
safety through sharing experiences. Even though some possi-
ble inconveniences were pointed out in the interviews, such
as prosecution, many of the larger companies, both clients
and contractors, have realized that they are dependent on the
safety performance of their sub-contractors, and thus need to
contribute to pulling the smaller companies up. It was also
highlighted bymost of the interviewees that safety is not what
the companies compete on, and that everyone is served with
good safety in the industry as one actor can influence the risks
of another actor.

Positive steps are taken through knowledge areas, show-
ing that there is a demand for safety developments in the
industry, as well as a willingness to learn. One example of the
willingness to share experiences is proven by the establish-
ment of the SfS BA collaboration, inspired by the Norwegian
oil andgas industry,where actors across the industryworkwith
specific problems to improve safety in thewhole of theNorwe-
gian construction industry. The collaboration has established
project andworking groups across actors in the industry, trade
unions and academia on specific topics [50].

Although there is positivity towards sharing safety informa-
tion, protectionof information couldbea concernwith regards
to sharing, as found in other fields [51]. Factors such as blame,
shame and prosecution can limit the willingness of informa-
tion sharing by individuals [52]. These factors are also relevant
for sharing across organizations, e.g., incidents can affect a
company’s reputation and competitiveness. A companywhich
had experienced that the sharing of accident investigation
reports resulted in some negative consequences such as fines
was more aware of what they included in the next accident
investigation reports and more reluctant to share reports. On
the contrary, trust has been found to be an important factor to
enhance sharing [53,54]. Also, the interviews implicitly show
that trust is an important factor for willingness to share.

5.3. Roadmap towards implementation of collective
safety information

Information sharing across actors is a premise to facilitate the
higher levels of inter-organizational learning with regards to
safety, and to contribute to proactive and predictive functions
for safety. The complexity of the construction industry requires
amore holistic course of action for safetymanagement includ-
ing interactions between systems, people in the organization,
procedures and sub-cultures existing [21]. Collective safety
information can be a means for this. The potential for sharing
experiences across the industry is increasing with digital and
technological developments, which can also allow for a bet-
ter integration between other managerial systems and safety.

To move towards collective safety information, a roadmap for
theNorwegian construction industry is proposed based on the
results, summed up in Figure 1.

The figure illustrates the path towards collective safety
information and the means to reach it at each step in an itera-
tive process regularly being updated with new data, as well as
a periodic validation of the taxonomy.

5.3.1. Identify user groups
Relevant user groups need to be identified and recruited for
development and small-scale testing towards collective safety
information through, e.g., available networks. The process is
iterative, where more actors and companies can be incorpo-
rated as the system develops. The start should include actors
from the execution phase, such as contractors and clients,
where data can be collected. In the final stage, actors across
project phases should be included, especially for dissemina-
tion of information, such as designers in early phases as well as
other actors in the executingphase. It is also relevant to involve
trade unions and labour inspection authorities in the dissem-
ination process. Including a wide range of actors will directly
respond back to the empirical findings and the need for better
involvement of actors across project phases, who expressed
a need for more safety information back from the execution
phase.

The challenge is to ensure that the results and means of
dissemination are relevant and accessible for companies in
the whole industry. Not all accident types are relevant for all
vocations or activities, and a sorting possibility differentiating
the needs and to access relevant information is required. With
digital solutions, sharp-end workers can also access relevant
information, through tools suchas smartphones andapps [55].

5.3.2. Standardized entity typing
Standardization was mentioned by many of the interviewees
as being important for information sharing and the further uti-
lization of it. The taxonomy regarding safety in the Norwegian
construction industry and use of the definitions needs to be
structured and standardized for collective safety information.
Technical vocabulary requires language models to describe
work tasks and tools [56]. Type classifications for activities,
incidents, causes, contributing factors, damages and applica-
tion areas need to be agreed upon centrally in the system
to categorize and systematize the ingoing information. This
can further enhance the value of the output data returning
to the industry and serve as an input in safety management
across project phases and companies in the industry. Existing
work related to machine learning models for safety perfor-
mance can be used including factors for input and sub-factors,
e.g., categorizing risk management during execution, work
systems in the projects, project management, external condi-
tions, etc. [57]. Furthermore, use of the same incident causa-
tionmodels can also uplift the feedback process andmake the
information transfer smoother [20]. Similarly, the lack of stan-
dard processes between the different organizations involved
in projects can challenge learning from incidents [11]. This
does not mean that all actors need to use the same systems
or categorizations internally; however, to analyse the informa-
tion collectively, it should be classified in the same manner.
Also, Le et al. [58] highlight the need for an ontology to clas-
sify and structure the safety information. Such taxonomy can
be built upon already established classifications used by, e.g.,
the NLIA or other actors in the industry. Through a common
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Figure 1. Roadmap towards collective safety information in the construction industry. Note: BIM = building information modelling.

initiative, a taxonomy for collective safety information should
be established.

Systematization and standardization are also premising the
use of new technology and digitalization. Ouyang et al. [59]
point out the lack of standardization as a challenge to obtain
useful information, and low integration between data stored
different places as a challenge with big data in use for safety.
Almklov and Antonsen [60] argue that there is an increased
tendency towards detailed standardization in safety science,
where digitalization is a catalyst for this. Although standardiza-
tionmight not necessarily be beneficial for sharing of informa-
tion in all situations [61], in an inter-organizational perspective,
more standardized definitions, categorizations and practices
within the industry could enhance sharing and cooperation on
safety aspects.

5.3.3. Technological solutions for information processing
The benefit of ensuring a wider and structured experience
collection is that the experience base becomes larger with
more possible hazards and the information becomes less
biased. In the past, storing safety information in databases has
been common, although mostly internally, and the use of the
databases for safety prevention has been seen to be limited
[24]. New technological applications provide the opportunity
to ease collection and make information widely accessible,
which can be beneficial for safety management across actors
andphases in the industry. The results show that fewnew tech-
nologies and solutions are commonly inuse for safetymanage-
ment throughout construction projects in Norway, and lesser
for experience sharing from incidents and to feed information
back to safety management.

The collected information needs to be structured and anal-
ysed to later serve as an input for other tools. Technology can
be used to extract data from written injury and investigation
reports [62,63]. One example is applying machine learning,
making such extraction processes and labelling of incidents
easier and less time consuming [64]. Recently, scientific lit-
erature on machine learning and safety has grown also for
the construction industry. A review by Sarkar and Maiti [65]
shows that the scientific papers among others analyse pat-
terns of accidents, predict accident outcomes and severity, and
predict injury risk. Examples from other industries show how
use of natural language processing can be used in operation

planning to consider safety-relevant aspects based on mul-
tiple data sources and reducing the dependence on individ-
ual experience [56]. Brundage et al. [66] promote technical
language processing as an evolvement of natural language
processing to serve for technical descriptions in industry with
domain-specific adaptations, where the human is a part of
the processing loop, to reduce errors in the text analysis.
Similarly, errors can occur in pre-processing and analysis of
incident information, and the suggested human-in-the-loop
approach can ensure validated information to be shared and
as an input to, e.g., risks assessments in early phases or safety
management during construction. Also, other text classifica-
tion models have been developed for classification of near-
misses from safety reports [67]. As technology and models are
being continuously developed, improved and validated, the
way towards collective safety information for the industry is
shortened.

5.3.4. Dissemination of the processed information
The fast developments in technology also bring about
smoother opportunities for information sharing. In the litera-
ture, different tools have been suggested to centralize safety
information for risk assessments, safety planning and training
[34,35,58,68]. Le et al. [58] proposed a social network plat-
form using a wiki-web solution for sharing health and safety
information. Hegde et al. [68] proposed the use of blockchain
technology as a solution for operational follow-up of safety
instrumented systems to enable the exchange of failure infor-
mation. Through blockchain technology, information can be
anonymously and securely exchanged. This decentralizedplat-
form betweenmultiple actors also makes it possible to restrict
access to selected information, e.g., sensitive information [68].
For the construction industry, such application could gather
safety information towards collective safety information, as
well as feed safety systems with reliable experience data back
from the collective safety information. Relevant information
can in thisway be shared across project phases and actor types
without overloading other actors with irrelevant information.
Such information can further be used as an input in other dig-
ital solutions, such as BIM. Potential challenges with the afore-
mentioned options need to be considered and solved, such as
the possibly vast amounts of data, which require a great deal
of storage space [68].
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Greater use of BIM for safety was a future hope from some
interviewees, although it is evident from the data collection
thatuseof BIM foroccupational safety is not yet common in the
Norwegian construction industry. In Norway, more clients are
starting to use BIM throughout the lifecycle of their projects,
but far from all. One example of connecting BIM and risk man-
agement in practice is through the RiskBIM project in the Nor-
wegian railway, aiming at supporting, among others, safety,
health and working environment processes in BIM [69]. Hal-
lowell et al. [39] highlight the possibilities of integrating inci-
dent information processes through machine learning algo-
rithms into BIM and forecast safety-related outcomes. This
can be used to communicate safety concerns from designers
or planners downwards to the sharp end (construction man-
agers and work crews). Although research describes possibil-
ities using new technology, the examples from Norway show
that in practice it is not much in use.

Similar tools to the outlined exist within companies or cor-
porations, compiling information fromdifferent databases and
different projects [57]; however, in practice they only con-
tribute to internal information sharing. An example from the
petroleum industry shows the potential of compiling infor-
mation across several data sources into one interface, mak-
ing the information more accessible and visualizing it for
the operation planners [56]. Possibilities include barometers
for the industry or for trades indicating the safety level. In
an inter-organizational perspective, such information can be
useful also across actors, including authorities, clients and
contractors.

The described outline gives an opportunity for expansion
of tools and possibilities towards inter-organizational learn-
ing, and to share experiences also with smaller actors with
less accumulated experiences to improve safety for the whole
industry.

5.3.5. Establish use cases
Theprogress towards collective safety information should start
with involving selected users in the processes in Figure 1. The
starting point is to agree upon an industry taxonomy and clas-
sification which are understandable in the industry. This step
is highly important at the beginning of the work towards col-
lective safety information, but it should also be updated and
verified with time. A group of users should be involved in
the steps of collection, processing and dissemination of safety
information to develop a model. The same users or additional
users then apply the available information through application
pilots. Once the developments progress and the content of the
collective safety information expands, the number of involved
users can be expanded. The aimmust be to have relevant and
available information for all potential users, to contribute to
proactive safety management. It is important that user needs
and the collected data are verified and updated to remain rel-
evant, through the taxonomy and application processes as a
sub-process parallel to the main collective safety information
process.

Furthermore, based on the collected information, further
potential applications can be developed, e.g., proactive safety
indicators or safety level barometers overall for the industry,
which can further service as input toprocesses such as industry
initiatives on specific topics.

6. Conclusions and further research

The construction industry as a whole experiences a large vari-
ety of incidents. However, the experiences within a project or
a company are far smaller than the accumulated experiences
across projects and actors. Comprehensive data provide an
opportunity to better understand the possible scenarios and
factors affecting safety, and the potential to improve safety
during construction through capturing the broadness of the
different types of incidents that can occur. This study has
looked closer at one activity of the learning process: sharing of
information from past experiences, as a means towards safety
improvement. Dissemination of experiences has received less
attention in the scientific literature compared to other activi-
ties of the learning process [6,30].

The literature on learning from incidents is to a large degree
dominated by traditional organizational learning, not largely
considering learning between projects and organizations. Le
Coze [70] suggests more cross-disciplinary research on learn-
ing fromaccidents. This study adds to this through information
sharing in an inter-organizational learning perspective.

To move towards collective information sharing, and thus
better utilize the available safety information and through
it improve safety at construction sites given the framework
conditions of the industry, present obstacles related to infor-
mation sharing need to be investigated further and resolved.
These include limited availability of good data to share, lack
of standardization, need for interdisciplinary competence in
safety and technology, blame and trust issues, and the abil-
ity to customize information to users’ needs. Several possible
technologies and solutions are described in the literature, but
there is a gap between research and practice for such sharing
on Norwegian construction sites. Finally, this study proposes a
roadmap towards collective safety information.

More studies on practical applications for sharing within
the industry and evaluations on how these applications affect
inter-organizational learning are needed to further improve
safety of the construction industry. Based on the roadmap, a
pilot for collective safety information can be established.

Acknowledgements
The author wishes to thank all of the interviewees for participating in
the study, and is grateful for valuable comments from Eirik Albrechtsen,
Nathaniel John Edwin and anonymous reviewers.

Disclosure statement
No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author.

Data availability statement

Data supporting the findings are available within the article.
Additional data are not publicly available due to the nature of
this research.

Informed consent statement

The Norwegian Centre for Research Data (NSD) was notified
about the project, and informed consent was obtained from
all interviewees.

ORCID
KingaWasilkiewicz Edwin http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1315-9016



10 K. W. EDWIN

References
[1] Eurostat. Accidents at work – non-fatal accidents at work by NACE

Rev. 2 activity and sex (HSW_N2_01) [Internet]; 2021 [updated 2021
Feb 22]. Available from: https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/
view/hsw_n2_01/default/table?lang= en

[2] Mostue BA, Nordtømme ME, Winge S. Arbeidsskadedødsfall i
Norge. Utviklingstrekk 2010–2019, og analyse av årsaksfaktorer i
fire næringer. [Development 2010–2019, and analysis of casues in
four industries]. Trondheim: Norwegian Labour Inspection Authority;
2020. Norwegian. (Kompass – tema nr. 3. Rapport fra Arbeidstilsynet).

[3] Swuste P, Frijters A, Guldenmund F. Is it possible to influence safety in
the building sector? A literature review extending from1980 until the
present. Saf Sci. 2012;50(5):1333–1343. doi:10.1016/j.ssci.2011.12.036

[4] SSB. Statistics from STATBANK – 11343: reported accidents at work,
by industry (SIC2007) and type of accident 2015–2019 [Internet];
2021 [updated 2021 Sep 27]. Available from: https://www.ssb.no/en/
statbank/table/11343/

[5] Eurostat. Causes and circumstances of accidents at work – accidents
at work by sex, age, severity, NACE Rev. 2 activity and contact mode
of injury (hsw_ph3_08) [Internet]; 2021 [updated 2021 Feb 22]. Avail-
able from: https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/hsw_
ph3_08/default/table?lang= en

[6] Drupsteen L, Guldenmund FW. What is learning? A review of the
safety literature to define learning from incidents, accidents and dis-
asters. J Conting Crisis Manag. 2014;22(2):81–96. doi:10.1111/1468-
5973.12039

[7] Kjellén U, Albrechtsen E. Prevention of accidents and unwanted
occurrences: theory, methods, and tools in safety management. 2nd
ed. Boca Raton (FL): Taylor & Francis; 2017.

[8] Lingard H, Wakefiel RR. Integrating work health and safety into con-
struction project management. Hoboken (NJ): Wiley Online Library;
2019.

[9] Carlan NA, Kramer DM, Bigelow P, et al. Digging into construction:
social networks and their potential impact on knowledge transfer.
Work. 2012;42(2):223–232. doi:10.3233/WOR-2012-1345

[10] Carrillo P, Ruikar K, Fuller P. When will we learn? Improving lessons
learned practice in construction. Int J Proj Manag. 2013 May
1;31(4):567–578. doi:10.1016/j.ijproman.2012.10.005

[11] Carrillo P. Lessons learned practices in the engineering, procure-
ment and construction sector. Eng Constr Arch Manag. 2005;12(3):
236–250. doi:10.1108/09699980510600107

[12] Drupsteen L, Wybo J-L. Assessing propensity to learn from safety-
related events. Saf Sci. 2015 Jan 1;71:28–38. doi:10.1016/j.ssci.2014.
02.024

[13] Nonaka I, Takeuchi H. The knowledge-creating company: how
Japanese companies create the dynamics of innovation. New York
(NY): Oxford University Press; 1995.

[14] Braf E, et al. Knowledge or information. In: Liu K, Clarke RJ, Andersen
PB, editors. Organizational semiotics: evolving a science of informa-
tion systems. Boston (MA): Springer US; 2002. p. 71–90.

[15] Argote L. Organizational learning research: past, present and future.
Manag Learn. 2011 Sep;42(4):439–446. doi:10.1177/13505076114
08217

[16] Argote L, Miron-Spektor E. Organizational learning: from experience
to knowledge. Organ Sci. 2011;22(5):1123–1137. doi:10.1287/orsc.
1100.0621

[17] Lukic D, Margaryan A, Littlejohn A. How organisations learn from
safety incidents: amultifacetedproblem. JWorkplace Learn. 2010 Sep
14;22(7):428–450. doi:10.1108/13665621011071109

[18] Jacobsson A, Ek Å, Akselsson R. Method for evaluating learning from
incidents using the idea of ‘level of learning’. J Loss Prev Process Ind.
2011 Jul 1;24(4):333–343. doi:10.1016/j.jlp.2011.01.011

[19] Kartam NA. Making effective use of construction lessons learned
in project life cycle. J Constr Eng Manag. 1996 Mar 1;122(1):14–21.
doi:10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9364(1996)122:1(14)

[20] Chua DKH, Goh YM. Incident causation model for improving feed-
back of safety knowledge. J Constr Eng Manag. 2004 Jul–Aug;130(4):
542–551. doi:10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9364(2004)130:4(542)

[21] Duryan M, Smyth H, Roberts A, et al. Knowledge transfer for occupa-
tional health and safety: cultivating health and safety learning cul-
ture in construction firms. Accid Anal Prev. 2020 May 1;139:105496.
doi:10.1016/j.aap.2020.105496

[22] Mariotti F. Exploring interorganizational learning: a review of the
literature and future directions [10.1002/kpm.1395]. Knowl Process
Manag. 2012 Oct/Dec;19(4):215–221. doi:10.1002/kpm.1395

[23] Anand A, Kringelum LB, Madsen CO, et al. Interorganizational learn-
ing: a bibliometric review and research agenda. Learn Organ. 2021
May 13;28(2):111–136. doi:10.1108/TLO-02-2020-0023

[24] Lindberg AK, Hansson SO, Rollenhagen C. Learning from accidents
– what more do we need to know? Saf Sci. 2010;48(6):714–721.
doi:10.1016/j.ssci.2010.02.004

[25] Drupsteen L, Groeneweg J, Zwetsloot G. Critical steps in learning
from incidents: using learning potential in the process from report-
ing an incident to accident prevention. Int J Occup Saf Ergonom.
2013;19:63–77. doi:10.1080/10803548.2013.11076966

[26] Drupsteen-Sint L. Improving organisational safety through better
learning from incidents and accidents. Copenhagen: Copenhagen:
Centre for Industiral Production, TNO; 2014.

[27] Parker A, Ummels F, Wellman J, et al. How to take learning from
incidents to the next level. In: SPE International Conference and Exhi-
bition on Health, Safety, Security, Environment, and Social Responsi-
bility; 2018 Apr 16; Abu Dhabi. SPE: Society of Petroleum Engineers;
2018. p. 11.

[28] Lindberg A-K, Ove Hansson S. Evaluating the effectiveness of an
investigation board for workplace accidents. Policy Pract Health Saf.
2006 Jan 1;4(1):63–79. doi:10.1080/14774003.2006.11667676

[29] ZhangW,WangC, Anorganizational networkmodel for safety knowl-
edge sharing in construction projects. In: Ye H, Shen GQP, Wang Y,
et al., editors. ICCREM 2014: smart construction and management in
the context of new technology. Proceedings of 2014 International
Conference on Construction and Real EstateManagement; 2014 Sept
27–28; Kunming (China): American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE);
2014. p. 931–940. doi:10.1061/9780784413777.109

[30] Hallowell MR. Safety-knowledge management in American con-
struction organizations. J Manag Eng. 2012 Apr;28(2):203–211.
doi:10.1061/(ASCE)ME.1943-5479.0000067

[31] Hare VCJ. Systems analysis: a diagnostic approach. New York (NY):
Harcourt, Brace & World; 1967. (The Harbrace series in business and
economics).

[32] Jacobsson A, Sales J, Mushtaq F. Underlying causes and level of
learning from accidents reported to the MARS database. J Loss Prev
Process Ind. 2010;23(1):39–45. doi:10.1016/j.jlp.2009.05.002

[33] Zhou Z, Li C, Mi C, et al. Exploring the potential use of near-miss infor-
mation to improve construction safety performance. Sustainability.
2019;11(5):1264. doi:10.3390/su11051264

[34] Carter G, Smith SD. Safety hazard identification on construction
projects. J Constr Eng Manag. 2006;132(2):197–205. doi:10.1061/
(ASCE)0733-9364(2006)132:2(197)

[35] Hadikusumo BHW, Rowlinson S. Capturing safety knowledge using
design-for-safety-process tool. J Constr Eng Manag. 2004 Apr
1;130(2):281–289. doi:10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9364(2004)130:2(281)

[36] Zhang S, Boukamp F, Teizer J. Ontology-based semantic modeling
of construction safety knowledge: towards automated safety plan-
ning for job hazard analysis (JHA). Autom Constr. 2015;52:29–41.
doi:10.1016/j.autcon.2015.02.005

[37] Zhou W, Whyte J, Sacks R. Construction safety and digital design:
a review. Autom Constr. 2012 Mar;22:102–111. doi:10.1016/j.autcon.
2011.07.005

[38] Zhou Z, Irizarry J, Li Q. Applying advanced technology to improve
safety management in the construction industry: a literature review.
Constr Manag Econ. 2013 Jun 1;31(6):606–622. doi:10.1080/014461
93.2013.798423

[39] Hallowell MR, Hardison D, Desvignes M. Information technology and
safety: integrating empirical safety risk data with building informa-
tionmodeling: sensing, and visualization technologies. Constr Innov.
2016;16(3):323–347. doi:10.1108/CI-09-2015-0047

[40] Hardison D, Hallowell M. Construction hazard prevention through
design: review of perspectives, evidence, and future objective
research agenda. Saf Sci. 2019 Dec 1;120:517–526. doi:10.1016/j.ssci.
2019.08.001

[41] TjoraAH. Kvalitative forskningsmetoder i praksis [Qualitative research
methods in practice]. 2nd ed. Oslo: Gyldendal akademisk; 2012. Nor-
wegian.

[42] Pedro A, Lee DY, Hussain R, et al., Linked data system for sharing con-
struction safety information. In: Proceedings of the 34th International



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND ERGONOMICS (JOSE) 11

Association for Automation and Robotics in Construction andMining
(ISARC 2017); 2017 Jun 28–Jul 1; Taipei (Taiwan); Bratislava: Inter-
national Association for Automation and Robotics in Construction
(IAARC); 2017. p. 121–127.

[43] European Foundation for the Improvement of Living Working Con-
ditions. From drawing board to building site: working conditions,
quality, economic performance. London: HMSO; 1991. (poeng 79).

[44] Szymberski RT. Construction project safety planning. Tappi J.
1997;80(11):69–74.

[45] BehmM. Linking construction fatalities to the design for construction
safety concept. Saf Sci. 2005 Oct 1;43(8):589–611. doi:10.1016/j.ssci.
2005.04.002

[46] Hallowell MR, Alexander D, Gambatese JA. Energy-based safety risk
assessment: does magnitude and intensity of energy predict injury
severity? Constr Manag Econ. 2017;35(1–2):64–77. doi:10.1080/014
46193.2016.1274418

[47] Fonseca ED, Lima FPA, Duarte F. From construction site to design: the
different accident prevention levels in the building industry. Saf Sci.
2014 Dec 1;70:406–418. doi:10.1016/j.ssci.2014.07.006

[48] Cooke T, Lingard H, Blismas N, et al. ToolSHeDTM: the development
and evaluation of a decision support tool for health and safety in
construction design. Eng Constr Archit Manag. 2008;15(4):336–351.
doi:10.1108/09699980810886847

[49] Lane PJ, Lubatkin M. Relative absorptive capacity and interorgani-
zational learning. Strateg Manag J. 1998;19(5):461–477. doi:10.1002/
(SICI)1097-0266(199805)19:5< 461::AID-SMJ953> 3.0.CO;2-L

[50] SfS BA. Arbeidet i SfS BA. Arbeidsgrupper og prosjekter [The work in
SfS BA (Collaboration for Safety in the Construction Industry [cited
2021Apr 30]).Work groups andprojects] [Internet]; 2020. Norwegian.
Available from: https://sfsba.no/om-oss/arbeidet-i-sfs-ba/

[51] Norman PM. Protecting knowledge in strategic alliances: resource
and relational characteristics. J High Technol Manag Res. 2002 Sep
1;13(2):177–202. doi:10.1016/S1047-8310(02)00050-0

[52] Argyris C, Schön DA. Organizational learning II: theory, method,
and practice. Reading (MA): Addison-Wesley; 1996. (Addison-Wesley
series on organizational development).

[53] Koskinen KU, Pihlanto P, Vanharanta H. Tacit knowledge acquisition
and sharing in a project work context. Int J Proj Manag. 2003 May
1;21(4):281–290. doi:10.1016/S0263-7863(02)00030-3

[54] Panteli N, Sockalingam S. Trust and conflict within virtual inter-
organizational alliances: a framework for facilitating knowledge shar-
ing. Decis Support Syst. 2005 Jun 1;39(4):599–617. doi:10.1016/j.dss.
2004.03.003

[55] Li RYM. Construction safety knowledge sharing via smart phone apps
and technologies. In: Zhang Y, editor. Handbook of Mobile Teaching
and Learning. Berlin: Springer; 2015. p. 261–273.

[56] Birnie CE, Sampson J, Sjaastad E, et al. Improving the quality and
efficiency of operational planning and risk management with ML
and NLP. In: Proceedings from SPE Offshore Europe Conference and
Exhibition (19OE); 2019 Sep 3–6; Aberdeen (UK). Richardson (TX):
OnePetro; 2019. SPE-195750-MS.

[57] Kjerpeseth HG. Anvendelse av maskinlæring til å forbedre sikker-
heten i bygg- og anleggsbransjen [Application of machine learn-
ing to improve safety in the construction industry] [master’s thesis].
Trondheim: Nowegian Univeristy of Science and Technology; 2020.
Norwegian.

[58] Le QT, Lee DY, Park CS. A social network system for sharing con-
struction safety and health knowledge. Autom Constr. 2014 Oct
1;46:30–37. doi:10.1016/j.autcon.2014.01.001

[59] OuyangQM,WuC, Huang L.Methodologies, principles andprospects
of applying big data in safety science research. Saf Sci. 2018
Jan;101:60–71. doi:10.1016/j.ssci.2017.08.012

[60] Almklov PG, Antonsen S. Standardisation and digitalisation: changes
in work as imagined and what this means for safety science. In: Le
Coze JC, editor. Safety science research: evolution, challenges and
new directions. Boca Raton (FL): CRC Press; 2019. p. 3–20.

[61] Guo BHW, Yiu TW, González VA. Identifying behaviour patterns of
construction safety using system archetypes. Accid Anal Prev. 2015
Jul 1;80:125–141. doi:10.1016/j.aap.2015.04.008

[62] Tixier AJP, Hallowell MR, Rajagopalan B, et al. Automated content
analysis for construction safety: a natural languageprocessing system
to extract precursors and outcomes from unstructured injury reports.
Autom Constr. 2016;62:45–56. doi:10.1016/j.autcon.2015.11.001

[63] Kim T, Chi S. Accident case retrieval and analyses: using natural lan-
guage processing in the construction industry. J Constr Eng Manag.
2019;145(3):04019004.

[64] Goh YM, Ubeynarayana CU. Construction accident narrative classi-
fication: an evaluation of text mining techniques. Accid Anal Prev.
2017;108:122–130. doi:10.1016/j.aap.2017.08.026

[65] Sarkar S,Maiti J. Machine learning in occupational accident analysis: a
review using science mapping approach with citation network anal-
ysis. Saf Sci. 2020 Nov 1;131:104900. doi:10.1016/j.ssci.2020.104900

[66] BrundageMP, Sexton T, Hodkiewicz M, et al. Technical language pro-
cessing: unlocking maintenance knowledge. Manuf Lett. 2021 Jan
1;27:42–46. doi:10.1016/j.mfglet.2020.11.001

[67] FangW, LuoH, XuS, et al. Automated text classificationof near-misses
from safety reports: an improved deep learning approach. Adv Eng
Inform. 2020 Apr 1;44:101060. doi:10.1016/j.aei.2020.101060

[68] Hegde J, Edwin NJ, Kumar A. Development of a blockchain for
operational follow-up of safety instrumented systems. In: Beer M,
Zio E, editors. Proceedings of the 29th European Safety and Reli-
ability Conference (ESREL 2019); 2019 Sept 22-26; Hannover (Ger-
many). Singapore: Research Publishing Services; 2019. p. 3130–3137.
doi:10.3850/978-981-11-2724-3_0364-cd

[69] Sarshar S, Hauge AA, Winther R. Towards risk informed BIM mod-
els in major Norwegian transport projects. In: Beer M, Zio E, editors.
Proceedings of the 29th European Safety and Reliability Conference
(ESREL 2019), 2019 Sep 22–26 ; Hannover (Germany). Singapore:
Research Publishing Services. 2019. p. 1849–1854.

[70] Le Coze JC. What have we learned about learning from accidents?
Post-disasters reflections. Saf Sci. 2013;51(1):441–453. doi:10.1016/j.
ssci.2012.07.007





 

   105 

ARTICLE 2 

Why Is the Construction Industry Killing More Workers Than the Offshore Petroleum 
Industry in Occupational Accidents? 
 
 
Kinga W. Edwin, Marie Nilsen and Eirik Albrechtsen 
 
Sustainability, Volume 13, Issue 14, 2021 
DOI: 10.3390/su13147592 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This is an electronic version of an article published MDPI in Sustainability available 
online at: https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/13/14/7592 





sustainability

Article

Why Is the Construction Industry Killing More Workers Than

the Offshore Petroleum Industry in Occupational Accidents?

Kinga Wasilkiewicz Edwin
1,
* , Marie Nilsen

1,2
and Eirik Albrechtsen

1

!"#!$%&'(!
!"#$%&'

Citation: Edwin, K.W.; Nilsen, M.;

Albrechtsen, E. Why Is the

Construction Industry Killing More

Workers Than the Offshore Petroleum

Industry in Occupational Accidents?

Sustainability 2021, 13, 7592. https://

doi.org/10.3390/su13147592

Academic Editor: Antonio Caggiano

Received: 22 May 2021

Accepted: 1 July 2021

Published: 7 July 2021

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral

with regard to jurisdictional claims in

published maps and institutional affil-

iations.

Copyright: © 2021 by the authors.

Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.

This article is an open access article

distributed under the terms and

conditions of the Creative Commons

Attribution (CC BY) license (https://

creativecommons.org/licenses/by/

4.0/).

1 Department of Industrial Economics and Technology Management, Norwegian University of Science and
Technology, 7491 Trondheim, Norway; marie.nilsen@ntnu.no (M.N.); eirik.albrechtsen@ntnu.no (E.A.)

2 Studio Apertura, NTNU Social Research, 7491 Trondheim, Norway
* Correspondence: kinga.edwin@ntnu.no

Abstract: In Norway, the fatal accident frequency per year is discernibly higher in the construction
industry than in the petroleum industry. To probe the difference between the occupational safety
levels in the two industries in Norway, semi-structured interviews with regulators, employer and
employee organisations, company management, and safety personnel were conducted. This qual-
itative approach, together with factual industry information, offer invaluable insight on various
elements influencing occupational safety. Rasmussen’s socio-technical model is used to sort the
information and compare framework conditions, characteristics and aspects of the two industries
influencing safety. Though the construction industry’s safety level has improved over the years, the
results indicate that the petroleum industry’s safety level is still considered superior to its counterpart.
The interviews point to major accidents and regulations as important for safety development in the
petroleum industry. Thorough planning of operations, stricter rules, more standardised procedures
and requirements, and fewer actors in the petroleum industry are also highlighted. The results of this
study further reveal that safety in the construction industry has benefitted from safety developments
in the petroleum industry. There is potential for more learning across the industries, in particular from
petroleum to construction with regard to standardisation, barrier-thinking, and knowledge-sharing.

Keywords: framework conditions; construction; petroleum; fatalities; occupational safety; Norway

1. Introduction

Between 2000 and 2020, 160 occupational fatal accidents occurred in the Norwegian
construction industry, against only eight in the Norwegian petroleum industry [1]. How-
ever, looking back at the first two decades of operation of the offshore petroleum industry
in Norway; i.e., the 1960s and 1970s, statistics show that the injury and fatality numbers
were much higher, decreasing significantly over the years [2,3]. In the construction in-
dustry, injury and fatality numbers also have decreased greatly since the 1960s and 1970s,
but not nearly as much as in the petroleum industry (see Figures 1 and 2) [1,2,4,5]. The
two industries operate in different environments and with different risks; nevertheless, a
fatality is as unwanted in one industry as in the other. These developments, the fact that
the petroleum industry is a locomotive for safety in Norway, and the two industries often
being compared without a structured or scientific approach are motives for a comparison
of the occupational safety between the two.

Figure 1 shows the occurrence of fatal accidents between 1970 and 2020 for both the
industries, and the average number of fatalities over a 10-year period [1,4]. The petroleum
industry has only had a few fatal accidents since the 1990s, as compared to the construction
industry, in which the number of fatalities is still high. Figure 2 shows the yearly fatality
rate per 100 million working hours in the two industries with 10-year averages [1,5,6].
Although there are uncertainties related to the numbers, such as reporting quality and
coincidence regarding the outcomes of accidents, they give a pointer to the safety levels in
the two industries.
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Figure 1. Number of fatalities in the Norwegian construction and petroleum industries and 10-year averages for 1970–
2020 (excluding helicopter accidents) based on total hours worked for employees and self-employed in construction and 
oil and gas extraction, excluding services (from Statistics Norway (SSB)) [4–6]. The rhombus points indicate missing val-
ues, N/A—not available (1970 for petroleum, and 1978, 1979, 1985, 1990, and 1991 for construction). The values for 1970, 
1976, and 1980 for construction, and 1978 and 1980 for petroleum, are beyond the range of the graph. 

 
Figure 2. Fatality rates per 100 million working hours for the Norwegian construction and petroleum industries for 1990–
2020 (excluding helicopter accidents). Values for 1990 and 1991 for the construction industry are missing. The graph is 
based on fatality numbers and working hours from SSB [1,5,6]. 
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Many of the occupational accidents that occur in the two industries are of similar types.
Among the most frequent accident types leading to injuries in the Norwegian construction
industry are fall accidents, contact with a falling object, and contact with moving machinery
parts [7], of which, being struck by a falling object, being in/on a vehicle that has lost
control, and falls from height led to most fatalities between 2011 and 2017 [8]. Since 2000,
fatalities in offshore petroleum have been related to a person being struck by an object,
falls from height, and a facility being struck by a wave [9–13]. Data from the UK show
that between 2012 and 2018, offshore accidents related to slips, trips, and falls (from same
levels and height) and being struck by moving object accounted for more than half of
all reported injuries with major or fatal severity [14]. In Norway, the Petroleum Safety
Authority Norway (PSA) focuses largely on accidents related to crane and lifting operations
and on falling objects through their defined situations of hazards and accidents [15].

An analysis of construction accidents in Norway in 2019 points to actions and be-
haviour, operative management, and risk management as the most frequent and important
contributing factors to the accidents [16]. Barrier-control approaches similar to those in
offshore petroleum, implementing multiple physical barriers to control a specific hazard, is
identified as a potential approach for accident prevention in construction activities [7]. In
petroleum, failures in operational barriers contribute to a large number of accidents [15].
In addition, management styles and trust in management have been found to be important
for personal injuries in the petroleum industry [17]. A focus on factors related to work
systems, project management, and higher management, as well as framework conditions,
can give further insight into root causes influencing accidents and safety [18].

Though a direct comparison of fatality numbers between the two industries can
be misleading, similarities in the nature of occupational accidents, and differences in
improvement over the years between the industries, are interesting to note. The objective of
this study is to explore how the petroleum industry has manged to improve on safety, and
what it can mean for the construction industry. Understanding how different factors have
affected and currently affect safety in each of the industries can help to identify what limits
construction from improving safety and operating sustainably without harm to people.
The United Nations emphasises the importance of promoting safe and secure working
environments in their sustainability goals (No. 8) [19]. Furthermore, accidents not only
result in human, environmental, and material losses, but they can also influence progress
and the economy [20]. A good safety performance also is likely to contribute to success in
other operational aspects [21], and thus lead to sustainable value creation.

The purpose of this paper is to explain factors behind the differences in the num-
ber of occupational fatalities of the two identified Norwegian industries by answering
the following two research questions: (1) What effects do industry characteristics and
framework conditions have on the level of safety in the two industries? (2) What learn-
ing points from the petroleum industry can contribute to improvement of safety in the
construction industry?

Characteristics, framework conditions, and safety developments of the two industries
were explored through qualitative interviews, supporting literature, and reports. A total of
36 interviewees distributed equally between the Norwegian offshore petroleum industry
and the Norwegian construction industry provided their valuable inputs for this research.
Several of the interviewees currently in construction had experience in both industries.

The differences between the two industries were studied using a systems perspective,
giving insights on each industry’s generic underlying conditions and their influence on
safety. Rasmussen’s socio-technical model involved in risk management [22] (Figure 3)
was applied as a starting point to systematically structure the influences on safety from
policymakers down to the sharp end. To the authors’ best knowledge, no previous studies
have compared the occupational safety of these two industries in a Norwegian context.
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Theoretical Framework
Rasmussen’s aim of the model was to demonstrate how levels, disciplines, and factors,

both external and internal, can influence and control or trigger accidents in a work pro-
cess [22]. The model has been frequently cited, and its popularity can be attributed to its
generic and holistic perspective, which makes it relevant and applicable for most industries.
The simplified version of the model in Figure 3 shows how the different stakeholders are
arranged according to their distance from the hazardous process—with government at the
highest level and farthest from the hazardous process, and the staff closest to the work
process and to the hazard. At the top, society seeks control of hazardous processes through
the legal system, while on the next level, the legislation is interpreted and implemented by
rules to control activities by regulators, industrial associations, and workers’ unions. Next,
the regulations are interpreted and implemented in company-specific policies. Within the
company, the company policy frames management plans and actions by managers and
workers to control hazardous processes. Different environmental stressors are shown to
the right in the figure. From a safety perspective, such stressors, also called environmental
conditions, can be defined as “conditions that influence the opportunities an organisation, or-
ganisational unit, group or an individual has to control the risk of major accidents and working
environment risk” [23] (p. 1967). Rasmussen especially had a focus on organisational and
managerial aspects in his model [24]. By this, the model shows the importance of a wider
approach across disciplines, including feedback loops running upwards in the hierarchy,
being a key to ensure that the levels have knowledge about the safety performances at lower
levels as input to modifications of control mechanisms. These are factors that contribute to
risk management in a dynamic society.

One of the merits of the model is that it identifies the different actors’ contribution
and links to safety at the sharp end, which makes it suitable as a framework to compare the
construction and petroleum industries. Although it is popular, Le Coze [25] has pointed
out some weaknesses in the model, such as linear and hierarchical connections between the
levels, which in reality do not need to follow the level structure. However, the model adds
depth to the comparison by including a wide range of aspects, and gives a visual overview
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of the different elements affecting safety in the two industries. It also places safety in a
macro perspective and embraces cross-disciplinary research [24].

2. Characteristics and Framework Conditions of the Two Norwegian Industries

2.1. Accident Numbers
The first fatality in the offshore petroleum industry in Norway was reported in 1967,

and the largest accident on the Norwegian Continental Shelf (NCS) happened in 1980,
when the semi-submersible Alexander Kielland platform, a flotel, capsized and claimed
123 lives [26]. Since 1981, occupational accidents have dominated as a cause of fatalities,
rather than major accidents (such as the Kielland accident) [15]. In the industry’s early
years, the fatal accident rate per 100 million working hours for fixed facilities was around
230, and from the mid-1980s through the 1990s, stabilised at around three [2]. For mobile
fatalities, the value was around 100 in the mid-1970s, and fell to 14 in the mid-1980s and
remained around that level until 1998, when it started decreasing further [2]. For both
types, fatal accident rates, from an average of above 100 per 100 million working hours,
greatly improved to 3.3 in the 1990s, and further to 0.5 in the period of 2016–2020 [15].

The petroleum industry has experienced more fatal accidents related to transportation,
with one recent example being the Turøy helicopter accident in 2016, which claimed 13 lives.
However, in this comparison, transportation accidents were excluded, as the focus was on
occupational accidents during work activities with the PSA and the Norwegian Labour
Inspection Authority (NLIA) as regulators.

There has also been a reduction in the number of injuries occurring since reporting
started in 1978 and 1990 for production and mobile facilities, respectively [2]. The number
of personal injuries per million working hours for production facilities decreased from
around 30 to 40 in the 1980s to 25 in the 1990s [2], and further to around 7.3 in 2010 and to
5.0 in 2020 [15]. For floating facilities, the number of injuries per million working hours
was between 31 and 35 in the 1990s [2], and declined to 5.8 in 2010 and 3.9 in 2020 [15].

For the construction industry, the average number of fatalities per year between
1967 and 1976 was around 25 (ranging from 13 to 43 fatalities per year), which translates
to around 11.7 fatalities per 100 million working hours [4–6]. In the years 2000–2019,
there were, on average, eight fatalities per year (between two and 11 per year), with
around 2.6 fatal accidents per 100 million working hours [1,27]. The reported number of
injuries in the period 1967–1977 was, on average, 18.5 per million working hours (around
3500–4500 reports per year) [4,5], whereas the average between 2014 and 2019 was more
than halved, to around 7.9 per million working hours (around 2600–2800 reports per
year) [27]. The construction industry has seen a great improvement in occupational safety.
However, there is still a large scope for improvement.

2.2. Work Characteristics
The petroleum and construction industries are different in many ways, including in

terms of age, size, and value creation. While the construction industry has nearly always
existed, the first production licences on the NCS were given out in the mid-1960s, the first
exploration well on the shelf was drilled in 1966, and the first production started in 1971 [28].
The difference in size between the two industries is significant with the construction
industry in Norway employing around 10 times more persons than the petroleum industry
(based on employees and self-employed, excluding services)—246,400 and 24,500 persons,
respectively, in 2020 [5]. The exposure in terms of worked hours is important to consider
when comparing accident statistics of the two industries. Estimated workforce offshore in
2017 was 25,000 employees (including the service and supply industry) [29]. An even more
substantial difference is in the number of establishments. In the petroleum industry in 2020,
there were 24 operators and 13 companies with production licenses [30], and additionally
over 1100 suppliers and sub-contractors supporting tasks such as service and maintenance
(but not all offshore) [31]. In the construction industry, most of the almost 69,000 (per
2020) establishments were small, with 91% having less than 10 employees each. Close to
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two-thirds of all the registered companies were one-person firms, and only around 1% had
more than 50 employees [32].

The construction industry is project-based, and there are many variations within
projects that affect daily operations, including project size, company size, contract practices,
and private versus public clients. Having a complex project organisation is found to create
significant health, safety, and environment (HSE) challenges [33]. When it comes to safety,
the petroleum industry is exposed to major accident risks (i.e., accidents killing more than
five people) in addition to occupational accident risks, which affects how all activities
are carried out. In the construction industry, the risks are closely related to specific work
activities and are mainly occupational. In this paper, safety is compared in two different
project phases: for construction, it is during building, and for petroleum, mainly during
offshore operations.

2.3. Regulators and Regulations
Different authorities supervise safety in the two industries, the PSA and the NLIA.

These two authorities have very different fields of operations, regulations, and resources.
The PSA, in 2020, with 180 employees, was responsible for supervising 80 permanent instal-
lations and around 60 mobile units at the NCS, eight major land-based plants, and several
subsea installations and petroleum pipelines [34]. The PSA primarily uses dialogue as a
means of supervision, although they also make use of other strategies such as notification
of order and, in more severe cases, requiring a shutdown of operations until the safety issue
is resolved. The PSA’s regulatory performance-based approach encourages the adoption
of industry standards and best practices [35]. PSA is also responsible for the monitoring
program known as the “RNNP” (trends in risk level in the petroleum industry), which is a
collaborative effort that results in yearly reports measuring the impact of HSE work in the
industry [36].

The NLIA is the supervising authority for all other land-based enterprises in Norway,
spanning large international firms to one-person businesses. It is important to highlight
that safety-related supervision is just one of the areas of responsibility within NLIA’s
jurisdiction. The NLIA comprised around 650 employees (580 person-years) in 2020, and in
the years 2016–2020, performed on average almost 10,500 inspections yearly of preventive
work environments, work health and safety, and good working conditions, of which more
than one in three targeted the construction industry [37]. Many of the inspections in the
construction industry are unannounced and can result in improvement orders, stoppage of
work, or even fines for serious violations [37]. In the period of 2013–2016, the NLIA had
a campaign regarding the prevention of injuries and health problems related to work at
construction sites [38].

In the 1960s, safety and working-environment regulations in the petroleum industry
in Norway were mostly based on existing regulations from other industries and started
with “a Wild West Texan approach” [39], with fragmented regulations and responsibilities.
Over the years, the petroleum industry has experienced several large-scale accidents
that had profound effects on the regulation of safety on the NCS. The Ekofisk Alpha
fire and lifeboat accident in 1975 and the Bravo blowout in 1977 were events that paved
the way for Norway’s Work Environment Act of 1977 [40]. The safety regulations also
provided the workers’ unions with a strong platform for collective bargaining and the
right to stop work when working conditions offshore were deemed unsafe [41]. Another
event that had a massive impact on the industry was the Aleksander Kielland accident in
1980 [26]. Following that disaster, the Principles of Internal Control (1981), which required
the responsible party to comply with the regulations through systematic and documented
HSE work [36], and the Petroleum Act (1985) were introduced [40].

A new regulatory regime and administrative model were established in 1985 [36].
Regulations after this time became risk-based, with performance-based (functional) re-
quirements; clear responsibilities, transparency, and collaboration between actors of major
importance in the government-supervised self-regulation regime [35,36]. Enforced self-
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regulation in the petroleum industry transferred the responsibilities of managing risks
to the companies and required them to develop their own safety-management system or
internal control [42]. The Petroleum Act [43] and the Working Environment Act [44] specify,
respectively, overall safety requirements and requirements for the working environment.
A further five sets of regulations, among them the Framework Regulations [45], provide
more detailed requirements for HSE [46]. In 2002, following the government’s concern for
HSE in the industry [47], the PSA introduced the requirement of having a “sound HSE
culture” in the Framework Regulations. This introduction signalled the regulator’s desire
to explore various ways of looking at and dealing with risks in the industry [48]. Following
the Deepwater Horizon disaster in the Gulf of Mexico in 2010, the PSA introduced the
principles for barrier management in the petroleum industry, calling for a more proactive
safety approach that underlined the need for a sound HSE culture, improved management
systems, and robust solutions [49].

Like the petroleum industry, the regulatory approach in the construction industry
is functional, but the development of regulations was not related to specific accidents.
There are three main laws and regulations that, to a large degree, set preconditions on
safety: The Working Environment Act [44]; the Internal Control Regulations [50], following
the internal control principle from the petroleum industry; and the Construction Client
Regulations [51], which were based on a European Council Directive and aim to protect
workers from risks, giving responsibility for safety to clients and designers. In addition,
there is a set of regulations that elaborates the Working Environment Act. Some of these
are detailed regulations; e.g., concerning assembly and use of scaffolds. All the regulations
are minimum requirements, and some actors have more stringent requirements.

The tripartite collaboration and cooperation between the government, employers,
and labour unions stands firm in Norwegian working life. In the petroleum industry, this
collaboration is exercised in arenas such as the Regulatory Forum (RF), the Safety Forum
(SF), Working Together for Safety (SfS), and the HSE Managers Forum (HMF), which also
organises the network for safety and emergency response training [52–54]. Concerted
efforts have resulted in the development of uniform rules for issuing work permits and
performing Job Safety Analysis (JSA) of installations. Similarly, and in part inspired by the
petroleum industry, the construction industry signalled its intentions to improve safety in
2014 through the “Charter for an injury-free building and construction sector”, later called
“Working Together for Safety in the construction industry” (SfS BA) [55].

2.4. Environmental Stressors and Trends
These two industries and the safety of the workers are affected by numerous factors in

their environment outside of their control. Hovden [39] highlights the threats to safety from
changing market conditions and technological change, such as economic optimisations
that have reduced safety margins, and a more robust infrastructure in the industry, which
might reduce motivations to keep safety up to the same level. The price of oil strongly
influences the operating margins in the petroleum industry. In the 1990s, as a consequence
of the decline in oil prices and reduced revenue, the Norwegian Offshore Cost-Effective
Initiative (NORSOK) was introduced with an aim of reducing costs while maintaining HSE,
initiating technological developments, and making changes in organising the industry
and the development of standards [39]. However, this also altered market conditions
and challenged power balances in the tripartite collaboration through changed relations
between actors [56]. The financial downturn in 2009 affected both industries, with a
decrease in employment and output of goods and services [57]. In 2013, the petroleum
industry experienced a fall in oil prices and production, resulting in cost cuts and decreased
employment, activities, and investments [3,57]. The 2015 RNNP report revealed that NCS
workers experienced that production considerations came before HSE, and inadequate
maintenance affected safety negatively [58]. Whether or not a regulatory regime succeeds
depends more on the political climate and public awareness than the scientific basis
for enforcing alternate administrative principles of regulation and control [39]. In the
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construction industry, the largest value creation is during the construction phase, when the
operating margins are at their lowest, on average being around 3.6% [59].

The changing conditions in the market and available resources have also affected
these two industries. Since early 2000, several small and medium-sized companies en-
tered the NCS, contributing to changes in the petroleum industry’s composition [30]. A
prequalification system was established to cope with this change. In the construction
industry, a substantial change occurred after the opening of EU borders in 2004, when
the number of migrant workers from Eastern Europe started increasing [60]. In the years
2012–2018, more than one-third of the fatal accidents in the industry involved foreign
citizens [8]. Furthermore, several of the fatal accidents (around 25% in the years 2012–2018)
in the construction industry occurred to persons not employed directly in the construction
industry, but through a temporary work agency or in another industry [8], which highlights
an additional factor affecting the industry: hired labour.

New trends such as competition from shale-oil production, lower production prices in
the global market, lower production costs of renewable energy, and decreasing resources
on the NCS further pressure the petroleum industry [61]. Although recent trends are not
necessarily negative for accident risk, the lack of knowledge about the interactions of
these trends is problematic [39]. Fast-paced technological developments in the petroleum
industry can contribute to improved safety, but also bring in new challenges [62]. In the
construction industry, technological developments, regulations, and improvements in
emergency treatment have contributed to safer sites in recent years. The developments
also involved a change of perception; what was earlier perceived as safe enough is today
considered unsafe. However, dangerous work tasks and risks due to increased complexity
still influence safety. The industry remains bedevilled by challenges related to hired labour,
social dumping, and fragmentation of responsibilities [63].

2.5. Summing Up Characteristics of the Two Industries
Figure 4 summarises and compares characteristics of work and framework condi-

tions in the two industries by using Rasmussen’s model [22] based on the descriptions in
Sections 2.1–2.4. Inside the boxes, divided by actor groups, industry facts and framework
conditions that can affect safety are listed. Additionally, outside the boxes, examples of
environmental stressors are summed up.

An examination of Figure 4 reveals the significant differences between the nature of
the two industries across all levels from Rasmussen’s perspective. Government influence
at the top is greater and clearer for the petroleum industry, where there is a recurring and
explicit ambition of the Norwegian Government for the industry to be a world leader on
HSE [36,64]. The scope and resources for the two regulatory authorities again are drastically
different, with the PSA focussing mainly on safety in just the petroleum industry, and the
NLIA having its focus on safety in multiple industries. Furthermore, in the petroleum
industry, major accidents have changed the political climate and public awareness, which
have in turn changed regulations.

In both industries, there are several levels of actors that, through their actions, produce
important framework conditions for other actors. Decisions, budgets, and plans from one
actor can become framework conditions for other actors [23]. The number of operating
companies is also significantly different. While cost-cutting has affected the petroleum
industry in the past years, small operating margins have traditionally been a characteristic
of the construction industry. This plays a significant role as an external stressor in the way
companies and management work with safety. Structural conditions in the company affect
how accident risks are managed—for example, size affects the communication patterns
and the need for advanced safety management system, or resources in terms of affording
safety solutions and safety personnel [18].

Differences between the industries in social climate, such as trust in regulatory insti-
tutions and political and regulatory culture (or style), might affect how risk is governed
within the two industries [65].
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3. Materials and Methods

3.1. Data Collection and Analysis
This qualitative study was based on semi-structured interviews with stakeholders in

the construction and petroleum industries to give insight into aspects influencing safety
performance and development in the two industries. The nature of qualitative studies
is to gain insight, rather than to generalise to facts. The practices and opinions from the
interviews contribute to nuances, which without the interviews are difficult to capture. A
semi-structured approach was chosen as it offers flexibility and room for elaboration and
clarification during the interview [66]. The interviews were conducted in 2017 and 2019.
Documents, reports, and statistical data were used as background information. The factual
and empirical data complement each other in shedding light on safety related aspects.

Rasmussen’s model was used as a starting point for the research design to ensure that
all important levels influencing occupational safety at the sharp end, as well as important
framework conditions, were included. The interviewees were from four different levels—
supervisory authorities, employer and employee organisation representatives, company
management, and company safety personnel. This spread of viewpoints and experiences
made the data comprehensive and contributed to a broad understanding of safety practices
in the two industries.

The selection of interviewees was based on purposive sampling, which is suitable
for in-depth studies, as it aims to provide rich information through participants with
required status, experience, or knowledge [66,67]. The selection criteria of the respondents
were organisation type (i.e., safety authorities, employer and employee organisations,
and petroleum and construction companies), employment position (for companies—top
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management, safety manger/coordinator), and a focus on hands on experience in the
industry. Further, participants within the criteria with experience from both industries
were especially targeted. Snowball sampling, in which new contacts were recommended
by other interviewees [66], was used to some extent to recruit participants.

The interviewees had from 3 to over 20 years’ experience in the petroleum industry,
with the majority between 10–30, and between 3 and 15 years in the construction industry,
with the majority being around 5–10 years.

An interview guide was made with adapted questions for the four different types of
interviewees. The interview guide included (but was not limited to) the following topics:
perceived level of safety in the industry; challenges in the industry that may affect safety;
influences from different levels of actors; relationship between the safety authority, industry,
and the workforce (tripartite collaboration); views on the respective safety authorities; and
where relevant, a comparison of safety management across the two. During the last
interviews, a saturation point for the main questions in the interview guide was reached,
with no more new, relevant data emerging [68], indicating a sufficient sample size.

Table 1 shows the number of interviewees from each industry and the four categories
covered. In total, there were 36 interviewees in the study, of which 33 were interviewed
and 3 answered questions by e-mail. Some interviews were in person, while most were
conducted via phone and lasted between 0.5 to 1 h. Of the interviewees, 18 had experience
in both industries. All of the interviews were conducted in Norwegian. Most of the inter-
views were recorded and transcribed, except for a few. These interviews were conducted
by two interviewers and detailed notes were written during the interview.

Table 1. Number of interviews for each industry.

Petroleum Industry Construction Industry

Safety authorities 3 2
Employer and employee
organisations

7 3

Top management 3 4
Safety personnel 5 9
Total 18 18

The transcribed data were coded based on categories from the interview guide and
through open coding, in which new categories were found. The coding of the data was
performed in parallel by two researchers to ensure a correct basis for the analysis. The
data used for quotations were translated by the authors from Norwegian to English. The
transcribed and coded data were analysed systematically by categories with the research
questions in mind, which resulted in state-of-the-art descriptions of the safety in the two
industries, a comparison between them, framework conditions affecting safety in the two
industries, and the learning potential.

In summary, the comparison of the industries was based on information from workers
in each industry, comparison by the workers who had experience in both industries, as well
as factual information from statistics and documents about the industries. This allowed for
triangulation of the analysed data, in which findings could be crosschecked [67].

3.2. Delimitations and Limitations
To compare the two industries, this paper is limited to looking at framework conditions

that were comparable between the two industries related to factors that affected the level
of safety, such as the economy, authorities, and management. Factors specific to each of
the industries, such as contracting models in construction and how they affect safety, were
beyond the scope of this study.

A comparison of safety in the construction industry during the building phase and the
petroleum industry in the operating phase is not straightforward. The aim was to look at
safety from a generic perspective in both industries. However, there were large variations
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within the industries that needed to be taken into consideration when interpreting the
results. As there are, in practice, many influences from one industry to the other, a
comparison between the two industries was rationalised.

4. Results

The empirical results indicate aspects affecting safety. The results are divided into the
general safety level of the two industries, influences on safety from different actors, and
influences between the two industries.

4.1. The Safety Level in the Norwegian Petroleum and Construction Industries
The interviewees from both industries perceived the petroleum industry to have a

higher level of safety than the construction industry. The interviewees varied in their
perception of the construction industry’s general safety level. One interviewee compared
the safety in the construction industry to the safety in the petroleum industry in the 1970s
and 1980s. Overall, the safety level in the construction industry has improved in recent
decades. However, several interviewees agreed that the industry still has potential for
improvement. As one interviewee from an employer organisation in construction said:
“Actually it is quite good, but not good enough”.

Many attributed the high safety focus in the petroleum industry to major accidents. In
contrast, the focus in construction is primarily on occupational safety, as the industry eval-
uated the risk of major accidents as being relatively lower. Fatal accidents in construction
usually result in improvements within a project in a company, rather than impacting the
whole industry. However, a few examples of accidents impacting the entire industry were
found, such as a bridge collapse in Trondheim in 2013, which was said to have ended the
practice of keeping roads open for public traffic below concrete work. Another example
mentioned was large contractors demanding machinery re-design after accidents.

Many interviewees also attributed the higher safety level in petroleum to a better
economy that allowed for more resources to be allocated to safety. Several interviewees
noted that due to low oil prices, cost-cutting has resulted in a backlog of facilities mainte-
nance. The interviewees also underlined that many offshore facilities are reaching their life
expectancies, and modifications to extend their operations could impact safety.

4.2. Safety Influences from Different Actors
This subsection presents the findings on how different levels of actors and related

factors influence occupational safety in the two industries, structured according to Ras-
mussen’s socio-technical model [22], starting from the government at the top, moving
down towards staff and the work itself.

4.2.1. Government
The top level of the framework involves control of safety through the legal system.

Legislation and the use of standards were identified as important factors influencing safety
in the petroleum industry. The regulations in the petroleum industry are trust-based and
were perceived as good by the interviewees, providing a common goal for the industry.
However, some claimed that trust-based regulations do not work well during financial
downturns.

In the construction industry, some argued that not all of the regulations were beneficial
for safety. Others found the regulations to be too bureaucratic. It was also mentioned
that the formulations should be stated more clearly to avoid varying interpretations of the
regulations. Some interviewees argued that the regulations already were good, and the
problem lay in using them in practice.

Changes in the regulations allowing the use of temporary workers have resulted in an
influx of foreign, contingent workers in both industries.
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4.2.2. Regulators and Associations
There was no common agreement among the interviewees on how the regulators

influenced safety in their respective industries. Although both regulators utilised similar
sanctions and measures, the interviews indicated a difference in the degree to which
different sanctions and measures were used and in the way they conducted audits. The
NLIA conducted both announced and unannounced inspections (sometimes referred to as
“actions”), while the PSA operated under announced audits. Offshore constraints (in terms
of transport scheduling and capacity) necessitated the announcement of when the PSA
audits would take place. There was consensus among the interviewees that the NLIA’s
resources were meagre compared to the PSA’s, despite their wider area of responsibility.
As a result, there can be long periods between the NLIA’s visits to the same construction
company. Some added that the NLIA is often limited to supervising large companies
that already have good systems in place, instead of focusing on smaller companies. The
NLIA was also perceived as being somewhat reluctant to fine companies that do not
follow regulations. According to some interviewees, this may be due to the observation
that fines are ineffective in getting rid of unscrupulous actors. A large fine could easily
break small but serious companies, whereas less-serious actors can simply start over by
declaring bankruptcy.

The development of the NLIA’s safety work was perceived as adequate by several
interviewees. Workshops that the NLIA holds together with the industry were perceived as
very positive. It was highlighted that the PSA’s reports from inspections are made public,
which puts a high focus on sharing and learning between companies in the petroleum
industry. One interviewee emphasised the active role that PSA plays in the safety level of
the industry:

“They [PSA] are professionally good. [ . . . ] They always come with some improvement
points. We do not always agree with each other, but I find that the PSA helps to keep up
the standard. They help to make us good. They are important to the industry, I think.”

(Manager, Petroleum)
Not everyone shared this view of the PSA. Some interviewees found the PSA to be

weaker than the NLIA, pointing to the PSA’s inadequate supervision and restrictive use of
sanctions on oil companies. Others stated that the PSA had lost the unions’ trust, as they
seem to accommodate the companies too much. Others again experienced the PSA as not
clear enough when it comes to their safety requirements.

“If you look at the NLIA, they have stopped 50 workplaces in one year. The PSA has in
the last 20 years barely stopped anything.”

(Employee and employer organisation, Petroleum)
Traditionally, the trade unions have been influential in the petroleum industry. While

some mentioned that the collaboration between employer and employee associations and
organisations is positive for HSE, others pointed out that the financial downturn has
affected the position of the trade unions, decreasing their capacity to influence.

“It is the mainstay of the Norwegian industry—it [the tripartite collaboration] is seen as
a success factor. But the truth is that we feel it has become more and more challenged.
They want us not to have so much influence.”

(Employer and employee organisation, Petroleum)
For the construction industry, no notable aspects or opinions were presented regarding

trade unions, except the role of safety deputies. Some perceived the role of safety deputies
in construction as having less influence and a lower reputation than in the petroleum
industry. The higher level of risks offshore and the higher costs in petroleum if something
goes wrong were given as potential reasons for this by the interviewees.
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4.2.3. Company Level
The oil companies and clients in the construction industry are influenced by actors

above them and are in a position to influence actors on lower levels, such as operators,
contractors, and sub-contractors. In the petroleum industry, the safety procedures are set
from the top, by the oil company and the operators. Procedures and requirements were
described by the interviewees to be, overall, similar within the industry, often based on
standards such as NORSOK, which are stricter than the Working Environment Act. In the
construction industry, the companies primarily aspired to achieve the minimum standards
set by the regulations. It was also stated that a client could operate with internal HSE rules
for their own employees and external HSE rules for contractors. One reason for this was not
to intrude into the contractor’s work methods and procedures. Looking at the construction
industry as a whole, procedures and rules therefore vary somewhat between companies,
although they fulfil regulatory requirements. One interviewee mentioned that the larger
contractors in construction have systems that are similar to that in the petroleum industry.
However, there are large variations in the construction industry—for example, between
small and large companies, public and private clients, and even between different projects
in the same company. It was mentioned that, in construction, both the reporting system
and the reporting culture are not as well developed as in the petroleum industry. Others
mentioned leniency in terms of local choices and adaptations and less severe sanctions for
HSE rules not being followed than in the petroleum industry.

“In the petroleum industry similar rules and procedures generally apply. In the construc-
tion industry, on the other hand, in my company we have an external HSE towards the
contractor and so on, and an internal towards our own employees.”

(Safety-responsible, Construction)
Prequalification of companies (e.g., contractors and sub-contractors) is the norm in

the petroleum industry, including assessment of HSE results from earlier projects. In the
construction industry, large clients and contractors use similar systems, but they are not as
widespread as in the petroleum industry. Some interviewees pointed out that the smaller
number of companies operating in petroleum enabled them to have more straightforward
control of aspects such as worker competence, qualifications, and experience.

Continuity in the organisation was also identified as a factor influencing safety. While
construction is generally project-based in its organisation, petroleum facilities usually
comprise the same operative organisation for many years. Some also pointed to the
dependencies between actors at construction sites and the possible resulting delays as
having consequences for safety.

4.2.4. Management
The interviewees identified thorough planning of operations and highly controlled

activities as factors promoting safety in the petroleum industry. Any change was regarded
as a potential contributing factor to unwanted events.

Further, management was regarded by the interviewees as having an influential role
for safety. All interviewees agreed that managers are role models and need to commu-
nicate clearly and insist that safety comes first. Leadership was indicated by many of
the interviewees as an essential condition for safety. Several aspects of leadership were
pointed out: making managers accountable rather than just responsible, stable relations
between managers and workers, loyalty to safety systems by mangers, “anchoring” of
safety systems in managers, and consequences for both workers and leaders if attitudes
and actions are not correct.

“Something that characterises the construction industry is that there are no stable
manger-employee relations.”

(Manager, Construction)
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4.2.5. Staff and Work
In comparison to the construction industry, many interviewees described the petroleum

industry as having stricter rules and a greater focus on understanding risks and emphasis
on barrier thinking. In construction, attitudes towards safety and understanding of risk
were described to be challenging, and the understanding of safety concepts was perceived
as weaker than in the petroleum industry.

The significant number of contingent labourers that lack competence and equipment
to perform the work safely in construction was indicated as another reason for the higher
number of injuries and fatalities than in the petroleum industry. Such work practices
were described as potentially affecting the establishment of relations and continuity in
organisations, such as between managers and workers or between workers. In addition, in
the petroleum industry, the use of hired labour is also becoming more common, especially
in land facilities. Some noted that these two industries are becoming more similar in
terms of increased hired labour. Related to hired labour in construction, it was mentioned
that it could be challenging to know who works on the site and with what competence.
The randomness of temporary-worker composition was said to affect the possibility of
incorporating these workers in the safety culture at the site. Proper training of workers,
being familiar with the organisation, the importance of knowing each other, and continuity
were highlighted in both industries as critical to safety.

“I see a development where more and more unskilled workers are coming from Eastern
Europe who are willing to do the job on conditions which Norwegians cannot live off. [
. . . ] If we can’t turn this around and change this, then we will end up in a few years
with the same conditions as they have in the construction industry.”

(Employee, Petroleum)

4.3. Influences between the Industries
According to several interviewees, oil companies have influenced contractors in

the construction industry through contract requirements. Large contractors that have
previously worked for petroleum companies, for example in building onshore facilities
or doing maintenance offshore, had incorporated some systems related to safety from the
petroleum industry.

“At the end of the 1980s I would say a clear improvement happened, more systematising
and routines for HSE. This happened in the contracting companies, and the reason was
that the large contractors were getting building orders from the oil companies. The oil
companies had requirements for systems and routines, which the construction contractors
did not really have. So, the part of the construction industry that worked with the
petroleum industry developed and improved HSE in construction.”

(Employer and employee organisation, Construction)
The petroleum industry has experienced several oil-price crises that led to workforce

reductions. During these periods, many workers and managers moved to other industries,
such as construction. The petroleum industry has thus influenced the construction industry.
Many tools, practices, and even regulations from the petroleum industry have been copied
and adapted by the construction industry. It was, however, pointed out that framework
conditions are different in the two industries, and not everything is directly transferable
between them. Room for adaptations and an understanding of the circumstances and
situations to comprehend the risks were also highlighted. It was also pointed out that
sometimes the vocabulary in the two industries is different, meaning that the same safety
words can in practice mean different things.

“After the oil crisis we got many persons from petroleum. [ . . . ] They may have many
good systems for reporting, but they have never been in construction. [ . . . ] Some think
you can transfer everything one to one, but that does not work. We need to think what to
do differently, not just copy.”

(Manager, Construction)
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When it comes to arenas for knowledge sharing, the petroleum industry has long
had networks promoting safety, such as the SfS. With inspiration from the petroleum
industry, the construction industry in Norway has now established the SfS BA. Many of the
interviewees believed that this arena would improve safety in the construction industry.

Systematic work and standardisation were mentioned as key areas where the con-
struction industry should continue to adopt practices from the petroleum industry. The
use of JSA, for instance, was regarded as coming from the petroleum industry. Here, some
interviewees mentioned a striking difference in the adoption of this practice. While JSA
is used selectively in petroleum, there seems to be an excessive use of JSA in construc-
tion. Better planning was mentioned as another area where construction could learn from
petroleum. The example given was that many aspects need to be in place and risk assessed
before a work package is sent to offshore for execution, whereas in construction, a worker
sometimes gets some necessary information only just before the worker is sent to work,
and the job might not be sufficiently well planned.

All of the points mentioned about learning from each other were related to what
the construction industry can learn from the petroleum industry. When asked what the
petroleum industry could learn from the construction industry, the interviewees did not
have anything to say or offer.

5. Discussion

The empirical findings indicated aspects that, according to the interviewees, influenced
safety positively or negatively; these are summarised in Figure 5. In this section, important
results that contribute to explaining the different evolvement of safety in the two industries
and point on improvement potential are discussed.
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5.1. Development of Safety Work in the Two Industries
Construction was a developed industry long before the petroleum industry began its

operations in Norway. Safety in the two industries has been and is still under development.
Worker protection to regulate safety began playing a role in Norway and in Europe in the
1890s, and the central Working Environment Act came into force in 1977 [63]. The approach
to safety at the start of the petroleum industry in Norway in the early 1970s has, over the
decades, changed and developed [39,69], contributing to the industry becoming a leader in
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Norway on safety today. Explicit expectations from the government towards HSE [64] put
pressure on the petroleum industry and contributed to this development.

The petroleum industry is perceived by the interviewees as being more mature in
terms of safety than the construction industry. To a large degree the focus on safety and the
culture for prioritising safety are shared across all levels in the petroleum industry. The
results indicate that the organisations in the petroleum industry have strict procedures
for activities, substantial changes to planned operations require new risk assessments
and procedures are revised according to the management of change procedures. Ad-hoc
solutions have no place in their operations, in contrast to the construction industry, where
workers may feel compelled to devise local adaptations as situations arise.

5.1.1. Major Accident Risk Prevention as a Driving Factor
Major accidents have affected the level of safety in the petroleum industry and are

a constant reminder of the inherent hazards associated with petroleum-related activities.
These hard-earned lessons led to many safety developments [70], and have engendered
a profound change in the regulations and safety-management systems of companies, as
well as propelled technical innovations that help control risks in the industry [69]. The risk
of major accidents might be perceived as larger than the risk of occupational accidents,
and thus could give rise to new safety measures to prevent future accidents. Perceived
consequences, such as those of major accidents, play a role in the demand for risk mitiga-
tion [71]. The changes in regulations have also influenced other industries, such as through
the regulation on internal control of safety, which today in the construction industry—
together with the Working Environment Act and the Construction Client Regulations—are
among the laws and regulations affecting workers’ safety the most. The results indicated
that accidents in the Norwegian construction industry have not had a direct influence on
regulations as in the petroleum industry, and the regulations in the construction industry
are perceived as suboptimal. However, a few larger accidents have received more media
and public attention, which influenced awareness within the industry and led to a change
in best practices.

5.1.2. Regulatory Resources and Tripartite Collaboration
While regulations of both industries are functional, the results indicate variations

in how they are enforced by regulators, such as in the use of sanctions, and how often
inspections and audits are conducted. The disparity between the ideal regulatory activities
and the actual resource at hand has repercussions on the performance of the safety regula-
tors, making one regulator (PSA) more fortunate than the other (NLIA). The regulatory
authorities are important for safety, but the interviewees’ opinions fluctuated as to the
degree to which the authorities actually influence safety. According to findings from the
Office of the Auditor General, the PSA’s supervisory practices had a limited impact on
companies’ follow-up of HSE in the petroleum industry [64]. In the interviews, some
perceived the PSA as being better in earlier days. It was also mentioned in the interviews
that the PSA and NLIA have different resources available and different supervision styles,
and that the PSA is only responsible for the petroleum industry, while the NLIA has many
industries to oversee, which could influence safety in the industry. Tripartite collaboration
also seemed to differ between the industries. In general, it has an important role in the
Norwegian working life, but the development and degree of influence from associations
were indicated by the interviewees to be higher in the petroleum industry. The weaker
impact of the associations could contribute to the explanation of the different safety levels
in the two industries, through the impact on safety at the sharp end.

5.1.3. Wide Range of Actors
The petroleum industry consists of a modest number of companies and a few global

actors, which pales in comparison to the number of companies in the construction industry,
which consists of everything from individual enterprises to large, international enterprises.
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The large number of small companies in the construction industry was indicated to chal-
lenge the overall development of safety in the industry, as common attitudes, norms, and
values are needed. It was pointed out that the large companies lift the small companies
to a certain degree, but the variations within the industry are large. Although there are
differences between companies offshore, the interviews indicate that requirements, systems,
and organisational structures are more standardised in the petroleum industry than within
the construction industry, which promotes a more similar safety level across the industry.
Antonsen et al. found in a case study that an implemented standardised operation model
for offshore installations positively influenced planning of tasks and compliance with
procedures [72].

However, since the beginning of the 2000s, the composition of companies in the
petroleum industry has changed, with new, less-experienced companies and smaller com-
panies entering the NCS. The interviews indicated that collaboration and communication
could vary from project to project, and may become more challenging as the number of
firms increases. This diversity can challenge the industry’s overall safety level, as more
actors need to adapt, comply, and develop a similar HSE culture, and authorities have to
adjust and follow up with the new actors as well. Ambiguities in roles and responsibilities
between personnel from different companies have been found to be a factor contributing
to occupational accidents and major near-accidents in the petroleum industry [73]. Reg-
ulations that demand a good HSE culture through continuous HSE work might support
this [45]. In addition, the characteristics of the construction industry, being project-based,
multi-tiered and with changing worker compositions, can result in short-lived interactions
and lack of continuity. Since the workers are at each construction site for a limited time,
this can reduce the opportunity for developing shared norms and practices.

Aspects such as employment condition also play an important role for safety, and the
use of hired workers or non-standard forms of employment make it even more complicated.
The interviews indicated that it is common to use hired labour in the construction industry,
and it was also mentioned that foreign workers pose a challenge not only in terms of
lingual issues, but also in terms of employment arrangements. The working arrangements
are also changing in the petroleum industry. As stated in the interviews, more and more of
the workers in the petroleum industry have temporary contracts, as in the construction
industry. A review of earlier studies showed that temporary agency workers have a higher
occupational health and safety risk, including higher injury rates [74].

5.1.4. Ensuring Continuous Improvement
Although the safety level has improved over the years in both industries, they contin-

uously strive to improve. In the construction industry, this can be seen in the eagerness
to learn from the petroleum industry; e.g., adopting tools and practices, and creating SfS
BA. For the petroleum industry, however, trends such as unstable oil prices, organisational
change (e.g., hired labour), and already operating at a high safety level might make it harder
to develop safety further at the same pace. This could lead to an “attention withdrawal” by
the top management, in which attention to safety and safety performance can gradually
decrease [75]. Furthermore, some of the interviewees argued that the apparent economic
differences in revenue can no longer be used as a reason or excuse for less-developed safety
in the construction industry, as the petroleum industry currently does not have the same
economic resources as previously.

5.2. Transferable Experiences and Knowledge
The petroleum and construction industries in Norway are distinct, but these two in-

dustries can potentially learn from each other. For the construction industry, an opportunity
to learn from the safety-management systems in the petroleum industry was previously
identified, especially related to knowledge management, in an earlier study [76]. Broadly
speaking, the construction industry is looking up to the safety level and practices of the
petroleum industry.
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5.2.1. Petroleum as a Role Model
Analysis of the empirical data points to several influences from the petroleum industry

on the construction industry’s safety. The construction industry has benefitted from the
experiences and knowledge developed for and in the petroleum industry, including safety-
management tools such as incident-reporting systems, risk-assessment tools (e.g., JSA) or
frequent meetings at the sharp end. Several arenas have been established to share safety
knowledge and experience in the construction industry, such as conferences, workshops,
and forums. For example, inspired by the SfS network in the petroleum industry, the
construction industry established a similar network—SfS BA.

5.2.2. Adoption of Practices
Regarding standardisation, it seems that the construction industry is moving towards

practices from the petroleum industry related to more uniform safety tools, methods,
and practices across companies, and more uniform requirements across large clients and
contractors. The fact that some construction companies have been working for oil com-
panies has helped them adapt parts of their safety practices to the stricter practices in
the petroleum industry, which slowly seem to be becoming an industry standard. These
similar characteristics may be created through various institutional pressures, resulting in
isomorphism [77]. Movement of petroleum workers to the construction industry, coupled
with the transfer of practices and tools, such as toolbox talks, barrier-oriented thinking,
and standardisation, may have resulted in the diffusion of ideas.

There is, however, reason to believe that the outright transfer of knowledge from one
industry to another is not straightforward. The indiscriminate use of JSA in the construction
industry, for example, has reached a point where its adoption runs the risk of losing value
and function [78]. All measures are not necessarily suitable, and practices need to be
translated and adapted to the industry and prevalent conditions. It was pointed out by
several interviewees that not everything could be directly copied and expected to work in
the same way in the two industries. First, the understanding and perception of safety and
the industry itself is in some cases different between the two industries. It was also seen
from the interviews that not all framework conditions necessarily behave the same way in
the two industries. This was also observed in the varying trends between the two industries,
perhaps attributable to their distinct safety levels. The risk picture in the two industries is
different, and thus the need for measures will also differ. It is therefore crucial to adapt
different measures, concepts, tools, and policies and the like to the industry’s framework
condition, needs, requirements, and competence, rather than directly transferring them and
taking for granted that they are the same in the two industries. The differences between
companies within the industries, where the differences are larger within construction than
within the petroleum, are another consideration. For the construction industry, it might be
wise to mature at the industry’s own pace when it comes to safety and not necessarily rush
into adopting solutions that have worked in petroleum.

5.2.3. Technological Innovations
From the analysis, it was prominent that there were trends related to the structural

systems that can influence safety. Some framework conditions are stable and cannot easily
be changed, such as the size of companies, the number of companies, and regulations.
Technological developments have been fast in the petroleum industry, and at present
also are becoming increasingly rapid in the construction industry, thus requiring constant
adaptation. The extensive use of automation and barriers that characterise petroleum
activities are features that remain wanting in the construction industry. However, many
developments are coming that are related to, for example, digitalisation. The new develop-
ments will introduce new possibilities, but also challenges and more complexity. Many
of these developments are also somewhat generic for both industries. In terms of safety
management, experiences with technological developments and digitalisation could be
shared and learned across the two industries.
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5.2.4. Experiences from Construction to Petroleum
The already high level of safety in the petroleum industry seems to prevent many

from identifying learning opportunities from the construction industry. The interviewees
in the petroleum industry had a rather pretentious attitude towards possible learning
points from construction. However, the construction industry has a lot of experience, for
example with migrant workers and temporary contracts, that could also be of value for
the petroleum industry in the future. The caveats that come with a growing population of
migrant and temporary workers coupled with ageing facilities and the emerging effects of
peak oil should be brought to the petroleum industry’s attention and resolved, with the
same ambition that brought about the industry’s high level of safety.

6. Conclusions

The construction industry has a significantly higher fatal accident rate than the
petroleum industry in Norway. Through a systematic, qualitative, interview-based study
with actors across both sectors and organisational levels, this paper has elaborated reasons
for the different safety levels between the industries. The paper has also identified and
discussed further potential for improvement across the two industries. The novelty of the
study is the comparison with an inter-industry perspective, and a focus on transferable
experiences given the influencing characteristics and conditions.

The petroleum industry is primarily perceived as having a more mature level of safety.
In the construction industry, there are large variations in the safety level between companies.
The safety developments in the petroleum industry have largely been accelerated by several
major accidents, which brought changes in the regulations and increased the focus on
safety, which is not the case in the construction industry. The interviews indicate that
procedures and requirements in the petroleum industry are more standardised and similar
for all actors within the industry, as compared to the construction industry, where the
companies primarily aspire to achieve the minimum standards set by the regulations.
The interviews further point to structural differences, in particular the large number of
actors in the construction industry, as challenging for a general level of safety and having
similar practices across the industry. In addition, sharing lessons learned and other relevant
safety information between companies in the petroleum industry are more systematic and
frequent than in the construction industry.

Furthermore, the construction industry has benefitted from safety improvements
in the petroleum industry, such as tools and methods, through interaction between the
two industries; e.g., movement of people and contractual requirements. Nevertheless, the
interviewees from the construction industry all agreed that better planning, standardisation,
and barrier-thinking more similar to those implemented in the petroleum industry could
improve the industry’s level of safety. Furthermore, the technical developments and
knowledge sharing are more developed areas in the petroleum industry. The petroleum
industry has to further strive tomaintain and evolve its safety levels, given possible changes
and new developments, and might also benefit from looking into experiences across sectors;
e.g., the construction industry’s experience with the temporary and migrant workforce.
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